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This volume originated as a part of the PRIN 2020 research project “‘Sharing in the Community’: Citizenship and Society in the Greek World (VII-II Centuries BC)” funded by the Italian Ministry for Universities and Research (MUR) and conducted through the collaboration of five research units, including scholars from Università degli Studi di Milano, Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore di Milano, Scuola Normale Superiore, Università degli Studi di Cagliari and Università degli Studi di Parma. It stems in particular from the final conference, “‘Sharing in the polis’: citizenship and forms of civic participation in the Greek world”, which was held at the University of Milano in June 2025. The essays collected in the volume are revised versions of the papers presented at the conference, which have taken into account the suggestions and intense scholarly exchanges that emerged during the lively discussions at each of the conference sessions, and also include some additional contributions which are meant to widen and complement the scope of the topics considered, further enrichening the final result.

The research project was designed several years ago when citizenship was already well-rooted as a key political and social theme in public discourse, in Italy, as well as in other countries in Europe and beyond. Since then it has become even more important and controversial: on what grounds should citizenship be shared? We constantly hear in the media about ius soli, ius sanguinis and, more recently, ius scholae, in other words whether the sharing of values that define a nation’s identity and are transmitted through its educational system is by itself a sufficient basis for being recognised as a full member, and citizen, of that nation.1

We believed, and still believe, that the body of ideas, theories and reflections on the question of politeia developed by the ancient Greeks can contribute to framing the debate on such vital issues in contemporary society. To some extent, the different approaches that we encounter in respect to the world we live in have also shaped the discussion about the nature of politeia in the Greek world. “Sharing”, which is the key-word in our project, is quite an obvious term, as it is the translation of the almost ubiquitous verb metechein (and other cognate terms such as meteinai or metadidonai) expressing the idea of “participation” which constantly informed the discourse of citizenship in Plato and Aristotle, in the Attic orators as well as in laws and decrees. Being a politēs in a Greek city is a metechein tēs poleōs (hence the title of this volume), a metechein tēs politeias, or a metechein tōn koinōn, in a number of variants that have been recently astutely studied by our colleague Jakub Filonik.2

While taking stock of the concept of “sharing”, recent scholarship has, however, at the same time intensively debated about what was the primary domain of such sharing, whether, in the wake of Aristotle’s Politics, it was political rights, and the “citizen” was thus defined exclusively by the right to participate in the deliberative and judicial function within the polis,3 or whether the decisive factor was sharing in religious cults, as suggested by Josine Blok starting from the expression metechein tōn hierōn kai tōn hosiōn, expressing “participation in cult and in human practices pleasing to the gods or sanctioned by divine law”,4 or, to the contrary, whether mutual recognition among citizens was achieved first of all by means of the sharing of a common lifestyle, as argued for instance by A. Duplouy, J. Meister and now Chr. Müller in her book on La fabrique du citoyen. Citizenship, as a consequence, turns out to be mainly “performative” rather than based on legal distinctions.5 Or, last but not least, whether, among the social practices and collective representations that qualified the politēs, having a share in the territory of the polis from a material point of view, and the privilege of landownership, also counted as primary factors.6 This surely applies to colonial foundations and, at the theoretical level, to Plato’s Laws, where the citizen is primarily identified by the fact of being a geōmoros, of having participated in the original allotment of the land (737a). Such distinctions and definitions, as is well known, have wider implications since the notion of citizenship based on being part of a cultic community inevitably turns out to be more inclusive than an approach focusing solely on institutions and political rights. As a result, the issues of inclusion and exclusion have generated heated debates in recent literature.7

Within this framework, the aim of our research project has not been to provide a monolithic answer and pursue a single, all-embracing approach or methodology. On the contrary, the members of the research group all firmly believe that the only way to address the question of the Greek concept of citizenship is to emphasise its manifold aspects, without focusing on one rather than the other. Our objective has in fact been to reject an approach whereby the institutional and sociological perspectives are seen as irreconcilable8 and, at the same time, attempt to bring such different approaches into dialogue through an integrated use of literary and epigraphic sources. Two fundamental tenets of the project need in particular to be emphasised: the first is that the investigation has been conducted in a “vertical” perspective with reference to the diachronic development of the concept of citizenship over the centuries between the archaic period, with the emergence of a panoply of terms that expressed the idea of being part of the community, and the second century BCE, when Roman domination brought about significant changes in the configuration of Greek society. Greek citizenship is thus to be analysed as an ongoing process. The second is that we have also pursued a “horizontal” perspective through a comparative investigation of the morphology and dynamics related to the notion of politeia in the parallel realities of poleis and federal states (ethnē).

Such key elements underlying the research project are well reflected in the structure and contents of this volume, where the expression “civic participation” of the title deliberately refers to a broader frame of reference, where non-citizens can also be included. The first introductory section looks into some preliminary fundamental issues defining the conceptual, theoretical and terminological framework for an analysis of Greek politeia. Elisabetta Poddighe starts by focusing on Aristotle, the only author providing a systematic and well-articulated analysis of citizenship in ancient Greek literature, and tackles on a theoretical level the central problem whether the Stagirite held the view that citizenship came “in degrees” and could be shared in different forms. This question entails confronting the challenges posed by the definition of the citizen in Politics 3.1 in relation to the discussion in the subsequent chapters of the same book. Poddighe’s approach is based on the assumption that Books 1-3 of Politics provide a coherently argued body of thought and that the essence of the politēs lies in archein kai archesthai, a formula to be understood as describing “one who advises and is advised, who stands at both origin and end of political initiative”, in other words holds fixed-term offices and exercises collective functions having the right to deliberate and judge. Poddighe’s contention is that Aristotle’s theory does not accomodate the notion of graded citizenship. Being a politēs and sharing citizenship is thus a binary function. Those who are only archomenoi, without reciprocal capacity to archein through sovereign functions, are not citizens at all. The discussion has broader historical implications as it encompasses examples such as the citizenship of the thetēs in Solonian Athens and the banausoi in the Theban oligarchy, both commonly regarded as examples of a “halved” citizenship. On a more general level, Mirko Canevaro’s paper is an attempt to approach debates on citizenship in ancient Greece through the lens of timē (meaning “honor” / “worth” / “right[s]”), proposing that this concept offers a unified framework for understanding the multifaceted nature of Greek citizenship, across its various historical manifestations throughout the history of the polis.9 Taking stock of the productive debate between those who emphasise citizenship’s performative core (in the archaic period and beyond), those who focus on institutionalised political participation, and those who stress religious membership or membership in a plurality of interlocking networks (with interlocking identifiers), it makes the case that taking seriously Greek, emic notions of citizenship as timē (encompassing a certain package of timai as rights) has the potential of bridging the divide between these various perspectives. This section is further enriched by Irad Malkin’s and Josine Blok’s diptych on the Greek idiomatic formula ἴσος καὶ ὅμοιος, “equal and like”, often recurring, especially in the form ἐπ᾽ ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ, in contexts where the notions of equality, fairness and justice are emphasised. The interest for such collocation, which frequently appears in a civic framework where the members of the group are represented as equals and peers, arose as a part of their recent co-authored book on Drawing Lots. From Egalitarianism to Democracy.10 The two papers start from the same premises, focusing on the semantics of the pairing ἴσος καὶ ὅμοιος, where isos means “equal” in measure or quantity and homoios means “similar” in shape or quality, but then part their ways and take different courses. Irad Malkin is above all interested in underlining that the formula isos kai homoios espresses a horizontal vision of society where its members politically and legally stand in relation to one another on equal terms and traces the roots of such fundamental principle back to the archaic period and the experience of colonisation as the reflection of a typically Greek egalitarian, not hierarchical mindset. Josine Blok’s take on the topic, while operating within a closely related conceptual framework, goes in the opposite direction and explores the inequalities side of the matter. She especially concentrates on the body of late Classical and Hellenistic citizenship decrees from the poleis in Asia Minor, where, following the “great convergence” towards democratic regimes, politeia is awarded to benefactors ἐπ᾽ ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ but where such privilege is embedded in an array of other timai and honorific titles which paradoxically made the new citizens not equal to the politai by birth. They are thus incorporated into the highest bracket of a layered system in which differences in prestige, office, and privilege were maintained within a shared civic order. Jakub Filonik in turn looks into the pivotal classical Greek concept of “sharing in the polis” and demonstrates that the discourse of political participation and rights, expressed as sharing in the polity, was widely used at least since the late fifth century BCE, and arguably came into focus during and after the major crisis that the Athenian democracy faced around the stasis of the year 404/3 BCE. The paper analyses how both democrats and oligarchs employed this terminology to describe their varying proposals on the extent of franchise before, during, and after the political tension and the resulting civil war in Athens and argues that the concept of taking part in the politeia was linked to debates about the best constitution and the extent of active participation in the polis, and not to participation in religious rites. Finally, Matt Simonton, reconnecting to oligarchic political discourse, explores the justificatory claims which legitimised the oligarchic approach to the power of the city’s magistrates (archontes). Since their powers were broader than those of democratic magistrates and their decisions could not be appealed to a popular court, their application of the laws was supposed to be more consistent and predictable than that of democracies; these same features also worked to ensure military discipline in the face of external threats. This was the basic bargain oligarchs presented to the dēmos in exchange for the loss of political participation. However, these goods, secured through specific institutions, were difficult to maintain given oligarchs’ temptations towards dominating the poor.

A second section is dedicated to Athenian citizenship, forms of civic participation, and the question of what specifically defined the politēs as a member of the polis community in the Classical period. Matteo Barbato uses the myth of autochthony as a prism for exploring the cultural debate over citizenship in democratic Athens. As part of her efforts to reconceptualise Athenian citizenship in terms of sharing in the city’s cults by virtue of legitimate descent, Josine Blok argued that the complete notion of autochthony was developed in conjunction with Pericles’ Citizenship Law in order to transfer to the whole dēmos the claim of pure descent and the access to priesthoods which had been the prerogative of the genē. Through an analysis of the epitaphioi logoi and some cases of “contestation” of such an ideology in Plato’s dialogues (Republic, Critias, Timaeus), Barbato demonstrates that the ideology of autochthony was deployed within a heated debate on citizenship which revolved primarily around descent and political participation. Plato, in particular, traces the constitutional order (tēn tēs politeias taxin) of his imaginary Athens back to its earthborn beginnings, thus conferring authority on the political system theorised in the Republic and advocating an agrarian, non-naval Athens alternative to the democracy of his own day (Ti. 23a; Criti. 109d, 113c-d). Stefano Ferrucci, taking stock of the recent revision of the traditional idea assuming the exclusively masculine nature of citizenship in the Greek city, focuses on women as mothers and members of the civic community (and thus politides). The correlation between motherhood and citizenship is of pivotal relevance in numerous contexts, both legally and otherwise, with its foundational origins lying within the domestic sphere of the oikos. Ferrucci also discusses the widely shared conviction that the function of mothers was mainly to transmit to their children citizen rights that they did not enjoy themselves, starting from the evidence, both from Athens and Gortyn, where the attributions of property ownership pertaining to women, designed as ματρõια/μητρῷα, are attested. Likewise, Giacinto Falco, investigates the symbolic self-representation strategies of Athenian citizens in the classical period, with particular attention to the visual and material codes that signalled civic belonging and social distinction. The paper argues that shared norms of public decorum—concerning clothing, posture, and presentability—responded not merely to aesthetic or ethical imperatives, but to a deeper ideological necessity: the need to conceal any direct association with manual labour and to reinforce the image of the politēs as a citizen free from material need and endowed with the leisure required for political participation. The analysis focuses on emblematic items such as the chlaina, himation, Laconian sandals, and the walking stick, and surmises that a range of objects and symbolic attributes—initially, and arguably, exclusive to the aristocratic elite—were progressively appropriated by broader segments of the citizen body, as a result of the relative prosperity ensured by the availability of food resources, servile labour, and, in the fifth century, imperial revenues. Such appropriation contributed to the generalisation of a unitary and idealised model of the citizen as moderately affluent and respectable—within which, for example, the opposition between urban and rural life acquired not only cultural but also socio-economic connotations. By examining different forms of civic participation, Cristina Carusi shifts the focus to the civic roles of non-citizens in Athens, expanding the analysis to include metics and foreigners. Her study investigates the ways in which non-citizens were incorporated into the Athenian civic community and the dynamics that enabled such forms of integration. As Carusi aptly shows, this integration was often limited and, as a result, had only a modest impact on the institutional structures of the polis, particularly with regard to the boundaries separating citizens from non-citizens.

The third section of the volume is devoted to landed property and its institutional frameworks, with the aim of emphasising the connection between citizen status and landholding, and more specifically to reassessing whether access to land and the privilege of landownership should be regarded as constitutive elements in defining the politēs—an issue that has received comparatively little attention in recent scholarship on Greek citizenship.11 Donatella Erdas draws attention to this relationship particularly in cases where a polis decided to partially or entirely expropriate the land of its citizens in order to redistribute it. Through a series of case studies (Cyrene, Leontinoi, Samos), she aims to show that poleis resorted to gēs anadasmos after confiscating the land of expelled citizens only when the citizen body had undergone significant changes, whereas the confiscation of a limited part of private property was usually followed by more nuanced solutions, such as selling the expropriated land to other citizens; reconstructing these dynamics becomes more challenging in post-fifth-century sources, where gēs anadasmos is reframed through fourth-century rhetorical and philosophical debates, reflecting a shift in how land redistribution was understood as a political option. Following the same line of inquiry, the contribution by Davide Amendola explores the notion of politographia and its central role in understanding Greek citizenship in contexts where the civic body of a polis was subject to frequent change. Although the earliest occurrences of the verb politographein are relatively late, the concept itself had already taken shape much earlier, and its origins can be traced back to the work of Philistus of Syracuse. The focus therefore lies on Sicilian poleis, and in particular on Syracuse and Himera, from Gelon to the age of Dionysius I of Syracuse. Amendola analyses in depth the processes of restructuring citizen bodies imposed by the Sicilian tyrannoi, and their institutional implications for the organization of the civic body, its landed property, and its subgroups. The relationship between property and civic status in Oropos is the subject of the paper by Michele Faraguna. This necessarily brings Athenian citizenship into the discussion, since Oropos had come under secure Athenian control in 335 BCE. A remarkable set of inscriptions illuminating land tenure in the period between 335 and 322 BCE shows that private property in Oropian territory, although integrated into the system of the ten Athenian tribes, remained outside the deme system. Further weight is added to the argument concerning the nature of citizenship and its connection with property by Faraguna’s discussion of an Oropian decree awarding a crown to the god Amphiaraos (I.Oropos 297), in which the dedication of the crown is made for the “safety of the Athenian dēmos and the children and women and everyone (or possibly ‘all the things’, ‘all the properties’) in the country”, encompassing the manifold aspects subsumed under the notion of citizenship as “sharing in the polis”. Building on similar premises, Christel Müller explores the relationship between landownership and citizenship in the Hellenistic period, starting from the question of how and in what ways landownership and the status of politēs were linked. In doing so, through a number of case studies, she first of all highlights the dynamic and multifaceted economic and political importance of land as a source of prosodoi through taxation, sales and leases. Different modes in the use of land by the politai show that landownership was a right, but not an obligation. Conversely, although land was traditionally linked to citizen status, the right of enktēsis extended property ownership to a wider range of social groups. Beyond citizens, other groups could also own land, such as the paroikoi of Asia Minor, the Spartan perioikoi, or marginal groups in Sparta including the hypomeiones and women. This broader access to property was partly connected to oliganthropia, as in the case of Thessaly. Focusing then on the Cyrenaean diagramma issued under Ptolemy and on Athens in 322 and 317 BCE, both oligarchic contexts in which participation in the archai was restricted by property qualifications, Müller concludes that in the Hellenistic period social inequalities and class tensions often led to staseis, which were frequently rooted in unequal land distribution.

The final part of the volume focuses on civic rights in political contexts beyond the single polis and in federal states, from the Hellenistic period to the Roman Empire. When the concept of citizenship extended beyond the boundaries of a single polis, as in cases of a sympolity, the very definition of what it meant to be a citizen required careful reconsideration. Beginning with the origins of the term sympoliteia and the corresponding verbs, Victor Walser’s contribution explores the understanding and expectations of citizenship within sympoliteiai through a detailed analysis of treaties and agreements—primarily from Asia Minor—that formalised the merger of two communities into a single civic body. His study highlights the fundamental elements that citizens themselves regarded as central to their civic identity and responsibilities within such complex political structures. Citizenship in Greek federal states is the focus of two further contributions, which address the themes of political representation and territorial boundaries. The role of the federal council was closely tied to citizens’ political participation and to broader notions of representation, and therefore merits careful analysis. Laura Loddo investigates this issue by reassessing Larsen’s theory concerning the evolutionary development of representative government in Greek federal states. By exploring a range of examples concerning the nature of representation in federal states, she demonstrates that the re-emergence of representative councils after 146 BCE was not simply a consequence of the Roman conquest, but part of a broader institutional trend in which representation increasingly became the preferred solution within the Greek federal koina: even where primary assemblies continued to function, the decisions of the federal councils were binding for all the members of the koinon. Within this broader framework of federal states, and in approaching the question of citizenship beyond the polis, special attention must also be paid to the concept of borders. Elena Franchi’s contribution addresses this topic by analysing both the “internal” boundaries between member cities and the “external”, or extra-federal, frontiers. She pays particular attention to cases in which federal citizenship was granted to communities located at considerable distance from the koinon, as in the agreements concluded by the Aetolians with Chios, Herakleia, Naupaktos, and Keos. Citizenship rights in the polis of Cyrene under Ptolemaic rule, and in particular the diagramma issued by Ptolemy I, are the subject of Emilio Rosamilia’s chapter. He begins from the observation that our knowledge of the Cyrenaean constitution—established by Ptolemy I at the request of the citizens—derives entirely from the diagramma itself, a fact that makes it difficult to fully assess how innovative Ptolemy’s intervention actually was. After discussing the meaning of politeuma as the body of active citizens, Rosamilia shows how this politeuma effectively restricted access to public office, a measure through which Ptolemy sought to secure the loyalty of the Cyrenaean citizen body. In the concluding chapter, Federico Russo turns to the Roman world, where the right of citizenship was extended far more broadly than in the Greek world, which classified groups such as metics, foreigners, and slaves as “non-citizens” or “not fully citizens”. In Rome, by contrast, freedmen and incolae were also regarded as cives. However, the exercise of active voting rights in their case was often subject to significant limitations. Beginning with early measures that restricted their voting rights to a single urban tribe between 221 and 169 BCE, and drawing on inscriptions and legal sources, Russo highlights both the passive and active electoral capacities legally conferred upon liberti and incolae under Roman law. He concludes that the ius suffragii was never granted in a fully generalised form beyond cives Romani ingenui. For groups perceived as lying outside the shared legal framework, yet not entirely excluded from it, the limited exercise of voting rights functioned as an effective means of integrating them into public life, while at the same time preventing them from exerting real political influence.

As a complement to the volume, we have included a substantial appendix dedicated to the lexicon of citizenship. This choice was motivated by the observation that, already from the Archaic period, alongside the process of community formation in an institutional sense, a specialised terminology gradually developed to represent statuses and related phenomena of inclusion and exclusion, distinguishing those who were part of the civic body from those who, although sometimes enjoying legal protection from magistrates and ad hoc judicial procedures, were considered “foreigners” or outsiders12. The use of a technical vocabulary of citizenship, encompassing terms and concepts related to politeia, is evident in the sources, both literary and epigraphic. The study of this technical lexicon, initiated at the outset of our research project on citizenship, has been integrated into a dedicated online resource (https://politeia.unimi.it/en/databases/lexicon-of-citizenship/). The entries were prepared by several contributors to this volume, as well as by early-career scholars involved in the project, whose names appear at the end of each entry. The lexical items are arranged alphabetically; for ease of consultation, each entry is accompanied by a brief bibliography, presented separately from the general bibliography at the end of the volume. The lexical appendix serves a dual purpose: it not only documents the emergence and development of a Greek vocabulary of citizenship, but also provides the foundation for much of the research presented in this volume.

As we come to the end of our citizenship project, we would like to sincerely thank all the members of the PRIN 2020 research team who have generously contributed to it through their work, commitment and scholarship: Davide Amendola, Giacomo Aresi, Cinzia Bearzot, Ilaria Bultrighini, Cristina Carusi, Giacinto Falco, Giovanni Ingarao, Luca Iori, Rita Laura Loddo, Anna Magnetto, Elisabetta Poddighe, Paolo Andrea Tuci. We would also like to express our gratitude to Serena Barbuto for her painstaking editorial work on the manuscript and for making the swift publication of the volume possible. To her we also owe the preparation of the General index. Finally our sincere thanks go to the two anonymous referees for their helpful comments and suggestions and to the editorial team at Milano University Press for accepting the volume for publication and for their advice, care and competence in the production process.

 

Milano, April 2026
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GREEK CITIZENSHIP: THEORY, CONCEPTS, AND TERMINOLOGY
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ABSTRACT

This article argues that Aristotle’s conception of citizenship as sharing (koinōnein) in the political community admits no degrees. Politics 1-3 develops a conceptually unitary argument: whoever belongs to the koinōnia politikē must rule (archein) through the collective sovereign bodies of the polis. Citizenship admits no internal gradations: one either belongs or does not; what defines sharing in the political community is not quantity of power but quality of belonging: collective archein. Grounded in contrast with the household (oikos), the principle is tested against failures of Plato and Hippodamus on citizenship, and finds its confirmation in the Solonian constitution, where thētes, exercising sovereign functions, were citizens, not citizens in a diminished sense, nor archomenoi.

KEYWORDS: Aristotle; Politics; definition of the citizen; Solon; thētes; archomenoi politai.

 

1. Introduction: citizenship as the measure of political sharing

What must a political community share to achieve genuine unity? Aristotle raises this problem in the opening chapter of Politics 2, asking whether it is better for the well-governed city “to share in all things, or in some things but not others”.1 The question concerns citizens specifically,2 and since unity serves the polis’s preservation, the point is crucial: what must citizens share to preserve the city?3 The city should be “as far as possible entirely one”, Aristotle admits, yet excessive unity destroys it.4 Against Plato’s communism of property, women, and children, Aristotle identifies what citizens must genuinely share: political functions, the capacity to exercise equal judgment on matters of common concern through deliberation and adjudication. Sharing in the perception of justice creates the political bond, holding the city together sufficiently to act as a whole. Unity arises through reciprocal equality (to ison to antipeponthos), which preserves (sōzei) cities by granting equal access to this shared judgment.5 This is what Aristotle in Book 3 terms to isōs orthon, the “correct form of equality” whereby citizenship achieves unity within diversity.6

Without institutional arrangements giving this principle concrete expression, the community risks dissolution into stasis or oppressive uniformity. This raises the question of how such sharing is realised at the institutional level. The answer lies in Aristotle’s conception of the citizen as one who exercises on an equal basis the functions of deliberation and judgment. “Political rule is rule over free and equal persons” (1.6.1255b 16-20; 3.4.1277b 7-9), and this seemingly simple proposition has profound implications for what counts as genuine sharing. The sharing distinctive of the koinōnia politikē is realised when citizens exercise equal judgment on matters of common concern, for it is through such deliberation and judgment that “reciprocal equality” finds expression (3.11.1281b 29-31; 3.13.1283b 34-35; cf. 2.2.1261a 30-34). Political equality, however, is not arithmetical sameness. Citizens differ in wealth, virtue, and social position, yet they participate as equals in sovereign functions. This is possible through reciprocal equality or “proportional exchange” (to ison to antipeponthos). Aristotle’s expression captures a precise idea: reciprocal equality accommodates difference while achieving genuine koinōnein. As Aristotle insists, the exchange must be proportional, not arithmetically equal, and through this proportional exchange the just measure of sharing is realised.

The present analysis addresses Aristotle’s central question: how does citizenship secure the just measure of sharing in the political community? The inquiry discloses a governing principle: there is no belonging to the koinōnia politikē without access to archein. Whoever lacks such access is not a citizen. The formula archein kai archesthai—what Barnes calls “a staple of the Politica”7—articulates this condition, which is not to be understood, at least in Book 1, as referring to rotation in office.8 Archein does not designate exclusively individual magistracies; were it so, all those barred from such offices would count as non-citizens or half-citizens—as some scholars hold the thētes were under Solon (see §4). Archein is also, and indeed primarily, expressed through the exercise of krisis and the bouleutikon, invariably conceived as collective (see §2). On this point, Books 1 and 2 prove entirely compatible with Book 3’s definition of the citizen haplōs. To demonstrate this conceptual unity is the aim of the present essay.

Aristotle articulates a consistent conception across Books 1-3. Book 1 characterises political sharing in terms of collectively exercised functions (see §2). Book 2 examines how the polis preserves itself through reciprocal equality, embodied in institutions that extend to all citizens those sovereign functions Aristotle there first terms archai kyriōtatai (see §3). Book 3 provides the clearest expression: the citizen is defined as one who possesses the effective capacity (exousia) to share in archē bouleutikē kai kritikē. As Aristotle puts it, “one who has the right to participate in deliberative or judicial office is a citizen of the state in which he has that right”.9 To be a citizen is to exercise this capacity and, in so doing, to be “a deliberating equal among his fellow citizens”10 (see §4.1).

The content of Book 3’s definition has been widely discussed;11 I have engaged with that debate and examined questions of method and context elsewhere.12 The present inquiry takes a different approach: it traces the conceptual coherence across Books 1-3, seeking to show that Aristotle’s reflection on the measure of koinōnein finds its most systematic expression in his conceptualisation of citizenship in Book 3.

Two questions guide this inquiry. The first concerns the relationship between Book 1’s political rule and Book 2’s principle of proportional equality: how do these complementary analyses illuminate Book 3’s definition of the citizen? The second asks how a community whose members differ in kind can integrate difference through institutional arrangements enabling equal sharing in sovereign functions.

I argue that Aristotle conceives citizenship as the measure of political sharing. Citizenship does not measure gradations of political power; it measures belonging. The distinction is one of kind rather than degree: one either belongs to the koinōnia politikē through access to archein, or one does not.

The prevailing line of interpretation reads Aristotle differently, as theorising degrees of civic membership. This theory of graded citizenship rests on interconnected assumptions sharing a common matrix, namely the thesis that Aristotle distinguishes a citizen haplōs (in the full sense) from a citizen in a reduced sense. From this master argument the others derive: that Aristotle offers two distinct definitions of citizenship, one in 3.1 based on collective functions and another in 3.5 based on individual magistracies; that the formula archein kai archesthai distinguishes citizens who access high offices from those permanently confined to archesthai; that the discussion of archomenoi in 3.5 provides theoretical legitimation of graded civic status; and that the Athenian thētes under Solon are to be identified as archomenoi, citizens of inferior status excluded from genuine rule. Mossé (1967, 1979) and Johnson (1984) first attributed to Aristotle a conception of graduated citizenship, with reference to the banausoi in oligarchic Thebes (see below §4.2). Subsequent scholarship has found in sixth-century Athenian history evidence of Aristotle’s interest in theorising “half-citizenship”, identifying the Solonian thētes as the paradigmatic case: Bravo (1996), Duplouy (2011, 2014, 2016), and Preus (2009, 2016) have developed this line of interpretation.13 What unites these approaches is the premise that Aristotle’s framework accommodates, or requires, graduated citizenship.14 Philosophers, in turn, have focused on a paradox first identified by Newman (1892) and developed by Morrison (1999). If the citizen is defined as one who shares in office, then in a monarchy only the monarch would count as citizen; Morrison’s solution, a theory of degrees of citizenship, seeks to resolve the difficulty.15 This paradox, however, dissolves once we attend to Aristotle’s distinction between those “called” citizens and those who “are” citizens haplōs. The subjects of a king are indeed called citizens (3.14.1285a 26-29), but they are not citizens in the proper sense if they do not exercise political functions and do not stand in the condition of archein kai archesthai defining political rule (Woods 2014, 406-408). Sparta illustrates the point, for the dual monarchy does not prevent citizens from exercising decisional functions (2.9.1270b 6-35).16 The principle is clear: where deliberative functions are not exercised, Aristotle does not recognise citizenship in the proper sense.

The present analysis critically re-examines the theory of graded citizenship by testing its founding assumption: that Aristotle’s treatment of political sharing—belonging to the political community—accommodates, or requires, graduated citizenship. The test is what Aristotle actually claims across Books 1-3 about the meaning of archein and the functions in which it is embodied. Books 1 and 2 address these questions through sustained inquiry into the nature of political rule and the conditions of proportional equality; Book 3 provides the formal definition of citizenship. Though dispersed across books of disputed compositional order (Besso, Curnis 2011; Lord 20132),17 these discussions converge in a single theoretical framework whose central principle is that the political community cannot admit merely archomenoi among its members.

Book 1 establishes that whoever belongs cannot be merely archomenos but must archein kai archesthai, a principle developed through contrast with the oikos and the condition of slaves, women, and children (§2). Book 2 tests this principle against constitutional models. Plato’s Laws and Hippodamus’s project create merely nominal citizenship for those excluded from sovereign political functions: formally designated as citizens, they remain archomenoi rather than full members of the political community. Solon’s politeia, by contrast, grants all citizens, including the thētes, the indispensable functions through which reciprocal equality is realised (§3). Book 3’s definition of citizenship haplōs is fully consistent with this framework: the thētes who deliberate and judge are full citizens, not citizens of lesser degree (§4). The fundamental contrast throughout is between citizens and non-citizens, not between grades of citizens. Aristotle’s account leaves no conceptual space for graduated citizenship, for what defines political rule is not the “quantity” of political power but the “quality” of belonging.18

A tension nonetheless remains. If proportional equality governs the distribution of political prerogatives, and if those who contribute more deserve greater recognition, does citizenship itself not admit of degrees? The question is sharply put in 3.13, where nobles and wealthy citizens claim to be mallon politai, citizens “to a higher degree” (3.12.1283a 34-35). Aristotle’s response turns on a fundamental distinction between contribution and condition. Contribution may legitimately vary; the condition of citizenship does not. The criterion is to isōs orthon, the right form of equality (3.13.1283b 40), “correctness in an equal spirit” (Lord 20132, 85), serving the interest of the entire city: τὸ δ᾽ ἴσως ὀρθὸν πρὸς τὸ τῆς πόλεως ὅλης συμφέρον καὶ πρὸς τὸ κοινὸν τὸ τῶν πολιτῶν. This is the proportional fairness underlying reciprocal equality: not identical shares for all but equal standing within a framework recognising differential merit.19 According to this equality the politēs is one who shares in ruling and being ruled: πολίτης δὲ κοινῇ μὲν ὁ μετέχων τοῦ ἄρχειν καὶ ἄρχεσθαί ἐστι (3.13.1283b 42-1284a 1). When Aristotle denies that some citizens can be “more citizens” than others, he has in mind the political rule defined in Book 1 (§2.1). The distinction is binary. One either belongs to the koinōnia politikē through access to archein, or one stands outside it as archomenos, a condition akin to that of the metoikos. No intermediate status exists.

2. Book 1: The political rule of sharing: why citizens cannot be exclusively archomenoi

Book 1’s discussion of the distinctive rule governing the political koinōnia has rightly attracted scholarly attention (Schofield 1999; Deslauriers 2006; Mayhew 2013; Frank 2015).20 Aristotle examines how individual contribution to the common good relates to the community’s eu zēn—a connection expressed through the collective exercise of the bouleutikon and the krisis tou dikaiou. He brings this rule into focus by examining the condition of the archomenos, the figure he selects for comparing different forms of koinōnia. The principle is unequivocal: whoever belongs to the political community cannot be merely archomenos but must archein kai archesthai21. This “staple” of the Politics constitutes a central thesis of Book 1, together with the collective dimension—expressed through the krisis tou dikaiou—within which this capacity for rule is exercised.

The principle is first articulated at Pol. 1.1.1252a 7-16, where Aristotle criticises those who hold that political, royal, household, and despotic rule are the same, differing only in the number of those ruled: for Aristotle, by contrast, the distinction is qualitative, not quantitative, determined by the nature of ruler and ruled.22 From this critical observation, Aristotle proceeds to characterise political rule through three elements: the end of the political community; the means through which members contribute by exercising their proper function; and the specific quality (eidos) of the archomenos—who in the political koinōnia alone must also be archōn, sharing in the determination of what is advantageous and just for the common good. Only once these three elements are recognised can we assess the significance of political rule in Book 1.

2.1. The political rule: end, means and quality (eidos)

The first element is the end toward which the political community is directed. Opening Book 1, Aristotle employs koinōnia technically, designating the political community as the perfect form of human society: since every community aims at some good, the community that is most authoritative and embraces all others aims at the most authoritative good—this is the polis or koinōnia politikē (1.1.1252a 1-7). The political koinōnia aims at the good that is most kyrios because the political community is itself the most kyria of communities. Aristotle returns to this point: the complete community, arising from several villages, reaches full self-sufficiency; while coming into being for the sake of living, it exists for the sake of living well (1.2.1252b 28-31). The realisation of the eu zēn constitutes the end of the political community, and to this end must be directed the contribution of each member, who possesses the dynamis for koinōnein precisely insofar as they fulfil their function (ergon), thereby becoming part of the community (1.2.1253a 23-29).23

When Aristotle reflects on the political community in Book 1, citizens are evidently in view. Hansen’s claim (1993; 2013) that “Book I has nothing to say about the citizen” must be rejected.24 He is right that the term politēs does not occur; this, however, holds only at the lexical level. Those who belong and participate by exercising the dynamis tou koinōnein and fulfilling their ergon are precisely those whom Aristotle elsewhere defines as koinonoi tēs politeias (1.13.1260b 19-20). They exercise this capacity through the means at their disposal, thereby contributing to the eu zēn. These means define political rule.

If the end of the political community is the eu zēn, through what means do citizens realise it? Each member contributes through the bouleutikon (1.13.1260a 12; Guéguén 2019, 380-382)—the “capacity to reason along with others regarding common goods” (Ober 1998, 299), a faculty specific to those possessing the dynamis tou koinōnein.koinōnein. By contrast, the slave lacks the bouleutikon altogether, the woman possesses it but without authority (akyron), the child only incompletely (ateles) (1.13.1260a 12-14; Deslauriers 2003). Whoever belongs to the political community, analogously, contributes through the krisis tou dikaiou.25 Aristotle establishes this connection in two passages. First, whoever exercises this krisis, being able to judge what is just and unjust, contributes to the very existence of the polis: “For it is peculiar to man as compared to the other animals that he alone has a perception of good and bad and just and unjust and the other things of this sort; and community in these things is what makes a household and a city” (1.2.1253a 14-18). Shortly thereafter, Aristotle affirms that the krisis tou dikaiou defines the order of the political community—a judgment expressed collectively by its members: “Justice (dikaiosynē) is a thing belonging to the city. For adjudication (dikē) is an arrangement of the political community, and justice is judgment as to what is just (krisis tou dikaiou)” (1.2.1253a 37-39). Prior to the exercise of individual magistracies, prior to the rotation of offices, the condition of archein kai archesthai is identified in the faculty of deliberation—in contrast to whoever is archomenos in the oikos as economic unit (slave/master) or as family nucleus (father/mother/children). Here the first idea of political freedom and equality takes shape: the capacity to deliberate on the common good.

Two aspects of participation require attention. The first concerns its collective character. Aristotle emphasises the collective dimension of judgment: the individual who contributes to determining what is just and useful “makes” the city. The specific quality of human beings lies in the capacity to perceive (aisthēsis) the just and the unjust, and to indicate through logos what is advantageous and harmful; the sharing (koinōnia) of this capacity is what “makes” the city (1.2.1253a 15-18).26 Notably, Aristotle gives expository priority to the communicative function of logos—the act of making manifest to others what is useful—even though it logically presupposes aisthēsis: speech serves to “reveal” the advantageous and the harmful, hence also the just and the unjust. The emphasis falls on the collective context in which this disclosure can be shared. As Saunders rightly observes, “the use of logos to ‘make clear’ the just and the unjust implies deliberation and persuasion” (Saunders 1995, 70; Frank 2015, 11ff.; Brill 2020, 50ff., 94ff.). “What is useful” is clearly to be understood as collective advantage: dikē, as the order of justice, is the taxis of the political koinōnia, and dikaiosynē is nothing other than the krisis tou dikaiou. Those who belong to this community contribute collectively to determining the conception of political justice and the order deriving from it (Brill 2020, 51, 94). The second aspect concerns the specific quality (eidos) of participants. The definition of political justice from Eth. Nic. 5 (1134a 26-29) confirms that the collective exercise of the krisis tou dikaiou presupposes a distinctive quality: the politically just “exists among those who share in a life aimed at self-sufficiency, (who are) free and equal, either proportionally or numerically. Consequently, for those for whom this does not exist, there is no political justice among them, but only a certain justice by analogy. Justice exists only among those whose mutual relations are governed by law”. The capacity to decide in common what is just is the distinctive trait of the political community—a community of those who are free and equal, who live together to achieve self-sufficiency, and whose reciprocal relations are characterised by political justice. Political justice does not exist in the household, because this kind of justice exists only between persons who “share equally in ruling and being ruled” (1134b 1).27 The point confirms what emerged above: political freedom and equality are grounded in the capacity to deliberate on the common good and consent to its rules. This is the substance of political rule.

A further point clarifies Aristotle’s treatment. “Everything is defined by its function and its capacity”, he affirms, “and if it is no longer the same in these respects it should not be spoken of in the same way, but only as something similarly termed” (1.2.1253a 23-25).28 The corollary follows: those who belong to the political community must be defined by the ergon and dynamis proper to them.

The analysis of end and means leads to the third defining element: the specific quality (eidos) of rulers (archontes) and ruled (archomenoi). Identifying this eidos is essential for recognising the distinctive rule of the political community, in which, unlike other koinōniai, the archōn is also archomenos. To establish this specificity, Aristotle proceeds through his characteristic method of decomposition: the composite must be analysed into its simplest parts, for “by examining the parts of which the city is composed, we shall better see how they differ from one another” (1.1.1252a 16-23; Mayhew 2013, 526; Natali 2020, 344ff.; Poddighe 2025, 46ff.); observing how things develop from their origin (ex archēs) is the appropriate method for thorough investigation (1252a 24-26; 1253b 4-6; Berrón 2020; Natali 2020, 344-345, 350).29 This approach enables Aristotle to move beyond his predecessors. Against those who treated differences among types of rule as merely quantitative, he introduces the criterion of specific quality (eidos) as determinative of political rule. What distinguishes one form of koinōnia from another is not how many are ruled but the eidos of those who rule (1.1.1252a 6-13). This first appearance of eidos in its technical sense is decisive. Yet Aristotle swiftly advances: the archomenoi themselves must also be qualified, and hence distinguished, according to their eidos. Indeed, it becomes progressively clear that his attention fixes upon the eidos of the archomenoi in order to define the specificity of political rule. The relationship between archōn and archomenos is thus placed on the plane of qualitative difference: eidos distinguishes who rules, who is ruled, and their reciprocal relationship. Yet at the heart of Aristotle’s reflection lies the eidos of the archomenoi.

This is Aristotle’s central insight: each form of koinōnia is qualified by the eidos of its governed members. In the oikos, the archomenos is merely archomenos: the slave entirely so, the woman and child in different degrees. In the political koinōnia, by contrast, the archomenos must also be archōn. The formula kata meros indicates here not rotation of offices but that members share in both conditions, ruling and being ruled (Salkever 1990, 185; Nagle 2006, 168). The eidos of the archomenoi distinguishes the political community: they deliberate and are therefore kyrioi. Aristotle analyses this quality both vertically, within the oikos, and horizontally, across types of governed in different koinōniai. His focus lies on the ruled, not the ruler (Schütrumpf 1991a).30

Chapter 13 closes Book 1 by confirming that archontes and archomenoi differ in kind, not degree: “between ruling and being ruled there is a difference in kind, and difference of degree is not difference in kind”. 31 The ruler possesses not more of the same virtue, but a differently qualified virtue in relation to the ruled. Why does Aristotle insist that qualitative rather than quantitative differences must distinguish rulers and ruled alike, and govern their mutual relations? Scholars have puzzled over this question.32 A plausible answer is that without this distinction, Aristotle cannot undermine the notion that exercising different degrees of power constitutes a qualifying criterion for either. It is no obstacle that members of the political community assume both conditions, for political institutions permit this passage within collective decision-making bodies (below §4.1).

That Aristotle’s attention centres on the eidos of the archomenos in order to qualify political rule is confirmed by chapter 13. The chapter specifies this eidos through the bouleutikon: the slave lacks it entirely; the woman possesses it without authority (akyron); the child incompletely (ateles). In the political koinōnia, by contrast, the citizen possesses the bouleutikon with authority, and through its collective exercise citizens share equally in the community. The bouleutikon thus defines the eidos of the political archomenos: whoever exercises it is both ruled and ruler; whoever lacks it cannot belong to the political koinōnia. These elements characterise the citizen in Book 1. Political freedom and equality emerge as the capacity to deliberate on the common good (Guéguén 2019, 381-382).

In summary, Book 1 establishes the following principles. The political community exists for the eu zēn of its members, and sharing is expressed through collective judgment (krisis) on justice (to dikaion). Political participation requires access to both judgment and sovereign authority; koinōnein is reserved for those who form integral parts of the polis (merē tēs poleōs) by performing their proper ergon (1.2.1253a 27-29; Natali 2020, 339, 355, 362).33

The principle of political rule is clear: whoever belongs cannot be merely archomenos but must archein kai archesthai. The definitional principle—that all things are defined by their function (ergon) and capacity (dynamis)—applies to the citizen no less than to the slave, the woman, and the child. It follows that whoever lacks the dynamis for koinōnein is not part of the city. Political membership is qualified not by the “quantity” of power but by the capacity for sharing. The fundamental contrast established in Book 1—between whoever possesses the faculty to deliberate and is therefore archōn, and whoever lacks it and is therefore archomenos—finds confirmation in the analysis of 3.5 (§4.2 below). In its concluding section, Book 1 establishes that those who share in the politeia are citizens (1.13.1260b 20); Aristotle speaks of children who, once grown, become koinōnoi tēs politeias (ἐκ δὲ τῶν παίδων οἱ κοινωνοὶ γίνονται τῆς πολιτείας). Here emerges the theme of the politeia as the comprehensive order through which the city attains its highest good, passing from the minimal units to the whole, and thus to the politeia as constitutional arrangement. This theme finds its counterpart in Book 2’s evaluation of constitutional projects.34 The collective dimension of decision-making proves significant: the polis must provide a space for political action where koinōnein is realised through krisis and the reciprocal exercise of rule, both of which presuppose institutions for collective deliberation. The problems concerning the extent of political participation in Book 2 are thus directly addressed in relation to the institutional spaces within which these functions must be exercised. Which politeia realises them best? And why censure those models that fail to provide such spaces adequately?

3. Book 2: institutional spaces for political sharing

The principle of political rule established in Book 1 here finds institutional application, for the political community requires that its members share in archein rather than remain merely archomenoi. The inquiry thus assumes constitutional form: which arrangements create genuine spaces for the exercise of sovereign functions? Aristotle addresses this by focusing on the condition of the archomenoi, evaluating each constitutional model according to whether it creates or excludes a class of permanently ruled citizens. Two questions govern the analysis: what must citizens share, and according to which principle? Aristotle poses the first directly (2.1.1260b 36-1261a 4):


ἀνάγκη γὰρ ἤτοι πάντας πάντων κοινωνεῖν τοὺς πολίτας, ἢ μηδενός, ἢ τινῶν μὲν τινῶν δὲ μή. τὸ μὲν οὖν μηδενὸς κοινωνεῖν φανερὸν ὡς ἀδύνατον (ἡ γὰρ πολιτεία κοινωνία τίς ἐστι)· ἀλλὰ πότερον ὅσων ἐνδέχεται κοινωνῆσαι, πάντων βέλτιον κοινωνεῖν τὴν μέλλουσαν οἰκήσεσθαι πόλιν καλῶς, ἢ τινῶν μὲν τινῶν δ᾽ οὔ βέλτιον;

 

For all citizens must share (koinōnein) everything, or nothing, or some things but not others. It is evidently impossible for them to share nothing—for a constitution is a sort of community (koinōnia). But is it better for a city-state that is to be well managed to share everything possible? Or is it better to share some things but not others?



Sharing nothing is impossible; sharing everything is destructive. Plato’s Republic proposes that the city share everything possible: property, women, children. Yet this pursuit of perfect unity destroys what it seeks to preserve. A city forced into homogeneity ceases to be a city (Deslauriers 2013; Santucci 2014). The polis is constitutively plural: it comprises individuals who differ in nature, function, and capacity. What holds such a community together cannot be the elimination of difference but must be something else entirely. Aristotle’s answer to the first question is thus clear: citizens must share some things but not others. The second question concerns the rule of sharing: according to what principle must citizens be equal in political participation? The answer is “equality according to reciprocity” (ison to antipeponthos). This is what saves the city (sōzei, 2.1.1261a 30) and holds it together (summenei, Eth. Nic. 5.8.1132b 33). This criterion governs the comparison of constitutional models, both theoretical and historical. The review serves to verify whether they have established adequate institutional arrangements to realise genuine koinōnia.

3.1 The principle of reciprocal equality

“Equality according to reciprocity” in Politics 2.2 addresses the problem of political unity: how to combine necessary diversity with the equality required for genuine koinōnia. Aristotle invokes this principle as that which preserves the city (2.2.1261a 31-32), then demonstrates its significance through analysis of constitutional models: theoretical proposals that failed to apply it, historical regimes that succeeded. Book 2 is organised around a single question: which institutional arrangements realise the reciprocal equality that political sharing demands? Aristotle’s reference to the treatment of this concept in his ethical works (2.2.1261a 30: “as was said earlier in the Ethics”) allows him to presuppose rather than redefine it. This cross-reference, however, should not be taken, as Frede (2013, 91) suggests, to indicate merely cursory deployment.35 The contrary is the case. The reference is immediately followed by an explicit invocation of political rule and the condition of archein kai archesthai: “it is necessary that this equality obtain also among free and equal persons, since not all can rule at the same time, but each for a year or some other period” (2.2.1261a 32-b 3). The juxtaposition is significant. The principle that political community requires the capacity to rule and be ruled finds institutional expression in the alternation made possible by reciprocal equality. Rosen (1975), Danzig (2000), Lockwood (2006) and Eich (2019) have rightly emphasised the political value this concept assumes when transposed from the economic domain (central to Eth. Nic. 5, where it governs exchange) to the constitutional (where it determines the distribution of sovereign functions).36 Schütrumpf (1991b, 524) recognised the connection: reciprocity in Eth. Nic. 5.8 is introduced as a form of justice (1132b 21ff.), yet treated as proportional equality (1133a 11); the same principle is presupposed in Politics 2.2, where it “preserves” the community. He likewise emphasises the conceptual link with the “correct” form of equality governing the analysis of citizenship in Book 3. Reciprocal equality reappears there as isōs orthon, “what is correct in an equal manner” (3.13.1283b 40-42). Whether translated as “equally right” (Ross) or “correctness in an equal spirit” (Lord 20132, 85), the meaning is plain: what is correct is “equally” correct in the form citizenship realises within regimes modelled on Solon’s politeia (Accattino, Curnis 2013, 210). 37 We shall return (below §4.3) to this decisive connection between the problem posed abstractly in Book 2—how diverse members can share equally in political community—and Aristotle’s reflection on competing claims to civic standing in 3.13. But it is worth first considering the role that the appeal to reciprocal equality assumes in Book 2. Lockwood (2006) provides the most sustained analysis of this function, rightly connecting the principle to the problem of mixis, the institutional blending Solon achieved in sixth-century Athens. He identifies reciprocal equality as the distinctive trait of the politeia or mixed regime: what Solon accomplished in historical fact (Lockwood 2006, 211). Before turning to the salient points of this analysis, it should be noted that the same principle provides the criterion against which Aristotle evaluates each constitutional model, theoretical no less than historical. The question is whether a constitution has established adequate institutional mixis without excluding citizens from archai kyriōtatai. Plato’s Laws institutionalises exclusion through oligarchic mechanisms. Hippodamus’s tripartite division reserves sovereign functions for the military class alone. Each failure is measured against the standard of ison to antipeponthos: the political community must create spaces where all citizens exercise sovereign functions of deliberation and judgment. Models failing this test cannot achieve genuine koinōnia. Solon’s constitution demonstrates that the principle is institutionally realisable.

3.2. The critique of Plato and Hippodamus: nominal inclusion without mixis

The critique of the Republic in chapters 1-5 targets common property and the community of women and children. Chapter 6 turns to the Laws, addressing more directly the distribution of political prerogatives; this enables us to compare Plato’s model with Solon’s politeia. Aristotle identifies a specific limitation obstructing effective koinōnia: Plato’s regime tends toward oligarchy untempered by democratic institutions (Saunders 1995, 134-135, 171), showing no interest in extending to the plēthos the right to exercise political functions. The fundamental defect is Plato’s failure to assign a genuine political role to the mass of citizens, who remain permanently excluded from koinōnia. As Schütrumpf rightly observes, Aristotle criticises this arrangement for granting only nominal inclusion to individuals confined to the condition of the ruled (archomenoi), a status incompatible with genuine membership in the koinōnia politikē. In Plato’s framework, the archomenoi are citizens in name only, since no institutional mechanism integrates them with the archontes. These groups remain distinct, precluding the mixis essential for a well-functioning polis.

The Laws institutionalise exclusion through oligarchic mechanisms (2.6.1266a 8-23):


μᾶλλον δ᾽ ἐγκλίνειν βούλεται πρὸς τὴν ὀλιγαρχίαν. δῆλον δὲ ἐκ τῆς τῶν ἀρχόντων καταστάσεως· τὸ μὲν γὰρ ἐξ αἱρετῶν κληρωτοὺς κοινὸν ἀμφοῖν, τὸ δὲ τοῖς μὲν εὐπορωτέροις ἐπάναγκες ἐκκλησιάζειν εἶναι καὶ φέρειν ἄρχοντας ἤ τι ποιεῖν ἄλλο τῶν πολιτικῶν, τοὺς δ᾽ ἀφεῖσθαι, τοῦτο δ᾽ ὀλιγαρχικόν.

 

For the most part it tends to incline towards oligarchy. This appears from the regulations for the appointment of the magistrates: the compulsion put upon the richer citizens to attend the assembly and vote for magistrates or perform any other political function, while the others are allowed to do as they like, is oligarchical.



Plato’s constitution, Aristotle observes, inclines toward oligarchy because the wealthy are compelled to attend the assembly and vote (ekklesiaizein, pherein archontas) while the rest may abstain, so that the plēthos receives nominal inclusion without effective participation. Most archai are chosen from the highest property classes; deliberative and electoral mechanisms remain under elite control. The mass of citizens is barred from meaningful koinōnein, its status reduced to a legal fiction: citizens in name, but without agency or responsibility. Those who abstain become archomenoi de facto, permanently ruled even if nominally enfranchised. This pattern exhibits the same conceptual form as the analysis of the archomenos in Book 1: the condition is incompatible with genuine membership in the koinōnia politikē (above §2). When Plato claims in Republic 8 (551d) that oligarchy constitutes “not one but two cities”, Aristotle’s refutation is pointed. In Politics 5, he declares the claim “absurd” (atopon): “For what has happened to this state rather than to the Spartan or any other where all do not own an equal amount of wealth?” (5.12.1316b 6-9). The polis remains one because citizenship transcends economic differentiation: citizens may differ in wealth while sharing equally in sovereign functions. For Aristotle, there are not two ways of being a citizen. Phaleas of Chalcedon fails for analogous reasons. The first to introduce equality of possessions (2.7.1266a 40-41), Phaleas concerns himself with property, not sovereign functions. Aristotle observes that equality in goods does not prevent sedition (2.7.1267a 39-40); discord arises from inequality of honours no less than of wealth. Large portions of the citizenry “remain subordinate and suffer abuses” (2.7.1267b 5-9). Decisive is the failure to integrate artisans as full members of the citizen body.38 What defines belonging is not material condition but political sharing. Constitutional arrangements that neglect access to archai kyriōtatai cannot produce genuine koinonia.

The failure to establish political spaces of equality underpins Aristotle’s analysis of Hippodamus of Miletus.39 The case is central to understanding the contradictions that arise when those who formally belong to the community lack access to genuine political functions, when citizenship fails as a means of civic integration. Aristotle criticises Hippodamus’s project for providing only apparent union of the city’s parts. The error lies in how political functions are defined for each segment of the citizen body (2.8.1268a 15-17). Artisans, farmers, and soldiers should all possess political rights in common, yet no adequate instruments are established to realise this condition. The arrangement remains formal. The system virtually ensures that artisans, dominated by other groups, will not participate in sovereign offices (2.8.1268a 24: τὰς κυριωτάτας ἀρχὰς). The institutional contradiction is striking: all groups are nominally included, yet the regime lacks mechanisms enabling political agency (2.8.1268a 14-29).


οἵ τε γὰρ τεχνῖται καὶ οἱ γεωργοὶ καὶ οἱ τὰ ὅπλα ἔχοντες κοινωνοῦσι τῆς πολιτείας πάντες, οἱ μὲν γεωργοὶ οὐκ ἔχοντες ὅπλα, οἱ δὲ τεχνῖται οὔτε γῆν οὔτε ὅπλα, ὥστε γίνονται σχεδὸν δοῦλοι τῶν τὰ ὅπλα κεκτημένων. μετέχειν μὲν οὖν πασῶν τῶν τιμῶν ἀδύνατον (ἀνάγκη γὰρ ἐκ τῶν τὰ ὅπλα ἐχόντων καθίστασθαι καὶ στρατηγοὺς καὶ πολιτοφύλακας καὶ τὰς κυριωτάτας ἀρχὰς ὡς εἰπεῖν)· μὴ μετέχοντας δὲ τῆς πολιτείας πῶς οἷόν τε φιλικῶς ἔχειν πρὸς τὴν πολιτείαν;

 

The artisans, the farmers and the military class all participate in the government, though the farmers have not got arms and the artisans neither arms nor land, which makes them almost the slaves of those who possess the arms. Therefore for them to share in all the offices is impossible (for it is inevitable that both military commanders and civic guards and in general the most important offices should be appointed from those that have the arms); but if they do not share in the government, how is it possible for them to be friendly towards the constitution?



The “most important offices” (archai kyriōtatai) are reserved exclusively for the soldiers, relegating artisans and farmers to de facto non-citizenship.40 Artisans, who lack arms and land, and farmers, who lack arms, remain materially dependent on the military class; technitai and geōrgoi become “almost slaves” (schedon douloi) of those who possess weapons (Guéguén 2019, 380-382). Deprived of access to sovereign institutions, these classes develop no political attachment, and the polis cannot achieve unity. The schedon douloi occupy a position analogous to those merely ruled in the household, a status incompatible with political community (above §2). The passage marks the first explicit occurrence of the expression archai kyriōtatai in the Politics, preceding its systematic deployment in Books 3, 5, and 6. The terminology is Aristotle’s own, not Hippodamus’s, as the parenthetical hōs eipein (so to speak) indicates. This warrants attention. What are these archai kyriōtatai? Examination of the text reveals that the expression generally designates collective functions: deliberation (to bouleuesthai), judgment (to krinein / to dikazein), and election of magistrates and official audits.41 These correspond to the core functions of the citizen defined in Book 3 (3.1.1275a 22-33), where citizenship is rooted in sharing in krisis and archē, the prerogative of tous kyriōtatous: those who hold the most authoritative power (below §4.1).

Aristotle exposes the tension between Hippodamus’s professed aim of including all citizens in the political community and the exclusion his constitution actually imposes. The question is pointed: “How can those who do not share in the politeia feel political affection for it?” (μὴ μετέχοντας δὲ τῆς πολιτείας πῶς οἷόν τε φιλικῶς ἔχειν πρὸς τὴν πολιτείαν;). He presses further: “These groups, granted the power to elect the archontes, why should they desire to participate in the politeia when all sovereign offices remain in the hands of the soldier class?”. The nominal power to elect rulers does not compensate for exclusion from sovereign authority.42 The central point is not whether the technitai qualify as meros poleōs with full right of citizenship, but the absence of adequate measures for realising effective koinōnia. It is a decisive failure that Hippodamus, while formally extending to all citizens the possibility of political participation, provides no means for its realisation (Rhodes 2009, 61). Aristotle emphasises the intrinsic instability of this constitution: exclusion from sovereign functions undermines koinōnia, destroying the constitutional loyalty on which the regime depends. The critique exposes a constitutive contradiction: while proclaiming universal citizenship through sharing (koinōnein), Hippodamus’s framework denies institutional access to the offices that define citizenship in substance. Such access must be institutionalised as substantive political capacity, not reduced to nominal inclusion. The critique establishes a principle operative throughout the Politics: authentic koinōnein requires effective mechanisms for exercising sovereignty. For Aristotle, the sovereign functions constitute citizenship haplōs, and these are the functions Solon granted to the thētes. The contrast is illuminating: Hippodamus’s framework, like Plato’s Laws, fails to create institutional spaces where all citizens can exercise sovereignty. Solon’s politeia succeeds where these models fail (Lockwood 2006, 211-212).

3.3 The paradigm of Solon

In chapter 12, Aristotle evaluates Solon’s politeia as an example of effective political and legislative practice for realising koinōnia. The problems addressed are directly relevant to Book 2’s concerns and consonant with its structure. The inclusion of the thētes through popular courts exemplifies an institutional measure establishing political equilibrium without the defects of other models. Solon, a wise legislator, achieved a synthesis of regimes, counteracting oligarchic tendencies. He eliminated the “untampered” character of the preceding oligarchy and ended the enslavement of the dēmos. The reforms established the earliest Athenian democracy. The instrument was optimal combination of institutional components distinctive of different regimes (1273b 35-1274a 3).


Σόλωνα δ᾽ ἔνιοι μὲν οἴονται νομοθέτην γενέσθαι σπουδαῖον· ὀλιγαρχίαν τε γὰρ καταλῦσαι λίαν ἄκρατον οὖσαν, καὶ δουλεύοντα τὸν δῆμον παῦσαι, καὶ δημοκρατίαν καταστῆσαι τὴν πάτριον, μείξαντα καλῶς τὴν πολιτείαν· εἶναι γὰρ τὴν μὲν ἐν Ἀρείῳ πάγῳ βουλὴν ὀλιγαρχικόν, τὸ δὲ τὰς ἀρχὰς αἱρετὰς ἀριστοκρατικόν, τὰ δὲ δικαστήρια δημοτικόν.

 

Solon is considered by some to have been a good lawgiver, as having put an end to oligarchy when it was too unqualified and having liberated the people from slavery and restored the ancestral democracy with a skilful blending of the constitution—the Council on the Areopagus being an oligarchic element, the elective magistracies aristocratic and the law-courts democratic.



The passage is central. Solon’s solution incorporates the thētes into the political community through popular courts. The Council of the Areopagus and elective offices constitute oligarchic and aristocratic components; the popular courts are democratic (ta de dikastēria dēmotikon). Solon permits all citizens, including the thētes, to access the courts, recognising the sovereignty of the dēmos: in its entirety, the citizen body is kyrios of the politeia. The decisive innovation was institutional: Solon “founded the ancestral democracy by constituting the jury-courts from all the citizens” (ta dikastēria poiēsas ek pantōn, 1274a 3). 43 Solon granted the dēmos more than this (1274a 15-18):


ἐπεὶ Σόλων γε ἔοικε τὴν ἀναγκαιοτάτην ἀποδιδόναι τῷ δήμῳ δύναμιν, τὸ τὰς ἀρχὰς αἱρεῖσθαι καὶ εὐθύνειν (μηδὲ γὰρ τούτου κύριος ὢν ὁ δῆμος δοῦλος ἂν εἴη καὶ πολέμιος).

 

Solon appears to bestow the most necessary power upon the people: the function of electing the magistrates and of calling them to account (for if even this were not under the control of the populace it would be a mere slave and a foreign enemy).



The “most necessary power” (anankaiotatē dynamis) is indeed the essential one. To the thētes as part of the dēmos, Solon grants an indispensable prerogative: election of magistrates and their oversight. Without control over election and audit, the dēmos would be a “slave” (doulos), precisely the condition of archomenoi whom genuine koinōnia excludes (above §2). The language anticipates 3.5’s assertion that whoever lacks timai is “like a metoikos”, residing in the city without access to political functions (below §4.2). Lockwood (2006, 211) observes that Solon’s constitution exemplifies the principle that politeia suits a people capable of “ruling and being ruled under law” (below §4.3). Aristotle’s achievement, in this reading, is “to find a way to combine the egalitarian notion of random rotation of office with the aristocratic notion of justifying a claim to rule on the basis of ability”. The mechanism of election and audit “allows the citizen body to share in ruling without exercising mob rule such as that found in democracy where the people rather than the law rule”. Solon’s reform thus “shows how politeia is a regime in which political justice mixes elements of ruling (having a say in who runs the government) and being ruled (since one is nonetheless subject to the law and to the decisions of one’s officials)” (Lockwood 2025). In Book 2, Aristotle introduces the Athenian thētes for the first time: the lowest of the four census classes (to thētikon) into which Athenian society was divided (1274a 21). He does not dwell on their socioeconomic condition, the historical origins of their poverty (treated in the Athēnaiōn Politeia), or their material dependence. At the heart of the analysis lies the politeia through which Solon fully integrated the thētes into the political community, achieving civic unity. The dominant theme is the extension of fundamental political rights to the poorest. The thētes were excluded from individual magistracies (Ath. Pol. 7.3; Pol. 1274a 20-21) but possessed full access to archai kyriōtatai: sovereign functions exercised collectively through assembly and courts. Through these offices, they became sovereign participants rather than subjects (Lane 2013; Raaflaub 2017; Lockwood, forthcoming). Solon’s reforms demonstrate the point: by extending krisis to the poorest citizens, he achieved genuine koinōnia. His politeia constitutes Book 2’s conclusive case study. Book 2 does not mention participation of thētes in the popular assembly; this appears in Book 3 (below §4.1), where extension of deliberation to the plēthos is central. The model is once more Solon’s constitution. The thētes exercise sovereign functions: the right to deliberate and judge in assembly and courts. The coincidence with the definition of citizen haplōs deserves emphasis (below §4.1). A thesis frequently maintained holds that the thētes, because excluded from individual magistracies, possessed “incomplete” or “halved” citizenship. Against this interpretation, the present inquiry argues that Aristotle’s reflection on the thētes in Solonian Athens delineates a politeia achieving genuine koinōnia by extending archai kyriōtatai to all citizens. This explains why Aristotle evaluates Solon positively against arrangements admitting citizenship in name only. The status of the thētes is conceptually compatible with 3.1 and 3.11 (§4.1). In sum, Book 2 establishes that koinōnein requires institutional means for exercising sovereignty. The Aristotelian koinōnia incorporates differences within reciprocal equality: different persons held together through reciprocal relations, not enforced homogeneity. Members must deliberate on the attribution of honours, achieve consent (homologein), exercise powers of decision and vote. The principle of Book 1—no belonging without access to archein—remains operative throughout Book 2’s analysis of constitutional models.

4. Book 3: The definition of the citizen and the rejection of graded citizenship

4.1. The definition of the citizen haplōs

Book 3 addresses citizenship through three interconnected problems: who should be called a citizen and who is one; which political body assumes responsibility for political acts; and whether the multitude should exercise sovereignty in deliberation, a theme Aristotle explores in light of Solon’s decision to extend fundamental political rights (timai) to the thētes. The second problem I have addressed elsewhere.44 The present analysis concentrates on the first and third, demonstrating the compatibility between the definition of 3.1, the analysis of political rule in Book 2 (§2), and the principle of reciprocal equality examined in Book 2 (§3).

3.1 opens with the definitional question. The methodological framework is that of Book 1: all things are defined by their function; lacking the same function, they merely share a name (1.2.1253a 23-25). The definition must identify the distinctive ergon of whoever possesses the dynamis to participate in the polis as one of its constituent parts.45 Book 1 concluded that koinōnein, political belonging, means sharing in archein. The implication for citizenship is immediate: “the citizen haplōs is defined by nothing other than sharing in judgment (krisis) and office (archē)” (1275a 22-23). Participation in krisis extends beyond judging to include scrutiny (euthynai) of magistrates’ conduct. Participation in archē is bound to activities within decisional bodies charged with deliberating, judging, and issuing commands. The emphasis falls on offices held without temporal limitation: assembly and courts. The citizen is whoever possesses the capacity to share in archē bouleutikē and archē kritikē, the functions defining sovereign authority within the koinōnia politikē.46 As Faraguna (2025a, 218) rightly observes, political participation is characterised not through the exercise of magistracies but through deliberative and judicial functions; the magistracy in the strict sense remains outside the definition. This coheres with Book 1’s analysis: politikē archē is exercised over free and equal persons who share in ruling and being ruled, distinguished from despotic rule by reciprocity and the collective character of its functions (above §2).

The force of haplōs warrants attention. On the reading defended here, the term qualifies the definition as complete and universally valid; it does not designate a category of citizens “in the full sense” as distinguished from lesser grades. The point is methodological: Aristotle seeks a definition identifying what it is to be a citizen without remainder, the condition obtaining wherever the name applies with propriety.47 As he observes, “the citizen so defined is above all the citizen who fits all those called citizens” (1275a 33-34: ὁ μὲν οὖν μάλιστ᾿ ἂν ἐφαρμόσας πολίτης ἐπὶ πάντας τοὺς λεγομένους πολίτας σχεδὸν τοιοῦτός ἐστι). The formulation proves central: the definition provides a unified answer to the question “who should be called a citizen and who is one?”. The legein and the einai, being called citizen and being citizen, correspond. The definition haplōs thus represents not a privileged species within the genus “citizen” but the genus itself, specified according to its essential function.

Subsequent refinements confirm the definition’s universal scope. The formulation—participation in assembly and courts without temporal limitation—fits democracy “above all” (malista); in other constitutions the relevant functions may be exercised by determinate bodies or for fixed terms (1275b 13-17). Sparta divides jurisdiction over contracts among ephors, homicide cases among the gerontes; Carthage assigns all causes to specific magistracies. The sovereign functions are the same; the institutions realising them vary. Hence the concept of exousia, the capacity to exercise the relevant functions: “whoever has the faculty to share in deliberative or judicial office” is a citizen (1275b 18-19: ᾧ γὰρ ἐξουσία κοινωνεῖν ἀρχῆς βουλευτικῆς ἢ κριτικῆς). Citizenship requires the capacity to exercise power, not its actual exercise. The shift from organs (assembly, courts) to functions (deliberation, judgment) secures a principle valid across constitutions. The definition retains its essential content across constitutional forms: citizenship is the exousia to exercise the archai kyriōtatai.48

This connects 3.1 with 3.11. In 3.1, those exercising sovereign office are defined as kyriōtatous, “holding the greatest power” (1275a 28). In 3.11, the same principle emerges from the Solonian model: “sovereignty in the most important matters belongs to the multitude” (1282a 38-39). Schofield (2011, 289) rightly identifies 3.1’s valorisation of collective offices without temporal limitation as the starting-point for Book 3’s theoretical discussion. The coherence is evident: the definition of citizenship through deliberation and judgment finds confirmation in the analysis of sovereign functions. What qualifies the citizen is not tenure of individual offices but the capacity to share in collective bodies where political responsibility is exercised.49

The correspondence between this definition and the citizenship extended to the thētes under Solon has not escaped notice. Newman (1902, 140) observes that “a man may be a full citizen without access to αἱ ἀρχαί strictly so called”; Mayhew (2013, 532) clarifies that “holding office includes serving on a jury and going to the assembly”. The thētes, though barred from higher offices, exercised krisis and collective archē through voting in assembly and courts, thus satisfying Aristotle’s criterion for citizenship haplōs. The correspondence is complete. The functions exercised in fourth-century assembly and courts were not identical to those of sixth-century Athens; yet Aristotle explicitly states that election and scrutiny of magistrates belonged to the functions Solon extended to the thētes, and in them resided sovereign prerogative (Ath. Pol. 43).

The extension of sovereign functions to the thētes instantiates the principle of reciprocal equality that Aristotle identifies as the bond of the koinōnia politikē, confirming the analysis of Book 2.2 (above §§3.1, 3.3). The definition of citizenship in 3.1 is thus universally valid, qualified by the condition that whoever is archomenos is also archōn; the collective archai to which the thētes have access are the most sovereign. The notion of archein kai archesthai as the condition proper to the citizen—a “deliberating equal” and a voter—acquires full significance in this context. The principle distinguishes political rule from rule over those who are merely archomenoi: slave, woman, child in the oikos (§2). In defining what qualifies the citizen as the minimal unit of the polis, Aristotle emphasises the priority of collective over individual archai.

Collective archai identify citizenship in ordinary understanding (koinē).50 Hence the distinction of individual archai as “highest”, “high”, or “the other offices”: these do not qualify citizenship as such.51

3.11 clarifies how judges and assemblymen qualify as magistrates. The title belongs not to the individual judge, councillor, or assemblyman, but to the court, council, and people as collective bodies; each individual is a member of these bodies. Sovereignty in the most important matters thus belongs to the multitude (1282a 34-39). The context bears emphasis: 3.11 addresses whether it is just for political sovereignty to belong to the multitude, and answers affirmatively. Solon’s decision to extend sovereign functions to the poorest, calling them to share in collective responsibility, is recalled as paradigmatic.52 Collective offices receive greater weight because their functions are sovereign, and this is as it should be.

The definition of the citizen thus bears directly on the question of political sovereignty: who holds supreme power in the polis. At 1275a 28 the multitude exercising archē is accordingly described as kyriōtatous, those holding the greatest power. The emphasis falls on collective decision-making organs as political spaces where actions (praxeis) are initiated and validated, where citizens learn through practice what it means to rule and be ruled. The formula archein kai archesthai extends beyond its literal sense: it describes one who advises and is advised, who stands at both origin and end of political initiative.53 What is at stake is not merely the capacity to assume different political functions, individual and collective, but the more fluid condition citizens experience in the popular assembly, where roles interchange within a single session: speaker becoming listener, listener becoming speaker. Civic virtue finds expression in collective decisional organs where this exchange occurs.54 The citizen’s condition is defined by participation: listening, voting, scrutinising magistrates. Through archein and archesthai political responsibility is assumed. In assembly and courts archein is exercised; individual magistracies are not required. 3.1 and 3.11 are explicit: these collective functions are archai. The terminology of 3.10 and 3.11 confirms this analysis. The prerogatives of the poorest citizens are designated timai—honours, prerogatives—and their deprivation atimia. Those lacking wealth and virtue resemble atimoi when denied timai (1281a 28ff.); “if the same persons are always in office, the rest must necessarily be excluded from timai” (1281a 31-32). The timai in question are the sovereign, indefinite functions—archai kyriōtatai—available to the propertyless. The group affected is the plēthos: “from the lowest assessments” (1282a 29), “neither wealthy nor possessing virtue” (1281b 23), “common” (1282a 25). The terminology proves significant: the timai traditionally denied by atimia are precisely the rights of ekklēsiazein and dikazein.55 That timai designates the sovereign offices attributed to the plēthos, including its poorest part, refutes the thesis that the term applies only to individual archai. The citizen exercising these functions is a citizen without qualification; exclusion constitutes not diminished citizenship but exclusion from citizenship altogether.

4.2. Citizenship without degrees: Politics 3.5

As noted in §1, the theory of graded citizenship rests on a master assumption: that Aristotle distinguishes in Book 3 a citizen haplōs (in the full sense) from a citizen in a reduced sense. From this premise the subsidiary claims derive. Some scholars maintain that two distinct definitions of citizenship are offered, one in 3.1 based on collective functions and another in 3.5 based on individual magistracies; the formula archein kai archesthai is accordingly taken to distinguish citizens accessing high offices from those permanently confined to archesthai. The discussion of archomenoi politai in 3.5 is then read as theoretical legitimation of graded civic status, and the Athenian thētes under Solon identified as archomenoi, citizens of inferior status excluded from genuine rule.56 What unites these approaches is the premise that Aristotle’s framework accommodates or requires graduated civic membership. The thesis that archein designates exclusively access to individual magistracies, and its corollary that the thētes were archomenoi, have been critically examined in §§2-3. What remains is the master assumption: that 3.5 offers a definition of citizenship distinct from 3.1.

This claim requires direct examination of the passage in its entirety (1278a 15-40):


ἐπεὶ γὰρ πλείους εἰσὶν αἱ πολιτεῖαι, καὶ εἴδη πολίτου ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι πλείω, καὶ μάλιστα τοῦ ἀρχομένου πολίτου, ὥστ᾽ ἐν μὲν τινὶ πολιτείᾳ τὸν βάναυσον ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι καὶ τὸν θῆτα πολίτας, ἐν τισὶ δ᾽ ἀδύνατον, οἷον εἴ τίς ἐστιν ἣν καλοῦσιν ἀριστοκρατικὴν καὶ ἐν ᾗ κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν αἱ τιμαὶ δίδονται καὶ κατ᾽ ἀξίαν· οὐ γὰρ οἷόν τ᾽ ἐπιτηδεῦσαι τὰ τῆς ἀρετῆς ζῶντα βίον βάναυσον ἢ θητικόν. ἐν δὲ ταῖς ὀλιγαρχίαις θῆτα μὲν οὐκ ἐνδέχεται εἶναι πολίτην (ἀπὸ τιμημάτων γὰρ μακρῶν αἱ μεθέξεις τῶν ἀρχῶν), βάναυσον δὲ ἐνδέχεται· πλουτοῦσι γὰρ καὶ οἱ πολλοὶ τῶν τεχνιτῶν. ἐν Θήβαις δὲ νόμος ἦν τὸν διὰ δέκα ἐτῶν μὴ ἀπεσχημένον τῆς ἀγορᾶς μὴ μετέχειν ἀρχῆς. ἐν πολλαῖς δὲ πολιτείαις προσεφέλκει τινὰς καὶ τῶν ξένων ὁ νόμος· ὁ γὰρ ἐκ πολίτιδος ἔν τισι δημοκρατίαις πολίτης ἐστίν, τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον ἔχει καὶ τὰ περὶ τοὺς νόθους παρὰ πολλοῖς. οὐ μὴν ἀλλ᾽ ἐπεὶ δι᾽ ἔνδειαν τῶν γνησίων πολιτῶν ποιοῦνται πολίτας τοὺς τοιούτους (διὰ γὰρ ὀλιγανθρωπίαν οὕτω χρῶνται τοῖς νόμοις), εὐποροῦντες δὴ ὄχλου κατὰ μικρὸν παραιροῦνται τοὺς ἐκ δούλου πρῶτον ἢ δούλης, εἶτα τοὺς ἀπὸ γυναικῶν, τέλος δὲ μόνον τοὺς ἐξ ἀμφοῖν ἀστῶν πολίτας ποιοῦσιν. ὅτι μὲν οὖν εἴδη πλείω πολίτου, φανερὸν ἐκ τούτων, καὶ ὅτι λέγεται μάλιστα πολίτης ὁ μετέχων τῶν τιμῶν, ὥσπερ καὶ Ὅμηρος ἐποίησεν ὡς εἴ τιν᾽ ἀτίμητον μετανάστην ὥσπερ μέτοικος γάρ ἐστιν ὁ τῶν τιμῶν μὴ μετέχων. ἀλλ᾽ ἐστὶν ὅπου τὸ τοιοῦτον ἐπικεκρυμμένον ἐστίν, ἀπάτης χάριν τῶν συνοικούντων ἐστίν.

 

As there are several forms of constitution, it follows that there are several kinds of citizen, and especially of the citizen in a subject position; hence under one form of constitution citizenship will necessarily extend to the artisan and the hired labourer, while under other forms this is impossible, for instance in any constitution that is of the form entitled aristocratic and in which [20] the honours are bestowed according to goodness and to merit, since a person living a life of manual toil or as a hired labourer cannot practise the pursuits in which goodness is exercised. In oligarchies on the other hand, though it is impossible for a hired labourer to be a citizen (since admission to office of various grades is based on high property-assessments), it is possible for an artisan; for even the general mass of the craftsmen are rich. At Thebes there was a law that no one who had not kept out of trade for the last ten years might be admitted to office. But under many constitutions the law draws recruits even from foreigners; for in some democracies the son of a citizen-mother is a citizen, and the same rule holds good as to base-born sons in many places. Nevertheless, inasmuch as such persons are adopted as citizens owing to a lack of citizens of legitimate birth (for legislation of this kind is resorted to because of under-population), when a state becomes well off for numbers it gradually divests itself first of the sons of a slave father or mother, then of those whose mothers only were citizens, and finally only allows citizenship to the children of citizens on both sides. These facts then show that there are various kinds of citizen, and that a citizen in the fullest sense means the man who shares in the honours of the state, as is implied in the verse of Homer “Like to some alien settler without honour”, since a native not admitted to a share in the public honours is like an alien domiciled in the land. But in some places this exclusion is disguised, for the purpose of deceiving those who are a part of the population.



The analysis will focus first on the concluding definition, then turn to the passage as a whole. The conclusion reads:


ὅτι μὲν οὖν εἴδη πλείω πολίτου, φανερὸν ἐκ τούτων, καὶ ὅτι λέγεται μάλιστα πολίτης ὁ μετέχων τῶν τιμῶν, ὥσπερ καὶ Ὅμηρος ἐποίησεν · «ὡς εἴ τιν᾽ ἀτίμητον μετανάστην» · ὥσπερ μέτοικος γάρ ἐστιν ὁ τῶν τιμῶν μὴ μετέχων (1278a 35-38).

 

It is clear from these considerations that there are several kinds of citizen, and that he is most fully a citizen who shares in the honours, as Homer wrote: “like some dishonoured stranger”; for he who does not share in the honours is like a resident alien.



A persistent line of interpretation has sought to identify here an alternative definition introducing a graded conception. The passage asserts that “he is malista a citizen who shares in the timai” and that “whoever does not share in the timai is like a resident alien” (ὥσπερ μέτοικος γάρ ἐστιν ὁ τῶν τιμῶν μὴ μετέχων, 1278a 37). On a widespread scholarly reading, the timai here denote individual magistracies, and malista identifies a superior grade of citizen by contrast with those exercising only collective functions.57 This interpretation, however attractive to proponents of graded citizenship, proves untenable upon examination. The first difficulty is logical. This reading entails that Aristotle failed to notice a glaring contradiction in the course of his discussion. To maintain that only one who exercises individual magistracies can truly be called a citizen means denying the definition of 3.1, which does not identify such magistracies as criteria qualifying the haplōs condition. Although Aristotle proceeds through corrections and refinements, it is difficult to believe he could have committed such an error: ignoring his characterisation of political participation as sharing in deliberative and judicial functions (formulated in chapter 1 and reaffirmed through chapter 11), while offering in chapter 5 a different definition qualifying the citizen as individual magistrate. A second difficulty is grammatical. Just as haplōs qualifies the definition rather than the species of citizen (§4.1), so malista indicates the degree to which a formulation captures what citizenship essentially involves. The adverb modifies the predicate, not the subject: to say that someone is malista a citizen is to say that the definition applies to him par excellence, not that he occupies a higher rank within a differentiated citizenry. Reading malista as qualifying a form of citizenship different from that defined haplōs leaves unexplained why one lacking access to timai (understood as individual magistracies) should be “like a metoikos”. A third difficulty concerns the timai themselves. No compelling grounds exist for restricting the term to individual magistracies. In 3.5 timai denotes prerogatives comprehensively qualifying the status of citizen, distinguishing him from non-citizens. Cairns (2019, 78) rightly observes that attention is directed to the complex of prerogatives distinguishing citizens from those excluded from sovereign functions; Simpson (1998, 147) clarifies that timai may include both fixed-term magistracies and collective functions.58 The decisive refutation comes from 3.10-11, where timai is explicitly applied to the sovereign prerogatives of the propertyless, those “from the lowest assessments” possessing only the right to deliberate and judge. If timai designated exclusively higher magistracies, the warning that the poor risk atimia through exclusion from deliberative and judicial functions would be incoherent.59 Newman (1902, 140) is right: “a man may be a full citizen without access to αἱ ἀρχαί strictly so called”. A final difficulty is contextual. 3.5 considers the condition of those lacking capacity to exercise sovereign functions: the archomenoi. They are the exact reverse of citizens haplōs: excluded from the koinōnia politikē, barred from sovereign political functions, assimilable to metoikoi. Regimes that formally include such individuals among citizens without recognising political rights are condemned. The expected comparison is between those who cannot exercise sovereign functions (not definable haplōs as citizens) and those who exercise them (definable as citizens in the full sense). Introducing a third model—citizenship corresponding only to holders of magistracies in the strict sense—would be incoherent. Such offices are not the object of particular interest throughout the discussion and do not qualify haplōs the condition of citizen. The contextual argument requires closer examination of what 3.5 intends to clarify. The distinction between citizens and archomenoi confirms the analysis of Book 1: the archomenos in the political community occupies a position analogous to those merely ruled in the oikos (slave, woman, child) and is excluded from the reciprocity defining political rule (§2). The purpose is explicit: to recognise the diversity of conditions among archomenoi. While the definition of citizen displays relative uniformity across regimes—the qualifying functions being relatively comparable across constitutional forms (above §4.1)—the condition of the archomenoi varies far more dramatically; hence the emphatic malista (1278a 16-17), which refers to the condition of those ruled. The survey of archomenoi serves not to theorise grades of citizenship but to expose the diversity of exclusion criteria across non-democratic regimes. Attention naturally falls on the thētes and banausoi because their condition in non-democratic regimes reveals the criterion of exclusion operative in each constitution. The structure of the passage is systematic: in aristocracies exclusion operates through virtue, since those living a banausic or thetic life cannot practise the pursuits in which goodness is exercised; in oligarchies through wealth, since participation in offices requires high property-assessments (though the banausos may qualify if wealthy); at Thebes through occupation, since a law barred from office anyone who had not abstained from trade for ten years. Each constitutional form applies a distinct principle determining who stands outside the political community.

The archomenoi emerge from this analysis with three defining characteristics: exclusion from the political community; exclusion from archē; conceptual assimilation to non-citizens. As Gallo (2004) demonstrates, they possess no political capacity: barred from the ekklēsia, excluded from courts, denied any share in sovereign functions. This is not diminished citizenship; it is the absence of citizenship. When such individuals are called “citizens”, the practice is condemned as deliberate deception (apatē), falsification designed to pacify the disenfranchised (1278a 38-40: “when they seek to conceal this exclusion from honours, it is for the purpose of deceiving the inhabitants’”). They are never qualified as citizens of inferior grade. The politēs must be able to be kyrios of common affairs (1278b 3-4); rights falling short of this are not political rights. What lies outside politeia and politeuma holds little political relevance; the polis coincides with its politeia. The distinction between being called a citizen and being one haplōs proves decisive. When the citizen who is archōn and archomenos is said to differ in each constitution, the implication is that whoever is only archomenos, without reciprocal capacity to archein through sovereign functions, is not a citizen at all.

A crucial asymmetry structures the analysis of constitutional forms. In democracy, manual labourers and the poor (banausoi and thētes) are fully integrated as citizens, enjoying participation in archai (collective and fixed-term) and embodying the principle of widespread inclusion; the archomenos condition, where it occurs, is temporary and fluid. In aristocracy, exclusion is definitive: political agency is reserved for those endowed with aretē, and the banausoi and thētes are not citizens at all. Oligarchy presents a more stratified case. Where the criterion is census alone, the situation may change as requirements are met.60 The case of Larissa is instructive: when participation is extended to those previously excluded, the expression is “to give the politeia” (didonai tēn politeian), not to grant a fuller degree of citizenship already partially possessed.61 A different pattern emerges where census combines with professional qualification.

The Theban case proves particularly instructive, permitting distinction between categories of excluded: total exclusion for the thētes, partial for the banausoi. The evidence merits close examination. Thebes granted wealthy banausoi nominal citizenship while excluding them from archē (1278a 25-26). A law prevented participation in government for those who had not abandoned artisanal activity for ten years. The criterion, independent of census, highlights a distinction from citizenship haplōs: the banausoi were formally recognised as citizens yet excluded from sovereign functions. Which functions could a banausos still engaged in manual activity exercise? Duplouy (2011) maintains he could not access the assembly; such a condition constitutes negation of citizenship—citizenship in name only, since it does not permit exercise of sovereign functions. Lupi argues that only access to fixed-term magistracies was forbidden;62 but had those banausoi been members of the assembly, Aristotle would have judged them citizens. The meaning of the transformation becomes clearer in Book 6 (6.7.1321a 28-29), where the Theban case is revisited. The evolution is inclusive, not exclusive: the banausos, citizen by census but excluded from the politeuma, could demonstrate abstention from manual work for at least ten years, obtaining access to government offices previously precluded.63 This interpretation coheres with the theoretical framework. The problem addressed concerns oligarchies regulating broadening of government functions to the plēthos without excessively altering oligarchic character. Three attested systems are examined: a double census system (low census for “necessary” offices, higher for “more important”); the Theban system adding temporal criteria to census; the Massalian system selecting the “worthy” whether inside or outside the politeuma (6.7.1321a 27-32). The analysis confirms the principle: oligarchies should not make sovereign offices easily accessible to the people. Those offices represent fixed-term functions internal to the politeuma. To avoid popular resentment, disincentivising measures must be introduced; otherwise the oligarchy transforms into democracy. It is fundamental for the oligarchy to preserve the principle that government remains in the hands of the few, maintaining the plēthos that accesses the politeia in a condition deprived of sovereign functions. When the Politics distinguishes between politeia and politeuma and intends to recognise as citizens even those outside the politeuma, it says so explicitly, distinguishing the census levels granting access to different offices. Discussing the first and most well-blended oligarchy, very close to the so-called politeia, Aristotle states: “In this there should be a distinction among assessments, some being lesser and others greater; on the basis of the lesser they will take part in the necessary offices; on the basis of the greater, in the more authoritative; it should be open to anyone possessing the assessment to take part in the politeia, bringing in through the assessment as many of the people” (6.5.1320b 21-29). The archai kyriōtatai are restricted to highest census. Which functions qualify as such remains uncertain; Newman’s hypothesis—krisis within a boulē—lacks empirical support. Lower-census citizens retain “necessary archai”; which functions these are is equally uncertain (Newman suggests magistrate election in the assembly).64 Crucially, those without archē are not citizens. Admission at minimum census constitutes “entry into citizenship”. All citizens koinōnousin and metechousin by sharing archē, with no internal hierarchy. The language is precise: τοσούτου εἰσαγομένου τοῦ δήμου πλήθους διὰ τοῦ τιμήματος, “bringing in through the assessment as many of the people” (5.5.1320b 25-26). The verb eisagō denotes entry from outside; it is the standard term for admitting new members to a body from which they were previously excluded. Those admitted are tous koinōnous, “the sharers”. The language presupposes a threshold: before admission one stands outside; after it one shares. No intermediate condition of partial sharing exists.

Which functions were reserved for those outside the politeuma remains unclear; whether participation in assembly and courts was among these cannot be determined with certainty. In the historical cases better known—the oligarchies established at Athens and Cyrene from 322 BCE—citizenship for those excluded from the politeuma certainly did not include judicial functions, in all likelihood not even the right to participate in the assembly.65 Such a condition would constitute negation of citizenship. Citizenship without political functions is frustrated citizenship, devoid of essential content. The archomenos is not a citizen of lesser rights; he is not a citizen, and when defined as such, it is deception. The theoretical lesson is unambiguous: Aristotle’s framework admits no graded citizenship. 3.5 surveys exclusion criteria across constitutions, not alternative definitions; absence of access to sovereign functions places the archomenos outside the koinōnia, with no intermediate status. The distinction is binary: one either belongs to the koinōnia politikē through access to sovereign functions, or stands outside entirely.

4.3 Concluding remarks: citizenship as sovereign participation

Lockwood (2006, forthcoming) has rightly observed that having a say on who rules is itself a mode of ruling. This principle operates with particular clarity in democratic regimes, where effective rotation in office, unconstrained by census, ensures that all citizens govern in turn: when not exercising a magistracy, they nonetheless govern by controlling those who do.66 Even in conditions of perfect equality, differentiation arises between the magistrate exercising office and those scrutinising his conduct.67 Within collective bodies citizens rotate between speaker and listener, proposer and voter, experiencing the ruling-and-being-ruled condition that distinguishes political from despotic rule (§1). These institutions cultivate political responsibility through habitual practice: listening, debating, voting, auditing.68 The citizen emerges as “a deliberating equal among his fellow citizens”, sharing in archē bouleutikē kai kritikē.69 Yet the principle extends beyond democracy to regimes that do not realise absolute equality. The politeia, valorised through the treatment of the Solonian model as the constitution most closely approximating the theoretical ideal, exemplifies this structure: all citizens govern by controlling access to office, even when legal criteria restrict eligibility to the wealthy and virtuous. Solon’s constitution, as analysed in Politics 2.12 (§3), achieves the unity of the political community through balanced integration of aristocratic, oligarchic, and democratic elements: aristocratic in merit-based office-holding; oligarchic in roles qualified by wealth; democratic in shared sovereignty in assembly and courts. The inclusion of the thētes proved decisive. Granted access to judgment (krisis) and deliberation (bouleuesthai), they were transformed from subjects into sovereign participants. The dynamis of citizenship was embedded within institutions where sovereign functions became concrete rights.

The passage at Pol. 3.17.1288a 12-15 proves instructive. The plēthos of the politeia is characterised as capable of ruling and being ruled under a law that distributes offices to the wealthy in accordance with merit (πλῆθος πολιτικὸν δυνάμενον ἄρχεσθαι καὶ ἄρχειν κατὰ νόμον τὸν κατ᾽ἀξίαν διανέμοντα τοῖς εὐπόροις τὰς ἀρχάς). The passage has generated interpretive difficulty, but Simpson (1998, 191) cuts through it: “here it is significant that ruling and being ruled are shared (some ruling in the offices, some ruling through membership in the assembly)”.70 Not all members of a politeia are wealthy and virtuous: the wealthy constitute a subset of the citizen body, not its totality.71 Were it otherwise, all hoplites would be rich—which manifestly they are not. Ruling in this context encompasses judging, voting, and deliberating in assembly. The plēthos exercises archein kai archesthai through collective functions while census-restricted magistracies remain the preserve of the propertied. The citizens who deliberate and judge are archontes through proposing, voting, and deciding; they are archomenoi through accepting procedural constraints and majority outcomes. The reciprocity is complete: validation of political action through krisis constitutes archein, not merely archesthai.72 This analysis illuminates the Solonian constitution. The extension of citizenship haplōs to all, including the poorest, emerges as a model endorsed because it distributes significant timai to all who bear the name of citizen. These timai are not ceremonial honours but responsibilities: participation in political decisions through assembly and courts. Solonian citizenship instantiates the principle of reciprocal equality (ison antipeponthos): whoever belongs to the political community cannot be merely archomenos but must archein kai archesthai. The citizen, qua participant in deliberation and judgment, is always archōn; sharing in sovereign functions constitutes an exercise of rule, even without fixed-term magistracy. The definition of the thētes citizenship in 2.12 coincides with the definition of the citizen haplōs in 3.1—a correspondence duly emphasised from Newman (1892) to Bertelli (2018b, 130 n. 13).73

What Aristotle affirms at Pol. 3.9.1280b 40-1281a 8 deserves attention in this connection. Discussing justice as proportional equality, Aristotle affirms that the political community exists for the sake of noble actions, not merely for living together; consequently, those who contribute most possess a greater share in the polis (διόπερ ὅσοι συμβάλλονται πλεῖστον εἰς τὴν τοιαύτην κοινωνίαν, τούτοις τῆς πόλεως μέτεστι πλεῖον). Joyce (2023b) has rightly identified this as central to the reflection on citizenship. The principle, however, should not be construed as aristocratic in orientation. Proportional equality relative to contribution represents the standard criterion for justice as reciprocity—a principle valid across constitutional types.74 What varies across regimes is the measure of merit; what remains constant is that differential recognition of contribution does not create differential grades of citizenship. If greater contribution merits greater honour, and political participation is the highest honour, does citizenship admit of degrees? Aristotle’s answer distinguishes the measure of participation from the recognition of merit. One is a citizen equally with all others; access to timai, honours rewarding differential contribution, is differentiated.75 The principle is proportional equality: equal standing as citizens, graduated recognition of merit within shared citizenship. Citizenship consists not in receiving equal honours but in participating equally in the processes assigning them—the krisis tou dikaiou. This participation admits no graduation: one exercises judgment in assembly and courts, or one does not. The content of judgment may recognise differential merit; the act of judging is exercised equally by all citizens. This interpretation illuminates the position at Pol. 3.13, which continues directly from the discussion of Solon’s constitution at 3.11.76 When those who claim to be mallon politai on grounds of nobility or virtue are censured (1283a 34-35; 1283b 25-42), the meaning is clear: such claims possess relative validity only within contexts where the relevant principle is accepted and faces no competing claims. They cease to hold absolutely when confronted with competing claims—wealth against virtue, arithmetic equality against both. The concern is practical: how to accommodate rival claims within a single city. There cannot be two cities within one, as the critique of Platonic oligarchies has shown (cf. §3.2). The solution lies in political rule, whereby all must share the condition of ruling and being ruled. This condition is understood koinēi—in common—as the condition proper to the citizen.77 The criterion connecting correct (orthon) with equal (isōs) emerges at 1283b 40: isōs orthon serves the interest of the entire city—a formulation echoing the moderate democracy of 3.1178. More particularly, the Solonian politeia is implicitly invoked as a positive model. Even in a constitutional framework where offices are subject to census requirements, all citizens must exercise control over those who govern: having a say on who rules is itself a form of ruling. The conception of the citizen as deliberating equal connects 3.11 and 3.13.

If citizenship is constituted by participation in sovereign functions, and the correct constitution exercises power for the common good, then the citizen body bears collective responsibility for maintaining constitutional order. Access to archai kyriōtatai enables genuine koinōnein: responsible participation through krisis in legitimising the taxis tēs politeias. Even when offices are restricted by wealth, capacity to exercise krisis within collective bodies allows citizens to assent to governing principles and ratify the distribution of power. Koinōnein imparts active co-responsibility in shaping rules of political engagement—logically prior to metechein, sharing in predefined rights. Krisis defines koinōnein more essentially than holding fixed-term archai: through sovereign functions citizens validate the political order itself. Differential recognition of merit remains compatible with democratic equality “as long as the dēmos is still fully in control of the means and ideology underpinning the system”.79 The democratic significance of this principle lies in recognising that legitimate authority flows from collective endorsement. One final consideration merits emphasis. At 3.13.1283b 40-42, political rule must be exercised for the common good. Citizens contribute to this end both as magistrates and within collective bodies; the goal remains the same. The passage distinguishes, however, between the common good of the city as a whole—where archomenoi are certainly in view—and the common good of the citizens.80 The archomenoi stand in the background as those who must enter the sphere of governing interests, who must be benefited by those who rule. The citizen, by contrast, participates in the common good not merely as beneficiary but as active agent in its realisation. This marks a decisive difference: the archomenos receives benefit without contributing to its determination; the citizen deliberates, judges, and decides. The trajectory from 2.2 through 3.17 confirms conceptual unity. Ison to antipeponthos, reciprocal equality enabling citizens differing in wealth, virtue, and social position to participate as equals in sovereign functions, finds institutional realisation in Solon’s mixed constitution. To isōs orthon provides the criterion for adjudicating competing claims without admitting graduated citizenship. The thētes sharing in archai kyriōtatai through assembly and courts are citizens without qualification, exercising sovereign functions through which the political community governs itself for the common good. Contributions vary; citizenship does not. What matters is that the dēmos approve the political order determining criteria for access to offices. The citizen participating in krisis validates, and shares responsibility for, the constitutional arrangement structuring political life. Citizenship is not a matter of degree but of kind: one shares in the sovereign capacity to determine and endorse the common good, or one does not. This is the substance of political rule.

In conclusion: what qualifies membership in the political community—and hence the citizen—proves coherent across Politics 1-3. Book 1 establishes the principle: political rule is rule over free and equal persons who share in ruling and being ruled. Book 2 tests this principle against institutional models, finding it realised in Solon’s extension of sovereign functions to the poorest citizens and violated in constitutions that proclaim sharing while denying access to archai kyriōtatai. Book 3 confirms the principle definitionally: the citizen haplōs participates in deliberation and judgment; the archomenos stands outside the political community, not within it as a citizen of lesser grade. This is not to underestimate Aristotle’s acute awareness of historical reality. As empirical observer of Greek constitutional practice, he recognises that individuals formally designated citizens were often denied access to decisional functions; the evidence throughout the Politics is too abundant to ignore.81 Yet to acknowledge such conditions is one thing; to endorse graduated citizenship as normatively valid for the koinōnia politikē is quite another. Aristotle’s condemnation of regimes that mask exclusion through deceptive terminology leaves no doubt on this point. Citizenship is not a status admitting of degrees but the assumption of political responsibility through participation in sovereign functions. One either shares in the capacity to deliberate and judge, or one does not. This is the substance of political rule, and it admits no intermediate condition.
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7Barnes 2005, 192: “This notion is a staple of the Politica: in Book I it defines political rule”. See also Mayhew 2013; Farenga 2015, 107, 119.
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16Luraghi (2013a, 142) rightly observes that in Aristotle’s overview of historical cases “the Spartan double monarchy is quickly discarded as being essentially a lifelong military command, and later on Aristotle points out that it is no form of rule at all, since it exists within another form of political order: Sparta was an oligarchy, not a monarchy (Pol. 3.1286a2-3)”. Equally apt is his reminder that “after all, Aristotle is clear that, among men of comparable skills and intelligence, monarchy is unjust and counterproductive (Pol. 3.1288a1-2)”. When Aristotle does consider the only good form of monarchy—what he calls pambasileia, “total monarchy”—he “describes it as the autocratic rule of the best and most virtuous man, who rules over the political community as a good and competent master over his household. Aristotle goes out of his way to stress the exceptional nature of this ruler, infallibly guided by knowledge and wisdom, like a god among mortals” (Luraghi 2013a, 143). On the theoretical character of this political model, see also Cambiano 2016, 67; Poddighe 2024b, 9-12. For a different view, denying the utopian nature of this monarchical model and maintaining that Aristotle regarded subjects of a monarchy as citizens “in the proper sense”—without this generating any paradox with respect to the definition of citizenship—see Riesbeck 2016, 25-30; Giorgini 2019, 8-9, 11.

17The Politics most likely integrates diverse yet thematically related lecture materials (Schütrumpf 1980, 287-326; 1991a, 39-67; 1991b, 89-108, 114-18; Lord 1981; Bertelli 2025; Faraguna 2025a, 216). On compositional history: Besso, Curnis 2011, 3-47; Viano 2002, 9-15; Lord 20132, XX-XXVII; Canevaro, Zizza 2025, 27-30. The present approach does not rest on accepting the transmitted order as definitive—though every attempt to rearrange Books 1-8 has failed to yield coherent results (Besso, Curnis 2011, 44; Lord 20132, XXVI-XXVII). As Canevaro and Zizza rightly observe, while the Politics lacks unity at the level of compositional organisation, it nonetheless exhibits coherence in its recurring problems and shared theoretical premises (2025, 30). On conceptual unity in the Politics, see also Pellegrin 1987, 129-159. Simpson 1998, 2013; Knoll 2011; Lord 20132, XXVI-XXVII; Giorgini 2019; Oliveira 2019; Rapp 2020. A consistent conception of citizenship as the foundation of the political community remains discernible throughout, independently of disputed textual sequence.

18Arist. Pol. 1.13.1259b 37-38: οὐδὲ γὰρ τῷ μᾶλλον καὶ ἧττον οἷόν τε διαφέρειν· τὸ μὲν γὰρ ἄρχεσθαι καὶ ἄρχειν εἴδει διαφέρει, τὸ δὲ μᾶλλον καὶ ἧττον οὐδέν. See §2.1.

19Arist. Pol. 3.13.1283b 34-40. The well-born claim to be “more” citizens (πολῖται γὰρ μᾶλλον οἱ γενναιότεροι τῶν ἀγεννῶν, ἡ δ᾽ εὐγένεια παρ᾽ ἑκάστοις οἴκοι τίμιος)—a claim Aristotle condemns as incompatible with political unity, which rests on the “correct’’ conception of equality (τὸ δ᾽ ἴσως ὀρθὸν πρὸς τὸ τῆς πόλεως ὅλης συμφέρον καὶ πρὸς τὸ κοινὸν τὸ τῶν πολιτῶν) that citizenship realises. See §4.3.

20What the first book of the Politics is about has generated a great deal of discussion. For a useful survey going back to the nineteenth century, see Natali 1979; Deslauriers 2006, 48ff. See also Schütrumpf 1991a; Saunders 1995, 55ff.; Davis 1996, 15ff. Schofield 1999, 89-90; Barnes 2005, 192ff.; Nagle 2006, 19ff.; Besso, Curnis 2011, 59-86; Mayhew 2013; Frank 2015, 19ff.; Oliveira 2019. Davis aptly observes that “Book I of the Politics is about the fact that political life begins when men think about the good—that is, they think about justice” (1996, 44). See Frank 2015, 19ff.; Brill 2020, 94ff.

21Notably, the same principle operates in Book 7, where Aristotle outlines the best city: there too, grades of citizenship within the koinōnia politikē are excluded (see Viano 1982, 298). Aristotle refuses to divide citizens into classes. The only divisions admissible in the ideal city are those distinguishing citizens from those who always and only obey (archomenoi)—who stand outside the political community altogether.

221.1.1252a 7-16: ὅσοι μὲν οὖν οἴονται πολιτικὸν καὶ βασιλικὸν καὶ οἰκονομικὸν καὶ δεσποτικὸν εἶναι τὸν αὐτὸν οὐ καλῶς λέγουσιν (πλήθει γὰρ καὶ ὀλιγότητι νομίζουσι διαφέρειν ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ εἴδει τούτων ἕκαστον). Viano 2002, 71; Besso, Curnis 2011, 141; Lord 20132, 1; Saunders 1995, 251; Mayhew 2013, 530ff.; Bertelli 2017, 45ff.

23Natali 2020, 339, 335, 362; Poddighe 2025, 47ff.

24Hansen 1993, 16: “Book 1… there is not discussion whatsoever of the concept of citizen (polites) and constitution (politeia)”; “In Book One there is not a single occurrence of the term polites” (1993, 16, 27 n. 94; 2013, 20-31). The observation holds only at the lexical level. When Aristotle affirms that from children derive those who koinonoi ginontai tēs politeias (1260b 20), he evidently speaks of citizens; no reason exists to judge this “not an integral part of Book One” (Hansen 1993, 27 n. 94).
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1. Introduction

In a famous essay titled Our Words, and Theirs: A Reflection on the Historian’s Craft, Today—in dialogue with Marc Bloch, Kenneth Pike, and Arnaldo Momigliano—Carlo Ginzburg characterises the work of the historian as at the intersection, precisely, of our words and theirs, of the etic and the emic, in a productive back and forth between the two.1 The project of which this volume is the culmination seems to me to have been resolutely devoted to clarifying one end of this back and forth. If we take a look at the website2 and at several connected publications,3 we see that what it brings to the table is a more complex, nuanced, refined understanding of how the Greeks talked about what we call citizenship.4 Not just politēs and politeia, but much more. The relevant terms and expressions are manyfold and all, in different ways, help us get closer to what they—the Greeks—meant when they spoke of citizenship.

There is little doubt that many of these terms, astos and politēs first and foremost, imply a conceptual trajectory which maps physical presence in a physical place—the city, polis or asty—onto membership of a (political) community centred around that physical space.5 In this case, the trajectory is a metonymical one: it is through a conceptual metonymy that citizenship as membership of a community is initially conceptualised—being a citizen of a polis as living in one place. This is the usual conceptual trajectory from the more concrete to the more abstract typical of concept formation and meaning-making in every culture, as shown famously by George Lakoff and Mark Johnson. The main cognitive tool to approach an abstract concept, however, is more frequently not a metonymy but a (conceptual) metaphor.6

Conceptual metaphor theory posits (and, in fact, demonstrates) that metaphors are not just poetic, decorative language, but fundamental cognitive structures. They shape how we think and understand the world. Lakoff and Johnson show that we systematically use more concrete, physical experiences to comprehend abstract concepts—for example, understanding arguments through the metaphor of war (defending a position, attacking weak points). These metaphorical mappings are largely unconscious and culturally embedded, influencing not just our language but our reasoning, perception, and action. This kind of metaphorical thinking, that is, is central to human cognition and meaning-making.

Once we establish, then, that the basic Greek citizenship terminology maps physical presence in a physical place onto membership of a (political) community, the next question is, of course—at the cost of infinite regression—how did they conceptualise membership? Here, the very title of this volume, as well as the titles of two of its chapters,7 show the way: sharing in the polis. Kuba Filonik has well explicated in a recent essay the conceptual implications of the relevant Greek (metaphorical) expressions.8 Meteinai, metechein, metadidonai of the polis or of the politeia (or of its offices, its privileges, its resources) map onto the target domain of what we would call political or civic membership the source domains of having, owning something alongside others, along with others. Sharing something—the polis, citizenship, the constitution—as a joint possession with fellow citizens or as the possession of something that other citizens also possess alongside you (a conceptual metaphor derived from the more basic ontological metaphor that the polis is an object that can be divided into parts). Not only that, but being a citizen is also being (part) of the city alongside others like you, a matter of belonging to the city. And the relevant source domain, as Filonik has astutely pointed out, is not just that of ownership/property, but also, for instance, that of the banquet (dais), of the symposion, of the common messes, of the feast, whereby people have a share of food and drink alongside others like them (equally or otherwise).9

Lakoff and Johnson show very well, however, that complex, abstract intellectual notions (such as the political and social ones that we are exploring) are often not exhausted, in any given language or culture, by one or two conceptual metaphors or framings. They are more often approached through multiple conceptual framings, sometimes overlapping and sometimes less so.10 And it is by appreciating the implications of these multiple framings that one can get closer to an emic understanding of ancient (or even just alien) conceptualisations. One example should suffice to clarify what I mean.  Consider how we speak in English (and in Italian, in fact), unthinkingly, of social hierarchy and social stratification. We do so normally through spatial metaphors: we speak of a social ladder, of a pyramid, and of different roles, dignities, ranks as being higher or lower. James Cagney’s Cody Jarret, in the classic noir film White Heat, famously shouted: “Made it, Ma! Top of the world!”. Social hierarchy, then, as up and down—everyone at a different point of some notional (metaphorical) vertical structure. But we also say, for instance, that someone who is socially successful is ahead of someone else, or got ahead. The spatial metaphor here is different and social space is conceptualised as horizontally linear—striving for social distinction is in this case a race, as it were. The implications are different and elucidate different nuances of how we conceptualise social inequality. I could provide more examples but I think the point is clear enough already.

In this chapter, I aim to zoom in on a further, key way in which the Greeks thought of citizenship, both linked to, and independent from, those that I have summarised so far—one that has been at the centre of much of my research in recent years. I want to concentrate on citizenship as a certain timē (or axia) from which descend certain timai.11 I want to explore, that is, what the semantic range of these terms (as they are applied to citizenship) is, whether and to what extent metaphorical mapping can occur in their actual usage, and what the implications are.

2. Citizenship, timē, and axia

I shall not spend too much time trying to argue anew that timē is relevant to Greek conceptualisations of citizenship, because it is rather obvious. Aristotle explicitly states in Politics 3.5 that citizenship is about participating (metechein) of the timai of the city.12 Some (e.g. Schütrumpf) have read timai here as a synonym of archai, so this would be specifically about offices,13 along the lines of his famous definition of citizenship at Politics 3.1 as the right to participate in archē.14 But note that while archai are indeed often called timai (in Aristotle, Herodotus, and beyond), this is not because the two terms are perfect synonyms. All archai, as it were, are timai, but not all timai are archai. And Aristotle makes clear in many other passages that when he speaks of struggles over timē and timai, he is not just talking about public offices (although he is certainly talking also about them).15 In Nicomachean Ethics 5.3 he explains, for instance, that axia is the standard on the basis of which different groups and individuals, within the city, lay their claims to timē and other goods (primarily material ones),16 and in Politics 5.1-3 he argues that stasis and metabolē politeiōn occur over membership and ownership of the politeia when different individuals and groups have different notions of what a just distribution kat’axian of timē and material goods should amount to, based on different notions of what the correct basis of axia is—e.g. sheer freedom, wealth, nobility, virtue or whatever.17 The examples he provides at Politics 5.3 of the occasions of stasis, far from being all about allocation of offices, have to do with basic respect, with equal treatment in the lawcourts, with spite and contempt, with (sanctioned and unsanctioned) self-aggrandising behaviour beyond accepted norms of equality.18 When Aristotle speaks of timē and timai he is thinking, of course, of access to political deliberation, to judicial institutions, to public office, but also of wider notions of dignity and rights (including, notably, property rights, and the right to own land).19

The same emerges by looking at other evidence. Timē is used already in Homer and Hesiod to indicate the office (in fact, the role and status) of god or king,20 and so is used consistently in Herodotus to indicate the dignity of the Persian king21 and in Isocrates, for instance, to indicate the status and role of the king of Salamis.22 It is also standard in Classical Athens to indicate, indeed, public offices, as in Lysias where the offices of commander of the cavalry, stratēgos, and ambassador are described as the greatest timai.23 But it is also commonly used to indicate the basic status, role, and dignity of citizens. Demosthenes uses timē to indicate the overall status, the role and dignity of the Athenian citizen—presented, ideologically, as the highest attainable.24 And in a number of poleis (Delphi, Delos, Cos, Samos, Magnesia, Massalia, Milasa, Naucratis, Lebedos, Miletos, Priene, and Teos) we find the word timouchoi in inscriptions to indicate either particular magistrates or, simply, the citizens themselves (as shown by Giangiulio).25

And the connection of other cognate terms with the domain of citizenship cannot be doubted. One just needs to think of epitimia, to which the Politeia project has dedicated an excellent entry.26 Being epitimos, i.e. being in full possession of your timē, meant having full legal standing, with complete rights. Demosthenes provides a vivid example in the Against Meidias. There, his epitimia is presented as something that, if Meidias had been successful in his attempt to have him convicted of desertion, he would have lost along with his city, his family, and his prospects.27 Here losing epitimia as losing the timē of the citizen is the same as losing the polis, just as having the timē of the citizen is the same as metechein of the polis.28 Earlier in the same speech, Demosthenes described himself with the adjective epitimos to indicate that he was a full citizen, as opposed to others who were not.29 The opposite concept, atimia, makes the point even more clearly. This was a legal penalty involving the loss or diminution of one’s timē, and therefore the loss of some or all of the rights and prerogatives attached to that status—citizens who lose their citizen status become, significantly, atimoi, and the presence of atimoi is naturally a factor of instability for any politeia because atimoi want to have their citizen status restored at all costs—even at the cost of stasis.30

As we have seen, Aristotle often chooses to use the term axia, and he uses it, effectively, as synonymous of timē in one of the latter’s senses (i.e. the sense of the quality—the “worth”—that attracts respect), to indicate also the timē/axia of the citizen (or of the free).31 This is a use that we find also in the orators. There, the axia of an Athenian citizen—what they are axioi of—is their civic dignity. Demosthenes argues, for instance, that introducing laws creating differential treatment between citizens is both illegal and unjust. Athens has a democratic law prohibiting ad hominem legislation precisely because, as each person shares equally of the politeia in general [that is, of democratic citizenship], this law judges each person worthy (axios) of having equal access to the laws.32 Sharing equally in the politeia is equivalent to having equal axia, which involves equal access to the laws. Isocrates makes a similar point when he condemns as absurd that citizens in a democratic city should not have access to the same things—the same prerogatives and rights. There is, he argues, a fundamental contradiction in judging all citizens worthy (axioimen) of sharing equally in public offices while simultaneously denying equal access to justice by privileging the wealthy.33 Axia, like timē, is how the Greeks (the Athenians in this instance) conceptualised both what they really shared in being citizens of one polis, and why they were entitled to share it—what citizenship really amounted to.

3. Citizenship, value, and claims

I have touched upon how the Greeks conceptualised citizenship through spatial metonymies (being of the city) and through metaphors of sharing and possession (having a portion alongside others). What are, then, the implications of conceptualising citizenship in terms of timē and axia? And what does it tell us about Greek citizenship?

Both concepts are, in fact, often applied to rather more “material” contexts and dynamics than citizenship: they often have to do with the “value” of exchanged commodities.34 In Homer, timē indicates the material worth of compensatory payments – the value in oxen of the bronze and gold offered to Odysseus by the suitors,35 or what Menelaus might receive as compensation for Helen’s abduction.36 Similarly, axia and axios denote equivalence in value: a cauldron worth (axios) one ox in the Iliad,37 or the gold that Carthaginian merchants judge equivalent (axios) to their cargo in Herodotus’ vivid account of silent trade beyond the Pillars of Heracles.38 In Classical and Hellenistic Greece, timē remains the standard term for price,39 while the verb timaō means to assess value – as when Protagoras (in Plato’s dialogue) invites his students to estimate (timēsai) the worth (axia) of his teaching and pay accordingly.40

This more concrete sense of the value of commodities needs to be kept in sight when we deal with timē and axia used to indicate the value of individuals. A “bridging” usage is found already in Homer, where we find the worth (axia) of war captives determining their ransom,41 or slaves being sold for a price corresponding to their value (axion ōnon)—axia is here not only the value of things but also that of human beings (still, as commodities).42 But the crucial usage is, of course, the application of this value-language to free persons in their social and civic capacities, as Homer already did when he spoke of timē as the honour of the basileis or the gods. Likewise, when the Athenians spoke of the timē or axia of the citizen—as they so often did—implicit was a conceptual similarity between the idea that a citizen is someone who has a certain “value” (and from this flow certain entitlements), and the parallel idea that commodities have a certain value.

It is, in fact, immaterial whether the use of timē and axia to indicate the “value” of individuals constitutes a priori a case of straightforward metaphorical mapping of the domain of economic exchange onto that of social relations. As discussed by Cairns (forthcoming), it is also, perhaps, possible that we are dealing here with terms—timē and axia—that indicate “value” across domains, without one being necessarily prior. But it is nevertheless clear that this similarity between two “kinds” of value did often give rise to such metaphorical mappings in how forms of social timē (e.g. citizenship) were expressed and conceptualised. The parallel realm of economic exchange was often an obvious conceptual parallel or referent.

To simplify, just as a merchant who brings goods worth a certain amount can justly claim payment of equal value, so too the person who possesses a certain timē or axia can justly claim the prerogatives—the rights—that correspond to that worth. If we conceive, that is, as e.g. Aristotle clearly does (see above), of civic membership as possessing a certain worth, then claims to political participation, legal protection, and material benefits follow as naturally as, for instance, a merchant’s claim to payment. The timai that citizens share are not just honours or privileges (or offices, or chances of political power) granted by the community’s grace, but entitlements that correspond to their worth. This is fundamental to the notion of value itself, and further strengthened, in usage, by the constant possibility of mapping (through conceptual metaphors) economic/exchange value onto citizenship (and other social roles), described with the very same language. Understanding this brings us closer to grasping how the Greeks experienced citizenship not just as belonging or sharing, but as a value that rightfully demanded recognition from others (and from the institutions of the city) in the form of concrete rights and protections.

This necessary correspondence between one’s worth, one’s value and the rights, claims entitlements, prerogatives that descend from it governs the very semantic range of the terms timē and axia. Because these terms, in different configurations, do not indicate just one’s worth, but also the very rights and entitlements one can justly claim on that basis. If we take a step back and examine critically the ways in which we use the term rights—along the lines of Wesley Newcomb Hohfeld’s famous taxonomy43—we can easily see that both timē and the verbal cognate of axia (axioō) can easily cover all the relevant senses, and are in fact normally used in Greek to indicate all the nuances of how we talk about subjective rights, underscoring their tight connection with the value, the worth (we would say, today, the dignity) of the relevant subject which constitute their normative basis. I made this argument at length in a recent book, so I shall only summarise it now.44

For Hohfeld, by right we normally understand first and foremost a claim, which consists in the fact that someone is bound to active or omissive conduct towards the holder of the claim itself. Thus my right as a claim to physical integrity, or to property, requires that no one use violence against me, or deprive me of my property. This type of right, in Athens and in many Greek poleis, is indeed defined as one of the timai of the citizen (or of the free person), and conduct contrary to this right is understood as illegitimately (illegally) disrespectful of this timē. The right to own land and house (enktēsis) is conceptualised as a timē of the citizen protected by a number of laws, and which can be granted to others.45 The right to physical integrity—another instance—is defended by a specific legal action for private violence which protects that timē,46 and the outcome of a successful dikē aikeias is, in fact, timōria, which indicates precisely the restoration of the relevant timē.47 Another Hohfeldian position is privilege (or liberty): the possibility on the part of the privilege-holder to do something, or the possibility of not doing something. Thus, for instance, my right to enjoy my (landed) property freely, without interference, is defended as the timē of the citizen by a private action for damages. The third position is power: the possibility, on the part of its holder, to modify another’s legal position, or indeed one’s own. Here the emblematic case is access to the power of the public official, or the power to speak in the Assembly, to serve as judge, to have access to the courts. In the Greek poleis, once again, both access to magistracies and the rights of political access were explicitly described as timai and, when they were suspended or revoked, this was called atimia.48 The final Hohfeldian position is immunity: the impossibility, on the part of third parties, of affecting a subjective position of the holder of the immunity itself. This is the case, for example, of tax exemption (honorary, or due to excessively low income): in Athens ateleia (tax exemption) is indeed a timē, which citizens are entitled to (e.g. exemption from the metoikion or from the market tax) and which can be granted to foreigners for particular benefits.49

The same goes, in fact, for axia, but here claims, rights are expressed not by the noun itself but by the corresponding verb: if axia expresses one’s value, worth, including the citizens’, axioō expresses claims that are founded upon that value. Every form of claim contemplated by Hohfeld can be—and indeed is—expressed in Greek by the verb axioō. One just needs to think, in this sense, of Demosthenes repeated use of axioō to claim his right to speak with parrhēsia in the Assembly—to tell the truth—and to be heard by his fellow citizens.50 Similarly, in the speech On the crown, Demosthenes claims (axiō) his right to be heard with impartiality and equanimity by the judges, as established by law. And this is a right explicitly affirmed in the oath that all Athenian judges must pronounce before taking office, “which in its wording […] also provides for the obligation to listen impartially to both parties”.51 Demosthenes has the right to speak freely in the Assembly, with parrhēsia, and to be heard impartially by the judges in court, as an Athenian citizen. The principle is the same as that affirmed by Aristotle when he notes that, in poleis founded upon the principle of equality, citizens demand, claim the right (axiousin) to hold public offices in turn.52 It is a claim founded upon a title—upon citizenship, which gives them the right to serve as magistrates.

4. The debate about Greek citizenship … from the point of view of timē

Now that I have established how the Greeks conceptualized citizenship (also) as a form of of timē as worth/value (with the entitlements that descended from it), I want to turn to examining what difference this emic understanding makes in light of current scholarly debates about the nature of Greek citizenship.53 Taking seriously the real semantic range of timē as “value”, with the (economic) conceptual metaphors it gives rise to—as well as its implications for how rights, duties, and social standing were understood as flowing from one’s worth—offers, I believe, a way to bridge what have often appeared as competing or incompatible approaches in modern scholarship.

Let us consider the current, widespread scholarly emphasis on the performative dimensions of Greek citizenship—particularly prominent in studies of the Archaic period but increasingly recognised as decisive throughout the history of the polis.54 This has often been framed as a perspective alternative and even incompatible with more traditional approaches to Greek citizenship as made up of (political) rights and prerogatives.55 The fact is, however, that if we keep our focus on citizenship as timē, we can easily see that—in Greek emic conceptualisations—the performative aspects and requirements of citizenship find their conceptual grounding in the very same notion that underpins citizenship as access to legal and political rights: timē itself. Because, far from being a static attribute conferred once and for all by birth or legal status, timē (as one’s worth) was inherently dynamic and performative, requiring constant enactment and validation through social behaviour.56

This performative quality stems from the fundamentally intersubjective nature of timē. As a form of socially recognised worth, timē exists only in relation to others, in their valuations in dialogue with our own—it must be acknowledged and respected within the community. The worth of a citizen, with all its attendant prerogatives, stands in constant dialogue with the worth and claims of others. This bidirectional character means that maintaining one’s timē requires not just asserting one’s own rights and prerogatives, but also recognizing and respecting those of fellow citizens and behaving in accordance with widely recognised and upheld social norms of honourable behaviour.57

The implications of this are profound. While the timai of citizenship—access to the Assembly, participation in the courts, eligibility for office, sharing in religious rituals—might be acquired by birth, their continued possession depended on honourable conduct. The most vivid illustration of this principle is found in Aeschines’ Against Timarchus, where certain forms of dishonourable behaviour are shown to disqualify citizens from the timai to which birth would normally entitle them. Athenian law, in fact, specified numerous dishonourable acts that resulted in atimia—the loss of one’s timē and of all or certain attendant timai.58

Understanding citizenship as timē thus reveals why performative approaches to Greek citizenship capture something essential: citizens had continuously to perform their worth through appropriate behaviour to be citizens. The kinds of social performance that scholars have identified as central to citizenship—from elite display in the Archaic period to a certain decorum, religious conduct, and democratic participation in Classical Athens and in the Hellenistic polis—were not merely expressions of citizen status but constitutive of it. One remained a citizen, possessed of citizen timē, only by acting as one who continuously deserved that worth. But, by the same token, that worth was not exhausted in the performance itself—the performance confirmed and lived up to one’s worth as defined by law, by birth, by legitimacy and so on. Performance and legal and political status, behaviour, and dignity/rights were inextricably linked through the conceptual framework of timē. They were conceptually and practically linked precisely because they were conceptualised within that framework.

A further major strand in current scholarship on Greek citizenship—which emphasises religious membership and participation in multiple interlocking social networks—likewise can be reintegrated with the other focuses through the lens of timē.59 Scholars who resist overly political definitions of citizenship have pointed to the centrality of religious participation and the multiplicity of social spheres and networks in which the ancient Greeks enacted their civic identity.60 What the concept of timē reveals, however, is that these apparently diverse domains were not perceived by the Greeks as fundamentally different types of sociality, membership, civic agency, but rather as manifestations of the same underlying dynamic of worth and its recognition.

Timē in fact operated as a transversal concept that could indicate claims, rights, and prerogatives across all spheres of social life—political, legal, familial, religious, and economic.61 This conceptual flexibility was not accidental but reflected the very pluralism of its fundamental meaning of “value”—and of the conceptual metaphors that originated from it. Just as worth/value in exchange contexts could apply to different types of goods and transactions, so too could civic worth manifest in different social contexts while remaining fundamentally the same phenomenon. Citizens’ timē entitled them to participate in religious festivals, hold priesthoods, join in sacrifices, and share in the sacred meals of the community. These religious timai were not categorically different from political ones—they flowed from the same source of recognised worth.

This continuity across spheres becomes particularly clear when we consider exclusion. Being barred from religious participation, from family rituals, from land property, from economic transactions, or from social networks was experienced through the same conceptual framework as political exclusion. In each case, it represented a denial of one’s timē, a form of institutionalised disrespect that was demeaning to one’s worth. The term atimia itself, which we tend to translate narrowly as loss of citizen rights, could in fact apply to disabilities in any of these spheres.62 This linguistic fact reveals that, for Greek speakers, exclusion from a cult, denial of commercial privileges, or social ostracism were not merely analogous to political disenfranchisement—they were manifestations of the same fundamental phenomenon of having one’s worth denied or diminished.

The multiple networks and identities that recent scholarship has emphasised—membership in phratries, demes, religious associations, professional groups, and social clubs—thus appear not as alternatives to political citizenship but as complementary expressions of the same civic timē. Citizens’ worth manifested in their recognised right to share in all these interlocking spheres, each with its own specific timai that nonetheless derived from the same fundamental timē/axia. The apparent logical and conceptual continuity between realms that puzzles modern observers, accustomed to sharp distinctions between political, religious, and social spheres, was natural for the Greeks, who understood all these memberships as flowing from their recognised worth as citizens. This understanding helps explain why ancient sources move so fluidly between different types of civic participation (one just needs to think of Euxitheus in Demosthenes Against Eubulides [57] jumping around between city-level offices, familial relations, religious engagement, deme-level activity, and generic conduct to prove that he is a citizen!).63 Seen through the lens of timē, these were not separate categories requiring different theoretical frameworks, but varied expressions of the same fundamental relationship between one’s social worth, social recognition for that worth, and entitlement that defined what it meant to function socially, within the polis.

5. The paradox of Greek citizenship: political participation and citizen gradations?

If my analysis thus far holds water, we are left with something of a paradox. The conceptual metonymies, metaphors and framings that shaped Greek understandings of citizenship—spatial belonging, shared possession, and worth/value—do not necessarily entail an in/out binary—citizenship without gradation—, yet such a binary is what we find, by and large, in the evidence for Greek conceptions of citizenship. And they do not inherently privilege political participation or governmental authority. Yet political participation and governmental authority loom very large in ancient discussions of citizenship.64

Let me explain what I mean more clearly. The first part of the paradox that I am trying to thematise has to do with citizenship as a binary, in/out category which does not admit of gradation. This is also prima facie puzzling, given citizenship’s conceptualisation as a form of timē. Because, as a matter of fact, timē, as value, naturally admits of gradations (and so, really, does “sharing”). People can possess (or share in) different levels of worth, both informally and, more significantly for our purposes, institutionally. Such variations in timē entail different packages of timai: distinct sets of rights and prerogatives, as we see with metics, xenoi, and various non-citizen categories.65 Yet Greek citizenship itself, as crystallised by the Classical period and described then in Aristotle,66 appears to emerge as a category which resists to gradation. As Geroge Lakoff observed about categorical structures, some categories lack gradations of membership, whereas others are graded. The category U.S. Senator is clearly defined, in that one either is a senator or is not.67 Being a citizen of a Greek polis, in the standard conceptualisation expounded by so much scholarship, is a bit like being a US Senator: either one is a citizen, or one is not.68

The second part of the paradox has to do with the centrality of political and judicial participation. As I have explained, timē as “worth” underpinning timai (as rights, prerogatives, spheres of agency) can apply (and does apply) across all domains of social activity—religious, associative (i.e. networks, private associations, subdivisions), economic, informal—not merely to political rights of participation in communal decision-making. All these spheres involve questions of timē and timai. Yet, despite the conceptual openness of the metonymies, metaphors, and framings underlying citizenship, there is also little denying, as far as I am concerned, that the right (timē) of access to political and judicial decision and to political office loomed very large—largest than any other consideration, as far as we can tell from our sources—in the Greeks’ considerations about, and struggles over, citizenship. This is true from the very early (Archaic) evidence, as shown recently in methodologically different yet ultimately complementary contributions by Giangiulio and Faraguna. Giangiulio has shown, in particular, that what have often been interpreted by historians as Archaic “oligarchies of fixed number” (such as in Colophon, Aeolian Cyme, Croton, Locri, Rhegium, Opous, Massalia) are in fact “entire” citizen bodies, in formation.69 The delimitation of who the insiders (and the outsiders) are included various spheres of participation, yet political and judicial participation were absolutely central to the definition of these “early” citizens—citizens were, already at such an early stage, those who (among other things, certainly) had access to political and judicial decision, and office. And Faraguna has shown with plenty of evidence and a recourse to categories of (progressive) institutionalisation that defining who belongs to the community in terms of who can participate in its political and judicial institutions is the primary concern of Archaic polis inscriptions.70 As for the Classical period, here I declare myself squarely on the side of those like Pierre Fröhlich, John Ma, and Michele Faraguna who have striven to defend the poignancy of Aristotle’s definition of citizenship, as an accurate outline of what were in his time the priorities, or at the very least the red lines, which made a citizen truly a citizen.71 This does not mean that Classical Greek citizenship was solely about political and judicial participation. But these historians have shown, as far as I am concerned, that any attempt to sideline political and judicial participation and make it into an inessential, lateral feature of Greek citizenship runs into intractable problems and is contradicted by too much of the evidence.

All this, however, presents us with a genuine historical question requiring causal explanation, and here I can only gesture in the general direction of such an explanation. If we agree, that is, as I think we should, that none of the key conceptual metonymies, metaphors and framings underlying Greek citizenship—not the spatial one of the inhabitant of the city as place (astos, polites), not that of sharing with others, of having something alongside others, not even that of citizenship as value, as worth which creates entitlements—have any particularly prominent link with the issue of political power and participation; and if we also agree, as, again, I think we should, that political power and participation were in fact central to what it was (believed to be) to be a citizen, then we are left with the question of how sharing in a certain timē and in certain timai, by virtue of belonging to a community centred on a place, came to be understood so as to include, so quintessentially, necessarily, sharing in political power.

It is, in fact, not obvious that it should. The issues of citizenship and of direct political power and participation are both very important in many societies, but they are not normally conflated into one—they remain distinct concerns. Consider debates and struggles over citizenship in our day: they have to do with rights of residence, with legal rights, with certain economic perks, with access to welfare and to particular privileges. Yes, voting is part of it, but it certainly is not the key issue—all the more now that there is widespread disillusionment with the democratic process and people widely believe that (political) power resides elsewhere, far away from elections and citizen political engagement.72 There are struggles over political power, for sure, and they are important, but these are very much not the same as struggles over (and for) citizenship. Or think about Rome: in Rome, citizenship was all important but, first, it very much came in degrees; second, it was certainly not identified with the right of access to political and judicial decision and to office (and deemed valuable because of these).73 Rather, it centred on legal rights, property protections, economic advantages—features that have led scholars such as Benjamin Straumann and Dan Edelstein to draw parallels with notions of “negative rights” in classical liberalism.74

Greek citizenship developed differently. Despite the open-ended nature of its conceptual foundations, it crystallised around a notion of membership in the community which did not admit of degrees and had to include political power and participation: either you were in and shared in government, or you were out. This is the notion of Greek citizenship which is omnipresent in our sources, well beyond Aristotle, and which stresses the centrality of access to political decision-making and to public offices.75

This notion is central—omnipresent—despite being very hard to apply effectively to oligarchic (and more generally timocratic, rank-based) regimes.76 This conceptual difficulty emerges strikingly in the Rhetoric to Alexander, probably written by Anaximenes of Lampsacus. There, in discussing how oligarchies should protect the masses from elite abuse, the author argues that “in oligarchies there should be the greatest penalties laid down against those attempting to commit hybris against certain of the citizens [hoi politai]: for the masses [to plēthos] are not so aggrieved at being denied the magistracies [hai archai] as they resent being mistreated”. The masses, to plēthos, are here unambiguously numbered among the politai. Yet elsewhere, when discussing how oligarchic laws should restrain elite misconduct, the same author states that “the laws ought to deter those partaking of the constitution [tous tēs politeias metechontas] from committing hybris against those weaker than themselves”.77 Here it is the oligarchs alone who partake of the politeia, while the dēmos—the “weaker”—apparently do not. Somehow, members of the dēmos under an oligarchy can simultaneously be politai and yet not metechein of the politeia. The problem is that the author seems to have here no coherent—standard—vocabulary to describe gradations within citizenship, because the dominant conceptual framework resists such gradations. And, moreover, that he appears to have some difficulty truly considering those who do not yield political power as citizens “partaking of the constitution”…

We find similar issues when the standard framework of Greek citizenship needs to be applied to actually existing oligarchies.78 How could it apply fully, for example, to the oligarchic koinon that ruled Boeotia from the mid-fifth to the early fourth century BCE, where each city had four councils as its main decision-making body, “in which it was not possible for all the citizens [politai] to participate [metechein], but only those who possessed a certain amount of property [plēthos ti chrēmatōn]”?79 Here politai are explicitly (also) those who cannot participate in political decision-making. Or in what sense could it apply to Cyrene under Ptolemy I’s diagramma of 320? There the politai of Cyrene are defined by descent: those born of a citizen mother and citizen father. The politeuma, however—the body with access to authoritative magistracies—is an entirely different group, delimited by a property qualification (timēma). Moreover, those among the Ten Thousand of the politeuma who “perform for the city the duties of doctor or gymnastics instructor, or teach archery, riding, or fighting in heavy armour, or serve as herald in the prytaneion… shall not have access to the magistracies of the Ten Thousand”. And yet they are explicitly said to belong to the politeuma. These are clearly high-profile, well-paid positions which allow their holders to qualify for the politeuma on the basis of their wealth, yet they are occupations in which one constantly works for others, is employed by others—even if by the city. These are, that is, essentially jobs and, as a result, they attract the ideological taint of banausic work. So their holders, while making the cut for the politeuma, cannot reap the full benefits in terms of citizen rights and entitlements. Are they citizens, then? In what sense? The diagramma effectively describes gradations of citizenship, yet in a rather confused manner, in the absence of a convenient framework (more similar for instance to the Roman one) to accommodate them organically.80

Aristotle’s (rather confused) taxonomy of oligarchic forms in Politics 4.5-6 (1292a39-1293a34) displays similar problems, as it is in fact very much concerned with issues of (oligarchic) gradation. In his account, what distinguishes oligarchic forms is precisely the level of internal stratification within the oligarchic politeuma.81 The first “kind” of oligarchy is one in which access to the archai (described also as timai) is restricted apo timēmatōn, so that hoi aporoi do not have access while the men of substance do—all of them (5.1292a 39-41). The second kind appears to be characterised by an even higher census for access to the main offices, from which part of the wealthy citizens are now excluded. At the same time, some “remaining offices” appear to be selected by these very people of higher census either among all (presumably all citizens, as in, all the men of substance—those who make a lower cut) or from a specific subgroup of these (1292a 41-b 4). What we see here seems to be a form of co-optation by which a super-elite raises certain members of a lower elite to higher office. A third kind of oligarchy is characterised, in addition to a very high census (and to an even higher concentration of wealth), by the fact that timai and archai are passed on from father to son (1292b 4-5)—here we have a hyper-exclusive super-elite which effectively produces a serrata not only against the masses (as in all kinds of oligarchy) but against the wider elite of the generally wealthy members of the politeuma. (The fourth kind of oligarchy occurs when even the pretence of legality is abandoned, 1292b 5-10).82 Faced with such oligarchic constitutional confusion, it is then no surprise that Aristotle’s discussion of the politeuma (as the politically active segment of the citizen body) and of the problem of the archomenos politēs in book 3 of the Politics brings this tension—between widespread notions of what Greek citizenship really is (i.e. access to decisions and office) and its defective (graded) articulations in non-democratic regimes—to the fore.83 Whatever his attempts to hold tight to a standard understanding of Greek citizenship while making room for nuances and aporiai, it is extremely significant that in Politics 7, when Aristotle delineates prescriptively what the “polis of our wishes”—the ideal city—should look like, his preference is to cut this Gordian knot altogether by having only the leisured and virtuous (that is, the wealthy) be citizens at all—with full membership and full rights of political participation—while everyone else is reduced to the status of slave.84 There is no room in his ideal polis for “passive” citizens, who are citizens, perhaps, but somehow do not rule and are only ruled.

My tentative explanation of this tension refrains from disqualifying Aristotle’s definition as idiosyncratic—because it has been shown that it is clearly not—and requires us, instead, to take a key observation that he makes more seriously than we have usually done. At Politics 3.1.1275b 5-7, immediately following his famous definition of citizenship, Aristotle remarks that “the citizen of whom we spoke above is first and foremost a citizen in a democracy”. Aristotle is not here merely acknowledging the limitations of his definition. He has, in fact, been adamant that he is extracting his definition from widely held endoxa…85 He is signalling, rather, something that is, for us, very historically significant: that the fundamental understanding (i.e. the prototype as “best example”) of what a citizen is in his day (and before his day, in the authors and cities that he reviews for relevant endoxa)—of the kind of timē that it entails, and of what timai one shares in by virtue of that timē—is essentially democratic.86

The implication, that is, is that democratic notions, which naturally (for democracy) but idiosyncratically (for other regimes) consider political power and participation among the citizen’s most essential timai, were in the Classical period (and certainly by the second half of the fourth century BCE) hegemonic. They were, in fact, hegemonic to such an extent that even non-democratic regimes (which might have benefited from more “Roman” notions of graded citizenship) and thinkers imagining non-democratic ideal polities (such as Plato and Aristotle himself) found themselves constrained by this democratic conceptual framework.87 How did this come about? Two related historical developments, I suspect, converged to produce this outcome.

The first has to do with the reactive, indeed reactionary, nature of Classical oligarchic regimes. As Simonton has convincingly shown, Greek oligarchies in their Classical form emerged as reactions to the spread of democracy—they were, from the outset, fighting democracy, as it were, on democracy’s terms.88 This meant that oligarchies inherited democratic notions of citizenship—within which they moved, adapting them and contesting them—without ever fully, organically, developing their own. In practice, many oligarchies did have grades of citizenship: all citizens by descent, for instance, but only the wealthy having access to decision and office. Yet this was not grounded in a principled view that one need not be politically active to be a citizen. Oligarchs tolerated, and even peddled, confused notions of “passive” citizens for pragmatic reasons: because there were many people who would be incensed if told they were not (or no longer) citizens under that regime. The result was not a pacified, consensual arrangement but a compromise solution which neither party ever fully accepted. Many a “passive” citizen believed that really, qua citizen, he too should rule and not merely be ruled—hence the notorious brittleness of oligarchic regimes, also stressed by Simonton. And the oligarchs, for their part, often did not truly believe that these people were really citizens at all—which is why Aristotle, in his ideal city, simply dispenses with the fiction. Oligarchies, in short, piggy-backed on democratic tenets even as they countered them; they operated within the conceptual horizon that democracy was establishing, without ever offering a genuine alternative.89

The second development is what John Ma has influentially called the “Great Convergence”: the widespread adoption of democratic institutions across the Greek world by the second half of the fourth century (but arguably beginning much earlier).90 By the time of Aristotle, this convergence had crowded out even the potential for alternative, non-democratic conceptualisations of citizenship.91 Democratic assumptions about what citizenship meant—that it entailed sharing in rule—had become so pervasive that they shaped the ideological landscape in which any theorist, including Aristotle himself, had to work. Non-democratic regimes and thinkers imagining non-democratic ideal polities found themselves ever more constrained by a hegemonic framework they could not escape. They had to work within the ill-fitting straitjacket of citizenship as formulated by democrats and for democrats. By regimes, that is, holding that socioeconomic resources and background should be irrelevant as criteria for citizenship, and that all citizens (should) possess equal timē qua citizens, with identical attendant timai, including rights (as powers) of access to judicial and political decision-making and to wield power as officials.
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If all were at one in their ideas of honor and wisdom, there would be no strife to make men disagree; but, as it is, fairness and equality have no existence in this world beyond the name; there is really no such thing. (νῦν δ’ οὔθ’ ὅμοιον οὐδὲν οὔτ’ ἴσον βροτοῖς, πλὴν ὀνόμασαι; Eur. Phoen. 499-501).



These bleak lines from The Phoenician Women come closest to articulating a Greek moral conception of “fairness” in negative terms: not as even-handedness, but as its absence—hence, as injustice.1 In this respect, Euripides anticipates a position also found among some modern philosophers.2 The Greek term for “fair”, homoios, means “like” or “similar”, while isos denotes “equal” or “equality”. If fairness is grounded in likeness and equality, what do these terms reveal about ancient Greek values and about how equality and fairness were understood, negotiated, or denied in Greek society?

Abstract social concepts of “equality” and “fairness” functioned as guiding principles for various forms of distribution, such as booty, land, and “shares” in the political community. In the Classical period, these concepts were to have far-reaching consequences for the development of political morality and for the emerging notion of law as a “fair portion”.

The collocation (pairing) “equal and like” (ἴσος καὶ ὅμοιος) frequently appears in contexts involving drawing lots, which served as a concrete mechanism for expressing equality of opportunity and, ideally, equality or equity of outcome, such as equal allotments of land in a colony or equitable shares of an inheritance. Unlike the division of war spoils, where the lot guarantees equal chances but not equal value, Greek communities often sought, where possible, to implement arithmetical equality (isos). Thus, plots of land in new settlements were typically equal in size, even though differences in soil quality or location inevitably remained.

The result was a distinction between what was “arithmetically equal” (isos) and what was merely “like” (homoios): each allotment resembled the others without being identical in value. “Fairness”, in this sense, was understood not as absolute equality, but as the closest attainable approximation to it.

This understanding of fairness is by no means self-evident. In other historical contexts, fairness was conceived quite differently. The codes governing the division of booty among Caribbean pirates, for example, deemed it fair to distribute shares according to rank. This, too, was “fair”, but in a proportional rather than an egalitarian sense: to each his due. An aristocrat deserves more than a commoner, which is considered “fair”, but less than another aristocrat, which would have been unfair.3

Such a logic did not generally apply in Greek colonial foundations. There, even the founder and his descendants enjoyed no permanent material or cultic privileges—no monopoly over land, office, or state cult. The sole exception was the hero cult granted to the founder only after his death, localized around his tomb in the agora.4 In the first generations Greek colonies largely resisted proportional hierarchies of distribution.

Why do these two meanings of fairness matter? Hans van Wees, for example, has argued that isos in Homer should be understood primarily in terms of proportional, one might say “Caribbean”, fairness.5 The social model that follows from this reading is inevitably hierarchical, structured along a clear top-down axis.

Yet an alternative picture emerges if we take seriously Homeric scenes in which a leader receives from the army only one prestige gift (geras), while the rest of the booty is brought “to the middle” and then distributed by lot among all participants, leaders included. In such cases, ἐπ᾽ ἴσης cannot plausibly denote an aristocratic notion of fairness grounded in status, but rather an egalitarian one, that emphasizes equality of shares.

This is not the place to enter a detailed discussion of Homeric booty, which I mention here only to illustrate how radically different interpretations of fairness generate fundamentally different models of Archaic Greek society.6 In what follows, I aim to show how equality (ἰσότης) and likeness (ὁμοιότης) overlap in their shared emphasis on equality rather than rank. Since complete sameness—absolute equality—is impossible among human beings, homoios functions as a conceptual buffer, covering those gaps where precise equivalence (isos) cannot be fully realized. The two appear together, with the one qualifying the other.

Why speak of both equality and “fairness”?7 Taken literally, isēi kai homoiai (ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ) may be translated as “on equal and like terms”. In the imaginary foundation of Plato’s Cretan city, the founder exhorts the colonists to respect homoiotēs (likeness-equality) and isotēs (equality tout court) by refraining from buying or selling the original land allotments, whose distribution is to be regarded as a divine act (Laws 5.741).

Homoios denotes a more nuanced, qualified form of equality: one person is “like” another in a particular respect. Equality and identity are not the same. To be “equal and like” is to be equal only in certain dimensions. Thus, rich and poor citizens are unequal in wealth, yet they may still be “like one another” insofar as they share equal civic rights. One might therefore advance a semantic argument that there is no real difference between equality and likeness, since equal citizens (note, for example, the Spartan homoioi) are in any case equal only in specific respects, as peers8 rather than as identical persons.

Why, then, did Greeks so often pair isos and homoios, two terms that at first glance appear redundant? In ancient Greek, the conjunction kai (“and”) may also carry an emphatic or explicative force, meaning “and especially”, “or rather”, or even “namely”. Thus, isēi kai homoiai may be understood as “on equal terms, namely, on like terms”.

A related example helps to clarify the distinction. In a letter concerning an attempted synoikismos between Lebedos and Teos, King Antigonos writes: “We thought it best that a building lot be given to each of the Lebedians among you equal (isos) to that which he leaves behind in Lebedos” (Syll.³ 344, lines 4-5). Here equality is assessed ad hominem: each individual receives compensation equivalent to what he owned before. This usage contrasts sharply with evidence from inscriptions (discussed below) granting citizenship or reinstating exiles, where the formula insists on isēi kai homoiai, stressing not equivalence to a prior condition but equality and likeness within a newly constituted civic body.

Fairness, then, is fundamentally bound up with equality—most clearly with equality of chances, as in a lottery—and it comes close to what both ancient and modern thinkers have understood as justice. John Rawls, for example, famously equates fairness with justice.9 In much the same spirit, a later Greek author explicitly conflates “equal and like” with “just”, describing how Timoleon invited Syracusans, and any other Sicilian Greeks who wished, to repopulate the city as free and independent citizens, “allotting the land among them on equal and just terms” (ἐπ᾽ ἴσοις καὶ δικαίοις).10 In other words, it was considered “fair”—and indeed “just”—that one who was homoios should also be isos.

“They shall sail on equal and like/fair terms”. The pairing of the two feminine adjectives, isēi kai homoiai, forms a set formula, repeated in Greek sources across different contexts and grammatical genders (for example, ἴσοι καὶ ὅμοιοι; see below). One instance of this formula, explicitly linked to the act of sailing to found a new colony, appears in a complex fourth-century inscription from Cyrene. This inscription quotes what purports to be the original foundation decree issued by the people of Thera around 640 BCE.

Foundation decrees of this kind are well known to scholars,11 yet none physically securely predates the mid-fifth century. The Cyrene inscription therefore poses a long-standing problem. Because it preserves, in fourth-century stone, a text that allegedly dates to the mid-seventh century, scholars have asked whether we are dealing with an authentic archaic document or with a later fabrication—constructed ad hoc in the fourth century to justify the admission of Therean citizens into Cyrenaic citizenship. Indeed, this purpose is explicitly stated as the reason for reproducing the original “Agreement of the Founders”. The argument for forgery has rested in part on the identification of supposed anachronisms.12 Here, however, I will confine myself to this aspect that bears directly on the question of equality and fairness.

The clause requiring the colonists to sail on “equal and fair terms” has been cited by skeptics as evidence of anachronism in the Cyrene Foundation Decree.13 According to this view, such notions could not plausibly belong to the supposedly elitist society of the seventh century BCE, since they are thought to be attested only in much later periods—a claim that is, in fact, mistaken (see below). This line of criticism rests primarily on literary and text-based reasoning and constitutes an a priori argument: it infers non-existence from presumed improbability.

Yet a priori arguments collapse in the face of even a single piece of contrary evidence. Beyond epigraphy, we can observe the practical implementation of the principle “equal and like” on the ground a full century before the date traditionally assigned to the Cyrene foundation decree. Excavations at Sicilian Megara Hyblaia—a colony founded in 728 BCE—have revealed striking evidence of early planning, systematic allotment, and a strict equality of land portions, with closely comparable cases elsewhere in the Greek world.14

How early, then, does the collocation isēi kai homoiai appear? And what did it refer to? The formula is attested in both inscriptions and literary texts from at least the mid-fifth century BCE. It is, in fact, a strikingly peculiar formula: it typically appears without an explicit subject—equal and like in what respect? Yet from its earliest attestations the expression already seems fully formed and widely intelligible, transcending regional boundaries. Greeks clearly knew what was meant by it.

The unresolved question is therefore: “equal and like” in what? Since the two adjectives often stand alone, we must supply the missing subject. The English rendering “equal and like (or fair) terms” is necessarily interpretive, for the Greek formula contains no equivalent of “terms”. I use this formulation deliberately instead of the more specific δίκη or, δίκαι, which in some contexts do appear explicitly as the governing noun.15 In many cases, however, the intended scope is broader, sometimes encompassing the entire spectrum of a citizen’s rights and status.

This more abstract and inclusive sense of “terms” is already implicit in our earliest inscriptions. A clear example comes from Gortyn, where individuals are integrated into the civic body isai kai homoiai (ϝίσϝαι καὶ ὁμοίαι). Here the phrase can only mean something like “on equal and like civic terms”—that is, with equal citizen status and rights. Read in this way, the formula fits seamlessly not only local civic contexts but also colonial foundations, where the same language articulates the conditions of collective belonging (see below).16

Let us look more closely at some specific contexts. The collocation occurs with ἐπὶ governing a noun in the dative case ten times, and only in two cases is the governing noun explicitly stated. In Thucydides (1.145.1), the noun is dikē, while in a fragment of Aristotle’s Athēnaiōn Politeia the noun is moira[i] (μοίρᾳ).17

In several other instances the formula appears in the feminine without any expressed noun. Thucydides, for example, reports the Corinthian proclamation announcing the foundation of the colony at Epidamnos, in which the colonists were promised “equal and like” status (ἐκήρυσσον ἐπὶ τῇ ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ).18 Similarly, Herodotus uses the formula to denote equality of status with allies (ἐπ’ ἴσῃ τε καὶ ὁμοίῃ).19

In five further cases, the construction with epi and the dative governs masculine nouns, a fact that supports a more general rendering such as “on equal and like terms”. A particularly revealing example is the proclamation of the Spartan general Brasidas, who declared that “whoever, Amphipolitan or Athenian, wished to remain there might continue to dwell in the city and enjoy what was his own, on equal and like [terms]”—with no noun specified, but where the sense can only be that of equal civic rights.20

Beyond civic “terms” or rights, the formula also appears with epi in the context of international treaties. Thucydides preserves the wording of an agreement between Sparta and Argos: “that each side shall grant the other equal and like trials of judgment, according to the procedures used in their respective cities” (ἐπὶ τοῖς ἴσοις καὶ ὁμοίοις δίκας διδόντας καττὰ πάτρια).21

In addition, there are four further occurrences in a strictly legal sense without epi, where the governing noun dikē is explicitly stated. Three appear in Thucydides: δίκας ἴσας καὶ ὁμοίας δίδωσι;22 δίκας δοῦναι καὶ δέξασθαι ἴσας καὶ ὁμοίας;23 and δίκας διδόντες τὰς ἴσας καὶ ὁμοίας. A fourth occurs in Plato (οὐκ ἴσης οὐδ’ ὁμοίας δίκης δεόμενα; see below).24

Finally, there are three instances involving merē (μέρη, neuter plural), all clustered within the same passage of Aristotle’s De plantis25, where the expression is used in a technical, non-political sense.

In several inscriptions, the grammatical gender of the adjectives shifts to neuter or masculine, indicating that the implicit subject cannot always be dikai. A fragmentary fifth-century Athenian agreement with the Macedonian king Perdikkas, for example, refers to relations conducted ἐπὶ τοῖ]ς ἴσοις καὶ τοῖς ὁμ[οίο]ις. Here the masculine/neuter plural points to general conditions or arrangements rather than to legal procedures narrowly conceived.26

A third-century agreement regulating mutual rights between Aitolians and Akarnanians goes even further: it uses the neuter form, explicitly detached from epi, ἴσα καὶ ὅμοια. The phrase clearly refers to general terms or conditions of interaction, rather than to specific judicial rights.27

The same broad sense appears in three further Hellenistic inscriptions, one from Phokis—a sympoliteia agreement between Stiris and Medeon—and two from Aitolia. In these cases, the people themselves are said to be isoi kai homoioi (ἴσους καὶ ὁμοίους). Once again, the reference is not to dikai or legal acts, but to a general civic framework within which persons are constituted as equals and peers.28

In a more narrowly legal sense, the collocation is used in contexts of arbitration, where it implies equal terms for both parties (ἐπὶ ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ).29 “Equal judgments” could also form part of international agreements, as in the treaty between the Spartans and the Argives, where the governing noun is explicitly dikē in a formal sense (ἐπὶ τοῖς ἴσοις καὶ ὁμοίοις δίκας διδόντας).30

In an even stricter legal register, Plato argues that the same “offence” should not necessarily incur the same penalty—literally, that such cases are “not in need of equal or like punishment” (οὐκ ἴσης οὐδ’ ὁμοίας δίκης δεόμενα).31 Men who are just in character but atheistic in belief, he maintains, should not pay the same price for their offence as atheist scoundrels.

A comparable nuance appears in Isocrates, who writes: “For it is not an equal or even a similar evil (οὐκ ἴσον κακὸν οὐδ’ ὅμοιον) that the dead should be denied burial, while the living should be stripped of their fatherland and of all their possessions besides”.32

The point of those examples from formal and legal discourse is that they are fully consistent with the broader pattern observed above. The emphasis remains firmly on equality—both equality in the strict sense (isos) and equality “as far as possible”, approximated through likeness (homoios).

Aside from historical contexts, the distinction between the two terms as expressing values of equality and fairness can at times be readily observed. In technical or concrete Greek usage, the difference between isos and homoios is clear: identity of shape is homoios, while identity of size or measure is isos. Thus, in a discussion of manufacture and pricing we find the remark: “And how do you show their proportions when you ask a higher price—by weight or by measure? For I suppose you do not make them all of the same weight or the same size, if indeed you make them to fit” (οὐ γὰρ δὴ ἴσους γε πάντας οὐδὲ ὁμοίους οἶμαί σε ποιεῖν, εἴ γε ἁρμόττοντας ποιεῖς).33 Here isos refers to exact sameness of measure, homoios to similarity of form.

Herodotus makes the distinction equally explicit when comparing the dedications of Croesus at Branchidai and at Delphi: “The offerings of Croesus at Branchidai of the Milesians, as I learn by inquiry, were equal in weight and like those at Delphi” (ἴσα τε σταθμὸν καὶ ὅμοια τοῖσι ἐν Δελφοῖσι).34 Here again, isos specifies measurable equivalence, while homoios signals resemblance in appearance or type.

A more revealing—and conceptually richer—example comes from the Spartan tradition concerning the twin founders of the royal houses, Eurysthenes and Prokles. When the Spartans sought to determine which of the indistinguishable twins was the elder, they were at a loss, because “the children were identical in all respects” (ὁμοίων καὶ ἴσων ἐόντων), and thus could not decide whom to choose.35 A literal translation is impossible here; “identical in all respects” rightly captures both how the infants looked (homoioi) and how similar they presumably were in size and weight (isoi).

The collocation therefore points to an overlap of similarity that emphatically underscores equality rather than proportional difference. Indeed, the problem faced by the Spartans in this story is precisely their initial inability to apply the principle of primogeniture—where seniority confers privilege—in a context that, for most Greeks, would have unfolded differently: through equitable, partible inheritance by lot, without any special claim based on birth order.36

The two terms are sometimes used together precisely to reinforce the notion of equality, especially in cases of total similarity in both size and form; for example, in expressions such as “equal and similar parts” (see below).37 So far, our survey of eighty-four occurrences of these terms in Classical texts, from the fifth century down to and including Aristotle, confirms a consistent semantic pattern: isos denotes equality in quantity, number, or measurable extent, whereas homoios, in the sense of “like”, refers to equality of form, appearance, or qualitative character.

What matters most, however, is not the distinction in isolation but the collocation itself. In most cases, homoios follows isos, functioning as a qualifier rather than an alternative. The sequence does not weaken the claim to equality; on the contrary, it specifies how equality is to be understood and realized—exact where possible, approximate where necessary. The formula thus articulates an ideal of equality that is both principled and practicable, grounding abstract sameness in lived social reality.

In mathematics, we still retain the ancient Greek sense of isos as “exactly equal”, inherited directly from Greek geometry—for example, in the term “isosceles triangle”, which denotes a triangle with two sides of equal length.38 Once again, when the terms are paired, the distinction between measure and form becomes clear. A sphere, for instance, may be divided into parts that are “equal” in measure (isos) and “similar” in shape (homoios).39

Even at the metaphorical level, the collocation continues to emphasize equality or equality of position. Plato contrasts reciprocal friendship and love, grounded in equality of standing, with relationships marked by asymmetry—such as that between the needy and the wealthy. As he puts it: “Friendship is the name we give to the affection of like for like in respect of virtue, and of equal for equal” (Φίλον μέν που καλοῦμεν ὅμοιον ὁμοίῳ κατ’ ἀρετὴν καὶ ἴσον ἴσῳ), whereas the bond of the needy for the rich is of an altogether different kind.40

Here, too, the pairing of isos and homoios does not dilute the idea of equality but sharpens it: likeness in quality and exactness in status converge to define a relationship among peers, distinct from ties structured by dependence or inequality.

The adjective homoios is particularly associated with Sparta, where full Spartiates were designated as homoioi, each “like” the other. Herodotus, for example, remarks that Sparta was a polis of some eight thousand men, “all of whom are homoioi” to those Spartans who fought at Thermopylae; the remaining Lacedaemonians—the perioikoi—were not homoioi to them, though they were agathoi.41 The contrast is telling: homoios here does not mean “equal” in a mathematical or distributive sense, but “of the same standing”, members of the same peer group. The homoioi, therefore, were not simply “The Equals”. As Paul Cartledge has suggested, the term is better understood as “peers”.42 It marks sameness of civic status and way of life rather than strict equality of wealth or resources. It may be significant, then, that the other term of the formula, isos, appears in explicitly Spartan political contexts mainly in later sources, where it refers to equality of property holdings rather than to social identity.

Thus Plutarch and Polybius both emphasize the ideal—if not always the reality—of equal land distribution among Spartans.43 Polybius, for example, observes that all citizens were to possess an ison share of the politikē chōra: “The distinctive merit of Sparta”, he writes, “is said to lie in its land laws, by which no one owns more than another, but all citizens have an equal share in the public land”.44

Here, once again, the two notions converge. Homoios defines equality of civic rank and peer status; isos articulates equality of measure and distribution. Together they illuminate how Spartan ideology, like Greek political thought more broadly, negotiated the tension between sameness of standing and equality of sharing in the polis.

Perhaps the clearest illustration of the joint force of homoioi and the idea of a sovereign community comes not from Sparta, but from Samos. Herodotus recounts how Maiandrios, the putative successor of the tyrant Polykrates, declared before the assembly that he rejected ruling over men who were homoioi, “like” or equal in standing, to Polykrates himself. The sentiment is an old one, already familiar from Homer: Achilles famously complains that he is homoios to Agamemnon, though the latter prevails merely because he is more powerful.45

Returning to Samos, Maiandrios’ solution was not to replace one tyranny with another, but to bring archē, power or rule, “to the middle” (ἐς μέσον), that is, to make it the shared possession of the community.46 He then proclaimed isonomia, the term Herodotus uses for what Greeks would call “democracy”. When Kadmos acted in a comparable way, relinquishing power on Kos, he too transferred authority “to the middle”, explicitly out of a sense of δικαιοσύνη, justice.47

In these narratives, homoiotēs and justice are effectively conflated. Quite apart from the specific political circumstances at Samos or Kos, the key concept is the “middle”, which denotes the community as a body of sharers. What the Samians gained was an equal share in power; and in contrast to the previous tyranny, this new form of sharing constituted them as homoioi, peers within a collective sovereign community.48

In the Cyrene foundation decree49 and in related texts, the literal formulation is “sailing equal and like”, followed immediately by provision for a state lottery to assign the settlers. The parallel narrative in Herodotus50 closely overlaps with these prescriptions. The decree is both prescriptive and prospective: it does not describe a foundation of a colony but regulates what is to happen there, in the new land. The formula must therefore refer to general conditions acceptable both to those who remain in the home community and to those who set out as colonists. This is precisely why translating homoiai as “fair terms” is justified—and why the fairness envisaged must be understood through the lens of equality.

Homoios here specifies the kind of fairness at stake. It does not mean “fair according to proportionate status”, but fairness grounded in an assumption of equal standing. All participants are equal a priori: before the lottery that selects the settlers from among the citizen households (those with more than one son), and again a posteriori, in what each settler is entitled to receive. Equality governs both the chances of selection and the distribution of outcomes.

From the Archaic period through the early Hellenistic age, the collocation isēi kai homoiai recurs in contexts of new political foundations, whether through synoikismos, or through overseas colonization. Its integrative force—defining civic status and articulating the conditions under which citizenship is granted—is already attested in a small number of inscriptions before the Hellenistic period and becomes increasingly prominent thereafter.

What is particularly striking is the formula’s universal reach. If we allow for regional differences in epigraphic survival or epigraphic habit (there is comparatively little evidence from the western Mediterranean), isēi kai homoiai appears across the Greek world. “Equal and fair” was thus not a local or dialect-specific expression, but one that transcended regions and political traditions, pointing to a broadly shared Greek standard of civic equality and fairness.

When employed in contexts of social and political integration within the Greek polis, isos kai homoios articulates both the terms and the values that define a citizen’s relational position, as further studied by Josine Blok. The formula never encodes hierarchy; on the contrary, it consistently emphasizes equality. This equality is itself understood as “fairness” in a legal and political sense. It leaves no room for interpreting fairness as what is “proper to one’s station”, because the relevant “station” is defined precisely in terms of equality rather than proportional rank or status.

Civic integration, whether of readmitted exiles, newly incorporated groups of settlers, or proxenoi, is repeatedly framed as taking place isēi kai homoiai. This formula is often followed by recourse to a lottery (ἐπικλήρωσις), which assigns individuals to the city’s institutional frameworks. The very use of the lot embodies the principle at stake: fairness as equality of chance, and equality as the foundation of civic belonging, of sharing in the polis.

We have seen how any prospective colonist, “whoever wished”, was to be sent by Corinth to Epidamnos ἐπὶ τῇ ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ (Thucydides 1.27.1). Because Epidamnos was already in existence—unlike, for example, Cyrene, which was founded ex novo—the formula of equality and likeness here serves explicitly to integrate newcomers into an established civic framework. The same concern recurs in the epigraphic evidence: the expression isēi kai homoiai functions as a mechanism of inclusion, defining the conditions under which new members are absorbed into the community.

The consequences of departing from these principles are equally revealing. A well-known counterexample is provided by the conflict at Thourioi, where the descendants of the settlers of old Sybaris were to be incorporated alongside new colonists. The Old Sybarites, however, refused integration on equal and like terms. The result was catastrophic: the Sybarites were massacred by the new settlers, who then proceeded to distribute equal portions of land—not only among themselves, but also to additional settlers admitted thereafter.51

The episode starkly illustrates the stakes involved. Where isēi kai homoiai governs integration, civic cohesion is possible; where equality and likeness are denied, violent conflict ensues.

In the Classical period, such situations become increasingly visible: established cities are confronted with the task of integrating individuals or entire groups, including in the special case of klērouchies (see below on Histiaia). Athens, for example, founded Amphipolis as a mixed Greek polis with a pronounced Athenian presence. When the Spartan general Brasidas later captured Amphipolis, he was enthusiastically adopted as the city’s new founder; after his death he even received a founder’s cult, honored “as a hero”.52

Brasidas’ policy was one of containment rather than exclusion. He proclaimed that “whoever—Amphipolitan or Athenian… might continue to dwell there and enjoy his own, with equal and like form of government” (ἐπὶ τοῖς ἑαυτοῦ τῆς ἴσης καὶ ὁμοίας μετέχοντα μένειν). The verb metechein, “to have a share (in the polis)”, which also appears in several inscriptions alongside isēi kai homoiai, is itself expressive of equality. Citizens are conceived as each possessing an equal share in civic status, rights, and participation.

Epigraphical examples

In several extant inscriptions, the collocation isēi kai homoiai appears in connection with the grant of proxenia (προξενία) or of citizenship, explicitly “on equal and like terms” with the existing citizen body. Such grants sometimes include recourse to a lottery (klēros- (κλῆρος) or lanchanō-(λανχάνω) related terminology), by which new citizens are assigned to a civic framework (epiklērōsis), for example to a tribe (ἔλαχε φυλήν).

It is significant that isēi kai homoiai is used when the demos, whatever its precise composition, formally decides upon the grant. The inscriptions regularly emphasize that the equal and fair terms are to be exactly those enjoyed by all other citizens. Thus, for example, we find formulations such as ἐφ’ ἴσηι καὶ ὁμοίαι πᾶσι τοῖς Κολοφωνίοις (second century BCE),53 or πολιτείαν ἐφ’ ἴσηι καὶ ὁμοίαι τῶν λοιπῶν πολιτῶν (third century BCE).54

Such language can hardly be restricted to specific dikai or legal procedures. Rather, it must refer to the full ensemble of civic rights and obligations. This is why the more comprehensive translation “equal and like terms” is preferable. As we have seen already in Thucydides, the verbs that accompany the formula often describe what citizens do collectively: they “share in the city” or “participate/share in the polis” (μετέχειν τῆς πόλεως).55

Finally, it is striking that the first concrete realization of this promised equality is procedural rather than symbolic. Participation in the drawing of lots ensures equal chances of assignment to one or another civic unit, placing new citizens on the same footing as the rest. Equality is thus not merely proclaimed; it is enacted through institutional practice.56

One of the earliest inscriptions that aligns precisely with the notion of “equal and fair terms” comes from Gortyn and dates to around 500–450 BCE. The text concerns the rights of returning citizens, possibly exiles, and lays out the conditions under which they are to be reintegrated into the civic body, probably on the same terms that a former group from Lato had enjoyed.57


Among those who have returned whoever wishes may settle himself (καταϝοικίδεθαι) and become a citizen of Gortyn on equal and like terms (ἐπὶ τᾶι ϝίσϝαι [καὶ τ]ᾶι ὀμοίαι)” and nobody may enslave him.



The formula leaves little doubt that what is at stake is full civic integration on the same footing as existing citizens.

A comparable formulation appears in an Athenian decree, generally understood to set out the arrangements for Athens’ settlement of Histiaia in Euboea,58 which refers to settlement ἐπὶ ἴσ[ει] καὶ ὁμοίαι (translated by Stephen Lambert as “on a fair and equal basis”). Because this measure does not concern an overseas colony and involves Athenian citizens, the emphasis here falls more specifically on dikai (line 54: ἐπὶ τε͂σι δίκε[σι), which are to be “equal and like”—a case where the literal sense of the formula is especially apt. Even so, the decree functions in effect as a kind of foundation document. In this respect, it is closely comparable to the corresponding provision in the foundation decree of Cyrene.59

The frequent presence of the preposition epi before the collocation further supports the view that the implicit subject of the adjectives “equal and like” is something akin to “on such terms”. Most of the literary and epigraphic evidence indeed preserves the formulation with epi, though not invariably so (as noted above); even where it is absent, it appears to be conceptually implied.60

There are also a few other pre-Hellenistic decrees of the same type—for instance, a late fourth-century inscription from Kos and Kalymnos, some of which do not mention a drawing of lots,61 while others explicitly do.62 From the Hellenistic period onward, however, the pattern becomes increasingly standardized. Most inscriptions, especially those from Samos, combine the collocation isēi kai homoiai with an explicit civic lottery (epiklērōsis) that follows the grant.

Indeed, we possess several dozen inscriptions from Samos alone that contain this formula, and, with dialectal variation, parallel examples from Crete, Euboia, Teos, Ephesos, and the Troad. In a common and repeatedly attested Samian formula, the dēmos grants politeia on “equal and like terms” to an individual and his descendants, after which the act of integration is concretely realized through a lottery (epiklērōsis) for assignment to a tribe and other civic units.

A representative example may serve to illustrate this pattern:63


(…) δεδόσθαι δὲ πολ[ι]-

τείαν ἐφ’ ἴσηι καὶ ὁμοίαι αὐτῶι τε καὶ ἐκγόνοις καὶ

ἐπικληρῶσαι αὐτὸν ἐπὶ φυλὴν καὶ χιλιαστὺν καὶ…

 

And that citizenship shall be granted to him and to his descendants on equal and like terms, and that he shall be enrolled by lot in a tribe and a chiliastys, and…



Here citizenship is granted “on equal and like terms” not only to the individual but also to his descendants, and this abstract grant is immediately translated into institutional reality through epiklērōsis: the recipient is allotted by lot into the basic civic subdivisions of the polis. The combination of equality and fairness, expressed by the procedure, seems manifest.

Very similar formulations recur at Ephesos (Ephesos 59) and in most of the other cases we examined from a wide range of city-states. Epiklērōsis is mentioned explicitly for one Agathokles and his descendants:


… it was resolved by the council and the people to grant to Agathokles of Rhodes citizenship on equal and like terms, both to him and to his descendants, and to assign him by lot to a tribe and a chiliastys, and to record these matters for him…



Once again, the structure is revealing. The decree begins with a formal decision of the boulē and dēmos, proceeds to the grant of politeia ἐπ’ ἴσηι καὶ ὁμοίαι, and culminates in a lottery that assigns the new citizen to the concrete frameworks of civic life. Equality and fairness are thus not merely proclaimed; they are operationalized through institutional mechanisms that place the recipient—and his descendants—on the same footing as all other citizens.

Conclusions

–In social and political contexts, the two adjectives isos and homoios regularly appear together as a fixed formula, most often with homoios following isos. The pairing consistently refers to the relational position of members within a group and invariably emphasizes equality rather than hierarchy.

–The frequent absence of an explicit subject suggests that the collocation had already become a conventionalized formula well before its first secure epigraphic attestations around 500-450 BCE—or as early as 640 BCE, if the authenticity of the Cyrene foundation decree is accepted.

–On this basis, one of the main arguments against the authenticity of the Cyrene foundation decree—namely, that the phrase “(they shall sail on) equal and fair terms” is anachronistic and properly belongs to the fourth century BCE—can no longer be maintained. Moreover, archaeological evidence, such as the equal klēroi attested in colonies founded earlier than Cyrene, demonstrates concrete expressions of “equal and fair” practices about a century before the Theran collective decision to send a colony to Cyrene and to choose as colonists one son from each household by lot. 

–While the subject of the formula may at times be specific, such as dikai, it is often broader in scope, best captured by the rendering “equal and like terms”. The frequent use of the preposition epi further supports the sense “on such terms”. This comprehensive meaning is especially clear in contexts of reintegration of exiles, grants of citizenship, reciprocal rights between states, and colonization, where an inclusive vision of the civic order is at stake. In late inscriptions, this is made explicit by the repeated insistence that the beneficiaries are to become “like all the other citizens”.

–The interpretation of isos as meaning not “equal” but “proper to one’s status”, proposed by Hans van Wees for Homeric Greek, cannot be sustained once the full range of evidence for the collocation isēi kai homoiai is considered. Reading isos as “proper” presupposes one vision of Archaic Greek society: hierarchical, “princely”, and structured from top to bottom. By contrast, the pervasive use of isēi kai homoiai reveals a fundamentally different, horizontal conception of society, in which individuals are ideally positioned in relation to one another as equals, on “equal and like terms”.

–This has not been a study of equality tout court, nor of citizenship, but specifically of the collocation isēi kai homoiai and its implications for the values of equality and fairness in sharing in the polis. Nevertheless, it also sheds light on the meaning of isos itself. The tension between proportional equality based on merit and what modern scholars call “arithmetical” equality is not confined to debates about ancient democracy; it already arises in the eighth century: Achilles famously complains that those who fight and those who stay behind receive the same shares of booty. His grievance notwithstanding, the complaint presupposes that “the same” distribution was indeed the expected norm.64

–Modern discussions of Greek equality tend to focus on “Greek thought”, privileging philosophical and theoretical texts, especially those on ancient music (Archytas), as well as Plato, Aristotle, Isocrates, and Plutarch, the latter four all relatively late. The evidence of isēi kai homoiai shows, by contrast, that equality and fairness as values, their associated vocabulary and concrete implementation (often through mechanisms of distribution by lot) were already well established long before the emergence of democracy.65

–In technical and arithmetical language, the distinction between isos and homoios is clear: isos denotes equality of measure, while homoios denotes likeness of form or quality. This distinction is visible both in material examples—such as the dedications at Delphi and Branchidai, and in narrative ones, such as the indistinguishable Spartan twins. When combined, the two terms reinforce rather than weaken the notion of equality.

–Most literary and epigraphic attestations of isēi kai homoiai are not descriptive but prescriptive: they articulate what ought to happen rather than what already exists. This distinction is crucial when apparent contradictions arise in practice. Greek colonists, for example, might receive land allotments by lot that were equal in size (isos), yet different in value owing to location or soil quality; in that sense the allotments were only “like” one another (homoios). Such differentiation did not prevent later inequalities of wealth, since there were no limits on personal movable property (χρήματα).66 Egalitarianism, in other words, never implied sameness.67

–Whereas isos kai homoios most often appears in prospective contexts—articulating a horizon of expectations, as in colonization, the Spartan homoioi represent an idealized case in which these principles were imagined as fully realized. Ideally, Spartans possessed equal land allotments (where isos is emphasized) and were politically constituted as peers (homoioi). Tyranny, as illustrated by the Samian case, stood in direct opposition to such a community of homoioi.

–Finally, Greeks understood isēi kai homoiai as an expression of justice, even when this is not made explicit. Greek practices of distribution, in inheritance, land allotment, booty, sacrificial portions, and political office, regularly relied on the drawing of lots as mechanisms ensuring equal chances for participants. The gods presided but did not intervene; even they had distributed their timai by lot. Isos kai homoios thus encapsulates a horizontal, relational vision of society, in which the governing ideal was that relations among citizens ought to be equal and fair.

–Final conclusion: This study has traced the meaning, usage, and implications of the collocation isēi kai homoiai across literary, epigraphic, archaeological, and institutional contexts from the Archaic period through the Hellenistic age. What emerges is not a marginal formula or a late conceptual innovation, but a deeply embedded Greek idiom for articulating civic equality, social integration, and fairness as a relational value. The pairing of isos and homoios consistently expresses a horizontal vision of society. It defines how members of a community ought to stand in relation to one another—not according to rank, birth, or proportionate merit, but as peers sharing equal civic standing and equal chances. The formula does not deny difference; rather, it circumscribes difference by insisting that what matters politically and legally is equality of status and participation. Where exact equality (isos) could not be achieved, likeness (homoios) provided the conceptual link that allowed equality to function in real social conditions. Crucially, isēi kai homoiai is overwhelmingly prescriptive and articulates a normative horizon—what a community commits itself to when founding a city, reintegrating exiles, or granting citizenship. Its frequent coupling with the drawing of lots (klēros, epiklērōsis) shows that equality was not merely proclaimed but institutionalized through procedures designed to neutralize privilege and ensure equal chances. The formula thus belongs as much to political practice as to political language. By following this formula across time and space, I have tried to show that equality, fairness, and distributive justice were not products of classical democracy alone, nor confined to philosophical speculation. They were operative values in Greek poleis long before democratic institutions crystallized, already visible in colonization practices, land division, inheritance, cultic access, and early civic integration. The Greek city had always known the tension between honor, hierarchy, and status, on the one hand, and the equalizing or “middling” forces on the other. The polis, at decisive moments, appears as a community of sharers, constituted through equality of terms rather than hierarchy of status.
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62 IG XII,4 1:130; Iscr. di Cos ED 71g (stele II) Kos (IG XII,4); Samian, found on Kos late IV BCE.

63Samos 17 (Samos, IG XII 6, 1, 120).

64Il. 9.319-320; cf. Arist. Pol. 2.1267a 1-2 who cites this passage to illustrate that on the one hand, the upper classes are unhappy that the τιμαί are ἴσαι, and, on the other, the masses complain about unequal distribution.

65This is a major claim of Malkin, Blok 2024.

66Plato says this explicitly: “It would indeed have been a splendid thing if each person, on entering the colony, had had all else equal as well. […] however, [this] is impossible, and one man will arrive with more money and another with less. (trans. R.G. Bury)” Leg. 744b.

67Zuchtriegel 2018, 137.
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In the later second century BCE, the small polis of Larbenoi in Caria decided to honour three judges and their secretary from Magnesia on the Maeander who had solved an internal polis conflict to great satisfaction.1 The council and people decided to praise the whole dēmos of the Magnesians and crown them with a gold crown at the first athletic contest for the good disposition to and congeniality with the polis they had shown by sending such excellent men. Furthermore, they granted the Magnesian dēmos front seats in the theatre and a bronze statue on the most beautiful spot in the city. The judges and the secretary were praised for their righteousness and each crowned with a gold crown. They were proclaimed benefactors (euergetai) of the people and given citizenship (politeia) including for their descendants on fair and equal terms, tax exemption on everything they imported or exported, and partnership in everything else that the other citizens enjoyed. They also received first access to the council and dēmos after the sacrifices, front seats in the theatre, dinner at the prytaneion (sitēsis) for life, and their descendants would have the same privileges.

And so the decree continued in a way familiar to all scholars working on such honorific decrees.2 The decree from Larbenoi is one among hundreds of citizenship grants awarded by Greek poleis to outsiders in the later Classical and Hellenistic periods, providing us with a wealth of information on the principles and procedures for the inclusion of new citizens.3 Like in all inscribed honorific decrees, the vocabulary of these citizenship grants became highly formulaic.4

One such fixed expression consists of the adjectives ἴσος and ὅμοιος tied together by καὶ. This idiomatic combination is solidly attested in writing from the second half of the fifth century in Athens and on Crete.5 Its subsequent wide appearance in different Greek dialects and in a variety of forms, in multiple contexts in a wide spectrum of Greek texts, implies that it had been current in the Greek world for quite a while. In and of itself, therefore, it is not an unequivocal dating criterion; for instance, the clause ἐπὶ τᾶι ἴσαι καὶ τᾶι ὁμοίαι in the settlement-arrangement of Cyrene (Cyrenaica), inscribed in the fourth century, could either belong to the original foundation of the colony around 630 or reflect the later currency of the expression.6

This idiomatic expression ἐπὶ τᾶι ἴσαι καὶ τᾶι ὁμοίαι, in Attic ἐπὶ ἴσει καὶ hομοίαι / ἐπ’ ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ and in Ionic ἐπ’ ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίῃ, found in citizenship documents including citizenship grants such as the decree from Larbenoi, is particularly intriguing. With its feminine dative but lacking a feminine noun, it is conventionally translated into English as “on fair and equal terms”. Although catching the overall sense, this translation raises two, related issues that are the focus of this article.

The first issue is the semantic meaning of the expression ἴσος καὶ ὅμοιος, and in particular of the form ἐπ’ ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίῃ. The translation “on fair and equal terms” works and sounds well in English but is not strictly correct: ἴσος is not simply “fair” and ὅμοιος is not simply “equal”.7 Conversely, the English lexeme “fair, fairness” means “honesty, impartiality, equitableness, justice” but not “equal, equality”.8 So, what does ἴσος καὶ ὅμοιος mean exactly?

The second issue is the institutional meaning of this expression. “Fair” (as in “on fair and equal terms”) is an open norm; it values the arrangement as in accordance with the sense of justice of all concerned. But it does not define the “terms” underpinning this valuation, for instance in the legal sphere. A “fair” distribution can imply equal parts, but it also can take difference in merit or in contribution to the whole into account. In the decree from Larbenoi, as in many such decrees, its institutional meaning is likewise ambivalent. How will the new citizens be equal (isos) to the other citizens, if they are in fact elevated above the others by their many privileges, a situation that will continue for their descendants? How “fair” is this?

In this article I examine what the idiomatic expression ἴσος καὶ ὅμοιος and the specific form ἐπ’ ἴσῇ καὶ ὁμοίῃ may tell us about Greek citizenship in general and the inclusion of new citizens in particular. After investigating the linguistic background and the overall usage of the expression, I focus on its meaning in the context of citizenship, and next on grants of citizenship, where, from the fourth century onward, we find the expression in abundance.

1. What does ἴσος καὶ ὅμοιος mean?

Isos means “equal”; it refers to equality in size, strength, and number,9 as by default it has to do with quantity. The notion of quantity can also work metaphorically: when someone seems isos to the gods, the person seems beautiful, radiant, and strong to the same measure as a god, but in nature he or she is not a god. Homoios means “similar”, “like”, and “the same”; it expresses congruence in kind or form,10 having by default to do with quality.

The difference between the two adjectives is well illustrated in geometry, for instance in the works of Euclides.11 Here, isos applies to measure, for instance the equal lengths of two lines; homoios applies to form, to objects of the same shape but not necessarily of the same size, for instance two spheres of different size. When two objects are isos kai homoios, they are perfectly equal, because they are the same both in size and in form. As Michael Fried puts it: “The essential distinction between ‘equality’ and ‘similarity’ makes the ‘equal and similar’ a necessary third sign”.12

The two adjectives connected by καὶ can be applied to one and the same object, or the adjectives can be used for two different objects. The two applications have different effects, as a few examples demonstrate, beginning with the use for two different objects:

1.A fragment of the fifth-fourth century comedy writer Dionysius: οὐκ ἀεὶ δὲ τὴν τούτων χάριν ἔχεις ὁμοίαν, οὐδ’ ἴσην τὴν ἡδονήν. “You will not always have a similar pleasure of these things, nor an equal delight”.13

2.In Plutarch’s comparison of Solon and Publicola: ἀρετὴν μὲν ἴσην καὶ προαίρεσιν ὁμοίαν παρασχόμενος, τύχῃ δὲ καὶ δυνάμει τελεσιουργῷ πρὸς τῇ ἀρετῇ χρησάμενος. “Thus, while exhibiting virtues equal to Solon’s, and a purpose identical with his, he (Publicola) enjoyed a good fortune and an efficacious power which supplemented his virtues”.14

3.Aristotle discusses movement: οὐκ ἴσης δὲ ἰσχύος οὐδ’ ὁμοίας κινήσεως [...]. “neither an equal power nor a similar movement”.15

As these examples show, applied to different objects the difference in meaning is highlighted, isos referring to quantity and homoios to quality, while kai (or, in example 1 and 3, the negative οὐδε) acts as conjunction in this idiomatic expression.

Another few examples show the effect of the adjectives juxtaposed by kai applied to one and the same object:

1.Herodotus recounts how the Spartans tried to choose one of the twin baby kings: Οὐκ ὧν δή σφεας ἔχειν, ὁκότερον ἕλωνται, ὥστε καὶ ὁμοίων καὶ ἴσων ἐόντων· οὐ δυναμένους δέ γνῶναι, ἢ καὶ πρὸ τούτου, ἐπειρωτᾶν τὴν τεκοῦσαν. “But the children being alike in points of quality and quantity (= in all respects), they knew not which to choose; and when they could not judge between them, or perhaps even before they had tried, they asked the mother”.16

2.The philosopher Teles, contemplating different burial practices in On exile, quotes Aristippos: ἢ οὐ πανταχόθεν, φησὶν ὁ Ἀρίστιππος, ἴση καὶ ὁμοία ἡ εἰς ᾅδου ὁδός; “Is not, says Aristippos, the road to the underworld from everywhere equal and alike (= exactly the same)?”17

3.The grammarian Aristophanes summarises Aristotle’s treatise On Animals, dealing with the symbiosis of the Maurousioi with lions: τοῖς γάρ τοι βρέφεσι τοῖς ἑαυτῶν μαρτυροῦσιν ὅτι τοὺς σκύμνους τῶν λεόντων τῆς ἴσης τε καὶ ὁμοίας διαίτης ἀξιοῦσι καὶ κοίτης μιᾶς καὶ στέγης μιᾶς· (no need to be surprised about this) “because they attest that for their own babies they deem the lions’ cubs fit for exactly the same food and one bedding and one nest”.18

4.When the Athenians decided in 352/1 to consult the oracle in Delphi what to do with the so-called Sacred Orgas, a tract of land between Athens and Megara in the domain of the goddesses of Eleusis, they inscribed the alternative options on two pieces of lead from which the god would choose one: γρά[ψαι δὲ τὸ]ν γραμματέα τῆς βουλῆς εἰς δύο κα[ττ]ιτέρω ἴσω καὶ [ὁμοίω [...]: “the secretary of the council is to inscribe two pieces of lead equal (in size) and similar (in shape)” = exactly the same.19

In these examples of application to the same object, the two adjectives isos and homoios do not lose their different semantics of “quantity” and “quality”, but they converge into one shape, just as in the geometrical example above: two elements of the same size and form are exactly alike.20

Among the multiple forms of ἴσος καὶ ὅμοιος, the adverbial expression ἐπὶ (τῇ) ἴσῇ καἰ ὁμοίῃ is particularly intriguing.21 With both adjectives in the feminine singular dative following ἐπὶ, “on condition of”,22 but without a noun, ἐπ’ ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίῃ is analogous to similar expressions with an adverbial function, with an implied feminine noun; the ellipse of nouns like ἡμέρα, χώρα, γῆ, and ὁδός is frequent in idiomatic expressions.23 In other words, in ἐπ’ ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίῃ the noun was probably elliptic from the outset. In such idiomatic expressions, contemporary users did not feel anything was missing, as its meaning in context was sufficiently clear. Later grammarians and scholiasts, however, keen to explicate the semantic implications, filled in the elliptic noun from the context, revealing how they assessed the relevance of the expression. They proposed the following nouns:

1.τιμή (social value, respect).

 Thucydides describes how Corinth, learning that their colony Epidamnos was being besieged, prepared their army but also initiated a new settlement there, and whoever would go there would do so ἐπὶ τῇ ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ.24 The scholiast remarks: λείπει τιμῇ· ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ, τοῖς Ἐπιδαμνίοις δηλονότι τουτέστιν πολιτείᾳ, ἵνα κἀκεῖ ἔχῃ πάντα ὡς ἐν Κορίνθῳ. (“τιμῇ is left out. On equal and similar (timē), for the Epidamnians this is clearly in the politeia, in order that everything would be just as in Corinth”).25 Later in book 1, Thucydides recounts how the Athenians followed Pericles’ advice not submit to the dictates of the Spartans, but to welcome arbitration ἐπὶ ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ.26 For the scholiast, this meant ἐξ ἰσοτιμίας καὶ οὐχὶ κελευόμενοι (on a basis of equal τιμή (respect) so that they were not following orders).27

2.Nouns for “share”.

 a) μοῖρα. In the summary Heracleides Lembus made of [Arist.] Athēnaiōn Politeia, Theseus features as the founder of democratic Athens, ending the feuding groups by inviting all to settle ἐπ’ ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ μοίρᾳ (“with an equal and similar share = on exactly the same footing”).28 

 b) τιμή, because one’s share of land, booty or sacrifice both supports and reflects one’s timē (social esteem). A scholion to Homer’s Iliad 11.702-5 spells out this connection for a passage where Nestor recounts fights of long ago in Pylos: “Now aged Neleus […] took a vast amount for himself, and gave the rest to the people to divide among them, so none might go away without a just share (μή τίς οἱ ἀτεμβόμενος κίοι ἴσης)”.29 As the noun is absent in the last line, the scholiast explains: “so that none would go away bereft of equal and similar (“fair”) τιμή; equal is having the just and equal (δίκαιον καὶ ἴσον)”.30

3.δίκη.

 Plato, speaking in the Laws about penalties for asebeia, says that different kinds of impiety should have οὐκ ἴσης οὐδ’ ὁμοίας δίκης, a punishment not exactly the same in measure nor in kind.31 In this passage, ἴσος καὶ ὅμοιος appears in connection with the singular noun δίκη in the sense of “penalty”. In the expression ἐπ’ ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ, however, δίκη (justice, penalty, trial) is not attested in scholia vel sim. as the envisioned elliptic noun.32 Yet, in the heavily damaged regulation of Athens for Hestiaia, ἐπὶ ἴσε[ι καὶ hομοίαι] appears in the context of jurisdiction.33 Presumably, it concerns a promise to give each others’ citizens a fait trial, since ἴσος καὶ ὅμοιος features regularly combined with δική in the sense of “trial” in treaties at this time.34 Justice (τὸ δίκαιον) was strongly associated with equality (τὸ ἴσον) in Greek thought.35 Aeschines claims in Against Ctesiphon (3.83) that according to Demosthenes, if Philip of Macedon was willing to refer the disagreements between him and Athens to another polis for arbitration ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ, there would be no κριτὴν ἴσον (“equal = just arbiter”) between Athens and Philip. And something of this kind seems implied in a damaged honorific decree from Rhamnous of ca. 230, in which a contingent of secret agents (kryptoi) praise their general Philotheos of Phrearrhioi because he had (distributed watch positions?) [ὅ]πως ἂν ἴσης οὔσης καὶ ὁμοία̣ς […].36

 Not only ἴσος is associated with δικαίος, but also ὅμοιος.37 Demosthenes replaces ὅμοιος by δίκαιος in juxtaposition with ἴσος, when he claims in his speech against Meidias that every citizen is happy to do his utmost for the polis, because in a democracy everyone is aware of having a share in equality and justice (τῶν ἴσων καὶ τῶν δικαίων).38

 Associated with “justice”, Greek isos kai homoios (just like English “fairness”) implies that everything happens above board, and that no one feels slighted or cheated. The procedure is impartial, the result is “equal treatment for those who are alike”;39 it does not mean that everyone gets the same. A passage showing this clearly is Herodotus’ account how in the treaty the Persian King offered to Athens in 479 the Athenians were to get back their land and become allies of the King ἐπ’ ἴσῃ τε καὶ ὁμοίῃ and ἄνευ τε δόλου καὶ ἀπάτης: “on a fair footing” with the King (= with due respect on both, very unequal, sides) and “without ruse or deceit” (= openly and honestly) in one breath.40

4.πολιτεία.

 Among the range of meanings of politeia, “constitution” and “citizenship” are relevant here. Thucydides (4.105.2) describes how the Spartan commander Brasidas, after his successful siege of Amphipolis (424/3), orders “that any Amphipolitan or Athenian living in the city who wished to remain could do so, keeping his property and political rights on an equal footing (τῆς ἴσης καὶ ὁμοίας μετέχοντα), or leave within five days taking their possessions with them”.41 The scholiast fills in the elliptic noun in καὶ ὁμοίας with politeia.42 Xenophon, recounting how a popular leader in Sikyon began a democratic revolution (in 367), uses politeia explicitly with this expression, albeit in a different form (ὡς τῆς πολιτείας ἐσομένης ἐν τοῖς ἴσοις καὶ ὁμοίοις) “that the politeia will be on fair and equal terms”.43 In 342/1, Delphi granted πολιτείαν ἴσ̣αν καὶ ὁ̣μοίαν (isos kai homoios citizenship) to a man from Larisa, and in the third century the Aetolian league issued several such grants to individuals.44 As the elliptic noun, πολιτεία does not fit in the construction with ἐπὶ (“on condition of”), but it appears in other forms of the expression. 

The abstract nouns τίμη and μοῖρα, with which scholiasts filled in the elliptic expression ἐπ’ ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ, and its association with δίκη, all stand for the terms on which the citizens shared in the polis. These nouns thus appear as pars pro toto of the politeia, an abstract noun that itself, too, was proposed to complete some elliptic forms and figured in citizenship formulas. What precisely does the expression refer to when used for citizenship?

2. Isos kai homoios as a civic norm

Clearly, the values combined in isos kai homoios are a crucial element of Greek citizenship. Within this expression, isos (equal) retains its reference to quantity and measure. In citizenship, isos means equal in standing or rights, as it implies having an equal share of esteem or power in the polis to the other citizens, a notion captured in the abstract noun isonomia (equal shares in the law). In a polis context, neither isonomia nor other uses of isos are intrinsically markers of democracy or oligarchy, the political effect depending on the situation to which the term applies.45 Since the equal shares of isonomia cannot really be measured, equality must be made visible in other ways, notably in equal access to polis office and equal treatment in adjudication. In fourth-century Athens, proud of its principal isotēs, Demosthenes phrased this principle as follows:


[The law] does not allow introducing a law that is not valid for all citizens, a rule in the best democratic spirit. As to every man belongs an equal share (ison) in the politeia generally, so this statute appraises each to participate equally (ison) in the laws as well.46



Crucially, democratic isotēs was associated with dikē, meaning that one’s station in life, especially wealth, ought never to give an advantage over other citizens in the essential civic matters of legislation and jurisdiction.47

In the combination isos kai homoios, homoios (similar) retains its reference to quality, kind and form.48 For citizens in a polis this means that they are all the same kind but may differ in “size” (measure, quantity). A conspicuous example are the Spartans, who famously called themselves the Homoioi, of the same quality as a collective, notably in contrast to the perioikoi and the helots, but among themselves they were not isos; whoever lost his wealth also lost his equal rights.49 In the third century, the legend that once upon a time Lycurgus had ruled all Spartans to be isos in wealth was circulated to advocate the redistribution of land.50 By contrast, from the Athenian perspective the Spartans elected to the Gerousia were made superior to their fellow citizens because they had more power over the politeia; no equality here, either.51 Homoios, then, allowed for a differentiation that isos did not.

Democratic Athens offers an interesting case for the implications of this vocabulary. While all male citizens were isos in the law, the city prided itself that the politeia also gave room to individual differentiation. Thucydides’ rendering of Pericles’ funeral oration captures the ideal picture of Athens’ civic norms:


While in accordance with our laws there is, in the face of their individual differences, equality (to ison) for all, in accordance with the esteem that comes with distinction in whatever field, an individual enjoys higher standing (timē) in relation to matters of common concern on the basis not so much of belonging to a group (meros) as of personal merit; while at the same time, with regard to poverty, someone who is capable of benefitting the city is not prevented from doing so by obscurity of status.52



In democratic Athens, even among all male citizens some legal distinctions existed. For most political offices, 30 years was the minimum age, but the diaitētai, for instance, had to be in their 60th year.53 Taxes of various kinds were imposed in proportion to wealth, notably liturgies with the potential recompense of public acclaim (timē). Only members of the pentakosiomedimnoi class were eligible for the office of Tamias of Athena.54 Being isos in the law apparently included such distinctions provided they were considered reasonable or useful, were applied to all male citizens, and did not infringe the isotēs of a citizen in other respects.

But the law also allowed awarding honours to citizens beyond the base line of timē.55 Crowns became a standard reward for, at first, excellent, and later, correct fulfilment of duties in office.56 The great honours of sitēsis, a statue, and proedria, awarded separately or together, were granted to citizens who had achieved spectacular successes or provided exceptional benefits to the polis. Over and against the horizontal, equal timē of all citizens, this bestowal of far more timē on some citizens created a vertical effect of inequality, with an inherent tension between the two norms.57 In fully-fledged democracies like classical Athens, this tension was a particularly sensitive issue, and a potential cause of serious friction. Whereas philotimia became a virtue for which citizens were praised in honorific decrees, notably from the fourth century onward, in fifth-century tragedies about the Seven against Thebes, as Sylvie David notes, philotimia belongs to the vocabulary of superiority which threatens the just norm of isotēs.58 The tension between horizontal and vertical vectors was not solved, but it was made at least palatable by encapsulating the award of the greatest honours in a democratic legal framework, of which the dēmos was fully in charge.59

In citizenship discourse, then, isos kai homoios means “exactly the same” when it was applied to one object (compare above). When it applied to new citizens, the clause held a promise, which, as Irad Malkin emphasizes in his discussion of the clause, meant full and equal integration of new citizens in the polis.60 But this “exactly the same” included not only the horizontal equality but also the hierarchical, vertical differentiation in timē among citizens, on criteria of merit, prestige, wealth, or other successes, provided all of this was granted by the dēmos in accordance with custom and law. In the normative discourse of the polis’ institutions, the expression captures in shorthand the polis’ economy of timē.

3. Isos kai homoios in citizenship arrangements

The decrees and literary testimonia reveal that the expression ἴσος καὶ ὅμοιος and the (ἐπὶ τῇ) ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ clause feature as a normative clause in the institutional arrangements of Greek citizenship. The expression pledges to implement the roles of the (new) citizens in the polis following all the formal rules in laws and informal rules of conduct and esteem valid for the citizens. Beside the literary instances discussed above, ἴσος καὶ ὅμοιος vel sim. appears in several categories of epigraphical documents: arrangements for new settlers in an existing polis or a new foundation, grants of citizenship by poleis to individuals, and isopoliteia-and sympoliteia treaties, i.e. grants of citizenship to entire poleis. The extant inscribed documents were issued by around twenty poleis and one confederacy, which can be grouped in five geographical clusters and in the following approximate order of appearance:

1.Cyrene/ Thera: the oath of the settlers from Thera, once a colony of Sparta, at Cyrene (seventh or fourth century).61

2.Athens: the terms of jurisdiction in Athens’ regulation for Hestiaia (mid-fifth century).62

3.Crete: in Gortyn the regulation for freedmen in the second half of the fifth century, to settle in the polis on the same terms as the Latosioi, a group who apparently had settled there before.63 Itanos introduced in the third century a new civic oath which all Itanians who wished to enjoy full citizen rights were required to swear at an annual festival, pledging to perform their civic obligations ἐπ ἴσαι καὶ ὁμοίαι in accordance with the law. With this oath, Itanos ritually refounded itself. 64 Possibly, no citizenship grants were issued in Crete with this clause.65 

4.Asia Minor, in the coastal region from Ionia (southern Lydia) to Caria from the mid- to late fourth to the first century. Citizenship grants were awarded in Kolophon, Ephesos, Phygela, Samos, Magnesia on the Maeander, an unknown city (for men from Priene) and Mylasa, and further inland Olymos, Alabanda, Stratonikeia and Larbenoi.66 Treaties of sympoliteia for the incorporation on these terms of citizens of Magnesia at Sipylos in Smyrna, of Olymos and Labranda in Mylasa, and of Chalketor in presumably Euromos or Mylasa, in the third century.67 Temnos and Teos, and Tralles (Seleukeia) and Miletus, agreed to isopoliteia on these terms in the late third and early second century.68

5.Central Greece: Delphi made a grant with the clause to a Thessalian in 342/1.69 The Aetolian League issued grants of isa kai homoia politeia and isopoliteia to individuals between 275 and 236, and isopoliteia with Magnesia in the first quarter of the second century.70 Phalanna (Thessaly) made a grant in the second century.71 In Phokis, Medeon and Stiris made a sympoliteia treaty with this clause in the early second century.72

The geographical spread of this evidence across the Greek world is strikingly uneven, particularly of the citizenship decrees. In numbers, too, the citizenship decrees with the clause are highly uneven: from Ephesos around 100 are extant, from Samos also around 100, from Mylasa 6, from Kolophon and the Aetolian League 4, from the other poleis fewer or just one. Their abundance at some places and absence elsewhere can be explained by two structural, intertwined causes.

The first structural cause is the convergence of democratic regime and epigraphical habit.73 Democracies issued far more public decrees on stone than oligarchies, let alone tyrannies: in democratic regimes, decisions were shared with all citizens.74 With the growing numbers of democratic regimes from the later fourth century onwards,75 the numbers of decrees likewise multiplied. Among these democracies, however, the epigraphical habit was also an important factor of its own.76 In western Greece, where this habit was relatively weak, democratic poleis issued few inscribed decrees.77 By contrast, in several poleis on the mainland, most prominently Athens, and in the cities in the eastern part of the Aegean and Asia Minor, the shift towards democracies reinforced an already developed epigraphical habit, leading to a conspicuous increase of inscribed decrees.

The second structural cause is a difference in policies: to democracies, granting citizenship made sense in a way it did not to oligarchies. For democracies, allowing outsiders in was advantageous if they were valuable individuals: citizenship was usually offered to individuals who had greatly benefitted the polis by their wealth, power, or wisdom, or were otherwise highly esteemed.78 The case of Larbenoi, awarding citizenship to citizens of Magnesia who had acted as arbiter or judge, is a case in point.79 The Samians began issuing grants as soon as they could return to their island in 321, once it was freed by Alexander, in 324, from the Athenians, who had occupied Samos in 365.80 Nearly all of these grants, dating between the late fourth to mid-third century, were acts of gratitude to Greeks who had supported Samians in their exile.81 After this first flow, Samos continued awarding such grants to benefactors along more conventional lines. However, not all recipients of citizenship grants were of exceptional significance for the democracies which bestowed these honours.. When the new citizens were just average persons, as was the case in mass grants, it was not disadvantageous if the dēmos would grow in size.82

To an oligarchy, by contrast, a larger dēmos offered no political advantage, rather the opposite, and the ruling few were by and large reluctant to allow a prominent outsider into their own circle, where he was likely to be a competitor in an already limited arena of power.83 Only in highly exceptional circumstances would a grant of citizenship be advantageous to an oligarchic regime.

The divergent patterns of inscribing decrees and especially citizenship grants are exemplified by Kolophon and Erythrai. Kolophon had an oligarchic regime after the Kings’ Peace of 386 until 334, when Alexander “liberated” the Greek cities of Asia Minor and instituted a democracy. But in 294 Lysimachos moved the Kolophonians to Notion near Ephesos and imposed an oligarchy, until after his death in 281 the Kolophonians adopted again a democracy. No inscribed decrees are known from the oligarchic periods, but between 334 and 306 the council and dēmos of Kolophon issued decrees for rebuilding the city walls and for honouring benefactors from elsewhere with citizenship.84 And after 281, Kolophon granted again citizenship by decree, now with the clause ἐφ᾽ ἵσηι καὶ ὁμοίαι.85 Erythrai was a democracy in the early fourth century, issuing decrees including a citizenship grant to Konon in 394, after the battle of Knidos.86 Soon after, an oligarchic regime took over, which lasted until 334. From this period, only two, remarkable decrees are extant: honorific decrees offering citizenship to the Persian satrap in Caria Mausolos and his wife Artemisia, and to his brother Idrieus.87 These telling exceptions to the rule about oligarchies are honorific decrees for men holding a more powerful position in the Persian empire, to which Erythrai at the time belonged, than the oligarchs of the city. Both men are honoured for benefits conferred, not on the dēmos of Erythrai as would be the common phrase in a democratic decree, but on “the polis of the Erythraians”.88 This grant typically did not feature the clause ἐφ᾽ ἵσηι καὶ ὁμοίαι. When Alexander effected a regime change in 334, Erythrai, now democratic, immediately began issuing decrees, beginning with a citizenship grant for a man who had been well-disposed towards the dēmos of the Erythraians, and many more were to follow.89

Virtually all citizenship grants, in sum, were issued by democratic poleis, and inscribed in the poleis with a strong epigraphical habit. Among them a “democratic koinē ” developed, as Philippe Gauthier put it, of common norms and institutions with a shared vocabulary applied in decrees.90 Yet, within this vast corpus, the grants with the expression isos kai homoios are a smallish subgroup.91 Determining why some polis used it, and others did not, is not an easy matter. No firm correlation can be established between the use of the clause and the way of enrolment of the new citizens in subgroups by lot or by choice.92 Neither can a point of origin be identified. Miletus and Magnesia claimed longstanding ties to Crete, where the clause is attested in the fifth century, but while such warm relations developed in the third century, their alleged “ancient origins” were by and large fabricated.93 Moreover, in their extant citizenship grants, Magnesia used the clause only once, Miletus not at all. In the triangle Ephesos, Tralles, Priene, surrounding Magnesia, the clause was used abundantly in Ephesos, not at all in Priene, and in Tralles in an isopoliteia-treaty. Of all extant cases, the grant by Delphi seems the earliest, but the coincidences of survival of inscribed decrees are too huge to assign this special significance. It seems that application of the clause in these inscribed grants was a purely regional feature, on a small scale in central Greece, and on a somewhat larger scale in south-west Asia Minor, where some poleis mirrored each other’s actions and vocabulary.94 Samos displayed its grants in the Heraion, Ephesos in the Artemision, highly visible not only to their own citizens, but to all visitors.

Inconsistency in usage appears even within the corpus of a single polis: some poleis applied the clause in some grants and not in others, in decrees that in other respects are virtually identical and of the same period.95 Apparently, adding the clause ἐπ’ ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ did not change the (formulas for the) conditions of citizenship or mark a difference in content. This outcome is in line with our earlier finding that isos kai homoios is a shorthand for the entire economy of honours in democratic poleis. Yet, the evidence from Samos and Ephesos, which added the clause in most of their numerous grants, allows a tentative sketch of the development how the clause functioned in these decrees.

Ephesos issued over 135 honorific decrees, the majority of which citizenship grants awarded in the half century between ca 330-275. The earliest grants are concise and basic: the council and dēmos decide to grant politeia ἐφ᾽ ἵσηι καὶ ὁμοίηι to person X because of his goodwill and he is to be enrolled to the subgroups by lot.96 Soon, the city honoured the recipients explicitly “like the other benefactors”, with the gift to be inscribed in the list of benefactors honoured by the city “for all to see … that the dēmos honours their benefactors”.97 In the following citizenship decrees, most of which with ἐφ᾽ ἵσηι καὶ ὁμοίηι, Ephesos increasingly added the extra honours for benefactors: first the regular enktēsis,98 later also a gold crown, the proclamation of their names at the city Dionysia, immediate access to council and assembly after the hiera, proedria, ateleia, and so on.99

Samos issued numerous grants to individuals between the late fourth and mid-second century, beginning with the wave of grants in gratitude for support in exile (above). All grants begin with a narrative part on the beneficial deeds of the honorand, followed by the part with the actual grant, which is similar in structure in all grants. First, the beneficiary receives politeia ἐφ᾽ ἵσηι καὶ ὁμοίαι and is to be enrolled by lot in subgroups and inscribed in the list “just like the other Samians”.100 In this part of the procedure, the new citizen was indeed “equal and similar” to all Samians. But in addition, he was elevated above them, as the decree proclaimed him proxenos or/and euergetēs, with more honours, beginning with first access to council and dēmos after the hiera,101 and increasingly enumerating more.

4. Conclusions

The expression ἴσος καὶ ὅμοιος (“equal and like”) and the clause ἐφ’ ἵσηι καὶ ὁμοίηι (“on equal and like terms”) used in the context of citizenship, held a pledge about the polis ’ dealings with others, particularly to new citizens about their condition in their new polis. In the literary and epigraphical evidence taken together we may discern the contours of a chronological pattern. From an archaic beginning to at least the second century, migration, colonization, and exile were the backgrounds against which this clause became meaningful. It did not indicate the kind of politeia in which the new citizens would find themselves, which could be oligarchic or democratic or anything in between. In the third century, Itanos made its citizens pledge to implement these values to themselves in a civic oath. From the mid-fourth to at least the first century, the clause also became part of the formulaic discourse of citizenship grants to individuals issued by democracies. Of this particular application, the evidence is limited to a few regions. Beside three polities in central Greece, about a dozen cities in Ionia and Caria and Samos issued grants with this clause. It would seem Ephesos and Samos were the first to do so in this area, and they certainly did so on the largest scale. Treaties of sympoliteia and isopoliteia in this region, and one in Central Greece, were mass grants of citizenship, in which the clause guided the implementation of refoundation and settlement.

Originally, the clause indicated the equality of the citizens in all formal and informal valuations, including the differentiations law and custom created among them. When a newly made citizen was included ἐφ’ ἵσηι καὶ ὁμοίηι, he could expect to be so in the basic status of a citizen, including the conventional differentiations. But precisely in grants of citizenship the clause ἐφ’ ἵσηι καὶ ὁμοίηι got intertwined with the institutionalised layering of citizens’ timē with honours and privileges. In Athens, this institutionalization is first documented in the Prytaneion-decree (IG I3 131) of the early 420s. From the late fifth to the late Hellenistic period, most democratic poleis awarded to citizens and outsiders an increasing array of honours with ever more frequency. In this process, the honours for proxenoi (outsiders) and for euergetai (both outsiders and citizens) gathered into a stable catalogue. For outsiders, the honorific titles of proxenoi and euergetai became virtually synonymous, and the honours attached to these titles merged.102 When such benefactors of the city were granted citizenship, as was usually the case, they were showered with all the honours their timē as benefactor required. In a few distinct areas, poleis added the clause isos kai homoios or ep’ isei kai homoiai to the formulas of inclusion at the basic level “like all other citizens” with the conventional flexibilities, as the clause implied. But the high-profile new citizens were bracketed into the exalted group of the euergetai with the highest honours of the city. In the Hellenistic stratification of citizenship, in these cases the connection kai between isos (equal) and homoios (like) was drawn out to a thin, dotted line.
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1I. Magnesia 101, ll. 1-62. The decree provided for a copy to be sent to Magnesia, where this stone was found.

2The scholarship on benefactors of the polis, both its own citizens and outsiders, and the honours they received in return, is immense; after the classic Gauthier (1985), recent contributions include a.o. Domingo Gygax 2016; Domingo Gygax and Zuiderhoek 2021; Futás 2024; Müller 2014a; Müller 2023; Mack 2015; Miller 2016; Liddel 2016; Forster 2018; Horster 2025.

3On the procedures in Athens, Osborne 1981-1983, in Hellenistic cities, Savalli 1985.

4For Athenian decrees, Henry 1983, 122: “the various component items of the formulation are fairly standardized, but they may be combined in a variety of ways”.

5Hdt. 6.52; Thuc. 1.27, 1.145, 4.105; IG I3 41, l. 43 (AIUK 4.2-3), Athens’ settlement for Hestiaia of ca. 446 (ἐπὶ ἴσει καὶ hομοίαι); IC IV 78 = Gagarin, Perlman, Laws of Crete G78 a decree of Gortyn on Crete (450-400).

6ML 5, ll. 27-28; the vast debate about the date of this inscribed text is of no further relevance here.

7LSJ s.v. ἴσος II.2, concerning conditions etc., gives “fair, just”, with reference to Dem. 18.284, but there the meaning “fair, just” is not appropriate; it is simply “equal” (and correctly translated as such in the Loeb-ed.). For persons, LSJ in II.3 gives “fair, impartial”, ἴσος apparently implying equal treatment of both sides. For ὅμοιος, LSJ s.v. ὅμοιος: “like, resembling, similar” and see below. On the differences between ἴσος and ὅμοιος, David 2011.

8OED s.v. Fairness: honesty, impartiality, equitableness, fair dealing. https://www.dictionary.com (consulted 17 Sept. 2025): Fairness: the state, condition, or quality of being fair, or free from bias or injustice; even-handedness. Fair: free from bias, dishonesty, or injustice. Synonyms for “fairness” are candour, civility, decency, decorum, equity, honesty, humanity, impartiality, integrity, legitimacy, moderation, propriety, rationality, righteousness, suitability, tolerance, truth, veracity. The Dutch equivalent of “fair” is “eerlijk”, which belongs to the semiotic field of “honest” related to “honour” (eer).

9LSJ s.v. ἴσος.

10LSJ s.v. ὅμοιος.

11Euc. Elem. 6.19,3; 6.31, 23; 12.3, 31, 36 on triangles, some of which both homoios in form and isos in size; Phaen. Pr. 86; 2, 31; 12, 51 on spheres, which are homoios in form but not isos in size.

12Fried 2009, 4-5.

13Dion. Com. Thesm. fr. 2, l. 22-23 (K.-A.).

14Plut. Sol. Publ. 3.5. (transl. Loeb-ed.). Cf. Phot. Bibl. (257; 477b11 Bekker): ἡ πόλις πᾶσα μετὰ τῆς ἴσης καὶ ὁμοίας τιμῆς καὶ δόξης. “The whole city with the same (great) reverence and similar (kind of) expectation [towards the church now named after the emperor]”.

15Arist. [Pr.] 903b1: Cf. Theophr. Caus. Pl. 6.18.2: οὐ γὰρ ἴσης πάντα δεῖ θερμότητος οὐδ’ ὁμοίας ἀλλὰ τὰ μὲν πλείονος τὰ δὲ ἐλάττονος καὶ μαλακωτέρας. “Since not all (fruits) need the same quantity of heat nor of the same kind, but some more and others less and milder”.

16Hdt. 6.52. transl. Loeb slightly modified.

17Teles Phyg. 29.13.

18Arist. Hist. an. 2.163.21.

19IG II3 292, l. 29

20LSJ s.v. καὶ III. Malkin in this volume explores yet another possibility, of kai as explicative: isos (equal) “namely” homoios (fair).

21The expression appears in various spellings, for instance with rough aspiration ἐφ’ ἵσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ in inscriptions, among which the decree from Larbenoi.

22LSJ ἐπὶ, B III.3.

23Gildersleeve, Miller 1900-1911, § 33-34: “There is often no conscious, or at all events no definite, ellipsis […]. So in the examples […] the exact ellipsis is often doubtful; (example): Thuc. 1.27.1: Smyth 1956, § 1027-1029: “From such substantivized adjectives arose many prepositional and adverbial expressions of whose source the Greeks themselves had probably lost sight. Many of these seem to be analogues of phrases once containing ὁδός: “τὴν ἄλλως ψηφίζεσθε” you vote to no purpose” Dem. 19.181 (i.e. the way leading elsewhere than the goal), “ἀπὸ τῆς πρώτης” at the very beginning” Thuc. 7.43, ἀπὸ τῆς ἴσης on an equality 1. 15, ἐξ ἐναντίας from an opposite direction, facing 7. 44. Many thanks to Ineke Sluiter and Luuk Huitink for their advice on this section.

24Thuc. 1.27.1: ἅμα ἀποικίαν ἐς τὴν Ἐπίδαμνον ἐκήρυσσον ἐπὶ τῇ ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ τὸν βουλόμενον ἰέναι.trans. Th. Hobbes: “should have equal and like privileges”. See also below.

25Schol. Thuc. 1.27.1. However, Simon Hornblower in his commentary ad loc. (Hornblower 19972 I, 71-72) argues that the expression refers to the new conditions at Epidamnos, where now the democrats were in power and some redistribution of land must have been envisaged in the new colony.

26Thuc. 1.145.1. Cf. Aeschin. 3.83.

27Schol. Thuc. 1.145.1.

28[Arist.] Ath. Pol. fr. 3 (Loeb-ed.) and fr. 2 (ed. Chambers) = Plut. Thes. 25 (in a different reading, ἐπὶ τοῖς ἴσοις). For the question whether this passage belonged to the Ath. Pol., see Rhodes 1981, 112. This expression used with μοῖρα is most frequent in geometrical treatises, cf. above.

29Hom. Il. 11.705; Od. 9.42.

30Schol. Il. 11.702-5: ὅπως μηδεὶς ἀπέλθῃ στερηθεὶς τῆς ὁμοίας καὶ ἴσης τιμῆς· ἴσης γὰρ τῆς τὸ δίκαιον καὶ ἴσον ἐχούσης. Cf. Hesych. o 755: ὅμοια· ἴσα· ‘ὁμοίῃ ἔνθεο τιμῇ’ (Hom. Il. 4.410). Cf. LSJ s.v. ἴσος II.: equally divided or distributed; ἴση alone, one’s equal share, μή τίς μοι ἀτεμβόμενος κίοι ἴσης. Hom. Il. 9.318-19 shows how τιμή could work as an equivalent of μοῖρα (and vice versa) in the context of distribution. For ὅμοιος assimilated with δίκαιος in juxtaposition with ἴσος, see also below.

31Pl. Leg. 906b 3: οὐκ ἴσης οὐδ’ ὁμοίας δίκης δεόμενα.

32LSJ s.v. ἴσος II. 2. lists several passages with “sc. δίκη”, but this inference is in fact not always clear; for instance, in the Thucydides-passages discussed above LSJ suggests δίκη, but the scholia offer other nouns.

33IG I3 41, l. 52 of 446 or slightly later; in the edition in AIUK, it is l. 43; https://www.atticinscriptions.com/papers/aiuk-42/.

34Thuc. 5.27.2: δίκας ἴσας καὶ ὁμοίας δίδωσι; 5.59.5: δίκας δοῦναι καὶ δέξασθαι ἴσας καὶ ὁμοίας; 5.79.1-2: ἐπὶ τοῖς ἴσοις καὶ ὁμοίοις δίκας διδόντας and and δίκας διδόντες τὰς ἴσας καὶ ὁμοίας. See also Malkin this volume.

35Arist. Pol. 1282b 17-23: δοκεῖ δὴ πᾶσιν ἴσον τι τὸ δίκαιον εῖναι. “All men deem that justice is some form of equality”.

36I.Rhamnous II 20, ll. 7-8; kryptoi = secret agents: AIO 823, l. 9. Philotheos son of Philion of Phrearrhioi was an ephebe in 260/59 (IG I3 1 981) and contributed to a public subscription in 248/7 (IG II3 1 1011).

37Aeschin. 3.83; transl. C.D. Adams (Loeb-ed.), rendering ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ “as an equal and impartial arbiter”.

38Dem. 21.67: τῶν ἴσων καὶ τῶν δικαίων ἕκαστος ἡγεῖται ἑαυτῷ μετεῖναι ἐν τῇ δημοκρατίᾳ. Or the reverse: Dem. 18.284: ἐκ ποίας ἴσης καὶ δικαίας προφάσεως (the pretence of equality and justice).

39I thank Daniela Cammack for this translation. Bielman 1994 (e.g. in no. 16) translates ἐφ’ ἵσηι καὶ ὁμοίηι as “avec égalité complète des droits”.

40Hdt. 9.7. α 1: πεμψαν ἡμέας Ἀθηναῖοι λέγοντες ὅτι ἡμῖν βασιλεὺς ὁ Μήδων τοῦτο μὲν τὴν χώρην ἀποδιδοῖ, τοῦτο δὲ συμμάχους ἐθέλει ἐπ’ ἴσῃ τε καὶ ὁμοίῃ ποιήσασθαι ἄνευ τε δόλου καὶ ἀπάτης. “The king of the Medes is ready to give us back our country, and to make us his confederates, equal in right and standing, in all honour and honesty” (transl. Loeb-ed.).

41Thuc. 4.105.2: Ἀμφιπολιτῶν καὶ Ἀθηναίων τῶν ἐνόντων τὸν μὲν βουλόμενον ἐπὶ τοῖς ἑαυτοῦ τῆς ἴσης καὶ ὁμοίας μετέχοντα μένειν.

42Schol. Thuc. 4.105.2: καὶ ὁμοίας: πολιτείας. In the passage on Epidamnos, above, for the scholiast elliptic noun was timê, but conceived in the context of the politeia.

43Xen. Hell. 7.1.45; the ellipse is not a feminine noun, but the neuter plural, likewise indicating an abstraction. Likewise, alliances were made on these terms; Thuc. 5.79.1; Xen. Hell. 7.1.1 (δέοι ἐπὶ τοῖς ἴσοις καὶ ὁμοίοις τὴν συμμαχίαν εἶναι); Xen.Hell. 7.1.13 (ἐπὶ τοῖς ἴσοις καὶ ὁμοίοις ἥκοις τὴν συμμαχίαν ποιούμενος).

44FD III 4 378; IG IX,12, 1, 7, 10, 12, 25.

45For isonomia, the debate about its meaning, the date of its emergence, and its implementation, Malkin, Blok 2024, 313-15.

46Dem. 24.59. Οὐκ ἐᾷ νόμον ἀλλ’ ἢ τὸν αὐτὸν τιθέναι κατὰ τῶν πολιτῶν πάντων, καλῶς καὶ δημοτικῶς λέγων. ὥσπερ γὰρ τῆς ἄλλης πολιτείας ἴσον μέτεστιν ἑκάστῳ, οὕτω καὶ τούτων ἴσον μετέχειν ἕκαστον ἀξιοῖ.

47Cf. Isoc. 20.20; Dem. 21.112.

48David 2011, 146-54 shows how in the discourse in tragedies about the Seven against Thebes isos indicates equality of measure, notably time and part of the inheritance, and homoios similarity of nature, notably blood and kinship.

49Taylor 2018, 355-60, esp. 359: “[t]he consequences, therefore, of citizen ‘poverty’ were much greater in Sparta than in Athens…”. Cf. Kulesza 2023a and 2023b on inequalities among the Spartans, and Seelentag 2013 on homoios on Crete.

50See Plut. Ages. 9.4; Müller 2023a, 77-80. Cf. Thuc. 8.58.7: the treaty between the Persians and the Spartans ruled that if they wished to end the war with Athens, they would do so on similar terms (ἐν ὁμοίῳ) for both. In other words, the terms would not be exactly the same, because the concerns and interests of the Persians and Spartans were not at all identical, but the conditions were to be equivalent.

51Dem. 20.106-7, with Canevaro 2025, 108-9.

52Thuc. 2.37.1: μέτεστι δὲ κατὰ μὲν τοὺς νόμους πρὸς τὰ ἴδια διάφορα πᾶσι τὸ ἴσον, κατὰ δὲ τὴν ἀξίωσιν, ὡς ἕκαστος ἔν τῳ εὐδοκιμεῖ, οὐκ ἀπὸ μέρους τὸ πλέον ἐς τὰ κοινὰ ἢ ἀπ’ ἀρετῆς προτιμᾶται, οὐδ’ αὖ κατὰ πενίαν, ἔχων γέ τι ἀγαθὸν δρᾶσαι τὴν πόλιν, ἀξιώματος ἀφανείᾳ κεκώλυται. Transl. Winton 2004, modified.

53[Arist.] Ath. Pol. 53.3-4.

54[Arist.] Ath. Pol. 8.1.

55On the centrality of timē for citizens in the institutions of democratic Athens, Blok 2017, 187-217; Blok and Van ‘t Wout 2018; Mann 2023; Futás 2024; Canevaro 2025; Canevaro in this volume; Blok forthcoming; in ancient Greece in general Blok 2025; in Hellenistic democracies Forster 2018.

56Canevaro 2025.

57On the tension between the horizontal, base line of timē and the vertical, distinctive timē, Malkin, Blok 2024, 300-15; in Athens, Canevaro 2025.

58 David 2011, 166-68. Eur. Ph. 532-35, 566-67, in both cases Jokaste speaking.

59Iacoviello 2025; cf. Ma 2013, ch. 2.4 for the community in charge of the honours for euergetai. For discrepancies between honours granted to outsiders and to the polis’ own citizens, Domingo Gygax 2006.

60Malkin (this volume).

61See above. Cyrene: SEG 20.714, ML 5.

62IG I3 41, l. 43 (AIUK 4.2-3). The precise context is unclear due to the fragmentary condition of the stone.

63Gortyn: IC IV 78 = Gagarin, Perlman, Laws of Crete G78 (450-400). On the relations between citizens, freedmen and other groups in this text and in wider context, Seelentag 2023.

64Perlman 1995, 162-3. IC III iv 7 appointed the kosmoi and priests of Itanos to compose a new civic oath, preserved in IC III iv 8. The oath was introduced after a period of internal and external conflict.

65In a letter (I.Iasos 606. ll. 1-17, 250-150 BCE) by an unknown, Doric speaking city to Bargylia, thanking this polis for receiving their sacred officials so well, the Bargylians are made 〈πολίτας ἐπ’ ἴ〉[σαι καὶ ὁμοίαι]. A Cretan polis as sender is possible, but the clause is fully restored and the sender unknown.

66For the dates of the decrees from Ephesos, I follow the overview in Walser 2008, 321-56.

67Magnesia Sipylos: I.Smyrna II 573 + II.2, p. 376; Olymos and Labraunda: I.Mylasa 863; Chalketor: I.Mylasa 913; Carless Unwin 2017, 157 n. 192; Reger 2004.

68MDAI(I) 1979, 242-49; Miletos 20/ Milet I 3, 143B.

69Delphi: FD III 4 378.

70Aetolian League: IG IX 12 1, 7, 10, 12, 25; Müller 2023b persuasively argues that isopoliteia for individuals is basically the same as for poleis, contra Saba 2020, 2-5 for an essential difference between these grants. Isopoliteia with Magnesia on the Maeander: IG IX 12 1, 4. One citizenship grant (IG IX 12 1, 9) was offered in the first half of the third century to a woman, Kallisto, and made her π]ο̣λ̣ῖ̣τιν καὶ Αἰτωλίδα π̣ά̣[ντ]/[ω]ν̣ ἰ̣σόμοιρον ὅσων καὶ̣̣οἱ̣̣[λοι]/ π̣ο̣ὶ̣Αἰτωλοί.

71IG IX,2 1230.

72IG IX,1 32.

73“Democracy” covers a range of politeiai, from the “ultimate” democracy in classical Athens to very broad oligarchies that preferred to call themselves “democratic” (Mann, Scholz 2012); likewise, the Aetolian League, which granted citizenship to several individuals, was regarded as (largely) democratic. For democracies generally, Robinson 2011.

74On the scarcity of inscribed decrees in oligarchies, Simonton 2017, 145 n. 38 with further refs.

75Ma 2024, 213-28; Fleck, Hanssen 2018, 218.

76Liddel 2016 shows how also in Athens there was a distinction between honorific discourse and epigraphical habits.

77Western Greek poleis produced, besides smaller inscriptions such as dedications and grave markers, some sacred laws, but few other polis decrees. An exception is Entella in the third century.

78Contra Kierstead 2025, who argues (155) that in classical Athens, citizens were reluctant to grant citizenship to outsiders because they did not want to diminish their own share of power by sharing it with others. Kierstead illustrates his argument with hypothetical numbers of 100 or 200 voters, but his example is misleading. Athens awarded on average one citizenship grant a year, but even with a hypothetical several grants a year, such numbers would make no difference to the 30,000-40,000 male citizens eligible for office or the 6,000 voting in the Assembly. Kierstead’s use of Rational Choice Theory for his case obscures the force of the honour-system driving the grants of citizenship. For the honorific nature of citizenship and citizenship grants in Athens, Blok 2025 and forthcoming.

79It must be noted, however, that generally the powerful individuals honoured with citizenship would not implement their honour by settling in the granting city and interacting with the other citizens; the honorific grant functioned as a token of reciprocity on the part of the polis for benefits received and further anticipated in the future. However, a high-status individual could make real use of the grant awarded him, for instance when he faced danger at home.

80For these events, Habicht 1996.

81IG XII,6, 1, 17-80, possibly more.

82In the section in Politics on citizenship policies (Pol. 1278a 27-35), Aristotle presents birth from two citizen parents as the legal criterion for citizen status, as normative, adding that poleis allow flexibility on this norm due to under-population. He suggests that democracies in particular are prone to such policies, since they allow xenoi, children from a citizen mother only and nothoi, to become citizens. Although no evidence from (before) Aristotle’s time unequivocally supports his general contention on the relation between citizenship grants and population size (but on third-century Miletus, see Köcke 2012; Günther 2014), he was right that in Greece generally double citizen parentage had become normative (Vérilhac, Vial 1998), and presumably he noticed that only democracies allowed outsiders, either singly or in larger numbers, in as citizens.

83Some oligarchies were tightly closed, but others allowed any citizen meeting the wealth criterion access to political office; cf. Simonton 2017. That oligarchies were not inclined to offer citizenship grants cannot be demonstrated by a wealth of epigraphical evidence: one cannot argue for absence of citizenship decrees where there a nearly total absence of decrees in the first place.

84Kolophon 2, 3, 4 and 6 (334-306), on building city walls, with a list of contributors; for the dates, Meritt 1935, 371-79; citizenship grants Kolophon 1, 5.

85I.Iasos 80; Kolophon 8; BCH 39 (1915) 36; SEG 42.1065.

86I.Erythrai 6, ll. 10-11. For the honorific decrees of Erythrai, Liddel 2021.

87Erythrai 12*5, ll. 15-16; the other is Erythrai 15, see RO 56 with comm.: both Mausolos and Idrieus are called “of Mylasa”, as if they were common Greek citizens.

88Erythrai 12*5, ll. 6, 8; I.Erythrai 8, l. 4. This clause is a warning not to assume a democratic assembly behind a reference to “the polis”.

89I.Erythrai 21; 334-332.

90Gauthier 1993a, 217-18; see also Ma 2003 on peer polity interaction between Hellenistic cities, Kamphorst 2023 for epigraphical “mirroring” between cities, and Simonton 2025b on the exchange in “foreign” judges.

91Grants are included here down to the first century BCE.

92Ep’ isei kai homoiai with choice: perhaps Kolophon (BCH 39, 1915, 36), certainly Tralles (Miletos 20 / Milet I 3, 143B); with sortition: Samos and Ephesos. Other poleis enrolling by sortition do not use the clause. On the procedures Savalli 1985, on patterns of choice and sortition, Jones 1991.

93I.Magnesia 20; cf. Carless Unwin 2017, ch. 5.

94Kamphorst 2023. On the rapid disappearance of different dialect forms in Ephesos, Samos and Miletus, Walser 2008, 332.

95Magnesia on the Maeander: with the clause I.Magnesia 12, without 82/10, 86/5, 90/4, 91/9, 92/3, 93/6, all dating to the early third century, and 84/2 of possibly the late fourth c.; cf. O. Kern in I.Magnesia, xxix. Ephesos: I.Ephesos 1417 with, and 54/1425, 61/1426 without the clause, all three very short texts of late fourth century. Delphi: FD III 4 376-380 of the mid-fourth century all grant ἐπιτιμίαν καθάπερ Δελφοῖς, only 378 also πολιτείαν ἴσαν καὶ ὁμοίαν.

96I.Ephesos 2010, of 340-320 or 306 (very fragmentary); I.Ephesos 1421, I.Ephesos 1419; I.Ephesos 1425; I.Ephesos 1426, of 326/5 and 323/2.

97I.Ephesos 1412; I.Ephesos 1443; I.Ephesos 1459, before 320 (without the clause); I.Ephesos 1458; I.Ephesos 1450.

98I.Ephesos 1443.

99I.Ephesos 1452, 302/1; I.Ephesos 1405, early third c.

100IG XII 6, 1, 17; shortly after 322.

101IG XII 6, 1, 22; 45; shortly after 322.

102In Athens, the honorific titles of proxenos and euergetēs for outsiders were usually combined, from the first extant inscribed decrees (Henry 1983, 116).
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Already some forty years ago, Robert K. Sinclair observed in his Democracy and Participation in Athens that “[t]he idea of participation or sharing is central to Greek thought and writing about citizenship and political life”,1 which he substantiated with a range of classical sources. In recent years, both participation and citizenship in Greece—and in Athens specifically—have once again become the focus of lively scholarly debate, to which the chapters in this volume make substantive new contributions. This debate has focused on how to understand the foundations of classical citizenship, whether primarily in terms of descent, social activities, and civic cult, or in explicitly legal, political, and participatory terms.2

This chapter argues that the expressions such as “sharing in the polis” and “sharing in the politeia” were crucial to Greek conceptions of citizenship and civic identity and, from the late fifth century BCE onwards, regularly denoted political participation. It traces the political meanings of the “sharing” vocabulary down to the end of the classical period, showing how it is used to mark civic belonging, participation, and enfranchisement. The discussion focuses on the political uses of verbs and expressions of “having” and “being given” a share, such as metechein, meteinai, metalambanein, and metadidonai, and the objects of these shares, particularly the polis, the politeia, and ta (politika) pragmata. In doing so, it treats this language not merely as a descriptive register but as a normative grammar for inclusion and exclusion: a way of articulating what counts as a “proper” portion of civic standing, participation, and political rights in a changing constitutional landscape. In what follows I begin with the earliest political and explicitly civic attestations of “having a share” as a criterion of belonging, before tracing its use in periods of crisis and in fourth-century disputes over status and enfranchisement.

1. Early texts and early laws

As I have argued elsewhere, the language of “having a share” or “taking part” was already well established in Greek long before it became tied to political, cultic, and other specialised uses.3 At the same time, early non-civic uses concerned with power and distribution already show how readily this language could be linked to authority, entitlement, and the allotment of both tangible portions and more abstract claims. In Hesiod’s Catalogue of Women, Melampus receives a share in Proetus’ kingdom (“they [came] to Argos, [to godly Proetus], where he gave them a share […] an allotment”, tr. G.W. Most; cf. Hdt. 9.34).4 In the fifth century, a Pindaric paean tells of Euxantius refusing to “rule over the Cretans… and to share a seventh part of one hundred cities with the sons of Pasiphaë”.5 A wide spectrum of non-political applications of the “sharing” vocabulary is attested across lyric, tragedy, comedy, and technical prose.6 Here, however, I move directly to the Athenian sources and explicitly civic contexts in which these terms develop their clearest and most abundant participatory senses.

The earliest attested use of this language with reference to the polis specifically, already in a participatory context, comes from the early sixth-century Solonian neutrality law, which according to Ath. Pol. 8.5 stated: “if, when the city was torn by strife, anyone should refuse to place his arms at the disposal of either side (ὃς ἂν στασιαζούσης τῆς πόλεως μ[ὴ] θῆται τὰ ὅπλα μηδὲ μεθ’ ἑτέρων), he should be outlawed and have no share in the city (ἄτιμον εἶναι καὶ τῆς πόλεως μὴ μετέχειν)” (= fr. 38a R.-L., tr. Rhodes).

The concept of “neutrality” is similarly reflected in Athenian court speeches, where failure to take a side can be framed as a failure properly to share in the politeia or in the city’s misfortunes.7 There remain, of course, doubts about how “Solonian” particular laws cited in fourth-century texts really were, given their later revision and rhetorical exploitation,8 but the distributive and participatory framing is not without archaic parallels. First, a fragment of Solon’s poem mentions refusing to grant an “equal share” (ἰσομοιρίην) of land to the lower strata of society (29b G.-P. = 34 W. ap. Ath. Pol. 12.3).9 Second, we know that the verb metechein (Aeol. pedechein) was already used in archaic lyric poetry, which Solon would have been familiar with.10 Finally, Aristophanes in his Birds of 414 BCE uses the “sharing” (μετεῖναι) terminology to paraphrase Solonian inheritance law,11 later explicitly cited in fourth-century speeches (starting with Isae. 6.25).12 Whether this reflects an early formulation or a later paraphrase is difficult to determine, but it already shows how the loss of civic standing could be articulated through the concept of “having no share in the polis” (and linked to atimia).

The Ath. Pol., when discussing Pericles’ citizenship law, first states the stipulation that “a man should not have a share in the polis if not born of citizen parents on both sides (μὴ μετέχειν τῆς πόλεως, ὃς ἂν μὴ ἐξ ἀμφοῖν ἀστοῖν ᾖ γεγονώς)”,13 and soon after rephrases the requirement as “having a share in the politeia” when it says “The present form of the constitution is as follows. Men belong to the politeia if they are of citizen parentage on both sides… (μετέχουσιν μὲν τῆς πολιτείας οἱ ἐξ ἀμφοτέρων γεγονότες ἀστῶν)”.14 Such parallelism suggests that the distinction between “sharing in the polis” and “sharing in the politeia” may often be one of contextual emphasis rather than substance (cf. Ath. Pol. 21.2 on Cleisthenes, 36.1 on Theramenes; see also 13.5, 37.1).15 Indeed, as argued by Jacqueline Bordes, politeia in classical Greek has a wide semantic range, spanning constitutional arrangements and government as well as civic status and political rights, and more broadly the life and practice of politics in the city.16 Throughout this chapter, I thus treat polis and politeia primarily as emic (the Greeks’ own) labels whose overlap is itself historically meaningful: in many contexts the choice between them signals a shift of rhetorical emphasis (community, status, institutions) rather than a stable conceptual boundary. Both passages arguably address two different framings (diachronic first, synchronic second), but in each case, the Ath. Pol. paraphrases the same law in different terms in successive contexts, varying not only between polis and politeia but also in the formulation of citizen parentage (with a shift in number from dual to plural), while possibly still retaining some of the law’s original language.

Aristophanes’ Lysistrata of 411 BCE seems to allude to the law when the chorus leader says she has her claim to the polis—framed as a joint loan (eranos)17—as a result of contributing new men-soldiers to it as a mother (Lys. 651: Τοὐράνου γάρ μοι μέτεστι· καὶ γὰρ ἄνδρας εἰσφέρω), with an accompanying dig at wartime taxes (eisphora).

2. Prose and drama of the Peloponnesian war

If early legal formulations already cast “having a share” as a criterion of civic inclusion, the prose and drama of the Peloponnesian war show the same concept at work in living political discourse: marking belonging and exclusion, and staging claims to civic standing in moments of crisis. If the commonly accepted emendation is correct, this language of “sharing” is already used in a clearly political context—exile and the loss of status in one’s city—in Euripides’ Children of Heracles from 430 BCE. Here, Iolaus, speaking as an Argive exile and a suppliant in Athens, explains that by a collective decision, the suppliants no longer have a share in Argos but are now exiles (185-86: Ἄργους οὐ μέτεσθ᾿ ἡμῖν ἔτι, ψήφῳ δοκῆσαν, ἀλλὰ φεύγομεν πάτραν),18 and thus essentially non-citizens (189: ξένοι γάρ ἐσμεν). Around the same time, Sophocles’ Creon tells Oedipus that he, too, has a share in the polis (OT 630: κἀμοὶ πόλεως μέτεστιν, οὐχὶ σοὶ μόνῳ).

The specifically political collocations of “having a share” also include references to public activities, offices, honours, and variously phrased claims to (equal) political rights. Continuing the earlier Greek phraseology of “equal shares”,19 Euripides’ Theseus emphasised in 423 BCE that Athens is ruled by the dēmos and that the poor have their equal share in the polis and equal access to justice (Supp. 406-8, 429-34; cf. fr. 362.7-8). A prayer in Euripides’ lost unnamed drama additionally invokes having a share in the rule of the underworld (fr. 912.8 TrGF: χθονίων θ᾿ Ἅιδῃ μετέχεις ἀρχῆς).

Most famously, Thucydides’ Pericles uses the language of “sharing” to mark direct civic engagement (2.40.2), emphasising that the Athenians are deeply concerned with both private (οἰκεῖα) and public (πολιτικά) affairs, and that they alone regard those who do not share in public matters not merely as quietists but as truly useless (μόνοι γὰρ τόν τε μηδὲν τῶνδε μετέχοντα οὐκ ἀπράγμονα, ἀλλ᾿ ἀχρεῖον νομίζομεν).20 Here, “sharing” refers to political activity, not least at popular assemblies (καὶ ἑτέροις πρὸς ἔργα τετραμμένοις τὰ πολιτικὰ μὴ ἐνδεῶς γνῶναι), with the subtle play on the erga-logoi opposition, also echoed in Xenophon (Mem. 3.7).21 The same phrasing in the speech underpins equality before the law in private disputes (2.37.1: μέτεστι δὲ κατὰ μὲν τοὺς νόμους πρὸς τὰ ἴδια διάφορα πᾶσι τὸ ἴσον).22 Thucydides elsewhere applies this lexis to the extension of full franchise to colonies,23 to equal military leadership among city-states in joint expeditions,24 and to the giving or receiving of a share in benefits (8.21) and citizen rights (3.55.3: πολιτείας, below).

Even more notably, in Book 6, Athenagoras of Syracuse contrasts democracy with oligarchy in openly distributive terms: oligarchy merely gives the many a share in dangers while the few seize the benefits (Thuc. 6.39.2).25 The democratic ideal of “equal sharing” (ἰσομοιρεῖν, 39.1) is then made gradable when he says that “the good” among the wealthy (οἱ ἀγαθοὶ ὑμῶν) ought to “have an equal or even greater share” in the city (40.1: καὶ ἴσον καὶ πλέον… μετασχεῖν, cf. 2.37.1, 3.42.5-6).26 How far this reflects specifically Syracusan political terminology rather than a more widely shared democratic register is debatable.27 What is clear, however, is that the language of political rights and participation was rapidly crystallising in this period.28 In Athens, this development is particularly visible after 403 BCE, as the reconciliation and amnesty provided a context in which such terminology could gain prominence in the Athenian political discourse.29

3. Oligarchic and democratic debates on sharing

When the Old Oligarch recounts the constitutional foundations of Athenian democracy, he notes that, according to the dēmos’s own principles, it is proper for everyone to have a share in the offices (archai), except for military posts, in which the dēmos has no share ([Xen.] Ath. pol. 1.2-3: τῶν ἀρχῶν μετεῖναι). Right after this, he scolds the Athenians for “distributing” (nemein)30 more to the lower classes than to the “good men” (1.4: πανταχοῦ πλέον νέμουσι τοῖς πονηροῖς καὶ πένησι καὶ δημοτικοῖς ἢ τοῖς χρηστοῖς, cf. 1.2, 1.14). This distributive complaint recurs later in anti-democratic critique and is echoed in Aristotle’s analysis of stasis (see below on Politics 5), which records the oligarchic view that contributions to the polis should be matched by proportional returns.31

Isocrates’ Against Lochites (20.20), written shortly after 403 BCE, seems to respond to such claims voiced in the fifth century. The speaker argues that it would be most horrifying if, in a democratic polis, citizens did not enjoy the same treatment as others, and that it would be equally shocking if—while considering themselves worthy of sharing in offices (τῶν μὲν ἀρχῶν μετέχειν ἀξιοῖμεν)—people deprived themselves of legal protection and, though willing to die for the politeia in battle, would nonetheless allocate greater privileges (πλέον νέμοιμεν) to the wealthy in their voting (cf. above on Athenagoras). It is this sense that the Ath. Pol. evokes when saying that before Solon the common people (hoi polloi) found themselves “having a share in nothing” (2.3: οὐδενὸς… μετέχοντες).

Lysias’ speech from around 403 BCE discusses individuals who “had a share” in the activities of those in Piraeus (τῶν Πειραιοῖ πραγμάτων μετέσχον, i.e., the democratic party), but who shared the outlook of those from the city (τῇ δὲ γνώμῃ τῶν ἐξ ἄστεως, i.e., supporters of the Thirty) (34.2). Lysias then concludes that all Athenians “ought to have a share in the politeia” (34.3), providing the first explicit attestation of tēs politeias meteinai. The expression used here already signals a claim to direct political agency. Not long afterwards, in the speech Against Philon, concerning a citizen’s right to sit in the Council, Lysias observes that civic counsel should be provided not merely by those who “are citizens”, but by those who truly desire the role (ἢ τοὺς πρὸς τῷ εἶναι πολίτας καὶ ἐπιθυμοῦντας τούτου), and who must share in the city’s misfortunes, as they do in its happiness (μετέχειν τὸ μέρος τῶν δεινῶν, ὥσπερ καὶ τῶν ἀγαθῶν μετέχουσι) (31.5, cf. 9-10; [6].48), echoing earlier debates on political involvement.

In Isocrates’ court speech On the Team of Horses from around 397 BCE, the speaker praises his father, Alcibiades, for taking risks alongside the dēmos in the constitutional struggles over the politeia. At a time when it became clear who had democratic or oligarchic inclinations and who considered it right to have a share in both (τοὺς ἀμφοτέρων μετέχειν ἀξιοῦντας), he remained loyal to democracy and shared in the city’s misfortunes (τῶν τῆς πόλεως συμφορῶν ἐκοινώνησεν), maintaining that he should have an equal share in the politeia with all other citizens (τῆς δὲ πολιτείας ἴσον ᾤετο δεῖν καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις μετεῖναι) (16.36-39)32. In the same speech, with reference to both oligarchic coups in Athens, the speaker claims he is on trial not only for money, but also for his right to have a share in the polis (16.46: ἀγωνίζομαι δ᾽ εἰ χρὴ μετεῖναί μοι τῆς πόλεως). Notably, Lysias’ speech On the Property of Nicias’ Brother from the same period connects both terms in almost identical language, arguing that the present case is not merely about property but about the politeia as well (οὐ γὰρ μόνον περὶ τῆς οὐσίας ἀγωνιζόμεθα, ἀλλὰ καὶ περὶ τῆς πολιτείας), and about whether the defendants will be able to have a share in the democratic polis (18.1: εἰ χρὴ δημοκρατουμένης τῆς πόλεως ἡμῖν μετεῖναι). This striking similarity may point to an emerging political vocabulary or direct borrowing between logographers around 403 BCE, but it also reveals the evolving language of citizenship and political rights in Athens, increasingly intertwined with democratic participation.

The principle of reciprocity in the allocation of “shares” is evident in Critias’ speech in the Odeon, where, as reported by Xenophon, he insists, “We… are establishing this politeia no less for you than for ourselves. Therefore, just as you will share in honours (ὥσπερ καὶ τιμῶν μεθέξετε), so you must also share in the dangers (δεῖ οὖν ὑμᾶς… οὕτω καὶ τῶν κινδύνων μετέχειν)”33, when he calls on the hoplites and the cavalry to condemn the Eleusinians in an open vote. Similar appeals to reciprocity appear in democratic rhetoric about the efforts in the recent civil war (Lys. 16.3, 18.25, 31.5-10; cf. 24.25, with Canevaro 2017a, 46-8). Conversely, as attested by both Xenophon and the Ath. Pol., being granted a “share in the politeia” of the Three Thousand was, at least in principle, meant to mark off those included in the civic body and thus shielded from arbitrary execution from those who enjoyed no such rights.34

The democratic ideal of an “equal share” is most clearly encapsulated in Lysias’ speech On a Charge of Overthrowing the Democracy, where the speaker instructs the judges that their duty is “to grant an equal share in the politeia to those who commit no crimes” (25.3: ἐξ ἴσου τῆς πολιτείας μεταδιδόναι, cf. Pl. Resp. 8.557a).35 In Lysias’ speeches, metechein is almost always used in a political sense (offices, franchise, participation, government), and most often with reference to the Thirty, which is partly mirrored in Xenophon’s focused use of this language in the Hellenica.36 Notably, sources from the period following the Thirty provide many examples of the language of “sharing in the politeia”, but comparatively fewer references to “sharing in the polis”, suggesting that Aristotle’s later focus on politeia continues an already well-established textual and political history. While the meaning and focus of the term politeia and one’s more or less active “share” in it may shift across contexts and time (not least in the times of political upheavals and crises),37 the concept remains central to Athenian discourse on political activity, institutions, and civic aspirations.

We also find various attestations of “granting” or “being given” political rights in classical texts, often referring not just to general enfranchisement but also to more concrete forms of group inclusion, phrased in a giver-centred register that emphasises the asymmetry between granter and recipient and the discretionary character of such “bestowals” of a civic “share” (cf. Lys. 25.3, above, and 14, below).38 In Lysias 16.3-5, for instance, the defendant, after stating that he had no share in the politeia of the Thirty because he was abroad almost until the restoration of democracy, stresses that the Thirty did not even intend to grant a share (μεταδιδόναι) in the politeia to those who had committed no crime but had remained outside of the city (5). Similarly, the speaker in Isocrates 16 notes that, after the oligarchic revolution of 411 BCE, the oligarchs would rather have surrendered (παραδοῦναι) Athens to the Spartans than grant a share (μεταδοῦναι) in the politeia to democratic Athenians returning from Samos (17; cf. on [Lys.] 20.13 below).39 In constitutional debates (and their later echoes), this vocabulary was also used to speak of “having a share in democracy”40 or “having a share in oligarchy”41, making explicit that the “share” at stake could be conceived as participation in a regime itself and thus reflecting distinctive patterns of inclusion and exclusion, especially in phases of social and political disruption.

Even under the regime of the Thirty, Lysias, Isocrates, and the Ath. Pol. use noticeably convergent formulations to describe “sharing” in the politeia, usually to denote the enjoyment of political rights and privileges within a particular constitutional order and its institutions.42 This usage continues throughout fourth-century sources and is well established in the classical corpus long before Aristotle’s attempts to formulate political definitions.43 The connection between this language and questions of citizen status and political participation is sometimes especially pronounced. For example, in Isocrates’ Against Callimachus, written soon after the democratic restoration, the speaker asserts that the defendant was so eager to participate in “the other politeia” (the oligarchic regime), rather than take part in the government (politeuesthai) with the democrats, that he continued sharing in the politeia of the Thirty until the very end (18.48-49). He is thus characterised as someone who had a clear preference for obtaining a larger—rather than an equal—share than his fellow citizens (50). Notably, forms of politeuesthai are also attested in connection with the “sharing” phraseology from the late fifth century onwards, helping to make explicit that the “share” at stake could be construed as active engagement in governing, rather than merely a formal status.44

4. Sharing in the affairs

A more context-dependent but significant expression is metechein tōn pragmatōn, generally expressing “to have a share in the ongoing affairs (of the state)”, or “political business”, but in crisis or upheaval shading into active involvement in plotting or extra-legal action. The broadly political sense of ta pragmata (LSJ, s.v., III.2), as a term for the management of political “business” and the exercise of an active participatory role, emerges with particular clarity during the Peloponnesian War. The political meaning of ta pragmata likely predates its frequent coupling with the language of “sharing”, so it is worth briefly tracing this usage before turning to the collocation itself.

In fifth-century literature, ta pragmata can stand for the “affairs” of the polis in a strongly political sense, often shading into the idea of control over public business. In Aristophanes’ Knights of 424 BCE, one slave tells another of a politician “who will be the first to have control of the affairs of the polis” (Eq. 130: ὃς πρῶτος ἕξει τῆς πόλεως τὰ πράγματα, cf. Plut. 907, 919). In Herodotus’ Constitutional Debate, the term likewise carries the sense of control of civic affairs when the rebels against the Magians deliberate about all the affairs of the state (περὶ τῶν πάντων πρηγμάτων) and Otanes proposes to end the monarchy and give political power to the people (ἐς μέσον Πέρσῃσι καταθεῖναι τὰ πρήγματα, 3.80). In Book 6, Miltiades is sent to the Chersonese to seize power (καταλαμψόμενον τὰ πρήγματα), which leads to a hostile takeover and the establishment of 500 armed guards (Hdt. 6.39), while later the Argive slaves take control of everything in the city (ἔσχον πάντα τὰ πρήγματα) and rule in place of their masters (6.83).

In Thucydides, ta pragmata likewise denotes political decision-making or the exercise of power. His Pericles emphasises that the Athenians make political decisions themselves (κρίνομεν… τὰ πράγματα, 2.40.2; opp. 7.48.2, 49.1), right after praising those who directly engage in the affairs of the polis (τὰ πολιτικὰ, quoted above), with related ideas phrased further in the narrative in similar terms (2.65.4, 11; 5.80.1). In the description of the events in Mytilene, Thucydides resorts to a much more concrete expression, οἱ ἐν τοῖς πράγμασιν, for “those in power” (3.28.1). In discussing the stasis in Corcyra, he names those ruling the polis οἱ ἔχοντες τὰ πράγματα (3.72.2; cf. 8.74.3: πρὸς τοὺς ἔχοντας τὴν πολιτείαν), and the Theban spokesmen recall a time when the government of their polis was held by a narrow clique (3.62.3: δυναστεία ὀλίγων ἀνδρῶν εἶχε τὰ πράγματα)45.

The earliest attestations of “sharing in the pragmata” appear in Thucydides, who describes some Megarians as having a part in secret dealings with the Athenians (4.74.2: ὅσοι… τῶν πραγμάτων πρὸς τοὺς Ἀθηναίους μάλιστα μετέσχον), and later refers to Athenian oligarchs taking a leading role in the revolt of 411 BCE (8.89.2: οἳ μετέσχον… ἐν τοῖς πρῶτοι τῶν πραγμάτων, cf. 48.1, 63.4, 75.1, 81.1, 97.1; see also 3.47.3). In the right context, merely saying “the participants” (hoi metechontes: Hdt. 8.132; cf. Thuc. 4.76.4, 4.114.3, 8.66.5) or “those taking action” (hoi prassontes: Thuc. 4.89.2, 4.110.2, 4.113.1, 4.123.2, 5.76.3) could thus have easily invoked the sense “conspirators” for an alert reader (cf. ta prassomena for “plot”, “conspiracy”, or “covert negotiations” in Thuc. 4.68.6, 8.7.1, 8.9.3, 8.44.2, 8.48.3, 8.48.7). In other words, the force of this vocabulary was often audience-dependent: in democratic self-description it could function as a badge of legitimate civic engagement, whereas in hostile characterisation—especially with reference to stasis—the very same phrasing readily turned into a euphemism for illicit agency.

The “subversive” or “seditious” connotations of these political catchwords are especially pronounced in phrases such as ta neōtera pragmata, frequently expressing “subversive activities” (already visible in Herodotus 5.35, 6.1-2, 74). In describing the mutilation of the Herms, Thucydides notes that these events were interpreted as part of a conspiracy (ἐπὶ ξυνωμοσίᾳ) and as carried out with plans for revolution and the overthrow of democracy in mind (νεωτέρων πραγμάτων καὶ δήμου καταλύσεως γεγενῆσθαι, 6.27.3), a description echoed in Isocrates’ story about Alcibiades (14.6). Isocrates later defends himself from the charge of seeking ta neōtera pragmata in his proposal to adopt the so-called ancestral constitution (7.59), and the technical sense of (seeking) regime change continues in Xenophon (Hell. 5.2.9-10; cf. kaina pragmata in 1.4.16) and Demosthenes (24.206). In such contexts, “sharing in the affairs” signals not routine civic business but involvement in plots, upheavals, and attempts at constitutional change.

Lysias plays on both political senses of ta pragmata when describing those plotting regime change in Athens in 404 BCE as desiring “new things” (νεώτερα πράγματα) in the polis, so that they could organise “the affairs” (τὰ πράγματα) as they wanted.46 Across fourth-century prose, “sharing in the pragmata” can refer either to active participation in a regime (especially oligarchic) or to ordinary political engagement (particularly under democracy). Lysias uses the phrase twice about those who actively participated in the regime of the Thirty (25.18, 31.14, cf. Lys. 12.62, 66: ἔργων), but also about participation in politics under the restored democracy (25.23) and the democrats’ activities in Piraeus (34.2). Isocrates likewise employs it for normal political engagement under democracy (18.62, 7.65), alongside more explicit formulations for “running the state affairs”, such as ta (pragmata) tēs poleōs, ta politika pragmata, and ta tēs poleōs prattein.47 Plato’s Socrates through a similar expression rejects the idea of “dabbling in political matters” (πράττειν τὰ πολιτικὰ πράγματα, Ap. 31d; cf. Gorg. 491b-d, 515a-c). In Xenophon (Hell. 2.3.17-18) and Ath. Pol. (36.1, cf. 38.2), “sharing in the pragmata” is tied to proposed expansion of political participation among the Three Thousand under the Thirty (cf. above, with n. 34); Thucydides uses it for the narrowing of enfranchisement to the Five Thousand in 411 (8.65.3: οὔτε μεθεκτέον τῶν πραγμάτων πλείοσιν ἢ πεντακισχιλίοις, cf. 8.72.1, 8.97.1-2, [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 33.1).

Lysias’ fixed phrases point to a sense closer to “regime” where other classical authors usually have politeia: accordingly, ta kathestēkota pragmata means “the present form of government”, often under threat (Lys. 16.3, 25.3; cf. 25.8, Isoc. 7.57, Antiph. fr. 1a Th., Xen. Mem. 1.2.10), while ta kathistamena pragmata (cf. politeia) refers to “the government being instituted” in moments of change (Lys. 13.6, 21, 61; cf. Thuc. 8.89.3, Xen. Hell. 2.4.9, Pl. Leg. 735d, 802a),48 with οἱ πράττοντες τότε τὰ πράγματα referring to the Thirty as “those actively in charge of the affairs at the time” (Lys. 13.60, cf. above on related democratic uses). Elsewhere, especially in the context of the oligarchic revolution of 411, ta pragmata explicitly refers to handing over the management of the state to the Five Thousand (παραδοῦναι τὰ πράγματα, [Lys.] 20.13, cf. 20.14, 25.10, 12) or to (not) receiving an active role in the oligarchic management of political affairs (25.14).

By 391 BCE, this language had become so ingrained in Athenian political discourse that it had already entered the lexis of comedy. In Aristophanes’ Assemblywomen, Praxagora, speaking as a member of the comic citizen-women’s assembly, declares in her “rehearsal” speech: “My own stake in this country is equal to yours, and I am annoyed and depressed at all the city’s affairs (τὰ τῆς πόλεως ἅπαντα… πράγματα, 175)”,49 shortly after expressing the hope that the Assemblywomen can “take over the affairs of the polis (παραλαβεῖν τῆς πόλεως τὰ πράγματα, 107)”. When this later happens, it is again phrased in similar, explicitly political terms (ἄρχειν… ἁπαξαπάντων τῶν κατὰ πόλιν πραγμάτων, 556-557). It is also in the period following the Thirty that we see the political terminology of “sharing” becoming more fixed, with these expressions increasingly used to mark political rights and different forms of participation in the city-state—both by (and about) democrats and oligarchs.

Of all the expressions discussed so far, metechein tōn pragmatōn most clearly captures active engagement in current political business, whether through formal institutions or illicit means (partly in contrast to apragmosynē, the slogan for “non-involvement”).50 This usage is best exemplified in Lysias’ speech On a Charge of Overthrowing the Democracy (25.14), where the defendant insists he was neither among the Four Hundred nor a member of the Boule under the Thirty nor an office-holder (οὔτε βουλεύσαντα οὔτε ἀρχὴν οὐδεμίαν ἄρξαντα), making clear that those in power at the time (οἱ τότε δυνάμενοι) did not consider it proper to grant him a share in the management of public affairs (μὴ ἠξίουν μοι μεταδιδόναι τῶν πραγμάτων). Overall, the evidence illustrates a semantic spectrum: what in stable conditions functions as a broad expression for engaging in civic business—particularly office holding—crystallises, in moments of crisis, into near-technical lexis for subversion, conspiracy, regime change, and illicit activities. In this way, the idiom of “sharing in the affairs” and related phrases function as a key bridge between everyday political engagement and the exceptional situations in which the management of the state’s affairs become contested, with the stakes of being involved in “political business” becoming much higher.

5. Distribution of civic shares in oratory

Moving beyond the immediate post-403 language of reconciliation and reciprocal “sharing” just discussed, fourth-century oratory shows this vocabulary fully embedded in disputes over legal status, naturalisation, and proper civic conduct. In Isocrates’ Plataicus, the contrast is drawn between the Spartans, who “enslaved” the Plataeans, and the Athenians, who granted them a share in the polis (14.13: τοὺς τῆς πόλεως τῆς αὑτῶν μεταδόντας), a reference to the famous naturalisation decree (cf. Isoc. 12.94: πολίτας ἐποιήσαντο καὶ τῶν ὑπαρχόντων αὐτοῖς ἁπάντων μετέδοσαν).51 Still addressing the imagined Athenian assembly, the speaker then recasts the same grant as “giving a share in your fatherland” (14.52: τῆς πατρίδος). A few decades later, Apollodorus, discussing the same decree, speaks of the Athenians granting the Plataeans a share in the politeia ([Dem.] 59.104), and highlights that the decree makes provisions for the scrutiny procedure for each naturalised citizen in order to prevent others from getting a share (μεταλάβωσι) in the politeia under false pretences (105). Seen together, these passages show that enfranchisement can be framed as a “share” in the polis, the politeia, or even the patris, with the choice of object shifting the rhetorical emphasis. Interestingly, Thucydides reports that, already in 427 BCE, the Plataeans—when surrendering to the Spartans—claimed in their speech to have previously received a share in the politeia from the Athenians (3.55.3: πολιτείας μετέλαβεν), a claim that implies an earlier but otherwise unattested instance of granting political privileges to the Plataeans.52

When Demosthenes’ Against Aristocrates (23.214) discusses granting citizenship to Charidemus of Oreus, the orator describes it as “granting a share in the whole polis” (πάσης τῆς πόλεως μεταδόντες, cf. 65)—signalling full enfranchisement, much like Herodotus’ account of the Spartans acceding to Tisamenus’ request to “be made their fellow citizen and be given a share in everything” (9.33: ἤν μιν πολιήτην σφέτερον ποιήσωνται τῶν πάντων μεταδιδόντες). Finally, as a third example, the Ath. Pol. reports Theramenes’ complaint that the Thirty did not “give a share in the pragmata” to the beltistoi, nor did they immediately implement the plan to give a share in the politeia to the Three Thousand (36.1, cf. above). By contrast, formal naturalisation decrees typically foreground “making X an Athenian”, rather than framing enfranchisement as a “share” in the polis or the politeia.53 In fourth-century oratory, we find a whole variety of the “sharing” phraseology,54 related to engagement in the socio-political framework of the city-state, in particular μετέχειν/μετεῖναι τῆς πόλεως (“to have a share in the polis”, as just described), μετέχειν τῶν τῆς πόλεως (“to have a share in the affairs of the polis”), μετέχειν τῶν [τῆς πόλεως] κοινῶν (“to have a share in the communal/public affairs [of the polis]”), and more specific uses tied to equality, justice, and democratic norms. Within this variation, the concept of “having a share” is employed to delineate the boundaries of citizenship, to stir indignation, and to articulate democratic norms of equality.

In Demosthenes’ Against Eubulides the speaker insists that he would never have claimed “to have a share in the polis” if he came from non-citizen parents, and that, by remaining with his legitimate ones, he now “claims his rightful share in the polis”.55 In this context, μετέχειν τῆς πόλεως signals both citizenship and the privileges it entails, grounded in lawful descent. Apollodorus’ Against Neaira deploys the same concept as an emotional appeal,56 contrasting those who “share in the polis” legitimately by birth with those whom Stephanus allegedly forces into the citizen body in defiance of the laws.57 Finally, in Against Meidias, Demosthenes explicitly links this language to democratic ideology when speaking of public services, remarking that “in a democracy each man thinks that he has a share in what is equal and just”,58 and presents the defendant’s conduct as a violation of this principle. Together these passages show how the “sharing” terminology was used not only to denote formal status, but also to frame grievances about exclusion and unfair advantage as disputes over the proper distribution of civic shares (cf. Dem. 21.112, 24.201).

Orators also speak of sharing in “the common things”, usually meaning “public affairs” (τὰ κοινά), typically denoting participation in the political institutions of the polis. In his speech Against Timarchus of 345, Aeschines censures the lifestyle of a citizen who allegedly prostituted himself and who thus should not address the Assembly according to an old Solonian law, trying to incite the audience’s indignation at his political career (1.160, tr. Carey, modified):


[The legislator] absolutely bars the man who has engaged in prostitution from the public affairs of the polis [τὸν πράξαντα κελεύει μὴ μετέχειν τῶν τῆς πόλεως κοινῶν]. And rightly so. If any man in his youth abandoned noble ambitions for the sake of shameful pleasure, he believed that this man should not in later years fully enjoy political privileges [τοῦτον οὐκ ᾠήθη δεῖν πρεσβύτερον γενόμενον ἐπίτιμον εἶναι].



Conceived in this way, political “shares” help to conceptualise one’s legal status through the social and political activities that status allows one to enjoy on an equal basis with other citizens, not least active participation in public institutions. This is also clear from the links between “sharing” language and citizens’ political rights, particularly when expressed through the discourse of atimia and epitimia, as speakers repeatedly argue that an unworthy citizen must not share in the polis or its affairs.59 Taken together, fourth-century speeches show how apparently technical disputes about who may “have a share” in the polis and its institutions provide an established vocabulary for broader reflection on citizenship and constitutional arrangements.

6. Political philosophy—new or old definitions?

Aristotle’s Politics unsurprisingly represents a further stage in the abstraction and theorisation of the concept of politeia;60 yet even there, the term retains a dual reference: it can denote both the constitution and the concrete status of those who share in it (cf. n. 37 above). Aristotle’s famous definition of the citizen as someone who “has a share in judgement and office/power” (Pol. 3.1.1275a.22-23: μετέχειν κρίσεως καὶ ἀρχῆς) may thus be less of an outlier than has sometimes been assumed, at least for the classical period: it crystallises, rather than invents, a concept already shaped in historiographical and forensic discourse. Recent scholarship has stressed that Aristotle’s definition was not meant to be exclusive but rather conclusively precise, that it must be read in its argumentative context and alongside other evidence, and that, read in this way, it remains a viable definition for city-states such as classical Athens.61

If Politics Book 3 offers a concise definition of citizenship in terms of “sharing”, Book 5 shows how the same lexis structures arguments about distributive justice and the causes of constitutional conflict, especially in claims about “equal shares”. Aristotle observes that “a constitution changes… into oligarchy… because those who are greatly superior in property think it is not just for those possessing nothing to have an equal share in the city (ἴσον μετέχειν τῆς πόλεως) with those having possessions” (cf. Pl. Resp. 8.551b).62 Comparable oppositions between the rich and the poor recur in oligarchic critique (the Old Oligarch, above) and in Xenophon, where they shape how “sharing in the polis” can be imagined in markedly elite terms. Notably, one of the few explicit instances of the phrase metechein tēs poleōs before 350 BCE occurs in Xenophon’s treatise On Horsemanship, primarily meant for an elite Athenian audience.63 There, Xenophon offers a socio-political sketch of the cavalry, describing it as drawn from those “who have ample means and enjoy a considerable share in the polis”.64 Although the precise nature of this share remains somewhat ambiguous in this context, the association between material standing and a privileged relationship to the polis is unmistakably foregrounded.

In Nicocles (3.15-16), Isocrates even suggests that a share in a “monarchical politeia” would be preferable to any “sensible” person (16: τῶν εὖ φρονούντων), probably with a nod to related class distinctions (see also 14: τοὺς χρηστούς, cf. above on ps.-Xen.).65 How much of this language was an originally Athenian parlance that became popular and spread throughout Greece, and how much is simply a product of the nature of our surviving classical corpus, is difficult to tell. Nonetheless, variants of this language in the late fourth century begin to appear in legal inscriptions and extend beyond Attica, often emphasising the participatory context.66 By that period, this phraseology commonly appears in isopolity decrees and citizenship grants, at times even mirroring the just-quoted “Aristotelian” phrasing—as in the Olbia-Miletos isopoliteia (ca. 330 BCE), which allows the Milesians in Olbiopolis to make sacrifices and enter rites as citizens do, and stipulates that all Milesians should be exempt from taxes except those who live as citizens in another polis and thus “share in offices and in lawcourts” there (RO 93, ll. 18-20: πλ〈ὴ〉ν ὅσοι ἐν ἄλλη〈ι〉 πόλει πολιτεύονται καὶ ἀρχείω〈μ〉 μετέχουσιγ καὶ δικαστηρίων).67 This explicit link between enfranchisement and a share in offices continues a long tradition, spanning from the Old Oligarch (ps.-Xen. Ath. pol. 1.2-3) through the fourth century (Lys. 26.2-3; Xen. Hell. 3.5.12-13, cf. Mem. 4.3.12). At the same time, “sharing” language can assume more overtly participatory senses, including active involvement in the Assembly, as shown above. These participatory meanings continue in later literary and epigraphic texts, but their post-classical trajectories lie outside the scope of this chapter.

Overall, in Greek political thought of the classical period, the enjoyment of political rights was repeatedly articulated through the language of “having a share” in the polis, its politeia, and its public affairs. Aristotle’s formal definitions systematise, rather than reinvent, a usage long shaped in forensic and historiographical discourse. The sources discussed here suggest that such a “share” was imagined not only as a legal status but as a contested “proper” portion, encompassing rights, participation in collective decision-making, and political dangers alongside the corresponding advantages, continuously claimed and denied in the courts and the Assembly. To describe oneself, an opponent, or whole groups as (not) “having a share” was to shape arguments about who properly belonged to the civic community, on what terms, and why. Seen from this perspective, citizenship in a polis emerges less as a static label than as an ongoing practice of staking, distributing, and contesting one’s place in common political life.
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48 Cf. Bordes 1982, 298.
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54See more examples in Filonik 2022 and 2023.

55Dem. 57.51: οὐ γὰρ ἂν ξένην καὶ ξένον τοὺς ἐμαυτοῦ γονέας ἐπιγραψάμενος μετέχειν ἠξίουν τῆς πόλεως… διόπερ μένων ἐπὶ τοῖς οὖσιν δικαίως γονεῦσιν ἐμαυτῷ τῆς πόλεως μετέχειν ἀξιῶ, cf. 57.1, 23, 55.

56See Filonik 2025b on the appeals to emotions in such arguments.

57[Dem.] 59.28: πῶς οὐκ οἴεσθε δεινὸν εἶναι, εἰ τοὺς μὲν φύσει πολίτας καὶ γνησίως μετέχοντας τῆς πόλεως ἀπεστέρηκε τῆς παρρησίας Στέφανος οὑτοσί…, cf. 59.111.

58Dem. 21.67: τῶν ἴσων καὶ τῶν δικαίων ἕκαστος ἡγεῖται ἑαυτῷ μετεῖναι ἐν δημοκρατίᾳ, cf. 21.188, 23.86.

59See Dem. 15.32-33, 24.201, cf. 21.96, [44].35, [58].15; Aeschin. 1.160; [Lys.] 6.13; Ath. Pol. 8.5. See a fuller analysis of these sources in Filonik 2022.

60See Poddighe in this volume.

61See esp. Fröhlich 2016 [2017], Joyce 2023a, Ma 2024, 432, McConnell 2024, Faraguna 2025a and 2025b, and contributions to the present volume.

62Arist. Pol. 5.12.1316a 39-b 3: ἄτοπον δὲ καὶ τὸ οἴεσθαι εἰς ὀλιγαρχίαν διὰ τοῦτο μεταβάλλειν ὅτι φιλοχρήματοι καὶ χρηματισταὶ οἱ ἐν ταῖς ἀρχαῖς, ἀλλ’ οὐχ ὅτι οἱ πολὺ ὑπερέχοντες ταῖς οὐσίαις οὐ δίκαιον οἴονται εἶναι ἴσον μετέχειν τῆς πόλεως τοὺς κεκτημένους μηθὲν τοῖς κεκτημένοις… (tr. D. Keyt). See contributions to Anagnostopoulos, Santas 2018 on (in)equality in Aristotle. On Aristotelian definitions of stasis, see now Cairns et al. 2020, 2022, and 2023.

63See Christ 2020 on Xenophon’s readership.

64Xen. Eq. 2.1: τάττονται… δὴ ἐν ταῖς πόλεσιν ἱππεύειν οἱ τοῖς χρήμασί τε ἱκανώτατοι καὶ τῆς πόλεως οὐκ ἐλάχιστον μετέχοντες (tr. adapted from E.C. Marchant).

65Cf. Brock 2022 on the Greek elites’ crypto-speak, cf. Caire 2016, 67-70, 151-64.

66See Brock 2015, Filonik 2023, 265-66.

67See RO 93 and Saba 2020, 37-44 on the inscription and its context.


Sōphrōn Eunomia: Why It (Supposedly) Paid to Belong to an Oligarchic Community in Classical Greece

Matt Simonton

Princeton University 
ORCID: 0009-0001-2810-9089

DOI: 10.54103/milanoup.292.c746

ABSTRACT: 

Recent work has suggested that Classical Greek oligarchies were authoritarian regimes that did not bother trying to appeal to the “hearts and minds” of their subjects. This chapter explores two areas through which oligarchs may have attempted to legitimize their rule, both having to do with the polis’ archai or offices. Examining Aristotle’s criticism of democratic approaches to the archai in the Politics, we see that non-democratic regimes, by empowering officials to make binding, unappealable decisions, claimed that they better upheld the rule of law. Meanwhile, in the military sphere, oligarchs argued that strong executive magistrates led to better army discipline and therefore better security for the city. Oligarchs thus gave members of the dēmos a reason to share in the constitution.

KEYWORDS: oligarchy; archai; rule of law; polyarchia.

 

1. Introduction

In a volume on citizenship and “sharing in the polis”, oligarchy is a bit of an unwelcome guest. Already in antiquity, oligarchy—and indeed any non-democratic form of constitution—caused problems for Aristotle’s famous definition of citizenship, according to which the politēs, the male citizen, is, in the absolute sense, one who partakes of judgment and office.1 He who is called such in a democracy, in particular, most of all meets the definition of citizen, says Aristotle in a different passage (5.1275b5-6); in other constitutions Aristotle’s definition of a citizen may not apply.2 This is because, of course, the vast majority of the adult male native free population in an oligarchy—that is, the dēmos—was denied the opportunity to judge or hold office.3 These governmental tasks were restricted to an elite few delimited by a property qualification. In such a situation, the democratic notion of “ruling and being ruled in turn” was violated, because most of the citizenry did no ruling, in the sense of holding office—they were in a state of permanently being ruled by others.4 Some have wondered whether the dēmos in an oligarchy count as politai at all—if they can truly be said to “partake of the politeia”.5 The author of the Rhetoric to Alexander, for example—probably the sophist and historian Anaximenes of Lampsacus—says that in an oligarchy “the laws ought to deter those partaking of the constitution [tous tēs politeias metechontas] from committing hybris against those weaker than themselves”—in other words, the oligarchs partake of the constitution, the dēmos does not.6 However, the same author confusingly still includes the majority, to plēthos, among the citizenry, since in an earlier passage he says that “in oligarchies there should be the greatest penalties laid down against those attempting to commit hybris against certain of the citizens [hoi politai]: for the masses [to plēthos] are not so aggrieved at being denied the magistracies [hai archai] as they resent being mistreated”.7 There can be no denying that to plēthos equals “certain of the citizens” in this passage. It appears that for Anaximenes one can be a politēs and yet still not “partake of the politeia”. Perhaps we can, as it were, “clarify Homer from Homer” here by using other Greek terminology to correct Anaximenes. On this account, while the members of the dēmos within an oligarchy may be politai, they are not part of the politeuma, the circle of the citizenry that has access to the authoritative magistracies.8

I apologize for the initial foray into terminology, but it was important to establish this point—that the members of the dēmos in an oligarchy were politai. They could be said to participate in the politeia to a certain degree, although they were not part of the politeuma. My broader purpose in this contribution is then to ask the following questions: Why would they even hypothetically accept this arrangement? What, if anything, was in it for them? In previous work on oligarchy I assumed that basically nothing was in it for them, and they knew it—oligarchy was an unaccountable, authoritarian regime, and the majority of the oligarchs’ energy went toward investing in mechanisms that kept their own ranks united and the dēmos divided.9 Mine was a study based in the so-called New Institutionalism, and I was looking for any kind of “institution”, formal or informal, that fulfilled the function of accomplishing these goals. I therefore focused on the oligarchic means of beating back the democratic tide. This meant that, despite the terminology of “institutionalism”, I did not provide an exhaustive list of all oligarchic political institutions, nor did I look at everything governing oligarchs did on a daily basis. This is because I was interested in oligarchic stability, which I assumed could be maintained only through a combination of force and fraud, so to speak. By the same token, I took the slogans of the elite (to be discussed below) to be so many empty catchphrases that simply conveyed the oligarchs’ high opinion of themselves.10

In the present contribution, by contrast, I want to try to make up for my earlier neglect of the formal offices of ancient oligarchies and their rules and powers. But I also want to correct for my downplaying of oligarchic ideology, which I treated essentially as empty, a smokescreen for other purposes. I have come to recognize that oligarchs did try to justify their rule to the dēmos. To be clear, I think Greek oligarchies fought a rear-guard battle during their heyday in the fifth through early third centuries BCE and never succeeded in making their strong form of oligarchy ideologically legitimate on a widespread basis. Nevertheless, it remains interesting to see what they attempted to do during their time in power.

Now, reconstructing how oligarchs framed their civic “bargain” to the dēmos is difficult, because there is no straightforward explication of it anywhere in any one Greek text; it can be pieced together, however, on the basis of existing snippets of evidence. What I am interested in here is not so much ideological expressions in the abstract or rather euphemisms, ones which we all know—sōphrosynē or “moderation”, eunomia or “good order”, aristokratia or “rule of the best”.11 Instead, I investigate how these values were purportedly expressed and embodied through oligarchic political institutions; in other words, how the setup of the oligarchic politeia was meant to translate oligarchic watchwords into concrete governing. The place where I locate this is in the magistracies or offices of oligarchies, their archai. Everyone already knows that these offices were filled, necessarily, by “a few” in oligarchic regimes, those who attained a certain property requirement (a timēma): this is what made these offices formally oligarchic in their composition. I am concerned with something else: the powers of these magistracies. For if Aristotle is right, we can see how oligarchies had a distinctive approach to the powers of the magistracies compared with democracies—an approach that was meant to secure things that even the members of the dēmos could assent to. These included, inter alia, two things I will focus on in particular detail here: 1) consistency in the execution of the laws and 2) discipline in the military sphere. These constituted the price that the dēmos paid for exclusion from the politeuma. They were, therefore, to use a word to which I have already had recourse, part of a kind of bargain.

In order to understand the oligarchic approach to the magistracies, we essentially have to reverse-engineer it from Aristotle’s comments about, and criticisms of, democratic practice. The structure of the paper is thus the following: I will first lay out Aristotle’s account of the powers of the magistracies in democracies, explain why he finds their powers unacceptable, and then extrapolate from that the practices of oligarchies. The concluding part of the study is devoted to an analysis of a historical example of the “oligarchic bargain” at work.

2. Aristotle on the powers of magistrates in democracies

Over the course of the Politics, Aristotle has a story to tell about democratic magistracies—and it is not a happy one. If we know where to look and how to connect the dots, we see that he has a narrative about the progressive diminution of the powers of officials within democracy, but also an explanation of why this happens and what are the results. Let us start, though, with what Aristotle thinks ideally ought to be powers of officials, in any form of constitution. As he says clearly in Book 4, “to put it in the simplest, most fundamental terms, we must speak of these as magistracies [archai]: those that have been granted the powers of deliberating [bouleusasthai] on certain matters, of judging [krinai], and of issuing commands [epitaxai], and this last most of all; for issuing commands is quite characteristic of rule”.12 Three key functions, then. How do they fare under democratic governance? Aristotle deals with the first two together in another passage from Book 4: in the fourth and final form of democracy, “all come together [sc. in the assembly] and deliberate about everything, while the magistracies judge nothing”.13 But he extrapolates to democracy more broadly in a later passage in Book 6, saying that it is characteristic of democracies that “the assembly be authoritative over all matters, or all least the most important matters, while the magistracy be authoritative over nothing, or the least important matters”.14 Here “authority”, being kyrios, almost certainly alludes to the power to deliberate and decide mentioned earlier in the text.

Sticking with judgment for a moment, we see that Aristotle provides us with crucial vocabulary—and a crucial historical example—later on in the same passage in Book 4 quoted above. Here he says that the magistracies in democracies judge nothing but only proanakrinein—“conduct a preliminary investigation”.15 This is an extremely rare Greek term, attested in Classical sources only here and in a passage in the Athēnaiōn Politeia. There the author describes the powers of the thesmothetai before the time of Solon: they were “authoritative [kyrioi] and empowered [autoteleis] to give verdicts [krinein tas dikas] and not, as now, to conduct a preliminary investigation [proanakrinein]”.16 The pro- in proanakrinein indicates that this investigation on the part of the relevant magistrate preceded a trial in a popular dikastērion, where the people had final say. In other words, the magistrate no longer judged: the dēmos did.

Finally, there is the matter of issuing commands. Democratic officials in Athens, at any rate, could and did issue commands, but these were almost always subject to appeal, or rather veto, on the part of the person commanded. This ability of a citizen to have an interaction with an official referred to a popular dikastērion supposedly began already with Solon and is called ephesis eis to dikastērion. The jurist Carlo Pelloso has spelled out the meaning of ephesis thus:


[Ephesis] is a “claim” submitted by the citizen who has suffered some bodily harm, monetary damages, or personal disadvantages from an “authoritative” order issued by a magistrate. Yet, such a procedural remedy either would bear a resemblance to a private “veto” that formally blocks the issuing of a final ruling, or it would turn out to be the “opposition to the enforcement of an authoritative act”.17



In other words, the “authoritative” orders of Athenian magistrates were not, in fact, “authoritative” at all. Above a certain threshold of seriousness, every order by a magistrate (every exercise in epitaxis) was hypothetically subject to a veto by the citizen on the receiving end of it. If a citizen disputed the order, the order’s legitimacy was automatically judged not by any other magistrate but by a popular dikastērion.18 The laws would therefore be upheld in the final instance by the dēmos, not according to the judgment of its administrators.19 It is no wonder, then, that ephesis was controversial: the author of the Ath. Pol. says that some critics of Solon claim that this measure “most strengthened the masses: for where the dēmos is authoritative [kyrios] over the vote [psēphos], there it is authoritative over the whole constitution [politeia]”.20

Democratic practice thus seems to have run roughshod over Aristotle’s preferred powers for the magistracies. More and more matters became the prerogative of the assembly or people’s courts, with the concomitant attenuation of officials’ powers. What was the cause of this dynamic? For Aristotle, the process depends ultimately on the democratic hypothesis or principle of freedom. Freedom has long been identified and discussed by the scholarship as a democratic value, but it has not always been noted how democratic equality intersects with the powers of officials under a democratic regime.21 In fact, all the relevant language is present: as Aristotle famously says,


another [feature of the constitution] is living as one wishes [to zēn hōs bouletai tis]. This they say to be a chief aspect of freedom, if indeed living not as one wishes is [an aspect] of one laboring as a slave [douleuontos]. This is a second defining feature of democracy. From this has resulted [a preference for] not being ruled [archesthai]—ideally by no one, or barring that, by turns [kata meros].22



It is often overlooked that “being ruled” here has a very concrete sense: it means being subject to the authority of an official, an office-holder (an archōn occupying an archē).23 The freedom of the free democratic citizen, the fact of his being not a slave, leads him to not want to be commanded by a magistrate.24 Of course, in democratic Athens and elsewhere, the magistracies were open to members of the dēmos—they were not restricted by a property qualification—and so the dēmos itself can be said to hold office in such circumstances. This is how the Old Oligarch puts it: “the dēmos is the one that holds the magistracies”.25 All the same, even under these conditions it seems that the individual democratic citizen did not appreciate being told what to do by an office-holder, even if that person was also a member of the dēmos. From the fact that decisions of officials could be vetoed by an individual and upheld by a popular court, we can surmise that the democratic citizen thought that the decisions of such a body, which was of course a much more broad-based and representative cross-sample of the citizenry as a whole than a single official, would be more likely to align with his own views. Similarly with the deliberations of the assembly at the expense of officials: here the individual democratic citizen presumably thought the ekklēsia was more representative of people like him than an official—in this case, furthermore, he himself could hope to be part of the assembly that carried out the deliberations. The arrangement was, in summary, supposedly more in line with the democratic value of “living as one wished” and “not being ruled” than an alternative arrangement in which officials had broader prerogatives and their decisions were unappealable.

Aristotle is withering on this aspect of democratic administration. In fact, in the same passage in which he states that under the final form of democracy the magistracies only conduct a preliminary investigation, he immediately follows up with the judgment that “this type of democracy we say to be analogous to a dynastic oligarchy or a tyrannical monarchy”.26 But why should the powers of the magistracies, or rather their lack thereof, make it so? Why should this type of democracy be similar to dynastic oligarchy or tyrannical monarchy, illegitimate forms of rule that do not qualify as politeiai at all? A famous passage in Book 4 gives us some idea. Here Aristotle is discussing the tendency of the dēmos in the fourth and final form of democracy to become a kind of collective tyrant. Very importantly, the magistracies come up again in this narrative:


What is more, those who have complaints [enkalountes] against the magistracies [archai] say the dēmos should judge [krinein], and [the dēmos] gladly accepts the call. As a result of this all the magistracies [archai] are undermined. Whoever claims that this sort of democracy is not a constitution [politeia] would appear to make a well-argued criticism. For where the laws do not rule, there is no constitution. The law must govern [archein] all matters generally, but the magistracies [must govern] the particulars, and this we deem a constitution.27



As we can see, Aristotle thinks it is crucial that the magistracies govern the particulars, and not some other element. Why this should be so we will see in a moment. But for now we can bring the discussion full circle by adducing a later passage that again brings up the democratic value of “living as one likes”:


In those democracies that appear most democratic the opposite to what is beneficial has arisen, and the reason for this is that they wrongly define what it means to be free […] to do whatever one wishes [they consider] free and fair; the result is that each man lives in such democracies as he wishes—“for what he desires”, as Euripides says. But this is base [phaulon]: for one must not think living according to the constitution [politeia] to be slavery [douleia], but salvation.28



Once again we see the democratic concept of freedom as the absence of slavery, and thus as the ability to do whatever one wishes. This implies the lack of an authority telling you what to do; the lack, in other words, of “being ruled”. We can also connect Aristotle’s mention of “living according to the constitution” with his earlier remarks to the effect that living according to a politeia properly so called—that is, a legitimate one—involves being subject to the commands of magistrates, who govern the particulars in place of the laws. The democratic concept of freedom, says Aristotle, gives rise to an anarchic mentality, in the specific sense of not wanting to be told what to do by officials—this, however, he considers to be a mistake, one that in fact robs the members of the dēmos of their genuine safety [sōtēria]. But again, why? How? In the following section I attempt to explain the connection.

3. Oligarchies as self-proclaimed guarantors of the rule of law

No doubt one answer—one that I suspect was given by many practicing oligarchs—was that the members of the dēmos needed to be told what to do, because their choices, if allowed to “live as they like”, would be disordered and shameful. A hint of this mentality comes through in the Old Oligarch’s obsessive (and revealing) desire for an oligarchic change of constitution:


If it is good order [eunomia] you seek, first of all you will see the cleverest men laying down the laws for the others; then the gentlemen will punish [or ‘restrain’] the scum [kolasousin…tous ponērous] and deliberate about the affairs of the city and not allow madmen to serve on the council or make proposals or attend the assembly. Indeed, as a result of all these good policies the dēmos would quickly fall into a state of slavery.29



We will return to this passage below. For now, however, I want to make clear that I am not attributing this view to Aristotle. Aristotle seems to have genuinely believed that a different set of benefits flowed from there being strong magistrates. The main benefit was the rule of law. Earlier we encountered Aristotle’s statement that “[t]he law must govern all matters generally, but the magistracies [must govern] the particulars”. This was important because for the decisions of officials always to be subject, even if only potentially, to the veto and scrutiny of the dēmos meant that the laws just were what the members of the dēmos on a specific occasion thought they were. The execution of the laws became, in that scenario, arbitrary.30 More than that, the dēmos in this situation was arguably serving as judge in its own case: it said what the laws meant and whether they applied to one of its members in any given judgment.31 The dēmos in this scenario could not, using technical terminology from political science, credibly commit to uphold the laws as they were intended to be applied. It could not be counted on to limit its own power.32 In other words, to use Aristotle’s terminology, where officials ceased to govern the particulars, in the sense of executing the laws according to their own judgment, there the laws ceased to govern in general. In a world where, as Mirko Canevaro has shown, the rule of law was the measure of political legitimacy, this is potentially a very powerful argument against the democratic approach to the power of officials, one that ought to have purchase with democrats as well as oligarchs.33

I therefore strongly suspect that oligarchs justified their rule in part by recourse to the notion that under their preferred regime the laws were more consistently applied, and in the spirit in which they were initially enacted. Decisions of officials, in other words, could be relied on to be coherent and constitutional. There are hints of this in the sources. The Old Oligarch, for example, claims that


it is necessary for oligarchically governed poleis to abide by alliances and oaths; for if they do not keep to their agreements, the names of those of the few who did this [are known—the text is slightly corrupt here]. But as many things as the dēmos agrees to, it is possible, by attributing blame to the individual proposing the measure and putting it to a vote, for the rest to refuse [to abide] on the grounds that “I was not present nor do I approve” when they learn of what took place in the assembly.34



The author’s concern here is slightly different from our own, in that he is suggesting that anonymity and unaccountability are what lead the dēmos to renege on commitments. The solution, however, is the same: government by a few men empowered to make unappealable decisions will result in the city following through with its commitments, since individual members of the oligarchy will be identifiable and thus under pressure to abide by previous choices.

As rather more indirect—but still valid—evidence for my proposition about oligarchic justificatory claims, we can consider the fact that Aristotle invites us to extrapolate from his description of democracy what happens in an opposite sense under oligarchies. Notoriously, he declines to describe the characteristics of oligarchy in Book 6 of the Politics, on the grounds that we can simply reckon from opposites basing ourselves on what he has already said about democracy.35 He therefore does not provide a detailed description of oligarchy, but we can reverse-engineer one by turning his description of democracy inside out. The philosopher Peter Simpson has attempted this exercise in an interesting and largely overlooked exploration of oligarchy.36 I will not replicate such an exercise at length here, but the best-case scenario for oligarchy must, on Aristotle’s account, be something like this: in oligarchies officials deliberate and judge on the most important matters, not an assembly of the people; decisions of officials are not appealable to a popular organ (or any organ for that matter); for this reason, duly appointed and time-limited holders of office execute the laws as they see fit, not as a large assembly or lawcourt sees fit; in this way, the magistracies govern the particulars, and the laws govern general matters; and there you have, finally, the rule of law, good order (that is, eunomia in a genuinely positive sense), which is the salvation of the community.

This, I think, must be part of what oligarchs in the sources mean we they say that they govern with moderate good order, sōphrōn eunomia, a phrase used by both Pindar and Bacchylides to describe the governments of Thebes and Aegina, both notably oligarchic.37 It is what Theban oligarchs have in mind in Thucydides when they claim that the oligarchic partisans among the Plataeans had as their goal to become the “moderators” [sōphronistai] of the Plataean democracy’s policy.38 These would this be, not simply empty and self-serving slogans, but implicit pledges to restore a sense of consistency and order that was currently lacking.

We should note that the Athenian democracy itself willingly undertook measures along these lines after the Sicilian disaster, when they appointed ten probouloi from among the older men. In Thucydides’ words,


They decided it was necessary, using the means available to them, not to give in […] and to moderate [sophronisai] the affairs of the polis in the direction of economizing and to elect an official board from among the older men, who would serve as probouloi concerning present matters when appropriate. As a dēmos is wont to do, they were willing to be orderly [eutaktein] in all respects when faced with the immediate terrifying situation.39



To be sure, this is a democracy making a voluntary decision, but it is undoubtedly in an oligarchic direction. The general oligarchic connotation of the office of proboulos is well known from elsewhere, especially Aristotle.40 In the present case the probouloi were a highly selective body along multiple dimensions: not only were they numerically very small for a probouleutic body, but they had a high age requirement, both oligarchic features. Very probably their decisions could not be (or were not meant to be) subject to veto or amendment. They would commit the Athenian polis to a clear and consistent path. As Andrewes remarked, the probouloi “were clearly instituted in order to restrain rash decision”.41 But just as clearly they went against the Athenian dēmos’ usual inclination: only in a scenario of extreme uncertainty and danger would they limit their powers in order to benefit from sōphrosynē and eutaxia, which they acknowledge as desirable goods.

Here one might lodge an objection to the oligarchs’ logic. As I have been arguing thus far, oligarchs claimed to better uphold the rule of law because they left the application of the laws to the discretion of the city’s office-holders, not the caprice of large, anonymous, popular bodies like the assembly and the courts. But this is technically a distinct matter from the oligarchs’ additional claim that the way to secure rule by office-holders was to limit access to the magistracies through the use of property requirements. After all, we can envision a third scenario, in which offices are thrown open to all, but officials still retain the power to deliberate and judge without appeal. What is wrong with this tertium quid? What reasons do we have for doubting its feasibility? I suspect Aristotle would say that the unlikelihood of this arrangement arises from the fact that, under democracy, there are simply too many people in power who value freedom in the sense of living as one likes. An empowered population of this persuasion will always deprive officials of their powers, since it fundamentally does not want to be ruled. Oligarchs, by contrast, may have valued order and discipline, but they never gave much thought to freedom, a point that Kurt Raaflaub was fond of making.42 Oligarchs valued the exercise of power, equality among their group, and the achievement of excellence. When it came to eleutheria, however, they were too far removed from the danger of enslavement ever to care much about freedom in the sense of “living as one likes”.43 Thus, the argument may have gone, if you wanted officials who were going to execute the laws consistently, you had to limit those officials to the class of people who were never going to resist giving an order on the grounds that it prevented a man from living as he likes. But this must remain largely speculative.

4. Oligarchic institutions and ideology in the historical record: A case study

So far I have been trying to reconstruct oligarchic justificatory ideology from the text of Aristotle’s Politics; the Old Oligarch and Thucydides have featured occasionally, but the argument is in danger of relying too exclusively on a late-Classical and in some ways idiosyncratic source. Therefore, in this final part of the paper I want to turn to a largely overlooked passage from Thucydides in order to try to put my argument on surer footing. The passage describes a scenario similar in many ways to that of the Athenians’ decision to appoint probouloi after the Sicilian disaster, but it occurs in Sicily itself, among the Athenians’ opponents, the Syracusans. They have just fought and lost the First Battle of Syracuse of 415 BCE against the Athenians. After burying their war dead, they hold an assembly at which Hermocrates the son of Hermon gives them advice; his speech is supplied by Thucydides in indirect discourse. (Hermocrates, one of the most famous Syracusan politicians of the late fifth century, is described by Thucydides as a man “in other respects second to none in intelligence [xynesis], who during the present war became competent through his experience and famous due to his courage”.44 He is, in other words, quite similar in character to Thucydides’ Pericles.45) He uses the occasion to counsel them “not to resign themselves to what had happened”.46 His practical advice to the Syracusans is the following:


The number of the generals and the multiplication of their command [polyarchia] had greatly damaged them (for they had fifteen generals), as had the disorganized disobedience [asyntaktos anarchia] of hoi polloi. But were a few experienced men to become generals and train the hoplite forces throughout the winter […] and force them to engage in training, he said they would likely conquer their enemies, since they would have both their present courage and in addition good order [eutaxia] in their activities […] it was necessary that they elect a few generals with absolute power [autokratoras] and swear an oath to them that they would allow them to rule [archein] as they saw fit. For thus they would better conceal what needed to be kept secret [kryptesthai], and everything else would be furnished in good order [kata kosmon] and unhesitatingly [aprophasistōs].47



This passage is, in my opinion, oligarchic ideology pure and simple.48 Its oligarchic elements have certainly not been lost on commentators; in her book on Hermocrates, for example, Maria Intrieri notes that every aspect of Hermocrates’ advice “touched on quite sensitive areas for a democracy, such as the publicity of public acts and above all popular sovereignty”.49 She further observes that the restriction of the generalship to fewer men with established credentials also reflects oligarchic thinking, according to which competence could only be the “exclusive patrimony of a ‘few,’ those uniquely capable of gaining a certain level of education”.50 Hermocrates’ preference that the newer, fewer generals be autokratores may also reflect oligarchic ideology.51

This is all true without a doubt. What I wish to do here is put the language of this passage in dialogue with what we have seen in Aristotle. Hermocrates diagnoses the Syracusans’ problem as one of magisterial command: for one thing, the majority simply does not obey the generals’ orders. They display a “refusal of rule”, anarchia, that is literally “without syntax”, disorderly.52 The problem is compounded by the fact that there are too many generals. Their polyarchia, the multiplication of rule, presumably puts them at cross purposes and confuses the troops.53 As in Aristotle, the solution is that the generals’ orders cannot be gainsaid; their power to command should be without appeal and not prescribed in advance. (As Edward Harris has rightly noted, the pledge to allow the generals to rule as they see fit “implies that previously the generals were required to follow specific orders from the Council and Assembly”.54) At the same time, further in keeping with oligarchic thinking, the total number of generals should also be reduced, and those who serve must belong to an elite of skill and experience. The situation is nearly identical to that of Athens after the Sicilian Expedition when they instituted the probouloi, and the result promised is the same: the achievement of eutaxia in place of disorder.55

As in Athens after the Sicilian Expedition, the decision by the Syracusans to adopt Hermocrates’ advice in 415 occurred within a democratic constitutional setup. This is why, in fact, the dēmos of Syracuse not only appoints fewer generals but swears an oath to allow them to rule as they see fit.56 The oath shows that the dēmos of Syracuse remains sovereign, because it constitutes an attempt on the part of the sovereign to—again using terminology from earlier—credibly commit to decisions it might otherwise renege on. There would be no need for an oath to stick by its decision if the dēmos were not the one in power, capable of reversing course on a whim.57 An oath in this case is an attempt at self-limitation; it is a specifically credible commitment device to the extent that the speaker calls on an outside party, in this case the gods, to punish him if he transgresses it; it is also a message from ruler to ruled. In this sense it is the exact equivalent of the oath that Aristotle says oligarchs should swear, to the effect that they will “do the dēmos no wrong”.58 As it happens, they often swear the opposite, that they will be hostile to the dēmos and devise whatever evil against it they can, and it is this oath that has become the more notorious one in modern scholarship.59 However, Aristotle says that, ideally, they should publicly profess to uphold the interests of the people, and we should interpret this as yet another attempt on the part of a ruling class at credible commitment.

In any case, even if this is not the total abandonment of democracy, it is undeniably a move in a more oligarchic direction.60 We see the same goals (eutaxia, kosmos) pursued by the same means (the ability of an elite of office-holders to command and not be questioned). And in addition, more pertinent for my purposes here, is the fact that the terms on which Hermocrates “bargains” with the Syracusan dēmos are meant to have universal appeal. Intrieri claims, in fact, that Hermocrates speaks, at least formally, in a way that displays “full respect for the democratic dialectic”.61 Still, the results could only have pushed the Syracusan constitution towards oligarchy. Extremely relevant on this point is Thucydides’ later description of the proposal for the government of the Four Hundred, in which we read that the members of that body, “convening in the council chamber, were to rule as autokratores, however they judged best”.62 The language, from “autokratores” to the notion of “ruling” (archein) “as they saw fit”/“as they knew best”, is nearly identical.63

This similarity suggests to me that, no matter how acceptable the Syracusan dēmos found the terms of Hermocrates’ bargain, they were in danger of taking a bad deal. That there is something potentially sinister afoot here is made clearer by a comparison with the earlier speech of Athenagoras of Syracuse, the champion of the dēmos. Athenagoras is in fact arguing against a prior speech by Hermocrates himself, who counseled the Syracusans to unite in anticipation of the Athenian expedition’s arrival. Athenagoras dismisses the possibility of an invasion out of hand and focuses on the supposed intrigues of the democracy’s domestic enemies, the wealthy few. However wrong Athenagoras may have been about the Athenian invasion64, he does say something that will take on an eerie resonance subsequently: the few, hoi oligoi, are always “trying to terrify the masses so that that they themselves can rule [archein] the city”; shortly after, he says that the city will not, “terrified at your reports, elect you [the few] its rulers [archontes] and impose upon itself a self-chosen state of slavery [authairetos douleia]”.65 Hermocrates, by taking advantage of a moment of fear and insecurity at a later date, gets himself elected general, empowered to command as he sees fit.66 In this sense his policies would seem to show Athenagoras’ fears coming true, a point not lost on Christopher Pelling, who in his commentary on 6.72 notes that “any pre-existing suspicion that Hermocrates is building his path to tyranny […] might well be strengthened”, with a cross-reference to Athenagoras’ earlier speech.67

Furthermore, even Hermocrates’ nominally positive goals have their potential dark side. Let us recall what he says the Syracusans will accomplish by entrusting fewer generals with unappealable decision-making power: “thus they would better conceal what needed to be kept secret [kryptesthai], and everything else would be furnished in good order [kata kosmon] and unhesitatingly [aprophasistōs]”.68 Now, to be somewhat bold, what is this if not a rephrasing of the Old Oligarch’s description of life under oligarchy, encountered already above? Keeping things secret corresponds to the exclusivity of oligarchic governance, in which non-elites are driven from the council and the assembly.69 “Order” is the Old Oligarch’s eunomia, which in reality entails the chastisement of “the scum” and the “slavery” of the dēmos (douleia; and let us recall Athenagoras’ remarks about an authairetos douleia).70 Finally, note the quickness and efficiency in both passages: Hermocrates promises things will be furnished unhesitatingly, while the Old Oligarch says the rule of oligarchs would ensure that quickly (τάχιστ᾽) the dēmos would fall into slavery.71

I am not claiming that one of these passages consciously reflects the other, that Thucydides is indirectly citing the Old Oligarch, for example; rather, I think their vocabulary belongs to a common oligarchic discourse—that, in fact, they represent the two sides of the oligarchic coin, as it were. The “front-facing”, public side of the coin is that employed by Hermocrates and has to do with justifying oligarchic rule on the basis of shared notions of office, rule, efficiency, and the rule of law. The flip side of the coin, the Old Oligarch’s position—the dark side—reveals how easily these supposedly neutral, even desirable notions could slip into oligarchic domination of the dēmos. There is an expression in English: “he’s like a bad penny, he always turns up”. What I would like to suggest in conclusion is that the dark side of the oligarchic coin was the bad side of the penny that consistently turned up. Despite the oligarchs’ claims of good faith, they found it difficult in practice to—again—light upon ways to credibly commit to refrain from abusing the common people (if this was in fact something they were interested in doing at all). And the dēmos, in turn, had enough experience of the dark side of the oligarchic coin that the whole currency eventually went out of circulation.72



1Pol. 3.1275a 22-23: πολίτης δ᾽ ἁπλῶς οὐδενὶ τῶν ἄλλων ὁρίζεται μᾶλλον ἢ τῷ μετέχειν κρίσεως καὶ ἀρχῆς. For a thorough discussion of this and related passages and a defense of Aristotle’s definition of the citizen against recent reinterpretations, including Blok 2017 and Duplouy 2018a, see Fröhlich 2016; also Faraguna 2025b. For the language of “partaking”, see Filonik 2023.

2It is important to observe that those who do not partake of judgment and office in other poleis fail to be citizens only according to Aristotle’s particular definition of citizenship. As we will see momentarily, such people were still regularly called “citizens”, politai, and this is presumably because they were classified as such by some other criterion—citizen parentage, for example. Nevertheless, Aristotle’s definition of citizenship, which, by his own admission, is quite democratically inflected, had an important basis in reality, and it (or some version of it) became the institutional “rules of the game”, so to speak, by the late fourth century, as has been argued by Ma, using the notion of the “Great Convergence” of polis institutions (2024, 203-28).

3I use “dēmos” here in the more restricted sense, that of the poor, working majority, rather in than the more capacious sense, that of all the citizenry together, rich and poor. On this distinction see Canevaro forthcoming (d).

4On these “passive citizens” see Mossé 1979; Faraguna 2025a, 224.

5See the remarks of Rhodes in a recent volume on ancient citizenship: “In states which were more oligarchically inclined, all the rights associated with citizenship were dependent on a property qualification, so that the population might include men who satisfied the state’s requirement of citizen ancestry but who were disqualified because their property was insufficient” (Rhodes 2023a, 38-39—but note the language of “all the rights”, which suggests that there might be gradations of rights [and by extension of citizenship]). Faraguna develops further the notion that those who did not meet the censitary criteria of an oligarchic regime were in “una sorta di zona grigia nel continuum tra la polis-società e la polis-istituzione in cui resta nell’ombra quella parte della popolazione cittadina che non rientra nella caratterizzazione del polites ‘in senso pieno’ (ἁπλῶς) e non è quindi partecipe del potere politico” (2025a, 221). (On the politeuma, see below). See also Canevaro, this volume.

6[Arist.] Rhet. ad Alex. 2.20 Fuhrmann: καθόλου δὲ εἰπεῖν δεῖ τοὺς νόμους […] ἐν δὲ ταῖς ὀλιγαρχίαις ἀποτρέπειν τοὺς τῆς πολιτείας μετέχοντας ὑβρίζειν τοὺς ἀσθενεστερους. All translations of the Greek are mine.

72.19: δεῖ δὲ καὶ τὰς ζημίας ἐν ταῖς ὀλιγαρχίαις μεγίστας ἐπικεῖσθαι τοῖς ὑβρίζειν τινὰς τῶν πολιτῶν ἐπιχειροῦσι· τὸ γὰρ πλῆθος οὐχ οὓτω τῶν ἀρχῶν ἀγανακτεῖ στερόμενον, ὡς ἔχει βαρέως ὑβριζόμενον.

8For the politeuma, see Arist. Pol. 3.1278b 11-13 (in democracies it is the dēmos, in oligarchies it is those few who meet a designated property requirement) with Simonton 2017, 40; Faraguna 2025a, 221. According to the famous diagramma of Ptolemy for Cyrene, the politeuma of the city is to be a subset of the citizenry, namely those who possess at least 20 Alexandrian minas (IGCyrenaica 010800A.1-9).

9Simonton 2017; on oligarchy see also Alwine 2018.

10See Simonton 2017, esp. 59-61.

11For these terms see Caire 2016, 135-87; Simonton 2017, 59.

124.1299a 25-28: μάλιστα δ᾽ ὡς ἁπλῶς εἰπεῖν ἀρχὰς λεκτέον ταύτας ὅσαις ἀποδέδοται βουλεύσασθαί τε περὶ τινῶν καὶ κρῖναι καὶ ἐπιτάξαι, καὶ μάλιστα τοῦτο: τὸ γὰρ ἐπιτάττειν ἀρχικώτερόν ἐστιν.

134.1298a 28-30: τέταρτος δὲ τρόπος τὸ πάντας περὶ πάντων βουλεύεσθαι συνιόντας, τὰς δ᾽ ἀρχὰς περὶ μηθενὸς κρίνειν.

146.1317b 28-30: τὸ τὴν ἐκκλησίαν κυρίαν εἶναι πάντων ἢ τῶν μεγίστων, ἀρχὴν δὲ μηδεμίαν μηθενὸς ἢ ὅτι ὀλιγίστων.

154.1298a 30: τὰς δ᾽ ἀρχὰς περὶ μηθενὸς κρίνειν ἀλλὰ μόνον προανακρίνειν.

16[Arist.] Ath. Pol. 3.5: κύριοι δ᾽ ἦσαν καὶ τὰς δίκας αὐτοτελεῖς κρίνειν, καὶ οὐχ ὥσπερ νῦν προανακρίνειν.

17Pelloso 2016, 35. This argument has found assent in, e.g., Loddo 2018a, 196; Canevaro 2022, 398.

18As Harris shows (2013b, 21-59), duly appointed officials in the Athenian democracy were tasked with executing the laws, not private individuals. However, above a certain monetary amount, most fines inflicted by magistrates were subject to ephesis eis to dikastērion, as were other serious punishments, as a perusal of the Ath. Pol. makes clear (e.g., [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 42.1, 45.2, 48.5, 52.1, 52.3).

19Nicias, when exhorting his troops on Sicily, reminds them of the anepitaktos exousia, the “unregulated [lit. ‘orderless’] permissiveness” that the Athenian regime extends to all in the ordering of their lives (Thuc. 7.69.2: ὑπομιμνῄσκων καὶ τῆς ἐν αὐτῇ ἀνεπιτάκτου πᾶσιν ἐς τὴν δίαιταν ἐξουσίας). The notion of epitaktein contained in this phrase arguably refers, at least in part, to the commands of magistrates.

20[Arist.] Ath. Pol. 9.1: μάλιστά φασιν ἰσχυκέναι τὸ πλῆθος…κύριος γὰρ ὢν ὁ δῆμος τῆς ψήφου, κύριος γίγνεται τῆς πολιτείας. For the importance of the magistrates’ being able to issue commands in the political thought of Aristotle and (especially) Plato, see Lane 2023.

21On democracy and freedom, see, e.g., Raaflaub 1983; Liddel 2007. For the specific issue of living as one likes, see further below.

22Pol. 6.1317b 11-16: ἓν δὲ τὸ ζῆν ὡς βούλεταί τις. τοῦτο γὰρ τῆς ἐλευθερίας ἔργον εἶναί φασιν, εἴπερ τοῦ δουλεύοντος τὸ ζῆν μὴ ὡς βούλεται. τῆς μὲν οὖν δημοκρατίας ὅρος οὗτος δεύτερος: ἐντεῦθεν δ᾽ ἐλήλυθε τὸ μὴ ἄρχεσθαι, μάλιστα μὲν ὑπὸ μηθενός, εἰ δὲ μή, κατὰ μέρος.

23De Luna et al. do note in a discussion ad loc. that for Aristotle, democratic liberty confuses the liberties of the private and of the public, political sphere; the latter “richiede a ciascuno l’obbedienza alle magistrature e alle leggi”, but the democrat, because of his personal freedom, does not want to obey (2016, 564).

24One might object that Aristotle’s picture of the democrat is false. Filonik 2019, for example, argues that the Athenians never claimed that everyone can live as he likes, since that is the mark of a tyrant, not a law-abiding citizen. For the average Athenian’s devotion to freedom in the private sphere, however, see now Campa 2024. I believe that the Athenian democracy’s treatment of the powers of the magistrates is further evidence that they adhered roughly to the attitude Aristotle ascribes to them, or at least more so than oligarchs historically did (on oligarchs and freedom see below).

25[Xen.] Ath. Pol. 3.13: ὁ δῆμός ἐστιν ὁ ἄρχων τὰς ἀρχάς.

264.1298a 31-33: τὰς δ᾽ ἀρχὰς περὶ μηθενὸς κρίνειν ἀλλὰ μόνον προανακρίνειν, ὅνπερ ἡ τελευταία δημοκρατία νῦν διοικεῖται τρόπον, ἣν ἀνάλογόν φαμεν εἶναι ὀλιγαρχίᾳ τε δυναστευτικῇ καὶ μοναρχίᾳ τυραννικῇ.

27Pol.1292a 28-34: ἔτι δ᾽ οἱ ταῖς ἀρχαῖς ἐγκαλοῦντες τὸν δῆμόν φασι δεῖν κρίνειν, ὁ δὲ ἀσμένως δέχεται τὴν πρόκλησιν: ὥστε καταλύονται πᾶσαι αἱ ἀρχαί. εὐλόγως δὲ ἂν δόξειεν ἐπιτιμᾶν ὁ φάσκων τὴν τοιαύτην εἶναι δημοκρατίαν οὐ πολιτείαν. ὅπου γὰρ μὴ νόμοι ἄρχουσιν, οὐκ ἔστι πολιτεία. δεῖ γὰρ τὸν μὲν νόμον ἄρχειν πάντων, τῶν δὲ καθ᾽ ἕκαστα τὰς ἀρχάς, καὶ ταύτην πολιτείαν κρίνειν.

28Pol. 5.1310a 25-28, 31-36: ἐν δὲ ταῖς δημοκρατίαις ταῖς μάλιστα εἶναι δοκούσαις δημοκρατικαῖς τοὐναντίον τοῦ συμφέροντος καθέστηκεν, αἴτιον δὲ τούτου ὅτι κακῶς ὁρίζονται τὸ ἐλεύθερον… ἐλεύθερον δὲ 〈καὶ ἴσον〉 τὸ ὅ τι ἂν βούληταί τις ποιεῖν: ὥστε ζῇ ἐν ταῖς τοιαύταις δημοκρατίαις ἕκαστος ὡς βούλεται, καὶ εἰς ὃ χρῄζων, ὡς φησὶν Εὐριπίδης: τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐστὶ φαῦλον: οὐ γὰρ δεῖ οἴεσθαι δουλείαν εἶναι τὸ ζῆν πρὸς τὴν πολιτείαν, ἀλλὰ σωτηρίαν.

29[Xen.] Ath. Pol. 1.9: εἰ δ᾽ εὐνομίαν ζητεῖς, πρῶτα μὲν ὄψει τοὺς δεξιωτάτους αὐτοῖς τοὺς νόμους τιθέντας: ἔπειτα κολάσουσιν οἱ χρηστοὶ τοὺς πονηροὺς καὶ βουλεύσουσιν οἱ χρηστοὶ περὶ τῆς πόλεως καὶ οὐκ ἐάσουσι μαινομένους ἀνθρώπους βουλεύειν οὐδὲ λέγειν οὐδὲ ἐκκλησιάζειν. ἀπὸ τούτων τοίνυν τῶν ἀγαθῶν τάχιστ᾽ ἂν ὁ δῆμος εἰς δουλείαν καταπέσοι. For greater oligarchic “oversight” [epimeleia] of the private behaviors of the members of the dēmos in oligarchic regimes, see Simonton 2017, 97. For the idea that the free choices of the citizen poor might constitute a kind of hybris, see Canevaro 2024.

30For an exploration of Aristotle’s problem with democratic lawmaking, see Canevaro, Esu 2018.

31Again, I am considering this from the view that “dēmos” means the free citizen poor, not the whole of the citizen body.

32The canonical example of the logic of “credible commitment” is that of an advancing army burning a bridge behind it so that it cannot retreat. On the importance of credible commitment in limiting the power of government, see North, Weingast 1989. The idea is that without a set of institutions to which all can concede and which itself has the effect of enforcing compliance, a sovereign power’s pledges to limit its own power are not worth the proverbial paper they are printed on, since it can always renege. I will not address in the present chapter whether the dēmos in a democracy was able credibly to commit to upholding the rule of law, although it is obvious that members of the dēmos believed that it was so capable.

33Canevaro 2017b.

34[Xen.] Ath. Pol. 2.17: ἔτι δὲ συμμαχίας καὶ τοὺς ὅρκους ταῖς μὲν ὀλιγαρχουμέναις πόλεσιν ἀνάγκη ἐμπεδοῦν: ἢν δὲ μὴ ἐμμένωσι ταῖς συνθήκαις, †ἢ ὑφ᾽ ὅτου ἀδικεῖ† ὀνόματα ἀπὸ τῶν ὀλίγων οἳ συνέθεντο: ἅσσα δ᾽ ἂν ὁ δῆμος σύνθηται, ἔξεστιν αὐτῷ ἑνὶ ἀνατιθέντι τὴν αἰτίαν τῷ λέγοντι καὶ τῷ ἐπιψηφίσαντι ἀρνεῖσθαι τοῖς ἄλλοις ὅτι Οὐ παρῆν οὐδὲ ἀρέσκει ἔμοιγε, ἃ συγκείμενα πυνθάνονται ἐν πλήρει τῷ δήμῳ.

35Pol. 6.1320b18-20.

36Simpson 2011.

37Pind. fr. 52a.9-10 Snell-Maehler; Bacchyl. 13.182-89.

38Thuc. 3.65.3.

39Thuc. 8.1.3-4: ὅμως δὲ ὡς ἐκ τῶν ὑπαρχόντων ἐδόκει χρῆναι μὴ ἐνδιδόναι […] τῶν τε κατὰ τὴν πόλιν τι ἐς εὐτέλειαν σωφρονίσαι, καὶ ἀρχήν τινα πρεσβυτέρων ἀνδρῶν ἑλέσθαι, οἵτινες περὶ τῶν παρόντων ὡς ἂν καιρὸς ᾖ προβουλεύσουσιν. πάντα τε πρὸς τὸ παραχρῆμα περιδεές, ὅπερ φιλεῖ δῆμος ποιεῖν, ἑτοῖμοι ἦσαν εὐτακτεῖν. On the significance of the phrase μὴ ἐνδιδόναι, see below.

40See, e.g., Pol. 4.1298b 26-29, 1299b 31-36, 6.1322b 16, 1323a 7-9. Note the probouloi attested at oligarchic Corinth: Nic. Dam. BNJ 90 F 60.2. On the Athenian probouloi, see Rhodes 19932, 372-73 (discussing [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 29.2); Hornblower 2008, 752-53 (on the present passage of Thucydides).

41Andrewes in Gomme et al. 1981, 6.

42See, e.g., Raaflaub 2004a.

43They valued, not being eleutheros (“free” tout court), but being eleutherios (“liberal”, “truly free”): see Raaflaub 1983.

44Thuc. 6.72.2: Ἑρμοκράτης ὁ Ἕρμωνος, ἀνὴρ καὶ ἐς τἆλλα ξύνεσιν οὐδενὸς λειπόμενος καὶ κατὰ τὸν πόλεμον ἐμπειρίᾳ τε ἱκανὸς γενόμενος καὶ ἀνδρείᾳ ἐπιφανής.

45On this point see Westlake 1958; Raaflaub 2006, 221; Hornblower 2008, 485; Pelling 2022a, 249.

466.72.2: ἐθάρσυνέ τε καὶ οὐκ εἴα τῷ γεγενημένῳ ἐνδιδόναι. We have already seen the Athenians instituting the probouloi as a way of not “giving in” (ἐνδιδόναι, Thuc. 8.1.3). On the role of not “giving in” when faced with a fearsome crisis as a spur to oligarchic reforms, see below.

47Thuc. 6.72.4-5: μέγα δὲ βλάψαι καὶ τὸ πλῆθος τῶν στρατηγῶν καὶ τὴν πολυαρχίαν (ἦσαν γὰρ πέντε καὶ δέκα οἱ στρατηγοὶ αὐτοῖς) τῶν τε πολλῶν τὴν ἀξύντακτον ἀναρχίαν. ἢν δὲ ὀλίγοι τε στρατηγοὶ γένωνται ἔμπειροι καὶ ἐν τῷ χειμῶνι τούτῳ παρασκευάσωσι τὸ ὁπλιτικόν […] καὶ τῇ ἄλλῃ μελέτῃ προσαναγκάζοντες, ἔφη κατὰ τὸ εἰκὸς κρατήσειν σφᾶς τῶν ἐναντίων, ἀνδρείας μὲν σφίσιν ὑπαρχούσης, εὐταξίας δ᾽ ἐς τὰ ἔργα προσγενομένης […] τούς τε στρατηγοὺς καὶ ὀλίγους καὶ αὐτοκράτορας χρῆναι ἑλέσθαι καὶ ὀμόσαι αὐτοῖς τὸ ὅρκιον ἦ μὴν ἐάσειν ἄρχειν ὅπῃ ἂν ἐπίστωνται: οὕτω γὰρ ἅ τε κρύπτεσθαι δεῖ μᾶλλον ἂν στέγεσθαι καὶ τἆλλα κατὰ κόσμον καὶ ἀπροφασίστως παρασκευασθῆναι.

48The anti-democratic historian William Mitford (1744-1827) found much to agree with in Hermocrates’ criticisms of reigning Syracusan practice: “it were difficult to imagine any thing more inconvenient, or more adverse to effectual exertion, than the system of military command which democratical jealousy, enforced by frequent sedition, had established at Syracuse. The supreme military authority was divided among no less than fifteen officers; and even this numerous board, if the term may be allowed, was, upon all momentous occasions, to take its orders from the people” (1835, 331). (On Mitford’s last point, on democratic orders to the generals, see below; on democratic “jealousy”, see the remarks of Montesquieu quoted in the conclusion.) On Mitford see Murray 2024, 111-19.

49Intrieri 2020, 104: “toccavano ambiti significativamente sensibili per una democrazia, come quello della pubblicità degli atti politici e soprattutto della sovranità popolare”. Bearzot, speaking of Hermocrates’ desire for secrecy, claims that “l’azione clandestina costituiva, per chi fosse orientato in senso antidemocratico, una garanzia di efficacia e insieme di impunità” (2013, 55).

50ibid.: “patrimonio esclusivo dei ‘pochi’, gli unici capaci di accedere a una specifica educazione”. Hermocrates’ advice that the new generals be “experienced” (empeiroi) suggests that some of the fifteen current generals may have relied on something other than a successful military track record when getting elected. For this dynamic in democratic electoral contests, which could take on a “demagogic” cast, see Simonton 2025a (and esp. 128-29 for elections in Syracuse in 357 BCE, when twenty-five generals were elected—polyarchia, indeed).

51Compare the preferences of Theophrastus’ satirical “Oligarchic Man”, who wants fewer officials elected and demands that they be autokratores (Char. 26.2). It is natural that oligarchs would want the dēmos to enjoy less oversight of elected officials. The Oligarchic Man goes so far as to say there might be a single powerful official, a stance verging on glorification of tyranny; as Aristotle points out, making an oligarchy too narrow leads to regime change, as those oligarchs left out of the highest office-holding elite rebel (Pol. 5.1306a12-15). Democracies were perfectly capable of making officials autokratores without inviting regime collapse (see Esu 2024, 61-70), but it entailed a certain risk.

52Aristotle cites anarchia as a reason for the collapse of democratic regimes into oligarchy at Thebes, Megara, Syracuse (before the tyranny of Gelon), and Rhodes (Pol. 5.1302b28-33).

53The word is extremely rare in Classical Greek; see further the example of Xen. Anab. 6.1.18, discussed below. Josephus (AJ 4.8.41) almost certainly has Thucydides in mind when he says polyarchia harms (βλάπτειν) those using it, especially if they need to do something quickly (ὀξέως). Commentators often compare Hermocrates’ polyarchia to the polykoiraniē or “multiplication of rulers” that Odysseus objects to in the Iliad (2.204, noted by Dover in Gomme et al. 1970, 348; Hornblower 2008, 486; Pelling 2022a, 259); the Homeric line became a favorite of oligarchs: Arist. Pol. 4.1292a13-15; Theophr. Char. 26.2; Nepos Dio 7.1.

54Harris 2010, 411. For this tendency (typical of democracies) as it pertains to the Syracuse example, see also Westlake 1958, 251; Robinson 2011, 85; Intrieri 2020, 104. On Hermocrates’ move as oligarchic, see Mattaliano (2012, 100): “La proposta, di spiccato anti-democratico, di esautorazione dell’ekklesia, principale organo di espressione del demos, viene avanzata dallo stratego Ermocrate”, etc.

55The connection between the two events as presented by Thucydides seems to me to be clear, but I have not seen it noted in the major commentaries; see, however, Leppin 1999, 131, discussing Thuc. 6.72.5: “Es ist dann nur folgerichtig, wenn der Historiker die Einsetzung der zehn Probuloi, die manche Funktionen des weitaus größeren Rats bzw. der Prytanen übernahmen, im Gefolge der Sizilischen Katastrophe gutheißt”.

56On the oath see Hornblower 2008, 486-87.

57Scardino (2012, 91), by contrast, seems to think it is the generals who swear the oath, but for the correct sense see Robinson 2011, 85: “an oath from the voters to allow them to command as they see fit”.

58Pol. 5.1310a 10-12: χρὴ δὲ καὶ ὑπολαμβάνειν καὶ ὑποκρίνεσθαι τοὐναντίον, ἐπισημαινομένους ἐν τοῖς ὅρκοις ὅτι “οὐκ ἀδικήσω τὸν δῆμον”.

591310a 6-10: ἐν δὲ ταῖς ὀλιγαρχίαις ὑπὲρ τοῦ δήμου τοὺς ὀλιγαρχικούς, καὶ τοὺς ὅρκους ἐναντίους ἢ νῦν ὀμνύναι τοὺς ὀλιγαρχικούς: νῦν μὲν γὰρ ἐν ἐνίαις ὀμνύουσι “καὶ τῷ δήμῳ κακόνους ἔσομαι καὶ βουλεύσω ὅ τι ἂν ἔχω κακόν”; remarked on by de Ste. Croix 1981, 73; Teegarden 2014a, 3; Simonton 2017, 261.

60Cf. Zahrnt 2006, 648: “These measures curtailed Syracusan democracy considerably”.

612020, 105: “il pieno rispetto della dialettica democratica mostrato da Ermocrate”.

62Thuc. 8.67.3: ἐλθόντας δὲ αὐτοὺς τετρακοσίους ὄντας ἐς τὸ βουλευτήριον ἄρχειν ὅπῃ ἂν ἄριστα γιγνώσκωσιν αὐτοκράτορας.

63Again, commentators appear on the whole to have missed this connection. Andrewes (1981, 169 ad Thuc. 8.67.3), citing Steup, compares Thuc. 1.126.8 (τὸ πᾶν αὐτοκράτορσι διαθεῖναι ᾗ ἂν ἄριστα διαγιγνώσκωσιν), but 6.72.5 seems just as apt.

64Pointed out by, e.g., Bloedow 1996, 148; Robinson 2011, 81; Mader 2013, 245; Cecchet 2024b, 49-50.

656.38.2: βουλομένους καταπλήξαντας τὸ ὑμέτερον πλῆθος αὐτοὺς τῆς πόλεως ἄρχειν; 40.2: οὐ πρὸς τὰς ὑμετέρας ἀγγελίας καταπλαγεῖσα καὶ ἑλομένη ὑμᾶς ἄρχοντας αὐθαίρετον δουλείαν ἐπιβαλεῖται. With the notion that exclusively being ruled by a faction and never ruling oneself amounts to slavery we may compare Aristotle’s presentation of the democrat’s understanding of freedom, discussed above.

66His advice at 6.72.2 is framed as a way of preventing the Syracusans from resigning themselves to their recent defeat (οὐκ εἴα τῷ γεγενημένῳ ἐνδιδόναι). Recall that it was fear that led the Athenians to institute the probouloi after the defeat of the Sicilian Expedition: 8.1.3: πάντα τε πρὸς τὸ παραχρῆμα περιδεές, ὅπερ φιλεῖ δῆμος ποιεῖν, ἑτοῖμοι ἦσαν εὐτακτεῖν. Then, too, their resolution had been “not to give in” (ὅμως δὲ ὡς ἐκ τῶν ὑπαρχόντων ἐδόκει χρῆναι μὴ ἐνδιδόναι).

67Pelling 2022a, 259. Note also his earlier comment: “Hermocrates responds decisively, and in a way that gives him considerably more power: one can increasingly understand why Athenagoras was suspicious” (258). For another treatment that takes Athenagoras’ warnings seriously, see Andrews 2009, 3-5 (and esp. the warning at p. 3 that we must not “be too quick to assume that there was no ‘domestic problem’” of stasis at Syracuse).

68Xenophon seems to have had this passage in mind when he composed Anab. 6.1.18: ἡγήσαντο οὖν, εἰ ἕνα ἕλοιντο ἄρχοντα, μᾶλλον ἂν ἢ πολυαρχίας οὔσης δύνασθαι τὸν ἕνα χρῆσθαι τῷ στρατεύματι καὶ νυκτὸς καὶ ἡμέρας, καὶ εἴ τι δέοι λανθάνειν, μᾶλλον ἂν κρύπτεσθαι, καὶ εἴ τι αὖ δέοι φθάνειν, ἧττον ἂν ὑστερίζειν: οὐ γὰρ ἂν λόγων δεῖν πρὸς ἀλλήλους, ἀλλὰ τὸ δόξαν τῷ ἑνὶ περαίνεσθαι ἄν: τὸν δ᾽ ἔμπροσθεν χρόνον ἐκ τῆς νικώσης ἔπραττον πάντα οἱ στρατηγοί. He likewise notes the greater secrecy, speed, and efficiency brought about by a suppression of polyarchia. The notion that greater secrecy is possible with fewer men goes back to Darius in Herodotus’ Constitutional Debate: σιγῷτό τε ἂν βουλεύματα ἐπὶ δυσμενέας ἄνδρας οὕτω μάλιστα (3.82.2).

69[Xen.] Hell. 1.9: βουλεύσουσιν οἱ χρηστοὶ περὶ τῆς πόλεως καὶ οὐκ ἐάσουσι μαινομένους ἀνθρώπους βουλεύειν οὐδὲ λέγειν οὐδὲ ἐκκλησιάζειν. Note that here it is a matter of what the oligarchs will “allow” (ἐάσουσι), whereas with the Syracusans’ oath we see it is the sovereign dēmos that allows discretion to the generals (ἦ μὴν ἐάσειν ἄρχειν).

70ibid.: εἰ δ᾽ εὐνομίαν ζητεῖς, πρῶτα μὲν ὄψει τοὺς δεξιωτάτους αὐτοῖς τοὺς νόμους τιθέντας: ἔπειτα κολάσουσιν οἱ χρηστοὶ τοὺς πονηροὺς […] τάχιστ᾽ ἂν ὁ δῆμος εἰς δουλείαν καταπέσοι.

71It may be no accident that Alexander Hamilton, one of the Framers of the United States Constitution and an author of the Federalist Papers, made the following case for a single chief executive (that is, the President) in Federalist 70: “Decision, activity, secrecy, and dispatch will generally characterize the proceedings of one man, in a much more eminent degree than the proceedings of any greater number; and in proportion as the number is increased, these qualities will be diminished” (Hamilton et al. 1987, 357). Throughout the essay he castigates “plurality of the executive”, not bad as an English translation of polyarchia. Hamilton was a reader of Montesquieu, who in The Spirit of the Laws disparaged the tendency in democracies whereby “each one wants to be the equal of those chosen to command” (1.8.2); elsewhere he claims that in exuberant democracies, “jealous of the magistrates, they become jealous of the magistracy”, and cites Syracuse after the Sicilian Expedition as an example of a society that was ruined by this tendency (1.8.4). He may have in mind the democracy’s decision to open its magistracies to selection by lot (Diod. Sic. 13.34.6), as well as its deposition of Hermocrates from the generalship (Xen. Hell. 1.1.27). Hamilton was fiercely anti-democratic: see, e.g., Klarman 2016, 244.

72For the decline of oligarchy in the later fourth century and the cementation of democracy’s place as the rules of the game, see Simonton 2017, Ch. 6 and Afterword; Ma 2024, 203-28.
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Autochthony provided the Athenians with a charter myth for their democratic community. In the classical age, the Athenians took pride in their indigenous origins: they had never migrated and had been born from Attica’s very soil. As Vincent Rosivach showed in an influential article, this belief emerged around the middle of the fifth century from the combination of two earlier traditions: the myth of the earthborn origins of the Athenian king Erechtheus, already attested in the Homeric epics (Il. 2.546-551; Od. 7.77-81), and a later tradition, first recorded by Herodotus (1.56.2; 7.161.3; cf. Thuc. 1.2.5-6; 2.36.1), which held that the Athenians had always inhabited Attica.1 The conflation of these narratives allowed the Athenians to construct a powerful myth which, at least in some institutional settings of the democracy, served to legitimise their political equality and promote civic cohesion.2

Despite its central role in Athenian collective identity, the myth of autochthony has received virtually no attention in recent scholarship on the nature of citizenship in classical Athens. This is especially striking given the pivotal role of autochthony in Josine Blok’s influential (and hotly debated) reconceptualization of Athenian citizenship. While a longstanding tradition of studies stemming from Aristotle’s definition of the politēs as “one who has the right to participate in deliberative or judicial office” (ᾧ γὰρ ἐξουσία κοινωνεῖν ἀρχῆς βουλευτικῆς ἢ κριτικῆς) (Arist. Pol. 3.1275b 18-20; tr. Rackham) emphasises political participation as the defining feature of Greek citizenship,3 Blok has argued that the primary locus of citizenship lay in the right to share in the city’s ἱερὰ καὶ ὅσια, that is, respectively, the cult of the gods and the observation of appropriate religious norms in one’s dealings with both humans and gods. This status was grounded in legitimate descent from citizen parents and extended to women as well as men.4

Within this framework, a key development is represented by the enactment of Pericles’ Citizenship Law in 451/0 BCE. By requiring two Athenian parents for citizen status, the reform extended to all Athenians a criterion previously restricted to the genē. This shift resulted in the democratisation of polis priesthoods. Prior to the reform, these were filled exclusively by members of the genē by virtue of their descent from a mythical archēgetēs through a purely Athenian line.5 According to Blok, the full articulation of the myth of autochthony emerged as the ideological corollary of Pericles’ Citizenship Law—it served to legitimise the extension to the entire dēmos of the claim to pure Athenian descent and the right to perform τα ἱερά which had previously been the prerogative of the gennētai.6

By emphasising the religious dimension, Blok has helped redirect scholarly attention to a wider array of characteristics that defined ancient Greek citizenship beyond political participation and has opened important research pathways into female citizenship.7 Her interpretation of autochthony, moreover, is appealing on several respects. As already suggested by Rosivach, the enactment of Pericles’ Citizenship Law is a very likely historical background for the emergence of the full notion of autochthony.8 Nor can it be denied that autochthony could be framed in terms of access to the city’s hiera, at least in cases involving women, where political participation was obviously not a relevant theme. For example, when prosecuting the foreign prostitute Neaera for illegally living with Stephanus, an Athenian, as his wife, Apollodorus claims that the couple had enrolled Neaera’s daughter, Phano, as an Athenian citizen upon the false claim that she was Stephanus’ daughter from a previous marriage. To strengthen his case, Apollodorus alleges that Phano had served as basilinna despite this priesthood being reserved for virgins of Athenian birth and once being the prerogative of the wives of the autochthonous kings of Attica ([Dem.] 59.74-76).9

Yet, Blok may go too far in downplaying the role of political participation in Athenian conceptions of citizenship. This is especially evident in her claim that Aristotle, in identifying access to political archai as the defining criterion of citizenship, was departing from traditional Greek practice.10 As recently argued by Michele Faraguna, Aristotle’s definition, while admittedly narrow and less attentive to important dimensions of Greek citizenship such as religious participation and land ownership, was by no means exceptional. On the contrary, it reflected a broader and longstanding emphasis on the political dimension of citizenship which emerged already during the Archaic period and is well attested in both literary and epigraphical sources.11

Autochthony provides an excellent test case for assessing the centrality of political participation in the cultural debates over citizenship in fourth-century Athens. As Mirko Canevaro shows in a forthcoming contribution, autochthony served as a powerful weapon in an ideological battle around the participation and hegemony of the lower classes in the political institutions of the city. The ideology of autochthony, while expressing the racial superiority of the Athenians over other nations, was mobilized by the dēmos to assert the eugeneia and equality of all male citizens, countering elite narratives that sought to limit political authority to those of noble birth. Such a democratisation of eugeneia prompted the elite to find other criteria for legitimising their claims for the exclusion of the lower classes from political activity, namely virtue, education and scholē.12

Building on Canevaro’s insights, I aim to investigate Plato’s mythmaking as a precious, yet relatively underexplored source for understanding elite responses to the democratic discourse on autochthony and citizenship.13 I begin by outlining the conceptualisation of autochthony in Athenian democratic discourse, focusing on its articulation in the epitaphios logos. I show that the surviving funeral speeches conceptualise Athenian autochthony through a relatively fixed set of motifs (the omission of the earthborn kings; the Athenians’ collective eugeneia; the metaphor of the family) to legitimise the political equality of all citizens under the democracy. I then turn to Plato’s own myths of autochthony in the Republic, Timaeus and Critias to examine how those very motifs could be appropriated or subverted in elite counter-discourse to challenge the democratic conception of political equality. As I result, I demonstrate that the myth of autochthony and its discursive components were deployed within a heated debate on citizenship which revolved primarily around political participation and where access to cult only played an ancillary role.

1. Autochthony and political participation in democratic discourse

At the state funeral for the war dead, orators regularly deployed the myth of autochthony to foster civic cohesion among the Athenians.14 Their standard rhetorical strategy is best exemplified by Demosthenes’ Funeral Speech for the dead of Chaeronea. Demosthenes (60.3-4) envisages autochthony as a collective quality that grants eugeneia to all Athenians (γεγενῆσθαι καλῶς … ἡ γὰρ εὐγένεια τῶνδε τῶν ἀνδρῶν). He makes no mention of the earthborn kings and claims that each citizen’s ancestry can be traced back not only individually to a father (οὐ γὰρ μόνον εἰς πατέρα … κατ᾽ ἄνδρα) but also collectively to their fatherland (ἀλλ᾽ εἰς ὅλην κοινῇ τὴν ὑπάρχουσαν πατρίδα), “which they all share in common and in which they are recognized as autochthonous” (ἧς αὐτόχθονες ὁμολογοῦνται εἶναι; tr. Worthington).15 Autochthony is constructed through the metaphor of the family. The Athenians are described as legitimate children and therefore legitimate citizens (γνησίους… πολίτας) of their fatherland, whereas the other nations are made up of immigrants (ἐπήλυδας) and are similar to adopted children (τοῖς εἰσποιητοῖς τῶν παίδων). Autochthony, therefore, levels social differences and fosters cohesion within the Athenian citizen body, while providing a prestigious claim of superiority over the other nations.

Demosthenes’ Funeral Speech effectively illustrates the standard form of the myth of autochthony in democratic discourse but does not provide clear indications on whether this myth framed citizenship primarily in political or religious terms.16 For an answer to this question, we need to turn to Lysias’ Funeral Oration. In addressing the theme of autochthony, the speech employs many of the motifs found in Demosthenes, albeit with some variations. Like Demosthenes, Lysias (2.17) omits reference to the earthborn kings so as to emphasise the Athenians’ collective autochthony. He contrasts the Athenians with the other nations. These are depicted as ethnically diverse and as usurpers of the lands of others, whereas the Athenians are inherently just (ἥ τε γὰρ ἀρχὴ τοῦ βίου δικαία) because, by virtue of their autochthony (αὐτόχθονες ὄντες), they never displaced other peoples but possess the same land as mother and as fatherland (τὴν αὐτὴν ἐκέκτηντο μητέρα καὶ πατρίδα). Lysias, therefore, does not stress the Athenians’ eugeneia or their legitimacy of birth;17 yet, by equating the Athenians’ fatherland with their mother, he metaphorically portrays their community as a family.

Most importantly, Lysias gives autochthony clear political connotations,18 as he links it with the ancestors’ propensity to act with one mind (μιᾷ γνώμῃ χρωμένοις; Lys. 2.17). Given the historical context of the speech, which is set about ten years after the democratic restoration,19 this reference to homonoia is politically charged, as it reflects the climate of the amnesty between democrats and oligarchs.20 The theme is immediately reinforced when Lysias (2.18) recounts how those autochthonous ancestors overthrew δυναστείας and established democracy, because they believed that freedom for all was the greatest form of concord (ὁμόνοιαν).21 This is usually taken as a reference to the suppression of local potentates during the synoecism, but the wording may also establish a parallel with contemporary political developments.22 As noted by Cinzia Bearzot, the term δυναστεία can denote particularly narrow oligarchic regimes (Arist. Pol. 1292b 4-10; 1293a 30-34), and it is no coincidence that the same term is used in the Aristotelian Constitution of the Athenians to describe the Thirty Tyrants ([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 36.1).23 By connecting autochthony with homonoia and the overthrow of δυναστείας, therefore, Lysias presents autochthony as the foundation of a community which had recently reestablished the principle of the participation of all citizens in the political institutions under equal rights.

The political relevance of autochthony is even more explicit in the parodic epitaphios logos delivered by Socrates in Plato’s Menexenus.24 Socrates recalls the non-immigrant origin of the ancestors (ἡ τῶν προγόνων γένεσις οὐκ ἔπηλυς οὖσα) as the cause of the nobility of birth (εὐγενείας) of the war dead. These are described as autochthonous people who inhabit and live in their true fatherland (αὐτόχθονας καὶ τῷ ὄντι ἐν πατρίδι οἰκοῦντας καὶ ζῶντας) as opposed to foreign residents (μετοικοῦντας). The Athenian ancestors, moreover, have not been raised by a stepmother like the other nations (τρεφομένους οὐχ ὑπὸ μητρυιᾶς ὡς οἱ ἄλλοι) but by the motherland in which they lived (ὑπὸ μητρὸς τῆς χώρας ἐν ᾗ ᾤκουν), who gave birth to them (τεκούσης), reared them (θρεψάσης), and received them again upon their death (Pl. Menex. 237b-c). Plato, therefore, uses the same motifs as Demosthenes but provides a very literal interpretation of the metaphor of the family. In doing so, he also uses autochthony as an aetiology of the Athenian political system, in which no citizen dominates on the others. For Socrates argues that the mixed origins of the other nations result in tyrannical and oligarchic regimes (τυραννίδες τε καὶ ὀλιγαρχίαι), whose citizens regard one another as slaves or masters (οὖν ἔνιοι μὲν δούλους, οἱ δὲ δεσπότας ἀλλήλους νομίζοντες). The Athenians, on the other hand, are all brothers born of the same mother (μιᾶς μητρὸς πάντες ἀδελφοὶ φύντες), and their equality of birth (ἡ ἰσογονία) according to nature results in their equality of rights (ἰσονομίαν) according to law (238e-239a).

The surviving funeral speeches, therefore, conceptualise Athenian autochthony through a standard set of motifs which strip the myth of its potential hierarchical implications: the earthborn kings are omitted, eugeneia is collectivised, and the Athenian community is cast as a family of legitimate sons of the same land. This allowed the orators to highlight the Athenians’ superiority compared to other nations, but also to legitimise the political order established by the democracy. In democratic discourse, in other words, autochthony asserts a view of Athenian citizenship which undercuts elite privilege and stresses the equal participation of all adult males of legitimate birth in the political institutions of the polis.

2. Autochthony and elite counter-discourse in Plato’s mythmaking

As a parody of the epitaphios logos, Plato’s Menexenus deploys the core features of democratic discourse on autochthony and exaggerates them to paradoxical effects—by virtue of their autochthony, the Athenians are all nobly born and live with equal rights under a democracy which is in fact an aristocracy (Pl. Menex. 238d: καλεῖ δὲ ὁ μὲν αὐτὴν δημοκρατίαν, ὁ δὲ ἄλλο, ᾧ ἂν χαίρῃ, ἔστι δὲ τῇ ἀληθείᾳ μετ᾽ εὐδοξίας πλήθους ἀριστοκρατία). But the dialogue also provides early evidence of Plato’s life-long fascination with the theme of autochthony, which he pursued with increasing creativity and philosophical density in later phases of his production. For the Republic, Timaeus and Critias feature myths of autochthony designed by Plato to reflect and justify imaginary constitutional arrangements which are far from democratic.25 These works illustrate how elite-counter discourse could appropriate the ideology of autochthony to reconceptualize citizenship so as to exclude large sections of the population from political participation.

Plato’s Republic is the first of his works to repurpose autochthony to these ends. The dialogue starts off as a discussion on justice. In response to Thrasymachus’ argument that injustice is more advantageous and conducive of happiness than justice, Socrates shows that the just man is wise and good, while the unjust man is his opposite; that injustice causes internal turmoil and makes one incapable to act; and that the just man, unlike the unjust man, lives a good life (Pl. Resp. 1.343c-354a). Thrasymachus’ thesis, however, is taken up by Glaucon and Adeimantus, who bring new arguments to its support, and Socrates is called on to defend justice again. To do so, he elects to analyse justice in the city, as this allows him to understand individual justice on a larger scale (2.357a-365b).26

Most of the dialogue is thus devoted to designing the ideal state. This shall be structured around a tripartite division of its population: on the one hand, the guardians, who are further split into rulers and auxiliaries; on the other, the producers (Pl. Resp. 3.412b-417b). Socrates provides several details about the life of the guardians—they shall not be allowed to hold private property (3.417b); women shall be included among their ranks and have the same tasks as men (5.451c-456c); they shall not have families but will share women and children in common, and reproduction will be regulated by the state (5.457d-462a)—and argues that the rulers shall be philosopher-kings (5.473c). Socrates argues that justice coincides with the principle of specialisation, whereby every class performs the tasks it is meant to perform and none tries to encroach on the prerogatives of the classes to which one does not belong: the rulers shall rule, the auxiliaries shall defend the city, and the producers shall practise their crafts (4.432d-434c).27

Autochthony comes into play when Socrates introduces the Noble Lie, which provides the charter myth of the ideal state.28 Socrates has just discussed the education of the guardians and divided their class between rulers and ruled (οἵτινες ἄρξουσί τε καὶ ἄρξονται; Pl. Resp. 3.386a-412c). After establishing that the rulers shall be the best among the guardians (φυλάκων… ἀρίστους), he clarifies that only those who have qualified as such after a series of tests and challenges shall be called guardians in the full sense (φύλακας παντελεῖς), whereas the others shall be called helpers and aids for the decrees of the rulers (ἐπικούρους τε καὶ βοηθοὺς τοῖς τῶν ἀρχόντων δόγμασιν). Among other qualities, the rulers will need to prove that they care for the interests of the state. Socrates argues that one is likelier to care for what one loves, and that one is likelier to love something if one perceives that its interests coincide with one’s own (412c-414b).

To make sure that the rulers care for the interests of the city, Socrates devises the Noble Lie (γενναῖόν τι ἓν ψευδομένους): a useful falsehood (τῶν ψευδῶν τῶν ἐν δέοντι γιγνομένων) that will instil in the guardians love for the state,29 or at least will be believed by the rest of the community. The guardians will need to be persuaded that the education they received was just a dream and that in truth they have been moulded and reared within the earth (ὑπὸ γῆς ἐντὸς πλαττόμενοι καὶ τρεφόμενοι). Socrates here draws inspiration from the Theban myth of autochthony. He labels the tale “something Phoenician” (Φοινικικόν τι), which is allusion to Cadmus, and describes the guardians as being born within the earth already equipped with their weapons, which parallels the birth of the Theban spartoi.30 Yet, by describing the earth as mother and nurse (ἡ γῆ αὐτοὺς μήτηρ οὖσα… ὡς περὶ μητρὸς καὶ τροφοῦ τῆς χώρας) and by portraying the citizens as brothers and as children of the earth (ἀδελφῶν ὄντων καὶ γηγενῶν), Plato echoes the metaphor of the family observed in the funeral speeches, which suggests that he is engaging with Athenian democratic discourse on autochthony (Pl. Resp. 3.414b-e).

Not unlike the epitaphic versions, Socrates’ myth of autochthony is meant to foster civic cohesion and devotion to the city, and like those versions it is mainly declined in political terms. As we have seen, the Noble Lie is introduced in the context of the education of the guardians and their distinction into rulers and ruled. Moreover, while the guardians and the auxiliaries will be later said to set up camp and perform sacrifices (Pl. Resp. 3.415e),31 the primary task they are expected to perform as a result of their autochthonous origins is that of deliberating about and defending (βουλεύεσθαί τε καὶ ἀμύνειν) the land which is their mother and nurse.32

This political emphasis is even more pronounced in the second part of the Noble Lie, which reveals the extent of Plato’s departure from the democratic understanding of autochthony. Socrates merges autochthony with the Hesiodic myth of the metals to justify the subdivision of society into three classes.33 The citizens will have to be persuaded that, even though they are brothers, the god has mixed different metals into their souls. Those fit to rule (ὅσοι μὲν ὑμῶν ἱκανοὶ ἄρχειν) have been infused with gold, the auxiliaries with silver, and the producers with iron and bronze. Socrates allows for the possibility of class mobility should a child be born whose soul is infused with a different metal than his parents. Yet, his main concern is to prevent those of inferior metals from becoming guardians, so much so that he devises an oracle which foretells that the state will be ruined if iron or bronze ever come to rule (Pl. Resp. 3.415a-c).

The Noble Lie subverts the democratic ideals conveyed by the myth of autochthony.34 While it encourages all citizens, regardless of class, to view one another as brothers, it also conditions them to accept their inherent inequality and predetermined roles in society as well as the power of the rulers over the ruled.35 As noted by Peter Rose, Plato defends and repurposes elite claims to inherited superiority. Since his guardians are not allowed private property, Socrates detaches excellence from wealth (Pl. Resp. 5.458d). This apparent move towards equality is compensated by the elevation of physis, understood as innate character, as the determinant of one’s place in society (2.370a-b). Socrates’ ideal city will even implement a eugenic programme to ensure that the best men are paired with the best women to produce the best offspring (5.458d-460b), virtually restricting the practical possibility of the class mobility he had theoretically allowed. Finally, when Socrates later proposes that rulers should be philosophers (5.473c), he highlights the aristocratic credentials of the philosophical nature, which is characterised by an innate capacity to strive toward what is real (6.489e-490a), and stresses the rarity of individuals being born with these qualities (6.491a-b)—nothing further away from democratic discourse on autochthony as the foundation of the Athenians’ collective eugeneia and political equality.36

The political implications of the Noble Lie are expounded further in Plato’s Timaeus and Critias, where autochthonous origins are claimed for both primeval Athens and its negative foil, Atlantis.37 Timaeus starts with Socrates summarising a conversation from the previous day on the topic of the ideal state. This largely corresponds to the city described in the Republic: it is divided into a class of guardians and one of producers, though the latter is not further split into rulers and auxiliaries; the occupations of each class are set according to the rule of specialisation; the guardians do not possess private property and share women and children; women share the same tasks as men. Socrates then expresses the wish to hear a tale portraying this state in action, such as fighting a great war (Pl. Ti. 17c-20c).38

Socrates’ desire is met by Critias,39 who claims that such a story, originally told to Solon by an Egyptian priest, had been handed down within his family and relates how Athens defeated the invading maritime empire of Atlantis some 9,000 years earlier (Pl. Ti. 20c-26e). Critias only provides a summary of the conflict and does not discuss the political structure of the belligerent states in detail. He merely remarks that primeval Athens was “most well-ordered in all respects” (κατὰ πάντα εὐνομωτάτη; 23c) and briefly illustrates its class division through the parallel of Egyptian society (24a-b).40 Yet, Critias does connect Athens’ ancient constitution to autochthony. He claims that Athena was allotted the Athenians’ land and reared and educated them (ἔλαχεν καὶ ἔθρεψεν καὶ ἐπαίδευσεν) when she received their seed from Earth and Hephaestus (ἐκ Γῆς τε καὶ Ἡφαίστου τὸ σπέρμα παραλαβοῦσα ὑμῶν; 23d-e), and credits the goddess with arranging their constitutional order at the time of the foundation of their state (ταύτην οὖν δὴ τότε σύμπασαν τὴν διακόσμησιν καὶ σύνταξιν ἡ θεὸς προτέρους ὑμᾶς διακοσμήσασα κατῴκισεν; 24c).

Critias’ characterisation of Athena as a nurturing figure for the Athenians reprises the family metaphor used in the epitaphios logos to underscore the civic community’s shared descent and maternal bond with the land. At the same time, Socrates subverts the epitaphic paradigm by alluding to the earthborn Erichthonius, and in doing so rehashes an ancient tradition, already attested in Homer, which stressed the goddess’ special relationship with the earthborn kings of Attica.41 But, most crucially, primeval Athens is labelled εὐνομωτάτη. By the late fifth century, eunomia had become a key term in oligarchic critiques of democracy, most notably in the so-called Old Oligarch ([Xen.] Ath. Pol. 1.5-9), where it designated the orderly governance allegedly undermined by the lawless and arbitrary nature of popular rule.42 In attaching this notion to the earthborn community established by Athena, therefore, Critias repurposes democratic discourse on autochthony so as to provide legitimisation to a state founded upon the rule of the best and the exclusion of the producers from political activity.

These political implications are explored further in Plato’s unfinished Critias, where the namesake character offers the detailed account of the Atlantis story he had promised in Timaeus. Critias describes the institutions and physical environment of primeval Athens as well as Atlantis, which appear as opposites. Primeval Athens is portrayed as a land power, with the city structured around an enlarged Acropolis surrounded by a fertile countryside. Its social structure largely (though not completely) mirrors the ideal state of the Republic. Citizens are divided into a producing and a guardian class, and the former provides the latter with its basic necessities. By contrast, Atlantis is portrayed as a sea power. Poseidon arranged its landscape into a series of concentric circles of land and sea and provided the Atlanteans with everything they needed. The kings of Atlantis, however, kept improving the city with complex works and lavish temples and extended their rule over other islands and territories even within the Pillars of Heracles.43

In Critias, the political significance of autochthony is immediately spelt out. Critias states that, when the earth was distributed among the gods, Attica was allotted to Athena and Hephaestus. These produced good autochthonous men (ἄνδρας δὲ ἀγαθοὺς ἐμποιήσαντες αὐτόχθονας) and placed the organization of their constitution (τὴν τῆς πολιτείας τάξιν) in their minds (Pl. Criti. 109c-d), so that their population was divided into producers and guardians by godlike men (ὑπʼ ἀνδρῶν θείων; 110c).44 Like in Timaeus, therefore, autochthony is used for claiming primeval Athens’ special relationship with its tutelary deities and legitimising it constitution and class system. The latter is predicated upon the principle of specialisation spelt out in the Republic, which requires that one’s nature determines one’s only occupation. This is most evident when Critias states that the land was cultivated by true farmers who did only that one thing (ὑπὸ γεωργῶν μὲν ἀληθινῶν καὶ πραττόντων αὐτὸ τοῦτο) and were naturally suited (εὐφυῶν) for this purpose (111e).45

Critias’ version of Athenian autochthony implicitly reprises the family imagery of the funeral speeches. By stressing Athena and Hephaestus’ fraternal relation and omitting Hephaestus’ attempted rape of Athena, Critias may be hinting at the brotherly nature of the ancient Athenian community. This in turn may reflect the cohesion between guardians and producers, which mirrors the brotherly relationship between their respective patron deities, Athena and Hephaestus.46 Moreover, as argued by Kathryn Morgan, Plato evokes autochthony so as to combine the principle of specialisation with a sort of agrarian ideal—evident in the physical structure of primeval Athens—whereby the city is merged with the countryside.47 While the principle of specialisation counters democratic egalitarianism, the agrarian ideal advocates an alternative, non-naval Athens with no place for the imperial attitudes of the fifth century and the thetic class traditionally employed in the fleet.48

The maritime character of classical Athens, as we have seen, is attributed to Atlantis,49 which also gets its own version of autochthony. According to Critias, in the centre of the island lived one of the original earthborn men (τῶν ἐκεῖ κατὰ ἀρχὰς ἐκ γῆς ἀνδρῶν γεγονότων), named Euenor,50 together with his wife, Leucippe, and their daughter, Cleito. Poseidon, to whom Atlantis had been allotted, became attracted to Cleito and fathered five pairs of twin sons with her. To their firstborn, Poseidon gave Cleito’s home and the surrounding area, which was the most fertile, and made him king over his brothers, who each received a portion of land for them to rule as kings (Pl. Criti. 113c-114a). Each king had supreme authority over his region and its inhabitants, but the relations between the kings had been regulated by Poseidon himself and inscribed on a stele of orichalch (119c-d).51

Together with divine descent and Poseidon’s direct intervention, therefore, autochthony provides the foundation for Atlantis’ political organization. Critias does delve into the religious role of the ten kings, particularly the sacrifices they performed during their gatherings at the temple of Poseidon (Pl. Criti. 119d-120d). However, the contrast between Atlantis and primeval Athens highlights two significant political implications of autochthony in relation to contemporary Athens. First, whereas democratic discourse on autochthony emphasises political equality, Critias’ two versions of autochthony stress the importance of physis for the preservation of the state. The ancient Athenians, since their autochthonous birth, were instilled with the belief that one’s place in society is determined by one’s nature. This principle of specialisation ensured their political stability and enabled them to maintain a guardian class consistently numbering around 20,000 members (112d). Atlantis, by contrast, owed its well-being to the divine nature of its earthborn kings. For a time, these were able to conquer many territories and amass great riches without succumbing to corruption. Over several generations, however, the divine element in their nature became diluted, and they lost the capacity to handle their wealth and power without experiencing moral decay (120e-121a).52

Second, just like primeval Athens—with its agrarian nature and certain military traits reminiscent of Sparta53—acts as a positive foil to contemporary Athens, the naval empire of Atlantis reflects the flaws of the Athenian Empire and has sometimes been read as a warning against the renewed imperial ambitions of fourth-century Athens.54 While primeval Athens is characterised by an agricultural economy and simple lifestyle, Atlantis thrives thanks to its three harbours, visited by ships and merchants from all over the world (Pl. Criti. 117d-e). As noted by Christopher Gill, this picture of a bustling commercial port evocative of the Piraeus would have carried negative connotations for the Athenian elite and would have plausibly been interpreted as a source of moral corruption.55 Moreover, whereas the Athenians of old were “leaders of the other Greeks with their consent” (τῶν δὲ ἄλλων Ἑλλήνων ἡγεμόνες ἑκόντων; 112d), Critias’ narrative implies that the Atlanteans had acquired their empire through military conquest (114c; cf. Pl. Ti. 24e-25b). The first picture is reminiscent of the chauvinistic narratives of the funeral speeches, which similarly depicted the Athenian Empire as a benign hegemony (cf. e.g. Lys. 2.47, 55-56); the second merges features reminiscent of the Persian Empire with elite criticisms of the Athenian Empire familiar, for example, from Isocrates (Isoc. 8.36-37).56

3. Conclusions

Athenian democracy, especially in the context of the state funeral for the war dead, elaborated a discourse on autochthony centred around a series of key motifs—the omission of the earthborn kings, the collectivisation of eugeneia, and the metaphor of the Athenian community as a family. By picturing themselves as sharing a collective nobility of birth by virtue of their descent from the Attic soil, the Athenians promoted civic cohesion and their superiority to other nations, while at the same time legitimising the equal rights of all citizens to access political institutions. At the same time, autochthony was a deeply contested mythical resource in cultural debates over citizenship in classical Athens. Possibly due to its origins in the conflation of two separate traditions—the myth of the earthborn kings of Attica and the belief in the Athenians’ indigenous nature—autochthony proved to be a remarkably flexible notion. Its adaptability allowed it to be redeployed by the elite to counter democratic claims of political equality.

This anti-democratic repurposing of democratic motifs has been exemplified in Plato’s mythmaking in the Republic, Timaeus, and Critias. In the Republic, while adopting the family metaphor to foster civic cohesion within his ideal state, Socrates transforms the myth of autochthony to support a class system rooted in the principle of specialisation based on one’s physis, so as to restrict political agency to a subgroup of best citizens within the guardian class. The myth of autochthony is further developed in Timaeus and Critias, where both primeval Athens and its negative foil, Atlantis, are given autochthonous origins to reflect on the problems of contemporary democracy. Primeval Athens derived from autochthony a stable, agrarian constitution with a class system based on physis, whereas Atlantis built a naval and commercial empire, but its rulers, despite their earthborn origins, ended up corrupted by luxury and power once their divine nature was diluted.

Despite the importance of religion and cult in Greek conceptions of citizenship, the ideological struggle over autochthony was ultimately centred on the question of who was entitled to and deemed worthy of participating in political life. Whatever the original motivations behind the articulation of the full notion of autochthony in the fifth century, the way the myth of autochthony was articulated in both democratic and anti-democratic discourse suggests that fourth-century Athenians largely shared Aristotle’s understanding of citizenship as grounded primarily in political participation.
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1. Women as mothers and citizens: property, inheritance and cult

The issue of women’s citizenship is notoriously controversial: it is often ignored or only admitted from the functional perspective of the generation of legitimate citizens. Josine Blok’s recent work has revived the issue by emphasising the role of religion as the basis for sharing in the polis (Blok 2017); the religious connotations of women’s citizenship have been identified, among others, by Geneviève Hoffmann (1999) and Nicholas Jones (1999), and, particularly in relation to priestesses, by Robert Parker (1996) Joan Breton Connelly (2007), and Blok herself with Stephen Lambert (2009). Edward Cohen suggests that the word politis (“citizeness”), shows that Athenian women were permitted and expected, as politides, to “share in” significant aspects and activities related to the polis, which were no less relevant that men’s political activities (Cohen 2000, 31-48). As asserted by Violaine Sébillotte Cuchet (2016), the notion of women’s citizenship within the context of the politides is indeed valid. The hesitancy among scholars to embrace the concept of female citizenship is not rooted in ancient linguistic and institutional practices, but rather, it is more attributable to contemporary ideological influences. Cohen and Sébillotte Cuchet both recognise women’s participation in the polis from a perspective that is primarily, if not essentially, linked to religion, as is also the case with Blok. A significant body of research has identified the participation of women in religious and cultic activities as a means of defining citizenship for women: Parker (1996, 80) described it as “a kind of ‘cultic citizenship’”. As Giangiulio (2017, 41) has recently highlighted, the Cretan polis of Axos offers a compelling case study. It is here that we encounter the earliest known reference to astai, a term used to denote female civic identity. This reference appears in an inscription recording participation of the astai in sacred rituals associated with the military sphere, which was exclusively occupied by males.1 Although the recognition of women as participants in the polis was primarily rooted in a religious context, it is frequently accompanied by a call for a re-examination of the concept of citizenship itself, along with its practices and implications.2 In the field of scholarship, three distinct approaches have been identified concerning female citizenship in ancient Greece. The first perspective posits the absence of any formal recognition of female citizenship in ancient Greece (Loraux 1990). The second viewpoint asserts that women were considered citizens solely in their capacity as mothers of male citizens (Brulé 2003 among others). The third approach suggests that women participated in the life of the polis, albeit indirectly, through their involvement in sacred events and cults.

In Athens, there is no doubt that astai mothers played a pivotal role in ensuring the fulfilment of the civic obligation of citizenship, after Pericles’ decree of 451/0 excluded those not born ἐξ ἀμφοῖν ἀστοῖν from participation in citizenship (μὴ μετέχειν τῆς πόλεως).3 Notwithstanding their formal recognition as citizens, women’s participation in citizenship was primarily, if not exclusively, confined to their role as mothers of male citizens. This perspective has been recently reiterated by Christopher Joyce (2023b, 350-1): “Women were citizens of Athens in the important legal sense that it was necessary to have an Athenian mother for a free adult male to be citizen”, adding that “when the theoretical categories of ‘citizenship’ and ‘social participation’ are confused in scholarship, there loons a danger that an accurate description of the contribution of Athenian women to the history of Athens comes under threat”.4 Conversely, Barbara Schipani’s contribution to the same volume proposes that the domains of activity available to or designated for women were distinct and divergent from those allocated to men (Schipani, Ferraioli 2023, 198-201). This conceptualisation of areas of agency would not diminish women’s participation in the city as wives and mothers, within the oikos and while performing collective functions of primary importance, particularly religious ones. Their political function should be recognised in their service to their community. Active membership within the oikos was, according to Cohen (2000, 38, 45-46), the premise and the condition for the attribution of citizenship to both male and female members of the community: “Both men and women derived their right and their reality of participation in the polis not from personal attributes, but from their familial positions within the ‘household’”.

I will not be pursuing the “religious path”, which has already been explored with relevant arguments that, however, do not seem truly conclusive to me, when it comes to analysing forms and developments of the institutionalisation of citizenship. I think it is important to bear in mind that, for historical research, institutionalisation is a point of arrival, behind which we must seek to reconstruct the trajectories that culminated in its establishment as a process. This concept has been elucidated by Michele Faraguna (2024) and, to quote Catherine Neveu (2023), it is essential “to search not the meaning but the making of the meaning”.

In contemplating the relationship between motherhood and citizenship, it would be worthwhile to challenge the idea that Greek women participated in citizenship solely as mothers of citizens. The present study seeks to investigate the extent to which motherhood granted greater recognition to Greek women within the polis. My hypothesis is that motherhood completed their timē and gave them authority in various areas of domestic and public life, including, of course, sacred activities and offices, as well as social, economic and legal matters. While Aurélie Damet (2015) has made important observations on this subject, further exploration is possible. The selection of topics will be constrained, necessitating a focus on two primary issues concerning the institutionalisation of citizenship for female members of the polis:

a.The relationship between women and property in defining female citizens; 

b.The evidence for female citizenship and the meaning of being πολῖτις, as a specific way of sharing in the polis, not limited to mere reproduction of male citizens.

2. Outside of Athens

It has been hypothesised that the constraints on the attribution of rights and civic acknowledgement to women were more evident in Athens than in other regions, particularly during the Classical period and within the democratic city, and that these constraints were less pronounced, if not absent, outside Attica. The primary cases have all been thoroughly delineated; for a comprehensive overview, consult Rocca (2012), Gallo (2017), who characterises the condition of Athenian women as an “anomaly” within the Greek context, and Ferraioli in Schipani, Ferraioli (2023).

2.1. Women and property

In the world of the poleis, the best-known case is that of Gortyn, the Code of Gortyna being the oldest known documentary evidence. Although many specific issues are still debated (Gagarin 2008 and 2012; Maffi 1997 and 2012a; Guizzi 2018: 118-22, 129-38), it seems evident that the Code bestows upon women considerable rights and privileges concerning dowries, marriage gifts, and inheritance (heiresses received half the amount of properties than their brothers), and it stipulates properties owned and controlled by mothers (IC IV 72, col. IV, ll. 26-27: τὰν ματέρα το͂ν ϝο͂ν αὐτᾶς κρεμάτον; l. 44: τὰ ματρο͂ια). Moreover, it establishes a sophisticated array of regulations for the status of the patroiochos, who appears to have more options in the matter of marriage and control over properties than the Athenian epiklēros. The Code stipulates that there are properties (κρέματα) that belong to women. Gagarin (2008 and 2012) postulates that women could control and manage their properties without the intervention of a tutor (in Attic terminology, a kyrios), in great if not total autonomy (see the discussion of Gagarin’s positions in Maffi 2012) and provides mothers with a certain degree of indipendence concerning property. Enhanced autonomy for women in conjunction with particular legal or patrimonial delineations and functions does not necessarily imply emancipation. Instead, it signifies a more precise delineation of the roles assigned to women within the confines of those poleis, unveiling the status of women as constituents of the community, encompassing both domestic and civic domains. This, in turn, contributes to the conceptualisation of female citizenship.

In Sparta, Aristotle (Pol. 1270a 23-25) states that women controlled two-fifths of the klaroi, as epiklēroi or through dowries, suggesting that they had direct control of both inheritance and dowry, which Hodkinson interprets, I think rightly, as an anticipation of the female part of inheritance, as in the Gortyn Code (Hodkinson 2000, 65-186; 2004, 103-106; see also Bresson 2016). Female influence within Spartan oikoi has been identified as a factor in the stabilisation of the internal structure of the polis (Redfield 1977/8; Ducat 1998): property rights and practices made it possible, and so the domestic, private, or social regulations had, also, a public and political implication. Sharing in the oikos, with the concomitant legal attribution of property rights, constituted a significant means of involving women in the Spartan polis and safeguarding the patrimonial assets of the oikos over time. Wealthy and influential Spartan women from around 240 BCE are remembered by Plutarch, Agis 7. 4, witnessing a progressive growth of female capacity for wealth accumulation (Hodkinson 2004, 121, 126-29, with important consideratioelns regarding the ideological framework for the link between female power and the decline of late classical and Hellenistic Sparta: “[t]he connections between Sparta’s civic crisis and the increasing participation of women in activities and spheres that were formerly exclusively male need to be viewed in a broader socio-political context”). The depiction of Spartan women as the sole progenitors capable of producing “true men” serves to portray them as unwaveringly supportive of the social structure of their society. This representation offers a compelling insight into the manner in which the concept of a “liberated” Spartan woman was a fundamental component in the construction of the Spartan mirage (Cartledge 1981). In fact, these two aspects are complementary: they indicate the basis for recognising women’s civic role as mothers, and the main consequence of this recognition, namely the right to play an active role in material assets of the oikos’ estate: “in their household roles as mothers and as enforcers of the Spartiate code, women made essential contributions to the biological and social reproduction of the citizen population and to the civic solidarity of the Spartiate polis” (Hodkinson 2004, 127).

Significant evidence of women’s agency comes from central, western and northern Greece. In Macedonia, women appear in formal real estate sales deeds without the involvement of a kyrios, at Olynthos, around the mid-fourth century (Hatzopoulos 1988, 19-23 = SEG 38.670), and at Amphipolis (Hatzopoulos 1991, 24-29, no. III = SEG 41.557). During the early Hellenistic period (third-second century BCE), women in Corcyra were involved in significant economic transactions, which they carried out independently, with one case of a woman acting as a witness (Antonetti 2010, 325; Velissaropoulos-Karakostas et al. 2003, 136-137; Grandinetti 2011; Rocca 2012, 249-250). The manumissions attested in Macedonia, Thessaly, western Locris and Phocis all feature female manumitters who granted freedom to slaves directly and apparently freely. Despite the variety of contexts, the absence of the kyrios’s role and women’s legal capacity to operate autonomously on their family group’s property are common features (Rocca 2012, 251-61 offers a very detailed list of manumitting and manumitted women).

Further instances of women selling properties (primarily, but not exclusively, houses) without the involvement of a kyrios have been documented from Hellenistic Sicily. These have recently been collated and annotated by Donatella Erdas (2025b, 68-70), who has also addressed other evidence from Tenos and Amorgos.5 In all these cases, women act without any legal restriction or supervision, as if they had their own kyrieia.

2.2. Granting citizenship to women

By the end of the fifth century, or possibly as early as the beginning of the fourth century, the children of Thasian women residing in the colony of Neapolis had formally recognised as full citizens, thereby legitimising their lineage (IG XII 8, 264, 7-11):


ἔδοξεν τῶι δήμωι· τὰ μὲν ἄλλα καθ[άπερ τῆι βολῆι· εὔξασθαι δὲ τῶι Ἡρακλεῖ κα]/ὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις θεοῖς πᾶσιν· ἀγαθ[ῆι τύχηι δέ, ὁπόσοι μὲν Νεοπολιτέων ἐκ Θα]/σίωγ γυναικῶν εἰσιν, τότος Θα[σίος εἶναι καὶ μετεῖναι αὐτοῖς καὶ παισὶ]/ (10) πάντων ὅσωμπερ καὶ τοῖς ἄλλ[οις Θα]σ[ίοις μέτεστιν, καὶ ὅταν ἐς τὸ αὐτὸ ἴω]/σιν τοῖς ἄλλοις Θασίοις, ὁρκῶ[σαι] αὐτ[ὸς κατὰ τὸν νόμον·

 

The assembly of citizens has decided; decision identical for the remaining (affairs) with the decisions of the Council; pray to Herakles and to all the other gods; Good fortune, the inhabitants of Neapolis, who descend from Thasian women, will be considered Thasians and they can participate, themselves and their children, in everything that Thasians take part in; and when they reach the same age as the other Thasians, they shall swear an oath (of allegiance) according to the law … [transl. Arnaoutoglou]



Two inscriptions from Dodona concerning the naturalisation of two women are dated around 370 BCE.6 In the first one (SEG 15.384, ll. 1-6 = Cabanes, Hatzopoulos 2020, I.I.2; 30) citizenship is granted to a woman named Philista:


Ἀγαθᾶι τύχαι, βασι/λεύοντος Νεοπτολέμου/ τοῦ Ἀλκέτα, Φιλίσται τᾶι Ἀντι/μάχου γυναικὶ ἐξ Ἀρρώνου/ (5) ἐδόθη πολιτεία, αὐτᾶι/ καὶ ἐκγόνοις κτλ

 

With good fortune. Neoptolemos, (son) of Alketas, was king. Citizenship was given to Philista, the wife of Antimachos, from Arrhonos, to her and (her) descendants... [transl. Harvey]



The second inscription (SEG 15.384, ll. 20-24 = Cabanes, Hatzopoulos 2020, I.I. 2 31) granted citizenship to the offspring of Philtō (this is the prevailing interpretation of γενεά):


(20) Ἀγαθᾶι τύχαι, βασι/λεύοντος Νεοπτολέμου/ τοῦ Ἀλκέτα, τᾶι Φιλτοῦς γενεᾶι ἐξ Ἀρ/ρώνου ἐδόθη πολιτεία, αὐτᾶι/ καὶ ἐκγόνοις κτλ

 

With good fortune. Neoptolemos, (son) of Alketas, was king. Citizenship was given to the offspring of Philtô, from Arrhonos, to her and (her) descendants… [transl. Harvey]



In both cases, citizenship is extended to the women’s descendants. The significance of filiation is evident in this context, as evidenced by the analogous case of Thasos. Moreover, Cabanes has proposed that citizenship must entail the recognition of property rights for the women concerned, in addition to legitimising the line of descent (see Meyer 2012 and 2013). The correlation between politeia, filiation and property appears to be pivotal, though the validity of categorising property as a concession associated with the “private” domain, as Cabanes did, to differentiate the citizenship of Epirote women from the political citizenship of men, might be called into question. It seems evident to me that the issue of property rights and their recognition assumes a political dimension, serving as a crucial element in the conceptualisation of politeia (see Faraguna 2024).

As indicated by the references to magistrates in the two texts (prostatas, grammateus and damiourgoi), it appears that the era of concessions coincided with the organisation of the Molossians in Epirus (although Meyer considers these magistrates to be of a religious nature, connected to the organisation of the sanctuary of Dodona).7 Remarkably, these processes of institutionalisation are intertwined with the establishment of legitimate members of the civic body, as well as the status of mothers, property regimes and their possible extension to women and their descendants, in forms and definitions that vary according to context.

A few years later, during the synoecism of Orchomenos and Euaimon, the children and wives of mixed marriages were naturalised (IG V 2, 343, ll. 34-37, ca. 360-350 BCE, cf. Hannik 1976):


ὅτις ξέν[αν] / (35) γεγάμηκε, τὸς παῖδας [κ]/[α]ὶ τὰς γυναῖκας Ἐ[ρ]χομινίας ἧναι

 

For those who have married a foreigner, let the children and wives be Orchomenians. [transl. Hannik]



In the third century BCE, the Epirote koinon granted citizenship to a woman named Kallisto, as evidenced by an inscription from Thermos (IG IX 12, 1-8), which introduces isomoiria with respect to other Aetolians:


ἀ̣γ̣α̣θῆι τύχηι./ [Α]ἰ̣τ̣ω̣λῶν τὸ κοινὸν/ Κ̣α̣λ̣λιστὼ Ἀρισταίχμ̣ο̣[υ] / [θυ]γ̣ατέρα Ἀλειοῦ αὐτὴ̣[ν] / [καὶ] ἐ̣κγόνους ἐπόησ̣ε̣ν̣ / [π]ο̣λ̣ῖ̣τιν καὶ Αἰτωλίδα π̣ά̣[ντ]/[ω]ν̣ἰ̣σόμοιρον ὅσων καὶ̣ο̣ἱ̣ [λοι]/π̣ο̣ὶ̣Αἰτωλοί.

 

Good fortune. The koinon of the Aetolians gives citizenship to Kallisto daughter of Aristaichmos of Aleia, to her and (her) descendants, and they can take the same part in everything as the other Aetolians.



Cabanes interprets this as the full right to administer one’s own property and comments that such a condition would have been unimaginable in Athens.

Although the picture I presented here is extremely concise, it suggests that the connection between women and citizenship was not consistent throughout the Greek world. It seems to have developed into a growing visibility of women between the late classical period and early Hellenistic era. At the same time, there was scope for full acknowledgement of female citizenship, which was typically extended to their descendants. This acknowledgement was frequently accompanied by property rights.

3. Athenian women and citizenship: an exceptional context?

What constitutes being a politis? What prerogatives does it confer? I will return to Athens in trying to answer these questions. In a recent article, Gallo (2017) uses comparisons with Greek society to present Athens as an exception with regard to the treatment of women and the restrictions placed on them. However, a rather paradoxical situation arises: while Athens was supposedly the city least open to recognising women’s roles in civic spaces, it used two specific feminine terms to refer to female citizens: politis and astē.

Although rare, these terms do exist, attesting to the fact that the classical Athenians gave female citizenship a specific semantic form. To quote Sébillotte Cuchet (2016, 207): “The reluctance […] to use the term “female citizen” to translate terms that clearly exist in Greek should probably be understood in light of contemporary representations of citizenship and politics”. This seems to me a wise warning to bear in mind. I also agree with the author’s assertion that the issue of women citizens has a much stronger “gender” connotation for modern cultural and ideological perspectives than it did for the Greeks. The issue of female citizenship largely concerns questions of social and class belonging, as well as defining the forms of possible gender distinctions in the polis, as argued by Steven Hodkinson (2004) for Sparta and Schipani, Ferraioli (2023).

I see three elements at play here:

a.Legitimate filiation: women as mothers of citizens and heirs within the household.

b.Access to religious and cult activities.

c.Legal capacity in relation to property.

For women citizens, the qualifying condition in all three cases is being mothers and passing on both citizenship and property to their sons and daughters. However, I must admit that I am quite unsatisfied with the portrayal of women as part of the community only as mere transmitter of civic, political and juridic rights they do not share, and, in the last part of this paper, I will try to discuss a few points on this issue.

a. Perhaps there would be no need to dwell on legitimate filiation. It would suffice to recall the question with which the archons’ dokimasia opens, according to Aristotle’s Athēnaiōn politeia (55.3): “Who is your father? Who is your mother?”.8 The well-known case of the naturalisation of the Plataeans seems to emphasise the status of the mother, not only for its symbolic significance (on the symbolic confinement of mothers, see Bourdieu 2002 [1998], 25-49), but also for the political relevance regarding citizenship. While Canevaro (2013, 196-208) has demonstrated that the decree preserved in the speech Against Neaera is a forgery,9 I am interested in the fact that Apollodorus asserts that citizenship is only perfected through children born to naturalised Plataeans and Athenian women, ἀσταὶ καὶ εγγυηταί ([Dem.] 59.106):


ἔπειτα καὶ τὸν νόμον διωρίσατο ἐν τῷ ψηφίσματι πρὸς αὐτοὺς εὐθέως ὑπέρ τε τῆς πόλεως καὶ τῶν θεῶν, καὶ μὴ ἐξεῖναι αὐτῶν μηδενὶ τῶν ἐννέα ἀρχόντων λαχεῖν μηδὲ ἱερωσύνης μηδεμιᾶς, τοῖς δ᾽ ἐκ τούτων, ἂν ὦσιν ἐξ ἀστῆς γυναικὸς καὶ ἐγγυητῆς κατὰ τὸν νόμον.

 

And furthermore, he defined at once in the decree the rule applying to the Plataeans in the interest of the city and of the gods, declaring that it should not be permitted to any of them to be drawn by lot for the office of the nine archons or for any priesthood, but that their descendants might be so drawn, if they were born from mothers who were of Attic birth and were betrothed according to the law. [transl. N.W. DeWitt]



Isocrates made the role of Athenian mothers in completing the attribution of citizenship to the Plataeans explicit in the Plataicus with a formulation that appears highly inclusive of Athenian women, when the Plataean speaker refers to “your female citizenesses” (Isoc. 14.51):


Καὶ γὰρ οὐδ’ ἀλλότριοι τυγχάνομεν ὑμῖν ὄντες, ἀλλὰ ταῖς μὲν εὐνοίαις ἅπαντες οἰκεῖοι, τῇ δὲ συγγενείᾳ τὸ πλῆθος ἡμῶν· διὰ γὰρ τὰς ἐπιγαμίας τὰς δοθείσας ἐκ πολιτίδων ὑμετέρων γεγόναμεν· ὥστ’ οὐχ οἷόν θ’ ὑμῖν ἀμελῆσαι περὶ ὧν ἐληλύθαμεν δεησόμενοι.

 

For indeed we are not aliens to you; on the contrary, all of us are akin to you in our loyalty and most of us in blood also; for by the right of intermarriage granted to us we are born of mothers who were of your city. You cannot, therefore, be indifferent to the pleas we have come to make. [transl. Van Hook]



b. The share of religious offices and celebrations by Athenian women is well known and has been often considered the foundation for female citizenship (Blok 2017). I will recall only the Thesmophoria, reserved for citizen women, designed as eugeneis (Ar. Thesm. 330),10 or gametai (Isae. 3.80; 8.19);11 during the celebrations two women were elected as ἀρχοῦσαι, in charge of νομιζόμενα including donations of food and goods for sacred banquets.12 Selection of women allowed to take part at the thesmophoria was considered as a sign of sharing in the political community (the deme and the polis) as a result of membership in the oikos (Burkert 1977, 240-43). Motherhood was a privileged condition adding authority and prestige for adult women involved in religious contexts (Ferrucci 2025). A relevant comparison comes from Malkin’s analysis of colonial context, where, since the foundation, “women played a major role in establishing and maintaining religious nomima that depended on women’s participation”, both in the private sphere of the oikos and in public rituals; nomima included cults and religious rituals, requiring a specific female knowledge. Malkin concludes: “[h]ave there been no transmission of knowledge among Greek mothers and daughters, those cities that we call Greek colonies would have lost the ‘Greek’ element within one generation” (Malkin 2021, 55, 63).

The motif of a mother’s identity being a prerequisite for Athenian citizenship is evident in many passages of forensic speeches, often in reference to the law reintroduced and reformulated during the archonship of Eukleides, and recalled in court in relation to inheritance and citizenship rights.13 The connection between these rights seems evident, referring to their common origin in the recognition of affiliation with the oikos, as the place where the relationships of the domestic community’s members (freemen-slaves, men-women and father-children, according to the Aristotelian classification in the first book of Politics) and their property rights are defined.

The theme of politides raises the question of women’s legal capacity in relation to the property of the oikos. In the case of the speech eight of Isaeus, the issue of citizenship is closely and explicitly linked to that of inheritance (“For if you judges are misled into the belief that our mother was not an Athenian citizen, neither are we citizens”),14 but, due to the legal nature of the case, it is subordinate to it.

c. Michele Faraguna (2024) has clearly demonstrated the connection between property and citizenship, within the process of institutionalisation of the polis. This process begins with the need to formalise property regimes and rights. For both titles (citizenship and property, particularly succession), mother-citizens are indispensable for transmission. But does this transmission role really exclude them from participation? Let us briefly consider this.

In terms of legal capacity, the law cited in Isaeus (10.10) is often considered decisive in affirming the drastic limitation imposed on Athenian women’s capacity to engage in significant economic transactions:


Παιδὸς γὰρ οὐκ ἔξεστι διαθήκην γενέσθαι· ὁ γὰρ νόμος διαρρήδην κωλύει παιδὶ μὴ ἐξεῖναι συμβάλλειν μηδὲ γυναικὶ πέρα μεδίμνου κριθῶν.

 

For a minor is not allowed to make a will; for the law expressly forbids any child—or woman—to contract for the disposal of more than a bushel of barley. [transl. Forster]



Wyse (1904, 659-69) and Gernet (1957, 58) expressed doubts regarding the wording of the law, the relevance of women’s presence in it, and the role of the kyrios. Empirical evidence and actual behaviour suggest that the law was not applied as summarised in Isaeus’ passage, as exemplified, for instance, by the case of the Polyeuctos widow (Dem. 41.11, 20-20). Gernet proposed that guardians (kyrioi) should be understood as exercising their function by authorisation rather than representation, thereby making the woman’s actions legally effective without acting or negotiating on her behalf (praestare auctoritatem). More recently, Virginia Hunter (1989, 1994) and Lin Foxhall (1989, 1996) have raised no less radical doubts about the extent of of male kyrieia in Athens. They have collected a wide range of situations in which women demonstrate significant agency in managing economic and financial matters, although the legal framework of the references has not always been analysed in sufficient detail. Conversely, Harris demonstrated, based on a careful re-reading of Horos 114A and of Polyeukos’ wife case, that the scope of action of female citizens was broader than is generally accepted. He concluded that these examples “should cause us to rethink any assumptions we might make about the position of women on the basis of the evidence drawn from the Athenian laws” (Harris 1992, 320). These studies began to recognise the active role of women within the oikos, usually in light of a discrepancy between legal provisions and practice. For example, the widow of Polyeuctos grants a loan of two thousand drachmas and keeps grammata containing provisions on the division of property, which her daughters seem to accept without objection.

Other female figures with agency emerge from Athenian forensic speeches, including: Cleoboule, the mother of Demosthenes; Diodotos’ wife, who is given a heartfelt defence of her children by Lysias (32.12-17); Archippe, the wife of Pasion and then Phormio, and the mother of Apollodoros. These women are all mothers and are mentioned because of their relationship with their children and their involvement in managing the oikos estate, from different angles (Cleoboule defends it from Aphobos, Diodotos’s wife from her father Diogeiton, and Archippe from her son from her first marriage).

What capacity were these mothers acting in? I will mention two examples only. In his speech On the Succession of Aristarchus, immediately after mentioning the above-referenced law, Isaeus illustrates the methods of transmitting inherited property by the epiklēros to his children. As Foxhall noted, there is no doubt that the procedure required men at both ends: the de cuius on one side and his grandchildren on the other. However, Isaeus speaks of these men in unexpected terms: he explains that his opponents have illegitimately acquired “the property of their mother” (τὰ τῆς μητρὸς χρήματα)15 and adds that the man who marries the epiklēros does not become kyrios of her property because the law prevents it. The pseudo-Demosthenic Against Stephanus affirms that the offspring of the epiklēros has full property rights (kratein tōn chrēmatōn) but is obliged to maintain the mother (saying nothing about the father); Isaeus’s speech 8 adds that who marries an epiklēros becomes kyrios of the woman, not of the properties.16 The last statement may help understanding why some women, while acting with a kyrios, may be represented as legally entitled to own properties and dispose of them, as in the sale deeds we saw before. Expressions such as τὰ ἐκείνης, τὰ τῆς ἐπικλήρου and τὰ ταύτης χρήματα refer to assets bestowed to women, using the formula of ownership. The presence of the kyrios does not cancel this female link to properties.

When the children of an epiklēros reach the appropriate age, they will be responsible for κρατεῖν τῶν χρημάτων. Kratein indicates full ownership because it is definitive; the formula echein kai kratein is used in various mortgage horoi and in the herald’s annual proclamation, which reassures the people that the archon will respect property rights (Ath. Pol. 56.2). The father and children of the epiklēros benefit from this ownership: during the transfer of assets between the death of the former and the coming of age of the latter, the women, as mother, has ownership of them. No one can be kyrios of the estate, the most they can do is manage it in her stead. The many references to the oppression suffered by the husbands of epiklēroi in the new comedy seem to suggest that women could claim control over these assets and exercise power, at least over their husbands.

The story of Archippe also raises questions about women’s ability to manage assets. In his first speech Against Stephanus, Apollodorus accuses Phormio of seizing his mother’s considerable assets through Pasion’s will, which he considers to be false.17 Murray translates χωρὶς ὧν οὔσης τῆς μητρὸς κυρίας with “inasmuch as they were in the custody of my mother”, whereas Gernet’s rendition seems to me more accurate: “tout le bien qui appartenait à ma mère”. The Greek text actually reads: “of which my mother was kyria (ὧν ὤσης τῆς μητρὸς κυρίας)”. Is this emphasis intended to highlight Phormio’s dishonesty? Even outside the dispute with his stepfather, in the speech Against Polykles, Apollodorus recalls that Archippe only ceased to be kyria of his possessions in the last days of her life.18 The orator also attributes a donation of an equal sum of money to the woman for her four children (two from each marriage), which came from her estate (τὰ μητρῷα).19

And, at the end, I will conclude on the word μητρῷα/ματρῷα. It is a well-known term, which “allude a un insieme di beni appartenenti a una donna sposata” as is defined by Maffi (2012b, 91) in a recent revisitation of a documentation including a very fragmentary inscription from Phaistos (T8), the Code of Gortyna (ex. gr.: IC IV 72, col. IV 23-29: τον πατερα τον/ τεκνον και τον κρεματον κ/αρτερον εμεν ταδ δαισιος/ και ταν ματερα τον ϝον αυ/τας κρεματον. Ας κα δοοντι,/ με επανανκον εμεν δατε/θθαι), and the inscription from Tegea from 324/3 BCE. I will not discuss here the highly controversial question of how much of these assets women actually had at their disposal. However, it is clear that there were two distinct categories of property within the oikos, designated through the father and mother respectively. Women’s property, ranging from dowries to inheritance, in the case of the epiklēroi, and sometimes even other inherited assets, such as those Pasion left to Archippe, never became part of the husband’s estate, at least in the wealthiest oikoi. It is likely that, in poorer oikoi where mothers supported themselves through work, there was little distinction between the property of the father and that of the mother. There is a significant difference between the widow of Polyeuktos, who manages her own property and appears to have access to that left by her husband, and Nicarete, the widow of Thoucritos, who works in the marketplace to support herself and her family. In the former case, her husband’s death amplifies her agency, while in the latter, it forces her to focus entirely on finding a way to survive.

The reflections I have shared with you today on female citizenship converge at the matrōia: the formal/institutional plane of the polis establishes the condition of politis, substantiated by functions and activities concerning the oikos, such as procreation and property. As Meillassoux said, the oikos has two purposes: to produce and to reproduce. A female citizen is defined by her role as a mother, as well as by her ownership of assets that are specifically hers, and her involvement in the circulation and redistribution of assets within the domestic group. In some cases, she finds herself managing (or protecting) the entire oikos structure, far from limiting herself to merely passing it on. These two traits define female citizenship: being a mother and participating in the definition of the patrimonial structure of the oikos, a condition which, it seems, applies also to Athenian women.



1IC II V 5 and 6, cf. Perlman 2010.

2According to Sourvinou-Inwood (1995, 116), the core of female citizens’ identities was access to the priesthood and eligibility for religious offices. On the distinction between astai and politides, which I will not discuss here, different points of view in Cohen 2000, 49-78; Patterson 1986 and 2021; Joyce 2023 (b), 349-51.

3Arist. Ath. Pol. 26.4: μὴ μετέχειν τῆς πόλεως, ὃς ἂν μὴ ἐξ ἀμφοῖν ἀστοῖν ᾖ γεγονώς. Cf. Plut. Per. 37. 3; Ael. VH 6. 10; 13. 24; Suda s.v. δημοποίητοι. See Patterson 1981 and 2005; Blok 2009b; Rhodes 1981, 331-35.

4Joyce claims that such a distinction will help for a higher respect and a better understanding of ancient sources; his core argument seems to be that the politis should not be considered a citizeness because of the lack of political participation or power; Blok (2018, 79) had argued that limited or no access to public office was the normal condition for most of citizens in archaic but still in classical era: “participation in political office, therefore, was not the defining feature of citizenship in ancient Greece”. While rethinking citizenship in archaic Greece, Giangiulio (2018, 46) could convincingly state that: “women were part of the people who made up the political community, even though they did not possess political rights”. So, the question remains open: what makes a woman a citizeness? Political rights and participation or access to ritual and cults, legal rights and guarantees, patrimonial recognition?

5Sicilian sale deeds in Game 2008, no. 81 = Del Monaco 2025, no. 173 (Camarina 2nd Century BCE, seller Dikaiagoras widow of Antallos); Game 2008, no. 86 (Morgantina, third Century BCE); as Erdas (2025b, 69) observes: “It is noteworthy […] that ownership and power to sell reside in these cases in the same female person”. A sale from Tenos (IG XII 5, 872.20 = Game 2008, no. 45) is documented as a transaction between two women, in which they are listed as the respective seller and buyer of a plot of land, accompanied by a kyrios. Amorgos (IG XII 5, 55, late fourth/early third century BCE) offers a potential illustration of joint ownership between a husband and wife (Stavrianopoulou 2006, 99-104; Erdas 2025b, 70 and n. 25).

6These inscriptions have been studied by Cabanes (2010) and Elisabeth Meyer (2012, 2013), among others, and form the basis of Schipani and Ferraioli’s paper (2023); see now Cabanes, Hatzopoulos 2020, 214-17.

7Meyer intends the inscription as a later rewriting of Neoptolemos’ decrees, to be dated around 250 BCE, and suggest that the damiourgoi should be considered as a board of officials connected with amphictyonic Council for Dodona rather than magistrates of the Molossian koinon: “One common type of damiorgoi elsewhere in the early Greek world was a member of a board of officials with oversight, sometimes judicial, of religious matters and sanctuary practices: and this fits Dodona very well”; see the discussion in Cabanes, Hatzopoulos 2020, 216.

8Arist. Ath. Pol. 55.3: τίς σοι πατὴρ καὶ πόθεν τῶν δήμων, καὶ τίς πατρὸς πατήρ, καὶ τίς μήτηρ, καὶ τίς μητρὸς πατὴρ καὶ πόθεν τῶν δήμων. Rhodes (1991, 617) explains from an institutional point of view the mention of the maternal grandfathers: “the proof that a woman was a politis was that their father was registered as a citizen”. Rhodes also noted that the formula of the dokimasia seems to date back to the archaic polis, where the knowledge of members of the community must have been more obvious, and “the examination […] a matter of formal confirmation rather than genuine enquiry”. The distance between the civic role of mothers and the very elusive way to certify their identity and family status in Athens is a challenging question; see Ferrucci 2021 and 2025.

9[Dem.] 59.104.

10For the meaning of eugeneis see Dover 1974, 50-51, 93ff.; Austin, Olson 2004, xlvii n. 31, 160.

11Cf. Detienne 1979, 183-86, 195-97 and n. 3; Loraux 1990, 212-19; Parker 1996.

12IG II2 1184; 1213; cf. Humphreys 2004, 180; supervision of the sacred ceremony is expressed as ἄρχειν εἰς Θεσμοφόρια.

13Isae. 8.43; Dem. 57.30.

14Isae. 8.43: Ἐὰν γὰρ ἐξαπατηθῆτε ὑμεῖς πεισθέντες ὡς ἡ μήτηρ ἡμῶν οὐκ ἦν πολῖτις, οὐδ’ ἡμεῖς ἐσμεν.

15Isae 10.11-12: ἐξ ὧν αὐτοὶ λέγουσιν ἔτι φανερώτερον ὑμῖν γενήσεται τοῦτο, ὅτι παρανόμως καὶ ἀσελγῶς ἔχουσι τὰ τῆς μητρὸς χρήματα. (12) (...) Θαυμαστὸν γὰρ ἂν εἴη, εἰ τὴν ἐμὴν μητέρα ἔχοντι Ἀπολλοδώρῳ ἢ Ἀριστομένει οὐκ ἂν οἷόν τε ἦν τῶν ἐκείνης κυρίῳ γενέσθαι, κατὰ τὸν νόμον ὃς οὐκ ἐᾷ τῶν τῆς ἐπικλήρου κύριον εἶναι, ἀλλ’ ἢ τοὺς παῖδας ἐπὶ δίετες ἡβήσαντας [κρατεῖν τῶν χρημάτων], ἀλλ’ ἑτέρῳ αὐτὴν ἐκδόντι ἐξέσται εἰς τὰ ταύτης χρήματα ὑὸν εἰσποιῆσαι. Δεινὰ μέντ’ ἂν γίγνοιτο. “From their own assertions it will become still more evident to you that they are illegally and impudently detaining my mother’s property. 12. (…) Seeing that neither Apollodorus nor Aristomenes, if either of them had married my mother, could possibly have had the disposal of her property—in accordance with the law which does not allow anyone to have the disposal of the property of an heiress except her sons, who obtain possession of it on reaching the second year after puberty—it would be strange if Aristarchus is going to be allowed, after giving her in marriage to another, to introduce a son to inherit her fortune”. [transl. Forster]

16[Dem.] 46.20: Καὶ ἐὰν ἐξ ἐπικλήρου τις γένηται καὶ ἅμα ἡβήσῃ ἐπὶ δίετες, κρατεῖν τῶν χρημάτων, τὸν δὲ σῖτον μετρεῖν τῇ μητρί. “If one be born the son of an heiress, two years after he has reached the age of manhood he shall assume control of the estate, and he shall make due provision for his mother’s maintenance”. [transl. Murray]); Isae. 8.31: συνοικῆσαι μὲν ἂν τῇ γυναικὶ κύριος ἦν, τῶν δὲ χρημάτων οὐκ ἄν, ἀλλ’ οἱ γενόμενοι παῖδες ἐκ τούτου καὶ ἐξ ἐκείνης, ὁπότε ἐπὶ δίετες ἥβησαν· οὕτω γὰρ οἱ νόμοι κελεύουσιν. “He would have the right to claim the daughter in marriage, but he could not claim the estate, which would go to the children born of their marriage when they had completed two years after puberty; for this is what the laws ordain”. [transl. Forster]

17[Dem.] 45.74: ἀλλ’ αὐτὸς μὲν οὐκ ὤκνησε τὴν δέσποιναν γῆμαι καὶ ἣ τὰ καταχύσματ’ αὐτοῦ κατέχεε τόθ’ἡνίκ’ ἐωνήθη, ταύτῃ συνοικεῖν, οὐδὲ προῖκα πέντε τάλανθ’ αὑτῷ γράψαι, χωρὶς ὧν οὔσης τῆς μητρὸς κυρίας οὗτος ἐγκρατὴς γέγονεν πολλῶν χρημάτων κτλ. “But for himself he has not scrupled to marry his mistress, and he dwells as husband with her who scattered the sweatmeats over him when he was bought as a slave, nor to write a clause giving himself a marriage portion of five talents in addition to the large sums of which he became master, inasmuch as they were in the custody of my mother”. [transl. Murray]

18[Dem.] 50.60: ἑκταῖος γὰρ ἥκων ἐτύγχανον, καὶ ἐκείνη ἰδοῦσά με καὶ προσειποῦσα τὴν ψυχὴν ἀφῆκεν, οὐκέτι τῶν ὄντων κυρία οὖσα ὥστε δοῦναι ὅσα ἐβούλετό μοι. πολλάκις δὲ πρότερον μετεπέμπετό με, ἀφικέσθαι δεομένη αὐτόν, εἰ μὴ τῇ τριήρει οἷόν τε εἴη. “I had been but six days at home, when, after she had seen and greeted me, she breathed her last, being no longer mistress of her property, so as to give me I as much as she wished. She had often sent for me before this, begging me to come to her by myself if I could not come in my ship”. [transl. Murray]

19Dem. 36.32: ὅτε γὰρ τὰ μητρῷα πρὸς μέρος ἠξίους νέμεσθαι, ὄντων παίδων ἐκ τῆς γυναικὸς Φορμίωνι τουτῳί, τόθ’ ὡμολόγεις κυρίως δόντος τοῦ πατρὸς τοῦ σοῦ κατὰ τοὺς νόμους αὐτὴν γεγαμῆσθαι. “For when you claimed the right to distribute your mother’s estate share by share, and she had left children by the defendant, Phormio, you then acknowledged that your father had given her with full right, and that she had been married in accordance with the laws”. [transl. Murray]
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1. Introduction: Theoretical Framework and Methodolo-gical Principles

The concept of class has long occupied a prominent place in classical scholarship, shaping attempts to reconstruct the socio-economic structures, labour relations, political dynamics, and cultural practices of ancient communities. For the Greek polis, and for Athens in particular—by far the best-documented and most intensively studied Greek city—questions of wealth and poverty, mass and elite, free and enslaved, and independent, wage, or servile labour have understandably attracted sustained attention. From the standpoint of citizenship, scholarly interest has been especially marked since Josiah Ober’s influential Mass and Elite in Democratic Athens, which posited a delicate equilibrium between a leisured, liturgical elite and a working mass of citizens.1

This contribution does not aim to offer an exhaustive survey of this vast literature. Rather, it seeks to address a more specific—and surprisingly persistent—gap. Much earlier scholarship, shaped by the Finleyan-Weberian paradigm, tended to conceive the social structure of the polis in terms that were both conceptually imprecise and empirically restrictive. On the one hand, “status” was invoked as a broad, undifferentiated category that collapsed legal position, economic condition, and social prestige into a single continuum.2 On the other hand, class-based reconstructions frequently rested on markedly simplified dichotomies—above all the opposition between a leisured propertied elite and a vast undifferentiated group of self-employed small producers, with a dependent labour force placed at the bottom.3 Such models, as recent critiques have emphasised, obscure the diversity of free productive labour, minimise the role of hired work, and impose an artificial bipartition that neither reflects the complexities of ancient socio-economic relations nor fully explains the dynamics of social conflict.

Even more nuanced studies—emphasising the multiplicity of legal, institutional, and cultural dimensions that structured social interactions—have seldom examined how symbolic practices and material culture contributed to the construction and negotiation of civic identity. In particular, Ober’s model, for all its impact, presupposes a relatively cohesive elite whose competition is merely arbitrated by the dēmos. This tends to downplay the autonomous agency of non-elite citizens and to obscure the symbolic strategies through which they articulated, negotiated, or contested their civic identity.4

More fundamentally, it rests on assumptions about “aristocracy” and “elite values”5 that recent scholarship has shown to be deeply misleading. Hereditary aristocracies were rare, unstable, and never entirely and necessarily coextensive with the upper socio-economic strata; claims to noble birth were themselves constructed, contested, and dependent on recognition. What unified the upper tiers of ancient society was not birth but the capacity to live off the labour of others and to convert economic capital into prestige through practices of conspicuous leisure.6 The most appropriate term for this group is not “aristocracy”, but leisure class in Thorstein Veblen’s sense:7 a self-conscious status group formed through shared lifestyles—dining, drinking, athletic activity, sympotic culture—and differentiated from others by degree rather than kind.

A central insight of recent critiques is that analyses of ancient stratification have often conflated what may be termed legitimating values (the principles by which groups justify authority) with differentiating values (the practices through which they mark distinction). Military excellence, for instance, was a legitimating value widely shared across society; it was not a marker of exclusive elite identity. What distinguished the elite was not the possession of different values, but the claim to embody these shared ideals at a qualitatively higher level: elites justified their authority by asserting that their superior ability to realise these broadly accepted standards—whether in warfare, civic benefaction, or moral excellence—conferred benefits upon the wider community. Differentiation, by contrast, depended primarily on material and symbolic practices: clothing, bodily comportment, leisure, consumption, participation in symposia, and control of servants or slaves.8 These practices were never absolutely exclusive, and their imitable nature created precisely the permeability that made symbolic conflict possible. As Duplouy has argued, status was always fluid, constructed through continual negotiation and recognition; even noble birth was an artefact of “gentilician strategies” rather than an immutable fact of social organisation.9

This perspective calls for a more articulated analytical framework—one capable of integrating economic, cultural, and symbolic dimensions without collapsing them into a single register. The present study therefore turns to Pierre Bourdieu’s reconceptualisation of class. Unlike classical Marxism, which defines class solely in economic terms—ownership of the means of production, distribution of material resources, and relations of exploitation10—Bourdieu advances a far more complex and multidimensional theoretical structure. For him, the social space is organised by a set of primary independent variables, namely the different forms of capital: economic, cultural, social, and their recognised form, symbolic capital. These constitute the most powerful structuring principles of class, since their unequal distribution determines distances and proximities among groups. Alongside these, Bourdieu identifies secondary independent variables such as age, gender, ethnicity, religion, and professional condition.11 These do not in themselves define class positions, yet they crucially modulate the accumulation, conversion, and effectiveness of capital, shaping distinct trajectories, habitus, and symbolic practices.12 In this sense, classes are not discrete entities but structured sets of relations that emerge statistically from the clustering of agents who share similar configurations of capital and secondary differentiating factors.

This relational understanding of class opens the door to a further dimension central to Bourdieu’s theory: symbolic practices and symbolic struggles. Because classes are continually reproduced through practices, their boundaries are subject to ongoing negotiation. Symbols—whether material (clothing, objects, food) or immaterial (postures, accents, tastes, moral norms)—play a pivotal role in this process. They are not mechanically tied to one class or another; rather, they are susceptible to appropriation, reinterpretation, and strategic manipulation. Through such manipulation, groups engage in symbolic struggles aimed at imposing their vision and division of the social world.13 As Bourdieu repeatedly emphasised, the attempt to naturalise a classificatory vision—to render one’s own principle of division as self-evident and legitimate—is a genuinely political act, not in the narrow institutional sense, but in the sense of shaping the very principles through which social reality is perceived, classified, and evaluated. Symbolic power is therefore inseparable from class formation: it is both a means by which existing hierarchies are maintained and a terrain upon which they may be contested or transformed.14

While this lens has been fruitfully applied in recent studies on poverty—understood not merely as material deprivation but as restricted access to opportunities, networks, knowledge, and recognition15—it has rarely been brought to bear on the symbolic construction of citizenship. The ideological figure of the Athenian politēs was deeply normative and symbolically charged. Yet its formation has seldom been analysed in terms of class-related symbolic practices or the ways in which non-elite citizens appropriated, reinterpreted, or contested the symbols that structured civic identity.

For reasons of space and methodological focus, the present study will concentrate specifically on consumer goods as symbols and as historical operators,16 with particular emphasis on clothing, which constitutes the primary category of goods analysed here.17 Drawing on the seminal work of Grant McCracken, goods are understood not as passive mirrors of social relations but as active vehicles of meaning that organise, transmit, and reshape cultural structures over time. Central to McCracken’s framework are the notions of cultural categories—the conventional constructs through which societies segment themselves into distinctions of class, gender, age, occupation, ethnicity, and civic or legal status—and cultural principles, the ordering ideas that govern how these categories are differentiated and ranked. Goods give material expression to these categories and principles, but they do more than reflect them: by absorbing new historical contingencies and mediating the reinterpretation of existing cultural logics, they become agents of transformation, capable of contributing to, and even driving, the reorganisation of the cultural system across time.18

Because goods do not merely reflect but actively organise cultural categories, their meanings cannot remain stable or uncontested. Groups positioned differently within the social space may appropriate, reinterpret, or challenge the symbolic forms through which these categories are materialised. It is precisely this dynamic dimension of material culture that leads McCracken to develop his critique of the classical “trickle-down” model and to conceptualise symbolic appropriation as a central mechanism of cultural change. McCracken’s critique of the classical “trickle-down” model underscores that symbolic appropriation is neither unidirectional nor passive.19 Subordinate groups may adopt symbols associated with dominant groups, but always through creative reinterpretation; elites may react by redefining their own symbolic repertoire.20 Such dynamics also characterise “lateral” appropriations, where distinctions concern not class but ethnicity, civic status, or other cultural categories.21 Combined with Bourdieu’s theory of capital and symbolic power, this framework allows us to trace how political change may emerge through symbolic manipulation: when a group succeeds in naturalising its classificatory vision, the boundaries of the social space are redrawn and a new dominant ideological representation of citizenship emerges.

 McCracken’s formulation, developed for the highly stratified societies of the early modern and modern West, presupposes elite groups whose boundaries are relatively clear and institutionally reinforced. Applying his model to the democratic polis therefore requires an explicit methodological clarification. As argued above, Greek polis did not possess a rigid, self-contained aristocratic culture; legitimating and differentiating values were widely shared across the citizen body, and what distinguished groups was not a closed ethos but the material and performative means through which shared values were pursued and enacted. For this reason, the relevance of McCracken’s framework does not lie in the sociological configuration of the groups involved—an element that would indeed be anachronistic—but in the processual insight it offers: the idea that symbolic forms, rather than the values they embody, constitute the primary terrain of social contestation. In the Athenian context, too, symbols such as clothing, comportment, consumption practices, or linguistic style were unevenly accessible and therefore susceptible to imitation, negotiation, or creative reworking. It is at this symbolic level—rather than at the level of distinct, bounded “aristocratic cultures”—that phenomena analogous to McCracken’s processes of appropriation, redefinition, and lateral transfer can meaningfully be traced. In this sense, symbolic appropriation in the Greek polis concerned not the values themselves, which remained broadly shared, but the shifting repertoire of signs through which those values were materialised, ranked, and politicised.

Integrating these theoretical insights makes it possible to analyse the symbolic construction of the Athenian politēs in a new light. It foregrounds how class-related variables—economic resources, cultural competence, social capital, ethnic belonging, age—and the symbolic goods associated with them interacted in shaping the ideological boundaries of citizenship. It also highlights that certain groups, strategically positioned within the social space, could manipulate symbols and impose their classificatory vision—an act political in Bourdieu’s fullest sense—and thereby define the legitimate form of civic identity.

This brings us to the guiding questions of the present study: through which symbolic mechanisms, and by means of which materially embedded distinctions, did classical Athens construct, negotiate, and stabilise the normative image of the politēs? How did class-related symbols—particularly those associated with consumer goods—participate in shaping this ideal and in defining the boundaries of civic identity? More specifically, can we identify social groups whose position within the Athenian social space enabled them to naturalise a particular symbolic vision of the citizen? And, if so, is it possible to discern a recurring ideological pattern through which the symbolic boundaries of Athenian citizenship were articulated and reproduced?

2. Citizenship and sartorial codes

The clearest point of entry into the symbolic construction of Athenian citizenship lies in the domain that, more than any other, materialised social distinctions in visibly legible form: clothing. As argued in the introduction, garments constituted one of the most potent cultural categories through which Athenians articulated, negotiated, and contested identities—no less than language or diet—and thus provide an ideal starting point for tracing the symbolic mechanisms that shaped the normative image of the politēs. Clothing condensed differentiating values into material form, rendered distinctions publicly intelligible, and, precisely because it was imitable, became a privileged site of symbolic struggle.

It is therefore unsurprising that our earliest and most explicit reflections on the relationship between appearance, status, and civic identity are found in authors who approached dress as a marker of deeper social transformations. A well-known passage from Thucydides illustrates how changes in clothing practices index broader shifts in the cultural principles through which Athenians construed the figure of the citizen. Thucydides observes that the Athenians were the first to abandon the archaic practice of bearing weapons as everyday attire and to adopt forms of dress associated with leisure rather than warfare. His remark that only recently had elderly men of high birth ceased to adorn themselves ostentatiously—an observation marked by the use of eudaimones—reveals that he is describing an elite that was redefining its symbolic repertoire.22 The complexity of the Thucydidean passage makes it an exceptionally productive point of departure for the diachronic and multi-axial analysis that follows—an analysis concerned with the symbolic construction of classical Athenian citizenship and its entanglement with class.

As regards the abandonment of weapon-bearing, the information offered by Thucydides is indeed corroborated by vase representations, as Hans van Wees has convincingly shown.23 From around 650 BCE onward, elite figures depicted on vases no longer carry swords. At the same time, they begin to appear wearing the himation, a garment that would have made it virtually impossible to bear a sword. When walking, the himation severely restricted the movement of the left arm. Typically, one end of the cloak hangs in long folds over the left arm, while the other passes behind the back, beneath the right arm, crosses the chest, and is thrown over the left shoulder, where it falls again in soft folds.24 Moreover, the draped arrangement of the himation was extremely unstable: many vase paintings show seated or reclining figures whose cloaks have slipped and lie in disarray around their waists. Walking in such a precariously balanced garment would already have been difficult; walking while carrying a sword beneath it would have been nearly impossible. The himation, therefore, was ideally suited for gazing, speaking, listening, and decision-making—rather than for combat.

Until the end of the sixth century, figures in vase painting who wear the himation are often shown holding a spear. This is gradually replaced by the walking stick, which first appears around 640 BCE in conjunction with the himation, and becomes virtually ubiquitous in Attic vase painting by the fifth century. As Thorstein Veblen observed, “the walking-stick serves the purpose of an advertisement that the bearer’s hands are employed otherwise than in useful effort, and it therefore has utility as an evidence of leisure”.25 What is particularly striking is that, beginning in the mid-sixth century, figures on vases are no longer depicted standing upright with their sticks, but rather leaning forward and resting upon them languidly, with only the right leg firmly planted on the ground while the left is extended behind, the left foot barely touching the floor. This posture further amplifies the image of leisure. Between 500 and 450 BCE, in some vase paintings, these figures are also shown carrying parasols and wearing luxurious attire.26 These images thus seem to confirm the transition, evoked by Thucydides, from martial self-display to a more leisured civic posture.

It should be stressed, however, that this development—real though it was—ought not to be absolutised, as Geddes misleadingly does when she argues that the abandonment of luxury by the Athenian elite was total and motivated by the rise of democracy, which supposedly prompted elite citizens to adopt a more sober dress in order to honour, through sartorial and visual codes, the democratic ideal of egalitarianism (a move which she interprets as a hypocritical and calculated attempt by the elite to preserve its own power).27 In the first place, as vase painting itself shows, the himation—which Geddes goes so far as to liken to the blue jackets of Maoist China28—had already been the preserve of the elite from the mid-seventh century and symbolised precisely leisure and refinement. This point is further supported by the opposition that we find in vase painting, at least until the mid-fifth century, between artisans, cattlemen, shepherds, and farmers—whose status is marked by the wool or goatskin cap (pilos)—and members of the leisure elite, who are instead clothed in the himation.29

Secondly, class distinctions remained clearly visible in sartorial practices,30 and the Athenian elite—or at least a segment of it—even after the Persian Wars, did not relinquish more eccentric and refined exoticising fashions. A careful analysis of vase paintings and sculptures conducted by Beth Cohen has shown that the elite—and particularly the cavalry—are represented, from the sixth century down to the later fifth, wearing Persian or Thracian accessories: the Persian soft cap worn under the helmet by some Athenian warriors, or the typically Thracian ensemble consisting of deerskin boots, the rich and patterned cloak, and the fox-skin cap.31 As Margaret Miller has perceptively argued, Thucydides’ remark about the abandonment of luxury is an ideological retrojection: the luxury which the historian attributes to the presbyteroi of past generations—presumably Near Eastern in inspiration32—was in fact the luxury of the “Persian princes” of his own day, and still offered the Athenian elite one of the principal channels through which to perpetuate symbolic distinction from the lower classes (as an alternative to the opposite strategy of adopting the austere, Spartan-inspired dress to which we shall return).33

Ultimately, one may hypothesise that the Thucydidean formulation, although plausibly grounded in the testimonies of those who were already elderly in his time, was nevertheless shaped by a Leitmotiv widely attested in the comedy of the 430s and 420s,34 where references to a former Golden Age abound—a theme that reappears insistently in the fourth century (despite the fact that the city did not experience any real and significant economic decline) and that constitutes a dominant feature of Athenian public discourse.35 It remains undeniable, however, that the sober yet elegant clothing to which Thucydides refers did constitute, in democratic Athens, the sartorial and visual code typically (and ideologically) associated with the politēs, irrespective of social class.

If the Thucydidean passage articulates an ideological ideal of civic moderation, the sartorial and symbolic practices of classical Athens allow us to observe how that ideal was materially encoded, negotiated, and at times contested. In this respect, no garment is more revealing than the himation. Far from being a neutral or economically insignificant item, the himation functioned as the quintessential visual marker of the politēs, while remaining embedded in a complex system of social differentiation. Approaching such symbolic practices through a relational understanding of class makes it possible to see how economic resources, symbolic capital, cultural competence, and social position converged in shaping the normative figure of the politēs. Civic identity did not rest on legal status alone—although the juridical boundary between citizens and non-citizens remained fundamental and preponderant—but was continually produced through embodied and material signs—clothing, posture, leisure, and modes of consumption—that were unevenly accessible, strategically appropriated, and ideologically charged.

The analysis that follows therefore turns to these symbolic practices, with particular attention to clothing and bodily comportment, in order to trace how the ideal image of the citizen was constructed, stabilised, and defended. In doing so, it becomes possible to identify not only forms of differentiation within the citizen body, but also the more fundamental boundaries through which civic identity was symbolically defined against those excluded from it.

An excellent point of departure is provided by what may be defined as the locus classicus for the sartorial and visual representation of the Athenian citizen, moreover set within a public context. In Aristophanes’ Ecclesiazusae, the women disguise themselves as men by appropriating the most representative visual attributes of their husbands; among these, alongside the beard, they explicitly list the himation, Laconian shoes (lakōnikai),36 and the walking stick.37

This representation corresponds closely to what emerges from the vase paintings discussed above. Archaic pictorial representations depicting figures clearly engaged in the enjoyment of leisure, together with the contrast—visible on certain vases—between such figures and others occupied with manual activities, and the fact that Aristophanes explicitly presents this as the dress code in which citizens attended the Assembly, strongly suggest that this was the typical attire of leisure. It is precisely this dress code that the husbands of the female protagonists in the Ecclesiazusae, who are predominantly farmers,38 or at least non-elite citizens, are shown to have appropriated.39 This representation is not an isolated case. Other sources similarly attest to the close symbolic relationship between the citizen and the himation, making clear that the garment functioned as a key visual sign of civic identity.

The normative image of the citizen articulated in literary sources finds a compelling visual Vorbild in late Archaic Athenian iconography. A telling example is provided by a fragmentary red-figure pointed amphora in Berlin, dated to around 490 BCE and attributed to the Kleophrades Painter.40 The vase represents Theseus—by this period firmly established as a paradigmatic Athenian hero41—at the moment of killing the Minotaur.

On the reverse, the focus shifts from the heroic body to a group of young Athenians, identified as the sacrificial victims destined for Crete. They are shown standing together, animated in gesture yet wrapped in their himatia, awaiting the outcome of Theseus’ combat. Notably absent, however, are the Athenian maidens traditionally associated with this episode and prominently featured in earlier representations, such as Kleitias’ François Vase.42 The selective composition adopted by the Kleophrades Painter—restricted to beautiful, himation-clad youths anticipating their liberation—transforms the mythical scene into an idealised image of civic youth. These figures function as a visual model of those who would later come to constitute the dēmos,43 deliberately set in contrast to Theseus himself, whose heroic status is marked by the chlamys.44

As argued above, by the early fifth century the himation worn on its own had become the quintessential garment of the Athenian citizen. Seen against this background, the vase’s reinterpretation of Theseus’ Cretan exploit was likely to resonate with contemporary viewers not merely as myth, but as political allegory. The scene could readily evoke a recent and highly charged historical memory: the tyrannicide, retrospectively heroicised as the foundational moment of Athenian democracy.

The symbolic association between the himation and civic identity may plausibly be extended beyond the sphere of ordinary citizens and heroic founders such as Theseus, to include the Eponymous Heroes themselves. As invented tribal ancestors, the Eponymoi occupied a distinctive position within the ideological architecture of Athenian democracy: they were neither distant mythical figures nor purely historical agents, but collective ancestors through whom the citizen body was organised, named, and imagined as a coherent whole.45 For this very reason, their visual representation—wherever and however it appeared—must have been carefully calibrated to express civic unity rather than individual distinction.

The difficulty, of course, lies in the fact that no securely preserved monumental depiction of the Eponymous Heroes has survived, and the archaeological and textual traces of their lost statues do not allow for a definitive reconstruction of their appearance. Yet this absence of direct evidence does not render the question irrelevant. On the contrary, given the centrality of the Eponymoi to the political and symbolic life of the polis—as points of reference in the Agora, as organisers of tribal identity, and as mediators between individual citizens and the collective46—it is hard to imagine that their public imagery did not play a significant role in shaping visual conceptions of Athenian civic identity.

In this light, the hypothesis that the Eponymous Heroes were represented not as highly individualised figures, but as a relatively homogeneous group of male statues wrapped in himatia, appears both suggestive and methodologically sound, even if it must remain hypothetical.47 Such a choice would have avoided the visual language of heroic nudity or exceptionalism, instead foregrounding a form of dignified uniformity appropriate to collective ancestors of a democratic citizen body. The repetitive use of the himation would thus have served to align the legendary founders of the tribes with the everyday appearance of contemporary citizens, projecting the normative civic costume of democratic life back onto an ancestral and heroic horizon. In this way, the himation itself would have been symbolically elevated, transformed from an item of daily wear into a marker of timeless civic legitimacy.

Support for this interpretative framework may be sought, albeit indirectly, in the sculptural language of the Parthenon. On the east frieze, a group of tall male figures clad in a uniform civilian garment stand in quiet interaction, spatially positioned between the seated gods and the human procession. Although their precise identification remains debated, these figures have long been understood as Athenians and are often interpreted as the Eponymous Heroes.48 If this identification is accepted, the visual logic is highly significant: the ancestors of the dēmos appear neither as gods nor as active participants in ritual, but as mediating figures whose authority derives from proximity, continuity, and shared civic appearance. Once again, the himation functions as the key visual sign through which this relationship is articulated, reinforcing its role as the emblematic garment of Athenian civic identity.

Turning now to literary sources, beyond the Ecclesiazusae—and in a somewhat less explicit manner—other texts likewise attest the close symbolic association between the himation and civic identity. In Plato’s Theaetetus, for example, the proper wearing of the himation marks the distinction between a free citizen and a slave49—a contrast also suggested, albeit indirectly, in a passage from Xenophon’s Memorabilia.50 In Aeschines’ Against Timarchos, the himation is implicitly presented as a symbol of masculine dignity and, as such, a prerequisite for legitimate political participation. Aeschines notes that Demosthenes, instead of wearing the himation, appeared in kompsa chlaniskia and malakoi chitōniskoi—garments of excessive refinement.51 More generally, the idea that a citizen should not leave the house without a himation,52 and that doing so would be socially inappropriate, is corroborated by several passages in Theophrastus. The illiberal man, when he sends his himation to be cleaned, refrains from going out because he owns no other to wear.53 The shabby profiteer, when his is at the laundry, borrows one from a friend and wears it until he is forced to return it.54

Such examples seem to suggest that the himation was theoretically accessible to a fairly large number of citizens—or, at the very least, that such accessibility was expected. Theophrastus’ sketch of the cheapskate might even imply that a moderately affluent individual could own more than one. At the same time, it would be misleading to infer from its civic ubiquity that the himation was necessarily inexpensive or uniform in quality. First of all, iconographic evidence cautions against assuming that the civic prominence of the himation necessarily coincided with material simplicity. The visual economy of red-figure vase painting, constrained by its technical palette, tends to flatten chromatic and decorative variation and may therefore mask the extent to which dyed and ornamented awoollen cloaks circulated in fifth-century Athens.55 That such variation was in fact common is suggested by individual images from the post-Persian War period, such as a cuptondo depicting a youth wrapped in a richly embellished himation, which suffices to challenge the notion that austerity or chromatic restraint characterised the dress of the Pentekontaetia.56

Literary sources corroborate this picture. In Plato’s critique of democracy, its unrestrained freedom and internal plurality are famously likened to a himation poikilon, a variegated cloak, and to a bazaar of constitutions, in which each individual is free to fashion his own way of life.57 The metaphor presupposes the himation not as a plain or impoverished garment, but as an object capable of a certain visual richness. Comedy offers similar indications. In Aristophanes’ Plutus, the himation is explicitly treated as a garment of luxury and set in opposition to the worn tribōnion (a diminutive of tribōn, was a rather worn and humble garment, which, as will be discussed below, was associated with the Spartans58). A sycophant, addressing an honest man who has suddenly grown wealthy thanks to the restored sight of Plutus, asks where he obtained an himation, given that only the day before he had been wearing a shabby tribōnion. Shortly thereafter, Carion seizes the sycophant and urges the newly rich man to strip him and dress him in the tribōnion that had previously been dedicated to Plutus, adding pointedly that what should properly be offered to the god are semna himatia.59 A few lines later, an old woman lamenting the loss of her poor but beloved young companion remarks ironically that he had always shown restraint with her—so much so that he had asked her for nothing more than a twenty-drachma himation.60 In the Ecclesiasouzae Blepyrus, from whom Praxagora steals a himation, appears to possess only a single one.61 Theophrastus also refers to a prytanis who appears before the Assembly wearing a lampron himation.62

Moreover, a particular way of wearing the himation—drawn down to the ankles and allowed to trail along the ground—could signal high socio-economic status, as well as a form of ostentatious display liable to provoke irritation or disapproval among fellow citizens. This is the case with Aeschines, as portrayed by Demosthenes, and with Alcibiades and, presumably, his son, as represented in comic sources.63 A further insight is offered by Athenian law: the crime of lōpodysia—robbery by violent stripping—almost always refers to the himation as the object of theft.64 The consistent absence of money pouches or other valuables in these sources suggests that citizens generally did not carry such items in public. It also implies that the himation itself was considered a valuable good.65 Strikingly, Athenian law treated the violent theft of a himation in a public space as a distinct offense from ordinary theft. This may further confirm that the himation held a particular symbolic significance within the civic community.66

As for footwear, the lakōnikai—the shoes worn by the women in the Ecclesiazusae to attend the Assembly—were likely accessible to a relatively large number of citizens.67 Nevertheless, they must also have been relatively costly. In the Wasps, for instance, when Philocleon prepares to attend a symposium, he is instructed to wear lakōnikai, which are far more elegant than the embades he typically wears.68

Taken together, these sources suggest that the himation—like the lakōnikai—functioned as an ideologically charged element of the ideal civic wardrobe: a garment that signalled moderation and respectability, yet also presupposed a certain level of material comfort. At the same time, this civic dress code represents only one segment of a far more articulated sartorial landscape. The wardrobe of Classical Athens encompassed garments that were perceived as markedly more luxurious than the himation, others that indexed poverty or servile labour, and still others that carried ethnic or political connotations. It is precisely within this differentiated system of clothing that processes of distinction, appropriation, and symbolic conflict between elites, non-elites, and non-citizens can be most clearly observed.

Alongside the himation, the sartorial repertoire of classical Athens included garments perceived as markedly more luxurious, such as the chlaina and the chlanis,69 as well as various exotic or “orientalising” items associated with Persian or Thracian dress. As already noted, these garments constituted one of the principal material and symbolic means through which elites continued to perform distinction vis-à-vis non-elites (see above). At the opposite end of the spectrum stood garments that ranked well below the himation in terms of prestige, most notably the tribōn. This cloak accrued a dense and multi-layered symbolic charge. Socio-economically, it was associated with limited economic capital and low status; ethno-culturally, it evoked Spartan dress; and politically, it became linked to anti-democratic circles, insofar as several elite figures ideologically aligned with Sparta adopted it together with other visual markers, such as long hair and an untrimmed beard.70

Other garments of lower prestige than the himation further reinforce this pattern. The diphthera, for instance, was a short garment made of untreated animal hide, typically associated with rural masculinity and worn above all by farmers, shepherds, and herdsmen and slaves.71 Similarly, the exōmis—a short belted chiton fastened on only one shoulder so as to leave the other arm free—was commonly associated with poverty, servile status, or physically demanding activities.72 What emerges from this differentiated sartorial landscape is a clear normative expectation: the ideal politēs was required to present himself as sufficiently well-off and, above all, as a man in control of his own time.

This expectation is articulated with particular clarity in comedy, albeit often through carnivalesque inversion. In the Ecclesiazusae, for instance, the chorus remarks that only those who arrive at the Assembly covered in dust and reeking of garlic will receive the triobolon.73 At the literal level, the dust clearly alludes to the frantic rush of citizens competing to be among the first admitted and thus eligible for assembly pay.74 Yet, within the broader symbolic economy of the play—and against the background of a tacit civic dress code that presupposed the himation as the appropriate attire for political participation—the motif of dust may also evoke a more charged imagery. In a context where the citizen was expected to appear as visibly unmarked by manual labour, the dusty body could implicitly recall agricultural work and its physical traces, which were conventionally perceived as incongruous with the performance of institutional roles in the urban and political space.75 The joke thus operates on multiple levels, playfully conflating haste, bodily excess, and social impropriety.

Likewise, in Menander’s Epitrepontes, Smikrines rebukes Syros and Davos for preparing to take part in an arbitration (dikas legein) while dressed in goatskins (diphtherai).76 This reproach should not be read in a rather simplistic manner as the snobbish reaction of an upper-class character to inappropriate attire.77 Rather, following Susan Lape’s influential interpretation of Menander’s comedies as deeply political dramas, the scene participates in a broader ideological project that seeks to reaffirm democratic egalitarianism by representing the civic body as cohesive and symbolically levelled upwards. In Lape’s reading, Menander’s dramatic world promotes a renewed commitment to the principles underpinning the Periclean citizenship law, staging an idealised vision of the polis in which civic identity is grounded in shared status and moral equivalence rather than in overt socio-economic differentiation.78 This ideological thrust is all the more significant given the highly unstable political context of Menander’s production, a period marked by repeated challenges to democracy and by drastic, property-based reductions of the citizen body.79 Within the play itself, the diphthera is shortly thereafter identified by Syros as a garment typically associated with slaves, reinforcing its connotations of servile status.80 What is crucial in the present scene, however, is that Smikrines is unaware of the servile condition of Davos and Syros. The two are in fact attempting to usurp the right to arbitration, a procedure reserved for free persons, in the hope of appropriating a child who carries the material tokens of free civic status and thereby disguising their own condition.81 Against this background, Smikrines’ rebuke acquires a more precise ideological meaning: it implicitly asserts that participation in civic procedures—even in a private arbitral setting—presupposes an appearance consonant with freedom, leisure, and a minimum level of material respectability.

It is therefore significant that the expression dikas legein is used to describe the intention of the two slaves to submit their dispute to arbitration. While it is true that both dikē and related verbal forms can, even in oratorical sources where terminological precision might be expected, refer to private arbitration as well as to formal litigation,82 their prototypical meaning remains that of a private dispute formally channelled into the civic justice system—normally to be decided first by public arbitrators and, in the event of ephesis, ultimately brought before a panel of dikastai.83 In this light, Menander’s choice of language need not be neutral. Rather, it may be read as a deliberate strategy aimed at intensifying the thematic blurring of status boundaries that runs throughout the play. By employing a term so closely associated with the institutional machinery of civic justice—one of the primary arenas in which Athenian citizenship was enacted and performed—the playwright reinforces the extent of the usurpation being attempted: the slaves do not merely appropriate access to arbitration, but symbolically encroach upon one of the most emblematic prerogatives of the free politēs. The phrase thus evokes, for the audience, a judicial horizon in which civic identity found one of its most concrete expressions, thereby heightening the ideological stakes of the scene.

3. Creative “trickle down” of the masses and symbolic struggles

What emerges from a combined analysis of iconographic and literary sources is that, with the advent of democracy and the socio-economic expansion that began in the late sixth century—marked by the rise of a broad stratum of independent small farmers, merchants, and artisan-shopkeepers—ever larger segments of the population gained access to symbolic practices and modes of life that enabled the performance of shared civic values. In this context, the masses came to appropriate a number of distinctive symbols that, prior to the democratic transition, had largely belonged to the elites. As van Wees has shown through his analysis of vase painting, from the mid-seventh century onward elite figures are increasingly represented wearing the himation, which progressively replaces armour in elite iconography.84

This process may be described as a form of “trickle-down”, provided that the term is not understood as passive imitation. Rather, it involved a creative and selective appropriation. On the one hand, the masses internalised and reproduced a stigma attached to clothing that visibly evoked manual labour—a logic that can already be traced back to early Greek literature. In the Odyssey, for example, Laertes is portrayed while working his land in a manner that initially leads Odysseus to mistake him for a servant: despite recognising certain bodily features befitting a man of noble birth, Odysseus is struck by the incongruity between Laertes’ appearance and his royal status. His clothing, in particular, closely resembles what later sources would associate with rural poverty, signalling a dissonance between lineage and outward, material presentation.85 This same symbolic logic re-emerges, with greater ideological sharpness, in archaic elite discourse, such as Theognis’ contempt for those who, through rapid upward mobility, had risen to prominence at Megara despite having once been farmers clad in goatskins.86 On the other hand, this appropriation did not entail the uncritical adoption of the entire elite symbolic repertoire. Practices such as letting garments fall to the ankles and trail along the ground—an habitus highly valued by Sappho87 and, as seen above in the case of the himation, by segments of the classical elite or by those who sought, often awkwardly, to emulate elite postures—came to be criticised, while the ostentatious display of overly luxurious clothing was likewise ridiculed or met with civic disapproval.88

At times, however, when representation shifts from the individual citizen to the dēmos conceived as a collective body, the symbolic register changes accordingly. In such contexts, the imagery mobilised is no longer that of measured respectability but of luxury and splendour—forms of visual excess that, in social practice, remained largely the prerogative of elite groups even in the classical period. In the Lysistrata, the Athenians are said to have been freed by the Spartans from the tyranny of the Peisistratids, at which point they cast off the servile katōnakē and donned the chlaina.89 A similar but more complex operation is at work in Knights. The dēmos, after being “boiled down” and renewed by the Sausage-Seller and finally liberated from the Paphlagon—Cleon—reappears adorned with a golden cicada in his hair, precisely the emblem attributed by Thucydides to the elite men of an earlier age.90 In the same play, the dēmos is explicitly described as monarchos and basileus of Hellas.91 Significantly, however, the imagery of tyranny is introduced earlier in the drama, in a different and more diagnostic register. In the scene in which the Chorus of Knights confronts Demos directly, while both the Sausage-Seller and the Paphlagonian are momentarily absent, Demos is told that he possesses immense archē and is feared like a tyrant. This comparison is not meant as a denunciation of popular rule as such, but functions as a metaphor on two closely related levels: on the one hand, it evokes Athens’ naval empire and its uncontested domination over the symmachoi;92 on the other, it gestures toward the extraordinary concentration of power exercised by the dēmos through its control of the city’s principal constitutional bodies—the Assembly, the lawcourts, and the magistracies.93 The reproach that accompanies this image is therefore not directed at the existence of such power, but at its vulnerability to demagogic mediation: despite commanding an authority comparable to that of a tyrant, Demos allows himself to be repeatedly misled, flattered, and instrumentalised by those who claim to act in his name.94

This imagery is unmistakably embedded in a grotesque, carnivalesque, and deliberately paradoxical register. Yet it should not be read as a straightforward endorsement of elite hostility toward the urban populace. Rather, in Knights Aristophanes gives dramatic form to a perception widely circulating in contemporary political discourse, according to which a section of the dēmos—those most constantly present within democratic institutions—was particularly exposed to manipulation. The dēmos who initially appears as gullible, irascible, and manipulable thus corresponds not to the civic body as such, nor to the urban masses as a social group per se, but to a distorted and factionalised configuration of popular power produced by demagogic capture.95

This differentiation is not merely a comic abstraction. It reflects a real and increasingly visible tension within the popular bloc in the later fifth century, particularly during the Peloponnesian War, when the forced concentration of large segments of the rural population within the city walls produced material hardship, political dislocation, and resentment.96 Temporarily urbanised peasants and farmers found themselves marginalised within institutional spaces long dominated by established urban constituencies—artisans, shopkeepers, labourers, and habitual participants in the Assembly and lawcourts97—thus exacerbating latent fractures within the popular front.98 Aristophanes registers these tensions, but does not mobilise them in the service of an anti-democratic programme.

The regenerated Demos of the final scenes, by contrast, does not simply idealise a rural past nor purge the urban element. Rather, it figures a recomposed popular front, in which rural and urban constituencies are brought back into alignment.99 Crucially, this restored Demos is not represented as standing in opposition to the elite as such. He is instead explicitly supported by the Knights, whose elite connotations mark their role not as antagonists of popular sovereignty but as cooperative members of the civic whole.100 This alliance—between the renewed Demos, the Sausage-Seller as a paradigmatic representative of the urban populace, and the Knights as an elite group reintegrated within the civic body—signals that the figure of Demos in the finale simultaneously designates the popular bloc in its socio-economic articulation and the dēmos in its institutional capacity as the body that deliberates and rules in the Assembly, and thus, in representational terms, the citizen body as a whole.101

Crucially, however, this moment of recomposition does not erase the underlying symbolic antagonism that structures the play. The alliance with the Knights is intelligible only against the background of a persistent struggle between the popular masses and the elites—a struggle that informs the very logic of representation at work in the play. Even where elite figures are reintegrated into the civic whole, this reintegration takes place on terrain defined by popular hegemony, and against the background of sustained attempts by sections of the elite to fracture the popular front by exploiting tensions within it, above all between urban and rural constituencies.102

In this sense, the spectacular elevation of Demos—his monarchic status, tyrannical aura, and conspicuous display of wealth—retains a polemical edge. It articulates a collective self-representation forged in opposition to elite claims to exclusive access to splendour, authority, and symbolic distinction. The figure of Demos as a luxurious tyrant thus condenses both the assertion of popular sovereignty and the lived experience of social conflict that made such an assertion necessary - thereby preserving the intrinsic semantic ambiguity of the concept of dēmos, oscillating between its politico-institutional sense as the civic body as a whole and its sociological sense as the popular masses.103

This symbolic condensation becomes all the more striking when set against the institutional realities of Athenian imperial rule. If one shifts the focus from the internal dynamics of civic self-representation to Athens’ relations with its symmachoi, the image of a tyrannical dēmos acquires a further dimension. The Athenian empire undoubtedly provided a framework of maritime security, commercial circulation, and juridical regulation that could benefit interstate exchange;104 yet it also rested on relations of political subordination and hierarchical inequality between the metropolitan citizen body and allied communities. At the same time, imperial expansion itself was not solely the project of a narrow ruling elite. From its late Archaic antecedents—where individual initiatives by leading families operated in synergy with collective Athenian interests105—to the Classical empire, whose benefits extended to wider segments of the citizen body through mechanisms such as cleruchies, colonial settlements, and military employment, imperial power was also embedded in broader structures of civic participation.106

Seen in this light, the representation of the dēmos as tyrannical should not be understood merely as an ideological projection of internal social conflict. Rather, it emerges at the intersection between internal democratic self-assertion and the external exercise of imperial domination. The image of a sovereign dēmos thus articulated at once the experience of popular power within the polis and the hierarchical political order through which Athens exercised authority over its allies.

The analogy with tyranny draws on the well-known ambivalence that characterised Greek perceptions of tyrannical power: tyranny was simultaneously conceived as an absolute evil for those subjected to it and as a condition of unrestrained pleasure, splendour, and freedom from constraint for those who exercised it.107 The plausibility of assimilating the dēmos to a tyrant rests precisely on two defining features of democratic power: eleutheros einai and archein.108 Like the tyrant, the collective citizen body is represented as free from subjection to any external authority, unrivalled in its command over resources, and unmatched in its capacity for expenditure—most visibly materialised in the city’s monumental building programme.109 To this must be added a further structural parallel: the effective absence of accountability (see below).110 In both its deliberative and judicial functions, the dēmos appears as a sovereign agent answerable to no higher instance, thereby reinforcing the image of a political subject whose power, autonomy, and control over wealth invite comparison with tyrannical rule.

Nor should the broader historical background be overlooked. According to a widely accepted—though not uncontested—reconstruction, the economic and commercial expansion that fostered the emergence of a class of small entrepreneurs—independent farmers, shopkeepers, merchants, and artisans—took place in the late sixth century, roughly in parallel with the formal establishment of democracy.111 Although democracy emerged from the collapse of the Peisistratid tyranny, that same tyrannical regime had already exposed the structural vulnerabilities and limitations of the archaic elites who had long monopolised political power, thereby opening new spaces of opportunity for members of the non-elite population.112 Significantly, the tyrant himself was not an outsider to the elite world, but an elite actor who rose above competing elite groups and curtailed their capacity to exercise political and social dominance, doing so—albeit only in part and in specific phases—through the mobilisation and support of the masses.113 The collective self-representation of the dēmos as wealthy, dominant, and even “tyrannical” thus reflects not only comic exaggeration but also the historical experience of a citizen body whose material and symbolic horizons had been significantly expanded.

If one accepts, following van Wees, that already from the Solonian period the most consequential socio-economic and political divide lay between the first three census classes on the one hand—the leisure elite—and the thētes on the other, it becomes easier to account for later developments.114 Even after the advent of democracy, the thētes—now comprising not only subsistence wage-labourers but also a growing stratum of independent small producers—remained excluded from the highest magistracies.115 Against this background, it is understandable that in the second half of the fifth century (the era of “full democracy”, see below) the dēmos should have felt compelled to complement the legitimating principle of equality with selected symbolic markers through which elites had traditionally asserted a claim to legitimate authority exercised for the good of the community. Among these markers, leisure occupied a privileged position, precisely because it functioned as both a prerequisite for active civic participation and a long-standing emblem of social distinction monopolised by the leisure elite.

Precisely because the dēmos could be imagined and represented, at the collective level, as wealthy, powerful, and even monarchic or tyrannical, the ostentatious display of wealth by individual citizens was liable to attract censure. Democratic metriotēs functioned in this respect as a constraint on the private deployment of economic capital: excellence was expected to find its proper expression not in personal luxury, but above all through liturgies performed for the benefit of the community.116 This dissociation between collective splendour and individual restraint—which amounts to a pointed polemic against elite claims to exclusive distinction—rests on the same ideological matrix as another, closely related principle: the systematic neutralisation of individual wealth within institutional and political contexts. This logic finds particularly clear articulation in comedy. In Wasps, Philocleon proudly proclaims his indifference not to wealth as such, but to the wealth of individual rich citizens, asserting that as a dikastēs he is omnipotent, feared even by the wealthy, and therefore effectively independent of their material resource.117 He also boasts of the fact that judicial power is anypeuthynos, not subject to accountability, thereby evoking—however obliquely—one of the defining features traditionally associated with monocratic authority.118 The boast thus rests on the idea that judicial power itself—reinforced by the pay attached to it—places the ordinary citizen in a position of collective superiority, allowing the dēmos to mock individual wealth from a stance of presumed autonomy.

Bdelycleon will shortly dismantle this self-congratulatory vision, pointing out that real enrichment accrues not to the people but to corrupt demagogues, who exploit the dēmos—and especially the jurors—as compliant instruments of their own gain.119 Yet significantly, this critique does not challenge the underlying assumption that the dēmos ought to be wealthy and autonomous—note that although Bdelycleon does not return explicitly to this second point, he does not call it into question; its implications will be taken up again below. On the contrary, Bdelycleon insists that, given Athens’ vast imperial dominion secured by naval power, the people could—and should—live in abundance.120 It is telling, in this respect, that among the benefits associated with politics and empire comedy repeatedly invokes plouthygieia, wealth and well-being. The term recurs not only in Wasps but also in Knights, where it figures prominently within the agonistic competition between the Paphlagonian (Cleon) and the Sausage-Seller to demonstrate who truly cares for Demos.121 Significantly, it is the Paphlagonian who imagines Athena pouring a libation of plouthygieia upon Demos’ head—a transparently hypocritical gesture of demagogic flattery. Yet the very effectiveness of this image within the comic contest presupposes that plouthygieia resonated as a powerful and legitimate aspiration within popular political culture. Even when deployed cynically by a figure like Cleon, wealth and well-being remain presented as proper, even expected, attributes of the collective dēmos.

Taken together, these representations suggest that within democratic self-representation neither the wealth nor the power of the masses was treated as an embarrassment to be denied. On the contrary, Athenian public discourse consistently portrayed—and encouraged the dēmos to conceive of itself as—destined to prosperity and dominance, even while condemning excessive luxury at the level of individual conduct.

Such imagery was far from isolated. It resonated strongly with the democratic propaganda that flourished especially in the second half of the fifth century—a discourse marked by pronounced optimism and by an ethical valorisation of economic activity. This propaganda was not merely rhetorical, but found tangible support in the visible prosperity of Athenian markets and, more broadly, in the relatively high standards of living attained by the city’s population. In this period, the markets of Athens were perceived as overflowing with goods of every kind, while imperial revenues materially translated the city’s power and grandeur into an ambitious and highly visible building programme.122 The durability of this ideological framework is suggested by the fact that even in the fourth century Demosthenes could reproach Meidias for the excessive splendour of his private residence on the grounds that it surpassed that of public buildings.123

A further reflection of this enduring conception of collective prosperity emerges in fourth-century oratory, where the alleged poverty of the dēmos is articulated through a clear laudatio temporis acti. The present condition of hardship is repeatedly construed as the loss of an earlier phase of generalised abundance, implicitly associated with the height of Athenian power. In this rhetorical framework, the dēmos is not portrayed as structurally destitute, but as unjustly deprived of a level of prosperity that is represented as its natural and rightful condition.124 Crucially, the orators exploit the relativity of the notion of poverty (penia), defining it in contrast to the standards of the leisure class rather than as a condition of absolute deprivation.125 What is at stake is not ptōcheia—that is, beggary or extreme want,126 perceived in Athenian thought as the absolute social evil and the paradigmatic condition of exclusion127—but a relative impoverishment, measured against expectations of security, autonomy, and access to leisure that democratic ideology had come to associate with full citizenship. In this way, rhetorical complaints about the poverty of the dēmos simultaneously presuppose and reaffirm the idea of its intrinsic orientation toward wealth and material sufficiency.

If political predominance had long been exercised by the elites, and if that predominance rested on legitimating principles of excellence and merit as well as on differentiating principles of leisure and wealth, it becomes intelligible that, once all citizens came to be recognised as kaloi kagathoi128 in virtue of citizenship alone, irrespective of census status, the collective attribution of a principle of material distinction to the dēmos should follow as a logical consequence. This collective self-representation also responds directly to the recurrent accusations levelled against the popular classes by dissident and anti-democratic thought.

Such critiques typically took one of two forms: either that working citizens lacked the leisure required for meaningful political participation, being overly absorbed in labour,129 or that the urban masses consisted largely of idle dependants seeking to live at the city’s expense-an accusation that either implicitly or overtly targeted the system of public pay (misthos) attached to civic participation.130 Democratic discourse did not respond to this second charge by concealing or denying the existence of public pay, but by re-signifying it. Rather than being presented as a mark of dependency or poverty, misthos was reframed as an enabling condition of civic autonomy: a material support that made participation possible without recourse to private patronage.131 It is against this polemical background that the public discourse of democracy articulated a symbolic imagery of the citizen centred on leisure, well-being, and, in certain representations, collective wealth. In this perspective, a qualified disdain for individual riches was integrated into the public representation of the politēs.

Comedy gives particularly vivid expression to this logic. As already suggested by the discussion of Wasps above, Philocleon does not condemn individual wealth per se; rather, he mocks its political relevance when confronted with the authority of the dikastēs. The comic and parodic framework of Wasps does not invalidate the principle articulated by Philocleon. On the contrary, his insistence on the autonomy and unaccountability of the dikastēs gives voice to a core tenet of democratic ideology, namely the conviction that civic and institutional authority—above all in its judicial form—ought to be independent not only from economic power and private wealth, but also from any form of political tutelage or mediation, including, naturally, that exercised by demagogues themselves.132 In this respect, Philocleon’s claims can hardly be dismissed as merely grotesque exaggerations: they presuppose, and reflect, a widely shared Athenian belief.

At the same time, Aristophanes’ critique—and, to judge from a surviving fragment, that of other comic poets such as Eupolis as well—targets a specific and structurally pernicious practice of demagogic politics, namely the exploitation of social and economic vulnerability within the citizen body. By mobilising economically precarious groups—especially elderly and indigent citizens who had a strong material incentive to participate in the lawcourts—demagogues could instrumentalise judicial mechanisms in order to harass, discredit, and ultimately eliminate political opponents.133 If Aristophanes is critical of misthos, his target is therefore not the institution as such, nor the principle that underpinned it, but rather the role it had come to play in the hands of demagogues, who could deploy public pay as a form of political narcotic, diverting the dēmos from more consequential decisions and encouraging a passive, routinised engagement with civic life.134

In light of this analysis, it becomes clear that from what may be termed the era of “full democracy” (that is, after c. 450 BCE135), Athenian democratic discourse constructed a highly specific image of the ideal politēs, one that presupposed an ongoing symbolic struggle with socio-economic elites, some of whom sought to discredit and delegitimise the extension of full political rights to all citizens regardless of wealth or income. The resulting vision and division of the social world—in Bourdieusian terms—was the product of a multi-layered process of symbolic manipulation.

This manipulation operated along several intersecting axes. From a socio-economic perspective, it is true that a substantial segment of the broad class of thētes—namely its more prosperous members—could adhere without excessive difficulty to the officially sanctioned symbolic codes of citizenship (for instance, by affording a respectable himation and Laconian footwear). By contrast, wage labourers and those living at or near subsistence level must have encountered far greater obstacles in conforming to these norms. Yet this internal heterogeneity did not prevent the popular bloc opposed to the leisure class proper from successfully imposing its vision of the social order, precisely because that vision was sufficiently anchored in the contingent socio-economic realities of classical Athens. These included the massive influx of wealth—especially during the period of the naval empire—the expanded capacity of citizens as such to pursue shared civic values through a more even redistribution of resources (above all via taxation and the liturgical duties that fell disproportionately upon the rich), the misthos, and public funding for institutions such as gymnasia and baths,136 a dense and exclusionary civic network—demes and phratries, voluntary associations, and socially mediated access to credit—which was not designed to alleviate poverty as such, but to sustain civic cohesion and political participation. While these structures enabled many citizens to live above subsistence or to mitigate (albeit without erasing) dependence on the wealthy, they systematically advantaged politai already embedded within them and marginalised outsiders—metics, foreigners, and above all slaves—thus reproducing poverty beyond the citizen body.137

Crucially, however, this symbolic articulation of citizenship did not operate solely along a socio-economic axis. Ethnicity functioned as an additional, relatively autonomous variable in the construction of civic identity. Certain sartorial markers—most notably the tribōn—formed a charged constellation in which material poverty, cultural otherness, and political deviance converged. The tribōn could signal low economic status, but it also carried a strong ethnic resonance through its association with Sparta and, by extension, with anti-Athenian values. As we have seen above, when adopted by figures ideologically aligned with Sparta or hostile to democracy, this attire condensed multiple forms of alterity—economic, cultural, and political—into a single, immediately legible visual code. In this way, the symbolic boundaries of citizenship were articulated not only against internal elites, but also against external and internalised “others”, whose exclusion was framed simultaneously in ethnic, civic-legal, and class-based terms.

It is hardly necessary to stress that, notwithstanding this pervasive symbolic struggle—ultimately aimed at securing isonomia and at insulating the political sphere as a closed, self-referential, and theoretically autopoietic system, immune to the forces operating within the broader social space (and thus to marked disparities in economic capital)138—the elites themselves were by no means conceived as external to the civic body, as is already suggested by the alliance staged in the final scenes of the Knights (see above). A striking visual confirmation of this inclusion is provided by the representation of the cavalcade on the Parthenon frieze. Alongside the “civilian” figures clad in the himation discussed above, the frieze prominently features horsemen, many of whom display exotic or conspicuously refined items of dress.139 Their presence makes clear that Athenian citizenship had no difficulty, as such, in accommodating elite forms of self-representation within the collective image of the polis.

The group from which citizens—especially those belonging to the broad popular front outlined above—felt compelled to distinguish themselves at all costs lay elsewhere. It consisted above all of those who lacked the defining prerequisite upon which democratic citizenship was founded: freedom itself. It is in relation to slaves, rather than to socio-economic elites, that the symbolic boundaries of citizenship were drawn most sharply and most consistently.

The evidence examined so far points to a highly structured symbolic economy of citizenship, in which clothing, posture, and modes of appearance functioned as key mediators between legal status and social legitimacy. While the juridical boundary of citizenship remained fundamental and non-negotiable, civic identity was not articulated through law alone. Rather, it was continuously enacted and made visible through embodied practices and material signs that encoded leisure, autonomy, and freedom from manual constraint. The himation and related items thus emerge not merely as elements of dress, but as components of a broader ideological grammar through which the figure of the politēs was defined, negotiated, and contested.

Yet this grammar did not operate in isolation. It intersected with other axes of differentiation—economic, cultural, ethnic, and political—and was shaped by long-term processes of social mobility and economic expansion that progressively widened access to practices once associated primarily with elite lifestyles. At the same time, the very consolidation of a normative image of the citizen presupposed the systematic exclusion, displacement, or masking of other figures and conditions. It is precisely at this juncture that the analysis must turn from symbols of inclusion to mechanisms of differentiation, and from the idealised performance of leisure to the social realities it obscured. A particularly revealing entry point into this dynamic is offered by representations of agrarian life and labour, which allow us to observe how work, dependency, and servility were symbolically redistributed within the civic imagination of classical Athens.

4. Citizens, labour and slaves

At this point, an important clarification is required. The symbolic economy of citizenship reconstructed so far should not be mistaken for a wholesale rejection of work as such. Athenian citizens did not deny, conceal, or disavow their occupational identities.140 Farmers, craftsmen, and merchants openly acknowledged the forms of labour through which they sustained themselves and their households, and these activities were fully compatible with civic belonging. What was at stake, rather, was not labour per se, but the visibility of its bodily traces within contexts that were ideologically marked as civic and institutional.

This distinction emerges with particular clarity in comedy. At the end of the prologue of Peace, when Trygaios turns to address the chorus in order to introduce the parodos, he first hails them as Hellēnes and then proceeds to articulate this collective identity through a series of subgroups: farmers, merchants, carpenters, artisans, islanders, metics, and foreigners. The composition of the chorus thus oscillates between a Panhellenic and a specifically Athenian frame of reference.141 Yet the sequence itself is revealing. Metics and islanders—clearly non-citizens from an Athenian perspective—are listed only after four occupational categories that are best understood as referring primarily to citizens.

This implicit distinction is not marked through explicit contrastive particles, but it can nevertheless be inferred from the structure of the list. The inclusion of geōrgoi at its head is particularly significant. In Athenian ideology, farming was closely associated with citizenship, since it presupposed enktēsis gēs kai oikiou, the legal right to own land and a house—a right denied to non-citizens.142 That farmers appear first is therefore no accident. Nor does the presence of artisans and merchants undermine this reading, since such occupations were by no means the exclusive preserve of metics or foreigners.143

Notably, Trygaios presents himself as a skilled vine-grower,144 and references to rural life recur throughout the play. He explicitly identifies himself as a geōrgos and directly addresses the farmers among the audience. Yet he is never depicted performing agricultural labour. When rural work appears on stage, it is instead his wife and servants who are shown in direct contact with it.145 Agricultural products are frequently mentioned,146 but farming tools are only alluded to in passing and never in a way that evokes the physical strain of agricultural labour. At the same time, Trygaios eagerly anticipates the return of peace and the reopening of a thriving agora, overflowing with goods—some of them rare or luxurious, such as the eel from Lake Copais.147 The only explicitly agricultural activity attributed to him is projected into the future.148 In this respect, his portrayal closely resembles that of the estate owner who supervises labour rather than performing it himself. It is also telling that, in praising the personified Eirēnē (Peace) at vv. 530-532, Trygaios associates her not with rural toil but with the Great Dionysia and with the poetry of Sophocles and Euripides.

Thus, although Trygaios claims the identity of farmer and vine-grower, he does so without embodying the physical realities of agricultural labour. Instead, he asserts his place within the shared mass culture of classical Athens, of which theatrical performance and festival life were central components.149 This mode of self-representation should not be taken to imply a rigid opposition between city and countryside, as Jones has argued.150 While some literary sources—especially comedy—do at times foreground such a contrast through exaggerated or polarised imagery, a broader reading of the evidence points in a different direction.

Both literary and archaeological data indicate a high degree of integration between urban and rural spheres. Texts attest to farmers’ involvement in commerce and to the constant mobility of merchants, artisans, and cultivators between town and countryside,151 while archaeological research has revealed a highly articulated Attic landscape, characterised by a mix of nucleated villages and dispersed farmsteads.152 Moreover, neither textual nor material evidence requires us to assume that farmers necessarily resided on the land they cultivated. This permeability was further facilitated by a dense network of roads and infrastructure that enabled regular movement across the region.153 This high degree of material and social integration does not contradict the tensions described above in connection with the Peloponnesian War; rather, it helps explain why those tensions were experienced not as a clash between separate worlds, but as an internal struggle over political visibility, institutional access, and symbolic legitimacy within a fundamentally shared civic space.

It is precisely within this shared space of civic interaction that symbolic self-presentation acquired heightened political stakes. What truly demands attention is then the symbolic operation through which members of the agricultural class systematically effaced the visible signs of direct manual labour. To address this issue, it is necessary to shift the focus from literary representations to documentary and archaeological evidence, and in particular to a striking and still partly enigmatic feature of the Attic countryside: rural towers. As Meave McHugh has shown, no single, uniform function can be ascribed to all towers scattered across Attica. Some were clearly incorporated into agricultural estates, while others appear to have served primarily as watchtowers or surveillance structures. In the case of towers associated with farming installations, McHugh plausibly argues that their function can best be inferred from contextual evidence, especially the presence or absence of domestic ceramics. Where such material is attested, a residential use is likely; conversely, the presence of storage facilities or related equipment may point to their use as granaries or storehouses.154

Further insight is provided by a study published in 2005 by Sarah Morris and John Papadopoulos, who observed that many towers exhibit distinctive traces of wear—cuts or fissures on the external face of door lintels that are absent on the inner side. They plausibly interpret this pattern as evidence for devices designed to prevent doors from being opened from within, perhaps through the addition of secondary metal fittings or plates.155 Such features strongly suggest that these structures were intended not merely for storage, but also for the controlled confinement of people.

This material evidence is complemented by textual and epigraphic sources. In the pseudo-Demosthenic speech Against Evergus and Mnesibulus, the speaker recounts an attack on his rural estate during his absence: as the assailants plundered the property, the female slaves, fearing capture, barricaded themselves inside the tower.156 A fragmentary calendrical inscription discovered near the so-called Cliff Tower further reinforces this picture.157 Although the name of the individual is partially lost, he identifies himself as an epitropos (bailiff);158 given the findspot, it is reasonable to assume that he was the estate manager of Timesius, the landowner.159 The figure of the epitropos is well attested in literary sources. In Xenophon’s Oeconomicus, Ischomachus explicitly justifies his ability to engage in civic affairs by explaining that he entrusts the supervision of agricultural labour to an epitropos, likely a slave or freedman charged with overseeing the workforce.160 As Alison Burford has argued, even though the term itself is not securely attested in fifth-century sources, the function was clearly familiar, as suggested by figures such as Euangelos, Pericles’ trusted household steward.161

Taken together, this evidence supports the conclusion that towers on large, wealthy estates often functioned as residential quarters for agricultural labourers and for epitropoi, who would also have been ideally positioned—both physically and socially—to supervise work from an elevated vantage point. Comparable arrangements are attested on the extensive estates of Rheneia, leased by the sanctuary of Apollo at Delos to absentee tenants.162 There, servile labourers were effectively bound to the land through residential structures that anchored their presence to the estate.

Particularly revealing is an inscription regulating cases of tenant insolvency on Delian land. In the event of non-payment, the temple authorities were instructed to liquidate assets in a fixed order: first the crops, then livestock, then sheep, and finally slaves.163 This sequence makes explicit the conceptual proximity between land and servile labour. The same logic applies to epitropoi. The calendrical inscription bearing an epitropos’ signature, together with the tomb of a certain Deinias located on the same estate—whose funerary inscription specifies that his descendants were to be buried there as well—points to a condition of long-term attachment to the land.164 Lin Foxhall has similarly suggested that some epitropoi on the Thasian estates of Adeimantos, later sold by the polētai, were effectively inseparable from the properties they managed.165

Conceptually, then, slaves and epitropoi were treated as integral components of landed property itself. It is precisely this structural and ideological fusion of labour, supervision, and landownership that helps explain why agricultural work came to be so readily associated with servility in the civic imagination. At the same time, it illuminates the complementary process by which visible markers of manual farming labour were systematically excluded from the symbolic representation of the citizen. The concealment of work was not accidental, but a necessary condition for sustaining the ideological image of the politēs as free, autonomous, and in control of his own time.

Naturally, maintaining a sizable group of slaves led by an epitropos was a luxury available only to members of the elite. However, the steady economic growth Athens experienced from the late Archaic period onward brought to the city a wide range of goods, including slaves.166 Throughout the Classical period, the Piraeus functioned as the largest re-export and redistribution hub in the Aegean.167 This led to a relatively widespread degree of affluence. It has been estimated that most small landowners lived well above the subsistence threshold. While elite individuals typically owned an average of 50 to 60 slaves—and some, as Xenophon testifies, owned none at all168—small landowners generally possessed at least two or three slaves each.169

Slave ownership—often supplemented by the employment of misthōtoi (wage labourers), who were most likely freedmen or foreigners, given the well-attested reluctance of Athenian citizens to work under the authority of their fellow citizens170—made it possible for landowners to devote time to political participation. This social arrangement is vividly illustrated by the agroikos in Theophrastus, who, upon returning from the Assembly, delivers a detailed report of the proceedings to his slaves and misthōtoi.171

Such evidence helps to explain why agricultural labour, and especially physically demanding manual work, came to be ideologically associated with slavery or with forms of dependence incompatible with full mastery over one’s own time. This association recurs frequently in comedy. While many relevant examples are drawn from Menander and therefore postdate the height of Athenian democracy, a similar logic is already discernible in Aristophanes. In a fragment concerned with differentiating sociolectal variants of the Attic dialect, one variety is characterised as hypagroikoteron and aneleutheron—explicitly marked as unworthy of a free man. In context, the terms refer to a coarse, unrefined, and grammatically incorrect manner of speaking.172 Yet their etymological and semantic force extends beyond linguistic register: they designate, first and foremost, a condition incompatible with freedom and therefore implicitly appropriate to slaves.

At the same time, the sources are clear that citizen-farmers could and did work alongside their slaves. This emerges most clearly in Menander. In Georgos, the young son of Myrrhine is compelled by Penia (Poverty) to labour in the fields together with his slave.173 Similarly, in Dyskolos, a servant declares that he must accompany his master in agricultural work, invoking Penia as the force that drives both of them to toil.174 By contrast, Knemon in Dyskolos is portrayed as grotesque and aberrant precisely because he works the land entirely on his own, without even the assistance of a slave—despite the widespread suspicion among the other characters that he possesses a fortune of two talents.175 The comic effect hinges on this inversion: what renders Knemon socially anomalous is not poverty, but the failure to conform to the expected organisation of labour, in which even modest prosperity implied the delegation of the most onerous tasks to slaves. Complementary to these passages are those in which agricultural labour is explicitly characterised as servile work.176

This association between labour and servility is further illuminated by the way comedy negotiates the concept of penia. As noted above, Athenian discourse does not operate with rigid or stable categories of poverty, but exploits the semantic elasticity of penia, whose meaning is defined relationally rather than in terms of absolute deprivation. In this framework, penia designates a condition measured against the standards of leisure and autonomy that underpinned full civic status, not the extreme destitution denoted by ptōcheia, consistently construed as the absolute social evil.

This logic emerges with particular clarity in Aristophanes’ Plutus. There, the personified Penia explicitly draws attention to the slippage between penia and ptōcheia, while at the same time defending the necessity of labour as a structuring principle of the social order.177 Crucially, Chremylus’ response—that once citizens became wealthy all labour would be relegated to slaves178—renders explicit the ideological horizon already implicit in earlier examples: manual work is conceived as properly belonging to slaves, while freedom from labour functions as a marker of civic autonomy. In this sense, the comic exchange does not contradict the evidence discussed above, but rather exposes the tension at its core: citizens may work, and even be compelled to do so by penia, yet the symbolic economy of citizenship continues to project labour—especially agrarian labour—towards the domain of servility.

The theme of leisure reappears with particular force when representations of the citizen intersect explicitly with political participation. This is already apparent in Euripides’ Suppliant Women, where the Theban herald’s critique of democracy hinges on the figure of the gaponos—a man compelled to work the land with his own hands—who is said to lack both the time and the competence required for engagement in public affairs.179 Although Athenian public ideology consistently rejected this argument, insisting that even those engaged in manual labour were full members of the political community,180 the passage is nevertheless revealing. It signals the emergence of a tension between labour necessity and political activity that would become increasingly explicit in later political reflection.

Within this framework, the autourgos—the worker who must rely exclusively on his own labour, presumably without the assistance of slaves181—gradually comes to function as an antithetical figure to the normative image of the citizen. This model is taken up and radicalised in Plato’s Republic, where democratic society is described as resting on three groups: the wealthy; the idle urban masses who dominate the Assembly; and the autourgoi, the rural dēmos whom Plato pointedly characterises as rarely participating in politics.182 A similar logic underpins Aristotle’s discussion of democracy. He repeatedly maintains that the most stable form of popular government is the rural democracy, in which autourgoi attend the Assembly only infrequently,183 and he further suggests that a genuine “friend of the people” should distribute resources in such a way as to enable the lower classes to remain occupied with agriculture or commerce, thereby limiting their presence in the political institutions concentrated in the urban centre.184 In this perspective, even commerce is subsumed under the same logic of occupation and political restraint, as when Aristotle observes that constitutional stability is secured when power rests with farmers and individuals of modest means who are compelled by necessity to work for their livelihood.185

The figure of the autourgos is also taken up by Euripides, who in Orestes and Electra elevates it to a model of virtue precisely because it embodies modest living, hard work, and minimal involvement in public affairs.186 I do not intend here to engage with the complex and still lively debate over Euripides’ stance on democracy, nor with the question of whether the autourgos ideal praised in these tragedies coheres with or contradicts the critique voiced by the Theban herald in Suppliant Women, who stigmatises the gaponos as emblematic of the shortcomings of the democratic regime.187 What is significant, however, is that Euripides, too, identifies this ideological prototype as the antithesis of the dominant Athenian model of citizenship—a model whose normative claims and social implications appear, in his tragic exploration, as quite problematic rather than self-evident.

Across the sources in which it appears, the figure of the autourgos displays a remarkably coherent set of traits: he is neither wealthy nor destitute; he is characterised by prudence, practical wisdom, and moral restraint; and, above all, he stands at a deliberate remove from the frenetic political and economic activism of urban and institutional life. His defining dispositions are apragmosynē and sōphrosynē,188 not participation, ambition, or competitive display.

At the same time, this figure should be understood less as a faithful reflection of social reality than as an idealising construct. Although the term autourgos itself is not attested in Aristophanes, comic representations repeatedly evoke small-scale farmers who—despite being presented as nostalgic champions of rural tranquillity—are revealed by scattered textual clues to be relatively well off.189 Their longing for the countryside responds to a concrete social and logistical disruption, namely the aforementioned forced concentration of rural populations in the urban centre during wartime. As already suggested, this projection operates through a symbolically charged and deliberately overdetermined contrast between city and countryside, rather than through a representation of genuinely separate social worlds. It is therefore no coincidence that the idealised autourgos, imagined as resisting the pressures generated by the relentless economic and political activism promoted by democratic ideology, exerted a powerful appeal on antidemocratic elites, who explicitly elevated sōphrosynē and apragmosynē as their own ideological watchwords.190

This opposition between the dominant democratic ideal of citizenship and the ideological figure of the autourgos is articulated with particular clarity in the words attributed to Pericles by Thucydides on the eve of the Peloponnesian War. Urging the Athenians not to yield to Spartan demands to repeal the Megarian decree or abandon Aegina and Potidaea, Pericles reminds them that Athens commands far greater resources than the Peloponnesians—precisely because the latter are autourgoi.191 Modern commentators have long debated the meaning of this characterisation. If the term is taken simply to denote populations primarily engaged in agriculture, its application to the Spartans has appeared problematic, since Spartan citizens relied on helot labour and were therefore not compelled to work the land themselves.192 Others, by contrast, have argued that the label fits the Spartans precisely insofar as they were largely self-sufficient in food production, unlike many other Peloponnesian communities dependent on imported grain.193 Yet the most persuasive reading understands autourgos here in its stricter sense, as denoting those compelled to cultivate the land without the mediation of slave labour—a condition that the Spartans themselves did not share. In this respect, the term may apply more plausibly to many of Sparta’s allies than to the Spartans themselves, as suggested by Thucydides’ report that a Peloponnesian campaign was interrupted because allied contingents needed to return home for agricultural work.194

What ultimately matters, however, is less the precise sociological accuracy of the label than its rhetorical function. Pericles’ aim is to present the Peloponnesians as a whole as resource-poor and structurally constrained, casting them as the antithesis of Athens. In this respect, the passage aligns seamlessly with Periclean democratic propaganda more broadly, as exemplified in the Funeral Oration, where wealth, economic dynamism, and intense productive activity are foregrounded as defining features of the Athenian community.195

Read against this background, the symbolic insistence on leisure acquires a sharper political and social significance. The two accusations recurrently levelled by antidemocratic elites against the popular classes—that working citizens lacked the leisure required for political competence, and that the urban masses were idle dependants living off public pay—were mutually contradictory, yet ideologically convergent. Both aimed to deny the dēmos full political legitimacy by challenging its capacity to embody the normative attributes of the citizen.

It is precisely this double bind that helps explain why the broad popular front opposed to the socio-economic elites had every interest in publicly asserting, performing, and even exaggerating its possession of scholē. Leisure was not merely a by-product of wealth; it was a condition of political legitimacy. To appear as free citizens fully entitled to rule, members of the dēmos had to demonstrate mastery over their own time—mastery that was materially secured, to a significant extent, by slave labour. In this sense, the symbolic economy of citizenship did not oppose citizens to elites alone, but hinged above all on a sharp distinction between free persons and those excluded from freedom. Slaves thus occupied a structurally central position in this ideological configuration. They were simultaneously the material precondition that enabled large segments of the citizen body to participate in political life and the primary negative foil against which freedom, autonomy, and leisure were defined. The need felt by ordinary citizens to distinguish themselves decisively from slaves—more urgently, at times, than from wealthy elites—helps to explain why manual labour, especially in its most visible agrarian forms, was so consistently displaced onto the domain of servility within civic representation.

From this perspective, the symbolic struggle analysed throughout this study appears not simply as a confrontation between elites and masses, but as a conflict internal to what may be described as an “élite of the free”:196 a civic body unified by legal status yet deeply stratified in its access to wealth, leisure, and symbolic capital. It was within this space that democratic ideology sought to neutralise socio-economic inequalities by elevating leisure to a collective norm, while simultaneously reproducing exclusion by relegating labour, dependency, and temporal unfreedom to those denied citizenship altogether.

5. Conclusions

Read in this light, the symbolic economy reconstructed throughout this study confirms the usefulness of a relational and multidimensional approach to class. The struggles surrounding leisure, labour, and civic appearance were not reducible to economic position alone, but unfolded at the intersection of multiple forms of capital—economic, social, cultural, and above all symbolic—whose uneven distribution structured distances within the citizen body itself. What was at stake was not the ownership of values, which remained broadly shared, but control over the legitimate forms through which those values could be materialised and publicly recognised. The evidence examined here illustrates with particular clarity the dynamics described by Bourdieu as symbolic struggle: competing groups sought to impose their own vision and division of the social world by naturalising specific classificatory principles—leisure versus labour, autonomy versus dependence, freedom versus servility—as self-evident attributes of citizenship. At the same time, the appropriation of elite-associated symbols by non-elite citizens confirms the heuristic value of McCracken’s critique of the classical trickle-down model. These processes were neither passive nor unidirectional. Rather, they involved selective, creative, and politically charged reinterpretations of material signs—above all clothing—through which non-elite citizens could claim proximity to legitimating ideals while simultaneously redefining their social meaning.

In the Athenian context, where legitimating values were widely shared and “aristocratic” cultures were not institutionally sealed off, symbolic contestation did not concern the values themselves but the repertoire of signs through which they were enacted. The emergence of a normative image of the politēs—marked by leisure, autonomy, and freedom from manual constraint—thus reflects the partial success of a broad popular front in naturalising its own symbolic vision within the civic field. Yet this success was structurally dependent on exclusion: the displacement of labour onto slaves, the relegation of servility outside the civic imagination, and the continuous marking of boundaries within what was, formally, a unified citizen body.

The construction of the Athenian politēs therefore appears not as a static ideological artefact, but as the outcome of an ongoing symbolic negotiation, in which material goods functioned as historical operators and class-related distinctions were reproduced, contested, and reconfigured. It is precisely through this lens that the present study has sought to answer its guiding questions, showing how the symbolic manipulation of consumer goods—rather than the articulation of explicit social doctrines—played a central role in shaping, stabilising, and politicising the boundaries of democratic citizenship.
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61Ar. Eccl. 535-536.

62Theophr. Char. 21.11.

63Dem. 19.314; Archipp. fr. 48 K-A; Eup. fr. 104 K-A, cf. Plut. Alc. 16.1.

64Lys. 10.10; [Dem.] 54.32; Ar. Av. 497-98.

65Cohen 1983, 79-83; Matuszewski 2019, 249.

66For this appealing interpretation see Hartmann 2010, 163.

67Both the passage from the Ecclesiazusae and a further passage from the Thesmophoriazusae (142) indicate that this type of footwear was regarded as distinctly male: see Stone 1984, 225-26.

68Ar. Vesp. 1157-1158.

69The chlaina was a high-quality male outer garment, closely related to the himation but typically heavier and made of thick wool. It was usually worn doubled and did not require fastening, although a pin could be used. The sources suggest that it was relatively widespread, especially as a winter cloak, and that it enjoyed considerable prestige. Its use appears to have been restricted to men, with no secure evidence for female wear: see Stone 1984, 160-62. In iconographic sources, however, the chlaina is often difficult to distinguish from the chlamys, as the two garments share similar formal features and are not consistently differentiated by painters: see Lee 2015, 116-18. On the chlanis see n. 51 above.

70Ar. Vesp. 1131: Philocleon is urged to remove his worn and shabby tribōn; Lys. 278, where the tribōnion appears as the garment typically associated with the Spartans (cf. Av. 1281, where the Spartans are portrayed as dirty and dishevelled); Pl. Com. fr. 132 K-A, where a character is described as being tripped up and simultaneously portrayed as wearing a tribōn, with dirty fingers and a coarse, tow-like beard; the poet exploits the adjective spartiochaitēs in a wordplay that unmistakably evokes Sparta; Ar. Lys. 273-280, where the Spartan king Cleomenes I is represented as dirty, unkempt, and dressed in a tribōnion; [Dem.] 54.34, where tribōn and embades are associated with Sparta; Plut. Ages. 14.2, where the tribōn appears as the garment worn by Agesilaus; Pl. Prt. 335d; Symp. 219d; Xen. Mem. 1.6.2, where the tribōn is the garment characteristically associated with Socrates. On the Laconising fashion adopted by segments of the anti-democratic elite, see Cartledge 1999, 313-14, who distinguishes three forms of socio-cultural philolaconism: (1) a symbolic or cultural philolaconism, expressed through the adoption of markers perceived as distinctly Spartan; (2) a pragmatic philolaconism, characteristic of political actors who regarded Sparta as a viable institutional alternative to Athens; and (3) a political-theoretical philolaconism, articulated in philosophical positions that could—but did not necessarily—overlap with pragmatic alignment. Whether this Laconising fashion should be understood as part of a broader project aimed at reshaping Athens along Spartan lines, or rather as a countercultural posture through which dissident elites asserted an oppositional identity in response to the erosion of their political primacy under democracy, remains debated: cf. Jordović 2014, who favours the latter interpretation; Gallego 2018, who instead argues for the existence of a coherent and wide-ranging political project.

71Ar. Nub. 71-72; Vesp. 444; Theophr. Char. 4.15; Men. Dys. 415. On the diphthera see Stone 1984, 166-67. It is particularly telling that in Plato’s Crito (53d), in the celebrated prosopopoeia of the Laws, Socrates is imagined escaping from prison wearing a diphthera. This sartorial detail is far from incidental. In abandoning the legal order of the polis and crossing the boundary from citizen to fugitive, Socrates is represented as shedding the himation and donning instead attire associated with labour, marginality, and exclusion from the civic sphere. E contrario, the passage underscores once more the powerful symbolic association between the himation and the condition of the politēs.

72See Stone 1984, 175-6; Lee 2015, 112.

73Ar. Eccl. 289-291.

74See Ussher 1973, 116. Payment was not distributed to all participants in the Assembly, but only to those who arrived early enough to secure the required quorum, which some scholars regard as fluctuating (Gauthier 1990, 439-43; 1993b, 239-50), while others maintain that it was fixed at 6,000 (“normal attendance”: Hansen 1987, 15-17, 41, 44, 87-88, 92, 127, 129; 1999, 130-31). On the symbolic function of the quorum, and in particular of the number 6,000 at Athens, see Canevaro 2018a, 118-19.

75For a parallel association between dirt and agricultural labour, cf. Ar. Nub. 44-45. Plutarch reports that at Epidaurus there existed a group known as the Konipodes (“dusty-footed”), explicitly distinguished from the political elite, the so-called Artynoi (Plut. Aet. Rom. Et. Gr. 291 E). The precise social status of the Konipodes is difficult to determine: they may have consisted of agricultural labourers dependent on elite households, or more broadly of the non-elite population, possibly including independent farmers: see Burford 1993, 201-2, 228-9. What seems clear, however, is that Konipodes functioned as a derogatory heteronym. The label itself suggests that, in Greek social imagery, the constellation dust-agrarian labour-exclusion from the politically dominant group was sufficiently entrenched to generate symbolic pressure. Those engaged in agricultural work who nonetheless participated in political life—as was normal in a democracy—appear to have been encouraged to conceal the visible traces of physical labour.

76Men. Epit. 228-230.

77For this interpretation see Furley 2009, 145.

78Lape 2001, 105-12; 2004 passim: she explicitly stresses that the recurrent depiction of wealthy citizens in Menander’s comedies should not be taken as evidence that his drama simply amplifies elite values, as argued by Gomme 1937; Préaux 1957; Casson 1976; Hoffman 1986; 1998; Hofmeister 1997; Rosivach 2001. On the contrary, this representational choice serves a distinctly ideological purpose. By populating the stage with economically secure citizens, Menander articulates a utopian vision of the civic body as cohesive and internally levelled, one not fractured by stark socio-economic inequalities. In this imagined community, all citizens appear as comfortably well-off—or at least as less impoverished than many must have been in social reality—thereby naturalising an ideal of civic homogeneity that aligns with democratic egalitarian aspirations rather than with elite exclusivism.

79On the restriction of the civic body in 322 BCE, imposed by Antipater, to those possessing an assessed property of at least 2,000 drachmas, see Habicht 1997, 40; Patterson 1998, 186-87. According to a substantial part of the scholarship, a further restriction of the civic body took place under the regime of Demetrius of Phalerum, when the minimum property requirement for inclusion was lowered from 2,000 to 1,000 drachmas: see e.g. Patterson 1998, 188-91; O’Sullivan 2009, 108-16. A more recent proposal, grounded in a different interpretation of Diodorus (18.74.3), argues that Demetrius of Phalerum’s reform did not introduce a single minimum property qualification of 1,000 drachmas. Rather, it appears to have preserved a graded system of census classes, with 1,000 drachmas marking the upper tier. The wording of Diodorus points to an upper limit rather than an exclusionary minimum, thereby implying a more inclusive arrangement than is often assumed: van Wees 2011, 97; Faraguna 2018, 462-63. On the oligarchic regime established by Demetrius Poliorcetes from 295 BCE onwards, see Habicht 1997, 88-91.

80Men. Epit. 325-334 with Vester 2013, 218-19.

81See Wester 2013, 216-21, who rightly concludes that Epitrepontes “reflects the inability of Athens to regulate its own citizen body after 322 BCE, but does not give up on the idea of the citizen or the means by which one could be recognized”. Syros’ attempt to blur the statutory boundary between his condition as a slave and that of a free citizen reaches its climax in vv. 416-418. Having delivered the arbitral decision and evidently exhilarated by this unprecedented experience, he declares that he must practise pleading cases, so that he may do so again in the future and more effectively safeguard his own interests: see Scafuro 1997, 158-59.

82See e.g. [Dem.] 34.21; 40.16, 44. This terminological overlap reflects a basic feature of Greek legal culture, in which judges and arbitrators were regarded as functionally analogous figures, whose decisions were expected to be informed by the same principles of justice and fairness: see Arist. Eth. Nic. 1131b 39-1132a 32 with Harris 2013, 276-85; Lentini 2016, 22-26.

83See e.g. Lys. 32.2; Isae. 2.28-29; 5.31; [Dem.] 41.1, where dikē is set in opposition to the terminology more properly associated with arbitration (diaita, diaitaō, epitropē, epitrepō).

84Van Wees 1998. It should nevertheless be noted that this iconographic shift does not signal a substantive transformation in elite values, as though Greek elites had moved from a warrior ethos to one centred on leisure: for this interpretation see Murray 1980, 80; Donlan 1999, 49-64; Węcowski 2014. Rather, it reflects a change in visual fashion and modes of representation. As van Wees and Fisher have shown, archaic Greek elites had always been characterised simultaneously by military prowess as a legitimating principle and by the display of leisure as a principle of distinction: see van Wees, Fisher 2015, 27.

85Hom. Od. 24.226-231. It should further be noted that the strongly elitist matrix of Odysseus’ discourse becomes even more apparent if one accepts that Laertes’ agricultural holding was not that of a small peasant proprietor, but rather a large and prosperous estate. Laertes should therefore be understood not as a yeoman farmer, but as a landlord: on Laertes as a large landholder see van Wees 2013, 224-26 contra Hanson (1995, 48-51, 65-66, 87), who maintains that Laertes embodies the characteristic features of the class of small independent landowners, whose rise he dates to the mid-eighth century BCE.

86Thgn. 1.53-58. In van Wees’ suggestive reading, these apparently upwardly mobile former farmers and herdsmen do not represent a cohort of nouveaux riches who achieved prominence through commercial success or economic entrepreneurship at the expense of the traditional aristocracy. Instead, they are more plausibly to be seen as the armed followers of elite families who gained control of Megara in a climate of acute social instability, characterised by violence, manipulation, and intimidation rather than by peaceful economic competition: van Wees 2000, 63. For the intense social mobility characteristic of archaic Megara, see also Stein-Hölkeskamp 1989, 86-93, 134-38.

87Sappho (fr. 57 Lobel-Page) mocks her rival, Andromeda, portraying her as a country girl in rustic clothing who does not know how to lower her tattered garments to her ankles. Here reappears a symbolic element that, though perceived as excessively elitist also in classical Athens, remained deeply resonant: letting a garment fall to the ankles and drag behind as a mark of pretentiousness: cf. Alc. fr. 130b, 17-18. Some scholars have mistakenly taken the expression ἔλκην ἐπὶ τῶν σφύρων to mean “to lift the garment above the ankles” (e.g. Yatromanolakis 2005; Ferrari 2007, 48-9), the phrase in fact denotes the opposite, namely letting the garment fall down to the ankles and trail along the ground: see Cavallini 1998, Telò 2006, 42-4 and Neri 2021, 662-63. Moreover, Sappho cleverly plays on a dialectal ambiguity between brakos and rhakos. In Aeolic dialect, brakos refers to a luxurious garment, as shown in a Theocritean passage inspired by Aeolic poetry—evident from its Asclepiadean meter (Theoc. Id. 28.11): see Neri 2021, 662. In Homeric and later Attic Greek, however, rhakos means “rag”. Thus, Sappho wittily suggests that Andromeda, albeit a member of the elite, wears a luxurious robe that resembles the rags of a peasant woman. In short, the symbolic representation of the citizen in the democratic polis partly inherits the elite’s earlier symbolic repertoire, particularly in its stigmatization of clothing associated with poverty and humility. For a detailed discussion of the transformation of sartorial codes from the Homeric world to the lyric milieu of Sappho and Alcaeus, see van Wees 2005.

88See e.g. Ephip. fr. 19, where a (probably Macedonian) general is depicted trailing his chlanis with ostentatious pomp, and Anaxil. fr. 18 K-A, in which a rustic figure is mocked for aping wealth by dragging his chlanis along the ground. A further—and more oblique—reflection of the disapproval that democratic culture seems to have harboured toward garments worn down to the ankles may be detected in Euripides’ Bacchae (935-938), where Dionysus reproaches Pentheus for letting his peplos, badly secured by the girdle, fall to his ankles.

89Ar. Lys. 1146-1152. The katōnakē designates a rough, heavy garment, typically edged with sheepskin, and conventionally associated with manual labour. In the literary sources it is worn above all by slaves and by individuals engaged in physically demanding work, and thus functions as a visual marker of low status and dependence: Stone 1984, 167. Several ancient sources associate the katōnakē with the Peisistratid tyranny. According to Theopompus (FGrHist II 5 F 76, 3.11), Pollux (7.68), Hesychius (s.v. κατωνάκη), and the Suda (s.v. κατωνάκη), the garment was imposed upon the Athenians by the Peisistratids, with the result that, ashamed of their appearance, they avoided coming into the city. A different explanation is offered by the scholion on Aristophanes (Lys. 619), which claims that Hippias required the Athenians to wear the katōnakē so that they would be unable to free their hands from the heavy garment. In the context of Lysistrata, however, the reference may be intended less as a literal account of dress regulation than as a symbolic evocation of the Athenians’ humiliation and subjection under tyrannical rule: see Perusino 2020, 303-4. It is worth noting that in archaic Sicyon there existed a group of individuals designated as Katōnakephoroi (“wearers of the katōnakē”). Much like the Konipodes at Epidaurus (see above n. 75), this label may have referred either to agricultural wage labourers or, more broadly, to the rural lower strata as a whole—that is, to those who stood outside the families constituting the dominant elites. It thus appears that, even in the collective imagination of the classical period, the katōnakē remained associated with a condition of alterity and symbolic distance from the political domain.

90 Eq. 1331; Thuc. 1.6.3 cf. Ar. Nu. 984. For a detailed discussion of the form of this gold hair clasp, the specific hairstyle associated with this archaic fashion—probably involving long hair gathered into a bun—and the position of the ornament, see Gomme 1971, 101-4. It is not clear whether a brooch or a hairband is here in question: see Rumpf 1949, 85-99. The reference to the cicada is in any case unlikely to be incidental. It was most probably connected with the notion of autochthony: according to a suggestive hypothesis advanced by Hornblower (1991, 26; see also Kitchell 2014, 31), this association may be explained by the fact that cicadas lay their larvae in the earth, from which they are born, thus offering a natural metaphor for the Athenians’ self-representation as autochthonous, born from the soil of Attica itself: on the description of the reproductive cycle of cicadas in ancient sources, see Davies, Kathirithamby 1986, 124-26; Beavis 1988, 96-97.

91Ar. Eq. 1329-1334.

92The clearest and most influential articulations of Athens’ self-representation as exercising a form of tyrannical power over its allies are found in the speeches attributed by Thucydides to Pericles and Cleon (Thuc. 2.63.2; 3.37.2). On the conceptual overlap between polis tyrannos and dēmos tyrannos as two sides of the same ideological construct, see Kallet 2003 contra Raaflaub 2003, 77-82; 2004b, 141-42, who insists on a sharp analytical distinction between the tyranny of the city and that of the people.

93Ar. Eq. 1111-1114: Ὦ Δῆμε, καλήν γ’ἔχεις / ἀρχήν, ὅτε πάντες ἄν/θρωποι δεδίασι σ’ὥσ/περ ἄνδρα τύραννον. As Lisa Kallet has rightly emphasised, particular weight should be given to the adjective καλή. In this context, the reference to tyranny does not carry a negative connotation: Kallet 2003, 137-40. For the partial semantic and conceptual overlap between monarchos and tyrannos, which are often difficult to distinguish in Greek sources, see Berve 1967, 194-95, 199; Giorgini 1993, 81-82; Parker 1998, 149-54. After all, this overlap between the two figures fits squarely within the earliest Greek lexical and political tradition—a tradition later taken up and systematised by Plato in the fourth century (Leg. 3.693 d-e)—which was essentially structured around a fundamental binary scheme. This scheme admitted, on the one hand, monocratic regimes (whether conceived as monarchies or tyrannies), and, on the other, isonomic and broadly “republican” forms of rule: see Musti 1995, 281-82. For an insightful analysis of the Greek ideological rejection of monocratic forms of government, and of the argument that the radically distorted figure of the tyrant constituted the primary—if not the only—conceptual framework through which Greeks were able to articulate a discourse on monarchy, see Luraghi 2018.

94Ar. Eq. 1115-1119: ἀλλ’εὐπαράγωγος εἶ / θωπευόμενός τε χαί/ρεις κἀξαπατώμενος, / πρὸς τόν τε λέγοντ’ἀεὶ / κέχηνας cf. Ach. 633-635.

95Cf. Canfora 2017, 18-19, who rightly emphasises the polysemy of dēmos in Knights and convincingly argues that the rejuvenated Demos of the finale figures the civic body as a whole, rather than a merely politicised minority. I fully share this conclusion. I am less persuaded, however, by Canfora’s tendency to identify the degraded Demos of the opening scenes primarily with the urban, propertyless masses most actively engaged in assembly politics. In Knights, the initial Demos appears instead as a deliberately overdetermined and internally contradictory figure: he is held captive by a demagogue of urban extraction (the Paphlagonian), yet he is also characterised as agroikos (Eq. 41); at the same time, he is described as chewing beans (kyamotrōx)—an image that may evoke the fifth-century practice of allotment by lot (klērosis), carried out precisely through beans, and thus points to his institutional embodiment as the civic body exercising magistracies and judicial power: see Taillardat 1962, 395-96; Rhodes 1981, 149; Biles, Olson 2025, 154. In this sense, rural and urban connotations already coexist in the figure of Demos from the outset. Moreover, his “renewal” is brought about by the Sausage-Seller, himself an unmistakably urban figure. More broadly, the assumption that political absenteeism or manipulability should be mapped predominantly onto the rural population risks reproducing an ideological association widely exploited by anti-democratic elites, rather than reflecting comic practice. As Acharnians suggests (19-42), assembly absenteeism and political disengagement were perceived as generalised phenomena cutting across socio-economic segments, including those habitually present in the agora. From this perspective, the gullible Demos of the opening scenes is best understood not as a sociologically circumscribed subgroup, but as a distorted configuration of popular power under demagogic capture—one that the comedy ultimately seeks to overcome through recomposition rather than exclusion: see n. 99 below.

96See Ar. Eq. 792-794; Ach. 32-33, 71-72, 198; Thuc. 2.14.1-2, 17.1-3, 52.2 cf. And. 1.45.

97Farmers undoubtedly participated in the assemblies and civic institutions of the polis; however, they constituted only one component of their sociological composition and, in certain phases or contexts, were in fact numerically and politically subordinate to other segments of the dēmos, particularly those of urban extraction: see e.g. Ar. Eccl. 431-436; Pl. Prt. 322d-323a; Xen. Mem. 3.7.5-6. Their participation was, moreover, structurally more demanding, given both the more intensive and less interruptible rhythms of agricultural labour (as compared to commerce and craftsmanship) and their greater physical distance from the urban centre: see e.g. Ar. Eccl. 280-282. It should be noted, however, that from both an economic standpoint and that of transport infrastructure, the urban centre and the rural areas of Attica were tightly integrated, with frequent and sustained interactions: see nn. 150 and 151 below and Falco 2025b, 236 n. 50, with references to earlier scholarship.

98And the demagogues, in persistently inciting the Assembly masses to prolong the war, did nothing but perpetuate this condition of logistical hardship, thereby further exacerbating the internal fractures within the popular front: see Ar. Eq. 817-818 cf. Vesp. 41 with Biles, Olson 2025, 486-87.

99It is no accident that this renewed Demos presents as a cornerstone of his political programme the prompt payment of those serving aboard the triremes—more specifically, of the rowers, as made clear by the obscene and burlesque reference to buttocks worn raw by prolonged contact with the benches (Eq. 1366-1368). In doing so, he implicitly signals that he no longer persists in the earlier failings attributed to him, when he neglected speakers urging the strengthening of the fleet and instead favoured those who courted him through the promise of jurors’ pay (1350-1353). At the same time, when Demos threatens to hang Hyperbolus around an orator’s neck and fling him into a ravine should he attempt to extort a conviction by menacing the people with the loss of grain, he performs the very agroikia earlier praised by the Sausage-Seller: a rough, anti-rhetorical mode of judgement that repudiates demagogic coercion rather than popular power as such (805-808, 1357-1363). It is worth noting, moreover, that this full integration of the various components of the complex Athenian social formation emerges repeatedly throughout the comedy. This is evident, for instance, when the Sausage-Seller celebrates not only the victory of the dēmos at Marathon—a land battle ideologically associated with infantry warfare and, more specifically, with the rural population and the traditional elite (cf. Critias fr. B 2.14; Pl. Lg. 707c; Ar. Nub. 985-986; Ach. 181, 692-701 but see Ach. 677 with Olson 2002, 128, 245)—but also that at Salamis, conventionally linked to ships and naval power (780-785 cf. Vesp. 684-685, where Bdelycleon, addressing his father and the other members of the Chorus, explicitly notes that they had contributed militarily to the city either as rowers or as infantrymen). A similar logic is at work when the second semi-chorus of the Knights, in all likelihood alluding to the battle of Solygeia, conjures up the striking image of their horses transforming into rowers (601-610). For a detailed analysis of the sources in which Aristophanes expresses appreciation for both Athenian land victories and naval victories—and, consequently, for both the land army and the fleet—see Tuci 2024, 45-52.

100Ar. Eq. 1329-1330, 1333-1334.

101See Canfora 2017, 22.

102One may think, for example, of the Old Oligarch, who explicitly excludes farmers from the dēmos—which for him consists above all of the maritime population, the true backbone of the naval empire—and instead aligns them with the elites: [Xen.] Ath. Pol. 1.2 with Marr, Rhodes 2008, 22; Faraguna 2011, 95. A similar association recurs in Aristophanes’ Ecclesiazusae, where farmers and hoplites are portrayed as opposing initiatives connected with the fleet, in contrast to the rest of the dēmos, generically designated as “the poor” (197-198). It should further be noted that this ideological construction, which casts the rural dēmos as less genuinely “democratic” than its urban counterpart, constitutes a recurring leitmotif in anti-democratic literature: see e.g. [Arist.] Rhet ad Alex. 1424a 13-38; Arist. Pol. 6.1318b 6-16, 1319a 25-38; Plut. Them. 19.6. It should nonetheless be borne in mind that the appreciation occasionally expressed for farmers in anti-democratic discourse rests precisely on their more limited availability for sustained political participation. This circumstance renders their position structurally ambivalent, since it could just as easily ground an alternative—and equally delegitimising—accusation against popular involvement in politics, namely that working citizens were too absorbed in labour to engage seriously in civic life: see n. 129 below and above all § 4.

103On the dēmos to be understood as the entire civic body see e.g. Thuc. 6.39 with Canfora 1991, 134-37.

104See Gabrielsen 2018, 29-32; Faraguna 2023a, 154-56.

105See Kallet 2013, 52-54.

106On Athenian settlements within the empire and their social composition see Zelnick-Abramovitz 2004.

107For the intrinsic ambivalence of the concept of tyranny, see Connor 1977; Raaflaub 1984, 73-7; Trampedach 2006, 3-28; Luraghi 2013b, 17. With specific reference to the Athenian dēmos, its naval empire, and the exercise of political dominance both abroad and at home, see Kallet 2003; Henderson 2003. By contrast, other scholars have maintained that the image of tyranny in the Athenian context is consistently and exclusively negative: see Raaflaub 2003; 2004b, 128-46; Ober 2003. For a systematic study of the occurrences of the term tyrannos in Attic drama and its function as a vox media, see O’Neil 1986.

108See Aesch. Pr. 49-50; Pl. Leg. 661a-b; cf. [Xen.] Ath. Pol. 1.8. On the close association between eleutheria and archē, see also Thuc. 3.45.6.

109See Hdt. 1.59.6; Thuc. 6.54.5; Arist. Pol. 5.1313b 21-24.

110Herodotus presents non-accountability as a defining feature of the tyrant (3.80.3).

111See van Wees 2001; 2013; 2024, 144-8 contra e.g. Hanson 1995 cf. n. 85 above.

112See Stein-Hölkeskamp 1989, 149-53.

113On the tyrant as a figure firmly embedded within the elite world, see already Heuss 1946, 26-62; further developed by Stahl 1987 and De Libero 1996. In particular, for the persistence of unmistakably elite—and in many respects aristocratic—traits in Peisistratus’ self-presentation and in the institutional practices of his tyranny, see Berve 1967, 60-63. The older and now largely abandoned view of the tyrant as a primarily “popular leader” finds classic expression in Weber 19725, 784, but has been substantially revised by subsequent scholarship: see Mazzarino 19892, 185-243; Mossé 1969, 87-88.

114See n. 111 above. A central element of van Wees’ argument is that the property threshold required for inclusion in the zeugitic census class was set sufficiently high to create a substantial socio-economic distance between zeugitai and thetes. Far from constituting an intermediate or genuinely “middling” group, the zeugitai thus belonged fully to the leisure class, sharing with it not only material resources but also the social and symbolic conditions that made sustained participation in civic life possible: see van Wees 2001; 2006; 2024, 129-33 contra Foxhall 1997; 2002; Valdés Guía, Gallego 2010.

115See Cecchet 2024a, 100-02, who rightly emphasises that, although census classes formally continued to exist and to operate in certain institutional contexts, in the later classical period they no longer constituted an effective barrier to the access of the thetes to magistracies. Self-declaration made it relatively easy to misrepresent one’s census status—a development that is readily intelligible given that the census classes had ceased to correspond to individuals’ actual levels of wealth: see also van Wees 2024, 130-31.

116See Fisher, van Wees 2015, 33-34.

117Ar. Vesp. 553-554, 575, 625-627. Particularly revealing are the lines in which Philocleon insists that, thanks to his pay as a juror, he is no longer compelled to depend on the goodwill of the wealthy, nor to subject himself to the arrogance and rebukes of their tamiai (stewards): see Vesp. 612-615 with Biles, Olson 2015, 279-80.

118Ar. Vesp. 587, cf. n. 110 above.

119Ar. Vesp. 666-679, 698-712.

120On Aristophanes’ largely positive disposition toward the Athenian empire—and, by extension, toward naval power and the sailors who sustained it—see Henderson 2003; Tuci 2024.

121Ar. Eq. 1091; Vesp. 677.

122On the activist ethos and the optimism characteristic of Athenian public propaganda, see Musti 1995, 103-28; on the perceived abundance of the Athenian markets and the diffusion of an ideology of prosperity and luxury within the citizen body, see Braund 1994; van Alfen 2016. On the Athenian standard of living see Morris 2004; 2005; Ober 2010; 2014; 2015, who evaluates economic well-being on the basis of income estimates; Kron 2011; 2014, who privileges net wealth as a more meaningful indicator; for a comparative assessment of these models see Taylor 2017, 69-113, 249-51.

123Dem. 21.158.

124On this rhetorical topos see Cecchet 2015, 141-63.

125See Cecchet 2015, 18, 20, 163, 182; Taylor 2017, 17-19 and passim.

126On the definition of ptōcheia see Roubineau 2013, 21, who argues that ptōcheia may be understood both as the lower extreme of penia and as a qualitatively distinct condition: that of individuals who have broken with the unifying values traditionally associated with penia, namely labour, endurance, and thrift.

127It is therefore no coincidence that ptōcheia is frequently associated with xenia (e.g. Antiph. 2.9), exile (e.g. Isoc. Hel. 8), and wandering (Soph. OC 444; Eur. Med. 512-515; Heraclid. 315-319; Isoc. Plat. 46), and is portrayed as radically alien to the values of oikeiotēs and philia (see Roubineau 2013, 36). The ptōchos thus emerges as the paradigmatic outsider, excluded not only from economic security but from the social and affective bonds that defined civic belonging. It is particularly telling that, in his vehement prosecution of Meidias, Demosthenes characterises the latter’s hybris toward his fellow citizens by stating that he treated them as ptōchoi, as katharmata, indeed as not even human beings: 21.185, 198-199. The clear ascending climax of this formulation reveals how ptōcheia was perceived as the negation of what a politēs ought to be, marking a condition of radical symbolic exclusion from civic personhood: see Taylor 2017, 39-40.

128See e.g. Lys. 30.14 with Ober 1989, 260, see further Canfora 2025, 181-82. It should be noted that in some sources the noun ptōcheia and the adjective ptōchos are occasionally employed as rhetorically charged terms, intended to exaggerate a condition of poverty that, while severe, does not necessarily imply vagrancy or a life dependent on almsgiving: see e.g. Men. Dys. 280-296, 295-298.

129E.g. Eur. Suppl. 420-422 cf. Thuc. 2.40.2, where Pericles—clearly responding to criticisms levelled against democratic practice—emphasises that Athenian citizens were fully capable of attending to their erga while at the same time taking an active part in political life; see further Pl. Prt. 322d-323b.
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1. Introduction

The impulse for this study comes from a well-known article by Kostas Vlassopoulos entitled “Free Spaces: Identity, Experience and Democracy in Classical Athens”.1 In this article, the author points out how difficult it was to establish a distinction between citizens, metics, and slaves in Classical Athens, as many of our sources suggest that defining people’s identity and civic status was often problematic2 and that questions of identity were a source of debate, anxiety, and disagreement. Space played an important role in this phenomenon: because of the size of the city and its territory, with residential centers scattered across a vast region, most people did not know one another; changes of residence and internal migration to Athens and Piraeus meant that belonging to a deme did not necessarily coincide with one’s social life. In addition to citizens, there was a large non-citizen population: metics were registered in their deme of residence, but slaves could work in a different deme than their masters; furthermore, Athens was a cosmopolitan center, frequented by many foreigners for various reasons.3 In this context, to ensure order, social peace, and the continued exchange of goods and people, a certain degree of tolerance was necessary. The Old Oligarch is a vocal critic of this tolerance, claiming that in Athens it is not possible to immediately identify a citizen as opposed to a non-citizen, whether a metic or a slave, to the extent that the law prohibits beating slaves and metics precisely in order to prevent an Athenian citizen from being beaten by mistake ([Xen.] Ath. Pol. 1.10).4

In terms of space, however, Vlassopoulos calls attention to what he terms, drawing from the sociological tradition, “free spaces”,5 i.e. spaces (such as the agora, the workplace, the tavern, the house, the trireme, and the cemetery) that brought together citizens, metics, slaves, and women, creating shared experiences and interactions and giving rise to new forms of identity. For the author, the spaces of the Athenian democracy were not limited to the assembly and the courts, i.e. the institutional spaces. Political life and discussion took place in a wide variety of contexts, such as the agora, where debate occurred outside of institutional frameworks. However, non-citizens were also present in these free spaces and would have participated in discussions. This means that politics extended also to non-citizens, although it remains unclear to what extent, if any, they were able to take advantage of the blurring of identities to participate directly in Athenian institutional life.6

According to Vlassopoulos, the confusion of identities in Athens stemmed from the peculiar nature of Athenian democracy, which permitted political participation not only by landowners but also by the significant proportion of citizens working as craftsmen and traders, i.e. the same sectors in which most metics and a large number of slaves were employed. In Athens, it was not possible to immediately determine whether a craftsman or trader was a citizen, a metic, or a slave. As craftsmen and traders could not be discriminated against, since many of them were citizens, a certain level of protection and freedom was also extended to non-citizens practicing the same trades. Thus, the inclusion of these groups in Athenian democracy had the unintended effect of “liberating” other categories, an effect that was most evident in free spaces such as the agora.7

Following this reading, which emphasizes the importance of the workplace, I decided to investigate the interactions between citizens and non-citizens in the economic sphere, with particular attention to the possible role of business partnerships (koinōniai) in blurring or minimizing the legal barriers between citizens and non-citizens.8 However, as economic integration is only one facet of non-citizens’ inclusion in the Athenian civic community, the first part of this chapter (§ 2) surveys the various areas in which this inclusion took place. In the second part (§ 3), I discuss the dynamics that, in my opinion, prompted these forms of integration and assess their social and political scope. Finally (§ 4), I conclude by briefly considering some of the short- and long-term impact that the close interaction of citizens and non-citizens in various non-institutional centers, or free spaces, of polis life may have had on the Athenian civic community.9

2. Patterns of non-citizens’ integration

In mapping the integration of non-citizens into the Athenian civic communities, I would like to begin with economic activity. My study of business partnerships in Classical Athens has clarified how certain mechanisms made it possible, or easier, for groups of koinōnoi to conduct transactions with individuals, other groups of koinōnoi, or public authorities, such as joint liability clauses and the prior determination of the quotas or portions for which each group member would be responsible in the case of public contracts. What is more relevant here, however, is that an examination of the literary and epigraphic evidence has allowed me to assess the presence of koinōniai in different sectors of the Athenian economy and the degree to which they involved interaction between citizens and non-citizens.

In the sphere of economic relations between private individuals, cases of koinōniai are numerous in the domain of the emporia, a context characterized by extensive interaction between citizens and non-citizens. After all, in a sector in which investments promised substantial gains but also entailed very high risks, it is not surprising that creditors and borrowers joined forces in order to minimize potential losses. The significant presence of non-citizens in maritime trade was also encouraged by the so-called “mercantile lawsuits” (dikai emporikai), a legal procedure concerning all disputes relating to sea voyages to and from Athens for trade purposes. This procedure could be initiated by, and involve, emporoi and nauklēroi regardless of whether they were citizens, metics or foreigners, as they were all treated equally under the law. In fact, it can be argued that several aspects of the dikai emporikai, including their expedited resolution, were designed with the awareness that most long-distance traders and shipowners were metics and foreigners. However, the swift and efficient settlement of trade disputes was intended to stimulate commercial exchange for the benefit of emporoi and nauklēroi as well as the polis itself, particularly with regard to the grain supply.10

For other types of loans not related to maritime trade, examples of koinōniai are attested, but the role of non-citizens appears to be more limited. Unlike commercial loans, in which the security usually consisted of movable property, in this sector securities, as attested by mortgage horoi, were often constituted by real estate. However, since the security had collateral value, koinōniai of creditors could in principle have facilitated the participation of non-citizens in this form of investment. In the event of non-repayment of the loan, the property would have been sold and the creditors would have been paid the amount owed, thus circumventing the obstacle posed by the fact that non-citizens could not own real estate in Attica.11 It is generally believed that this was the case with the eranos loan, a form of associative credit that, although it did not bear interest, could nevertheless be extended for productive purposes, and in which non-citizens could also be involved, probably both as borrowers and lenders.12 Finally, in the banking sector, where non-citizens played a prominent role, joint ownership arrangements and leases could allow them to rely on the mediation of citizens—as co-owners or lessors—in order to circumvent the obstacles posed by their legal status.13

In the public sphere, non-citizens’ participation in the leasing of real estate appears to have been quite limited, a fact that can partly be explained by their relatively low involvement in agriculture. However, since tenants were often required to provide personal security rather than real security, it remains unclear why metics so rarely appears as tenants of houses, given that oikiai were needed not only for living purposes but also for housing ergastēria and productive activities. Perhaps public leases were simply less flexible and less well suited to their needs than private ones.14 In the mining sector, by contrast, the establishment of koinōniai is quite common, even though formally the holder of each concession was usually a single individual.15 It is unclear whether, and to what extent, some non-citizens assumed this role, despite Xenophon’s assertion that, at least from the mid-fourth century onward, the city allowed foreigners to exploit mines on the same terms as citizens (Vect. 4.12).16 It is possible that such participation took place precisely through the instrument of the koinōniai, which, according again to Xenophon (Vect. 4.32), may have spread in this sector no earlier than the mid-fourth century in order to distribute the risks inherent in the exploitation of mineral resources among several partners and thus reduce them.17

The presence of non-citizens was widespread in tax farming, both as official telōnai and as members of groups of contractors who, at least from a certain point onward, appear to have been officially admitted by the city, probably in order to broaden the pool of potential investors for the benefit of public revenue.18 As in many transactions conducted with private individuals, public authorities required tax farmers to provide citizens as guarantors so that the city could recover any unpaid dues from them. The high financial risk associated with this role likely led the institution to take on a professional character, functioning as a form of investment.19 Nevertheless, this did not limit the presence of non-citizens in the tax-farming sector but rather intensified economic relations between citizens and non-citizens. Similarly, in public building projects, the recruitment of groups of craftsmen—composed of both citizens and non-citizens—seems to have responded to comparable needs, namely to expand the pool of workers available for hire.20 In essence, in both of these areas, the establishment of partnerships, in addition to offering more jobs or investment opportunities to those involved, appears to have provided the city with an opportunity to increase the monetary returns of tax farming on one hand and the efficiency of construction projects on the other.

At the end of this brief overview, it seems to me that the participation of non-citizens to business partnerships can be understood along the same lines as the introduction of the dikai emporikai. Just as the dikai emporikai, by resolving commercial disputes rapidly and efficiently, encouraged foreign emporoi and nauklēroi to conduct business in the Athenian market, thereby promoting trade for the benefit of the whole community, so too did the participation of non-citizens in business partnerships favor their integration into the economic fabric of the polis. This integration served the interest of both individual politai and the civic community as a whole, which could thus benefit from the entrepreneurial initiatives of non-citizens and from the investment of the wealth they had accumulated. This does not imply that business partnerships came into existence in order to encourage foreign investment in Athens. Rather, it suggests that the success of this institution—which, due to the nature of our sources, we find attested mainly from the mid-fourth century onward—was due not only to the advantages that koinōniai offered to their participants and to the public authorities that, in certain sectors, granted them access to public contracts. Their success was probably also due to the fact that by minimizing legal barriers between citizens and non-citizens, koinōniai allowed the latter to operate within the Athenian economic space without the constraints normally associated with their civic status, enabling them to invest in a wide range of activities, even in areas that were legally or traditionally open only to citizens.

Although the extent of the economic integration of non-citizens is clear, it is important to recognize that this integration was driven exclusively by the private and collective interests of Athenian citizens, within a purely utilitarian perspective. In this regard, if we turn once again to the Old Oligarch and his critical yet perceptive view of Athenian democracy, the author, in the passage following the one cited above, responds to a fictional observer who wonders why the Athenians allow their slaves to become wealthy and show no fear toward citizens ([Xen.] Ath. Pol. 1.11-12). According to him, this situation was inevitable in a naval power in which masters depended on the wealth of their slaves, and therefore had an interest in ensuring that they earned as much as possible without being extorted by others. The implication is that the need to maintain a large fleet, which required considerable financial resources, made it crucial for the Athenians to enrich themselves by employing their slaves in lucrative trades that generated substantial profits for their masters and, in turn, for the slaves themselves. Continuing along the same lines, the author argues that in Athens even metics and slaves were granted freedom of speech in the presence of citizens precisely because the city depended on them for the large number of trades (technai) involved in maintaining the fleet—and, one might add, the related industries.21

In line with this observation, it has been aptly noted that in the Greek world, for non-citizens—unlike for citizens—technē was the primary criterion for assessing their social value within the host community. While not all foreigners were equally desirable, it was the quality of their skills that rendered them useful and acceptable.22 This is particularly evident in Solon’s law on naturalized citizens (ὁ νόμος τῶν δημοποιήτων), which granted Athenian citizenship only to those who were permanently exiled from their homeland and “to those who relocated to Athens with their entire families to pursue a trade” (Plut. Sol. 24.4: πανεστίοις Ἀθήναζε μετοικιζομένοις ἐπὶ τέχνη). In Classical Athens, where citizenship was granted on much stricter terms and most immigrants remained resident aliens (metoikoi), technical skills continued to be a key criterion for evaluating the worth of foreigners within the community. From the perspective of metics, the exercise of technai was a strongly identitarian element, one that is commonly emphasized on the funerary monuments of foreigners residing in Athens.23 Significantly, this element of professional pride is relatively uncommon in the funerary monuments of citizens, who were more reluctant to highlight their occupations, given the social stigma attached to those citizens who had to work for a living.24 Conversely, technē, both from the perspective of the polis and from that of foreigners themselves, functioned as a means of integration into the civic community, whether or not it resulted in naturalization, as in the time of Solon.25 Along these lines, it has been interestingly suggested that the annual per capita tax paid by resident aliens (metoikion) was more than merely a symbolic marker of their subordinate status. Although the amount was not particularly high, the tax may nevertheless have been intended to discourage low-income foreigners from settling in Athens if they were unable to support themselves and contribute to the well-being of the host community through their labor.26

Similarly, Xenophon’s Poroi must be considered in this context. The work’s general aim is to increase the revenues of the polis, and to this end Xenophon proposes, among other measures, offering incentives, honors, and privileges to non-citizens who contributed to the Athenians’ welfare, such as wealthy metics and major traders, shipowners, and investors. This, in turn, would encourage them to conduct business in Athens on a more or less permanent basis.27 The most frequently cited statement reflecting Xenophon’s utilitarian perspective is his claim that metics constitute one of the best sources of revenue, because, while supporting themselves and providing many services to the city, they do not receive state wages but instead pay a residence tax (2.1).28 Indeed, in addition to putting their technai and financial resources to good use for the benefit of individual politai and the city as a whole, metics also made many other significant contributions to the polis, such as serving in the army, paying eisphorai, and performing liturgies.

As for military service, metics were required to enroll both in the Athenian army as hoplites and in the Athenian navy as rowers and sailors, although the methods of recruitment remain debated and probably varied between the fifth and fourth centuries.29 Since they essentially bore the same obligations as citizens, it has rightly been observed that their military duties contradict the widespread principle in the Greek world that citizenship was tied to one’s personal contribution to the defense of the polis.30 Nevertheless, as far as we can tell, citizenship was offered as a reward for military service on only three occasions: the battle of Arginusae in 406, the civil war of 403, and the aftermath of Chaeronea in 338—each of these being an emergency situation, the outcomes of which are themselves subject to debate.31

Significantly, Daniela Marchiandi has found evidence that during the Peloponnesian War, and particularly in its final phase, Athens promoted an inclusive public image of itself by emphasizing solidarity and unity of purpose between citizens and their cohabitants in public discourse.32 This occurred at a critical moment for the survival of the polis, as illustrated by the well-known speech delivered by Nikias at Syracuse on the eve of the final battle (Th. 7.63.3-4). Addressing the nautai of the fleet, the stratēgos appeals to those “who have up to now been thought as Athenians, though they are not” (οἳ τέως Ἀθηναῖοι νομιζόμενοι, καὶ μὴ ὄντες), reminding them that they are admired throughout Greece for their command of the Attic language and their imitation of Athenian customs, and that they share in the advantages of the archē no less than the Athenians themselves. Therefore, they are rightly expected not to betray, in its moment of greatest need, that archē in which they alone are partners with the Athenians of their own free will (κοινωνοὶ μόνοι ἐλευθέρως ἡμῖν τῆς ἀρχῆς ὄντες).33 In stark contrast to the Old Oligarch, foreigners are here praised precisely for being indistinguishable from Athenian citizens. Such rhetoric may have encouraged non-citizens to participate in large numbers in the movement that led to the fall of the Thirty, whether motivated by ideological conviction or mere opportunism.34 However, even if some individuals were subsequently rewarded with naturalization, this did not lead to the emergence of a fundamentally different notion of citizenship, one based not exclusively on birthright but on civic virtue and devotion to the city’s well-being, as articulated in certain speeches of Lysias.35

As for liturgies and eisphorai, the extent and terms of metics’ contributions in these areas also remain debated. Nevertheless, it has been noted that the polis’ reliance on wealthy metics appears to have reached its height in the second half of the fourth century, as private wealth and euergetism became increasingly important to many aspects of communal life.36 Here I will refer only to Ilaria Bultrighini’s work on the particularly significant case of the trierarchy. Although it has often been doubted that metics could perform this liturgy, on the grounds that it involved not only financial contributions but also actual military command, Bultrighini’s analysis presents a different picture. In the fourth century, as it became increasingly difficult to find sufficient numbers of citizens to perform liturgies, various reforms were introduced to spread the financial burden among a larger group of individuals, effectively separating the financial and military components of the trierarchy. In this context, it is hardly surprising that a liturgy traditionally reserved for citizens was also opened to the wealthiest metics.37 From a utilitarian perspective, it appears that the Athenians did not hesitate to assign to non-citizens a role that was, in principle, reserved for citizens—a role that entailed both civic prestige and the holding of a public office.38

Beyond the economic, military, and fiscal integration of non-citizen, other dimensions must also be taken into account. With regard to the legal and judicial sphere, metics were probably granted, at least formally, judicial protection comparable to that enjoyed by citizens over the course of the fourth century, although it is impossible to determine whether, and to what extent, courts discriminated against them in practice. According to Alberto Maffi this protection was granted essentially because the city needed them.39 A similar rationale seems to apply to the role of the prostatēs, that is, a citizen who acted as a kind of patron for a metic during registration in his deme of residence and in legal proceedings.40 The most plausible scenario is that the relationship between a metic and his prostatēs remained in place for the duration of the metic’s stay in Attica and that, until the mid-fourth century, prostatai were required for metics in legal proceedings, at least during the pre-trial stage of the anakrisis before the polemarchos, who was responsible for cases involving foreign residents. Over time, however, their role in the judicial sphere appears to have declined under the influence of the dikai emporikai, in which non-citizens in general, as mentioned above, were granted the right to act entirely independently.41

The religious sphere is also of primary importance, although the nature of metics’ participation in this domain is more difficult to assess. There is no doubt that metics were included in certain public religious events, either through the elevation of foreign deities to the status of civic cults, as in the well-known case of the goddess Bendis,42 or through their direct involvement in specific Athenian festivals, such as the Panathenaic procession or the sacrifice of the Hephaistia.43 However, since these forms of participation typically assigned foreign residents a limited or even subordinate role, it is difficult to determine whether the purpose was to underscore metics’ integration into the civic community—albeit with the necessary distinctions—or to emphasize their outsider status. Interestingly, in either case it seems plausible that the inclusion of metics aimed to encourage their contribution in terms of wealth and support to the Athenian community.44

The issue of land tenure, by contrast, is less controversial. As Michele Faraguna has recently pointed out, the ability to own real estate was closely tied to full membership in the civic community, with property functioning as a key factor of both inclusion and exclusion.45 In this respect, there is little doubt that the Athenians were extremely reluctant to grant enktēsis, that is, the right to own land and real estate in Attica, to non-citizens. Until the mid-fourth century, this privilege was conferred only rarely, primarily on non-resident foreigners who were registered as Athenian proxenoi and were expected to exercise such a right only potentially. From the 330s onward, when the institution of proxenia was increasingly employed to honor resident foreigners as well, metics were granted enktēsis more frequently, although it remained an exceptional privilege, often accompanied by numerous restrictions that substantially limited both its practical effects and its economic value. The limitations of time and scope suggest that enktēsis was inherently different from the property rights enjoyed by citizens.46

3. The scope of non-citizens’ integration

Taking all these aspects into consideration reveals a fundamental ambivalence regarding the position of foreign residents within the Athenian community. Indeed, depending on perspective and on how different arguments are weighed, modern scholarship appears to oscillate in its assessment of the role of metics, treating it either as a desirable status or as a disadvantaged position, and describing metics as either subaltern or integrated within the Athenian polis. In particular, the subordinate position of metics is downplayed in studies that emphasize the social rather than the political-institutional content of the concept of citizenship in the Greek world, and that locate its essence in religious participation and other aspects of the polis’ social life rather than in the exercise of legal and political rights.47

The fundamental ambivalence of the position of resident foreigners is well illustrated by what is probably the best-known literary metaphor for the relationship between citizens and foreigners. In the Acharnians, performed at the Lenaia festival in 425, when only citizens and residents were present in the audience, the author expresses the hope that he will not be accused of speaking ill of the city in front of foreigners, since “here it is only us alone, the cream of the crop, for in my opinion the metics are the bran of the citizens” (Ar. Ach. 507-508: ἀλλ’ ἐσμὲν αὐτοὶ νῦν γε περιεπτισμένοι· τοὺς γὰρ μετοίκους ἄχυρα τῶν ἀστῶν λέγω). If we follow the metaphor, when the citizens at the Lenaia are cleansed of their husk, that is, the foreigners, they still retain the bran, namely the metics. Metics are thus part of the grain—in other words, they are closely linked to citizens—but they represent the least valuable part of the grain prior to sifting, a product of inferior worth.48

Despite the diversity of viewpoints, however, a common thread seems to run through the various approaches: the idea that the position of metics within the civic community resulted from a kind of unwritten agreement between them and the polis, whereby “each side keeps its part… and looks to the other to do likewise”, as David Whitehead puts it.49 Similarly, Marie-Françoise Baslez emphasizes the existence of a social contract (contrat social), whereby metics were granted certain rights and privileges in exchange for their economic contribution and services to the city.50 According to Mustafa Adak, the relationship between citizens and metics was one of social reciprocity (soziale Reziprozität): in return for granting them metoikia status, citizens expected specific services from foreign residents, while metics, in turn, expected these services to be rewarded with certain privileges through a mechanism of compensation.51 Finally, Josine Blok likewise describes metoikia as “a framework set up by the Athenians in which the contributions of the numerous immigrants to the polis […] were reciprocated in the form of certain timai […]. Such a framework, in which both parties knew what they might expect from each other in terms of money and work, legal and cultic rights and financial and military duties, may have worked as an incentive both for outsiders to settle at Athens and for the polis to live up to the rules of reciprocity”.52

In other words, it seems to me that the value non-citizens brought to the community better explains both the rights and privileges they enjoyed and the forms of integration that resulted from them than does the confusion of identities arising from the unique nature of Athenian democracy, as postulated by Vlassopoulos. This does not mean that their worth to the community was assessed exclusively in economic and financial terms, but it cannot be denied that, from the perspective of the available ancient sources, metics are often characterized as useful and valuable to the city, even though their presence was not necessarily desirable per se, and being a metic could itself be regarded as a distasteful condition.53

It must also be taken into account that resident and non-resident foreigners could, in exchange for acts of euergesia, be granted honors extending to them rights and prerogatives (timai) comparable to those enjoyed by citizens, such as fiscal equality (isoteleia) and enktēsis.54 Indeed, within what may be defined as the “economy of public honors”, the dēmos secured the voluntary benefits and services of non-citizens (as well as citizens) precisely by awarding appropriate timai, which both rewarded past services and encouraged future ones, in accordance with the principle of reciprocity. The Athenians were clearly aware that the city’s financial, military, and political well-being depended on the effective functioning of the euergetic system and on the actions of generous benefactors, many of whom were non-citizens.55

Unsurprisingly, the possession of wealth placed non-citizens in a better position to actively seek honors (philotimesthai) by lavishly expending their resources on acts of euergesia toward the city and reaping the corresponding benefits in terms of timai. Moreover, many scholars have observed that the formation of economic, cultural, and religious networks cutting across divisions of class and status, and involving both citizens and non-citizens, provided the latter with opportunities for social advancement and, in certain situations, for acquiring rights and prerogatives that lifted them beyond the formal limitations of their civic status. In some cases, this process even resulted in naturalization, the greatest timē of all, as illustrated by the well-known examples of bankers of foreign and servile origin.56

At the same time, these scholars acknowledge that, despite the high socio-economic status and the attainment of honors that brought some of these individuals closer to citizenship, cases of actual naturalizations remained very limited.57 Even Xenophon—whom Joseph Jansen characterizes as “progressive”, since his proposals “would have contributed significantly to the erosion of the status divide separating citizens from non-citizens”—never contemplated granting citizenship to the wealthy metics and entrepreneurs upon whom the city so heavily relied.58 Those who did obtain citizenship by decree, the dēmopoiētoi, were themselves subject to restrictions in both the political and religious spheres, as they were barred, at least in the first generation, from holding archonships and priesthoods.59 Furthermore, naturalized citizens such as Apollodoros, the son of Pasion, appear to have experienced discrimination60 and to have felt compelled to go above and beyond in their services to the city, “as men who are returning a favor” (Demosth. 45.78).61 Ultimately, although the timai granted to non-citizens tended to approximate their status to that of politai by allowing them to act as citizens in certain domains, they nevertheless fell short of what was considered the core content of citizenship, namely access to political and judicial deliberation and to public office.62 Indeed, scholars who have addressed the nature of the timai conferred upon non-citizens have recognized—albeit with different emphases—that the dēmos could bestow rights, privileges, and even specific functions upon non-citizens without sharing political sovereignty with them63 or creating a form of partial or quasi-citizenship.64 In other words, the honors granted to non-citizens “seem to work under the level of the timē of citizens, approaching by small and partial increases citizen status (timē) and the attached prerogatives (timai)”.65

In light of these considerations, I remain unconvinced that it was the unique nature of Athenian democracy that enabled a certain degree of protection and freedom to be extended to non-citizens. Nor do I believe that non-citizens could easily exploit this situation, and the perceived blurring of identities, in order to participate directly in Athenian institutional life. The examples cited by Vlassopoulos—who argues that the evidence is scarce because no one would have been foolish enough to advertise such behavior—are not particularly persuasive.66 The case of Athenogenes, an Egyptian metic in Athens who was allegedly made a citizen in Troezen in 338 according to Hyperides (3.29-31), does not appear relevant here. The other two cases he adduces are equally problematic. In the probolē procedure employed by Demosthenes in 348 to secure an assembly vote condemning Meidias for disrupting the Dionysia, the defendant allegedly claimed, according to Demosthenes two years later, that the assembly was composed of cowards and deserters, and that he had been condemned by the votes of dancers, foreigners, and similar individuals (21.193).67 However, Demosthenes’s portrayal of Meidias’s alleged contempt for the people should not be overinterpreted, as it was clearly designed to provoke indignation among the jurors. Likewise, Plutarch’s assertion that the trial of Phocion in 318 took place before an assembly that granted free access to slaves, foreigners, atimoi, and women, and that any attempt to exclude strangers and slaves was met with outrage by the polloi, who perceived such proposals as oligarch and anti-democratic (Phoc. 34.2-4), is of questionable relevance.68 Diodorus, for his part, raises no objection to the legality of the assembly in his account of the same episode (18.66.4-67.3).69 Moreover, Plutarch was particularly keen to present Phocion’s trial in the theatre as emblematic of the degeneration of Athenian democracy and its values.70

The large-scale participation of metics and slaves in the movement that led to the overthrow of the Thirty in 403—also cited by Vlassopoulos as evidence of non-citizens’ involvement in Athenian political life—certainly suggests that non-citizens could engage in political discussion within the so-called “free spaces” through their everyday interactions with citizens, and could develop an interest in the affairs of the city upon which their well-being, or even their survival, depended. Such engagement, however, does not amount to clandestine participation in the political and judicial arenas that were strictly reserved for politai—assuming, of all things, that non-citizens would have been willing to incur the risks associated with such forms of clandestine participation.71 Ultimately, while non-citizens may have contributed informally to political discussion and perhaps exerted some influence within specific social and cultural circles,72 there is no evidence that they were ever involved in decision-making processes in Classical Athens, even at the local level.73

Overall, the scholarly emphasis on the religious and social dimensions of citizenship mentioned earlier has fostered the view that political exclusion should not be the sole criterion for assessing the position of non-citizens within the civic community, since social rank was not determined exclusively by political and institutional barriers. According to this perspective, social inclusion and political exclusion in Athens were complementary rather than contradictory, and exclusion from citizenship should not be equated with social marginalization.74 If we conceive of the polis both as a human society encompassing all inhabitants of a given territory and as an institutionalized community granting full citizenship rights to a select group,75 political exclusion can indeed coexist with social integration. Building on precisely these considerations, Stefano Ferrucci has shown that other centers of polis life alternative to the political space—such as religious cults, economic activities, and cultural interactions—partly reshuffled the hierarchies of the political sphere. Within these contexts, a high degree of integration could be achieved without undermining the decisive distinction between citizens and non-citizens.76 Needless to say, the situations of non-citizens varied widely, with access to financial resources and the quality of social relationships acting as key factors enabling those who possessed them to attain higher levels of integration.77 Nevertheless, even if there were contexts in which status differences and political exclusion were temporarily irrelevant, the distinction between citizens and non-citizens was always ultimately enforced through legally defined boundaries.78 Even if some degree of permeability existed, there is no evidence that it was tolerated—let alone sanctioned—by the polis.

4. Final remarks: the impact of non-citizens’ integration

Having considered the dynamics that led to the integration of non-citizens into Athenian civic life, as well as the limits of this integration, I wish to conclude this chapter by briefly discussing some possible impacts these developments may have had on the Athenian community.

My first observation is prompted by Nick Fisher’s study of the diapsēphisis of 346/5, one of the episodes that most vividly illustrate Athenian anxiety surrounding citizen status. Fisher rightly emphasizes the political and social context in which the assembly, following a proposal by a certain Demophilos, voted to carry out a review of the lists of citizens held by the demes—a process which resulted in expulsions, disputes, and much animosity. In short, the political climate dominated by the setbacks following the peace of Philokrates likely brought deep concerns about civic identity to a head, producing a measure intended to clean up allegedly corrupt or lax institutions, whether out of genuine conviction or as a mere pretext79. However, as Fisher notes, “whatever problems it [the diapsēphisis] may have been designed to solve, it is likely to have exacerbated rather than assuaged tensions”.80

Following this line of reasoning, it seems to me that the theme of illegitimate citizenship—and of allegedly illegitimate citizens leading the city toward danger and ruin81—emerges with particular force in Athenian public discourse in the years surrounding, and especially following, this episode.82 In other words, the tensions provoked by the diapsēphisis, although certainly rooted in a long-standing tradition of slanderous and unfounded accusations concerning the foreign origins of prominent politicians,83 appear to have injected a new kind of paranoia into contemporary public discourse.

Concerns about citizenship may, of course, have been triggered by specific scandals. However, I would argue that the broader socio-economic context is more significant. What I mean is that the various forms of integration of non-citizens surveyed in this chapter are likely to have generated deep anxieties about civic identity. The close interaction of citizens and non-citizens in numerous and important economic sectors; the existence of institutions such as eranos loans and koinōniai, which facilitated the economic activities of non-citizens; the extension of forms of judicial protection regardless of civic status, as attested by the dikai emporikai; the opening of certain military roles, and even important liturgies, such as the trierarchy, to metics; the growing number and value of timai granted to foreigners84; the proliferation of associations and networks in which citizens and non-citizens shared everyday experiences; and, more generally, the utilitarian approach through which the Athenians promoted the integration of non-citizens into the polis community—all these dynamics may have prompted Demophilos to exploit fears that increasingly closer interaction between citizens and non-citizens could lead to the illegitimate infiltration of Athenian citizenship.85 In short, it seems to me that the these dynamics, rather than facilitating non-citizens’ exploitation of blurred identities to participate in Athenian institutional life, instead provoked a disproportionate—and perhaps largely unjustified—reaction against such a possibility.

If I may venture a perhaps imperfect parallel, we might ask whether, in the United States, fears and alarms concerning alleged non-citizen voting are fueled by a widespread empirical phenomenon or rather by anxieties generated by the massive and structural presence of immigrants, whether legal or undocumented, in the country.86 In reality, according to voting-rights organizations, despite the negligible number of proved cases of non-citizen voting, measures intended to address this issue may instead result in the removal of legally entitled voters—primarily naturalized citizens—from electoral rolls, as well as in legislation that makes voting more difficult for disadvantaged groups.87 Returning to Classical Athens, my impression is that the sharing of too many pieces of what it meant to be a citizen, and of what should ideally and practically distinguish a citizen from a non-citizen, did not lead to the tacit erosion of the boundaries between the two groups. Rather, it prompted a decisive reaction in defense of the privileges of citizenship, whether such a reaction was warranted or not.

My final observation concerns the long-term impact of these dynamics. In the Hellenistic age, we observe a significant increase in the practice of granting citizenship to individuals as a reward for benefactions to the city. This development does not imply that the barriers between citizens and non-citizens became more permeable, nor that the distinction between them lost its meaning. Rather, exclusive citizenship was, so to speak, relaxed, and citizenship grants based on wealth became increasingly more common.88 However, as Christel Müller has pointed out, the second and first centuries should not necessarily be regarded as the moment when the rules governing integration into the civic body became decidedly more flexible, since these dynamics were probably already taking shape as early as the fourth or third centuries.89 In this respect, it seems to me that the impetus gained by the utilitarian approach to the integration of non-citizens into the polis community in the second half of the fourth century may be identified as one of the factors that, over time, contributed to a different evaluation of the credentials granting access to citizenship.



1Vlassopoulos 2007. All dates in this chapter are BCE.

2Vlassopulos (2007, 34-35) cites the following examples: Pankleon, who posed as a Plataean enfranchised as an Athenian citizen, despite most likely being a metic or even a slave (Lys. 23); two episodes in which bystanders could not tell the difference between a slave boy and the son of an Athenian citizen (Demosth. 47.61; 53.16); Pittalakos, whose status as a slave or a freedman is unclear (Aeschin. 1.54-64); the infamous Neaira (Demosth. 59); and Euxitheos’ difficulties in proving his Athenian and free status (Demosth. 57). However, on the role of written records in the identification of individuals in Classical Greece, see Faraguna 2014b, who notes that states were more interested in defining who was entitled to citizenship than in keeping complete records of all inhabitants. When written records came under scrutiny, as in the case of Euxitheos, proving one’s descent became crucial (on the importance of witnesses in this respect, see Scafuro 1994). Thomsen 2023 addresses the issue of how foreign citizenship could be verified by hosting communities.

3For Athens not being a face-to-face society, where individuals would have been unable to determine the civic status of others with whom they interacted in daily life, see Cohen 2000, 104-29.

4[Xen.] Ath. Pol. 1.10: τῶν δούλων δ᾿ αὖ καὶ τῶν μετοίκων πλείστη ἐστὶν ᾿Αθήνησιν ἀκολασία, καὶ οὔτε πατάξαι ἔξεστιν αὐτόθι οὔτε ὑπεκστήσεταί σοι ὁ δοῦλος. οὗ δ᾿ ἕνεκέν ἐστι τοῦτο ἐπιχώριον, ἐγὼ φράσω· εἰ νόμος ἦν τὸν δοῦλον ὑπὸ τοῦ ἐλευθέρου τύπτεσθαι ἢ τὸν μέτοικον ἢ τὸν ἀπελεύθερον, πολλάκις ἂν οἰηθεὶς εἶναι τὸν ᾿Αθηναῖον δοῦλον ἐπάταξεν ἄν· ἐσθῆτά τε γὰρ οὐδὲν βελτίων ὁ δῆμος αὐτόθι ἢ οἱ δοῦλοι καὶ οἱ μέτοικοι, καὶ τὰ εἴδη οὐδὲν βελτίους εἰσίν, “And again the slaves and the metics at Athens enjoy extreme license, and it is not possible to beat them there, nor will a slave step aside for you. Well, I shall tell you the reason why this is their local practice. If it were legal for the slave or the metic or the freedman to be beaten by a freeborn citizen, he would often beat an Athenian by mistake, thinking that he was a slave. For the dēmos there are no better dressed than the slaves and the metics, nor are they any better in their appearance”. On clothing as one of the symbolic elements that characterized the self-representation of the Athenian citizen, see Falco in this volume.

5See Evans and Boyte 1986, where free spaces are characterized as voluntary associations occupying the intermediate level between the private sphere and formal political institutions; examples include 19th-century United States black churches, women’s unions, and labor organizations, which the authors identify as the primary source of democratic change.

6I will return to this topic later (§ 3).

7See also Ober 2000, esp. 37-41, for the idea that, once Athenian democracy had allowed political participation beyond the circle of the wealthy and well-born, there was in that context a strong tendency for rights to be extended beyond the citizen body itself.

8See Carusi 2025, to which I refer for a detailed discussion of koinōniai in Classical Athens, the main points of which I outline in the following pages.

9This chapter provides an overview of the research carried out by the Parma unit as part of the PRIN 2020 project Sharing in the community: citizenship and society in the Greek world (VII-II century BC). The research conducted by Ilaria Bultrighini and me aimed to investigate the permeability of the barriers between citizens and non-citizens in Classical Athens, as well as the ways in which non-citizens could overcome these barriers, whether legally or illegally. For the purposes of this study, “non-citizens” refers to foreigners in the broadest sense: temporary visitors, resident aliens (metics), and slaves (although their status had various nuances, freedmen still fell within the more general category of metics); nevertheless, many of the forms of integration discussed here primarily concerned metics (on this, see also Bultrighini 2025, 276-77).

10Since the socio-economic profile of emporoi and nauklēroi in Athens and in the Greek world in general has been the subject of intense scholarly debate, the bibliography is extensive; see, among others, Millett 1983; Hansen 1984; Bresson 2003; Reed 2003. It suffices to note here that emphasizing the often downplayed role of citizens in maritime trade does not amount to denying the predominant presence of foreigners and metics. The bibliography on dikai emporikai is equally extensive: see, among others, Gernet 1955; Cohen 1973; Harris 2015; Maffi 2016. While there is no scholarly consensus on certain aspects of how the mercantile lawsuits functioned, it is broadly accepted that they were established to accommodate the primary actors of long-distance trade and thus promote trade itself.

11For the collateral value of security, see Harris 2013a, 107-42; for possible business partnerships in mortgage horoi, see Shipton 2000, 55-62.

12For eranos loans, see Faraguna 2012; Thomsen 2015.

13For the prominent role of non-citizens in the banking sector, see, among others, Cohen 1992; Shipton 2008; Deene 2014; De Martinis 2019.

14For a catalogue of lessees of polis-controlled real estate, see Papazarkadas 2011, 299-325. In the author’s opinion, since most of our evidence concerns sacred property, which would not have been available to foreigners for rental until the second half of the fourth century, ideological and traditional barriers may explain why metics are underrepresented even after that time. For more on the dynamics of private and public lease markets, see Osborne 1988, 289-90, 304-19.

15On mine concessions, see Faraguna 2006. On the socio-economic profile of investors in the mining sector, see Shipton 2000; Bissa 2008.

16Vect 4.12: παρέχει γοῦν ἐπὶ ἰσοτελείᾳ καὶ τῶν ζένων τῷ βουλομένῳ ἐργάζεσθαι ἐν τοῖς μετάλλοις. Following Gauthier 1976, 134-36, I interpret ἐπὶ ἰσοτελείᾳ here as referring to fiscal privileges introduced by the polis to encourage mining, which were also granted to non-citizens.

17Having proposed that the Attic tribes should unite to open new mines, Xenophon suggests that private individuals should also join forces and pool their fortunes to reduce risk (Vect. 4.32: οἷον τε δὴ οὕτως καὶ ἰδιώτας συνισταμένους καὶ κοινουμένους τὴν τύχην ἀσφαλέστερον κινδυνεύειν).

18On tax farming in Athens, see the overview in Migeotte 2014, 453-58. The first attested case of groups of tax farmers being officially admitted by the Athenian polis is found in the well-known grain-tax law of 374/3 (SEG 48.96, ll. 31-36), on which see Stroud 1998, 65-67. Here the group of contractors that enters into a transaction with the city is called a symmoria; however, the members of the group were probably bound to one another by a private contract of koinōnia.

19On these aspects of personal security, see Erdas 2010b.

20On business partnerships in the construction sector, see also Carusi 2020, 510-14; Carusi 2021, 145-49.

21[Xen.] Ath. 1.11-12: εἰ δέ τις καὶ τοῦτο θαυμάζει, ὅτι ἐῶσι τοὺς δούλους τρυφᾶν αὐτόθι καὶ μεγαλοπρεπῶς διαιτᾶσθαι ἐνίους, καὶ τοῦτο γνώμῃ φανεῖεν ἂν ποιοῦντες· ὅπου γὰρ ναυτικὴ δύναμίς ἐστιν ἀπὸ χρημάτων, ἀνάγκη τοῖς ἀνδραπόδοις δουλεύειν, ἵνα λαμβάνωμεν ἃς πράττει τὰς ἀποφοράς, καὶ ἐλευθέρους ἀφεῖναι. ἐν δὲ τῇ Λακεδαίμονι ὁ ἐμὸς δοῦλος σ᾿ ἐδεδοίκει. ἐὰν δὲ δεδίῃ ὁ σὸς δοῦλος ἐμέ, κινδυνεύσει καὶ τὰ χρήματα διδόναι τὰ ἑαυτοῦ ὥστε μὴ κινδυνεύειν περὶ ἑαυτοῦ. ὅπου δ᾿ εἰσὶ πλούσιοι δοῦλοι, οὐκέτι ἐνταῦθα λυσιτελεῖ τὸν ἐμὸν δοῦλον σὲ δεδιέναι. διὰ τοῦτ᾿ οὖν ἰσηγορίαν καὶ τοῖς δούλοις πρὸς τοὺς ἐλευθέρους ἐποιήσαμεν, καὶ τοῖς μετοίκοις πρὸς τοὺς ἀστούς, διότι δεῖται ἡ πόλις μετοίκων διά τε τὸ πλῆθος τῶν τεχνῶν καὶ διὰ τὸ ναυτικόν· διὰ τοῦτο οὖν καὶ τοῖς μετοίκοις εἰκότως τὴν ἰσηγορίαν ἐποιήσαμεν, “And if anyone is also surprised at the fact that they allow the slaves to live luxuriously there and, some of them, in a grand style, it will become clear that they do this too with good reason. For where there is a naval power based on money, it is necessary to be slaves to our own slaves in order to obtain our share of what they earn through their labor, and then set them free. But in Lacedaemon my slave fears you. Yes, but if your slave fears me, there will be a risk that he will also offer me his money so as not to be in any danger. And where there are rich slaves it is no longer to my benefit as a master there that my slave should fear you. This is then the reason why we have established equality of free speech between slaves and free men; and also between metics and citizens, since the city needs metics because of the great number of their trades and the requirements of the fleet. So that is why we have, naturally, established equality of free speech for the metics too”. Cataldi 2020 emphasizes the socio-economic processes that, in the last quarter of the fifth century, minimized the boundaries between free people and slaves, as well as between citizens and metics. On the parrhesia of xenoi and douloi at Athens, see also Demosth. 9.3.

22See Hom. Od. 17.382-387: τίς γὰρ δὴ ξεῖνον καλεῖ ἄλλοθεν αὐτὸς ἐπελθὼν | ἄλλον γ’, εἰ μὴ τῶν οἳ δημιοεργοὶ ἔασι, | μάντιν ἢ ἰητῆρα κακῶν ἢ τέκτονα δούρων, | ἢ καὶ θέσπιν ἀοιδόν, ὅ κεν τέρπῃσιν ἀείδων; | οὗτοι γὰρ κλητοί γε βροτῶν ἐπ’ ἀπείρονα γαῖαν· | πτωχὸν δ’ οὐκ ἄν τις καλέοι τρύξοντα ἓ αὐτόν, “Who of his own accord goes up to someone else, a stranger, and invites him from elsewhere, except for those who are public workers, a prophet, a healer of illnesses, a carpenter working on planks of wood, or an inspired minstrel, who gives delight with his singing? Among mankind these are the ones sought after over the boundless earth; no one would invite a beggar who is going to be an expense to himself”.

23On the importance of occupations on foreigners’ funerary monuments, see also Ginestí Rosell 2013. Interestingly, this extended to immigrant women as well: see Kosmopoulou 2001; on working metic women, see also Kennedy 2014, 123-53.

24On this, see Cecchet 2024a, 112-19, and, more in detail, Cecchet 2025b, according to whom the clear distinction in self-representation between citizens and non-citizens in private epigraphy may have been a means by which citizens distinguished themselves from other social groups. Although Guicharrousse (2022, 299-372) argues that the participation of foreigners in the Attic funerary space indicates their integration into the city community, Wijma (2024) has shown that the emphasis placed on ethnic origin and professional occupations in the funerary monuments and inscriptions of foreigners is an important element of their social identity, setting them apart from Athenian citizens. Similar conclusions can be drawn from the funerary monuments of non-Greek foreigners in Athens (see Bäbler 1998).

25I have closely followed here Marchiandi’s work (2018, 105-13) on this topic, with which I fully agree. The author also highlights how, in Athenian official documents such as RO 4 and IG I3 475-476, trade is what primarily defines non-citizens (p. 113-23).

26See Valente 2021. According to Harp. s.v. μετοίκιον, the amount was 12 drachmas per year for men and 6 drachmas per year for (probably independent) women. Failure to pay the metoikion could result in enslavement (Demosth. 25.57; D.L. 4.14).

27On Xenophon’s Poroi, and in particular on Xenophon’s proposals to attract metics (Vect. 2) and to foster emporia by favoring foreign merchants (Vect. 3) in order to increase state revenues, see Bodei Giglioni 1970, lvii-xc; Gauthier 1976, 56-109; Whitehead 105-65; Jansen 2012; De Martinis 2018a, 110-38. The context is that immediately following the Social War (357-355), which deprived Athens of merchants and metics (Isoc. 8.21) and reduced its revenues to an all-time low (Demosth. 10.37-38).

28Vect. 2.1: εἰ δὲ πρὸς τοῖς αὐτοφυέσιν ἀγαθοῖς πρῶτον μὲν τῶν μετοίκων ἐπιμέλεια γένοιτο· αὕτη γὰρ ἡ πρόσοδος τῶν καλλίστων ἔμοιγε δοκεῖ εἶναι, ἐπείπερ αὑτοὺς τρέφοντες καὶ πολλὰ ὠφελοῦντες τὰς πόλεις οὐ λαμβάνουσι μισθόν, ἀλλὰ μετοίκιον προσφέρουσιν, “But to these indigenous advantages, we might first add the care of the metics. This source of revenue seems to me to be one of the very best, since while they support themselves and benefit the state in many ways, they receive no wage but pay a residence tax”.

29On the military service of metics, see Maffi 1973; Whitehead 1977, 82-86; Adak 2003, 67-72; De Martinis 2018b; Luppa 2023, 207-26.The exclusion of metics from the cavalry may have been lifted in the second half of the fourth century, either for wealthy metics in general or only for those who received isoteleia, whether or not this development was based on one of Xenophon’s proposals (see De Martinis 2018b).

30See Mavrogordatos 2014.

31On the Arginusae and the aftermath of Chaeronea, see Osborne 1983, III, 33-37 (T 10) and 67-68 (T 67); on the civil war of 403, see Osborne 1981, I, 37-41 and II, 26-43 (D 6), with RO 4.

32See Marchiandi 2018, 116-27.

33For Nikias clearly referring to metics, see Hornblower 2008, 677-79; Pelling 2022b, 206-7. For language as a marker of civic inclusion in Classical Athens, see Falco 2025b, 231-44.

34As Cinzia Bearzot (2007, 132-40) has pointed out, the metics represented in Lysias’ speeches are characterized positively by their lack of involvement in public life and their commitment to providing financial support to the community (see also Eurip. Supp. 892-895); however, in line with the political climate of the time, they also exhibit a deep attachment to democratic ideals, often surpassing the citizens themselves in this respect.

35See, for example, Lysias’ Against Philon, a speech in which the behavior of metics who went beyond their duty to defend the democracy (31.29) is contrasted with that of the defendant, who, although a member of the dēmos, abandoned his polis at a time of civil strife in pursuit exclusively of his own advantage. Lys 31.5-6: ἐγὼ γὰρ οὐκ ἄλλους τινάς φημι δίκαιον εἶναι βουλεύειν περὶ ἡμῶν, ἢ τοὺς πρὸς τῷ εἶναι πολίτας καὶ ἐπιθυμοῦντας τούτου. τούτοις μὲν γὰρ μεγάλα τὰ διαφέροντά ἐστιν εὖ τε πράττειν τὴν πόλιν τήνδε καὶ ἀνεπιτηδείως διὰ τὸ ἀναγκαῖον σφίσιν αὐτοῖς ἡγεῖσθαι εἶναι μετέχειν τὸ μέρος τῶν δεινῶν, ὥσπερ καὶ τῶν ἀγαθῶν μετέχουσι· οἳ δὲ φύσει μὲν πολῖταί εἰσι, γνώμῃ δὲ χρῶνται ὡς πᾶσα γῆ πατρὶς αὐτοῖς ἐστιν ἐν ᾗ ἂν τὰ ἐπιτήδεια ἔχουσιν, οὗτοι δῆλοί εἰσιν ὅτι <ῥᾳδίως> ἂν παρέντες τὸ τῆς πόλεως κοινὸν ἀγαθὸν ἐπὶ τὸ ἑαυτῶν ἴδιον κέρδος ἔλθοιεν διὰ τὸ μὴ τὴν πόλιν ἀλλὰ τὴν οὐσίαν πατρίδα ἑαυτοῖς ἡγεῖσθαι, “My contention is that it is not right for anybody else to offer advice in our affairs, other than those who in addition to being citizens are also enthusiastic about their citizenship. For these people, it makes a great difference whether the city is prosperous or not, because they believe it is necessary for them to share in what is bad, just as they share in what is good. As for those who are citizens by birth, but who take the view that every place in which they possess anything is for them a fatherland, it is clear that such people would even discard the public good of the city and pursue their own private profit, because they regard not the city but their property as their fatherland (transl. by S.C. Todd)”. For the view that the period following the restoration of democracy in 403 witnessed the emergence of a more inclusive idea of citizenship, albeit short-lived and ultimately inconsequential, see Bakewell 1999.

36See Adak 2003, 251-56. For the financial obligations of metics toward the civic community, see, on eisphorai, Whitehead 1977, 78-80; Adak 2003, 72-77; Luppa 2023, 237-40; on liturgies, Whitehead 1977, 80-82; Adak 2003, 77-94; Luppa 2023, 241-42.

37See Bultrighini 2025, 289-304.

38It should also be noted that even the stratēgia may have been exceptionally and occasionally opened to foreigners in the emergency situation of the last phase of the Peloponnesian War (see Bultrighini 2025, 283-85). Similarly, the possible inclusion of metics in the cavalry in the second half of the fourth century (see n. 29 above), may have been motivated by the difficulty of recruiting members of the upper classes who were either unable or unwilling to perform this service (Xen. Hipp. 1.2).

39See Maffi 1972. Patterson (2000) highlights the vulnerability of metics in Athenian courts due to their lack of an extensive kinship structure; in contrast, Luppa (2023, 307-30) challenges the notion that foreign residents were in a legally precarious position in Athens. Whitehead (1977, 89-96), emphasizes the restrictions imposed on the legal capacities of metics, above all noting that metics had access to the judicial system as plaintiffs and defendants, but never as judges, and thus were never judged by their peers.

40On the figure of the prostatēs and his functions, see Tuci 2007, with a discussion of the ancient sources and a bibliographical overview.

41For a thorough discussion of this issue, along with a comprehensive bibliography, see Tuci 2023.

42For Bendis’ inclusion among the civic cults, see Wijma 2014, 126-55; Guicharrousse 2022, 91-191.

43See Wijma 2014, 37-64 on the Panathenaic procession, and 86-94 on the Hephaistia.

44On the limited scope of these forms of inclusion, see Whitehead 1977, 86-89. Conversely, see Wijma 2014, 156-63, for metics’ participation in Athenian festivals as a means of shaping their polis membership. Luppa (2023, 294-306) underscores the distinction between resident and non-resident foreigners created by these forms of participation. A critical reassessment of the level of inclusion enjoyed by foreigners in Athenian festivals was recently presented by Daniela Marchiandi at the international conference Le poleis in festa. Discorsi, riti e spazi festivi nelle città greche dall’età classica alla tarda antichità, University of Turin, 27-29 October 2025 (“Stranieri e feste (cittadine e non) ad Atene”).

45On land and citizenship in the Greek polis, see Faraguna 2024, with a thorough discussion of ancient sources, and Faraguna in this volume.

46See Faguer 2021, whose analysis shows that of the approximately sixty grants of enktēsis attested in Athens from the late fifth century to the mid-2nd century, only a small percentage appear to concern foreign residents. However, since most of the grantees were proxenoi, the number would be somewhat higher if one accepts, as Adak does (2003, 201-18), that this form of institutionalized friendship was not necessarily bestowed more often on non-resident foreigners than on resident foreigners.

47The oscillation in modern scholarship—exemplified by the antinomy between the Quasibürger of Wilamowitz (1887) and the “anti-citizen” of Whitehead (1977)—is discussed by Adak 2003, 29-39; Guicharrousse 2022, 12-24; Luppa 2023, 15-17; Tuci 2023, 102-3, 115-18; Bultrighini 2025, 277-83. For studies emphasizing the social and religious dimensions of community participation in evaluations of the boundaries between citizens and foreign residents, see Wijma 2014; Taylor, Vlassopulos 2015; Guicharrousse 2022.

48I follow here the excellent discussion by Tuci (2023, 120-22).

49See Whitehead 1977, 57-60 (quotation from p. 58-59).

50See Baslez 1984, esp. 127-49. As Guicharrousse (2022, 15-17) points out, this work follows in the tradition of Clerc’s (1893) economic contractualism, which takes a very positive view of the role of metics in the polis and interprets their integration primarily in economic and financial terms. See also Bearzot 2012, 153-54.

51See Adak 2003, esp. 41-53.

52See Blok 2017, 265-75 (quotation from p. 274).

53For an overview of the literary evidence, see Whitehead 1977, 34-60 and, especially on political thought, 125-36.

54For an overview of the voluntary acts of euergesia that could be performed by resident and non-resident foreigners, ranging from financial and material support to diplomatic or military assistance, see Adak 2003, 95-193. In terms of the privileges that could be granted to them by the polis, on isoteleia (which could include the right to serve in the army and to pay eisphorai on the same footing as the Athenians), see Maffi 1973; Whitehead 1977, 11-12; Adak 2003, 218-32; Guicharrousse 2022, 51-54; Luppa 2023, 334-40; Bultrighini 2025, 280-82; on proxeny, see Whitehead 1977, 13-14; Adak 2003, 201-18; Luppa 2023, 351-58; on enktēsis, see Adak 2003, 235-39; Faguer 2021; Luppa 2022, 344-51; on ateleia, see Adak 2003, 227-32; Luppa 340-44; on other honors, such as public praise, crowns, hospitality in the prytaneion, proedria, etc., see Adak 2003, 242-49.

55 Here I follow Canevaro’s (2016, 77-97) compelling discussion of the arguments raised by Demosthenes in his speech against Leptines in 355/4, with references to previous bibliography on the “economy of honors”.

56For economic and professional relationships and networks involving citizens and non-citizens, see Shipton 2008; Ferrucci 2012; Deene 2014; Gabrielsen 2015; Tuci 2019; De Martinis 2019; Falco 2025a, 70-77; Marchiandi 2025. For religious and cultural networks and associations involving citizens and non-citizens, see Gabrielsen 2016; Gottesman 2014, esp. 44-76; Taylor 2015; Guicharrousse 2022, esp. 95-297; Luppa 2023, 260-68; however, see also Kierstead 2025 for a more critical view of the extent of mixing between citizens and non-citizens in associations of the Classical period. As modern scholarship on voluntary associations is too extensive to be cited here in full, please refer to the relevant bibliography in these studies.

57According to Osborne (1983, IV, 206), grants that were not purely honorific (i.e. those given to individuals likely to implement them) were rare in the fifth and fourth centuries, while a certain increase occurred during the Lycurgan period, primarily concerning financiers and bankers; this development is consistent with the encouragement of private contributions to the state, a well-known facet of Lycurgos’ program.

58See Jansen 2012 (quotation from p. 725-26). For further scholarship on the Poroi, see n. 27 above.

59For limitations imposed on first-generation naturalized citizens, see Demosth. 59.92-93 and 106. On politeia as the greatest timē granted to non-citizens, see Adak 2003, 239-41; Luppa 2023, 358-66.

60See, for instance, Demosth. 50.26: καὶ περὶ τῶν σκευῶν ἔφραζεν αὐτῷ ὅτι ἴδια ἔχοιμι καὶ δημόσιον οὐδέν: “ὡς οὖν”, ἔφη, “ἢ πείσων ἐκεῖνον διανοοῦ, ἢ σκεύη ἔχων σαυτῷ ἀνάπλει. οἶμαι δέ σοι”, ἔφη, “αὐτὸν οὐδὲν διοίσεσθαι· ὀφείλει γὰρ ἀργύριον ἐκεῖ, ὃ διαλῦσαι βουλήσεται ἐκ τῆς τιμῆς τῶν σκευῶν”. ἀκούσας δὲ οὗτος ταῦτα τοῦ τ᾽ Εὐκτήμονος καὶ τοῦ Δεινίου τοῦ κηδεστοῦ τοῦ ἐμοῦ, περὶ μὲν ὧν ἔλεγον αὐτῷ οὐδὲν αὐτοῖς ἀποκρίνεται, γελάσαντα δὲ ἔφασαν αὐτὸν εἰπεῖν “ἄρτι μῦς πίττης γεύεται· ἐβούλετο γὰρ Ἀθηναῖος εἶναι”, “Ectemon told to Polycles that I was using my own gear for the ship and had nothing from the city. ‘See whether you want to persuade him to sell you the gear, or get your own gear and sail off. I think’, he said, ‘Apollodorous will be agreeable, since he owes money there and will want to pay it back from the price of the gear’. When Polycles heard this from Euctemon and from my father-in-law Deinias, he gave no answer to what they had said to him; they reported that he laughed and said, ‘The mouse has just got a taste of pitch: he wanted, you see, to be an Athenian’ (transl. by V. Bers)”. See also Demosth. 36.30; 53.18.

61Demosth. 45.78: τὰ δ᾽ εἰς τὴν πόλιν καὶ ὅσ᾽ εἰς ὑμᾶς, ὡς δύναμαι λαμπρότατα, ὡς ὑμεῖς σύνιστε, ποιῶ· οὐ γὰρ ἀγνοῶ τοῦθ᾽ ὅτι τοῖς μὲν γένει πολίταις ὑμῖν ἱκανόν ἐστι λῃτουργεῖν ὡς οἱ νόμοι προστάττουσι, τοὺς δὲ ποιητοὺς ἡμᾶς ὡς ἀποδιδόντας χάριν, οὕτω προσήκει φαίνεσθαι λῃτουργοῦντας, “Whatever services concern the city, however, and all those that concern you, I carry out, as you know, with as much splendor as I can. For I’m not unaware that for you who are citizens by birth it’s sufficient to carry out your public duties as the laws enjoin, but for those of us who are made citizens by decree it’s appropriate to be seen carrying out these duties as men who are returning a favor (transl. by A.C. Scafuro)”. See also Eust. Comm. Hom. Il. 9.648: πεπολιτογραφημένοι δὲ ὅμως τῶν ἰθαγενῶν ἐδευτέρευον, “even those who have been granted citizenship are nevertheless second to the natives of the place”.

62For the view that political and judicial participation, without obliterating the religious and social dimensions, was central to the notion of Greek citizenship in the Classical Age—even beyond what Aristotle argued in his theory of citizenship—see Faraguna 2025a, 235-38. See also Canevaro in this volume, with reference to previous scholarship.

63See Baslez 1984, esp. 204.

64See Maffi 1973, esp. 962. According to Faguer 2021, 65, the honorary granting of enktēsis cannot be equated with granting a portion of citizenship. Blok, who emphasizes the centrality of religious over political participation in the definition of Greek citizenship, also notes that equality in the sense of having the same timai as citizens did not apply in Athenian society, as status distinctions between citizens and non-citizens preceded the assignments of rights (2017, 275). See also Müller 2014a.

65See Canevaro 2025, 99-103 (quotation from p. 100). On the timai of non-citizens, see also Rocchi 2022, 168-80. Bodei Giglioni (1970, lxii-lxv) had already noted that, for Xenophon, removing the atimiai affecting metics (Vect. 2.2) was tantamount to granting them positive rights and enabling them to share in the timē proper to citizens, from which they were normally excluded according to the Aristotelian definition (Pol. 3.5.1278a: μέτοικός ἐστιν ὁ τῶν τιμῶν μὴ μετέχειν). However, only those atimiai that were not useful to the polis should be removed, thereby never including citizenship itself.

66See Vlassopoulos 2007, 46-47.

67Demosth. 21.193: οἶμαι τοίνυν αὐτὸν οὐδὲ τοῦ δήμου κατηγορεῖν ὀκνήσειν οὐδὲ τῆς ἐκκλησίας, ἀλλ᾽ ἅπερ τότ᾽ ἐτόλμα λέγειν ὅτ᾽ ἦν ἡ προβολή, ταῦτα καὶ νῦν ἐρεῖν, ὡς ὅσοι δέον ἐξιέναι κατέμενον καὶ ὅσοι τὰ φρούρι᾽ ἦσαν ἔρημα λελοιπότες, ἐξεκλησίασαν, καὶ χορευταὶ καὶ ξένοι καὶ τοιοῦτοί τινες ἦσαν οἳ κατεχειροτόνησαν αὐτοῦ, “Now, I know that he will not hesitate to accuse both the people and the assembly but will repeat these charges that he dared to make when the probolē took place: the people who attended the assembly were all those who stayed behind when they should have marched out and all those who left the forts deserted, and those who voted against him were dancers and foreigners and men like that (transl. by E.M. Harris)”.

68Plut. Phoc. 34.2-4: καὶ προσῆν τὸ σχῆμα τῇ κομιδῇ λυπηρόν, ἐφ᾽ ἁμάξαις κομιζομένων αὐτῶν διὰ τοῦ Κεραμεικοῦ πρὸς τὸ θέατρον· ἐκεῖ γὰρ αὐτοὺς προσαγαγὼν ὁ Κλεῖτος συνεῖχεν, ἄχρι οὗ τὴν ἐκκλησίαν ἐπλήρωσαν οἱ ἄρχοντες, οὐ δοῦλον, οὐ ξένον, οὐκ ἄτιμον ἀποκρίναντες, ἀλλὰ πᾶσι καὶ πάσαις ἀναπεπταμένον τὸ βῆμα καὶ τὸ θέατρον παρασχόντες. ἐπεὶ δὲ ἥ τ᾽ ἐπιστολὴ τοῦ βασιλέως ἀνεγνώσθη, λέγοντος αὐτῷ μὲν ἐγνῶσθαι προδότας γεγονέναι τοὺς ἄνδρας, ἐκείνοις δὲ διδόναι τὴν κρίσιν ἐλευθέροις τε δὴ καὶ αὐτονόμοις οὖσι, καὶ τοὺς ἄνδρας ὁ Κλεῖτος εἰσήγαγεν, οἱ μὲν βέλτιστοι τῶν πολιτῶν ὀφθέντος τοῦ Φωκίωνος ἐνεκαλύψαντο καὶ κάτω κύψαντες ἐδάκρυον, εἷς δὲ ἀναστὰς ἐτόλμησεν εἰπεῖν ὅτι, τηλικαύτην κρίσιν ἐγκεχειρικότος τῷ δήμῳ τοῦ βασιλέως, καλῶς ἔχει τοὺς δούλους καὶ τοὺς ξένους ἀπελθεῖν ἐκ τῆς ἐκκλησίας, οὐκ ἀνασχομένων δὲ τῶν πολλῶν, ἀλλ᾽ ἀνακραγόντων βάλλειν τοὺς ὀλιγαρχικοὺς καὶ μισοδήμους κτλ, “And besides, the manner of their return to the city was shameful, for they were carried on wagons through the Kerameikos to the theatre. For thither Cleitus brought them and there he kept them, until the magistrates had made up an assembly, from which they excluded neither slave, foreigner, nor disfranchised person, but allowed all alike, both men and women, free access to theatre and tribunal. After the letter of the king had been read aloud, in which he said that according to his judgement the men were traitors, but that their fellow citizens, who were freemen and self-governing, should pronounce sentence upon them, Cleitus led the men in. Then the best of the citizens, at sight of Phocion, covered their faces, bent their heads, and wept. One of them, however, rose up and had the courage to say that, since the king had put a case of such importance into the hands of the people, it were well that slaves and foreigners should leave the assembly. This the multitude would not tolerate, but cried out to stone the oligarchs and haters of the people etc. (transl. by B. Perrin)”.

69For Phocion’s trial, see Bearzot 1985a, 227-35. Plutarch’s atimoi must be identified with the Athenian citizens who were disenfranchised during Antipater’s rule and then returned to Athens when democracy was restored (in fact, D.S. 18.66.4 mentions only exiles and Phocion’s political opponents).

70As Dubreuil (2018, 271) points out, by decrying as oligarchic the Athenian ideal of an exclusive citizen right to political participation, Plutarch’s polloi reveal their inability to properly understand the fundamental values of their city.

71For the risks involved in usurping citizenship rights, see n. 78 below. For foreign residents being more interested in maintaining strong ties with their own community and enjoying citizenship there, while also benefitting from the rights and privileges granted by the host community, see Thomsen 2023 (see also Maffi 1972, 185, on the ties between metics and their homeland).

72On the informal participation of non-citizens in Athenian politics, see Luppa (2023, 280-94), who nonetheless emphasizes the restrain with which non-citizens were expected to behave in this area. On the significance of extra-institutional informal communication within the Athenian democracy, and the importance of spaces, networks, and associations in which people of different statuses socialized in relation to the enactment of institutional decisions, see Gottesman 2014, esp. 26-76.

73According to Gabrielsen (2016), in Athens private and voluntary associations that included both citizen and non-citizens, and whose inclusiveness challenged the primacy of citizenship in communal decision-making processes, emerged in the early fourth century and were not exclusively characteristic of the Hellenistic age. However, see Kierstead 2025 for the view that the inclusion of non-citizens in Athenian associations was primarily a Hellenistic rather than a Classical phenomenon, particularly in the case of associations whose membership was linked to descent and thus to citizenship. The earliest secure example of a deme decree incorporating all its residents, whether Athenians or foreigners, into its formal decision-making process, dates to 236/5 (I.Rhamnous 17).

74See again Adak 2003, esp. 29-39; Guicharrousse 2022, esp. 88-90.

75On this aspect, see Ober 1993; Giangiulio 2001, esp. 63-65, 90-92.

76See Ferrucci 2008, esp. 514-16.

77This topic is emphasized in particular by Luppa (2023, 279-80), who focuses on the degree of social inclusion enjoyed by different groups of non-citizens.

78The insurmountable divide between citizens and non-citizens is clearly indicated by the severe penalties imposed on those found guilty of illegally crossing it in various ways. Sale into slavery was enforced not only for pretending to be a citizen (Arist. Ath. Pol. 42.1), but also for marrying an Athenian (Lys. 34.3; Demosth. 59.16), for failing to pay the metoikion tax (Demosth. 25.57; D.L. 4.14; Harp. s.v. μετοίκιον), and perhaps also for failing to appoint a prostatēs (Poll. 3.56). Another case in point is that of rich and autonomous slaves who appear to interact on an equal footing even with high-ranking citizens; ultimately, however, the complete legal incapacity of slaves, coupled with their subjection to the absolute power of their owners, meant that this apparent equality could be dissolved at any moment (on this, see Ferrucci 2012, 106-7; Ismard 2025, 109-11). The burden of slave status and the limitations it imposed on social relations were recently discussed by Stefano Ferrucci at the international conference Networks and Norms of Civic Engagement in the Ancient Mediterranean: Everyday Life, Subaltern Perspectives, and Gender Dynamics in Greek and Roman Societies, University of Bologna, 13-14 November 2025 (“Sosias, Eumathes e gli altri. Identità economiche e visibilità sociale degli schiavi ad Atene”).

79See Fisher 2023, esp. 369-71 and 380-81, who eloquently summarizes the initiative’s aim in the motto “make Athens great again”. Ancient sources on the diapsēphisis: Androt. FGrHist 324 F 52 and Philoch. FGrHist 328 F 52 apud Harp. s.v. διαψήφισις; Aeschin. 1.77-78; 2.181-182; Dion. Hal. Isae. 16.4; Demosth. 57 (with Libanius’ hypothēsis). On this episode, see Fantasia and Carusi (2004), who also highlight the Athenian political context and what little is known of Demophilos’ political biography as a backdrop to the initiative (p. 199-201).

80Quotation from Fisher 2023, 369.

81As exemplified by Aeschines’ outburst three years later, in which he vehemently denounced the alleged illegitimate citizenship of current politicians (2.177): κἀνταῦθα ἀναφύντος τοῦ δήμου καὶ πάλιν ἐξ ἀρχῆς ἰσχύσαντος, ἄνθρωποι παρέγγραπτοι γεγενημένοι πολῖται, καὶ τὸ νοσοῦν τῆς πόλεως ἀεὶ προσαγόμενοι, καὶ πόλεμον ἐκ πολέμου πολιτευόμενοι, ἐν μὲν εἰρήνῃ τὰ δεινὰ τῷ λόγῳ προορώμενοι, καὶ τὰς ψυχὰς τὰς φιλοτίμους καὶ λίαν ὀξείας ἐρεθίζοντες, ἐν δὲ τοῖς πολέμοις ὅπλων οὐχ ἁπτόμενοι, ἐξετασταὶ δὲ καὶ ἀποστολεῖς γιγνόμενοι, παιδοποιούμενοι δὲ ἐξ ἑταιρῶν, ἄτιμοι δ᾽ ἐκ συκοφαντίας, εἰς τοὺς ἐσχάτους κινδύνους τὴν πόλιν καθιστᾶσι, τὸ μὲν τῆς δημοκρατίας ὄνομα οὐ τοῖς ἤθεσιν, ἀλλὰ τῇ κολακείᾳ θεραπεύοντες, καταλύοντες δὲ τὴν εἰρήνην, ἐξ ἧς ἡ δημοκρατία σῴζεται, συναγωνιζόμενοι δὲ τοῖς πολέμοις, ἐξ ὧν ὁ δῆμος καταλύεται, “At this point, when the democracy had sprung up afresh and recovered its original strength, persons who had themselves fraudulently enrolled as citizens constantly attracted to themselves the corrupt element in the city and pursued a policy of war and more war. In peace they spoke of danger they foresaw and tried to stir up ambitious and over-hasty minds, while in war they never lifted a weapon but got themselves made army auditors and naval inspectors. These are men who father children on their mistresses, men disfranchised for malicious prosecution. And they are placing the city in extreme danger. They support the name of democracy not with their conduct but with flattering words; they are trying to destroy the peace that keeps democracy safe, while they champion the wars that destroy democracy (transl. by C. Carey)”.

82For an overview of the rhetoric of citizenship breaches in this period, see Fisher 2023, 371-75. See also Cook 2023, who notes, among other things, that while Aeschines attacked Demosthenes’ character in many ways in 346/5, his alleged foreign ancestry was not raised at the time but became a prominent issue in the 343 trial. As part of the Parma unit’s contribution to the PRIN 2020 project, Ilaria Bultrighini is conducting a thorough study of the illegal infiltrations of non-citizens into the citizen body attested in the Classical period.

83See Cook 2023, esp. 402-3. The topic of alleged servile and foreign origins used as insults is more broadly discussed by Lape 2010, esp. 61-94 and 186-239; Kamen 2020, esp. 36-86.

84For an overview of Athenian decrees honoring foreigners between 352/1 and 322/1, see Lambert 2012, 93-183.

85The possible fears raised by some of these dynamics are also highlighted by Maffi 1973, 963-64, and Fisher 2023, esp. 378. I continue to subscribe to the idea put forward by Fantasia and Carusi (2004) that the fear of sharing, and thereby diminishing, the value of the material benefits associated with Athenian citizenship, including the recently reinvigorated distributions of money from the festival fund (theorikon), was a contributing factor to the diapsēphisis.

86On the negligible phenomenon of non-citizens voting, see the recent report by the non-profit organization The Center for Election Innovation and Research: https://electioninnovation.org/research/noncitizen-analysis/ (consulted on 30.11.2025).

87On actions aimed at preventing voter purges, see the recent report by the non-profit organization Campaign Legal Center: https://campaignlegal.org/cases-actions/protecting-all-americans-illegal-voter-purges-and-wrongful-voter-challenges (consulted on 30.11.2025).

88As shown by Osborne (1983, IV, 204-5), Athenian citizenship was granted with great liberality by the first century, and by the latter part of the century it was effectively being sold; however, a more open policy toward naturalization emerges already from the early 220s onward. As Niku (2007, 13-58 and 145-52) points out, while these developments did not erase the distinction between citizens and non-citizens, they did weaken it considerably as wealth replaced citizenship as the primary factor in determining an individual’s status; also metoikia, as a comprehensive system regulating the official status of foreign residents in Athens, was progressively undermined during the third century and had probably disappeared by c. 229. For some adjustments to Osborne’s argument, see Oliver 2007a.

89See Müller 2023c, esp. 499-501, for the factors that contributed to the evolution of the concept of citizenship in Hellenistic poleis. It is also worth noting that by the late 2nd century, power in the Athenian constitution had shifted from officials chosen by lot and the popular assembly to elite institutions, such as elected magistrates and the Areopagus (see Habicht 1997, 315-28); this meant that political activity lost much of its broad participatory character and that citizenship no longer necessarily entailed direct involvement in the city’s governing institutions.
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One of the earliest attestations of the term gēs anadasmos occurs in the law of Himera in Sicily, inscribed on a bronze tablet datable to the early years of the fifth century BCE. The only other known attestation—slightly earlier in date—appears in the well-known Locrian law preserved on the so-called Pappadakis bronze.1 The Himeran document raises several noteworthy issues. In particular, the involvement of the phratries mentioned in l. 4 suggests that the measure presupposed the admission of new citizens into the apoikia. It is plausible that these newly admitted politai were the intended recipients of the house plots (oikopeda) referred to at the beginning of the text (l. 1).

In this light, the Himeran law seems to envisage a redistribution or fresh allocation of land within the urban area, coordinated through civic and kinship structures. The document thus provides rare and valuable evidence not only for the use of the term gēs anadasmos, but also for the mechanisms through which a community incorporated new members and reorganised its urban space accordingly. We can only surmise that extra-urban land may also have been distributed. This is due in part to the poor preservation of the tablet, which had been folded after the law was repealed; however, a possible reference to this may be found in lines 10-12 (“whether he assigns or divides bad or good land”, according to the interpretation of O. Tribulato).2

What remains far from certain, however, is whether these allocations were the result of a redistribution of land previously owned by the politai. While it is true that the term γέε̄ς ἀναδαιθμο͂ appears in the inscription, it is found within a penal clause directed against those who might damage the bronze tablet or violate its provisions, in lines 12-15 (“such a person shall be in the same position as one who… mentions a land redistribution”, following Tribulato’s translation).3 It remains unclear whether this clause refers to an actual situation or serves as an ideological reference—that is, whether the mention of gēs anadasmos implies a hypothetical, non-actual scenario, which nevertheless represented the gravest of penalties.4

We are therefore dealing with a case of urban land allocation in a context of probable expansion of the citizen body. A different situation emerges, however, when a polis loses a certain number of politai—as a result of various circumstances—and land and houses consequently become available for new citizens. It is in this context that the conditions arise for a new distribution of private land.

In 1966, David Asheri devoted an entire chapter of his book on land distribution in ancient Greece to gēs anadasmos, successfully identifying the legal features regulating the phenomenon as well as its ideological significance in ancient sources.5 Building on the conclusions he reached, I would now like to shift the focus toward the loss or acquisition of land ownership in connection with the loss or acquisition of citizenship rights, and attempt to offer some hypotheses that might address the question posed above. In this sense, it may be useful to investigate not only the causes that lead to the loss or acquisition of land and citizenship, but also the strategies adopted by the poleis to manage such situations, especially when they result in a partial or complete revision of private properties. It is clear, in fact, that when a redistribution of private land is carried out, the state undertaking such an action bears specific responsibilities.

This paper aims particularly to explore some of the circumstances that lead to the decision to redistribute land when an imbalance arises between the composition of the citizen body and the territory of the polis: the suppression or exile of parts of the citizen body due to social or political conflicts, the loss of male citizens as a result of war, a conspicuous growth in population, the need to increase the number of new politai, or, finally, the social pressure created by economic disparity. Such imbalances inevitably give rise to the need to allocate vacant land or, at least in part, to redistribute private property when the increase in the number of citizens exceeds the available resources.

As the three case studies chosen for this inquiry (Cyrene in the late sixth century BCE, Leontini after 424 BCE, and Samos in 412 BCE) show, the dynamics vary greatly, as do the outcomes, although—as we shall see—some general patterns can be identified, even in those cases (two out of three) in which the agrarian redistribution plan was ultimately not carried out. What remains consistently central is the relationship between citizenship and landownership:6 in the cases examined, the granting of citizenship is never a purely formal act. Since it is not merely formal but substantive, it is always accompanied by the allocation of a plot of land and a house. In fact, in at least one case, it seems that the prospect of a new allocation of land within a polis served as the very stimulus for the admission of new citizens, rather than the other way around.

1. Cyrene, Arcesilaus III, new citizens and gēs anadasmos

The first case study we will examine is quite well known: it is reported by Herodotus and concerns late Archaic Cyrene. The history of Cyrene, like that of many colonial foundations, was marked by deep instability from the very beginning, particularly with regard to the management of agrarian property. Shortly after the foundation, the land was divided in such a way as to leave a portion unassigned (γᾶς τᾶς ἀδεσπότω), to be held in reserve for future allocations to epoikoi who would become Cyrenaean politai, as stated in the famous oath of the founders.7

Shortly thereafter, however, the situation changed significantly, even in a polis depicted as oligandros, such as Cyrene.8 Herodotus reports that the first programme of gēs anadasmos was requested as early as the sixth century BCE, when the Cyrenaeans appealed to King Battus “Eudaimon” (Battus II). On that occasion, Battus planned to summon new colonists to Cyrene with a twofold aim: on the one hand, to curb the economic dominance of the Theran aristocracy, and on the other, to expand Cyrenean territory at the expense of neighbouring populations (Hdt. 4.159.5).9 On this occasion, in fact, the territory of the polis proved insufficient to accommodate the massive population increase. As a consequence, it became necessary to appropriate part of the adjacent Libyan chōra, a measure that, unsurprisingly, entailed significant repercussions.10 The new distribution carried out, however, did not in practice alter the existing agrarian structure of the apoikia; rather, it resulted in the occupation of land that had not yet been allotted (erēmos chōra) as well as of Libyan territory. In effect, Herodotus’ narrative appears to reproduce the framework already prescribed in the founders’ oath.11

As Asheri already noted, this episode plays on the double meaning of the term anadasmos and related forms (andaithmos, dasmos, daithmos), which in ancient sources, both literary and epigraphic, may be used in either an iterative or a distributive sense. While in some cases variations in the use of these terms within the same context point to different meanings, in others a single term may carry two distinct nuances. An example of the former is provided by the Pappadakis bronze mentioned above, where both andaithmos (l. 1), denoting an allotment rather than a redistribution of land (and thus used in a distributive sense), and daithmos (l. 10), referring instead to a new division (and therefore possibly to a redistribution), are employed. By contrast, in the case of Battus II anadasmos carries a distributive meaning,12 whereas the gēs anadasmos proposed shortly thereafter by Arcesilaus III—which will be discussed below—clearly denotes a genuine redistribution of land. This semantic variation is not without significance: a distribution in the sense of a land allocation to a specific group of individuals does not entail, for those who already possess land, the loss and reassignment of their property—as it happens when anadasmos refers to a proper redistribution.

The second programme of gēs anadasmos, which is more directly relevant to the issue of the balance between citizenship and land under discussion here, took shape a few decades later in the form of a promise made by the exiled king Arcesilaus III. In an attempt to regain power, he pledged to grant land to anyone willing to support his return (Hdt. 4.163.2).13 He had connections with Polycrates and Euelthon, the tyrants of Samos and Salamis of Cyprus respectively, and this suggest that this episode belongs to a broader pattern characteristic of tyrannical politics, namely the search for support beyond one’s own citizen body—a strategy that recurs as a well-established topos in the literary tradition.14

By gathering individuals both from among the Samians, with whom he had taken refuge (4.162.2), and from the Cyreneans who had been exiled along with him, Arcesilaus III aimed not only to reconquer Cyrene by force, but also to exact revenge on those Cyreneans who had remained at home and who had driven him out (4.164.1). These citizens had benefited from the reforms introduced by Demonax of Mantinea, who reserved sacred areas and priesthoods for the king and made all the other privileges that had belonged to the kings available to everyone (4.161.3).15 Through their capture, death, or flight, it would have been possible to plan a redistribution of land as promised to Arcesilaus’ mixed army—an operation which, in turn, would have secured the politeia for the members of that army. The redistribution, however, was never carried out, as the king was killed by his opponents, some of whom were the very Cyreneans who had previously fled after he regained power (Hdt. 4.164.4).

The Herodotean narrative is rich in anecdotal and, to some extent, fictitious elements. Its source is likely to be sought among members of the Cyrenaean elite hostile both to the Battiad dynasty and to the Persians, who conquered Cyrene shortly after this episode, with the collaboration of Arcesilaus III himself and his mother Pheretime.16 Nevertheless, the account allows us to glimpse the political context that led to the proposal of a gēs anadasmos (here in its iterative sense), namely the outbreak of a stasis and a transformation in the form of government, involving a transition from the aristocratic regime promoted by Demonax of Mantinea to the tyrannical monarchy of Arcesilaus III. In this context, it is also worth noting a further association that would later become a defining feature of the negative connotation attached to land redistribution, namely its connection with tyrannical forms of government. Whether this association already formed a conscious part of the Herodotean narrative, or whether its recurrence in Herodotus contributed to making it prototypical in Greek political thought—especially from the late fifth century BCE onward—cannot be determined.17 In any case, this motif likewise appears to derive from anti-Persian Cyrenaean circles and undoubtedly contributes to weakening the historical credibility of the events described. At the same time, it suggests that Greek political thought was, to some extent, aware that resorting to land redistribution was regarded as an extreme measure, adopted in response to the large-scale incorporation of new citizens.18

2. Land and the citizen body in Leontinoi after the Congress of Gela

Another planned but unrealized agrarian redistribution was that involving the Chalcidian apoikia of Leontinoi between 424 and 422 BCE, as recounted by Thucydides in Book 5 in reference to the aftermath of the Congress of Gela. The episode is presented rather succinctly: after the Athenians withdrew from Sicily, the Leontinians registered a significant number of new citizens, and the dēmos was contemplating a redistribution of land.19 The polis had been severely weakened by the war with Syracuse, had suffered heavy losses in terms of its citizen body and was therefore compelled to increase the number of those holding politeia, bringing in outsiders and registering them as citizens.20 This was likely also intended as a measure to prepare for potential renewed conflict with Syracuse, which could have easily occurred despite the peace agreements made at Gela in 424.21 Incidentally, the origin of the new citizens is not specified, though they likely came from other Sicilian poleis that had fared poorly in the confrontation with Syracuse. Two opposing forces, therefore, converged toward a new agrarian redistribution: on the one hand, the loss of many citizens who had served as hoplites (and who, from a political perspective, may be regarded as part of the dēmos); on the other hand, the arrival of a conspicuously larger number of new individuals seeking to obtain civic status and, consequently, land within the the newly structured civic community. In any case, it clearly involved a significant increase in the number of new citizens, supported by all political factions (both the dēmos and the dynatoi). As Martin Dreher has noted, the dēmos took advantage of the need to provide land for the new citizens in order to propose a redistribution of private land.22 That the dēmos had advocated for the gēs anadasmos also for its own interests is suggested by the verb ἐπινοέω: “to have in mind”, “to envisage”.23

The implementation of a land redistribution plan would, however, have worked entirely to the detriment of the dynatoi, who therefore decided to seek help from Syracuse and expelled the dēmos. As we learn from Thucydides in the following passages, and from Diodorus—who provides a slightly different but broadly consistent account of the events24—the redistribution was never implemented. In fact, the entire polis was depopulated, and Leontinoi underwent a series of demographic fluctuations, including partial, though precarious, repopulations, until its final conquest by Syracuse under Dionysius I after 403 BCE. What is particularly interesting in this respect, and with regard to the relationship between landed property and citizenship, is that in the immediate aftermath of the stasis the dynatoi, having moved to Syracuse and become Syracusan citizens,25 deprived the few remaining representatives of the dēmos in the city of their land. That land, in fact, had passed into the hands of the dynatoi themselves, now politai of Syracuse. It should be noted, moreover, that probably even earlier, during the war against Syracuse, a substantial portion of the private lands had already been acquired by the dynatoi. Thus, although after the stasis of 424 Leontinoi remained partially inhabited, it effectively no longer had any politai, since they no longer had any rights to the land, which now formed part of the Syracusan chōra (and belonged to its new citizens, the dynatoi who had left Leontinoi).26

Turning to the gēs anadasmos, it should be noted that here the request for redistribution was not, in itself, a revolutionary act, although it was proposed in a context of stasis; rather, it was primarily driven by institutional needs. The new politai had to gain access to property in order to be formally recognized as such, and many plots of land had become available as a result of the losses suffered during the war. At the same time, economic and social factors played a significant role: members of the dēmos possessed only limited agricultural resources, which had evidently been further reduced by a prolonged period of impoverishment following the war with Syracuse. Although our knowledge of the chōra of Leontinoi—its extent and its availability after the war—is limited,27 the need for land, combined with the opportunity for all those entitled to request it (namely, the old and new politai) to gain access to private property,28 must have influenced the decision to undertake the planning of a new agrarian distribution.29 In this case, as in that of Cyrene, the fact that the proposal to implement a gēs anadasmos originated with the dēmos does not seem to carry political or revolutionary connotations; rather, it appears to have been a practical response to an economic and/or social problem.

3. The dēmos of Samos and land division in 412 BCE

The account of the land redistribution that took place in Samos in 412 BCE, also reported by Thucydides, displays similar features to the case of Leontinoi, but within a completely different political context. This episode is referred to as the date from which the presence of a democratic government in Samos is certain, as well as its independence from Athens. Thucydides indeed writes that the Samians were made autonomous by the Athenians because they were considered loyal allies. Thanks to the presence and support of the Athenians, who were on the island with three ships, the dēmos was able to rebel against the dynatoi in power, putting about 200 to death and exiling 400.30 It should be noted that here too Thucydides contrasts the dynatoi and the dēmos, as in the case of Leontinoi, following a recurring pattern both in vocabulary and in substance. There is no reason to suppose that he is applying the same narrative scheme to two different episodes, that is, engaging in a form of narrative standardisation; rather, it is more likely that, when faced with two similar socio-historical contexts, he pragmatically adopted analogous terminology to describe them.

Despite the treatment suffered by the dynatoi, some geōmoroi remained on Samos. The geōmoroi represented the island’s agrarian elite—its large landowners—who evidently belonged to the same segment of that elite as the dynatoi excluded from government. Their status as a distinct social group is confirmed outside Samos by the existence of a group bearing the same name, the geōmoroi/gamoroi, at Syracuse during the Archaic period and the early Classical era. Our principal sources are Herodotus (7.155.2)31 and the Aristotelian Politeia of the Syracusans (fr. 586 Rose, 603.1 Gigon),32 where they are contrasted with the very numerous group of dependent-status men known as the killyrioi (according to Herodotus), or kallikyrioi/killikyrioi (as attested in the Politeia), supported by the dēmos.33 Syracusan gamoroi are also mentioned in a late Archaic short inscription which, among other things, may provide one of the earliest attestations of the right of enktēsis (rendered as enpasis in the text).34 The origin of their name, gamoroi/geōmoroi, “having shares (moroi) in the land”, as noted by Irad Malkin, refers back to an initial equality among all in terms of land assigned, as well as a sense of collective superiority over the rest.35

Turning to Samos, Thucydides informs us that, although some geōmoroi remained in place, they were not granted any share in the island’s private property, nor could the dēmos merge their estates with those of the geōmoroi, since marriages between the two social classes were forbidden. The lands and houses—that is, the private property—that became available through the death and exile of the dynatoi were distributed among the people. Thucydides does not explicitly mention a gēs anadasmos, but he uses nemein (καὶ αὐτοὶ τὴν γῆν αὐτῶν καὶ οἰκίας νειμάμενοι), which still indicates an orderly division, referring to the lands and houses that were confiscated and passed into the control of the dēmos.36 This was certainly a revolution: politically, it was a genuine stasis and, consequently—since it was characterized by two of the distinctive features of stasis, exile and land confiscation, as Gehrke notes—it was also a revolution from the point of view of property distribution.37

To better understand the role of the geōmoroi in the events of Archaic Samos, it is useful to consider the account reported by Plutarch in the Moralia,38 which describes a stasis preceding the one commonly associated with the rise of Polycrates, in which the geōmoroi were also involved. According to this account, the geōmoroi governed Samos following the fall of the king (or tyrant?) Demoteles, but they were eventually deposed and killed as the result of a conspiracy orchestrated by the Samian fleet, with assistance from the Megarians.39 However, using this narrative to frame the geōmoroi as a clearly defined social or political group can be misleading. The historicity of the account is questionable. Two points support this caution: first, the account contains elements likely influenced by Thucydides’ narrative, in which the dēmos is represented by the traditionally democratic Samian fleet; second, the account may reflect the impact of well-known events such as the restoration of democracy in Athens in 411 BCE, where the fleet similarly acted as the polis’ “liberator”.40

Let us now return to the stasis of 412 BCE as reported by Thucydides. One question that will likely remain unanswered is whether the dynatoi should be regarded as a social or also a political group; and, in the latter case, what form of government was actually held by the dynatoi who were overthrown by the dēmos. Scholars remain divided as to whether the previous Samian regime was an oligarchy, as a straightforward reading of the passage might suggest, or rather a democracy effectively controlled by a small group of influential individuals. The latter interpretation has gained support in recent years, chiefly on the grounds that a democracy at Samos is already attested in 439 BCE as a result of Athenian intervention, as Thucydides himself reports in Book 1 (1.115.3).41 However, Thucydides also notes that the Samians rose up against the democrats and defeated most of them, which raises the possibility that the democracy established in 439 by the Athenians was short-lived. Moreover, after Pericles’ intervention and the suppression of the Samian revolt, the restoration of democracy is not listed among the terms of surrender imposed by the Athenians on the Samians.42 In any case, regardless of the form of government represented by the dynatoi, it is clear that the stasis, the disruption, and above all the political alternation, led to the loss of the dynatoi’s lands and their subsequent distribution among the democrats.

Focusing again on the terminology, Thucydides uses the verb metadidonai when he writes that the geōmoroi remaining in Samos had no right to any property (τοῖς γεωμόροις μετεδίδοσαν οὔτε ἄλλου οὐδενός). More generally, with reference to participation in citizenship, as Jakub Filonik has shown on several occasions, both metechein and metadidonai carry the sense of “having a share in” or “partaking of”.43 The same usage is also attested with reference to land, and especially to the klēros, both in the sense of division or distribution and in that of participation. This can be observed as early as Hesiod. In a fragment of the Ehoiai, the verb metadidonai denotes a shared allocation in the context of acquiring a parcel of land through marriage (in the case of the seer Melampus and of his brother) and the consequent acquisition of kingship (basileia). 44 This passage is particularly relevant for understanding the relationship between polites status and landholding, as well as the broader idea of equal and shared allocation among members of the community. The same story of Melampus is used by Herodotus as a point of comparison in the case of the seer Tisamenus, who requested citizenship and land from Sparta for himself and his brother. The link between landownership and marriage is significant both in Samos and in the Hesiodic fragment. In the Samian case, the inability of the geōmoroi to hold property and to contract marriages with the dēmos implies a loss of politeia, that is, of political rights45—an interpretation indirectly reinforced by Herodotus’ reference to Tisamenus’ request for citizenship in comparison with the Hesiodic story of Melampus. This, then, is the broader interpretative framework.

Coming back to 412 BCE Samos, it may be concluded that even the property of those who had not been exiled—namely, the geōmoroi who had remained on the island—was confiscated and reassigned to the dēmos. But this was not the only moment in Samian history when land and houses were confiscated and then redistributed. The same occurred, in equally revolutionary terms, when Lysander restored Samos and its property to the former politai—that is, the dynatoi expelled by the dēmos in 412—confiscating it in turn from the democrats, who were themselves driven into exile. In this case, however, Xenophon is less explicit about the solution adopted by the polis with regard to the confiscated land.46

The distribution of land to the dēmos in 412 can therefore be understood as a broad reorganisation—if not of all properties, at least of a substantial portion of them. In this respect, alongside the already discussed case of Leontinoi, it is comparable to developments that affected the Siceliot poleis on several occasions during the fifth and fourth centuries BCE. This inevitably leads back to the observations and case studies discussed by David Asheri in his essay on the repatriation of exiles in the Sicilian poleis, and in particular regarding Selinous in a separate contribution: here, concerning the inscription dealing with the repatriation of exiles (IvO V 22), the very critical issue is raised of the recovery of properties confiscated by exiles returning to their homeland.47

4. Towards a conclusion

Beyond these examples, it is well known that throughout the Greek world there were cases in which privately owned land, once expropriated, was not assigned or redistributed, but rather reacquired by the state and subsequently sold.48 In such instances, the transition from confiscated land to new ownership was not direct—although always managed by the polis—but mediated through procedures of public adjudication and sale. It follows, therefore, that redistribution was not the only means of reallocating private property, but merely one of several possible solutions, and certainly the least commonly practiced.

In particular, the enactment of a gēs anadasmos becomes more likely in the case of a traumatic regime change, brought about either by a stasis or by strong external pressure. By contrast, when the political regime remains stable, even in the presence of substantial expropriations, confiscated properties were normally reacquired by the polis and then sold by the designated magistrates to citizens who requested them. This is the case, for example, with lands confiscated from state debtors and sold in Halicarnassus between 425 and 350 BCE,49 as well as the well-known Athenian confiscations following the profanation of the Eleusinian Mysteries and the Herms affair in 415 BCE,50 and many others. On a practical level, it may be said that when exile and confiscation are not followed by the replacement of the affected citizens, there is no real need for redistribution.51 By contrast, when the citizen body changes significantly—both in terms of the number of politai and its civic composition—the likelihood of implementing a land redistribution plan increases accordingly.

It is important to emphasise that in the cases discussed so far—as well as in others that cannot be addressed here for reasons of space—the recourse to gēs anadasmos stems from a concrete motive, whether political, social, or a combination of both. The sources do not express value judgments regarding the appropriateness of initiatives that were, without doubt, of a radical nature. Indeed, both epigraphic and literary evidence attests to the existence of rules preventing the redistribution of land in the Greek poleis as early as the late Archaic period, as exemplified, for instance, by the Pappadakis bronze mentioned above. However, these rules appear to have been motivated primarily by practical considerations—chiefly the desire to preserve a preexisting and carefully planned agrarian layout—rather than by a concern to prevent civil strife or the rise of an authoritarian regime. This suggests that, at this stage, there was no ideological objection to land redistribution, even though the polis resorted to it only in serious and exceptional circumstances. Above all, land redistribution was employed as a means to restore balance between citizenship and land ownership.

Moreover, another point anticipated at the beginning of this paper deserves further consideration. In the texts discussed above, where land redistribution is consistently associated with the integration of new citizens in the community, the initiative of both repopulating the civic body (after a significant loss of citizens) and of redistributing land always lays with the polis. It is the polis that establishes specific rules addressing this process. In the Herodotean account of the two-stage redistribution of land in Cyrene, the king himself could intervene directly in this process, acting effectively as a representative of the polis, even though his efforts were ultimately unsuccessful and he did not have the support of the dēmos.

Recovering factual and historical data becomes more difficult, however, when dealing with sources dating after the fifth century BCE. Indeed, the interpretation of gēs anadasmos provided by later sources is shaped by fourth-century rhetorical and philosophical reflections on radical democracy and tyranny.52 This context introduced a conceptual shift in how the idea of land redistribution as a political choice was perceived.

Several examples could be mentioned and I will limit myself to briefly noting two representative case studies: the unrealized land redistribution demanded by the dēmos in Solonian Athens mentioned above;53 and Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ account of the gēs anadasmos promised by the tyrant Aristodemus of Cumae in the sixth century BCE—described, together with debt cancellation, as the worst of all evils.54 These sources present demands for redistribution as arising from situations of economic crisis and marked or growing inequality. At the same time, land redistribution is associated with individuals invested with extraordinary powers, and the accounts themselves appear to be shaped by the fourth-century BCE negative conception of gēs anadasmos. In a similar vein, the oath sworn by the politai of Itanos in Crete never to carry out a redistribution of land (or debt cancellation) shows that, by the third century BCE, gēs anadasmos had become a widely recognized measure to be avoided in democratic regimes.55 What had originally been a need arising from real and concrete, albeit exceptional, circumstances, with particular attention to the relationship between citizen status and landownership in the cases of Cyrene, and especially of Leontinoi, and Samos, gradually became a slogan at a growing distance from historical reality and charged with strong ideological overtones.

To fully appreciate the scope and pervasiveness of this phenomenon, it may be illuminating to conclude by citing Polybius’ highly effective—though culturally conditioned—summary of events at Sparta after Leuctra. Here, historical facts merge with what had by then become an established and negative judgment on stasis, gēs anadasmos, and tyranny. From this perspective, even such factual elements as exile and the depopulation of the city become part of the rhetorical argument.


(The Spartans) finally had more experience than any other people of civic trouble and discord. No other nation was so harassed by banishment of citizens and confiscations of property, none had to submit to more cruel servitude culminating in the tyranny of Nabis, although formerly they could not even bear to hear the word “tyrant” mentioned. However, the ancient history of Sparta and still more these events have been recounted by many writers, who have stressed both aspects. The progress of the latter is most conspicuous since the entire subversion of the ancient constitution by Cleomenes. (transl. W.R. Paton)56
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12Asheri 1966, 28-29. For the importance of not overlooking the significance of this distinction in the meaning of anadasmos see Lepore 1973, 22-23. Notably, in Hdt. 4.159.2 the Cyrenaeans are said to have appealed for a gēs anadasmos, ἐπὶ γῆς ἀναδασμῷ (Hdt. 4.159.2), while the oracle’s response employs the variant γᾶς ἀναδαιομένας (Hdt. 4.159.3).

13On this episode and on the Persian aid given to Pheretime, mother of Arcesilaus III, to avenge the killing of her son, see Jähne 1988, 165ff., and especially Giangiulio 2011, 705ff. and 2023.

14The political and economic networks established among tyrants likewise formed a typical topos of archaic Greek tyranny well known to Herodotus (Corcella et al. 1993, 354; Asheri et al. 2007, 690-91). A clear demonstration of this is the identical manner in which he describes the deaths of Arcesilaus and Polycrates in 4.164.4 and 3.142.3 respectively (Giangiulio 2023, 7 n. 9).

15On Demonax, see Cohen-Skalli 2014 and De Vido 2021, the latter focusing in particular on the nature of the Cyrenaean perioikoi.

16Giangiulio 2023, 6-7. The episodes involving Pheretime and Arcesilaus occupy a relatively large section within the Libyan logos, especially in comparison with the space devoted to the other Battiads. Herodotus structures the narrative framework around a composite oracular story that was already circulating in prose, as Giangiulio (2023) has shown.

17The association between land redistribution and tyrannical regimes, together with the related notion of land redistribution as a radical act with negative connotations, developed—as is well known—within fourth-century BCE political and philosophical thought, and included among the measures condemned as characteristic of tyrannical behaviour the abolition of debts as well. For a discussion with examples, see Asheri 1966, pp. 74-84; Erdas 2025a, esp. 118-19; Gehrke 2006.

18The operation attempted by Arcesilaus III is described by Malkin 2023, 149 as a “clean slate of society”, insofar as it functioned as a true restart of the community, involving a return to the original equality of the foundation.

19Thuc. 5.4.2: Λεοντῖνοι γὰρ ἀπελθόντων ‘Αθηναίων ἐκ Σικελίας μετὰ τὴν ξύμβασιν πολίτας τε ἐπεγράψαντο πολλοὺς καὶ ὁ δῆμος τὴν γῆν ἐπενόει ἀναδάσασθαι. See Berger 1991. On stasis and the Peloponnesian war, with specific reference to Leontinoi, see Simonton 2017, 28-30; 163-64.

20The verb ἐπιγράφω clearly refers to a registration of citizens. On this point, see Amendola’s essay in this volume.

21Dreher 1986, 641-42.

22 Dreher 1986, 644f.

23Thuc. 5.4.2: ὁ δῆμος τὴν γῆν ἐπενόει ἀναδάσασθαι. A comparable episode is found in the case of Solon at Athens, described in similar terms in Arist. Ath. Pol. 11.2 (ὁ μὲν γὰρ δῆμος ᾤετο πάντ᾽ ἀνάδαστα ποιήσειν αὐτόν, οἱ δὲ γνώριμοι πάλιν εἰς τὴν αὐτὴν τάξιν ἀποδώσειν, ἢ μικρὸν παραλλάξειν). The association between the two episodes is not uncommon. However, there are significant differences. First and most importantly, at Athens we are not dealing with an increase in the number of citizens as the cause of the demand, as is instead the case at Leontinoi. Second, there is the issue of the chronological proximity of the sources to the events described: in the case of the land redistribution requested but never implemented by Solon, our sources do not predate the fourth century BCE (Arist. Ath. Pol. 12.2-3; Plut. Sol. 16.1), and in the famous fragment 34 West of Solon, cited or alluded to by both authors, there is no explicit reference to a reform of this kind, as has already been observed by Rosivach (1992).

24Diod. Sic. 12.54.7; 12.83.1. For a discussion of the relationship between Thucydides’ narrative and Diodorus’ account, cf. Dreher 1986, 637-660; see also Simonton 2017, 153-54.

25Thuc. 5.4.3: οἱ δὲ δυνατοὶ ὁμολογήσαντες Συρακοσίοις καὶ τὴν πόλιν ἐκλιπόντες καὶ ἐρημώσαντες Συρακούσας ἐπὶ πολιτείᾳ ᾤκησαν. Thucydides’ formulation here likewise appears to imply, as in the case of the new citizens of Leontinoi in 5.4.1, the existence of a formal legal act granting citizenship (cf. Dreher 2007, 75).

26This point is particularly relevant when considering the eventual incorporation of the Leontinian chōra into that of Syracuse under Dionysius I. The agricultural resources—particularly grain—of the Chalcidian polis were essential to the economic provisioning of Syracuse. Diodorus reports that Dionysius undertook the fortification of the polis and made use of phrouria in the chōra in order to facilitate the storage of grain, underscoring the strategic importance of Leontinoi’s agricultural resources within the Syracusan sphere (14.58.1). He also records that Dionysius granted the fertile Leontinian territory to his mercenaries in lieu of pay, an arrangement they readily accepted on account of the fertility of the land (διὰ τὸ κάλλος τῆς χώρας: 14.78.3). For general discussion of the relationship between Siceliote tyrannies and the use of mercenaries in the repopulation of cities with new politai, see Dreher 2007, 63ff.

27A tentative reconstruction of the extent of the Leontinian territory is offered by Frasca 2020b, especially 278-79 regarding the stasis following the Congress.

28For the substantial agrarian resources likely available to Leontinoi, see De Angelis 2016, 295, 304.

29A further factor that may have influenced the greater mobility in access to citizenship is the relative availability of land in the Siceliote poleis compared to mainland Greece, as suggested by Dreher and Banfi 2007, 80-81.

30Thuc. 8.21: ἐγένετο δὲ κατὰ τὸν χρόνον τοῦτον καὶ ἡ ἐν Σάμῳ ἐπανάστασις ὑπὸ τοῦ δήμου τοῖς δυνατοῖς μετὰ Ἀθηναίων, οἳ ἔτυχον ἐν τρισὶ ναυσὶ παρόντες. καὶ ὁ δῆμος ὁ Σαμίων ἐς διακοσίους μέν τινας τοὺς πάντας τῶν δυνατωτάτων ἀπέκτεινε, τετρακοσίους δὲ φυγῇ ζημιώσαντες καὶ αὐτοὶ τὴν γῆν αὐτῶν καὶ οἰκίας νειμάμενοι, Ἀθηναίων τε σφίσιν αὐτονομίαν μετὰ ταῦτα ὡς βεβαίοις ἤδη ψηφισαμένων, τὰ λοιπὰ διῴκουν τὴν πόλιν, καὶ τοῖς γεωμόροις μετεδίδοσαν οὔτε ἄλλου οὐδενὸς οὔτε ἐκδοῦναι οὐδ᾽ ἀγαγέσθαι παρ᾽ ἐκείνων οὐδ᾽ ἐς ἐκείνους οὐδενὶ ἔτι τοῦ δήμου ἐξῆν.

31Hdt. 7.115.2: μετὰ δὲ τοῦτο τὸ εὕρημα τοὺς γαμόρους καλεομένους τῶν Συρηκοσίων ἐκπεσόντας ὑπό τε τοῦ δήμου καὶ τῶν σφετέρων δούλων, καλεομένων δὲ Κυλλυρίων, ὁ Γέλων καταγαγὼν τούτους ἐκ Κασμένης πόλιος ἐς τὰς Συρηκούσας ἔσχε καὶ ταύτας· ὁ γὰρ δῆμος ὁ τῶν Συρηκοσίων ἐπιόντι Γέλωνι παραδιδοῖ τὴν πόλιν καὶ ἑωυτόν.

32Fr. 586 Rose, 603, 1 Gigon, apud Phot. κ 119 s.v. καλλικύριοι: οἱ ἀντὶ τῶν γεωμόρων ἐν Συρακούσαις γενόμενοι, πολλοί τινες τὸ πλῆθος. δοῦλοι δ’ ἦσαν οὗτοι τῶν ϕυγάδων, ὡς Τίμαιος ἐν ϛ· ὅθεν τοὺς ὑπερβολῇ πολλοὺς καλλικυρίους ἔλεγον. ὠνομάσθησαν δ’ ἀπὸ τοῦ εἰς ταὐτὸ συνελθεῖν παντοδαποὶ ὄντες, ὡς ‘Αριστοτέλης ἐν Συρακουσίων πολιτείᾳ, ὅμοιοι τοῖς παρὰ Λακεδαιμονίοις εἵλωσι καὶ παρὰ Θεσσαλοῖς πενέσταις καὶ παρὰ Κρησὶ κλαρώταις. The same information is reported in Zenob. 4.54.

33For a discussion of this episode in the history of Syracuse, almost certainly also alluded to in Arist. Pol. 5.1302b 31 ff., see Bravo 1992; Luraghi 1998; Erdas 2006; 2010a. During the Syracusan stasis, the dēmos supported the killyrioi against the city’s elite, who held the arche and were likely the main landholders (the gamoroi). It is worth mentioning Bravo’s (1992) hypothesis, which, taking this interpretation to an extreme, maintains that the gamoroi alone held the right of citizenship, precisely because they were the only ones to own land. For a discussion of the meaning of dēmos as a social and political subject, see above and Simonton in this volume.

34On the inscription, see especially Mignosa 2021, with earlier bibliography and new readings. The text is given here according to Mignosa’s edition: [θεός, τύχα ἀγαθά. οἱ Συρακόσι]οι ἐψαφίσαν|[το c.17 καὶ ἀτ]έλειαν καὶ ⟦ἀτ⟧ἔν|[πασιν γᾶς καὶ οἰκίας c.7] α̣ἴ κα γαμόρōν | [ἐσγόνοις εἶμεν καὶ τᾶν πασᾶν ἀ]ρχᾶν πεδεῖμ|[εν αὐτοῖς πλάν c.7-8 καὶ] ḥιπάρχου καὶ 5| [---] vacat.

35Malkin in Malkin, Blok 2024, 224 with n. 175. On the geōmoroi in Pl. Leg. 737e see now Faraguna 2024, 129 n. 27.

36The use of nemein in this context seems to point quite clearly toward a distribution of land. According to Mackil 2021, 185-87, however, even though Thucydides makes no reference to it, the confiscated property was not redistributed but instead incorporated into public land and subsequently acquired by the new citizens through auction. Persuasive though this interpretation may be, and supported by other, albeit perhaps less pervasive, cases of confiscation and reallocation (see below in the conclusions), it does not take into account—or rather, it adopts a different perspective, one that takes as its starting point the advantage of the state rather than that of its politai—the driving force that the prospect of an equitable redistribution of land had exerted on the dēmos in encouraging the outbreak of the stasis.

37Gehrke 1985, 142ff. A point on which one might nuance Gehrke’s position is the relative minimization of the importance of the phenomenon exemplified by the Samian events. According to him, the Samian settlement of 412 BCE was exceptional. Given the radical manner in which matters were handled there under particular circumstances, he argues that caution is required before deriving from this a general rule (Gehrke 1985, 323-24).

38Mor. 303e-304c = Quaestiones Graecae 57.

39On the episode see Barron 1964; Ryan 2006.

40 It is particularly noteworthy that Plutarch (Mor. 304c), in reference to the Samian fleet, speaks of οὕτω δὲ τῆς πόλεως ἐλευθερωθείσης.

41Thus Hornblower 1996, 192-193; Id. 2008, 808-809; Lintott 1982; Rubinstein in Hansen, Nielsen 2004, 1096. Oswald 1993, on the other hand, considers it to have been an oligarchy. Shipley 1987, 120-121, explores both possibilities, leaving the question open.

42The terms of surrender are detailed by Thucydides (Thuc. 1.118.3). They consisted of the demolition of the walls, the handing over of hostages and ships, and the reimbursement of war expenses.

43See especially Filonik 2024; forthcoming (c); and the author’s contribution in this volume.

44Hes. Cat. fr. 37 Merkelbach-West (PSI 1301), vv. 10-12: ἔνθά σφιν μετέδ̣ωκ̣[ε] / ἴ̣φ̣θ̣[ι]μ̣ος Προῖτο̣ς̣κλῆρ̣ον, on which see Erdas 1997.

45Swoboda 1898 and Gehrke 1985, 142.

46For the entire episode, see Xen. Hell. 2.3.6-7; Plut. Lys. 14.1; Diod. Sic. 14.3.4-5. The passage concerning the restitution of confiscated property is Xen. Hell. 2.3.7: Λύσανδρος δὲ τοῖς ἀρχαίοις πολίταις παραδοὺς τὴν πόλιν καὶ τὰ ἐνόντα πάντα. Mackil (2018, 331-32, and 2021, 185-86) argue that here too the state proceeded with the reallocation of the confiscated property.

47Asheri 1979 and 1980. On the inscription, see also Dimartino 2019; De Vido 2015, 61f. For further Siceliot case studies, see Amendola in this volume, Asheri 1980. On the inscription see also Dimartino 2019; De Vido 2015, 61f.

48The idea that this solution, despite the many problems it entailed in terms of economic risk and citizens’ confidence in the security of their property rights, was preferable in cases of confiscated property is well argued by Mackil 2021.

49SEG 43.713, ll. 1-4 (ed. Blümel 1993): Θε[οί] | [O]ἵδε ἐπρίαντο παρὰ τοῦ Ἀπόλλωνος κα[ὶ τῆς] | Ἀθηναίης καὶ Παρθένου γέας καὶ οἰκίας [τῶν] | ὀφειλόντων τοῖς θεοῖς τούτοις. “Gods. These men purchased from Apollo, Athena, and the Parthenos the land and houses of those who were indebted to these gods”. What follows is a list of the properties sold, including the name of the debtor and former owner, the name of the buyer, and the sale price. On the inscription see Delrieux 2013; Faraguna (in Boffo, Faraguna 2021, 358f.) mentions it among the documents listing goods confiscated and auctioned by the city.

50IG I3 421-430, on which see Hallof 1990, and now Marginesu 2024 and 2025.

51A further aspect that deserves attention, but cannot be fully explored here, concerns the position of the state vis-à-vis privately owned land: the management (and allocation) of agricultural property, especially in the archaic period, must always rest in the hands of the polis, while private initiative in the appropriation of land is consistently discouraged; cf. Ruzé 1998 for examples and discussion. Mackil (2021, 201) makes a similar observation for the Classical period, noting that in the fifth century BCE, property was largely dependent on political participation. This, of course, does not conflict with the right of full enjoyment that each individual has over his own property (on this point, see Harris 2016, 118ff.).

52This is a much-debated issue (for a brief synthesis, see Gehrke 2006). It is worth citing two well-known passages from Aristotle and Plato. The first (Arist. Pol. 1305a ff.) notes that, in some cases, in order to gain the favor of the people, demagogues act against the elites, for instance by redistributing their property. Moreover, when the same individual combined the roles of demagogue and stratēgos, constitutions could easily slide into tyranny (ὁτὲ μὲν γάρ, ἵνα χαρίζωνται, ἀδικοῦντες τοὺς γνωρίμους συνιστᾶσιν, ἢ τὰς οὐσίας ἀναδάστους ποιοῦντες ἢ τὰς προσόδους ταῖς λειτουργίαις, ὁτὲ δὲ διαβάλλοντες, ἵν᾽ ἔχωσι δημεύειν τὰ κτήματα τῶν πλουσίων· ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν ἀρχαίων, ὅτε γένοιτο ὁ αὐτὸς δημαγωγὸς καὶ στρατηγός, εἰς τυραννίδα μετέβαλλον). A similar idea appears in Plato (Resp. 565e-566a), who observes that when a leader of the people banishes and kills, and hints at the cancellation of debts and the redistribution of land, he inevitably either is killed by his enemies or becomes a tyrant (ἆρ᾽ οὖν οὕτω καὶ ὃς ἂν δήμου προεστώς … ἀποκτεινύῃ καὶ ὑποσημαίνῃ χρεῶν τε ἀποκοπὰς καὶ γῆς ἀναδασμόν, ἆρα τῷ τοιούτῳ ἀνάγκη δὴ τὸ μετὰ τοῦτο καὶ εἵμαρται ἢ ἀπολωλέναι ὑπὸ τῶν ἐχθρῶν ἢ τυραννεῖν καὶ λύκῳ ἐξ ἀνθρώπου γενέσθαι;).

53It is noteworthy that, in Solon’s case, the demand for land redistribution is associated with a demand for the cancellation of debts (and, as is well known, only the latter was ultimately granted by Solon). The connection with the chreōn apokopē, that is, the seisachtheia as interpreted in Ath. Pol. 12.4 and by Plutarch, who here follows Aristotle, was probably established by Aristotle himself, reflecting the conservative view of gēs anadasmos and chreōn apokopē as symptoms of an illiberal regime (Rosivach 1992). This is confirmed by Ath. Pol. 11.2, where it is stated that by avoiding a redistribution of land Solon would not be acting like a tyrant (τυραννεῖν). In this context, therefore, gēs anadasmos functions as a rhetorical argument in connection with tyrannis (Brandt 1989).

54Dion. Hal. 7.8: δύο τὰ κάκιστα τῶν ἐν ἀνθρώποις καθίσταται πολιτευμάτων, οἷς ἅπασα χρῆται προοιμίοις τυραννίς, γῆς ἀναδασμὸν καὶ χρεῶν ἄϕεσιν. For the short-lived tyrannical experience at Cumae, see now Saldutti 2024.

55IC III iv 8, ll. 21-24: οὐ|[δὲ γᾶς] ἀναδασμὸν οὐδὲ οἰκιᾶν | [οὐδὲ] ο̣ἰκοπέδων, οὐδὲ χρεῶν ἀ|[ποκ]ο̣π̣ὰν ποιησέω. On this clause in the inscription, and on the general meaning of land redistribution in Itanos, see Erdas 2025a and forthcoming.

56Polyb. 4.81.13-14: τέλος πλείστων μὲν πόνων καὶ στάσεων ἐμφυλίων πεῖραν εἶχον, πλείστοις δ᾽ ἐπάλαισαν ἀναδασμοῖς καὶ φυγαῖς, πικροτάτης δὲ δουλείας πεῖραν ἔλαβον ἕως τῆς Νάβιδος τυραννίδος, οἱ τὸ πρὶν οὐδὲ τοὔνομα δυνηθέντες ἀνασχέσθαι ῥᾳδίως αὐτῆς. τὰ μὲν οὖν πάλαι καὶ τὰ πλείω περὶ Λακεδαιμονίων εἰς ἑκάτερον μέρος ὑπὸ πολλῶν εἴρηται τάδε. ἐναργέστατα δ᾽ ἐστὶν ἀφ᾽ οὗ Κλεομένης ὁλοσχερῶς κατέλυσε τὸ πάτριον πολίτευμα (see Walbank 1957, 534-535). For Cleomenes as a “tyrant” in Polybius’ conception, see Gruen 1972, 619; Walbank 2002, 216; for the land redistribution planned by the Spartan king, see Marasco 2004; for the social tensions at Sparta between the period of Cleomenes III and that following the reforms of Nabis, see Thornton 2012.
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This paper explores the notion of politographia and its role in addressing central questions of Greek citizenship. To support Pollux’ claim that politographein was originally coined by the historian Philistus of Syracuse, two significant episodes in fifth-century Sicily are examined: the refoundation of Syracuse by Gelon in 485 and the resettlement of Himera by Theron in 476 BCE. Through a close analysis of Diodorus’ account and parallel sources, the discussion focuses on the social and political implications of the restructuring of citizen bodies imposed by tyrants, including the admission of new members or the expulsion of existing ones, as well as the impact of these processes on polis membership.

KEYWORDS: politographia, naturalisation, Sicily, misthophoroi, tyrannoi

 

1. Sicilian instability and the emergence of politographia

In his account of the assembly debate between Nicias and Alcibiades in the lead-up to the Athenian expedition to Sicily in the spring of 415, Thucydides has Alcibiades famously commenting on the loose linkage between land, polis and people among Western Greeks: “it is only with a mixed rabble [ὄχλοις… ξυμμείκτοις] that the cities there are populous [πολυανδροῦσιν], and changes and accessions in the body of their citizens [πολιτῶν] are easy”.1 The precise meaning of this passage remains a matter of considerable debate. One perceptive scholiast, for instance, explained it by suggesting that Alcibiades was alluding to the tendency of Sicilian poleis to “admit foreigners and exiles into the citizen body with relative ease”—or, at any rate, with greater ease than the proverbial avarice grecque regarding citizenship would permit.2 Personally, I am inclined to favour the lectio singularis πολιτῶν on account of some parallel passages where the phrase occurs, but this textual issue, which, in turn, raises a deeper historical question, is best left open.3

However one chooses to interpret the passage, the broader thrust of Alcibiades’ argument is unmistakable. His speech advocates the invasion of Sicily by drawing attention to large-scale demographic change and political instability as defining features of the western Mediterranean apoikiai; yet he does so by articulating concerns rooted in the core regions of the Greek world, above all mainland Greece and the Aegean. Implicitly, Alcibiades was also highlighting that the Sicilian poleis may have followed a different trajectory from their mainland counterparts in handling key aspects of polis membership as the primary form of social and political organisation—most notably citizenship and landownership.4 In other words, the underlying suggestion was that Western Greeks had not developed the strong nexus between population, land, and citizenship that lay at the heart of the notion of “sharing in the polis” (μετέχειν τῆς πόλεως).5 As has been repeatedly observed, that was not merely a rhetorical strategy. The arguments Alcibiades used to persuade an audience traditionally obsessed with its own autochthony rested on a foundation of historical reality corresponding to the island’s troubled history between the sixth and fifth centuries. These arguments must have resonated all the more strongly in the wake of the dissolution of the Chalcidian polis of Leontinoi after the Congress of Gela (424), when the dēmos was forcibly dispersed and the δυνατοί moved to Syracuse to receive citizenship there—a development that Athens itself sought to exploit by invoking, not without opportunism, their shared Ionian kinship.6

Within Greek political discourse, processes of enlargement, expansion, and restructuring of the citizen body were commonly viewed with suspicion, as they entailed modifications to its formal composition—whether through the admission of new citizens, the expulsion of existing ones, or a combination of both. These phenomena are generally subsumed under the term πολιτογραφία, which scholars have interpreted in various ways—including, just to name a few, simple naturalisation of individuals, expansion of the citizen body (much like ἀναπλήρωσις), “iscrizione in massa di nuovi cittadini” (Asheri 1980, 145), “schriftliche Eintragung in Bürgerlisten” (Dreher 2007, 66; see also Péré-Noguès 2022, 77), “revision of citizenship lists” (Lomas 2006, 106), “archiviazione in un registro generale di cittadinanza” (Savalli 1985, 408).7 As far as can be established from the extant literary and documentary evidence, the term πολιτογραφία first appears in the third century, most notably in the second of the two well-known letters sent by Philip V to Larisa (Thessaly), dated to 217 and 215.8 Among surviving Greek authors, Diodorus seems to be the earliest whose text has been transmitted directly and makes use of the term.9 The verb πολιτογραφέω also occurs once in Polybius’ account of the arrival of Athenian and Achaean envoys in Rome to discuss Delos in 159/8, but the passage is only preserved through the Excerpta Constantiniana, which necessarily limits its value for terminological inquiry.10

Although the attestations of πολιτογραφεῖν and πολιτογραφία are comparatively late, as Ivana Savalli and Martin Dreher have rightly pointed out, the phenomena of expanding and reshaping the citizen body implied by the term are, of course, much older in ancient Greek history.11 Thucydides himself, for instance, in his account of the Leontinian affair of 422, uses the synonym ἐπιγράφεσθαι to refer to the enrolment of new πολῖται at Leontinoi proposed by the dēmos and the connected redistribution of land.12 In fact, the distinction between natural-born citizens and those admitted to citizenship (δημοποίητοι)—in other words, between politeia by birth (γένει or φύσει) and politeia by acquisition (κατὰ ψήφισμα δήμου)—is clearly attested in a number of literary and documentary sources. Notable examples include Aristotle’s Politics, with its treatment of the notion of πολίτης sensu stricto (ἁπλῶς) and the prerogatives attached to that status;13 the first speech Against Stephanus in the Corpus Demosthenicum, where the opposition between οἱ γένει πολῖται and οἱ ποιητοὶ πολῖται is given particular prominence;14 and, most significantly, Demosthenes’ Against Aristocrates, written for an Athenian named Euthycles in 352, in which the discourse of the grant of citizenship plays a central role.15 The significance of this distinction may be illustrated by recalling that citizenship was not always granted on equal terms (ἐφ’ ἴσῃ καὶ ὁμοίᾳ), and that citizens admitted by decree could be subject to partial or temporary restrictions—such as limitations, exclusions, or similar measures—when compared with citizens of longer standing.16 For this reason, modern scholarship has often assumed that νεοπολῖται tended to occupy a subordinate position within the civic body, a pattern further attested by numerous accounts in the ancient sources of tensions—if not outright civil strife (stasis)—between established citizens (ἀρχαῖοι πολῖται) and the newly enfranchised.17

In a section of Onomasticon Book 3 devoted to citizenship and to such aspects of interstate relations as the reception of foreigners, Pollux associates the verb πολιτογραφεῖν with the terms δημοποίητος and νεοπολίτης, while also explaining that δημοποίητος means “to be awarded citizenship by public decree” (ἐκ δόγματος κοινοῦ πολιτείας τυγχάνειν).18 According to Pollux, the original use of the term should be traced back to Philistus of Syracuse (FGrHist / BNJ 556), friend, adviser, officer, and historian of both Dionysius I and Dionysius II.19 Indirect support for Philistus’ role in introducing the verb may be found in the passages where Diodorus employs πολιτογραφέω: there are seven attestations in total, most of which concern Sicilian affairs—a strikingly high number, considering the verb’s otherwise limited occurrence in the literary sources.20 The view that Diodorus made direct or indirect use of Philistus had already been advanced by Hejnic, who noted that in Books 11-15 the narrative of events in Sicily displays a chronological articulation by summers and winters—a feature widely recognised as distinctive of Philistus’ Σικελικά, and all the more striking in light of his reputation in antiquity as an imitator of Thucydides.21 The occurrences of πολιτογραφεῖν in the Historical Library may thus serve as an index fossil indicating the occasional dependence of Diodorus on this source in his account of Sicilian affairs down to the death of Dionysius I in 367.22

It is not my intention to delve here into long-standing—and by now somewhat outdated—vexatae quaestiones of Quellenkritik, yet I believe that the testimony offered by Pollux concerning Philistus’ coinage of πολιτογραφεῖν must be taken fully seriously. This becomes particularly clear when one considers that, in Greek Sicily, the correlation between demographic movement and autocracy was much stronger than in many other parts of the Greek world. Even a brief survey of the ancient evidence reveals that episodes of large-scale forced migration and manipulation of the citizen body in Sicily between the late sixth and third centuries took place largely, albeit not exclusively, as a result of direct political and/or military interventions by tyrannoi. Considerable debate persists regarding the relationship between inward and outward population movements and autocratic regimes, as well as the causes and effects of such movements in both Magna Graecia and Sicily.23 In particular, in a 2007 study on Bürgerschaft in Sicily, Martin Dreher has usefully proposed grouping under the general heading of Bevölkerungsbewegung at least four different phenomena, not always clearly distinguished in earlier scholarship, which usually occurred under compulsion but could also take place voluntarily: Ansiedlung, the settlement of people in a given location; Aussiedlung, the displacement of people from their place of residence; Umsiedlung, the transfer and resettlement of the same population in a different location; and finally, Umbesiedlung, the removal of a population and its replacement by others.24 This picture should be complemented by David Asheri’s tripartite categorisation of the ways in which pre-existing arrangements were restored and these movements reversed, which distinguishes between the mass return of displaced populations and the subsequent recolonisation or radical refoundation of cities; the reassertion of the old citizen body at the expense of the newcomers, often accompanied by the return of political exiles; and the reintegration of former citizens and exiles on an equal footing with the new settlers.25

Our understanding of these phenomena largely, though not exclusively, depends on Diodorus’ narrative and his underlying sources. However, as Kathryn Lomas has noted in her analysis of migration, identity and urban development in Sicily, “it is necessary to move away from the analysis of the historical sources and political motivations in isolation and to attempt to place the actions of tyrants in their material contexts”.26 This paper seeks to contribute to the reconstruction of such contexts by examining the social and political implications of population change enforced by tyrants in Greek Sicily during the early Classical period, with particular attention to the enrolment and promotion of immigrant groups such as mercenaries or individuals from displaced populations. Special emphasis will be placed on the question of how this type of “demographic engineering” (as Lomas has termed it) affected notions of citizenship and reshaped civic structures and patterns of polis development.

2. Gelon’s manipulation of the Syracusan citizen body (ca. 485 BCE)

Interest in large-scale forced migration arguably began with Hippocrates of Gela (498-91), whose expansion of power in north-eastern Sicily (Zancle, Callipolis, Naxos, Leontinoi) established his city as a hegemonic force, as evidenced by his involvement in Zanclean affairs during the Samian occupation in 494, in the refoundation of Camarina around 490 after its passing under Geloan control—a transfer formalised through the mediation of the Corinthians and the Corcyraeans in the aftermath of Syracuse’s defeat at the battle of Heloros—and in the conquest of the indigenous centre of Ergetion, probably located in the Sicel area around the Hyblaean Mountains.27 However, as Herodotus shows in the Sicilian logos of Book 7, it was his successor Gelon who implemented a more extensive and systematic programme of resettlement after coming to power in Syracuse in 485, possibly in the capacity of a mediator between the contending parties (διαλλακτής or αἰσυμνήτης).28 This position was secured through assistance against the dēmos to the ousted gamoroi—the landowning order that had been ruling the city for nearly a century—in their efforts to obtain repatriation from the Syracusan apoikia of Kasmenai.29

A crucial element in Gelon’s consolidation of control over the polis was the implementation of a series of military operations, ranging from the construction of fortifications and arsenals to the enlargement of the citizen body through the incorporation of foreign groups, notably Greeks from other Sicilian poleis and mercenaries of unspecified origin.30 As for the population of Gelon’s homeland, Herodotus notes that half of it was transferred to Syracuse, but his use of the term ἀστοί, rather than πολιῆται, precludes certainty as to the criteria of selection or the social profile of those transferred, not least because ἀστοί may here be little more than a synonym for πολιῆται.31 In the case of Camarina, by contrast, the entire population was absorbed into Syracuse following the city’s rebellion and the subsequent execution of Glaucos of Carystus, the celebrated wrestler installed by Gelon as local ruler in accordance with Hippocrates’ mode of control over conquered cities through trusted intermediaries.32 This outcome appears to have been closely connected with the destruction of Camarina by Gelon, which probably ceased to exist before being repopulated for the third time in 461 by Geloans.33 Other factors may nonetheless have contributed: despite the introduction of new settlers from Gela at the time of Hippocrates’ refoundation ἐξ ἀρχῆς in the late 490s, Gelon may have been prompted to transfer the entire population to Syracuse by the close relationship between the sub-colony and its mother-city, since Camarina had originally been founded as a Syracusan apoikia in 598 and was first depopulated around 552 following a revolt.34

Gelon appears to have pursued a similarly selective policy in other relocations, granting Syracusan citizenship to members of the landowning class while selling the dēmos into slavery, as occurred at both Megara Hyblaea and Euboia (possibly to be identified with Monte San Mauro), a sub-colony of Leontinoi later converted into a Syracusan phrourion.35 It thus emerges that, despite the emphasis commonly attributed to the Deinomenids on the ethnic opposition between Dorians and Ionians, Gelon treated the populations of both centres in essentially the same manner, reflecting his anti-democratic inclinations, a view famously encapsulated by Herodotus in the tyrant’s characterisation of the dēmos as an “unpleasant housemate” (συνοίκημα ἀχαριτώτατον).36 A comparable pattern in the treatment of the dēmos can be observed in the context of the Leontinian crisis of 422, when the δυνατοί expelled the people and were granted Syracusan citizenship after abandoning their city.37 This parallel may in turn suggest that, already after 485, Megarian and Euboean landowners relocated to Syracuse while retaining their holdings in the adjacent chōra, which might have been incorporated into Syracusan territory.

The overall nature of this operation has been the subject of considerable scholarly debate: while some have viewed it as a refoundation sensu stricto, others—most notably Mauro Moggi—have argued that it should instead be understood as a συνοικισμός, the most common form of aggregation and incorporation between poleis or autonomous communities in the Archaic and Classical Greek world.38 It is beyond dispute that the absorption of formerly independent entities into a stronger one could, in principle, be described in such terms. However, the synoikismos hypothesis may be more readily applicable to Megara and Euboea—which, as noted above, lay sufficiently close to Syracuse to be incorporated into its chōra—than to more distant and not-coterminous poleis such as Gela and Camarina, located well beyond the Hyblaean area under the military control of the Syracusan apoikiai of Akrai and Kasmenai.39 Accordingly, despite significant disagreement in scholarship over the distinction between synoikismos and sympoliteia, which is decisive for assessing the status of the absorbed communities, the operation carried out at Syracuse by Gelon seems to align more closely with what recent studies have identified as characteristic of the latter rather than the former.40

In addition to the relocations discussed above, Gelon is said to have settled more than 10,000 misthophoroi of unspecified origin in his new capital, granting them Syracusan citizenship.41 This information is preserved by Diodorus in his account of the events following the Syracusan revolt against Thrasybulus in 466/5 and the subsequent collapse of Deinomenid rule, which ultimately led to the restoration of democracy.42 After a decree was enacted in 463 stipulating that only the old citizens were eligible to hold magistracies (τὰς δὲ ἀρχὰς ἁπάσας τοῖς ἀρχαίοις πολίταις ἀπένεμον), the mercenaries enfranchised by Gelon—more than 7,000 of whom remained at Syracuse after the fall of the tyranny—were excluded from office, despite retaining their civic status.43 This situation gave rise to factional conflict, which the neopolitai eventually lost. A common agreement (κοινὸν δόγμα), enacted by most Sicilian poleis in 461 (Syracuse, Gela, Akragas, Selinous, Himera and probably Zancle-Messana), subsequently reversed the population transfers effected earlier in the fifth century by, among other measures, providing for the return of exiles, compelling accommodation with resident alien groups—probably through the confirmation of citizenship previously granted—and allowing the mercenaries still in service, originally hired by the Deinomenids and the Emmenids, to resettle at Zancle-Messana.44

The conflict between old and new citizens at Syracuse is also famously recalled among the historical exempla cited in a passage of Aristotle’s Politics, in which ethnic heterogeneity is treated as a source of political imbalance and a prelude to stasis.45 However, some ambiguity remains in the terminology employed by the ancient sources to designate the actual targets of the measures enacted at Syracuse in the second half of the 460s. Aristotle’s phrase τοὺς ξένους καὶ τοὺς μισθοφόρους, as indicated by the use of two articles, appears to clearly distinguish the two categories that together constituted the broad group of foreigners admitted by Gelon—namely, the individuals from Gela, Camarina, Megara, and Euboea involved in large-scale population transplants and the thousands of mercenaries made citizens of Syracuse.46 The picture offered by Diodorus, instead, is less straightforward: in the narrative regarding the situation at Syracuse after 466 (11.72.3), reference is made in general terms to “aliens enfranchised in Gelon’s time” (τοὺς … ξένους τοὺς ἐπὶ τοῦ Γέλωνος πολιτευθέντας), immediately followed by mention of the foreign mercenaries enrolled at roughly the same moment (πλείονας τῶν μυρίων … ξένους μισθοφόρους), whereas the description of the provisions of the koinon dogma (11.76.5) speaks of reconciliation with the resident foreigners (πρὸς τοὺς κατοικοῦντας ξένους διελύθησαν), the mercenaries resettled at Messana being likewise designated as xenoi slightly after (τοῖς … ξένοις τοῖς διὰ τὰς δυναστείας ἀλλοτρίας τὰς πόλεις ἔχουσι).47 Against this background, modern scholarship has rightly insisted on the need to draw a clear-cut distinction between the former group, consisting of misthophoroi and displaced individuals settled in Syracuse and Aitna during the period of the tyrants, who had already been granted some sort of citizenship status, and the group of active mercenary soldiers recruited ad hoc by Hieron and Thrasybulus for specific military operations, to whom citizenship was never granted: this latter group included, for instance, those employed in the confrontation with the Syracusan civic army that preceded the fall of the tyranny, who were promptly evacuated following Thrasybulus’ capitulation (D.S. 11.68.5).48

The long-term settlement of the misthophoroi enlisted by the Deinomenids and the Emmenids in various communities may, in certain cases, also be inferred from archaeological evidence: on the basis of a detailed examination of the necropoleis of eastern Sicily—most notably those of Gela, which are better documented than others owing to Orsi’s systematic excavations—and, in particular, of distinctive funerary practices and original patterns in the composition of grave goods, Juliette de La Genière concluded that a significant proportion of fifth-century burials should be attributed to non-Greek residents, very probably of Campanian origin. More specifically, the rich assemblages found in several of these graves attest to a substantial presence of mercenary leaders integrated into Gela during the first half of the fifth century, allowing their identification with some of the ξένοι mentioned by Diodorus in his account of the Sicilian affairs in the late 460s.49 According to La Genière, this evidence may even suggest that their arrival at Gela dated as early as the period of Cleander and Hippocrates, at the turn of sixth and fifth centuries.50

With regard to the number of mercenaries actually admitted to the Syracusan citizen body, Martin Dreher has expressed skepticism, concluding that Diodorus’ figures should not be regarded as reliable.51 However, one possible explanation for the figure of 10,000 may be sought in the notion of the μυρίανδρος πόλις, which, according to Aristotle, represented the ideal size of the civic body in Hippodamus’ ἀρίστη πολιτεία.52 Indeed, the same number also appears as the total of the settlers sent by the Spartans in 426 to colonise Trachis in response to requests for protection from the Trachinians—one of the three μέρη of the Malians—and from the Dorians of Doris against pressure from the Oetaeans: Diodorus records that the οἰκήτορες were drawn in the number of 4,000 from the Lacedaemonians and Peloponnesians and of 6,000 from other Greeks (παρὰ τε τῶν ἄλλων Ἑλλήνων τοὺς βουλομένους μετέχειν τῆς ἀποικίας προσεδέξαντο), who, according to Thucydides, were selected to the exclusion of certain ἔθνη, such as the Achaeans and the Ionians.53 Nor should it be forgotten that a concrete instance of the application of similar measures is provided by Ptolemy’s diagramma at Cyrene, which requires the civic body (πολίτευμα) consist of 10,000 members.54 Most significantly, 10,000 was also the number of οἰκήτορες settled by Hieron in 476 in his new foundation of Aitna—5,000 drawn from the Peloponnese and 5,000 from Syracuse.55 It is therefore unlikely that the recurrence of the same figure in connection with the size of Syracuse itself in Plato’s Seventh Letter is merely coincidental, since the author there advises Dion’s philoi not to admit to the recolonisation of Sicily individuals incapable of living in accordance with the Doric way of life of their ancestors.56

Another reason why cases such as those of Aitna and Heraclea in Trachis are relevant to the present discussion is that they may shed light on the mechanisms through which the misthophoroi were integrated into the Syracusan citizen body. A passage from Polyaenus concerning the dissolution of Megara by Gelon—one that has received surprisingly little attention in modern scholarship—suggests that the refoundation of Syracuse in 485 may have been carried out through comparable procedures, namely through a proclamation inviting volunteers from a specific ethnic group to serve as additional colonists (ἔποικοι):


Γέλων τὸ Μεγαρικὸν [κράτος add. R] βουλόμενος καταλῦσαι ἐποίκους μὲν ἐκάλει τοὺς ἐθέλοντας Δωριῶν, Διογνήτῳ δὲ, τῷ Μεγαρέων ἄρχοντι, χρήματα παρὰ δύναμιν ἐπέταξεν· ὁ δὲ τοῖς πολίταις. οἱ δὲ τοῖς τέλεσιν ἀπαγορεύοντες ἐς τὴν ἀποικίαν τὴν ἐν Συρακούσαις ὑπείκουσαν [vulg.: ὑπήκουσαν F, ὑπείκουσιν Valckenarius] ὑποβαλόντες αὑτοὺς τῇ Γέλωνος δυναστείᾳ.57



According to Polyaenus, Gelon compelled the Megarians—it is not entirely clear under what capacity, maybe as a consequence of the homologia mentioned by Herodotus—to pay a sum beyond their means, thereby forcing them to respond to the proclamation calling for any Dorian willing to join the new settlement.58 In light of this isolated piece of evidence, which nonetheless complements the otherwise one-sided picture provided by Herodotus, one might be tempted to identify the mercenaries enfranchised at Syracuse as belonging to the group of voluntary Dorian ἔποικοι summoned by Gelon for the refoundation of Syracuse (ἐς τὴν ἀποικίαν τὴν ἐν Συρακούσαις).59

Scholars are almost unanimous in holding that all the mercenaries were probably granted citizenship on a single occasion, again by analogy with Aitna, where, a few years later in 476, a body of mercenaries was incorporated simultaneously at the city’s establishment.60 However, debate has arisen regarding the precise point at which the 10,000 misthophoroi were enfranchised by Gelon—whether at the refoundation of Syracuse in 485 or after the battle of Himera in 480.61 The latter option appears less convincing than the former, since it would require assuming that Gelon, only a few years after having radically reorganised the Syracusan citizen body, dismantled his own arrangements by reopening land distributions and reallocating the new citizens among the various civic subdivisions (arguably the three Dorian phylai).62 A further, albeit more tenuous, indication may be drawn from the fact that, in his narrative of the post-Deinomenid government at Syracuse, Diodorus appears to allude to the enfranchisement of the mercenaries by Gelon as having already been mentioned, although no such notice survives in Book 11. This could suggest that the measure was originally reported in the now-lost Book 10 of the Historical Library and should therefore predate 480.63 Additional support for this hypothesis could be provided by Diodorus’ account of the immediate aftermath of the battle, when, as he notes, Gelon dismissed his allies and brought back to Syracuse the citizens who had fought alongside him, with no mention of misthophoroi specifically recruited for the engagement.64

In light of the foregoing considerations, it seems reasonable to surmise that the introduction by Gelon of so substantial a body of neopolitai must have entailed considerable effort in the provision of housing for them. Uncertainty remains, however, as to which area of the city is most likely to have formed the core of this urban expansion: whereas Nancy H. Demand and Valentina Mignosa have pointed to Neapolis, Hans-Peter Drögemüller, followed by David Asheri, instead favoured Ortygia and Achradina.65 In particular, on the basis of Diodorus’ account of the conflict between old and new citizens at Syracuse after the Deinomenids’ fall (11.73.1-3)—at a time when the rebels seized the urban quarters within the walls (Ortygia and Achradina), previously occupied by Thrasybulus himself in 466/5—Asheri suggested that after 485 the ἀρχαῖοι πολῖται were probably cleared from the intra-mural areas in order to make room for the misthophoroi and other individuals drawn from displaced populations enfranchised by Gelon.66 This suggestion, in turn, rests on the assumption that, just as parity of political status between old and new citizens was called into question in the aftermath of Thrasybulus’ expulsion, so too a form of land redistribution other than general allotment on an equal basis among all citizens took place at Syracuse following the stasis brought about by the collapse of tyranny. Otherwise, it would be hard to explain the account preserved in a passage of Cicero, ultimately derived from Aristotle, concerning trials over the rightful ownership of property in post-Deinomenid Syracuse, through which the old citizens sought to reclaim in court assets confiscated and reassigned to others under the Deinomenids.67 As a result, Asheri concludes that the land reallotment (ἀναδασμὸς τῆς χώρας) mentioned by Diodorus in connection with the implementation of the koinon dogma at Syracuse may have consisted in a reshuffling of urban quarters, whereby the ἀρχαῖοι πολῖται were restored to their former holdings in Ortygia and Achradina as a result of such ownership disputes, while the neopolitai were relocated to more recent extra-mural quarters, such as Tyche and Neapolis.68

In his discussion of the manipulation of the Syracusan citizen body undertaken by Gelon, Martin Dreher has adopted what may be termed an “informelle Einbürgerung” perspective, arguing that at that stage the polis had not reached a sufficiently advanced level of institutional development or formalisation and that political procedures therefore did not rely to any significant extent on written documentation.69 In other words, those settled by the tyrants and provided with land for their livelihood would automatically be regarded as citizens of the polis: “Politen, Bürger wurden die Angesiedelten”.70 Dreher has further observed that the circumstances brought about by the fall of the tyrannies in 466 and the promulgation of the koinon dogma in 461/0 marked the very first moment in the history of Greek Sicily in which “standardised” criteria for civic membership were introduced and subjected to formal legal procedures (“in rechtsförmigen Verfahren”).71 Against this thesis, however, it is worth recalling that the late-Archaic law from Himera on land distribution—an epigraphic document probably slightly earlier than Gelon’s arrival at Syracuse—already featured a provision explicitly referring to written registers of citizenship, including a list of those who had been granted building plots.72

Additionally, a group of individuals plausibly enfranchised by Gelon—often identified in scholarship as mercenaries—can be recognised on the basis of inscriptions from Panhellenic sanctuaries, which appear to indicate that most of them migrated from Arcadia to Syracuse in the early fifth century. As for the concrete dynamics of this Arcadian migration to Sicily, Millino, followed by Bettalli, has suggested that the Panhellenic sanctuary of Olympia played a prominent role as a hub of information and recruitment.73 For example, Praxiteles of Mantinea left a dedication on a statue base at Olympia in which he styles himself as both of Syracuse and Camarina: Πραξιτέλε̄ς ἀνέθε̄κε Συρακόσιος  τόδ’ ἄγαλμα / καὶ Καμαριναῖος· πρόσθα 〈δ〉ὲ [προσθαρε lapis] Μαντινέαι / Κρίνιος hυιὸς ἔναιεν ἐν Ἀρκαδίαι πολυμέ̄λο̄〈ι〉 / hεσλὸς ἐό̄ν,  καί ϝοι μνᾶμα τόδ’ ἐστ’ ἀρετᾶς.74 The date of the dedication and the details of Praxiteles’ movements remain uncertain, but the word order Συρακόσιος […] καὶ Καμαριναῖος might at first sight indicate that he settled in Syracuse before Camarina. It cannot, however, be determined with certainty whether he was first enfranchised at Camarina—at the time of its refoundation by Hippocrates—and subsequently transferred to Syracuse together with the rest of the population after Gelon razed the city, or whether he moved from Syracuse to Camarina at its re-establishment in 461.75 Either way, the presence of a dual ethnic in Praxiteles’ dedication strongly suggests that he held citizenship in both Camarina and Syracuse.76

A comparable pair of cases is provided by the rich dedications of charioteers and horses recorded by Pausanias among the offerings located near that part of the precinct sacred to Pelops, which reflected the wealth and achievements of Phormis of Mainalos and his associate Lycortas of Syracuse (probably an Arcadian himself, as suggested by Hornblower).77 Pausanias explicitly reports that Phormis went from Mainalos to Syracuse to fight for Gelon and Hieron, thereby implying that his equestrian victories stemmed from lucrative military campaigns.78 Significantly, the inscription on the flank of the first horse seen by Pausanias presents Phormis as Ἀρκὰς Μαινάλιος, νῦν δὲ Συρακόσιος, whereas that accompanying the figure of Phormis fighting enemies—dedicated by Lycortas—refers to him simply as a Mainalian. On this basis, Dreher has suggested that, much like Micythos, Phormis may at some stage have returned to his homeland, a move that would have rendered his affiliation as a Syracusan πολίτης obsolete.79 In this case as well, however, it is not strictly necessary to construe νῦν δὲ as a rigidly adversative expression implying the rejection of Phormis’ former civic status; rather, it may be posited that Phormis and Lycortas were enrolled as πολῖται at Syracuse following Gelon’s refoundation, thereby retaining a form of dual citizenship.80

The picture may be further enriched by the case of the Iamid mantis Hagesias of Stymphalos, the honorand of Pindar’s Olympian 6, who, according to the relevant scholia, served as seer to Hieron on military campaigns and at city foundations, before being executed after the fall of the Deinomenids in 466.81 Remarkably, in the epinician ode celebrating his victory in the mule-cart race at Olympia (472 or 468), he is hailed as a co-founder of Syracuse (συνοικιστήρ): Luraghi has interpreted this title as an exaggeration, suggesting either that he was simply granted Syracusan citizenship in 485 or that he assisted Gelon in the process of synoikismos, whereas Malkin has pointed to his possible involvement, in his capacity as a mantis, in the refoundation of the polis—thus a case analogous to that of Lampon at Thurii.82 At a deeper level, Pindar’s association of Hagesias’ ancestor Iamos with the river Alpheios provides further support for the antiquity of the connection between Syracuse and Olympia, as reflected in the mythic link between the river and Arethusa, the spring-nymph of Ortygia, within the city’s foundation narrative—a connection already attested by Ibycus and by the oracle delivered to Archias according to Pausanias.83 In the same vein, the imagery on Syracusan coinage—including the Alpheios tetradrachm and the familiar quadriga/Arethusa series, featuring a flying Nike crowning the heniochos with a wreath—is best understood against the background of Deinomenid ideology, celebrating both Gelon’s chariot victory at Olympia in 488 (Moretti, Olympionikai 185) and his rise to power in the polis in 485.84 As Virginia Lewis has argued, in the context of Gelon’s programme of demographic engineering, “the myth of Alpheios and Arethusa continued to offer the Syracusans a model for peaceful negotiations and relations between the members of its mixed citizenry”.85 This point becomes all the more significant if one accepts Freeman’s view that a substantial proportion of Gelon’s mercenary forces may have included not only Greeks, but also Sicels.86

The last case to be considered in this context is that of Astylos of Kroton, the celebrated runner who won three times at Olympia (488, 484 and 480) in various events—the stadion, the diaulos and the race in armour: as Pausanias relates, on the occasions of his victories in 484 and 480, in order to secure Hieron’s favour (though in all likelihood Gelon should be understood), he proclaimed himself a Syracusan rather than a Crotoniate, thereby provoking the anger of his fellow citizens, who eventually pulled down his statue in the sanctuary of Hera Lacinia.87 Leaving aside the possibility—occasionally entertained in the scholarship by reference to alleged later parallels, such as that of Antipatros of Miletus—that Astylos transferred his civic allegiance in return for a series of rewards from the Deinomenids (if not through outright bribery), the episode might more plausibly be understood as a further instance of double citizenship, possibly connected with his emigration from Croton and subsequent participation in the refoundation of Syracuse.88 A comparable situation can be observed during the Peloponnesian War with the pancratiast and boxer Dorieus of Ialysos and his nephew Peisirhodos—another example cited by Pausanias—who competed at Olympia for Thurii while in exile from Rhodes, even though scholars such as Hornblower have denied that this designation implies full Thurian citizenship.89

The patterns that emerge from the examples discussed above invite comparison with the modes of self-representation adopted by the Deinomenids themselves in the same contexts. Whereas in the inscribed dedication on the Olympian quadriga monument commemorating his chariot-race victory of 488—no longer in situ, but described by Pausanias (6.9.4-5, cf. I.Olympia 143)—Gelon presents himself explicitly as a Geloan, the inscription on the plinth of the bell-shaped base supporting the golden tripod in the sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi, I.dial. Sicile I 93 (ML 28; Arena, Iscrizioni V 66; Choix Delphes 18), proclaims him simply as a Syracusan (Συραϙόσιος).90 This has led Gianfranco Adornato to interpret the dedication as a thank-offering to Apollo for the refoundation of Syracuse rather than for his victory at the battle of Himera, as traditionally maintained on the basis of Theopompus (FGrHist / BNJ 115 F 193), Phaenias of Eresos (F 16 Engels)—both quoted by Athenaeus (6.20-21 Olson)—and Diodorus (11.26.7).91 Interestingly, Pausanias—who mistakenly dates Gelon’s seizure of power at Syracuse to 491 rather than 485—relies precisely on the ethnic Γελῷος to identify the statue of the Olympian group not as belonging to Gelon, but to a private individual of the same name, thereby implicitly ruling out the possibility of a double ethnic.92

Taken together, the evidence examined so far—centred on individuals who appear to have enjoyed multiple citizenships, at least for a time (notably Praxiteles and possibly Phormis and Astylos)—points to a broader framework that should be understood in light of the Deinomenids’ deliberate policy of enfranchising athletes, soldiers, poets, seers, and other experts, with a view to encouraging their attachment—whether temporary or permanent—to the poleis under their control. Further confirmation of this dynamic may be drawn from parallel contexts, not least the case of Micythus, former liegeman of Anaxilas and later regent of Rhegion and Zancle-Messana, who identified himself as Ῥηγῖνος καὶ Μεσσήνιος in his dedications at Olympia, set up after his retirement to Tegea (Arcadia), in fulfilment of a vow made during his son’s illness.93 The phrase has sometimes been taken to mean “a Rhegian of Messenian origin”, but it more plausibly indicates—as Luraghi has argued—that, much like Praxiteles, Micythos was first a citizen of Rhegion and subsequently of Messana, having taken part in the group of settlers involved in Anaxilas’ refoundation of the city around 488/7.94 Nick Fisher has observed that “[i]n such cases, we should not insist that individuals must have changed citizenship in order to be declared at (for example) Olympia a Syracusan, an Aetnaean, a Crotoniate, or a Thurian”, since de facto dual citizenship may have been rather frequent—or at least more frequent than might otherwise be expected.95 However, the significance of such instances lies, in my view, not only in their capacity to illuminate mechanisms of civic expansion and integration in the Greek West, but also in the contribution they can make to the wider discussion of multiple citizenship in the ancient Greek world, long assumed to be a phenomenon emerging only from the late Hellenistic period onwards. In this respect, following the suggestions made by Christel Müller in a 2015 article devoted to the “question de l’appartenance multiple”, it seems necessary to bring cases such as these back to the centre of the debate, in order to gain a better understanding of long-term dynamics in the history of Greek citizenship and to give proper attention, as she puts it, “à la fois aux éléments de continuité et au foisonnement des pratiques dès l’époque classique”.96

3. Theron’s Dorian resettlement of Himera (476 BCE)

A particularly complex example of the impact of demographic change and tyrant-instigated mass migrations in Sicily is the situation at Himera under Emmenid rule, known primarily through the account of Diodorus.97 Following the removal of the tyrant Terillos in the late 480s and the subsequent victory of Gelon and Theron in the celebrated battle of 480 against the Carthaginians and their Greek allies, the city entered a phase of pronounced political instability.98 In this context, Theron installed his son Thrasydaeus as tyrant; his rule, however, was challenged at an early stage by an insurrection in 476/5—exacerbated by the conflict with Hieron concerning his brother Polyzelus—and was ultimately maintained through violent repression by Theron himself.99 Against this background, the severe losses sustained by the civic body, resulting both from the heavy casualties of the battle of 480 and from the ensuing massacre of dissidents, prompted the replenishment of the population of Himera through the admission of Dorians and other settlers to citizenship.100 Thrasydaeus’ domination lasted until 472/1, when his defeat at the hands of Hieron paved the way for Himera’ definitive incorporation into the Deinomenid sphere of control.101

According to a persuasive hypothesis put forward by Spencer Barrett, the group of Dorians enfranchised by Theron at Himera likely included the Cnossian runner Ergoteles, the honorand of Pindar’s Olympian 12 and victor in the dolichos at Olympia in 472 and 464.102 This identification is supported by the testimony of both Pindar himself and Pausanias, who attest that he was exiled from Cnossos because of stasis and subsequently welcomed, granted citizenship, and honoured at Himera.103 Beyond this individual case, modern scholarship has further suggested that the Δωριεῖς settled at Himera by Theron may also have included the Lacedaemonians who survived the expedition of Dorieus and, under the leadership of Euryleon, captured Heraclea Minoa shortly before 500.104 Another possible member of the group, according to Asheri, was the obscure Pythagorean Petron, a figure of largely uncertain chronology, described by Plutarch (Mor. 422d-e)—on the authority of Phaenias (F 56B Engels), himself drawing on Hippys of Rhegium (FGrHist / BNJ 554 F 5)—as a Δωριεὺς ἐκ Σικελίας.105

Within this broader context, it has plausibly been suggested that Theron was responding to, and competing with, the mass deportations carried out by Hieron in connection with the creation of Aitna (a clear case of Umbesiedlung in Dreher’s terms), generally dated between the autumn of 476 and the spring of 475.106 As part of this strategy, Hieron pursued a policy of forced relocation, transferring the populations of Naxos and Catane to Leontinoi, with the explicit aim of concentrating the Chalcidian element in a strategically crucial area and, in so doing, weakening the Ionian presence on the island.107 The former inhabitants of Catane were replaced by 10,000 new settlers drawn from both Syracuse and the Peloponnese (ἐκ μὲν Πελοποννήσου πεντακισχιλίους ἀθροίσας, ἐκ δὲ Συρακουσῶν ἄλλους τοσούτους προσθείς), plausibly including a substantial number of mercenaries, but also—according to a scholion on Pindar—some of the Geloans and the Megarians previously enfranchised at Syracuse.108 The new foundation, however, proved short-lived. Following the death of Hieron in 467, the people of Katane—encouraged by the resurgence of the Sicels under the leadership of Ducetius and by the military support provided by Syracuse—returned to their city and expelled Hieron’s settlers (ἔνοικοι) around 461, who subsequently refounded Aitna at Inessa, an inland site plausibly located in the area of modern Santa Maria di Licodia.109

Himera possessed a multi-layered identity from a very early stage in its history. Established as an Euboean apoikia by Zancleans and other Chalcidians around the mid-seventh century, the city soon received a group of Syracusan exiles known as οἱ Μυλητίδαι, as attested by Thucydides.110 Among the three oikists named by the historian, Eukleides and Simos may be taken to represent the Chalcidian element, while Sakon most likely reflects the Syracusan one, since individuals bearing this name are attested in inscriptions from Doric Sicily.111 Thucydides (6.5.1) further notes that, owing to the Syracusan component, the local dialect was a mixture of Ionic and Doric (καὶ φωνὴ μὲν μεταξὺ τῆς τε Χαλκιδέων καὶ Δωρίδος ἐκράθη), a circumstance partly corroborated by sixth-century epigraphic evidence, even though Chalcidian nomima ultimately prevailed (νόμιμα δὲ τὰ Χαλκιδικὰ ἐκράτησεν).112 Further support for this remark comes from a very fragmentary bronze plaque from Himera, inscribed boustrophedon on both sides, SEG 53.1002 (Brugnone 2022, no. 1: 550-500), pointing to contacts among Euboean communities in Sicily in matters of codification.113 The text—arguably a law—shows close similarities in lettering, physical appearance and content to the bronze tablets preserving fragments of Chalcidian laws from Monte San Mauro, SEG 4.64.114

A complex interplay may thus be discerned between Himera’s original identity and its later reconfiguration after Theron’s takeover, a process nonetheless partly grounded in the city’s mixed foundations. In this connection, as Asheri rightly notes, the peaceful coexistence of such a heterogeneous population—highlighted by Diodorus—is striking in a Sicilian context marked by ethnic antagonism and by the assertive construction of Dorian identity vis-à-vis neighbouring Chalcidian communities.115 On closer inspection, however, this representation of internal stability at Himera between its refoundation in 476 and its destruction by the Carthaginians in 406 appears to sit uneasily with the subsequent narrative of Diodorus himself, pointing instead to a series of episodes suggestive of internal tension, ranging from the expulsion of Thrasydaeus in 472/1—probably followed by the establishment at Himera of an autonomous government under Hieron’s aegis, arguably oligarchic in character—to the support offered in 466/5 by the Himeraeans, the Geloans and the Acragantines to the Syracusans in their struggle against Thrasybulus, as well as the return of exiles to the city in the late 460s under the provisions of the koinon dogma.116

Demographic change brought about by the incorporation of a substantial number of new settlers into the citizen body had a profound impact not only on the social sphere—most clearly reflected in the almost exclusive use of Doric in fifth-century inscriptions from Himera—but also on the polis’ institutional structures.117 The late-Archaic law commonly interpreted as recording the allocation of building plots and land to a newly arrived group of settlers from Zancle, I.dial. Sicile II 15, suggests that phratries (φρα̣τρίαι) formed the structural basis of the civic organisation at Himera prior to Theron’s intervention, thereby also providing the earliest attestation for these sub-units among the Western apoikiai.118 The document further indicates that such subdivisions played a crucial role both in the publication of written records and in their preservation, probably in the form of registers or lists of enfranchised politai—a pattern readily explained by the close association between phratry membership and citizenship in the Greek world.119 The picture outlined so far may be further refined by reference to a slightly later lead tablet that records a lochagos, potentially pointing to a further articulation of the civic body into lochoi.120 While a lochos was originally a military unit, in this context—as elsewhere—it likely functioned as a civil administrative subdivision of the city.121 Notwithstanding the interpretative problems posed by the inscription, the appearance of lochoi cannot be excluded as an outcome of the (partial?) adoption of νόμιμα Δωρικά in the context of Theron’s refoundation.122

The processes connected with the manipulation of the civic body can also be traced in the archaeological record, particularly in the urban fabric of the polis. Recent investigations undertaken by the Universities of Palermo and Bern have shown that the city’s topography underwent major changes in the fifth century, reflecting the presence of new population groups. The issue had, in fact, already been raised by Luigi Mauceri and Giulio Schmiedt, who questioned whether, after 476, the perimeter of the Upper City—which in the Archaic period must have included the Piano di Imera to the east and the Piano del Tamburino to the west—was further extended westwards and southwards, reaching the limestone spur of Rocca del Drago. Archaeological evidence points, among other changes, to modifications affecting the settlement on the Piano di Himera during Phase IIB, consisting primarily in the raising of floor levels in houses and streets and in the reorganisation of the grid of oikopeda.123 Scholarly debate persists as to whether such modifications in the topography of Himera and in the use of urban space should be attributed specifically to Theron’s intervention, or rather to the subsequent demographic and political developments following the removal of Thrasydaeus at the end of the 470s. The most plausible scenario is that, on the one hand, the settlers installed by the Emmenids occupied part of the housing stock formerly belonging to Himeraean citizens killed or exiled in the period between the battle of 480 and the unrest of the 470s; on the other hand, those able to return between the fall of the tyranny in 472 and the promulgation of the koinon dogma likely repaired or rebuilt their earlier, damaged dwellings.124 Whichever interpretation one adopts, the changes reflected in the archaeological record offer a vivid illustration of the effects that population movements associated with tyranny and its overthrow could exert on a community.

Among the radical transformations experienced by Himera in various spheres after Theron’s refoundation were the abandonment of the harbour quarter on the right bank of the Himera river and the concomitant cessation of local wine-amphora production, which had flourished in the final decades of the sixth century—a development that, as Babette Bechtold suggests, may reflect the impact of Emmenid tyrannical policies on the colony’s Mediterranean connections.125 These changes also included the issue of didrachms on the Attic standard (rather than the Euboean-Chalcidian one), bearing the Acragantine crab on the reverse.126 The most consequential transformation, however, was Gelon’s construction of the so-called Temple of Victory in the eastern sector of the Lower City, one of the two buildings intended both to celebrate the victory and to house the peace treaties with the Carthaginians (D.S. 11.26.2): this shift entailed the relocation of the city’s principal cultic activities away from the older sanctuary of Athena on the northern outskirts of the Upper City, on the Piano di Himera.127 The iconographic programme of the temple may likewise reflect the concerns of the settlers installed by Theron, being interpreted—following a proposal by Valentina Consoli—as centring on Heracles in a tutelary role rather than on Zeus Eleutherios, as traditionally assumed.128

4. Western Greek citizenship through the lens of the longue durée

The recurring episodes in Sicilian history of large-scale forced population movements—ranging from expulsions and enslavements to the mass importations of new groups—the selective removal of elites or lower socio-economic groups, and the use of mercenaries to replace displaced populations all resulted in repeated reorganisations of the citizen bodies. This process is well illustrated, for example, by the numerical phratry system introduced at Camarina, as well as by invitations extended to large numbers of new citizens, often drawn from mainland Greece. At the same time, there are numerous instances, particularly in the fifth century, where parts—though not all—of the exiled populations returned once the regime responsible for their expulsion had been overthrown, and were encouraged to do so as a means of marking a symbolic rupture with the previous authority. On such occasions, return formed part of a complex and highly structured process, often involving the formal redistribution of land and the revision of citizenship registers, aimed at reintegrating former exiles into their original polis and severing their ties with the community of adoption. Thus, even in matters of citizenship, Sicily may be seen as a remarkable laboratory in which many of the political and institutional dynamics that would later come to characterise the wider Greek world—particularly in the Hellenistic period—first began to take shape. One need only think, for example, of phenomena such as the emergence of personality cults (Gelon, Hieron, Timoleon) or the formation of the territorial state.129

As shown at the outset of this paper, in Alcibiades’ speech Thucydides presents demographic mobility and a different conception of sharing in the polis as distinctive features of the western poleis. Centuries later, the same phenomenon was remarked upon by Cicero in his speech Pro Archia, where the poet is recalled to have received citizenship from several Greek cities of Southern Italy, and observes—not without a pejorative undertone—that the Greek cities of Italy were notably generous in conferring citizenship, and less scrupulous as to the character of those who received it. Once again, the key to understanding historical dynamics of this kind lies in the Braudelian longue durée.130



*This paper develops from work undertaken within the project Politografie nel mondo greco di età classica ed ellenistica, conducted by the research unit of the Scuola Normale Superiore of Pisa—directed by Anna Magnetto—as part of the PRIN 2020 “Sharing in the Community”: Citizenship and Society in the Greek World (VII-II century BC). I am grateful to the organisers of the final conference “Sharing in the polis”: Citizenship and Forms of Civic Participation in the Greek World, Michele Faraguna and Donatella Erdas, as well as to the participants on that occasion, for their stimulating comments and suggestions. Unless otherwise indicated, all dates are BCE. The quotation is taken from T. Hobbes, Eight Bookes of the Peloponnesian Warre Written by Thucydides the Sonne of Olorus Interpreted with Faith and Diligence Immediately out of the Greeke, London 1629, 360.

1Th. 6.17.2-3 Alberti (καὶ τὸν ἐς τὴν Σικελίαν πλοῦν μὴ μεταγιγνώσκετε ὡς ἐπὶ μεγάλην δύναμιν ἐσόμενον. ὄχλοις τε γὰρ ξυμμείκτοις πολυανδροῦσιν αἱ πόλεις καὶ ῥᾳδίας ἔχουσι τῶν πολιτῶν [E: πολιτειῶν ABCFGM] τὰς μεταβολὰς καὶ ἐπιδοχάς). On this much-discussed passage of Alcibiades’ speech, see, among others, Seibert 1982/83, 34; Berger 1992, 9-10; Vattuone 1994, 84-85; Lomas 2006, 95-96; Dreher 2007, 57; and, more recently, De Angelis 2016, 209, note 431 (with further references); Ampolo 2022, 4-7; Péré-Noguès 2022, 79-80, adducing Diodorus’ (13.84.3) description of Akragas’ population at the end of the fifth century as a parallel; Bettalli 2024; on ξύμμεικτος in Thucydides, see Salati 2014/15, esp. 90-98 (with detailed discussion).

2Sch. Φ(MFφC3Pl) Th. 6.17.2c Kleinlogel (ῥᾳδίας ἔχουσι τῶν πολιτειῶν τὰς μεταβολὰς καὶ ἐπιδοχάς: τὸ ἐγγράφειν ῥᾳδίως ταῖς πολιτείαις ξένους τε καὶ φυγάδας). For the quotation, see Gauthier 1974.

3Cf. Hdt. 8.75.1 Wilson (τὸν [i.e. Σίκιννον] δὴ ὕστερον τούτων τῶν πρηγμάτων Θεμιστοκλέης Θεσπιέα τε ἐποίησε, ὡς ἐπεδέκοντο οἱ Θεσπιέες πολιήτας); Th. 1.2.3 Alberti (μάλιστα δὲ τῆς γῆς ἡ ἀρίστη αἰεὶ τὰς μεταβολὰς τῶν οἰκητόρων εἶχεν). For further discussion of both aspects, see especially Gomme et al. 1970, 249-50; Masaracchia 1977; Tosi 2001; Hornblower 2008, 348-49.

4Th. 6.17.3 Alberti (καὶ οὐδεὶς δι’ αὐτὸ ὡς περὶ οἰκείας πατρίδος οὔτε τὰ περὶ τὸ σῶμα ὅπλοις ἐξήρτυται οὔτε τὰ ἐν τῇ χώρᾳ νομίμοις [codd.: μονίμοις Doukas] κατασκευαῖς). Dreher (2007, 76) observes that the above-average availability of cultivable land (“die überdurchschnittliche Verfügbarkeit von bebaubarem Land”) for the settlement of new citizens decisively contributed to the unusually intense population movements in Sicily and, in turn, meant that civic status could be acquired or changed more readily than in other regions of the Greek world.

5On this point, see esp. Lomas 2000; Lomas 2006. On issues of citizenship among Western Greeks (both in Sicily and Magna Graecia) in the Archaic and Classical periods, see further Cordano 1992b (civic groups in Greek Sicily); Lazzarini 1995 (instrumentum publicum); Ghinatti 2000; Cordano 2001; Lombardo 2004; Cordano 2018; Lazzarini 2018 (Achaean colonies); Lombardo 2018 (Greek cities on the Gulf of Taranto); Erdas 2024 (Magna Graecia).

6On the stasis that broke out at Leontinoi after 424, see e.g. Moggi 1976, no. 32, 206-10; Dreher 1986; Berger 1991; Vattuone 1994, 85-89; Vanotti 1995; Frasca 2020b, 279; Intrieri 2020, 68-72.

7On the connection between πολιτογραφία and ἀναπλήρωσις, see esp. Asheri 1966, 25-27, whose remarks on the link between land allotment and the conferral of citizenship in the ancient Greek world (“[l]’aspetto agrario della πολιτογραφία”) are still fundamental; Lonis 1992; see further Mari, Thornton 2016, 149, who understand πολιτογραφία as “la registrazione di nuovi cittadini con la concomitante necessaria, parziale ridistribuzione delle terre”. On citizen registers and ancient Greek archives, see Boffo, Faraguna 2021, 151-75.

8IG IX 2 517, l. 31: τοὺς λοιποὺς τοὺς ταῖς ὁμοίαις πολιτογραφίαις χρωμένους (famously including the Romans); cf. ll. 21, 26, 41-42, 46-47. This crucial epigraphic dossier and its relationship to other Hellenistic politographiai have recently been discussed in detail by Mari, Thornton 2016, 149-58, 159-165.

9On Diodorus’ use of πολιτογραφέω, see below. For a full discussion, see Appendix, s.v. politographeō.

10Polyb. 32.7.3, with Walbank 1979, 525-26; Savalli 1985, 419-20.

11Savalli 1985, 396-97; see further Dreher 2007, 66, 75, who notes that the terminology of citizenship commonly used in the Classical and Hellenistic periods is anachronistically applied to earlier historical phases.

12Th. 5.4.2 Alberti (ἀπελθόντων Ἀθηναίων ἐκ Σικελίας μετὰ τὴν ξύμβασιν πολίτας τε ἐπεγράψαντο πολλοὺς [scil. the Leontinians] καὶ ὁ δῆμος τὴν γῆν ἐπενόει ἀναδάσασθαι), with Hornblower 1996, 430-31. On the phrase πολίτας ἐπιγράφεσθαι, cf. Dreher 2007, 75. On the land redistribution contemplated on that occasion, see D. Erdas’ chapter in this volume and Appendix, s.v. gēs anadasmos.

13Arist. Pol. 3.1.1275a 6-7 Ross (τοὺς μὲν οὖν ἄλλως πως τυγχάνοντας ταύτης τῆς προσηγορίας, οἷον τοὺς ποιητοὺς πολίτας, ἀφετέον). Cf. Fröhlich 2016, esp. 105.

14[Demosth.] 45.78 Dilts (οὐ γὰρ ἀγνοῶ τοῦθ’ ὅτι τοῖς μὲν γένει πολίταις ὑμῖν ἱκανόν ἐστι λειτουργεῖν ὡς οἱ νόμοι προστάττουσι, τοὺς δὲ ποιητοὺς ἡμᾶς ὡς ἀποδιδόντας χάριν, οὕτω προσήκει φαίνεσθαι λειτουργοῦντας).

15Demosth. 23.65, 126, with Zajonz 2022, 267, 456. See further Blok 2017, 50-53; for the rhetorical reconstruction of civic identity in Demosthenes’ forensic oratory, see recently Giannadaki 2018.

16On this point, see e.g. Savalli 1985, 423-27.

17Cases of civil strife in Magna Graecia and Sicily are collected by Berger 1992; cf. Lintott 1982.

18Poll. 3.56 Bethe (οἱ δὲ δημοποίητοι, ὁπόσοι ἐκ δόγματος κοινοῦ πολιτείας τύχοιεν· τοῦτο δὲ πολιτογραφεῖν Φίλιστος [φίλισκος II] καλεῖ [= FGrHist / BNJ 556 F 74]· τάχα δ’ ἂν οἱ τοιοῦτοι ὀνομάζοιντο νεοπολῖται ὑπὸ τοῦ Πλάτωνος). On the macro-structure of Onomasticon Book 3, see König 2016, 305-306. Compare Harp. Δ 29, s.v. δημοποίητος Keaney (ὁ ξένος μὲν ὢν τῇ φύσει, ὑπὸ δὲ τοῦ δήμου πολίτης γεγενημένος); Hsch. Δ 873, s.v. δημοποίητον Cunningham (ὁ κατὰ ψήφισμα δήμου γεγονὼς πολίτης, ξένος ὢν φύσει).

19On this point, see also Raffone 2004, 66, note 5; for quotations from Classical authors in Pollux, see e.g. Stroebel 2005. On Philistus, see recently, among others, Bearzot 2002; Pownall 2013.

20D.S. 11.49.4, 72.3, 86.3; 13.29.2, 97.1; 14.78.6; 19.2.8.

21Hejnic 1955.

22On Diodorus and Philistus, see esp. Sanders 1987, 43-71; the use of Philistus in the Historical Library, albeit mediated through Timaeus, is also acknowledged by Pearson 1987, 167-91.

23Cf. Th. 1.17 Alberti (οἱ γὰρ ἐν Σικελίᾳ [scil. τύραννοι] ἐπὶ πλεῖστον ἐχώρησαν δυνάμεως), with Hornblower 1991, 51. A number of scholars have addressed such questions in recent years: the main references include Seibert 1979; Seibert 1982/83; Demand 1990; Vattuone 1994; Lomas 2006; and, more recently, Jacquemin 2019; Zizza 2019.

24Dreher 2007, 57: “Erstens gehört dazu die Ansiedlung von Menschen an einem bestimmten Ort. Zweitens haben wir den umgekehrten Vorgang einer Aussiedlung vor uns, wenn Menschen ihren Wohnort verlassen. Eine Aussiedlung mit einer gezielten Ansiedlung derselben Bevölkerung an einem anderen Ort ist als Umsiedlung zu bezeichnen. Davon läßt sich wiederum die Umbesiedlung unterscheiden als eine Entfernung von Bevölkerung von einem Ort und dessen Wiederbesiedlung mit anderen Menschen. Diese Bevölkerungsbewegungen erfolgen teils freiwillig, teils unter Zwang”.

25Asheri 1980, 154.

26Lomas 2006, 116; see also, along similar lines, Vattuone 1994, 83-84.

27Zancle: Hdt. 6.23-24, 7.154.2-3, with Vannicelli, Corcella 2017, 492-93; Camarina: Th. 6.5.3 Alberti (χρόνῳ Ἱπποκράτης ὕστερον Γέλας τύραννος, λύτρα ἀνδρῶν Συρακοσίων αἰχμαλώτων λαβὼν τὴν γῆν τὴν Καμαριναίων, αὐτὸς οἰκιστὴς γενόμενος κατῴκισε Καμάριναν), with Hornblower 2008, 298-99; Pi. N. 9.40-42, with Braswell 1998, 123-29; Timae. FGrHist / BNJ 566 F 18; D.S. 10.59 Cohen-Skalli; Ergetion: Polyaen. 5.6. See Piccirilli 1973, 58-60, no. 12; Consolo Langher 1988/89 (= 1996, 211-17); Luraghi 1994, 119-86; Mafodda 1996, 24-38; Braccesi 1998, 22-25; Braccesi, Millino 2000, 58-64, 205-207; Millino 2001, 127-40; Stuppia 2006.

28The chronological indication given by Paus. 6.9.5 (the second year of the 72nd Olympias: 491) is evidently mistaken: cf. Maddoli et al. 1999, 241; see further below. On Gelon’s role in his seizure of power at Syracuse, see Luraghi 1994, 286-87; Mafodda 1996, 67-101, esp. 71; Consolo Langher 1997, 7-9; for the origin of the tradition concerning Gelon’s possible appointment as στρατηγὸς αὐτοκράτωρ, see Bearzot 1991.

29On the early fifth-century stasis at Syracuse (possibly around 491), see esp. Berger 1992, 35-36; Bravo 1992; Consolo Langher 1997, 3-7; Giangiulio 1998, 109-10 (“una ‘rottura’ strutturale degli assetti bloccati […] propri delle comunità aristocratico-oligarchiche”); Erdas 2010a; Erdas 2022, 475-76, with further references; cf. Dreher 2007, 73: “die sizilischen Städte waren ausgesprochen landwirtschaftlich geprägt”. The account of this enterprise is generally regarded as modelled on the earlier enterprise of Gelon’s ancestor Telines, who restored to Gela the exiled members of the ruling elite by resorting to the sacred objects of Demeter and Kore: see most recently Porciani 2024. An early fifth-century fragmentary terracotta votive plaque found in 1960 in Piazza Archimede on Ortygia and depicting the two goddesses has been connected by Shapiro (2002, 93-95, Fig. 12a-c) with Gelon’s patronage of their cults in the 480s. Mignosa 2021 has further suggested that Kasmenai may have served as a place of refuge for the ousted gamoroi by virtue of privileges previously granted to them, traces of which may be reflected in a fragmentary late sixth-century decree from Palazzolo Acreide, I.dial. Sicile I 219 (Arena, Iscrizioni I2 76).

30Herodotus’ possible reference to military operations undertaken by Gelon to strengthen Syracuse’s defensive system (7.156.1 Wilson: ὁ δὲ τὰς Συρηκούσας ἐκράτυνε) has recently been discussed by Mignosa 2020, 248-51, with further bibliography; see also De Angelis 2016, 185-86. Cf. Vannicelli, Corcella 2017, 493, ad locum.

31Hdt. 7.156.2 Wilson (αἱ δὲ [i.e. Syracusae] παραυτίκα ἀνά τ’ ἔδραμον καὶ ἔβλαστον· τοῦτο μὲν γὰρ Καμαριναίους ἅπαντας ἐς τὰς Συρηκούσας ἀγαγὼν πολιήτας ἐποίησε, […] τοῦτο δὲ Γελῴων ὑπερημίσεας τῶν ἀστῶν τὠυτὸ τοῖσι Καμαριναίοισι ἐποίησε), with Vannicelli, Corcella 2017, 494, ad locum. On ἀστός and the Greek concept of the citizen, see e.g. Lévy 1985; Davies 2004, 27; Blok 2017, 162-72; Falco 2024; on the language of citizenship in Herodotus and Thucydides, see recently Frullini 2023.

32As illustrated by the parallel cases of Scythes and Kadmos of Cos at Zancle and Ainesidemos of Rhodes at Leontinoi: see esp. Luraghi 1994, 130-45, 148-53. On Glaukos of Carystus (Moretti, Olympionikai 134), cf. Sch. Aeschin. 3.189 Dilts; see Dunbabin 1948, 416; Luraghi 1994, 150-51, 275-76; Mann 2001, 245-46, 307-308; Dreher 2007, 67: “Wir dürfen vielleicht annehmen, daß Glaukos sich im Dienste Gelons militärisch bewährt hatte”; Fisher 2018, 216, 218.

33Cf. Hdt. 7.156.2 Wilson: Καμαρίνης δὲ τὸ ἄστυ κατέσκαψε; Th. 6.5.3 Alberti: καὶ αὖθις ὑπὸ Γέλωνος ἀνάστατος γενομένη τὸ τρίτον κατῳκίσθη ὑπὸ Γελῴων [Dodwell: Γέλωνος codd.]; Pi. O. 5.19; Philist. FGrHist / BNJ 556 F 15; Timae. FGrHist / BNJ 566 F 19a-b; D.S. 11.76.5. Asheri 1980, 150 points out that the phrase ἀνάστατος γενομένη does not imply the physical distruction of the city, but only “lo sbandamento della polis e l’espulsione dell’intera popolazione”. The more than 150 lead tesserae dating to the mid-fifth century (OR 124; Arena, Iscrizioni II 124-141), most of which were found rolled or folded near the northern foundations of the temple of Athena at Camarina, belong to the third phase in the life of the polis and therefore most likely reflect the radical reorganisation of the citizen body undertaken at the city’s re-establishment in 461: cf. Cordano 1992a; Del Monaco 2025; for a brief overview, see also Cecchet 2017, 69-73. Essential references on the history of Camarina include Mattioli 2002; Fischer-Hansen, Nielsen, Ampolo in Hansen, Nielsen 2004, no. 28, 202-205; Cordano 2011; Uggeri 2015; Uggeri 2016.

34For the conflict between Camarina and Syracuse around the mid-sixth century, cf. Th. 6.5.3 Alberti (ἀναστάτων δὲ Καμαριναίων γενομένων πολέμῳ ὑπὸ Συρακοσίων δι’ ἀπόστασιν); Philist. FGrHist / BNJ 556 F 5, with Consolo Langher 1988/89 (= 1996, 217-18); Millino 2001, 137, note 45; De Luna 2009, 80-81; Sudano 2016.

35Hdt. 7.156.3 Wilson (τοὺς μὲν αὐτῶν [i.e. the Megarians] παχέας […] ἀγαγὼν ἐς τὰς Συρηκούσας πολιήτας ἐποίησε· τὸν δὲ δῆμον τῶν Μεγαρέων […] ἀγαγὼν καὶ τούτους ἐς τὰς Συρηκούσας ἀπέδοτο ἐπ’ ἐξαγωγῇ ἐκ Σικελίης. τὠυτὸ δὲ τοῦτο καὶ Εὐβοέας τοὺς ἐν Σικελίῃ ἐποίησε διακρίνας); cf. Str. 10.1.15 Radt (ἦν δὲ καὶ ἐν Σικελίᾳ Εὔβοια, Χαλκιδέων τῶν ἐκεῖ κτίσμα, ἣν Γέλων ἐξανέστησε καὶ ἐγένετο φρούριον Συρακουσίων). On the destruction of Megara Hyblaea and the absorption of its citizenry by Gelon, see Moggi 1976, 112, note 25, who suggests that the term παχεῖς may designate Megara’s agrarian aristocracy; Vattuone 1994, 104-106; De Angelis 2003, 66-67; Moggi 2008, 38. On the identification of Euboia with Monte San Mauro, see Frasca 2020a.

36Hdt. 7.156.3 Wilson (ἐποίεε δὲ ταῦτα τούτους ἀμφοτέρους νομίσας δῆμον εἶναι συνοίκημα ἀχαριτώτατον): on this point, see especially Bruno Sunseri 1980; Seibert 1982/83, 36-37; Luraghi 1994, 300. It has not, to my knowledge, been observed that a connection may exist between Gelon’s Witz and the statement about the dēmos attributed to Korax of Syracuse in Proleg.Rh., RhG XIV, p. 270.9-10 Rabe (σκοπήσας ὡς ὁ δῆμος ἀστάθμητον καὶ ἄτακτον πέφυκε πρᾶγμα).

37Th. 5.4.3 Alberti (ὁμολογήσαντες Συρακοσίοις καὶ τὴν πόλιν ἐκλιπόντες καὶ ἐρημώσαντες Συρακούσας ἐπὶ πολιτείᾳ ᾤκησαν), with Hornblower 1996, 431. On this episode, see the references quoted above.

38For an interpretation of Gelon’s seizure of power as a refoundation of Syracuse, see Dunbabin 1948, 416; Malkin 1987, 96-97; Luraghi 1994, 288-304; Hofer 2000, 84-89; Morgan 2015b, 54-56; on this point, see also below. For synoecism as an alternative reading, not necessarily incompatible with the refoundation hypothesis, see Moggi 1976, 100-114, no. 17, who points to the incorporation of various settlements in Caria by Mausolus in 370-365 as a possible comparandum (Str. 13.1.59: Moggi 1976, no. 42); Asheri 1980, 145-46; Consolo Langher 1988/89 (= 1996, 218-29); Consolo Langher 1997, 9-12. Vannicelli, Corcella 2017, 494-95, ad locum, observe that Gelon’s Witz on the dēmos as a συνοίκημα ἀχαριτώτατον may originally have been a paradoxical sympotic quip, which can nonetheless be read as encapsulating the rationale of his large-scale programme of demographic and social engineering—namely, a vast synoikismos aimed at minimising the presence of the popular element within the civic body of the newly founded polis of Syracuse.

39On Syracusan expansion into inland south-eastern Sicily from the seventh century onwards, see e.g. Di Vita 1987; Erdas 2006; for the communication routes linking Syracuse and its chōra with Camarina and Gela, see Millino 2001, 135-37, with further references.

40See Müller 2014b, 756, note 19: “[l]a sympolitie consiste en la fusion de deux ou plusieurs corps civiques, qui aboutit à la création d’une citoyenneté partagée: elle renvoie donc à la fois au phénomène fédéral et à l’absorption d’une ou plusieurs cités par une autre plus importante”. For a detailed overview, see further Piñol-Villanueva 2017, 26-30, who has proposed understanding sympoliteia as “the political merging of two or more poleis into a common State or politeia” and confining synoikismos to “the physical aspect of those sympoliteiai which contemplated some sort of urban changes” (cf., along similar lines, Walser 2009 and Schuler, Walser 2015); contra Moggi 2008 (= 2017, 430, note 44), who follows Robert, Robert 1976, 189 (on the absorption of Kyrbissos into Teos). On Hellenistic sympoliteiai, see also, among others, Reger 2004, esp. 148-49, who suggests that in the Hellenistic period sympoliteia covered both “the ‘federal state’ with shared citizenship arrangements and super-polis political institutions” and “the political union of two coterminous poleis which could—but did not necessarily—lead ultimately to the disappearance of one of the partners” (though there are also cases in which the rule of coterminousness is violated), and concludes: “while synoikismos might implicitly emphasize the physical joining of separate settlements and sympoliteia political and citizenship arrangements, in fact the overlap between the two terms was considerable”; Pascual González 2007; Mack 2013.

41On misthophoroi in fifth-century Sicily, see Sinatra 1992; Tagliamonte 1994, 99-102; Millino 2001; Péré-Noguès 2004; Raffone 2004; Bettalli 2013; Tempio 2016; Harris 2020; Péré-Noguès 2022, who refers to the period between the Deinomenid rule and the fall of Dionysius I as “un âge d’or du mercenariat en Sicile”.

42D.S. 11.72.3 Haillet (τοῦ γὰρ Γέλωνος πλείονας τῶν μυρίων πολιτογραφήσαντος ξένους μισθοφόρους, ἐκ τούτων περιελείποντο πλείους τῶν ἑπτακισχιλίων κατὰ τοὺς ὑποκειμένους καιρούς). On the fall of the Deinomenids, see recently Vinci 2013; Sciacchitano 2016.

43Bettalli 2013, 328: “Se si tralascia la notazione che il 70% di sopravvissuti dopo tanti anni di guerre sembra una percentuale stranamente assai elevata, il dato ha qualche possibilità di essere frutto di una tradizione conservata su calcoli che potrebbero essere stati fatti quando il problema si presentò in tutta la sua impellenza”. As rightly observed by Raffone 2004, 67, note 16, Diodorus’ specification that all magistracies were assigned to the old citizens—identified by some scholars with the gamoroi—suggests that these offices had previously also been open to the xenoi naturalised by Gelon. On participation in magistracies (ἀρχαί) as a defining feature of citizenship (πολιτεία), see Arist. Pol. 3.1.1275a 22-23 Ross (πολίτης δ’ ἁπλῶς οὐδενὶ τῶν ἄλλων ὁρίζεται μᾶλλον ἢ τῷ μετέχειν κρίσεως καὶ ἀρχῆς), b 17-21 (ᾧ γὰρ ἐξουσία κοινωνεῖν ἀρχῆς βουλευτικῆς καὶ κριτικῆς, πολίτην ἤδη λέγομεν εἶναι ταύτης τῆς πόλεως), with Accattino, Curnis 2013, 149-52; Fröhlich 2016, 107-109, 111-16.

44D.S. 11.76.4-5. On the koinon dogma and its implications, Asheri 1980 remains fundamental, viewing it as the expression of simultaneous tendencies towards the restoration of the status quo ante and a de novo refoundation; for more recent discussions, especially with reference to the evidence that emerges from comparison between Diodorus and the epitome of Sicilian history preserved in P.Oxy. IV 665 (TM 63712; FGrHist 577 F 1: second century CE) concerning the fate of the mercenaries in the service of the Deinomenids and the Emmenids after the fall of the tyrannies, see Consolo Langher 1988/89 (= 1996, 236-45); Sinatra 1992; Hofer 2000, 169-75; Raffone 2004; Dreher 2012b; Bettalli 2013, 326-330; Tempio 2016. Teegarden 2018 interprets this general settlement as “a multilateral agreement” whose provisions ultimately implied that full citizenship within the participating poleis was reserved only to the old citizens, while the “resident xenoi” (see below) were granted some sort of limited citizenship status. On whether Diodorus by ἐν τῇ Μεσσηνίᾳ actually means Messenia in the Peloponnese (as accepted, for example, by Green 2006, 149, note 298) or, as seems far more likely, Zankle-Messana, see De Sensi Sestito 1981 (for a possible connection with the events described by Iust. 4.3.1-3); Luraghi 2008, 155; Péré-Noguès 2022, 79; cf. Asheri 1980, 153, who suggests that the mercenaries were probably assigned the chōra, though “in condizione giuridica ignota, ma probabilmente inferiore (forse in condizione di metecia)”.

45Arist. Pol. 5.3.1303a 25-b 2 Ross (στασιωτικὸν δὲ καὶ τὸ μὴ ὁμόφυλον, ἕως ἂν συμπνεύσῃ· […] διὸ ὅσοι ἤδη συνοίκους ἐδέξαντο ἢ ἐποίκους, οἱ πλεῖστοι διεστασίασαν· […] καὶ Συρακούσιοι μετὰ τὰ τυραννικὰ τοὺς ξένους καὶ τοὺς μισθοφόρους πολίτας ποιησάμενοι ἐστασίασαν καὶ εἰς μάχην ἦλθον). On this passage, see Moggi 2012; cf. Keyt 1999, 91-92; De Luna et al. 2016, 306. On the stasis that broke out at Syracuse after the expulsion of Thrasybulus, see, among others, Berger 1992, 37-38; Consolo Langher 1997, 51-56; Thatcher 2012; Giangiulio 2015, 80-83; Evans 2016, 57-78; Péré-Noguès 2022, 78-79; for the role played in that conflict by the Syracusan epilektoi (a picked force of 600 men: D.S. 11.76.2), see Vinci 2010b. Asheri (1980, 155-57) adduces as a comparandum the case of the Sybarites at Thurii, an example likewise cited by Aristotle in his discussion of population heterogeneity as a cause of civil strife (Pol. 5.3.1303a 31-33): on this episode, see especially, among others, Moggi 1987; Nafissi 2007; see also De Luna et al. 2016, 307-308.

46Bettalli (2013, 320, note 3) proposes understanding Aristotle’s phrase both as “stranieri e (per di più) mercenari” and “stranieri e (tra questi) mercenari”, despite ultimately favouring the latter option. I would suggest construing μετὰ τὰ τυραννικὰ with ἐστασίασαν and taking the participle ποιησάμενοι as expressing anteriority with regard to the two aorist indicatives: on the interpretative issues raised by this passage, see also De Luna et al. 2016, 312-14.

47Péré-Noguès 2022, 86-88 argues that, although still imperfectly defined, the notion of “resident foreigners” (οἱ κάτοικοι ξένοι), which Aristotle’s approach relegates to a secondary position in this passage, nonetheless encapsulates all issues pertaining to the composition of the civic body and its unity—a conclusion that is not entirely clear to me.

48On this point, with particular reference to the two groups of xenoi mentioned by Diodorus, see esp. Asheri 1980, 146, followed by Giangiulio 1998, 111-12; Raffone 2004, 65-68; Teegarden 2018, 460-61 argues that the “resident xenoi” mentioned in the first provision of the koinon dogma were most likely the thousands of mercenaries enfranchised by Sicilian tyrants (especially those granted Syracusan citizenship by Gelon and those settled by Hieron at Aitna), while the exiles referred to in the second provision should be identified with the body of individuals displaced during this period.

49See La Genière 2001, esp. 36, who concludes: “Aucune rupture n’indique, dans la nécropole de Gela, que la fin de la tyrannie ait entraîné le départ des mercenaires qui avaient été les soutiens de l’autorité des Deinoménides”; cf. Millino 2001, 157-160, who entertains a more cautious approach; for a recent reassessment, see Pace 2018. Asheri 1980, 148 rightly points out that at Gela the archaioi politai comprised those who had remained in the city throughout the period of Deinomenid rule and those deported by Gelon to Syracuse around 485 and subsequently repatriated, while there is no evidence for the presence of former mercenaries or other individuals settled and enfranchised by the tyrants.

50On Hippocrates’ use of mercenary troops, see Millino 2001, 127-43; Bettalli 2013, 320-22; Copani 2013; Péré-Noguès 2022, 76.

51Dreher 2007, 65: “auch die runden Zahlen von meist zehntausend Mann sind ebenso verdächtig wie sie es bei anderen Siedlerzahlen sind; aber daß es sich jeweils nicht nur um mehrere hundert, sondern eher um mehrere tausend Männer handelte, dürfen wir schon annehmen”. De Angelis (2016, 184) argues that “[a]t 100-120 hectares in size, Syracuse under Gelon may have had a population on the order of 15,000-24,000”.

52Arist. Pol. 2.8.1267b 30-31 Ross (κατεσκεύαζε δὲ τὴν πόλιν τῷ πλήθει μὲν μυρίανδρον, εἰς τρία δὲ μέρη διῃρημένην). On this point, see also Bettalli 2013, 324; Jacquemin 2019, 62. For an insightful discussion of Hippodamus’ constitution since Schaefer 1961, see Ferrucci 2017.

53D.S. 12.59.5 Casevitz (διὸ καὶ τὴν Τραχῖνα μυρίανδρον ποιήσαντες, καὶ τὴν χώραν κατακληρουχήσαντες, ὠνόμασαν τὴν πόλιν Ἡράκλειαν); cf. Th. 3.92.1-5, with Hornblower 1991, 501-7. On the foundation of Heraclea Trachinia, see, among others, Falkner 1999; Bouyia 2010.

54IG Cyrenaica2 010800 (Rosamilia 2023b, no. 2: 320), l. 5. See also Rosamilia’s chapter in this volume.

55D.S. 11.49.2 Haillet (τοῦτο δ’ ἔπραξε σπεύδων ἅμα μὲν ἔχειν βοήθειαν ἑτοίμην ἀξιόλογον πρὸς τὰς ἐπιούσας χρείας, ἅμα δὲ καὶ ἐκ τῆς γενομένης μυριάνδρου πόλεως τιμὰς ἔχειν ἡρωικάς). On the foundation of Aitna, see further below.

56Pl. Ep. 7.337b-c Burnet (τοὺς δὴ κρατήσαντας ἀεὶ χρή, ὅτανπερ ἐπιθυμήσωσιν σωτηρίας, αὐτοὺς ἐν αὑτοῖς ἄνδρας προκρῖναι τῶν Ἑλλήνων οὓς ἂν πυνθάνωνται ἀρίστους ὄντας, […] ἀριθμὸν δὲ εἶναι μυριάνδρῳ πόλει πεντήκοντα ἱκανοὶ τοιοῦτοι): cf. Harward 1932, 208-9; Schaefer 1961, 295.

57Polyaen. 1.27.3 Woelfflin/Melber. The passage is referred to, but not discussed, by Asheri 1980, 147, 151; for a brief examination, see Bruno Sunseri 1980, 305-306; Luraghi 1994, 289-90; Vattuone 1994, 106; Mafodda 1996, 76; De Angelis 2003, 66-67.

58Hdt. 7.156.3 Wilson (Μεγαρέας τε τοὺς ἐν Σικελίῃ, ὡς πολιορκεόμενοι ἐς ὁμολογίην προσεχώρησαν). On the possible meaning of ὁμολογία in this context, see Galvagno 2012, 101.

59Cf. Péré-Noguès 2022, 77, who notes that the integration processes associated with the granting of citizenship to groups of mercenaries “s’inscrivent tous dans un contexte de refondation coloniale, l’objectif étant pour Gélon, comme pour Hiéron, d’obtenir le statut prestigieux d’oikistès”. On the provenance of the misthophoroi enrolled at Syracuse by Gelon, see the discussion below.

60On this point, see below.

61The former is accepted by Moggi 1976, 106; Luraghi 1994, 290; Mafodda 1996, 78-80; Consolo Langher 1997, 12-13; Raffone 2004, 66; Bettalli 2013, 322; Péré-Noguès 2022, 77. For the latter, see e.g. Berve 1967, 143; Sinatra 1992, 356-57.

62For Syracusan civic sub-units in the fifth century, see e.g. Consolo Langher 1969/70 (= 1996, 280-82); Jones 1987, 173-76; Del Monaco 2011.

63On Sicilian affairs in Diodorus Book 10, see Cohen-Skalli 2012, 168-70, 176-77.

64D.S. 11.25.5 Haillet (τοὺς συμμάχους ἀπολύσας τοὺς πολίτας ἀπήγαγεν εἰς τὰς Συρακούσας). On this point, see also Mafodda 1996, 80. On the enfranchisement of mercenaries both as an alternative mode of remuneration and as a means of establishing citizen militias for the maintenance of power, see Millino 2001, 131-32, 142-43; on the power base of Sicilian tyrants, see esp. Krasilnikoff 1995.

65Cf. Drögemüller 1969, 54-62; Demand 1990, 49, with note 24; Mignosa 2020, 250, note 45, who places one of the new residential districts created by Gelon to accommodate the newly enfranchised citizens in the area west of Via Piave, extending towards the Parco archeologico della Neapolis. For a detailed overview of archaeological research in Syracusan urban areas, see Ampolo 2011, 155-69 (Ortygia), 169-74 (Achradina), 174-81 (Neapolis), 182-85 (Tyche).

66For a recent reassessment of the main topographical issues connected with the Syracusan walls, see Beste, Mertens 2015, esp. 241-47 (Archaic and Classical periods). This process of demographic and urban expansion also seems to find an echo in Thucydides’ remark on the expansion of the original settlement within the inner polis (ἡ πόλις ἡ ἐντός), on Ortygia, to the outer polis on the mainland, namely Achradina (6.3.2: ὕστερον δὲ χρόνῳ καὶ ἡ ἔξω προστειχισθεῖσα πολυάνθρωπος ἐγένετο). Compare Diodorus’ account (12.9.2) of Sybaris’ πολυανθρωπία—the figure of 300,000 citizens being certainly exaggerated, though—as resulting from its practice of granting citizenship to large numbers of foreigners (πολλοῖς … μεταδιδόντες τῆς πολιτείας): on the tradition portraying Sybaris as a city of excess, see, among others, Ampolo 1993; Bugno 1999.

67Cic. Brut. 46 Malcovati (ait Aristoteles, cum sublatis in Sicilia tyrannis res privatae longo intervallo iudiciis repeterentur, tum primum […] artem et praecepta Siculos Coracem et Tisiam conscripsisse). According to this tradition—convincingly traced by Luzzatto 2008 to Aristotle’s Συναγωγὴ τεχνῶν (see also Asheri 1980, 155)—forensic oratory originated at Syracuse from the legal disputes arising out of the full reintegration of the ἀρχαῖοι πολῖται through the activity of Corax, a former partisan of Hieron and a leading figure in the events of 466, before being subsequently “exported” to Athens by Tysias.

68Asheri 1980, 156-57. See D.S. 11.86.3 Haillet (μετὰ δὲ τὴν πολιτογραφίαν τὴν ἐν ταῖς πόλεσι γενομένην καὶ τὸν ἀναδασμὸν τῆς χώρας, πολλῶν εἰκῇ καὶ ὡς ἔτυχε πεπολιτογραφημένων, ἐνόσουν αἱ πόλεις καὶ πάλιν εἰς πολιτικὰς στάσεις καὶ ταραχὰς ἐνέπιπτον), from a context regarding the situation at Syracuse in 454, immediately preceding the rise of Tyndarides.

69Dreher 2007, 62; see also 71, where he reiterates the conclusion that in the Archaic period the integration of new citizens into the polis was carried out “ohne formalisiertes Beschlußverfahren und ohne schriftliche Eintragungen”, on the basis of five individual cases—Glaukos, Astylos, Ergoteles, Phormis, and Praxiteles (see below).

70Dreher 2007, 66, adding that this would be the meaning of the phrase πολιήτας ἐποίησε employed by Herodotus in that context. Cf. Millino 2001, 126: “L’introduzione massiccia di mercenari […] modifica il rapporto classico fra pólis e polítes”; Bettalli 2013, 329, who characterises the naturalisation of mercenaries by the Sicilian tyrants as a “rottura della sacralità del diritto di cittadinanza”.

71Dreher 2007, 72-73, 75-76.

72I.dial. Sicile II 15, ll. 3-5 (ἄ[φ]|αρ ἒ̄ hαι φρε̣̄τρίαι ἀ[ν]έδειξα|ν τὰ καταγεγραμ(μ)έ̣ν̣α̣). Dreher (2007, 73) also cites the document, though in connection with “Landverteilung”. Cf. Faraguna 2015a, 656-57; Brugnone 2022, 276-77, who argues against Dreher’s thesis on the basis of this passage: “Il caso di Himera—dove […] le fratrie potrebbero essere coinvolte nell’assegnazione dei lotti in virtù della loro funzione di garanti dell’aggiornamento delle liste dei cittadini—suggerisce che il processo di formalizzazione dell’appartenenza alla polis sia stato avviato prima dell’instaurazione nella città dell’egemonia agrigentina”. I return to this issue in a forthcoming study, where the argument is developed further in light of new textual supplements.

73Millino 2001, 146; Bettalli 2013, 323; this point is further developed by Forsén 2013, who concludes that “the games in Olympia may have been of importance for Arcadians wanting to enlist as mercenaries”. New insights into the connections between various Arcadian communities and Olympia are provided by a recently published bronze tablet containing lists of festivals from the region (CGRN 223: c. 450). On the Arcadian mercenaries across the Greek world, see also Nielsen 2002, 79-83; Bettalli 2013, 406-409.

74CEG I 380 (I.Olympia 266; Jeffery, LSAG2 211, 215, no. 20; van Effenterre, Ruzé, Nomima I 20). Cf. Dunbabin 1948, 416; Luraghi 1994, 161-63; Dreher 2007, 69-70; Fisher 2018, 218.

75The former option is accepted by Manganaro 1999, 118, who also suggests that he may have preserved the land plot received from Hippocrates in the chōra of Camarina; Millino 2001, 141-43; Bettalli 2013, 322 (“al soldo prima di Ippocrate, poi di Gelone”); Péré-Noguès 2022, 76; contra Dreher 2007, 70, note 53; for the latter, see e.g. Asheri 1980, 150: “Il caso di Praxiteles potrebbe quindi testimoniare la partecipazione alla rifondazione di Camarina di altri elementi naturalizzati a Siracusa a fianco dei Camarinei deportati”.

76As already noted, for instance, by van Effenterre, Ruzé, Nomima I 20, ad locum, who speak of “double citoyenneté”. Cf. Dreher 2007, 70, who prefers to interpret the phrase as meaning “eine gleichzeitige Zugehörigkeit” rather than “eine nacheinander erfolgte Ansiedlung”, thus implying the subordination of Camarina to Syracuse following the transfer of its inhabitants around 485.

77Hornblower 2004, 186.

78Paus. 5.27.1-2 Rocha-Pereira (ἐκ Μαινάλου διαβὰς ἐς Σικελίαν παρὰ Γέλωνα τὸν Δεινομένους καὶ ἐκείνῳ τε αὐτῷ καὶ Ἱέρωνι ὕστερον ἀδελφῷ τοῦ Γέλωνος ἐς τὰς στρατείας ἀποδεικνύμενος), also referring to other dedications by Phormis at Delphi (ἀναθεῖναι μὲν ταῦτα ἐς Ὀλυμπίαν, ἀναθεῖναι δὲ καὶ τῷ Ἀπόλλωνι ἄλλα {δὲ} ἐς Δελφούς), which, however, have not survived. On Phormis, see Luraghi 1994, 295-96; Hornblower 2004, 186; Dreher 2007, 69; Bettalli 2013, 322; Fisher 2018, 218-19; Péré-Noguès 2022, 78. As Millino (2001, 145-46) has rightly noted, the dedications of anathēmata in Panhellenic sanctuaries mark these individuals as members of a privileged elite, yet such prominent figures should be understood as the visible tip of a much larger process of mass migration.

79See Zizza 2006, 247-56, no. 26; on Phormis and Mainalia, see also Forsén 2022, 106-117.

80Cf. Hornblower 2004, 140, who understands the phrase as “an Arkadian from Mainalos but (or ‘and’?) now a Syracusan”.

81Moretti, Olympionikai 248. Cf. Sch. Pi. O. 6.30c (φησὶ γὰρ καὶ τὸν Ἀγησίαν μεθ’ Ἱέρωνος στρατευσάμενον πολλοὺς πολέμους κατωρθωκέναι μαντείᾳ καὶ ἀρετῇ), 6.165 Drachmann (ὃς ἀνῃρήθη Ἱέρωνος καταλυθέντος). On Pindar’s Olympian 6, see Gentili et al. 2013, 137-43; Morgan 2015b, 361; Nicholson 2016.

82On Hagesias as συνοικιστήρ of Syracuse, see Malkin 1987, 93-97; Luraghi 1997, esp. 76-77; Bettalli 2013, 322; Foster 2017, 108-35; Fisher 2018, 219-20. The scholiasts on Pindar’s Olympian 6 attest that the Iamidai themselves took part in the foundation of Syracuse together with Archias (σὺν Ἀρχίᾳ παρεγένοντο ἐν Συρακούσαις οἱ Ἰαμίδαι): see e.g. Hornblower 2004, 185, who accepts the story as a genuine colonial tradition. To this Elean-Arcadian priestly γένος also belonged Callias, the seer who fled Sybaris because of the tyrant Telys and was received by the Crotoniates shortly before 510: cf. Hdt. 5.44.1-45.2, with Nenci 1994, 216-19; see also Flower 2008, 156.

83Cf. Pi. O. 6.57-58, with Gentili et al. 2013, 460-61; Ibyc. PMG 323, perhaps from an epinician for a Syracusan victor (see Wilkinson 2013, 287); Paus. 5.7.3, with Giangiulio 2014, 217-19, and, more recently, Rosamilia 2023a. Based on this background, Arnold-Biucchi, Weiss 2007 (see also the discussion of Lewis 2019a, esp. 186-88) have identified the river god on the obverse of Gelon’s Syracusan silver tetradrachm as the Olympic Alpheios. On Arethusa and Syracusan civic identity, see recently Lewis 2020, 30-72. On Olympia and Western Greeks, see e.g. Philipp 1994; Dreher 2013.

84Morgan 2015b, 62-63; Lewis 2019a, 188-90. The quadriga already appeared on the obverse of the city’s earliest tetradrachm displaying Arethusa on the reverse inside an incuse square (end of the sixth century) as a representation of the elite competition and—as suggested by Rutter 1997, 115—of the interests of the gamoroi.

85Lewis 2019a, 191-192. Drawing on the imagery of Ortygia singing in honour of Zeus Aitnaios in Pindar’s Nemean 1 (in celebration of the chariot victory of Chromios—regent for Hieron’s son Deinomenes in Aitna—in 469 or 467: see Braswell 1992; Cannatà Fera 2020, 9-20), Foster 2017, 132-34 argues that the motif of the mingling waters of Alpheios and Arethusa may also have been relevant to Hieron’s colonial programme, in that it “symbolically captures the synoikism of Peloponnesians and Syracusans that Hieron hoped to engineer at Aitna”. On the foundation of Aitna, see further below.

86Freeman 1891-1894, II, 132-33. For the problem of mercenaries of indigenous origin in late Archaic Greek Sicily, see esp. Millino 2001, 132-40. De Angelis 2016, 183 supposes that the misthophoroi enrolled by Gelon “must have also come from other parts of Greece, and possibly too from the Italian mainland”. On this point, see also above.

87Moretti, Olympionikai 178-179, 186-187, 196-198. Napoleone 2023 argues that P.Oxy. XXV 2430 (TM 62725), fr. 131 (= Simon. F 15 Poltera) may be a fragment of Simonides’ epinician ode for Astylos.

88Paus. 6.13.1 Rocha-Pereira (ἐν δύο ταῖς ὑστέραις [scil. νίκαις] ἐς χάριν τὴν Ἱέρωνος τοῦ Δεινομένους ἀνηγόρευσεν ἑαυτὸν Συρακόσιον), with Maddoli et al. 1999, 263; Plin. NH 34.59; see further Luraghi 1994, 293-95; Mann 2001, 188-89, 246-48; Punzo 2007; Cuniberti 2011, 278-79; Fisher 2018, 221. Dreher 2007, 67-68, who proposes that Astylos joined Gelon at Gela before 485 and subsequently relocated with the tyrant’s court to Syracuse, suggests that the measures taken against him by the Crotoniates should be understood as formally adjudicated sanctions, possibly on grounds of treason.

89Paus. 6.7.4 Rocha-Pereira (ἀνηγορεύοντο δὲ οὗτός τε καὶ ὁ Πεισίροδος Θούριοι, διωχθέντες ὑπὸ τῶν ἀντιστασιωτῶν ἐκ τῆς Ῥόδου καὶ ἐς Ἰταλίαν παρὰ Θουρίους ἀπελθόντες), with Maddoli et al. 1999, 227-28, suggesting that Dorieus moved to Thurii between 434/3 and the summer of 424; cf. Th. 3.8.1, with Hornblower 1991, 389-91; 8.35.1; Xen. HG 1.5.19, with Kelly 2019, ad locum. Cf. Hornblower 2004, 140; Dreher 2007, 72, note 57; Fisher 2018, 221.

90On this point, see also Adornato 2005, 412-13; cf. Zizza 2006, 418-22. For the Deinomenids’ participation in the Panhellenic games, see the useful synoptic overview provided by Bonanno (2010, 185-86). Privitera 2003, 425 stresses that in their dedications at Delphi and Olympia Gelon and Hieron present themselves as private dedicants, devoid of any explicit institutional link with their civic community; see also A. Jacquemin, D. Mulliez and G. Rougemont at Choix Delphes, 45. For a recent overview of the historical problems connected with I.dial. Sicile I 93, see further Palazzo 2017.

91Adornato 2005, 415: “Nel santuario delfico Gelone, ecista e tiranno di Siracusa, offre un tripode e una Nike ad Apollo Archegetes, chiedendo la protezione per il reggente e per la città, secondo un protocollo tipico dei movimenti coloniali di età arcaica”. On Phaenias’ work On the Tyrants of Sicily, see recently Schütrumpf 2015.

92For the idea that the ruler of Gela (Γέλας ἀνάσσων) that is mentioned as a dedicant in the erased inscription on the statue base traditionally associated with the Charioteer, Arena, Iscrizioni V 68 (CEG I 397; I.dial. Sicile I 133; Choix Delphes 19), might originally have been either Gelon or Hieron, see Adornato 2008, 40-41.

93I.Olympia 267-269; cf. Hdt. 7.170.4, with Vannicelli, Corcella 2017, 513-14; D.S. 11.48.2, 66.1-3; Paus. 5.26.2-5, with Zizza 2006, 413-17; Iust. 4.2.5. See Luraghi 1994, 224-29.

94Luraghi 1994, 226 does not rule out the hypothesis, first advanced by Freeman (1891, 546), that Micythos may have been an Arcadian mercenary who came to the court of Anaxilas, much as his compatriots had arrived at those of Hippocrates and Gelon, and was subsequently settled in the newly founded polis of Messene; see further Philipp 1994, 88; Bettalli 2013, 323; contra Dreher 2007, 70-71, note 54. Cf. Th. 6.4.6 (καὶ τὴν πόλιν αὐτὸς ξυμμείκτων ἀνθρώπων οἰκίσας), with Salati 2014/15, 86-90; D.S. 15.66.5; Str. 6.2.3; Paus. 4.23.6-10, with Musti, Torelli 1991, 239: “se Tucidide parla di ξύμμεικτοι ἄνθρωποι portati da Anassila in Sicilia, può trattarsi di discendenti dei profughi messenii e insieme di gente del luogo di rifugio—che sia l’Arcadia o l’Elide—, oltre che di eventuali nuovi fuggiaschi dalla regione oppressa”. For a recent analysis of developments in the Strait of Messina under Anaxilas, see Bianchi 2020.

95Fisher 2018, 223, drawing on Hornblower 2004, 140, who, however, concludes along different lines: “We might sometimes want to call this lapsed, sometimes lost, sometimes double, sometimes renewed, citizenship, but the main message is that with some of the big names in Pindar and Thucydides it does not do to be too formal and legalistic, particularly when the West is concerned”. Cf. Dreher 2007, 70: “Eine formalisierte Verleihung des Bürgerrechts für zwei verschiedene Städte durch einen Tyrannen wäre jedenfalls weder als gleichzeitiger noch als ungleichzeitiger Akt leicht vorstellbar”.

96Müller 2015, 359. For multiple citizenship in the Greek world during the late Hellenistic and Roman periods, cf. Heller, Pont 2012; Cecchet 2023; Cecchet 2025a.

97On Theron’s repopulation of Himera in 476, in the aftermath of his conquest of Heraclea Minoa from the Selinuntines, and the polis’ subsequent incorporation into the Akragantine sphere of control, see Consolo Langher 1988/89 (= 1996, 209-11); Bonacasa 1992; Luraghi 1994, 244-50; Allegro 2022; Brugnone 2022, 277-79. On the history of the polis more in general, see Belvedere et al. 1990; Allegro 1999; Anello 2017.

98On the battle of Himera and its implications, cf. Hdt. 7.165-167.2, with Vannicelli, Corcella 2017, 503-9; D.S. 11.20.1-26.8; Polyaen. 1.28.1. See e.g. Meier-Welcker 1980 and, more recently, Sammartano 2022; on Gelon’s allies on that occasion, see esp. Palazzo 2009.

99D.S. 11.48.6-8. Asheri 1980, 148 suggests that the faction opposed to Theron was perhaps predominantly composed of Chalcidians, including former supporters of Terillos and individuals who favoured the alliance with the Carthaginians and Anaxilas over Emmenid domination.

100D.S. 11.49.3 Haillet (Θήρων δὲ μετὰ τὴν Ἱμεραίων σφαγὴν ὁρῶν τὴν πόλιν οἰκητόρων δεομένην, συνῴκισεν εἰς ταύτην τούς τε Δωριεῖς καὶ τῶν ἄλλων τοὺς βουλομένους ἐπολιτογράφησεν). The impact of the battle on the population is clearly attested in the burial evidence from the western necropolis: see Vassallo 2022b.

101On Theron’s philoi, who—dissatisfied with the rule of Thrasydaeus—are said to have betrayed him in favour of Hieron, cf. Sch. Pi. O. 2.29c, 173f Drachmann. On this point, see esp. Asheri 1980, 148-49; Luraghi 1994, 245-46; Millino 2000, 248-49.

102Moretti, Olympionikai 224, 251: cf. I.Olympia Suppl. 23 (CEG I 393; Arena, Iscrizioni III 54: 464-450); Paus. 6.4.11 (οὐχ Ἱμεραῖος εἶναι τὸ ἐξ ἀρχῆς, καθάπερ γε τὸ ἐπίγραμμα τὸ ἐπ’ αὐτῷ φησι, Κρὴς δὲ εἶναι λέγεται Κνώσσιος· ἐκπεσὼν δὲ ὑπὸ στασιωτῶν ἐκ Κνωσσοῦ καὶ ἐς Ἱμέραν ἀφικόμενος πολιτείας τετύχηκεν {ὃς} καὶ πολλὰ εὕρετο ἄλλα ἐς τιμήν), with Maddoli et al. 1999, 207; Zizza 2006, 411-13. See Barrett 1973, 24. On Pindar’s Olympian 12 and its date (arguably 466), see Hamilton 1984; Catenacci 2005; Catenacci 2011; Gentili et al. 2013, 287-291; Lewis 2020, 227-33.

103Pi. O. 12.13-16 Snell-Maehler (υἱὲ Φιλάνορος, ἤτοι καὶ τεά κεν / ἐνδομάχας ἅτ’ ἀλέκτωρ συγγόνῳ παρ’ ἑστίᾳ / ἀκλεὴς τιμὰ κατεφυλλορόησε(ν) ποδῶν, / εἰ μὴ στάσις ἀντιάνειρα Κνωσίας σ’ ἄμερσε πάτρας). On Ergoteles, see Millino 2000, 253-54; Mann 2001, 245; Dreher 2007, 68-69; Fisher 2018, 220; cf. Hornblower 2004, 192-96, who suggests that “Ergoteles came to Himera via Akragas, which would for a Kretan have been an initial and logical refuge, a greater and perhaps more attractive city than its metropolis Gela in this period”. This hypothesis, however, cannot be substantiated.

104For this hypothesis, see esp. Consolo Langher 1961 (= 1996, 507-13); see also Consolo Langher 1988/89 (= 1996, 209-11, esp. note 12), suggesting that the phrase employed by Diodorus “accomuna insieme elementi che dovettero affluire sia da Agrigento sia dalle città vicine”. On the seizure of Heraclea Minoa by the remnants of Dorieus’ expedition, cf. Hdt. 5.46.2 Wilson (συλλαβὼν δὲ οὗτος [i.e. Euryleon] τῆς στρατιῆς τοὺς περιγενομένους ἔσχε Μινώην τὴν Σελινουσίων ἀποικίην), with Nenci 1994, 219-20; see further Braccesi 1999.

105Asheri 1980, 149, note 8; on Petron of Himera, cf. the recent reappraisal of Visconti 2014, 142-54; Zhmud 2015.

106For the connection between the two episodes, cf. e.g. Péré-Noguès 2022, 77. On the foundation of Aitna, see further Asheri 1980, 147; Consolo Langher 1980 (= 1996, 437-42); Consolo Langher 1988/89 (= 1996, 233-36); Demand 1990, 50-52; Dougherty 1993, 83-102; Luraghi 1994, 337-38; Bonanno 2010, 127-57; Vinci 2010a; De Angelis 2016, 187.

107Cf. D.S. 11.49.1-2 Haillet (τούς τε Ναξίους καὶ τοὺς Καταναίους ἐκ τῶν πόλεων ἀναστήσας [scil. Hieron], ἰδίους οἰκήτορας ἀπέστειλεν […]. τοὺς δὲ Ναξίους καὶ τοὺς Καταναίους ἐκ τῶν πατρίδων ἀνασταθέντας μετῴκισεν εἰς τοὺς Λεοντίνους, καὶ μετὰ τῶν ἐγχωρίων προσέταξε κατοικεῖν τὴν πόλιν); Str. 6.2.3 Radt (ἀπέβαλε δὲ τοὺς οἰκήτορας τοὺς ἐξ ἀρχῆς ἡ Κατάνη κατοικίσαντος [nq : κατοικήσαντος ABC] ἑτέρους Ἱέρωνος τοῦ Συρακουσσίων τυράννου). On this point, see also above. For an overview of the history of Naxos of Sicily, Consolo Langher 1980 (= 1996, 417-56) remains a useful point of reference.

108Sch. Pi. P. 1.120b Drachmann (ὁ οὖν Ἱέρων Γελῴους καὶ Μεγαρεῖς καὶ Συρακουσίους ὄντας τῶν Δωριέων ἀποίκους ἐνῴκισε [ἐνῴκησε CP] τῇ Αἴτνῃ). Bettalli 2013, 326 casts doubt on Diodorus’ figures and assumes that the 5,000 Peloponnesian mercenaries were likewise part of the group from Syracuse.

109Str. 6.2.3; D.S. 11.76.3. On the problem of the identification of Inessa, see Massa, Bombaci 1990. For the provisions of the koinon dogma, see above.

110Th. 6.5.1 Alberti (καὶ Ἱμέρα ἀπὸ Ζάγκλης ᾠκίσθη ὑπὸ Εὐκλείδου καὶ Σίμου καὶ Σάκωνος, καὶ Χαλκιδῆς μὲν οἱ πλεῖστοι ἦλθον ἐς τὴν ἀποικίαν, ξυνῴκισαν δὲ αὐτοῖς καὶ ἐκ Συρακουσῶν φυγάδες στάσει νικηθέντες, οἱ Μυλητίδαι καλούμενοι). On the foundation of Himera and the problem of reconciling the archaeological evidence with the literary sources, cf. Belvedere et al. 1990, 248; Allegro 1999, 271-73; Vassallo 2012; Anello 2017; see further Fischer-Hansen, Nielsen, Ampolo 2004, no. 24, 198-201. The so-called Syracusan Myletidai were probably “either a family group […] or a class name or gentile name […] of unknown etymology”, as pointed out by Gomme et al. 1970, 219, who, however, refer to the name of the Laconian hero Μύλης (stem: Μυλητ-), son of Lelex and father of Eurotas (Paus. 3.1.1), as a possible comparandum; on the historical context in which to locate the expulsion of the Myletidai, see e.g. Dunbabin 1948, 56-57; Guzzo 2011, 207-8.

111As Cordano 1984 has demonstrated. On Eukleides, cf. Arena, Iscrizioni III 44.

112For a recent reassessment of the evidence relating to the mixed nature of the dialect of Himera, see Tribulato 2018. On the issues raised by Thucydides’ notion of nomima Chalkidika, see Bianchi 2021.

113 Brugnone 2003; further fragments of sixth-century bronze plaques from the poliad sanctuary of Athena in the Upper City were published by Brugnone 2017.

114LSAG2 247, no. 2; I.dial. Sicile I 15; Arena, Iscrizioni III 84; Koerner, Gesetzestexte 86*. On the Chalcidian laws from Monte San Mauro, see also Cordano 1978; Cordano 1986; Pepe 2007.

115D.S. 11.49.4 Haillet (οὗτοι μὲν οὖν μετ’ ἀλλήλων καλῶς πολιτευόμενοι διετέλεσαν ἔτη πεντήκοντα καὶ ὀκτώ).

116D.S. 11.53.3-5 (referring to Himeraeans recruited by Thrasydaeus for the conflict with Hieron); 68.1-2; 76.4. On the events following the expulsion of Thrasydaeus, see esp. Asheri 1980, 148-50; Millino 2000, 248-56, who also discusses the problematic passage in Justin (4.3.1) attesting to the presence of Himeraean mercenaries (veterani ab Himera) at Rhegion during a stasis, possibly connected with the aftermath of the overthrow of the sons of Anaxilas (see also De Sensi Sestito 1981). Cf. Robinson 2011, 248-49, who lists Himera in the period between 466 and 409 under the category “democracy attested with a high degree of certainty”.

117Cf. e.g. Arena, Iscrizioni III 52. See recently Tribulato 2018, 167-68; Brugnone 2022.

118Following Dubois, Brugnone’s reconstruction of ll. 2-3 as evidence for tribes ([φῦ]|λα) at Himera cannot be accepted, as it presents serious material difficulties; the reading [ἄ(λ)]|λα Δανκλαῖα ποισαι is therefore to be preferred.

119On this point, see also above.

120Grotta 2008, no. 2 (I.dial. Sicile I 11; Arena, Iscrizioni III 51: 475-450), A (Εὐο̄πίδας hιάλε̄ | Διεύχε̄ς : λοχᾱγὸς | Δαῖτις). See further Brugnone 2022, 277, 284, no. 3.

121Cf. e.g. Xen. Hier. 9.5 Marchant (διῄρηνται μὲν γὰρ ἅπασαι αἱ πόλεις αἱ μὲν κατὰ φυλάς, αἱ δὲ κατὰ μόρας, αἱ δὲ κατὰ λόχους, καὶ ἄρχοντες ἐφ’ ἑκάστῳ μέρει ἐφεστήκασιν); Arist. Pol. 5.8.1309a 10-12 Ross (τοῦ μὲν οὖν μὴ κλέπτεσθαι τὰ κοινὰ ἡ παράδοσις γιγνέσθω τῶν χρημάτων παρόντων πάντων τῶν πολιτῶν, καὶ ἀντίγραφα κατὰ φατρίας καὶ λόχους καὶ φυλὰς τιθέσθωσαν), with De Luna et al. 2016, 410-11.

122On Thucydides’ conception of Dorian customs, see esp. Raccuia 2007. According to a convincing hypothesis put forward by Stefania De Vido (2023, 39), the period after 480 saw the abrogation of the late-Archaic law from Himera, as suggested by the condition of the bronze plaque at the time of its discovery, with its four corners folded over—a practice conventionally understood as indicating the annulment of the inscribed provisions.

123For a recent reassessment of the archaeological evidence and the settlement phases at Himera, see Allegro 2022, 51-53; Vassallo 2022a; cf. further Allegro 1999.

124On the return of citizens exiled under Emmenid domination, see Asheri 1980, 148-150, 158, who argues that the regime established after the expulsion of Thrasydaeus may have rested on a general redistribution of land.

125Allegro 2014; cf. Bechtold, Vassallo 2025.

126On Himeraean issues of Acragantine type, see Westermark 1999; Consoli 2009; Cutroni Tusa 2017.

127Cf. Gras 1990; Amara 2020; Allegro 2022, 53-56; for similarities between the Himeraean Temple of Victory, the Doric Athenaion at Syracuse, and Temple C on the acropolis of Gela, see Van Compernolle 1992, 58.

128Consoli 2008. For the traditional interpretation, see e.g. Dunbabin 1948, 429.

129On the former aspect, see esp. Trifirò 2014, 141 (Gelon); Muccioli 2011 (Hieron at Aitna); Luraghi 1994, 271 (Theron at Himera: D.S. 11.53.2); Muccioli 2014 (Timoleon). On the impact of the concept of the territorial state on questions of citizenship in Greek Sicily, see recently Péré-Noguès 2022, 87-88; cf. further De Vido 2013, 152-56.

130For a similar longue durée perspective, see Prestianni Giallombardo 2006, 108, who argues that the large-scale incorporation of mercenaries into the poleis of Greek Sicily from the late fifth century onwards, and the ensuing tensions between citizens and mercenaries—arising from repeated episodes of enfranchisement involving more or less substantial groups—played a significant role in the political transformations that marked the island’s history up to the mid-third century.
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1. “The land” and “the people” in Aristotle’s Politics

In Book 2 of Politics, in his critical review of Plato’s Laws, Aristotle notes that “it is said (legetai) that the legislator ought to lay down his laws with an eye on two things, the territory and the population” (πρός τε τὴν χώραν καὶ τοὺς ἀνθρώπους, 1265a 18-20). “The land” (chōra) and the “people” (anthrōpoi) are therefore the primary elements a polis consists of. The same idea returns in Book 7, where Aristotle deals with the “presuppositions” (ὑποθέσεις) regarding political equipment of the “best constitution” (politeia aristē) and begins from the problem of the size and quality of the inhabitants (πλῆθος ἀνθρώπων) and of the territory of the ideal city (1326a 5-8; cf. also 1265b 39-40: λέγω δὲ οἷον περί τε πλήθους πολιτῶν καὶ χώρας).1 He then provides a detailed description of the organization of the chōra into four parts (sacred, public, private near the border, private near the city) and the pattern of landholding in the polis “of our wishes” (kat’euchēn) (1330a 9-18). In this framework, it is underlined, the ownership of properties is to be in the hands of “those who possess arms and those who share in the political system” (ὅτι δεῖ τὴν χώραν εἶναι τῶν ὅπλα κεκτημένων καὶ τῶν τῆς πολιτείας μετεχόντων, 1329b 36-37), for “the citizens (politai) must possess plentiful means, and they are the citizens” (1329a 17-20). Not surprisingly, land tenure consequently features as a key theme also in Aristotle’s analysis of the best constitutions, both imagined and historical, in Book 22 as well as in the so-called “empirical books” (Books 4-6), where the focus of the inquiry shifts from the politeia aristē to the existing or attainable politeiai and to the problem of how constitutions can be preserved and remain stable.3 The Stagirite thus clearly articulates one of the fundamental political and legal tenets governing civic life across the spectrum of the Greek world, namely that only citizens could be the owners of real estate, and that the chōra as a whole was conceived as the collective property of the politai. The citizens, among other things, were also a group of interest.4

In light of this, it is therefore striking that, in the recent intense debate regarding what frameworks shaped Greek citizenship and, ultimately, what “sharing in the polis” (μετέχειν τῆς πόλεως) was all about, land ownership has mostly been conspicuous by its absence, despite being itself a potent factor of inclusion or exclusion within the community. This is surely partly due to the fact that in the first chapters of Book 3 of Politics, where Aristotle enquires about “who should be called a citizen and who the citizen is” (τίνα χρὴ καλεῖν πολίτην καὶ τὶς ὁ πολίτης ἐστὶ σκεπτέον), land ownership does not contribute to defining the ontological essence of the politēs, since, as we learn from Book 7, property (ktēsis), which is recognized as a necessary condition for the polis to exist, is at the same time not properly speaking “part” (meros) of the polis (1328a 33-35: διὸ κτήσεως μὲν δεῖ ταῖς πόλεσι, οὐδὲν δ᾽ ἐστὶν ἡ κτῆσις μέρος τῆς πόλεως), and the citizens are not meant to engage in manual occupations that are considered incompatible with the exercise of virtue (1328b 37-1329a 2, 1329a 19-21; cf. 1278a 3-4). Or possibly, being ubiquitous in a predominantly agricultural society,5 in their inquiry about the primary nature of citizenship (institutional, religious, performative, or else?) scholars have simply taken land ownership for granted and not regarded it as worthy of special attention.

2. Land and citizenship in the polis: the case of Athens

The intent of this essay it to focus on the interplay between land and citizenship in classical Athens. Surprisingly, although the evidence is relatively abundant, such relationship comes into prominence only occasionally and, one might say, mainly through its negative implications. The capacity to own real estate was for instance so tightly entwined with full membership in the civic community that atimia in the legal sense, when involving the deprivation of one’s citizen rights, was often also associated with confiscation of property.6 The “Attic stēlai” going back to the events of 415 BCE (IG I3 421-430) and the similar pōlētai inscriptions recording the sales of the properties of the Thirty Tyrants and other officials in 402/1 (Agora XIX, P2) are well-known and there is no need to focus on them7. A suggestive and less often cited passage is, on the other hand, provided by Isocrates’ speech Against Euthynos, where it is recounted how at the time of the Thirty a certain Nikias, fearing that his name would be erased from the list of citizens, “mortgaged his property (τὴν μὲν οὐσίαν ὑπήθηκε), sent his slaves out of the country, brought his household contents to me, and entrusted three talents of silver to Euthynos for safekeeping; he himself went to live in the countryside (αὐτὸς δ᾽ εἰς ἀγρὸν ἐλθὼν διῃτᾶτο)” (21.2).8 Here, being removed “from those who shared in the constitution” (ἐκ τῶν μετεχόντων τῆς πολιτείας), i.e. from the enjoyment of political rights, would have automatically brought about the loss of honour (timē) and privileges also concerning his properties, something that Nikias tried to circumvent by fictitiously alienating his assets.

Likewise, in Lysias’ speech Concerning the sēkos (7.4) we hear about the vicissitudes of a piece of land (χωρίον), which used to belong to Peisandros (ἦν μὲν γὰρ τοῦτο Πεισάνδρου τὸ χωρίον), during the troublesome years between the oligarchic coup of 411 and the rule of the Thirty Tyrants: when Peisandros’ property was confiscated (δημευθέντων δ᾿ ἐκείνου τῶν ὄντων) after he fled to join the Spartan camp at Dekeleia (Thuc. 8.98.1) and was presumably tried on such account, the chōrion was first given by the dēmos as a δωρεά to Apollodoros of Megara who owned and farmed it until Antikles purchased it from him and made a profit by renting it out. It was then sold once more, this time to the speaker of Lys. 7, as he is very keen to stress, before the Thirty came to power. Again, this rather extraordinary story, which attests to the circulation of a landed asset between different hands within a limited number of years, has its origins in its confiscation when Peisandros was convicted for treason (Lycurg. 1.121).9

The same applies to enktēsis, the right granted to foreigners to acquire and own land and a house (or simply a house), sometimes even conferred temporarily (as for instance in IG II3 1, 316 = RO 77, ll. 24-26).10 As regards Athens, we have a body of more than 60 decrees awarding enktēsis from the end of the fifth century to the mid-second century, from which it strikingly appears that such legal restriction was in fact never relaxed.11 Moreover, as shown by Julien Faguer, the right of enktēsis never equalled the right of ownership associated to citizen status and was always subject to limitations of various sorts.12 In his Poroi Xenophon for instance suggests that metics might be offered the possibility tο acquire (ἐγκεκτῆσθαι) vacant lots in some areas of Athens within the city walls for building a house, but that this should happen only on condition that they applied and were deemed worthy of such privilege (οἳ ἂν αἰτούμενοι ἄξιοι δοκῶσιν εἶναι) (2.6).13 Still in the Lykourgan period, as noted by Stephen Lambert, for all uncertainties deriving from the heavy restorations of the text, a new law was introduced prior to 325/4 to prevent foreign recipients of the right of enktēsis from acquiring public or sacred lands (cf. IG II3 1, 324, ll. 44-46: εἶναι δὲ αὐτῶι καὶ τοῖς ἐγγόνοι[ς γῆς καὶ οἰ]κίας ἔγκτησιν ἀπέχοντι τῶν [κ]οι[νῶν καὶ τῶν ἱερῶ]ν, “and he and his descendants shall have right of ownership of land and a house, except for common and sacred property”).14 It may well be that the enactment was in some way connected to the contemporary programme of massive sales of lands belonging to demes and other corporate groups recorded in the Rationes Centesimarum, where the buyers are all invariably Athenians.15

3. Oropos and Athens in the Classical period

In what follows, I would however like to focus on a case where the relationship between land and citizenship works in a positive direction, namely the case of Oropos. The history of Oropos, despite its territory being located at the northern frontier of Attica and being indeed under Athenian control for long spans of time, remains to a remarkable extent obscure. In particular, the Oropians as citizens (δημόται in IG VII2 2, 1, 294 = RO 27, ll. 9-10: ἂν δέ τις ἀδικεῖ ἐν το̃ι ἱερο̃ι ἢ ξένος ἢ δημότης) of their own polis are almost invisible in the sources. Oropos was in all probability an Eretrian foundation and, significantly enough,  it preserved its distinct cultural identity (for instance reflected in the Ionic dialect of the inscriptions) until the Hellenistic period, even though from the end of the fifth century it became a subject of competing claims between the Boiotians, Eretrians and Athenians (Nikokrates, FGrHist 376 F 1). Athens’ interest in Oropos is to be seen as a part of a broader canvas, whereby Athens was pushing to consolidate and enlarge its borders with Megara and Boiotia16.

In the fifth century Oropos was under Athenian control at least from 446/5 (IG I3 41, A, ll. 57-63, setting the fares for ferry transport across the Euripos between Oropos, Hestiaia and Chalkis), and possibly from much earlier on,17 but, in our perspective, the most valuable piece of information is provided by Thuc. 2.23.3, where the Oropians are said “to cultivate the land called Πειραϊκή and to be subjects of the Athenians” (τὴν γῆν τὴν Πειραϊκὴν καλουμένην ἣν νέμονται Ὠρώπιοι Ἀθηναίων ὑπήκοοι; cf. 4.99.1: νομίζοντες τὴν μὲν Ὠρωπίαν… Ἀθηναίων κατὰ τὸ ὑπήκοον εἶναι).18 The inference is that at that time there was a local population (“the Oropians”) settled on the territory19 and that the latter was notable for its produce and economic value—the Peloponnesians plundered it on their way back from Attica.20 From Lysias (20.5-6) we also learn that, prior to the oligarchic coup of 411 BCE, following which Oropos first briefly regained its independence (cf. Lys. 31.9; IG I3 1032, l. 170: Φιλ[ώνι]χος Ὠρώπι(ος), “Philonikos from Oropos”), there was an Athenian official in Oropos (ἄρξας ἐν Ὠρωπῷ), either the commander of a garrison or a magistrate, possibly like the archōn for Salamis (Arist. [Ath. Pol.] 54.8).21

When we next extensively hear about the Oropian land eighty years later, the political scenario, after some periods of intermittent Boiotian and Athenian control, interspersed with three phases of Oropian independence, had radically changed. Athens reacquired once more possession of this territory in 335, after the destruction of Thebes, and securely held on to it until the end of the year 322/1 (I.Oropos 300 = IG II3 1, 385).22 To this period of renewed Athenian control belongs a substantial corpus of epigraphic documents reflecting Athens’ strong interest, during the age of Lykourgos, in “politically” and economically investing into Oropos and its sanctuary of Amphiaraos.23 Despite the lack of explicit evidence, it may be inferred that the local Oropian inhabitants were expelled from their own polis (or at least they seem to have left no trace of their presence) and possibly moved across the Euripos to Eretria24.

After re-appropriating Oropos the Athenians were therefore apparently free to use the chōra as they saw fit and, rather than redistributing it to private individuals, their strategy was to keep it under communal and cultic control, making it partly public and partly sacred.25 It should be stressed, however, that, like in all Greek cities, there must have been private land in Oropos before the Athenian takeover. This can be inferred from IG VII2 2, 1, 25 and 26, two proxeny decrees dated between 338 and 335, where γῆς καὶ οἰκίης ἔγκτησις is included among the privileges bestowed on the honorands.26 It can be surmised that the Athenians, in order to speedily take over and exploit the new territory, had to make use of the pre-existing land division rather than redivide and redistribute it.

4. The Oropian territory and Athenian land management at the end of fourth century

As regards the overall framework of the organization of the new territory, we first have to distinguish the land that was reserved for Amphiaraos, ἡ ἐπὶ Ἀμφιαράου: I.Eleusis 177 reveals that, alongside the First Fruits offered to the sanctuary of Demeter and Kore in Eleusis (via the tribes) by the Attic demes, also some localities in the borderlands outside the area allocated to the ten phylai contributed, including the sanctuary and the territory sacred to Amphiaraos, for which the aparchē was bafflingly handed over by the dēmarchos Prokles of Sounion (ll. 401-403).27 It is unclear when Athens earmarked such area for Amphiaraos, whether upon receiving it from Alexander in 335 or, as argued by Denis Knoepfler, much earlier on, at the time when it exerted full control of Oropos between 371 and 366.28 Hyp. 3 (Eux.).16 mentions the board of 50 horistai that had “previously” (πρότερον) marked off the land for the god (ὡς πρότερον τοὺς πεντήκοντα ἐξελόντας αὐτὸ τῷ θεῷ καὶ ἀφορίσαντας) but how long before can only be a matter of guesswork.29 Ι agree nonetheless that setting the allocation of land to Amphiaraos after 335 would make the time sequence extremely compressed. It has in particular been suggested that Amphiaraos’ sacred land is to be identified with the coastal plain of Oropos and that, if this identification is correct, the territory assigned to the god turns out to be about 17 per cent of the total area of Oropos.30 Significantly, in the aparchē records from Eleusis the barley to wheat production ratio for ἡ ἐπὶ Ἀμφιαράου is one of the lowest in the whole list of the First Fruits, with barley approx. only 1,5 times more than wheat, which once again clearly reveals that at least this fairly extensive area of the territory of Oropos was important for its agricultural potential.

A second much larger portion of the Oropian chōra, “the hill district of Oropos” (τὰ ὄρη τὰ ἐν Ὠρωπῷ), was to the contrary allocated to the Athenian tribes, grouped in pairs (αἱ φυλαὶ σύνδυο γενόμεναι), so that each of the five “mountains” was assigned to two tribes randomly selected and paired for this purpose.31 We are informed about the essential facts concerning this system of land management by Hypereides’ speech In Defence of Euxenippos, apparently a religious expert who was publicly given the task of consulting Amphiaraos about the boundaries of the god’s sacred land by incubating in the sanctuary (16-18).32 Something had clearly gone wrong with the division of the territory, because it was soon discovered that two of the tribes, Akamantis and Hippothoontis, had received land that had been previously set aside for the god.33 This however was not all, for a frustratingly worn stele found in the Athenian agora, and by general consensus belonging to this period of intense Athenian activity in Oropos (l. 10: [ο]ἵδε ὡρί〈σ〉αντο τὰ ἐδά[φη τ]ὰ ἐ[ν] Ὠ[ρ]ωπ[ῶι τ]ῶν Αἰγειδῶν καὶ Αἰαντιδῶν […]),34 records the results of a survey, conducted on the ground by a commission of ὁρισταί, of the district allocated to Aigeis and Aiantis, where among the recurring terms of the very fragmentary text are the verb ἀμφισβητέω (ll. 91, 99-100, 103, 132-133, 140) and the adjective ἀνανφισβήτητος (ll. 134-136, 145, 147) (SEG 37.100; Agora XVI, 84).35 They clearly point to a situation in which disputes had arisen following widespread encroachment on (some of) the parcels of land into which the district had been apportioned—as indicated by the inscription, with a view to renting them out to members of the two tribes.

Concerning this document, some observations on points of detail can be made:

1. that the land had been leased out is shown by the verb μισθόω featuring in two separate sections (ll. 108: τα[ῦ]τα ἔφη μεμισθῶσθ[α]ι; 138: [φ]άσκων μ[εμ]ισθῶσθαι) and by the monetary amounts in acrophonic numerals recorded within different “entries” of the inscribed text (ll. 19, 109, 138, 174);

2. a large majority of the individuals whose names (demotic included) can be identified belong to the two tribes Aigeis and Aiantis.36 Use of the portion of new land allocated to them was therefore overwhelmingly (if not exclusively) reserved for the benefit of their tribesmen;

3. the claims that had given rise to the disputes settled by the horistai necessarily entail that some time had elapsed between the apportioning of the lands and the agency of the ten commissioners. Knoepfler’s suggestion that the original land division must have gone back to the previous spell of Athenian domination (c. 370 BCE) may on the face of it appear convincing, but it also poses almost intractable problems. How could the dispossessed Athenians lay their claims to lands they (or, more likely, their fathers) had lost more than thirty years before to Boiotian domination? The only reasonable answer seems to be that, when taking over the Oropian territory, the Athenians made use of the pre-existing (i.e. “Oropian”) land division and simply proceeded to distribute the different districts of the hill territory to the tribes. Trespassing and illegal occupation, as proposed by Nikolaos Papazarkadas, must have occurred in the years following the allocation of the land to the ten phylai, in all probability because its manifold resources proved remarkably attractive at the time;37

4. as underlined in a seminal article by Louis Robert long ago, the “hills” (ὄρη) of Oropos were mostly economically exploited for their pastures, wood and charcoal.38 Such insight has been confirmed by the new inscription, where the almost unparalleled expression τόπος ἔφυλος, “wooded area”, indeed recurs several times (ll. 76, 96, 102, 113, 115, 128), but where, less predictably, we also frequently encounter the parallel expression τόπος ἐργάσιμος, which to the contrary points to “cultivable” land, sometimes also planted with trees (ll. 106-107: ἕτ[ερα ἐ]ργάσιμα πολλ[ὰ…..] υ[.]ητα καὶ [πεφυ]τευμένα, “other cultivable plots… planted with trees”; cf. ll. 114-115: μέχρι τῶν ἀμ[π]έλ[ων], “up to the vines”), as well as mentions of a meadow (l. 148: ὁ λειμῶ[ν]), of pastoralism (l. 176: τὸ ἐ[ν] βου[κ]όλο[ις]) and of φρύγανα, shrubs or twigs for gathering (l. 178). There are also some references to ὑλῶναι (ll. 103 and 141), a term that Langdon in his editio princeps interpreted as “timber merchants”,39 and Knoepfler as “tax farmers” specialised in the collection of a tax on timber,40 but which more probably alludes to contractors who purchased the right to exploit the timber of some well-identified public areas (ll. 102-103);41

5. the document appears to be organized into two sections: the second and much longer section (ll. 10-187), which has so far been the focus of my commentary, provides an account of the results of a locally conducted on-site survey, as suggested not only by a number of references to the cardinal points (ll. 88, 110-111, 116) but also to physical features of the morphology of the landscape, such as a valley (ll. 79 and 82: διαβὰς τὸν αὐλῶνα), a ravine (l. 112: χαράδρα ξύλα ἔχουσα), one or more hills (ll. 102: μέ[χ]ρι τοῦ λ[όφ]ο[υ]; 103: π[ρ]ὸ[ς τῶι λό]φωι; 105: παρε[λ]θόντι τὸν λόφον; 105: ἀπὸ τοῦ λό[φ]ου). The general impression is that this part of the inscription is very similar in structure to the records of the pōletai lists, the diagraphai concerning the leases of the Laurion silver mines.42 Terms such as ἐργάσιμος, “workable”, “cultivable”, and ἔδαφος, “land”, “property” (ll. 10: οἵδε ὡρί〈σ〉αντο τὰ ἐδάφη, and 107),43 indeed almost exclusively occur in such contexts. The first section (1-9), on the other hand, records a tribal decree (ll. 2-3: δεδ]όχθαι ταῖς [φ]υλαῖς),44 whose financial content is reflected by the word [τ]ὸ κεφάλαιον, “the total amount”,45 possibly referring to the total revenues accruing from the leases of the second section that, in a typically Lykourgan spirit, were to be allocated to the outlays for the performance of sacrifices (ll. 2-3: δεδ]όχθαι ταῖς [φ]υλαῖς θῦσαι). We see here in operation the principle of assigning specific sources of funding to specific expenses, which is one of the fundamental principles of Athenian financial administration during this period.46 What we thus have on the stone is apparently a “report” on the work conducted by the horistai combined with a decree that earmarked some well-defined income for expenses connected with sacrifices and cultic activities.

The “stone guest” within this argument is represented by another “composite” epigraphic document, the third in our list, consisting of two non-joining fragments, which in turn almost uniquely combines on a large stele a law and a decree concerning the Little Panathenaia,47 allocating the revenues from the Nea, ἡ Νέα—telling from the amount of the expected rent a substantial piece of land48—to the sacrifices performed during the festival (IG II3 1, 447 = RO 81, 335/4 BCE).49 Much remains contentious about the Nea, beginning from its location which is taken for granted in the document. Since there is no other “new land” but for Oropos in this period of Athenian history, the most plausible suggestion is however that the Nea should after all be identified with it.50 Several issues admittedly still remain open: in the first place, whether the Nea, “a specific and well-known area of state-owned land”,51 encompassed the whole territory of Oropos, as argued by Denis Knoepfler,52 or, with more probability, was only a part of it; and then whether it was public or sacred.53 My personal view is that we should distinguish between three different public areas in the chōra of Oropos: a) the land sacred to Amphiaraos (ἡ ἐπὶ Ἀμφιαράου); b) the hill district (τὰ ὄρη τὰ ἐν Ὠρωπῷ); c) the Nea, to all appearances an area of considerable size, possibly dedicated to Athena, although difficulties remain in placing such “new land” on the map.54 According to Hansen and Nielsen’s Inventory of Archaic and Classical Poleis, Oropos is nonetheless a “size 3” territory (100-200 km2),55 which does not rule out the possibility of fitting the Nea into its chōra. Based on fifth-century practice, it may in fact have had an extension of one-tenth of the whole territory (Thuc. 3.50.2). How large was the domain sacred to Amphiaraos is also mainly a matter of speculation. John Davies at any rate posits that the sacred land in Oropos may have amounted to about one-fourth of the entire chōra.56

Concerning the law, I have very little original to add but for the fact, which has mostly gone unnoticed, that it consisted of ktēmata, “properties” (ll. 16-17: ἡ πρό]σοδος γένηται δυοῖν ταλάντ[οιν… ἀπὸ τ]ῶν κτημάτων τῶν ἐν τῆι Νέα[ι]). We do not know whether the Nea had been divided up and then distributed to the tribes in pairs, κατὰ δικληρίαν (9), with the same sort of arrangement as with the hill district57 or whether it had been apportioned into (two-klēroi) plots and leased out to multiple lessees at affordable rents,58 but there is again the concrete possibility that, in order to get things into operation speedily, Athens was taking advantage of the already existing land division.

5. Oropos under Athenian administration: the role of the ten tribes

Having looked into the organization of the territory and the pattern of land-use in Oropos between 335 and 322, we can go back to the core theme of this paper, in other words the relationship between land and citizenship. In this perspective, the most original feature of the administrative system implemented by Athens during this period is the role of the ten tribes in managing at a minimum the hill district of the Oropian chōra (and possibly the Nea too). The only parallel for such a scheme is remarkably offered at the end of the fourth century, after the restoration of Athenian control in 30459, by Oropos itself, for which an honorific decree dated to 303/2 provides evidence for the activity of a certain Euthydemos, probably in his capacity as epimelētēs of the phylē Antiochis, in taking care of the tribe’s landholdings in the “wooded” (ἔφυλον) land of the chōra (ISE 8, ll. 13-21: καὶ πάλιν αἱρεθεὶς ὑπὸ τ[ῶν] φυλετῶν ἐπὶ τὰ ἐν Ὠρωπῶι ἐπ[ὶ γῆν] ἔφυλον νεμηθεῖσαν ταῖς [φυλαῖ]ς ἐπεμελήθη ὑπὲρ τῆς Ἀν[τιοχίδος] φυλῆς, ὅπως ἂν μηθὲν [βλαβερὸν γένη]ται τοῖς φυ[λ]έ[ταις]).60

The question therefore arises why the administration of this non-sacred territory was left to the tribes. In her monumental study of kinship in Athenian society Sally Humphreys maintains that this was so especially for economic reasons: the terrain was wild and unsafe and “[i]f Athenian woodcutters, resin-collectors, and charcoal-burners were to move into the area, and revenue was to be derived from their activities, enterprise on a larger scale than that of the individual donkey-owner was needed. To give the land to tribes was a way of motivating wealthy men to take on management roles”.61

I do agree that economic enhancement of the new territory was a powerful factor in the Athenian occupation of Oropos but I would argue, on a more general level, that in the absence of the deme-system for this extra-Attic territory, which always remained outside the scope of Kleisthenes’ political and territorial organization, the tribes became the most obvious framework of collective participation. Denis Knoepfler underlined in the past the similarities (and differences) between the history of Samos and Oropos in the fourth century and suggested in this respect that Oropos was in fact “une clérouquie dissimulée”, a “hidden cleruchy”, but such analogy can also be applied to local administration. The Athenian community in Samos was like a “second” Athens where the democratic institutions could function, to some limited extent, independently of the mother city, without a system of demes specific to the island, and where public life was articulated precisely through the ten Athenian tribes.62 We may assume that, despite some major differences (in Oropos we do not find for example a local community organized with an assembly and a boulē, as it was in Samos), the same went on in Oropos, where the tribes appear to have been functional also to objectives other than land-use.

One area that deserves to be singled out is clearly represented by military organization. Based on the work of Reinmuth and Knoepfler, there is now a consensus that the reform of the ephēbeia introduced by the law of Epikrates in 335/4 after the recovery of Oropos (Harp. s.v. Ἐπικράτης) and the re-fashioning of the second year of training as patrol and garrison duty on the Attic-Boiotian frontier (Arist. [Ath. Pol.] 42.3-5: περιπολοῦσι τὴν χώραν καὶ διατρίβουσιν ἐν τοῖς φυλακτηρίοις) was part of a strategy of territorial control of the northern borderlands.63

Oropos and the sanctuary of Amphiaraos were prominent within the ephebes’ training programme, as appears from several inscriptions found in the sanctuary.64 I.Oropos 353, a complete document, records a list of the ephēboi of the tribe Leontis, 64 in number, arranged in three columns by demes, and, on the left and right sides of the dedicatory base, the list of the various officials to whom they had awarded honours at the end of their period of service.65 I.Oropos 348 is a dedication commemorating a victory in javelin throwing (l. 3: [νικήσας] ἐφήβους ἀκοντίζων). It is uncertain whether the contest in question was part of the agonistic programme of the Amphiaraia (cf. I.Oropos 520, a list of victors in musical, athletic and hippic competitions at the Great Amphiaraia) and whether the victory was gained in Oropos. I.Oropos 352 (= IG II3 4, 344) and 354 (= IG II3 4, 345) are (badly fragmentary) dedications by the ephebes of unrecoverable tribes, again possibly for their victories in agonistic events.66 In his commentary on I.Oropos 352 Stephen Lambert observes that the finding of “several ephebic inscriptions from the Amphiaraion” suggests that “ephebes could also be stationed at Oropos (in addition to Rhamnous or Eleusis or Phyle) in their second year of service”.67 If we broaden the scope of the chronological window under consideration to include the period of renewed Athenian control following 304 BCE, we moreover happen to have two tribal decrees (ἔδοξε τοῖς φυλέταις) conferring honours to didaskaloi involved in the military training of the ephebes (I.Oropos 369-370).

Less clear, on the other hand, is to what extent tribal subdivisions functioned as a civic framework also in the sphere of cult and festivals, for instance as groups structuring the organization of, and participation in, the Amphiaraia. If the ephebes of specific tribes made dedications in the Amphiaraion to commemorate their victories in agonistic contests, this must mean that the phylai arguably played a role at least on some occasions (cf. also I.Rhamnous 98).68 As far as the epimelētai entrusted with supervision over the first celebration of the penteteric Amphiaraia and the reshaping of their programme are concerned (I.Oropos 298 = IG II3 1, 355), however, the ten members of the board, including Phanodemos, Lykourgos, Demades and other prominent figures, were surely selected for their prestige and interest to promote the cult of Amphiaraos and the god’s sanctuary in Oropos rather than as representatives of the tribes they belonged to (Lykourgos of Boutadai, Sophilos Phylasios and Thrasyleon Acharneus are all from Oineis, while Thymochares Sphettios and Kephisophon Cholargeus are both from Akamantis).69 At the same time, it should be noted that participation in the Great Amphiaraia extended well beyond the Athenian borders, as is shown by the list of victors in I.Oropos 520, where, alongside a majority of Athenians, we find competitors from Thebes, Sikyon, Macedon, Cyrene, Argos, Larisa, Pharsalos, Kolophon, Elis and Phleious.70 The festival patently reached a broad audience and enjoyed an international status, attracting visitors from the whole of mainland Greece and, in one case, from Asia Minor.

6. IG II3 1, 349: a prayer for the citizens and their possessions?

As a result, before pulling the threads of this analysis, it may be useful to consider a decree which is quite extraordinary in many respects (I.Oropos 296 = IG II3 1, 349). It was proposed in the ninth prytany of 332/1 by Phanodemos son of Diyllos of Thymaitadai, a prominent Athenian, and a well-known attidographer, with a prolonged and well-documented interest in the sanctuary of Amphiaraos,71 whom we have already encountered as distinguished epimelētēs in 329/8. The decree most unusually provided for the award of a crown worth 1000 drachmas to Amphiaraos himself, “since the god takes good care of those Athenians and others who come to the sanctuary, for the health and safety of all in the country (ll. 11-15: ἐπειδὴ ὁ θειὸς καλῶς ἐπιμελεῖται τῶν ἀφικνουμένων Ἀθηναίων καὶ τῶν ἄλλων εἰς τὸ ἱερόν, ἐφ᾽ ὑγιείαι καὶ σωτηρίαι πάντων τῶν ἐν τῆι χώραι).

An honorific decree for a god is totally unexpected and, as a matter of fact, is unparalleled in Attic epigraphy. Incidentally, on the same day, at the very same assembly, Phanodemos was in his own right granted a crown of the value of 1000 drachmas for having drafted a law about the sanctuary of Amphiaraos “well and with love of honour” (καλῶς καὶ φιλοτίμως νενομοθέτηκεν περὶ τὸ ἱερὸν τοῦ Ἀμφιαράου) and, on top of this, for having supplied financial means for the penteteric festival of the god with a view to both the sacrifices and the repair of the sanctuary (I.Oropos 297 = IG II3 1, 348, ll. 10-17: ἐπειδὴ Φανόδημος Θυμαιτάδης καλῶς καὶ φιλοτίμως νενομοθέτηκεν περὶ τὸ ἱερὸν τοῦ Ἀμφιαράου, ὅπως ἂν ἥ τε πεντετηρὶς ὡς καλλίστη γίγνηται καὶ αἱ ἄλλαι θυσίαι τοῖς θεοῖς τοῖς ἐν τῶι ἱερῶι τοῦ Ἀμφιαράου, καὶ πόρους πεπόρικεν εἰς ταῦτα καὶ εἰς τὴν κατασκευὴν τοῦ ἱεροῦ).72

The honorific decree for Amphiaraos, following the enactment formula, instructed the treasurer of the military fund (tamias tōn stratiotikōn) to pay out the money for the crown and, once the latter had been made, to hand it over to the epimelētai who were to proclaim in the sanctuary “what had been decreed by the dēmos”73 and then dedicate the crown to the god “for the health and safety of the Athenian dēmos and the children and women and everyone in the country” (ἐφ᾽ ὑγιείαι καὶ σωτηρίαι τοῦ δήμου τοῦ Ἀθηναίων καὶ παίδων καὶ γυναίκων καὶ τῶν ἐν τῆι χώραι πάντων) (I.Oropos 296 = IG II3 1, 349, ll. 25-31). The translation of the “dedicatory prayer” (to quote an expression used by Adele Scafuro in her seminal study of this inscription74) I have provisionally offered is the one that has been proposed by most commentators, since it appears to be in line with the gist of the motivation (ἐπειδή) clause where, as we saw, Amphiaraos is said to “take care of the Athenians and the others who come to the sanctuary for the health and safety of all in the land (πάντων τῶν ἐν τῆι χώραι)”.

I wonder however whether καὶ τῶν ἐν τῆι χώραι πάντων could not instead possibly refer, as a neuter plural, with a variation of the above formula, to “all the things”, “all the properties” in the land, a reference to the territory and its resources that would perfectly fit into the Oropian context we have been investigating. True, in most cases ἐφ᾽ ὑγιείαι καὶ σωτηρίαι is followed by the indication of the beneficiaries, i.e. the persons for whose “health and safety” the sacrifice was performed: these could sometimes be just the dēmos, or the boulē and the Athenian dēmos (IG II3 1, 306, B, ll. 21-22; IG II2 456, fr. b, ll. 2-3), but more often, even taking into account that the text is sometimes heavily restored, the formula appears to have been expanded to include, besides the “council” (boulē) and the “people” (dēmos), “the children and the wives” (IG II3 1, 995, ll. 9-11; 1168, ll. 12-14; 1263, ll. 18-20)75 and/or “the others who are well-disposed (εὔνους) and friends of the dēmos” (IG II3 900, ll. 8-10: καὶ τῶν ἄλλων ἁπάντων, ὅσοι [εἰσὶν εὔν]ους τῶι δήμωι; 915, ll. 15-19: καὶ τῶν ἄλλων, ὅσοι [εἰσὶν εὔν]ους καὶ φίλοι τοῦ δήμου; 920, ll. 4-10; 953, ll. 3-4) and “the allies” (IG II3 1, 1168, ll. 9-11; 1296, ll. 9-11).76

There are however variants of this formula, in which, as a rule in turbulent historical circumstances, “health and safety” are prayed for also for “the possessions”, “the properties” of the politai. In IG II3 1, 416, a priest and hieropoioi are praised and crowned for announcing the good things that occurred when they sacrificed to Dionysos and the other gods ἐφ᾽ ὑγιείαι καὶ σωτηρίαι τῆς βουλῆς καὶ τοῦ δήμου το̃ Ἀθηναίων καὶ παίδων καὶ γυναικῶν καὶ τῶν ἄλλων κτημάτων τῶν Ἀθηναίων, in other words “for the health and safety of the boulē and dēmos of the Athenians and of their children, women and other possessions (ktēmata)” (ll. 14-16). Stephen Lambert made an important contribution by suggesting that the decree should be set in the context of the emergency situation following the battle of Chaironeia, when it was decided to “bring the women and children in from the countryside behind the walls” (Lycurg. 1.16: ἐψηφίσατο ὁ δῆμος παῖδας μὲν καὶ γυναῖκας ἐκ τῶν ἀγρῶν εἰς τὰ τείχη κατακομίζειν) and shelter them in Piraeus ([Plut.] Mor. 849a: ἱερὰ δὲ καὶ παῖδας ἐκ τῶν ἀγρῶν εἰς Πειραιᾶ ἀποθέσθαι).77 The “dedicatory prayers” in this and in the Oropian inscription are nevertheless almost identical and moreover resonate with a similar, even more concrete formula found in a later, third-century decree (266/5?), where the sacrifices are made “for the health and safety of the boulē and the Athenian dēmos and the crops in the countryside” (IG II3 1, 920, ll. 8-10: ἐφ᾿ ὑγιείαι καὶ σωτη[ρίαι τῆς βο]υλῆς καὶ τοῦ δήμου τῶν Ἀθηναίων κα[ὶ τῶν κ]αρπῶν τῶν ἐν τῆι χώραι).78 A similar expression, to quote an example from outside Athens, is found in a honorific decree from Priene dating from after the invasion of the Galatians in 278/7 BCE where the honorand, Sotas, is praised for “having assembled a force made up by the strongest of the citizens and those people from the countryside who were eager to join them in the dangers against the barbarians”, being determined to “save the politai in the countryside, themselves, their children, their wives and properties, in order to bring them safely into the city” (σώ[ιζ]ειν προελόμενος τοὺ[ς] π[ολίτ]ας τοὺς ἐν τῆι χώραι αὐτοὺ[ς] καὶ τ[έ]κνα καὶ γυναῖκας κα[ὶ τὰ ἐν] τῆι χώραι, ὅπως ἀνασ[ωίσηι αὐτ]οὺς εἰς τὴν πόλιν) (I.Priene B-M 28, ll. 19-23).

7. Conclusions

Based on these parallels, it can therefore be plausibly suggested that Phanodemos’ decree in honour of Amphiaraos also included, within the dedicatory prayer for “health and safety”, the citizens, their families and properties. For all the Athenians’ efforts to consolidate their control of the Oropian chōra the historical circumstances in Lykourgan times were still unsettled enough. Whatever the merits of this interpretation, such all-embracing expressions are of outstanding significance in the perspective of this paper, since they appear to encompass the manifold aspects subsumed under the notion of citizenship as “sharing in the polis”, namely, in the first place, the citizen qua member of the dēmos and of both the political (the boulē and the assembly) and the cultic community (Phanodemos’ decree was after all discovered with other documents in the very heart of the sanctuary of Amphiaraos), but also his family—the children and wives (καὶ παίδων καὶ γυναίκων), always in that order—and property.

Through these almost contemporary epigraphic documents, we are somehow unexpectedly brought back to the description of the “parts (μόρια)” of the polis, in particular the elements the oikia consisted of, in Book 1 of Aristotle’s Politics (1253b5-7: πρῶτα καὶ ἐλάχιστα μέρη οἰκίας δεσπότης καὶ δοῦλος, καὶ πόσις καὶ ἄλοχος, καὶ πατὴρ καὶ τέκνα)79 and to its “sociological” take, as opposed to the “institutional” approach, not necessarily incompatible with the former,80 that permeates the definition of the politēs in Book 3, where, after a laborious argument, it is concluded that “the one who has the right to participate in deliberative or judicial office is a citizen of the polis in which he has that right” (1275b1820: ᾧ γὰρ ἐξουσία κοινωνεῖν ἀρχῆς βουλευτικῆς ἢ κριτικῆς, πολίτην ἤδη λέγομεν εἶναι ταύτης τῆς πόλεως). As I noted at the beginning of this paper, the polis consisted of the land and the people, but it also encompassed the diverse complex networks of social relations, public and private, revolving around such primary elements.
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1. The question of the legal links between land and citizenship

In an article published in 2024,1 Michele Faraguna decisively tackled a subject that he rightly considers to be neglected today: the link between citizenship, land and the institutionalisation of the polis in the Archaic and Classical periods. The author’s thesis is presented as a “triangulation” exercise, in which he seeks to show that “the dynamics of the relationship between land and politeia [...] can offer new elements for the analysis of institutionalisation within the Greek city”.2

Indeed, with the exception of the work of Julien Zurbach, which shows the centrality of land in defining status from the Mycenaean period to the formation of city-states,3 recent studies on citizenship have approached the issue from what could be described as an anthropological perspective: two recent works come to mind, one by Josine Blok, Citizenship in Classical Athens, published in 2017,4 and the second, a collective volume published in 2023 entitled Citizenship in Antiquity: Civic Communities in the Ancient Mediterranean.5 By conceiving of citizenship as a question of membership and participation, Blok’s book was groundbreaking in at least two respects: firstly, it reintroduced the religious aspect, in this case from the perspective of the links between gods and men, which had, so to speak, been abandoned in favour of a purely political vision in the narrow sense of the term; secondly, it rehabilitated women as politides, “citizens”, enjoying a real form of participation, insofar as the latter was no longer reduced to the government of the polis.6 Therefore, in line with the book’s perspective, the question of land was not treated as such, in its relationship to citizenship, from a legal and economic perspective.7 The second work takes a broader perspective in terms of space and time, but it is part of the same anthropological trend, so that no article is directly devoted to the question of the link between land and citizenship. This is evidenced by the initial contribution, by French anthropologist Catherine Neveu, who focuses primarily on how citizenship, beyond its legal and formal aspects, is practised and defined by the actors themselves.8 Another example is the contribution by Alain Duplouy, devoted to lifestyle and behaviour,9 which follows on from a collective work published in 2018 by him and Roger Brock, Defining Citizenship in Archaic Greece.10 In a recent book on citizenship in the Hellenistic period,11 I myself chose to emphasise what I call “the making of the citizen” and to show that this status, long to build or difficult to acquire, remained fragile in many respects for its beneficiaries. The question of land is addressed in a section of the book devoted to participatory practices, where one sees how individuals or groups belonging to different statuses coexist and interact in the same appropriated space.12 But here again, even if the analysis of institutions remains central, the objective was not to focus on an economic understanding of citizenship.

Beyond these recent debates on citizenship, the second historiographical thread is, or could have been, that of studies on the Hellenistic economy, or rather economies, which saw a revival in the early 2000s with the work carried out by the Liverpool and Bordeaux research teams. For more than 20 years, several collective works have sought to explore this period,13 both to move beyond the ideas of M.I. Finley, who stated that the subject did not exist,14 and to update M.I. Rostovtseff’s work on both a conceptual and documentary level.15 This has resulted in a series of studies that have focused, on the one hand, on issues of trade, financial flows, objects of exchange and coinage and, on the other, on the State in relation to the emergence of the Hellenistic kingdoms, in both cases based on regional cases,16 or even analyses of very specific sources. However, the question of the link between status and economy seemed distant, particularly in the Hellenistic Economies series, given the amount of material still to be brought to light, or obsolete for those who were primarily concerned with factors of change: according to Archibald, “orders, statuses, monarchies, territories are categories that impose false notions of stability in what is a mutable and mutating world”.17 This line of thinking (status + economics) has therefore only emerged recently, in relation to labour force in the Hellenistic Mediterranean, in a collective volume devoted mainly to so-called subaltern categories.18

That is why I propose here to revisit the question of citizenship from a different angle and explore, for the Hellenistic period, a theme that follows on from Faraguna’s investigation, namely the link between land and the citizen, focusing on the Aegean area and the coast of Asia Minor.19 It quickly becomes obvious that it is impossible to discuss the status of citizens without also considering other statuses, for which Hellenistic sources, particularly inscriptions, provide a wealth of varied designations: xenoi, metoikoi, perioikoi, paroikoi, apeleutheroi, Rhōmaioi for the most part, not to mention servile statuses or the many ethnonyms that carry a statutory dimension. These various statuses never appear in isolation, but within “statutory clusters” in which politai are generally included. We must therefore also consider the relationship of these categories to the land in order to understand that of citizens, which I will do through a series of case studies.

The specific problem is to establish how land ownership and the status of politēs are linked, with two central questions: in what direction(s) does the link between the two operate? Is property the prerogative of citizens? We will see that three related parameters must be taken into account: the legal land tenure system, but also the mode of exploitation and the level of wealth accumulation, which are powerful factors of change. At the end of this article, I will discuss the effects produced in certain cities by the breakdown of the link between land and citizenship, in terms of stasis or even metabolē, or “revolution”.

2. Two preliminary remarks

2.1. The first remark concerns the types of land found in sources for the Hellenistic period. In short, beyond the three traditional categories that Aristotle attributes to Hippodamus of Miletus,20 four types of land can be distinguished: royal land, public land belonging to cities, sacred land and private land. The distinction between these types of land is not always clear.

The most studied today is certainly royal land, which belonged to Hellenistic rulers of all kinds. In the case of Seleucid Asia Minor, Laurent Capdetrey points out that the expression chōra basilikē is found only twice in the sources.21 He rightly shows that the best way to define it is to consider it negatively as “all land not dependent on an autonomous entity exercising control over a territory and capable of negotiating the forms of that control with the royal power”.22 It is less a question of the king enjoying a form of ownership than of exercising his sovereignty, and the prerogatives that come with it, over a very large area that is otherwise structured into different land statuses.23 We can thus identify crown estates, heirs to Persian but also Macedonian traditions, including the paradeisoi, or “paradises”, and the dōreai, or “concessions”, some of which are attached to civic territories. We can also mention the royal katoikiai, on which military colonists endowed with klēroi were settled. Such communities were not organised into cities, except when this status was granted to them on an exceptional basis, as was the case with Tyriaion in Phrygia, which became a polis thanks to Eumenes II after the Peace of Apamea in 188 BCE.24

Public land is land that belongs collectively to the city, which defines its boundaries (at least internally) and grant rights over it, e.g. grazing rights. This is recognised in sources through the use of the adjective dēmosios/dēmosia, as in the treaty between Heraclea by Latmos and Pidasa in 323-313/2 BCE: the Pidaseans obtain the right to “build dwellings in the city on public land (ἐν τῆι δημοσίαι) wherever they wish”.25 This category does not pose any particular difficulty, except in two cases. On the one hand, it may be subject to royal interference, as in Asia Minor in particular. Even though cities are, by definition, outside the chōra basilikē, they do not all have the same status in relation to the kingdom. We will not go into this very complex matter here, which is less a general system than a case-by-case approach. We will simply emphasise, with Capdetrey, that “the spatial consequences (of these distinctions) are sometimes (...) difficult to establish”.26 On the other hand, the question of the relationship between public land and sacred land has long been raised: should they be considered as opposing categories or, on the contrary, should sacred land be seen as a dependency of public land? An inscription from Akraiphia in Boeotia, dating from the second half of the third century BCE,27 mentions a Theban who “remitted the loan that the city owed him on the mortgage of the sacred land of Apollo” (ἐπὶ [τῆ] ἱαρῆ γῆ τ[ῶ] Ἀπόλλωνος). In other words, the Akraiphians had control over the sanctuary’s properties and could use them to secure a loan, which implies that it was considered alienable, even if this was only to be done as a last resort. There are also examples of land being designated as both public and sacred: this is the case in a Hellenistic inscription from Thebes, which refers to [τ]ὴ̣ν δημοσ̣[ίαν κα]ὶ̣ἱερὰν γῆν, “public and (at the same time) sacred land”.28 Two recent articles by Denis Rousset and Michele Faraguna seem to me to have resolved the relationship between public and sacred land.29 The outcome is that sacred land is jointly owned by the polis and the god. It should be added that sacred domains also exist in kingdoms, with varying degrees of integration.30

This leaves the last category, that of private land, appropriated by individuals within the territory of the cities, if we disregard for now the case of royal concessions. This citizen ownership is evidenced notably by deeds of sale, the corpus of which was established by Jean Game in 2008.31 One example is a deed from Amphipolis, in south-eastern Thrace, dated to the middle of the third century BCE,32 in which Kissos, son of Hekataios, buys from Sōsikratēs, son of Andronikos, “the house and the adjoining land” (τὴν οἰκίαν καὶ τὸ οἰκόπεδον τὸ προσόν), with Antigonos son of Machatas and Nikandros son of Leōnidas as neighbours. This is followed by the price (73 chrysoi, that is gold staters of Attic weight33), the names of the guarantors and the witnesses. It is this type of land, idia gē or chōra, that interests me most here, in its connection with citizenship.

2.2. Second general remark on land: it fulfils two functions, the first of which is production through its use by individuals and communities. We will not dwell on this well-known and well-studied point,34 particularly thanks to archaeological work. While it does not reveal the actual forms of ownership, it does allow us to observe methods of exploitation in terms of farming, livestock breeding, use of natural resources and craftsmanship.

More interesting for my argument is the second function of land ownership, which is to serve as a financial tool,35 as land and territories generate income, prosodoi. Regardless of who owns it—a king, a city, a sanctuary, or an individual—, land is perceived as a means of generating revenue and, beyond that, of carrying out multiple operations. The Greeks were particularly familiar with this function, as evidenced by the equivalence between the two, or even the replacement of one by the other. Thus, as Plutarch explains,36 when Sulla intervened in Greece during the first war against Mithridates (86 BCE), he decided to punish the Thebans, who had initially shown hostility towards the Romans, by taking away “half of their territory” and giving it to the gods of Delphi and Olympia, which made little sense in territorial terms. The aim of the operation was, in fact, to use the income (prosodoi) from these lands to repay the forced loan that he himself had taken out on these two sanctuaries. In practice, the Thebans were temporarily deprived of the revenues from this half of the chōra. Even if there was an effective transfer of ownership, it certainly only lasted until the amounts levied had been repaid. The exact opposite happened slightly later in Oropos, a city with a sanctuary protected by the same Sulla. The Oropians saw the revenues from their territory literally made sacred, as they were allocated to the hero Amphiaraos against the greed of the publicans.37 In the grounds for the Senatus Consultum that validated the general’s decision in 73, the formula used by the Greek ambassadors is striking, as it refers to the delineation of revenues as if they were territories: “Lucius Sulla has delimited (πρ〈ο〉σώιρισεν) the disputed revenues for the god Amphiaraos, so that on these lands they [the Oropians] do not pay tax to the publican”.38 Here we see that the shift to sacred status provides better protection for these revenues.

Once this equivalence has been established, what are the mechanisms by which the lands, all types being taken together, generate income? The sale of produce is only the first stage in the process of extracting value. One thinks next of all the levies collected by states: the royalties due to the Hellenistic kings, such as the phoros, which was imposed in a context of hegemony;39 but also taxation by the cities, in other words the charging of varied telē, “which has a patrimonial character” and concerns the relationship between the city and its territory;40 or the collection of the special eisphora tax: this is not really comparable to a land tax, but its assessment, timēma, is certainly based primarily on the value of land, even if this is not the only form of wealth taken into account41. Land also generates income through lease contracts, where the lessors may be cities, shrines or individuals.42 Finally, land enables financial transactions, which in turn trigger the circulation of money. This is the case when land ownership guarantees, in one way or another, a dowry,43 or a public or private loan: the guaranteed sums might be (re-)invested. One example is the practice of prasis epi lysei, “sale with the option to repurchase”, which consists of selling land and property in order to obtain a mortgage loan: in this configuration, the vendor is in fact the borrower, while the buyer is the creditor. This type of sale is so called because the borrower has the option to repurchase his land at a later date.44

3. First pattern: from citizenship to land ownership

After these preliminary remarks, we return to the main question of this chapter, namely how land ownership and the status of politēs are linked, and in what direction(s)—or pattern—those links operate. The first pattern is one in which citizenship status gives legal access to land. This is the traditional and best-known land tenure system, which applies in all cities, except, for instance, when a person’s property has been confiscated. The importance of land ownership in ideological terms implies protection through registration in the archives: the recording of citizens’ names, of course,45 but also of transactions affecting ownership rather than actual cadastral registration.46 We can cite the details of a transaction provided in a sales register from Tenos dating from the end of the third century BCE. This is deed 39, a repurchase under a prasis epi lysei:


Ἰφικρίτη Χαιρέλα Ἐλαιθυαῒς μετὰ κυρίων Τιμοκράτου Χαιρέλα Χαβυσίσου [= Χαβυσσίου] Θεστιάδου παρ’ Ἀρχαγόρου Μορυχίωνος Δονακέως ἐπρίατο τὴν οἰκίαν καὶ τὰ χωρία τὰ ἐν [Ἐλε]ιθυαίωι πάντα ὅσα ἐπρίατο Ἀρχαγόρας παρ’ Ἰφικρίτης, ο[ἷς] γείτονες Κλεαγόρας, Ἀριστοφάνης, δραχμῶν ἀργυρίου πεντακισχιλίων.

 

Iphikritē, daughter of Chairelas, Eleithyaïs, in the presence of her tutors Timokratēs and Chairelas, son of Chabyssios, Thestiadai, purchased from Archagoras, son of Morychiōn, Donakeus, the house and land located in Eleithyaion, which Archagoras had purchased in its entirety from Iphikritē, with Kleagoras and Aristophanēs as neighbours, for 5,000 drachmas of silver” (IG XII, 5, 872, ll. 101-103).47



Private property is expressed by using the names of individuals followed by their patronymic. The individuals involved here are given a tribal adjective, the equivalent of the Athenian demotic,48 but no ethnic, which shows that they are all citizens of Tenos.

In terms of exploitation, the most common mode associated with citizen ownership is that in which the citizen tills the land with one or more slaves, which forms a first well-identified “statutory cluster” throughout the period considered. This is better known in Athens than elsewhere, particularly because of literary sources from the fourth century BCE, such as Xenophon’s Oikonomikos and the many civil cases pleaded by Demosthenes or attributed to him. In the speech Against Kalliklēs,49 we see the slave Kallaros working alongside his master, the son of Tisias, to maintain an estate planted with vines and fig trees. This is also the case in Menander’s Dyskolos (317 BCE), where we see the wife of Knēmon, the “Grumpy One”, returning to live at the home of her son from a previous marriage. The latter owns a small estate (chōridion), which he farms with a single slave (oiketēs) bequeathed to him by his father.50 Slaves were sometimes hired on a seasonal basis to reinforce the permanent workforce, as shown in the speech Against Nikostratos.51 Legally, slaves formed a separate category, alongside other property such as money and furniture.52 However, in this context, they could, so to speak, be “immobilised by destination”:53 this means that they were then included in a set of immovable property to which they were assigned. We know of a boundary marker, horos, found in the fourth century BCE in the deme of Thorikos in Attica, marking the boundaries of a mining estate that included “a workshop, a house, a garden and slaves”: all of which belonged to Euthydikē daughter of Epicharinos of Eleusis.54 This is more than a mortgage boundary marker; it is a property boundary marker that may also serve as a dowry boundary marker for this epiklēros.55 In terms of the actual farming, however, there is no particular specialisation of the slave who works his master’s land and is attached to his oikos. This is shown by the corpus of Delphic manumissions (second century BCE-first century CE), which are overwhelmingly carried out by contract of sale to Apollo. This corpus, by far the most abundant in the Greek world with nearly 1,300 deeds, contains only about 15 references to servile occupations and no reference to agricultural work: in reality, this is not surprising, as the vast majority of slaves were not highly qualified and were therefore “multi-purpose, serving in the house or in the fields”,56 with little value to the seller.57 But they were there and essential to the running of the estate. Beyond these owners who worked with a few slaves, there were, regardless of the size of the plots, large and even very large landowners in the Hellenistic period, with land concentration undoubtedly increasing from the second century BCE onwards,58 and these large landowners employed managers, epitropoi, to supervise agricultural work. In Pseudo-Aristotle’s Oikonomika,59 these managers must have been of servile status or origin, since there were two types of slaves: epitropoi and ergatai, or “workers”. In the Hellenistic period, they were more commonly referred to as dioikētai60 or oikonomoi,61 but there is no evidence that they were not free-born.

Returning to the link between land and citizenship, it should be noted that being a freedman did not lead to ownership, as it did not lead to citizenship, unlike Roman practices. Some sale contracts did specify that, upon the death of the master, his property would go to the freedmen: this is the case in Delphi with Seleucos and Aphrodisia, freed by Chrēsimos in 145/4 BCE,62 who are to receive the latter’s possessions, expressed in the form τὰ ὑπάρχοντα (l. 16). However, as the person himself is a freedman,63 there is no chance that he owned land, and we must therefore consider that τὰ ὑπάρχοντα refers only to movable property, money, or even slaves, since a freedman could own these in turn.

In this pattern, land ownership is a right, a possibility, restricted to politēs, but not an obligation. After all, the wealth of Demosthenes’ father did not include any land ownership, as evidenced by the inventory of the estate.64 The result is a partial disconnection between citizenship and effective ownership. Citizens are therefore not necessarily, nor exclusively, landowners, regardless of the reason for this situation. Some of them may thus change their relationship to the land and become tenants. One example is the leases of Thespiai in Boeotia,65 which date from the second half of the third century BCE and prove that there was abundant land available for rent in this city, with some 130 plots leased in the sacred or public domain. Robin Osborne has clearly shown, with regard to this case, that the leasing of land was part of a dual economic strategy: firstly that of the city and its sanctuaries because of the prosodoi thus generated, but also, at least in part, that of a civic elite, certainly landowners elsewhere, who leased the land and thus received a significant income from the surplus generated once the rent had been paid.66 The same situation is observed in Classical Athens by Claire Taylor:67 she has shown that, despite exceptions, land leases served in demes less to compensate for the lack of land ownership among poor citizens than to reinforce their poverty, since it was mainly the wealthy who were lessees. Leasing also concerned non-citizens, including foreigners and freedmen. Lysias’ speech On the Sacred Olive Tree68 mentions, among others, Alkis apeleutheros of Antisthenēs, who leased a plot of land. As for the poorest citizens, they could as well, we must assume, hire out their labour, or at best become managers, as Xenophon envisions in Œconomicus.69 In general, however, the relationship of poor citizens to land remains difficult to detect in written sources70, as well as in archaeological sources.71 It is particularly hard to assign them, whether as owners or tenants, the smallest or most marginal plots that can be identified on the ground. In any case, in this pattern, poorer citizens do not lose their personal status or the rights attached to it, particularly political rights.

4. Other beneficiaries of land ownership: enkektēmenoi and beneficiaries of royal concessions

However, are citizens really the only ones with access to land ownership, as is generally claimed? This is not certain.

4.1. Beneficiaries of enktēsis

The first case to consider is that of beneficiaries of enktēsis,72 which represents precisely a “right of acquisition”, a rather paradoxical privilege. On the one hand, it shows that the land market is not accessible to just anyone, since authorisation must be obtained in order to become a landowner. On the other hand, it proves that non-citizens have the ability to become landowners, since this right of acquisition is not always accompanied by politeia. The two privileges can of course be combined, as in a decree from Delphi dating from the middle of the second century BCE in honour of Biaios, son of Aristodamos of Naupactus, who obtained more than ten philantrōpa from the city, among which politeia in eighth position and enktēsis in ninth.73 Politeia qua naturalisation includes full access to land ownership, implying that Biaios could in fact choose between the comprehensive privilege and a lesser one such as enktēsis.74 However, enktēsis is not always linked to citizenship. In Boeotia, empasis, according to dialectal terminology, is linked to proxenia, and politeia is never explicitly granted, except in very rare cases: thus, the honorific decrees of cities and the Hellenistic koinon routinely grant the titles of proxenos and euergetēs, empasis gēs kai oikias, isoteleia (equality of taxes) or ateleia (exemption of taxes), asphaleia (personal security) and asylia (inviolability) and τἆλλα πάντα καθάπερ κὴ τῦς ἄλλυς προξένυς κὴ εὐεργέτης, “all other privileges enjoyed by other proxenoi and euergetai”, without politeia being possibly included in this last expression.75

However, enktēsis, as granted to foreigners, is not quite equivalent to citizens’ access to property, as can be seen in the case of Classical and Hellenistic Athens, where it continued until the middle of the second century BCE: it may suffer various restrictions relating to the object, area, duration or beneficiaries.76 However, the decrees of other cities are not always as detailed, and it is impossible to say whether an enktēsis gēs kai oikias included any limitations from the outset. In any case, enktēsis did not remain a privilege that was never applied. Epigraphic sources regularly mention “propertied” people, as in an honorific inscription from the deme of Haleis in Kos dating from the reign of Augustus,77 where the enektēmenoi (l. 6) appear between the katoikeuntes, the “residents”, and the geōrgeuntes, the “cultivators”. In this case, as can be seen from the list of statuses in the text, these enektēmenoi may be citizens who are not originally from the deme, resident foreigners (metoikoi) or Romans who have been granted the privilege of acquisition.

4.2. Beneficiaries of royal concessions

Another category of people who may find themselves in a position of land ownership within the territory of a city are the beneficiaries of royal concessions called dōreai, already mentioned above in relation to types of land. A dōrea is an estate that a king grants to a relative or prominent figure and which may be appended to a civic territory. Take, for example, the Seleucid officer Larichos, who around 275-270 BCE received land near the city of Priene in Asia Minor. The Prieneans, in addition to the civic honours they bestowed upon him, granted him an ateleia covering “all the herds and slaves he owns on his own estates as well as in the city”.78 This clause means that Larichos owned land within the city’s territory, and therefore benefited in one way or another from an enktēsis. But he also owned his own land, idia ktēmata, located both within and outside the civic territory, so to speak. Priene was able to grant him ateleia on these estates, an exemption that was advantageous to its beneficiary, implying that the city controlled taxation. This is explained by the fact that the royal estate in question, although located outside the boundaries of the polis stricto sensu, was attached to Priene, which gave Larichos’ rights greater security and “a very advanced form of ownership”.79 At the same time, however, a distinction is made between the public territory of the city proper and these private estates, which were taken from royal land and retain the mark of their origin. In reality, as we know, the king can always reclaim what comes under his sovereignty.80 What this text shows, therefore, is the intertwining of various land statuses with different levels of integration.81

5. Perioikoi and paroikoi: owners of lower status?

Last category of non-citizen owners: certain free populations who reside on the territory of a city and whose ties to citizens are complex to define. The best definition was given by Philippe Gauthier: they are people “established in a more or less stable manner, within or on the margins of civic communities, who enjoyed a specific status”.82 It should be noted from the outset that it can be very difficult to identify such groups in the sources, due to lexical uncertainties. The same term, paroikos, for example, was used in the Hellenistic period to refer, in certain contexts and certain places, to “resident foreigners”, but much more frequently to “local” rural populations, particularly in Asia Minor; these populations are sometimes also referred to by ethnonyms or even other names, which does not simplify the situation. Therefore, only specific analyses are possible, and generalisations are rather risky in this area. Here we will consider two cases: the perioikoi of Lacedaemon and the paroikoi of Priene.

The perioikoi of Lacedaemon are a well-known case, at least for the Classical period.83 They formed a group of “peripheral inhabitants”, found mainly in Laconia but also in Messenia.84 They were both free (insofar as they were neither helots nor ordinary slaves) and at the same time subordinate to the Spartans:85 they served as a supply of military manpower, but were not involved in any decisions of the central State, because they were not citizens of Sparta. This situation continued until the Roman intervention in 195 BCE, and in the Hellenistic period the perioikoi even became demographically far more numerous than the Homoioi. As for their economic activity, which is of primary interest to us here, it is no longer considered today that they specialised in crafts or trade,86 if only because the essential basis of wealth in the Greek city-states remained the land. The perioikoi, who together with the Homoioi formed the group referred to in the sources as the Lacedaemonians, therefore occupied the land they worked. The sources are not very forthcoming about this land ownership, but they do exist. The first is found in Xenophon, who explains that the kings of Sparta owned land in the perioikic cities: Lycurgus “had given (the king) in many of the perioikic cities enough exairetos land of such a size that he never lacked goods in measured quantities, nor distinguished himself by his wealth”.87 The adjective exairetos can be understood in two different ways: either as referring to land “cut-up” from the plots owned by the perioikoi, or as “choice land”, which would imply plots of lesser quality for the other inhabitants. A second reference can be found in Aristotle: regarding the eisphorai that the Spartans are generally reluctant to pay, he mentions the fact that they “own most of the land”,88 which implies that they do not own all of it, and the most plausible candidates here for owning the rest seem to be the perioikoi. However, the question is not that simple, as it seems difficult that the Spartans, given their number, were the main owners of the entire Lacedaemonian territory.89 If we are talking here about the Spartan territory proper, this leaves the problem of the perioikoi’s land unsolved. The third, much clearer attestation comes from Plutarch, concerning the measures planned by Agis IV and then implemented by Cleomenes III in the second half of the third century BCE. Agis intended to carry out a gēs anadasmos, which concerned citizens (4,500 klēroi) and perioikoi “capable of bearing arms” (15,000 klēroi).90 These figures represent exactly half of the distribution attributed to the Archaic lawgiver Lycurgus, and Stephen Hodkinson has clearly shown that they were a genuine Hellenistic invention of the tradition.91 But the notion of perioikic klēroi is indeed present. We are therefore dealing with a population that lives in cities, poleis, classified as dependent,92 and which does not have the same citizenship as the Spartans: yet it has access to what must be called land ownership within the limits of its own civic territories, where it enjoys a particular and very poorly known form of politeia.

The second case is that of the paroikoi of Asia Minor. They are found in numerous inscriptions, at least one of which, in Pergamon in 133,93 mentions registers, apographai, which must have had a twofold fiscal and military purpose. The Pergamon decree carried out a vast statutory upgrading process during this time of crisis, marked by the revolt of Aristonikos: several servile statuses were elevated to the category of paroikoi, while the latter, along with a multitude of other intermediary statuses, gained access to politeia. These populations are also likely, in the sources, to bear other names, such as the Pedieis (“the inhabitants of the Plain”, i.e. of the Meander), who are found in the territory of Priene at the end of the fourth century BCE and who certainly form one of the many local variations of the nebulous paroikoi.94 A decree passed by the Prieneans in 296/5 BCE in favour of a certain Megabyxos refers to their situation.95 In this decree, in which the citizens remind us that they are indeed autonomous, in other words outside royal sovereignty, the character is granted a series of privileges, including gēs enktēsis. As we saw in the case of Athens, the restrictions imposed on such acquisitions are specified. The price of the estate must not exceed five talents, but it is the spatial limits that are interesting. It must be located at least 10 stadia from the territory of Ephesus, probably for security reasons, and above all it must not encroach on the land owned by the Pedieis. As noted in relation to the Larichos concession, there are therefore portions of territory within the chōra of Priene itself that fall under its administration, but are not wholly owned by it. Whatever status the name Pedieis conceals, one immediately thinks of local peasants subject to royal taxation. However, the text clearly refers to ktēmata, in other words land belonging to them and which cannot be appropriated, at least by the city. Given the terminology used, it is difficult to see how these Pedieis can be considered anything other than owners of their land or beneficiaries of a “mature form of ownership”, to use Capdetrey’s expression for the dōreai. In an epigraphic dossier concerning King Lysimachus,96 dated around 285 BCE, we see the Pedieis (but are they always the same people?) revolting against Priene and devastating the chōra, with the help of, among others, their neighbours from Magnesia on the Meander. The Prieneans are then helped by the king. Perhaps we should understand that this hostility is due to the heavy tax burden imposed on them by the Prieneans. As Faraguna rightly pointed out in 2020,97 the situation therefore appears to be “fluid”, in the sense that within the territory of the city itself, different statuses with regard to the sovereignty of the king and that of the city are juxtaposed, like a patchwork, with varying levels of land ownership.

6. Second pattern: from land ownership to citizenship

Let us return to the citizen. So far, we have seen situations where citizens had the opportunity to acquire land without being obliged to do so, i.e. politeia was a requirement for land ownership, apart from the specific cases mentioned above. But this link can also be seen in the opposite direction, since in some cities, in addition to birth, it was land ownership that conditioned access to citizenship. It was therefore not possible to be a full citizen without being a landowner. Land, in the form of a klēros, thus functioned as the pillar of the census mechanism within political regimes that were necessarily oligarchic, the timēma being the legal criterion par excellence for the existence of an oligarchia as understood by the Greeks.98

The most obvious case is once again that of Sparta in the Classical and Hellenistic period. The Spartan system linking citizenship to land is clearly explained by Aristotle in Book 2 of Politics:


Παρὰ δὲ τοῖς Λάκωσιν ἕκαστον δεῖ φέρειν, καὶ σφόδρα πενήτων ἐνίων ὄντων καὶ τοῦτο τὸ ἀνάλωμα οὐ δυναμένων δαπανᾶν, (...) μετέχειν μὲν γὰρ οὐ ῥᾴδιον τοῖς λίαν πένησιν, ὅρος δὲ τῆς πολιτείας οὗτός ἐστιν αὐτοῖς ὁ πάτριος, τὸν μὴ δυνάμενον τοῦτο τὸ τέλος φέρειν μὴ μετέχειν αὐτῆς.

 

Among the Spartans, everyone has to contribute, although some of them are very poor and unable to find money for this expense (...); it is not easy for the very poor to participate, yet their ancestral regulation of the citizenship is that it is not to belong to one who is unable to pay this tax.99



Citizenship is conditional on participation in communal meals (syssitia or phiditia), which itself requires a monthly contribution, depending on the possession of sufficient land, cultivated by slave labour, the helots. This system has been extensively analysed for the Archaic and Classical periods by Hodkinson in his seminal work Property and Wealth in Classical Sparta, published in 2000.100 In this dialectical system, where the klēros is central, there is an interdependence between the labour of the helots and the existence of the citizens. In terms of exploitation, it is now well established that the helots were slaves, “whose property was limited and controlled by the city”.101 Aristotle refers to them as douloi in Book 7 of Politics (1330a25-27). Among the restrictions established in the Archaic period was the prohibition on selling them outside the city or freeing them.102 Helots performed “a multifaceted function of production and service”.103 That said, they had a special relationship with the land, since they cultivated the citizens’ klēroi and this was their main task, beyond their domestic duties. However, they enjoyed a significant advantage, as they apparently remained attached to the estate they cultivated, even when it changed hands.104 Of course, the same owner could undoubtedly reorganise their places of work according to the needs of exploitation. But the stability of the helot breeding shows that such movements must have been fairly limited, even though changes of ownership were, on the contrary, frequent. As for the economic duties incumbent upon the helots, no Archaic source specifies the amounts involved. Plutarch’s text, which mentions precise figures for a possible tax, apophora, is all the more questionable given that, in the passage in question, the term refers not to the rent paid by the helots, but to the income from each plot of land within the system attributed to Lycurgus.105 Judging by a text by Tyrtaeus,106 from the Archaic period onwards, the most likely system of taxation was sharecropping,107 whereby the producer provided his master with a certain proportion of the harvest. The helots thus retained a share of the production, which enabled them to provide for themselves and reproduce,108 living more independently than any chattel slave working for his master elsewhere in Greece. In any case, the Spartans’ goal was to collect a rent that would allow citizens to maintain their status and participate in communal meals.109

While helotage was a particular form of slavery over which the city retained a certain degree of control, the land itself was privately owned by the Spartans, even if it was worked by people other than the owners. Hodkinson has clearly shown that the idea of equality of land ownership in Sparta in the Archaic and Classical periods was a myth,110 invented from the Hellenistic period onwards to justify, in particular, the reforms of the revolutionary Kings Agis IV and Cleomenes III.111 Land ownership was fundamentally unequal, and the number of large landowners grew steadily between the eighth and fourth centuries BCE.112 In addition, after the defeat at Leuctra in 371, there was a drastic reduction in the territory where the Spartans’ estates were located, as they lost Messenia, some 90,000 hectares according to Hodkinson, retaining only 50,000 hectares in Laconia.113 This gradual evolution is responsible for the situation encountered in the middle of the third century BCE. In 244, just before the arrival of Agis, the number of citizens had fallen to 700, according to Plutarch: ἀπελείφθησαν οὖν ἑπτακοσίων οὐ πλείονες Σπαρτιᾶται, καὶ τούτων ἴσως ἑκατὸν ἦσαν οἱ γῆν κεκτημένοι, “thus there were left of the Spartans not more than 700, and of these there were perhaps a hundred who possessed land”.114 The correct understanding of this passage was provided by Alexander Fuks:115 there were 700 citizens left, 100 of whom owned land (gē) in addition to their klēros, which means that 600 still owned (but only) a klēros; the rest of the former citizens had fallen into a category of downgraded citizens, sometimes equated, without any certainty, with the Hypomeiones, the “Inferiors”.116 One may, however, wonder whether all these new poor really lost all their political rights, since at least some of them were found in the Assembly, according to Plutarch.117 We see here a double movement, already identifiable but to a lesser extent in Classical times. The first is a very significant accumulation of land ownership in the hands of a small number of people: such accumulation necessarily had repercussions on the organisation of estates and the intensive or extensive nature of farming, in other words on the work of the helots themselves. The second movement, a corollary of the first, is that of a reduction in many other estates, resulting in the emergence of “minor landowners”. These landowners, who did not own enough land to pay their dues or who had to mortgage their estates to wealthy landowners,118 fell into the category of downgraded Spartans, who were necessarily much more numerous than the remaining Homoioi, perhaps up to three times as numerous.119 I agree with Hodkinson in assuming that, even though these people could no longer claim the status of Homoioi, they retained their land, insofar as it was private.120 The Homoioi were therefore not the only ones with access to land ownership among citizens.

To this must be added the property owned by women, of which Aristotle writes, for the last third of the fourth century BCE, that two-fifths was in their hands,121 through the dual mechanism of dowry and land inheritance.122 In the middle of the third century BCE, this female property certainly increased further, judging by the role played by the women of the Eurypontid royal family, notably Agēsistrata and Archidamia, mother and grandmother of Agis IV.123 By contrast, the situation of women in terms of land ownership varied greatly in other cities during the Hellenistic period.124 In general, inheritance systems and property devolution practices did not favour them, even though one finds wealthy women and landowners, particularly at the top of the social hierarchy.

To go back to Sparta, such was the situation in the middle of the third century BCE. It remained necessary to own sufficient land in order to retain citizenship status: this legal requirement had not changed, and even reached a point of extreme pressure due to changes in the distribution of property, which led to a concentration of land ownership. It was precisely this discrepancy between the legal status of citizens and economic reality that triggered the crisis, to the point where one might wonder what the “civic body” had actually become at that time: as Hodkinson writes, “the united Spartan citizen body, composed of men who could realistically be described as Peers, had ceased to exist”.125

In the last third of the century, acute signs of oliganthropy appeared in other regions, particularly in several Thessalian cities such as Larissa126 and Pharsalus. We know of a politography in Pharsalus,127 where the names of 177 people have been preserved, 154 of whom have no ethnic and 23 have neither a patronymic nor an ethnic. The latter were considered to be Penestai, in other words a local population of servile status, while the former were believed to be Penestai who had already been freed.128 As a reward for their military collaboration, the beneficiaries were granted 60 plethra of land per person, or just over five hectares: this was not a case of granting enktēsis, but rather a genuine “allocation of plots” with the possibility of hereditary transmission. If these people obtained a plot of land, it might have been because they did not own any and till then cultivated the land as non-owner farmers, in a relationship of statutory dependence. In short, the aim was to replenish the civic body for political, economic and military purposes by settling groups or individuals who were probably already living in the chōra on land of which they became full owners.

7. Other timocratic systems involving land: Cyrene and Athens at the end of the fourth century BCE

The question is whether this type of timocratic link between land and citizenship can be observed elsewhere during the Hellenistic period. I will take only two examples here: the diagramma of Cyrene and the case of Athens at the end of the fourth century BCE.

The diagramma of Cyrene is perfectly clear on this conditional link. It is a text written by Ptolemy, son of Lagos, in 321 or 320, when the Ptolemaic ruler was not yet king, but only satrap of Egypt, and was interfering in a crisis that was shaking the city. This text is presented as a proposal to the Cyrenaeans, who still had to vote on laws to establish the constitution proper.129 It defines successively the body of politai, citizens in the sense of nationality, then the politeuma, in the sense of the “acting civic body”, in other words the people from among whom the magistrates listed below would be chosen. This politeuma, immediately referred to as “the Ten Thousand”, seems quite large in numerical terms, especially since it replaces a previous body that was much smaller, that of the 1,000.130 It must be selected according to two types of criteria: on the one hand, Ptolemy’s personal choice from among the former exiles who had returned home; on the other hand, a census criterion set out in a rather complex manner, but which is established at a wealth of 20 Alexander minas, or 2,000 Attic drachmas. The interesting point here is the way in which this wealth must be composed in order to be acknowledged as timēma: the legislator retains what he calls “immortal goods”, chrēmata athanata (l. 7-8). This expression refers to goods that are supposed to be “non-perishable”, in other words “permanent and unchanging over time”:131 by definition, therefore, they are land and/or real estate. The property that gives the right of entry here includes that of men and their wives, which implies that the latter are also legal owners, as in Sparta. A variant of this property may consist of debt securities based on “immortal” property.132

The measures proposed in the diagramma of the Libyan city are reminiscent of those that were in force twice in Athens at the end of the fourth century BCE.133 In 322, the regent of the kingdom of Macedonia, Antipater, won the victory at Crannon in Thessaly during the Lamian War against the Greeks led by the Athenians. The peace terms imposed by the Macedonians134 included a property qualification, timēsis, of 2,000 drachmas, implemented in Athens by Phocion, an episode recounted by Diodorus and Plutarch.135 This amount is the same as in Cyrene, and the politeuma is almost identical in numerical terms. This cannot be a mere coincidence and is evidence of a shared political engineering. According to Diodorus, the politeuma fell from 21,000 to 9,000, a decrease of almost 60%. The question is what link there is between the census tax, forced exile and land. Neither Diodorus nor Plutarch specify what types of assets are required to meet the census tax: there is no indication that wealth must consist solely, or mainly, of land or real estate assets, but neither is there anything to rule this out. The required census did not only disadvantage the poorest. According to Andrew Bayliss’ calculations,136 2,000 drachmas represented 666 medimnoi of barley, enough to feed a family of four for 24 years. But Bayliss rightly points out that such a threshold represents less a poverty line than the boundary between the “common people” and the “upper classes”, as conceived by the latter. In any case, Antipater allowed the Athenians “to keep their city, their property and everything else”, according to Diodorus, who uses the terms ktēseis and ousiai.137 Whatever its nature and value, property is not seized. In fact, Athenians who fail to meet the census threshold are invited by Phocion “to enjoy their homes and be content to cultivate their fields (geōrgeō)” without causing unrest.138 The “domination of the chōra” by members of the politeuma, mentioned by Diodorus,139 is thus more a reflection of political and economic hegemony than of legal exclusivity over land ownership. According to Diodorus, this primarily political operation had only positive economic effects: the Athenians, “now equipped with a stable government, fearlessly exploited their territory and quickly became wealthy” (ἀταράχως πολιτευόμενοι καὶ τὴν χώραν ἀδεῶς καρπούμενοι ταχὺ ταῖς οὐσίαις προσανέδραμον).140 But the situation was, in reality, more tense than Diodorus’ source, Duris of Samos, would have us believe, as there were also more or less forced exiles and the question of land then returned to the forefront. Among the 12,000 men expelled from the system, an unknown number of volunteers (the wealthiest?) emigrated to Thrace, where Antipater assigned them land (chōra) and a city (polis).141 In the initial situation, therefore, there were many small, even very small landowners, or even many citizens who did not have access to land ownership due to lack of means. The operation was repeated sometime later in 317, when Demetrius of Phalerum, a former pupil of Aristotle at the Lyceum, was appointed governor of Athens by the Macedonian Cassander. The property qualification threshold established at that time was 1,000 drachmas, which should not be seen, however, as a kind of democratic opening.142 As pointed out by Graham Oliver,143 the two oligarchic episodes of 322 and 317 certainly had significant repercussions on the allocation of property in Attica in the sense of land concentration.

These two regimes, like the one envisaged in the diagramma of Cyrene, should be considered oligarchies, in accordance with Aristotle’s own definition of this type of constitution: a regime in which the holding of archai, “public offices”, and therefore an essential part of citizenship, is restricted by a property qualification.144 As far as Athens is concerned, between the end of the fourth century and the middle of the third century, these are in any case the only two periods for which we know of a restriction of the civic body based on wealth.145

8. Conclusion: from land to stasis

Several points emerge from this preliminary outline.

Firstly, in the Hellenistic period (and indeed in the Classical period as well), private land ownership in a civic territory was not limited to citizens alone. There were categories of free non-citizens (enkektēmenoi, beneficiaries of dōreai, perioikoi, paroikoi, etc.) who could hardly be said not to own land, regardless of any fiscal or military obligations they may have had towards citizens. This is true even if the concept of ownership can vary depending on the context, particularly when royal sovereignty is exercised nearby, as in Asia Minor.

Secondly, the link between land and citizenship takes two main forms. Either citizens have the capacity to acquire land ownership without this being a statutory requirement: this is generally the case in Athens, but also in many other poleis, where land acquisition is a right granted to politai by birth or naturalisation. Or the link is much closer and the system becomes timocratic, since citizens are required to be landowners in order to retain their citizenship, else they risk losing it: this was the case in Sparta and Cyrene, although these two examples are by no means the only ones. The link between land and citizenship works in opposite ways in the two patterns and does not have the same economic and political consequences. In this respect, while it is easy to classify census-based regimes as oligarchies, the absence of a census is not enough to make other regimes democracies, as the criteria for “democraticity” are multiple and complex.146

Thirdly: the Hellenistic period was shaken by numerous “land crises”, particularly in the second half of the third century BCE, linked to a growing concentration of land ownership, as already discussed by Rostovsteff.147 This phenomenon was particularly noticeable in Sparta, where, as we have seen, it led not only to a change in forms of exploitation, but above all to what the Greeks called oliganthropy, which was nothing else than a decline in the number of citizens with full rights, resulting in the breakdown of the citizenship system. Land-based timocratic systems are, in fact, the most vulnerable socially, as they affect the primary resource, land, and are therefore those where the problems are most tangible, particularly in narrative sources. This concentration in land ownership, which should be explored for other regions, could be correlated with archaeologists’ findings of an increase in the size of estates throughout the period from the second century BCE to the third century CE.148

Fourthly: these land crises led to situations that the Greeks called staseis. Stasis is by no means specific to the Hellenistic period, but it is widely present, as recent work by Benjamin Gray and Henning Börm has clearly shown.149 According to Börm,150 contemporary historiography has identified three types of causes of stasis in general: the involvement of factions in external conflicts; social tensions and “class struggle”; power struggles between the city’s elites, with the lower classes serving merely as pawns mobilised by these elites. Börm’s approach is to identify the reasons put forward by the Ancients themselves, first among which are economic causes. As Aristotle writes, all staseis concern issues of property (ousia):151 wealth is certainly not based solely on land ownership, but the latter remains its cornerstone. Furthermore, even if there are immediate external causes to stasis, one can hypothesise that all episodes of turmoil occur in an economic context of glaring inequalities, particularly land inequalities. I therefore agree with Mirko Canevaro’s proposal to take seriously for this period (literally, and not just as a commonplace in discourse) the assumption of class antagonism and not just conflicts within the elites,152 but I would associate it more specifically with land issues, a question that deserves further investigation.
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1. A Hellenistic family story

In the year 200/199 BCE, Dionysios and Sopolis, sons of Asandros, served as witnesses to the manumission of a slave. The two brothers were citizens of Plygonion-Phlygonion—a modest polis in Phokis, a few kilometers east of Delphi1—but the manumission took place in the sanctuary of Delphi, where they were recorded as witnesses in an inscription.2 Three years later, in 196, Sopolis again appeared as a witness to the emancipation of a slave at Delphi.3 By that point, the two brothers from Phlygonion had evidently grown accustomed to the procedure, and in the following year they manumitted one of their own slaves.4 We can trace the two brothers over the subsequent decades, catching glimpses of one or both of them in the years 189, 179, and 177—either as the master of a newly freed slave or as a witness to another’s manumission.5 In 167, we encounter Sopolis, son of Asandros, for the last time, when he manumitted another of his slaves.6 The witness on that occasion was his son, also named Asandros, after his grandfather—offering a fleeting view into the future of this slaveholding family before it disappears from the record.

This family story, drawn from Delphic manumission records, is dry and fleshless even by the epigraphist’s standards—and would hardly merit attention, were it not for a significant break in the pattern. In the documents from the first five years of the family’s recorded history, from 200 to 195 BCE, the two brothers are clearly identified as citizens of Plygonion-Phlygonion, as Πλυγονεῖς. After 189, however, the inscriptions consistently record them with the ethnikon Δελφός, as citizens of Delphi.

If the brothers were isolated cases, the change could be explained in many ways. But they are merely an example for a more extensive pattern: from the very last years of the third century (perhaps from 201) into the Imperial period, manumission documents were inscribed at Delphi on the large mur polygonal. In roughly every second document of the initial years up to the winter of 191/90, Πλυγονεῖς appear as manumitters, guarantors, or witnesses, usually alongside citizens of Delphi and Amphissa. In total, the manumission records of this period attest about fifty Plygonians. In addition, six individuals affected by the decisions issued in the winter of 191/90 by M. Acilius Glabrio bear Πλυγονεύς as their ethnikon.7

Given the numerous attestations from the first decade of the second century, it is all the more striking that in the still abundant manumission records of the following years—and in all other inscriptions—the ethnikon Πλυγονεύς no longer occurs at all. The individuals once labelled as Plygonians, however, do not disappear from the evidence. In the same way as Dionysios and Sopolis, no less than fourteen more Πλυγονεῖς reappear as Δελφοί after that date.8

It has long been recognized that this pattern can only be explained if all citizens of Plygonion-Phlygonion became Delphians sometime between the end of 191 and the beginning of 189: the ethnikon Πλυγονεῖς appears for the last time in a document from November/December 191 (CID V 56) and in the decisions of Acilius Glabrio from the winter of 191/90. The earliest manumission documents in which former Plygoneis are attested with the ethnikon Δελφός date to January/February 189. Delphi and Plygonion-Phlygonion formed a political entity that the ancients sometimes, and modern scholars more frequently, call a sympolity: they merged into a single polis.9

2. Sympolities and the problem of shared citizenship

There can be little doubt that the unification of formerly independent city-states into a single polis—most often through the incorporation of a smaller polis into its larger neighbor—is an important phenomenon of the late Classical and Hellenistic periods. Some of the most important Hellenistic city-states were founded, re-founded, or significantly transformed through this process. Rhodes, Kos, and Megalopolis are probably the best known examples, but one could also mention poleis like Alexandreia Troas, Ilion, Miletus, Ephesus, and many other, less prominent city-states. The political landscape of entire regions, such as Arcadia or the Troad, was profoundly reshaped by these processes of integration and centralization.10

Why did some poleis unite while others stayed independent? Why did some unions thrive, others fail? These are difficult and important questions, but here, I want to set them aside to focus instead on a more fundamental aspect of the phenomenon. It is for this reason that I have chosen the rather bland “family story” of Dionysios and Sopolis as a starting point. It illustrates in all its outward monotony what the creation of a sympolity was fundamentally about, if not for all, then at least for some of the people involved. They exchanged their old citizenship for a new one: that of the shared state, the sympolity.

How was it possible to bring together the citizens of separate poleis—who had viewed themselves, at least ideally, as independent, autonomous, even autarkic—into a single body politic? How can 1 + 1, just this once, not make 2, but 1 again?

That the solution of this unnatural equation, and with it the question of citizenship, lies at the heart of the problem becomes clear from the terminology in our sources. One of the terms the Greeks used to describe such a union between formerly independent poleis, and the one I have already used, is συμπολιτεία. Frequently, the corresponding verbs συμπολιτεύω or συμπολιτεύομαι also appear. However, the meaning of these terms was not narrowly defined.

The history of the word family can be traced back to the noun ξυμπολίτης, first attested in Euripides’ Heracleidae. Before the decisive battle against the Argives, Demophon, king of the Athenians, exhorts his troops: “Ὦ ξυμπολῖται, to the land that nourishes and has borne us, we must now offer assistance”.11 The ξυμπολῖται so emphatically addressed are the “fellow-citizens”, the Mitbürger, concittadini. The compound συμπολίτης underscores the idea of shared citizenship that Demophon activates through his appeal to the ancestral land as both nurse and mother. But does the simplex πολίτης not already imply a community of citizens? This was precisely the view of the grammarian Phrynichos, who, in his attempt to restore “true Attic”, condemned the compound in the second century CE: πολίτης λέγε, μὴ συμπολίτης—“say citizen, not fellow-citizen”.12 Thucydides, Xenophon, Isocrates and other classical authors, however, were untroubled by such linguistic purism, and all employ at least the verb συμπολιτεύειν in the sense of “to live as fellow-citizens”.13 At least in Thucydides and Xenophon the term shows a nuance that goes beyond simple synonymy: they use the verb to describe the sharing of a community’s political rights by groups or individuals whose status is, for one reason or another, precarious. Thucydides notes that certain Megarians who had come to Sicily “for a time lived as fellow-citizens of the Chalkidians”, before later being expelled.14 Xenophon reports that the Olynthians persuaded several poleis “to use the same laws and to live as fellow-citizens”,15 and with that, he is the first author who uses the term in a more technical sense to describe the incorporation of one polis into another.

The noun συμπολιτεία is used much more rarely in literary sources, and all but two references16 come from Polybios. He applies the term to various unions of poleis that are, in one way or another, characterized by the sharing of a common citizenship.17 Most of these were federal states like the Achaian koinon and only one corresponds to the type of sympolity I am examining here.18

If the Greek term sympoliteia can describe both phenomena, the modern observer must nevertheless keep in mind a key distinction: while federal citizenship in a koinon merely supplements the existing polis-citizenship of the member states, in the cases I am analyzing, the citizenship of the sympolity replaces that of the formerly independent communities. The communities joined by this type of sympoliteia become parts of a single state. Sopolis and Asandros are Δελφοί and not Πλυγονεῖς anymore.19

That the Greeks felt little need for strict terminological consistency in legal and institutional matters is well known,20 and we should not expect more rigor in the epigraphic sources discussed below. But the terms were chosen deliberately, even if, or indeed exactly because, their broad everyday meanings continued to resonate in technical contexts. If a sympoliteia is ultimately little more than a politeia, a sympolites merely a somewhat less “Atticistic” citizen, and συμπολιτεύειν nothing but “to live as fellow-citizens”, the vocabulary was still selected with care to underscore the political community’s character as a shared civic body. When Kos and Kalymna chose the closely related term homopoliteia to describe the union of their states, they signaled that the sympas dēmos of Koans and Kalymnians shared a single politeia, placing particular emphasis on the full equality of all citizens.21 Phrynichos would have frowned upon this term no less.

Terminology can illuminate, but it cannot answer the central question:22 what did it mean to hold the citizenship of a Greek polis, especially in the post-Classical world? This was not an issue that preoccupied the inhabitants of a polis in their daily lives, if they actually were citizens. One simply was a citizen and behaved like one, usually because one’s parents already held that status. What citizenship meant was learned not through formal instruction, but by growing up within one’s state and community.

The poleis that united in a sympolity, however, created a new—or at least profoundly altered—political entity. Its members suddenly found themselves in a position not unlike that of a philosopher designing an ideal state: they had to formulate rules for future civic life and, in doing so, were compelled to understand—and articulate—what it meant to be a citizen of a polis. Unlike Plato, they were not writing philosophical dialogues about Kallipolis, nor, unlike Aristotle, treatises on Politika, but they were establishing laws, defining procedural rules, and negotiating contracts.

3. Doing politics together: Stiris and Medeon

Sometime between roughly 175 and 125 BCE, Stiris and Medeon—two small poleis in Phokis, not far from Delphi and Phlygonion—decided to form a sympolity.

The ancient city of Stiris lay a few kilometers southeast of the modern village of Stiri and the monastery of Hosios Loukas, on a hill plateau up to 200 m wide and roughly 250 m long. The inscriptions found there—including the sympolity treaty with Medeon—identify the site unequivocally as ancient Stiris. The rocky hill, steeply sloping in places, sits in the middle of a fertile plain that is separated from the Gulf of Corinth (ca. 5 km away) by a line of hills.23

Medeon lies directly on the Gulf of Antikyra (Aspra Spitia), at the northern edge of an isolated coastal plain of about 3 km2, on a hill rising close to 100 m above the sea, directly opposite Antikyra. From the top of the hill, one has a view not only of the entrance to the Gulf of Antikyra and the coastal plain, but also of part of the Gulf of Corinth. Since no inscriptions have been found at the site, its identification relies entirely on ancient literary references,24 but is universally accepted today.25

Medeon lies ca. 7.5 km from Stiris, but the two are separated by a mountain chain rising to almost 900 m. Only a difficult path, requiring a two- to three-hour walk through a deep gorge, connects Medeon and Stiris.26

The history of both cities, both before and after concluding their sympolity, is barely known. In the fourth century both belonged to the Phocian League (Phokikōn Koinon). According to Pausanias, they were among the 21 cities destroyed at the end of the Third Sacred War, whose inhabitants were forced to resettle in scattered villages.27 Like the other cities, Stiris and Medeon were probably rebuilt soon afterwards and restored as poleis.

The conflicts with Macedonia, the Aetolians, and the Celts, which shaped Phocian history thereafter, certainly affected Stiris and Medeon as well, though the sources do not make this explicit.28 The few honorific and dedicatory inscriptions found in Stiris, almost all from the Hellenistic and Roman periods, provide little additional historical information.29

The dating of the union of the two poleis has posed difficulties and is based on the prosopographical data provided by the homologia that defined the terms for the union.30 There is little doubt that the sympolity was concluded in the second century after 189, and a date after roughly 130 is highly unlikely. The most recent edition argues for a date around 140-130 BCE.31

The contractual agreement between Stiris and Medeon, inscribed on a stele discovered in ancient Stiris, tells us nothing about the procedure that led to its drafting and conclusion, nor do the motives of the participating communities become clear. Although the document tries to disguise the imbalance between the partners through formulations that imply reciprocity—“the Medeonian land shall be entirely Stirian, and the Stirian land Medeonian”32 (ll. 47-51)—there is no doubt that Stiris was the stronger party: Medeon was incorporated and disappeared as an independent polis. This does not necessarily mean, however, that the unification was initiated by Stiris,33 but there are strong indications that it was indeed driven by the stronger partner’s expansionist aims.34

After a brief prescript dating the document with reference to the stratēgos of the Phocian koinon, the homologia opens with a short statement of facts and its core provisions.


The Stirioi and Medeonioi have formed a sympoliteia—both possessing sanctuaries, a city, a territory, and harbors, all free from financial liabilities35—under the following conditions: all Medeonioi shall be Stirioi with equal and identical rights.36



In other words, the Medeonians become citizens of Stiris. What this implies is spelled out with admirable clarity in the following sentence:


They shall hold assemblies and appoint officials together with the polis of the Stirians, and those who have reached the required age shall judge in all cases within the jurisdiction of the polis.37



The passage echoes the famous definition of the citizen that Aristotle offers in Book 3 of his Politics: a citizen is simply one who participates in deliberation and in office.38 But whereas the philosopher speaks in abstract terms—κρίσις καὶ ἀρχή—the authors of the sympolity agreement refer to the concrete institutions in which citizens “rule and are ruled in turn”: the people’s assembly, where issues were discussed and decisions made; the civic magistracies, to which officials were elected or allotted; and, finally, the law courts, where citizens served as judges.39

The terms used to define what συν-πολιτεύειν actually means were carefully chosen, and in some cases even coined ad hoc: συν-εκκλησιάζειν—“to hold assemblies, together”—and συν-αρχοστατεῖσθαι—“to fill the offices, together”.40 The use of the prefix συν- may have earned the scorn of the Atticist grammarians, but it underscored what was seen as essential: all political action should be undertaken jointly by the sympolitai of the newly constituted polis, not by two merely affiliated groups of citizens. “Separate but equal” was simply not good enough. Citizens were not to act alongside each other, but together.

Not only the vocabulary, but also the phrasing of the clause is significant. Like Aristotle, the agreement does not speak in terms of rights. Of course, the framers of the homologia could have chosen expressions like ἔστω, ἐξέστω or ἐξεῖναι τοῖς Μεδεωνῖοις—“let it be permitted to the Medeonians”—without changing the substantive meaning. But they did not: voting, electing, and judging are not “rights” that citizens possess; rather, they are simply what a Stirian does—and must do—to be a Stirian. This diction, which emphatically asserts the factuality of συμπολιτεύεσθαι, is not unique to the Stiris-Medeon agreement but a recurring feature of similar sympolity agreements.41

That this difference may be meaningful is suggested, interestingly, by the German language. We typically translate the Greek term politeia in these contexts as Bürgerrecht,42 and it is under this term that we conceptualize the Greek citizenship. We do this less by choice than by necessity, since the German language—perhaps not coincidentally—lacks a term that captures the meaning of politeia as the state of being and acting as a citizen. Instead, it persists in referring to the possession of rights—maybe more in line with the Roman understanding of civitas than with the Greek view of πολιτεία.

That for a citizen of Stiris “citizenship” meant above all an obligation to act, rather than a bundle of rights, is found in a later passage of the convention:


Undertaking the liturgical offices in Stiris shall not be obligatory for those Medeonians who had served in Medeon as archons, xenodikai, praktores, damiourgoi, priests, or hierarchs, nor for those women who had held a priesthood, unless someone takes on an office voluntarily. The officeholders shall be appointed from among those Medeonians who have not yet performed a liturgy, and from among the Stirians.43



Therefore, the Medeonians who had already served in civic office in Medeon were not required to do so again upon becoming citizens of Stiris, though they were welcome to volunteer. The implication, of course, is that those who had not yet fulfilled their civic duty were in fact obliged to do so. Assuming office was thus an officium in the narrow sense, much more than a right to do so. The telling expression λειτουργεῖν […] τὰς ἀρχάς makes it clear that these offices were real, and above all, financial obligations.

The agreement between Stiris and Medeon is remarkable in that it functions like a prism: it breaks the concept of “citizenship” into its constituent parts. These elements could also be identified in other sympolity treaties, even if they are not usually expressed quite so clearly in words.44

4. Sharing the Gods: Miletus and Pidasa

With all this, we remain squarely within Aristotle’s definition of citizenship, where being a citizen is primarily about participating in political life in the narrow sense: decision-making and office-holding. That this view may be too limited is suggested by another notable sympolity treaty.

Shortly after 188 BCE, ambassadors from the polis Pidasa proposed to the people of Miletus, as the treaty phrases it, “to bring in their polis, territory, and all the revenues thereof” into the larger polis of their neighbors.45

Pidasa was a small city, lying in the mountains about 30 km southeast of Miletus. The urban center—if it can even be called urban—has been located at the site now called Çert Osman Kale, about 800 m above sea level on Mount Grion.46 Commanding the passage from the Latmian Gulf over the low pass leading south toward Euromos and controlling the route from Euromos toward Iasos, the city was of considerable strategic importance. The Milesians, hardly unwilling to expand their territory towards the east,47 accepted the offer, and the terms of the unification—explicitly called a sympoliteia—were laid out in a formal treaty.48

Following the preliminaries, the treaty opens with the fundamental stipulation implementing Pidasa’s incorporation into Miletus:


The Pidaseis shall be citizens of the Milesians, with them their children and wives.49



As in the Stiris-Medeon agreement, this is further elaborated, though much more briefly:


Those who have sworn the oath and are registered (as citizens of Miletus) shall take part in the sacred affairs, the offices and everything else, in which the other Milesians take part.50



The mention of ἀρχεῖα underlines the importance of political participation, but here it takes second place to religious matters, which appear first. Equal participation in sacred affairs is guaranteed in other sympolity agreements as well, though rarely in such a prominent position.51 And while religion falls into a blind spot in Aristotle’s Politics, the sacred realm has long been recognized as a key domain in which citizenship was performed and belonging to the polis was expressed and experienced. Particular attention has been given to the carefully orchestrated religious festivals, with their elaborate sacrifices, grand processions, and communal feasting. The contemporary celebrations of Zeus Sosipolis at Magnesia-on-the-Maeander52 are perhaps the best-known of many examples from the Hellenistic period, where, in the words of Angelos Chaniotis, “the citizens were celebrating themselves”.53

In the 19th century, Fustel de Coulanges famously defined the Greek citizen on the most fundamental level as “the man who has the religion of the city”.54 We do not need to subscribe to this idea, or one of its much more refined formulations,55 in order to acknowledge the significance of religion for citizenship. Still, the extent to which religion shaped the self-understanding of the citizen remains a matter of serious debate.

It is true that cultic practices were, in principle, open to all inhabitants—including foreigners—and only loosely centered on citizens.56 Foreigners were free to enter sanctuaries and perform cultic practices. Civic festivals like those at Magnesia often included the city’s entire population, not just citizens. It is equally true, however, that citizens and non-citizens usually had different rights and different roles in cultic practices. Religious officials in civic cults had to be full citizens.57 The processions at the major festivals were carefully arranged and deliberately reflected the social order of the polis, with its gradations of rank and status.58 While all inhabitants might be present at civic festivals—and in some cases were even required to attend—certain parts of the celebration were reserved for citizens or at the very least assigned them a special role. Exactly because all city dwellers are present, the exclusivity of citizenship becomes visible. That is why sympolity agreements, as well as individual grants of citizenship, stress again and again that what is given is a citizenship ἐφ’ ἴσηι καὶ ὁμοίαι, on equal and identical terms. They are designed to erase the differences between citizens old and new when they guarantee full participation for newly incorporated citizens, especially in religious affairs.

5. Making a body politic

In defining συμ-πολιτεύειν—participation in civic life across all spheres—sympolity agreements generally articulate aspirational goals and anticipate, rather than describe the actual implementation of unification. The practical mechanics of integration are laid out in most detail in the extensive inscription dossier that governs the incorporation of Magnesia ad Sipylum into Smyrna.59 Magnesia lies at the edge of the plain at the foot of the Sipylos mountains near modern Manisa. It is located roughly 35 kilometers from Smyrna, with the approximately 1,500-meter-high mountain range forming a sharp dividing line between the two. As the dossier shows, Magnesia was not a polis in the political sense, but a military colony,60 with active-duty soldiers, military colonists and a civilian population. Soon after 246 BCE and in the context of the Third Syrian War,61 the Smyrneans at the behest of Seleucus II incorporated the territory of Magnesia and offered citizenship to the infantry and cavalry stationed at Magnesia, as well as to the colony’s other free inhabitants. The grant of citizenship was part of a peace agreement between Smyrna and the army at Magnesia.62

One lengthy passage details the process of enrolling the new citizens from Magnesia into the dēmos of Smyrna:


It shall be given to the military colonists in Magnesia, both to the cavalry- and infantrymen in the city and to those in the camps, citizenship in Smyrna, on an equal basis with the other citizens. Likewise, citizenship shall be given to the others living in Magnesia insofar as they are free and Greeks. The acting secretaries of the troops shall bring the rosters of the cavalry- and infantrymen in Magnesia—of those in the city and in the camps—before the people, the list of the other inhabitants, however, the men designated by the military colonists in Magnesia. When the secretaries have deposited the rosters and the designated men the list of the other inhabitants, then the exetastai shall administer an oath to them in the Metroon over newly burnt sacrifices: to the secretaries that they have, to the best of their knowledge and belief, presented the list of the military colonists with them—the cavalry- and infantrymen, both those stationed in the city and in the camps; to the men designated to provide the list of the other inhabitants, that they have, to the best of their knowledge and belief, presented the list of those living in Magnesia, being free and Greeks. The exetastai shall give the provided lists to the registrar of the council and the people who will deposit them in the public archive. The exetastai shall allot to the phylai all the registered names and inscribe them on the allotment-machines.63



The fact that the people living at Magnesia were not a well-defined body of citizens, but a heterogeneous group of soldiers and settlers made the registration of the new citizens a difficult process, and even if the Smyrneans, following the king’s binding wish, were not able to independently vet them, they still took great pains to avoid granting citizenship to anyone not qualified.

After registration and review by the ἐξετασταί, the new citizens were assigned to one of Smyrna’s phylai and had their names inscribed. It is remarkable that the names of the new citizens were inscribed on the κληρωτήρια, the allotment machines. Such machines existed in other Hellenistic poleis,64 but they are certainly best known from Classical Athens, where they were used for the selection of judges. Whether the devices in Smyrna were constructed in the same manner, and whether they served the same or different purposes, remains unknown. It is possible that they were also used for allotting the new citizens into the phylai. In any case, they were both instruments of political participation and symbols of civic equality. It is fitting that the passage ends with a now-familiar formula:


Those inscribed on the allotment machines shall partake in everything in which the other citizens partake.65



While other treaties do not describe the enrollment process in such detail, the registration of the new citizens—often in combination with an oath—is a recurring theme. Miletus and Pidasa simply state that the designated Milesians should give a list of the names of the new citizens to the bouleutērion.66 When Mantineia incorporated its small neighbor Helisson in around 390 BCE,67 they had to register themselves with magistrates of the cities. Their names were then displayed on white boards in public, and if one claimed that any of the registrants was not a former citizen of Helisson, the question would be decided by a court.68

Where civic subdivisions existed, as in Smyrna, the repartition in these subunits forms the core of the naturalization process.69 As the cases demonstrate, two fundamentally different approaches could be taken: the first appears in the sympolity of Metropolis and Onthyrion in Thessaly. Metropolis lay on the western edge of the western Thessalian plain, in the tetras Hestiaiotis, at the foot of a spur of the Pindos range, which separates Thessaly from Athamania.70 As Strabo reports, Metropolis was originally formed by the synoecism of three insignificant small towns; several others were added later. One of the poleis integrated into Metropolis mentioned by Strabo was Onthyrion, whose exact location is unknown, and it seems to have been one of the later additions towards the end of the third century BCE, but the details are extremely difficult to reconstruct.71 From a citizenship decree of Metropolis we learn that around 200 BCE the polis had a φυλὴ Ὀνθυρέων.72 This strongly suggests that the polis Onthyrion—and probably the other earlier poleis as well—was incorporated into Metropolis as a new phylē, with its citizens grouped together as an identifiable unit.

The homologia between Stiris and Medeon says nothing about how the new citizens should be integrated. However, an amendment to the main part of the contract mentions a φατρία73 τῶν Μεδεωνίων as recipient of a sum of money and a site.74 As far as we know, Stiris—like other Phocian poleis—did not originally have a system of civic subdivision of phylai and phratriai as we know it from Athens. Rather, such a subdivision was expressly created for the Medeonians.75 As such, the Medeonians—even as Stirians ἴσοι καὶ ὁμοίοι—remained just as the Onythyreis in Metropolis a recognizable subgroup within the new citizen body.76

As we have seen above, the Smyrneans chose a very different approach: the soldiers and civilians from Magnesia were not incorporated as a new and separate unit, but distributed by lot among all existing phylai, thereby guaranteeing that they did not constitute a distinct group. This was an approach that aimed for deeper integration, and it was chosen as well in the sympolity treaty between Latmos and Pidasa.77 Around 320 BCE—some 150 years before the Pidaseis sought union with Miletus—the satrap Asandros attempted to merge Pidasa with Latmos.78 As in the case of the treaty between Smyrna and the soldiers and civilians at Magnesia, the agreement between Latmos and Pidasa likewise offers detailed regulations for the incorporation of the new citizens into the civic structure:


One shall furthermore add a phylē in addition to the existing ones and name it Asandris, and allot into it by lot persons from all the phylai and phratries in Latmos and in Pidasa; the remaining Pidaseis, however, shall be allotted into the existing phylai as evenly as possible. And according to the results of the allotment, the Pidaseis shall share in all the cults—the phratores in those of the phratries, and the phylai in those of the phylai—each according to the allotment assigned to them.79



As it seems to have been the case in Metropolis, a new tribe was created when the union was formed, named Asandris in honor of the satrap who was the driving force behind the project. However, the new phylē was not reserved for the incorporated Pidaseis as a group but both citizens from Latmos and Pidasa were assigned to it. Other Pidaseis were assigned by lot to the existing phylai so that they were dispersed equally across all civic subdivisions.80

The two approaches—the one seen in Metropolis or Stiris, the other in Smyrna or Latmos—embody radically different conceptions of how a sympolity, a community of fellow citizens, ought to be constituted. The first allows for continuity: although the incorporated citizens become Metropolitans or Stirians in legal and external terms, they retain their identity as Onthyreis or Medeonians. They acquire a new name, but they remember and preserve the old.

The second approach aims to efface that earlier collective identity. Within the new polis, the former inhabitants of Magnesia or citizens of Pidasa no longer experience themselves as part of a shared group. If they wished to “celebrate themselves”, they would not know when—or with whom. Their former civic identity was extinguished—or at least: that seems to have been the intention.

That interpretation may seem drastic, but the treaty between Latmos and Pidasa lends it strong support, with its regulation of marriages:


In order that they may also contract marriages with one another, it shall not be permitted for a Latmian to give his daughter to, or take a daughter from, a Latmian, nor for a Pidaseus to do so with a Pidaseus; rather, for six years a Latmian shall give to and take from a Pidaseus, and a Pidaseus shall give to and take from a Latmian.81



It is difficult to imagine a more brutal intervention in the lives of citizens, ultimately reaching even into the sphere of bodily autonomy, than this enforced exogamy. That the rule sprang from the whims of the ruler rather than from deliberation among those who had to live under it seems obvious. The goal was clearly to form a single political body in which differences of origin would no longer be visible. The bitter irony, of course, lies in the very premise: the rule can be observed only if Latmians and Pidaseis continue to exist as two distinct communities, thus reaffirming the very division it aims to erase.

6. Reimagining the polis

The creation of a sympolity, however, challenges not only the identity of the newly incorporated, but also the self-image of the original polis community. The body politic is forged in a process of identity construction, where present communal life must be reconciled with a narrative of “us”—usually rooted in the past. This is not a one-time process.82 The polis is never a fixed “imagined community”, but one that must constantly reimagine and reaffirm itself. Citizens must repeatedly experience their unity, celebrate themselves, and reaffirm a shared history.

This is why not only the new citizens incorporated into an already well-established polis, but also the old must reorient themselves. After the formation of a sympolity, the “original” citizens of Stiris, Miletus, or Smyrna must come to terms with the fact that the σύμπας δῆμος—the total citizenry—is no longer the same. Evocations of a common ancestry, of a shared past, fall flat when the person next to you in the procession comes from another origin and holds different memories. The polis must be reimagined so that its citizens’ self-image aligns with lived reality. Divergent genealogies must be harmonized, foreign traditions appropriated, and the shared history rewritten with new intent.

These dynamics are, by their nature, difficult to capture in the sources. What follows can only sketch three aspects that appear especially pertinent, even though none of them can be explored here in detail.

First, when we return to the sphere of religion, the creation of a sympolity made transformations of cult practices inevitable. As we have seen above, full participation in all cults for citizens old and new was of fundamental importance. As Robert Parker has shown in his thorough study of the topic,83 the new political circumstances made a re-write of the ritual calendar of the polis necessary. The cults of a polis incorporated through a larger neighbor did not simply cease to exist but became part of the religious landscape of the sympolity.

Once more, the stipulations in the homologia between Stiris and Medeon provide an instructive example. The first concern the appointment of a sacred official:


A hierotamias is to be appointed from among the Medeonians, who is to perform the traditional sacrifices for the Medeonians—those defined in the civic law—together with the officials appointed in Stiris.84



A second simply states, for the Stirians:


They shall also administer the sanctuaries in Medeon, as prescribed by the civic law.85



The homologia guaranteed the continued performance of rites and the maintenance of the sanctuaries. The details were set out in the πολιτικὸς νόμος, most probably the law of Stiris, that had been adapted to include the cults of Medeon.86

As we see here—and in many of the cases analyzed by Parker—even when religious cults were not physically transferred from one urban center to another, the creation of a sympolity necessarily entailed a transformation of sacred space. This, in turn, reshaped the symbolic discourse through which cults held meaning for the polis.

If the concept of “polis religion” has any validity at all, the reconfiguration of the body politic that accompanies the creation of a sympolity must have religious consequences for all partners involved.

What we ultimately observe is the result of this restructuring: when a city such as Alexandreia Troas begins to depict Apollo Smintheus—whose sanctuary lay in the incorporated polis of Hamaxitos—on its coinage, it has fully appropriated the cult into its own “polis religion”.87 The cult of the small incorporated polis has been absorbed so thoroughly that it has become a central element of the polis’s identity.

Another faint trace of this search for collective identity—or fear of losing it—may be found in the treaties between Miletus and Pidasa, and between Smyrna and Magnesia. As noted earlier, the Miletus-Pidasa treaty grants citizenship to Pidaseis along with their children and wives.88 However, this grant is subject to a restriction: if the wives were not born citizens of Pidasa, they were eligible for citizenship in Miletus only “as far as they were citizens of another Greek polis”.89

A similar ethnic criterion appears in the Smyrna-Magnesia treaty:


And in like manner, citizenship shall be given to the others living in Magnesia, insofar as they are free and Greeks.90



The social background of these two otherwise similar provisions was, of course, quite different. In the case of Miletus and Pidasa, the concern seems to have been that only women who possessed at least one form of citizenship would become Milesians.91 This probably excluded nothai and freedwomen, as well as women from indigenous Carian communities without polis status.92 It remains striking that the treaty explicitly speaks of female citizens of “a Greek polis”, and one cannot help wondering which non-Greek poleis the Milesians had in mind.

In the case of the incorporation of the Magnesians, it is noteworthy that the qualification “Greek” applied only to the civilian inhabitants of Magnesia. The troops stationed there included a foreign contingent of Persians under a Persian commander, and they were explicitly included in the grant of citizenship.93 “The others living in Magnesia” with civilian status may likewise have included men and women of foreign—presumably Persian—origin, as family members of soldiers. One might also think, again, of members of an indigenous Anatolian population.94

Since Magnesia was not a polis, citizenship—unlike in the case of Pidasa—could not serve as a criterion; the condition for eligibility was therefore defined as being “free and Greek”. What “being Greek” actually meant—was it sufficient to speak Greek?95—and how “Greekness” could function as a legal criterion for the grant of citizenship in practice are interesting, if ultimately unanswerable, questions.

Whatever these two provisions in the respective treaties may mean, and however they may have been implemented in practice, their origin seems to lie in a discourse on civic identity in which the question of who should be a citizen (and female citizen) of Miletus or Smyrna acquired a somewhat unexpected ethnic dimension.96

Finally, and most briefly, it is worth underscoring the role of the sympolity agreements that have been central to the reflections presented here. They function not only as legal instruments but also as acts of identity formation—far more than manuals for municipal mergers or blueprints for civic order. The complex negotiations between ambassadors and officials, only faintly visible in the surviving texts, their adoption by popular assemblies, their confirmation through solemn oaths, and their inscription on stone—all of this endows them with performative force. Displayed in prominent locations as lengthy inscriptions that were surely far too long to be read under ordinary circumstances by citizens of limited literacy, they nonetheless become a shared point of reference for all συμπολῖται, genuine lieux de mémoire. More than codifying a political union, they help bring into being the very community of συμπολῖται whose existence they so confidently proclaim.97

7. Conclusion

What does it mean to be a citizen of a Greek polis in the Hellenistic world—a citizen, with others? The treaties and agreements governing the unification of once-independent poleis into sympolities do not offer systematic theories of citizenship. What they offer are fragments—evident, coherent elements that, taken together, show at least part of what citizenship entailed in political reality.

Having certain political, social, and cultural rights matters. But these rights are only the preconditions for true citizenship. A citizen is not defined by the right to vote, but by voting; not by the right to hold office, but by holding office. A citizen does not watch the sacred procession in awe; he walks in it with his sympolitai, proceeds to the sanctuary, and performs the rites at the altar with his brethren in the phylē. It is in doing so that he experiences himself—and those around him—as a Stirios, a Milesios, a Metropolites.

The harmonization of legal and civic rights is only the first step in forming a sympolity. The actual integration of citizens into a unified body politic—the realization of sympolity—is another, and more difficult, step. The different approaches to civic integration that were analyzed above reflect profoundly distinct visions of how this might be achieved.

Whatever the methods used, the creation of a sympolity was a formidable challenge—for the dominant polis as much as for the weaker one. One of the greatest challenges was adapting the collective self-image of the citizen body to new political and social realities. And as voters in several modern European states have shown quite recently, that challenge is as pressing—and as difficult—as ever. Stiris and Medeon, Mantineia and Helisson or Miletus and Pidasa, appear to have successfully met the challenge and achieved a stable and enduring union. There are many other sympolities that must have had some kind of success, if we take the disappearance of a polis that was incorporated into another as a measure.

But success was far from guaranteed: at around 140 BCE, Phlygonion—the case that served as a starting point—had again separated from Delphi, but formed a new sympolity with Ambryssos, another one of its Phocian neighbors. As we have already seen, the sympolity between Latmos and Pidasa did not last, if it was ever realized at all. The same is true for the unification of Teos and Lebedos, famously ordered by Antigonos Monophthalmos between 306 and 302. The project met resistance already in its earliest stages and seems to have been quickly abandoned once the king was dead. The small polis Lebedos preserved its independence, though with difficulty, throughout antiquity. The sympolity between Melitaia and Peraia in Achaia Phthiotis was in a precarious state indeed when, in 212/11 BCE, judges of the Aitolian koinon were asked to arbitrate a conflict between the Melitaians and the Pereans who obviously never succeeded in creating a closely knit community of citizens. It was a fatalistic acceptance of that situation when the judges included provisions for the case that the two communities would part ways again in their arbitration.

As the writer and journalist Martha Gellhorn observed in the conclusions to her collection of essays on the “faces of war”: “citizenship is a tough occupation”.98 Dionysios and Sopolis—the Delphians from Phlygonion with whom we began—along with the Stirioi, Medeonioi, Milesioi, and Pidaseis (and Pidasideis), would, I suspect, have understood exactly what she meant.
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20This has been observed already by Reger 2004, 148f. in his discussion of the terminology for sympoliteia.

21IG XII 4.1 152, ll. 16, 18. On the term ὁμοπολιτεία recently LaBuff 2016, 163-165 (with earlier literature), who rightly stresses the fine differences in semantics, but I would refrain completely—as he hesitantly tries—from attaching sympoliteia and homopoliteia to different political realities. Other terms or phrases, stressing different aspects, were available as well: the citizens of Orchomenos and Euaimon in Arcadia called their union a Συϝοικία… ἐπὶ τοῖς ϝίσϝοις καὶ τοῖς ὑμοίοις (IPArk 15, ll. 1-5), putting more emphasis on the question of residence. When Helisson was incorporated into Mantineia, the contract simply signaled the change of citizenship, but did not fail to emphasize the shared belonging to the state: τὸς [Ἑ]λ[ισ]ϝασίος Μαντινέας ἦναι ϝίσος καὶ ὑμοίος, κ[ο]ινάζοντα[ς πάν]των ὅσων καὶ οἱ Μαντινῆς (IPArk 9, ll. 3-5).

22See also Mack 2013.

23For the location and the surviving remains of Stiris see (each with earlier bibliography): Fossey 1986, 32-34; McInerney 1999, 319f.; Freitag 1999, 143f.; and most recently Typaldou-Fakiris 2004, 223-230, with the only plan of the site so far. An unusually detailed description of the place is provided by Lolling 1989, 102-106.

24Paus. 10.36.6; Strabo 9.2.26 (C 410); 9.3.13 (C 423). See also Steph. Byz. s.v.

25See Amandry 1940, 273f. For the site see the rescue excavation report by Vatin 1969, and, using unpublished excavation notes, Typaldou-Fakiris 2004, 230-239, which also compiles earlier literature. The summaries in Fossey 1986, 26-29, McInerney 1999, 325-327, and Freitag 2000, 145f. are outdated.

26The topography is clarified by the relief map in Rousset, Katzouros 1992, 211. A vivid description of the path is given by Lolling 1989, 598: “[er] gehört… zu den schwierigsten, so dass man lieber zu Fuss geht, als sich dem Sturze des Pferdes oder Maulthieres auf dem holprigen Wege und hoch am Rande des Abgrundes liegenden Wege aussetzt”. See also Amandry 1940, 273f. Typaldou-Fakiris 2004, 225 underestimates the difficulty of this route when she claims the sympolity between Medeon and Stiris can easily be explained by its “natural outlet to the sea and the bay of Antikyra”.

27Paus. 10.3.2-3; see also D.S. 16.60; and on the resettlement (dioikismos) D.S. 19.81.

28The political development of Phokis in the Hellenistic period has been summarized concisely and still valuably, though correctable in details by Schober 1924, 73-83.

29The inscriptions found at Stiris are listed by Fossey 1986, 33.

30IG IX 1 32 (H. Pomtow, Syll.3 647; Schwyzer, DGE 353; Migeotte 1984, no. 28 [ll. 1-10]). I thank Denis Rousset for providing me with his edition and commentary to be published in IG IX 12 6, which will provide a full bibliography. Arnaoutoglou 1998, 105 gives an English translation.

31The arguments of earlier editors are briefly summarized by Migeotte 1984, 102 n. 312, to which later scholarship generally refers. Rousset now firmly opts for 140-130 BCE, but I do not share his optimism that an earlier dating can be excluded with certainty.

32Ll. 47-51: τὰν χ[ώραν] τὰν Μεδεωνίαν εἶμεν [π]ᾶσαν Στιρίαν καὶ τὰν Στιρίαν Μεδεωνίαν κοινὰν π[ᾶσα]ν.

33See, e.g., below on Miletus and Pidasa.

34The argument cannot be developed here. For short remarks see Walser 2015, 353f., starting from Rousset, Katzouros 1992, 197-215 (SEG 42.479; Ager 1996 no. 20: Magnetto 1997 no. 68; Typaldou-Fakiris 2004, 193-195). The view of D. Knoepfler (1999, 248) that Stiris and Phanoteus were unified in a sympolity is not convincing (see already D. Rousset, BE 2001, 243).

35On this see Migeotte 1984, 102f., discarding alternate interpretations.

36Ll. 6-12: συ[ν]επολίτευσαν Στείριοι κα[ὶ Μ]εδεώνιοι ἔχοντες ἱερά, πόλι]ν, χώρα{ι}ν, λιμένας, πάντα [ἐ]λεύθερα, ἐπὶ τοῖσδε· εἶμεν τοὺς Μεδεωνίους πάντας Στιρίους ἴσους καὶ ὁμοίους. The punctual verbal aspect of the aorist infinitive requires that συμπολιτεύειν here be translated as “to conclude a sympolity”; Giovannini’s attempt (1971, 20-24, esp. 23) to restrict the meaning of the word to a state of being is therefore untenable; cf. already Schmitt 1994, 37f.

37Ll. 13-18: κ̣αὶ συνεκλησιάζειν καὶ συναρχοστατεῖσθαι μετὰ τᾶς [π]ό̣λιος τῶν Στιρίων, καὶ δικά[ζ]ε̣ιν τὰς δίκας τὰς ἐπὶ πόλι[ο]ς πάσας τοὺς ἐνικομένους τ̣αῖς ἁλικίαις.

38Arist. Pol. 1275a 22: πολίτης δ’ ἁπλῶς οὐδενὶ τῶν ἄλλων ὁρίζεται μᾶλλον ἢ τῷ μετέχειν κρίσεως καὶ ἀρχῆς. Aristotle’s view of citizenship is discussed in several contributions to this volume in detail. I have analyzed the passage elsewhere and drawn attention to the parallel between the agreement between Stiris and Medeon and Aristotle in a different context: see Walser 2012, 74-76.

39As Cassayre 2010, 79 has rightly seen, the specification τὰς δίκας τὰς ἐπὶ πόλι[ο]ς πάσας makes clear that this applies only to cases falling within the jurisdiction of the polis and not, as one must undoubtedly understand, within that of the Phocian League. For the distinction between δίκαι αἱ κατὰ ἔθνος/κοινόν and κατὰ πόλιν in the jurisdiction of federal states, see Robert 1925, 224-226. Arnaoutoglou’s translation—“those who reach the appropriate age shall judge cases in the poleis”—misses the point.

40The verb συναρχοστατέομαι is a hapax, the simplex ἀρχοστατέομαι not attested at all.

41In a characteristic contrast, the contract of isopoliteia between Tylisos and Axos states: ἐξέστω δὲ πολιτε[ύεσθαι τῶι τε Τυλισίωι ϝαξοῖ][καὶ τῶι ϝαξίωι Τ]υλισοῖ καὶ μετέχε[ν θίνων καὶ ἀνθρωπίνων πάντων (Chaniotis 1996, no. 15 ll. 6f.; see ibid. no. 61 A ll. 10-12). On isopoliteia see most recently Saba 2020 and—with very different views—Müller 2023b.

42The term Staatsbürgerschaft that emphasizes the status of being a citizen is used in international contexts in the sense of belonging to a state as a citizen.

43Ll. 34-41: μὴ ἔστω δὲ ἐπάναγ[κ]ες λειτουργεῖν τοὺς Μεδεωνίους ἐν Στίρι τὰς ἀρχάς, ὅσοι γεγένηνται ἐν Μεδεῶνι ἄρχοντες, ξενοδίκαι, πρακτῆρες, δαμιουργοί, ἱερεῖς, ἱεράρχαι, καὶ τᾶν γυναικῶν ὅσαι ἱερητεύκατι, εἰ μή τις ἑκὼν ὑπομένοι.

44See e.g. the synthesis between Mantineia and Helisson, IPArk 9 (RO 14). Other sympolity agreements, such as that between Miletos and Pidasa (I.Delphinion 149; see below), are far more concise and address primarily a series of specific issues.

45I.Delphinion 149, ll. 50f.: προσφερομένων Πιδασέων πόλιν τε καὶ χώραν καὶ τὰ[ς ἐ]κ τούτων προσόδους.

46The localization is due to Cook 1961, 91-96; the site and its strategic importance are characterized most effectively by Wörrle 2003a, 1368f., while Radt 1973-74, 169-174 provides a description of the ruins. The publication of the first—and so far only—decree of Pidasa (Kızıl et al. 2015; cf. Blümel 2016), brought to light through an illegal excavation near Kurudere at the foot of the eastern slopes of Mount Grion, necessitates a re-evaluation of the topography of Pidasa and its territory. A study promised by Kızıl et al. 2015, 390 has not yet appeared.

47They had incorporated Myous a few years before (LaBuff 2016, 87-92 with the evidence), and were, about the same time, in a territorial conflict and even war with Heracleia at Latmos (I.Delphinion 150; StV IV 644).

48I.Delphinion 149 (StV IV 638), referring to τὴν συμπολιτείαν in l. 49; see also Herrmann, I.Milet I, p. 184f. (with further bibliography). For the date, see Wörrle 1988, 445 n. 92, and Errington 1989, 287f. Gauthier 2001 clarified the procedure that led to the conclusion of the treaty. I have discussed the sympolity under a different perspective in Walser 2009, 139-141; Reger 2004, 156-161 and LaBuff 2016, 93-103 (with an English translation and commentary of the contract) pay particular attention to the motivations behind the unification of the two poleis.

49Ll. 10f.: εἶναι Πιδασεῖς Μιλησίων πολίτας καὶ τέκνα καὶ γυναῖκας.

50Ll. 13-15: μετεῖναι τοῖς ὀνόμασιν καὶ ἀ̣νενεχθεῖσιν ἱερῶν καὶ ἀρχείων καὶ τῶν ἄλλων, ὧν καὶ τοῖς λοιποῖς μέτεστι Μιλησίοις.

51E.g. IPArk 9 (Mantineia-Helisson), ll. 9f.; SEG 47.1563 (Latmos-Pidasa), ll. 10-13; IG IX 1 32 (Stiris-Medeon), ll. 18-24.

52 I.Magnesia 98 (Sokolowski, LSAM 32; Greek Ritual Norms 194).

53Chaniotis 1995. The literature on the topic is vast; see e.g. Chankowski 2005; Wiemer 2009a, 2009b; Parker 2011, 171-233, who underlines the importance of festivals for civic identity already in the Classical period.

54Fustel de Coulanges 1864, III ch. XII: “Si l’on veut définir le citoyen des temps antiques par son attribut le plus essentiel, il faut dire que c’est l’homme qui possède la religion de la cité”.

55The discussion cannot be opened here. One could refer to de Polignac 1984 or, with a focus on Athens, Blok 2017, 47-99, as well as to Sourvinou-Inwood 1990, who took the idea as the starting point for her much debated concept of Polis Religion.

56See the wide-ranging study by Krauter 2004, especially 53-113.

57Krauter 2004, 94-98. The exceptions are easily explainable.

58See in general, again, Chankowski 2005, especially 189 (“il s’agit là encore d’une image de la structure de la communauté”). At many festivals, the significance of citizenship was even more visible because the citizens participated κατὰ φυλάς, as part of their civic subdivision. See Zimmermann 2000, 465-469 with many references.

59I.Smyrna 573 (StV III 492; I.Magnesia Sipylos 1; Bencivenni 2003, 203-226).

60See also Schuler 1998, 50. The contrast between a military colony and a polis is most clearly illustrated by the letters in which Eumenes II granted polis-status to Toriaion around 180 BCE (I.Sultan Dağı 393; see Savalli-Lestrade 2018). That Magnesia was not a polis remains true even though some of the soldiers are said to be living κατὰ πόλιν. The lex Hafniensis—if it needs to be said—does not hold up.

61A terminus post quem for dating the dossier is provided by the recognition of Smyrna’s asylia, which happened either in 246 or—more plausibly—in 243/42. It depends in turn on the equally difficult dating of I.Smyrna 574, by which Smyrna accepts the Sōtēria in Delphi as an ἀγὼν στεφανίτης while mentioning its own asylia. For the historical circumstances see the commentaries cited above.

62The incorporation of Magnesia into Smyrna is usually called a sympolity. Yet if we define, as I suggest, a sympolity strictly as a union between existing poleis, involving the integration of the citizens of both partners into a single state, this case does not qualify: Magnesia was not a polis at the time, and consequently neither the soldiers nor the other inhabitants were citizens of Magnesia. For the discussion here, the point is not critical.

63Ll. 43-53: δεδόσθαι δὲ τοῖς ἐμ Μαγνησίαι κατοίκοις, τοῖς τε κατὰ πόλιν ἱππεῦσι καὶ πεζοῖς καὶ τοῖς ὑπαίθροις, πολιτείαν ἐν Σμύρνηι ἐφ’ ἵσηι καὶ ὁμοίαι τοῖς ἄλλοις πολίταις· ὁμοίως δὲ δεδόσθαι τὴμ πολιτείαν καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις τοῖς οἰκοῦσιν ἐμ Μαγνησίαι ὅσοι ἂν ὦσιν ἐλεύθεροί τε καὶ Ἕλληνες· ἀνενεγκάτωσαν δὲ τοὺς μὲγ καταλοχισμοὺς τῶν ἐμ Μαγνησίαι ἱππέων τε καὶ πεζῶν τῶν τε κατὰ πόλιν καὶ τῶν ὑπαίθρων οἱ ὄντες γραμματεῖς τῶγ ταγμάτων ἐπὶ τὸν δῆμον, τῶν δὲ ἄλλων οἰκητῶν τὴν γραφὴν οἱ ἀποδειχθέντες ὑπὸ τῶν ἐμ Μαγνησίαι κατοίκων ἄνδρες· ὅταν δὲ τιθῶνται τοὺς καταλοχισμοὺς οἱ γραμματεῖς καὶ οἱ ἄνδρες οἱ ἀποδειχθέντες τὴγ γραφὴν τῶν ἄλλων οἰκητῶν, ὁρκισάτωσαν αὐτοὺς οἱ ἐξετασταὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ μητρώιου ἱεροῖς νεοκαύτοις τοὺς μὲν γραμματεῖς ἦ μὴν ἀπὸ τοῦ βελτίστου ἀνενηνοχέναι τὴγ γραφὴν τῶν ὄντων παρ’ αὐτοῖς κατοίκων ἱππέων καὶ πεζῶν, τῶν τε κατὰ πόλιν καὶ τῶν κατὰ τὰ ὕπαιθρα τασσομένων, τοὺς δὲ ἄνδρας τοὺς ἀναφέροντας τὴγ γραφὴν τῶν ἄλλων οἰκητῶν, ἦ μὴν ἀπὸ τοῦ βελτίστου ἀνενηνοχέναι τὴγ γραφὴν τῶν οἰκούντων ἐμ Μαγνησίαι καὶ ὄντων ἐλευθέρων καὶ Ἑλλήνων· τὰς δὲ ἀνενεχθείσας γραφὰς οἱ ἐξεσταταὶ παραδότωσαν τῶι γραμματοφύλακι τῆς βουλῆς καὶ τοῦ δήμου, ὁ δὲ θέσθω εἰς τὸ δημόσιον. ἐπικληρωσάτωσαν δὲ οἱ ἐξετασταὶ εἰς τὰς φυλὰς τὰ ἀνενεχθέντα ὀνόματα πάντα καὶ ἀναγραψάτωσαν εἰς τὰ κληρωτήρια.

64I have collected the evidence in Walser 2012, 87.

65L. 53: καὶ ἔστω μετουσία τοῖς ἀναγραφεῖσιν εἰς τὰ κληρωτήρια πάντων ὧγ καὶ τοῖς λοιποῖς πολίταις μέτεστιν.

66I.Delphinion 149, ll. 12f.: παραδοῦναι δὲ ἐπὶ τὸ βουλευτήριον τῶν ὀνομάτων ἀναγραφὴν τοὺς αἱρεθέντας ὑπὸ Μιλησίων ἄνδρας.

67IPArk 17. I prefer the earlier dating of the sympolity, reaffirmed by Funke 2004, 431-434, to the later date of 350-340 defended by H. Taeuber and G. Thür, IPArk, p. 99f.

68Ll. 16-25. It is noteworthy that the right to bring an accusation is granted only to the former citizens of Helisson who are themselves entered on the list, not to the Mantineians (see IPArk, p. 105). Rhodes and Osborne (RO 14) miss that point in their translation. On the passage see also Faraguna 2005, 78.

69On civic subdivisions and citizenship see most recently Brock 2023 (with the earlier literature).

70For topography and history, see still F. Stählin, RE 15.2 (1932), 1491-1494 (largely taken over from the same author 1924, 128f.), much briefer and restricted to the Classical period J.-C. Decourt et al. in Hansen, Nielsen 2004, no. 403.

71Str. 9.5.17 (437-438 C). See most recently Zelnick-Abramovitz 2000, 117f., but she has overlooked the important discussion by Helly 1993, 191-196.

72SEG 51.724, ll. 5-7: φυλῆς εἶναι ἧς ἂν βούλωνται—εἵλοντο Ὀνθυρέων. See Habicht 1970, 142, followed by Helly 1993, 193; Zelnick-Abramovitz 2000, 117.

73The form φατρία, arising through dissimilation of the liquid from φρατρία, appears in a wide range of dialects (cf. Buck 1955, 64 § 70.3).

74Ll. 77-81: τᾷ φατρίᾳ τῶν Μεδεωνίων ἐν ἐτέοις τεττάροις ἀργυρίου μνᾶς πέντε κα[ὶ] τόπον τὰν καλειμέναν Δ̣α[μ]α̣τρείαν.

75See Sébillotte 1997, 44f. who suggests that the use of the term φράτρια could be explained through Stiris’s connections to Athens.

76A case that is as interesting as it is complex is the sympolity of Mylasa in Caria, which incorporated several of its neighbors; see Reger 2004, 164-168; 2010. When Olymos was incorporated, its former phylai were reduced to syngeneiai within the new state. It is clear that the former polis Olymos retained a considerable degree of autonomy. Nevertheless, I find it very difficult to follow Reger’s view that Olymos kept its own citizenship, “whatever its exact ‘constitutional’ value” (2004, 167).

77Blümel 1997 (SEG 47.1563); Wörrle 2003b, supplemented by Wörrle 2003a, provides a new edition with a thorough commentary. See further Reger 2004; Walser 2009, 141f.; Priol 2017.

78The decree published by Kızıl et al. 2015 has once again demonstrated the extent of the satrap’s interest in the region and his willingness to intervene in its affairs. It has thus deprived LaBuff’s already unconvincing attempt (2010; see also 2015, 79-87) to deny Asandros the role of instigator of the union of any remaining foundation.

79Ll. 4-13: προσκατατάξαι δὲ καὶ φυλὴν μία[ν π]ρὸς ταῖς ὑπαρχούσαις καὶ ὀνομάξεσθαι αὐ[τ]ὴν Ἀσανδρίδα, ἐπικληρῶσαι δ᾿ εἰς αὐτὴν ἐκ πα[σ]ῶν τῶν φυλῶν καὶ τῶν ΦΡΑΤΟΡΙΩΝ τῶν τε ἐν Λά[τ]μωι ὑπαρχόντων καὶ τῶν ἐμ Πιδάσοις, τοὺς δὲ λο[ι]π̣οὺς Πιδασείων ἐπικληρῶσαι ἐπὶ τὰς ὑπαρχούσας φυλὰς ὡς ἰσότατα, τοὺς δὲ λαχόντας Πιδασ̣εῖς μετέχειν ἱερῶν πάντων τοὺς μὲν φράτο[ρ]ας τῶν φρατορικῶν τὰς δὲ φυλὰς τῶν φυλετ[ικ]ῶν οὗ ἂν ἕκαστοι λάχωσιν. For a detailed commentary on this passage see Wörrle 2003b, 125-128.

80As Wörrle (2003b, 128 n. 27) has seen, an interesting parallel is also provided by Robert, Amyzon, 212-215 no. 26, where a group of persons who were integrated as new citizens, probably to repopulate the city (ibid. 188-191), was distributed by lot into the three smallest phylai.

81Ll. 21-25: [ὅ]π̣ως δ᾿ ἂν καὶ ἐπιγαμίας ποιῶνται πρὸς ἀλλήλους μὴ ἐξέστω Λάτμιον Λατμίωι διδόναι θυγατέρα μηδὲ λαμβάνειν μηδὲ Πιδασέ〈α〉 Πιδ[α]σεῖ ἀλλὰ διδόναι καὶ λαμβάνειν Λάτμιομ μὲ[ν] Πιδασεῖ Πιδασέα δὲ Λατμίωι ἐφ᾿ ἕτη ἕξ. Wörrle 2003b, 132-134 places this paragraph, “zweifellos der originellste des Dokuments”, in the wider legal context of political exo- and endogamy.

82Any invocation of “identity” and “identity construction” inevitably engages with wide-ranging debates that extend well beyond Ancient History and Classical Studies. These cannot be addressed here; however, Anderson 19912 and Bhabha 1994 may be cited as distant, yet nonetheless fundamental, theoretical points of departure for the considerations offered here. Skinner et al. 2025 could offer an entry point into the debates on identity in antiquity. The act of redefining the collective “we” within the context of sympolity—a process in which contractual language performs as much as it describes—has been convincingly highlighted and examined in detail by Mack 2013. His discussion aligns in many respects with the considerations offered here, although the present argument was developed independently of his and from a different direction.

83Parker 2009.

84Ll. 18-24: ἱστάνθω δὲ κα[ὶ ἱ]εροταμίαν ἐκ τῶν Μεδεωνίων ἕνα, τὸν θυσέοντα τὰς θυσίας τὰς πατρίους Μεδεωνίοις, ὅσαι ἐντὶ ἐν τῷ πολιτικῷ νόμ[ῳ, μ]ετὰ τῶν ἀρχόντων τῶν στα-[θ]έντων ἐν Στίρι. The text does not make it clear whether the hierotamias appointed from the Medeonians is chosen by the Medeonians alone or by all the citizens.

85Ll. 44-47: δαμιουρ[γ]εόντων δὲ καὶ τὰ ἐν Μεδε[ῶνι ἱ]ερά, καθὼς ὁ πολιτικὸς νόμος κελεύει.

86Commentaries diverge on whether the “law of the polis” was that of Medeon or of Stiris but it is difficult to imagine that the πολιτικὸς νόμος of Medeon would remain in force after the creation of the sympolity.

87See Bresson 2007 for all the evidence and earlier literature, superseding the brief remarks of Parker 2009, 210.

88See above with n. 48.

89I.Delphinion 149, ll. 11f.: ὅσαι ἂν ὦσιν φύσει Πιδασίδες ἢ πόλεως Ἑλλη̣νίδος πολίτιδες.

90I.Smyrna 573, l. 45: καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις τ[οῖς ο]ἰκοῦσιν ἐμ Μαγνησίαι ὅσοι ἂν ὦσιν [ἐ]λεύθεροί τε καὶ Ἕλληνες.

91See Günther 2014 for female citizens in Miletos.

92On these communities see Debord 2003.

93I.Smyrna 573, ll. 140-146: ὑπάρχειν δὲ καὶ Ὠμάνει καὶ το[ῖς] Πέρσαις τοῖς ὑπὸ Ὠμάνην… τήν τε πολιτεία[ν] καὶ τἆλλα φιλάνθρωπα, ἃ καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις τοῖς ἐκγ Μαγνησίας ἐψήφισται.

94When the military colony at Toriaion was given polis status, the indigenous population was explicitly included: see Schuler 1999.

95That is the view of Th. Ihnken, I.Magnesia Sipylos, p. 71.

96Once again, the concept of ethnicity leads to debates that cannot be taken up here. Vlassopoulos 2015 reflects on and reviews the debates following the seminal study by Hall 1997; more recently and with a broader focus Gruen 2020.

97The literature is again far too vast to be cited here, but see the careful observations by Faraguna 2005, especially 80-83, with the essential references. Drauschke 2019 analyzes the public display of interstate agreements, including sympolity-treaties, comprehensively, though certainly not exhaustively.

98Gellhorn 1988, 336. The often quoted sentence—expressing some hope in view of the Peace Movement of the Seventies and Eighties—was cut from later editions.
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1. Political Representation in Ancient Greece: Bridging Historical Gaps and Contemporary Understandings

Defining the concept of political representation is a daunting task not only for the ancient historian.1 This complexity is highlighted by the persistent efforts made by political scientists, sociologists, and historians of ideas throughout the centuries to formulate a mutually accepted working definition. As Fisichella aptly observes, while we can delineate with reasonable accuracy what representation is not, after centuries of theoretical exploration, we still find it difficult to articulate what representation actually is.2 Linguistic analysis within scholarly discourse defines the term “representation” as the act of making something absent present, regardless of the reasons for its absence in time and space. Based on this fundamental function, scholars generally agree on four distinct meanings of the representation as the act of reproducing, symbolising, manifesting, and substituting what is absent.3 The commonality among these interpretations lies in their operation within a monistic framework of presence and absence, where only one subject, the representative, is deemed “present”. Each of the four forms of representation entails a specific relationship between the represented (whether an individual, an object, or an idea) and the representative (be it a person or an entity). Nevertheless, the concept of representation cannot be confined solely to this relationship; it encompasses something more profound, derived from the representational context.4 In this perspective, the representative is defined externally by virtue of their role, and thus by their function of standing in for the represented. Ultimately, the interpretation hinges on the nuance that the verb “to represent” seeks to convey, whether it should place greater emphasis on the mere situation of the representative or the relationship between the representative and the represented. Regardless of the type of representation being referenced, the dual components of the concept—namely the situational aspect and the relational aspect—are invariably implicit. This is particularly evident in descriptive and symbolic representations, while the relational aspect is more discernible in interest representation and ascriptive representation.

Starting from Pitkin’s treatment of political representation, scholarship has emphasized the epistemological gap underlying representation and the gap between the form and substance of representation.5 The act of representation, in fact, implies the dependency of the one exercising power on those from whom he has received the mandate for his political actions, with the clarification that such actions find their foundation only in those who are represented. It follows that the institutions of a state are representative when the representatives obtain their mandate through popular election and the represented retain the ability to oversee the actions of the representatives. But the representative must base his political action on the will of the voters; this is why it is said that the representative “acts for” or “stands in place of” their constituencies. This is what Pitkin has defined “descriptive representation”.6 The dilemmas inherent in the study of political representation, particularly those articulated by Pitkin, centre on the independence of the representative in contrast to their dependence on the mandate.7 The crux of the issue lies in the concept of a “free mandate”, which posits that the representative is not beholden to the interests of their constituent group. This notion implies that modern representation does not conform to a singular archetype and allows for a degree of political initiative on the part of the representative. Consequently, this leads to both formal and substantive distinctions between the represented and their representatives.

These dilemmas extend beyond mere variations in the interpretation of representation; they highlight a logical challenge that also encompasses constitutional frameworks. On one hand, representation is regarded as a fundamental function for articulating the collective will, which must be coherent and attributed to the collective entity. On the other hand, representation serves as a mechanism through which citizens, each with their unique perspectives and particularities, can articulate their individual wills and contribute to the formation of the common will. This duality generates tensions between the concept of a singular collective will and the necessity of acknowledging the plurality of voices within society. Thus, the question of representation emerges as both complex and essential for contemporary democracies.

The challenge of establishing a common definition of political representation in political theory is accompanied by the recognition that the contemporary interpretation of representation obscures its historical context, particularly its historical antecedents. The concept of representation is inherently linked to that of sovereignty, particularly in relation to the modern understanding of power, which is rational and legitimate, founded upon the collective will of the people. The difficulty in grasping this concept, which has manifested in various theoretical constructs, may be attributed to the close relationship observed throughout the history of thought, where representation is viewed (albeit with a misinterpretation of its significance) as a support and instrument of sovereignty. Scholarship increasingly underscores that representation during the Middle Ages was fundamentally distinct from that of the modern era.8 Ankersmit, in discussing representative democracy, refers to the medieval origins of the concept of political representation; however, he does so to argue that representation should be decoupled from democracy.9 In medieval Europe representation was seen as the transmission of will from various estates, with the sovereign mediating and harmonising interests for the common good. The sovereign thus symbolised the identity and aspirations of the people, embodying their values. Moreover, in feudal societies where the sovereign embodied the totality of the subjects, the corporate assemblies that provided counsel represented the estate to which they belonged or the sphere in which they exercised power, bound by an imperative mandate that significantly constrained their actions.

For historians of antiquity, this challenge is complicated by the widespread reluctance among scholars of political sciences and political philosophers to recognise the existence of representation in ancient Greece, even in terms of its historical antecedence. As Frank Ankersmit states, “classical democracy was founded in Classical Athens as direct democracy, and direct democracy left no space for political representation”.10 Ankersmit further posits that the concept of representation itself is a creation of the Middle Ages. This perspective suggests a fundamental disconnect between ancient practices and modern interpretations of political representation, highlighting a tendency to overlook the complexities of the democratic processes that characterised ancient Greece. However, is the claim to reject any applicability of the concept of political representation to ancient Greece well-founded? In the next section, I will endeavour to formulate a definition of political representation that aligns with the institutional realities of the Greek world, commencing with an exploration of previous attempts to articulate the concept of political representation in Greece.

2. The Dynamics of Political Representation in the Athenian Democracy

The investigation into political representation has encompassed Athenian democracy, particularly concerning the relationship between the people and its institutional representations. In challenging Hansen’s interpretation of the superiority of the popular courts over the assembly, Ober contended that the idea of the people (dēmos) encompasses its institutional manifestations in a symbolic manner that can be articulated through the rhetorical device of synecdoche.11 This means that the assembly, the council, and the lawcourts can be viewed as a pars pro toto. In response, Hansen has argued that the opposite is actually the case, asserting that for the Athenians a meeting of the assembly was perceived as a gathering of the entire people. He suggested that if we were to apply the reasoning based on synecdoche, it is indeed the whole that represents the part.12 More recently, Daniela Cammack posits that few political actions in Athens were genuinely executed by the entire dēmos; rather, they were authored by fragments of the citizenry. Cammack concludes that almost all Greek political actors can be considered representative agents in the sense that they act on behalf of others who are absent.13 Conversely, in constructivist terms, political representation is understood as a dynamic and ongoing process rather than a static fact tied solely to the election of representatives. This perspective shifts the focus from traditional electoral mechanisms that legitimate representation to the interactions and performances that shape political claims within a democratic context. Drawing on the work of Michael Saward, Matt Simonton has investigated the concept of the representative claim as it manifests in the relation between speakers and people in the Athenian assembly. In this framework, speakers engage with the assembly not merely as representatives of their constituents but as active participants in constructing a dynamic representation of the idea of dēmos, an idea negotiated each time in the Assembly through participation.14

When discussing democracy and representation, it is imperative to mention the council of 500, the governing body that engaged with the assembly, responsible for preparing the agenda and overseeing governmental functions.15 During the classical period, the council comprised 500 members selected by lot—50 from each of Athens’ ten phylai—serving as councillors for a term of one year. This council represented a cross-section of the civic body, ensuring equitable representation across all ten political segments into which the territory was divided, thereby adhering to a principle of proportionality.16 The council, in its structure, is closely linked to the demes and larger territorial divisions (trittyes) of Attica. Local identities reflect a characteristic spirit of autonomy in the region, where democratic political forms are inherently tied to a relatively equal relationship between the urban centre and the surrounding territory. This connection is socioeconomically supported by widespread private land ownership and the absence of rural servitude. In this perspective, the council, with its territorial foundation, is not merely a technical institution; rather, it serves a significant ideological role in the exercise of political power, representing the interests of small and medium landowners from the countryside. Domenico Musti has emphasised that the roles of the council and the assembly as democratic institutions should not be viewed solely from a hierarchical standpoint; they also embody representation (“rappresentatività” in Musti’s words), thereby addressing the typical aporia of the polis, where delegating political functions to the urban centre complicates the ability of rural inhabitants to assert their will, as expressed through their physical presence in the assembly.17 Thus, the council plays a crucial role in bridging the gap between the urban centre and the periphery, ensuring that the political life of the territory is represented within the broader democratic framework.

The representative nature of the council does not imply that this representation is categorical. In fact, it does not represent specific social or professional categories to the extent that councillors are not required to act and decide according to predetermined instructions that would restrict their actions. Therefore, the purpose is not to bring pre-formed issues and demands from the local level into the council, but rather to give voice to the collective will of the people.

To capture the uniqueness of Greek representation, it should be situated within its specific context—a system that lacks a professional political class and where there is no clear distinction between politicians and ordinary citizens as the “electorate”. This apparent aporia is resolved by the idea of political alternation, the commitment to govern and be governed in turn (archein kai archesthai).18 This rotation, which in some cases involved sortition for some archai, is perceived in democratic ideology as a means to achieve good governance while also reflecting democratic justice.19 Insofar as those in power have previously been in positions of obedience, it becomes possible for them to take into account the perspectives of the governed when making decisions. This way of conceiving political alternation is based on a shared system of beliefs and values and presupposes the idea of the dēmos as a unity, even when it convenes in assemblies that involve or represent only a portion of the people. This is a foundational principle of democratic ideology which can be found both in theoretical reflection and in Athenian public discourse. In Plato’s Laws, the Athenian asserts that education should be considered positive if it instils in the individual the desire to become an exemplary citizen, capable of commanding and obeying justly (ἄρχειν τε καὶ ἄρχεσθαι ἐπιστάμενον μετὰ δίκης).20 Similarly, when Aristotle identifies freedom as the principle of democratic constitution, he argues that a characteristic of freedom is that the same individual alternately commands and is commanded21. A similar concept can be found in certain Thessalian decrees, specifically in the formula καὶ παθόντεσσι καὶ δρασάντεσσι. This expression, which is sometimes combined with isotimia, refers to the ability to hold public office and to be subject to it, and, in technical terms, to possess equal rights in the exercise (both active and passive) of power.22 If conceived in these terms, representation in ancient Greek democracy seems to have implicitly overcome the modern gap between representation as autonomous action and representation as action conditioned by mandate, as it does not recognize any qualitative distinction between those who represent and those who are represented.

As this quick overview has shown, the endeavour to identify the presence of representative claims within the Greek world and to define them in relation to contemporary understandings of political representation fundamentally pertains to the reality of the poleis. But what can be said about political representation in Greek federal states?

3. The Interplay of Political Representation and Proportionality in Greek Federal States

Greek federalism, characterised by its confederative structures, presents a unique landscape for understanding ancient political representation. Unlike modern nation-states, where centralised governance often prevails, Greek confederations such as the Achaean and the Boeotian koina exemplified a system where local autonomy coexisted with federal decision-making.

Systematic attempts to study political representation have been undertaken by J.A.O. Larsen. Following a series of preparatory works on the concept of representation in the Panhellenic leagues and various federal contexts, in 1958 Larsen published a monograph addressing the existence of representative governments in the Greco-Roman world, with particular emphasis on Greek federal states and symmachiai.23 Larsen adopted a rather narrow concept of representation, characterising representative government as that “in which the ultimate decisions on important questions are made by representatives acting for their constituents and having authority to make such decisions according to their own best judgment”.24 His analysis rests on three fundamental presuppositions: that agents free from accountability are true representatives; that representative governments cannot exist alongside primary assemblies; and that oligarchies were more inclined to delegate authority than democracies.25

However, there are significant critiques to be made regarding Larsen’s approach. Firstly, his definition of representative government is both imprecise and overly restrictive. A distinctive characteristic of Greek regimes lies in their ability to blend representation with direct governance, a feature evident in both the poleis and the koina well before the third century BCE. Thus, it is arguably more fruitful to explore how the Greeks conceptualised representation by examining not only entirely representative governments but also the common instances of representation that existed between city-states and federal states. Secondly, representation is no more common in oligarchies than it is in democracies. In fact, representation is not inherently more prevalent in oligarchies than in democracies; rather, it applies to both forms of governance. This is particularly evident in federal states, where both oligarchic and democratic koina employed representative structures.

Despite his contributions, Larsen did not engage with the broader discourse surrounding the definition of representation, nor did he investigate the specificity of the Greek representative model in relation to various historical manifestations of representation. His significant synthesis on Greek federalism, published approximately a decade later, added little to the discourse on the topic.26 Nevertheless, Larsen’s work merits recognition for drawing attention to the existence of representation within the federal context and for paving the way for further reflections. Larsen’s model illustrates that representative governments in Greek federal states followed a distinct trajectory: representative councils initially held sovereignty, which subsequently shifted to primary assemblies, before a return to councils in the early second century BCE. Notably, pure representative government existed in the Boeotian koinon, foreshadowing modern representation. These experiments spread from the late third century BCE in developed federal states such as the Achaean Confederation, although direct governance remained dominant. The resurgence of representative systems from the second century can be attributed to Roman interactions and reforms, marking a significant evolution in the landscape of political representation.

What was the nature of representation in federal states? In addressing this question, Corsten’s contribution explores the foundational and territorial structures of Greek confederations, identifying the establishment of a proportional district structure as a defining principle of these federal entities.27 While several scholars have challenged his idea that the division of the territory into districts cannot be regarded as a definitive criterion for the characterization of the Greek federal state, Corsten’s contribution warrants recognition for the significance he attributed to representation within the federal context.28 In fact, significant progress has been made in our understanding of the application of political representation, especially within individual koina. This surely applies to the Achaean koinon as well as to the Boeotian and Arkadian confederations. Concerning the Achaean sympoliteia, to employ the expression of Polybius, the discussion has encompassed not only the vexata quaestio surrounding the terminology utilised by the historian of Megalopolis to denote the institutional organs of the confederation (synklētos/synodos, as well as boulē and ekklēsia), but also the representative nature of such organs. As is well known, Aymard, doubting that the Achaean confederation had a federal council, argued that the synodos was a primary assembly open to all citizens.29 In contrast, Larsen suggested an evolution in the nature of the Achaean federal organs following a reform that occurred in 217 BCE, which redesigned the institutional framework of the koinon. Originally, the regular primary assembly, the synodos, was complemented by exceptional assemblies convened to deliberate on matters of great importance (the synklētoi); however, after 217, the term synodos came to denote a federal council, while the people continued to decide on the most significant issues gathered in the synklētos.30 While these theories have been embraced with minor variations in subsequent scholarship, there have been efforts to reconcile the two viewpoints. For instance, it has been posited that the synodos functioned as a combined assembly comprising both the popular assembly and the federal council.31 One of the most compelling hypotheses is that proposed by Sizov, who interprets the synodos as a hybrid institution comprising delegations from the cities of the koinon. These delegations voted kata poleis and were selected in proportion to the demographic potential of the polis they represented. This conclusion is supported by the argument that the criterion of proportional representation is operative in the selection of the nomographoi, magistrates responsible for drafting legislative proposals and incorporating the resolutions of the League assembly into the corpus of federal laws.32 This is evident both in the list of nomographoi from Epidaurus (IG IV2 1 73), which attests to the activity of 24 nomographoi and a secretary within a federal context, originating from 17 cities of the league, and in an inscription from Aigion (Rizakis 2008 no. 116 = SEG 58.417), which Rizakis has interpreted as a federal law followed by a list of the nomographoi who drafted it.33 In both cases, the principle of proportional representation operates according to the scheme 3.2.1, whereby the more populous cities send three nomographoi, while the less densely populated ones send only one nomographos.34 Even the contributions of individual cities to the Achaean federal coinage were organised according to a proportional principle based on the population of the cities koinon.35 The structure of the Achaean Confederation likely served as an inspiration for the adoption of proportional representation within the Lycian Confederation. This influence underscores the significance of Achaean political models in shaping the governance frameworks of contemporary federations.36

The criterion of proportional representation may be cautiously invoked in the selection of damiorgoi within a decree preserving the text of a late fourth-century treaty between the Achaean confederation and the polis of Coronea.37 The text contains a list of names of damiorgoi, followed by their ethnics in the plural form referring to Achaean cities that are members of the koinon. However, the extremely fragmentary nature of the decree does not allow for a definitive assessment of how the principle of representation operated. More interesting in this regard is the territorial dispute between Messene and Megalopolis concerning the possession of the territories of Andania and Pylana, in which the Achaean confederation was called upon to act as an arbiter.38 At lines 16-29, the document references 17 anthroponyms, accompanied by patronymics, who act as hagemones; these individuals came from 7 different cities within the Achaean koinon and were likely part of an ad hoc commission constituted by members of the political elite of the confederation, as suggested by Thür and Rizakis.39. It cannot be excluded that the commission of hagemones was selected according to a proportional criterion, but that it also took into account contingent political factors, as evidenced by the fact that no hagemon originated from either Arcadia or Messenia.

It is striking that one of the historical regions that was part of the Achaean confederation, Arcadia, employed a criterion of proportional representation in the selection of certain magistracies. A proxeny decree from Tegea, now lost, likely contained a complete list of federal magistrates, dating from after the synoecism of Mantinea (370 BCE) and before the confederation’s split in 363 BCE.40 The decree honours the Athenian Philarchus, an otherwise unrecorded figure, by granting him the titles of proxenus and benefactor, with similar honours extended to his descendants. Following this, a list is presented (ll. 9-69), enumerating 50 magistrates known as damiorgoi. The precise identity of the damiorgoi has been subject to scholarly debate, with the prevailing hypothesis suggesting that they constituted a commission of the council, akin to the prytaneis in the council of a polis.41 The catalogue is systematically organised according to geographical principles, with the ethnics of each of the ten poleis followed by the names of the magistrates appointed by each city. Consistently, the number of damiorgoi varies in accordance with the population of the confederate cities.42 It naturally raises the question of whether the principle of proportional representation was derived by the Achaeans from the model of the Arcadian confederation. However, this remains a mere hypothesis that, given the current state of evidence, cannot be conclusively verified.

Even more intriguing is the application of the criterion of proportional representation in the composition of councils within federal states such as Aetolia, Boeotia, and Phokis. A detailed analysis of these federal contexts allows for a deeper understanding of two key aspects. Firstly, and perhaps most importantly, it elucidates how political representation is conceptualised within a federal framework. Secondly, it prompts reflection on the centrality of the federal council in facilitating the connection between local and federal levels of governance. This examination not only highlights the mechanisms of representation but also underscores the significance of the council as a pivotal institution in the broader political landscape of these federations.

4. Political Representation in the Aetolian Confederation

The assembly of the Aetolian Confederation convened two regular sessions each year. In the spring, the koinon gathered during the Panaitōlika, a festival held at a different location each year; in the autumn, the principal meeting took place during the Thermika in Thermos, where the officials of the koinon were also elected. Extraordinary sessions could be convened as necessary. All Aetolians of military age were entitled to vote, with votes counted individually rather than by city. Alongside the assembly operated a council, which met more frequently than the assembly. As we will see, its members were elected from the cities of the koinon, which were represented in proportion to their population. The head of the confederation of the Aetolians was the stratēgos, who typically also held the title of eponymous archōn.43

We can see an institutional architecture comprising three levels, in which sovereignty resided with the assembly, open to all citizens without census requirements.44 However, the territorial expansion of the koinon, which significantly increased during the third century due to substantial territorial annexations, combined with the fact that the assembly typically convened only twice a year, rendered the institution of the council central to the political and administrative functioning of the koinon. The council represented a sort of second level within the institutional architecture of the koinon, as the assembly not only collaborated with it but also delegated a range of tasks for which it retained sovereignty. Finally, a third level is constituted by a commission of apoklētoi, literally “those who are elected”, which served as a sort of smaller council within the council, but always acted together with the stratēgos and were a separate body from the synedrion.45 The representative nature of the Aetolian council is evidenced by very few attestations. In discussing the conclusion of the Macedonian War, Justin mentions the dispatch of members of the Aetolian council, specifying that this council (senatus) was composed of representatives from all Aetolian cities.46 However, he does not clarify how the councillors were selected.

The only known document that provides insights into the composition of the Aetolian synedrion is the arbitration between the poleis of Achaia Phthiotis, Melitaia and Perea.47 At the time of the arbitrate (213/212 BCE), these poleis were merged by a sympoliteia agreement, possibly dating back to the first half of the third century.48 What concerns our discussion are the clauses found at the lines 16-21 regarding the potential rescission of the sympoliteia agreements.49 Perea would maintain a representative in the Aetolian synedrion—here designated as βουλευτάς instead of the more common synedros—, contribute to paying the debts incurred during the period when the sympoliteia was in effect, and pay federal contributions to the league in proportion to its representation. If, as it appears, the number of representatives does not change over time, it must have been regulated at the moment of the communities’ entry into the Aetolian League.50 This principle of proportionality ensured that the diverse sizes of the poleis were recognized, while still upholding their right to fair political representation at the federal level—even for the less prominent members of the league.51 As Lasagni has stressed, the fact that the council was composed kata poleis rather than by districts is consistent with the urbanization process that characterized the Aetolian confederation.52 Its development during the fourth century BCE, indeed, followed a clear transition from a local tribal structure to a more polis-centred framework. It is not improbable that the model adopted by the Aetolian League was derived from the Delphic Amphictyony, in which member communities sent a fixed number of delegates to participate in the meetings of the sacred league.53

This arbitration shows significant involvement from the federal authorities. It is the council that selects the citizens who acted as arbitrators from a member city of the confederation; and it is again the council, along with the federal magistrates (the secretary, the hipparch, the prostatai of the synedrion) that guarantees the agreement (ll. 32-37).54 It would be tempting to view this involvement as a recurring mechanism, if not even a mandatory procedure in cases of arbitration among the members of the confederation.55

A similar involvement of the federal institutions appears in the arbitration between Melitaia and Xyniai (214/213 BCE).56 In this context, the federal authorities are engaged in the process to the extent that they appointed judges tasked with resolving the dispute in question.57 In this respect, the involvement of federal institutions could be considered a distinctive feature of the Aetolian confederation that sets it apart from other koina, such as the Achaean (see the the territorial dispute between Hermion and Epidauros)58, or Phokian confederations (the arbitration between Phanoteus and Stiris;59 the agreement of sympoliteia between Medeion and Stiris).60

The dimensions of the Aetolian council are unknown. However, since even the smaller communities were represented by at least one councillor, the total number of synedroi must have been quite large. There is no consensus among scholars on this point. Typically, reference is made to an episode described by Livy concerning the massacre of anti-Roman council members in 168/7 BCE, when 550 bouleutai were killed.61 The synedrion likely had more than 550 members due to the presence of many Roman supporters in the federal council. Estimates range from 1,000 to 1,500 councillors.62 A larger council may have been necessary for effective administration, given that the assembly met only twice a year.63

This synedrion was indeed tasked with many responsibilities.64 It was involved in the mechanism for granting honours to foreign benefactors, as evidenced by various honorific decrees.65 However, there is no explicit evidence of the federal council’s involvement in the activities of the assembly, as the mention of the boulē is notably absent in the formula for the deliberation of federal decrees. Although joint decisions between the federal council and the koinon are not mentioned in the decrees of the Aetolian League, it is commonly believed that the two institutions interacted in some way and that the council prepared the assembly’s activities and served a probouleutic function. The council’s participation in overseeing the federal assembly may be inferred from the fact that a variable number of boularchoi are listed in the dating formulas of several league decrees instead of the stratēgos.66 However, the Aetolian boularchoi did not serve as presidents of the federal synedrion in the same manner as the Athenian prytaneis. Rather, they appear to function as executive magistrates who act on behalf of the federal stratēgos as eponymous officials when the latter is not present.67 More relevant is the mention of the secretary of the council in some third-century inscriptions—both in the form grammateus tōn synedrōn, as in the Decree of the Aetolian League for Damon from Dyme, and in the form grammateus tēs boulēs, as in the decree for Epikles of (V)Axos—alongside the secretary of the league (grammateus tōn Aitōlōn).68

A form of interaction between the federal council and the assembly is evident in the dossier concerning the Kytenians’ embassy to Xanthos in Lycia, published by Jean Bousquet.69 Here the members of the Aetolian council, along with the supreme federal magistrates, address the assembly and council of Xanthos, presenting the Dorian ambassadors as envoys of the Aetolians and urging their interlocutors to be favourable towards their request, in the name of the kinship which exists with the Dorians (ll. 79-88). Before the delegation was sent, there was a decree from the Aetolians, most likely issued by the assembly, granting the Dorians a delegation to present their requests for aid in the reconstruction of the walls of Kytenion to the inhabitants of Xanthos.70 The preparation of the documentation for the delegates, as well as the relations between the confederation and the recipients of the embassy, is entrusted to the councillors and federal magistrates.

A similar interaction between the assembly and the council can be found in an epigraphic dossier concerning the determination of the status of isopolitēs for a foreign resident in Amphissa, a Locrian polis that was then part of the koinon.71 The dossier consists of a decree from the Aetolian assembly (A1) and a letter from the kosmoi of the city of (V)Axos to the authorities of the Aetolian koinon. These documents hold significant interest for many reasons.72 However, I wish to underscore that the response from the magistrates of (V)Axos is directed not to the assembly, but rather to the federal magistrates and members of the synedrion. The inclusion of the councillors as recipients of the letter evokes the previously discussed example regarding Kytenion. It is noteworthy that the councillors are the ones informed about the status of a foreign resident who has requested a special status, that of isopolitēs, and who subsequently relays a report to the assembly, which then issues a decree to register the status of isopolitēs for Epikles.

What type of representation are we discussing in relation to the Aetolian council? If we consider the distinction made in modern political theory between metaphorical and synecdochical representation, it is evident that the representation within the federal council is of the synecdochical type. This is because the councillors “stand for” or “refer to” the entire citizenry. This exemplifies the same form of political representation observable in the deliberative institutions of the poleis, specifically the council and the assembly, where participants constituted a segment of the eligible citizenry, yet were not distinguished from the broader population in terms of their inherent nature. From this perspective, the councils of both poleis and koina exhibit similar mechanisms of identification between representatives and those they represent.

In relation to the Aetolian federal council, this point is clearly exemplified by several decrees of asylia that mention both the assembly, which decrees the grant of asylia, and the federal council, to which the assembly delegates specific responsibilities. Notably, these decrees highlight that the council is empowered by the assembly to act independently and to make sovereign decisions on certain matters.

For example, consider the decree of asylia issued by the Aetolian confederation for the community of Magnesia on the Meander.73 The decree stipulates that neither Aetolians nor those residing in Aetolia are permitted to seize anyone from Magnesian territory. If such an act occurs, the current stratēgos is to confiscate any visible property, while for property that is not visible (i.e., already disposed of), the councillors are empowered to impose fines and ensure that these are paid to the victims. This form of empowerment is expressed through the term kyrios, which denotes the concept of legal authority, thereby conferring legal validity to the actions of the Council. It is a term rich in institutional significance, also found in reference to the council of the polis. With regard to Athens, Esu has demonstrated that in the documentation of the fourth century, the term kyrios serves as a synonym for autokratōr, a term more commonly used in fifth-century inscriptions, indicating the council’s capacity to act autonomously rather than merely implementing or enforcing the decisions of the assembly.74 Esu has argued that this represents a “delegation clause”, through which the assembly delegated certain decision-making functions to the council within a constitutional framework characterised by flexibility and shared sovereignty.75 In the case of the Aetolian council, we are not dealing with delegations related to decision-making but rather with functions that are judicial in nature. In this context, the council has the discretion to impose economic sanctions, and its decisions are not ephesimoi, subject to appeal. Moreover, this kind of authority is consistent with the judicial functions of the councillors, which are clearly evidenced by various decrees that document judicial proceedings before the federal council.76

Ultimately, participation in a council that convened more frequently than the primary assembly, and which was constituted according to the principle of proportional representation derived from local elections, afforded communities that joined the league during the third century BCE an opportunity for political integration and shared governance within the federal framework.77 The activities of the federal synedrion in the documentation from the third and second centuries BCE are well-documented.78 However, it is plausible that the delegations participating in the council predominantly comprised individuals from the economic elite of their respective cities.79 This assumption is supported by the fact that council meetings often required considerable travel, and there is no record of remuneration for the federal councillors. Thus, the composition and dynamics of the council reflect both the socio-economic structures of the period and the complexities of governance within the league.

5. Political Representation, Proportionality and Sortition: The Boeotian Model

When considering representation in relation to the Greek federal states, the first example that comes to mind is the Boeotian confederation of the classical period.80 The functioning of the Boeotian constitution is described in a well-known passage from the Hellenica of Oxyrhynchus, which captures the situation of the Boeotian federal state as it appeared in 395 BCE.81 The Anonymus historian accounts for a system whose introduction scholars date to 446 BCE, when the Boeotians established a federal structure that remained in place until the dissolution of the league following the conclusion of the Peace of Antalkidas (387/6 BCE).82 All of Boeotia was divided into parts known as merē, which were foundational to proportional representation within the federal bodies.

The passage on the working of Boeotian federal constitution opens with a description of the local councils. Citizens were divided into 4 councils or boulai, each of which took turns examining the affairs of the confederation, effectively exercising a probouleutic function over the other councils; the decisions of the sitting council became executive only if unanimously approved by the other boulai. It should be noted that not all citizens were allowed to participate in the local councils; rather, participation was contingent upon property qualifications, the specifics of which remain unknown. The system, therefore, excludes from the exercise of political functions those who, although citizens by birth, are not so by property qualifications. It is unclear whether this exclusion also applied to the election to higher offices. This description echoes what Aristotle states in the Politics in two different passages: first, when he mentions a Theban law that prohibited access to public offices for those who had not stayed away from the agora for ten years; and then when he notes that access to the population in Thebes is regulated in such a way that political rights are granted to those who have abstained from manual labour for a certain period.83

At the local level, there was no primary assembly. Dušanić’s hypothesis that the Boeotian constitution also included a primary assembly has been convincingly rejected by Pierre Salmon, who demonstrated that it refers to the general assemblies of the federal boulē that convened on the Cadmea, and that the term synedrion is synonymous with the federal council.84 The lacking of the primary assembly was only partially mitigated by the existence of the 4 boulai, which, despite the property threshold for access to the politeuma likely not being set at a high level, did not facilitate extensive participation among the citizenry. It is difficult to envision how these boulai interacted, as well as to quantify participation in these political bodies. We may suppose that the annual number of bouleutai could vary depending on the size of the city and its demographic potential.

The anonymous provides further information regarding the Boeotian federal organisation, especially concerning the subdivision of the territory into districts. Boeotia was divided into 11 districts with Thebes occupying 4 districts. In the absence of a primary assembly, the most important institution was the federal council, composed of 660 members, where the principle of representation was upheld; each district provided 60 bouleutai regardless of the population of the district and appointed a boeotarch, contributing to the board of the 11 boeotarchs. Participation in the federal council was contingent upon property qualifications; however, we know little about the method of election for the bouleutai. According to an old hypothesis by Swoboda, the bouleutai may have been selected by lot from local councils. This hypothesis is compelling, especially in light of the fact that the Anonymous of Oxyrhynchus mentions the remuneration of the bouleutai, possibly in the form of expense reimbursements from local authorities. Remuneration represents a balancing factor within the Boeotian timocracy and allows us to classify it as a moderate oligarchy.

How can this form of representation be interpreted? Political scientists have often discussed the relationship between representation and the method of selecting representatives. Bernard Manin has long emphasized the importance of sortition in relation to representation, highlighting how, in the context of the Athenian democracy, sortition was regarded as a democratic tool, while election was seen as typically aristocratic.85 This perspective is quite prevalent in the modern scholarship on political representation. In this regard, McCormick has stated that “election is a magistrate selection method that directly and indirectly favours the wealthy and keeps political offices from being distributed widely among citizens of all socioeconomic backgrounds”.86 In my opinion, the distinction lies in the potential inherent in sortition. While elections, which select candidates based on merit and social class, often fail to provide a descriptive representation of the constituents, sortition possesses the advantage of greater representational potential. In other words, representatives chosen through this method should be regarded as more reflective of the politeuma, encompassing both political beliefs and social background. There is, moreover, another reason why sortition might be adopted in oligarchic regimes. Matt Simonton has rightly emphasised the highly competitive nature of ancient elections.87 Election was not an automatic mechanism whereby the people always chose based on merit, prominence, or social standing; rather, candidates could campaign on electoral promises, appealing to particular interests and even employing populist or demagogic strategies. Such a mechanism could be potentially more dangerous in an oligarchy, where internal competition among the elite could be more intense. This is consistent with what Cairns, Canevaro, and Mantzouranis have argued regarding the relationship between conceptions of political justice, stasis, and constitutional change in Aristotle’s thought.88 Ancient theoretical reflection, indeed, has often highlighted the oligarchic claim to inequality as a value, as well as the assertion that economic superiority should translate into superiority in all respects.89 At least on one occasion, in the oligarchic constitution of Heraia in Arcadia, the transition from election to sortition was justified by the fact that the same individuals were always elected.90 In an oligarchic context, therefore, sortition, which selected the bouleutai from a group of individuals who put themselves forward, served as a means to balance the competitiveness of the elites.91 It essentially left the outcome of the selection to chance rather than to a merit-based evaluation.92

The system of merē observed in the classical Boeotian constitution evanished with the establishment of the so-called Theban League. The new confederation solidified its structural framework in 372 BCE, establishing a democratic system predominantly led by Thebes.93 In a departure from the previously dominant timocratic model, the entire apparatus of federal institutions was dismantled in favour of a system inspired by the Athenian model. This new arrangement included an assembly of adult males, a council composed of members selected by lot with probouleutic functions, and the delegation of executive authority to the boeotarchs, who were elected by the assembly.94 Diodorus frequently characterises this new system as a synteleia imposed by Thebes upon the Boeotians.95 Under this framework, each member was required to contribute a quota, referred to as the telos, to the league. The notion of district sometimes associated with the telē, which might imply a significant continuity in the district organisation characteristic of the first confederation, is, in fact, misleading. Despite the democratisation of institutions, the synteleia system largely undermines the principle of proportional representation, resulting in a structure of cities that are dependent on the hegemon. While the concept of a “territorial whole” remains essential, the “syntelical” cities emerge as subordinate components of the Theban territory.96

In a system that no longer adhered to representative principles, how were the boeotarchs selected? A series of seven decrees from the period of the Theban League illustrates the existence of seven boeotarchs who lack ethnic designations, a detail that has invited speculation.97 One such decree pertains to an honorific recognition for a Carthaginian citizen acknowledged as a proxenos and benefactor of the Boeotians, to whom were granted enktēsis, tax exemption, and asylia.98 According to the traditional interpretation, of the seven boeotarchs, four hailed from Thebes, while the remaining three were presumably distributed among the other member states in proportion to their respective sizes. Conversely, the absence of ethnic designations, which precludes the identification of the elected representatives’ origins, has led to the assumption that all boeotarchs were from Thebes. Nevertheless, a proportional electoral system cannot be entirely discounted. Denis Knoepfler, in particular, has posited that, given the existence of seven telē into which Boeotia was divided, the boeotarchs were representative of these telē.99

Research conducted over recent decades on Boeotia has significantly transformed our understanding of the federal institutions of the Hellenistic koinon. For an extended period, it was believed that the Hellenistic koinon lacked districts, which were thought to be characteristic solely of the Classical period. Paul Roesch proposed the hypothesis that districts existed within the Hellenistic confederation and were particularly dominated by the major cities of the koinon.100 However, it is through the work of Knoepfler that the identification of the seven Hellenistic districts has been achieved.101

Such identification fundamentally relies on the analysis of specific inscriptions that are particularly pertinent to our discourse on the principle of representation. In particular, an Oropian honorary decree bestowing some honours upon Ophelas of Amphipolis, mentions a college of boeotarchs, whose names, unlike those observed in the Theban League, are accompanied by their ethnic designations.102 By comparing this list with the composition of the districts, we can ascertain that the boeotarchs were representative of the districts, albeit with the qualification that when a district encompassed multiple cities, the boeotarch was appointed in rotation by the cities constituting that district. The list of boeotarchs from the proxeny decree for Ophelas of Amphipolis indicates that districts in the Hellenistic Boeotia facilitated coordination among smaller poleis, promoting equitable power distribution and enabling resource pooling for military contributions to the koinon, thus enhancing administrative efficiency.103

Something similar can be observed in an Achaean decree which honours ten foreign hostages (homeroi).104 These individuals are, in fact, “guarantors” among whom eight Boeotians and two Phokians are recognised, at a time when the Achaeans were allied with them. As Knoepfler has demonstrated, the Boeotian hostages originated from seven cities representing their respective districts; notably, with the exception of Plataia and Oropos, no two poleis from the same district are included. The precise institutional roles held by the honoured individuals remain unclear. They could have served as ambassadors or federal magistrates accompanied by a secretary, or, following Knoepfler’s hypothesis, as a college of seven federal hipparchs with a secretary. However, it is more likely that Müller is correct in suggesting that this refers to a college of former magistrates, as handing over an entire board of serving magistrates would have jeopardised the existing alliance.105

A comparable discussion can be undertaken concerning another magistracy, namely that of the aphedriateuontes, federal magistrates tasked with overseeing federal cults. These magistrates are mentioned in some federal dedications made at various sanctuaries in Boeotia, particularly at Plataea at the sanctuary of Zeus Eleutherios and at Akraiphia at the sanctuary of Apollo Ptoios.106 A comparison between the ethnics of the aphedriateuontes and the Hellenistic districts shows that these magistrates were selected from the telē.107

The Hellenistic synedrion serves as the central federal institution of the koinon, although evidence regarding its functions and structure is notably scarce. In the two lists of magistrates from Thespies three synedroi are mentioned, indicating that these were likely the representatives for the telos of Thespies during this period.108 From this, we can infer that the federal synedrion probably comprised a total of 21 synedroi, a figure that appears plausible within the context of Boeotian governance. The synedroi represented each telos, rather than the individual poleis, which underscores the federal nature of the koinon.

The comparison between the Boeotian koinon of the Classical age and that of the Hellenistic age reveals significant changes in the conception of political representation. First, whereas in the former case representation operates from the poleis, the Hellenistic koinon organises representation based on its telē. Secondly, the Hellenistic synedrion was characterised by its relatively small size, contrasting with the more significant participation and representation suggested by the account of the Anonymus of Oxyrhynchus. Despite this difference, a consistent feature emerges between the two models under examination. In both instances, there is a shared understanding of representation, where no distinction exists between representatives and the represented. This observation leads to the conclusion that, similar to the cases of Athens and Aetolia, the nature of political representation expressed by the Boeotian koinon is synecdochical. This form of representation appears to be emblematic of the Greek approach to political representation, irrespective of the prevailing regime. The matter of representation should therefore be disentangled from the categorisation of the governing system as either democratic or oligarchic. This indicates a more sophisticated comprehension of political representation that surpasses conventional classifications.

What varies, however, is the extent of representativeness that each regime elects to implement. This flexibility allows for a broader interpretation of how representation functions within different political contexts. Ultimately, the underlying principles of representation remain consistent, while the specific applications may differ according to the nature of the governing body. By recognising this distinction, we gain insight into the complexities of political representation in ancient Greece, where the mechanisms of representation were not strictly tied to the type of governance but instead reflected a deeper understanding of the relationship between the rulers and the ruled.

6. Institutional Representation in Ancient Phokis

In a well-known passage, Pausanias acknowledges the Phokian city of Panopeus as a polis, as evidenced by its clearly defined boundaries, marked by substantial fortifications, and its practice of sending delegates to the common council of the Phokians.109 This observation, albeit brief, is significant in relation to the discourse on proportional representation within federal political bodies. However, Pausanias’ assertion invites a series of complex questions that warrant thorough examination. Firstly, which common institution of the Phokians is he referring to? Is it a federal assembly, as some translators interpret Pausanias’ text, or does it denote a more restricted body, akin to a federal council?110 Secondly, aside from Panopeus, what other evidence exists regarding the presence of a representative federal body in Phokis? Lastly, considering that Pausanias’ statement undoubtedly pertains to the period in which he lived, when can we trace the introduction of a representative system in Phokis?

The first two questions are intricately linked. To comprehend Pausanias’ reference to the common institution of the Phokians, it is essential to compare it with similar passages that employ analogous technical expressions. When discussing Panopeus, Pausanias asserts that the inhabitants of Panopeus also send delegates (συνέδρους) to the assembly (ἐς τὸν σύλλογον) known as the Phōkikon (τὸν Φωκικόν). The term syllogos can indeed refer to an assembly, such as the gatherings of the ekklēsia in Athens.111 However, the implication that Pausanias intends syllogos to denote the building where the Phokians convened is reinforced by the specification of the name of the structure in question.

Pausanias mentions the Phōkikon again shortly thereafter while describing the road from Daulis to Delphi. He notes that on the left side of this road stands a structure (οἰκοδόμημα) called Phōkikon, where delegates from each city belonging to the confederation gather (συνίασιν). Later, he describes it as a large building equipped with tiered seating, where the assembled Phokian delegates (οἱ συνιόντες τῶν Φωκέων) would sit. It is probable that the building referred to by Pausanias is not the structure where the koinon convened during the classical period. Rather, it has been identified with the Roman-era building where the reconstituted koinon likely met. Monumental remains have also been discovered in a different area at the top of a hill at Kato-Tseresi, previously identified by archaeologists as the remnants of a sanctuary dedicated to the hero archēgetēs.112 McInerney’s hypothesis, which considers the sanctuary as the site of the earlier meeting place of the koinon—abandoned after the defeat in the Sacred War or alternatively during the Roman period—although appealing, has been convincingly challenged by Denis Rousset.113 Recent excavations have, in fact, interpreted the remains at Kato-Tseresi not as a Hellenistic public building but as a private structure from the Imperial age that reused older stones.114

An uncertain yet plausible reference to the Phōkikon can be found in a third-century inscription related to a territorial dispute between Panopeus and Stiris. If we accept Rousset’s suggestion that Phōkion and Phōkikon are two different toponyms pointing to the same building, we may infer that Phōkikon was included within the territory of Panopeus.115 While it might be tempting to conclude that the Phōkikon was still functioning as a meeting place for the Phokians in the third century, when the boundary arbitration was inscribed, such a conclusion would be speculative. Nevertheless, it must have been a well-known structure among the Phokians if it was employed as a reference point for territorial delimitation.

Although the Phōkikon is not mentioned elsewhere in conjunction with other Phokian cities, we find two cross-references with the passage on Panopeus that are helpful for our argument. Firstly, Pausanias introduces the polis of Ledon, noting that it was once regarded as a polis, but by his time, the inhabitants had abandoned the settlement due to its decline and moved to Cephysus.116 The new site, also named Ledon, had only 70 residents, yet despite its small size, its inhabitants were deemed worthy of participating in the common assembly of the Phokians, similar to Panopeus. The connection between this passage and the discussion regarding Panopeus is quite evident. Despite the decline of the polis, it still exhibits signs of its urban identity by retaining the authority to send delegates to the confederacy’s decision-making body. Once again, the choice of vocabulary is significant. The act of participating in the common deliberation space is expressed by the verb τελέω used with εἰς plus the accusative (τὸν σύλλογον κοινόν). This construction conveys the notion of engaging in an activity as a member of a group. Its meaning derives from the expression τελέω εἰς τὸ κοινόν τινων, which translates to “to pay into the treasury of a community”, and τελέω εἴς τινας, meaning “to belong to a community or a group”.117 The underlying concept is that the entitlement to a substantive right arises from a contributory duty. The same designation found in the passage regarding Panopeus reappears for the assembly of the Phokians, referred to as τὸν Φωκέων σύλλογον κοινόν. While the inclusion of the adjective κοινόν may appear redundant, it emphasises the federal nature of the meeting place.

The final reference to a common institution where the Phokians convened appears to be associated with the city of Boulis.118 Here, the challenges are twofold. Firstly, Pausanias describes the polis of Boulis as a non-Phokian settlement, originating from the synoecism of two Doris poleis. Although it was geographically situated within Phokis, it remains ambiguous whether Boulis was considered part of Phokis and its confederation. Secondly, due to the corruption of the passage, its meaning is not entirely clear. What can be discerned is a connection between Boulis, Philomelos, and the common assembly of the Phokians. The reference to Philomelos necessitates further clarification. It has been suggested that the mention of the stratēgos of Ledon indicates Boulis’ participation in the Phokian assembly during the years 356-354. This element may be corroborated by the absence of expressions employed elsewhere by Pausanias that would contextualize the statement concerning the time he was writing (e.g., κατ’ ἐμέ in Paus. 10.33.1). However, it is also possible that the two are unrelated and that the koinos syllogos is identical to that referenced for Panopeus and Ledon.

The analysis of the passages in which the federal meeting place of the Phokians is mentioned reveals that the syllogos Pausanias discusses takes the form of a council composed of delegates from the confederate cities rather than a primary assembly open to all eligible participants. Only in the case of Panopeus do we have an explicit mention of delegates sent from the city to the syllogos; however, the intertextuality between the passage on Panopeus and that on Ledon suggests that the same system likely applied to Ledon as well. Further conclusions regarding Boulis remain elusive due to the corruption of the passage. The principle governing the koinos syllogos referenced by Pausanias remains unknown. It has been proposed that the contribution and significance of each polis within the confederation dictated the number of delegates to be sent to the syllogos.119 Alternatively, one might consider a proportionality based on the population of the poleis.

This can, however, only be regarded as probable for the period in which Pausanias wrote. What can be said regarding the preceding period? It is necessary to assert that the evidence regarding this matter is quite limited. Terms such as synedroi and synedrion are indeed attested, but only at a local level, as evidenced by the epigraphic dossier from Elateia, Daulis, and Antycira.120 Likewise, evidence regarding the functioning of the Phōkikon as a place of deliberation is scant. However, a second-century BCE inscription could be useful for our argument. In 1963, French and Vanderpool published several epigraphic findings from the Phōkikon, including a list of approximately 120 names accompanied by patronymics but lacking indications of origin.121 The early editors, while emphasising the challenges of providing a definitive interpretation of the document, proposed the integration of the term politeia in the initial part of the inscription.122 This suggestion implies that the inscription may contain a list of individuals to whom the Phokian confederation granted citizenship. Nevertheless, this interpretation appears unlikely given that the supposed recipients of naturalisation do not have their ethnics specified. Consequently, it is difficult to regard them as naturalised foreigners. An alternative interpretation posits that the enrolment represents a list of Phokian citizens. Could the document, as Rousset cautiously suggested, attest to a list of councillors who served in the Phōkikon?123 One supporting element for this hypothesis is the number of names recorded, as 120 is a figure consistent with a limited council that one might expect to operate in Phokis. The headings explaining the nature of the list are indeed missing, but in light of the fragmentary state of the decree, it cannot be ruled out that they were included.

Furthermore, the participation of delegates from the poleis in the federal council can be inferred from a trade agreement between the Phokian and Boeotian confederations.124 The discussion surrounding this treaty has primarily focused on the issue of dating, which seems to be quite contentious. While the first editor of the inscription dated it to the second half of the third century based on palaeographic evidence, subsequent scholars have suggested progressively earlier dates, largely based on the content of the text.125 The chronology suggested by Roesch, who has undertaken the most comprehensive historical analysis of the text, seems to me to be the most fitting.126 He has provided compelling arguments for placing the treaty in 228 or 227 BCE, based on the observation that the aim of the alliance between the Phokians and Boeotians was to protect their assets and ensure the safe circulation of goods between Boeotia and Phokis during a time of perceived external threat. The common adversary was likely the Aetolian confederation. To counter this threat, an alliance was established during the same period between Achaia, Boeotia, and Phokis.127 Roesch concludes that the commercial alliance with Boeotia must have represented an initial step for the Phokians to defend themselves against the perilous Aetolian neighbours, shortly after regaining their independence from Aetolia, and that this agreement likely preceded the alliance with Achaia.128 Establishing the date of the treaty between Boeotia and Phokis is significant not only in its own right but also for our discourse on Phokian representative institutions. In particular, lines 9-19 of the treaty, which contain specifications regarding the procedures for taking the oath, are of particular interest.

It is asserted that the entry into force of the treaty is contingent upon an oath from the contracting parties; however, with respect to the Phokians, it is mandatory that both federal and local magistrates must take the oath, while in Boeotia only the boeotarchs are required to swear. The distinction between federal and local magistrates is articulated through the opposition between ἀρχεῖα τά τε κοινά on one side and τὰ κατὰ πόλεις on the other. However, what is meant by (ἀρχεῖα) τὰ κατὰ πόλεις, which is repeated twice in the text (ll. 9-10, 13-14)? It is significant that the text of the treaty, after stating that the boeotarchs must take their oath in their “federal capital” at Onchestos and that the Phokian stratēgoi must take their oath in Elateia—serving as the location of one of the Phokian federal assemblies—specifies that the boeotarchs are obligated to ensure that both the stratēgos and ta kata poleis take the oath.

Two possible explanations arise. The first is that, due to the commercial nature of the agreement, it was essential for the magistrates in office at different times in the Phokian poleis to be required to take an oath to uphold the terms of the treaty, particularly by refraining from imposing civic taxes on goods imported by the Boeotians into Phokis. Accordingly, these archeia ta kata poleis would refer to local magistrates. Moretti concludes that the federal ties were relatively weak in both leagues.129 However, this explanation overlooks the fact that, in the case of Phokis, only local magistrates are referenced, while the treaty concerning Boeotia mentions only the boeotarchs. The second explanation, suggested by Roesch, posits that the archeia ta kata poleis served as representatives of the cities, specifically as delegates from the cities within the federal council who took the oath in conjunction with the federal stratēgoi.130 This explanation offers the considerable advantage of providing a coherent rationale for the differing procedures regarding the oaths of Boeotian and Phokian magistrates, especially in light of the stipulation that the oath was to be renewed annually. While the boeotarchs, elected in the Boeotian federal assembly, could take their oath immediately following their election, this would only be feasible for the federal stratēgoi in the case of the Phokians. It is likely that, conversely, the delegates of the poleis were elected during local assemblies and subsequently sent to the federal synedrion or syllogos. Consequently, the oath of the Phokian local magistrates before the Boeotarchs would only be possible for them in Elateia, alongside the federal stratēgoi.

The relative scarcity of institutional documents hinders our ability to draw definitive conclusions about the presence of representative institutions in Hellenistic Phokis. It is plausible that there was a transition from a primary assembly to a representative council of cities.131 However, ascertaining the precise date of this transition remains problematic. Several potential junctures for this change can be identified. For instance, it is conceivable that the reorganisation of the koinon following the defeat in the Sacred War provided a context for reevaluating federal structures.132 Alternatively, some scholars have proposed that the establishment of a representative synedrion occurred concurrently with the Roman reorganisation of the koinon. Larsen believed that this change took place around 190 BCE, coinciding with the cessation of activities of the primary assembly.133 In contrast, Martin has argued that the presence of representative structures in Phokis emerged after 130 BCE, following the Roman victory in the Achaean War and the subsequent reorganisation of Greece by Mummius.134 Among the measures mentioned was the dissolution of ethnic-based confederations, a measure that, according to Pausanias, would have affected the Achaean, Phokian, and Boeotian confederations, as well as any others that existed in Greece—an exaggeration, as only those that participated in the Achaean War were abolished.135 A few years later, moved by compassion, the Romans permitted the Greeks to reconstitute the leagues.136

The term employed by Pausanias is noteworthy. He does not primarily reference confederations but rather councils (συνέδρια κατὰ ἔθνος). If this is not an anachronistic interpretation of the political-institutional context of 146 BCE, it may provide evidence that representative synedria had been functioning within the mentioned confederations for some time. The compassion that Pausanias attributes as the rationale for the abrogation of Lucius Mummius’ measures could be interpreted as a response to the requests of the Greeks accustomed to federal organisation. In any case, the documents we have analysed can confirm that traces of “representativity” date back to a period well before not only the time of Pausanias but also the reorganisation of the Phokian koinon by the Romans. In the same vein, traces of “representativity” in the selection of magistrates have emerged from the analysis of certain inscriptions from the final decades of the fourth century BCE. In this sense, although one may not wish to extend the argument too far by identifying the events post-346 BCE as the moment when the shift toward representative institutions occurred, it can be suggested that such a change had already taken place in the last quarter of the third century. This finding is, in fact, unsurprising. It is quite conceivable that the example of more developed koina, such as the Aetolian and Achaean leagues, provided a model of representation in the full Hellenic tradition for the more modest Phokian koinon to follow.

7. Conclusions: Understanding Representation in Ancient Greek Political Systems

Let us draw some conclusions from the discussion. First, although the Greek public discourse is permeated with the lexicon of representation, the Greeks never arrived at a clear definition of the concept. This does not preclude the possibility that the Greeks thought in terms of representation; indeed, whenever they presented a political act as being in favour of the dēmos, they rendered a metaphor of representation. The issue is that this type of evidence pertains more to Athenian democracy than to federal states, particularly since we possess only scant traces of reflection on Greek federalism. Nevertheless, federal councillors acted without a mandate, understood in modern terms, but were legitimised by a constituent body though election or sortition. In this sense, the image of synecdochical representation is particularly useful, as the councillors represent the part acting for the whole. Representation is not merely the link between the local and federal levels; it is primarily the political space in which federal citizenship is exercised.

A second aspect to consider is that not only the decisions of the councillors are binding for the federal state, but we also lack any record of accountability for the federal councillors, which renders them kyrioi of their actions. The examples discussed regarding the Aetolian, Boeotian and Phokian confederations illustrate that representation is not confined to a specific regime; both oligarchic and democratic systems could make recourse to representation. Boeotia serves as a prime example of a proto-representative government, as it lacked a primary assembly and where the councils played a fundamental role. In contrast, Aetolia represents a democratic structure with a direct assembly that made crucial decisions while heavily relying on the work of a representative council. Thus, we are referring to representative institutions within a direct system. Finally, Phokis does not exhibit a system of districts; rather, it likely features a synedrion with representation organised kata poleis. The cases discussed highlight the unique nature of representation in ancient Greece, which does not neatly align with any contemporary definitions of representation. They also reveal the complexity of a system capable of integrating elements of both representation and direct democracy.
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1. Beyond the polis: Defining the external border of koina

The issue of the different types of supra-poleic citizenship framed in federal terms poses the question of how to define and identify the external borders of a koinon. Most maps, in fact, betray the assumption that the territory controlled by a koinon is taken to be a cohesive, continuous territorial unit under the control of the political communities of the koinon and that the latter share internal borders accordingly. This, in turn, implies the notion that the external borders of the koinon would consist of (more or less imaginary) lines encompassing the territories of the poleis “annexed” to the koinon.1

There are, however, two problems with this picture. First, identifying the external borders of the koinon is often difficult if not impossible: while on the one hand, telē and merē represent an important form of territorial organization, closely linked to the concept and perception of hard borders2—a fact that this article does not intend to question—on the other hand, these districts do not always seem to correspond to regional units delimited by hard borders, to such an extent that in certain cases it has been suggested that they should be thought of as networks.3

Second, such an operation is especially complicated once we acknowledge—as suggested by scholarship over the last few decades4—that various forms of federal citizenship brought together cities and islands geographically distant from what was imagined as the “original” territory of the koinon, to the extent that they appear to represent, for certain federal states, a means of consolidating ties on an Aegean scale that is additional or alternative to other means, such as alliance treaties, asylia or proxenies.5 These questions, in turn, invite us to reconsider the traditional binary distinction between two types of federal citizenship: the one shared by those communities located in areas contiguous to the “original” territory of the koinon, conceived as more complete, and the one acknowledged to communities, poleis and/or islandic communities far removed from this “original” territorial core, conceived as more formal, or incomplete. William Mack’s recent proposal to think of certain forms of citizenship as relational (rather than potential) forms of citizenship is particularly interesting in this regard.6

On the other hand, if a less dichotomous view of these two forms of citizenship seems more advisable, one cannot help but wonder whether it would not be appropriate to abandon, consistently and perhaps consequently, a dichotomous view of the territory controlled by the koina. It is advisable to avoid the risk of taking for granted two kinds of relations (sometimes considered as mutually connected): one between a form of federal citizenship understood as complete and a form of control over the territory—a territory given by a continuous space—equally complete (the result of a conquest); another between a form of citizenship understood as incomplete and a form of control of the territory—given by a space that is at times even intermittent—more evanescent and indeed incomplete. This article investigates whether it is possible to avert this risk by adopting a multi-level view of the external borders of the koina and the forms of citizenship sometimes connected to them.

2. Phokians and Tenians

The first case is the treaty between the Phokians and the Tenians granting to the temple of Poseidon and Amphitrite on Tenos and to Tenos itself asylia and isopoliteia. While this is the less documented of the seven cases here considered, it still challenges the validity of dichotomous interpretative categories. The inscription was found in Elateia and is variably dated to the early or late third BCE (IG IX 1, 97):7



	 
	[— — — τὰν ὑ]πάρχουσαν Τηνίοι[ς — — —]



	 
	—Η[— — — δ]εδόχθαι τῶι κοινῶι Φωκέων τ[ὸ] ἱε-



	 
	ρὸν τοῦ [Πο]τειδᾶνος καὶ τᾶς Ἀμφιτρίτας



	5
	ἐν Τήνωι καὶ τὰν νᾶσον ἄσυλα εἶμεν, κα[ὶ]



	 
	ἐν τὰν κατασκευὰν τοῦ ναοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ ἐπ̣ὶ



	 
	μὲν τ[ο]ῦ̣παρόντος [δ]όμεν πέντε μ[ν]ᾶς, ὕσ-



	 
	τερον δέ, γενομένων Φωκεῦσι τῶν πραγμάτω[ν]



	 
	καὶ τοῦ πολέμου κατὰ λόγον, ἀποστεῖλαι



	10
	καταξίως τῶν θεῶν καὶ τᾶς ὑπαρχούσας



	 
	οἰκειότατος ποτὶ Τηνίους. ἐπαινέσαι δὲ καὶ



	 
	τὰν πόλιν Τηνίων, ὅτι τοῦ τε ἱεροῦ τὰν ἐπιμέ-



	 
	λειαν ποιεῖνται καὶ τὰν ποτὶ Φωκεῖς οἰκειότα-



	 
	τα ἀνανεοῦνται, καὶ εἶμεν Την̣ίοις ἰσοπολι-



	15
	τείαν πᾶσι δεδομέναν ἐμ Φωκεῦσι. δόμεν



	 
	δὲ καὶ Θεστίαι Διαίτου τῶι θεαρῶι μ[ν]ᾶν, καὶ ἐ[πὶ]



	 
	ξένια καλεσάντων αὐτὸν τοὶ φ[ω]κάρχαι. ἀν[α]-



	 
	γράψαι δὲ καὶ ἐν στάλας τρεῖς τὸ ψάφισμα, κ[αὶ]



	 
	ἀναθέμεν τὰν μὲν ἐν τῶι ἱερῶι τᾶς [Ἀ]θάνας



	20
	ἐν Κράναις, τὰν δὲ ἐν τᾶι ἀγορᾶι ἐν Ἐλατεί[αι],



	 
	τὰν δὲ ἐν Δελφ[ο]ῖς· τὸ δὲ ἀνά[λ]ωμα δόμεν τ[οὺς]



	 
	φωκάρχας, καὶ τοὺς ἀρ[τ]ιστῆρας θέσθα[ι].






It was decided by the koinon of the Phokians (δ]εδόχθαι τῶι κοινῶι Φωκέων) that the temple of Poseidon and Amphitrite on Tenos and the island itself are to be inviolate, and for the construction of the god’s temple the koinon shall give 5 mnas for the present, and later, once the Phokians have the means, the koinon shall send an amount proportionate to the war-indemnity as befits the gods and the relationship which exists between the Phokians and the Tenians. Praise the city of the Tenians for undertaking the guardianship of the temple and renewing their relationship with the Phokians, and let the Tenians enjoy the same isopoliteia that has been given to everyone in Phokis. Give a mna to Thestias, the son of Diaitas, the envoy, and let the phōkarchai invite him to a state banquet. Inscribe this decree on three stelai, and erect one in the temple of Athena Kranaia, the second in the agora at Elateia, the third at Delphi. Let the phōkarchai pay the expenses and let the artistēres see to the installation. (transl. by McInerney 2015)



Numerous points in this inscription are relevant here. The first one is the grant of ἰσοπολιτεία mentioned at ll. 11-15 (esp. 14-15: ἰσοπολιτείαν). There is no consensus among scholars as to what kind of citizenship the term ἰσοπολιτεία indicates here, and various readings have been suggested. According to the influential definition by Emil Szántó, this would be the concession of a “potential” citizenship.8 An inscription dating to the fourth century BCE (IG II2 70) seems to confirm that this “potential” citizenship had been framed (also)9 on a federal level by the Phokians.10 Wilfried Gawantka includes this grant of citizenship in his list without discussing it.11 Jeremy McInerney suggests that the isopoliteia mentioned in the treaty is the same isopoliteia granted on a federal level to all the Phokians and translates accordingly:12 the clause εἶμεν Την̣ίοις ἰσοπολι-/τείαν πᾶσι δεδομέναν ἐμ Φωκεῦσι would imply that all the Phokians had the right of isopoliteia and that this treaty extends it to the Tenians. José Pascual González had formulated a similar interpretation, distinguishing between the two cases, the Phokians and the Tenians, and suggesting that the latter, unlike the former, are guaranteed isopoliteia but not sympoliteia13. Sara Saba challenges this perspective: εἶμεν Την̣ίοις ἰσοπολι/τείαν πᾶσι δεδομέναν ἐμ Φωκεῦσι indicates that the Phokians conceded isopoliteia to all Tenians in Phokis and therefore translates: “to the Tenians (shall be given) isopoliteia, given to all those (the Tenians) who are among the Phokians” since “the clause that includes isopoliteia implies then that this grant was to be available to Tenians in Phokis only, which is unusual: here isopoliteia probably does not refer to the institution, but only indicates that those Tenians who lived in Phokis had equality of rights”.14 Admittedly, Saba’s interpretation might be confirmed by the fact that the stele is to be affixed in the temple of Athena Kranaia, in the agora at Elateia and at Delphi (ll. 19-21). Having said that, Laura Loddo’s recent proposal “Let the Tenians, all of them, have the isopoliteia that is given among the Phokians”15 seems more in line with the relevance that in this very inscription is given to τὰν ποτὶ Φωκεῖς οἰκειότατα.

Be that as it may, the rest of the inscription makes it clear that the Phokians wanted, at this stage, to forge a link with the Tenians in Tenos, and not only with the Tenians in Phokis. In fact, it is stated that: 1) the temple of Poseidon and Amphitrite on Tenos and the island itself are to be inviolate; 2) the koinon of the Phokians shall give 5 mnas for the construction of the god’s temple; and 3) the koinon shall later send an amount proportionate to the war-indemnity (τοῦ πολέμου κατὰ λόγον) and befitting the gods and the nature of the relationship between the Phokians and the Tenians.

It could be argued that the agreement here is meant to protect the Tenians from the Phokians and to provide a compensation for a past damage (ll. 8-9). However, the relationship between Phokians and Tenians is emphasized twice (ll. 10-11 and 13-14), and precisely in the lines referring to the isopoliteia. Beyond a concern for the Tenians in Phokis and possibly in Tenos, a link is here established between Phokians and Tenians, and it is established by the koinon (δ]ε-δόχθαι τῶι κοινῶι Φωκέων). We can conclude that some influential circles at the head of the Phokian koinon at that stage were trying here to expand their influence in the Aegean Sea, and to do so they used various tools, among which that of isopoliteia.

3. Aitolians and Akarnanians

The second case study here considered is the well-known agreement between Aitolians and Akarnanians in an inscription from Thermon (IG IX 12.1, 3A)16 which redefines the borders between the states and describes the terms of a military agreement. Various scholars have noted that this decree is unique because it mentions the award of some kind of politeia, commonly assumed to be an isopoliteia, between two federal states.



	 
	Συνθήκα καὶ συμμαχία



	 
	Αἰτωλοῖς καὶ Ἀκαρνάνοις



	 
	Ἀγαθᾶι τύχαι. συνθήκα Αἰτωλοῖς καὶ Ακαρνάνοις ὁμόλογος· εἰρήναν



	4 
	εἶμεν καὶ φιλίαν ποτ’ ἀλλάλους, φίλους ἐόντας καὶ συμμάχους ἄμα-



	 
	τα τὸμ πάντα χρόνον, ὅρια ἔχοντας τᾶς χώρας τὸν Ἀχελῶιον ποταμ-



	 
	ὸν ἄχρι εἰς θάλασσαν. τὰ μὲν ποτ’ ἀῶ τοῦ Ἀχελώιου ποταμοῦ Αἰτωλῶν εἶμεν, τὰ δὲ



	 
	ποθ’ ἑσπέραν Ἀκαρνάνων πλὰν τοῦ Πραντὸς καὶ τᾶς Δεμφίδος. ταύτας δὲ Ἀκαρνᾶν-



	8 
	ες οὐκ ἀντιπο̣ιοῦνται. ὑπὲρ δὲ τῶν τερμόνων τοῦ Πραντός, εἰ μέγ κα Στράτιοι καὶ Ἀγραῖ-



	 
	οι συγχωρέωντι αὐτοὶ ποτ’ αὐτοὺς, τοῦτο κύριον ἔστω· εἰ δὲ μή, Ἀκαρνᾶνες καὶ Αἰτωλοὶ



	 
	τερμαξάντο τὰμ Πραντίδα χώραν, αἱρεθέντας (!) ἑκατέρων δέκα πλὰν Στρατίων καὶ Ἀγρα〈ί〉-



	 
	ων· καθὼς δέ κα τερμάξωντι, τέλειον ἔστω. εἶμεν δὲ καὶ ἐπιγαμίαν ποτ’ἀλλάλους καὶ γ-



	12 
	ᾶς ἔγκτησιν τῶι τε Αἰτωλῶι ἐν Ἀκαρνανίαι καὶ τῶι Ἀκαρνᾶνι ἐν Αἰτωλίαι καὶ πολίταν εἶμε-



	 
	ν τὸν Αἰτωλὸν ἐν Ἀκαρνανίαι καὶ τὸν Ἀκαρνᾶνα ἐν 〈Α〉ἰτωλίαι ἴσογ καὶ ὅμοιον. ἀναγραψάν-



	 
	τω δὲ ταῦτα ἐν στάλαις χαλκέαις ἐπ’ Ἀκτίωι μὲν οἱ ἄρχοντες τῶν Ἀκαρνάνων, ἐν δὲ Θέρμ-



	 
	ωι τοὶ ἄρχοντες τῶν Αἰτωλῶν, ἐν Ὀλυμπίαι δὲ καὶ ἐν Δελφοῖς καὶ ἐν Δω[δ]ώναι κοινᾶι ἑκάτ-



	16 
	εροι (…) 






Treaty and Alliance between the Aitolians and the Akarnanians.

To good Fortune. The treaty was signed in agreement by Aitolians and Akarnanians. (They establish) peace and friendship with one another, that they shall be friends and allies for the whole time, (that) the river Acheloos shall mark the boundary between their territories down to the sea. To the east of the river Acheloos the land shall belong to the Aitolians, to the west to the Akarnanians with the exception of Pras and Demphis. The Akarnanians shall not lay claim on those. As far as the limits of Pras are concerned, if the Stratioi and the Agraioi can agree on them, their decision shall stand. If they cannot agree, Akarnanians and Aitolians shall establish the boundaries by choosing 10 men each, with the exception of Stratioi and Agraioi. How they will determine them (the territorial limits), that shall be definite. They shall have right to intermarriage with one another and an Aitolian shall have the right to own land in Akarnania and an Akarnanian in Aitolia, an Aitolian shall be citizen on equal footing in Akarnania and an Akarnanian in Aitolia. The officials of the Akarnanians shall see to it that these decisions are inscribed on a bronze stele in Aktion, those of the Aitolians in Thermon, both in Olympia, Delphi, and Dodona. (…) (transl. by Saba 2020, slightly modified)



After the detailed fixing of border issues, epigamy and enktēsis between Aitolians and Akarnanians are established and it is decided that πολίταν εἶμεν τὸν Αἰτωλὸν ἐν Ἀκαρνανίαι καὶ τὸν Ἀκαρνᾶνα ἐν 〈Α〉ἰτωλίαι ἴσογ καὶ ὅμοιον, “an Aitolian shall be citizen on equal footing in Akarnania and an Akarnanian in Aitolia”.

The inscription is usually dated to the late 260s and the 250s BCE,17 when Akarnania provided Aitolia with a buffer zone shielding it from the risk of Epeiros allowing eventual Makedonian assaults.18 The decisions addressed in the text are to be inscribed by the Akarnanians on a bronze stele in Aktion, by the Aitolians in Thermon, and by both in Olympia, Delphi, and Dodona.

I agree with Saba that the citizenship in this inscription cannot be interpreted “as a stepping stone toward an Aitolian annexation”.19 I also find Gawantka’s observations convincing when he argues that the grant of (iso?)politeia and the recognition of epigamy and enktēsis here must have served to reinforce hotly contested borders, which is the opposite of an annexation.20 Thus, the treaty between Aitolians and Akarnanians establishes an alliance and a common politeia while also redefining in detail the borders between them. It almost seems as if clarifying these borders were a precondition to the alliance and common citizenship. The two territories are contiguous, but it is not the logic of expansion that is at stake here, rather, an agreement and a symmachia (ll. 1-2: συνθήκα καὶ συμμαχία / Αἰτωλοῖς καὶ Ἀκαρνάνοις). It is precisely this combination—division and alliance—that sheds light on the dynamics at play here. Even though the treaty sanctions division and goes in the opposite direction of annexation, it should be recognised that it first and foremost establishes an alliance that adds to a series of alliances entered into by the Aitolians at this stage, clearly connected to their rise.21 Not only that. It is worth acknowledging, with Sara Saba, that the common politeia here is “a means to create a shared foundation of interests and to bring together both abstract (potential citizenship within the koinon) and more concrete participation of their members in each other’s territory”22. This shared interest over a common territory must have played a role when the Aitolians conquered and annexed this part of Akarnania, ca. 250 BCE.23 A situation in which citizenship is shared but the borders still precisely demarcated can evolve into a situation where borders are removed, and shared citizenship is activated at a different level and connected to different practices.

4. Aitolians and Trikkaians

A limestone stele from ancient Kalydon reads: Αἰτωλῶν τὸ κοινὸν Τρικκαίων τῆι πόλει ἔ〈δ〉ωκαν πολιτείαν (IG IX 12.1, 136; StV III 542, the edition followed here), relations between the Aitolians and the Thessalian city of Trikka are addressed in this text:



	 
	Ἀγα[θ]ῆι τ[ύ]χηι. Αἰτωλῶν τὸ κοι-



	 
	νὸν Τρικκαίων τῆι πόλει ἔ〈δ〉ω-



	 
	καν (!) πολιτείαν, ἀτέλειαν, ἀσυ-
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	 λίαν, ἀσφάλειαν καὶ αὐτοῖς



	 
	καὶ χρήμασιν καὶ κατὰ γῆν καὶ



	 
	κατὰ θάλατταν καὶ πολέμου



	 
	καὶ εἰρήνης. ἔδωκαν δὲ καὶ Τρικ-
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	 καῖοι Αἰτωλοῖς κατὰ ταὐτά.



	 
	βουλαρχούντων Φρίχου, Με-



	 
	νοίτα, Δορκίνα, Σκορπίωνος, Κοι-



	 
	σέα, Ἀρχεδάμου, γραμμα-
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	 τέος Παυσίου.






With good fortune. The league of the Aetolians granted to the city of Trikka citizenship, freedom from taxes, inviolability and security for themselves and their property, by land and by sea, both in war and in peacetime. Trikka made a grant to the Aetolians on the same terms. The boularchoi were Phrikos, Menoitas, Dorkinas, Skorpion, Koiseas and Archedamos; the secretary was Pausias.

(transl. https://www.attalus.org/docs/other/inscr_46.html)



For a long time, it was maintained that this document established Trikka’s membership to the Aitolian league. The chronology of the inscription is crucial in this respect, given that Trikka and Hestaiotis more generally are known to have joined the Aitolian koinon in 229 BCE or shortly afterwards.24 Yet, there is no agreement on the date of the inscription. From a paleographical standpoint, the inscription has been dated between 238-230 BCE by Günther Klaffenbach (ad l.), while Hatto H. Schmitt (ad l.) dates it after 206 BCE; Robert Flacelière and John Grainger, instead, maintain that the decree was inscribed in the last third of the third BCE, following a period when Trikka had temporarily abandoned the koinon.25 After all, as Saba rightly stresses, Thessaly did not remain under Aitolian control for long and the same might have happened with the region of Trikka, in Hestaiotis, which was not historically Aitolian.26 Thus, the establishment of a politeia referred to in this inscription would belong to a series of moves by the (or by some) Aitolians to create a strong connection with a city, Trikka, which had already previously belonged to the Aitolian League.27 To put it with Kostas Buraselis, a common politeia here “ideally served the cases of cities and other communities far away from Aetolia, which could thus be linked with it to mutual benefit”.28 While (iso)politeia is not a steppingstone to sympoliteia, here it appears employed in an attempt to build, preserve, or reactivate a relation between two political entities. The attempt seems to have been successful: a passage in Livy referring to events of the mid-first century BCE (39.25.1-3) attests that over the centuries the status of Trikka remained uncertain, and it was occasionally considered Aitolian. In accounting of a confrontation between Romans, Thessalians, Atamanians, and Philip, Livy questions whether Trikka had always been Aitolian or it had been overtaken by the Thessalians. It seems, then, that the grant of the sort of politeia mentioned in the inscription contributed to the progressive development of an increasingly Aitolian identity.

5. Aitolians and Chians

One further document supporting the need of reviewing the traditional understanding of the external borders of a koinon is a decree by the Chians surviving in four different fragments found in Delphi (FD III 3.214, ll. 1-17 = Choix pp. 151-156 no. 77, ll. 1-17, followed here). Here the Chians thank the Aitolians for granting them a vote in the Amphiktyony.29 It is precisely the reference to the seat granted to the Chians in the Amphiktyony that makes it possible to date the inscription to the mid-third century BCE



	 
	[ἔδο]ξεν τῆι [βουλῆι καὶ τῶι δήμ]ωι· πολεμάρχω[ν ἐπιμήνιος .. 8-10...



	 
	... Φιλίστου κ̣α̣[ὶ ἐξεταστῶ]ν ἐπιμήνιος Αἰαντίδη[ς ..c.8... εἶπαν]·



	 
	[ἐ]πειδὴ τὸ κοινὸν [τῶν Αἰτωλῶ]ν διά τε τὴν οἰκειότητα κα[ὶ φιλίαν τὴν]



	 
	ὑπάρχουσαν διὰ προγ[όνων τῶ]ι δήμωι πρὸς Αἰτωλούς, πρότερ[ον μὲν πο]-
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	λιτείαν ἡμῖν ἐψηφίσατ[ο καὶ] ἀπηγόρευσε πᾶσιν μὴ ἄγειν τὰ τῶ[ν Χίων]



	 
	μηδαμόθεν ὁρμωμένοι[ς, εἰ] δὲ μή, ὑποδίκους εἶναι ἐν τοῖς συνέ[δροις]



	 
	ὡς τὰ κοινὰ βλάπτοντας τ[ὰ] τῶν Αἰτωλῶν, ἐφ’ οἷς ὁ δῆμος ἀποδεξ[άμενος]



	 
	οἰκείως τὰν εὔνοιαν αὐτῶ[ν] ἐψηφίσατο πολίτας τε εἶναι τοὺς Αἰτ[ωλοὺς]



	 
	κ̣αὶ μετέχειν πάντων ὧ[ν] καὶ Χῖοι μετέχουσιν, ἔγνω δὲ καὶ ἔ[φοδον]
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	αὐτοῖς ὑπάρχειν πρώτοι[ς] ἐπί τε τὴν βουλὴν καὶ τὴν ἐκκλησία[ν, καὶ]



	 
	παρακαλεῖσθαι αὐτοὺς ε[ἰ]ς προεδρίαν ἐμ πᾶσι τοῖς ἀγῶσιν οἷς ἂ[ν ἡ πόλις]



	 
	[π]οιῆι, καὶ νῦν δὲ οἱ θεωροὶ κ̣αὶ οἱ πρέσβεις παραγενόμενοι ἀνήν[γειλ]-



	 
	[αν] τῶι δήμωι τήν τε ἄλλην̣εὔνοιαν ἣν εἶχε τὸ κοινὸν τῶν Αἰτωλῶν [πρὸς τὴ]-



	 
	ν πόλιν, πᾶσαν προθυμίαν ἐνδεικνύμενον εἰς τὸ συντελεῖσθαι [ὅσα]
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	οἱ πρέ̣[σ]βεις ἠξίωσαν, καὶ [δ]ιότι δεδώκασι τῶι δήμωι ψῆφον ἱερομναμ[ονικὴν]



	 
	εἰς το[ὺς] Ἀμφικτύονας, [ἀ]κόλουθα διαπραττόμενοι τοῖς προϋπάρχου[σιν αὐτ]-



	 
	[ο]ῖς οἰκ[εί]οις καὶ φιλανθρώποις πρὸς τὴν πόλιν·






It was decreed by the boulē and the demos; the epimēnios of the polemarchoi [Name missing] son of Philistos and the epimēnios of the exetastai Aiantides (…) put forward the motion: since the league of the Aitolians, because of the familiarity and friendship of the dēmos toward the Aitolians from the time of the ancestors, first voted (to grant) us citizenship and prohibited attacking the properties of the Chians to everybody, no matter where they sailed from, otherwise they would have been indicted and brought in front of the synedrion as if they had damaged Aitolian property, for these reasons the dēmos, after accepting their benevolence, decreed that the Aitolians shall be (our) citizens and partake in anything in which the Chians do. It was also decided to grant them priority access to the boulē and the ekklēsia and to give them proedria in all festivals the polis celebrates. Now the returning theōroi and ambassadors report to the dēmos another (proof of) benevolence that the koinon had toward the city by revealing great zeal in taking to completion all the things that the ambassadors requested, and because they have granted the dēmos a hieromnamic vote in the Amphyctyony, thereby acting according to the preexisting familiarity and benevolence toward the polis (…) (transl. by Saba 2020)



Particularly relevant here is that this decree attests the concession of isopoliteia or something similar on the part of the Aitolians (ll. 4-5), see esp. ll. 8-9: “since the league of the Aitolians first voted (to grant) the Chians citizenship, the Chians vote to grant the Aitolians citizenship”, πολίτας τε εἶναι τοὺς Αἰτ[ωλοὺς] κ̣αὶ μετέχειν πάντων ὧ[ν] καὶ Χῖοι μετέχουσιν.30

As Robert M. Errington pointed out, by the mid-third BCE Chios had already been an ally of the Aitolians for some time (ll. 3-4: διά τε τὴν οἰκειότητα κα[ὶ φιλίαν τὴν] ὑπάρχουσαν διὰ προγ[όνων τῶ]ι δήμωι πρὸς Αἰτωλούς).31 Chios’ strategic location and its harbor put the Chians in the position to deal as equals with the Aitolians. We cannot rule out that the koinon also supported private initiatives, as Scholten points out. The point, however, is that here, in our specific case, the koinon takes a leading role, as expressly stated at lines 3 and 13. Lines 5-6 also secure the Chians from attacks. The solution, then, was a win-win: granting security to the Chians, and to the Aitolians control of a strategic hub. As in the case of the Phokian koinon and the Tenians, here too the concession of some kind of citizenship works to strengthen an alliance with the ultimate consequence of shifting and dematerializing the external borders of the koinon; granting federal citizenship may become a tool used by federal states to control specific zones in (or overlooking) the Aegean Sea.32 The case of (V)axos seems to further confirm this dynamic.

6. Aitolians and (V)axians

A small fragment of a stele found in a private house at (V)axos, close to Mount Ida, Crete, bears an inscription (IG IX 12 1,193 = StV III 585) referring to a syngeneia and an isopoliteia which had been established between the Aitolian League and the Kretan city of (V)axos. The text dates to the end of the third or beginning of the second century BCE:



	 
	[ - - - - - - - - - - ]



	 
	.συγγεν[ει- - -]



	 
	.ταδε συ . [- - -]



	 
	.ται Αἰτωλ̣[- - - Αἰτ-]



	 
	ωλίαν ἰσοπ[ολιτ- - -]
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	.τι κοινα δ[- - -]



	 
	ροις τοῖς θεο[- - -]



	 
	βοαθεῖν των[- - -]



	 
	κατὰ δύναμ̣[ιν - - -]



	 
	χόντων δὲ ο̣ [- - -]
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	 τὰ ὀψώνια τετ̣ [- - -]



	 
	τας τὰ ὀψώνια [- - -]



	 
	ΝΟ[ . c. 6 . ]ΟΑ[- - -]



	 
	[ - - - - - - - - - - ]



	 
	 





The connection between (V)axos and the Aitolians is attested in other sources too.33 Two inscriptions deserve particular attention, Syll.3 622A and B. Usually dated to the last quarter of the third century on a paleographical basis, they belong to the so-called dossier of Epikles. The (V)axians dispatch a letter to the Aitolians advocating for Epikles, the son of a (V)axian who came to Cyprus as a mercenary34. Following the death of his (V)axian father, Epikles had been sold and brought to Amphissa, where he eventually succeeded in purchasing his freedom. Epikles and his children, then, while living in Amphissa, were still citizen of (V)axos, and their protection had to be guaranteed. The last lines of Syll.3 622B are revealing in this regard:


So you’d do well to make sure that if anyone tries to harm them, they’ll be opposed by you collectively as well as individually, and that their federal citizenship (koinopoliteia) will be transcribed in writing for all time.



The Aitolians responded with a decree which unfortunately only survives in fragmentary form (622A). In this decree it is established that the letter sent by the kosmoi and the city of the (V)axians to the koinon of the Aitolians concerning Epikles, a (V)axian residing in Amphissa, be exhibited in Delphi and in Thermos by the secretary Philon. A transcription, moreover, had to be granted to Epikles, and it was the legal assembly which should take care of the transcription.35 If Bousquet is right to link these inscriptions to the letter FD III 3, 117, we would have further evidence regarding a favorable reply to the (V)axians with regard to the grant of citizenship under discussion here on the part of the Aitolians, as argued by Bousquet (followed by Saba)36, or on the part of Amphissa as suggested by others.37 The text confirms that someone was bestowed π]ο̣λιτείαν and ensures they would remain unharmed throughout their visit. It has been suggested that isopoliteia (IG IX 12.1, 193), koinopoliteia (Syll.3 622B) and politeia (FD III 3, 117) refer to the same type of citizenship from different perspectives (Aitolian, (V)axian, and Amphissaian).38 Be that as it may, here it should be stressed that the recognition of this kind of politeia gave Epikles important rights in Aitolia and therefore Amphissa, at that time controlled by the Aitolians.39 The isopoliteia agreement provides concrete protection for individual citizens while also fostering diplomatic relations between the communities to which they belonged.40 What’s more, through the grant of “federal” citizenship the Aitolians seem, once again, to be pushing their external borders well into the Aegean Sea.

7. Aitolians and Herakleians

The next relevant document is an inscription on a limestone block found near the Treasury of the Athenians at Delphi, where it still is today.41 This inscription was reedited and published by Funke42 after a new collation of the squeeze in Berlin, and it reads as follows:



	 
	[στρα]τ̣αγέοντος τῶν [Αἰ]τωλῶν Ἀρκ̣ί̣[σωνος τὸ δεύ]-



	 
	[τερ]ον̣ἔ̣δ̣ο̣ξ̣ε̣τ̣ο̣ῖ̣ς̣Α̣ἰ̣τωλοῖς· ἐπειδὴ Ἡρ[ακ]λειῶται



	 
	[ψά]φ̣ι̣σ̣μ̣α̣κ̣α̣ὶ̣π̣ρ̣έ[σβ]ε̣ις ἀποστείλαντες Μ̣[ε]ν̣εκράτ[η]



	 
	[καὶ — — — τ]ὰ̣ν̣ [συ]γγένειαν ἀνενεώσαντο κα[ὶ τὰ]
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	[ὑπάρ]χ̣ον[τ]α̣π̣α̣[ρ]ὰ τᾶς πόλιος αὐτῶν φιλάνθρωπα ποτὶ το[ὺς]



	 
	[Αἰτωλοὺς ἐπαύξη]σαν· δεδόχθαι τοῖς Αἰτωλοῖς· πολί-



	 
	[τας] ε̣ἶ̣μ̣ε̣ν̣τ̣ο̣ὺ̣ς̣Ἡρα[κ]λειώτας τῶν Αἰτωλῶν, ἐπεὶ τυγχάνον-



	 
	[τι εὔ]ν̣ο̣υ̣ς̣τ̣ῶ̣ι̣ [κ]ο̣ι̣ν̣ῶ̣[ι, κ]αί, εἴ τις ἀποστέλληται πρεσβεία



	 
	[π]ο̣τὶ [βασιλ]έ̣α̣ [Π]τ̣ο̣[λ]εμαῖον, διαλέγεσθαι ὑπὲρ αὐτῶν κατὰ



	10
	[τ]ὰς̣δοθ[ε]ί[σας ἐν]τ[ολ]ὰς παρὰ τᾶς πόλιος τῶν Ἡρακλειωτᾶν,



	 
	[ὅπω]ς βουλ̣[ήσε]τ[αι πολυ]ῶρησαι, περὶ ὧν οἴονται δεῖν οἱ Ἡρακλει-



	 
	ῶται [τὸν βασιλέα] ἑ̣α̣υ̣τῶν πολυωρεῖν ὡς ὄντων ἀποίκων



	 
	[τῶ]ν̣Αἰτ̣ω̣λ̣ῶ̣ν̣, [κα]ὶ [τα]ῦ̣τα ποιῶν εὐχαριστήσει τοῖς Αἰτω-



	 
	λ̣ο̣ῖ̣ς̣· ἀναγ̣[ράψαι δὲ κ]αὶ τὸ ψάφισμα ἐν Δελφοῖς ἐν τῶι
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	ἱα̣ρῶι τοῦ Ἀπόλ̣λ̣ω̣ν̣ο̣ς̣






When Arkison was strategos of the Aitolians for the [second time], it was decreed by the Aitolians: since the Herakleians, after sending a decree and the ambassadors Menekrates and … reminded of the kinship (συ]γγένειαν) and increased the existing benefactions to the Aitolians on the part of their city (τὰ] [ὑπάρ]χ̣ον[τ]α̣π̣α̣[ρ]ὰ τᾶς πόλιος αὐτῶν φιλάνθρωπα ποτὶ το[ὺς] [Αἰτωλοὺς); be it enacted by the Aitolians that the Herakleians are to be citizens of the Aitolians, δεδόχθαι τοῖς Αἰτωλοῖς· πολί[τας] ε̣ἶμ̣ε̣ν̣τ̣ο̣ὺ̣ς  Ἡρα[κ]λειώτας τῶν Αἰτωλῶν, since they happen to be benevolent to the koinon and, if an embassy is sent to king Ptolemaios, the embassy should tell about those things according to the instructions given by the city of the Herakleians, so that he is willing to take care of those issues about which the Herakleians think he should care, because they are a colony of the Aitolians (ὡς ὄντων ἀποίκων [τῶ]ν̣Αἰτ̣ω̣λ̣ῶ̣ν). Acting thus, he shall please the Aitolians. The decree shall be engraved in Delphi in the sanctuary of Apollo. (transl. by Saba 2020)



Which Herakleia is referred to here? As has been remarked, a carving discovered in Herakleia at Mt. Latmos attests that this city dispatched a delegation to Zeuxis. It also refers to a man called Menekrates who took part in it. This evidence would strengthen the identification of the Herakleia in the inscription from Delphi with the Herakleia located at Mt. Latmos.43 Additionally, this association would help in defining the date of the Delphic inscription, since the document from Herakleia at Mt. Latmos is dated to the 190s BCE.

The decree mentions an embassy dispatched by the Herakleians to the Aitolians to reaffirm syngeneia and other unnamed “benefactions”. The Aitolians responded to this delegation with the one-sided concession of a certain type of citizenship to the Herakleians.44 Saba rightly observes that “in this document the koinon of the Aitolians does not use potential citizenship to connect itself to a distant city. Rather it is a diplomatic response to advance an articulated diplomatic intervention and presence in the area”. In responding to a request, the Aitolians who take charge of it on behalf of the koinon end up controlling not just a city, but an entire area. They resort to granting a kind of undefined citizenship to facilitate this control and to project themselves beyond the continental borders.

8. Aitolians, Keians and Naupaktians

The last case we will consider is maybe the most challenging one. In an inscription concerning Naupaktians, Aitolians and Keans, recovered in fragmentary form at Karthaia, on Keos (IG XII 5.532 + IG XII 5, Add. p. 321; [StV III 508, III]), we can read ἐψηφισμένοι εἰσὶν Ναυπάκτιοι/ πολιτείαν εἶναι Κείοις καὶ γῆς καὶ οἰκίας ἔγκτησιν and δεδόχθαι Κείων τῆι βουλῆι καὶ τῶι δήμωι εἶναι Αἰτωλοῖς πολιτείαν̣ ἐγ Κέωι καὶ γῆς καὶ οἰκίας ἔγκτησιν. Here is the full extant text:



	 
	Ἡρακλείδης εἶπεν· ἔδοξεν τῆι βουλῆι καὶ τῶι δήμωι· ἐπειδὴ ἀναγγέλλουσιν οἱ πρέ-



	 
	σβεις οἱ ἀποσταλέντες εἰς Ναύπακτον καὶ πρὸς τοὺς συνέδρους τῶν Αἰτωλῶν 



	 
	πᾶσαν εὔνοιαν καὶ φιλοτιμίαν ἐνδεδεῖχθαι Ναυπακτίους καὶ τοὺς συνέδρους 
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	τοὺς Αἰτωλῶν πρὸς τὰς πόλεις τὰς Κείων, καὶ ἐψηφισμένοι εἰσὶν Ναυπάκτιοι 



	 
	πολιτείαν εἶναι Κείοις καὶ γῆς καὶ οἰκίας ἔγκτησιν, καὶ τῶν ἄλλων μετέχειγ Κεί-



	 
	ους ὧνπερ καὶ Ναυπάκτιοι μετέχουσιν, δεδόχθαι Κείων τῆι βουλῆι καὶ τῶι δήμωι 



	 
	εἶναι Αἰτωλοῖς πολιτείαν̣ ἐγ Κέωι καὶ γῆς καὶ οἰκίας ἔγκτησιν, καὶ τῶν ἄλλων 
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	μετέχειν αὐτοὺς πάν̣των ω̣ νπερ καὶ Κεῖοι μετέχουσιν … δειν-



	 
	οις τοὺς [ἄρ]χ̣ ο̣ν̣τ̣α̣[ς τοὺς] ἐπ̣ι ̣ - - - - προ - - - - 



	 
	Αἰτω - - - 



	 
	εἰς Κέω̣ - - (text by Schmitt, StV III 508, III)






Herakleides put forward the motion: it was decided by the boulē and the dēmos. Since the ambassadors who have been sent to Naupaktos and the synedrion of the Aitolians report that the Naupaktians and the synedrioi of the Aitolians have shown all their benevolence and respect for the cities of the Keans, and the Naupaktians have voted citizenship and right to own land and house for Keans, and that the Keans shall partake in anything else in which the Naupaktians do, it has been decreed by the boulē and the dēmos of the Keans that the Aitolians shall have citizenship in Keos and right to own land and house, and that they shall partake in anything else in which the Keans do (…) (transl. by Saba 2020)



The activity of the Aitolian stratēgos mentioned in the document can be dated to 222/3 BCE. The inscription contains the Kean concession of some kind of citizenship to Naupaktos and Aitolia, along with epigamia and enktēsis, in reciprocation for the grant of citizenship that Naupaktos had awarded to Keos. Two more texts contain the responses to Keos: StV III 508, II, the Naupaktian response (IG XII 5, 527), and StV III 508, I (= IG XII 5, 526 (+ Add. p. 319), the Aitolian one, to which the Keans’ response must be added (IG XII 5, 539). In short, the city of Naupaktos grants citizenship to Keos, and Keos responds by granting citizenship to the koinon of the Aitolians, to which Naupaktos belongs.45

So far, the scholarly debate has focused on whether the granting of citizenship to the Keians imply both local (Naupaktian) and federal citizenship, or only “potential” local citizenship. Most of the scholars have chosen the first option, pointing out that the procedure attested in this decree (StV III 508, III) shows that the poleis members of a koinon could not make independent decisions about citizenship grants (of any kind, I dare to suggest) and that such grants had to be ratified by the federal organs.46 Saba notes that ὡς Αἰτω/λῶν ὄντων τῶν Κείων (StV III 508 I, l. 4), usually read by some as a technical-legal formula attributing to the Keans the legal status of Aitolians, which, it has been argued, they would have gained automatically through Naupaktos’s grant, follows a line in which the Keans are framed as foreigners, ll. 2-3.47 For this reason, she follows Schmitt and maintains that here it is isopoliteia to be at stake.48 Christel Müller and Émeline Priol stress another crucial point: “There is a certain asymmetry here and one must assume that the Naupaktians had to have their decree validated by the koinon, since the operation resulted in all Keians becoming Aetolian citizens”.49 However, we can imagine that this asymmetry was not fully perceived as such, not only because Naupaktos was considered the mother city of Keos, but also because Naupaktos is a Lokrian town with a notoriously hybrid identity. Enlarged over the centuries by a pan-Lokrian colonial reinforcement first and later by a Messenian settlement promoted by the Athenians, Naupaktos was part of the Ozolian koinon, founded at the latest at the beginning of the fourth BCE. It is the first of the Lokrian cities to be annexed to the Aitolian koinon, probably after 338 BCE. At the time of the Karthaia inscription, then, Naupaktos had been Aitolian for about a century. Its favorable geographic position on the coast of Lokris, facing the Peloponnese, made it a strategically important centre. It indeed grew to serve as the harbor from which many naval enterprises of the Aitolians took off even before the annexation, just like Oiantheia, only a few miles further east.50 It appears, then, that although the agreement with Keos required ratification by the koinon, Naupaktos’ autonomy must have been somewhat greater than that of the other Aitolian cities.

The asymmetry highlighted by Müller and Priol has important implications when considering inter-state (and inter-federal) relations. The Keans benefitted from this agreement: after the Ptolemies’ retreat from their Aegean outposts, many Aegean islands either sought external assistance or tried to establish their own defense systems.51 It is not by chance that at this time the cities of Keos reestablished their island federation.52 What is more, through agreements like this one, the Keans protect themselves from future attacks by Aitolian pirates. Interestingly, both Aitolians and Naupaktians had to gain from such an arrangement. As has been noted, around the time when this document was engraved, there were many Aitolians operating in the area, most probably as private citizens:53 to put it with Scholten, these were people with personal financial stakes, which, over time, also benefited the koinon. The formalization of these ties through the recognition of politeia, epigamia and enktēsis in the case of Naupaktos challenges the idea of an external border of the koinon of the Aitolians even more than in the cases previously examined. It may be worth investigating whether a need was felt to establish a connection stronger than an alliance while remaining at a level which is different from the sympolitical one.

9. Some preliminary conclusions

The cases presented here allow us to put forward a hypothesis, albeit cautiously. In the Hellenistic age, the conviction developed in certain important circles in some Greek koina (e.g. the Aitolians; perhaps also the Phokians?) that, in order to be successful in the new political scenarios, they could not cling solely on the old idea of territorial expansion and to inter-state alliances. They sought a middle ground, developing various forms of territorial control, with more or less material and more or less stable borders. On the one hand, therefore, koina preserved and indeed optimized and systematised the organization of member cities on the mainland into telē or merē, which provided a basic framework for taxation, representation and forms of connection between local and federal levels. On the other hand, certain prominent circles creatively reinvented the granting of citizenship as an instrument to establish and consolidate political relationships with political communities more or less distant from the continental territory, and certainly not contiguous to it. It seems reasonable to assume that those who signed those treaties in the name of their koinon did not limit themselves to the formation of alliances: they also generally reinforced these alliances and enhanced shared beliefs in syngeneia bonds by granting a sort of citizenship. This citizenship, probably less potential than is believed, could come with the granting of enktēsis and epigamy. By resorting to these instruments, koina such as that of the Aitolians managed to multiply their external borders: on the one hand, regional borders continued to mark the beginning and end of contiguous territories and to shift as these territories expanded (as it happened in central Greece); on the other hand, more distant, immaterial borders were projected further away, in territories across the Aegean Sea, far removed from the “original” core of the koinon, ultimately granting the koina a positionality which allowed them to deal with the Hellenistic kings on equal terms.



*This research has been developed within the framework of the ERC Project FeBo: Federalism and Border Management in Greek Antiquity funded by the European Union (ERC FeBo, ERC 2021 Cog PR. No. 101043954). Hosted by the University of Trento, Project FeBo aims to shed light on the strategies and policies adopted by Greek federal states for the management of internal and external borders. The views and opinions expressed in this paper are exclusively those of the author and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the European Research Council Executive Agency. Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them. I am grateful to Claudio Biagetti and Sebastian Scharff for their valuable suggestions.
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1. Ptolemy’s diagramma to the Cyrenaeans

In 1922, Italian archaeologists working in Cyrene found a marble stele (see Fig. 1) in the late Roman baths of the sanctuary of Apollo, where it had been reused to pave the steps leading into a pool.1 From the very beginning, two things became extremely clear to them: they had found a Ptolemaic diagramma2 dealing with a constitutional reform, and it was in very bad shape. Over the years, the feet of the many bathers stepping in and out of the pool had worn out some parts of the inscription to the point that some lines were hardly readable anymore.

The editio princeps was published in 1925 by Silvio Ferri3 and it was followed by a heated debate with Gaspare Oliverio, who proposed very different readings for many passages in an article published three years later.4 The debate of the first fifteen years since the inscription’s discovery was distilled into a new reference edition by J.J.E. Hondius: SEG 9.1. In turn, twenty years later, this effort was heavily criticized by Peter M. Fraser, the first epigrapher to examine the stone since Oliverio, who proposed some more cautious readings for the badly worn sections.5 Thirty years later, a revision of the last lines of the document by André Laronde contributed greatly to our understanding of the diagramma’s original context.6 Lastly, in the last five years, two new editions—one by Catherine Dobias-Lalou7 and one by myself8—have been published and, together, they form the basis of a new reference edition, which will be quoted throughout the present chapter: IG Cyrenaica2 010800.

From a constitutional point of view, Ptolemy’s diagramma is a source of unparalleled importance. Unlike other documents from the same period, in this text Ptolemy interacted with (as well as reacted to) the constitution that was in place in Cyrene before its publication. The document thus sheds light both on the Cyrenaean constitution before Ptolemy’s intervention and on his reforms and motives. The diagramma’s relevance is also enhanced by the document’s extension and level of detail: over 70 lines long, it consists of about a dozen separate clauses, many of them separated by paragraphoi.9 These include:

–ll. 2-5: The politai.

–ll. 6-15: The politeuma (the Ten Thousand); selection of the 60 timētēres. 

–ll. 16-19: The boulē of the Five Hundred.

–ll. 20-25: The gerontes and eligibility norms for the priest of Apollo, who will be selected from their number. 

–ll. 26-31: The stratēgoi.

–ll. 32-33: The nomophylakes and ephors.

–ll. 34-42: The workings of the constitution, trials involving death penalty, and norms on trials protecting the former exiles.

–ll. 43-45: Exclusion criteria for the offices held by members of the Ten Thousand.

–ll. 46-50: Offences leading to disenfranchisement and special exclusion criteria for candidates to the office of stratēgoi.

–ll. 51-52: Norm against the abrogation or alteration of the new constitution. 

–ll. 53-55: Norm on the estates and assets of the exiles.

–ll. 56-72: Fragmentary norms dealing mainly with property rights.

To this part of the inscription—the actual diagramma sent to them by Ptolemy—the Cyrenaeans added two sections in their own dialect. At the time of its cutting, the text was prefaced with an invocation in larger letters of which little survives10, an addition which is quite common for local inscriptions. The second addition is more complex: after the text of the diagramma, under the title archai, we find a detailed list of Cyrenaean officials (ll. 72-87) which includes almost all boards of magistrates mentioned in the text. Since there are some discrepancies between the norms set out in the diagramma and the list—for instance, Peithagoras son of Annikeris was priest of Apollo for the third time,11 and the stratēgoi are nine instead of six and Ptolemy is not one of them—we can infer that these were the magistrates in office at the time of the document’s reception, not the ones elected as a result of its implementation.12

In the following pages, I focus on two of the main aspects of the constitutional reform set in place by the diagramma, namely the definition of the civic body and the interactions and role of councils and boards of magistrates. This will allow us to better appraise the extent and the scope of Ptolemy’s actions. However, before tackling this topic, a preliminary discussion of new data on the diagramma’s date is in order.

2. Dating the diagramma

The date of the diagramma has long been debated among scholars, even though in recent years some form of consensus has been reached. The Italian scholars who first dealt with this text—Silvio Ferri, Gaetano De Sanctis, and Gaspare Oliverio13—all agreed on the fact that this stele preserved the constitution of a mid-third century Cyrenaean koinon, possibly the successor of the koinon founded by Ekdelos and Demophanes sometime after the death of king Magas.14 However, a few years after the discovery of the stone, Max Cary and Theodore Reinach15 pointed out that Ptolemy never called himself “king” in the diagramma and that the presence of exiles was compatible with a date around the end of the war of Thibron (324-321), when a group of Cyrenaean exiles sought the help of Ptolemy to get back their city.16 While much debate followed over the years, the higher date started gaining more and more consensus.17

In 1972, a new approach was proposed by André Laronde, who started arguing in favor of a higher date for the diagramma on the basis of prosopographical considerations.18 He proposed that the diagramma dated from the aftermath of the war of Thibron, i.e., from 321 BCE. Despite some initial resistance,19 after the publication of Laronde’s book in 1987 and a much more detailed discussion of the evidence,20 no further attempt was made to confute his hypothesis. The problem of the diagramma’s date thus became one of micro-chronology,21 but some adjustments were still needed. In 2001, Lucia Criscuolo pointed out that Laronde’s reconstruction did not take into account the revised date of the death of Perdiccas.22 In particular, Criscuolo proposed that the diagramma was issued in September 320, just after Ptolemy had secured his control over Egypt and was back from Triparadeisos. While Criscuolo’s intervention had the merit of reconciling the dates of Cyreanean events and the low chronology of Perdiccas’ Egyptian expedition and death, her reasoning on the diagramma’s date partially rested on one troubling piece of information.23 According to a reading that dates back to Gaspare Oliverio’s second edition,24 below the text of the diagramma and the appended list of magistrates one further line of text was visible: the Egyptian dating “Epeiph 20”.25 Both the plaster cast in Rome and the stele do not show any trace of this dating. This calls for further revision of the available data.

Another aspect has not been appreciated with due attention. From the list of Cyrenaean magistrates appended to the diagramma, we learn that the eponymous priest of Apollo at the time, Peithagoras son of Annikeris, had been holding this position for three years in a row.26 Since in Cyrene the eponymous priests of Apollo never hold the office more than once and never for more than a year, Peithagoras’ case emerges as totally exceptional.27 When, in 321, Ophellas led the Cyreanean aristocrats back to Cyrene on Ptolemy’s orders, both he and his master must have recognized the aristocratic exiles as the only legitimate government. This means that any priest of Apollo appointed by the democrats as a result of the stasis of the summer of 322 would have been considered an unlawfully elected official. For some reason, instead of considering the months of democratic rule a period of sede vacante or anarchia—as the Athenians apparently did with Pythodoros’ archonship after the Thirty fell28—either the Cyrenaeans or Ophellas decided to consider Peithagoras’ priesthood as still ongoing.

We know very little about the Cyrenaic calendar year and we have no clue as to when the official year began.29 At the time of his flight, during the stasis of the summer of 322, Peithagoras might therefore have been either the priest for 323/2 at the end of his term of office or the newly elected priest for 322/1. At a closer look, the former alternative seems preferable. According to the chronology of events recorded in the Marmor Parium, Ophellas seized Cyrene during the year when Philokles was archon in Athens, i.e., in 322/1.30 This means that the city fell into Ptolemaic hands by late July 321 at the latest. This means that between Peithagoras’ flight and the end of Thibron’s war about a year had passed. If Peithagoras had been at the beginning of his priesthood when he left the city, at the end of the war he would have been at the end of his first term or at the very beginning of his second term. Consequently, since he was priest for three years in a row, the Cyrenaeans would have been unable to elect a new eponymous priest for almost two years after the return of the exiles and the end of the war of Thibron. On the other hand, if in July 321 he was close to the end of the second year since his first appointment, one would understand why the Cyrenaeans (or Ophellas) found it unfeasible to elect a successor and thus decided to prorogate his priesthood for another year: either they were still dealing with the war’s aftermath or, more simply, the time for a new election had passed.31

A mitigating factor, which may contribute to explain the difficulties that the Cyrenaeans had to face, is provided by a fragment of Arrian’s book on the history of the successors. There, after having described Thibron’s gruesome death, Arrian recalls that a stasis took place in Cyrene and Ptolemy was forced to go there and set things right,32 and then sailed back to Egypt.33 This is possibly confirmed by the Marmor Parium, which mentions Ptolemy’s march to Cyrene at the end of its entry on the year 321/0.34 The problem is posed by the sequence of these two events: Ptolemy’s intervention in Cyrene and Perdiccas’ invasion of Egypt. In the narrative of Arrian, which survives only in Photius’ abridged version, Perdiccas’ expedition takes place after Ptolemy’s trip to Cyrenaica. However, in this text the events are not discussed following a purely chronological criterion but rather in conformity with a geographical approach. The second Cyrenaean stasis, the one following the end of Thibron’s war, is presented as the conclusion of Arrian’s Libyan excursus and as such may be out of chronological order. On the other hand, the Marmor Parium mentions Ptolemy’s western expedition at the end of the year’s record, after the dating formula, almost as an afterthought.35

Thanks to the Babylonian astronomical diaries, we know that Perdiccas was killed in battle on May 31, 320 BCE.36 In turn, this leaves little time between Perdiccas’ death and the conference of Triparadeisos, which took place later that summer. Since Ptolemy’s Cyrenaean expedition and stay might have taken a few months, it could have taken place either before Perdiccas’ invasion or after Triparadeisos. The latter option was endorsed by Criscuolo,37 but, in my opinion, it is the former that better explains our sources without an excessive lengthening of Peithagoras’ priesthood in 320/19. The resulting sequence of events may contribute to explain the reason of Perdiccas’ move against Egypt: if Ptolemy was in Cyrene, Perdiccas might have thought that he had the chance to outmaneuver him. This in turn sheds light on the different words used to describe Ptolemy’s movements: he came to Cyrene by land (epelthōn in Arrian, but eporeuthē in the Marmor Parium), and possibly with enough troops to quell a rebellion, but, according to Arrian, on his way back to Egypt he traveled by sea (apepleuse). The decision to face the sea rather than going more safely—and more slowly—by land points to a certain hurry on Ptolemy’s part, which is more compatible with the fact that he may have received news of Perdiccas’ intentions while still in Cyrene.

We can now propose a more detailed context for the diagramma:38

–Summer 324: Thibron kills Harpalos in Crete.

–Winter 324/3: Thibron talks with Cyrenaean exiles in Crete and starts planning his expedition in Cyrenaica.

–Summer 323: Thibron arrives in Cyrenaica and wins his first battles. Cyrene is besieged for the first time and Thibron captures its harbor. Thibron allies himself with Barka and Euhesperides, while his aide, Mnasikles of Crete, defects to the Cyrenaeans. Peithagoras is elected eponymous priest of Apollo in Cyrene (first year).

–Winter 323/2: The Cyrenaeans attack Barka and Euhesperides and Thibron is forced to help his allies. Meanwhile, the Cyrenaeans seize back the harbor. Thibron’s fleet avoids capture but is destroyed by a storm.

–Summer 322: Thibron recruits new troops from Greece and wins a major battle. Cyrene’s harbor is besieged, and the city is frequently attacked. Famine and civil unrest follow. The democrats seize power while the aristocrats flee to Thibron and Ptolemy. Before the end of his term, Peithagoras flees from Cyrene and likely seeks refuge in Egypt. While the Cyrenaean democrats might have elected a new priest, at the end of the war Peithagoras’ priesthood is retroactively considered as still ongoing (second year).

–Winter 322/1: Cyrenaean exiles in Egypt, likely including Peithagoras, ask Ptolemy to intervene on their behalf.

–Summer 321: Ptolemy sends Ophellas to Cyrenaica, and he in turn defeats Thibron and the Cyrenaean democrats. Cyrene is seized by Ophellas before the end of July. The fighting likely ceases early in the summer. Since the election of a new priest of Apollo is not possible, either because of the situation in Cyrene is still too complicated or simply because the election date has passed, Peithagoras is confirmed as the eponymous priest of Apollo for a third year. Around the end of the summer or in early fall, a second stasis takes place in Cyrene, and the situation becomes so dire that Ptolemy is forced to intervene in person.

–Winter 321/0: Ptolemy visits Cyrene and writes the diagramma, likely before leaving in a hurry to prepare for the fight against Perdiccas. Peithagoras is still the priest of Apollo, now in his third year of tenure.

–Summer 320: Perdiccas attacks Egypt and is defeated on May 31. Peithagoras’ successor is elected according to the norms set in place by the diagramma. In late summer, the meeting of Triparadeisos takes place with Ptolemy in attendance.

Taking the new date of the diagramma into account, we can now start examining the document from a constitutional point of view.

3. Participating in the polity

3.1. Being Cyrenaean

In the first paragraph of his diagramma, Ptolemy sets out the criteria to recognize someone as a Cyrenaean citizen.39 As in almost any ancient Greek constitution, the main criterium for being accepted as citizen is birthright. In the case of Cyrene, Ptolemy provides prospective citizens with three alternative criteria. Firstly, he states that people with both a Cyrenaean father and a Cyrenaean mother are entitled to claim Cyrenaean citizenship. This first option cannot but recall Pericles’ law on Athenian citizenship of 451/040 and one is left to wonder whether the text—if not the substance—of this norm was influenced by Athenian practices.

Secondly, Ptolemy makes an exception for people born of a Cyrenaean father and a Libyan mother, provided that she was born “between Katabathmos and Authamalax”. This option is hardly an innovation, as it is deeply rooted in Cyrenaean practice and self-representation.41 According to local traditions, mixed marriages play a central role in the events leading to the foundation of Cyrene, with ancient authors insisting on the fact that many such unions took place at Aziris, where the Cyrenaean colonists temporarily settled for a few years on their way to Cyrene,42 an event that Callimachus alludes to in his hymn to Apollo.43 At the same time, mixed unions of Greek men and Libyan women were hardly an isolated instance in local traditions, as attested for instance by Pindar in his ninth Pythian ode. There, he described the games that Antaios organized at Irasa for the hand of his daughter, which were won by the honorand’s ancestor, Alexidamos of Cyrene.44

Libyan ancestors are hardly uncommon even in later times: according to Herodotus, Arcesilas III married a daughter of Aladdeir, king of Barka and allegedly his kinsman,45 whose name is typically Libyan. Similarly, many prominent Cyrenaeans had Libyan names well before the diagramma, possibly as a result of family ties with Libyan kings and chiefs.46

Of course, not all marriages between Greeks and Libyans took place between members of the elite. For instance, Herodotus discusses the similarities in sacrificial customs between the Libyans and the Cyrenaean women, possibly as a result of mixed origins.47 Moreover, in a passage from his Politics, Aristotle states that at some time the expansion of the civic body caused a stasis in Cyrene, because the members of the elite did not react well to the admission of people of low birth or having only a Cyrenaean parent out of two.48 It is possible that the Cyrenaeans’ reply to this crisis was not the disenfranchisement of citizens but rather the (re)introduction of some difference between politai and politeuma, which in turn would come to be the precursor of the system in place before the war of Thibron.

The geographical boundaries set out by Ptolemy are not without interest (see Fig. 2). On the one side there is Katabathmos, the traditional border between Egypt and Cyrenaica,49 while on the other there is Authamalax/Automalax, which Richard G. Goodchild identified with Bu Sceefa, a small settlement in the gulf of Syrtis a few kilometers east of Arae Philenorum.50 The broad geographical background of prospective Cyrenaean citizens has long provided grounds for scholars arguing on the “federal” nature of the diagramma, from earlier attempts which considered this document a constitution of the third-century-BCE Cyrenaean koinon51 to more recent and more nuanced ones.52 However, in this case federalism seems to be found more in the eye of the beholder than on the inscribed stone. No provision in the diagramma deals with the children of people from the other Greek poleis in Cyrenaica. For instance, according to the diagramma, the grandchildren of a Libyan chief who had given his daughter in marriage to a Cyrenaean man would be fully-fledged citizens of Cyrene, while the children of a Cyrenaean man and a Greek woman from Euhesperides would not be admissible as Cyrenaean citizens.53 Rather than indicating the extension of a pan-Cyrenaican entity, these two reference points indicate the limits of Cyrene’s area of influence as well as the area where the (at times) friendly Libyan tribes usually roamed. At the same time, the other three main Greek cities of the region—Euhesperides, Taucheira, and Barka—were hardly on equal footing with Cyrene at the time of Ptolemy’s intervention, so that so that much of this area was likely de facto under Cyrenaean control.54

To the two options examined above, Ptolemy adds a third one: children of the Cyrenaean colonists (epoikoi) from the cities (poleis) beyond Thinitis were eligible as Cyrenaean citizens. Thinitis (or Thintis) is the name of a small village mentioned by Claudius Ptolemy, who located it to the south of Cyrene (see Fig. 2). On the other hand, modern scholars prefer to identify it with modern Tert, to the east of Cyrene (see Fig. 3).55 While we know the names of a few settlements in western Cyrenaica from ancient geographers, we hardly have any clue about their status or the provenance of their settlers. The text of the diagramma implies that at least some of them were of Cyrenaeans descent, which is confirmed by the survival of Cyrenaean nomima and names in the Marmarica well into the third century CE.56 Only one settlement from the chōra of Cyrene left us a decree implying some degree of autonomy, and it is on the road between Cyrene and Thinitis.57 The settlements east of Thinitis possibly enjoyed some degree of autonomy as well, but their proximity to Cyrene probably made full independence an unattainable goal. For this reason, at least after the diagramma but possibly even before, their relationship with their mother city might have been quite similar to the one between Athens and its cleruchies, especially as far as the conservation of civic rights by colonists was taken into account.58

3.2 Becoming Cyrenaean 

To those who did not qualify as citizens according to these criteria, Cyrenaean citizenship could be granted instead. In the diagramma, Ptolemy sets aside two founts of power who had the authority to grant Cyrenaean citizenship to foreign people notwithstanding the criteria discussed above: the Cyrenaean politeuma, that is, the “Ten-Thousand” Cyrenaeans who enjoyed all civic rights according to the constitutional arrangement set in place by the diagramma,59 and himself. While the fact that a city could honor a foreigner and grant him citizenship rights is a well-attested practice in the ancient Greek world,60 the same does not generally hold true for individuals. This is particularly striking in the case of Ptolemy, who was no king at the time and, from an official perspective, did not hold any official position except being the satrap of Egypt.61

The right to appoint new Cyrenaean citizens that Ptolemy reserves for himself confirms a position long defended by André Laronde, namely that in spring 331 BCE the Cyrenaeans did not submit to Alexander but rather allied themselves with him.62 If Cyrene was just Alexander’s ally, Ptolemy could hold it not in the name of Alexander’s successors but as his own private possession outside the empire, one that he had “conquered with the spear”.63

Ptolemy’s motives behind the appointment of new citizens are somewhat different from the Cyrenaeans’ ones. While the politeuma would grant citizenship to foreigners to honor them for their services and good deeds towards the city, Ptolemy might rather resort to the appointment of new citizens as a way to make sure that Cyrene’s ruling class always included a few trusted agents and supporters of his. This in turn might prove useful to ensure that the city remained loyal to him and that he knew the Cyrenaeans intentions and plans from within. If we accept that the diagramma was never repealed under Ptolemaic rule, this norm could easily contribute to explain what took place in Cyrene in the 250s, when—after the city was brought back into the fold by Ptolemy II—a few high-ranking Ptolemaic officials held the eponymous priesthood of Apollo for at least five years in a row: from a constitutional point of view, it was likely on Ptolemy II’s authority that they became Cyrenaean citizens in the first place and thus—once admitted among the gerontes—became eligible for the priesthood of Apollo.64

3.3 Citizens vs. voting citizens: the politeuma

While one might be surprised by the somewhat broad definition of citizenship set in place by Ptolemy, the timocratic nature of the constitution provided a strong rebuff to the excessive broadening of the civic body. The second paragraph of the diagramma (ll. 6-15) deals extensively with the criteria allowing participation in political processes and active suffrage. In particular, Ptolemy limits active voting rights to the politeuma, which consisted of the myrioi, i.e., the “Ten Thousand”. Moreover, Ptolemy stipulates some conditions to become one of the Ten Thousand. In particular, admittance to the politeuma is reserved to:

1.Those who fled to Egypt, i.e., the aristocrats that asked Ptolemy to intervene against Thibron;

2.Those whom Ptolemy may indicate;65

3.Those who own “durable” assets, including their wives’ assets, with an estimated value of at least 2,000 drachms of Alexander;66

4.Those who can bring in a declaration of their debtors attesting that what they are due will suffice to reach the 2,000 drachms of Alexander, provided that (they and) their wives possessed enough “durable” assets, equal to the obligation and the interest.

Ptolemy then sets an age limit—being at least thirty years old—but the expression kai outoi at line 12 attests that not all four categories were affected by this clause, a fact that most scholars so far have not taken into account. In all vraisemblance, this age limit concerns either the last two categories or just the last one.67 The difference is a substantial one. In the former case, since most of the members of the politeuma likely belonged to the third category, this means that the age clause encompassed the great majority of the Ten Thousand and that the only way to circumvent it was by Ptolemy’s approval. In the latter case, if this clause concerns only the fourth category, it was probably meant to avoid that too many young Cyrenaeans produce false attestations of debts with the complicity of their relatives and friends to obtain something akin to a British writ of acceleration.68

Ptolemy then proceeds setting the rules for selecting the board of sixty magistrates in charge of the evaluation of assets and estates, who are aptly called timētēres. The importance of their task is suggested by their huge number, the need to swear a lawful oath of office, and the fact that they are appointed by the gerontes, possibly the most important institution of the Cyrenaean constitution and the embodiment of the conservation of the status quo.

These norms prove extremely interesting to determine the extent of Ptolemy’s alterations to the previous constitution. The timocratic nature of Cyrene’s constitution seems to predate Ptolemy’s diagramma, since the timētēres were asked to follow existing laws and, for the first year of the new constitution, the selection procedure relied on previous evaluations, which quite possibly dated from before Thibron’s war.69 At the same time, a few lines later we learn that Ptolemy altered the dimension of Cyrene’s ruling body, which before the war was called hoi chilioi, i.e., “the One Thousand”.70 Although the numbers are not to be taken at face value—the One Thousand could be 900 or 1,200 people just as easily—the same does not hold true for the order of magnitude. The implications are self-evident: even though Ptolemy was supported by most members of the Cyrenaean elite, he favored a more moderate regime instead of the strictly oligarchic one existing before the war, which he possibly viewed as ultimately unstable.71

The distinction between “perishable” and “imperishable” assets (in Greek, thnata and athanata chrēmata) deserves a closer look.72 In the next century, the distinction recurs three times in treaties and decrees from Eastern Crete,73 but earlier attestations from Gortyn of the two categories separately date back to the mid-fifth century and tnata krēmata are even mentioned in Gortyn’s Great Code.74 Ptolemy’s diagramma constitutes the only attestation of this distinction outside Crete, a situation for which the long-lasting relations between Crete and Cyrene provide the most plausible explanation. In this case, Ptolemy, possibly at the instigation of his local advisors, adopted a concept from the previous constitution—athanata chrēmata—which the Cyrenaeans were familiar with and easily understood.

On the other hand, the distinction between politai and politeuma—the former meaning “citizens”, the latter “ruling body”—is first found in Aristotle’s Politics.75 While the term politeuma does not recur in any fragment of the Aristotelian constitutions, this may be due to the fragmentary nature of the evidence—the only well-preserved Aristotelian constitution being the Athenian one, where such a distinction is rather unnecessary—or rather to the fact that Aristotle in the Politics had to adopt new concepts and distinctions in order to sort out and make sense of the intricacies and whimsical nature of the different constitutions. In any case, the word politeuma is already employed by Alexander when dealing with Chios in 334,76 which proves that the word was understood and already considered a technical term by Alexander and his entourage, possibly as a result of Aristotle’s teaching at the court of Macedon. In the case of Cyrene, the word politeuma was thus likely a specific addition by Ptolemy (or his advisors) in the effort to describe with clarity and precision the workings of the Cyrenaean constitution.

One last aspect about the Ten Thousand should be discussed. As a set of separate norms, Ptolemy includes in the diagramma some barring clauses. First, the diagramma singles out those who were not allowed to “participate in the offices of the Ten Thousand”, namely those who received a salary from the state, such as different kinds of teachers in the gymnasium, public heralds, and doctors.77 The expression deserves a closer look: on the one hand, this may be read as a form of disenfranchisement (i.e., exclusion from the Ten Thousand),78 but, in my opinion, a milder interpretation is in order. The clause rather means that members of the politeuma could not hold unsalaried public offices as long as they received a public salary: they would still belong to the politeuma, but without any passive electorate. While the risk of a conflict of interests may have played a role in Ptolemy’s decision to uphold or introduce this norm, it also made it way more difficult for people who barely qualified as rich enough to belong to the Ten Thousand to further their political career by doing salaried work for the state in some intellectual capacity. Moreover, since the boulē was by definition one of the myriakai archai, this norm ensured that the members of this council had no other preoccupation and belonged to those who could live leisurely off their own estates for the two-year term of office.

Next, Ptolemy singles out the different conducts that lead to the declaration of atimia and thus disenfranchisement.79 These include:

–Having a physically demanding job or being seriously ill, depending on the meaning of the verb kamnō in this context. It is possibly the most obscure among these exclusion criteria.

–Some act that is not identifiable because most of the text is missing.

–Filing many lawsuits (hos an … polydikēi), that is, acting as sycophants. According to Heraclides Lembus’ epitome of the Aristotelian Constitution of the Cyrenaeans, the ephors were in charge of prosecuting those who acted as sycophants (hoi polydikoi) or committed some other sort of wrongdoing (hoi kakopragmones) and could punish them and declare them atimoi.80 This in turn proves that at least part of this list likely predated Ptolemy’s diagramma.

–Some other infraction connected with lawsuits (there is a mention of [pr]odikia).

–Buying goods, hoarding them, and then reselling them for a premium when the market was more favorable, e.g., wheat in time of famine (hos an … palinkapēleuēi).

In all these cases, we are dealing with forms of anti-social behavior: from Ptolemy’s point of view, these people deserved to become atimoi because they put their own personal gain above the well being of the community, which they damaged by exploiting the legal system or the market at the expense of their fellow citizens. To this, a further clause on ineligibility for generalship follows, but we will discuss it below when examining the board of the stratēgoi.

4. Councils between innovation and conservativism

4.1. Councils (and the priest of Apollo)

If we look at the deliberative bodies in the Cyrenaean constitution, we notice that Cyrene had two different councils: a boulē (ll. 16-19) and a council of gerontes (ll. 20-24), which both predated the diagramma itself.81 The first council—the boulē—was composed of 500 councilmen drawn by lot82 among the Cyrenaeans with full rights that were over fifty years old. After a starting period of two years, half of the members would be replaced by new ones, while the remaining 250 councilmen would be replaced the following year. From that moment onwards, each year half of the members of the boulē would be replaced. This solution creates a system where every councilman serves for two years and at any given time half the boulē is still composed by “veterans”, increasing stability and continuity in the administration of public affairs. Parallels for this solution—akin to the way the members of the U.S. House of Representatives are elected nowadays—are virtually nonexistent in the ancient Greek world, and we do not know whether it was a solution that the Cyrenaeans had already adopted before Thibron or an innovation by Ptolemy. A non-iteration clause further adds that a former councilman should wait at least two years before being eligible again for this office. Moreover, in case the eligible candidates were less than the available positions, Ptolemy stipulates that the ranks of the boulē be filled by Cyrenaeans with full rights drawn by lot from those who were over forty years old. This proves that, considering the starting conditions, the pool of eligible candidates was expected to be rather small, to the point that Ptolemy felt it necessary to add provisions in case the members of the politeuma over fifty years old became insufficient.

As already pointed out by De Sanctis, this might hint at the real number of citizens included in the politeuma, since the two councils required at least 1,101 members of the politeuma to be over fifty at any given time.83 While this meant that the risk was not so remote to be excluded without worries, it also meant that it was not a standard situation, or a different number of members or selection criterion would have been chosen. One should notice that the number of councilmen was very likely a product of Ptolemy’s intervention: no matter how imprecise the definition “One Thousand” was for the Cyrenaean citizens with full rights before the war of Thibron, there is no way that they could support two councils of six hundred and one men in total. This would be the same as saying that at any given time every able-bodied citizen of Cyrene was either in the boulē or was going to be appointed at the first available occasion.84 The fact that Ptolemy states “the boulē shall do what the boulē used to do in peacetime”85 leaves us with a false impression that little was changed about this council. While it is apparent that Ptolemy’s model was the Athenian boulē of the Five Hundred, the differences between the two are substantial, both in terms of eligibility pool and iteration of office.

The second council (ll. 20-23) is even more interesting. It comprised 101 gerontes86 who were appointed for life. As a new starting point after the stasis and the war, Ptolemy decided to personally appoint the gerontes. In other words, he reserved the right to revise the list of gerontes from before the war, filling any vacancy according to his own preference (i.e., with people loyal to him) as well as dismissing from the council any person whose actions or political sympathies he might have found objectionable. For the future, Ptolemy set in place a system for the substitution of any gerōn who died or was impeached: in this case, the Ten Thousand elected a new member being at least fifty years old from their own ranks. This special attention proves the relevance of this council in the self-governing of the city of Cyrene, a conclusion confirmed by the fact that the gerontes were barred from holding any other office except general in time of war (i.e., in a crisis situation, when the city might need its most capable men at the helm). The fear that they might accumulate too much power in their hands was so tangible that it warranted such a provision.

A second exception to the incompatibility clause set out by Ptolemy for the gerontes is provided by the eponymous priest of Apollo, who—according to the diagramma (ll. 23-25)—could only be appointed from among their ranks, with prospective candidates being at least fifty years old and never having held the same priesthood before. We do not know how much this norm differed from the one in place before Thibron’s war, but Ptolemy’s reiteration of the age clause for the election of the priest of Apollo might provide a clue on the fact that he did not play by the rules he set. In particular, his stipulation that the eponymous priest should be at least fifty years old might point to the fact that at least some of the gerontes he appointed were younger than that and thus should not be elected as priests of Apollo for a few years.87 As a matter of fact, stacking the council of gerontes with younger men he trusted could prove extremely useful to Ptolemy, who thus ensured that his supporters had a major advantage and could literally outlive their opponents.

In the long run, Ptolemy’s reform of the council of gerontes and the eponymous priesthood would lead to the possibly unforeseen consequence of creating a council-within-the-council that could have much sway in Cyrene’s political life. Since they could be elected only once, the former priests of Apollo became an almost separate group within the council of gerontes, with their own privileges and duties. For instance, we learn from Ptolemy VIII that—at a time when he was priest of Apollo—on the evening of the festival of Artemis he was expected to host all his predecessors in a lavish way, having them over for dinner and gifting them a tryblion, that is, a huge vase containing many cold delicacies.88 Moreover, during the first century, when the end of Ptolemaic rule left Cyrene in a power vacuum, it was the former priests of Apollo who took upon themselves to embody continuity of rule and provide their fellow citizens with a symbol they could rally behind.89

4.2. Boards of magistrates

After discussing the two councils and the priests of Apollo, Ptolemy’s next stipulations deal with the election of generals (stratēgoi),90 nomophylakes, and ephors.91 All these boards of magistrates were already in place before the diagramma and the two conditions set by Ptolemy for holding these offices were being at least fifty years old and not holding the same office twice.92

In the case of the stratēgoi, Ptolemy added some further clauses. First and foremost, he appointed himself stratēgos for life, so as to exert his power over the board and—if need be—order Cyrenaean troops about on a perfectly legal basis.93 He also stipulated that the board be composed of five other generals selected in accordance with the criteria stated above. At the same time, considering the importance of stratēgoi from a military perspective, Ptolemy added some provisions that tried to compensate for the rigid criteria he had set in place, so as to tackle any dangerous fighting situation with the help of the best men available. In case of war, any member of the politeuma could be appointed stratēgos, with no consideration for his age, the fact that he was one of the gerontes, and possibly even the fact that he had held the position before. Moreover, in case the conflict was not a “Libyan war”,94 the Ten Thousand should have a confidence vote immediately and decide whether the generals needed to be replaced. Further provisions, added by Ptolemy a few lines later, also prevented people having practiced a craft involving manual labor—stone-working and working as a porter among the explicitly listed ones—from ever reaching the rank of stratēgos under any condition,95 confirming the contempt of Greek elites for the practitioners of what they called the banausikai technai.

Even though Ptolemy tried to balance his distrust for Cyrene’s military commanders and meet the need for an effective command in case of war, in the long run his intervention caused the progressive loss of importance of the board of stratēgoi in Cyrene. While we have many votive offerings from the stratēgoi dating from the mid-fourth century—including a few impressive ones such as the so-called stratēgeion in the sanctuary of Apollo96—none of them dates from after the diagramma, with the possible exception of one very fragmentary dedication.97 The reduced importance of the board of the stratēgoi in the Hellenistic period is likely due to two factors. On the one hand, from this moment on Cyrenaeans did not fight wars on their own, but only if called upon by their ruler and, in this case, the stratēgoi found themselves in the less enticing role of junior officers under someone else’s command. On the other hand, during peacetime members of the Cyrenaean elite could be appointed stratēgoi only once, which reduced the importance of strategic expertise as a way to stand out and transformed this office into one of the many stepping stones to reach the more exalted rank of gerōn and, possibly, eventually hold the eponymous priesthood of Apollo.

4.3. The workings of a constitution

As far as the diagramma is concerned, Ptolemy stated that the boulē, the gerontes, and the citizens with full rights should act as they used to do “in peacetime”, that is, before the war of Thibron and the new constitution possibly set in place by the democrats that had won the stasis of 322.98 The workings of the constitution before the war may be deduced from one of the few surviving decrees from the region,99 namely a mid-fourth-century proxeny decree for two Syracusans from Euhesperides:100
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Following a proposal by the ephors and the gerontes, it pleased the bōla (i.e., the boulē) that Eubios son of Eubiotos and Hagestratos son of Moschion, of Syracuse, be proxenoi of the Euhesperitae, themselves and their descendants.



In this text, we find three political bodies whose existence in Cyrene is equally attested by the diagramma. Two of them—the ephors, a board of magistrates, and the gerontes, likely a small council—were exerting probouleutic rights over a second council (the bōla), which in turn had the power to grant proxeny rights without needing to consult the assembly or secure its approval.

A similar—but not identical—situation is attested in the early first century by a decree from Arsinoe-Taucheira honoring Aleximachos son of Sosistratos. In it, the proposer(s) ask “that it may please the gerontes and the bōla to praise Aleximachos”,101 meaning that on the proposal the two councils had to vote together and that neither had probouleumatic powers over the other. The ephors are only mentioned at the end of the text as executive officers in charge of erecting the statue.102 At a closer look, however, we learn that even here the gerontes had pride of place, and some isolated letters might hint to the fact that the proposer(s) were among the gerontes or had to secure their approval before submitting their proposal.103 The fact that the votes in favor were 109 tells us little about the number of members of either council:104 one might suspect that the number of voters was a multiple of three, thus making 120, 150, and 180 interesting candidates. The involvement of the gerontes, however, makes all things more difficult.

On the other hand, the only well-preserved Cyrenaean decree from before the war of Thibron dates from around 370-365 and provides us with a perfectly democratic enactment formula: “Damis son of Bathykles proposed… that it may please the people”.105 For this reason, it has long been accepted that in early-fourth-century the “ruling body” of Cyrene was indeed the people and that the city had a democratic constitution for much of the first half of the fourth century.106

Until very recently, we had little clue as to what a decree from Hellenistic Cyrene looked like. A fragmentary decree from the Augustan period provided the closest comparandum for the text from Euhesperides, although much of the text was supplied by editors. Here, we find once again the ephors and the gerontes acting with probouleumatic powers towards the bōla, but other magistrates are involved as well as proposers or sources of secondment, such as the episkopoi.107 A fragmentary decree from the end of the second century can now shed some more light on the nature of the Cyrenaean constitution in the late Hellenistic period. In it, we read a mention of the gerontes, but—like in Arsinoe-Taucheira—they are directly involved in the decision-making process, because they are named in the enactment formula: “[that it may please] the gero[ntes and the bōla]”.108 As far as we know, this might have been the standard practice for the approval of a decree throughout the region and the boulē and the gerontes shared responsibility in the decision, even though the latter exerted some control over the approval of the proposal, not unlike what happened with the people and the council in Athens. In any case, as far as Cyrenaean decrees can help us, we have no traces of a major change after the fourth century and the diagramma.

5. Ptolemy as a lawgiver

As a major aspect of the analysis conducted so far, I have tried to elucidate to what extent Ptolemy altered the previous constitution and what his motives were in doing so. Some aspects of the legislation are clearly the result of Ptolemy’s intervention: his role in granting citizenship and in the appointment of the gerontes, his own appointment as stratēgos for life, his role as a court of appeal in capital trials,109 some transitional norms on exiles and their goods that are not discussed here, and—possibly the most important innovation—the introduction of the politeuma of the Ten Thousand instead of the previous regime of the One Thousand.110

At the same time, other parts of the constitution were explicitly left untouched. For instance, Ptolemy does not intervene on the balance of power between the council, the gerontes, and the politeuma, nor in the laws about the accountability of magistrates.111 As a matter of fact, existing laws are mentioned throughout the diagramma.112 Similarly, we can surmise that aspects that are not mentioned in the diagramma were not influenced by Ptolemy’s decisions, possibly because they were simply below his attention threshold. For example, in the diagramma there is no mention of any subdivisions of the civic body, even though we know that three tribes had existed in Cyrene at least since the archaic period;113 nor are the damiorgoi discussed at all, even though they had been publishing their accounts since the first half of the fourth century and continued doing so well into the second century.114

As a rule of thumb, Ptolemy seems to have modified the selection criteria for the politeuma, the councils, and the magistracies without intervening in the interplay between them. This way, the reform could be considered smoother and better received by the Cyrenaeans. In some cases, innovations are due to the evolution of political lexicon and mental categories more than to a change in the structure of constitution. It is the case, for instance, of the definition of the Ten Thousand as Cyrene’s politeuma, i.e., “ruling body” according to a word first used in this meaning by Aristotle and Alexander. At the same time, this shared set of ideas and concepts could well extend beyond the mere political lexicon. For instance, both Antipater’s constitution of 322 for Athens and Ptolemy’s diagramma two years later set the amount of durable assets needed to enjoy full citizen rights at 2,000 Attic drachms.115 This is hardly happenstance, but whether and to what extent Ptolemy was influenced by Antipater’s decision or by some common idea they shared about what constituted a fair amount of assets shall remain forever a mystery.

As far as Athenian influence goes, the boulē of the Five Hundred in Cyrene provides a much more interesting case. Clearly Ptolemy’s innovation, the new boulē likely replaced a smaller one from before the war of Thibron. However, Ptolemy had no reason to set the number of councilmen at 500 except for the strength of the model provided by the Athenian boulē: to use John Ma’s adept definition,116 this is a great example of the Great Convergence in the making. In this case, the process is a top-down evolution, but we should not downplay the fact that Ptolemy was acting with the help and counsel of members of the Cyrenaean elite. A similar influence of Athenian practices can be recognized in the newly instituted jury for trials involving the death penalty, composed by the boulē, the gerontes, and another 1,500 members of the politeuma drawn by lot.117 The situation for the clauses on the origin of the mothers of prospective citizens is slightly different: they definitely presuppose the Athenian citizenship law of Pericles and they can easily be an evolution from an earlier norm focusing only on the provenance and status of the father. However, there is no reason to suspect that Ptolemy was the one using an Athenian framework to try and make sense of local Cyrenaean practices.

From the point of view of its origin, at least one magistrature calls for special attention: the nomophylakes. Cyrene’s nomophylakes pre-existed the diagramma, as attested by the fact that they are mentioned in the appended list of archai.118 This means that they were possibly one of the oldest such boards in existence,119 even though by 320 the nomophylakes were already much discussed by philosophers.120 Considering this situation, there are two different explanations: either we admit that the nomophylakes were a typically Cyrenaean office or we must look at a different moment (prior to the diagramma) when they could have been introduced in the constitution of Cyrene. The first hypothesis is hardly convincing, because the other attestations from the city are much later and there is no trace of nomophylakes elsewhere in Cyrenaica.121 As for the second one, finding an appropriate moment for their introduction might not be easy. Plutarch knew a tradition according to which the Cyrenaeans asked Plato to become their lawgiver, but, according to the same tradition, Plato refused to comply.122 A possible clue might be provided by a board of magistrates whose members are listed below the diagramma as well: the five nomothetai.123 Almost never taken into account when discussing the diagramma, they are never attested again in Cyrenaica. This is possibly due to the fact that they were not a stable feature of the local constitution but rather a commission entrusted with the revision of laws. At the same time, if they predated the diagramma, it is possible that they had been working on the reform of Cyreanean laws for quite some time and that some of their decisions had already been implemented, possibly including the institution of a new board of magistrates inspired by the most recent theories on the perfect constitution. This would leave us with another case of Great Convergence, one that we can rather describe as a bottom-up process.

One last aspect must be examined. Even though scholars devoted much attention to the diagramma over the years, little has been said so far about when it became obsolete. Despite the riots of 313 and 305, the inscription itself does not show any traces of obliteration before its reuse and it was still in the sanctuary of Apollo by the time the late-antique baths were built, likely after the earthquake of 365 CE.124 Even more to the point, later Ptolemies had no reason to dismiss the diagramma outright. After all, this document stemmed from the will of the founder of their kingdom, to whose military successes they owed their claims on Cyrene and the surrounding region in the first place. This of course does not mean that every aspect of the diagramma was zealously upheld by the Cyrenaeans and their Ptolemaic rulers, but rather that any constitutional innovation during the Hellenistic period could be presented as a reform of the existing system dating back to (and set in stone in) the diagramma itself. For instance, the members of the board of ephors passed from five to six sometime between the diagramma and the early second century,125 possibly to better accommodate participation from the three tribes. Similarly, Ptolemy IX in his prostagma to the Cyrenaeans instituted some exception clause about the prosecution of [hoi en tōi ger]onteiōi pheromenoi, a periphrasis that likely describes the members of the council of gerontes.126 This in turn proves that the gerontes were still active in Cyrene around 108 and still held a prominent role in the city’s political landscape. In any case, it is unlikely that the diagramma as a whole was officially discarded, at least until the end of the second century.

What is sure is that the people of Cyrene were not too pleased with the outcome of Ptolemy’s reforms. The Cyrenaeans rebelled a few years later, in 313,127 and again around 305,128 which likely attests to the fact that Ptolemy’s compromise solution pleased neither the aristocrats, who had lost much of their power, nor the democrats, who desired much more drastic reforms. If the late-fourth-century coins with the legend damō kyranaion, i.e., “Cyrenaean (coin) of the people”,129 are any indication, it was the people that in the end took action, probably because it realized something that Aristotle could easily have explained to them all: being a politēs without sharing in the politeuma was like being no politēs at all.

Appendix: a new translation of the diagramma, lines 2-52

The present translation is partially based on Catherine Dobias-Lalou’s one in IG Cyrenaica2 010800, but with major alterations. The Cyrenaean additions before and after the actual diagramma (ll. 1 and 72-87) are omitted. The missing portion of the document’s text (lines 52-72) is not included because of its bad state of preservation and the difficulties of making sense of the few surviving words. Among other topics, it deals with the estates of the exiles, the ownership of slaves, and the problems caused by the presence of mercenaries.


[ll. 2-5] Men born from a Cyrenaean father and a Cyrenaean mother shall be citizens, as well as those born from Libyan women between Katabathmos and Authamalax and those born from the epoikoi of the cities beyond Thinitis that the Cyrenaeans sent as colonists. Moreover, those whom Ptolemy may appoint shall be citizens and those to whom the politeuma (i.e., the assembly of all citizens with full rights) shall decide (to grant citizenship) in accordance with the following laws.

[ll. 6-15] The politeuma shall be the myrioi (i.e., the Ten Thousand). They shall include: the exiles having taken refuge in Egypt, anyone whom Ptolemy may appoint, and anyone who owns durable assets—including the ones belonging to his wife—with an assessed value of (at least) 20 mnai of Alexander, that the timētēres assess as mortgage-free. For anyone to whom 20 mnai of Alexander are owed—provided that (his and) his wife’s durable assets have an assessed value at least equal to the obligation and the interest—the debtors shall confirm (the debt) by oath, even if the neighbors do not belong to the myrioi(?).130 These too shall be part of the myrioi, if they are not younger than thirty years old. The gerontes, after having sworn the oath requested by the law, shall select the timētēres, sixty men not younger than thirty years. Those who are selected shall proceed with the assessments in accordance with what is written in the laws. For the first year, access to the politeuma shall be regulated on the basis of previous assessments.

[ll. 16-19] The boulē shall consist of 500 men, who will be drawn by lot, being not younger than fifty years old. They will be appointed for two years and, in the third year, half of them will be removed by lot. (Those who cease to be members of this council) will let two years pass (before being eligible again). If the number is not reached, (the missing men) shall be drawn by additional lot from those not younger than forty years old.

[ll. 20-25] The gerontes shall be 101, and Ptolemy will appoint them. Whenever one of them dies or is removed from office, the myrioi shall choose a new one for the 101, not younger than fifty years old. The gerontes shall not be eligible for any other office except that of stratēgos in case of war. The priests of Apollo shall be chosen among the gerontes that have not been priests of Apollo yet, not younger than fifty years old.

[ll. 26-31] Ptolemy shall be stratēgos for life. In addition, five stratēgoi shall be appointed from those who have not been stratēgoi yet, not younger than fifty years old. If there is a war, (they shall be appointed) from among all the citizens with full rights. If there happens to be some other war, and not a Libyan one, the myrioi shall decide whether the same stratēgoi should continue holding office or not. If they decide that some change is needed, (the new stratēgoi) shall be appointed from among all the citizens with full rights.

[ll. 32-33] There shall be nine nomophylakes, (selected) from those who have not been nomophylakes yet, and five ephors, (selected) from those who have not been ephors yet, not younger than fifty years of age.

[ll. 34-42] The gerontes shall do what the gerontes used to do in peacetime, the boulē what the boulē (used to), and the myrioi what the chilioi (i. e., the One Thousand) (used to). The gerontes and the boulē, alongside 1.500 jurors drawn by lot among the myrioi, shall judge all trials involving death penalty. They shall make use of the previous laws that are not in contradiction with this diagramma. Public officials shall have to submit the accounts of their administration in accordance with the existing laws. For three years, anyone who, being accused by the stratēgoi, is going to be judged by the gerontes and the boulē in a death penalty trial, shall have the possibility to declare whether he wants to be judged according to the laws or by Ptolemy. All other causes they shall judge according to the laws. However, they shall not condemn an exile without Ptolemy’s approval.

[ll. 43-45] Whoever, being part of the politeuma, is paid by the state to work as a doctor or a physical trainer, or to teach archery, horse riding, or how to fight in hoplite formation, or even works as a herald in the prytaneion, he shall not partake(?) in the offices of the myrioi. Whoever does any of these activities.

[ll. 46-50] Whoever of the citizens happens to have a serious illness(?),131 agrees to [- - -], files many lawsuits, [- - -] advocate, or buys up goods in order to resell them later at a higher price, he shall be deprived of civic rights. Whoever happens to work as a [- - -] or a stonemason, becomes a porter, or practices some other menial job, or even agrees that he has practiced a menial job (in the past?) [- - -], he shall never become stratēgos.

[ll. 51-52] Whoever [repeals] the decisions [that] Ptolemy took [for the Cyre]naeans shall be punishable by death. (…)
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Fig. 1 – Cyrene, Museum. The diagramma of Ptolemy I, winter 321/0 BCE (IG Cyrenaica2 010800). Photograph by G. Dromedari, 2010. © Missione Archeologica Italiana a Cirene – Università di Urbino.
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Fig. 2 – Cyrenaica according to Claudius Ptolemy (from Laronde 1987, 280 fig. 83 © Éditions du CNRS, with additions by the author). N.B. The boundaries between the chōrai of Cyrene and the other poleis in the southwest area are not precisely known.
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Fig. 3 – The central part of Cyrene’s chōra (Laronde 1987, 280 fig. 83 © Éditions du CNRS).
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1. The vote of freedmen in Rome

In the Roman world, the exercise of active electoral rights was subject, over time, to various measures designed to limit its effective political weight, especially when exercised by certain categories of cives, whose legal status could appear inferior to that of the civis Romanus born ingenuus.

The most significant example of this trend is the case of freedmen, whose vote was repeatedly restricted by law: various attempts to equate it, in the exercise of the right to vote itself and in its effective consequences in terms of political competition, with that of the ingenui proved unsuccessful.

This problem arose above all in the case of the comitia tributa, since in the comitia centuriata the census criterion ensured that the wealthier classes were able to control the vote and the resulting political scene, whereas in the comitia tributa, because of the electoral procedure followed, it could happen that the libertini were able to influence the course of the election and its results. This could become the case in particular if freedmen had been registered in all tribes, according to the domicilium criterion, which was normally observed for the ingenui.

In Rome, the question of the inclusion of freedmen in the tribes was therefore the subject of debate and of a series of legislative measures aimed at reducing the political influence of former slaves.

In 312 BCE, under the censorship of Ap. Claudius Caecus, freedmen were initially distributed among all the tribes on the proposal of the censor (Diod. Sic. 20.36.4; Plut. Pobl. 7), in line with a policy of openness towards politically disadvantaged classes that had led Ap. Claudius Caecus to introduce the sons of freedmen into the Senate (Liv. 9.46.10: Ap. Claudi censura vires nacta, qui senatum primus libertinorum filiis lectis inquinaverat).1

However, as early as 304 BCE, the censors Q. Fabius and P. Decius deemed it appropriate to limit freedmen’s participation, assigning them exclusively to the urban tribes (Liv. 9.46.14):2 donec Q. Fabius et P. Decius censores facti et Fabius simul concordiae causa, simul ne humillimorum in manu comitia essent, omnem forensem turbam excretam in quattuor tribus coniecit urbanasque eas appellavit. It is easy to see in Livy’s humillimi a reference also to freedmen, whose vote was dispersed among that of the turba forensis so that it would, in fact, lose any value.

 This policy of limiting the electoral weight of freedmen, achieved by concentrating their votes in a few tribes, reappeared in 220 BCE, when it was proposed to limit the votes of freedmen in the urban tribes (Liv. Per. 20): libertini in quattuor tribus redacti sunt, cum antea dispersi per omnes fuissent, Esquilinam, Palatinam, Suburanam, Collinam. The measure of 220 BCE was in open conflict with what we know about the aforementioned measure of 304 BCE, which had the same content. The question therefore arises as to how the measure of 304 BCE actually differed from that of 220 BCE. One might think of a law, unknown to us but promulgated in the interval between 304 BCE and 220 BCE, which further modified the placement of freedmen in electoral districts, moving them back to the rustic tribes or providing for exceptions to automatic registration in the urban tribes (as in fact happened later); alternatively, there may have been an error on the part of Livy (or Livy’s source) in recording the measure of 220 BCE, given that the information relating to that of 304 BCE appears to be more likely to be correct, as it is directly contiguous chronologically with the controversial measures implemented by Ap. Claudius Caecus.

In any case, the trend was clearly towards reducing the political weight of slaves, if even in 169 BCE the suffrage of freedmen was confined to a single urban tribe, that of the Esquiline (Liv. 45.15.4-5):


In quattuor urbanas tribus discripti erant libertini praeter eos, quibus filius quinquenni maior ex se natus esset, - eos, ubi proxumo lustro censi essent, censeri iusserunt - et eos, qui praedium praediaue rustica pluris sestertium triginta milium haberent, * * * censendi ius factum est. hoc cum ita seruatum esset, negabat Claudius suffragii lationem iniussu populi censorem cuiquam homini, nedum ordini uniuerso adimere posse. neque enim, si tribu mouere possit, quod sit nihil aliud quam mutare iubere tribum, ideo omnibus quinque et triginta tribubus emouere posse, id esse ciuitatem libertatemque eripere, non, ubi censeatur, finire, sed censu excludere. haec inter ipsos disceptata; postremo eo descensum est, ut ex quattuor urbanis tribubus unam palam in atrio Libertatis sortirentur, in quam omnes, qui seruitutem seruissent, conicerent. Esquilinae sors exiit: in ea Ti. Gracchus pronuntiauit libertinos omnis censeri placere. magno ea res honori censoribus apud senatum fuit. gratiae actae et Sempronio, qui in bene coepto perseuerasset, et Claudio, qui non inpedisset.



The Livian text has a gap which, although extensive, does not seem to affect the understanding of the testimony. Firstly, we note that before 169 BCE there must have been a measure that, at least partially, mitigated the position of freedmen in the electoral sphere, since those who, in the last census, had children over the age of five and, above all, those who owned land worth more than 30,000 sesterces appear to have been excluded from compulsory registration in the four urban tribes. We have no direct and explicit information on measures introducing exceptions in relation to the registration of freedmen in the urban tribes, but it is possible that such a measure was introduced in 189 BCE thanks to a plebiscite promulgated by the tribune of the plebs Q. Terentius Culleo when T. Quinctius Flamininus was censor (Plut. Flam. 18): προσεδέξαντο δὲ πολίτας ἀπογραφέντας πάντας, ὅσοι γονέων ἐλευθέρων ἦσαν, ἀναγκασθέντες ὑπὸ τοῦ δημάρχου Τερεντίου Κουλέωνος [...]. The censors of that year accepted anyone who was willing to enlist as a citizen, provided that they were born to free parents. Since the measure was aimed at foreigners, it would not have affected freedmen tout court, who were already Roman citizens. On the other hand, we must imagine that the problem of where to register these new citizens had to be addressed.3 We can therefore assume that in a context that was somewhat open to foreigners,4 freedmen were also subject to a partial reform of the existing electoral system, thanks to which some of them, certainly the wealthiest, were registered in those rustic tribes where they owned praedia.5

Whatever the moment when some change was introduced to the system of registering freedmen in urban tribes, it must have been in force at the time of Ti. Gracchus’ census in 169 BCE, when, possibly for political reasons, an attempt was made to intervene on the issue, apparently in an even more punitive manner. That some reform in this regard took place between 220 BCE and 169 BCE is also demonstrated by the double tradition relating to the measures taken by Ti. Gracchus. According to the passage from Livy quoted above, Ti. Gracchus proposed to exclude freedmen completely from all tribes, both rural and urban; his colleague, the censor G. Claudius, arguing that such a measure was impracticable, was instead in favor of maintaining the existing situation. The conflict between the two censors ended with a compromise that Cicero described as a true act of salvation for the state,6 since all freedmen were enrolled in a single tribe, that of the Esquiline. It seems unlikely that Ti. Gracchus proposed the total removal of freedmen from any tribe: not only were there no political reasons for such a proposal, as the well-known social stigma attached to this large social group was not a sufficient and understandable cause, but there were also no institutional grounds for it, since, as the other censor pointed out, a measure of this magnitude had never been seen before: removing an entire social class from the tribes meant depriving its members of the right to vote. Such a procedure was certainly known in Rome, but it was applied to individual citizens and for specific reasons (always of a punitive nature),7 certainly not to an entire juridical group and, above all, without valid reasons. It is more likely that Ti. Gracchus requested that all freedmen, without exception, be moved back to the urban tribes. This hypothesis is also supported by another tradition relating to the actions taken by Ti. Gracchus during his censorship. Cicero (Cic. De or. 1.38) and the author of De viris illustribus (De vir. ill. 57) report that it was thanks to Ti. Gracchus that the freedmen were concentrated into the four urban tribes, while they make no mention of the drawing of lots for the tribus Esquilina. This version contradicts what has already been handed down by Livy, according to whom the two censors ultimately decided to enroll the freedmen in the Esquiline tribe alone, chosen by lot. Combining the versions, we can hypothesize that Ti. Gracchus proposed not a total cancellation, which would have been both unjustified and unsustainable, but rather a return to the old system, which provided for the registration of freedmen in only the four urban tribes. Only those freedmen who, by virtue of the exceptions provided for by law (and in particular those of a patrimonial nature), could be registered in the rural tribes would have been affected. Certainly, Ti. Gracchus had to promote a measure that would cancel the exceptions that were currently provided for: thanks to Cicero and the author of De viris illustribus, we can assume that his proposal provided for the simple restoration of the ancient system, without exceptions, and not outright cancellation. Livy’s source may have changed the terms of the issue, probably to enhance the role of guarantor of freedmen that it attributes to the other censor, G. Claudius. It is worth noting the connection between G. Claudius, the censor of 169 BCE who defended freedmen from the excessive attacks of Ti. Gracchus, and Ap. Claudius Caecus, the first to favor the freedmen class. It is no coincidence that the episode, in Livy’s version, ends with praise for a reform that seems, to all intents and purposes, to be the result of Ti. Gracchus’ will, but also of the goodwill of G. Claudius, who refrains from opposing this choice. Furthermore, it is not even known (and here we must remember the textual gap in Livy’s account) what the other censor actually proposed against Ti. Gracchus’ alleged punitive position. It cannot be ruled out that, in the tradition that converged in Livy and relating to the censorship of 169 BCE, there was some misunderstanding precisely in relation to the measures aimed at freedmen. The rest of Livy’s narrative, in fact, briefly illustrates the main features of the censure of Ti. Gracchus and G. Claudius, who proved to be particularly severe compared to their predecessors, not only because, in exercising the regimen morum,8 they expelled from the Senate and from the lists of equites many who were considered unworthy of their status, but also because they reduced many citizens, by virtue of the ignominy brought about by the nota censoria, to the status of aerarii, effectively (but temporarily) removing them from the tribes and thus depriving them of the ius suffragii.9

It is therefore possible that the reference to the desire to completely remove freedmen from the tribes was not a real fact, but rather the improper extension, only at the historiographical level, to these categories of the punitive measures that the censors took to a large extent against citizens who were removed from their tribes. Ti Gracchus, therefore, would have acted as censor in two ways: on the one hand, by enrolling freedmen in the Esquiline tribe alone, and on the other, by punishing the unworthy on a large scale and in various ways.10 In this desire to be particularly strict, demonstrated by Livy’s claim that no one had ever been so severe, we must find the reason that led Ti. Gracchus to make his initial proposal, namely to return freedmen to the four urban tribes, even more punitive, by enrolling former slaves in only one tribe.

The fate of freedmen and, above all, their electoral weight within the comitia tributa was once again the focus of a legislative measure in 115 BCE, when the consul Aemilius Scaurus passed a series of laws, one of which concerned the voting rights of freedmen (De vir. ill. 72.5):11 legem de sumptibus et libertinorum suffragiis tulit. It is unclear how Aemilius Scaurus intervened with regard to former slaves: according to Rotondi,12 he would have accentuated the already limited conditions for exercising the vote provided for freedmen. However, it seems preferable to follow Taylor’s hypothesis,13 according to which the law of 115 BCE could only modify the voting procedure for freedmen by improving it, most likely by reintroducing the registration of freedmen in the four urban tribes, after they had been confined to the Esquiline tribe since 169 BCE.

In the first century BCE, the issue of freedmen’s voting rights and the related question of their registration in the tribes took on a more distinct political connotation, becoming a topic of contention between the various factions of the time. In 88 BCE, P. Sulpicius Rufus proposed redistributing citizens among all the tribes with the Lex Sulpicia de novorum civium et libertinorum suffragio (Liv. Per. 77):


Cum P. Sulpicius trib. pleb. auctore C. Mario perniciosas leges promulgasset, ut exsules reuocarentur et noui ciues libertinique in tribus distribuerentur et ut C. Marius aduersus Mithridaten, Ponti regem, dum crearetur, et aduersantibus consulibus Q. Pompeio et L. Syllae uim intulisset, occiso Q. Pompeio, Q. Pompei cos. filio, genero Syllae, L. Sylla cos. cum exercitu in urbem uenit et aduersus factionem Sulpici et Mari in ipsa urbe pugnauit eamque expulit.



We are faced with a clear political strategy: C. Marius, with the help of the tribune P. Sulpicius Rufus, sought to broaden his base of supporters, seeking them out not only among the novi cives, i.e. the former Italian allies who had just been incorporated into the Roman civitas, but also among the freedmen. The possible enrollment of the mass of new citizens in all the tribes, based solely on the criterion of domicile, would undoubtedly have had significant repercussions on the political balance in Rome, as they could have diverted the votes of the tribes towards candidates who were unpopular to the senatorial nobilitas.14 It is therefore not surprising that the political significance of the novi cives vote also affected the suffrage of freedmen, since the latter could also have had an impact on the expression of the tribal vote. Not to mention that the novi cives and freedmen would have remembered, at the moment of voting, who had favored them.15

The changing fortunes of the former allies’ vote clearly and undoubtedly demonstrate the marked political significance of the issue: on the one hand, there were those who wanted to confine the Italians into a small number of tribes in order to limit their electoral influence as much as possible; on the other, there were those who proposed distributing them among all the tribes, so as to increase their political and electoral weight and, more generally, their importance within the civic structure.

A similar trend was followed by the vote of freedmen:16 in favor of the latter was the law promoted by the tribune of the plebs C. Manilius in 67/66 BCE—promptly repealed by the Senate—which established that freedmen should vote in the tribe of their patrons (C.D. 36.42.1): τῷ γὰρ ἔθνει τῷ τῶν ἀπελευθέρων ἔν τε τῇ ἐσχάτῃ τοῦ ἔτους ἡμέρᾳ καὶ πρὸς ἑσπέραν, παρασκευάσας τινὰς ἐκ τοῦ ὁμίλου, ψηφίσασθαι μετὰ τῶν ἐξελευθερωσάντων σφᾶς ἔδωκεν. This rule aimed to bring the vote of freedmen back within the sphere of their own domicilium, linking it to that of their patrons, in contrast to the previous restrictive provisions that had instead severed this relationship.

It is no coincidence that later (in the Antonine and Severan periods), when the vote no longer had any significance, the principle was established that the domicile of the freedman had to follow that of the former owner (D. 50.1.6.3 Ulp. 2 opin.): Libertini originem patronorum vel domicilium sequuntur: item qui ex his nascuntur.

2. The vote of freedmen in the local communities of the Roman empire

Given the collective nature of Roman voting, where individual suffrage determined the vote of a larger electoral district, be it a centuria or a tribe, it is not surprising that the same criterion adopted in Rome to regulate the vote of freedmen was also employed at the local level, in order to limit the political influence of freedmen in the elections that took place regularly in the colonies and municipia of the Roman Empire.

Thanks to the epigraphic evidence from Roman Iberia it is possible to reconstruct the electoral procedures of local centers under Latin or Roman law.17 It has also been demonstrated that the constitutive laws of the Iberian colonies and municipia were largely based—including electoral matters—on the procedures and regulations in force in Rome, many aspects of which were literally transposed into local constitutions after appropriate adjustments to the specific needs of centers smaller than the Urbs.18

While the most important epigraphic documents of Roman Iberia, such as the Lex Ursonensis19 and the various examples of the so-called Lex Flavia municipalis,20 are silent on the measures adopted to regulate the vote of freedmen due to the incompleteness of the texts, a fragmentary inscription from Maguilla, probably belonging to a municipal constitution, provides us with a useful clue for reconstructing the electoral procedure for freedmen.

The inscription reveals the existence of a curia dedicated solely to freedmen (AE 2009, 582; Baetica, Maguilla / Baeturia Turdulorum):


- - - - - -

[- - - supra] scriptae [sunt - - -]

[- - -]unto quiq(ue) m[- - -]

[- - -]t erunt ita uti [- - -]

[- - -libe?]risq(ue) eorum qui e [- - -]

[- - -c]uria a libertino[rum - - -]

[- - -]t erit in ea curia li[bertin - - -]

[- - -]t qui eorum pubes and [- - -]

(vacant)

[- - -] comitia ex h(ac) l(ege) habere [- - -]

[- - -] quam is IIIIvir co[mit - - -]

[- - -] et satisdare op[ortebit - - -]

[- - -]ve ex h(ac) l(ege) de[- - -]

[- - -] quam[- - -]

[- - - - - -]



The text, which is unfortunately incomplete, provides us with some significant information: we are clearly dealing with a fragment from a local law (as indicated by the repeated phrase, ex hac lege), modeled on the municipal constitutions. On the other hand, it seems that we must rule out, as has been suggested,21 that the inscription can be traced back to the Lex Flavia municipalis, given that it established municipia of Latin right of the duoviral type, whereas the fragment expressly mentions the quattuorviri.22

The inscription refers to electoral matters, as demonstrated by the presence of the term comitia. For the issue under analysis here, the mention of a curia libertinorum is particularly noteworthy.23 In Iberian legal bronzes, the term curia indicates a territorial subdivision of the city, which corresponded to an electoral district. Thus, for example, eleven curiae are known in Irni,24 which, as far as the electoral procedure was concerned, performed functions entirely analogous to those of the tribes of the Roman comitia tributa.25

The text seems to refer to a curia which was specifically reserved to freedmen and to their descendants (pubes). Given the electoral context of the inscription, we can reasonably assume that the registration of freedmen in this curia served to limit their vote, exactly as was the case in Rome within the comitia tributa. We need to underline that, according to some calculations based on epigraphic surveys, the weight of freedmen in the social structures of the centers of the Roman Empire, especially those of Latin or Roman right, must have been particularly significant: modern scholars have highlighted that, at the local level and in various contexts, freedmen appear in epigraphic evidence with greater frequency than ingenui.26 Consequently, the ratio behind limiting the libertine vote to a single curia is clear: whatever the size of the libertine element within the society of a city, it would still have cast only one vote, given the principle of collective suffrage, and a single vote would have been irrelevant for the purposes of the election. Moreover, at the local level, there seems to have been an even more marked limitation on freedmen, since the curia reserved for them also appears to have included the children of freedmen (referred to as pubes), whereas in Rome the children of freedmen were not subject to any legal restrictions.27

The distinction between freedmen and local cives therefore also affected the criteria governing the registration of a citizen in the appropriate curia. As evidenced by chapter 16 of the Lex Ursonensis, the duoviri (perhaps the first of the colony) had the very important task of registering the colonists, aequissime, into the correct curia: [---]im erit colonos quam aequissumo curiato | [- - -] colon(i) adscribentur IIvir(is) qui erunt quam | [- - - fa]cere ius potestasque esto. Consistently, the previous chapter 15 was concerned with defining the penalties for those who, with malice aforethought, had voted outside their own curia.28 The appropriate and scrupulous adscriptio curiatim of the coloni would therefore have guaranteed the expression of the vote, through the deposit of the tabella in the indicated cista, so that if a civis had been found to vote in the wrong curia (even several times), it would have been impossible to invoke good faith: it would have been, in all evidence, electoral fraud.29 The Lex Irnitana, in the aforementioned chapter 50, also assigns the task of identifying the curiae and registering the municipes in them to the first duoviri of the municipium within ninety days of receiving the statute. The documentation does not specify how the supreme magistrates were to proceed in assigning citizens to the curiae, but it is likely that the guiding criterion in this case was territorial, similar to principle of the comitia tributa: the civis would have been registered in the curia within which he had his domicilium. This was not the case for freedmen, since, according to the Maguilla inscription, they were assigned to a single curia, clearly unrelated to the domicilium they actually had in the city. The parallel with Rome is therefore evident, since in the Urbs freedmen were automatically placed in urban tribes, regardless of where they resided.

Returning to the case documented by the Maguilla inscription, it remains to be understood whether the curia libertinorum was a separate curia, in which only freedmen voted, or a regular curia of the city, to which local freedmen were assigned only during elections. The analogy with the case of Rome would suggest that freedmen were simply enrolled in an existing district, as there was no one specifically dedicated to them. This hypothesis is also supported by the case of the incolae, as evidenced once again by the Iberian legal bronzes.

Incolae were individuals who, despite taking up residence in a city for various reasons (mostly commercial), were not cives, remaining instead citizens of the community where they had their origo.30 They were therefore not municipes or colonists of the municipium or colony where they resided, remaining in a condition that entailed certain specific disadvantages. The Lex Irnitana is particularly eloquent in this regard: while on the one hand they were subject to the jurisdiction of local magistrates, and can therefore be fined and sentenced to various penalties in accordance with local law (chapters 19, 69, 71, 84), and must pay taxes, on the other hand they did not enjoy the commoda of the municipium (chapters 77, 79, 92), they did not have access to manumissio and other related practices (chapters 28, 29), they could not decide on the most important expenses incurred by the municipium (which are instead decided by cives and decuriones: chapter 79) and they could not contribute to assigning the title of duovir to the emperor, as was the responsibility of cives and decuriones (chapter 24).31

In such a context, it is not surprising that even in the electoral sphere, the incolae voted differently from other citizens. This is, in fact, the meaning of chapter 53 of the Lex Malacitana32 (another testimony of the Lex Flavia municipalis), which assigns the incolae a different voting method from that provided for the municipes: quicumque in eo municipio comitia IIviris, item aedilibus, item quaestoribus rogandis habebit, ex curiis sorte ducito unam, in qua incolae, qui cives R(omani) Latinive cives erunt, suffragium ferant eisque in ea curia ffragi latio esto.

Firstly, we note that the only incolae entitled to vote in Malaca are Latin or Roman cives and not peregrini, in accordance with Malaca’s status as a Latin municipium. Secondly, we see how, once again, a rule is established for a specific category of city inhabitants, the obvious purpose of which was to limit the vote of this category and therefore its political weight. At the time of the elections, in fact, it was the responsibility of the supreme magistrates to draw lots for the only curia in which the incolae would vote in that specific election. Whatever the size of the incolae group within the social structure of Malaca (or any other Latin municipium affected by the Lex Flavia municipalis), in this way they could determine the vote of a single electoral district, without really influencing the outcome of the elections.

As in the case of freedmen, the criterion of domicilium, which incolae also possessed, did not apply at the time of elections: in fact, they did not vote in the curia where they had their domicilium (which was necessary just to fulfill the obligations that the municipium imposed on incolae as well as on other municipes), but in a curia chosen by sortitio at the time of voting.

This method of selecting the curia for incolae recalls the practice adopted in Rome to allow Latins present in the city on voting day to exercise the ius suffragii provided for by their legal status33. As Livy reports (25.3.17-24),34 in that context too, the tribe in which the Latins would vote was selected by lot:35 a procedure which, at least formally, finds a direct parallel in the system provided for in Malaca and other municipia ruled by the Lex Flavia Municipalis.

In both cases, in fact, but also in that of freedmen, there appears to be an explicit desire to limit the electoral role of citizens belonging to legal conditions that were in various ways inferior to that of the dominant civic group: freedmen, because of their social origin, incolae because they were not natives of the place where the vote was held, and Latins because they were not Roman cives.

It is not surprising that the right to vote was limited for these categories: we must remember that it was seen not only as an essential aspect of the civitas Romana, but also as a real honor for those who were not Roman cives from birth and belonged to a different civic horizon.36

It is no coincidence that the (temporary) suppression of the right to vote was the consequence of certain convictions received in court or as a result of the censorship note, as noted above. Particularly significant in this regard is the testimony of the Tabula of Banti, where the magistrate is required not to accept the vote of someone who has been made aerarius.37 In technical sources, the expression facere (or relinquere) aerarium is often accompanied by the expression tribu movere, indicating the removal by the censor (in the exercise of the prerogatives of the regimen morum) of a civis from the tribus to which he belonged, with the relative loss of voting rights.38 This situation is then linked by sources39 to the case of the Tabulae Caerites, tables on which the names of the cives of Caere (who notoriously did not have the right to vote) were originally inscribed and which then came into use to indicate the lists of names of those who could not exercise the right to vote.40

Precisely because it was so important and precious, the ius suffragii in Rome could not be granted across the board, outside the reference category of Roman cives born ingenui. For those groups that were in some ways considered outside the common juridical horizon, but not entirely excluded from it, the limited form of suffrage was an effective tool for involving them into the public life of the state or city, without however allowing them to have any real influence on it. Such citizens, therefore, remained in a sort of limbo, suspended between a civitas that was complete only in words and a partial exercise of the related civic rights.
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10On the accusation of indignitas and its repercussions on the civil and political rights of the cives who were affected by it see Russo 2019, 116.

11Plin. NH 8.82.223 only mentions the lex sumptuaria.

12Rotondi 1912, 320.

13Taylor 1966, 141-43. Cf. Mouritsen 2011, 77; Russo 2018, 289.

14For an overview of P. Sulpicius Rufus’ political strategy, aimed at removing Sulla from the campaign against Mithridates thanks to the support of the new cives (and freedmen), see now Zhao, Vervaet 2025.

15As mentioned, the vote of the centuriate assembly was not directly subject to such tensions, since the census and the rigid division into census classes prevented upheavals in the assembly consultations.

16For a summary of the debate on the census of freedmen during the civil wars, see Mouritsen 2011, 77-79.

17On this issue see in particular Russo 2019.

18For a discussion of modern scholarship on the issue, see Das Graças Pinto de Britto 2014. See also Lambert 1993, 235-40; Galsterer 1987, 181-203; González 2008, 125-43. On the theme, see in particular Russo 2019 with relevant documentation and bibliographical references.

19The statute (CIL II 5439), commissioned by Caesar in relation to the deduction of the local Roman colony, was promulgated by M. Antonius (between 44 and 43 BCE). For a critical edition of the text, see D’Ors 1953. For an updated overview of the text, see Crawford 1996, I, 393-454, n. 25 and the edition of the new fragments of the statute proposed by Caballos Rufino 2006, 307-42 (also with respect to the context of the colonial foundation of Urso).

20There is an extensive bibliography on the so-called Lex Flavia Municipalis and on the ius Latii that Vespasian granted to the communities of Baetica. For Iberian communities: Galsterer 1971; Humbert 1981; Le Roux 1998; Ortiz de Urbina Álava 2000; García Fernández 2001; Andreu Pintado 2004; Le Roux 2017; Russo 2019, with further bibliographical references. On provincial (and non-provincial) ius Latii, see: Lamberti 2010; Le Roux 2015. Finally, Russo 2018a, Russo 2019.
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23In the imperial age, the terms libertus and libertinus were commonly used synonymously, both referring, without semantic or legal distinctions, to the status of a former slave. Previously, in the republican age (as in the imperial age), the term libertinus could also refer to the son of a libertus: Földi 2005.

24See chapter 50 of the Lex Irnitana (see the editions of the Lex Irnitana by González, Crawford 1986, and Lamberti 1993): Ut IIuir(i) iure [dicu]ndo curias d(um) t(axat) XI constituant. IIuiri iur[el dicund[o], qui primum in municipio Flauio Irnitano [erunt], di[eb]us LXXXX proximis, quibus ha〈e〉c le[x] in [it] mun[icipi]um [pe]rlata erit, curanto uti arbitratu maiioris part[i]s dec[ur]ionum, cum duae partes non minus decurionum ad[er]unt, curiae constituantur, dum ne amplius. On this issue, see in particular Russo 2018.
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26See, for example, Mouritsen 2011, 207.

27For example, the children of freedmen were not barred from political careers, which were prohibited to freedmen themselves, as stated by the Lex Visellia of 24 CE (D. 9.21.1): Lex Visellia libertinae condicionis homines persequitur, si ea quae ingenuorum sunt circa honores et dignitates ausi fuerint attemptare vel decurionatum adripere. For other aspects of the Lex Visellia, see Rotondi 1912, 495. The Lex Visellia belongs to a series of measures aimed at reorganizing many aspects of the status of libertus: in 19 CE, the Lex Iunia Norbana attributed a new status, partially comparable to that of the Latini coloniarii, to those freedmen who had been manumitted in a non-solemn manner (D. 40.12). Other sources in Rotondi 1912, 463. On the active political rights of freedmen, see in particular Russo 2023a with bibliographical references.

28On this point, see Russo 2018, 2019, and 2023b.

29On this, see Russo 2018b.

30The most comprehensive study on the incolatus is Gagliardi 2006, to which reference should also be made for the question of the connection between domicilium and incolatus. For the question in analysis here, see also Poma 2001 and Russo 2019, 20.

31On the limitations imposed on incolae, see Russo 2019, 20-21.

32CIL II 1964.

33Russo 2018, 279.

34Liv. 25.3.17-24. Livy’s passage refers to the trial brought against the publicani Postumius Pyrgensis and Pomponius Veientanus in 212 BCE before the comitia tributa. However, it seems likely that the same procedure applied to electoral consultations.

35For the vote of Latin citizens who were in Rome on the day of the elections, see Taylor 1966, 75; Nicolet 1980, 231. Summary of the issue in Ribas Alba 2009, 65.

36For the incolae, the situation was different but similar in principle, in that they were foreigners to a community, even though, in the case of Malaca, they were cives Latini or Romani.

37Crawford 1996, I, 206. The fact that in Banti anyone who was convicted for any reason and consequently lost the right to vote was registered among the aerarii demonstrates the close connection between these facts.

38See above.

39Aul. Gell. 16.13.7: Primos autem municipes sine suffragii iure Caerites esse factos accepimus concessumque illis, ut ciuitatis Romanae honorem quidem caperent, sed negotiis tamen atque oneribus uacarent pro sacris bello Gallico receptis custoditisque. Hinc tabulae Caerites appellatae uersa uice, in quas censores referri iubebant, quos notae causa suffragiis priuabant. See Ps. Asconius (p. 189 St.): Hi [censores] prorsus ciues sic notabant: ut, qui senator esset, eiceretur senatu; qui eques R., equum publicum perderet; qui plebeius, in Caeritum tabulas referretur et aerarius fieret ac per hoc non esset in albo centuriae suae, sed ad hoc 〈non〉 esset ciuis tantummodo, ut pro capite suo tributi nomine aera praeberet. See also Ps. Acron ad Hor. Ep. 1.6.62, Keller, 2, p. 235: Caeritibus ciuitas Romana sic data, ut non liceret eis suffragium ferre, quia post datam ausi sunt rebellare, ideoque census eorum in tabulas relati a ceterorum censibus remoti erant. Sic factum est, ut, qui aliquid flagitiosum admiserat, in tabulas Caeritum referretur. Aliter: Cere oppidum in Italia, quo capta a Gallis urbe sacra translata sunt, pro quo beneficio postea ciuitatem Romanam meruit, ita tamen, ne suffragium ferret. Hic autem Cerite cera dixit pro nota et infamia, qui propter ignominiam suffragium ferre non possent.

40Russo 2019, 124-26.


Appendix. 
A Lexicon of Citizenship

Apeleutheros (ἀπελεύθερος)

The freed slave obtained the status of apeleutheros or exeleutheros (“freedman”: the former term seems to refer to those born into servitude, the latter to those born free). As Pollux states, freedmen are to be considered metaxy between freemen and slaves (3.83).

Manumissions in Greece, as shown by the body of the epigraphic evidence, were fairly frequent. The slave could be freed by various procedures. Civil manumission involved the public declaration of the master’s willingness to free the slave, in assembly, in court, at a religious festival, through the drawing up of a document in the presence of witnesses. Hierodoulia (sacred manumission), on the other hand, was a form of consecration to the deity, as a result of which the slave was freed from the master but remained bound to the temple and to the service of the god; over time, sacred manumission turned into a fictitious sale of the slave to the god, the price of which was paid to the master by the slave himself who redeemed himself.

According to some scholars, the freedman would have obtained the status of metic, that is, resident alien. Indeed, in many respects, the apeleutheros seems closer to the metic than to the citizen: both foreigners, freedmen and metics, were united by the need to have the assistance of the prostatēs and the payment of a residence tax. But in reality, the status of the freedmen seems to come rather closer to that of the nothoi (see also s.vv. xenos, metoikos, nothos). An account concerning the gymnasium of Cynosarges, reserved for nothoi (taken from Pseudo-Nonnos’ commentary on Gregory Nazianzen’s Fourth Oration, § 60, pp. 126-127 Nimmo Smith = PG XXXVI, p. 1016), states that “the Athenians also called nothoi the apeleutheroi”, because the latter “were nothoi with respect to the freemen by birth”. It appears that in the gymnasium of Cynosarges both nothoi and apeleutheroi were subjected to an evaluation (krisis), the former on paternity, the latter of an unspecified character and supplemented by a dokimasia concerning manumission. One of the goals of this “census” was perhaps military service, which, unlike for the nothoi, is relatively well attested for the freedmen. Performing military service, either in the (hoplite or light) infantry army or in the navy, could certainly facilitate a partial integration of the freedmen.

The freedmen were required to maintain the residence of the master who had become prostatēs, toward whom they maintained a series of obligations (which the sources do not specify but which can be defined, though only indicatively, on the basis of Plato’s testimony in Book 11 of the Laws, 914ff.). Some obligations could be set out in the act of manumission and are attested in the inscriptions: frequent in manumissions is, for example, the paramonē clause, which obliges the freedman to reside with the patron for a fixed period of time or even until his death. If the freedman failed to fulfil his duties, the master could sue him in a dikē apostasiou, a lawsuit for “abandonment” of the patron, under the jurisdiction of the polemarchos, as a result of which the freedman, if he succumbed, could fall back into slavery.

The inscriptions on the phialai exeleutherikai (silver objects, worth one hundred drachmas, dedicated to Athena, attesting to the state of freedom) informs us that freedmen were census-tagged with an indication of residence or oikēsis (oikōn en + deme) and that the freedmen’s professions mostly concerned handicraft work in urban area.

 

C. Bearzot, “Né cittadini né stranieri: apeleutheroi e nothoi in Atene”, in M.G. Angeli Bertinelli, A. Donati (eds.), Il cittadino, lo straniero, il barbaro fra integrazione ed emarginazione nell’antichità. Atti del I Incontro Internazionale di Storia antica (Genova, 20-22 maggio 2003), Roma 2005, 77-92.

M. Bertazzoli, “I nothoi e la polis: il ruolo del Cinosarge”, RIL 137, 2003, 211-32.

M.A. Valdés Guía, “From apeleutheroi to exeleutheroi in classical Athens”, IncAnt 23, 2025, 9-41.

R. Zelnick-Abramovitz, Not Wholly Free: The Concept of Manumission and the Status of Manumitted Slaves in the Ancient Greek World, Leiden-Boston 2005, 248-62.

[C. Bearzot]

Apodēmeō (ἀποδημέω)

The verb apodēmeō, literally translated as “to be far from the dēmos”, denotes the condition of one estranged from their homeland and fellow citizens. This term is characterised by significant polysemy: it can signify either a physical absence from one’s community of origin or a deliberate choice to undertake a journey away from the civic environment to which one belongs (dēmos, in fact). In this context, apodēmeō stands in contrast to the verb epidēmeō, translated as “to be present in the community” or “to reside”. This opposition reflects the dualism between presence and absence within the civic sphere.

This contrast is vividly illustrated in Xen. Cyr. 7.5.69, where Cyrus organizes guards to maintain order in Babylon both in his presence (ἐπιδημῶν) and in his absence (ἀποδημών). A similar dichotomy is evident in Thucydides. In 1.70.4, the Spartans are described as those who remain consistently within their own dēmos (ἐνδημοτάτους), in contrast to the Athenians, who are characterized as ἀποδημηταί. Thucydides’ observation underscores two contrasting models of mobility: Spartan stability, marked by a consistent physical presence within one’s own territory, and Athenian propensity for travel and distance, whether motivated by necessity or initiative.

The verb apodēmeō can also denote departure with a specific purpose, such as visiting someone, engaging in business, or pursuing knowledge. In Hdt. 3.124.2, the term describes Polycrates’ departure from his residence to visit Oroetes. Lycurgus (1.57) uses it to refer to journeys undertaken for economic or commercial reasons (κατ᾽ ἐμπορίαν ἀποδημοῦντας, manuscript variant ἐπ[ί]). Herodotus (1.29.1) associates the term with Solon, who, after instituting laws in Athens, “departed from the city” (απεδήμησε) in pursuit of “knowledge” (θεωρίης).

The noun apodēmia, corresponding to the verb apodēmeō, frequently appears in philosophical narratives, particularly in tales of philosophers embarking on journeys in search of wisdom. Philostratus employs apodēmia (VA 1.3, 1.18, 3.16) and apodēmeō (VA 1.18, 3.33) to describe Apollonius of Tyana’s displacements as a continuous series rather than isolated events. In contrast, Socrates stands out as a notable exception among ancient philosophers. According to Diogenes Laertius (2.5.22), he did not engage in apodēmia (ἀποδημίας δὲ οὐκ ἐδεήθη) except under circumstances of military necessity (πλὴν εἰ μὴ στρατεύεσθαι ἔδει). This trait is also reflected in Plato’s Crito, the source of the Diogenian passage (cf. Cri. 52b). In this dialogue, Socrates envisions a hypothetical scenario in which individuals choose to reside outside their homeland (ἀποδεδημηκώς), specifically in Thessaly, likening such a decision to a frivolous banquet that lacks seriousness or dignity.

Ultimately, the term apodēmeō underscores its remarkable versatility. Beyond conveying absence or travel, it captures the underlying purposes, destinations, and objectives of these journeys, reflecting both practical and intellectual pursuits.
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Apolis (ἄπολις)

The term apolis, formed from the word polis preceded by the privative alpha, generically indicates a person “without a city”, taking on various semantic nuances. The ancient Greek tragedians use it, for example, to refer to characters dramatically condemned to a fate of isolation. Particularly emblematic are the attestations of the term concerning Philoctetes, abandoned by his companions on the island of Lemnos because of an infected wound (Soph. Phil. 1018), Oedipus, exiled by his son Polynices and forced to a life of poverty (Soph. OC 1357), and Medea who, betrayed by Jason, finds herself alone, without relatives, in a foreign land (Eur. Med. 646). Herodotus uses it together with the word phygas in reference to the Spartan Demaratus (Hdt. 7.104.2), who took refuge in Persia after being fraudulently deposed from the throne by Cleomenes I and by Leotychidas (Forsdyke 2005, 297).

In another famous passage of the Histories, the Corinthian leader, Adeimantos, calls Themistocles apolis anēr, claiming that the Athenians are no longer worth anything after the burning of the city by the Persians. Themistocles is considered a man “without a country” (τῷ μὴ ἐστὶ πατρίς) and “without a city” (ἀπόλι ἀνδρί) who therefore has no right to speak (Hdt. 8.61.1). The Athenian, on the other hand, who exalts the value of the city as a group of fellow citizens, believes that his community—although temporarily without a settlement—is much more powerful than the Corinthian one, since the two hundred Athenian ships would be able to defeat any other Greek polis. Themistocles does not reject the link between space and civic community, underlining that his fellow citizens, even in the current complicated situation, possess “land and city” (καὶ πόλις καὶ γῆ), but he proposes a different conception of the polis, less tied to physical places (Ampolo 1996, 297-300; Ingarao 2023).

The protagonist of the Against Eubulides (Dem. 57) also emphasizes the connection between territory and citizenship. Euxitheos, who has been excluded from the citizenship by decision of Halimous’s dēmos, will be sold as a slave, if the judges, after having verified his identity, consider that he does not have the necessary requirements for citizenship, that is, that his parents are both Athenians (cf. Arist. Ath. Pol. 42.1; on ephesis see Poddighe, Loddo 2022). In a final heartfelt appeal, he even threatens to take his own life if he is not given the opportunity to bury his mother in the family tombs and if he is deprived of his family, preferring to die in his homeland rather than become apolis (Dem. 57.70).

In other legal attestations, the term retains the rather generic meaning of “without a homeland”, indicating someone who ends up in exile (Antiph. 2.2.9), but also someone who is condemned for atimia (Lys. 20.35). Moving on to the philosophical sphere, Plato states in the Laws that in the ideal city, unlike the real one, the citizen who is disinherited must also suffer forced exile in another state (Pl. Leg. 11.928e). Finally, Aristotle (Arist. Pol. 1253a 1-4), in the famous definition of man as zōon politikon by nature, defines apolis as someone who lives in isolation and is therefore either less than a man or superior to him (Kuokkanen 2020, 5).
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Astos (ἀστός)

ἀστός, ἀστή, derived from ἄστυ, the city as a “center”, is already found in Homer in the sense of “fellow citizen” (Hom. Il. 11.242-243; Od. 13.192, used alongside the bride and friends: ἄλοχος … ἀστοί τε φίλοι τε). Employed in the plural, it was originally more common than πολίτης in defining membership of the city community (Aesch. Ag. 403-406); only in the mid-fifth century the definition of πολίτης and the use of the ethnic term (Ἀθηναῖος), especially in epigraphy, tend to prevail, while ἀστός seems to have fallen within the sphere of private law.

The distinction that defines ἀστός as someone who enjoys civil rights only and πολίτης as someone who also enjoys political rights (LSJ: “astos being one who has civil rights only, politēs one who has political rights also”) is based on Aristotle, who, in Politics 3.1278a 34 defines politēs as “one who participates in τιμαί”: λέγεται μάλιστα πολίτης ὁ μετέχων τῶν τιμῶν.

In reality, such a distinction does not seem entirely satisfactory (the two terms appear to be interchangeable in Hdt. 7.237.2-3). Rather, ἀστός seems to refer to belonging to a “family” type of community, i.e. determined by descent and kinship, with almost aristocratic connotations (Lévy 1985); the idea of belonging to a family community seems to be reflected later in Pericles’ law on citizenship (Blok 2005, 15-22: cf. Eur. Ion 668-675). Πολίτης, on the other hand, has a character more closely linked to the institutional aspect: πολῖται are defined by their right/duty to act in the political sphere (Lévy 1985, 66: “moins par un statut comme les astoi que par un droit”; cf. s.v. politēs).

The issue is not always clearly defined. For example, analysis of Plato shows that ἀστός and πολίτης tend to overlap in the author’s usage (Fouchard 1984). Research on Athenian theater (the three great tragedians and Aristophanes) reaches different conclusions: “the term politēs prototypically designates those individuals who actively participate in political life, members of a deliberative body and therefore, by extension, citizens as members of the political community…. the term astos prototypically designates all citizens as inhabitants of the polis, regardless of whether or not they hold political rights” (Falco 2024, 156).

With the necessary clarifications, the difference between ἀστός and πολίτης centered on the exercise of political rights does not seem to be abandoned, even considering that the concept of ἀστός includes women and minors, who, although they hold citizenship, do not exercise it in the same way as adult males. In fact, πολίτης is also ἀστός, but not vice versa: “the category of astoi prototypically includes all citizens outside strictly political-institutional or military contexts, and therefore … all those who, in addition to male citizens, are not xenoi, such as women and minors” (Falco 2024, 173). The ἀστή nature of women is very important in family law as it defines the legitimacy of marriage (which required the status of daughter of a citizen and of legally promised bride through the procedure of ἐγγύη) and, after the Periclean law, of offspring (Mossé 1985).

The antithetical nature of ἀστός has been underscored in contrast to μέτοικος (Aesch. Supp. 963-965; Eum. 1044-1045; Ar. Ach. 508; Xen. Ap. 1.12, who complains about the granting of equal right of speech (ἰσηγορία) τοῖς μετοίκοις πρὸς τοὺς ἀστούς; Xen. Vect. 2.2) and also to ξένος (Pind. Pyth. 3.71-72; Soph. OT 817-818; Thuc. 2.34.4).

This opposition can be explained by the hereditary link with the community of citizens expressed by the term ἀστός. For this reason, the hypothesis that the ἀστοί also included metics as permanent residents of the city (Cohen 2000, 50-63) appears inadequate: in the definition of citizenship, the question of residence remains irrelevant. Therefore, ἀστός alludes to residence only for those who possess the status of citizen. Noteworthy is Aesch. Supp. 356, in which the Danaids are defined as ἀστόξενοι, i.e. foreigners but with blood ties to the community (ἀσταί as natives of Argos, ξέναι as Egyptians).

There are not many reliable epigraphic attestations of ἀστός. IG I3 1032, ll. 46, 110, 188, 431, an Athenian naval catalogue from the early fourth century, refers to ναῦται ἀστοί. IG II/III3 1, 399, from the 40s of the fourth century, ll. 3-7, presents the opposition ξένος/ἀστὸς, provided that the integration is correct (μήτε ξένος μή[τε ἀστὸς).

A regulation of the sanctuary of Athena Alea in Tegea, from the early fourth century BCE (IG V 2, 3, l. 11) presents the term Ϝαστός. ἀστοί appears in the commemorative inscription of the Megarian citizens who fell in the Persian wars, falsely attributed to Simonides (IG VII 53, probably a late copy of a fifth-century text).

The expression ϝαστίαν δίκαν, which occurs in IC IV 13 (part of a law dated between the seventh and sixth centuries BCE) and in the decree for Dionysius (IC IV 64, early fifth century), seems to refer to the role of an ἀστός in legal disputes. IG XII 5, 225 (Paros), IG IX 1, 333, l. 14 (Locris), IG IX 2, 1226 (Phalanna: this is a nomos), all from the fifth century, do not allow for any significant reflection, partly due to their incomplete nature.
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Atimia (ἀτιμία)

The antonym of τιμή, ἀτιμία literally indicates the “lack or loss of τιμή”. While τιμή is often translated as “honour”, the term possesses a richness that the English translation does not effectively convey. It encompasses notions of value, price, dignity, prestige, and deference, sometimes implying a state and the resulting condition—what we translate as “honour”—as well as the external recognition of a given condition (Cairns 2011; 2019; Cairns, Canevaro, Lewis 2025). The same mechanisms of recognition underpin the meaning of ἀτιμία, which thus signifies both a condition, the “dishonour” that follows the loss of honour, and the lack of recognition of an individual’s τιμή, the “contempt” that may manifest in the context of social interactions. The language of atimia is employed to illustrate both conative processes, which describe attempts to “dishonour” an individual, and performative processes, which signal the success of an attempt to render an individual atimos (Rocchi 2022, 108). The idea that atimia had an essentially religious nature, however, is debatable (Woram 2022). The presence of the term in the entrenchment clauses of a small number of inscriptions, sometimes associated with the payment of a tithe on goods confiscated for the deity (e.g. ML 20, ll. 38-45; IG I3 40, ll. 33-36; IG I3 46, ll. 24-29), does not warrant such a conclusion; the payment of the tithe relates to the confiscation of goods, not to atimia, as evidenced by the fact that the same practice is also attested in connection with other penalties, e.g. proscription in Andoc. 1.96 (on “sacred fines” see Jim 2014, 264-266).

An initial distinction in meaning is that which opposes ἀτιμία, used in a non-technical sense, as a term of the moral sphere, and ἀτιμία as a legally defined concept, implying a penalty. However, this distinction should not be taken in absolute terms, as even when used in a technical sense, ἀτιμία retains moral implications, and the two senses—technical and non-technical—seem to mutually inform and illuminate one another. This close association between moral and legal value is well exemplified by a passage from the speech On Peace (43), in which Isocrates states that those in Sparta who are deemed most worthy of dishonour (ἀτιμότεροι) are those who are unwilling to sacrifice their lives in battle, compared to those who throw away their shield. The reference to atimia in this case implies a value judgment rather than a legal concept, but that moral evaluation underpins the penal sanction for military offences to which Isocrates alludes. Conversely, even in the classical era and in a judicial context, the lexicon of atimia does not necessarily imply a penalty. Consider Euxitheos’ admonition not to despise (ἀτιμάζετε) the poor and those engaged in trade who earn their living honestly (Dem. 57.36). In this case, the penalty for someone who had been defeated in court was not atimia, but enslavement (Lib. Hyp. Dem. 57; Dion Hal. Hyp. Isae. 12).

The non-technical sense of “dishonour” is already found in the Homeric poems, where Zeus addresses Poseidon, who complains of not being respected by mortals, that is, of seeing his claim to honour rejected (Od. 13.142). Although ἀτιμία occurs only once in the Homeric poems, the lexicon of dishonour is well represented, as demonstrated by the use of the denominative verbs ἀτιμάω/ἀτιμόω and ἀτιμάζω, used interchangeably to indicate the lack of honour (e.g. Hom. Il. 1.11-12 and 94, cf. Maffi 1983; Joyce 2018, 42; Rocchi 2025a). Ἄτιμος in its etymological sense is found in Cassandra’s prophecy in Aesch. Ag. 1279, where οὐ μὴν ἄτιμοί γ᾽ ἐκ θεῶν τεθνήξομεν means “we shall not die unavenged (literally ‘without honour’) by the gods”.

The moral significance of ἀτιμία as dishonour or infamy is particularly relevant in the military context. Tyrtaeus, in praising the heroic sacrifice of the soldier who dies fighting for his homeland, reproaches those who abandon the battlefield and become exiles, needing everything and enemies everywhere, for desertion sullies the lineage with infamy and cowardice (Tyrt. fr. 10 West, l. 10: πᾶσα δ᾽ ἀτιμίη καὶ κακότης ἕπεται; for a similar form of dishonour related to a lack of military valour, see Hdt. 7.231 on Aristodemus of Sparta). Pindar, in celebrating the Olympic victory of the Camarine Psaumis, alludes to how Clymenus’ son, Erginus, managed to avoid the jeers of the women of Lemnos (Λαμνιάδων γυναικῶν ἔλυσεν ἐξ ἀτιμίας) by defeating the swift Zetes and Calais in the race (Pind. Ol. 4, ll. 19-25). Dishonour is sometimes the consequence of past events or the effect of specific conduct. If Athena rejects the possibility that parity in the vote count in the trial of Orestes could bring dishonour (Aesch. Eum. 796), similarly, the violence against the suppliant Heraklidai is a cause of shame for the city and dishonour for the gods (Eur. Heracl. 72). Atimia can signify absence of status, as in Hes. Theog. 395-396, where it is stated that Zeus would confer honour and rights on those who were ἄτιμος and ἀγέραστος under Chronos. Atimia as dishonour can be a subjective perception. The decision of Chrysothemis not to assist Electra in avenging their mother Clytemnestra evokes in Electra the fear of being subject to dishonour (Soph. El. 1035). When used concretely, as in the expression ἀτιμίαν γε παιδὸς ἀμφὶ σώματι ἐσθημάτων κλύουσαν, uttered by Atossa in Aesch. Pers. 847, it indicates the dishonour communicated by the sight of Xerxes’ now torn royal garments (cf. Garvie 2009, 322-24). On the other hand, the social dimension of atimia as dishonour emerges clearly in a fragment from Euripides’ Erechtheus (fr. 362 Kannicht, vv. 16-18), where poverty is associated with infamy (ἀδοξία) and the dishonour of existence (ἀτιμία βίου). Likewise, physicians who allow themselves to be guided solely by theory, ignoring their natural disposition, clothe themselves in dishonour (Hipp. De decente habitu 4.2). For the conceptual opposition τιμή/ἀτιμία see Hdt. 3.3.2; similarly, τίμιον ἢ ἄτιμον in Pl. Leg. 3.696d; ἀτιμότερον/τιμιώτερον in relation to the value of metals in Xen. Vect. 4.10.

Sometimes ἀτιμία denotes contempt or lack of respect resulting from the denial or lack of recognition of an individual’s τιμή. An emblematic instance is Gelon’s statement in response to the Greek ambassadors’ request for aid, where he contrasts his willingness to contribute to the war with the contempt he had received from the Greeks (ἀτιμίης δὲ πρὸς ὑμέων κυρήσας οὐκ ὁμοιώσομαι ὑμῖν) at the time he had asked for vengeance for the death of Dorieus (Hdt. 7.158). Similarly, among the proposed reforms concerning the metics, Xenophon includes the elimination of those obligations, which, while of no utility to the city, impose tangible marks of contempt (ἀτιμίαι) towards the resident foreign population in Athens (Xen. Vect. 2.2). The ἀτιμίαι are thus conceptualised as unnecessary reductions of the share of honour due to the resident foreign population. What provokes contempt for the metics can be inferred indirectly from the content of the proposals in 2.5-7, where it is advised to grant them the right to serve in the cavalry (cf. Xen. Eq. mag. 9.6), the ownership of land on which they have already built a house, and the establishment of the μετοικοφύλαξ (cf. Whitehead 2019, 115). Ἀτιμία as the negation of τιμή is evident in the episode of the killing of Boeotus by Euaeon, presented as a reaction, extreme but understandable (Dem. 21.74), of the latter to the single blow dealt to him by Boeotus. Demosthenes (21.72) clarifies that it was not the blow that provoked Euaeon’s anger, but the lack of respect (οὐ γὰρ ἡ πληγὴ παρέστησε τὴν ὀργήν, ἀλλ᾽ ἡ ἀτιμία, cf. Canevaro 2018, 111-14; Rocchi 2023b, 328). For atimia as contempt, see also Isocrates’ exhortation to Nicocles (2.14): “the more energy you put into despising (ἀτιμάσῃς) ignorance in others, the more you will exercise your reason”.

The considerations regarding the relationship of meaning between τιμή and ἀτιμία can also clarify the technical use of ἀτιμία. Since τιμή can refer both to individual condition, in the singular, and to specific prerogatives or rights, indicated as τιμαί in the plural, that a status entails, in legal language, ἀτιμία may imply a penalty concerning both individual status and the rights associated with it. Starting from Swoboda’s famous article (1893) on the decree for Arthmios of Zeleia (Dem. 9.42-44), the so-called evolutionary thesis has emerged, positing that ἀτιμία and its related terms underwent a significant change in meaning between the archaic period and the beginning of the classical age. According to Swoboda, ἄτιμος meant both Ächtung (outlawry) and Ehrlosigkeit (dishonour). It originally signified “with impunity” and implied that any member of the community declared as such could be exiled or killed without judicial consequences for the murderer. Over time, the term would have acquired a more technical meaning, so that in the classical period, a decree of ἀτιμία would deprive the person it targeted of certain rights. Swoboda argues that the pivotal point for the transition to a milder conception of atimia was represented by Solon’s archonship, based on the law of neutrality in Arist. Ath. Pol. 8.5, but the chronology of this supposed semantic change remains controversial (for the idea that it should be situated around 460 BCE, at the time of the affair of Arthmios, see Ruschenbusch 1968). Others, such as Paoli (1930, 307-12), have argued for the persistence, even in the classical era, of the connection between atimia and outlawry, distinguishing between “relative atimia”, which involved the loss of certain rights, and “proscriptive or absolute atimia”, which entailed banishment (cf. also Piccirilli 1976). The evolutionary thesis has been accepted with minor variations by most commentators. For instance, in his study on the judicial procedures employed in Athens against various types of offenders, Hansen (1976), while endorsing Swoboda’s conclusions, argued that atimia retained the sense of impunity even in the classical age, emphasising that the atimoi often preferred to go into exile rather than live in Athens without legal protection. Others have highlighted the moral dimension of atimia in its origins. Maffi (1983) recognised in the use of the verb ἀτιμάζειν in the Homeric poems the expression of a negative evaluation by the community concerning a dominant code of conduct and distinguished atimia from exile based on a clear differentiation in the use of ἀτιμάζειν and φεύγειν. On this basis, it has been argued that the establishment of Solon’s politeia coincided with the legal definition of the notion of atimia (Poddighe 2001; 2006). Although the evolution of the meaning of atimia is widely accepted, the idea has emerged that the legal and extra-legal meanings of atimia were not distinct even in the classical era. Thus, van ‘t Wout (2011) emphasised the survival of the moral meaning of atimia based on epigraphic documentation, and Dmitriev (2015) defended the thesis that exile and the death penalty were implied by atimia as a penalty even in the classical age (contra Joyce 2018).

However, the interpretation of atimos as “one who does not suffer the penalty” is indefensible, as noted by Vleminck (1981, 293), since such a meaning refers not to the recipient of atimia but to the individual who kills him (a concept expressed, rather, with ἀθῷος in Syll.3 141, l. 13). Following Vleminck’s essay, the idea that atimia never entailed proscription has gained traction. This thesis first took shape in the aforementioned essay by Maffi (1983) and later in the studies of Youni (2001; 2018; 2019), which demonstrated that atimia and proscription have always been distinct concepts.

In the history of scholarship, the term ἀτιμία, in its penal sense, has primarily been associated with the concept of citizenship, with the consequence that it has been understood as the “disenfranchisement”. However, the exclusivity of this connection has recently been called into question (Rocchi 2023b). In particular, Rocchi has highlighted the flexibility of the notion of atimia in relation to the subjects involved and their differing prerogatives. In this context, atimia does not manifest as a penalty directed exclusively at adult free males, that is, those who constitute the entirety of full citizens and the politically active body. Since each individual possesses a timē, atimia can affect both men and women, citizens and foreigners alike. The form of atimia that affected women, for example, deprived them of typically female prerogatives. Aeschines (1.183) states that Solon punished the woman caught with a seducer (moichos) with atimia by forbidding her to adorn herself or participate in public sacrifices, and if she violated the imposed restrictions, ordering anyone who encountered her to strike her (cf. [Dem.] 59. 85-86). A similar argument can be made regarding the metics if one accepts Meyer’s thesis (2010, 75-76), according to which the few repetitions in the names of the accusers in the “phialai inscriptions”, which certainly include some metics, are attributable to the fact that those who lost the case were struck by atimia and deprived of the ability to pursue criminal actions of the same kind. Similar considerations can be formulated for foreigners, as in the already mentioned case of Arthmios of Zeleia, but also for Euticrates of Olynthos (Suda δ 415 Adler, s.v. Δημάδης; π 2539 Adler, s.v. πρόξενος), individuals from whom atimia had likely removed prerogatives related to their status as proxenoi. For the imposition of atimia on foreigners in the context of relations between Athens and the allies of the Delian League, see the decree for Chalcis (IG I3 40) and the decree on weights and measures (IG I3 1453).

We are informed about the various forms of atimia that could be imposed as a penalty in Athens from what is reported by Andocides in a lengthy section of his speech On the Mysteries (1.73-76). He recounts the content of the decree of Patrokleides, by which the Athenians restored the citizenship status of those whose rights and responsibilities had been limited by atimia in various ways and degrees. This measure is presented as a restorative act that made the atimoi once again epitimoi (ἔδοξεν ὑμῖν τοὺς ἀτίμους ἐπιτίμους ποιῆσαι, cf. Canevaro 2013, 203). Among these are those whom Andocides defines as deprived of rights: debtors to the state, namely magistrates found guilty after their accounts at the end of their term, those condemned in dikai exoulēs or graphai, or recipients of unpaid monetary penalties; those who had acquired tax collection rights from the treasury and failed to pay; and those who had acted as guarantors for others who proved to be in default. Andocides proceeds by enumerating other atimoi who had been deprived of rights (σώματα ἄτιμα, 1. 74) but continued to possess and control their property. These were individuals condemned for theft or corruption, whose status as atimoi extended to their descendants (regarding the possibility that this may duplicate what has been said about magistrates condemned during the accounting, see MacDowell 1983, 70-71); a similar fate applied to deserters, those who had evaded military service or were condemned for cowardice, those who deserted a naval battle, or those who had thrown away their shield, or who had been condemned three times for perjury or mistreatment of parents. Finally, Andocides cites a type of partial atimia, whereby an individual suffered limitations on their rights in specific domains (κατὰ προστάξεις; on the term, see Novotný 2014). Such restrictions concerned specific citizen prerogatives, such as the inability to speak in the Assembly or serve on the Council; the prohibition on initiating legal proceedings, navigating to the Hellespont or Ionia; and exclusion from the Agora.

Even outside of Athens, atimia was imposed as a penalty. In Delphi, within the phratry of the Labiades, as well as in Samos, failure to pay a fine was punished with atimia (CID I 9 B, ll. 40-5; IG XII 6, 1, 172 A, ll. 79-80; cf. I.Kyme 11, ll. 8-12). Atimia is a sanction often imposed on negligent magistrates. It is prescribed in cases of violations of the safeguard clause contained in laws and decrees, for showing or supporting a proposal contrary to the provisions of the people, or for the admission of such a proposal to the Assembly as a magistrate (e.g. ML 20, ll. 38-45 from Naupactus; IG XII 8, 264, from Thasos; I.Adramytteion 34 B, ll. 39-58; IG XII 9, 191, ll 29-33, from Eretria). It may be imposed in cases of repeated magistracy, as occurred in Erythrae (I.Erythrai 1) and perhaps in Dreros, if the adjective ἄκρηστος is interpreted as synonymous with ἄτιμος, “deprived of political rights” (Gagarin, Perlman, Laws of Crete Dr1 l. 3). At other times, atimia is prescribed when promoting or admitting a legal case in violation of popular deliberations, as in Arkesine of Amorgos (IG XII 7, 3, ll. 38-46), or reconciliation agreements, as in the amnesty of Dikaia (SEG 57.576, ll. 41-3). Finally, atimia is configured as a “panhellenic” penalty imposed in the context of anti-tyrannical laws (cf. Rocchi 2025b): thus, in Athens, both in the earliest anti-tyranny law (Arist. Ath. Pol. 16.10) and in the law of Eukrates (RO 79, ll. 16-22), in Ilium (IMT Skam/NebTäler 182 = I.Ilion 25, ll. 97-107, 132-152), and in Eretria (IG XII 9, 190, ll. 4-5).
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[L. Loddo]

Chiliastys (χιλιαστύς)

The term translates to “group of a thousand”; however, like other civic subdivisions based on numerical criteria, the figure of a thousand is conventional and reveals a significant degree of artificiality. The chiliastys is documented in various locations within the Greek world, being characteristic of the cities along the Anatolian coast and some adjacent islands: Methymna, Erythrae, Ephesus, Samos, Cos, and Miletus. The origins of this institution do not appear to be attributable to an ethnic foundation, especially considering that groups of a thousand are found in cities of Ionian, Doric, and Aeolian origin, nor to a phenomenon of dissemination from an original context. Debord (1984) has suggested that, following a general demographic increase, the ancient divisions of citizenship, which were not entirely adequate to meet the renewed civic needs, were supplemented by new subdivisions in the Hellenistic period, possibly influenced by the Persian model of chiliarchy of a military nature (cf. Sardis VII 1, 1), adopted through Macedonian mediation.

In Methymna, where the form χέλληστυς is attested, the names of four chiliastyes (Πρωτεῖς, Σκυρεῖς, Ἐρυθραῖοι, Φωκεῖς) are known from honorary decrees issued by the assembly (koinon) of each respective chellēstys. The oldest document from Methymna in this regard, dating to the reign of Ptolemy Philopator (ca. 229 BCE), is a decree issued by the koinon of the Proteis in honour of Prassikles for his diligent care in performing the communal sacrifices as president of the chellēstys (χελληστυάρχας, IG XII 2, 498, l. 6). In Erythrae, two chiliastyes are attested: the Chalkideis (I.Erythrai 1, 41, second century BCE) and the Peproioi (I.Erythrai 1, 81, first century BCE). The latter are also known from a law from the classical period (fifth-fourth century BCE) that establishes restrictions on the reiteration of a magistracy; however, in the document in question, the Peproioi are not designated as chiliastys (I.Erythrai 1, 17; for the idea that it was a personal association controlling marshy lands, see Jones 1987, 305; Liddel 2021, 81 n. 21). It is difficult to ascertain whether the Erythraean chiliastyes were territorial units. The very connection of the chiliastys of the Chalkideis with a Chalkis tribe, based on the mention of a port of the Chalkideis in I.Erythrai 151, ll. 17-18, is uncertain, and it would be imprudent to conclude that membership in the chiliastys was determined by geographical basis or residence.

In Cos, the chiliastyes appear in a civic regulation for the festival of Zeus Polieus (IG XII 4, 278, mid-fourth century BCE). The document provides little reliable information: the chiliastyes are involved in civic rites; the hieropoioi and karykes administering the rite advance in the procession according to their respective chiliastys; the chiliastyes must provide suitable sacrificial animals, should those supplied by the enatai (ἔνατα literally means “the ninth part”) fail to meet ritual requirements. The relationship between chiliastyes and enatai remains uncertain: some scholars consider the two terms synonymous (Sherwin-White 1978, 160-61; Debord 1984, 205; Jones 1987, 237-38), but the existence of two distinct names and the fact that enatai is mentioned only in Cos, alongside the previously cited lex sacra differentiating the roles of chiliastys and enata, makes it more likely that they are distinct groups, created at different times and not perfectly overlapping (Marre 2018, 61).

In Samos, following the expulsion of the Athenian cleruchy, the return of the exiled Samians, and the reorganisation of the administrative apparatus, a reference to registration in the chiliastys appears in the formula for granting citizenship, after the tribe and before the hekatostys and genos. Although a relatively substantial number of decrees exists, only in two instances is the name of the chiliastys which the citizenship beneficiary is assigned to preserved (IG XII 6, 1, 24, where it reads Εγ[…..]ν; IG XII 6, 1, 56 Οἴνωπες). Additionally, in the lex frumentaria from Samos (IG XII 6, 1, 178), the chiliastyes play a pivotal role emerging as “primary operational units” of the Samian administration (Fantasia 1998, 224): they assess the real and personal guarantees of those borrowing capital intended for the purchase of public grain (ll. 11-13); they elect the curators (μελεδωνοί) who manage the capital (ll. 1, 16-17); concerning the management of capital, the chiliastyes are required to respond directly if borrowers do not pay the interest on the capital, so much so that they must sell the real guarantees and pay any excess to the officials ἐπὶ τοῦ σίτου, under penalty of exclusion from grain distribution (ll. 64-71); the chiliastys forfeits its right to the grain ration to which it is entitled even if the curator it elected fails to pay interest on the capital to the officials ἐπὶ τοῦ σίτου (ll. 79-81). Also the registration of distributions considered the civic subdivision, as the lists retaining the names of beneficiaries were organised by the chiliastys.

In I.Ephesos 1409 chiliastyes are known as subdivisions of the five tribes. Engelmann (1996) demonstrated that the number of chiliastyes comprising each tribe varied from 5 to 8 units; a chiliastys could belong, at least in classical and Hellenistic times, to only one tribe. As in Samos, chiliastyes recur in the citizenship form in various naturalisation decrees. In some of these documents, the priests of Artemis (Ἐσσῆνες) draw lots for the chiliastys and phylē (see s.v.) in which the new citizen must be registered (e.g. I.Ephesos 1433; 1447; 1451), while the νεωποιοί, responsible for guarding the Artemision, were required to publish the names of new citizens on the walls of the temple.
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Dēmopoiētos (δημοποίητος)

As elucidated by Imperial and Byzantine lexicographers (see the relevant entry in Harp., Phot., and Suda), the term denotes a naturalised citizen, “made by the δῆμος” insofar as this status was conferred upon him by popular decision – a notion similarly conveyed by expressions such as πολίτης ποιητός (“created citizen”; see e.g. Arist. Pol. 1275a) and κατὰ ψήφισμα πολίτης (“citizen by decree”; see e.g. [Dem.] 53.18). Conversely, hereditary citizenship is at times designated through expressions such as γένει vel φύσει πολίτης (“citizen by birth”; see e.g. infra, [Dem.] 45.78, cf. s.v. politēs).

While the expression πολίτην ποιεῖν (“to make [someone] a citizen”) is well attested in decrees granting citizenship (see e.g. IG II2 653; Syll.3 529; IG XII 4, 5, 3964), in δημοποίητος the semantic field of the verb ποιέω acquires an additional and more specific nuance, namely “to adopt”. Drawing on the technical sense of ποίησις in the sphere of family law, the grant of politeia is thus conceived and articulated as an “adoption” of its beneficiary by the civic community (see esp. Müller 2023, 490-91; cf. Velissaropoulos-Karakostas 2011, I, 334).

Attested with relative frequency in Imperial Greek literature (see e.g. Plut. Sol. 24.4; Luc. Scyth. 8; Aristid. Or. 1.26 and 29 Lenz – Behr [13.103 Dindorf]), δημοποίητος exhibits a significantly more limited usage in earlier periods. The term is not attested before the second half of the fourth century BCE, when Hyperides is said to have composed a speech On Behalf of a Naturalised Citizen (Ὑπὲρ δημοποιήτου; fr. 94 Jensen = Harp., s.v. Ἕρκειος Ζεύς) – however, the authorship of the speech was already considered uncertain in antiquity, and its title’s authenticity has recently been called into question (see Guo 2025, p. 231). As for fr. 146 Jensen, pertaining to another speech attributed to the same author, it remains uncertain whether the occurrence of δημοποίητος is original or should instead be attributed to the source transmitting the passage (Harp., s.v. συμμορία).

Subsequently, δημοποίητος is attested as the title of a comedy by Timostratos (see CAF, p. 355), who was active in the second century BCE, and occurs in a pseudonymous letter attributed to Aeschines (Ep. 12.13), traditionally assigned to the Second Sophistic but possibly dating instead to the Hellenistic period (see Guo 2025, 205). An inscription from the Coan damos of Isthmos, dating to approximately 180 BCE, enumerates the citizens of the phyle Melainadai eligible to hold the office of monarchos – the island’s eponymous magistracy – dividing them into groups, the third of which is introduced by the phrase ἀπεγράψαντο δὲ καὶ τοὶ δα̣|μοπόητοι τοίδε (“these naturalised citizens have also been registered”; IG XII 4, 2, 461, ll. 271-72). The term does not reappear in the epigraphic record until the second century CE, when it is used by Marcus Aurelius and Commodus in a letter to the Athenians (IG II2 1108; cf. AIO 3644). In contrast, expressions such as οἵδε ἐγένοντο πολῖται κατὰ ψήφισμα τοῦ δήμου (“these became citizens by decree of the people”) – a formula employed at the heading of several Milesian lists of naturalised citizens (e.g. I. Delphinion 45-50; elsewhere, see e.g. I. Ephesos 2001 and Robert, Claros, 63-6, col. I) – are comparatively better attested in Hellenistic inscriptions.

Naturalisation could result from either individual or collective grants of citizenship and could concern foreigners resident in the issuing polis or living elsewhere (for a more fine-grained typology, see e.g. Osborne 1981-1983, IV, 186-87). It remains a subject of debate whether these grants automatically and immediately entitled the beneficiaries to (all or part of) the rights inherent in the politeia, or whether further steps – such as relocating to the granting community and renouncing previous citizenship – were required for them to take effect. Such questions do not necessarily admit a single answer valid for the entire Greek world (see s.v. isopoliteia).

Even after fulfilling any potential requirements for the ‘activation’ of their citizenship, dēmopoiētoi and – over some generations – their descendants could remain subject to restrictions in the exercise of certain civic prerogatives (see esp. Savalli-Lestrade 1985, 423-27; cf. Magnetto 2025, 137-38). Such limitations concerned above all access to specific public offices: in Classical Athens, for instance, naturalised citizens were excluded from the archonship and the priesthoods (see [Dem.] 59.92 with Osborne 1981-1983, IV, 173-76), while a third-century BCE decree from Halikarnassos setting out the contractual terms for the sale of the priesthood of Artemis Pergaia stipulates that its holder must be “a female citizen, descendant of citizens for three generations on both sides, her father’s and her mother’s” (ἀστὴν ἐξ ἀστῶν ἀμφοτέρων ἐπὶ | [τρε]ῖς γενεὰς γεγενημένην καὶ πρὸς πατρὸς καὶ πρὸς | [μη]τρός; LSAM 73, ll. 6-8; cfr. CGRN 118). Milesian decrees issued between the third and second centuries BCE, both to establish ties of isopoliteia (I.Delphinion 143 A, 146 A, and 150) and to naturalise Cretan mercenaries employed by the city (I. Delphinion 37), further attest a particular concern with offices related to the defence of the territory, stipulating that the beneficiaries of such grants could become phylakes and phrourarchoi only ten or twenty years after their enrollment in a phylē. Members of at least one of the two groups of Cretans benefiting from these politographies were also bound by a deferral period with regard to the possibility of “alienating the land given to them” (τὴ̣[ν] δεδομένην χώραν ἀποδόσθαι; I. Delphinion 33e, ll. 6-7), i.e. of exercising full freedom in a domain – namely property rights – traditionally associated with citizenship.

The caution reflected in such provisions in assigning dēmopoiētoi key positions in the political and religious life of the community, as well as in the safeguarding of its security, invites further reflection on the social standing accorded to them, and suggests in particular that their assimilation to citizens by birth was not complete, even – or (as argued by Kamen 2013, e.g. 84) above all – in this respect. With reference to Athens, for instance, a passage from the first speech Against Stephanus is particularly explicit in this regard: asserting his commitment to public affairs, Apollodorus, the son of a naturalised former slave, emphasises that “while for you citizens by birth it is sufficient to perform liturgies in accordance with the prescriptions of the laws, for us created citizens it is appropriate that we appear to discharge them as an act of gratitude” (τοῖς μὲν γένει πολίταις ὑμῖν ἱκανόν λῃτουργεῖν ὡς οἱ νόμοι προστάττουσι, τοὺς δὲ ποιητοὺς ἡμᾶς, ὡς ἀποδιδόντας χάριν, οὕτω προσήκει φαίνεσθαι λῃτουργοῦντας; [Dem.] 45.78; on Apollodorus, see Deene 2011). For dēmopoiētoi, that is to say, social recognition was not automatic, but rather had to be earned through an exemplary exercise of the citizenship granted to them (cf. Savalli-Lestrade 1985, 427).

It therefore appears that ποιητός could at times carry a broadly negative connotation, conveying a perception of naturalised individuals as ‘artificial’ citizens, somehow less authentic than the others. In light of the sporadic nature of the relevant evidence, however, this observation should not be generalised or unduly amplified – for instance, by going so far as to posit a form of ‘segregation’ of dēmopoiētoi from other citizens (as argued by Müller 2023, 491 on the basis of the categorisation of politai in the Coan inscription IG XII 4, 2, 461 mentioned above). After all, Athens itself provides multiple examples of naturalised individuals who achieved distinguished political careers (cf. Osborne 1981-1983, IV, 139-40).

In any case, various sources (most explicitly SEG 41.1003 II) suggest that, for the Greeks, naturalisation entailed a moral obligation on the part of the beneficiary to act in the interests of the granting polis, now regarded as his homeland. Consequently, the grant of politeia could be deployed as an instrument of interstate politics, serving to establish advantageous ties both with influential foreign individuals (e.g. the Thracian king Sitalces, whose son was made an Athenian citizen at the beginning of the Peloponnesian War: see Thuc. 2.29.5 and 67.2; Ar. Ach. 145-147) and—especially in the Hellenistic period, in the form of so-called isopoliteia (see Aresi, s.v.)—with entire communities. In the former case, citizenship assumed a function analogous to proxenia, vis-à-vis which it could either be conceived as a hierarchically superior honor or take on a complementary role, reinforcing the bond established through their joint bestowal—two models exemplified by Athens, on the one hand, and by cities such as Samos and Iasos, on the other (cf. Mack 2015, 45).
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[G. Aresi]

Dēmotēs/damotas (δημότης/δαμότας)

The term exhibits a broad semantic range. In a strictly Athenian context, dēmotēs designates a member of one of the 139 demes into which the territory of Attica was divided (e.g. [Dem.] 57.9; Soph. OC 78). The term bears the same meaning in the context of Cos, which was likewise divided into demes (e.g. IG XII 4, 1, 99, ll. 20, 32).

Dēmotēs may also more generally denote a member of the entire polis, i.e. a citizen: see Tyrt. fr. 4 West, 5 (the citizens of Sparta as a constitutional body distinct from the gerousia and the kings); Pind. Nem. 7.65 (the citizens of Aegina); Eur. Supp. 895 (in opposition to xenos); IG VII 235, ll. 9, 15 (the citizens of Oropus during the period of independence from both Athens and Thebes, 386-374 BCE); SEG 39.1243, col. IV, ll. 1-2 (the citizens of Colophon in the public sphere, as opposed to the idiōtai of ll. 5-6, i.e. the citizens considered individually in the private sphere); IG XII 6, 1, 128, l. 21, where the term may instead denote the less affluent citizens of Samos rather than all holders of citizenship (designated as politai in l. 20).

Indeed, dēmotēs frequently carries connotations tied to a specific sociopolitical context, denoting the body of citizens in opposition to the ruling elites (Hdt. 2.172.4, 17; 5.11.8; Soph. Aj. 1071; Ant. 690; Eur. Alc. 1057; fr. 362), and, by extension, the poor in opposition to the wealthy (Xen. Mem. 1.2.59; Aen. Tact. 11.11.4; Ath. 12.26.13), or supporters of democratic factions in opposition to oligarchs (Plut. Lys. 21).

[G. Falco]

Dromeus (δρομεύς)

The term dromeus occurs five times in the Great Code of Gortyn (Gagarin, Perlman, Laws of Crete G72). In three of these instances, it appears as a requirement for witnesses in the context of private disputes or simple legal acts, such as the division of property among heirs or the pledging of such property by the heirs themselves. In the first case (I, 39-44), the legislator sets out the procedure to be followed when a slave whose ownership has been determined by a judicial decision has sought asylum in a temple. In such an event, the losing party (or someone acting on his behalf) is required, in the presence of two witnesses described as dromeis eleutheroi, to indicate the slave in the temple where he resides. In the second case (III, 17-22), it is laid down that a widow may remarry, taking with her from the marital home her own property and any goods bestowed upon her by her deceased husband, in the presence of three witnesses who are likewise dromeis eleutheroi. The third case (V, ll. 44-54) provides that the division of property among heirs is to take place before three witnesses, once more defined as dromeis eleutheroi.

In the fourth case, the term dromeus qualifies the sons whose consent is required for a widowed father to sell property inherited from their deceased mother. In the fifth and final case (VII, ll. 41-47), it refers to the male relative entitled to marry an heiress of marriageable age.

The precise meaning of the term has been the subject of scholarly debate. What appears certain is that it is connected with the noun dromos (“race”), which refers both to the athletic contest itself and to the venue where it took place, namely the gymnasium (Suda s.v. δρόμοις· τοῖς γυμνασίοις κατὰ Κρῆτας). It thus seems clear that dromeis designated those entitled to take part in races and to train in the city gymnasia. The antonym is apodromos, denoting one who had not yet met the requirements to enjoy the privileges of a dromeus (Guarducci 1950, 150; Willetts 1967, 10-11). The term can therefore be confidently linked to the rigid age-class system characteristic of the military-oriented educational cursus of aristocratic societies such as Crete and Sparta (Tzifopoulos 1998, 164-165, who compares the Cretan system with its Spartan and Athenian counterparts).

What remains unclear is whether dromeus applied exclusively to full citizens or could also be attributed to other categories. Tzifopoulos (1998, 154-55) argues that dromeis were young adults not yet fully integrated into the citizen body, and that the occurrence of the adjective eleutheros in three of the five cases under consideration should lead us to posit the existence of dromeis who were not eleutheroi. These, according to Tzifopoulos, would be identifiable with one of the intermediate groups between slaves and full citizens (so also Gagarin, Perlman, Laws of Crete, 78, who, however, define the dromeus in question as “a legally competent adult”). By contrast, Maffi (2003, 163-67) contends that the term refers to adults in full possession of their civic rights, and that the expression dromeus eleutheros denotes adult citizens who had not suffered any deminutio resulting in their demotion below the rank of full citizen. In particular, with regard to the witnesses, the requirement that they be dromeis—therefore of full age—would be explained by the fact that the legal cases in question were especially sensitive, and thus called for witnesses whose age would guarantee both reliability and the authority of the act.

A middle position, and perhaps a potentially conclusive one, is that of Guizzi (2018, 102), according to whom the dromeus is an individual who had passed from one age-class to the next, thereby completing the process of acquiring full civic status.
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[G. Falco]

Engyē/engyēsis (ἐγγύη/ἐγγύησις)

In classical Athens, the terms engyē and engyēsis referred to the formal and preliminary act preceding the gamos, through which the kyrios (father, grandfather, or brother) pledged a woman under his guardianship to a future husband. However, this act alone was not sufficient to constitute a marriage, which was only realized through the ekdosis, namely the actual delivery of the bride to her new household. The ekdosis did not necessarily coincide with the engyē, and typically occurred at a later stage. Within the Athenian matrimonial context, the engyē was a compulsory step—except in the case of epiklēroi, who followed the procedure of epidikasia—and constituted the legal prerequisite for the validity of the marriage and, consequently, for the birth of “legitimate children” (paides gnēsioi).

In this way, the engyē safeguarded both the continuity of the oikos and the transmission of citizenship, especially following Pericles’ law of 451/0 BCE, which restricted citizenship to children born of two Athenian parents. This aspect gained increasing relevance in the courts of the fourth century BCE, where proof of a legitimate marriage was often required to establish the legitimacy of children ([Dem.] 59.16). In this regard, two passages from the speech Against Euboulides (Dem. 57.41 and 57.54) clearly illustrate the probative function of the engyēsis: Euxitheos claims Athenian citizenship partly by appealing to the fact that his mother had been given in marriage through a proper engyē witnessed by credible individuals. In Dem. 57.41 (ἐγγυᾶται ὁ πατὴρ τὴν μητέρα τὴν ἐμὴν παρὰ τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ αὐτῆς Τιμοκράτους Μελιτέως), the verb engyan is used in the middle voice to indicate the father’s act of accepting the bride.

The verb, in its core meaning, carries the sense of “to plight”, “to betroth” (LSJ, s.v.). Etymologically, it evokes the gesture of handing something over or sealing an agreement with a handshake—a ritual act interpreted by Wolff (1944) as indicative of a material “delivery”. Gernet (1968), by contrast, interpreted it not as a transfer in the strict sense, but as the mark of a solemn promise made by one member of the family (typically the kyrios) on behalf of another, independently of the physical presence of the object or person promised.

Moreover, the earliest known occurrence of the term is not linked to marriage but still seems to allude to a solemn form of guarantee. In Odyssey 8.351 (δειλαί τοι δειλῶν γε καὶ ἐγγύαι ἐγγυάασθαι), Hephaestus refuses the engyai, that is, the “pledges” or “solemn promises” made by Poseidon on behalf of Ares, emphasizing the futility of assurances given by dishonourable men. The use of the term already hints at a solemn form of commitment, perhaps sealed by a ritual handshake. In Herodotus (6.130 τῷ δὲ Ἀλκμέωνος Μεγακλέι ἐγγυῶ παῖδα τὴν ἐμὴν Ἀγαρίστην νόμοισι τοῖσι Ἀθηναίων.’ φαμένου δὲ ἐγγυᾶσθαι Μεγακλέος ἐκεκύρωτο ὁ γάμος Κλεισθένεϊ), the term engyē explicitly appears in a matrimonial context, in the account of how Cleisthenes, between 576 and 572 BCE, issued a public proclamation to offer his daughter Agariste in marriage to the most worthy among the Greeks. Once the suitor had been selected, Cleisthenes gave Agariste in marriage to Megacles, in accordance with Athenian law. The act of bestowing Agariste as a bride is expressed using the verb engyan, in the first-person singular form. Megacles’ acceptance of her is conveyed through the same verb, now conjugated in the middle voice.

That the engyē alone was insufficient to establish a marriage is confirmed by cases in which it occurred many years before the actual union, or never led to marriage at all. Particularly significant is the case of Demosthenes’ sister, who was promised in marriage to Demophon by her father when she was only five years old. Despite the engyē, the marriage was never celebrated (Dem. 27.15-17; cf. Isae. 6.22-24).

A crucial component of the procedure was the presence of credible witnesses from both families (Isae. 3.18-20; Dem. 30.21, 39.22). These witnesses validated the agreement and the amount of the dowry, while their absence could invalidate or cast doubt upon the act. The two aforementioned passages from Against Euboulides (Dem. 57.41 and 57.54) explicitly attest to the importance of witnesses in demonstrating the regularity of the marriage. Euxitheos calls upon his uncles and other unnamed individuals to confirm the engyēsis of his mother and support his claim to citizenship.

Thus, although the engyēsis was not formally recorded in writing, it could serve as legal proof in court cases concerning citizenship (as in Euxitheos’ case) or inheritance (Dem. 44.49, 46.18). All of this confirms that, in Athenian law, marriage was not conceived as an emotional union, but rather as a contract aimed at producing legitimate heirs. Through the engyē, the kyrios protected the legal and patrimonial interests of the oikos by selecting a husband of equal social status and good reputation (Aeschin. 1.182-183; Dem. 40.57, 44.49; [Dem.] 59.65).

In conclusion, the engyē should not be understood as the actual transfer of a woman from one oikos to another—that role was fulfilled by the ekdosis. Rather, it was a solemn commitment that ensured a woman would become the legitimate mother of a particular man’s children. Its function was thus civic and reproductive, not emotional or relational: although the wife bore children for her husband’s oikos, she was not integrated into his anchisteia (the kinship group linked by blood and charged with legal and ritual duties), and remained, both legally and symbolically, a xenē—a “stranger”—within her husband’s household. Through the engyē, the boundaries of citizenship and the oikos were defined and protected, marking one of the key moments in the juridical and symbolic cycle of being Athenian.
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[E. Poddighe – M. Deriu]

Enktēsis (ἔγκτησις)

According to a legal principle which is ubiquitously attested in the Greek world (Hennig 1994), enktēsis, the right to acquire (and own) real estate, was one of the privileges organically associated with citizenship (politeia, see s.v.). The territory of a polis was in other words conceptualised as the property, private or collective, of its citizens and, conversely, in performative terms, ownership of land often identified the politēs and symbolised full membership in the civic community (Ampolo 1996, 320; Faraguna 2024, 126-32; Müller 2026, 63-64). Although generally taken for granted, and for this very reason hardly ever defined in the sources (see however Dem. 36.6, where the banker Phormion, not having yet acquired Athenian citizenship, is said to have been legally unable to foreclose on land and buildings offered as security for loans for the total amount of 11 talents), such principle clearly emerges from the theoretical constructions of the ideal city in Plato’s Laws (737e) and in Aristotle’s Politics (1265a 18-20; 1329a 17-20, b 36-37) as well as from the provisions of decrees where, to quote an example, enktēsis of a house, land and/or other real properties is granted to foreigners καθὰ καὶ τοῖς πολίταις (Jacobsen, Smith 1968, 189, ll. 32-33; Kimolos, second half of the third century BCE; cf. also I.Magnesia 7b, ll. 14-19: ἐὰν δέ τις Φωκα[ιέων ἐ]νοικῆι ἐμ Μαγνησί[αι, εἶναι] αὐ]τῶι γῆς καὶ οἰκίας ἔ[γκτησιν κ]αὶ τῶν ἄλλων αὐ[τῶι μετεῖναι π]άντων ὧν καὶ τ[οῖς Μάγ]νησιν). In this framework, it is no surprise that the intervention of public institutions in regulating land tenure and property relations within the territory of the polis is amply documented at least since the sixth century (Faraguna 2024; Canevaro 2026, 78-82, 94-97).

The occurrences of the term in the literary sources being remarkably scarce (for an analysis of the few attestations see Stelzer 1971, 3-5; for the meaning of enktēsis see also Méndez Dosuna 2007), enktēsis, as already noted, is especially known through a very large number of honorific decrees which bestowed the right to own real property to non-citizens as part of a wider package of honours most often associated to the grant of proxeny (Marek 1984, 8-118; Mack 2015, 122-7; for the case of Athens see Faguer 2021, 69, 71 and 87-91). In these decrees, which in the case of Delos, Delphi and Oropos come in the hundreds (Hennig 1994, 307-9 with notes; Habicht 2002; Grzesik 2021), other dialect forms, such as ἴμπασις (IG V 2, 394, ll. 13-18: γᾶς ἴμπασις καὶ οἰκίας), ἴνπασις (IG V 2, 17: ἴνπασιν γαῦ, οἰκίαυ) and, more frequently, ἔμπασις (IG IX 12 4, 786, ll. 8-9: γᾶς καὶ οἰκίας ἔμπασιν) are well attested, although such variants tend to be replaced by enktēsis during the Hellenistic period (Hennig 1994, 307 n. 9; Rubinstein 2026, 20-1).

There is hardly any secure attestation of the legal concept of enktēsis before the late fifth century. Although the earliest examples are from Athens (IG I3 227, ll. 19-21; 81, ll. 22-23; 102, ll. 30-31, with the unparalleled formula [καὶ ἔγκτεσι]ν εἶναι αὐτοῖς μπερ Ἀθεναίοις, [καὶ γεπέδο]ν καὶ οἰκίας), it is nonetheless possible that enktēsis is already implied both in Nomima I.44 = OR 126, B, ll. 23-25, the dossier regulating the relations between the adjacent cities of Knossos and Tylissos in Crete (second quarter of the fifth century), where the verb ἐμπιπάσκομαι, an hapax, is possibly the equivalent of ἐγκτάομαι, and in Nomima I.18 = I.dial. Sicile 219, ll. 2-3, an even more tantalising document—a late archaic bronze plaque from Kasmenai in Sicily—which, if correctly restored, provides the earliest (and somewhat unexpected) use of the term (Faraguna 2024, 143-44).

As for Athens, the corpus of decrees granting the honorand permission to acquire real estate consists of 62 inscriptions (a full updated list in Faguer 2021, 87-91; a survey of the evidence also in Henry 1983, 204-61, and, for the second half of the fourth century, Lambert 2012, 93-183). They span from the end of the fifth century to the mid-second century BCE and allow us to trace the evolution of the political, social and economic significance of enktēsis, as well of the changing profiles of the grantees, over three centuries.

As underlined by J. Faguer, enktēsis was no doubt an important privilege conferred on the honorands but it was at the same time granted rather sparingly and, above all, was subject to limitations of various sorts that never made it equal to the right of ownership enjoyed by citizens. In the first place, for instance, Xenophon proposed in his Poroi that selected metics should be awarded the right to acquire (ἐγκεκτῆσθαι) vacant oikopeda on condition that they built houses on the plots thus obtained and that they filed an application and underwent judicial scrutiny (2.6: οἳ αἰτούμενοι ἄξιοι δοκῶσιν εἶναι) (Gauthier 1976, 66-68; Whitehead 2019, 120-24). Based on the epigraphical evidence, metics were in fact not the most obvious grantees of enktēsis, which was mostly reserved for non-resident aliens who, under normal conditions, were unlikely to make use of their privilege (Niku 2007, 115-16; Faguer 2021, 69-71). Enktēsis could even be awarded on a temporary basis, as in the case of political exiles, who could possess houses for the time until they were able to return home (IG I3 1, 316 = RO 77, ll. 24-26). In the second place, the award did not have unrestricted validity but, as a rule, was apparently limited to one single purchase of land and a house (γῆς καὶ οἰκίας ἔγκτησις) or a house only (οἰκίας ἔγκτησις). The legal consequences of such limitations, alongside the fact that the grant often applied to the beneficiary but was not hereditary, are a matter of discussion (compare Faraguna 2012, 173-75 with Faguer 2021, 67-69; Hennig 1994, 317-18, is still fundamental). Likewise, in the early 320s (most probably between 329 and 325) references to a law regulating the grant of enktēsis begin to appear in the inscriptions, although without a regular and consistent pattern, through the formula κατὰ τὸν νόμον (Stelzer 1971, 213-25; Henry 1983, 214-15). The contents of the nomos remain unclear. As maintained by Stelzer, such law was with some likelihood “ein…positives Gesetz…, das vielleicht die Voraussetzungen der Verleihung der Enktesis geregelt hatte, wie uns vom goldenen Kranz und vom Bürgerrecht Bestimmungen über die Zulässikgeit der Verleihung und das Verleihungsverfahren bekannt sind” (219). A clause possibly introduced a ban on the legal capacity of grantees to acquire communal or sacred land (IG II3 1, 324, ll. 44-46, with Lambert 2012, 119 with n. 66). Whether such law moreover set limits to the value of the properties to be acquired is a plausible assumption (see Henry 1983, 214-15; Faguer 2021, 72-73) but, in my opinion, altogether unlikely (see n. 14 in my contribution to this volume). From the mid-third century the specification of maximum values both for the land and the house is nevertheless indeed encountered in a number of decrees, which, together with the dokimasia of the honorand and his merits (Feyel 2009, 236-42) and the requirement that the potential recipient should formally file an αἴτησις, an application, for the enktēsis to be conferred which begins to be attested in the early second century (IG II3 1, 1356, ll. 8-9: δεδόσθαι δὲ αὐτῶι καὶ γῆς καὶ οἰκίας ἔγκτησιν αἰτησαμένωι κατὰ τὸν νόμον), clearly reveals that the restriction that made ownership of real property contingent on the status of citizen was never relaxed until after 130 BCE, when enktēsis disappears from the record and there are indications that the institutional and social dynamics underlying the award of citizenship were in the process of changing, in other words “que la politeia…a eu tendance à être accordée plus fréquemment” (Faguer 2021, 75; cf. Osborne 1983, 160-1 and 185, with important qualifications in Oliver 2010).

On the controversial issue whether the privileges, including enktēsis, connected to isopoliteia listed in a significant number of Hellenistic bilateral agreements provided just a specification of the benefits pertaining to citizen status or are to be interpreted as “fragments of citizenship” that could be enjoyed even without activating political enrollment compare, most recently, the opposing views of Gagliardi 2026 and Müller 2026 (see also Müller 2023; Maffi 2023).

The problem of enktēsis in federal states must in turn be left open-ended: while from Xen. Hell. 5.2.19 we learn that all citizens of the Chalkidian League qua citizens of the federal state automatically possessed the right to own real property in any other polis of the koinon (Bearzot 2004, 45-56), it can hardly be proved that this was a universal rule that applied to all federations (Hennig 1994, 323-29; Beck, Funke 2015, passim; Manning 2024, 525). For the case of the Achaian League, where there is some evidence that in the second half of the third century ownership of land was permitted in the territory of all its members, even those that had newly joined the koinon, cf. IG V 2, 344, ll. 11-13, with Müller, Priol 2025, 233-4 (see also Sisov 2021).
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[M. Faraguna]

Entelēs (ἐντελής)

The meaning of the term is rarely straightforward. In certain cases, it appears to refer with reasonable certainty to the enjoyment of full rights: e.g. SEG 46.167, l. 9, an honorific decree from Athens dating to ca. 281 BCE, referring to Tarentine mercenaries who augmented the ranks of the Athenian cavalry and are described as enteleis—thus holders of full rights and probably assimilated to citizens. By the mid-second century BCE, Tarentine cavalrymen are attested as full Athenian citizens under the command of two Athenian tarantinarchoi (IG II2 958, l. 55). In the same sense of “possessing full rights”, but in a Roman context, entelēs must be understood in Diod. Sic. 34.2.31, where the adjective qualifies equites.

Less clear is the meaning of the term in a Milesian decree of ca. 330 BCE (Milet I.3 136): at l. 10 it is stipulated that if a citizen of Miletus wished to join the board of timouchoi in the city of Olbia, he had to appear before the local boulē, have his name registered, and from that moment he would be considered entelēs. The mention, a few lines earlier (l. 6), of ateleia as a privilege granted to Milesians in Olbia makes it difficult to determine whether entelēs here is to be interpreted in terms of the possession of civic rights (in particular, eligibility for public office) or in fiscal terms, i.e. “subject to the same taxation as citizens” (so e.g. Müller 2022, 337-338).

The meaning of enteleia is likewise uncertain in several honorific decrees from Acarnania and Epirus (e.g. Cabanes 1976, no. 3, ll. 4-5; no. 16, l. 6; IG IX 12 2, 209, ll. 14, 21): it could refer either to rights or to fiscal obligations. In all these texts, however, enteleia is mentioned together with ateleia, which suggests that ateleia denoted exemption from taxes normally owed by foreigners, whereas enteleia might refer to the levying of those taxes regularly paid by citizens. Chaniotis (1986) proposes interpreting enteleia as the obligation to pay those taxes not covered by the ateleia—that is, taxes related to economic activities carried out by the honorands in the city granting them the privilege. It should be noted, however, that the texts mentioning the honor of enteleia provide no evidence as to whether the honorands were actually engaged in commerce or pursued other professions.
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[G. Falco]

Entimos (ἔντιμος)

The first occurrence of the term in an institutional context is found in an inscription preserving the text of a law, dating to the late sixth or the first quarter of the fifth century BCE, by which the Locrians of Hypoknemis regulated their relations with the epoikoi of Naupactus (IG IX 12 3, 718, ll. 34-35). The term is used in provisions concerning judicial disputes between the Locrians and the epoikoi, specifically regarding the appointment of a guarantor (prostatas). Scholarly opinion has been much divided on the precise meaning of the term in this context. Some have taken it to mean “in full possession of civic rights” (e.g. Koerner 1993, 175: im Besitz der bürgerlichen Rechte; Nomima I, 43: parmi les citoyens jouissant de leurs droits), thus qualifying the prostatas; others have suggested interpreting it as “in office” (ML 20: “whoever are in office for the year”), in this case referring to the magistrates charged with appointing the guarantor.

Still within the sphere of the possession of rights, but with a more precise nuance, Gauthier (1972, 355) interprets the term as synonymous with ἐπίτιμος, thus designating citizens in possession of their rights (i.e. not atimoi), but more specifically citoyens actifs recrutés parmi les aristoi. This interpretation is particularly persuasive, both for contextual reasons (there is no evident reason why magistrates should appoint the parties’ guarantors) and for syntactic ones (the relative clause containing the term cannot serve as the subject of the preceding infinitive), as well as in light of the essentially aristocratic character of the Locrian koinon.

A possible connection with the full enjoyment of rights, specifically with reference to eligibility for public office, may also be seen in Pl. Resp. 564d, where τὸ μὴ ἔντιμον εἶναι is defined as τὸ ἀπελαύνεσθαι τῶν ἀρχῶν—i.e. exclusion from public office—although in this Platonic passage the adjective could also simply mean “honoured”, “esteemed” (cf. e.g. Pl. Resp. 555c; Arist. Rh. 1388b 4-5; Dem. 3.29; Plut. Artax. 14.2.2; SEG 26.1214, l. 5).

Entimos must certainly be understood in terms of the enjoyment of full rights in two decrees from Aeolian Cyme, one dating to the mid-third century BCE, the other to the early second century BCE (I.Kyme 4, l. 12; I.Kyme 5, l. 8: καὶ Κυμαῖον ἔμμεναι καὶ α[ὐ]τὸν καὶ ἐκγόνοις ἐντίμοις εὐθύς). In both, benefactors of the city are granted citizenship, with the provision that they be entimoi euthys (or eutheōs), an expression then clarified in the following lines by reference to the specific prerogatives conferred with citizenship: eligibility for public office, the right to own land and a house on Cymaean soil, and priority in cases to be heard before the courts. The emphasis in both decrees on the immediate enjoyment of full rights upon the granting of politeia is explained by the fact that citizenship was not usually accompanied automatically by the immediate and complete granting of the prerogatives enjoyed by other citizens, as shown also by the case documented in I.Ephesos 8 (86-85 BCE), ll. 40-41. There, as an incentive to full participation in the Mithridatic War and thus as an extraordinary measure, it is expressly stipulated that those who had been registered as new citizens up to the moment of the decree’s issue (πεπολιτογράφηνται μέχρι τῶν νῦν χρόνων) should be entimoi, i.e. enjoy full rights.
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Epigamia (ἐπιγαμία)

In Greek law epigamia refers to the right to enter into a legitimate marriage with a person of a different status: for example, the right for a metic to marry a citizen, or of an Athenian to marry a foreigner in the context of Pericles’ law of citizenship. This right included that of begetting legitimate children and granting them full citizenship.

Epigamy was, of course, included in the grant of citizenship: such was the case with the Plataeans, whose epigamy, acquired in 427 along with Athenian citizenship after the destruction of the city, is recalled by Isocrates (Plat. 51).

Epigamy could be granted individually to foreigners and metics in exceptional cases: see, for example, the grant by the city of Kotyrta to the Spartan Aratus son of Nicias of proxenia and a number of privileges, including epigamy (IG V 1, 961, ca. 150-100 BCE).

Epigamy could also be granted to an entire civic body of another state: Lysias (34.3) recalls the granting of epigamy to the Euboeans by the Athenians in an unspecified context, but one that seems to refer to the existence of a still firm Athenian empire; it is possible that the concession should be linked with the growing importance of Euboea in securing supplies for Athens after 413.

Some international treaties provided for the granting of epigamy: cf. the case of the Aetolians and Acarnanians (IG IX 12 1, 3 c. 262) and the Cretan city of Hierapydna and the Arcadians (Chaniotis, Verträge 14, c. 227-221 BCE).

In the context of federal states it is debated whether epigamy was always expected among the member states, as would seem to be suggested by Cligenes of Acanthos’ speech in Xenophon (Hell. 5.2.19): he regards epigamic relations as a necessary consequence of the formation of the Chalcidian federal state under the aegis of Olynthos. There are cases, however, such as the granting of a number of privileges, including epigamy, to a citizen of Larissa by the city of Gonno (Gonnoi II 30, ca. 180-170 BCE), that seem to suggest that situation were not the same in all federal states, perhaps in relation to the varying degree to which local communities were integrated into the federation.
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Epitimos (ἐπίτιμος)

In Attic sources, epitimos designates citizens in full possession of their rights, often implicitly or explicitly contrasted with the atimoi (e.g. Thuc. 5.34.2; Dem. 21.61; Aeschin. 1.160; cf. also Xen. Hell. 2.2.11; [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 39.1; Plut. Sol. 19.4). The term appears with the same meaning in I.Ilion 25 (ca. 280 BCE), ll. 31-32, where it is stipulated that if the tyrant were killed by a slave, the latter would become epitimos and take part in the politeia κατὰ τὸν νόμον—a formulation that seems to indicate that epitimos here means “in full possession of the rights of citizenship”, though scholarly opinion is divided on this interpretation (for discussion, see Teegarden 2014, 184 n. 18).

Reference to the full enjoyment of political rights is also inherent in the noun epitima (ἐπιτιμά), attested in roughly thirty Delphic honorific decrees for proxenoi issued between the early fourth and the mid-third century BCE. In these, it denotes the granting of full political rights; the term is accompanied by the formula καθάπερ Δελφοῖς (e.g. FD III 1, 314, l. 3; FD III 4, 380, l. 11, where the form ἐπιτιμία occurs: Δελφοὶ ἔδωκαν…ἐπιτιμίαν καθάπερ Δελφοῖς), from which it is clear that the epitima placed the honorands on the same footing as Delphian citizens with respect to civic rights. More complex is the determination of its meaning when the epitima was granted by the Amphictyonic Council or by Delphi itself to outgoing Amphictyonic hieromnēmones (see Sanchez 2001, 320).
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Etēs/(w)etas (ἔτης/(F)έτας)

The term can first of all denote, in a general sense, a member of a civic community (cf. s.v. politēs): see Pind. fr. 52f, 10, where the noun designates the citizens of Delphi (or of Aegina) to whom Pindar’s paean was addressed.

In addition, etas/etēs can also refer to a private citizen, a notion which itself may be understood in two ways: a) in opposition to those holding power (Aesch. Supp. 247: etēs contrasted with poleōs agōs; Eur. fr. 1014: etēs opposed to archos; Thuc. 5.79.4, where the ἔται are the citizens of Sparta and Argos who might find themselves judged as private citizens before the courts; Syll.3 141, l. 12: etas opposed to archōn); b) in opposition to the civic community as a whole (Aesch. fr. 281a: etēs vs. dēmos; IG IX 12 2, 573, l. 9, where, notably, the noun is partially restored).

Particularly significant is IvO 9, in which (W)etas denotes a private citizen who holds no magistracy (and is thus not a telestēs), considered separately from the people assembled in the ekklēsia (and/or from the civic body as a whole: damos).

In a rather late document (first-third centuries CE) from Nubia, finally, etēs occurs with the meaning of “free citizen” in opposition to “slave” (Bernand, Inscriptions métriques 167, l. 9: καὶ ἔτας καὶ δμόας).

[G. Falco]

Gēs anadasmos (γῆς ἀναδασμός)

Anadasmos, or less frequently anadaithmos (Himera, SEG 47.1427, l. 14, γέε̄ς ἀναδαιθμο̂), or daithmos (δαιθμὸν, IG IX 12 3, 609, l. 10; cf. also l. 13 γαδαισίας), in combination with gē or, more rarely, chōra, denotes a civic process involving the total or partial redistribution of land within a polis among its citizens. Agrarian redistribution programs are attested across the Greek world from the Archaic period through the late Hellenistic age.

A variety of circumstances could prompt a polis to revise its existing agrarian structure and undertake a new division and allocation of land. These were often internal dynamics, such as demands—frequently attributed in the sources to the dēmos—for a more equitable distribution of land allotments, episodes of civil strife (staseis), or the incorporation of new citizens into the civic body; in the case of apoikiai, the settlement of new colonists (epoikoi) within the civic territory. Such measures always carried significant political weight, as they directly engaged the central issue of the relationship between the politēs and landownership (see Faraguna 2024; Malkin 2023). In modern scholarship, the phenomenon has been discussed in connection with the principle of the inalienability of the klēros, and, by extension, with the preservation of the original system of land distribution within the polis (Asheri 1966; Finley 1968; Malkin in Malkin, Blok 2024, 260-64).

Asheri (1966) distinguished between primary distributions and those implemented at a later stage, as well as between total and partial redistributions. However, when both literary and epigraphic evidence are considered from the standpoint of the historical and political motivations underlying agrarian reform, two broad tendencies emerge across the history of the Greek poleis from the Archaic period to the fifth century BCE.

The first tendency shows the polis resorting to gēs anadasmos at the instigation of the demos in contexts of economic crisis and marked inequality. Such measures were typically imposed by individuals invested, for various reasons, with full powers—most notably lawgivers and, above all, tyrants (Brandt 1989). These political experiences presuppose specific conditions of social pressure: at Sparta under Lycurgus (Plut. Lyc. 8.1; Arist. Pol. 1306b 37-1307a 2); or shortly thereafter, in the first half of the 7th century BCE: Arist. Pol. 1306b 37-1307a 2 (Cecchet 2009); at Athens, in connection with a redistribution that Solon declined to implement: Plut. Sol. 16.1; Arist. Ath. Pol. 12.3 (Rosivach 1992); and at Cumae under the tyrant Aristodemos: Dion. Hal. 7.8 (Orth 1986).

All these cases are transmitted by sources much later than the events they describe, and they appear to reflect a conservative view of gēs anadasmos as a practice at odds with democracy, insofar as it was thought to facilitate the transition from a democratic system to radical democracy and ultimately to tyranny (Schol. Dem. 24.299: ἀναδασμὸν] οἷον ἀναμερισμόν· τοῦτο γὰρ εἴωθε γίγνεσθαι ἐν ταῖς ἀτακτούσαις δημοκρατίαις).

Within this framework, agrarian redistribution tends to carry negative connotations and is almost invariably associated with debt cancellation (chreōn apokopē; cf. Rosivach 1992). The report of a redistribution of land (together with debt remission) attributed to Lycurgus at Sparta is clearly a retrojection to the age of the patrioi nomoi of the agrarian reforms carried out in the third century BCE by Agis IV and Cleomenes III (Plut. Agis and Cleomenes).

The second tendency, attested in both literary and epigraphic sources, concerns demands for the redistribution of land (total, though more often partial) driven by the need for land under specific circumstances, such as the admission of new citizens into a polis—for instance, epoikoi arriving from the metropolis and settling in a colonial territory, or exiles resettled as new citizens after expulsion from their own communities. Poleis, and especially apoikiai, were frequently confronted with the need to assign land to new citizens, returning exiles, or new segments of the civic body originating from the metropolis.

Since the right to private property had to be guaranteed to all politai, both old and new, this issue was addressed in different ways: for example, by allocating to new citizens portions of land that had remained undivided and reserved for such contingencies—an arrangement that presupposes a certain degree of land availability on the part of the polis; or by assigning new plots drawn from the eschatia or from eremos chora (Asheri 1966, with examples). However, when none of these options was feasible—i.e. when land resources were insufficient to meet the minimum requirements for access to citizenship (see s.vv. enktēsis, politeia)—it became necessary to plan a redistribution of both urban and extra-urban land.

The evidence from the colonial world is both predominant and remarkably homogeneous. To this context belongs the clause prohibiting redistribution after a certain period in the Locrian apoikia attested in the so-called Pappadakis bronze (IG IX 12 3, 609, l. 10: Zurbach 2017, 549; Erdas forthcoming), as well as the proposal—ultimately not implemented—of Arcesilaus III at Cyrene (Hdt. 4.162-164). Far from representing an exception within the broader documentation on land redistribution, colonial cases in fact constitute its most substantial core (Lombardo 2001; Dreher 2007; Malkin 2023; Erdas 2025 and forthcoming; contra Link 1991). Particularly numerous are proposals for agrarian redistribution from Siceliote poleis: probably at Himera in the early fifth century BCE (SEG 47.1427, although the law concerns the allocation of urban land; see Lombardo 2001; De Vido 2023; Erdas forthcoming); at Syracuse under Gelon (Diod. Sic. 11.25.5); and at Leontini in 424-422 BCE (Thuc. 5.4.2; for further cases see Asheri 1979). The documentation spans from the late Archaic period to the Hellenistic age, the latest example being the decree of the apoikia of Kerkyra Melaina in Croatia, dating to the early third century BCE (Syll.3 141 +; see Lombardo 2002). This text contains provisions for the allocation of urban plots to the first settlers, as well as additional klēroi to be assigned to newcomers (ll. 9-10: τοὺς ἐφέρποντας). Once these allocations had been completed, the decree stipulates that no further gēs anadasmos was to take place (ll. 10-13).

More generally, this second group of documents shows that there existed rules aimed at avoiding recourse to the redistribution of urban and extra-urban land. These rules, however, were grounded in practical concerns—such as the risk of disrupting a functional and well-organized system of land allocation relative to the number of citizens—rather than in any principled objection to redistribution itself. In essence, there was no inherent prejudice against agrarian redistribution: poleis resorted to it only in serious and exceptional circumstances, always connected with the admission of new citizens into the community.

In none of the cases belonging to this second group is land redistribution proposed or rejected as a means of equalizing citizens’ property holdings, as is instead characteristic of the first group of evidence, which reflects various forms of social injustice. In those cases, land redistribution, together with the closely associated slogan of debt cancellation, serves to alleviate the political tensions generated by economic inequality within the polis. It follows that this latter group of testimonia—preserved in literary sources—is shaped by the rhetorical and philosophical discourse on radical democracy and tyranny that developed from the late fifth century BCE onward. This discourse, largely negative in tone, established a sharp distinction regarding the political appropriateness of land redistribution and influenced the interpretation of gēs anadasmos even in relation to Archaic contexts.

The defining features of this ideological construct, as already noted, are the close association between land redistribution and debt cancellation, and the interpretation of both measures as symptoms of stasis, which in turn leads to the linkage of gēs anadasmos with radical democracy and tyranny. Thus, Isocrates (Panath. 12.59) identifies gēs anadasmos and chreōn apokopē as the first signs of civil upheaval, while Plato (Leg. 684d) characterizes them as political measures of the demagogue aspiring to tyranny; elsewhere he assigns to the agronomoi the task of punishing anyone who attempts to remove boundary markers (horoi) from the land, treating such an act as a form of gēs anadasmos. See also Plat. Resp. 565e-566a; Arist. Pol. 5.1305a 4 ff.; 5.1307a 1; 1309a 14; Ath. Pol. 40.3. One of the earliest testimonies to this line of thought appears in [Arist.] Rhet. ad Alex. 2.17 (fourth century BCE), where the enactment of strict laws is recommended in order to prohibit land redistribution and the confiscation of property from those who have served the polis well. The prohibition of gēs anadasmos as an anti-democratic measure also appears in the oath of the Athenian heliastai preserved in Demosthenes’ Against Timocrates (Dem. 24.149), although this passage is almost certainly interpolated (Canevaro 2013, 174-78).

On a practical level, the negative view of agrarian redistribution—often associated with debt remission—begins to appear, in the form of sanction clauses, in official documents addressed to the citizens of a polis. This is the case at Delphi in the law of Kadys regulating loans at interest (Choix Delphes 28, col. VII, ll. 2-6, early fourth century BCE). Even more significant, with regard to the relationship between the politēs and land rights on the one hand, and between the citizens collectively and the preservation of democracy (in an anti-tyrannical sense) on the other, is the presence of a clause prohibiting the redistribution of land and houses and the cancellation of debts in the oath of the citizens of Itanos in Crete (IC III iv 8, ll. 21-24: οὐ|[δὲ γᾶς] ἀναδασμὸν οὐδὲ οἰκιᾶν | [οὐδὲ] οἰκοπέδων, οὐδὲ χρεῶν ἀ|[ποκ]ο̣π̣ὰν ποιησέω). Here gēs anadasmos and chreōn apokopē function as ideological markers associated with the risk of civil strife, and citizens are bound by oath not to pursue such measures precisely because they might lead to the dissolution of the polis.

The association between the prohibition of gēs anadasmos and the degeneration of radical democracy into tyranny—rooted in anti-tyrannical ideology—is also evident in certain Siceliote cases reported by literary sources far removed from the events they describe. These include the agrarian reforms implemented by Dionysius I at Syracuse after the peace treaty with Carthage in 405 BCE (Diod. Sic. 14.7.4-5), and the proposal by Heracleides—opposed by Dion—for land redistribution, which was voted on but never carried out (Plut. Dion 37.5; 48.6-9; see Fucks 1968). Taken as a whole, the evidence discussed above shows that the ideological framing of gēs anadasmos and chreōn apokopē as signs of political subversion and indicators of the emergence of authoritarian rule had, by this stage, become fully integrated into Greek political thought.
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[D. Erdas]

Hekatostys (ἑκατοστύς)

The term ἑκατοστύς, meaning “group of a hundred” or “centuria”, appears in two contexts: military and purely institutional. In the military lexicon, hekatostys denotes an infantry unit of approximately one hundred men. Arrian refers to this kind of hekatostys (Anab. 7.24. 4) when describing Alexander’s last days: after receiving a sacred embassy from Siwah concerning the granting of heroic worship to Hephaestion, Alexander is said to have distributed wine and meat from a recent sacrifice to the troops, who were divided into lochoi (cavalry units) and hekatostyes (Bosworth 2010; contra Sekunda 2010, who believes that hekatostys replaced lochos to indicate a division of the cavalry corps or ἴλη to avoid confusion with the infantry lochos). Alexander had previously distributed pack animals and camels to the centuries during his passage through Gedrosia (Arr. Anab. 6.27.6).

Hekatostys also denotes a numerical civil subdivision attested in Megara and its colonies (Byzantium, Chalcedon, Heraclea Pontica, Selymbria) and in the Ionian region (Samos and Lampsacus). The only ancient definition of hekatostys is found in an entry by Hesychius (Ε 85 Latte, s.v. ἑκατοστύς), where he first compares it to chiliastys (see s.v.)—another numerical subdivision of the polis—and then considers it synonymous with syngeneia (a kinship group). However, it remains controversial whether hekatostys should be considered a kinship group. It is likely that Hesychius’ passage reflects the influence of the theoretical elaborations on the smaller units of the polis by Hellenistic philosophical thought and antiquarian research, rather than providing reliable information on the hekatostys.

More useful information comes from epigraphic documentation. In the Megarian area, hekatostys is mentioned in an inscription recording financial transactions between the Epidaurians and the Elisfasioi (IG IV2 1, 42): at ll. 18-20, the onomastic formula of one witness to the transaction, the Megarian Dionysius, includes the mention of the hekatostys Κυνοσουρίς. In Byzantium, where documentation dates to the second century BCE, hekatostys appears in the set of formulas for granting citizenship, allowing the new citizen to register with the hekatostys of their choice (I.Byzantion 1, 2, 3). Hekatostys must have existed also in Heraclea Pontica, although it has not left traces in the epigraphic documentation. An institutional reform, datable to around 370 BCE, reportedly increased the number of hekatostyes from 12 to 60 (Aen. Tact. 11.10bis-11); it remains uncertain whether this increase altered the nature of the institution from a kinship group to a territorial unit. It is possible that the new hekatostyes also had a military function.

In Samos, hekatostys appears in 58 citizenship decrees spanning from the fourth century BCE to the second century CE. While nothing definitive can be said about the functions of hekatostys, it played a certain role in the registration of new citizens; it is included in the set of formulas regulating the allocation of the neopolitēs in the civic subdivisions: phylē-chiliastys-genos (with which hekatostys is often associated, sometimes even sharing the same name). On two occasions, the name of the hekatostys to which the citizen was assigned is recorded, immediately after the mention of the drawing of lots for the registration of the neopolitēs in the civic units of the polis: Elandridai, IG XII 6 1, 56, ll. 18-20; -αρνικίδαι, IG XII 6 1, 24, ll. 27-29, 35-39 (both inscriptions are dated after 306 BCE). The documentation from Lampsacus also shows the need for neopolitēs to register in the hekatostys (I.Lampsakos 6 and 9). Notably, I.Lampsakos 9 (ll. 39-40) mentions a register in which citizens were enrolled based on hekatostys.
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[L. Loddo]

Hetaireia (ἑταιρεία)

Alongside its more general meaning referring to associations of upper-class “companions”, often of the same age, “engaged in any sort of joint enterprise”, social, military or famously political (Gomme, Andrewes, Dover 1981, 128-31; cf. also Talamo 1961; Stein-Hölkeskamp 1989, 27-9; Murray 1990; Hornblower 2008, 916-20), the term hetaireia also indicated some type of official subgroup into which the civic body of a polis was divided. In the Gortyn lawcode, the procedure for adoption consisted of a public announcement in the agora and a ritual occasion where the adopter had to offer a sacrifice and a libation to his hetaireia (IC IV 72, col. X, ll. 37-39). The implication is that every citizen in Gortyn belonged to a hetaireia. The Gortynian hetaireiai thus controlled access to citizenship in the same way as phratries did in Athens (Rubinstein 1993, 36-8). “The judges of the hetaireiai” (τοὶ τᾶν ἐταιρηιᾶν δικασσταί) are moreover mentioned in IC IV 42, l. 12 (Gagarin, Perlman, Laws of Crete, 417, with reference to SEG 23.566, l. 17 (Axos), and Dr3 (Dreros)). Similarly, the fourth-century Cyrenean decree that confirmed the right of isopoliteia for the Theraeans provided for their enrollment “in a tribe, a patra and one of the nine hetaireiai” (ML 5 = Rosamilia 2023, 229-32, no. 1, ll. 15-16; see Criscuolo 2001; Boffo, Faraguna 2021, 163-65).

This fairly small number of documents has now been enriched by the publication of an early fifth-century inscription on a bronze pinax from Olympia, stemming from a situation of civic unrest in the Elean polis of Ledrinoi (Hallof 2021). It records the ruling (dokimia) of three foreign judges from Pellana in Achaia detailing the sanctions in case of conviction (καζικία). Besides exclusion from public banquets, military service and collective sacrifices, these included a ban from cultivating “hetairitic” land (ll. 3-4: μεδὲ σκαλείεν σκάλαν μεδεμίαν ἐταιριτικάν), in order words public land controlled by hetaireiai. Independently of N. Papazarkadas’ persuasive contention that the target of the sanctions imposed by the Pellanean judges were some guilty hetaireiai and that the sanctions in fact entailed deprivation of political rights (2026, 71-74), it is plausible that the hetaireiai were in this context civic groups performing communal activities with a formalised corporate identity.
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Homopoliteia (ὁμοπολιτεία)

The only occurrence of this term, translatable as “sharing the right of citizenship”, is found in an epigraphic document reporting an agreement between the poleis of Cos and Calymna, dated to 201/200 BCE (IG XII 4 1, 152 = Tit. Cal. XII, ll. 16 and 18). This document does not actually contain the text of the convention of homopoliteia; rather, it is a civic oath in which the citizens of Cos and Calymna pledge to uphold, among other things, the democracy and ancestral laws of Cos, as well as the restoration (apokatastasis) of homopoliteia. The original treaty, variably dated between 215 and 205 BCE, was likely annulled due to the hostile actions of Philip V following the Battle of Lade. The agreement of homopoliteia sanctioned the incorporation of Calymna, reduced to the status of a deme, into the territory of Cos, indicating a process of unilateral assimilation different from the sharing of citizenship rights or sympoliteia (see s.v.). New lists of citizens, dating to twenty years after the unification, can be associated with the agreement on homopoliteia (cf. Tit. Cal. 88-96).
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Isopoliteia (ἰσοπολιτεία)

The term associates the notion of πολιτεία with the specific ἴσος (“equal”), and can be translated as “equal citizenship”; similarly, the less frequent ἰσοπολίτης refers to a “citizen on equal terms” (for the feminine equivalent ἰσοπολῖτις, see App. B. Civ. 1, 10 [41], where it refers to the Roman municipia; cf. Gabba 1958, 29). In the sources, the two terms are mostly attested in contexts referring to the inclusion within the civic body of a polis or a koinon of previously excluded individuals.

If it is original—i.e., not traceable to a later phase of tradition—the oldest attestation of ἰσοπολιτεία occurs in a fragment of the Constitution of the Samians attributed to Aristotle (fr. 575 Rose = Phot., Lexicon, s.v. Σαμίων ὁ δῆμος; see Gawantka 1975, 166 and n. 7): the passage reports that, at an unspecified point in time, the Samians “granted isopoliteia to the slaves upon payment of five staters” (ἐπέγραψαν τοῖς δούλοις ἐκ πέντε στατήρων τὴν ἰσοπολιτείαν). Subsequently, from the third century BCE onwards, though appearing also in literary works—mainly from the Roman and Byzantine periods (with the exception of Memnon, FGrHist 434 F 1, part. 6, 2 = Phot., Bibl. 224, part. 225b and Polyb. 16.26.9)—the term is documented, like ἰσοπολίτης, primarily through inscriptions.

These attest to three uses of ἰσοπολιτεία (and ἰσοπολίτης), relating respectively to: (1) the granting of citizenship by a community to one or more deserving foreigners on an individual basis; (2) the granting of the same right not to individuals, but to an entire community; (3) the mutual recognition, by two communities, of each other’s citizenship (also for the following, see above all Gawantka, 24-27; according to Saba 2020, 25-27, in ancient usage, the two terms could also express the mutual recognition of polis status between two communities, without specific relevance to citizenship; contra Savalli-Lestrade 2021).

Of these uses, the first is the most widely attested, though apparently limited to mainland Greece and the island of Crete (see e.g. Helly, Gonnoi II 5; FD III 3 120; IG IX 1, 314; IC II iii 9), while the others, less frequent in the sources, are also documented elsewhere in the Aegean, Asia Minor, and Sicily (see e.g. IG XII 4, 1, 222 and 223; IG XII 6, 1, 6 [ἰσοπολίτης]; I.Magnesia 103 [ἰσοπολίτης]; Milet I 3, 150; SEG 30.1121-1123). The juxtaposition, in the first two cases, of the use of ἰσοπολιτεία with that of the simple πολιτεία as well as of expressions such as πολιτεία ἐφ’ ἵσηι καὶ ὁμοίαι (“citizenship in conditions of parity and equality”) indicates that the term did not designate a legal institution distinct from “ordinary” citizenship: on the contrary, the prefix ἰσο- emphasises the identity of the two rights (note, however, that naturalised citizens could be subject to limitations with regard to their prerogatives in comparison with citizens by birth: see s.v. dēmopoiētos). In the third case, ἰσοπολιτεία takes on a more specific meaning; this, however, does not imply its systematic use in epigraphic contexts relating to the mutual recognition of citizenship between two communities.

Partly deviating from the picture emerging from the sources (see, e.g., Gawantka 1975, 1-2 and Müller 2023, 172-73), the notion of isopoliteia—or “isopolity”—has acquired a narrower, more technical meaning in scholarship. Specifically, it is now used to refer to either the unilateral granting of citizenship by one community to members of another, which may be reciprocated by a similar concession, or to the mutual extension of citizenship between two communities formalised through a treaty.

This phenomenon predates the appearance of ἰσοπολιτεία in the Greek institutional lexicon (though Saba 2020, 253-54 argues otherwise). Modern studies have identified its earliest manifestations in the granting of Delphic citizenship to the Lydians at the time of Croesus (cf. Hdt. 1.54; Gawantka 1975, 169-70), or in similar initiatives undertaken by the Athenians in favour of the Plataeans, either in the early years of the Peloponnesian War or before (see Thuc. 3.55.3 and 63, 2; Isoc. 12.94; [Dem.] 59.104 with, e.g., Ostwald 1977, 94-5), as well as in favour of the Samians in 405/4 BCE (IG I3 127 with, e.g., Mack 2019, 67). However, it was during the Hellenistic period that this practice became more widespread. There are more than seventy identifiable cases distributed throughout the Greek world, particularly in the poleis of Asia Minor and Crete (see Saba 2020, with Savalli-Lestrade 2021 and Guizzi 2023, 714).

Isopoliteia (in its technical sense) is generally regarded as a legal and diplomatic instrument designed to strengthen or establish positive relations between two communities. Unlike sympoliteia – of which it has sometimes been considered a prelude (contra Gawantka 1975, 81-91) – and synoecism it did not lead to their union (for the commonalities and differences among these situations, see Magnetto 2025, esp. 116-17; cf. also s.vv. sympoliteia and synoikismos). Compared to other methods of establishing interstate ties, it has been suggested that the defining feature of isopoliteia was the moral obligation it created for granting communities to treat citizens of beneficiary communities with the same favour reserved for their own citizens (see Gawantka 1975, 119-33, with particular emphasis on SEG 41.1003 II; Thuc. 2.29 e 67.2; Ar. Ach. 145-147; cf. Mack 2019, 67, referring to IG XII 5 1, 594). Against this backdrop, some critics have identified specific objectives—economic or military, for instance (see, e.g., Guizzi 1999, 236 and Saba 2020, 8 and 21, both with reference to the Cretan context)—that the use of this institution would have been aimed at, depending on the circumstances.

The diplomatic value of isopoliteia has sometimes led to the citizenship it conferred being undervalued, in terms of both the granting communities’ actual intentions and the recipients’ enjoyment of the concession (see Gawantka 1975, 78-80; similarly Saba 2020, 11 and 22). Other scholars (e.g. J. and L. Robert in BE 1976, no. 95 and Gauthier 1977-1978, 377) have instead emphasised how the increased mobility that characterised the Hellenistic period likely generated a “demand for citizenship”, to which isopoliteia may have responded, whether programmatically or not. It has also been suggested that this concession could be envisaged by the granting communities as a remedy for problems of oliganthropy—or, when mutual, overpopulation (according to Chaniotis 1996, 104).

The implications of isopoliteia in terms of the legal status and rights actually granted to its beneficiaries remain debated. According to the traditional view, isopolitai would have been—as such, and like those who received similar concessions individually—holders of “potential” citizenship: in principle identical to that acquired by birth, this citizenship would only become effective following a process that involved moving to the granting community and becoming part of its civic structures, which in turn would have entailed renouncing one’s previous citizenship (see, e.g., Gauthier 1972, 347-48). In practice, isopoliteia would therefore have consisted in granting members of a community the possibility of changing citizenship (see Saba 2020, 1-2).

In accordance with Aristotle’s definition of politēs (Pol. 3.1274b-1275a, see s.v. politēs), the latter view identifies the essence of civic status with participation in judicial and governmental functions, for which the completion of the aforementioned procedures is generally recognised as a prerequisite (Mack 2019, 73 is less clear on this point; see also Maffi 2023, 306). However, in recent years (at least since Müller 2015), scholarship has tended to emphasise other aspects of Greek citizenship, such as enktēsis (see s.v.) and epigamia. The enjoyment of these rights is believed not to have required membership of a community’s civic structures or the renunciation of previous citizenship: individuals could have held multiple citizenships simultaneously, with the one acquired by concession being partially valid immediately, without further formalities. Isopoliteia would thus have granted proper civic status to its beneficiaries (see esp. Mack 2019 and Müller 2023).

These issues are intertwined with the problem of interpreting isopoliteia measures—and individual concessions—in which the granting of citizenship is accompanied by that of rights that are, in principle, inherent to it, such as, first and foremost, the aforementioned enktēsis and epigamia (see, e.g., IG V 2, 419 and SEG 29.1149). The sources do not specify whether the latter represented concessions in their own right or illustrated (some) aspects of citizenship. In keeping with the traditional view of Greek citizenship, this distinction paves the way for hypothesising that, in the absence of an actual change of citizenship, the isopolitai could make use of such “additional concessions” either as privileged foreigners, in the first scenario (thus implicitly, Saba 2020, 17, based on Chaniotis 1996, 103), or through the “partial activation” of their potential civic status, in the second scenario (for this perspective and its difficulties, see Gawantka 1975, 29-39). The alternative view according to which isopoliteia would have automatically implied effective citizenship instead suggests that the rights mentioned alongside it inherently derived from its grant (cf. Mack 2019, 71-72 and Müller 2023, 184-85). The question would remain, however, as to whether these were the only rights to which the isopolitai could have access without further procedures, and what implications this would have for cases in which similar provisions are absent (cf. Maffi 2023, 299 and, more generally, 296-300).

Finally, a more general question emerges: to what extent should the approach to isopoliteia be considered uniform across the Greek world, and whether the effort to infer general legal principles from individual cases should be complemented by an increased focus on their specific characteristics (cf. Mack 2019, 78; Maffi 2023, 307).
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[G. Aresi]

Isotelēs/isoteleia (ἰσοτελής/ἰσοτέλεια)

The terms isotelēs/isoteleia (subject to equal taxation/equality of taxation) indicate a privilege that a Greek state (e.g. Tanagra, Boeotia: IG VII 517; Priene: I.Priene 5), including federal states (e.g. the Boeotian koinon: IG VII 2861, IThesp. 29, etc.), could grant to non-citizens and that put them at the same level as citizens in terms of financial obligations. Isoteleia was occasionally granted together with citizenship to emphasise the recipient’s complete equality with citizens (e.g. Lamia, Thessaly: IG IX 2, 69; Mesambria, Thrace: IGBulg I2 309; Opuntian Locris: IG IX 1, 276; Andros: IG XII Suppl. 245; Kalymnos: IG XII 4 5, 3948; Chalcedon: I.Kalchedon 4). The lexicographers define the isotelēs as a privileged metic who enjoys fiscal equality with citizens (Hsch. s.v. ἰσοτελεῖς; Bekker, Anecd. Gr. 1. 267. 1, ἰσοτελεῖς), in some cases with the specification that this is a “deserving” (axios) metic (Harp. and Phot. s.v. ἰσοτελής καὶ ἰσοτέλεια). At Athens isoteleis were exempt from the metoikion, an annual poll tax paid by resident foreigners. From the available evidence it is not entirely clear whether the granting of isoteleia consisted solely in the exemption from payment of the metoikion or if it entailed an equation with the condition of citizenship, except for the possibility for metics to be appointed to command roles (e.g. Moer. 199.27-28: ἰσοτελής ὁ ξένος ὁ μετέχων τῶν νόμων καὶ τῶν πραττομένων πάντων πλὴν ἀρχῆς; schol. ad Dem. 20.73.1-2: ἰσοτελεῖς μὲν λέγει τοὺς ξένους τοὺς τετυχηκότας τῆς ἴσης τιμῆς τοῖς πολίταις). The rare instances of occurrence of the terms isoteleia and isotelēs in fourth-century BCE literary sources do not prove helpful in this respect (Xen. Hell. 2.4.25; Dem. 20.29; 34.18; [Dem.] 35.14; [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 58.2). Only in Xenophon’s Poroi (4.12) is the term isoteleia used to indicate a fiscal privilege—unfortunately impossible to determine—which was equally enjoyed by citizens and foreigners who took out concessions to exploit the Laurion mines. At Athens the term isotelēs could be associated to the name of an individual to specify their status (e.g. Dem. 34.18; IG II3 1, 1011, l. 100). This practice is attested above all epigraphically from the early fourth century BCE (SEG 18.112) to the first century BCE (e.g. IG II2 7866). The fact that in these cases the term isotelēs did not supplement but replaced the indication of the ethnicity or citizenship demonstrates the importance of such social markers for foreigners in Athens. Epigraphically attested grants of isoteleia in Athens are rather scarce and almost entirely limited to the fourth century BCE. The earliest known case occurs in the proxeny decree IG II2 83, l. 7-8 (ante 387/6?), where isoteleia is granted together with the right to own land and a house (enktēsis gēs kai oikias, see s.v. enktēsis). The infrequency with which isoteleia was apparently granted in Athens seems to be confirmed by the limited number of isoteleis attested in funerary inscriptions (about 30 in total). The vast majority of epigraphic evidence relating to isoteleia in other parts of the Greek world consists of decrees granting proxeny and other honours and belongs to the Hellenistic period (e.g. Haliartos, Boeotia: IG VII 2849 + SEG 44.409—ante 168 BCE; Larissa, Thessaly: IG IX 2, 519—late second century BCE; Istiaia, Euboea: IG XII 9, 1186—232-220 BCE).
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[I. Bultrighini]

Katoikeō/katoikountes/katoikoi (κατοικέω/κατοικοῦντες/κάτοικοι)

In the earliest literary attestations available to us, provided by Herodotus’ Histories, the verb occurs with the meaning “to be settled” and, by extension, “to reside” (Hdt. 3.35.6; 91.3; 4.5.1; 4.116.1, 79 α.1). The fact that in these cases it is almost invariably used in the perfect tense, with a resultative value, implicitly conveys the notion of a settlement established in the past but still perceptible in the present. Indeed, in most of the passages where the verb appears, even when it is conjugated in the present tense and simply denotes residing in a given place, it often points to a context in which residence is the outcome of displacement, migration, flight, or exile (Thuc. 8.6.1; Eur. Andr. 1244; Hel. 1651, 1677; fr. 696 v. 10; Plut. Thes. 16.2; Tim. 23.3; Isoc. Pan. 204-205; Phil. 19.127; Pl. Leg. 850b-c; Xen. An. 5.3.7; [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 39.5). The verb also appears in contexts where emphasis is placed on the very act of transfer—of settling, establishing oneself in a place, and thereby making it one’s residence (Thuc. 3.34.2; 8.108.4; Ar. Av. 153-154; Eur. Ion 1586; Isoc. Archid. 16.17; Pl. Leg. 969c; Xen. Hell. 2.4.38; Arist. fr. 485 Rose; [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 22.8, 40.4). Nevertheless, there are also passages in which the verb simply denotes residence, with no reference to any previous relocation (Isoc. Nic. 41; Paneg. 27; Plut. Tim. 22.6; Thes. 24.1).

The epigraphic record reflects the same dichotomy of nuances: on the one hand, a generic notion of dwelling; on the other, residence obtained or chosen at a specific moment. In the first sense, the verb may encompass without further distinction the various civic-status categories within a given polis, including the politai themselves (IG V 1, 1427, l. 7; IG V 1, 1432, ll. 23, 33; IG XII 3, 104, ll. 9-10, here contrasted with the parepidēmountes, i.e. temporary foreigners, see s.v.; I.Mylasa 109, l. 13; I.Stratonikeia 256, l. 9; I.Priene 28, l. 14; I.Priene 42, l. 17; I.Didyma 345, l. 24). It may also refer to resident non-citizens, specified as the “other” (loipoi/alloi) katoikountes (IvP 1.249, l. 27; MDAI I 29, 1979, 249-71, II B, l. 29; OGIS 339, ll. 28-29; IC IV 168, ll. 9-10; I.Magnesia 98, l. 18; I.Mylasa 306, l. 7). This suggests that katoikein could, in principle, also apply to politai. In other cases, the verb refers to specific segments of the citizen body, indicating that they reside within a particular territorial subdivision of the polis (IG XII 4 1, 98, ll. 7, 11-12: those inhabiting the chōra of Alasarna; cf. IG XII 4, 1, 99, ll. 9-10). That these were citizens, rather than non-citizen natives such as the Anatolian paroikoi (see s.v.), is shown by the fact that both decrees praise their respective honorands for services rendered to the dēmos of Alasarna (Hallof, Habicht 1998, 120). The verb may also describe situations in which citizens reside outside the territory of their polis as cleruchs or colonists. This is attested, for instance, in Athens (IG II2 1006, l. 73; IG II2 1008, l. 23; IG II2 1009, l. 39), and a particularly significant case is that of post-167 Delos (ID 1643, l. 1; IC I viii 12, ll. 47, 50-51; IG XII 5 271, l. 2). Similar instances occur at Miletus (IG XII 4, 4, 3868, l. 4; 3870, ll. 7-8; 3872, l. 3) and Samos (IG XII 7, 231, ll. 29-30; 237, l. 38; 239, ll. 1-2). The verb also appears with reference to citizens in exile or refuge (Maiuri, NSER 1, ll. 5-6; IG XII 6, 1, 17, l. 18; SEG 27.245, ll. 3-4; on the latter case, see Papazoglou 1997, 220-21, with earlier bibliography). Another instance concerns citizens stationed in another city hosting a garrison from their homeland (I.Ephesos 1408, ll. 4-5). In all such cases, the katoikountes continue to describe themselves by means of the ethnic or the formula “dēmos + genitive of the city’s ethnic”. This indicates that even in documents produced far from the homeland, emphasis was placed on the citizenship rights retained, and that the perspective remained, in a sense, that of the mother polis (Cardinali 1908, 188, 192-93). Cardinali, though including these documents among those in which katoikeō denotes domicile in a place where full civic rights were not held, rightly observes that “in katoikeō that which is the distinctive feature of its meaning […]—the indication of the absence of full civic rights—tends to fade, and instead the sense of dwelling in a land not one’s own or of one’s ancestors prevails”.

In a considerable number of attestations, the verb—and especially the substantivized participle hoi katoikountes—designates exclusively non-citizen residents, who are thereby clearly distinguished from the politai (IG II2 505, l. 11, referring to metoikoi explicitly separated from the dēmos ho Athēnaiōn; IG II2 715, l. 5; IG XII 4, 1, 215, IV ll. 37-38: Phaleōn kai tōn Phalēi katoikeontōn; FD III 1.451, ll. 9-10: hoi te Delphoi kai hoi en Delphois katoikeontes; IG IX 12 2, 417 l. 10: stratiōn kai tōn en Stratiōi katoikeontōn; for further examples, see Cardinali 1908, 189-91). In such cases, however, the term does not necessarily or exclusively denote foreign non-citizens: it may also include categories of indigenous non-citizens, such as those inhabiting the chōra of Ephesus (OGIS 437, ll. 11-12; Syll.3 742 II, ll. 22-23), who were more precisely referred to as paroikoi (see s.v.). It may likewise designate the inhabitants of villages subordinate to a polis, as in the case of those near Naulochon, itself incorporated into the territory of Priene as a dependent city, either through synoecism or by a sympoliteia treaty (I.Priene 1, ll. 11-12; cf. Briant 2006; Thonemann 2013, 28; Faraguna 2020, 252-8).

As for the noun katoikos, a distinction must be made, since the term bears two different meanings depending on context. In Ptolemaic Egypt (OGIS 128, l. 4; Polyb. 5.65.10), Attalid Pergamon (OGIS 338, l. 16), and the Seleucid domains of Asia Minor (OGIS 229 I, ll. 14, 21; II, ll. 35, 36, 47, 49, 59, 71, 73, 74, 84; III, 92, 101), the katoikoi were military settlers—Greek-Macedonian soldiers and mercenaries, but also men of other ethnic origins (on the ethnic composition see Walbank 1957, 591; Cohen 1978, 30-33; Billows 1995, 148-57; Fingerson 2007; 2014, 69-72). They were granted plots of land as incentives to ensure their loyalty to the ruling regimes, to secure and guard conquered territories, and, probably, to provide continuity in replenishing the royal armies from generation to generation. The precise relationship between landholding and military obligations, however, remains debated (cf. Cohen 1978, 51-52; 1991; Billows 1995, 127-28). The term katoikos, however, takes on a different meaning in certain contexts. In first-century Prienean documents, it appears alongside terms such as politai, paroikoi, and xenoi parepidēmountes (IK Priene 68, l. 79; 69, ll. 39, 43, 77, 83; 72, l. 13). This suggests that the word referred to resident foreigners, to be distinguished not only from the politai but also from the indigenous non-citizen inhabitants of the chōra (paroikoi) and from transient foreigners (Gagliardi 2006, 143; 2009/10, 319-20).
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[G. Falco]

Koinopoliteia (κοινοπολιτεία)

The term, a hapax in the epigraphic sources, appears in an Aetolian inscription comprising two inscribed texts dated to the late third century BCE, namely a request from the kosmoi of the Cretan city of (V)Axos presented in the form of a letter to the koinon of the Aetolians (Choix Delphes 120 = Syll.3 622B), and the subsequent response of the koinon in the form of a decree (IG IX 12 1, 178 = Syll.3 622A). In the letter, the kosmoi assert their recognition of one Epikles, who resided in Amphissa at that time, as their fellow citizen, whose status, however, must have appeared to be controversial. They request that the Aetolians ensure that he and his children receive the benefits of the isopoliteia agreements (see s.v. isopoliteia) existing between the Aetolian koinon and (V)Axos (cf. StV III 585 = Saba 45, confirming that such an agreement was in effect). This case indicates the potential for enjoying federal citizenship, which is referred to here, perhaps with a neologism, as koinopoliteia.

In literary sources, the term koinopoliteia is found solely in the writings of Theodore Metochites, a fourteenth-century Byzantine scholar (Semeioseis gnomikai 1.192 and 194; 22.2; 71.8; Byzantion vel Laus Constantinopolitana 35.46; 45.24), as meaning “state community” (LBG s.v. κοινοπολιτεία).
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[L. Loddo]

Lēxiarchikon grammateion (ληξιαρχικὸν γραμματεῖον)

The lēxiarchikon grammateion (sometimes also referred to as koinon grammateion: [Dem.] 57.60 with Hondius 1922; Faraguna 1997, 16) is known to us from Classical sources as well as from the lexicographers. It consisted of the registers associated with each deme of Attica, containing the list of the demesmen belonging to it. In order to be enrolled, once a boy had reached the age of eighteen, he had to be brought by his father before the assembly of the demesmen (apparently in conjunction with the election of local magistrates: [Dem.] 44.39-40; Isae. 7.27-28) and request registration ([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 42.1). Since no other means existed to certify chronological age, it was up to the demesmen themselves to determine empirically whether the youth had in fact reached the age of eighteen. Moreover, it was likewise the demesmen who had to establish whether the candidate was free and legitimately born ([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 42.1).

Once this scrutiny had been successfully completed, the individual was entered into the grammateion; the Council (boulē), however, was in turn required to examine those enrolled and to sanction the demesmen should it be found that a new enrollee was under eighteen years of age ([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 42.2). The same procedure was followed in the case of adoptions: the adopted son was required to register in the same deme lists as his adoptive father ([Dem.] 44.35).

Through enrolment in the grammateion, an individual became a member of the civic community, but until the age of twenty he could exercise his political rights only in a limited fashion. For instance, he was not permitted to initiate lawsuits except those relating to inheritance matters ([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 42.5; a well-known example is that of Demosthenes, who brought a lawsuit against his guardians immediately after passing the scrutiny of the demesmen: Dem. 30.15), nor, in all likelihood, was he allowed to participate in the assemblies, as may be inferred from Xenophon (Mem. 3.6.1). This circumstance would also help to account for the existence of a separate demotic register, the pinax ekklēsiastikos, which contained the names of those demesmen authorized to attend the assemblies and whose primary function was probably connected with the distribution of the assembly misthos instituted in the 390s ([Dem.] 44.35 with Rhodes 1972, 173 n. 4; Whitehead 1986, 104).

The management and supervision of the registers were entrusted to the demarch, the highest authority at the deme level ([Dem.] 57.60; Harp. s.v. δήμαρχος; schol. ad Ar. Nub. 37). From this fact two rather important implications follow. The first is that the lēxiarchikon grammateion was an important official document of the deme, but not a public register in the sense of a record that was inscribed, freely accessible, or visibly displayed to the civic community as a whole. This suggests that, as a rule, the demesmen did not perceive an urgent need to mark their membership in the civic subunit in an exclusive manner vis-à-vis other groups (Osborne 1985, 73). Indeed, we are not aware of regular and systematic checks of the lists, but only of occasional revisions (late sixth century: [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 13.5; 445/4: Plut. Per. 37; schol. ad Ar. Vesp. 718; 346/5: Harp. s.v. διαψήφισις with Carusi, Fantasia 2004).

The second important implication concerns the role of the demarch as an administrative intermediary between the demes (periphery) and the polis (centre), since the lēxiarchikon grammateion, while neither a centralized register nor one that was freely accessible, nevertheless played a fundamental role in the overall administration of the polis. From several sources it may be inferred that the lēxiarchikon grammateion constituted a valuable source of information about the demesmen that the demarch supplied to the central administration, and that such information was of crucial importance, since it was from these registers that the personal and property data necessary for conscription, taxation, and the distribution of subsidies were derived (see Faraguna 1997, 14-21; Pébarthe 2013, 116-23; Pritchard 2019, 46-48).

This emerges with particular clarity from an inscription dated to the 440s, which also constitutes the earliest secure attestation of the lēxiarchikon grammateion, given the problematic nature of another epigraphic source in which the term occurs, the so-called Decree of Troezen, whose dating to the age of Themistocles has long been and remains a matter of debate (see most recently Bearzot 2017). The inscription in question is IG I3 138, which refers to the levying of a tax probably deducted from the misthos (the term is restored in the text) allocated to cavalrymen, hoplites, and archers (see Faraguna 2021, 160-1). The document indicates that the levy was to be carried out by the demarch on the basis of the lēxiarchikon grammateion, while the toxarchos was responsible for collecting it from the archers (ll. 1-7).

On this basis, some scholars have inferred that the thētes, many of whom were in fact archers, were not registered in the lēxiarchika grammateia (e.g. Toepffer 1895; Busolt, Swoboda 1920-1926, 966; Habicht 1961, 5-6; Vidal-Naquet 1968, 164-5 n. 16). There are, however, no compelling reasons to exclude the possibility that the thētes were registered in exactly the same manner as the members of the other three Solonian census classes. If the registers fulfilled an important function for military mobilization (see Hansen 1981, 24-9; 1986, 83-9; and more generally, against the hypothesis that conscription lists were drawn up on the basis of a central archive, Bugh 1988, 55; Christ 2001, 400-1; Crowley 2012, 29-30), it is reasonable to suppose that the demarch and the generals, who were responsible for compiling the conscription lists and assigning military roles, needed to have before them information concerning the property status of all demesmen (rightly so Pébarthe 2013, 117; on the inclusion of the thētes see also Meritt 1962, 25-26 n. 34; Jameson 1963, 400; 1980, 216-23; van Effenterre 1976, 9-13; Whitehead 1986, 35 n. 130; van Wees 2018, 140 n. 105).

If one accepts that the thētes were also recorded in the lēxiarchika grammateia, it follows that the documentary “centralization” of the data contained therein—through the publication of the names of new citizens on the ephebic lists located, at the time of the Athēnaiōn Politeia, in front of the Old Bouleuterion near the statues of the ten Eponymous Heroes (Ath. Pol. 53.4)—prior to 335 concerned only the members of the first three census classes. This conclusion is the logical consequence of the assumption that, with the reform of the ephēbeia in 335, the thētes too were required to undergo the two-year military training previously denied to them (thus e.g. Faraguna 1992, 276-77; on the complex relationship between thētes and the ephēbeia see now Friend 2019, 23, 98-9, 103, 110 n. 66, 140 n. 17).

The property criterion—and thus the problem of the inclusion or exclusion of the thētes from the lēxiarchika grammateia—is also closely connected with the question of the origin of the institution, on which hypotheses have been advanced since ancient lexicography on the basis of the etymology of the term. Some lexicographers linked the term to lēxis understood as an inheritable property share, deriving the adjective lēxiarchikos from lēxeōs archein, to be interpreted as the faculty or right to dispose of one’s property (Harp. s.v. ληξιαρχικὰ γραμματεῖα; Phot. s.v. ληξιαρχικὰ γραμματεῖα = λ 275; schol. ad Aeschin. 1.18). It is easy to see how, if this reconstruction is accepted, the view that regards property as the discriminating criterion for inclusion in the lēxiarchikon grammateion gains plausibility—although, if lēxis is understood here as an acquired right to dispose of property, nothing would prevent a previously propertyless thēs from inheriting assets in one way or another (for reasonable linguistic objections to this interpretation see van Effenterre 1976, 11-2).

Alternatively, lēxis has been interpreted with reference to the allotment of public offices, and thus to the “eligibility by lot” of the new citizen for magistracies (Phot. s.v. ληξιαρχικὰ γραμματεῖα = λ 276; but for convincing linguistic objections see Toepffer 1895, 391-92). A third possible solution, first proposed by Toepffer (1895, 399-400) and later developed by van Effenterre (1976), is based on a different interpretation of lēxis drawing on the entry epōnymoi in the Etymologicum Magnum, which glosses the term as epōnymoi tōn lēxeōn, with a clear reference to what must have been age-classes. We would thus be dealing with the forty-two eponymous officials of the age-classes from eighteen to sixty mentioned in the Athēnaiōn Politeia (53.4), which defined the temporal span of the active citizen.

If, moreover, the adjective lēxiarchikos is appropriately derived from the noun lēxiarchos attested by Pollux (8.104), referring to an otherwise unknown magistrate board composed of six lēxiarchoi, assisted by thirty attendants and by archers, who in the Classical period were entrusted with supervising assembly meetings (see Tuci 2007), one might conclude that these lexiarchs were originally a body that in some way oversaw the lēxeis, that is, the age-classes into which the citizens were divided, on the basis of specific registers naturally kept by the lexiarchs themselves, whose primary function would have been to provide lists for military recruitment.

If, on the other hand, lēxeis are understood rather as social groups (as already suggested by van Effenterre 1976, 14), or more precisely as census classes, it is alternatively possible to hypothesize that the lexiarchs ensured that each class obtained what was due to it in terms of prerogatives and rights and fulfilled the duties assigned to it, which makes it plausible that their registers—the forerunners of the Classical lēxiarchika grammateia—also contained information about citizens’ property status (see van Wees 2018, 140, who directly links the lēxeis to the Solonian census classes). Finally, given that the lexiarchs were six in number (like the thesmothetai), and that this number fits poorly with the number ten that underpinned the Cleisthenic reform, it is reasonable to suppose that their institution (and, by extension, that of the grammateia) must date back to well before the age of Cleisthenes and the centrality assumed by the demes as the basic units of his administrative and territorial reform (see van Effenterre 1976, 13-14; Faraguna 2021, 162-63).
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[G. Falco]

Metechō (μετέχω; Aeol. πεδέχω)

Related terms: meteinai (μετεῖναι), metadidonai (μεταδιδόναι), metalambanein (μεταλαμβάνειν), metousia (μετουσία), metochē (μετοχή).

The verb metechein (from meta, “with/among”, and echein, “to have”) fundamentally denotes the act of “having a share” in a divisible entity, whether concrete or abstract, rather than full ownership. Together with its cognates—the impersonal metesti (expressing a claim or right to a share), metadidonai (granting a share), and metalambanein (receiving a share)—it forms a semantic field rooted in the concept of distribution and partition (“to have a share in”, “to partake of”, “to participate in”). In most classical uses it governs the genitive (often with an explicit object), and it readily serves to articulate both status (belonging) and practice (taking part). The same semantic resources make it a natural vehicle for civic language: a polis, politeia, offices, courts, “common affairs” (ta koina), or “the affairs” (ta pragmata) can all be construed as shareable goods, burdens, or spheres of action.

The earliest attestations of μετέχειν in surviving literature show a wide, largely non-political spectrum. Lyric and early poetry apply the verb to sharing in sympotic contexts (e.g. Sapph. fr. 70.3 Voigt: πεδέχων συμποσίῳ), in fortunes and misfortunes (Thgn. 1.81; 351-359), or in socially marked dispositions and experiences (Pind. Pyth. 2.81ff.), while Attic drama uses it for shares in grief, land, fate, toils, plans, and other concrete or abstract “portions” (e.g. Aesch. Pers. 540, Ag. 507, Eum. 869; Soph. El. 1168, OT 1465). Cultic applications occur but are comparatively sparse and contextual in the early corpus (e.g. Hdt. 1.171; 2.178; cf. 2.81). Alongside μετέχειν, Greek regularly employs the cognate idiom μετεῖναι (impersonal μέτεστι(ν), often μέτεστί μοι τινος) to express “there is a share in X for Y”, i.e. a claim, right, or portion that belongs to someone, without necessarily implying enacted participation. In classical drama and prose the impersonal construction becomes a flexible way of articulating entitlement or membership (e.g. Soph. OT 630 κἀμοὶ πόλεως μέτεστιν; Eur. Heracl. 185-189, Thuc. 2.37.1). Allusions to legal and political contexts appear in comedy (Ar. Av. 1649-68, Lys. 651-2). Because this idiom can overlap with μετέχειν in civic contexts—especially where the object is πόλις/πολιτεία—they can be treated as a family of participation/entitlement vocabulary.

More clearly political colouring begins to surface in late fifth-century and early fourth-century texts, where “sharing” can be used for civic claims or loss of standing (e.g. Isoc. 20.20, 16.36-39) or political rule (Eur. fr. 912.8), and Thucydides’ Pericles makes “sharing in public matters” a marker of civic usefulness (Thuc. 2.40.2; cf. 2.37.1). The same idiom is used for political “shares” by Athenagoras in Sicily (Thuc. 6.39-40). Thucydides elsewhere applies the same lexis to the extension of full franchise to colonies (1.27.1, 28.2, 4.105.2), to equal military leadership among city-states in joint expeditions (5.47.7; cf. OR 165, l. 26), and to the giving or receiving of a share in benefits (8.21) and citizen rights (3.55.3: πολιτείας). These early uses underline that the later, quasi-technical civic collocations (πόλις, πολιτεία, ἀρχαί, τὰ πράγματα, etc.) represent a specialisation of an older and much broader idiom of “having a share” in Greek language (Baumert 2003; Filonik 2025).

A particularly pointed civic sense is “to have a share in the polis” (μετέχειν/μετεῖναι τῆς πόλεως), where the city is construed as a collective whole to which one either belongs or from which one is excluded. A classic formulation appears in the Solonian stasis-law as transmitted by the Athēnaiōn Politeia: the person who takes neither side in civil conflict is to be deprived of civic standing, “not sharing in the polis” ([Arist.] Ath. Pol. 8.5). It marks a language of membership-as-share: civic inclusion is conceptualised as a portion in the common body, forfeitable under certain conditions. The same language is used in the paraphrases of Pericles’ citizenship law (Ath. Pol. 26.4, 42.1).

With πολιτεία as object (see s.v. politeia), μετέχειν commonly foregrounds constitutional inclusion and political rights: “sharing in the politeia” can denote access to the regime’s entitlements and (implicitly or explicitly) to the institutional life that embodies them. This idiom becomes especially salient in the late fifth and fourth centuries—above all in Athens after 404/3—where disputes over reintegration, exclusion, and the legitimate distribution of civic standing repeatedly invite “sharing” language (e.g. Lys. 34.2-3, 25.3; [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 36-37). Isocrates similarly employs it to describe the proper distribution of political power, arguing that in a democracy, citizens should “share equally” in the constitution (Isoc. 16.39). In such contexts, μετέχειν does not merely label a status: it lends itself to normative claims about the proper share—who deserves inclusion, who seeks more than an equal share, and who may justly be denied any share at all. This usage underscores that political “sharing” retained the distributive logic of its archaic origins: the polis was conceived as a common entity in which citizens held shares (Filonik 2023; 2025).

Offices and adjudication supply Aristotle’s canonical institutional formulation focused on participation: the citizen is (in one influential definition) the one who “shares in judgment and office” (Arist. Pol. 1275a 22-23: μετέχειν κρίσεως καὶ ἀρχῆς). In Aristotle the verb becomes a key tool for analysing inclusion, exclusion, and distributive justice within constitutions. For Aristotle, the nature of this “share” defines the constitution itself: democracy is where the free and poor share in power; oligarchy is where the wealthy do (Fröhlich 2016 [2017]; Filonik 2025).

In democratic-oligarchic polemic, “sharing” can be tied to who holds office and who is barred from it, as in the Old Oligarch’s sketch of democratic principle and its opponents’ critique ([Xen.] Ath. Pol. 1.2-3: τῶν ἀρχῶν μετεῖναι), or in fourth-century forensic and deliberative rhetoric that treats exclusion from “the common things” or “public affairs” (τὰ κοινά) as a hallmark of civic deprivation (Filonik 2023).

A particularly context-sensitive collocation is μετέχειν τῶν πραγμάτων, broadly “to have a share in the affairs (of state)”. In stable conditions it may denote engagement in civic business; under crisis it can shade toward participation in factional action, plotting, or extra-legal agency—precisely because the phrase allows a speaker to indicate involvement while leaving its legitimacy to be inferred from the surrounding narrative. Thucydides already exploits this flexibility (e.g. Thuc. 4.74.2; 8.89.2 and related passages), and fourth-century oratory can intensify the effect by aligning “sharing in affairs” with responsibility or entitlement. An early instance where μετέχειν already shades toward “conspiratorial participation” is Hdt. 8.132, where οἱ μετέχοντες designates those implicated in a covert plan (“the participants” = “the accomplices”), anticipating later uses in which the participle can function as a compact label for politically involved actors (Filonik 2025).

Modern debate has asked how far civic metechein language should be anchored in institutional politics versus broader communal belonging. Blok has urged that Athenian citizenship is not adequately captured by an Aristotelian office-holding model, and has emphasised the importance of civic cult and “sharing in hiera and hosia” (the community’s sacred and sanctioned sphere), not least because such sharing can be articulated in ways that are not reducible to participation in male political institutions (Blok 2017).

A contrasting emphasis, developed in different ways in recent work, is that formulas like τῆς πόλεως μετέχειν/μετεῖναι (and much fourth-century political usage with πολιτεία, τὰ κοινά, offices, courts, τὰ πράγματα) are most naturally read through the lens of civic standing and rights, even if civic life is inseparable from religious practice (Joyce 2023 [2024]). While citizens certainly participated in religious rites, the specific locution metechein tōn hierōn is surprisingly rare in classical texts as a definition of citizenship compared to political formulations. Priesthoods and civic rites in such sources seem secondary to citizen status. The lexicographical point is not to deny “rites”, but to avoid letting cultic sharing override the semantic signals supplied by object, genre, and pragmatic setting—especially in legal—constitutional and institutional contexts (Faraguna 2025a; 2025b; Filonik 2025).

In inscriptions, a clearly participatory met- idiom is securely attested from the mid-fourth century onward. Later the civic collocations of μετέχειν/μετεῖναι become increasingly visible in documentary Greek, especially in citizenship grants and isopoliteia/sympoliteia arrangements, where “having a share” can be used to articulate (i) admission to the politeia, (ii) eligibility to participate in civic institutions, and (iii) limits on dual participation. Thus, a Hellenistic honorific decree can combine the grant of politeia with the right to “have a stake” in all the affairs in which the community itself has a share (e.g. SIG3 426; early third century), while an isopoliteia treaty can formulate dual civic standing as permission “to have a share in the politeia in both cities” and penalise those “sharing in the politeia” contrary to the agreement (e.g. SIG3 633 = I.Milet. 3.150; second century). Comparable formulae can even echo the institutional specification familiar from classical political theory, as in clauses allowing those who are active as citizens (πολιτεύονται) elsewhere to “share in offices and lawcourts” there (RO 93; late fourth century). In Pergamum, the granting of citizenship is explicitly framed as metechein tēs politeias, and the registered genē are required to “have a share in the politeia” (OGIS 338, ll. 8-9; 133 BCE). In this epigraphic afterlife, μετέχειν and μετεῖναι function as a durable, easily extensible idiom for defining civic membership and participatory entitlements across the Hellenistic and later polis-world (Saba 2020; Müller 2023; Filonik 2023; 2025).
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[J. Filonik]

Metoikion (μετοίκιον)

The metoikion (scil. telos) was a residence tax paid by metics in Athens (cf., e.g., Xen. Vect. 2.1; Dem. 57.55; schol. ad Ar. Pax 296b; Harp, Phot., Suda, s.v. μετοίκιον; Bekker, Anec. Gr. 1.298.27; see s.v. metoikos). It was a poll tax that amounted to twelve drachmas a year for men and six drachmas a year for women. Regarding the metoikion payment by women, lexicographical sources specify that, “if a woman has a son who pays the tax, she is exempt from it; but if her son does not pay the tax, she must pay it” (τοῦ υἱοῦ τελοῦντος ἡ μήτηρ οὐκ ἐτέλει· μὴ τελοῦντος δ’ ἐκείνου αὐτὴ τελεῖ). It is therefore implied that those subject to the metoikion were unmarried women; these, however, were exempt from it in case they had an adult male child who acted as their guardian (kyrios) and paid the tax for them. It should be noted that all other taxes in Athens—e.g. taxes on commerce—were indirect; the only forms of direct taxation were either individual services, such as liturgies, or extraordinary levies, such as the eisphora. Even though the metoikion does not appear to have been particularly financially burdensome, imposing a direct and regular tax on metics was a powerful statement of their subordinate status. This tax set metics apart not only from Athenian citizens, who were not subject to any regular direct taxation, but also from non-resident foreigners, who by law were regarded simply as visitors. The metoikion was one of the distinctive features of metic status. It was added to other financial obligations to which metics were usually subject in Athens, such as liturgies and eisphorai (IG II2 141, ll. 30-36). Failure to pay the metoikion could result in enslavement (Dem. 25.57; Diog. Laert. 4.14; Harp., Phot., Suda, s.v. μετοίκιον). The date of introduction of the metoikion is not mentioned in the sources and therefore cannot be determined precisely. According to Whitehead (1977, 152-53), it may have been established during the Peloponnesian War. It is also not known for how long the tax remained in force. Its most recent attestation is in a decree from around 321/0 BCE granting some Thessalian exiles a series of privileges including exemption from the metoikion (IG II2 545, l. 12). The persistence of the tax at least until the first half of the third century BCE is indirectly attested by a few honorific decrees from this period which include the granting of isoteleia. Niku (2002, 51-4) speculates that the metoikion may have remained in force beyond this period and was eventually abolished in the second half of the second century BCE. With a total of eleven occurrences, epigraphic evidence for the metoikion is rather scarce and almost exclusively limited to the fourth century BCE (IG II2 61; 141; 245; 545; IG II3 1 316; 470; 503; Agora XVI 51; Agora XIX P 26). Epigraphic evidence consists mostly of honorific decrees; an exception is Agora XIX P 26, an account of the pōlētai that records the selling off of a house belonging to one Meixidemos of the deme of Myrrhinous. Meixidemos stood surety for a number of individuals including one Philistides of the deme of Aixone, who under the archonship of Pythodotos (343/2) had contracted to raise the metoikion (ll. 470-471: μετασχόντα τέλους μετοικίου) but failed to produce the cash. The other exception, Agora XVI 51, records an agreement between Athens and a Cretan city (perhaps Kydonia) that comprises the granting of exemption from the metoikion to members of the Cretan community who resided in Athens, “under the same conditions as the citizens of Knossos” (ll. 11-12: μετο[ικίο δὲ ἀτέλειαν (τοῖς)]-[Κυδωνιάταις(?) δίδοσ]θαι καθάπερ Κνωσ[ίοις — —]). Fifth-century evidence includes two fragmentary decrees dating to 409/8 BCE and around that year, respectively, which probably conferred honours on some exiles (IG I3 106 and 107). In both cases the term metoikion was restored, yet on entirely plausible grounds. The earliest certain occurrence of to metoikio in epigraphic sources is a fragmentary honorific decree for a Siceliot individual attributable to before 378/7 BCE (IG II2 61, ll. 8-12). A metoikion—presumably an analogous residence tax which Athenian sources refer to with this name—is attested for Oropos (Lys. 31.9), Megara (Dem. 29.3) and Aegina (Dem. 23.211). In Plato’s ideal city of Magnesia, metics would not have paid “even the smallest residence tax except good behaviour” (μετοίκιον μηδὲ σμικρὸν τελοῦντι πλὴν τοῦ σωφρονεῖν; Plat. Leg. 9.850B). It is thus plausible to assume that a tax imposed on foreign residents existed in other Greek cities in addition to Athens.
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[I. Bultrighini]

Metoikos (μέτοικος)

The term generically indicates a foreigner, an immigrant. Etymologically, metoikos seems to refer to someone who “moved oikos” (meta with the accusative)—an immigrant who left his home and moved to a new city. According to another interpretation, a metoikos is someone who “lives with” (meta with genitive) the members of the civic body where he settled. Some lexicographical and scholiastic sources use metoikos as a generic term referring to servile populations who lived in the territory of a civic community (Paus. Gr., Phot., Suda, s.v. Κλαρόται: μέτοικοι, ὡς Μαριανδυνοὶ ἐν Ἡρακλείᾳ τῇ Ποντικῇ καὶ Εἵλωτες ἐν Λακεδαίμονι καὶ ἐν Θετταλίᾳ Πενέσται καὶ Καλλικύριοι ἐν Συρακούσαις). In most cases, however, a metic is defined as a foreigner who has taken up residence in a city, with reference mainly to Athens, which is the context we are best informed about (Ar. Byz. fr. 38 Nauck; Harp., Phot., Suda, s.v. μετοίκιον; Ammon. s.v. ἰσοτελὴς καὶ μέτοικος; Schol. Pl. Leg. 8.850, etc.). According to these sources, a metic differs from a simple visitor (parepidēmos) by the longer duration of his stay, by having established his residence in the city, and by the payment of the metoikion, a poll tax paid by resident foreigners (see s.v.). The status of metoikos is defined as superior to the status of xenos but inferior to that of politēs (Ptol. ἰσοτελὴς καὶ μέτοικος. Cf. Eust. Comm. Hom. Il. 10.59). According to Aristotle, whilst metics share their place of residence with citizens, they do not participate in courts and magistracies (κρίσεως καὶ άρχῆς) (Arist. Pol. 1275a 5-23). In addition to not being eligible to hold archai (Dem. 57.48), metics were required to pay the metoikion and other contributions (eisphora: Isoc. 17.41; IG II2 141), had the obligation to perform liturgies (Dem. 20.18; Lys. 12.20-21; schol. ad Ar. Pl. 593), needed to have an Athenian citizen as their patron (Isoc. 8.53; Arist. Pol. 1275a 7-14; Harp. s.v. προστάτης), had to serve in the army (Thuc. 2.13.7; 2.31.1-2; Xen. Vect. 2.2-4), could not own real estate (Arist. Oec. 1347a; Xen. Vect. 2.6; Poll. 7. 15) nor take possession of properties pledged as security for a loan (Dem. 36.6), and they were only allowed to participate in a very limited way in public rituals and sacrifices (e.g. IG I3 82; 244). Certain laws applied exclusively to metics (Hyp. Ath. 29, 33; [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 57.3). According to some sources, metics did not enjoy full freedom of speech (Men. fr. 191 K; Zen. Paroem. 5.93; Plut. Prov. 12). However, the anonymous author of the Constitution of the Athenians, who opposes the democratic regime, points out that the city granted metics full freedom of expression before citizens, due to the indispensable role that metics played in the economy and in the navy ([Xen.] Ath. Pol. 1.12). Likewise, although some evidence seems to indicate that metics in general did not enjoy a good reputation (e.g., [Xen.] Ath. Pol. 1.10; Lys. 22.5; Aeschin. 1.195; schol. ad Ar. Ran. 418; schol. ad Il. 16.59; Luc. 24.27; Eust. Comm. Hom. Il. 9.648), there is no doubt that some of them—such as the Syracusan Cephalus, father of the orator Lysias—moved in the most elite circles of Athenian society (Lys. 12.4; Pl. Resp. 328b). Xenophon’s Poroi, too, reflects the view that the presence of metics constituted an indispensable source of income for the city and as such it had to be encouraged and valued (Vect. 2). Metics could be granted various privileges, including isoteleia. The term metoikos appears for the first time in the form metaoikos around 500 BCE in the funerary epigram of Anaxilas of Naxos found at Ceramicus, where it has the generic meaning of “immigrant”, who is being praised for his wisdom (sōphrosynē) and his virtue (aretē) (IG I3 1357, l. 3. Contra Ginestí Rosell 2012, 240, who believes that the term metaoikos should be interpreted as metic in the technical sense). The earliest epigraphic attestation of the status of metic—i.e. a free foreigner who resides permanently in Athens—is probably found in an inscription dating from 475-450 BCE and containing sacrificial regulations of the urban deme Skambonidai (IG I3 244, C l. 8). The metoikoi who are assigned sacrificial portions here appear to be foreign residents, even though the social and legal status of this group of immigrants cannot be determined. Beyond Athens, the term occurs in the form μεταϝοικέοι in a treaty between Chaleion and Oiantheia (Opuntian Locris), which can be dated approximately between 475 and 450 BCE (IG IX 12 3, 717, l. 6). The text includes the provision that citizens of one of the two communities who emigrate (μεταϝοικέοι) to the other and stay there for longer than a month will be subject to the judicial system of the host city. As in the case of the metoikoi of Skambonidai, it is plausible to identify the μεταϝοικέοι of Chaleion and Oiantheia with resident foreigners rather than with generic “immigrants” (cf. Cataldi 1983, 65). In The Suppliants, at the end of the 60s of the fifth century, Aeschylus may have alluded to the status of metic (vv. 609-614). From the last quarter of the fifth century onwards, the term metoikos appears with increasing frequency in epigraphic and literary sources, mostly with the meaning of “metic”. Literary sources refer predominantly to the Athenian context and range across different genres, from tragedy to comedy, to historiography, with a particular frequency of attestations in oratory (e.g., Lys. 31.28-29; Andoc. 1.15, 144; Aeschin. 1.195; Demosth. 24.166, 35.51). The most recent mention of metics in literary sources is by Athenaeus (6.272c) in dealing with the census carried out by Demetrius of Phaleron in the 310s BCE. Epigraphic occurrences, from various areas of the Greek world, date between the fifth century BCE and the second/third century CE. As mentioned, the earliest attestations originate from Athens and in one case from Locris. As far as Athens is concerned, in addition to the inscriptions referred to above it is worth mentioning a decree from 421/0 BCE concerning the celebrations in honour of Hephaestus, where metics are remembered as recipients of sacrificial allocations (IG I3 82, l. 23).

Yet another significant inscription from Athens is an account of the pōlētai that records the sale of property confiscated from those individuals who were condemned for mutilating the Herms and profaning the Eleusinian Mysteries in 415 BCE, which reports the sale of at least sixteen slaves belonging to the metoikos Kephisodoros, ἐμ Περα[ιεῖ οἰκο͂ντος] (IG I3 421, col. I, l. 33). The formula composed of proper name, οἰκῶν ἐν, and name of the deme of residence, is used in official Athenian documents to identify metics (e.g., IG I3 475, ll. 101-102; Agora XIX L6, ll. 6-7; Agora XIX P26, l. 478; I.Eleusis 177, l. 56). This way, metics are distinguished from citizens, who are identified by their demotic. Beyond Athens, the largest number of epigraphic attestations of the term metoikos are found on Delos, on Rhodes, and at various locations in Asia Minor, with a concentration of occurrences in the Hellenistic period (e.g., IG XI 2, 106-116; ASAA 8-9 (1925-26) 322, no. 5; 17-18 (1939-40) 156, no. 18; I.Kaunos 38; AJP 1935, 359-372, no. I, 377-79, no. III; SEG 39.1244). Among the earliest examples is a document detailing the perquisites of the priest of Zeus Megistos at Iasos, which has been dated on paleographical grounds to ca. 425-375 BCE. The text mentions sacrifices performed by citizens (astoi) as well as by metics (metoikoi) and foreigners (xenoi) (CGRN 42). A list of contributions from Rhodes from the late second century BCE records the names of over twenty women, both citizens and foreigners. The onomastic formula of foreigners includes the ethnic and the mention of metoikos status for those who had gained the right to settle on Rhodes (SEG 43.526). In addition to metoikos, other terms are attested, such as epoikos, pedoikos, and synoikos, which indicate the condition of individuals of free status who had moved from their homeland and resided permanently in another polis, where they did not enjoy citizen status (see Whitehead 1977, 4-5).
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[I. Bultrighini]

Nautodikai (ναυτοδίκαι)

The Athenian office of the nautodikai is mentioned in fragmentary sources (IG I3 41, ll. 76-77; Cratin. fr. 251 K-A; Ar. fr. 237 K-A; Crater. FGrHist 342 F4a) as well as in ancient lexica (Harp. s.v. ναυτοδίκαι; Poll. 8.126). The earliest attestations date to the 440s BCE, and the nautodikai appear initially to have been involved in cases concerning the verification of citizenship status (graphai xenias), at least until the final decades of the fifth century BCE.

The office was likely established in response to the increasing number of fraudulent attempts to obtain Athenian citizenship after the restrictions introduced by Pericles’ citizenship law of 451/0 BCE, which limited citizenship to those born of two Athenian parents. The sources emphasise the short interval between summons and hearing, which took place on the last day of the month. This may explain why the nautodikai were often forced to dismiss cases without referring them to the appropriate court, thereby earning the derogatory nickname hybristodikai (“insolent judges”), and rendering their role essentially ineffective (Erdas 2021).

By the early fourth century BCE, the function of the nautodikai appears to have changed. In Lysias’ On the Property of Eraton (Lys. 17.5), they are found acting as judges in cases involving emporoi (merchants; cf. Cohen 1973, 158-98; Maffi 2016). This judicial role, confirmed by lexicographical sources (Harp. ad loc.; Suda ν86 s.v. Ναυτοδίκαι), may have been assigned to the nautodikai because many merchants were foreigners. The structural incapacity to deliver swift justice in cases involving emporoi was likely a key factor in the office’s abolition, which had ceased to exist by the mid-fourth century BCE (see s.v. xenodikai).
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[D. Erdas]

Νοthos (νόθος)

The Greek term nothos/nothē denotes the person of illegitimate birth, either because of birth outside of a lawful wedlock or because of the lack of other requirements necessary for legitimacy. These prerequisites may vary according to different social contexts: in Athens, for example, a distinction must be made between the status of nothos ex xenēs and nothos ex astēs. The nothos ex xenēs was the child of a foreign parent (patroxenos/mētroxenos) and therefore, after Pericles’ citizenship law of 451/0, which restricted citizenship to children of parents who were both Athenians, no longer legitimizable and consequently ineligible for citizenship rights (whereas in the past illustrious Athenians such as Themistocles and Cimon, given the habit of Athenian aristocrats of contracting marriages with women of great foreign lineages, had been mētroxenoi, sons of non-Athenian mothers). The nothos ex astēs, on the other hand, was such because he was born out of legitimate wedlock, but was still the son of a citizen: the situation of those in this category is difficult to pin down.

The nothoi were undoubtedly of free status, but in an inferior situation with respect to the enjoyment of citizenship rights. Those who were nothoi because patroxenoi or mētroxenoi tended to maintain residence in Athens, where there was a gymnasium reserved for them, the Cynosarges, dedicated to the nothos Heracles. Even more were likely to remain in Athens those who were nothoi because, for various reasons, they had not been legitimized by their father (for example, because they were born of irregular relationships), although they were the children of free Athenian women and therefore in good standing under the law of citizenship: there is very little evidence about them.

Although the positions of critics are divided in this regard, it is not ruled out that nothoi ex astēs were legitimizable, at least under certain conditions: first of all, that of not prejudicing the expectations of legitimate heirs, defined by a law of Solon (Dem. 43, 51; cf. Ar. Av. 1651ff.); however, since the law did not provide for the right to inheritance for nohoi, cases must have been rather rare because of the difficulty of obtaining the heirs’ consent.

In any case, the position of a nothos is that of a metaxy, of one who “stands in between”: he is neither citizen nor foreigner. The nothoi do not have access to full citizenship, but neither can they be considered tout court foreigners or metics, as has also been assumed, being at least partially Athenian or even fully Athenian: so much so that, in emergency situations, the nothoi can be made accessible again to full citizenship status, as happened during the Peloponnesian War, with the suspension of Pericles’ law. They are thus “potential” citizens, as can be inferred from Aristotle, who states that in some democracies not only legitimate children or gnēsioi, but also nothoi are citizens (Politics 3.1278a 26ff.; 6.1319b 6ff.) and appears with this “well aware of the peculiar position of those who, although excluded from political activity, are nonetheless not assimilated to foreigners because they can in theory be admitted among the politai in the event of a broadening of the criteria for access to the polity” (Gallo 2004, 225). In many non-Athenian contexts it appears from the epigraphic record that the nothoi, though inferior to citizens, are placed in an intermediate position between citizens and foreigners.

It is significant that the nothoi would have access, as has been said, to a gymnasium reserved for them, the Cynosarges, where they were subjected to an evaluation (krisis) and perhaps “registered”; it is possible that access to the Cynosarges procured them some forms of integration, on a religious level but also, probably, on a civil and military level. Since the gymnasium is an institution intended for the military training of free young men, access to the Cynosarges could in fact indicate the inclusion of the paides nothoi in a specific social “class” and their military destination; evaluation and census replaced the inclusion in the lists of the demes, to which the nothoi had no right, and made available to the city the data relating to an integrative military potential. The nothoi were thus guaranteed a sort of inclusion in the community and those limited rights that perhaps belonged to them; but it also allowed the city the necessary control over the residents and the different legal situations that characterized them.

The nothoi, in short, constitute an intermediate category that leads one to believe that the rigid opposition between citizens and non-citizens does not account for the complex nature of Athenian society. Nothoi (patroxenoi and mētroxenoi), nothoi ex astēs, xenoi, metics, apeleutheroi (see s.v. apeleutheros) contribute to constituting, alongside the politai, a complex social reality, within which the different statuses had to be distinguished with greater accuracy than is usually done. It is no coincidence that Athens kept, alongside the registers of citizens drawn up in the demes and phratries (which were also subject to periodic diapsēphismoi), a list of those entitled to access the assembly (the pinax ekklēsiastikos) that did not have to coincide with the demotic lēxiarchikon grammateion; it kept, in the demotic sphere, lists of metics drawn up on the basis of residence; it probably registered, through the inclusion in the Cynosarges, the nothoi patroxenoi and mētroxenoi.
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[C. Bearzot]

Parepidēmeō/parepidēmia/parepidēmos (παρεπιδημέω/παρεπιδημία/παρεπίδημος)

Neither the verb nor the corresponding nouns are attested in sources from the Classical period. The earliest secure occurrences of these terms date to around the second half of the third century BCE, and are found in epigraphic documents from Calymna (IG XII 4, 5, 3987, ll. 3-4: πα[ρεπ]ιδαμεύντων), Pharos (SEG 41.545 fr. B, l. 9: παρεπιδημ[ῶσι]), Histria (SEG 51.934, ll. 18-19: παρε[πιδημίαν]), and, in literary sources, in Callixenus of Rhodes (FGrHist 627 F 2 = Ath. 5.25: παρεπιδήμων) and the comic poet Machon (frr. 15 Gow v. 232; 17 Gow v. 333: παρεπιδημήσας). The only explicit definition available is provided by Aristophanes of Byzantium (fr. 98 Nauck), who distinguishes the παρεπίδημος from the μέτοικος (see s.v.): any foreigner would be regarded as a παρεπίδημος within one month of arrival, after which he would be considered a μέτοικος and thus liable for payment of the μετοίκιον (see s.v.). The difference between the two terms—and thus between the two statuses—was determined solely by the length of the stay and the liability to taxation, regardless of whether the foreigner in question intended to reside in the city. This conclusion, upheld among others by Whitehead (1977, 8-11), is reinforced, at least with respect to Classical Athens, by IG II2 141—a decree recently dated with a high degree of plausibility to 388/7 or shortly thereafter, on the basis of the lapicide’s hand and several formulaic details (AIUK 11, 2.2, 13-14). One of its additional clauses, proposed by a certain Menexenos, stipulated that Sidonians visiting Athens for business should be exempt from the μετοίκιον (ll. 29-36). This shows that the μετοίκιον was not levied exclusively on resident foreigners, but also on those who came to Athens for commercial purposes and remained there longer than the period fixed by law to mark the boundary between a simple ξένος and a μέτοικος.

In several literary sources, the participle παρεπιδημῶν occurs attributively with ξένος (Mach. frr. 15, 17 Gow; Diod. Sic. 4.27.3; Ath. 10.52; 13.44). Alternatively—both in literary and epigraphic sources—the substantivized participle appears alongside the partitive genitive τῶν ξένων (Plut. Tim. 38.2), in which case it denotes a category juxtaposed, in epigraphic evidence, on the one hand to πολῖται, and on the other to other groups of non-citizen residents. These may be generically referred to as οἱ ἄλλοι τῶν κατοικούντων τὴν πόλιν (OGIS 339, ll. 29-30) or οἱ οἰκοῦντες (IG XII 7, 389, ll. 14-15), or enumerated individually: μέτοικοι, πάροικοι, κάτοικοι, and ἀπελεύθεροι (see s.vv.; cf. IG XII 7, 515, ll. 72-73; IG XII 5,1, 721, ll. 19-20; IK Priene 69, ll. 43-44; SEG 39.1243). Assigning precise and constant meanings to these terms is not always straightforward, as their usage appears to be determined by specific chronological and geographical contexts (Papazoglou 1997, 174-7 and passim). It is nevertheless important to stress that these sources do not present a strict dichotomy between παρεπιδημοῦντες and resident foreigners, as presupposed in Aristophanes of Byzantium’s definition (πάροικοι, for instance, especially in the Hellenistic Asia Minor context, do not necessarily denote foreigners; see s.v. πάροικος). The more accurate contrast appears to be between settled/resident categories (citizens and non-citizens alike) and foreigners in transit.

In some sources, moreover, παρεπιδημοῦντες are juxtaposed—and thus implicitly opposed—solely to πολῖται (IG XII 5, 818, ll. 10-12; IG XII 5, 864, ll. 12-13; IG XII 5, 865, ll. 20-21; IG XII 9, 236, ll. 40-41). Since it is inconceivable that resident foreigners could be included among πολῖται in such a contrast, the expression ξένοι παρεπιδημοῦντες in all likelihood encompassed them as well—a point corroborated by Poll. Onom. 3.55, where παρεπιδημῶν occurs as a synonym for μέτοικος, and in Roman-period contexts (Polyb. 30.4.10; 32.6.4-6; Diod. Sic. 1.4.3), where παρεπιδημῶν denotes the status of a resident foreigner. Further clarification is provided by IG XII 7, 22, ll. 10-11, where the citizens of Arkesine, designated by their ethnikon, are opposed to ξένοι οἱ ἐνδημοῦντες, seemingly a category encompassing both resident and transient foreigners (Papazoglou 1997, 226-7; for semantic equivalence of ἐνδημία and παρεπιδημία, see IG XII Suppl. 200, ll. 9, 11). This aligns with the idea that even the stay of resident foreigners was, in principle, conceived as temporary and that they too might one day return to their homeland (Luppa 2023, 172-81). In other words, metoikia was by no means thought to preclude an esprit de retour. That the notion of transience was inherent in παρεπιδημία is further confirmed by the metaphorical use in the pseudo-Platonic Axiochus ([Pl.] Ax. 365b: παρεπιδημία τίς ἐστιν ὁ βίος, “life is but a temporary sojourn”).

A narrower use of παρεπιδημέω/παρεπιδημία/παρεπίδημος thus served to distinguish the “unregistered” and non-resident foreigner from the registered and/or resident foreigner, as well as from resident non-citizens of indigenous origin; while a broader use referred to the stay of a non-native in a city other than their own, without distinctions as to duration or fiscal-administrative status. Even the element of duration, however, is not necessarily decisive in determining the application of these terms: there are numerous instances in which παρεπιδημέω is accompanied by temporal qualifiers indicating a relatively long stay (IG IX 2, 11, ll. 19-20: χρόνον καὶ πλείονα; IG XI 4, 789, ll. 6-7: πλείω χρόνον; IG XI 4, 790, ll. 3-4: πλείω χρόνον; Syll.3 707: ἔτη πλείω; Polyb. 4.4.2: πάλαι). In all such cases, however, the stays are connected to diplomatic or military missions, or to specific professional services requested by the host city—all situations in which lengthening of the stay was often inevitable. Indeed, the verb παρεπιδημέω and the noun παρεπιδημία frequently refer to the stay of ambassadors (Polyb. 28.19.2; Diod. Sic. 32.15.3; SEG 23.489 b1, l. 9), foreign judges (IK Priene 119, l. 15; IG VII 21, l. 7; IG XII Suppl. 139, ll. 74-75), theōroi (IK Priene 72, ll. 14-15; SEG 39.1243, ll. 38-40), artists (Diod. Sic. 5.5.1), physicians (IG IX 2, 11, ll. 19-20; IG V 1, 1145, l. 21; IG IX 12, 3, 370, l. 18), and garrisons (OGIS 139, ll. 4-5). In these instances, the difference between resident foreigners and παρεπιδημοῦντες is clear: the former were those who, of their own volition and initiative, stayed in a city for a given period or relocated there permanently for business or professional purposes, without being summoned by the host city or performing an official mission on behalf of their home city or a third party (Gauthier 1988, 37; Niku 2007, 153-74; Coşkun 2014, 104).

A particular usage of παρεπιδημέω is found in Delian inscriptions from the period after 167, when the island reverted to Athenian control. In these texts, the verb is employed quite consistently to denote sojourn without residence (as opposed to κατοικέω, which indicates permanent settlement on the island), regardless of the legal status of the individuals or groups in question. Accordingly, Athenians—who, as citizens of the mētropolis, also enjoyed citizenship rights on the island—could be counted among both the κατοικοῦντες and the παρεπιδημοῦντες, exactly as Romans and other ξένοι (cf. ID 1508, l. 6; ID 1645, l. 3; ID 1646, l. 4). In the context of Athenian-controlled Delos, therefore, παρεπιδημοῦντες do not constitute a category necessarily opposed to πολῖται, as elsewhere, but rather one that could also overlap with citizenship.
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[G. Falco]

Paroikeō/paroikos (παροικέω/πάροικος)

The term πάροικος takes on different meanings depending on the chronological and geographical context in which it is used, as well as the type of source in which it occurs. In literary sources, it generally carries a non-technical, generic sense, referring to a condition of proximity or “dwelling beside” (Soph. Ant. 1155; Men. Dysc. 445; Str. 1.2.24; Paus. 5.14.8; Poll. Onom. 6.113; 9.37). In epigraphic sources, by contrast, it is more often employed with various technical-legal meanings to denote distinct civic categories. For a long time, scholarship regarded πάροικος as the Hellenistic-Roman equivalent of μέτοικος (see s.v. metoikos; for an excellent bibliographical survey, see Papazoglou 1997, 144-55). A smaller but persuasive body of scholarship has shown that the term began to acquire a technical-legal value in the cities of the Asia Minor littoral from the early third century onwards, designating indigenous populations (ἔθνη) inhabiting parcels of βασιλικὴ χώρα annexed to the chōra of the poleis. These individuals were granted civil rights but not political rights (Svenstiskaja 1959, 146-53; Gauthier 1988, 23-46; Papazoglou 1997, 235-48; Bertrand 2005).

This is, in all likelihood, the sense of the term in a number of documents where it appears alongside other categories of non-citizens that already seem to convey the meaning of resident foreigners (cf. e.g. OGIS 338, ll. 10-20, where the “metics” are in all probability οἱ κατοικοῦντες; IK Priene 69, ll. 38-39, 42-43, where πάροικοι are clearly distinguished from κάτοικοι, who may well be resident foreigners). Moreover, when πάροικοι are mentioned as a homogeneous group possessing some degree of collective decision-making capacity, the term cannot possibly denote resident foreigners, who, as a rule, could not form such a corporate body (cf. Annuario 1921-1922 no. 33, ll. 8-13).

That said, in a number of documents where no category appears that can plausibly be identified as resident foreigners, it is difficult to determine whether πάροικος is used as a synonym for “metic” or solely in the sense of an indigenous non-citizen resident (Syll.3 742 II, ll. 22-26; IG XII 4, 1, 175, ll. 7-12; SEG 32.1243, ll. 16-18, 36-38, 42-45). In these cases, it is unclear whether the category of ξένοι encompassed resident foreigners or only transients. Conversely, when the term occurs alongside πολῖται alone (IG XII 1, 1033, ll. 8-11) or alongside πολῖται and ξένοι παρεπιδημοῦντες, it seems beyond doubt that it also encompassed resident foreigners (IG XII 5, 1, 721, ll. 16-19, 25-27; IG XII 7, 515, ll. 55-57, 71-74).

If we accept that the specific sense of πάροικος as “indigenous non-citizen dwelling in the rural territories of the polis” developed in Asia Minor—whose cities, such as Ephesos or Priene, possessed extensive chōrai—it becomes understandable that the term was exported to other Greek poleis lacking the same geomorphological and administrative configuration, where it came to designate resident foreigners on the basis of their exclusion from the civic body, a condition common to both categories. This is, without doubt, the meaning the term assumes in documents from Macedonia and mainland Greece (IG VII 1862, ll. 1-3; IG VII 190, ll. 15-16; IG VII 2712, ll. 27-28; Hatzopoulos, Leukopoulou 1992-1996 I, no. A2), as well as—according to Gagliardi 2017, 391-97—in some inscriptions from the Aegean islands, even if in these latter contexts the meaning cannot be established with certainty (cf. e.g. Syll.3 398, ll. 34-38 with Papazoglou 1997, 184-5; SEG 33.675, ll. 5-7 with Papazoglou 1997, 186). Gagliardi proposes to understand here the participles οἱ ἐνδαμεῦντες / οἱ ἐπιδαμεῦντες, mentioned alongside πολῖται and πάροικοι, as referring exclusively to transients.

The term acquires a distinct meaning in Attic inscriptions from the late third century. These are documents from Rhamnous issued by what must have been the community formed by former Macedonian soldiers belonging to the garrison stationed in Athens by Antigonos Gonatas prior to 229. These veterans were designated as πάροικοι. The ad hoc term was likely adopted to distinguish them from metics (even though the term μέτοικος disappears from Attic sources after the late fourth century) and to avoid repeating the politically charged designation ἰσοτελεῖς, which would have recalled to Athenians the period of Macedonian occupation (cf. SEG 15.1958, 113, ll. 1-2; Pouilloux 1954 no. 19; Petrakos 1999 no. 43). The term πάροικος would have seemed particularly apt for these veterans, as they, too, represented a homogeneous community of non-citizens settled in an area distant from the urban centre—precisely like the πάροικοι of the Asia Minor coastal cities.
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[G. Falco]

Phratria (φρατρία)/ phratēr (φράτηρ)

The terms phratēr and phratria, etymologically linked to the Indo-European root *bhrater (“brother”), do not denote biological kinship in the Greek context, but rather an ancient association of individuals. The debate regarding the origins of the phratry remains highly contentious: while some scholars suggest it may date back to the Mycenaean period, it is already attested in the Homeric epics as a fundamental division of the community. In the Iliad, for instance, the phratry appears alongside the tribe (phylon) as a constituent unit of military organization (Hom. Il. 2, 362-363). According to Nestor, a paragon of wisdom, a man who delights in civil strife is “lawless, hearthless, and without phratēres” (aphrētōr), effectively existing outside the bounds of human civilization (Hom. Il. 9, 63-64: ἀφρήτωρ ἀθέμιστος ἀνέστιός ἐστιν ἐκεῖνος ὃς πολέμου ἔραται ἐπιδημίου ὀκρυόεντος).

Following Homer, the earliest reference to the phratry is found on a bronze tablet from Himera, dating between the late sixth and early fifth centuries BCE. This document records a law concerning the allocation of oikopeda, likely to a group of exiles from Zancle (SEG 47.1427 = IGDS II, 15). Although the text is fragmentary, it prescribes the formation of new tribes “as soon as the phratries had displayed the written provisions” (ℎαι φρατρίαι ἀ[ν]έδειξαν τὰ καταγεγραμένα). While the exact nature of these provisions remains uncertain, it is evident that phratries were entrusted with the preliminary operations for establishing new civic subdivisions. Furthermore, it cannot be ruled out that ta katagegramena referred to lists of new citizens, considering the role of phratries in Athens as repositories for registers of those entitled to citizenship.

Chronologically close to this is the epigraphic evidence from Camarina, another Siceliot city, where phratries appear as artificial units created on a numerical basis within a broader reorganization of the citizen body (SEG 42.846). Over 150 lead tablets discovered near the temple of Athena Polias contain records which likely served to verify civic identity for public activities.

The existence of the phratria is also documented elsewhere in the Greek world, such as Argos. A mid-fifth-century bronze plaque identifies Argive citizens by name, patronymic, and phratry, the latter serving as a mode of population division. However, more comprehensive information regarding its role within the polis pertains to Attica from approximately 450 to 250 BCE, prior to its decline. In Athens, the phratry functioned as an association fulfilling essential familial and religious roles, among others. For instance, it intervened in family law, specifically in the prosecution of homicides. According to Draco’s law—dating to the late VII century and still in force in Classical Athens (republished in 409/408 BCE, IG I3 104)—the perpetrator of involuntary homicide could receive a pardon from the victim’s closest relatives; should no such relatives survive, the decision devolved upon specific members of the phratry.

Beyond a substantial corpus of inscriptions and numerous attestations in the judicial orations of Isaeus and Demosthenes, one must consider occasional references in tragic, historical, and philosophical works, as well as epigraphic evidence such as the “Demotionidai decrees” of 396/5 BCE (IG II2 1237). This inscription, found near Decelea, provides a detailed account of phratry admission procedures. The heading invokes Διὸς Φρατρίο, a deity who, alongside Athena Phratria, presided over the activities and decisions of these citizen associations (cf. IG II2 2344). The Demotionidai decrees also mention two introductory rites celebrated during the Apaturia, the annual festival of Athenian phratries: the meion, likely performed near birth, and the koureion during adolescence. Existing documentation suggests these practices were largely reserved for males, as the introduction of women is rarely mentioned.

Various sources frequently reference the dēmos and the phratria in tandem. In Aeschylus’ Eumenides, the chorus questions which altars of the dēmos Orestes might use for sacrifice and which phratry would grant him lustral water after the murder of his mother (Aesch. Eum. 655-656: ποίοισι βωμοῖς χρώμενος τοῖς δημίοις; ποία δὲ χέρνιψ φρατέρων προσδέξεται;). Similarly, a fragment of Cratinus ironically depicts Chiron, long absent due to war, struggling to find kinsmen or members of his dēmos and phratria, eventually “enrolling” in a drinking club (Cratin, Cheiron fr. 9 Kock: πολλοστῷ δ’ ἔτει ἐκ τῶν πολεμίων οἴκαδ’ ἥκων, ξυγγενεῖς καὶ φράτερας καὶ δημότας εὑρὼν μόλις, εἰς τὸ κυλικεῖον ἐνεγράφην· Ζεὺς ἔστι μοι ἑρκεῖος, ἔστι φράτριος, τὰ τέλη τελῶ). Isocrates complains that during the Peloponnesian War, oversight of citizenship became lax, leading to the illicit inclusion of unqualified individuals in public tombs, phratries, and demotic registers (Isoc. 8, 88: τελευτῶντες δ᾽ ἔλαθον σφᾶς αὐτοὺς τοὺς μὲν τάφους τοὺς δημοσίους τῶν πολιτῶν ἐμπλήσαντες, τὰς δὲ φρατρίας καὶ τὰ γραμματεῖα τὰ ληξιαρχικὰ τῶν οὐδὲν τῇ πόλει προσηκόντων).

In oratory, the introduction to a phratry—often denoted by the verb eisagō—is invoked to substantiate rights in trials concerning citizenship (e.g., Dem. 57, 54), inheritance, and adoption, or conversely, to challenge opponents in cases of alleged wrongful enrollment (e.g., Isae. 6, 21-24). In some instances, to prove a legal union between citizens, the gamelia—rites celebrated within the phratry upon marriage—are cited (e.g., Isae. 3, 76; Isae. 8, 18; Dem. 57, 43).

Furthermore, enrollment in a phratry is mentioned in several citizenship decrees (see Osborne; e.g., IG II2 25; II2 103). A decree issued in Athens following Pericles’ citizenship law of 451/0 BCE, recorded by Craterus (FGrHist 342 F4a-b), declares it illegal for anyone born of two non-citizen parents to “act as a phratry member” (ἐὰν δέ τις ἐξ ἀμϕοῖν ξένοιν γεγονὼς ϕρατρίζῃ, διώκειν εἶναι τῷ βουλομένῳ ‘Αθηναίων, οἷς δίκαι εἰσὶ). This passage also attests the verb phratrizō, which, like phratriarchos (“head of the phratry”), reflects the internal functioning and structure of the association.

For these reasons, it is generally maintained that all citizens in the Classical period were enrolled in a phratry, and that this institution, compared to the dēmos, was primarily responsible for verifying the requirements for citizenship (Lambert 1993). Conversely, a more recent interpretation suggests that phratry membership was invoked less for citizenship rights than for legitimate succession (Joyce 2019): only those duly enrolled in a phratria were entitled to paternal inheritance, whereas nothoi, excluded from such associations, still enjoyed other civic rights (see s.v. nothos).
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[G. Ingarao]

Phylē (φυλή)

The term, normally rendered in translation as “tribe” (for a critique of this usage, see Roussel 1976, 163), is among the most attested in the Greek world as a designation for a category of civic subdivisions—i.e. smaller units within (or “segments” of) a political community to which every citizen, by virtue of his status, belonged or had the exclusive right to belong (see generally Hansen 2004 and Brock 2023).

Consistently with the term’s derivation from the verb φύω / φύομαι (“to generate / to be born”; note, however, that the designations of civic subdivisions do not always provide a reliable guide to their nature and functions: see, e.g., Davies 1996, 599-600), the phylai were, at least originally, conceived as groupings of a genealogical character. The question of the timing and manner of their formation remains a matter of debate. Until the 1970s, scholars predominantly regarded the phylai as an evolution of kinship-based groupings predating the polis—a view later superseded by the notion that their emergence was contemporaneous with, and closely interconnected to, that of the polis itself (for a history of scholarship, see Grote 2016, 11-5). This scenario is consistent with the prolonged absence of attestations of phylai in contexts organised according to institutional arrangements other than the polis; at the same time, it poses challenges with respect, for instance, to the broad dissemination and uniform designation of the traditional Dorian and Ionian tribes, whose presence in colonial contexts (e.g. in Corinthian and Milesian foundations respectively: see Jones 1987, 11-2) points to an origin no later than the eighth century BCE (cf. Hansen 2004, 96).

The occurrence of the noun φῦλον in the Homeric poems is also relevant to this debate. The term is closely related to φυλή and can refer to human groups in general (cf. e.g. Od. 8, 481: φῦλον ἀοιδῶν, “class of bards”), military units (cf. e.g. Il. 2, 362-3), and subsets of larger communities. As the latter usage appears in passages containing information on the locations and/or settlement patterns of these communities (e.g. Il. 2, 668-9, 840-1; 17, 220), it has recently been suggested that, in such cases, the phyla should be understood as “settlement communities” (Siedlungsgemeinschaften): potentially rooted in pre-existing identity-based groupings, these communities would have subsequently evolved into phylai in response to increasing political and social structuring (see Grote 2016, 226-35; by contrast, Roussel 1976, 161-3 sharply distinguished between phyla and phylai). Despite being based on limited evidence and occasionally advancing bold arguments, this reconstruction highlights certain limitations of the previous “orthodoxy” (Brock 2023, 227) and has prompted renewed debate on the subject (see the different assessments by Kierstead 2017; Ulf 2017; Zurbach 2020).

Between the sixth century BCE and the early Classical period, the tribal systems—and, more generally, the segmentations of the civic body—of several poleis were subject to reforms (see Jones 1987 and, with often differing views, Grote 2016; cf. also Cecchet 2017). These developments were driven by a variety of factors, including: the need to resolve internal tensions within a community—as in the Theraean colony of Cyrene following a significant inflow of immigrants in the decades after its foundation; the political agenda of the ruling regime—for instance at Sicyon under the Orthagorid Cleisthenes; the reconfiguration of civic structures in the aftermath of political upheaval—a dynamic attested at Athens and (as suggested by Nic. Dam., FGrHist 90 F 60) perhaps at Corinth after the fall of their respective tyrannies. The extent of the implemented changes—the specifics of which are often uncertain—also varied considerably, ranging from modifications to existing frameworks, as at Sicyon (with the renaming of the three Dorian phylai and, possibly, the introduction of a fourth, whose prior existence remains debated), to the creation of entirely new tribal systems, like that of Corinth, structured around the number eight (see Suda, s.v. Πάντα ὀκτώ).

The latter category also includes the best-known of the tribal reforms of the period, sponsored by Cleisthenes at Athens in 508/7 BCE. In this case, the four traditional Ionian tribes persisted—performing religious functions—alongside ten new phylai, which established an additional organisational framework for the Athenians. These tribes were constituted by aggregating smaller units—the demes and the trittyes—to which citizens were assigned according to their place of residence, following a territorial criterion. Subsequently, given that membership in the demes—the elementary components of this segmentation—was transmitted hereditarily, regardless of changes of residence, the system developed in a more person-based sense (a dynamic not unique to the Athenian case: cf. Brock 2023, 226).

Measures aimed at the restructuring of civic bodies were not confined to the earliest phases of Greek history, but rather accompanied the major transformations of the communities throughout its course (cf. Hansen 2004, 97; pace Jones 1987, 13). For instance, it was most likely in connection with its refoundation, around the mid-fourth century BCE, that the insular polis of Tenos adopted a system of ten territory-based phylai, perhaps inspired by the Cleisthenic model (see Étienne 1990, 45-7, with Reger 2004, 777 for the date of the reform). Civic reorganisation was also prompted by forms of interstate integration involving the merger of multiple civic bodies (on which see s.vv. sympoliteia and synoikismos; cf. Magnetto 2025, 128). The citizens of Cos, established by synoecism in 366 BCE, were organised into newly created subdivisions, including three phylai named in accordance with Dorian tradition and various units that were at least nominally structured—as is also the case elsewhere in the Greek world (cf. Jones 1987, Index I, with Brock 2023, 227)—on a numerical basis and were only partly integrated into the tribal system (thus the chiliastyes, likewise attested as subdivisions of the phylai, for example, at Ephesus (see s.v. chiliastyes); by contrast, the Coan triakades and the pentekostyes do not appear to have been further components of the same segmentation); instead, the Coan damoi and the (additional) local phylai into which at least some of them were subdivided (see Jones 1987, 236-42), were surely independent of this framework. With regard to the so-called bilateral sympoliteia, in which one of the contracting cities was effectively absorbed by the other, a variety of practices can be observed (for the following, see Boffo, Faraguna 2021, 703-6). For instance, when Cos incorporated nearby Calymna—which became a damos—the latter’s citizens were distributed among the three Coan phylai without these undergoing structural modifications. This was not the case, however, in the union between Heraclea at Latmos and Pidasa: the Pidaseans were only partially assigned to the Heraclean phylai, while the remainder formed, together with some citizens of the larger community, a new one.

As for the functions of the phylai—and, more generally, of civic subdivisions (on which see e.g. Hansen 2004, 95)—these are well illustrated by the above-mentioned Athenian case. First, the Cleisthenic phylai served as wards for the formation of the Boule of Five Hundred and of various boards of magistrates. The tribal system thus came to form the backbone of the city’s institutional structure, in a way that ensured that each subset of the citizen body was represented within it (for parallels elsewhere, see Jones 1987, Index II; on the role of the phylai in enabling an embryonic form of political representation, see Grote 2016, 243-51). The phylai (and demes) also provided arenas for political (and religious: see Brock 2023, 233) participation additional to those pertaining to the polis as a whole—of which they partly reproduced the logics and forms. Especially in cities of significant size, this enhanced the integration of each citizen into the polis. Furthermore, the phylai functioned as units of military organisation, thereby contributing to cohesion within the civic army.

Civic subdivisions were central to citizenship not only because they provided additional opportunities for exercising the prerogatives inherent in the status of polites, but also—and more substantially—because membership in them was itself a consequence (and a certification) of that status (see s.vv. politēs and politeia). This connection is well illustrated, for instance, by the glandes and identification plaques of citizens from certain Siceliot communities, which record alongside the individual’s name the indication of one or more units of affiliation—φυλά, φράτρα, and others—and which were likely used when exercising prerogatives associated with the politeia (for an overview, see Cordano 2018; on the tablets from Camarina, the largest corpus of this documentation, see most recently Del Monaco 2025, esp. 109-58).

At Athens, the intersection between citizenship and membership in civic subdivision occurred primarily at the level of the demes to which the politai belonged, in whose registers—the ληξιαρχικὰ γραμματεῖα (see s.v.; for citizen registers in other communities, see Boffo, Faraguna 2021)—they had to be enrolled (however, see Blok 2017, 122-3 on the non-use of these registers in judicial contexts). As the demes constituted subunits of the phylai, affiliation with the former reflected at the level of the latter. Furthermore, Athenian citizenship decrees specified the enrolment of beneficiaries in both types of subdivision, as well as in a phratria (cf. Osborne 1981-1983, vol. IV, 158-60 and s.v. phratria). In the case of analogous provisions in other communities, in accordance with their broad dissemination in the Greek world, phylai are among the most frequently cited civic subdivisions in this context.

The clauses pertaining to the registration of new citizens in the phylai (and in other civic subdivisions) show that the enrolment unit could be determined in diverse ways and at different times (see esp. Savalli-Lestrade 1985, 387-92 and Jones 1991, 87-100). At Athens (cf. Osborne 1981-1983, vol. IV, 155-83) and in approximately twenty other poleis, the beneficiary of the citizenship grant was permitted—at least formally, and with only rare restrictions—to select the subdivisions in which he would be enrolled. The newly naturalised citizen was thus actively involved in the process of integration into the civic community, which took place after the decree’s approval and whose outcomes were therefore generally not recorded therein. In most cases, however, the assignment was determined by lot, occasionally “tempered” to align with the preferences and/or interests of the beneficiary of the grant or the granting community. This procedure was apparently automatic and almost contemporaneous with the conferral of citizenship, so that the relevant decrees often record its outcomes. Finally, new citizens could be assigned to subdivisions designated by the polis according to criteria such as numerical balance—favouring smaller units – or political expediency—as when royal philoi were enrolled in phylai or demes named after members of the dynasties to which they were connected. The tendency to direct enrolment processes, whether through direct assignment or controlled sortition, is more often associated with collective grants of citizenship—which were more likely to create imbalances between their beneficiaries and longtime politai, while at the same time providing greater scope for addressing pre-existing size disparities among civic subdivisions.

The procedures for enrolling new citizens in civic subdivisions are relevant to the debate on the “potential” or “actual” nature of the politeia conferred upon them (see see s.v. isopoliteia). Assuming that such enrolment was a prerequisite for participation in political and judicial functions, and if the latter is regarded as the defining prerogative of the politēs, procedures such as those in Athens are consistent with the idea that citizenship granted by decree was not immediately effective; instead, it would have been “activated” only if and when the beneficiaries chose the civic subdivisions in which to register and completed the associated procedure. Conversely, the fact that a majority of poleis proceeded to immediate enrolment of new citizens appears to support the perspective of a politeia which was effective (in whole or in part: cf. Mack 2019, 64-5; Savalli-Lestrade 1985, 392) from the moment of conferral. The heterogeneity of the documented practices may thus reflect a plurality of local approaches to citizenship, and therefore urges caution in reducing them to a single, unified Greek model.
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[G. Aresi]

Politeia/politeuō (πολιτεία/πολιτεύω)

The term belongs to the same lexical family as the denominative verb πολιτεύω, first attested in the form πολιατεύω in a law from Gortyn dating to the first half of the fifth century BCE, where it refers to young men who have passed puberty and are therefore able “to act as citizens” and to swear an oath before the gods (Gagarin, Perlman, Laws of Crete G51, l. 7). The verb is attested with the same meaning in the Great Inscription (Gagarin, Perlman, Laws of Crete G72, col. ix, l. 33, mid-fifth century BCE) and, in Elis, in a federal context, in the decree granting citizenship to thirteen (or more) individuals issued by the koinon of the Triphylians (Minon, IED 28, 399-369 BCE). In lines 3-8, the decree states that “if anyone deprives [them] of politeia and removes from public offices those who act as citizens (πολιτειομένοις) justly and according to the law, he is impious toward Athena”. Particular attention should also be drawn to the verbal expression οἱ πολιτευόμενοι, which may be used either to denote the civic body as a whole, that is, all those who share in political rights, or those who most actively exercise citizenship and thus, in essence, “those who govern” (cf. e.g. Isoc. 15.132-133).

Like the verb πολιτεύω, πολιτεία also displays a considerable variety of meanings and a high number of attestations; nevertheless, its semantic core consistently refers to the political and collective dimension of the polis, never to its physical or spatial aspect. The noun begins to be used from the fifth century BCE onward and is characterized, from its earliest attestations, by marked polysemy. Despite this, “citizenship” and “the right of citizenship” constitute its primary and most widespread meaning. This is first attested by Herodotus, in connection with the seer Tisamenos’ request for citizenship from the Spartans (Hdt. 9.33.5-34.1), as well as by Thucydides, with reference to the citizenship of the father of Gylippus, and by Xenophon, regarding the grant of citizenship by Ephesus to the Selinuntians after the destruction of their city (Thuc. 6.104.2; Xen. Hell. 1.2.10; see also Arist. Ath. Pol. 54.3).

It is therefore not surprising that the term appears—and is widely attested—with this meaning in honorary inscriptions granting citizenship (and civic rights) to foreigners, as well as in other epigraphic documents from the final years of the fifth century BCE onward, both in Athens (Canevaro 2025) and in the rest of the Greek world. The grant of politeia is normally accompanied by other honors, such as enktēsis (see s.v. enktēsis), isoteleia (see s.v.), and the like. In particular, politeia may refer both to the civic status of the individual and to citizenship understood in a collective sense. In this latter sense—and especially with the meaning “right of citizenship”—the term is used for the first time in epigraphic evidence in the first of the decrees of the Athenian dossier concerning the Samians, published in 403/2 but already passed in 405/4 BCE. This is the psēphisma granting Athenian citizenship en bloc to the Samian democrats (IG I3 127, ll. 19-20, περὶ τῆς πολι|[τ]είας, “concerning the right of citizenship”). It is noteworthy that in the same document the verb πολιτεύεσθαι is used with the meaning “to adopt a constitution” (IG I3 127, ll. 12-13: Σαμίος Ἀθηναίος εἶναι, | πολιτευομένος ὅπως ἂν αὐτοὶ βόλωνται, “that the Samians be Athenians, adopting whatever constitution they themselves wish”).

Politeia is already employed in this latter sense in the treaty between Athens and Selymbria of 408/7 BCE (IG I3 118, ll. 10-12), which states: καταστέσασθαι δὲ Σελυμ]β̣ριανὸς τὲμ πολι|[τείαν αὐτονόμος τρόποι h]ότοι ἂν ἐπίστοντ|[αι, “that the Selymbrians establish their constitution autonomously, in whatever way they wish”. With this meaning, politeia is also used by Thucydides in the opening of the most famous section of Pericles’ Funeral Oration (Thuc. 2.37.1: Χρώμεθα γὰρ πολιτείᾳ οὐ ζηλούσῃ τοὺς τῶν πέλας νόμους, “For we have a political system that does not seek to imitate the laws of our neighbours”).

By contrast with the earliest Gortynian occurrences, which preserve—both in the noun and in the verb—the meaning connected with the status of the citizen (see s.v. politēs), the earliest Athenian epigraphic attestations already employ both values from the outset: on the one hand “citizenship” and “the granting of citizenship”, on the other “constitution” and “the establishment or adoption of a constitution”. It is therefore reasonable to assume that the elaboration of the concept of politeia as “citizenship” first took place in Crete, whereas the evolution of the use of the term and of the verb—and their resulting polysemy—developed at Athens, which from the second half of the fifth century BCE became the centre of elaboration on the term and the concept of politeia. Evidence for this is provided by the further meaning of “government” or “administration of the city”, derived from that of “constitution”, attested in Aristophanes’ Knights (Ar. Eq. 219: ἔχεις ἅπαντα πρὸς πολιτείαν ἃ δεῖ, “you have everything required for governing”), but also found in Thucydides, with reference to Pericles and the government of Athens (Thuc. 1.127.3), in Aeschines (Aeschin. 3.37), and in Lycurgus (Lycurg. 1.79). With the meaning of “constitution of a state”, and thus “form of government”, the term underwent further development—again in an Athenian context—from the final decades of the fifth century BCE onward, eventually coming to denote the ensemble of laws and shared social and cultural practices of the polis. This is the sense found, for example, in Aristotle (Pol. 1295a40), where politeia is described as “the way of life of the polis”, or in Isocrates’ Panathenaicus, where politeia is said to be “the soul of the city” (Isoc. 12.138).

Of particular significance is the emergence and diffusion of politeia as an autonomous literary genre. Its earliest attestation is the anonymous Constitution of the Athenians, whose much debated dating may go back to the 420s BCE. The use of the term in the sense of “form of government” subsequently found extensive development in Platonic philosophical thought (see e.g. Plato, Resp. 562a and 544a-b) and, above all, in Aristotle, with the publication of the Constitutions of the Greek poleis. The literary genre of the Politeiai appears in a wide variety of forms, some of which focus not—or not primarily—on the institutional aspects of the polis, but rather on the way of life of a political community. This is partly the case for the Aristotelian politeiai (Erdas 2017), but also for Xenophon’s Lakedaimoniōn Politeia, where attention is directed to the customs of the community. From this usage also derives the meaning of politeia as a “system” or “way of life” (Dem. 20.122).

At a theoretical level, the term is instead subjected to systematic analysis in Aristotle’s Politics. Here politeia is employed across the full range of the semantic nuances discussed above, including the sense—derived from its original meaning—of “body of citizens” (Arist. Pol. 1292a 34; see Bordes 1980). In Aristotle’s elaboration of its multiple meanings, several aspects are particularly significant: the use of the term to denote a specific form of government, according to the well-known definition at Pol. 1278a 37-39; the relationship between politeia and the civic body, politeuma (Lévy 1993; Maffi 2018, on the role of laws); the use of politeia as an expression of the unity of the city and as a principle guiding the actions of citizens toward a common purpose (Poddighe 2022); and, above all, the inquiry into the very definition of politeia that permeates Book 3, especially Pol. 1274b 38-41, which has given rise to differing interpretations concerning the meaning of “citizen” itself and the parameters of inclusion within the polis (Blok 2017; Faraguna 2025; see s.v. politēs).

Alongside philosophical reflection, the reconsideration of the Athenian constitution, arising from the codification of the patrios politeia in the last years of the fifth century BCE, exerted a strong influence on the usage and dissemination of the term (Loddo 2025). From the first occurrence of the expression in a fragment of the sophist Thrasymachus of Chalcedon (D-K 85 B1), the nebulous character of the ancestral constitution allowed individuals with different political orientations to invoke the past to mask institutional changes, presenting them under the guise of continuity between past and present. This discourse applies both to the poleis (Xen. Hell. 3.4.2) and to federal entities (Xen. Hell. 5.2.14), without interruption from the Classical age (Thuc. 8.76.6; Arist. Ath. Pol. 29.3, 34.3) to the Hellenistic period (Nikouria: IG XII 7, 506, ll. 11-15; Miletus: Milet VI 3, 1049, ll. 10-12; Ios: IG XII 5 Suppl. 168, ll. 1-5).

From the intensive efforts of research, expansion, and systematization of ancestral laws that took place in Athens, the concept of politeia emerges more clearly defined; at the same time, it gradually diverges from its original meaning of “citizenship” and acquires an increasingly political connotation, as evidenced by the sense of “democratic government” that began to spread in the early decades of the fourth century BCE (see, in addition to Arist. Pol. 1279a 39, for example, Isoc. 4.125 and Dem. 6.21; 1.5).

At the same time, however, reflection on the citizen and his participation in the polis emerges and develops also through the use of the expressions μετέχειν or μεταδοῦναι τῆς πολιτείας (see s.v. metechō; Filonik 2025), a theme explored in depth in Aristotle’s Politics (e.g., Arist. Pol. 1290a 7-13), but already present in Lysias (Lys. 12.77) and in the works of Isocrates, particularly in the Panegyricus, the Areopagiticus, and the Panathenaicus. In fact, Isocrates delineates in some passages of these works the figure of a sort of archomenos politēs (cf. Arist. Pol. 1277a 20; see s.v. politēs), which entails a significant limitation of the rights of citizens who do not belong to the beltistoi and of participatory engagement: the people may elect magistrates and hold them accountable, but they do not enjoy passive suffrage; they may exercise judicial power, but they apparently have no access to deliberative authority. Concerning himself, Isocrates conceives the exercise of his own role as a citizen not so much as a frequent attendee of assemblies and courts, but rather as a counselor and teacher (σύμβουλος […] καὶ διδάσκαλος: 15.95; cf. Ep. 8.7) of the more politically active fellow citizens.

The consolidation of the concept of politeia in historical-political reflection, and its presence in honorary decrees from the fourth century BCE onwards, gradually led to the specialization of the term into two main meanings: that of “citizenship”, attested in epigraphic documentation as an honorary grant, and that of “constitution” or “form of government”, documented, for example, in the sixth book of Polybius’ work dedicated to constitutional forms (see, e.g., Polyb. 6.3.5; 6.9.10). Elsewhere, this second sense takes on a more general meaning, which is also widely attested in Hellenistic sources, namely “state” (Polyb. 12.25g.1; 22.4.2).
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Politēs (πολίτης)

The term πολίτης (πολιάτας, πολιήτης) primarily refers to citizens as members of the political community and holders of political rights. In its earliest attestations, the term is always used in the plural and it is employed generically to refer to the “inhabitants of the city” (e.g., Hom. Il. 15.557-558; Od. 7.131), while in some instances the community of πολῖται is expressly linked to the authority of a leader, particularly in the military sphere (e.g., Hom. Il. 2.806). The political dimension of the actions of the πολῖται, notably in the context of bitter rivalry between factions, comes to the fore in archaic lyric poetry. For example, Alcaeus laments in his rustic and wild exile that he is unable to hear the convocation of the assembly and the council, which his father and grandfather enjoyed, growing old among πολῖται ἀλλαλόκακοι, “who hurt each other” (fr. 130 Lobel-Page). Along the same lines, Theognis offers Cyrnus advice with overt political undertones, suggesting that he should not concern himself with “citizens embroiled in disputes” (ταρασσομένων πολιητέων), but instead take the middle path (ll. 219-220) (Lévy 1985). While there was a wider range of terms referring to politically active citizens in the archaic period (Davies 2004), from the fifth century onwards, πολῖται increasingly appear as members of the city’s political community (see s.v. politeia), whether they are subject to the power of a tyrant (e.g., Hdt. 3.45.4; 7.155.1; Aesch. Ag. 1638-1639; Soph. Ant. 78-79, 907-908) or unequivocally hold decision-making power themselves (e.g., Hdt. 6.85.2; 8.46.3; Aesch. Eum. 693; Eur. Or. 756). This political and institutional function is associated with a military dimension, with πολῖται being identified as members of both the city’s army and the political community (e.g., Aesch. Sept. 1-35) (Falco 2024). Even the earliest secure epigraphic evidence from late archaic Crete, refers to a context in which the πολιάται are those who participate in political life, as in the section of the Gortyn code that stipulates that adoptions must be announced “in the agora when the citizens are gathered, from the stone from which one speaks” (Gagarin, Perlman, Laws of Crete G72, col. x, ll. 34-36; see also G72, col. xi, 10-14; L2, l. 5; Lyktos 1A, l. 1-2, where ἀλοπολιάταν signifies “citizen of another city”) (Faraguna 2025). In the sense outlined here, πολῖται tend to differ from ἀστοί in attestations from the Classical Age, despite some cases of semantic overlap (e.g. Hdt. 7.237.2-3; Eur. Or. 746, 871-878). In fact, starting from this period, the term ἀστοί (see s.v. astos) seems to indicate mostly citizens as inhabitants of the polis, regardless of their political rights (see entry). As the status of ἀστός originally implied belonging to the community by birth (e.g. Hom. Il. 11.242-243; Aesch. Ag. 403-406), it is unsurprising that, in the Classical period, it was πολίτης that was used when a citizen or citizens were “created” (e.g., Hdt. 1.150.2; 5.57.2; 9.33.4), while ἀστός occurs in contexts where citizenship by birth is mentioned (e.g., Hdt. 1.173.5; Arist. Ath. Pol. 26.4). Although the ethnic term is used more frequently in epigraphic formulas for granting of citizenship (e.g., εἶναι αὐτὸν Ἀθηναῖον), in one of the oldest Athenian examples, the decree in honor of Sthorys of Thasos (IG II2 17, 394/3), the previous granting of citizenship, along with the titles of proxenoi and benefactors of the city already held by his ancestors, is recalled precisely with the clause αὐτὸν δὲ καὶ πο]λίτην ἐποιησάντο Ἀθηναῖοι (ll. 7-8). In light of the above, it follows that ἀστός is most frequently contrasted with ξένος and μέτοικος (see s.vv.) to highlight the dichotomy between a citizen and a foreigner (e.g., Soph. OT 813-819; Thuc. 2.34.4; Xen. Oec. 6.17), as well as between a citizen and an immigrant or a resident alien (e.g., Aesch. Eum. 1044-1045; Ar. Ach. 508; Xen. Vect. 2.2). However, as πολίτης became more prevalent from the height of the Classical period onwards, alongside the decline in the use of ἀστός, the often tripartite contrast between πολίτης, ξένος, and μέτοικος became more common (e.g., Andoc. 1.144; Arist. Pol. 3.1277b 39-40; Dem. 23.23). Similarly, while ἀστοί can include men, women, and children belonging to the citizenry by birth, in the Classical Age πολίτης generally refers to an adult male citizen who is not subject to ἀτιμία (see entry), so much so that the feminine πολῖτις (see s.v.) is relatively uncommon compared to ἀστή. Nevertheless, in everyday language the meanings of the two terms could overlap, as seen in Plato’s works, where πολῖται often refers to all members of the civic community bound by solidarity (Fouchard 1984). On the other hand, the political content of the term is strongly emphasized by Aristotle, who, while recognizing that, in current usage, a πολίτης is someone born to two citizen parents, defines it in his analysis as “someone who has the possibility of exercising deliberative and judicial offices” (Pol. 3.1275b17-24). Through this overview, it is more difficult to see the πολῖται of the Classical Age as members of a community to which one belongs on the basis of common descent, whose membership implies generic participation in civic life—of which the political component would be only one aspect (as Blok 2017, 149-56 would have it). Secure epigraphic attestations of πολίτης remain rare in the fifth century. In addition to the aforementioned cases and the anthroponyms attested in IG I3 1162, l. 23 (ca. 447) and 1186, l. 66 (ca. 411), examples can be found in Athens, in IG I3 91 (ca. 420) and 1453B (ca. 414), and in Thasos, in I.Thasos III 1 (late fifth-early fourth century). Their number increases significantly from the end of the fourth century and into the Hellenistic period, in parallel with the proliferation of public epigraphy in the Greek world. In Hellenistic and Hellenistic-Roman documents, the only term used to unequivocally refer to a citizen is πολίτης, which designates individuals who hold political rights. This category is often juxtaposed with, and contrasted against, a variety of others, including foreigners passing through (παρεπιδημοῦντες: see entry), resident aliens (κάτοικοι/παροικοῦντες/πάροικοι: see s.vv. katoikeō and paroikos), and, in cities whose urban centers were associated with vast χῶραι (as in the case of the Greek poleis of Asia Minor), a special category of non-citizen natives (πάροικοι).
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Politeuma (πολίτευμα)

As far as can be ascertained from the extant evidence, the noun πολίτευμα appears for the first time in the mid-fourth century BCE, with attestations in Isocrates, Demosthenes and Plato. It is, however, Aristotle who offers the most substantial and systematic contribution to the semantic delineation of the term, particularly in its conceptual and terminological relationship to πολιτεία (on politeia and politeuma in Aristotle’s Politics, see recently Maffi 2018; cf. Ruppel 1927; Bordes 1982, 450-51; Lévy 1993; Hansen 1994; see also s.v. politeia). As he observes (Pol. 3.1278b8-11), in every polis sovereignty resides in the governing body (κύριον […] πανταχοῦ τὸ πολίτευμα τῆς πόλεως), and the constitution—defined as the ordering of a state with respect to its magistracies (πόλεως τάξις τῶν τε ἄλλων ἀρχῶν καὶ μάλιστα τῆς κυρίας πάντων)—is itself identified with the government (πολίτευμα […] ἐστὶν ἡ πολιτεία), a formulation pointing to a marked convergence in meaning between the two terms (Pol. 3.1279a25-26: πολιτεία μὲν καὶ πολίτευμα σημαίνει ταὐτόν). A perspective closely aligned with that of Aristotle on the intertwining of πολιτεία and πολίτευμα is offered by a passage from Plato’s Laws (12.945d Burnet) which discusses the proper conduct of the examination of magistrates (τὰ περὶ τὰς εὐθύνας τῶν ἀρχόντων), stating that, should the euthynai be carried out by examiners inferior to the officials under scrutiny, the bond of justice that holds together all political elements is dissolved (λυθείσης τῆς τὰ πάντα πολιτεύματα συνεχούσης εἰς ἓν δίκης). A comparable association between πολίτευμα and the ἀρχαί is also attested in Polybius (4.23.9), with reference to Sparta (on πολίτευμα in Polybius, see Lévy 1990), whereas in Isocrates’ Areopagiticus (7.78), when discussing the consequences of a change of regime, the term gravitates towards a more abstract meaning, denoting the underlying principles of governance (as Liou 1990, 6 puts it).

Both terms, in fact, encompass a set of concurrent meanings, namely: (1) “constitution of the state”, or “form of government” (Staatsform, Verfassung), and, more generally, (2) the “state” and “government” (Staatswesen); (3) “the status, condition, and rights of a citizen”, or “citizenship”, and, more concretely, (4) the “body of citizens”. Eloquent evidence of this semantic convergence between πολιτεία and πολίτευμα is provided by expressions such as πάτριον πολίτευμα—attested, for instance, in Polybius in connection with the revolutionary initiative of Cleomenes of Sparta (4.81.14; see also 5.9.9)—or μετέχειν τοῦ πολιτεύματος, which occurs, inter alia, in the second of the two letters addressed by Philip V to the Larisaeans, IG IX 2, 517, l. 29 (cf. Arist. Pol. 4.1293a 15-16, 1297b 9-10; but compare 6.1321a 26-27, where μετάδοσις τοῦ πολιτεύματος denotes “the bestowal of a share in the government”). A similar pattern emerges in Aristotle (Pol. 5.1308a 3-7), where it is observed that certain aristocracies and oligarchies endure insofar as those who hold office (οἱ ἐν ταῖς ἀρχαῖς γινόμενοι) treat well both those excluded from the political community and those belonging to it (οἱ ἔξω τῆς πολιτείας καὶ οἱ ἐν τῷ πολιτεύματι); for a further instance of concurrent usage of the two terms, see Polyb. 6.43.1, where πολίτευμα designates the political systems of the Lacedaemonians, Cretans, Mantineans and Carthaginians, while πολιτεία refers to the constitutions of the Athenians and the Thebans.

With respect to sense (1), which ranges from (1a) “form of government” or “constitution”, through (1b) “political regime” (e.g. Polyb. 4.84.5), to (1c) “system of government” (cf. Polyb. 3.118.12, on the improvement and correction [διορθώσεις] of politeumata), representative attestations include, for instance, [Dem.] 17.7; Aeschin. 2.172 (Athens’ democratic constitution [τὸ τῆς δημοκρατίας πολίτευμα] in the aftermath of the battle at Salamis); Diod. Sic. 12.11.3 (the democratic form of government established at Thurii); Polyb. 3.8.2 (Hasdrubal’s attempt to convert [περιστῆσαι] the Carthaginians’ politeuma to monarchy); and 6.3.11 (general reference to ὀλιγαρχικὰ and ἀριστοκρατικὰ πολιτεύματα). In epigraphic usage, the same sense is attested in Laches’ request (aitēsis) that the highest honours (megistai timai) be awarded to his father Demochares in 271/0 BCE, preserved in the documentary appendix to Pseudo-Plutarch’s Lives of the Ten Orators (Mor. 851f), where Demochares is praised for his role in safeguarding Athenian democracy (τὴν πατρίδα κινεῖν ἑτέρῳ πολιτεύματι ἢ δημοκρατίᾳ). Such formulations reverberate in Hellenistic civic oaths, notably in that sworn by the Telians in the reconciliation dossier from Cos, IG XII 4, 1, 132 (ca. 300 BCE), ll. 128-129 (ἐμμενέω ἐν τῶι πολιτεύματι τῶι καθεστακό|τι καὶ διαφυλαξέω τὰν δαμοκρατίαν). The most significant inscriptional occurrence in this respect is provided by Alexander the Great’s diagrammata addressed to Chios, Bencivenni, Riforme costituzionali 1 (RO 84: ca. 332 BCE), in which the king explicitly prescribes that the constitution be democratic (A, ll. 3-4: πολίτεομα δ’ ε[ἶ]|ναι ἐν Χίωι δῆμον).

Regarding sense (2), it is noteworthy that politeuma is applied to political configurations of widely differing scope and character, ranging from specific civic communities—such as the Rhodians (Polyb. 3.3.7)—through federal states such as the Achaean League (Polyb. 4.1.4), to the Romans (3.90.14, 118.9), as well as to paradigmatic institutional formations, most notably the Spartan political system attributed to Lycurgus (6.3.8), presented as an example of a politeuma capable of maintaining long-term balance and stability (6.10.7: ἰσορροποῦν καὶ ζυγοστατούμενον […] κατὰ τὸν τῆς ἀντιπλοίας λόγον). In this sense, the term further extends to states more generally, insofar as they are liable to praise or blame (3.4.1; 6.10.6). A comparable usage of the term is found in Diodorus Siculus’ depiction of Thurii as a blessed state (12.12.2), on account of its being freed from sycophants through the laws of Charondas (τὸ πολίτευμα μακάριον εἶχε βίον τῆς τοιαύτης κακίας ἀπηλλαγμένον). Particularly instructive on the epigraphic side is the fragmentary treaty of alliance between Rome and the Aetolian League from Thyrrheum (Acarnania), IG IX 12, 241 (ISE II 87: 212 or 211 BCE), ll. 15-20, which stipulates that the Aetolians are permitted to admit to their politeuma—that is, their koinon—those men and cities that had joined or come over to the side of the Romans or the Aetolians (εἰ δέ τινάς κα ταυτᾶν τᾶμ | [πο]λίων ποτὶ Ῥωμαίους ἢ ποτ’ Αἰτωλοὺς ποθί|[στ]ανται ἢ ποτιχωρήσωντι, τούτους τοὺς | [ἀνθ]ρ[ώ]πους καὶ τὰς πόλιας καὶ τὰς χώρας ἕ|[νεκεν τοῦ δ]άμου τῶν Ῥωμαίων τοῖς Αἰτωλοῖς | [εἰς τὸ αὐτῶν] πολίτευμα ποτιλαμβάνειν). Another telling inscriptional example of this usage is provided by a passage of the Pergamene decree granting divine honours to Attalus III (138-133 BCE), OGIS 332 (Virgilio, Regalità ellenistica2 14), in which the king is urged, inter alia, always to be the cause of some benefit, with the support of the dēmos, so that “the public affairs of the state” may prosper still further (ll. 54-56: [ἀ]εί τινος ἀ̣γα[θ]οῦ | παραίτι̣ον γίνεσθαι αὐτὸν δ̣[ι]ὰ τὸν δ̣ῆ̣μον, ὅπως εἰς βελτίονα καὶ εὐδαιμο|νεστέραν πα̣ραγίνηται κατά̣στασ[ι]ν τὰ κοινὰ τοῦ πολ̣[ι]τεύματος).

The core sense in the Greek lexicon of citizenship is that in which πολίτευμα denotes the polity understood as a community of politai (3) and, by extension, the civic body as a whole (4) (see s.vv. politēs and politeia). This usage is clearly found in Polybius, where the term occurs in reference to the most prominent citizens across political contexts as diverse as Byzantion (4.47.5), Carthage (3.8.3: πρώτους […] ἐπὶ τοῦ πολιτεύματος), and Rome (3.85.7: οἱ προεστῶτες τοῦ πολιτεύματος). The same sense emerges even more clearly in expressions such as κύριος τοῦ πολιτεύματος, used to designate those enjoying full civic status, as in Athens after the introduction of the timocratic regime imposed by Antipater in 322 BCE, when only those meeting the relevant property qualifications were allowed to remain within the citizen body (Diod. Sic. 18.18.4: τοὺς μὲν κεκτημένους πλείω δραχμῶν δισχιλίων κυρίους εἶναι τοῦ πολιτεύματος καὶ τῆς χειροτονίας).

In a more restricted sense, however, πολίτευμα may denote the governing class specifically. This usage is well attested in Aristotle (Pol. 5.1301b24, 1303b25-26, 1308a13-14, 6.1321a30-31, 7.1332b31-32), where expressions such as εἶναι ἐν τῷ πολιτεύματι and οἱ ἐν τῷ πολιτεύματι are used to refer precisely to this group. A collateral development of this sense—and, more broadly, of the close entanglement between political participation and πολίτευμα as citizenship right—is its occurrence to denote the policies undertaken by individual politai. A particularly instructive example is provided by Demosthenes’ remark in On the Chersonese (8.72), where he maintains that “the city must prosper through the policies proposed by its good citizens” (συναυξάνεσθαι δεῖ τὴν πόλιν τοῖς τῶν ἀγαθῶν πολιτῶν πολιτεύμασι). This usage, further illustrated by the figura etymologica πολίτευμα πολιτεύεσθαι, finds close parallels in other passages in Demosthenes (18.108-110, esp. 109 [ἔν τε τοῖς κατὰ τὴν πόλιν πολιτεύμασιν καὶ ἐν τοῖς Ἑλληνικοῖς], 122, 136, 257, 297, 303 [τοῖς ἐμοῖς ψηφίσμασιν καὶ τοῖς ἐμοῖς πολιτεύμασιν]; 22.47; 26.16), and the Attic orators (Aeschin. 1.86; 2.8, of Eubulus; 3.79, 105, 230, 254, of Demosthenes), but also in epigraphic evidence: see e.g. SEG 46.1721 (Curty, Gymnasiarchika 33: 196 BCE), recording cultic honours granted by the neoi of Xanthos to their gymnasiarch Lyson, ll. 16-18 (τοῖς ἐν τῶι πολιτεύ|ματι πεπραγμένοις αὐτῶι καλοῖς καὶ ἐνδόξοις ἀκό|λουθος).

The notion of πολίτευμα as a polity conceived as a community of citizens is closely connected with its use as a designation for the citizen body itself. One clear example is provided by Aristotle (Pol. 5.1305b34), who refers to cases in which the jury courts are not drawn from it (ὅπου τὰ δικαστήρια μὴ ἐκ τοῦ πολιτεύματός ἐστιν). Among the earliest epigraphic attestations of the term in this sense is Ptolemy’s diagramma for Cyrene (320 BCE), which prescribes a numerically defined civic body of 10,000 individuals (IG Cyrenaica2 010800, l. 6: [πολί]τευμα δ’ ἔστω οἱ μύριοι). A closely related configuration emerges from Diodorus’ account of the property-based qualifications introduced by the timocratic constitution imposed at Athens after its defeat in the Lamian War (18.18.4: προσέταξεν ἀπὸ τιμήσεως εἶναι τὸ πολίτευμα), a point reinforced by his subsequent remark (18.18.8) that Antipater was honoured by a number of Greek cities for his prudent reforms, specifically for the reduction and reorganisation of their citizen bodies (τὰ πολιτεύματα συναγαγὼν καὶ καλῶς καταστήσας): see Poddighe 2002. This development is further clarified by evidence preserved in Philodemus (Acad. Ind., P.Herc. 1021, col. VIII, ll. 3-4 Fleischer), which records that Demades was entrusted with the compilation of the list of those meeting the requisite census (ὅτε τὸ πολίτευμα συνέστησεν).

The epigraphic record offers a further point of reference in the first letter of Eumenes II in the dossier of Toriaion (after 188 BCE), where πολίτευμα is used to denote the civic body of a community still in the process of formation, to which the king grants the requested politeia: “I grant both you and those with you to organize yourselves into one polity and to make your own laws” (I.Sultan Daği I 393, ll. 26-28: συνχωρῶ καὶ ὑμῖν καὶ τοῖς μεθ’ ὑμῶν συνοι|κ̣οῦσιν̣ἐν̣χωρίοις εἰς ἓν πολίτευμα συνταχ[θ]ῆναι καὶ νό|μοις τ̣ε χρῆσθαι ἰδίοις): on the question of whether ἐν̣χωρίοις should be read rather than ἐν̣χωρίοις, see L. Jonnes at I.Sultan Daği I 393, 88-89, ad locum (for comparable uses of ἐγχώριος meaning “indigenous” in the Hellenistic period, albeit in areas different than Asia Minor, cf. e.g. Anello 2005; Litinas 2008). In other cases, the term is employed in contexts relating to the reconciliation of the civic body undertaken by foreign judges, as in IG XII 4, 1, 168 (Cos: ca. 167-150 BCE), ll. 13-15 (καὶ προαιρούμενοι ἐφ’ ὅσον ἦ|[σαν δ]υνατοὶ ἐν ὁμονοίᾳ κατεστηκὸς ἀπολι|[πεῖν τὸ π]ολίτευμα), and IG XII 5, 870 (Tenos: second century BCE), ll. 10-11 (βουλό|μενοι τὸ πολίτευμα κατ̣[αστῆσαι ε]ἰς [ὁ]μ[ό]νοιαν).

In this connection, the term frequently occurs in expressions denoting the expansion of the civic body (προσγράφειν πρὸς τὸ πολίτευμα, καταχωρίζειν εἰς τὸ πολίτευμα, συναύξειν τὸ πολίτευμα, τὸ πολίτευμα ἀναπληροῦν), which function as equivalents of πολιτογραφεῖν (see Savalli 1985, 397, note 94; Lonis 1992). A clear illustration of this usage is provided by the letter addressed to the people of Iasos in Caria, in which Laodice, wife of Antiochus III, declares her intention to favour the city in accordance with her husband’s policy (I.Iasos 4, ll. 1-32: ca. 196/5), given that, after its conquest at the beginning of the second century BCE—at a time when Iasos was experiencing severe difficulties, possibly as a result of an earthquake—Antiochus had restored its laws and expanded the citizen body, thereby improving the condition of the community (ll. 8-11: τήν τε ἐλευθερίαν ὑμῖν | ἀπέδωκεν καὶ τοὺς νόμους καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ προτέθει|ται συναύξειν τὸ πολίτευμα καὶ εἰς βελτίονα δι|άθεσιν ἀγαγεῖν).

The same usage also emerges in a number of agreements of isopoliteia and sympoliteia (cf. Boffo, Faraguna 2021, 700-701; Magnetto 2025; see also s.vv. isopoliteia and sympoliteia). The former include, for instance, the treaty between Xanthos and Myra, SEG 44.1418 (Saba 2020, no. 8: ca. 150-100 BCE), ll. 15-16, 24-25, 34-35, as well as the agreement between Miletus and Heraclea at Latmos, I.Delphinion 150, where it is stipulated that any Heraclean who has not resided either in his native city or in Miletus for a prescribed period is not to be admitted to registration within the Milesian citizenry. For a closely comparable provision, cf. the Milesian decree establishing isopolity with Mylasa, I.Delphinion 146A (Saba 2020, no. 6: 215/4 BCE), ll. 29-30: 〈ὑπάρχειν τούτοις καὶ τὴν παρ’ ἡμῖν πολιτείαν〉 νείμασι πρότερον πατρίδα καὶ πόλιμ Μύλασα ἔτη δέ|κ̣α ἀπὸ τῆς πρὸς τὸ πολίτευμα προσγραφῆς.

As for sympoliteia agreements, notable examples are the treaty between Smyrna and Magnesia ad Sipylum, I.Magnesia Sipylos 1 (Bencivenni, Riforme costituzionali 8: ca. 246), where the verb καταχωρίζω denotes both admission to the citizen body (ll. 60, 71-72, in the oath sworn by the Smyrnaeans: ἐμμενῶ ἐν ταῖς συνθήκαις αἷς συντεθείμεθα πρὸς τοὺς [ἐμ Μ]αγνησίαι κατοίκους, τούς τε κατὰ πόλιν ἱππεῖς καὶ πεζοὺς καὶ τοὺς ἐν τ[οῖς] | ὑπαίθροις τασσομένους καὶ τοὺς ἄλλους τοὺς καταχωριζομένους εἰς τὸ [πολί]τευμα) and registration within the civic subdivisions (ll. 74-75: καὶ ποιήσομαι αὐτοὺς | πολίτας πάντας καὶ τοὺς ἐκγόνους αὐτῶν ἐφ’ ἵσηι καὶ ὁμοίαι τοῖς ἄλλοις πολί[ταις κ]αὶ εἰς φυλὰς αὐτοὺς ἐπικληρώσας καταχωριῶ εἰς ἣν ἂν ἕκαστοι λάχωσιν), as well as the treaty between Miletus and Pidasa, I.Delphinion 149 (after 188 BCE), ll. 39-40 (Πιδασέων τοῖς προσγραφησομένοις | πρὸς τὸ πολίτευμα καὶ ἐνεκτημένοις ἐν τῆι Εὐρωμίδι). The formulation προσγράφεσθαι πρὸς τὸ πολίτευμα, as applied to those Pidasaeans who were to be enrolled in the Milesian citizen body, presupposes the formal drawing up of a list of new citizens following the oath-taking procedure (cf. ll. 12-15 of the document), a mechanism aimed at civic integration and at the regulation of newly enfranchised politai (see Gauthier 2001).

Both the institutional implications and the procedural dimension of καταχωρίζειν emerge with particular clarity in a provision of the Antigonid regulation concerning military service from Drama, SEG 49.855 (late third or early second century BCE), ll. 21-23 (τῶν δὲ μὴ κατακε[χ]ωρισμένων [πρό]-τερον ἐν τοῖς πολι|τεύμασιν μήτε οἱ ἐπιστάτα̣[ι] μ[ηδέν]α προσγραφέτωσαν | τῶ̣ν̣τ̣[οι]ο̣ύ̣τ̣ω̣ν[̣ἐ]ν̣ [ταῖς] π̣[υροκαύσε]σ̣ι̣ν̣), which, according to Hatzopoulos (2001, 91-98, esp. 97), “vise à empêcher l’inscription de non enregistrés en tant que citoyens dans les cadres de base de recrutement que sont les ‘feux’, qui, étant donné la règle prescrivant le prélèvement d’un seul homme par maisonnée, pourrait être tentée par des citoyens désireux de réduire les risques de se voir mobilisés” (see also Boffo, Faraguna 2021, 696).

Finally, mention should be made of Hellenistic uses of πολίτευμα to denote an independent ethnic or political group. Of particular importance in this respect is the adoption of the term by the Ptolemies to designate a specific form of association, apparently devised for organised groups of individuals residing within an urban area and identified by an ethnic designation (notably at Alexandria): see recently Sänger 2021; for the Jewish πολίτευμα at Heracleopolis and the papyrological evidence relating to it in the period 144/3-133/2 BCE (P.Polit.Jud.), see Kruse 2010; 2015; Oakes 2019, on Paul’s claim that Christians had a politeuma “in heaven” (Ep.Phil. 3.20).
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[D. Amendola]

Politis (πολῖτις)

The term is comparatively rare when set against the other noun used to designate a female citizen, ἀστή (astē), especially in Attic sources (for a recent overview of the particularly problematic concept of female citizenship in the Athenian context, see Joyce 2023). In certain cases, the use of politis seems to reflect the writer’s intention to emphasise a more specifically political dimension—rather than the domestic or familial sphere—in which the woman or women in question are mentioned. Such is the case, for example, in Soph. El. 1227, where the politides are the women addressed by Electra to announce Orestes’ return, an event foreshadowing the onset of a new political regime after that of Clytaemnestra and Aegisthus (cf. Eur. El. 1137 with Joyce 2023, 350). Operating within a similar political-ideological framework is the orator in [Dem.] 57.30 and 43, where he uses politis, alongside astē, to qualify his mother’s status, in parallel to his father, who is described in the speech both as astos and politēs (cf. Mossé 1985, 78).

In a context that is not political but military, Plato in Leg. 814c envisages a law requiring both politai and politides to concern themselves with war. Here too, the term is situated in a sphere distinct from the strictly private and domestic, which would seem to explain the use of politis rather than astē.

More problematic is the occurrence of the term in [Dem.] 59.107, where it is stated that Neaera was neither an astē (as she was not Athenian by birth) nor a politis (as she had not been granted citizenship by the dēmos). Although the Greek world of poleis and koina yields examples of citizenship being granted by decree to women (e.g. SEG 15.384; 18.264, 370/68 BCE; IG IX 12, 1, 9 l. 6, 300-250 BCE), we have no such case for Classical Athens (the only reference to the granting of citizenship to a woman by the Athenian dēmos appears in a funerary epigram of the first century CE: IG XII 5, 307, ll. 7-8). It is therefore likely that here we are dealing with a rhetorical device applying a typically male contrast to a female individual, in order to underscore further the impossibility of considering Neaera an Athenian citizen (see Kapparis 1999, 399-400).

In other cases, politis appears interchangeable with astē, being used simply to indicate descent from a citizen mother (Isoc. 14.51; Dem. 23.213; Isae. 8.43; cf. Arist. Pol. 1275b 33; 1278a 28). Outside the Athenian context, the term often designates female citizens who, together with politai, form a group clearly distinguished from other categories inhabiting the same city (see also s.v. politēs): IG XII 4, 1, 75 A, ll. 9-10 (Cos, 202/1 BCE: politai and politides distinguished from nothoi, paroikoi and xenoi); IG XII 4, 1, 320, ll. 11-12 (Cos, late second century BCE: politai and politides distinguished from others who katoikousi the city); IG XII 7, 386, ll. 17-18, 21-22 (Amorgos, third century BCE: politai and politides distinguished from douloi and exeleutheroi). The term also appears in religious and cultic contexts: IG XII 4, 1, 304, l. 19 (Cos, 200-150 BCE) and IG XII 4, 1, 326, l. 24 (Cos, 100-50 BCE), where the priestess of Dionysos Thyllophoros was entitled to appoint a politis as hyphiereia; cf. Milet VI.2 733 (third-second century BCE), which mentions the Bacchai polietides of Miletus greeting the priestess of Dionysos.
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[G. Falco]

Politographeō (πολιτογραφέω)

The verb πολιτογραφέω denotes sensu stricto the act of admitting an individual to the civic body—that is, of granting citizenship (by extension, “to naturalise”)—whereas the noun πολιτογραφία designates the procedure by which such admission is effected (cf. Kiessling 1952; Asheri 1966, 26, who speaks of “conferimento della cittadinanza [πολιτογραφία] ad un determinato numero di persone”). The notion expressed by both the verb and the noun has been understood in modern scholarship in a range of closely related ways, extending from the collective enrolment of new citizens (Asheri 1980, 145; cf. Müller 2023, 494: “a term that should be reserved for group enfranchisements”) to a formally defined process of civic registration, variously described as “schriftliche Eintragung in Bürgerlisten” (Dreher 2007, 66; cf. Péré-Noguès 2022, 77: “enregistrement des nouveaux citoyens sur les listes civiques”), “revision of citizenship lists” (Lomas 2006, 106), and, ultimately, “archiviazione in un registro generale di cittadinanza” (Savalli 1985, 408; on citizen registers in the ancient Greek world, see Boffo, Faraguna 2021, 151-75). In this light, πολιτογραφεῖν and πολιτογραφία should be situated within that cluster of terms and phrases denoting the expansion or reconfiguration of the civic body, including in particular ἀναπληροῦν / ἀναπλήρωσις, προσγράφειν πρὸς τὸ πολίτευμα, καταχωρίζειν εἰς τὸ πολίτευμα, and the like (see Savalli 1985, 397, note 94; cf. Lonis 1992).

Although politographies were by no means an exclusively Hellenistic phenomenon, the earliest attestations of the term itself in both documentary and literary sources appear, insofar as can be ascertained, in the third century BCE. It first occurs in the Dikaiomata papyrus, P.Hal. 1 (TM 5876: after 259 BCE), ll. 156-161, where πολιτογραφέω is used with reference to individuals enrolled in the army who had been admitted to Alexandrian citizenship (τῶν δὲ | {τῶν δὲ} ἐν τ[ῶι] στρατ[ι]ωτικῶ[ι] τεταγμένων ὅσο[ι] ἂν | ἐν [Ἀλ]εξα[ν]δρεία[ι] πεπο[λ]ιτογραφημένοι) and who lodged complaints concerning salaries and grain allowances, as well as credited sums of money and grain (ἐν[κα]λῶσ[ιν π]ερὶ σιτ[α]ρχιῶν καὶ σιτομε[τ]ριῶν καὶ | πα[ρ]αγρα[φῶν] τῶ[ν ἐ]ξιτ[α]ρχίας (lege ἐ]κ σιτ[α]ρχίας) ἢ σι[τ]ομετρίας | γινομένω[ν). Significantly, these πεπο[λ]ιτογραφημένοι do not appear to have enjoyed the full range of civic rights, since a case in which both accuser and defendant belonged to this category would have fallen under the jurisdiction of the courts for foreigners (ll. 161-164: ἐ]ὰν καὶ οἱ ἀντ[ίδ]ικοι ἐν τῶι [σ]τρατιω|τικῶι ὄντ[ες π]επολιτογ[ρ]αφημένοι ὦ[σ]ιν, λα[μ]|βαν[έτ]ωσαν τὸ δ[ί]καιον [κ]αὶ ὑπεχέτω[σ]αν ἐν [τοῖς] | ξεν[ι]κοῖς δικαστη[ρί]οις): on this passage, see Savalli 1985, 394-5.

In the epigraphic record, the term occurs in the second of the two letters addressed by Philip V to the Larisaeans (see recently Mari, Thornton 2016, 149-58)—dated by Christian Habicht to 215 BCE, the very year in which the king concluded his treaty with Hannibal—where it is employed in the context of an appeal to earlier precedents (most notably that of the Romans) that treated the expansion of the civic body as a viable response to demographic decline (IG IX 2, 517, ll. 31-32: ἔξεστι δὲ καὶ τοὺς λοιποὺς τοὺς ταῖς ὁμοίαι|ς πολιτογραφίαις χρωμένους θεωρεῖν ὧν καὶ οἱ Ῥωμαῖ|οί εἰσιν). In Thessaly, comparable instances of politography are attested around the same period by inscriptions from Pharsalus, IG IX 2, 234 (Moretti, ISE II 96: cf. e.g. Decourt 1990; Lonis 1992, 258-9; Ducat 1994, 107-13) and Phalanna, IG IX 2, 1228 (Moretti, ISE II 108: cf. Lonis 1992, 259-61), where the procedure is explicitly associated with a dokimasia undergone by newly enfranchised politai (see Savalli 1985, esp. 413-4; Feyel 2009, 354-5; Mari, Thornton 2016, 159-65). This feature is attested not only at Larisa (IG IX 2, 517, l. 35: τοὺς μὲν κεκριμένους ὑπὸ τῶν πολιτῶν ἀποκαταστῆσαι [scil. παρακαλῶ ὑμᾶς] εἰς τὴν πολιτείαν), but also in certain Hellenistic citizenship decrees from Athens, which mention a δοκιμασία τῆς πολιτογραφίας held before the thesmothetai (cf. IG II3 1, 1219, ca. 210 BCE; 1283, ca. 186 BCE; 1384 and 1385, ca. 175 BCE; 1393, ca. 170 BCE). Further instances of civic expansion are documented in inscriptions from, among others, Thebes (IG VII 2433: cf. e.g. Marchand 2010), Dyme (Rizakis, Achaïe, III 4: 219/8 BCE), and Tritaia in Achaia (Rizakis, Achaïe, III 94), as well as from Miletus (e.g. I.Delphinion 33-35: 234/33 BCE; 36-38: 229/28; cf. Baker 2013) and Ilion (I.Ilion 64: cf. Brulé 1990), which, although not precisely datable, may nonetheless be assigned to the same phase.

As for the extant literary sources, πολιτογραφέω is first employed by Polybius—only in a single passage (32.7.3: cf. Savalli 1985, 419-20), preserved through Constantine’s Excerpta—and, more extensively, by Diodorus Siculus. On the basis of several passages from his Bibliotheca historica relating to Sicilian history, further support may nonetheless be adduced for Pollux’ claim (3.56 Bethe) that πολιτογραφεῖν was coined by Philistus of Syracuse, which would place its emergence as early as the fourth century BCE (see Amendola in this volume). A particularly illustrative instance of Diodorus’ use of πολιτογραφία is found in his account of the situation at Syracuse in 454 BCE (11.86.3), on the eve of the abortive tyrannical attempt by Tyndarides, where the noun, in describing the consequences of the koinon dogma of 461/0 BCE, denotes the mass enrolment of new citizens alongside the redistribution of land following the return of exiles previously expelled by tyrants and the definitive regularisation of the civic status of individuals earlier admitted to citizenship under those regimes. As already noted by Asheri 1966, 25-7, land reallocation, together with the broader reorganisation of landholding, appears as a necessary counterpart to politographies (see further Mari, Thornton 2016, 149; see also s.v. gēs anadasmos).

A particularly valuable perspective on both the meaning and the use of the term is afforded by the ancient lexicographers, albeit limited to Hesychius and Pollux (in the passage mentioned above). Hesychius glosses the verb as πολιτικὰ γράφει (Π 2794, s.v. πολιτογραφεῖ Hansen), a lemma now regarded as corrupt, though Moritz Schmidt’s conjecture εἰς πολίτας ἐγγράφει accords well with the term’s predominant meaning. Pollux, by contrast, adopting the synonymic clustering typical of onomastic lexicography (see Radici Colace 2006; Tosi 2007), groups πολιτογραφεῖν with δημοποίητος and νεοπολίτης (cf. Arist. Ath. Pol. 21.4), treating all three as denoting admission to citizenship by decree (οἱ δὲ δημοποίητοι, ὁπόσοι ἐκ δόγματος κοινοῦ πολιτείας τύχοιεν· […] τάχα δ’ ἂν οἱ τοιοῦτοι ὀνομάζοιντο νεοπολῖται ὑπὸ τοῦ Πλάτωνος).

The equivalence with δημοποίητος is further corroborated by the remaining attestations of the adjective, both in the epigraphic record—where it occurs only in the registration of the citizens of the Coan dēmos of Isthmos eligible for the eponymous office of monarchos (IG XII 4, 2, 461 [ca. 180 BCE], ll. 271-272)—and in the lexicographical tradition, which consistently construes it as referring to naturalised citizens. Harpocration, for instance, explains δημοποίητος as “one who, though a foreigner by birth, has become a citizen by decision of the dēmos” (Δ 29, s.v. δημοποίητος Keaney: ὁ ξένος μὲν ὢν τῇ φύσει, ὑπὸ δὲ τοῦ δήμου πολίτης γεγενημένος), a definition echoed by Hesychius (Δ 873, s.v. δημοποίητον Cunningham: ὁ κατὰ ψήφισμα δήμου γεγονὼς πολίτης, ξένος ὢν φύσει). As for the expression κατὰ ψήφισμα δήμου γεγονὼς πολίτης (or similar formulations), it is attested in several inscriptions, including the decree of the tribes of the Coan dēmos of Halasarna concerning the reconstitution of the damaged lists of citizens participating in the cult of Apollo and Heracles, IG XII 4, 1, 103 (ca. 180 BCE), ll. 37-41 (οἷς | 〈δὲ〉 δέδοται ἁ πολιτεία, κα|τὰ τίνα νόμον ἢ δόγμα | κοινὸν τοῦ παντὸς δά|μου), as well as the isopoliteia agreement between Miletus and Seleucia-Tralleis, I.Delphinion 143 (Saba 2020, no. 5: 218/7 BCE), in a clause specifying the residency requirement for this category of politai prior to the change of citizenship (A, ll. 19-22: εἰ δέ τινες κατὰ δόγμα τοῦ δήμου πολῖται | γεγένηνται, μὴ ἔνεμον δὲ τὴν Σελευκείων πόλιν ἢ ἐάν τισιν μετὰ ταῦτα | δοθῆι παρ’ αὐτοῖς πολιτεία, ὑπάρχειν τούτοις καὶ τὴμ παρ’ ἡμῖν πολιτείαν νεί̣|μασι πρότερον πατρίδα καὶ π̣όλιν Σελεύκειαν ἔτη δέκα ἀπὸ τῆς πρὸς τὸ | πολίτευμα προσγραφῆς); cf. the Milesian decree accepting the offer of isopoliteia from Heraclea at Latmos, I.Delphinion 150 (Saba 2020, no. 7: 186-182/1 BCE), which employs πολιτογραφέω in a comparable context (ll. 63-65: καὶ ἐάν τινες ὕστερον πολιτογραφηθῶσιν ἐμ Μιλήτωι ἢ ἐν Ἡρακλείαι, τούτοι[ς] | μετεῖναι τῆς παρ’ ἑκατέροις πολιτείας οἰκήσασιν πρότερον ἐν ἧι ἂν π[όλ]ε̣ι προσγραφῶσιν | ἔτη{ι} δέκα).

On this basis, the association drawn by Pollux makes it clear that the πεπολιτογραφημένοι constitute a distinct civic category, coextensive with the δημοποίητοι (or ποιητοὶ πολῖται, in Aristotle’s terms: cf. Pol. 3.1275a1-6), a category that must be interpreted against the opposition between politeia by birth and politeia by conferral. This opposition is particularly prominent in fourth-century literary sources, notably in a number of passages from the Demosthenic corpus, most of which derive from speeches traditionally attributed to Apollodorus (cf. Dem. 23.65; [Dem.] 45.78; [Dem.] 53.18; [Dem.] 59.89-90: see Osborne 1981-83, IV, 139-40). A comparable distinction between the two kinds of citizenship is reiterated in post-Classical inscriptional evidence, such as the first honorary decree from Priene for the benefactor Aulus Aemilius Zosimus, I.Priene B - M 68 (after 84 BCE), ll. 15-17, where he is praised for displaying the zeal expected of a citizen by birth (στέρξας μὲν τὴν πόλιν ὡ[ς πατρί]δα, γνησίου δὲ παρεχόμενος πολίτου κηδεμονίαν), despite having himself acquired citizenship by decree (γενόμενο̣[ς ψηφίσμ]α̣τι πολείτης). As noted by Müller 2023, 490, “[i]f the family is the main place where citizens are made under the control of civic subdivisions, the second set of ‘made’ citizens, poiētoi, includes on the side of the city all the foreigners to whom the cities grant the honour of the politeia for their diverse and varied merits”.

The existence of the πεπολιτογραφημένοι as a civic category in its own right is particularly evidenced by their occurrence in lists of newly enfranchised citizens—recorded on both perishable and durable materials—in which they are explicitly designated as such (see Savalli 1985, 396-400). This is exemplified by the epigraphic dossier containing the two letters of Philip V and the Larisaeans’ decrees responding to them (IG IX 2, 517, ll. 20-21: τὸς ταμίας ἐσδό|μεν ὀνγράψειν αὐτὸ ἐν στάλλας λιθίας δύας καὶ τὰ ὀνύματα τοῦν πολιτογραφειθέντουν, 26-27: πυνθάνομαι τοὺς πολιτογραφηθέντας κατὰ | τὴν παρ’ ἐμοῦ ἐπιστολὴν καὶ τὸ ψήφισμα τὸ ὑμέτερον καὶ ἀναγραφέντας εἰς τὰς στήλας ἐκκεκολάφθαι, 41-42), where the appended catalogue of names carries the heading οἱ πεπολιτο|γραφειμένοι κάτ τε τὰς ἐπιστολὰς τοῖ βασιλεῖος καὶ κὰτ τὰ ψαφίσματα τᾶς πόλιος (ll. 46-47). Comparable attestations are found in documents such as the Triphylian citizenship grants, I.éléennes dial. 28 (RO 15: ca. 400-370 BCE), ll. 1-3 (ἔδοξε τοῖρ Τριφυλίοιρ. ὅσσοι ἐν τι | πίνακι ἐνηγράφενται, Μακιστί|οιρ ἦμεν), and the honorary decree from Bargylia in Caria for a judge from Teos, Syll.3 426 (270-261 BCE), ll. 29-31, which refers to a stele listing proxenoi, benefactors and pepolitographemenoi. Cf. further I.Ephesos 1449 [ca. 302 BCE], ll. 6-8; IG II3.1 846 [301-295 BCE], ll. 22-23; Macr. 1.11.33 Kaster (Borysthenitae obpugnante Zopyrione servis liberatis dataque civitate peregrinis et factis tabulis novis hostem sustinere potuerunt).

A systematic analysis of the attestations of πολιτογραφία and its cognates suggests that, although the phenomenon denoted by the term should prima facie be understood as “the collective side of the citizenship grant” (Müller 2023, 495), πολιτογραφέω—especially in the passive voice—may also extend to individual cases of enfranchisement, in the sense of “being enrolled among the politai”, and thus function as a synonym of πολιτεύεσθαι (“to be granted citizenship”), particularly in contexts of honorary politeia (cf. e.g. Etym. Magn. 654.37, s.v. παρεγγεγραμμένος Gaisford: δημοποίητος δὲ, ὁ ὑπὸ δήμου προῖκα πολιτευθείς). It should not be overlooked, however, as rightly noted by Savalli (1985, 422, with note 218), that in Greek citizenship grants the distinction between collective and individual cases proves of limited analytical value, insofar as the procedures involved appear to be fundamentally identical.

This apparent extension of the primary meaning of πολιτογραφέω to include individual cases may be explained not simply as a matter of semantic drift, but rather as the outcome of a functional reorientation already identified by Louis Robert (1933, 494-95) with regard to ἐπικληρόω, another key term in the Greek lexicon of citizenship. As Robert observed, in decrees issued by different communities—including Temnos, Magnesia on the Maeander, and Amorgos—the verb does not primarily denote the operation of allotment, but more generally the act of directly enrolling the honorand in a specific civic subdivision. Additional support for the view that a comparable semantic extension may also have occurred in the case of πολιτογραφέω can be drawn from parallels such as Diog. Laert. 5.84 Dorandi (δωδέκατος [scil. Demetrius] γραμματικὸς Ἐρυθραῖος, πολιτογραφηθεὶς ἐν Τήμνῳ), SEG 31.576 (ca. 150 BCE), ll. 8-10 (Ἀντίπα|τρος Ἀντ̣ιπάτρου Ἱεροπολίτης τῆ̣ς Σελευκί|δος, πεπολιτογραφημένος [δὲ] ἐν Ὁμολίῳ), and Ath. 4.81 Olson (ἦν δ’ ὁ Ἐπίγονος φύσει μὲν Ἀμβρακιώτης, δημοποίητος δὲ Σικυώνιος), to be compared with Poll. Onom. 4.59 Bethe (ὁ δ’ Ἐπίγονος ἦν γένει μὲν Ἀμβρακιώτης τιμῇ δὲ Σικυώνιος). Taken together, these passages point to a substantial overlap between πολιτογραφηθείς / δημοποίητος and κατὰ ψήφισμα δήμου / τιμῇ γεγονὼς πολίτης, indicating admission to citizenship in an honorary capacity. This interpretation is further corroborated by two complementary loci concerning the honours bestowed at Athens upon the murderers of the Thracian ruler Kotys in 360/59 BCE, who were granted citizenship in recognition of their act (see Zaccaria 2019): cf. Phld. Ind. Acad., P.Herc. 1021, col. VI, 15-20 Fleischer (Πύθων καὶ Ἡρα[κ]|λί[δης] ο̣[ἱ] Κ̣ότυν ἀποκτ̣εί̣|ναντε[ς κ]αὶ διὰ τοῦθ’ ὑπ’ [Ἀ|θη]ναί[ων] πολιτογραφη[θέν]|τε[ς, εἶ]τα δὲ χρυσῶι στ[ε]-φά|[νωι τιμηθέντες], Αἴνιοι); Diog. Laert. 9.65 Dorandi (Ἀθηναῖοι δὲ καὶ πολιτείᾳ αὐτὸν [i.e. Python, misidentified as Pyrrhon] ἐτίμησαν, καθά φησι Διοκλῆς, ἐπὶ τῷ Κότυν τὸν Θρᾷκα διαχρήσασθαι).

Among the relatively few occurrences of πολιτογραφία from the Imperial period, particular interest attaches to the Latin loanword politographia, attested in a Hadrianic caput ex testamento inscribed on a limestone stele from Nacolea in Phrygia, I.Asia Mixed 59 (ILS 7196; MAMA V 202; FIRA III2 53), where it is employed as a near-equivalent of civium recensus. By means of a testamentary disposition in the form of a fideicommissum, the Imperial freedman Publius Aelius Onesimos bequeathes to the city a sum of 200,000 sesterces, to be lent at interest (faeneratio), with the proceeds for a period of three years earmarked for the purchase of public grain (sitonicum). After the expiry of this term, the interest accrued (usurae) was to be distributed, on the occasion of the birthday of Hadrian, among Onesimos’ fellow-citizens, following verification of the civic registers (ll. 7-9: et peṛacṭo tṛịẹṇṇio uolo eius omnis p̣ẹ|cuniạẹ usuras quodquọd anṇis ciuibuṣ meis diuidi, [p]oliṭọgrạp[h(ia)] | f̣ạcta): see recently Kantor 2013, 166-67, with earlier bibliography.
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Prostatēs (προστάτης)

The term prostatēs (προστάτης) has a multiplicity of meanings: it can be employed to identify a political leader, notably on the democratic side (προστάτης τοῦ δήμου), the president of a board (e.g. προστάτης προβούλων in IG IX 12, 4, 798, ll. 116-117, an inscription from Corcyra, second century), more generally a role of leader or chief (e.g. Xenophon in Hell. 3.1.3 defines the Spartans as τῆς Ἑλλάδος προστάται) or the one who stands as a defender of something (Dem. 15.30: προστάται τῆς πάντων ἐλευθερίας); in the context of citizenship issues, it designates the warrant that metics and freedmen were required to have in order to reside in the host city (see also s.vv. metoikos and apeleutheros).

The prostatēs of metics, for whom we possess information almost exclusively from the Athenian context (outside of it, see e.g. Lys. 31.9; Lycurg. 1.21; Gauthier 1972, 128-36), was the citizen who acted as guarantor for a resident foreigner. The metic freely chose his prostatēs (Isoc. 8.53), possibly based on prior acquaintance, and the latter was present when the metic’ name was transcribed in the registers of the dēmos in which he would reside.

Regarding his duties, a metic had to pay the residence tax (μετοίκιον), under the supervision of the prostatēs (see e.g. Dem. 25.56-58; Suda s.v. νέμειν προστάτην); it is likely that the latter accompanied his client before the officials in charge and that, in case of dispute, in order to avoid the ἀπαγωγή of the allegedly insolvent metic, he was entitled to guarantee before the polemarch that the contribution had been regularly made.

Lexicographic sources attest that the prostatēs assisted the metic περὶ πάντων τῶν ἰδίων καὶ τῶν κοινῶν (see e.g. Harp. s.v. ἀπροστασίου). Regardless of the vagueness of the reference, scholars have wondered whether, as would seem to emerge mainly from lexicographical sources, the prostatēs was a permanent figure during the Athenian residence period of the metic and what role it specifically played in the judicial sphere. With regard to the first issue, although some scholars believed that the prostatēs was a mere “godfather” who intervened only at the time of the metic’s registration (e.g. Wilamowitz 1877, 232), it is perhaps more likely that the warrant was a continuous presence in the foreigner’s life (e.g. Gauthier 1972, 126-36; Whitehead 1977, 89-92; Tuci 2023, 103ff.), as suggested both by fourth-century sources (such as Isoc. 8.53) and authors such as Haprocration, who was certainly very well documented on the Athenian legal system.

Concerning specifically the role of the prostatēs in the judiciary field, the main source is a passage from Aristotle’s Politics (1275a11-13), in which, attempting to define the concept of the citizen, the author states that in several cases the metics do not participate fully in judicial life, but are required to resort to a guarantor (πολλαχοῦ μὲν οὖν οὐδὲ τούτων τελέως οἱ μέτοικοι μετέχουσιν, ἀλλὰ νέμειν ἀνάγκη προστάτην). Moreover, numerous lexicographical sources attest to the existence of a γραφὴ ἀπροστασίου (cf. also Arist. Ath. Pol. 58.3) that affected the resident foreigner who did not have a prostatēs, who did not pay the μετοίκιον, or who had illegally enrolled as an ἀστός (cf. e.g. Harp. s.v. ἀπροστασίου). It is likely that in the fifth and up to the middle of the fourth century the guarantor was necessary in all cases in which the metic had to appear before the polemarch, in order to attest, at the stage of the ἀνάκρισις, the legal status of his client and that afterwards, in the case of the δίκαι ἐμπορικαί, the metic, just like the ξένος, no longer needed to be introduced by his prostatēs because in this case the magistrates acted ratione rei and not ratione personae (Gauthier 1972, 132ff.). The role of the guarantor must therefore have gradually declined, as is also shown by the fact that at the beginning of the third century Dinarchus of Corinth, brought a private lawsuit in Athens against his friend Proxenus and appeared in person in court (Dion. Hal. Din. 3.1; [Plut.] Mor. 850e). However, the figure was probably not entirely suppressed, since the prostatēs also had competences beyond those related to the judiciary; moreover, a series of φιάλαι from the second half of the fourth century seem to attest cases of γραφὴ ἀπροστασίου in which metics were acquitted (Meyer 2010, 11-80), which would lead to confirm the persistence of an active role for the prostatēs.

On the prostatēs of the freedmen (ἀπελεύθεροι or, if they were freemen who had become slaves and then freed, ἐξελεύθεροι: cf. Etym. Gud. s.v. ἀπελεύθερος καὶ ἐξελεύθερος) we possess little information: it is possible that the freedman was obliged to have as prostatēs his former master, whose role was protected by the δίκη ἀποστασίου (Harp. s.v. ἀποστασίου), but the issue is debated (Sosin 2016, 8ff.). In the theoretical speculation of Plato’s Laws (915a) we read that, among the various obligations of the freedman, there was also to appear three times a month before his prostatēs, thus showing, at least in the Platonic conception, a continuity in the relationship between the two.
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[P. A. Tuci]

Proxenos (πρόξενος)

A proxenos (πρόξενος) is a citizen who, while continuing to reside in his own city, represents the foreign community that granted him that title. Etymologically, the term is a compound of ξένος and thus indicates one who acts according to the relations of ξενία: more precisely, a proxenos guarantees the bonds of hospitality not to a single individual, but to an entire community. The institution of proxenia is widespread throughout the Greek world, across a very broad chronological span, reaching into the Roman era. It is mainly attested through epigraphic, but also by literary sources. One of the oldest testimonies is an inscription from Corcyra dating to the beginning of the sixth century, the cenotaph of a certain Menekrates, son of Tlasia, from Eantea (in Locris Ozolia), who is qualified as πρόξενϝος δάμου φίλος (IG IX 12, 4, 882).

Several categories of inscriptions mention proxenoi: a particular but noteworthy case are lists of names (collected in Mack 2015, 286-361), while the most frequent are the decrees of proxenia, by which a city bestows this honour (and possibly others related to it) on an individual for special merits. We possess decrees of this kind promulgated by more than 180 cities, including especially Delphi, Delos, Oropos, Athens, but also by political entities of a different nature such as federations (Mack 2015, 9; 14).

The form of these texts is mostly standard: almost always the reason for the concession is mentioned, introduced by the conjunction ἐπειδή. For example, an inscription from 349/8 (IG II2 294 = IG II3 1, 552) states that the Athenians grant proxenia to Theogenes of Naucratis because he is ἀνὴρ ἀγαθός towards the dēmos of the Athenians and both his ancestors and himself have acted well towards the Athenians coming to Naucratis for public and private matters. The adjectives most frequently used to characterise the honorand are ἀγαθός, εὔνους, πρόθυμος, φίλος, which emphasise his good disposition and always refer not to generic qualities, but to his behaviour towards the community that grants the proxenia; worth mentioning are also χρήσιμος and εὔχρηστος, which emphasise more concretely their “utility” to the community of which they are proxenoi.

The kind of assistance the proxenos offers to the community can be illustrated by various expressions: for instance, a third-century inscription from Tenos states that the Mytilenian Melesias son of Melesias always offers services to the Tenians who come to him for public or private matters (IG XII 5, 798: διατελεῖ χρείας παρεχόμενος καὶ κοινεῖ τῆι πόλει καὶ ἰδίαι Τηνίων τοῖς ἐντυνχάνουσιν ἑαυτῶι); elsewhere we find expressions such as ποιῶν ὅ τι δύναται ἀγαθόν (IG IX.4 639, da Delo, third century), λέγων καὶ πράττων ἀεὶ τὰ συμφέροντα τῶι δήμωι (IG XII.9 221, from Eretria, third century), or similar ones.

Obviously, the status of the proxenos could in some way influence the services he could provide. Many of the proxenoi are unknown to us, but sometimes we find names of people with institutional roles, even of a certain importance: for example, kings, dynasts, royal officials, military officers, magistrates, envoys, judges, priests; alongside these we encounter individuals linked to the world of culture, such as philosophers, poets, artists, and of business and finance, such as merchants and bankers (for a more complete list, Mack 2015, 59).

Another characteristic aspect of the decrees of proxenia is the emphasis on the fact that the community issuing them expects the proxenos to continue acting with the diligence shown thus far: in this respect, the verb διατελέω followed by the participle or expressions emphasising the temporal aspect are often used (cf. the already mentioned IG II2 294 = IG II3 1, 552).

A forward-looking perspective is also found in inscriptions such as IG II2 1137, a decree dated 193/2 by which the Athenians granted proxenia to Charmion, son of Eumaridas of Cydonia (in Crete): it not only mentions his past behaviour to justify the grant of proxenia (ll- 51-59), but also states that in the future (εἰς τὸ λοιπόν) Charmion, by showing his good disposition (αἵρεσις) towards Athens, will be able to obtain further benefits if deemed worthy (ll. 67-70).

The typical formula πρόξενος καὶ εὐεργέτης can be found not only in epigraphic texts (e.g. IG I3 126, from Athens; IG IX 4, 543, from Delos), but also in literary ones (e.g. Hdt. 8.136.1; Xen. Hell. 6.1.4). More generally, the importance of evergetism in the context of proxenia grants is evident; however, it should be noted that not all εὐεργέται also have the title of proxenoi.

Literary attestations are less numerous, but provide interesting perspectives: for instance, they show how proxenoi could engage in espionage (cf. Thuc. 3.2.3); more generally, they could be suspected of treason, facing particular risks especially in the event of conflicts between the community of origin and the community for which they were proxenoi. In the theatre, there are multiple echoes of the role of proxenoi in welcoming foreigners or foreign delegations (Aesch. Supp. 234ff.; Ar. Av. 1021), although other literary genres provide more abundant and important information. For historiography, see for instance the numerous passages of Thucydides (2.29.1; 2.85.5; 3.2.3; 3.52.5; 3.70.1; 4.78.1; 5.43.2; 5.59.5; 5.76.3; 6.89.2) and Xenophon (Hell. 1.135; 4.5.6; 5.4.22; 6.1.4; 6. 3.4; 7.2.16), which are interesting because they offer examples of proxenoi “in action” (as opposed to simply capturing the moment of the grant of proxenia, as is the case with proxenia decrees). For oratory, the main witness is Demosthenes (but see e.g. also Aeschin. 3.138; Din. 1.45); oration 52 of the corpus Demosthenicum features Callippus, proxenos of the Heracleesians, in a charge initiated by Apollodoros concerning a sum of money that the Heracleote Lycon had deposited at the bank of Pasion. Finally, a significant passage from Plato mentions Megillos, a Spartan proxenos of the Athenians, stating that the proxenoi nurture benevolence towards the city that appointed them as such, and that they regard it almost as a δεύτερα πατρίς (Pl. Leg. 642b).
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Sympoliteia (συμπολιτεία)

Συμπολιτεία and related terms (συμπολιτεύειν, συμπολίτης, etc.) indicate the sharing of citizenship both among members of a single community and among multiple communities, either within the framework of a koinon (so-called federal sympoliteia) or through an agreement between two poleis (so-called bilateral sympoliteia). Of these meanings, the first—typical especially of verbal forms related to συμπολιτεία—is the oldest attested and enjoyed significant persistence over time: it already appears in Thucydides (e.g. 8, 76, 3), reemerges in various fourth-century BCE authors (e.g. Isoc. 16, 44; Arist. Pol. 1324a), and is attested down to the late Hellenistic and Roman periods (see, respectively, I.Priene B-M 64 and IGBulg IV 2247). However, this meaning does not fall within the concept of sympoliteia—or “sympolity”—as understood in modern scholarship, which is instead grounded in the ancient use of the term at the inter-community level. Modern scholarship assigns to this category cases exhibiting the features of federal or bilateral sympoliteia even when the sources do not employ this specific terminology. Conversely, although the decrees by which Miletus granted citizenship to the inhabitants of Seleucia-Tralles and Mylasa (I.Delphinion 143 A and 146 A) employ the verb συμπολιτεύεσθαι, the relationship established between these communities falls outside the modern notion of sympoliteia, rather belonging to the sphere of isopoliteia. [G. Aresi]

In the federal context it can be translated as “common citizenship” or “dual citizenship” and expresses the coexistence of a federal citizenship with a local (polis or village) citizenship. In the official sphere, it is expressed in the onomastic definition of the citizen, which juxtaposes the ethnicity of the koinon (e.g., Thessalos, “Thessalian”) with the specification of the locality (town or village) of origin, expressed with a complement of origin (ek Larissēs, “from Larissa”). Literary attestations of the formula also exist.

The earliest occurrences of the term sympoliteia (in the verbal form sympoliteuein) recur in two essentially contemporary fourth-century texts whose mutual chronological relationship is difficult to establish. The first is chapter 19.2-4, pp. 32-33 Chambers of the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia, in which the technical term sympoliteuein is used to identify the relationship between the Boeotian city of Plataea and the choria of Scolus, Erythrai, and Scafe (i.e., a secondary sympolitical relationship within the larger Boeotian League). The second, taken from Xenophon’s Hellenica (5.2.11-19) and relating to the process of empowerment of the Chalcidian League (i.e., the league of Chalcidian cities of Thrace) by the city of Olynthos in 382, not only attests to the terminology of sympoliteia, but also clarifies what it concretely entailed: common laws, common army, pooling of economic resources and rents from ports and markets, exchange of marriage rights (epigamia) and property rights (enktēsis). The term is used by Polybius, who also tries to innovate the lexicon of federalism, for the Achaeans (20.6.7; 22.8.9; 23.17.1) and other federations, including in the almost pleonastic form koinē sympoliteia (24.8.3; 27.2.10) and in the form ethnikē sympoliteia (2.44.5), which makes explicit beyond doubt the reference to the federal state. There is, however, modest trace of the sympoliteia in the sources, especially at the epigraphic level: to identify the federal states and their citizens, the use of the ethnic is more frequently employed. [C. Bearzot]

In the context of relations between two communities, sympoliteia consists in the absorption of one community into the other, which subsumes the territory and civic body of the former, integrating its members into its own citizenship and political-institutional system. This is well illustrated by the agreement signed between Miletus and Pidasa, probably in 187/6 BCE (I.Delphinion 149; cf. I.Milet 1, pp. 184-5), which states that the Pidaseans had “offered [scil. to the Milesians] their city, territory, and the revenues deriving therefrom” (προσφερομένων Πιδασέων πόλιν τε καὶ χώραν καὶ τὰ[ς | ἐ]κ τούτων προσόδους; ll. 50-51), and provides that “the Pidaseans shall be fellow citizens of the Milesians” (εἶναι Πιδασεῖς Μιλησίων πο|λίτας; ll. 10-11; a relatively uncommon feature, though paralleled in other Milesian inscriptions, the text explicitly states that the provision also applied to the children and – under certain conditions – to the wives of the Pidaseans) and therefore “shall share in the cults, offices, and all other matters in which the other Milesians participate” (μετεῖναι […] | ἱερῶν καὶ ἀρχείων καὶ τῶν ἄλλων, ὧν καὶ τοῖς λοιποῖς μέτε|στι Μιλησίοις; ll. 13-15)—a form of integration that the document itself designates as συμπολιτεία (l. 49). The act establishing the sympoliteia formed more than a century earlier between Pidasa and Heraclea at Latmos expresses the resulting merger between the two communities in even clearer terms (see I.Nordkarien T4, ll. 16-17: ἴδιον δὲ μηθὲν εἶναι μηδετέραι τῶν πό|λεων, “there shall be nothing exclusive to either of the two cities”), and also provides an example of a demographic measure aimed at promoting its full implementation: for a period of six years, marriages were not permitted within either community, but only between members of the two communities (see ll. 21-25).

However, the establishment of a sympoliteia did not necessarily entail the complete dissolution of the smaller community within the larger one. This is illustrated, for example, by the second-century BCE treaty stipulating that the citizens of Stiris and Medeon “shall share the politeia” (συ[ν|ε]πολίτευσαν; IG IX 1, 32, ll. 6-7)—a case which, involving two communities of the Phocian koinon, demonstrates the compatibility between federal and bilateral sympoliteia. While stipulating that “all Medeonians shall be Styrians on equal terms, and shall assemble and elect magistrates together with the city of the Styrians” (εἶμεν | [τ]οὺς Μεδεωνίους πάντας | [Σ]τιρίους ἴσους καὶ ὁμοίους, | καὶ συνεκλησιάζειν καὶ συ|ναρχοστατεῖσθαι μετὰ τᾶς | [πό]λιος τᾶς Στιρίων; ll. 10-15), the treaty establishes that the archons of Stiris were to be assisted in performing a series of functions by a hierotamias chosen from among the Medeonians, implying the continued existence of the latter as a distinct group within the civic body. More generally, although some founding documents of sympoliteiai mention—or even introduce measures aimed at facilitating (see, e.g., I.Nordkarien T4, ll. 27-8, with the provision that “the Pidaseans be allowed to build houses in the city [scil. in Heraclea] on public land wherever they wish”; ἐξεῖναι δὲ Πιδασεῦσιν οἰκοδομεῖσθαι οἰκήσε̣[ις] | ἐν τῆι πόλει ἐν τῆι δημοσίαι οὗ ἂν βούλωνται)—population transfers to the larger polis, these do not appear to have normally led to the disappearance of the urban centre of the integrated community. On the contrary, the latter’s survival can be implicitly assumed—or, in some cases, expressly guaranteed—in the same texts (e.g. in the absorption of Kyrbissos by Teos, and, with less certainty, of Helisson by Mantinea; see SEG 26.1306 and RO 14).

The different emphasis placed on the settlement aspect constitutes a distinguishing feature between the similar and partly equivalent modern notions of bilateral sympoliteia and synoecism. The dynamics underlying these unions were also comparable. They could arise from local demands—often a need for protection on the part of the smaller community and a corresponding desire for expansion on the part of the larger one, as well as the smoothing over of previous tensions—or be prompted by a higher authority seeking administrative efficiency and greater control over the territory. The latter policy was frequently adopted by Hellenistic sovereigns and dynasts, helping to explain the widespread occurrence of such phenomena in this period.

Various sources indicate that the formation of sympoliteiai (or synoecisms) was accompanied by negotiations between the parties involved—and, possibly, with the higher authority promoting the project—to which the peculiarities of local experiences can, at least in part, be attributed. The degree of satisfaction—particularly among smaller communities—with the outcome of these processes, as well as the level of coercion that may have underpinned them, were factors influencing the (heterogeneous) long-term success of the unions. [G. Aresi]
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Synoikismos (συνοικισμός)

Like the less common συνοίκισις (see, e.g., Thuc. 3, 3, 1), the term denotes the act of συνοικίζειν, “to settle (in order to live) together” (cf. Boehm 2018, 8-9; a slightly different emphasis in Hansen, Nielsen 2004, 115).

Sporadically attested in earlier periods, from Thucydides onwards this lexicon recurs with relative frequency in literary sources, predominantly in verbal form, and with a semantic field extending to both the public and the domestic spheres (see also Moggi 1975). In the first case, συνοικίζειν generally means: (1) “to found” a city ex nihilo, typically a colony—the aggregative value of the prefix συν- is apparent in Thucydides’ use of the verb with exclusive reference to colonies founded by groups of individuals of different origins (see e.g. 6, 5, 1), but tends to lose significance in later authors (cf. Str. 14, 1, 6); (2) “to repopulate” and/or “to rebuild” existing centres that had suffered misfortunes so severe as to reduce them to a critical condition, or even to cause a temporary cessation of their existence (see, e.g., Diod. Sic. 19, 54, 2); (3) “to unify” into a single polis, often centred on a newly founded urban nucleus, political entities that were previously fragmented (see, e.g., Ephor., FGrHist 70 F 147 = Str. 10, 4, 8), sometimes due to a “village-based” settlement model (κατὰ κώμας)—a model which synoecism did not necessarily entail entirely abandoning. In the domestic sphere, the verb instead takes on the meaning of “establishing cohabitation” or “giving in marriage”, and συνοικισμός refers to the resulting unions (see, e.g., Diod. Sic. 18.23.1).

This polysemy is reflected in epigraphic sources, where, however, the use of this terminology with reference to marriage and cohabitation appears marginal (see only Ma, Antiochos 26 A). Among its “public” meanings, “repopulating” and/or “rebuilding” is particularly widespread (see, e.g., I.Sardes Suppl. II 3; IPArk 18; SEG 30.1120-1122; cf. J., L. Robert 1983, 188-9), while “(co)founding” is documented in no less than three texts (IG XII 4, 1, 222, which also preserves a particularly early attestation of συνοικιστής; TAM V II 1187; I.Lindos II 2, XXVIII). The idea of “unification” appears both in the entry on the Marmor Parium recording the act by which Theseus “united the twelve poleis of the Athenians into one entity” (Ἀθηνῶν τὰς δώδεκα πόλεις εἰς τὸ αὐτὸ συνώικισεν; FGrHist 239 a20 = IG XII, 5, 444, ll. 34-6; Moggi 1976, no. 12) and in a third-century BCE decree from Apollonia on the Meander that refers to a “common union of the four poleis” (συνοικισία κοινὴ τῆς τετραπόλεως; Segre 1934, ll. 9-10), of which the city evidently resulted—and which is designated by a term extremely rare in any type of source.

This meaning also characterises various documents relating to mergers between two communities that resulted in the absorption of one into the other: the founding act of the συϝοικία (scil. συνοικία) contracted in the middle decades of the fourth century BCE between Orchomenos and Euaimon (IPArk 15; Moggi 1976, no. 43)—where a word is used that is similar, but not directly related to συνοικισμός, and generally refers to already existing “communities” (see, e.g., Pl. Resp. 369c) and “settlements” (see, e.g., Polyb. 16.11.1) rather than to their formative processes; the letters sent at the end of the same century by Antigonos the One-Eyed to Teos regarding its συνοικισμός with Lebedos (Welles, RC 3-4); the sacrificial calendar drawn up by Mykonos when, probably around the mid-third century BCE, the latter and an anonymous polis with which it had long had some structural link “unified” (συνωικίσθησαν; LSCG 96, cf. CGRN 156).

The same usage is echoed in a letter by Eumenes II to the Dionysiac artists of Asia Minor regarding disputes that had arisen between them and Teos, in which the king rules that the parties should draft an “agreement for the synoecism” (συνθήκηγ … [ε]ἰς τòν συνοικισμὸγ̣; Le Guen, Technites 47, col. III A, ll. 7-8). Transposed to the sphere of relations between a polis and a community of a different nature—albeit characterised by similarities in terms of internal organisation and diplomatic conduct—συνοικισμός acquires a new nuance, which arises from its meaning in the interstate sense, but whose concrete implications remain difficult to define (see also Aneziri 2003, 100-4).

Modern scholarship reserves the term “synoecism” for processes involving the merger of several communities into single political entities, whether pre-existing or newly created through the synoecisms themselves—that is, for the so-called “interstate” synoecisms (cf. Moggi 1976, IX-X; in greater detail Hansen, Nielsen, 117-18). Notwithstanding this general semantic framework and its narrowing compared to its ancient usage, the label is applied to quite heterogeneous experiences, regardless of the specific terms used in the relevant sources (on possible lexical alternatives, see, e.g., Boehm 2018, 9). Over time, this variety has led to more complex classifications of synoecisms, the validity and functionality of which are, however, debated. Among these is the distinction between “physical” synoecisms, i.e. those accompanied by population movements and urban planning interventions, and “purely political” synoecisms, limited to the institutional level (see, e.g., Hornblower 1982, 83-4; Reger 2004, 149). In contrast, others regard these spheres as substantially inseparable (see, e.g., Hansen, Nielsen 2004, 116-7).

As defined, the modern notion of synoecism bears strong similarities to that of “bilateral” sympoliteia—a term scholars also use to refer to mergers between poleis—and the distinction between the two is often blurred (cf. the joint treatment of both phenomena in Magnetto 2025). In general, whereas sympoliteiai—in the sense outlined above, and thus excluding the federal sphere—tend to be restricted to cases involving two cities, the category of synoecism also encompasses aggregations of a larger number of communities, not necessarily having prior polis status (cf. Boehm 2018, 10). Scholars further emphasise the settlement-related implications of synoecism, so that the term is often preferred for initiatives involving either the convergence of the population toward a newly founded urban centre or the significant concentration of inhabitants in one existing settlement, whose growth coincided with a contraction of the others (cf. Hansen, Nielsen 2004, 117).

There are, however, unions between poleis which, although involving similar transfers of population, are consistently characterised as sympoliteiai, as well as instances that are attributed both this designation and that of synoecisms (consider, respectively, the cases of Heraclea at Latmo and Pidasa and Mantinea and Helisson; compare, e.g., Mack 2013 and Moggi 1996, esp. 266-7). Overall, at least in circumstances involving two poleis, the attempt to draw a clear distinction between these categories does not seem justified by ancient lexical usage, and it has even been suggested that synoecism should be interpreted in these cases as a specific form of sympoliteia (see Priol 2017, 145-7 contra the differing view of, e.g., J., L. Robert 1976, 189). From the classical period onwards, and regardless of the number of contracting communities, synoecisms can also be compared to bilateral sympoliteiai in terms of their underlying dynamics and, at least in part, their variable long-term success.

With regard to citizenship, a synoecism could lead either to the establishment of a new body of politai, composed of members of the communities involved, or to the incorporation of the politai belonging to one or more communities into the civic body of another (see also s.v. politēs). Typical examples of the first case are the synoecisms of Rhodes, Megalopolis, and Cos (Moggi 1976, nos. 34, 45, 46; with updates in Moggi 2008, 38-9), while the second is well illustrated by Antigonos’ letters on the union between Teos and Lebedos—e.g. by the provision establishing that the representatives of the latter at the Panionion were to be incorporated into the Teian delegation, and that each of them “shall be called a Teian” (καλεῖσθαι Τηΐον; Welles, RC 3, ll. 2-4).

Both types of synoecism could still allow the incorporated communities to maintain an individual identity, which in some cases led to their development into civic subdivisions—if not, as has been suggested, in dependent poleis (cf. Hansen, Nielsen 2004, 118; Hansen 2015, 874-8; contra Fröhlich 2010, 663-6). In the event of a reversal of the synoecistic process in which they had been involved, the return of these communities to full autonomy is also attested—such is the case, e.g., with Lebedos and some centres previously absorbed by Olynthos and Acanthos (see respectively Ager 1998 and Thuc. 5, 18, 6 with Gomme 1962, ad loc.; cf. Moggi 1976, nos. 28 and 31).
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Synteleia (συντέλεια)

Synteleia (syntelein) properly denotes the sharing of fiscal burdens, but it can have a broader meaning, of the union of communities gathered together in a larger state. In Herodotus the terminology of synteleia is already applied to the federal context: regarding the events of 519, the Corinthians, called upon to settle the dispute between Thebes and Plataea, declared that it was not possible to force a city to syntelein, that is, to join a federation, if it did not want to (Hdt. 6.108). Syntelein is used in chapter 19.2-4, pp. 32-33 Chambers of the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia to denote a federation-like relationship between certain Boeotian cities and Thebes. Also in Polybius it finds application to indicate the Achaean federation (5.94.1 synteleia patrikē). In Diodorus it is normally used to denote the Boeotian league refounded in the fourth century and reunited around Thebes (e.g. 12.41.3; 15.38.4; 15.50.4-5; 15.79.2) or the Arcadian league (15.59.1), sometimes in the form mia synteleia. The term seems to emphasise, in federations, the concept of dependence on a central power.
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Systasis (σύστασις)

The term denotes “coming together” for various purposes. These include the formation of a political union (e.g. Isoc. 3.54) or a constitutional structure (Pl. Resp. 546a, Leg. 702d). The term systasis is used by Polybius, in Book 6, in the sense of “constitutional structure”, especially about the process of formation (with auxēsis). In three occurrences it indicates “federations” (23.1.4; 30.13.6; 32.4.2; in the last two cases with the specification ethnikai, to make it less generic). Systasis seems to want to emphasize the existence of a political “structure” with specific characteristics, the outcome of a consistent development.
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Systēma (σύστημα)

The term indicates a whole composed of different well-harmonized parts, like the English “system”. One of its meanings is “organized government, constitution” (Pl. Leg. 686b, Arist. Eth. Nic. 1168b32; Polyb. 6.4.5; 6.5.10; 6.10.14). Polybian usage in the sense of “federation” is based on this meaning (2.38.6; 2.41.15; 4.60.10, for the Achaeans; 9.28.2, for the Chalcidians of Thrace). Systēma seems to highlight, in the context of Polybius’ desire to innovate the lexicon of federalism, the complexity of the federal state, which brings together and harmonizes different entities. Strabo (14.3.3) uses it for the Lycian koinon; cf. TAM II 175 and 508.
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Xenikon/Xenika telē (ξενικόν/ξενικὰ τέλη)

An ancient Athenian law, probably dating to Solon and renewed by Aristophon of Azenia, prohibited foreigners from working in the agora (Dem. 57.31) unless they paid a special tax known as ξενικόν or ξενικὰ (scil. τέλη, Dem. 57.34). Its exact amount is not known, but it may have been a tax on the occupation of public land. Resident foreigners were exempt from this payment (Lex. Seg. s.v. ἰσοτελεῖς; see also s.v. isotelēs).
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Xenodikai (ξενοδίκαι)

The office of the xenodikai is attested only rarely. It is known exclusively from epigraphic sources, both in the Athenian context (IG I3 439, l. 75 and 440, l. 26, the Parthenon accounts for the years 444/3 and 443/2 BCE; Agora XVI 47, convention between Athens and Stymphalos, 368/7 BCE; IG II2 46, convention between Athens and Troizen, first half of the fourth century BCE) and in central Greece (an arbitration involving Megara, Thebes, and Eleutherai from the second half of the sixth century BCE, preliminary report in Matthaiou 2014, 213-215; IG 12, 3, 717, a Locrian treaty between Oianthea and Chaleion, ca. 450 BCE; and IG ΙΧ 1, 32, homologia between Stiris and Medeon in Phocis, ca. 170 BCE). Their mention in the Parthenon accounts may be connected to the presence of numerous foreigners (see s.v. xenos) among the workers listed in those records, and to the possible existence of formal agreements between Athens and the poleis from which those workers originated—according to a procedure that might also be assumed for the two Athenian cases of the fourth century BCE. However, there is no certainty about this. The earliest attestation of the term appears in the arbitration between Megara, Thebes, and Eleutherai, from which it may be inferred that the xenodikai were magistrates of the city acting as arbiter (Matthaiou 2014, 214). The convention between Chaleion and Oianthea is, in fact, the only document that clearly shows the xenodikai as judicial officials from Chaleion with investigatory functions, to whom the legal cases of the inhabitants of Oianthea—xenoi in Chaleion—were entrusted. Given that these magistrates, with the sole exception of the Parthenon accounts, always appear in the context of international conventions between poleis, it seems reasonable to conclude that they were officials appointed to adjudicate cases concerning foreigners, namely citizens of the other polis involved in a symbolon  (treaty); in arbitrations, they acted similarly on behalf of the city serving as intermediary in the disputes involving the citizens of the contracting poleis. It therefore seems unlikely that the xenodikai were ever responsible in Athens (or elsewhere) for cases of fraudulent claims to citizenship (graphai xenias). There appears to be no overlap of jurisdiction between the nautodikai and the xenodikai (contra Körte 1993, who argued that the two offices succeeded one another in Athens during the fifth century BCE; for discussion of the two offices, see already Cavaignac 1908, LXVII-LXVIII; Cohen 1973, 163-76; Erdas 2021, 48-9 48-49; see also s.v. nautodikai).

 

E. Cavaignac, Études sur l’histoire financière d’Athènes au Ve siècle. Le trésor d’Athènes de 480 à 494, Paris 1908.

E. Cohen, Ancient Athenian Maritime Courts, Princeton 1973.

D. Erdas, “I nautodikai. Note su una magistratura ateniese tra cause di xenia e giurisdizione sugli emporoi”, Dike 24, 2021, 33-62.

A. Körte, “Die Attischen ξενοδίκαι”, Hermes 68.2, 1933, 238-42.

A. Matthaiou, “Four Inscribed Bronze Tablets from Thebes: Preliminary Notes”, in N. Papazarkadas (ed.), The Epigraphy and History of Boeotia: New Finds, New Prospects, Leiden 2014, 211-22.
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Xenodokoi (ξενοδόκοι)

Hesychius (s.v. ξενοδόκος) defines the term ξενοδόκος in two ways: as “one who receives foreigners” (ὑποδεχόμενος ξένους)—its literal meaning—and as “witness” (μάρτυς), although the latter likely represents an evolution from the original sense. Xenodokoi are primarily mentioned in inscriptions from the Thessalian region, such as acts of manumission and honorary decrees, but two epigraphic documents that record the text of agreements between contracting parties are also significant: the convention of the syngeneia of the Basaidai (SEG 35.548) and the agreement between two poleis in Achaea Phthiotis, Thebes and Halos (FD III 4, 355). Typically, the xenodokoi appear in the final lines of the inscriptions, often in conjunction with the magistrates of the polis (stratēgoi and tagoi), seemingly acting as guarantors for the transactions.

In acts of manumission, freed slaves make a payment to the polis in the presence of xenodokoi (e.g. SEG 29.532; BCH 95 (1971), 562), but there are also instances where magistrates other than xenodokoi act as guarantors of the transaction (IG IX 2, 359-550); additionally, the role of xenodokos is sometimes assigned to a tagos. The distinction between idioi xenodokoi (in the form ἰδιοξενοδόκοι in IG IX 2, 1282 III and IV), as attested, for example, at Pythion, and koinoi xenodokoi is not always clear, nor is the nature of their duties: xenodokoi appear to be not so much magistrates of the polis, but rather private citizens chosen as official guarantors by the community for a specific task, a role that could also be performed by civic magistrates as needed.

Xenodokoi are found in honorary decrees from various Thessalian cities: Phayttos, Mopsion, Atrax, and Metropolis. These are mostly koinoi xenodokoi, but the form συνξενοδόκων is also attested (e.g. in the proxenia decree of the polis of Atrax for Orthotimos of Tylissos, SEG 33.448), suggesting the existence of a kind of board of xenodokoi. The hypothesis that best explains their function in these documents is that they serve as guarantors of relations between foreigners and the polis.

The role of the xenodokoi in the aforementioned agreements between Thessalian poleis appears more elusive. In the convention between Thebes and Halos, where the cities submit to the arbitration of a citizen of Larisa, Makon, regarding a territorial dispute, the term xenodokoi is followed by a list of four names belonging to citizens of Meliteia (ll. 22-23). Zelnick-Abramovitz (2000, 113) has argued that the xenodokoi from Meliteia act as guarantors for both the parties’ decision to submit to arbitration and the judgment rendered by Makon. The need to employ xenodokoi can be explained by their role in receiving the representatives of the poleis who agreed to the outcome of the arbitration whenever they visited Meliteia to lodge complaints regarding the implementation of the arbitral verdict. It is not surprising that the xenodokoi come from Meliteia rather than Larisa, Makon’s homeland, since the parties, contrary to the norm, are relying on the services of a single individual rather than a polis. The presence of the Meliteians indicates the involvement of the koinon, reconstituted after 196 BCE, in the agreement, as evidenced by the mention of the federal calendar (l. 13) and the presence of federal magistrates such as the tagoi. Furthermore, as Ager has pointed out, it is not unusual for the guarantors of interstate treaties to come from cities different from those directly involved in the agreement, as seen in the case of Delphi in the treaty between Chaleion and Tritea (IG IX 12, 3, 739).

Similarly, in the convention of the Basaidai of Metropolis—an agreement among syngeneis aimed at regulating the admission of new members—the xenodokoi serve as guarantors because the agreement concerned foreigners naturalised at the time of admission to the syngeneia (Loddo), rather than due to the new members being perceived as xenoi (Zelnick-Abramovitz).
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[L. Loddo]

Xenos (ξένος)

The term xenos, used as a noun, encompasses a spectrum of meanings that can essentially be grouped around three poles: it can identify the foreigner, but also the guest (understood as one who is hosted, for example, in Il. 6.215, and sometimes also as the host, Il. 15.532; both meanings coexist in Pl. Leg. 953d) and the mercenary (Xen. An. 1.1.10). There are also instances where the term is employed to identify a specific type of foreigner, namely an ally (Ar. Eq. 1408) or a metic (Isoc. 2.22; at times, particularly in certain judicial speeches, it is not straightforward to ascertain whether an individual being discussed holds metic status or is merely a xenos). Naturally, all these various semantic fields are closely linked to the first, which is the one of primary interest in this context.

The Greek world recognises various types of foreigners, depending on the duration of their condition and their ethnic identity. Regarding the first aspect, the foreigner in a general sense, that is, the free individual who is temporarily abroad, must be distinguished in legal terms from the specific case of the metic, who resides with a certain degree of stability (usually for more than a month: Whitehead 1977, 7-9) in a foreign location (for further information on metics, see above s.v. metoikos). Concerning the second aspect, the foreigner in the strict sense, namely the Greek from a community different from the one in which he resides, should be distinguished from the barbarian, that is, the foreigner of non-Greek descent (cf. Vlassopoulos 2013). The following discussion will focus on the Greek foreigner who is temporarily abroad (naturally, the most well-known context is that of Athens, to which this discussion will primarily refer).

The condition of xenos was quite common due to both the extreme political fragmentation of the Greek world, divided into a myriad of city-states and federations, and the dense network of relationships of various kinds that existed among these communities. Movements could occur for a multitude of reasons, including commercial, religious (such as visiting sanctuaries and participating in festivals), military, and diplomatic purposes. Indeed, there are numerous categories of travellers and, consequently, foreigners: merchants, pilgrims, mercenaries, ambassadors, heralds, theorists, as well as actors, musicians, artists, architects, diviners, teachers, sophists, philosophers, and doctors. Particular categories of foreigners include exiles and stateless individuals (cf. Loddo 2022). Some communities are more open towards these foreigners, usually because they need them or benefit from their presence (for example, Athens); others, however, are less tolerant of the presence of foreigners (see e.g. the xenēlasiai practised in Sparta, cf. Hdt. 3.148 and Thuc. 1.144.2, as well as in other contexts, cf. Ael. VH 13.16).

Foreigners were clearly distinguished from citizens, as evidenced at the lexical level by the fact that in the sources the term ξένος is frequently contrasted or at least juxtaposed with ἀστός and, to a lesser extent, with πολίτης (for further discussion, see Cohen 2000, 50-5; Blok 2017, 153-4, 162-72; and specifically regarding Athenian tragic and comic theatre, Falco 2024; see also s.vv. astos and politēs). Regarding ἀστός, the dualism with ξένος appears both in poetry in its various forms (e.g., Pind. Ol. 13.1-3; Soph. OC 12-13; Eur. Med. 222-223; Ar. Av. 32) and in prose, across different genres like history (Hdt. 2.160.4; Thuc. 6.30.2), oratory (Andoc. 4.10), and philosophy (Pl. Men. 91c; Arist. Pol. 4.1300b 31-32); for epigraphic evidence, see e.g. RO 69, l. 3. Similarly, there are analogous examples for πολίτης: Hdt. 7.237.2-3; Lys. 12.35; and for inscriptions, see RO 51, l. 5.

The free man who is in the position of a ξένος is deprived of a number of rights: for example, he cannot own real property (land is closely tied to citizenship: cf. Arist. Pol. 7.1329a 13-19; 1329b36-38) and, starting from Pericles’ law of 451/50, he cannot produce legitimate offspring through marriage with an ἀστή. Furthermore, the condition of minority for the ξένος is also marked by the fact that, according to a law attributed to Solon, foreigners were required to pay a fee to enter the marketplace of the agora (Dem. 57.31 = Leão-Rhodes 117). Some prohibitions could be lifted through special concessions: for instance, the right of ἐπιγαμία could be granted (see the dedicated entry), and sometimes, even if only temporarily, the right of ἔγκτησις γῆς καὶ οἰκίας could be permitted (e.g., IG II2 80, 9-11), potentially extended to descendants (IG II2 373, 29-30: εἶναι δὲ αὐτῶι καὶ ἐγγόνο[ις γῆς καὶ] [οἰ]κίας ἔγκτησιν) or granted upon request (IG II2 907, ll. 5-8: δεδό[σθαι] [δὲ αὐτῶι κ]αὶ [πρ]οξε[ν]ία[ν] καὶ γῆς καὶ ο[ἰκίας ἔγκτησιν] αἰτησαμ[έ]νωι κατὰ τὸ[ν νόμον; for general information on ἔγκτησις, see Faguer 2021 and Faraguna 2024; see also above s.v. enktēsis).

Beyond specific concessions, the separation from citizens is so marked that in cases where, following a γραφὴ ξενίας, a foreigner was declared guilty of usurping citizenship, he was reduced to slavery (Dem. Ep. 3.29). The competent magistrates (for a general discussion on the issue, see Erdas 2021 and s.v. nautodikai) appear to have been the ναυτοδίκαι (as noted in, for example, IG I3 3, ll. 76-77; Poll. Onom. 8.126; cf. also Lys. 17.5), while during the time of the Aristotelian Athēnaiōn Politeia (cf. 59.3), these matters were managed by the thesmothetai (who were already involved in cases concerning foreigners in the fifth century, as evidenced by the decree for Chalcis: IG I3 40, ll. 70-76). On the other hand, it seems that the ξενοδίκαι, known both in Athens and elsewhere (cf. for example Agora XVI 47 and IG IX 12 3 717), did not deal with cases of γραφὴ ξενίας.

Remaining within the framework of law, the foreigner, except in specific cases, could not seek justice in the courts; however, his testimony could be used in both private (Dem. 35.14, 20, 23, 33ss.; Hyp. 5.33) and public cases (Dem. 25.62; Aeschin. 2.155). Various aspects highlight the otherness of the foreigner in relation to the citizen within the legal context. For instance, if he was accused, guarantees could be taken to ensure his presence at the trial (Isoc. 17.12; Dem. 32.29). Furthermore, for the murder of foreigners, the competent court was the Palladium (Arist. Ath. Pol. 57.3), which also handled cases involving the killing of metics and slaves, as well as cases of φόνος μὴ ἐκ προνοίας and φόνος ἀκούσιος involving citizens. The involvement of this court clearly indicates that the murder of a foreigner was considered a crime of lesser severity than that of a citizen.

Citizens and foreigners were, in fact, largely equated in the dikai emporikai, introduced in the mid-fourth century (see Maffi 2016). The sources attesting to these procedures, namely several orations from the Demosthenic corpus (32, 33, 34, 35, 56), demonstrate the direct involvement of foreigners in court (although it is not always easy to distinguish between ξένοι and metics), both as defendants and as plaintiffs. It is significant that in these procedures a foreigner could directly access the Athenian courts (the case had to be presented to the thesmothetai: [Dem.] 33.1; Arist. Ath. Pol. 59.5), even in the absence of specific agreements between Athens and their communities of origin. These are, in fact, completely different types of legal proceedings from the dikai apo symbolōn.

The condition of foreigners remains rather precarious, as, with the partial exception of personnel on diplomatic missions (Nep. Pel. 5, 1; cf. however Mosley 1973, 81-92), they were exposed to the right of reprisal against their property or person. Some institutions aimed to mitigate this precariousness. At the private level, the main one is xenia (Thuc. 8.6.3; Isoc. 4.43; cf. Iriarte 2007 and Basile 2016): of aristocratic origin and well known since the Homeric poems (e.g. Od. 24.286), it was symbolised by the exchange of symbola and aimed to provide mutual assistance between the contracting parties. However, a community could also resort to proxenia, meaning it could grant the title of proxenos to a foreigner who, in his own city, provided hospitality and assistance to those from the community that conferred that title (see s.v. proxenos). Finally, there is the institution of asylia, of sacred origin, which protected the foreigner from the risk of being subjected to violent actions (συλᾶν): within the legal framework, inviolability, a characteristic of sacred areas, could be a concession granted due to particular merits or relationships to individual foreigners (for example, IG I3 98, l. 19-20, with the typical formula ἀσυλίαν εἶναι αὐτῷ) or, reciprocally, to entire communities (for instance, IG IX 12, 717; on asylia, see Gauthier 1972, 209-84; Maffi 2023, 86-98; for a collection of Hellenistic epigraphic texts, see Rigsby 1996). It is superfluous to note that cases of granting citizenship, to individuals or groups, are exceptional and usually arise from reasons of interest.
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Demades 325, 563

Demagogue 122 n. 27, 212 and n. 95, 213 n. 98, 218, 221-2 and nn. 132, 133, 277 n. 52, 508

Demeter 286, 317

Demetrius of Phaleron 207 n. 79, 354, 535

Demetrius Poliorcetes 207 n. 79

Democracy 13, 39-40, 42, 46, 49-51, 53 n. 75, 54, 76-7, 88, 94, 96, 97-115, 117-33, 135-53, 158 and n. 2, 160-3, 167, 170-1, 190 n. 4, 197, 200, 203, 205 n. 70, 206 n. 75, 207-8, 216-7, 221-3 and n. 135, 229-31, 238-9 and n. 7, 243, 246-7 n. 35, 251, 253, 255 and nn. 69, 72, 257-8 n. 81, 273-4, 277, 289, 306 n. 116, 312 n. 3, 313 n. 6, 353 n. 137, 355 and n. 146, 381-410, 507-9, 514, 529-30, 538, 561

Demonax of Mantineia 267-8 and n. 15, 449 n. 113

Demophilus 257-8 and n. 79

Dēmos 13, 15, 24 n. 13, 39-40, 51 n. 65, 54-5, 73-4, 91-3, 97-8, 107-8, 111-4, 121-3, 135-53, 158-9, 189-235, 238 n. 4, 247 n. 35, 251, 253, 263-78, 281-2, 285, 287 and n. 36, 288 n. 38, 312 n. 3, 314, 326-8 and n. 73, 363, 371, 384-6, 410, 420-1, 425, Appendix s.v. apodēmeō, 476, 506, 520-1, Appendix s.v. parepidēmeō, 546-7, 562, 567, 570-1, 575, 577

Demoteles 273

Diapsēphisis/diapsephismos  237-60, 540

Dikastērion  39, 139-40 and n. 18

Dikē 29-30, 84-5, 91-2, 94, 103, 106, 208 and n. 83

Dikē aikeias 65 and n. 46

Dikē apo symbolōn 593

Dikē apostasiou 474

Dikē emporikē 240 and n. 10, 242, 248, 258, 538, 593

Dikē exoulēs 484

Dionysius I 15, 270 and n. 26, 283, 289 n. 41, 509

Dionysius II 283

Dionysus 210 n. 88, 327, 568

Dodona 178-9 and n. 7, 417

Dokimasia 181 and n. 8, 473, 499, 569

Doulos (see slave)

Ducetius 304

Earth (goddess) 167

Eisphora 120, 245, 247 and n. 36, 251 n. 54, 337, 344, 532, 534

Eleusis 85 n. 27, 101, 124, 317-8, 324, 339

Eleutheria 125 n. 40, 147, 216 n. 108

Elis 325, 394 n. 59, 553

Emporia 240, 245 n. 27

Enktēsis 15, 65, 113, 225 and n. 142, 249 and n. 46, 251 and n. 54, 253 n. 64, 272, 314-5 and nn. 10, 11, 14, 317 n. 26, 327 n. 74, 341-3, 346, 350 n. 124, 351, 401, 417, 425-8, Appendix s.v., 517, 519, 554, 580

Epeiros 179, 502

Ephēbeia 324, 525

Ephesis 139-40 and n. 18, 208, 476

Ephesos 92-3, 109 and n. 66, 111-4 and nn. 92, 94, 95, 346 and n. 95, 361, 486, 488, 521, 544, 550, 554

Ephor 42, 430, 443, 446-8, 451 and n. 125, 454

Epidamnos 84, 90, 102 and n. 25, 104 n. 42

Epidauros 206 n. 75, 211 n. 89, 389, 390 n. 34, 394

Epigamy/epigamia 417, 425-8, Appendix s.v., 517, 580

Epiklēros 176, 184-5, 339

Epitaphios logos 13, 160 and n. 13, 162-3 and n. 24, 167

Epitimia/epitimos 62 and nn. 27, 28, 29, 131, 483, Appendix s.v.

Eranos 120 and n. 17, 221 n. 131, 241 and n. 12, 258

Erechtheus 157, 160 n. 15

Eretria 316, 484, 578

Ergetion 285 and n. 27

Erythrai 111-2 and n. 86, 484, 486-7, 580

Euaimon 180, 363 n. 21, 583

Euboia 92, 287-8 and n. 35, 290, 504, 519

Euelthon (tyrant) 267

Euenor 169

Euergetēs 97, 107 n. 59, 114-5 and n. 102, 342 and n. 73, 346 n. 95

Eugeneia 159-62 and n. 17, 166, 170

Eumenes II 335, 370 n. 60, 563, 583

Eunomia 138, 143, 145, 152, 167 and n. 42

Euripos 315-6

Euromos 109, 368

Euthynai 41, 560

Euxitheus 70, 237 n. 2, 476, 480, 495-6

Exile 82, 90-1, 94, 96, 110, 113, 114, 121, 219 n. 127, 244, 255 n. 69, 265, 267, 272-3, 275-6, 278, 280, 284, 286 n. 29, 289, 291 n. 48, 300, 303-4, 306-8 and n. 124, 352 and n. 130, 354, 397 n. 74, 430-3, 435, 449, 453-4, 476, 480, 482, 487, 498, 507, 520, 532-3, 545, 558, 570, 591

Exousia 23, 42, 140 n. 19

Federal state 11, 16, 289 n. 40, 362, 366 n. 39, 381-410, 411-28, 499, 504, 518, 556, 561, 580, 587

Foreigner (see xenos)

Free spaces 237-60

Gamoroi/geōmoroi 10, 271-5 and nn. 33, 35, 285, 286 n. 29, 289 n. 43, 299 n. 84

Gela 268-9, 281, 285, 286 n. 29, 287-92 and nn. 39, 49, 300-1 nn. 88, 92, 303 n. 103, 308 n. 127

Gelon 15, 149 n. 52, 279-309, 508

Gerousia 106, 444 n. 86, 492

Gēs anadasmos 15-6, 81, 88, 95, 102 n. 25, 106, 263-78, 282 and n. 12, 294-6, 307 n. 124, 308, 319, 320 n. 38, 345, Appendix s.v., 570

Gortyn 14, 83, 91, 98 n. 5, 108 and n. 63, 176-7, 186, 441 and n. 74, 493, 512, 553, 558

Graphē 484, 537, 589, 592

Great convergence 12, 77, 136 n. 2, 450-1

Halikarnassos 276-7, 490

Helen 63

Helisson 363 n. 21, 368 n. 44, 369 n. 51, 372 and n. 68, 379, 581, 584

Helot 106, 232, 344, 347-9 and n. 109

Hephaestus 167-8, 495, 535

Herakleia (Latmian) 335, 368 n. 47, 423-5, 550, 564, 571, 581, 584

Herakleia Minoa 302 n. 97, 303 and n. 104

Herakleia Pontike 511

Herakleia Trachinia 16, 293

Heracles 161 n. 18, 178, 308, 436 n. 44, 538, 571

Hermocrates 147-53 and nn. 48, 49, 50, 53, 54, 67, 71

Hieron 291-2 and n. 48, 293 n. 59, 295 n. 67, 297-9 and n. 85, 300 n. 90, 301 n. 92, 302-5 and nn. 101, 107, 306 n. 116, 309 and n. 129

Himera 15, 263, 264 n. 4, 289, 294, 296 and n. 72, 300, 302-8 and nn. 97, 98, 103, 105, 110, 112, 116, 118, 122, 123, 309 n. 129, 506, 508, 545

Hippocrates of Gela 285-7, 292 and n. 50, 297 and n. 75, 301 n. 94

Hippodamus of Miletus 26, 35, 37-9 and nn. 40, 42, 292 and n. 52, 334

Histiaia 90, 92, 98 n. 5, 103, 108, 315, 519

Homoios/homoiotēs 12, 79-96, 97-115

Homologia 293, 365-7, 373, 376-7, 588

Homonoia 161-2 and n. 20

Homopoliteia 363 and n. 21, Appendix s.v.

Household 25 n. 16, 27, 29-30, 38, 89, 94, 175, 177, 181, 203 n. 60, 206 n. 75, 220 n. 130, 224, 227, 266 n. 8, 313, 329 n. 79, 494, 496

Hybris 73, 136, 143 n. 29, 161 n. 18, 219 n. 127

Hyperbolus 213 n. 99, 222 n. 133

Idrieus 112 and n. 87

Ilion 361, 484, 570

Inessa 304 and n. 109

Ingenuus 17, 459, 468, 471

Iolaus 121

Isomoiria/isomoirein 119, 122, 180

Isonomia 53 n. 75, 88-9 and n. 48, 105 and n. 45, 162, 223

Isopoliteia 35 n. 37, 108-9 and n. 70, 112, 114, 133, 342 n. 73, 363 n. 18, 367 n. 41, 413-6 and nn. 8, 9, 420-3 and n. 40, 425-6, 449 n. 113, 490-1, 499, 512, Appendix s.v., 523, 531, 564, 571, 579

Isos/isotēs 12, 79-96, 97-115

Isoteleia 241 n. 16, 246 n. 29, 251 and n. 54, 342, Appendix s.v., 532, 535, 554

Isotimia 53 n. 75, 387

Itanos 108 and n. 64, 114, 278 and n. 55, 509

Ius suffragii 17, 459-71

Kallipolis 285, 364

Kalymna 92, 363, 514, 518, 540, 550

Kamarina 178 n. 5, 285-8 and nn. 27, 33, 34, 39, 290, 297 and nn. 75, 76, 308, 546, 551

Karia 97, 109, 111, 114, 288 n. 38, 373 n. 76, 564, 572

Kasmenai 285, 286 n. 29, 288, 498

Katane 304

Keos 16, 425-7

Knidos 111

Koinon 16, 74, 179 n. 7, 180, 342, 362-3 and n. 16, 365-6 and n. 39, 380, 381-410, 411-28, 431, 487, 499-500, 503, 514, 518, 523, 553, 562, 567, 579-81, 587, 590

Koinon dogma 289 and n. 44, 291 and n. 48, 295-6, 306-7, 570-1

Koinōnia 21-55, 239-41 and n. 8, 242 n. 18, 243, 258

Koinopoliteia 422-3, Appendix s.v.

Kolophon 71, 109, 111, 112 n. 92, 325, 492

Kore 286 n. 29, 317

Korkyra 127, 177, 575, 577

Koroneia 390

Kos 61, 88, 92 and n. 62, 286 n. 32, 342, 361, 363, 486-7, 492, 514, 550, 561, 564, 568, 585

Kroton 71, 299

Kyme (Aiolian) 71, 503

Kyme (Campanian) 507

Kyrene 15-6, 51, 74, 82-3, 89-90, 92-4, 98, 108, 137 n. 8, 265-8 and n. 11, 271, 277-8, 292, 325, 351-2, 354-5, 429-52, 507, 549, 563

Kytenion 395-6

Labraunda 109 and n. 67

Laertes 209 and n. 85

Lakedaimon 243 n. 21, 344

Lakonia 344 and n. 84, 349

Land (re)distribution (see gēs anadasmos)

Land tenure 15, 249, 311-29, 333 n. 16, 334, 338, 497

Larbenoi 97-9, 101 n. 21, 109-10

Larisa 49, 105, 281, 325, 350 and n. 126, 504, 519, 569, 580, 590

Latmos 369 n. 51, 374-5, 380

Lato 91, 441 n. 73

Laurion 320, 519

Lebedos 62, 82, 380, 583, 585

Ledon 405-6

Leontinoi 15, 265, 268, 269 nn. 19, 23, 270-1 and nn. 25, 28, 275, 278, 281-2 and n. 6, 285, 286 n. 32, 287, 304, 508

Leotychidas 476

Liturgy 107, 217, 245, 247 and n. 36, 258, 367, 491, 532, 534

Lokris 177, 479, 518, 535, 577

Lokroi Epizephyrioi 71

Lucius Mummius 409

Lycurgus of Boutadai 252 n. 57, 316, 325

Lycurgus (Sparta) 106, 344-5, 348, 507, 562

Lysander 275

Lysimachus 111, 346

Maeandrius 88

Makedonia 177, 325, 352, 365, 442, 544

Magnesia on the Maiander 61, 97 and n. 1, 109 and n. 70, 110, 112, 113 n. 95, 346, 369, 396, 572

Magnesia by the Sipylos 109 and n. 67, 370-2 and nn. 60, 62, 374-5, 377-8, 564

Mantineia 363 n. 21, 368 n. 44, 369 n. 51, 372, 379, 391 and n. 42, 581, 584

Manumission 359-61, 469, Appendix s.v. apeleutheros, 589

Massalia 61, 71

Mausolus 111, 112 n. 87, 288 n. 38

Medeon 85, 109, 364-5 and n. 26, 366 n. 38, 367-9 and n. 51, 373, 376-7 and n. 86, 379, 581, 588

Megalopolis 361, 385 n. 15, 389-90, 391 n. 42, 585

Megara 101, 149 n. 52, 209 and n. 86, 314-5, 511, 533, 588

Megara Hyblaia 83, 287 and n. 35, 288, 290, 293

Meidias 62 and n. 29, 219 and n. 127, 254

Melampus 118, 274-5

Melitaia 380, 392, 393 n. 49, 394 and n. 56, 590

Menelaus 63

Messana (see Zankle) 289, 290 n. 44, 291, 301

Messene 301 n. 94, 390

Messenia 290 n. 44, 344 and n. 84, 349, 390

Metabolē 61, 334

Metic/metoikos 14, 17, 27, 40, 47-8, 71, 223, 225, 237-60, 314, 333, 343, 350 n. 124, 473, 478, 481, 483, 498, 504, 518-9, 521, Appendix s.vv. metoikion, metoikos, 538-9, 543-4, 575-6, Appendix s.v. xenos

Metoikion 66, 245 and n. 26, 256 n. 78, 519, Appendix s.v., 534

Metropolis 373-4, 590

Midias 62 and n. 29, 104, 219 and n. 127, 254

Miletos 37, 62, 109, 111 n. 82, 112, 113 n. 94, 133, 299, 334, 361, 365 n. 33, 368-9 and n. 44, 372, 374, 376-7, 378-9 and n. 91, 394 n. 58, 486, 502, 520, 556, 564-5, 568-9, 571, 579-80

Miltiades 126, 201 n. 46

Misthos 220-2 and nn. 130, 134, 223, 524-5

Misthophoroi 289 and n. 41, 291, 293-5 and n. 59, 299 n. 86

Mithridates 336, 465 n. 14

Motherhood 14, 173-87

Mylasa 61, 109, 112 n. 87, 373 n. 76, 564, 579

Mytilene 127, 385 n. 15

Nabis 278 and n. 56

Naturalisation 125 nn. 38, 43, 129-30 and n. 53, 178, 181, 245-6, 252, 259 n. 88, 281, 296 n. 70, 342, 355, 373, 407, 488, 489-92

Naukratis 62, 577

Naupaktos 16, 425-7

Naxos (Sicily) 285, 304 and n. 107

Neaera 159, 237 n. 2, 567

Neapolis (Thrace) 178, 397 n. 74

Neapolis (Sicily) 294-5

Neleus 103

Nestor 103, 545

Nicias 140 n. 19, 222 n. 133, 279

Nomophylakes 430, 446, 450-1 and nn. 120, 121, 454

Notion 111

Odysseus 63, 149 n. 53, 209 and n. 85

Oedipus 121, 476

Olbia 133, 502

Oliganthropy 16, 266, 350, 355, 516

Oligarchy/oligarchia 12, 25 n. 16, 35-6, 39, 46, 48-51, 54, 71, 73-5 and nn. 76, 81, 77, 105, 109 n. 73, 110-2 and nn. 74, 83, 122, 125, 132, 135-53, 273, 274 n. 41, 347, 354-5 and n. 144, 387-8, 399-400, 530, 561

Olymos 109 and n. 67, 373-4 n. 76

Olympia 296 and n. 73, 298-301 and n. 83, 303, 337, 417, 513

Onthyrion 373

Opous 71

Orchomenos 180, 363 n. 21, 391 n. 42, 583

Oropos 15, 311-29, 337, 402, 498, 533, 577

Panopeus 403-5 and n. 114, 406

Paroikoi 16, 333, 343-6 and n. 94, 354, 520-2, 541, Appendix s.v., 559, 568

Pasion 184, 186-7, 252, 350 n. 124, 579

Pasiphaë 118

Peraia 380, 393, 394 n. 56

Perdiccas 432, 434-5

Pergamon 345, 521

Pericles 13, 102, 106, 120-1 and n. 13, 127, 147, 158-9, 174, 211 n. 92, 220 n. 129, 222 n. 134, 227, 232-3, 274, 436, 450, 477, 495, 504, 529, 537-8, 547, 554-5, 592

Perioikoi 15, 87, 106, 266 n. 10, 267 n. 15, 333, 343-5, 348 n. 109, 354

Phaistos 186

Phalanna 109, 479, 569

Phanodemus 325-6 and n. 68, 327 n. 74, 328-9

Pharsalos 325, 350 and n. 127, 569

Pheretime 267 n. 13, 268 and n. 16

Philip II 103

Philip V 281, 514, 561, 569, 571

Philocleon 199 n. 36, 205 n. 70, 217, 218 n. 117, 221, 304

Phleious 325

Phocian League 365, 366 and n. 39, 394, 406-7, 409-10, 415, 581

Phocion 254-5 and nn. 68, 69, 352-3

Phocis 85, 109, 177, 359, 364, 365 n. 28, 391, 403-4, 406-10, 414-6, 588

Phormio 184, 186 and n. 19, 350 n. 124

Phratria 67 n. 55, 69, 223, 263, 306, 308, 373-4 and nn. 73, 75, 484, 512, 539, Appendix s.v., 551

Phygela 109

Phylē (see tribe)

Pidasa 335, 365 n. 33, 368 and nn. 44, 46, 369 n. 51, 372, 374-5, 377-80, 550, 565, 580-1, 584

Piraeus 123, 128, 170 and n. 55, 228, 238, 328

Pisander 314

Pisistratus 216 n. 113

Plataia 402, 580, 586

Plēthos 35-6, 40, 45, 50, 52, 73-4, 136

Plygonion/Phlygonion 359 and n. 1, 360-1 and n. 9, 364, 380

Politeuma 17, 49-51 and n. 65, 74-5 and n. 83, 137-8 and n. 8, 292, 351-3 and nn. 130, 137, 399-400, 430, 437-40 and n. 68, 442, 444, 446, 449-54, 555, Appendix s.v., 568-9

Politis 14, 173-87, 332, Appendix s.v.

Politographia 15, 279-309, 350, 490, Appendix s.v. politographeō

Polyarchia 148-9 and nn. 50, 53, 152 nn. 68, 71

Polycrates 88, 267 and n. 14, 273, 475

Polyzelus 302

Poseidon 61 n. 20, 168-9, 413-15, 480, 495

Priene 62, 109, 112, 328, 343-6, 518, 521, 544, 571

Proboulos 145-7 and nn. 40, 46, 149, 151 n. 66

Proedria 107, 113, 251 n. 54, 420

Proetus 118

Property (see household)

Prostatēs 179, 248 and n. 40, 256 n. 78, 393, 473-4, 502-3, Appendix s.v.

Protagoras 64, 166 n. 34

Proxeny/proxenia 91, 249, 251 n. 54, 317 and n. 26, 327 n. 74, 342 and n. 75, 390, 402, 407 n. 127, 412, 413 n. 7, 447, 491, 497, 504, 519, Appendix s.v. proxenos, 590, 593

Proxenos 90, 114, 115 n. 102, 249 and n. 46, 342 and n. 73, 346 n. 95, 391, 401, 447, 483, 505, 558, 572, Appendix s.v., 593

Prytaneion 74, 98, 114, 251 n. 54, 454

Ptolemy I 16-7, 74, 137 n. 8, 292, 351-2 and n. 130, 429-457, 563

Ptolemy IX 451

Publicola 100

Publius Sulpicius Rufus 464, 465 n. 14

Rhamnous 92 n. 60, 103, 325 and n. 68, 544

Rhegion 71, 301, 306 n. 116

Rhodes 300, 361, 394 n. 58, 433 n. 31, 536, 585

Rome 17, 73 and n. 73, 282, 432, 459-71, 562,

Salamis 214 n. 99, 316

Salamis of Cyprus 61, 267

Samos 15, 61, 88, 91 n. 55, 92, 109-11, 112 n. 92, 113-4 and n. 94, 125, 265, 267, 271-5, 278, 324, 484, 486-8, 492, 511, 520

Sausage-seller 211, 212 n. 95, 213 n. 99, 214, 218

Scholē 159, 233

Seleukos II 371

Selinous 275, 289

Senate (Roman) 460, 463 and n. 8, 465

Senator (Roman) 73 n. 73, 463 n. 8

Sikyon 105, 211 n. 89, 325, 549

Sitēsis 98, 107

Slave 17, 26, 29, 31-2, 37-8, 40, 43, 46, 48, 64, 65 n. 46, 75, 126, 141, 162, 177, 183, 186 n. 17, 190 n. 3, 191, 202, 205, 207-8 and n. 81, 210 n. 89, 223-4, 227-30 and n. 181, 233-4, 237-9 and nn. 2, 4, 9, 243 and n. 21, 244 n. 21, 254-5 and n. 68, 256 n. 78, 313, 329 n. 79, 339-40 and n. 57, 343-4, 345 n. 90, 347-8, 359-60, 453, 460, 464, 467 n. 23, Appendix s.v. apeleutheros, 476, 491, 493-4, 505-6, 514, 535, 568, 576, 589, 592

Smyrna 109, 370-4 and nn. 61, 62, 376-8, 564

Sōphrosynē 138, 146, 231-2 and n. 190, 535

Sparta 16, 25 and n. 16, 42, 84, 87-8, 106 n. 49, 108, 167 n. 42, 169 and n. 53, 176-7, 181, 205 and n. 70, 223, 233, 274, 278 and n. 56, 344, 347-8, 350, 352, 355, 480, 492-3, 505, 507, 560, 591

Stasis 13, 22, 61-2 and n. 18, 123, 127, 132 n. 62, 152 n. 67, 268, 269 n. 19, 270, 271 n. 27, 272 n. 33, 273-4 and n. 36, 276, 278, 281 n. 6, 283, 285 n. 29, 290 and n. 45, 295, 303, 306 n. 116, 334, 354-6, 400, 432 n. 16, 433-5, 437 and n. 48, 444, 447, 508, 529

Stephanus 131, 159, 186

Stiris 85, 109, 364-9 and nn. 23, 26, 29, 34, 38, 51, 373-4 and n. 75, 376-7 and n. 86, 379, 394, 405 and n. 114, 581, 588

Stratēgos 61, 246, 277 n. 52, 366, 392, 395-6, 397 n. 74, 406, 408, 422 n. 33, 423-5, 430-1, 443, 446-7, 449, 453-4, 589

Sulla 336-7, 465 n. 14

Sybaris 90, 295 n. 66, 298 n. 82

Sympoliteia 16, 85, 108-9, 114, 288 and n. 40, 359-80, 389, 392-4 and nn. 48, 51, 415, 419, 514, 516, 521, 531, 550, 564, Appendix s.v., 584-5

Synedrion 392-7 and n. 67, 399, 402-3, 406, 408-10, 420, 425

Synoecism/synoikismos 82, 89, 161, 180, 288 and nn. 38, 40, 298, 299 n. 85, 373, 391, 406, 516, 521, 550, 581-2, Appendix s.v.

Synteleia 401 and n. 95, Appendix s.v.

Syracuse 15, 147, 148 n. 48, 149 nn. 50, 52, 54, 150, 152 nn. 67, 71, 246, 269-70 and n. 26, 272 and n. 33, 279-309, 508-9, 570

Syssitia 59 n. 9, 347

Tegea 186, 301, 390, 391 n. 42, 478

Temnos 109, 572

Tenos 178 and n. 5, 338, 413-6, 550, 564, 577

Teos 62, 82, 92, 109, 288 n. 40, 380, 572, 581, 583, 585

Thasos 179, 484, 559

Thebes 24, 46, 48-9, 106 n. 48, 145, 149 n. 52, 316, 318 n. 31, 325, 335, 398-400-2, 492, 569, 586, 588-90

Thera 82, 108

Theramenes 120, 130

Thermon/Thermos 180, 391, 416-7, 422-3

Theron 302 and nn. 97, 99, 303 and n. 101, 305-8, 309 n. 129

Theseus 102, 121, 199-200, 201 n. 46, 583

Thesmothetēs 139, 526, 569, 592-3

Thespiai 340, 341 n. 66, 402-3

Thessaly 16, 92 n. 61, 109, 177, 281, 352, 373, 419, 475, 518-9, 569

Thētes  12, 23-4 and n. 13, 26, 38 n. 40, 39-41, 43, 44 n. 52, 45, 48-9, 52-3, 55, 217 and nn. 114, 115, 222, 525

Thibron 432 and nn. 16, 21, 433-5, 437, 440-1, 444-5, 447-8, 450

Thourioi 90, 290 n. 45, 298, 300 and n. 89, 561-2

Thrasybulus of Syracuse 289, 290 n. 45, 291, 295, 305-6

Thrasydaeus 302, 303 n. 101, 305, 306 n. 116, 307 and n. 124

Thrasymachus 163

Tiberius Gracchus 461-4

Timē 12, 40-1, 44-5, 47-8, 52-3, 57-77, 95, 102, 104 n. 42, 106-8 and nn. 55, 57, 114-5, 175, 250-3 and nn. 59, 64, 65, 258, 313, 352 n. 130, Appendix s.vv. atimia, entimos, 561

Timēma 74-5, 138, 337, 347, 352

Timoleon 82, 309 and n. 129

Tisamenus 130, 274-5, 554

Tralleis/Seleukeia 109, 112 and n. 92, 571, 579

Tribe 15, 17 (Roman), 91-3, 201, 242 n. 17, 294, 306 n. 118, 317-9 and nn. 29, 31, 33, 36, 320 n. 38, 321 nn. 44, 46, 322-5 and n. 57, 371-4 and nn. 76, 80, 379, 385, 438, 449 and n. 113, 451, 459-71 (Roman), 487-8, 490, 511-2, 545, 571, Appendix s.v.

Trikka 418-9

Troad 92, 361

Troizen 254, 525, 588

Trygaios 225-6

Tyranny/tyrannis 88, 95, 110, 149 nn. 51, 52, 151, 210-1 and nn. 89, 92, 93, 215-6 and nn. 107, 113, 267 n. 14, 270 n. 26, 277-8 and nn. 52, 53, 289, 290 n. 44, 291, 295-6, 307, 484, 507-9, 549

Tyriaion 335

Woman/women 14-6, 22, 26, 29, 31-3, 35, 43, 48, 62 n. 30, 109 n. 70, 158-9, 164, 165 n. 32, 166, 173-87, 199, 203-4, 210 n. 87, 238, 244 n. 23, 245 n. 26, 254 and n. 68, 313 n. 6, 327-8 and n. 75, 332, 348 n. 105, 350, 367, 378, 436-7, 453, 478, 480, 483, Appendix s.v. engyē, 532, 536, 538, 546, 559, Appendix s.v. politis

Xanthos (polis) 395 and n. 70, 396 n. 71, 563-4

Xenos 14, 17, 24 n. 13, 46, 62 n. 30, 66, 71, 111 n. 82, 180, 223, 225, 228, 237-60, 289 n. 43, 280, 283, 290-1 and nn. 44, 47, 48, 295 n. 66, 314, 327 n. 74, 333, 341-4, 370, 407, 438-9, 461 and n. 4, 470 n. 36, 473, 478, 483, 490, 492, 497, 502, 504, 515, 517, 519, 520, 522, Appendix s.v. metoikos, 538-9, Appendix s.vv. parepidēmeō, paroikeō, 559, 568-71, 575-6, 578, 588, 590, Appendix s.vv. xenikon, xenodikai, xenodokoi, xenos

Xyniai 394

Zankle (see Messana) 285 and n. 27, 286 and n. 32, 289, 290 n. 44, 301, 304, 306, 545

Zeus 61 n. 20, 299 n. 85, 308, 337 n. 36, 369, 402, 480-1, 487, 536
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