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Carlo PELLOSO

‘Popular Prosecution’ in Early Athenian Law:
the Drakonian Roots of the Solonian Reform

Drakonian procedures and offences against the community

Among many legal historians it’s a very common belief, mainly grounded
on a famous passage of the (Aristotelian) Constitution of the Athenians', that
the so called ‘public actions’, as opposed to those Sixow that just the party
concretely harmed is entitled to bring, date back to the Solonian reforms,
that is back to the beginning of the sixth century B.C.2

1. Ath. Pol. 9.1: tplo. ToDT elvow Tor dNpLoTXOTOTOL: ... ETELTOL TO EEETVORL TG BOLAOUE-
Vo TLUwEely OTEp Ty adixovpévwy. This source is always read together with Plut. Sol.
18.5: &1t pévtol uaArov oiduevog Sely Emapxely Tf) TOV TOMGY dobeveio, Tovtl AaBelv
Sixny OmEP T0D xaxdg TeETOVOOTOg ESWwxE. MOl YOO TANYEVTOS £TEPOL ol Prochévtog
7 BraPévtog EETY 1@ Suvapéve xol BovAopéve YPdpeobol TOV adLxodYTO Xl SLOXELY,
0p0&¢ €0(Covtog ToD Vou.obéTou TOoLG TOAITOG (HOTEP EVOG UEPT OWLOTOG cuvaladveabol
%ol OLVOAYEDY BAAMAOLS. On these passages and on the beginnings of ‘Athenian voluntary
prosecution’, see: Glotz (1904: 371 f.); Bonner and Smith (1938: 151 ff.); Ruschenbusch
(1968: 48 ff.); Harrison (1971: 76 f.); MacDowell (1978: 53 f.); Rhodes (1981: 160); Os-
borne (1985); Fisher (1990: 123 f.); Todd (1993: 91 f., 100); Hunter (1994: 125 f.); Sealey
(1994: 129 ft.); Christ (1998: 26 ff., 120 ff.); Rubinstein (2003); Ober (2005: 402); Gagarin
(2006: 263); Rhodes (2006: 255). Rhodes has shown that behind Plutarch and Aristotle a
common source lies; that this source had access to Solon’s poems, given that both accounts
partly are overlapping and partly are different; and that, since Aristotle quotes laws which
are no longer in force and Plutarch quotes laws from numbered axones, it also had a direct
access to Solonian laws: Rhodes (1981: 88, 118); see, moreover, MacDowell (1978: 31).

2. See, for instance, Todd (1993: 100); Sealey (1994: 127 ff.); Allen (2000: 39); Gagarin
(2006: 263); Lanni (2006: 35); Wohl (2010: 117).
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Apart from the problem concerning the real legal significance of the
above-mentioned ‘procedural categories’®, such a belief is to some extent
not incorrect. Yet, it certainly needs a deeper analysis and a more devel-
oped and detailed overall reconstruction. Thus, with a view of this main
object, this article will deal with some pre-Solonian institutions that may
be considered the actual historical roots — if not the direct and immediate
antecedents — of the early and classical adversarial legal system. A system
that, as it is well known, in Athens was persistently focused on two strong-
ly democratic principles: ‘voluntary prosecution’ and ‘popular sovereignty
in judicial jurisdiction’.

Many sources support the idea that — at least in the view shared by
some fourth century Athenian writers — in the archaic m6ALg, i.e. even before
Drako, the Areopagus was not only an aristocratic Council vested with de-
liberative, executive and administrative powers, as the noun fouvAy; itself sug-
gests, together with the Aristotelian* statement ‘St¢yxet 3& T TAeloTo X0k TX
péytoto Teyv &v i} ToAer” (‘it administered the most numerous and the most
relevant of the wéALg” affairs’). Indeed, as a fundamental pillar of the ‘oligar-
chic’ constitution in force at least from Kylon to Solon®, the early aristocrat-

3. The main differences between civil and public procedures turn on the objective, on the
interests protected and, accordingly, on the methods of prosecution. Nowadays, a civil action
seeks to pursue redress by restitution or compensation, since the wrongdoer, once convicted,
is not punished but only suffers so much harm as it is necessary to make the successful claim-
ant to get a benefit or to avoid a loss; in contrast, the main goal pursued by criminal justice
is to inflict a punishment intended to deterrence, retribution, incapacitation, rehabilitation.
Civil cases, being disputes between individuals concerning legal duties and responsibilities
they owe one another, are started by the individual who has suffered a harm for his own
benefit only, so that bringing a civil action is never mandatory, but always dependent on the
personal choice of the individual injured; criminal cases, on the contrary, are considered of-
fences against the state or against the society as a whole and, accordingly, they are started in
the name and on behalf of the state in order to punish the accused, rather than to restore the
single individual involved (Geldart [1984: 146]; Hall [2012: 17 f., 25 ff.]). On this background,
it is noteworthy that some legal systems apply rules providing an unfettered ‘prosecutorial
discretion’ (this means that prosecutors enjoy full discretion whether to file a charge against
a suspect, or not: Damaska [1981]), others involve ‘mandatory prosecution’ (that is the law
imposes the duty to prosecute if the conviction, given the evidence, seems to be possible: Lu-
paria [2002]); in others again, there is a criminal justice principle to the effect that any citizen
has the right to bring criminal charges when a public interest is harmed (art. 125 Spanish
Const.). Athenian legal system hardly seems to match such a modern antithesis: the Atheni-
ans created a very adversarial system based on voluntary prosecution, and characterized by
the absence of a ‘governmental public prosecutor’ and of a ‘mandatory prosecution’.

4. Cf., on the problem concerning the authorship of Ath. Pol., Rhodes (1981: 58 ff.).

5. Ath. Pol. 2.2, 4.1-2, 7.1, 8.2, 41.2; Arist. Pol. 1274b 15-18; von Fritz (1954: 77 {.);
Rhodes (1981: 84 ff.); Valdés Guia (2012: 322 f.).
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ic BouAn was empowered to exercise ‘judicial’ and ‘supervisory’ functions
(rather than ‘censorial” ones, comparable to the Roman cura morum)®. Aristo-
tle, together with Plutarch’, attests that the Areopagites were vested with the

6. Cf. Ostwald (1993: 143 f.); see, contra, Cawkwell (1988: 9 f.), who, on the grounds
of Ath. Pol. 3.6, 8.4, Philochorus (FGrHist 328 F196), and Isokrates (above all Isok.
1.46), argues that «the Areopagus would seem to have had a sort of moral supervision
of the state, a cura morum in Roman terms» (a similar opinion was earlier proposed by
Bonner and Smith [1938: 97]; see, for a more recent account, O’Sullivan [2009: 78 f.]).
More exactly, I suppose that the nomophylactic function tended to control and to punish
some offences (provided in laws, whether written or not) which even embraced immoral
behaviors and disorderly conducts: yet, it hardly seems for men to be liable for anything
other than for breaches of véuot. As regards this particular topic, we do have information
on one matter: indeed, we know that Solon, by reforming a previous and more severe law
enacted by Drako, gave the Areopagus jurisdiction over é&pyio: (idleness) and introduced
a ypoupy (or, better, an action susceptible to be taken by anyone): cf. Diog. Laert. 1.55;
Lex. Cantabr. 665.19-20; Anekd. Bekk. 310.3; Poll. 8.42; Plut. Sol. 17.2, 22.3; Ath. Pol.
8.5; Dem. 57.32; Isok. 1.44; see Lipsius [1905-15: 353 f.]; Bonner and Smith [1938: 133];
Wallace [1989: 62 ff.]; Sealey [1994: 128 f.]; de Bruyn [1995: 79 ff.]). In my opinion, this
ancient law (already in its Drakonian formulation) was mainly aimed at preserving the
family estate from émopio (Isok. 1.44), i.e. from ‘dissipation of substances’, and the Solo-
nian remedy was directed to provide protection in the particular interest of victims that the
legislator himself clearly perceived as legally and/or physically prevented from initiating
procedures autonomously, i.e., as for this case, the future heirs of the &pydc. Differently,
the goal pursued by this archaic véupog, in Wallace’s opinion, «was ... to protect against
theft» (Wallace [1989: 63]), while, according to de Bruyn, «était de protéger la société
contre les dangers de I’oisiveté et de la prodigalité, dont la conséquence inévitable était la
pauvreté, qui elle-méme conduisait au crime» (de Bruyn [1995: 80]). Both these ideas fail
to consider the wrong at issue, that is &pyio, as an offence against the family (qualifying it,
on the contrary, as a ‘societal crime’, even if the sources do not prove such an inference),
as well as they fail to focus on the legal problem consequently implied (overlooking that
the immediate victims of this offence did not have any ‘standing to sue’).

7. See Ath. Pol. 3.6 (] 3¢ t®v Apsomorytt®dv PovAy TV Wev TAEL giye Tod Stortnpeely
TOUG VOUOLG, SLXEL OE TO TASIOTO XOL TO UEYLOTO TAY €V Tf] TOAEL, ®Ol xOAGLovoO XKoL
{nuLodoo TAYTOG TOLG BXOGULODYTOS XUPLWS. 1 YOO OLPEGLS TAY BEYOVTWY GELETIVINY Xol
TAOLTIVINY Ty, EE OV ol Apeomoryitor xabioTavto. SLd xol pévn T@Y dEY®dY ol LeLEVNXE
Suéx Biov xal vOv), and 8.4 (thy 3& @Y Apcomayttdy ETaEey L TO YOLOQLAAXELY, (GOTEQ
OTTRPYEY %ol TPATEPOY ETTio%0TOg 0DGO TG TOALTELOG, %ol T Te BAAG Tér TAEIoTO Kol
o péytoto TOV TOMTXOEY SteThpEL, xal Tobg dupapTdvovtog nbBuvey xvpior odoo xol
{nutody xal xoA&lewv). On the link existing between the Solonian and the pre-Solonian
Areopagus, cf. de Bruyn (1995: 20, nt. 11): «nous pensons ... que 1’idée pronée par Aris-
tote d’une continuité entre 1’Aréopage antésolonien et solonien, méme si elle ne s’appuie
sur aucun document, est raisonnable dans la mesure ou elle s’inscrit dans la vision d’un
développement continu des institutions athénienne depuis 1’origine de la woéALg» (contra,
cf. Wallace [1989: 39 ff.], who maintains that the account of the pre-solonian Areopagite
regime is retrojected from what Aristotle knew or believed about the Solonian Areopa-
gus). For the Areopagus was composed by archons chosen ‘by distinction and by wealth’
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TéELg (the institutional task) of Siatnpeiv tobg vépovg (watching over the
vépor), and their Council acted in the quality of énioxomog of the moAiteio
(supervisor of the constitution) before and under Solon’s archonship, as
well as of @UAaE T®v vopwy (guardian of the ‘nomic system’) according to
the terminology used in the (spurious) Drakonian constitution®. What is
more, the pre-Drakonian Areopagites, administrating the méAlg with regard

(Ath. Pol. 3.6; cf. Plut. Sol. 19.1), and for this Council was considered the oldest and most
venerable political board in Athens, it’s reasonable to believe that, even before Solon, the
Areopagus had wide, if not even undefined, powers which are elsewhere described in
terms of ‘guardianship of the laws’ (cf., as for the Solonian Areopagus, Ath. Pol. 8.4; Plut.
Sol. 19.2; with regard to the so-called Drakonian constitution, cf. Ath. Pol. 4.4; finally, as
for the period after the Persian wars, cf. Ath. Pol. 25.2), and which very likely included
‘jurisdiction over crimes against the méAlg’ (cf. Rhodes [1979: 104 f.]; Ostwald [1985: 7
t.1). Accordingly, nothing in Ath. Pol. 3.6 seems to allow, as for the mpwt ToALTElRL, a
distinction between a ‘constitutional function of overseeing and protecting the laws’ and
‘a de facto governmental power’ (cf., contra, Wallace [1989: 40]). For debate on the original
Areopagite powers and their restriction, see: Bonner and Smith (1938: 88 ff., 145, 163, 255
ff., 326 ff., 362); Harrison (1971: 36 ff.); MacDowell (1978: 114 ff.); Gagarin (1981a: 60,
111 ff.); Ostwald (1985: 7 ff., 28 ff., 41 f., 66 f., 70 {f.); Thir (1991). Cf., on the contrary,
Wallace (1989: 3 ff.), supporting the view that, before Solon, the Areopagus just heard
homicide cases (yet, «on voit difficilement pourquoi Solon aurait subitement transformé
un simple tribunal pour cause d’homicide en un Conseil aux attribution étendues»: de
Bruyn [1995: 20, nt. 11]); moreover, the scholar assumes that Ath. Pol. 3.6 is «based on a
priori conceptions of the nature of Solon’s reforms, and virtually isolated in its claim that
before Solon the Areopagos had broad judicial or managerial powers». These statements
cannot be shared: the Kylonian affair and the Solonian amnesty law, as well as Plutarch
and Isokrates, prove the opposite; the extraordinary importance attached to the Prytaneion
(qualified as an aristocratic body vested with political powers and advisory roles) rests
ultimately on some personal (and open to criticisms) inferences from the Solonian amnesty
law (cf., infra, ntt. 12, 17).

8. Ath Pol. 4.4: # 8& BouAN 7 €€ Apeiov Téyov PUAAE AV TV VOU®Y %ol SLeThPEL Tog
GpYdi, BTWe xorTé TOLG Vopovg doywoty. de Bruyn (1995: 86, nt. 360), following Bonner
and Smith (1938: 262), and Wade-Gery (1958: 131 f.), believes that ‘¢mioxomog of the
constitution” and ‘@OAaE of the laws’ are not interchangeable phrases, since the former
would concern jurisdiction over crimes against the city, while the latter would be only
related to the control over the magistrates (cf. Daverio Rocchi [2001: 334 f.]; Berti [2012:
73]). Yet, out of Ath. Pol. 8.4 (thv 8¢ 16y Apeomoytt®dy Etaley Eml TO VOROPLAOXELY,
oTep OTTPXEV %ol TPGTEPOY ETioXOTOG 00O THg TOALTELOG), one can argue against her
assumption (see Cawkwell [1988]; Wallace [1989: 42]; Poddighe [2014: 331 ff.], with fur-
ther bibliography). We could accordingly suppose that, in its strictest sense, the Areopagite
vopogpuAaxio consisted in protecting and watching over (Statnpeiv) all those rules and
principles (vépot) that granted public order, peace, and constitutional stability (rtoAvteio),
as well as in judging, fining, and punishing those who violated such rules and principles
(&xoopobvteg; on the equation ‘dxoopovvteg = offenders of the established order’, see
Dem. 24.9; cf. Isok. 7.37, 39, 46); cf. Banfi (2012: 52), who uses the phrase «controllo di
legalita». Further, see, infra, nt. 10.
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to the most copious and the most important issues, passed final judgments
and decisions (xvpiwg), inflicting both bodily punishments and monetary
fines? to all the éxoop.obvteg tried before them (i.e. all those Athenians who
infringed the ‘established order’, whether they were magistrates or not)!°.

9. The two participles xohalodoo and {nutodoo (Ath. Pol. 3.6), that — in my opinion
— explain both ‘Sixet 8¢ o mAelota xol T LEYLOTH TV €V Tf) TOAet” and ‘TN Uev TAELY
elye Tod drartnpeely Todg vopoug’, corroborate the idea that the Areopagus originally had
an undifferentiated, indistinct and extremely broad power that merged several functions.
In other words, the Areopagus’ political management was not confined to a particular
and specified sphere of competence, as well as ‘punishing’ and ‘inflicting fines” were not
limited to the judicial sphere. ‘Punishing’ and ‘inflicting fines’ (on the grounds of polit-
ical and judicial powers) are mentioned as mere examples, although Aristotle evidently
conceived of the Areopagite activity of combating offences against the established order as
the most important form of ‘administration’ of the archaic city: cf. Rhodes (1981: 108);
Wallace (1989: 40); Ostwald (1993: 144). Ath. Pol. 23.1 and 25.1-2 give support to this
interpretation: in these passages, indeed, the Areopagite hegemony, obtained after the Per-
sian wars not by decree (00devi d6ypatt), but de facto (cf. Ryan [1999]; Berti [2003]), is
considered as a ‘renewal’ of an ancestral strength of the Council (méwy Toyvoey). Yet, as
for the pre-Drakonian city, the Areopagites were de iure granted with deliberative, political,
supervisory and judicial functions (as the terms used by Aristotle at Ath. Pol. 3.6 clearly
suggest). Likewise, the phrase ‘xvpio 0Doo xol {nLody xoi xoA&lew’ (Ath. Pol. 8.4) ap-
pears to be related to the Areopagite function of ‘vopoguiaxio’ (assimilated to the quality
of énioxomog tfig ToAtelag) and, at the same time, to activities of ‘political management’
(exempliﬁed with ‘the control over magistrates’: cf. Ostwald [1985: 12 f., 40 ff., 518]; de
Bruyn [1995: 68 ff.]). The Areopagus could give ‘final decisions’ in both judicial and
non-judicial contexts, so that punishments and fines could be provided either in ‘binding
judgments’, or in ‘authoritative political orders’.

10. All this implies a general Areopagite jurisdiction extended over all forms of ‘in-
fringement of the existing order’ perpetrated by anyone. Ergo, one can assume, on the
one hand (uév), that the Areopagus had the task of ‘overseeing the laws’ (upstream); on
the other hand (8¢). that its deliberative, governmental and judicial powers were con-
cretely directed to pursue its main institutional aim (downstream). Moreover, even if the
task of ‘overseeing the laws’ does not consist in ‘watching over the magistrates’ only (as
Bonner and Smith [1938: 262], as well as de Bruyn [1995: 86, nt. 360], seem to believe),
other sources permit to include in the former phrase, in its broad sense, the latter (cf.
Andok. 1.83-84; FGrHist 328 F64): cf., on the link existing between ‘overseeing the laws’
and ‘watching over the magistrates’, Cawkwell (1988: 3); O’Neil (1995: 20); O’Sullivan
(2001: 52 ff.); Bearzot (2012: 29 ff.). Accordingly, it is true that one can suppose that
among the &xoopovvteg tried before the Areopagus (Ath. Pol. 3.6) there could be even
those magistrates who infringed the established order. Yet, Ath. Pol. 4.4 (that, although
characterized by a more recent terminology, could really describe authentic Areopagite
functions: de Bruyn [1995: 70]) seems to give further support to an opposite idea. Here
Aristotle — with regard to the so called ‘constitution of Drako’ (Rhodes [1981: 84 ff.];
Wallace [1993]) — states, on the one hand, that the Areopagus was ‘the guardian of the
laws’ (as it will be under Solon [Ath. Pol. 8.4], and as it had been before Drako [Ath. Pol.
3.6]); on the other hand, that it ‘dtetfipet g dpyds, dTwg xaTd TOLG VOLOLG EEYWOLY’
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Once ruled out the opinion that the Areopagus was a Solonian creation
only', as well as the view that, even before Solon, it heard private cases of
@bvog (Ex mpovoing)'?, it is easy to admit that this Council was principally a
court whose ‘jurisdiction’ over criminal cases was only recognized, and not
introduced ex novo by Solon. The latter, indeed, just reconfirmed the Athenian
aristocratic body in its previous capacity, and better specified and increased
its powers in the ‘public sphere’!3. Thus, in seventh century Athens, cases af-
fecting ‘the community as a whole’!* were tried before the Areopagites sitting
as ‘guardians of the laws’; they were members of a Council that, representing
the ruling elite, turned out to be the most proper body for taking any ‘public
action’. This view does gain support from several ancient sources.

(i.e. ‘it controlled that the magistrates exercised their terms according to the laws’ and ‘it
punished those who, acting in their official capacity, did not abide by the laws’; cf. Ath.
Pol. 8.1-2, as far as the Areopagite choice of the magistrates is concerned). As regards
the infringements committed by magistrates during their term of office, anyway, Aristotle
points out that the aggrieved party only had the right to initiate the procedure before the
court by denouncing the law under which he was wronged (€E7y 8& 1 &dixovuévew TEOG
™y TOV Apeomtoryttédy BovAiy elooryyéAety, dmopaivovtt o’ Oy ddixeitor vopov). This
rule concerning the so called ‘standing to sue’ could prove a substantial difference between
the function of ‘watching over the véuol’ and ‘watching over the &pyai’, since the former
is related to a public interest (that is to an interest of the whole moAtteio), the latter to a
private one (that is an interest of a single &3dixovuevog). Moreover, since this control over
the magistrates is directed to punish wrongs already committed against individuals (as
one can infer from the dative T &dtxovpévew) and to prevent further violations of the law
(as one can infer from the sentence ‘Gmwg xotét TOLG VOP.OLG &Eywaoly’), it is clear that
Drako — at least in accordance with the version included in Ath. Pol. 4.4 — neither deals
with the legal procedure directed to check the conduct of ‘outgoing magistrates’ (cf. Arist.
Pol. 1274a 15-18, 1218b 32-34 with Poddighe [2014: 195 f.]). nor qualifies eiooryyeAiot in
terms of public procedure against ‘societal offences’ (cf., infra, nt. 68).

11. Cf. Plut. Sol. 19.3; Poll. 8.125; Cic. Off. 1.22. Cf., infra, Appendix 1 (o).

12. This view finds, at first, strong corroboration in Plut. Sol. 19.2 (ol p&v odv TAeioTot
™y €€ Apeiov mayov BouvAvy, domep elpntal, LéAwva cvothoaochal oot xol LaETLEETY
o0Tolg doxel pdAoTo TO undoapod Tov Apdxovto Aéyely und’ ovoudlely Apsomaryitog,
&M Tolg Epétarg diel Staréyeobon TePL T@Y Qovix@v), and in Poll. 8.125 (Epéton Tov
pev &ptbuov elg xol mevtirovta, Apdxwy & adTodg xotéatnosy dpLotivdny alpebévtoc:
€dixalov Ot Toig €’ oipartt SLwXOUEVOLS €V TOIG TEVTE dxoaTNELOS. XOAwY 3’ adTolg
mpooxotéotnoe Ty EE Apeiov mdyov BovAfy): accordingly, from Drako to Solon the board
of the ephetai was the only court that heard homicide cases (see, further, Phot. Lex. s.v.
&péton). Moreover, e silentio, such a reconstruction, confirmed by IG 12 115 = IG I*® 104,
seems to be further supported by Aristotle who, in Ath. Pol., never mentions, with regard
to the Areopagus, any pre-Solonian jurisdiction over @dévog. On this topic, see further, infra,
nt. 17 and Appendix 1 ().

13. See, for instance, Bonner and Smith (1938: 88, 97); MacDowell (1978: 28); Rhodes
(1979: 104); Ostwald (1985: 7); de Bruyn (1995: 21 ft.). Cf., infra, Appendix 3.

14. See Cohen (2005: 215).
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At first, according to a common opinion, in a period characterized by strife
between the classes as well as by intra-elite conflicts, Kylon attempted to set up
a tyranny and, with the help of eupatrid supporters, seized the Akropolis. The
ruling magistrates together with the Alkmenonid Megakles played a substan-
tial role in the Kylonian affair, for they were responsible for the final submis-
sion of the conspirators. Indeed, if Kylon escaped the siege and fled Athens,
his supporters were impiously killed: as a matter of fact, they remained as
suppliants in the temple on the Akropolis; thence, they were persuaded to rise
up from the altar of the goddess by the false promise either that they would
not be killed or that they would stand a fair and just trial'>. Thus, at least on
the grounds of the latter version of the promise made to the Kylon’s followers,
it is worth noting that these testimonia — if read carefully — may suggest the
existence, even during the pre-Drakonian period, of a procedure before the
Areopagus against the public offence of ‘attempted tyranny’, if not against a
wider and vaguer range of offences essentially identified with infringements of
societal interests. This is explicitly attested in a scholium vetus to Aristophanes
and implied in Plutarch’s account and in his reference to the shrine of the
Erinyes (where the Areopagites used to meet)'S.

Secondly, the text of the ‘Solonian amnesty 6eopdg’ — as it is found in
Plutarch — shows, as far as its exceptions are concerned, that, even after it
was passed, those Athenians who, before Solon’s archonship, had been sub-
stantially rather than formally sentenced to exile for attempting to establish
a tyranny, had to remain beyond the Attic frontiers, in order to avoid any
possibility of immediate execution. If the ‘chiastic’ interpretation of this ear-
ly rule is correct (as I am persuaded)', from the source at issue we can infer

15. The main sources on the conspiracy at issue are Hdt. 5.71; Thuk. 1.126.3-12; Plut.
Sol. 12.1-9; Paus. 1.28.1, 7.25.3; schol. Ar. Eq. 445; for the date, cf. Rhodes (1981: 81 f.).
Herodotus and Thukidides attest the former version of the assurance, Plutarch the latter.

16. Schol. Ar. Eq. 445: ol ouvyxotaxietoOévteg @ KOAwwt €y Tf] dxpomoAet gig Ty
xplowy xatéBnowy év Apeiew mdyw. Such a criminal jurisdiction, indeed, cannot be denied
by assuming — as Wallace (1989: 24 f.) does — that Plutarch (together with Thukidides)
does not mention in his account any kind of Areopagite trial (Plut. Sol. 12.1: Tobg cLVEP.G-
Toig 100 KbAwvog ixetevovtag thy Beov Meyoxdfic 6 &pywy el dixn xote delv Encioey).
Indeed, the reference to the shrine of the Erinyes (where the Areopagites used to meet)
as the place which the Kylonians reached to stand the trial that Megakles had promised,
can be interpreted as a subtle attestation of the Areopagus as a criminal court (... &g
EYEVOVTO TTEPL TOG OERVOG Bedig xatafaivovtes, adTouATwS TG %p0%Ng Poryelons. Gpunoe
oLAMBaveLy 6 MeyaxAfic xol ol GLVEEYOVTES).

17. Plut. Sol. 19.3-4: O 3¢ TpLoxoLdEXATOS BEWY TOD LOAWYVOG TOV 6YS00V EYEL TMV
VOV 00Twg adTOlg OVOUOOL YEYPOUUEVOY. ‘ATipwy Gool &Ttipol fooy Toly 7 LéAwva
&pEou, émitipoug elvor ANV Boot EE Apetov Téyou 7 Boot Ex TGV EQeTEV 7 Ex TPLTOVELOL
xotodixachévteg OO TOY PaotAéwy ETL POVW 1) opayaloty ) Eml TLEaVVISL EQevyoy Gte



16 Carlo PELLOSO

that, once tried before the Areopagus and once found guilty, those who had
committed the offence of ‘attempted tyranny’ had been formally declared
grpot, i.e. ‘outlawed’®. Thus, although a trial and a declaratory judgment
are not necessary requirements'?, the incontrovertible final decision given by
the Areopagite court, in the event that the &tipog’ relatives bring a legal ac-
tion for murder, represents an insuperable defense for the killer pleading not
guilty (since the killing of him who has been declared &tipog, being lawful,
does not meet all the elements of the offence of @dévoc)?.

Thirdly, one has to focus on a very well-known law reproducing the
provisions included in some ancestral 6éouto and being still in force under
Peisistratus. Such archaic rules, certainly antedating Solon and, in my opin-
ion, even prior to Drako’s Oeopoi, stipulated the negative penalty of &ttpio
(in its strongest and earliest meaning) against those who had attempted to
set up a tyranny or those who had aided in establishing a tyrant?!. In other

6 Beopog e@dvn 63¢’. See, for the genuineness of the text and for the ‘chiastic’ interpreta-
tion of the law (which rejects the old view that the courts and their jurisdiction are given
in parallel order and which, consequently, ascribes the jurisdiction over tyranny to the
Areopagus only), Ruschenbusch (1960: 132 ff.); Ruschenbusch (1966: 7); Gagarin (1981a:
128); de Bruyn (1995: 24 ff.); Pepe (2012: 50 ff.). Cf., infra, Appendix 1 (y).

18. It is commonly accepted that, before Solon, &tipioc was equivalent to ‘outlawry’
and not to ‘loss of citizen-rights’: cf., paradigmatically, Swoboda (1905), who further
believes that in Solon’s time &tipior had already evolved to Rechtlosigkeit; contra, see,
among others, Gagarin (1981a: 118 ff.), who, out of Plut. Sol. 19.4 (Solonian amnesty
law), assumes that it is reasonable to suppose that dtipio retained its strongest force
under Solon; moreover, see Carawan (1993: 310 f.), who, mainly on the grounds of Ath.
Pol. 8.5 (Solonian law against neutrality), maintains that «evidently &ttpio still carried
much of its ancient meaning — public dishonor inviting reprisal and denial of rights and
legal protections —, yet Solon somehow redefined the rules of self-help and ‘justifiable
homicide’ in such a way as to alter profoundly the practical consequences of &tipio». On
this matter, see, infra, nt. 25.

19. Contra, see Ostwald (1955), who appears to suppose that, originally, the sentence of
outlawry had (always) to be imposed by verdict of the Areopagus.

20. Cf., on this possibility, Hansen (1976: 58).

21. Ath. Pol. 16.10: foav 3¢ xoi Tolg ABnvoiolg ol Tepl T@Y TVEAYYLY VOPOL TTEGOL
%ot Exelvoug TOLG XoPoVe, of T GAAOL ol O xal O UAALGTO XO0AXWY TEOG THY TG TU-
OWVIBOG XATAOTAGLY. VOROG YOO adTOIG v 68e. ‘Bouta T6de Abnvaiwy xal TérpLo: €6y
TLVEG TVPOWVETY EmovtoT@vTol [Eml Topawwidt] 7 cuyxabiot] Thy Twpawida, &tpoy elvor
xol o0tV %ol Yévog'. The anti-tyranny law (for the text, as far as the pleonasm and the
shift from the plural to the singular are concerned, see Ostwald [1955: 121, nt. 97]; Rhodes
[1981: 221]) dates back, at least, to Solon (see Gagarin [1981b: 74]; Ostwald [1985: 8, nt.
19]; Forsdyke [2005: 83 f.]; Gagarin [2008: 116]). According to a different interpretation
(see Ostwald [1955: 106 ff.]; Carawan [1993: 149 ff.]; Ryan [1994: 129]; Gallia [2004: 458
£.]), the law’s authorship must be instead assigned to Drako. Now, I am more inclined
to agree with the first view, out of the following remarks. Indeed, even if some scholars
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words, the Oéouto at issue provide that those who uncontestably act like
public enemies lose any legal and social protection. If, on the one hand, the
letter of the law implies that this negative status resulted as an automatic
and immediate consequence of the commission of the wrong itself?2, on the

maintain that the report found in Ath. Pol. 3.4 (Beopobétar ... vorypdpovteg T Oéopta
QUALTTWOL TTPOG THY TV dpLoPnTodvtwy xpioty) is historically groundless and assume
that Aristotle was infering the thesmothetai’s duties only from their name since he had
no further information about this magisterial board (Rhodes [1981: 102 f.]), it is my belief
that: 1) in Ath. Pol. 3.4 the use of the very infrequent und uncommon word 0éouto (see
Pelloso [2012b: 101, nt. 238]), instead of 6eop.of, may support the existence of a further
source on these magistrates, used by Aristotle; 2) if the thesmothetai were instituted prior
to Drako (Ath. Pol. 3.4; Thuk. 1.126.8) and, thence, prior to the first written Athenian
legislation (Ath. Pol. 41.2), a fortiori, the 6éopra, considered in themselves and regardless
of their contents, cannot be properly identified with ‘written laws’; 3) the 6éouia cited at
Ath. Pol. 16.10 may reasonably precede Drako’s Heop.ol (contra, Ostwald [1955: 106], who
erroneously maintains that the written traditional ‘rules’ of Ath. Pol. 16.10 cannot precede
Drako, since he wrote the first laws); 4) the original terms of such previous 6éopta could
not be included into Drako’s law-code (as Gallia [2004: 459, nt. 38] believes), since, on
the one hand, ancient sources do not attest any autonomous Drakonian anti-tyranny law
(as, on the contrary, one would expect: see, for the multiplicity of Drakonian laws, Stroud
[1968: 80], and, contra, Ruschenbusch [1968: 33], who suggests that Drako wrote no other
fundamental law outside of the homicide code), and, on the other hand, once considered
the anti-tyranny law as a part of the homicide discipline (Ostwald [1955: 108]), such rules
would not have needed to be reenacted (as, on the contrary, it actually happened); 5) it’s
likely to believe that Solon first incorporated the traditional anti-tyranny 0éop.to (of which
Ath. Pol. 16.10 attests just one among many rules) in a new, wider, and more detailed
law (see, for instance, Ath. Pol. 8.4, where it is attested that the Areopagus ‘xal Tobg &mi
XOTOHADGEL TOD 37UOL GUVLGTAREVOLS EXPLVEY, LOAwvog 0évtog vopov elooryyeliog mepl
adT@Y’), perhaps after drawing up its legal corpus, when the conspiracy against the politi-
cal order in force was becoming more and more evident and dangerous; 6) the Aristotelian
qualification of this law as ‘mild’ does not mean that a Drakonian regulation on tyranny,
superseded by Solon’s legislation, was reenacted by the enemies of the Peisistratids, about
eighty years after Solon, thus replacing the less severe Solonian law (see, on this topic, Os-
twald [1955: 109]); indeed, Aristotle «misunderstands the force of its penalty of outlawry
... assuming that it means disenfranchisement (as it did in his own time), not exile (as was
the archaic meaning of the word)»: cf. Forsdyke (2005: 266), who further confuses the
legal concept involving ‘outlawry’ as a sanction with the common practice consisting in
exile. However, the (Solonian) law found in Ath. Pol. 16.10 was probably never abrogated
and may perhaps have been just reaffirmed — once fallen into disuse — either when Hippias
was expelled (about 510 B.C.), or at the time of Ephialtes, if not at the end of the fifth
century: see Ostwald (1955: 108); Rhodes (1981: 223).

22. See Paoli (1930: 310 ff.); Ruschenbush (1968: 16 ff.); Harrison (1971: 169 ff.);
Hansen (1976: 54 ff.); MacDowell (1978: 73 ff.). In the archaic wéALg automatic dttpio
is clearly attested as a penalty for four offences: changing Drako’s homicide law (Dem.
23.62); attempting to set up a tyranny or aiding in the establishment of a tyrant (Ath. Pol.
16.10); remaining neutral in civil strife (Ath. Pol. 8.5); idleness (Poll. 8.42; contra: Diog.
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other hand, the Kylonian affair and the Solonian amnesty law attest, at the
same time, that a non-obligatory trial — merely resulting in a declaration —
could anyhow take place. Accordingly, if the Oéouta cited by Aristotle are
imagined — rather than as Osopoi (i.e. ‘general written rules’ enacted by a
human legislator) — as ‘legal maxims’ or ‘judicial principles’ drawn by the
magisterial board of the thesmothetai from previous judgments for future
trials?®, one could suppose that in the archaic w6Alg a straightforward link
existed between these ancient authorities (that in later times retained juris-
diction over most public actions), on the one side, and the Areopagus as the
primitive Athenian court endowed with a judicial power on cases concerning
the community as a whole, on the other side.

To tell the truth, our sources do not provide any precise indication con-
cerning the exact procedure that, in the late seventh century, one was to fol-
low in order to submit the case to the Areopagus, in the event that an offence
affecting the community as a whole had been committed. It can only be
guessed that the aristocratic Council, both as a criminal court and as a body
that had the general task of supervising the laws?, de facto acted on the basis
of information laid by one of its members, by one of the ruling magistrates,
or by one of the private citizens. Furthermore, as we have already seen, it
is plausible to suppose that it acted in combination with the board of the
thesmothetai in enforcing its authority by the formulation of judgments and
the application of penalties. Obviously, apart from the problems relating to
the actual sources of information which stood at the basis of the Areopagite
criminal trials and the initiative in bringing a public matter before such a
court, no detailed mention of the existence of an authentic ‘lay voluntary
prosecution’ occurs. Indeed, we do not know whether the information was
conceived of as the act whereby the procedure had to start (that is an ‘oral

Laert. 1.55; Plut. Sol. 17.2). Furthermore, &tipuio resulted also from @d6voc, as Solon’s
amnesty law shows (Plut. Sol. 19.4): those who were subject to &tipio for a homicide and,
when the law was enacted, were still abroad (either as voluntary exiles or as sentenced
ones), were not covered by the amnesty. Forsdyke (2005: 11, 83) confuses legal categories
(such as &tpio) and de facto measures (such as exile), which undermines, at least from a
strictly legal perspective, for the most part, her argumentations.

23. Here — just as concerns this particular topic — I partially follow Gagarin (2008:
115): «in the classical period the thesmothetai were closely associated with the law courts.
If they had a judicial role from the beginning, they may have been writing down estab-
lished practices and procedures, not for publication but just to keep them for use in the
future. If so, the thesmothetai were not writing legislation, but something like notes for
their own use» (see, moreover, Gagarin [1981b: 71]; Gagarin [1986: 56]; Sickinger [1999:
10 ft.]; Pelloso [2012b: 101 and nt. 238]; anyway, against the view that law was originally
built up by judgments, see Pelloso [2013]).

24. Ath. Pol. 3.6: see, supra, nt. 7.
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indictment’), or it was just the act which could give occasion to a legal ac-
tion before the Areopagite court (according to the principle of discretionary
prosecution). Furthermore it is not clear whether the role of the accuser was
played by the informant, or by one of the magistrates, or even by a member
of the Areopagus itself.

Dem. 23.28 and the Drakonian amorywyn: some recent interpretations

Out of the remarks included in the previous paragraph, can one assume
that the archaic méAlg did not know at all the institution of voluntary pros-
ecution? I do not think so. Some testimonia — often underestimated at least
regarding this topic — might give support to the thesis that even in pre-Solo-
nian times, if the community as a whole was offended, ‘anyone who wished’
was allowed to take a legal action, on behalf of the whole citizen group,
against the public offender.

According to two provisions usually included in the Drakonian homicide
Oeopdg, on the one hand, ‘if someone directly kills the killer or if someone
causes the killer’s death, when the latter abides by the terms of exile remain-
ing abroad and avoiding border markets, athletic contests, Amphictyonic
sacrifices, the former is subject to the same treatments as the murderer of
an Athenian citizen, and the ephetai are to give judgment’ (Il. 26-29)%.

25. Dem. 23.37: &av 8¢ Tig TOV &vdpopidvoy xteivy i odtiog 7| @dvov, dmeydevov
ayopdg EQopiog xal GOAWY xol lep®y ApELxTLoVIX®Y, GoTep TOV Abnvaiov xteivavto, &v
Tolg a0TOlg evéyeabat, dtaylyvwoxely 3¢ toLg Epétac. On the meaning of aitiog @dvov,
cf. Pelloso (2012a: 196, nt. 25), who assumes that the phrase, considered per se, just means
‘he who brings about another person’s death’; contra, see Pepe (2012: 42 f.), who suggests
that this legal term always implies mpdvora. Yet, regardless of the problem related to the
general meaning of aftiog @bvou, on the basis of the context — i.e. the so called laws of
the Areopagus — one can infer that the law providing protection for the exiled murderer
who abides by the terms of the banishment concerns intentional homicide (cf. Gagarin
[1981a: 60]; Carawan [1998: 42 f.]; Pepe [2012: 46]). Cf., for the authenticity of this rule,
MacDowell (1963: 118); Stroud (1968: 53 f.); Gagarin (1981a: 58 ff.); Carawan (1998:
104); contra, in Ruschenbusch’s opinion, Dem. 23.72 is a very Drakonian law, while the
other protections, as mentioned at Dem. 23.37 and Dem. 23.44, extended and elaborated
this rule (Ruschenbusch [1960: 140]); Maschke (1926: 89), persuaded that the original
word for indirect agency was fovAetoac, later replaced by aittog, believes that Dem. 23.37
represents a late interpolation in the law. This provision has recently been re-examined by
Gagliardi (2012: 53 ff.). In his opinion: 1) «il brano potrebbe apparire in contrasto con la
ricostruzione del ruolo degli efeti come giudici per i soli @dévor pn éx Tpovoiog e axodoLog
(...). Infatti, secondo unanime dottrina (...) la fattispecie in esame in concreto avrebbe pill
frequentemente integrato casi di omicidio premeditato»; 2) yet, «occorre ricordare che (...)
gli efeti giudicavano non solo i casi di omicidio non premeditato e involontario ai danni
di cittadini ateniesi, ma giudicavano anche nei processi per tutti gli omicidi di stranieri,
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On the other hand, ‘if the &vdpopdvog finds himself in Attika, it is lawful

di meteci e di schiavi»; 3) if it is true that «’uccisore dell’esiliato soggiaceva alle stesse
norme cui sarebbe stato sottoposto ‘se avesse ucciso un Ateniese’», this implies that «I’es-
iliato in questione, benché originariamente cittadino di Atene, a seguito della condanna
all’esilio da lui subita non era piu considerato ateniese», and «in assenza della norma de
qua al suo uccisore si sarebbero applicate norme diverse da quelle che si applicavano agli
uccisori di cittadini ateniesi». This argumentation does not persuade me: it is indeed my
firm belief that the Drakonian rule at issue shows that in pre-Solonian Athens the Areop-
agus did not hear any case of @dévog éx mpovoiag (Pelloso [2012a]), such as many other
testimonia do: the silentium in Ath. Pol. (which attests that Aristotle found no historical
grounds for the tradition of early homicide cases tried before the Areopagus); the chiastic
interpretation of the Solonian amnesty law (which rules out the Areopagite competence in
homicide cases); the incipit of the Drakonian homicide law, i.e. ‘even if” (which ascribes to
the ephetai full competence). At first, as Gagarin (1981a: 40) points out, the phrase ‘év Toig
ovTolg évéyeobon’ cited at Dem. 23.37 seems to indicate that the treatment is the same in
all respects (i.e. with regard to the type of prosecution, as well as to the penalty). Second-
ly, the comparison between the ‘exiled killer’ and the ‘Athenian’ neither implies that the
former is a normal ‘foreigner’, nor that, without the enactment of this rule, the intentional
killer of the exiled killer, similarly to the intentional killer of the foreigner, would have
been subjected to a milder punishment than death. On the contrary, such a comparison
may have the following meaning: he who €x mpovotog brings about the @évocg of an exiled
killer abroad can be sued through an ordinary 8ixn and sentenced to death by the ephe-
tai, even if the ‘exiled killer’ is an &tipog and, out of previous customary rules, he does
not enjoy all the rights and all the privileges of an Athenian citizen (Tulin [1996: 39 ff.];
Forsdyke [2005: 10, nt. 25]; Pepe [2012: 69]). In other words, in the absence of the rule
cited at Dem. 23.37, killing an exiled killer, like killing any other outlawed, would have
been lawful: by introducing this rule, Drako seems to modify — even prior to Solon — the
primeval discipline concerning &tiuior and to make it less severe, at least with regard to ex-
iled murderers. Indeed, on the one hand, before Drako’s legislation. neither legal recourse
nor private actions against the killer of any é&tiuog were allowed at all; accordingly, dtipio
was equivalent to ‘full outlawry’ and all &tipo. were — without any exception — subject
to self-help execution with impunity. On the other hand, after Drako’s innovation, as the
provisions preserved at Dem. 23.37-38 and at Dem. 23.28 (todg & &v3pogdévoug Eeivon
aroxtelvely v Tf) fuedami) xol amdyety) demonstrate, ‘licit self-help execution’ (suscep-
tible to escalate into killing) was exclusively limited to the apprehension of the &tipog in
Attika. In short, Drako innovatively parallels the murder of a condemned killer to the
murder of an émitipog Athenian, provided that the former is committed abroad; more-
over, he mitigates, as far as ‘&tipot killers found in Attika’ are concerned, the primeval
discipline, by stipulating the right to kill the killer alongside &morywyy. With Drako — and
not with Solon — the concept of ‘outlawry’ starts to change its legal significance (cf. Har-
rison [1971, 169 f.]; Hansen [1976: 54 ff., 77]; MacDowell [1978, 73 f.]; Vleminck [1981];
Carawan [1993: 310 ff.]; Forsdyke [2005: 10 f.]: all these authors, in my opinion, fail to
remark this plausible Drakonian modification of the primeval concept of &tipio). If all
that is true, after Drako’s legislation, he who is convicted of attempting to set up a tyranny
and the condemned Kkiller are not subject to the same remedy (contra, cf. Carawan [1993:
312]). The life and person of the former (cf. the pre-Drakonian 0éopta cited at Ath. Pol.
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to put him to death on the spot (€Egivan dmoxteively)’; alternatively, the
avdpo@dvog ‘can be proceeded against by means of summary arrest’ (ll.
30-31), and, consequently, by delivery to the proper authorities (that is the
thesmothetai, the magistrates overseeing the arrest and the execution of any
returning killer)?6. The latter rule shows a clear reference to the remedy of
the &moywy", which — as we can infer from another Drakonian provision
paraphrased by Demosthenes — might, or might not, be preceded by a ‘pub-
lic denunciation’ (&vdet&Lg)?’. Against this backdrop, the following describes

16.10, as well as the Solonian amnesty law cited at Plut. Sol. 19.4) is forfeited to his captor
to do with as he wants, both in Attika and abroad (thus, the public offender can be held
for ransom, maimed, put to death with impunity). On the contrary, the latter, if he does
not trespass the prohibited areas, is granted with some basic rights, since he cannot be
killed on the spot, or — a fortiori — maimed and hold for ransom (Dem. 23.37-8). Moreover,
even in the event that he sets foot év t7] fuedamy, it is plausible to believe that ‘€€civou
amoxteivery’, only provided that the initiated &moywyn has not worked properly and,
accordingly, has failed (Dem. 23.28): in other words, &g &v t® o &Eovt éyopevet, he who
is incontrovertibly a killer, even in Attika, can only be either ‘arrested’ or ‘killed’ (while it
is forbidden to hold him for ransom and to maim him to force him to pay: Avpaivesbou
3¢ uh, pndt &moLvaw).

26. Dem. 23.28: tovg & &v3p0o@6voug EEEIVOL ATTOXTELVELY Xl ATTAYELY, OG &V TG o
GEovt aryopevet, Aopaiveshar 3& ur, unde dmotvay, 7 SLttAody OQeiety Goov &V xaToBAGYY.
clopépety & &g Todg pyovtag, OV Exaotol Sixaotal elot, T® Boviopéve. ™y & HALoiow
Sraytyvoyoxety. See MacDowell (1963: 119 ff.); Gagarin (1981a: 24 f.. 60 f.); Gagarin
(2008: 99); Pepe (2012: 10, nt. 6). Even if one admits that the provision for a trial before
the Mo, as well as the formal mention of 6 BovAduevog, are anachronistic if attributed
to Drako (yet, see, infra, nt. 70), once realized that only the first part of the law quoted in
Dem. 23.28 fits the lines 30-31 of the epigraph (see Stroud [1968: 55, nt. 102]; Sickinger
[1999: 19 £.]), the following prohibitions (Awpaivecbor 3& p#, unde dmwowvéay), in my opin-
ion, do not need to be ascribed to Solon. They harmoniously fit the precedent rule (tobg &
&vdpo@ivoug EEeivar dmoxteively xol dmdyey) as a sort of clarification and specification
(ct., supra, nt. 25), as well as they are perfectly coherent with some of the aims pursued by
Drako’s law: it was indeed directed to specify many details still not fixed in the traditional
oral rules and, thence, to indicate, among other provisions, on the one hand, whether,
when, and how a killer would be protected and, on the other hand, whether, when, and
how the protection should cease. Contra, see Stroud (1968: 54 ff.), and Figueira (1993);
on the later amendments, see Carawan (1998: 73, nt. 78, 90 f., 111, 150); more generally,
cf. Gagarin (1981a: 23 ff.), and Canevaro (2013b: 48 ff.). See, moreover, Dem. 23.31: ot
Oeopobétor ToLg Tl POVY PedyovTag xHptol Hovdtw Inuidoal eiot.

27. Dem. 23.51: @dévov 3t Sixoc ph sivor undopod xotd T@Y TOLS PEBYOVTOC
gvdexvbviwy, Edv Tig xortin dmol uh EEcoty. Hansen’s interpretation (émoaywyyn and
&vwdelELg are two phases of the same type of process) is here accepted (Hansen [1976: 17,
24 f., 113 ff.]). See, as regards the link existing between these passages and Dem. 23.80,
Lipsius (1905-15: 328); Harrison (1971: 17, 227); MacDowell (1978: 122, 140); Carawan
(1998: 337 £.); Scafuro (2005).
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two recent interpretations of the provisions at issue and presents their flaws,
while the next paragraph provides a personal reconstruction of this matter.

A. Following Carawan’s overall account, the double provision cited at
Dem. 23.28 (both allowing self-help execution or summary arrest, and pro-
hibiting to maim or hold for ransom) belongs to a table of statutes consist-
ing in Solonian modifications with a clear cross-reference to the Drakonian
code®. This provision is considered as part of a wider regulation concerning
any ‘exiled homicide’ (regardless of intent)?°. The traditional remedy sanc-
tioned for the victims’ kinsmen in the original ‘law of arrest’ was strength-
ened by Drako through the introduction of a ‘procedure by warrant and
arrest’; afterwards, it was restricted by Solon by means of the so called ‘law
against torture and extortion’®’. Indeed, as early as the era of the Drakonian
homicide-code, any kinsman as well as any concerned citizen would have
had the right to kill lawfully the &moayduevog resisting arrest, if the latter
had been first identified as an ‘exiled homicide’ before the magistrates (Dem.
23.51)3!. To be more precise, the scholar believes that the Drakonian pro-
vision cited at Dem. 23.28 «was originally intended to apply to voluntary
exiles who had not been formally tried; it would naturally apply also to ac-
cused killers who would neither avail themselves of exile nor come to terms
with their accusers», while the Solonian amendment implies «that forcible
arrest to the magistrate, carried out with potentially deadly force, would still
be available against accused or suspected killers who did not seek refuge or
legal resolution (so long as they were not subjected to abuse and ransom)»;
in a similar fashion, in Carawan’s opinion, the Drakonian law referred to at
Dem. 23.51 «originally applied to homicides who had not been tried and
sentenced but were, in effect, automatic exiles»®2. On the grounds of this

28. As for the law cited at § 28, «it is a later amendment giving what appears to be an
accurate cross-reference to the original Draconian table»; «the provisions for prosecution
by ‘anyone willing” and trial before a court of the people show that this law is a product of
Solon’s reform. And the rule not to torture or hold for ransom is consistent with other re-
strictions on the plaintiffs’ claims in the age of Solon. This law was framed as a safeguard
against attempts by the plaintiffs to extort a higher settlement from an exiled homicide.
By contrast, the earlier provision ‘on the axon’ to which this later statute refers, a provi-
sion allowing self-help execution or summary arrest of an exiled homicide who returns
without settlement, is almost certainly an authentic Draconian law: it can be restored with
reasonable confidence in the fragmentary inscription; the terminology is consistent and the
practice itself entirely in keeping with the archaic mode of resolving homicide disputes»
(Carawan [1998: 77]).

29. Carawan (1998: 77); contra, Ruschenbusch (1960: 140).

30. Carawan (1998: 90 ff.).

31. Carawan (1998: 81, 163 f., 335 f.).

32. Carawan (1998: 335 f.).
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reconstruction, he maintains that the common idea that the arrest of accused
homicides is a late innovation has no basis: the procedure against ‘known’
or ‘suspected’ homicides described at Dem. 23.80 is considered as «a direct
descendant of the ancient remedy»; likewise, «the procedure against accused
killers that Demosthenes describes» (rectius: the second document preserved
at Dem. 24.105) follows «a logical progression from the Drakonian proce-
dure», so that «in the intervening period, it is reasonable to assume, there
was nothing novel or irregular in prosecuting homicide by warrant and ar-
rest»33. This suggestive depiction reveals, in my opinion, some flaws.

It is hazardous to assume that the procedure described at Dem. 23.80
‘directly’ descends from the ancient remedy cited at Dem. 23.28. Indeed, the
former applies to the offence of homicide per se, while the open violation of
prohibited areas turns out to be at the same time an aggravating element of
the wrong and a legal requirement for prosecution; it is characterized by a
mandatory trial; the killer is to be brought before the Eleven (as the mention
to the prison suggests). As regards the latter, on the contrary, the substance
of the charge is ‘trespass carried out by a Kkiller’; no trial is mentioned at
Dem. 23.31; the thesmothetai have jurisdiction on these cases.

It is undemonstrated that the Drakonian laws of arrest and of denuncia-
tion originally concerned homicides who had not been tried and sentenced.
Quite the reverse, if we restore lines 30-1 of the Drakonian homicide law,
on the basis of the first provision cited at Dem. 23.28% and if we consid-
er that Drako seems to use the participle ‘xteivag’ to designate him ‘who
has brought about another man’s death and has not yet been tried’®, it is
extremely plausible that &vdpopdvog, as a legal term, originally indicated a
‘convicted homicide’ only (as Demosthenes apparently claims)?®.

33. Carawan (1998: 336).

34. Cf. Stroud (1968: 54 ff.).

35. Cf. Gagarin (1981a: 59). As Harris (2006: 404) notes: «the verb (&mo)xteivety
in Attic Greek is used to denote the act of causing death. It describes the action of one
who brings about death by direct physical causality (e.g., stabbing, strangling, beating) or
by indirect means (plotting, giving orders to magistrates, or encouraging an assailant to
strike)» (cf. IG I? 104.11-13; And. 2.7; Lys. 13.85-87).

36. Dem. 23.29: Axovoorte ey 0D vopov, oxédacde 3, & &vdpeg Abnvaior, xal Oe-
WENCATE O XOUADG XoL 6P6dP° edoeldg E0nxe 6 TLhelg TOV Vopov. “ToLg avdpopdvous”
@Noiy. TE@TOY UEV 37 TODTOV AvSP0PEVOY AEYEL, TOV EOAWXOT 107 T YNPw. 0D Y& éoT’
003elg OO TN T TEOOMYOPLY, TTELY By EEeheyyBelg GAd (cf. Gagarin [1981a: 59]). It is
true that Lys. 10.6-12 and Dem. 23.80 prove that the orators used the noun &vdpogpdévog
with a different nuance (Stroud [1968: 53]; Bonner and Smith [1938: 119]); anyway, this
does not imply that Demosthenes’ definition is just a «sophistry», as Stroud claims. In-
deed, both Lys. 10.6-12 and Dem. 23.80 deal with a particular kind of ‘murderer’, that is
the ‘incontrovertible murderer’ (or ‘he who &n’ adto@pew dméxteive’, ‘he who has man-
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It is unjustified to assume that only the victims’ kinsmen formerly had
the right to arrest the killer, and that such a right was later extended by
Drako to any concerned citizen.

The supposed analogy between ‘suspected” and ‘accused’ killers seems
to rest upon the unpersuasive interpretation of the second part of the docu-
ment preserved at Dem. 24.105 and of the procedure by arrest depicted at
Dem. 23.80%, as originally suggested by Gagarin®. Afterwards, maintaining,
on the grounds of Dem. 23.28, that any citizen was empowered with the
right to arrest anywhere in Attika him who was simply suspected to be a
killer, is extremely unlikely, if one focuses on the Drakonian innovations
concerning the ordinary procedure against homicides®.

ifestly brought about another man’s death’: cf. Harris [2006: 373 ff., 391 ff.]). This is clear,
above all, from the second testimonium (tov &vdpo@dvoy 8° dpd mepLLévt’ &v toig lepoig
%ol ot T Gyopdw), once read together with Lys. 13.86 (tobto 8& 003&y &Aho Zoixey )
OUONOYETY &moxTEIVOL, N ET’ adTOPWEW OF, xol TePL TovToL dLlayvpileclal, Gomep, €l
un &’ adTowpw Pev, dméxtelve 3¢, TovTtou Evexa déov adTOY owleohor): cf. MacDow-
ell [1963: 120 ff., 131 ff.]; Gagarin [1979: 320]; Volonaki [2002: 162 ff.]). Ergo, since the
person who has been convicted by the court becomes an ‘incontrovertible murderer’ after
entry of a final judgment, one can suppose that the second broader meaning analogically
derives from the first one: from ‘he who is incontrovertibly a killer, after final conviction’
to ‘he who is incontrovertibly a killer, even if not tried yet’. Likewise, the clause ‘mply &
gEeheyybelc aA®’ may stand for ‘until he has been found guilty and convicted’, and for
‘until he has been without a doubt proved to be guilty’, since &Aloxop.on means both ‘to be
caught or detected (doing something)” and ‘to be condemned’, as well as ¢eAéyyw means
‘to prove, to ascertain, to convict’ (cfr. LSJ, s.v. EEeréyyw).

37. Dem. 24.105: oy d€ Tig dmoybT), TOV YOVEWY XOXWDOEWS EAAWXKOG 7| doTEOTELOS T
TPOELPMUEVOY aDTHD TGY VoY elpyeabo, eiotdy 6oL pun XM, SNoayTwy adTov ol Evdexa
xol eloaydvtwy el T fAtadoy, xotnyopeitw 3t 6 PovAduevog oig EEeotiy. &y O GAD,
TpdTw 7 MAaio 6 T N Tabely adTov 1) dmoteloot. gav &’ dpyvpiov TLundf, dedécbw
Téwg av éxtelon; Dem. 23.80: &t toivuv €00’ Extn Tlpwpior TPoOg amdootg TodTong, Nv
opoiwg Tapafog Yéypapey TO PAQPLop’ oOToGt. el TTAVTH TADTE TLg NYVONXEY, 1| ol TTo-
PEAAOBoGLY oL ypdvoL &y olg Edel TovTwY Exaota ToLEly, 7} O’ &ANO TL 00YL PovAsTon
T0UTOVG TOLG TPOTTOLG ETEELEVOL, TOV AVIPOEOYOY 8 0P TEPLLOVT’ €V TOIG LEPOIg XOL XOTOL
THY AY0PAQY, Grtdryety EEeaTly €ig TO SEGUWTAPLOY, 0DX 0ixald’ 003’ OmoL BovAeTot, HGomep
ob 3édwxog. xavtadd’ amoybelg 003’ 6TLody, TTELY &v xELOf, TeloeTon, AN Eav PEV GAD,
Oovatey nuiwdiostal, €y 8¢ uh HETOAGBY TO TEUTTOY UEPOS TOV PAPWY O ATToYoywy,
XLAlog TPOTOQAToEL.

38. Ct., infra, Appendix 2 ().

39. In my opinion, the first two lines of the Drakonian law on homicide show «una
rigorosa consequenzialita logica e cronologica ... : 1. contemplazione, a livello di ‘sostanza’,
della fattispecie di illecito perseguita, descritta sia con riguardo all’elemento materiale che
a quello psicologico; 2. indicazione del necessario ricorso agli strumenti processuali medi-
ante chiamata in giudizio dell’asserito omicida, ai fini, in primis, di accertamento, nonché,
in secundis, di condanna; 3. riferimento alla fase introduttiva in iure dell’&véxptotg, con la
menzione dei magistrati competenti (BootAeic), sempre che il verbo dixdlety possa ovvia-
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The whole reconstruction fails, in the end, to consider the problem con-
cerning the authenticity of the document preserved at Dem. 24.105%.

B. In Scafuro’s view, the relation between Dem. 23.28 and Dem. 23.80
is differently represented. Once ruled out the full authenticity of the second
section of the document preserved at Dem. 24.105% (and, thence, daggered
the phrase concerning the accused killers: ‘% mpostpnuévoy adT®d TGV VoUW
elpyeobar’)*?, she maintains that «returned killers who are found anywhere
in Attika will be arrested ‘to the thesmothetai’, and if they confess, will be
executed by those magistrates (Dem. 23.28, 31). If they do not confess, the
thesmothetai will hand them over the Eleven for custody and either the
thesmothetai or the Eleven will preside over the ensuing trial ... for which
the penalty is death (Dem. 23.31)»; when the law cited at Dem. 23.80 came
into operation (that is c¢. 400 B.C.)*3, returned killers «who set foot in the
Agora or in sacred places would additionally be liable to the apagoge of
23.80 which followed almost the same procedure except that trial is obliga-

mente essere inteso come sinonimo di ius dicere e non di iudicare; 4. menzione dell’attivita
cognitoria e decisoria degli Efeti (fase apud iudicem)»; it is clear that the legislator’s main
objective is «quello di attribuire al processo (privato) funzione necessariamente sostitutiva
dell’auto-tutela, senza nessun riferimento ad una medesima sanzione per I’omicidio tanto
‘volontario’, quanto ‘involontario’» (Pelloso [2012a: 194, nt. 24]). Cf. Phillips (2008: 49);
Pepe (2012: 14 ff.).

40. See, on the topic, Canevaro (2013a): in his opinion — above all on the grounds of
Dem. 24.60. 102, 103, 107, and Ath. Pol. 63.3 — the second section of the document pre-
served at Dem. 24.105 «should contain two laws concerned with two separate categories:
parent abusers and draft dodgers. It should state that, if convicted parent abusers or draft
dodgers transgress the conditions of their atimia, they must be tried and, if their penalty
is a fine, they must be imprisoned until the fine is paid». On the contrary, we can easily
realize that the document at issue states that ‘if someone is arrested for entering where he
is not allowed, since he is a convicted parent abuser, draft dodger, as well as a banished
murderer, the Eleven shall imprison him and bring him before the Heliaia’.

41. Scafuro (2005: 67): «a hypothesis of inauthenticity may be radical or conservative
— radical if we declare 105B in its entirety inauthentic, conservative, if we choose only to
dagger the clause concerning the accused killer as ‘misplaced’. In both cases, all killers
(suspected, accused, convicted) discovered in forbidden places may have been arrested and
brought — not to the Eleven — but to the thesmothetai who are attested as the magistrates
overseeing the arrests of killers who illicitly return to Athens (Dem. 23.31)».

42. Scafuro (2005: 67): «105B appears inconsistent with what we know of the way
Athenian law functioned: atimoi elsewhere are denounced by endeixis; the unintentional
accused Kkillers of 105B might be penalized differently from the suspected, unintentional
killers of 23.80».

43. Here Scafuro (2005: 65) inclines to follow, although superficially, Hansen’s theory
(cf. Hansen [1976: 101 ff.]), even if her overall reconstruction appears very different, for
she broadens the applicability of the remedy described at Dem. 23.80 and partially count-
ers the authenticity of the document preserved at Dem. 24.105. Ct., infra, Appendix 2 (B).
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tory»“4. What is more, in her opinion, from c. 400 B.C., even suspected and
accused Kkillers, once discovered in the Agora and in the holy places, could
be arrested and imprisoned before trial and then «tried for homicide ... and
penalized with death upon conviction», since the law paraphrased at Dem.
23.80 is considered as even covering these subjects®>. Some weaknesses, in
my opinion, undermine this conjectural reconstruction.

If the law described by Demosthenes at 23.80 was enacted approximately
at the beginning of the fourth century B.C.%5, this means that for more than
two centuries the violation of the BaotAcbg’ prohibition to enter the Agora
and the holy places*” was practically ineffective without a procedure directed
to uphold it: thus, such a development looks as an extremely implausible
one. Moreover, the orator here does not seem to paraphrase a precise statute:
he rather describes a specific use of the procedure by arrest*s.

Arguing that the Drakonian law cited at Dem. 23.28 merely applies to

44, Scafuro (2005: 66 f.).

45. Scafuro (2005: 61 ff.).

46. This view is countered infra, Appendix 2.

47. See Dem. 20.158; Ant. 6.36; Ath. Pol. 57.2; Lex. Seg. 310.6; Poll. 8.90.

48. Cf. Gagarin (1979: 314): «this is not the text of a law but Demosthenes’ description
of a procedure»; see, moreover, Hansen (1976: 103): «Demosthenes does not quote the law
when he analyses the dmorywy? @6vov». According to Phillips (2008: 128 f.), Dem. 23.80
shows a ‘conflation’ of two types of procedure by arrest. This hypothesis is unpersuasive.
First of all, Phillips maintains that Dem. 24.105 includes valid evidence for reconstructing
Athenian law (which is not: cf., supra, ntt. 37 ff.); he believes that the decision of the Elev-
en against Euxitheos (Ant. 5) set a precedent that — as confirmed, among other sources,
by Lys. 13 and Aeschin. 1.90-91 — permitted to label suspected killers as xoaxobpyot,
alongside thieves, cloak-snatchers, seducers (which is not: cf., infra, Appendix 2). Finally,
he radically rejects the existence of an dmoywyh @dovou, because such a procedure (consid-
ered as contradicting Athenian homicide law and defying common sense) «would allow
any would-be prosecutor to create and enforce a ban simultaneously»: this rejection is
groundless, indeed. At first, if the dmarywy? @évou existed, popular judges would not face
at the same time two issues (as, on the contrary, Phillips states, following Hansen [1976:
100]), but just one, i.e. the commission of homicide: trespass, as a condition required for
prosecuting the killer, would have discussed during the pre-trial hearing. Secondly, it is
not true that, by way of dmorywyn @dévov, any unsuspecting person could be dragged out
the ‘forbidden places’. hauled off to jail, accused of murder and of trespass: on the one
hand, trespass is a procedural condition, while homicide is the substance of the charge
(so that they cannot be equated from a legal perspective); on the other hand, only any
‘manifest killer’ — and not any unsuspecting person — could be licitly arrested through this
type of dmorywy? (cf. Lys. 13.86; Isae. 4.28; And. 1.91; Dem. 45.81, 54.24; Phot. s.v. tepl
@Y €vdexa; on the exact meaning of the phrase én’ adto@wpw, cf. Pelloso [2008: 72 f.],
with Eur. Ton 1214; Hdt. 6.72; Aeschin. 3.9-10; Din. 1.29, 77, 2.9; Dem. 19.121-3). All that
said, it is unnecessary to deny that Dem. 23.80 properly describes the so called &moywyn
@6vou, and the scenario of Lys. 13 does not speak against it (see, infra, Appendix 2).
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the returning killer is not convincing: the use of the locative ‘in fatherland’,
as well as the reference to any &v3dpo@dévog, and not to the @edywy (either
upon conviction, or voluntarily), are good hints to suppose that this rule was
susceptible to apply even to killers who never left Attika*®. Furthermore,
extending the meaning of &vdpo@dvog to any returning killer — suspected,
accused, convicted — is unconvincing from a legal and a rational perspective.
Demosthenes himself (Dem. 23.29) counters this interpretation; and, what is
more, it unlikely implies that the same rules, sanctions, and remedies apply
to completely different cases. If a person has been finally convicted, he or she
is indeed an ‘incontrovertible killer’, while the ‘suspected killer’, at least af-
ter Drako’s legislation, is to be sued through an ordinary legal action only®’.

Dem. 23.31 does not attest that a trial had to take place if the arrested
pleaded not guilty®!. At first, the use of the adjective xbptot suggests that,
at least before Solon’s procedural reforms, the decision given by the magis-
trates was ‘final’ (i.e. it was not subject to any sort of appeal or referral)®2.
Secondly, this reading is not consistent with the right stipulated for the
amdywy and for the évdeitog at Dem. 23.28 and at Dem. 23.51. Thirdly,
several testimonia show that the phrase ‘Oavdtw Ceptobobar’, confronted
with ‘xpivecOar’ and ‘cicdyey eic 10 Sixaothplov’, may well imply ‘execu-
tion without trial’, regardless of the exact procedure initiated®. Finally, as
far as I know, our sources do not provide any evidence of trials of killers
returning to Attika.

49. Even Gagarin (1979: 316) believes that the rule applies to «anyone in exile for
homicide who returned to Attica». Hansen (1976: 108 f.) gives a full catalogue of exiles
for homicide (implying that the rule cited at Dem. 23.28 concerns returning killers only):
«to set foot in Attika was forbidden on pain of death for any person who had been a)
sentenced in absentia to death for murder of an Athenian citizen, b) sentenced to exile for
life for attempted murder of an Athenian or murder of a metic; and ¢) sentenced to tem-
porary exile for unpremeditated homicide».

50. Phillips (2008: 49); Pelloso (2012a: 194, nt. 24); Pepe (2012: 14 ff.).

51. Cf. Hansen (1976: 108), who assumes that «when arrested, the accused could de-
mand to be brought before the court if he denied that he had previously been condemned
to death for homicide». Carawan (1984: 118) maintains that it is not accurate to regard
this procedure as execution without trial, since Demosthenes makes it clear that the ac-
cused must be first convicted and then if a convicted murderer returns from exile it is the
office of thesmothetai to carry out the sentence. This interpretation actually fails to take
into due account the real substance of the charge (that is ‘trespass’ carried out by a ban-
ished killer, and not ‘homicide per se’: cf. Scafuro [2005: 60]); moreover, it seems to imply
that the rule described at Dem. 23.31 only applies to killers previously sentenced to death
in absentia (what is not likely: cf. Hansen [1976: 107 f.]). Contra, in favor of ‘execution
without trial’, cf. Lipsius (1905-15: 328); MacDowell (1963: 140); Phillips (2008: 122).

52. Ath. Pol. 3.5.

53. Aeschin. 1.91, 113; Ath. Pol. 52.1; Lyk. 1.117.
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The above-mentioned reconstruction does not gain any support from
the procedure by arrest depicted at Dem. 23.80. In this passage the orator
exclusively states that the victim’s kinsmen have the right to arrest the killer
under the condition that the latter trespasses the Agora or the holy places, if
they do not know how to start the ordinary legal remedies, or if the deadline
is expired, or if they do not want to sue the killer following the ordinary pro-
cedure. In other words, Demosthenes: a) clearly describes the dmarywyh as
an alternative remedy to the ordinary action for homicide; b) implies that all
those who can start a Sixn @dévov can also start an &moywy?, provided that
a further legal condition required for prosecution occurs; ¢) does not exclude
that the procedure by arrest is available to any citizen (as the penalty for
failing to win one fifth of the votes seems to demonstrate)®*; d) suggests that
this type of dmaywy? can be initiated only if the arrested has been neither
accused and formally barred by the BaotAedg’ proclamation, nor sentenced
by the proper judges.

The supposed diversification and overlap between Dem. 23.28 and Dem.
23.80 are inconsistent. On the one side, it is undeniable that both rules could
apply to killers who never left Attika. On the other side, it is equally true
that the former testimonium comprises an ancient law dating back to the
Drakonian code and applying to ‘condemned killers’ only, while the latter
describes a more recent procedure (which came into operation during the
fifth century) available against ‘suspected killers’ only.

Dem. 23.28 and Dem. 23.80: some personal remarks

Once dismissed the authenticity — at least — of the second section of the
document preserved at Dem. 24.105%%; once assumed that Dem. 23.80 does
not describe a new statute, but a particular use of the procedure by arrest
against killers®%; once rejected the existence of a procedure by arrest direct-
ed to prosecute a murderer as a xoxodpYoc’; in the light of the previous
assumptions one can put forward the following hypothetical reconstruction.

Originally, the provisions cited at Dem. 23.28, 31, 51 (tobg & dvdpopdvoug
gEecival amoxteively év Tf Npedami] xol amdyely; ol Osopobétor todg éml

54. See, contra, Evjen (1970: 409).

55. Cf., supra, ntt. 37 ff. and Appendix 2. Regardless of whether one shares the view
supporting the radical inauthenticity of the document preserved at Dem. 24.105 (Canevaro
[2013a]), or considers such a document only partially inauthentic (Scafuro [2005: 67]),
it is undeniable that in our sources no explicit rule concerning amoywyy is attested with
regard to the case of the killer accused and banished by the king.

56. Cf., supra, § 2.

57. Ct., infra, Appendix 2.
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QOVe @ebyovtog xplol Bovdtey {nuidooi eiot; @évov B dixag uh clvon
UNSOUOD XOTA TAY TOLG QEVYOVTOS EVEELXVOVTWY, EAQV TLg xortin 6moL un
gEeoty) were conceived of as measures available against the category of
‘convicted killers” found in Attika®®. The Drakonian rules indeed referred to
those who had been banned from Attika, whether the ban was the formal
punishment inflicted by the judges, or a ‘de facto measure’ voluntarily chosen
by the defendant in order to avoid the possibility of a more severe penalty
(that is death) upon conviction. Notwithstanding that, open texture (espe-
cially the use of the term &vSpo@dvoc, the phrase ‘év 17 iuedarny)’, the lack
of the mention of the magistrates with jurisdiction over the arrested) allowed
for broader applications.

On the one hand, shortly after the enactment of the Drakonian homicide
law, a defendant in a d{xn @dvov, once banned by the BaoctAcbg from the
Agora and from the holy places, could be paralleled to the voluntary exiled
and to the killer sentenced to exile. The former, such as the latters, was a
‘banished person’; the former, such as the latters, could be arrested and led
away before the proper magistrates (likely the thesmothetai), once caught in
a forbidden place (&Egivor dmdryetv)®?; he could even be killed on the spot, if
he resisted the arrest (¢Egivor dmoxteively)®?. Moreover, if the accused killer,
found in a forbidden place, had previously been denounced to the public
authorities by means of &vdetElc, no 8ixn @dévov could be started against
the citizen who, carrying out the arrest, had killed the ‘trespassing accused
killer’61,

58. On the one hand, this category included those who failed to appear for the trial
and to contest the case; on the other hand, it included those who withdrew from the case
after the first speech of the claimant: these ‘killers’, accordingly, were adjudged guilty in
absentia, likely by the magistrate himself (Dem. 21.81; Lyk. 1.117). Cf. Bonner and Smith
(1938: 120 f.); Hansen (1976: 107 f.); Gagarin (1981a: 59, nt. 82); Thiir (1990: 149).

59. The verb &mdryewy refers to the ‘procedure by arrest‘: cf., paradigmatically, Antiph.
5.85, Isae. 4.28, Dem. 23.80, 24.146, 209.

60. Cf., in the same sense, Kennedy (1856: 176, nt. 2). In the light of the word order
of the first section of the law cited at Dem. 23.28, and, accordingly. on the basis of the
(syntactical but, obviously, not chronological) priority of the verb ‘killing’ (&mwoxteivety
&v Tf] fuedoni) over ‘arresting’ (xoi émdyewv), this interpretation appears to be more
persuasive than the majority view, which translates ‘xoi’ with ‘or’ (Stroud [1968: 54 ff.];
Hansen [1976: 16, 107 f., 114 ff.]; Gagarin [1979: 316 f.]; Phillips [2008: 122, nt. 37]). One
can indeed suppose that the Drakonian version cited by Demosthenes is the final result of
a formal and substantial development by which the phrase ‘xal dméyety’ was added to
the original permission: originally the convicted killer could be lawfully killed if found in
Attika; then, anyone was entitled to arrest the convicted and the accused killer found in
forbidden areas, and even to kill him in the event that the killer resisted the arrest.

61. Cf., as an evidence of the use of &vdelElc against suspected killers banned from
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On the other hand, during the fifth century B.C., the meaning of the
Drakonian rules at issue was further broadened, allowing for a completely
new use of the ancient amaywyf-procedure. Thus, the rule reproduced at
Dem. 23.28 (tobg & &vdpopdvoug EEeivar dmoxteivety v Tfj Nuedorty] xol
amdryewy), after it was opened to those who were formally prohibited by the
Boaothebg to ‘elpyecbon €x T@Y VOpwY TV®Y 7| TOTTWY 1] TPdEewy’, started
applying even to those who had, beyond doubt, committed homicide (as
the events described in Lys. 13 and the use of the procedure by arrest at
Dem. 23.80 show)®2. An é&vdpogdvog (i.e., according to the new meaning
attributed to this legal term, ‘a person who has incontrovertibly caused an-
other person’s death’), although neither formally banished nor tried, could
be paralleled to a ‘person finally convicted of homicide’ and, at the same
time, to an ‘accused Kkiller subject to public proclamation and excluded from
customary places’. Indeed, the former, since he had killed én’ adTo@wEw,
came to be considered an ‘incontrovertible killer’ (such as a convicted kill-
er); moreover, the offence itself came to be considered the cause of the
automatic and immediate loss of political and religious rights (similarly
to the magisterial pdppnotg)®3. Accordingly, from an unspecified time of

the Agora and the holy places by the magisterial proclamation, Suda s.v. &vdetELg: €idog
dixng dnuootiag P’ Ny TOLG Ex TAOV VOUWY ELPYOUEVOLS TGV ] TOTTWY 7| TTPGEEwY, €l un
améyowto adt@y, Otfiyov (cf., for the same lemma, Harp., Etym. Mag.. as well as Poll.
8.50). It is worth remarking that the same phrase (that is glpyeofot T@Y vopwy / vopipwy:
cf. Piérart [1973]) could be applied to persons exiled for homicide (cf. Dem. 23.42; Lyk.
1.65) and to persons warned off the Agora and the holy places (cf. Ant. 6.34-36, 40; Dem.
20.158; Dem. 21.114; Ath. Pol. 57.2; Pol. 8.90; Lex. Seg. 310.6; Harp., Suid., Etym. Mag.,
Lex. Sab. s.v. &wdetELg). The same expression refers to killers at Pl. Leg. 871a and 873b.
On this phrase, cf. MacDowell (1963: 26 f.); Hansen (1976: 99 f.); Gagarin (1979: 315 f.);
Hansen (1981: 17 ff.); Scafuro (2005); Phillips (2008: 129 f., nt. 60).

62. See, similarly, Carawan (2013: 129): «if the participant is responsible for an out-
come that anyone else would reasonably expect, there is all the more reason to credit what
‘everyone knows’ about his guilt: he is the ‘known killer’, &v3po@dvog, even if no court
has yet condemned him» (cf. Dem. 23.29-41, 46, 51, 80).

63. This means that the prohibition from entering the Agora and the holy places,
on the grounds of this new interpretation of the Drakonian rule cited at Dem. 23.28, is
conceived of as being directly derived from the manifest commission of the homicide: cf.
Hansen (1976: 70). This emerges from Dem. 20.158: év toivuv Tolg mepl TOUTWY YOUOLG
0 ApGxwy QOPREPOY XoTOOELEALWY %ol JELVOV TO TLvor adTOYELPO. BANOY BANoL Yiyveabou,
%ol Yooewy yépviBog eipyeabot tov dvdpo@dévov, oTovd&mY, xEaThpwY, LEE®Y, AY0PaS,
TévTor THAAG SteNBbY 0lg PEALGT &V Twog HeT’ émLoyely ToD ToLoDTOY TL otely (cf. Ant.
6.36; Ath. Pol. 57.2; Soph. OT 236-42). In this passage, the ‘incontrovertible killer’ (tov
avdpo@bvov), as soon as the homicide is committed and before a charge is brought against
him, is stated as being banned from lustral water, libations, bowls of wine, the holy places
and the Agora, as well as Drako goes through everything that can dissuade people from
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the fifth century B.C., whoever ‘“tov &vdpo@dvov & 6pd mepllévt’ €v Toig
lepolc xol xatd T &ryopdy’ has the right to ‘amdryety ... eig 10 SeopwthpLloy’
(Dem. 23.80)%.

Now, since the Drakonian rules preserved at Dem. 23.28, 31, 51, do not
identify those eligible to kill the killer or to proceed against him by bringing
the procedure by forcible arrest®, such a silence can be easily read as a hint
that the institution of the ‘volunteer prosecutor’ antedated Solon’s reforms,
although restricted to particular cases. The arrest of the person who turns
out to be an incontrovertible killer and an é&rtipoc, whether preceded by a
public denunciation or not, is an alternative to the lawful execution and it
can be carried out by ‘anyone who wishes’: the provision for this act, thence,
both implies a further infringement of the law, i.e. the presence of an é&tipog
in Attika (which means that the previous homicide is not the offence at
issue), and it tends to protect a ‘public interest’ (which means that this new
breach of the law does not affect the killed man’s kin only)%6.

Public interests and third-party prosecution in the late seventh
and the early sixth centuries B.C.

Our sources show that, during the late seventh century, in some cases where
the community as a whole is wronged (since the killer represents, from a
legal and religious perspective, a ‘public menace of pollution’)®’, any citizen,

committing such an offence. On the contrary, Ant. 6.36 — where the orator, in order to
mention just a ‘suspected killer’, does not use the word &vdpo@dvog — shows that, as soon
as a charge of homicide is brought against a presumed killer, he is banished from the
places and rites listed in the law: 6 y&p véuog o0twg Exel, Emelday Tig &ToYPXPT POVOL
Sixny, eipyechol T@dY vouiuwy.

64. Ct., supra, ntt. 25-26. As the law cited by Demosthenes was extended to ‘incontro-
vertible killers’, the right to kill without trial either had already fallen into disuse, or had
already been repealed.

65. Without any argumentation, Humphreys (1992: 38) and Carawan (1998: 82) limit
to the victim’s kinsmen the right to kill the homicide and to start against him an &mwoaywyn
(or an &vwdetELg), as well as Evjen (1970: 409) did with regard to Dem. 23.80; see, contra,
Usteri (1903: 9); Lipsius (1905-15: 608); Bonner and Smith (1938: 121 f.); Hansen (1976:
108); Gagarin (1981a: 62); Phillips (2008: 79).

66. Usteri (1903: 9): «der zur Verbannung Verurteilte, der im Lande bleibt oder un-
befugt darin zuriickkehrt, vergeht sich damit gegen die Gesetze, somit gegen die gesamte
Biirgerschaft, und nicht nur gegen die Familie, die durch sein Totschlagbetroffen wurde»;
see, further, Bonner and Smith (1938: 122, 168).

67. Bonner and Smith (1938: 120 f.): «the state now intervenes and executes the out-
law not for the original crime-homicide, but because, being polluted, is a public menace».
Against the traditional ‘miasma theory” (i.e. the view supporting the historical connection
between ‘Athenian homicide law and procedure’, on the one hand, and ‘pollution’, on
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representing the méAwg, is granted with the power to prosecute the offender
through those legal means that in later times, compared to the ‘ordinary
popular action” (ypap?), shall be qualified as ‘extraordinary’ (i.e. dmoywyh
and &vdetEl). All this can therefore be considered a patent model for that
famous Solonian rule setting, as Aristotle and Plutarch clearly prove, an
open generalization of ‘voluntary prosecution’: in other words, such a fea-
ture, even though still legally unshaped and formally implicit, was not com-
pletely absent in the spirit of Drakonian law. In the first paragraph, we high-
lighted that, in the event of offences affecting the community as a whole, no
evidence exactly describes the procedure to be followed in order to submit
such public cases to the Areopagus. In the light of the remarks included in
the preceding paragraph, one can accordingly hypothesize both that the ear-
ly aristocratic Council judged on the basis of information laid by ‘any private
citizen’ (BovAdpevog) who, in the name of the ‘principle of representation’,
acted on the behalf and in the interests of the community, and that such an
information was conceived of as an accuser’s indictment. If all this is true
(or, at least, likely), thence, the Solonian legal reforms concerning litigation
and procedures just improved what Drako had already shaped, extended it
and made it less ambiguous. Such a conjectural explanation is corroborated
by a famous passage of the Constitution of the Athenians: as for tyranny
and other serious offences affecting the méAig as a whole (i.e. for public
wrongs already provided, combated and punished in the pre-Solonian era),
Aristotle indeed attests the enactment by the late sixth century legislator of
an ‘impeachment’ procedure (cioayyeAio), both susceptible to be started by
anyone, and allocated to the Areopagus Council for trial®8.

the other hand), see the remarks pointed out by Parker (1983), who advances the idea
that the threat of pollution did intrude upon homicide procedure, but later than Drako’s
times (see, also, MacDowell [1963, 140 ff.]; Gagarin [1981a: 164 fI.]; Arnaoutoglou [1993];
Carawan [1998: 17 ff.]). Actually, the magisterial proclamation against the suspected killer
was directed to prevent the latter from spreading pollution by contact with public rituals,
as well as holy and public places (Dem. 20.158); the court at Phreatto seems to be aimed
at excluding the defendant’s pollution from Attica; moreover, the requirement that trials
take place in the open air was imposed so that the judges would not enter the same place
as people whose hands were unclean (Ant. 5.11).

68. At Ath. Pol. 8.4 Solon is granted with the enactment of a new ‘law against the
xotéhvotg tod dMpov’, which stipulated that such charge was to be tried before the Ar-
eopagites (xol T0oLg €Tl xotaAboEL TOD SOV cuVLoTaUEVOLS ExpLvey, TOAwvog Bévtog
vopov eloayyehog mepl adT@dy): accordingly, out of the amnesty law and the Kylonian
affair, Hignett is right when he assumes that «if Solon passed a law on this subject, his
purpose can only have been to give more precise definition to previous powers of the Ar-
eopagus in this sphere» (Hignett: [1952: 90]; recently, contra, see Poddighe [2014: 197)).
To some extent, Ath. Pol. 3.6 (concerning, as we have already seen. the pre-Drakonian
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On the contrary, a different legal gap — which also represented a lack of
protection in the most ancient Ocopol enacted in Athens — should inevitably

Areopagus) and 8.4 (concerning the Solonian Areopagus) are very similar: according
to both passages, the ancient Council gives final judgments, inflicts monetary fines and
bodily punishments, and has the task of ‘guarding the laws’, i.e. of ‘overseeing the con-
stitution’ (on this equation, see Sealey [1964: 11]). Yet, some differences do apparently
emerge. Those who are subject to the Areopagus’ final punitive power are labeled at 3.6
as ‘transgressors of the established order’, and at 8.4 as ‘magistrates who, acting in their
official capacity, commit offences’ (cf. Piérart [1971]; Ostwald [1985: 12]; de Bruyn [1995:
69 ff.]; contra, Rhodes [1981: 155], who refers the phrase ‘“tobg quoptdvovtoag nHbvve’ to
offenders in general); the Council ‘manages’ the most numerous and most relevant of the
political affairs at 3.6, whereas it simply ‘watches over’ them at 8.4 (cf. Ostwald [1993:
71); under Solon (who enacted the above mentioned vép.og cioaryyeAiog), the Areopagus
started to try those who attempted at ‘dissolving the people’ or ‘overthrowing the people’
(that is, although the terminology is patently anachronistic, those who committed crimes
against the méAg: cf. Gagarin [1981b: 71, nt. 80]; Ostwald [1985: 7]). On the one hand,
Solon confirms and widens the aristocratic Council in its previous jurisdiction over ‘public
cases’ (limited, during the pre-Solonian age, to the only offence of ‘attempt at tyranny’);
therefore, Hignett [1952: 89]. and Chambers [1965: 83], clearly exaggerate when claiming
that even after Solon’s reforms the Areopagus’ early competence remained unaltered; cf.
Gehrke [2006]). On the other hand, he establishes a more elaborated procedure, suscep-
tible to be brought by anyone (6 BovAduevog): a (type of) eicoryyeio, that is a particular
type of ‘impeachment procedure’ (see Harrison [1971: 52]). To tell the truth, the reliability
of the report included in Ath. Pol. 8.4 has been strongly questioned in Hansen (1975: 17
ff., 56 f.), and in Hansen (1980): the scholar believes, and tries to demonstrate, that the
eloayyeioo was first introduced by Kleisthenes and was always a denunciation to the Ek-
klesia. Against Hansen’s view, in several contributes on the topic Rhodes has put forward
a different opinion: the phrase xatdAvoig Tod dMuov, pertaining to a real judicial power
of the Areopagus, should be explained both as referring to a Solonian law against the
establishment of a tyranny, and as being a symptom of the disdain of the unconstitutional
usurpation of power through tyranny. See Rhodes (1979); Rhodes (1981: 156); Rhodes
(2006: 254); Ruschenbusch (1968: 81 f.); Gagarin (1981b: 75 f.); Gagarin (2006: 264).
Ostwald, instead, persuasively believes that such a law on sicayyeAio was really passed
under Solon, but, at the same time, maintains that «since later legislation differentiated
XoTGALGLG TOD OMpov at least verbally from attempts at establishing tyranny, and since
the law under discussion was not invoked against the Peisistratids after their overthrow,
it makes more sense to see in Aristotle’s description a reflection of a broader measure,
designed to protect the public institutions of Athens against any kind of subversion, that
is against any crime against the state»; moreover, the scholar assumes that the statement
at issue is anachronistic only «if we understand by eisangelia the complex procedure that
in the fifth and fourth centuries involved the Council and the Assembly or the jury colts»
(Ostwald [1985: 8]; Almeida [2003: 65 f.]; on the fifth century eicoyyehio against the
crime of xatdAvolg Tod dMpov/tig dnuoxpoatios, i.e. a procedure providing the power
for any citizen to bring a legal action before the Council or the Assembly against anyone
whose activities tended to the ‘destruction of the people or of he democracy’, cf. And.
1.96-98; Hyp. 4.7-8; Lyk. 1.125-26; SEG 12.87).
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be filled with a supplement of procedural rules. On the one hand, it is
reasonable to infer from the so-called Drakonian constitution, as a general
principle (which, if reliable, was very probably reaffirming Athenian ances-
tral traditions), the prohibition of the so called ‘third-party prosecution’,
since just the person aggrieved is entitled to take a legal action against the
offender (obviously by bringing the case to the proper forum)®. On the other
hand, as far as the pre-Solonian legal system is concerned, magistrates were
entitled to pass final judgments and to impose penalties on their own initia-
tive (even if all this does not mean that, as early as the end of the seventh
century B.C., only magistrates could give ‘final’ — that is not challengeable —
decisions), provided that they remain in their own subject-matter jurisdic-
tion and they do not inflict or enforce condemnations beyond the maximum
amount allowed: before ‘Epeoig to the popular court’ was introduced by
Solon (whether it is conceived of as an appeal of the dissatisfied litigant, or
as a magisterial referral, or as a veto, or as an opposition to execution)”,

69. Ath. Pol. 4.4: EETv 3& @ AdOLUEVW TEOG THY TAY ApeoTaylTtédy BoLANY elooy-
YENAELY, ATOQPAIVOVTL TTolY OV ASLXELTOL YOLOV.

70. Ath. Pol. 9.1: tpitov 8¢ <& xol> péAotd @ooty ioyvuxévor to TAfBog, 7 glc O
oo TAPLOY EQEats: xVELOG Yo (Y O SLog Thg PReov, xVpLog YiyveTon THg TOALTELOG.
According to the majority view, Solon both introduced the &peolg and newly established
the Athenian people as a ‘popular court’ endowed with the power of giving final judg-
ments and superseding magisterial decisions: see Lipsius (1905-15: 27); Bonner and Smith
(1930: 232 ft.); Hignett (1952: 97); Ruschenbusch (1965: 381); Harrison (1971: 69 ff., 190
ff.); MacDowell (1978: 27 ff.); Rhodes (1981: 160 ff.); Ostwald (1985: 9 ff.); Todd (1993:
100, nt. 2); Rhodes (2006: 255). Yet, a word by word reading of Ath. Pol. 9.1 leads the
interpreter to assume that Solon just ‘renewed’ and ‘strenghtened’ an existing body (by
means of the attribution of new functions and powers)7 since he is only said to have cre-
ated the procedure introduced by the act of ‘€peotg to the (popular) court’” (cf. Bonner
and Smith [1938: 158]). For the primeval name of this court, see Lys. 10.16 and Dem.
24.105, where the two authors, discussing the permanence of ancient language in legal
writing, mention the name fjAtaior (word used even prior to the Solonian age in other
Greek dialects: Hignett [1952: 97]; for a smooth breathing — fAwaio — as the proper spell-
ing, cf. Rhodes [1981: 160]). As for the skeptical views of the problems implied in Ath.
Pol. 9.1, Hansen assumes that Solon already established several tribunals, acknowledges
that Solon instituted the fAtaiar as a first instance court, refuses the common view of it
as a judicial session of the people, and keeps open the possibility that Solon’s institution
of the NAtalar and public lawsuits are fourth-century inventions (Hansen [1975]; Hansen
[1981-1982]). Osborne thinks that the invention of public actions and the introduction of
Ao «have a good chance of being genuinely Solonian» (Osborne: [1996: 2201); Mossé
accepts ‘appeals’ but considers the popular court as anachronistic, and allocates appeals to
the Areopagus Council (Mossé [1979: 433 f.]). Cf., for the equation &peotg = real appeal,
Lipsius (1905-15: 27 f.); Wade-Gery (1958: 173 f.); Bonner and Smith (1930: 231 ff.);
MacDowell (1978: 27 ff.); Rhodes (1981: 160 ff.); Ostwald (1985: 9 ff.); Todd (1993: 100,
nt. 2); Rhodes (2006: 255); for the view that identifies &peotig with a mandatory referral
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magistrates were both xbptot (i.e. qualified to pass decisions that could not
be amended or quashed) and adtoteeig (i.e. qualified to start ex officio legal
procedures)’™. All this balanced the lack of the principle of ‘third-party pros-
ecution’. For instance, as a remnant of very early magisterial prerogatives,
during the fourth century B.C. the &pywy — who had to take care of children
without fathers, émixAnpog, oixot left destitute of heirs, and all pregnant
women who remained in the oikoi of their deceased husbands — was still
entitled to prohibit anyone from committing 8fptg to the individuals protect-
ed, as well as to penalize, by giving a final decision, the offender, provided
that the téAog imposed by law was respected (i.e. the fine was imposed both
ratione materiae, i.e. according to the &pywv’s competence, and within a given
value-limit)”2. Such a magisterial power, as a symptom of prosecutorial dis-
cretion, perfectly fits the above-mentioned general description sketched, with
regard to the pre-Solonian era, in the Constitution of the Athenians, as well
as it is fully justifiable, from a legal and historical point of view, if embedded
in the early Athenian legal system, where litigation was not still shaped by
the principle of ‘third-party prosecution’.

Thus, as concerns the law cited by Demosthenes in a strongly amended

(or transfer), see Wilamowitz (1893: 60); Adcock (1926: 56); Gagarin (2006: 264 f.); see,
finally, Paoli (1950) and Just (1968), who, on the grounds of Steinwenter (1925: 68 ff.),
tend to qualify this act in terms of ‘veto’ or ‘opposition’. Cf., for the polysemy of the word
&peotg, Ruschenbusch (1961); Ruschenbusch (1965); Sealey (1994: 121, nt. 19).

71. Ath. Pol. 3.5: Toig p&v 0DV YPOVOLE TOGODTOY TTPOEYOLOLY GAAAAWY ... xVplot &’
ooy kol Tog dixog aDTOTEAEIC XPLVELY, Xal 0Dy (YOTLEY YOV TROOVOXQIVELY.

72. Dem. 43.75: 0 Gpywv €mipeieiolnw T@Y 0pQOVEY %ol TOV ETUXANEWY %ol TOV
OlxWY TAV EEEONUOLUEVLY XAl TAY YOVOLXGY, OCOL LEVOLGLY €V TOLG OIXOLS T@Y AVIP&DY
TGV TEbvnudtwy @aoxovoal xvely. ToVTwy Eémtpeieiotn xol pn édtw OPEIlely pndéva
TiePL TOVTOVG. Eav O Tig LPEILN ) ToLf] Tv Topdvopoy, xVpLog Eotw ETLBEAAELY XOTO
70 Téhoc. édv O peilovog Inuioc Soxfi &ELOC sivol, TEOGKOAEGEULEVOC TEOTEUTTO %O
Tlunuo émypodiprevos, 6 Tt &y Soxf] adT®, eloayétw i THY NALolay. €av 8’ GAD, TLULATL
N Moo Ttept 10D GAGvTog, 6 TL N adToV tabely §) &moteioot. The phrase ‘xdptog Eotw
EMPBAAAELY xaTd TO TENOG’ is controversial, since it could be translated as ‘according to the
Solonian class of the offender’, or as ‘within the limits of his competence’; for bibliograph-
ical references and for a summary of the debate, see Harrison (1971: 5, nt. 2) and Rhodes
(1981: 634 t.). Here, I would like to point out that the source at issue does not mention
any ‘€@eotg to the popular court’; it just deals with a ‘magisterial referral’ in terms of
ciodyety; the name NAtaio does not certainly prove the post-Solonian origin of the rule;
ergo. if one supposes that it is a pre-Solonian provision, all that means that, after &peoig
was introduced, even the fine within the télog (i.e. the fine imposed by the magistrate
according to his competence, and within a given value-limit) could be ‘attacked’; on the
contrary, before Solon (Ath. Pol. 4.4), the person aggrieved was just entitled to take a new
legal action before the Areopagus, denouncing the violation perpetrated by the magistrate
(with regard to his competence ratione materiae and according to a given value-limit).
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formulation at 23.28, forbidding any ransom and any related maltreatment
(Aopaiveabar, dmolvay) against the murderer who infringes the banishment,
the lack of procedural protection would obviously have make such prohibi-
tions pointless: once qualified the contents of the rules at issue as consistent
with Drako’s homicide-code, it is convenient to make a few considerations
on this matter’. On the one hand, the victim, since he is incontrovertibly a
killer and, as such, an &tipog, is unqualified to start any legal action and to
appear before the court as a claimant or as an accuser. On the other hand,
since the offence committed represents an infringement of a private inter-
est only, no citizen has the power to initiate the procedure, no third party
is allowed to initiate a legal action on the behalf and in the interests of an
incapacitated victim. In this event, one can suppose that the proper magis-
trates, on their own initiative, would have imposed a penalty, while, under
Solon, 6 BovAduevog was entitled to start a legal action, and the offender was
condemned by the popular court to pay a fine which was twice either the
amount extorted or the damages suffered.

In short, Drakonian law, on the one side, even if it did not develop any
formal and general concept of ‘crime’, treated, from a procedural point of
view, some offences as wrongs injuring the mdéAwg (as the wrongs of ‘at-
tempted tyranny’ and ‘breach of the exile rule’)’; on the other side, the

73. Dem. 23.28: ApaivecOorn 3& pi, unde amowvay, 1 Stthody o@eilety G0y GV xorTo-
BAGYY. Ct., supra, ntt. 25 and 26. In Carawan’s opinion, the rule that forbids torture and
ransom is consistent with other Solonian restrictions (Carawan [1993]; Carawan [1998:
90]; see Gagarin [1981a: 25 f.]). On the one side, it is evident that line 31 of the Dra-
konian homicide-code (IG I? 104) cannot be restored with the same word order of the
law cited by the orator, since the traces on the stone tend to be incompatible (cf. Stroud
[1968: 54 f.]); on the other side, the unusual reference to the first axon (&g &v @ a &Eovt
dyopever) immediately after the first section of the law cited (tobg & &vSpo@dvoug EEeivou
amoxteively xol dméyety) makes it clear that everything that follows in the quotation is
later than Drako’s Oeopotl. Yet, I believe that the substance of the traditional restoration
(cf. Ruschenbusch [1960: 140]; MacDowell [1963: 119 ff.]), rather than its form, is still
valid, likely once the mentions of the ‘volunteer prosecutor’ and of the ‘public court’ have
been removed (eiopépety & &c Todg Bpyovtag, GV Exaatol Sixactol elot, 6 BovAopévey.
™y & faadoy Stoyryvaoxewy: cf. MacDowell [1963: 122]; Pepe [2012: 10]). If Drako
stipulates that, if a convicted murderer sets foot in Attika, anyone has only the right to
arrest him or to kill him (if the arrest fails), all this means that the prohibitions included
in the second (formally post-Drakonian) section of Dem. 23.28 are implied in the first
(formally and substantially Drakonian) section. The original legal gaps concerned the type
of punishment for those who, for instance, blackmailed and maimed the convicted killer
found in Attika (misusing their right to &moxteivety xal dmdyety), the legal procedure to
be followed and the respective ‘standing to sue’ (since the aggrieved party was an &tty.og),
the court before which the matter had to be brought. Solon filled these gaps.

74. In other words, in the seventh century Athens, even earlier than Drako. some
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magistrates took care of the incapacitated victim (as one can conjecture with
regard to the convicted killer harmed by blackmail and torture). Solon, fully
aware of the deficiencies present in the Drakonian system, believed that a
corrective was anyhow required to meet the necessities of a more ‘demotic’
legal system: from a strictly legal perspective, how could an orphan or an
epikleros take personally an action against the damages perpetrated by the
guardian”™? From a merely factual perspective, how could an old father take
an action against a son who had broken his duty to support the parents’s?
Moreover, who was the person entitled to bring a legal suit against idleness
and paranoia”?

If it is true that all these questions did not find a clear answer in Drako’s
laws, it is likewise true that Solon did not introduce ex novo any ‘popular
and voluntary prosecution’. The Athenian legislator — focused on a need
of solidarity and cohesion in the whole community, rather than on a need
of protection in favor of the whole community — through the introduction
of the general principle of ‘third-party prosecution’, diminished the role
formerly played by magistrates and, at the same time, renewed a procedur-
al feature already existing’®: indeed, ‘entitling the volunteer’ (ZEgivor &

offences were treated as wrongs injuring the ‘community as a whole’, though no formal
concept of ‘crime’ had been elaborated as a ‘super-category’ (what contributes to under-
mining the conclusions reached by Hunter [2007], who tends to confuse the ‘word’ crime
with the ‘concept’ of crime).

75. Ath. Pol. 56.6.

76. Ath. Pol. 56.6.

77. Aeschin. 3.251; Ath. Pol. 56.6; Dem. 57.23; Lex. Cantabr. 665.20; Lex. Seg.
5.310.3.

78. See Glotz (1904); Bonner and Smith (1938: 168); Ruschenbusch (1968: 53); Har-
rison (1971: 77); Rhodes (1981: 160); Hunter (1994: 125); Sealey (1994: 129); Ober (2005:
402); Gagarin (2006: 263); Wohl (2010: 196, nt. 64): all these scholars, as for the goal
pursued with the new procedure attested by Ath. Pol. 9.1, agree that Solon did not allow
anyone who wished to prosecute in all cases, but only in cases where the person concrete-
ly wronged was unable to bring a legal action himself. Other authorities believe that the
Solonian reform was susceptible to be applied from the beginning to crimes against the
TOMG: see, paradigmatically, Ostwald (1985: 9); Almeida (2003: 66). Others seem to agree
with the latter trend, both failing to distinguish ‘public actions against offences harming
the community as a whole’ from ‘public actions against offences affecting an incapacitated
party’, and being far from a reasonable diachronic interpretation of Athenian legal proce-
dure: cf. Todd (1993: 100, 111 f.), and Allen (2000: 39, 346 nt. 48). Christ (1998: 119 ff.),
even if he recognizes the opportunity to differentiate ‘third-party litigation” from ‘public
suit on behalf of the city’, maintains that «Solon conceived of volunteer prosecution as
an act undertaken in the public interest» (see, further, MacDowell [1978: 53]). Obviously
«other cases, such as adultery and theft, where a public interest seems to have been per-
ceived in addition to the wrong to the individual, support the view that the introduction of
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Bovlopévw) ‘to exact a penalty’ (tipwpeiv)™ ‘on the behalf of the offended
private party’ (Omep t@v &dtxovuévwv)®® meant impacting profoundly on

the ypoupold system, and the prosecution by ‘anyone who wishes’ (6 BovAduevog), cannot
be explained solely in terms of the need to protect defenceless victims» (Fisher [1990:
124]; cf., moreover, Winkel [1982: 287 {.]; Humphreys [1983: 239]): anyway, this does not
mean, in my opinion, that ‘third-party prosecution’ is always characterized by a public
dimension; this just means that popular actions could be undertaken in the view of dif-
ferent aims and on the basis of different interests, depending on the case (ergo, it is surely
misleading to assume the existence of a mutual link between ‘Solonian public actions’
and ‘criminal procedure’: explicitly Vinogradoff [1922: 165]; Calhoun [1927: 6]; implicitly
Osborne [1985: 173]). The provision for voluntary prosecution on behalf of those who
have been wronged and are either de facto or de iure incapacitated to start a legal lawsuit
formalizes in a positive rule a notion of justice interpreted as ‘defense of the weak’: cf. de
Romilly (1971: 142 ff.); Mossé (1987: 165 ff.); Ober (1989: 217-9); Dillon (1995).

79. On the meaning of this verb and of the noun tipwpio, see Allen (2000: 50, 51, 61,
69 ff., 125, 248, 260, 279 ff).

80. LS/, s.v. Orgp (with genitive and metaphorically): in defense of, on behalf of, for,
instead of, in the name of. Neither Aristotle, nor Plutarch make clear which court, after
this Solonian reform, tried cases brought by a third-party prosecutor. As regards the So-
lonian allocation of the so called public actions, many authorities don’t deal directly with
the problem; notwithstanding that, their opinion emerges, more or less clearly, from the
context of their argumentation, which suggests the belief that magistrates did not give
judgments at the end of the fifth century (either because of a formal legal prohibition, or
because of a progressive disuse): cf. Bonner and Smith (1938: 96); Harrison (1971: 3 ff.);
MacDowell (1978: 26 f., 32 f.); Rhodes (1981: 105); Ostwald (1985: 7 f.); Hansen (1991:
189); Todd (1993: 100, nt. 2). Other scholars believe that the fAwaio, as a court of first
and final instance, held the majority of the so called public actions from their primeval
emergence under Solon. This is indeed a required conclusion, if one shares the view that
Solon limited the penalties susceptible to be imposed by magistrates with a final judgment,
and that he prescribed for higher penalties a mandatory ‘referral’ to the popular court:
cf., for instance, Wilamowitz (1893: 60). Yet, on the one hand, it is unlikely that Solon
made all magisterial judgment subject to &peotg (where it is plausible that he granted that
magistrates kept their original judicial powers at least in certain minor cases): MacDowell
(1978: 30 f.). On the other hand, there are some hints in the sources suggesting that, at
least in the earliest examples attested, Epeolg — regardless of the problem concerning its
legal nature — was an act of the dissatisfied litigant (Plut. Sol. 18.2). Other scholars have
achieved the same conclusion through a different path. Allen, for instance, assumes that
«Oixow were heard before individual magistrates», whereas «Solon’s introduction of the
Yoopoai was an introduction of a new form of court case», and that «presumably the pro-
cedure would have been modeled, to some degree, on the homicide cases, since they were
the only form of court procedure already in existence» (Allen [2000: 40]; see, accordingly,
Ober [2005: 402]: «a voluntary prosecutor could initiate proceedings against another
for wrongs committed against any Athenian. The judging body to which the prosecutor
would turn in exposing wrongdoing was the citizen body itself [or some very substantial
fragment thereof], sitting in a judicial capacity»). Afterwards, she points out that «if the
Yooupy was in fact invented to be a court case as distinct from a dixy, then it is unlikely
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the jurisdictional power of the Athenian épyal and on their prosecutorial
discretion; furthermore, it finally involved full protection for those persons
who had not any ‘standing to sue’ (while ‘popular prosecution’ was previ-
ously related to the safeguard of the community only).

To conclude, the second of the most populist reforms enacted by Solon
got each member of the mwéAig — regardless of his social status — and the
entire Athenian community connected with one another®!. This measure,

that Solon would have invented &€geolg at the same moment as he invented the ypopn»
(Allen [2000: 347, nt. 55]). Many legal misunderstandings and many historical mistakes
undermine all this circular reconstruction. First of all, neither Aristotle, nor Plutarch attest
a Solonian reform of the Athenian legal procedure concerning the judicial authorities of
first instance: ergo, as for ‘third-party litigation’ at least, nothing seems to rule out that
Solon kept on allocating these trials to magistrates, even if Solon grants — in contrast with
the past — a provision for appealing their judgments, so that they cannot longer be qual-
ified as adtoteieic and xvptor (cf. Ath. Pol. 3.5; Arist. Pol. 1285 b 9-12, 1298 a 9-31).
Secondly, from both ancient authorities, as far as the second populist measure introduced
by Solon is concerned, the only noteworthy divide emerging between dixot and ypoepol
concerns those who are entitled to prosecute, so that it is just an a priori and groundless
assumption to maintain that ypopol must be tried before a different kind of court, since no
functional link exists between the second Solonian reform and the rule to the effect that a
new tribunal, whose new function was limited to hearing cases object of &peotg, was added
to the magisterial and Areopagite jurisdiction. Third, it is not true, as it has been already
seen, that homicide cases were the sole court-cases existing at the beginning of the sixth
century B.C.: in fact, cases affecting the community, as attempted tyranny, were held before
the Areopagus since the pre-Drakonian age. Fourth, the skeptical view, supporting the late
(i.e. Kleisthenic) introduction of &gpeotg, cannot be shared, since it is just logically drawn
from the unfounded belief that the point of the ypapal was to distinguish between court
and non-court procedures and, what is more, since it is contradicted by our extant sources.

81. Ath. Pol. 9.1; Plut. Sol. 18.5. It is commonly accepted that Solon introduced the so
called ‘public actions’: see Rhodes (2006: 255). What is controversial is the role played by
the magistrates as far as third-party litigation is concerned (cf.. supra, nt. 78). To sum up:
nothing prevents from assuming that, during the sixth century B.C., Athenian magistrates,
even after Solon’s reforms, kept their power to give judgments, not only as far as private
Sixa were concerned, but also if a third-party brought a legal action before them in the
interest and on the behalf of an incapacitated individual, or if 6 BovAduevog took public
charges. Afterwards, in opposition to the past, the convicted offender was entitled to ap-
peal to the people against their decision, and it is obvious that €peolg was constantly de-
manded in the most serious cases, so that all this may well explain why magistrates never
seem to have acquired the power to pass capital sentences. The Areopagus, as the most an-
cient criminal court, hears eicoryyeAior, judges the most serious offences against the mwéAwg,
passes judgments that even after Solon keep on being final. This system probably changes
at the beginning of the fifth century B.C. (if not a short earlier), when a law including the
so called ‘37ju.og TANOVwyY provisions’ was first enacted. On the one hand, this formalized
the disuse of giving capital judgments or of inflicting very high monetary penalties at the
magisterial hearing, since during the seventh century such a judicial practice, although
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on the one hand, perfectly fitted, from a procedural perspective, the more
general petofoin of the constitutional system promoted by the legislator on
the way towards democracy and against the earlier oligarchic and magis-
trate-centric T¢&Lc®%; on the other hand, it constituted the legislative attempt
to ensure that the lowly citizens and the nobles received by law equal pre-
rogatives (as ‘popular prosecutors’, and as ‘judges’): what Solon himself
seems to boast in his poetry®?.

Key-words: Attempted tyranny; Drakonian procedures; magisterial powers
and incapacitated victims; offences against the community; Solonian re-
forms; ‘third-party prosecution’; amaywy? against killers; 6 fovAdpevoc.

consistent de iure with magistrates’ powers, became de facto worthless because of, and as
a result of, the Solonian &geoig provision. On the other hand, it brought to an end the
Areopagite criminal jurisdiction over the most serious offences against the community as
a whole: the ancient ‘impeachment’ procedure ceases to be a fully aristocratic prerogative.

82. Cf. Ath. Pol. 41.2; Arist. Pol. 1273b 35-40: see Poddighe (2014: 139 ff.), with fur-
ther bibliography.

83. Sol. fr. 36.18-20 (West): Bzop.odg & dpotwg @ xoxd te ®éyodd, / edbeioy eig
éxaotov appooag dixny, / Eypoda. In my opinion, it is not unsound to interpret these
lines in the light of an implicit mention to the written laws which established ‘pupular
prosecution by anyone who wishes’ (6 BouAdpevog), as well as ‘€peoic’ to the popular
court (] MAtadar; cf. Ath. Pol. 7.3: the Bfjteg were not qualified to hold office, but received
the right to sit in the assembly and in the courts). This reading seems to be preferable to
the generic view proposed by Almeida (2003: 231 ff.), who believes that the lines at issue
suggest that Solon attempted a re-institution of the wéAig idea «at the level of the official
agencies of political authority», and that the aim of his reforms was «to create conditions
within the m6Alg where the norms of political Sixn would apply equally to all citizens».
Indeed, such laws were enacted, so that all the Athenians became similar, at least to some
extent: Solon neither introduced or anticipated the concept of ‘absolute equality’ ({oov:
cf. Raaflaub [1996]; Miilke [2002: 389]), nor enacted laws which were fair to the lower
and upper classes alike (Rhodes [1981: 177]). He just made ‘peers of unequals’, as far as
the two above-mentioned measures are concerned (cf. Noussia-Fantuzzi [2010: 474 f.]).
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Areopagus and ephetai before Solon.

o) The view that the Areopagus was a Solonian creation seems to be shared
by Pepe (2012: 62), who, besides Plut. Sol. 19.3, Poll. 8.125, and Cic. Off.
1.22, even quotes Arist. Pol. 1273 b: «verisimilmente con Solone ... venne
istituito il Tribunale dell’Areopago e venne stabilita la sua competenza in
materia di omicidio volontario». Yet, this reconstruction is patently contra-
dicted, as Plutarch himself admits, among the other sources, by the Solonian
amnesty law (Plut. Sol. 19.4), and most scholars support the existence of the
Areopagus even before Solon. Wallace (1989: 7 ff.), Ryan (1994), Roselli della
Rovere (1999), believe that the aristocratic BovA#} — composed by ephetai —
was only a site for judicial trials, in particular for homicide. Ostwald (1985:
7), on the contrary, shares the thesis of the existence of early deliberative and
judicial powers (cf. Bonner and Smith [1938: 88 ff.]; de Bruyn [1995: 21
ff.]); he therefore assumes that «with the benefit of the hindsight that later
developments provide, it is possible to distinguish three areas of public law
in which we ascribe jurisdiction to the Areopagus: it tried crimes against the
state, it held magistrates accountable for their official acts (euthyna), and it
scrutinized elected officials before they embarked upon their term of office to
ensure that they possessed the formal qualifications for the office to which
they had been elected (dokimasia)»; the scholar further believes that from the
beginning the Areopagus even held trials for all those offences that, under
the presidency of the archon-king, it will try during the classical era, that
is — beyond homicide and wounding — arson and destruction of sacred olive
trees (cf. Ostwald [1985: 9]; Busolt and Swoboda [1926: 2.803 ff.]; Hignett
[1952: 80]; Stroud [1968: 36]; MacDowell [1978: 71]). Others have express-
ly rejected the view that the aristocratic fovAyn was originally a court with
jurisdiction over homicide cases, thus implying its political functions and
its judicial powers concerning ‘public issues’ only (cf. Ruschenbusch [1960:
129 ff.]; Gagarin [1981a: 130]; Sealey [1983: 265 ff.]; Carawan [1998: 89 f.];
Westbrook [2009]).

B) The theory that denies any Areopagite jurisdiction over homicide cas-
es before Solon has been recently challenged by Gagliardi (2012). In his
opinion, before Solon: 1) the ephetai (that are not considered Areopagites,
as Wallace [1989: 11 ff.] claims) just tried cases of @d6vog i éx mpovoiag;
2) the rules concerning Areopagus and @dvog €x Tpovoiog were inscribed
in IG 1% 115 below the preserved section on ‘unintentional homicide’; 3)
‘xol €6y’ (IG 12 115, 1. 11) does not mean ‘even if’, but ‘and if’ (so that the
first sentence cannot be conceived of as treating @dévog éx mpovolag by im-
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plication); 4) Areopagite jurisdiction over homicide cases is attested by the
Solonian amnesty law; 5) Areopagite jurisdiction over homicide cases is sup-
ported by mythical tradition. This thesis is not fully persuasive. At first, the
argument under 2) is just a hypothetical proposal put forward without any
documentary evidence and, as concerns 5), one can object that the myths on
early homicide trials at the Areopagus are legally inaccurate (for they depict
cases of lawful, intentional and unintentional homicides, all tried before the
ancient aristocratic BouA#) and, such as post-Drakonian inventions, they only
attest the respect this ancient court «was accorded in the fifth century and
later» (Gagarin [1981a: 125 f.]). Accordingly T will focus on 3) and 4), in or-
der to refute 1). In Gagliardi’s opinion, the meaning ‘and if* attributed to the
nexus ‘xol €&y’ gains support from the statute — erroneously described as a
decree — proposed by Timokrates and cited at Dem. 24.39 and at Dem. 24.71
(Twoxpditng eimey, kol € Tt TV dPEAOVTLY TG SNU0cty TEOCTETIUNTOL
%0t VOPOV T} xartd PpripLopa Seopod H To Aotmdy TpooTundf, elvor adTd H
GAAD OTEP EXEIVOL EYYUNTOG XOTOOTToML TOD OQAALOTOS, 0DG v O STOC
YELPOTOVAOT, 7} LNV éxTeloely TO dpYDELoY O O@AeY). The comparison between
Timokrates’ law and IG I? 115, 1. 11 is not sound, in the light of the structure
of the two rules at issue. As for the Drakonian law’s incipit, the protasis is
a negative statement and the apodosis provides a negative consequence for
the offender (killer); as for the law proposed by Timokrates, the protasis is
an affirmative sentence, and the apodosis includes a positive provision for the
offender (public debtor). Moreover, Gagliardi seems to misunderstand the
contents of the law challenged by Demosthenes and its relation with previ-
ous Athenian regulations: the orator indeed assumes that imprisonment is
a possible ‘additional penalty’ stipulated by Solon and susceptible to be im-
posed by the court for serious categories of criminals (cf. Dem. 24.103). More
precisely, if someone serves as a judge while being a state debtor or another
type of &tipog, he is subject to &vdetElg and then tried; if convicted, the court
is to assess the penalty, and if a monetary fine is inflicted, he can be further
sentenced to imprisonment until the fine is paid (Ath. Pol. 63.3: cf. Mirhady
[2005]; Canevaro [2013a: 37 ff.]). Ergo, I believe that Demosthenes vigorously
criticizes Timokrates, since the latter, through his law, allowed criminals like
state debtors to avoid prison by presenting sureties. And this possibility was
granted ‘even if the imprisonment itself had been inflicted by the popular
court as an additional penalty, according to prior laws or decrees in force’. In
other words, the ‘even if’ clause in Timokrates’ law seems to be directed to
emphasize the introduction of an ‘exceptional discipline” which substantially
bypasses the popular judgment (mpootipnotg) and contradicts prior legal
rules (vopor and {npioporta). As regards the argument sub 4), Gagliardi as-
sumes that «data la somiglianza tra il testo dell’amnistia soloniana e il decre-
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to di Patroclide, sembra pil verosimile che per entrambi i testi sia proponibile
la stessa interpretazione, che abbiamo gia fornito e che mostra che 1’ Areopago
gia prima di Solone giudicava nei processi per @dévog éx mpovoiog». This
reasoning is not convincing. At first, Gagliardi primarily founds his view on
a section of a ‘document’ preserved at And. 1.78, neglecting the hypothesis
that the text of the decree is only an inaccurate forgery. As Canevaro and
Harris (2012: 109) maintain (highlighting the existence of many incongruities
between this text and the ordinary usage of inscribed decrees and procedural
laws, as well as specifying that the insert in the manuscript is far from being
a faithful transcription of the original): «the person who composed the in-
serted document drew on the Solonian law quoted in Plutarch but introduced
errors when trying to adjust its terms to a different context. Every time the
text of the inserted document differs from Plutarch’s text, the former contains
corruptions and impossible Greek. The person who composed the document
may have found the Solonian law in Plutarch or in a compilation of Solon’s
laws». Secondly, even if the document at issue were authentic, some doubts
would still remain. One must observe that, when the decree was enacted
(405 B.C.), the Areopagus undeniably tried cases of @dvog éx mpovoiog,
while, as regards the pre-Solonian era, this competence is sub iudice. Ergo, it
is not correct to provide an earlier statute with the same legal sense attribut-
ed to a more recent one, even if the latter derives its formal structure from
the former. Moreover, on the one side, the Solonian amnesty law mentions
three courts, Areopagus, ephetai, Prytaneion (&tipwy Bool érLpol '71001\) TELY
A Torwva dpEoa, Emutipoug elvor ATy Goot EE Apetov Thyov ) ool Ex TV
EQeTdY i) Ex TpuTtaveiov xotadxachévteg OO TGY PactAiéwy ...), while, on
the other side, the decree of Patrokleides cites four courts (adding to the list
the Delphinion: cf. Pepe [2012: 195 ff.]); both indeed exclude from reprieve
those who have been convicted of homicide, slaughter, tyranny (... &ml @6V
| o@ayodioty ) Eml TopowidL Epevyov 6te 6 Beopog Epdvn 63e). Thus, one
can reasonably suppose that, between Solon and Patrokleides, the judicial
competence underwent some modification, if one believes that the ephetai did
not meet at the Delphinion (cf. Gagliardi [2003]); otherwise, if one believes
that the ephetai even judged at the Delphinion (cf. MacDowell [1978: 28]),
the mention of this court is totally redundant and ungrounded, so that the
source itself turns out to be less reliable.

v) The amnesty law (cf., supra, nt. 17), in my opinion, argues against
those who tofo coelo identify the ephetai with the members of the Areopa-
gus (cf. Wallace [1989: 7 ff., 12 {I.]; Roselli della Rovere [1999]), whereas it
does not rule out — at least per se — the thesis that the ephetai represented
a ‘commission’ of Areopagites (Bonner and Smith [1938: 99]). In Wal-
lace’s opinion, before Solon: 1) the Areopagus was just a court that tried
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homicide cases; 2) it was composed by the fifty-one ephetai established by
Drako c. 621 B.C.; 3) once assumed that the Areopagus and the ephetai
were the same body, by process of elimination he hypothesizes that trials
for tyranny were held at the Prytaneion. The rejection of the view sub 1)
is explained supra at nt. 12 and in Appendix 1 (8): many data, on the one
hand, allow to conceive of the Areopagus as a BovAn with deliberative and
supervisory functions, and as a court trying cases involving public interests;
on the other hand, the sole ephetic jurisdiction over homicide cases is well
attested, as far as the pre-Solonian age is concerned. Yet, if 2) were true,
the criticisms against Gagliardi would turn out to be ultimately pointless. If
Phot. s.v. épétar appears to be completely irrelevant, it is false that Harp.
s.v. épétar (AnuooBévng év td xat’ Aptotoxpdtovg. ol Sixdlovteg TG €@’
ofpatt xploetg emt ToAAadiew xol émt Tlputaveiw xol émt AeApLviey xol &v
Qpeattol Epétar Exanodvto) poses no obstacle to the identification of Ar-
eopagites and ephetai, since the lemma explicitly rules out that ephetai sat
at the Areopagus (although it mistakenly maintains a regular connection
between these judges and the Prytaneion: cf. Gagliardi [2003]). What is
more, this view does not gain support from Poll. 8.125 (cf., supra, nt. 12).
Out of this lemma, one can indeed assume that the Areopagite jurisdiction
over (Gvog is more recent than the ephetic one (since, originally, only the
ephetai é3ixallov 3¢ 7toig ¢’ aipott dtwxopévols in five different tribunals)
and that it was Solon that added, as a homicide court, the Areopagus to the
ephetai (Z6Awv & adroig Tpooxotéotnoe v € Apeiov Téyov BovAny).
Very likely Pollux just meant that originally each ephetic tribunal tried one
of the five types of @dvoc, i.e. ‘lawful’, ‘committed by exiles’, ‘committed
by unknown people’ or ‘not committed by human beings’, ‘unintentional’,
‘intentional’ (rather than the ephetai, already in the period between Drako
and Solon, sat in Athens’ classical homicide courts, i.e. Delphinion, Phreato,
Prytaneion, Palladion, and — obviously — the ‘hill of Ares’). Furthermore,
he states that under Solon the Areopagus started to hear homicide cases
‘alongside the ephetai’, implying that the primeval jurisdiction over ¢@dévog
must have somehow undergone a change (rather than the Areopagus, from
Solon on, represented a ‘sixth homicide court’ alongside the precedent five
courts that were composed by ephetai). Cf., on the lemma, Wallace (1989:
12); Carawan (1998: 14, nt. 20); see, moreover, Phot. Bibl. 279.535 a 32-4.
Finally, FGrHist 324 F4a and 328 F20b (Androtion and Philochoros quoted
by Maximus the Confessor in his prologue to Dionysios the Areopagite) are
not decisive at all. This source just attests that in a first phase, likely before
Drako, the Areopagus was constituted from (or composed of) the nine ap-
pointed archons (éx yop T@v éwéo xabiotopévwy épydvtwy), while, in a
second phase, ‘fifty-one distinguished men’ sat at the Areopagus (2€ &vdp&v
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TEPLPOETTEPWY TEVTAXOVTA ol €vdg): cf. Bonner and Smith (1938: 99 f.);
Wallace (1989: 14 ff.); Carawan (1998: 14 f.); Pepe (2012: 52 f.). Actually,
the account sketched by Maximus the Confessor could only mean that, at
least between Drako and Solon (since it is commonly maintained that from
Solon on the Areopagite Council included all former archons: cf., on the
grounds of Plut. Sol. 19.1, Wallace [1989: 52 ff.]), the courts trying cases of
‘intentional’ and ‘unintentional’ @dvoc, on the one side, and the Areopagus,
on the other side, are found to have — by chance — the same number of mem-
bers (and Schol. Aeschyl. Eum. 743, according to Petit’s emendation, could
be read in the same fashion).

Appendix 2: araywyn against accused and suspected killers

a) Gagarin (1979) highlighted some presumed similarities between the pro-
cedures described at Dem. 24.105 (against parent abusers, draft dodgers,
persons banished from the ‘véuot’: cf., supra, nt. 37) and at Dem. 23.80 (kill-
ers who find themselves év Tolg lepoic xal xoto ™V &yopdv: cf., supra, nt.
37); he then tried to assimilate such two types of remedies and to annihilate
their (more than evident) differences. In Gagarin’s opinion, Demosthenes,
in the second testimonium, is just reporting the penalty usually assessed by
the judges (that is death); the absence of the mention of a 1000 drachmai
fine for the unsuccessful prosecutor at Dem. 24.105 is due to an intention-
al abridgment; both sources may deal with an arrest carried out after the
magisterial Tpdppnotg, the mention of which the orator has omitted in the
paraphrase included in Dem. 23.80 (or, alternatively, Gagarin [1979: 320]
hypothesizes that an arrest without any proclamation could be carried out
under the condition that the killing was ‘public and manifest’). At first, this
reconstruction is not persuasive from a rational perspective. If it were true,
indeed, it would have been advantageous for any killer to violate the forbid-
den places (or to commit publicly and manifestly a homicide): the penalty
for ‘ordinary homicide’ was either death or exile, while a ‘trespassing killer’
(or a ‘flagrant killer’), once arrested, could even get off with a monetary fine.
Secondly, it is not exact from a legal perspective: Dem. 23.80 clearly attests
that trespass is not the substance of the charge (as, on the contrary, Gagarin
[1979: 315] is inclined to maintain, followed by Volonaki [2002: 153]), but
only a ‘condition of arrest’ (on the basis of Lys. 13 and Dem. 23.80, Car-
awan [1998: 362 f.] rightly concludes that trespass was a requirement for
the process, but he erroneously assumes that the ‘¢’ adTOoQOEW condition’
involved the arrest, rather than the homicide). As far as Lys. 13 is concerned,
I point out, at first, that the prosecutor, before the court, does not offer any
evidence that Agoratos has violated the prohibited places: this datum weighs
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against the view that trespass is the very nature of the charge. Secondly, Ag-
oratos is never labeled as a xaxobpyog: thus, the theory — proposed by Han-
sen (1976: 101 f.) and followed by Hunter (1994: 135) and by Phillips (2008:
126 f.) — that the prosecution at issue is an amoywYy xoxobEYwWY cannot
be shared. Thirdly, if trespass is conceived of as a ‘procedural condition’,
it is natural and easily explainable that the prosecutor, before the judges,
never accuses the arrested of appearing where he was not allowed, although
Agoratos could be arrested provided that he frequented public places (cf.
MacDowell [1963: 120 ff., 130 ff.]; Todd [1993: 276]). Such a matter had
to be treated during the pretrial stage before the Eleven, since the judges —
during the trial — were primarily concerned with the substance of the charge,
that is ‘homicide’. Finally, in order to evade the amnesty terms (Ath. Pol.
39.5: tég 8¢ dixog Tod PGvoL givor xote To TETELY, € Tig TLvor adTOoYELPlOL
Extewvey i) Etpwoey), it was not necessary — as Volonaki (2002: 163 f.), on
the contrary, claims — to treat trespass as the only formal charge. Indeed,
the exception to the rule laid down in the sentence ‘t®v 8¢ TopeAnALOGTWY
undevt mpodg undéva puvnowxoxeiy EEcivan’ (Ath. Pol. 39.6) may mean that
the traditional remedies (i.e. the actions undertaken xota tét woToLor) were
still available against those who were suspected to have brought about an-
other man’s death adtoyelpla during the Thirty, and not that they who
had killed ‘manifestly and indirectly’ in the same period could not be sued
through ‘non-traditional’ procedures. Thence, the &maywy?n @dévov could
be undertaken without violating the Amnesty provided that the required
legal condition (that is ‘violation of prohibited areas’) had occurred in the
period after 403 B.C.: cf. MacDowell (1963: 121 f.); Evjen (1970: 406); Todd
(1993: 275 f.); Riess (2008: 69 ff.); Volonaki (2002: 161 f., 167 ff.); Pepe
(2012: 90, nt. 9). If this interpretation is correct, it is neither necessary to
believe that this procedure came into operation after the Amnesty treaty
(403 B.C.) and before Agoratos’ case (399 B.C.), as Volonaki (2002: 164)
supposes, nor to consider the speech against Aristokrates (352 B.C.) as the
terminus ante quem and the speech against Agoratos (400-390 B.C.) as the
terminus post quem, as Hansen (1976: 103) states. On the one hand, one is
allowed to infer that in 399 B.C. this procedure was not conceived of as a
‘totally novel remedy’ (since Agoratos does not counter the procedure per se,
but only the applicability of this extraordinary action to his own case) and,
at the same time, that it was not a ‘traditional remedy”’ (since, otherwise, it
could not have been undertaken). On the other hand, it is hard to assume
that this procedure did not exist in 419/418 B.C. (cf. Hansen [1976: 103]),
when a choregos, in the last but one month in the year, was challenged to a
dixn @dvou taken by the kinsmen of a choir-boy who had died after receiv-
ing the wrong medicine by the choregos-substitute (Ant. 6): it is apparent
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that, in this case, the ‘¢m’ adTo@WEW requirement’ did not occur, even if the
choregos certainly appeared in public places. To conclude, we can just con-
sider 399 B.C. as the terminus ante quem for the introduction of the so called
amorywy @6vov, while the precise year (some time during the fifth century)
remains uncertain.

B) As far as Hansen’s view is concerned (Hansen [1981]), four types of
‘procedures by arrest’ were available against homicides during the fourth
century B.C.: dmaywyn against persons accused of homicide (for which
the scholar does not suggest any precise date of introduction); &moywyy
against persons suspected of homicide (introduced between c¢. 400 and 352
B.C.); &moaywyy against homicides as xoxobpyot (introduced in the second
half of the fifth century); dmarywyh against exiles who had been sentenced
for homicide (Drakonian remedy). In his opinion, the second section of the
document included at Dem. 24.105 (the inauthenticity of which is not even
taken into account) describes a temporary interruption of the ordinary legal
action initiated by the magisterial public proclamation. In other words this
peculiar &moywyyn would not have replaced a dixn @évov, while the pro-
cedure described at Dem. 23.80 — that is the d&mwoywyn @dvov introduced
during the first half of the fourth century — would have been a substitute
for a Sixn @dvovu. If this explanation rides out Gagarin’s inconsistencies, it
presents anyhow several problems (some of which the author himself not-
ed). At first, Dem. 24.105 is our only testimonium for a simple &moaywyy
against &tipot. Secondly, it is quite impossible that, in the same context,
the &moywyyn against parent abusers and draft-dodgers turns out to be an
autonomous remedy that ends with a final judgment, while the &morywyy
against homicides represents an interruption of the main process implying
just an interim award on a secondary and dependent matter. Thirdly, it is
very unsound that a person who did not kill éx wpovoiag, if arrested before
the magisterial proclamation, is to be sentenced to death (according to Dem.
23.80), while, if arrested after the magisterial proclamation, may be just fined
and, then, sentenced to exile (Dem. 24.105). To conclude, Hansen’s interpre-
tations of the document preserved at Dem. 24.105 must be ruled out (as well
as Gagarin’s reading); moreover, this testimonium turns out to be radically
inconsistent with our sources. Ergo, we do not have any valid evidence, com-
ing from the age of the orators, for the precise procedure available against
‘suspected homicides’ who have been formally banned by the BoaotAedg from
the Agora and the holy places (see, amplius, Canevaro [2013a]). Furthermore,
as regards the supposed amaywyn xaxobpywy against killers, Hansen’s as-
sumptions cannot be shared. Lys. 13.56 and Lys. 13.85-87 do not demon-
strate that the procedure by arrest taken against Agoratos was an &moy®wy?
xoxovpywy (Hansen [1976: 52, 101 ff.]); they show that the indictment had
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to be completed with the mention of a ‘homicide committed én’ adTo@wPw’,
and all this may well mean — since Agoratos is never labeled as a xaxo0bpyog
— that the ‘en’ adto@pw requirement’ was a condition for any type of
aroywyh, and not for the émoaywyl xoxodpywy only (cf. Volonaki [2002:
161 f.]; Harris [2006: 291 ff., 373 ff.]; Pelloso [2008: 72 ff.]). Moreover, Ant.
5 — which Hansen (1976: 105 ff.) considers a good source for reconstructing
the Athenian law of homicide — seems to shape a phony action (in substance
and in form), rather than a proper remedy rested upon a solid legal basis
(MacDowell [1963: 136 f.]; see Gagarin [1979: 318 f.]; contra, cf. Lipsius
[1905-15: 324 ff.]). On the contrary, the following data suggest that Ant.
5 is not valid evidence (and, above all, it does not support the thesis that
amoywyh xoxodpywy was legally available against homicides). The speech
at issue is the only example, among the extant sources, attesting the use
of #vdetklg against a ‘felon’-‘homicide’ (although Carawan [1998: 337 ff.]
rightly suggests that Euxitheos never assumes that the procedure by &vdetEig
and &moywyyn was not allowed against killers). Euxitheos maintains that
the opponent party, in order to prosecute him through such a procedure,
invented a law ad hoc, behaving like a real legislator (Ant. 5.12, 13, 15: cf.
Volonaki [2002: 163 ff.]). The case was unprecedented (Ant. 5.9: cf. Gagarin
[1997: 173, 180 f.]; Hansen [1976: 105 ff.]; Phillips [2008: 123 f.]; contra, see
Carawan [1998: 334 f.]). The prosecutors — violating the rule of law — did
stretch the letter of the law by means of an extensive interpretation of the
word xoxodpyog, notwithstanding that the vopog xoxodpywy used such a
term in a technical and strict sense and did not include in the (likely exhaus-
tive) xoxodpyot-list those who committed homicide (Ant. 5.9-10: see Han-
sen [1976: 105]; Gagarin [1979: 317 £.]). The unusual and vexatious nature
of the procedure undertaken for Herodes’ death emerges from the fact that
the prosecutors previously made some irregular proposal by way of penal-
ty-assessment: which is impossible for an &maywyyn xaxobpywy (cf. Gagarin
[1989: 26 ff.]), and very implausible for a homicide case. It is not true that
Aeschin. 1.90-1 attests, for the second half of the fourth century, that the
amorywyn xoxodpywy against homicides was warranted by law (cf., for this
erroneous interpretation, Hansen [1976: 45]; Hansen [1981: 23 f.]; Phillips
[2008: 124]): provided that in the passage neither the noun &moywyy oc-
curs, nor the technical term xoxodpyog appears, as Harris (2006: 291 ff.)
has convincingly demonstrated, «Aeschines’ aim in this passage is not to
discuss a particular legal procedure, but to make a more general point about
the punishment of all types of serious criminals» (cf. Gagarin [1979: 320, nt.
60]; Carey [1995]; Fisher [2001: 224 ff.]). Dem. 23 — where we should ex-
pect to find a complete catalogue of all the procedures available against kill-
ers — does not include any mention of the dmoywyh xoxodpywy. According-
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ly, we can infer that the use of the &moywyn xoxodpywy against homicides
rests upon no legal basis (once further maintained that the Menestratos’
case described at Lys. 13.56 is a precedent for the trial of Agoratos, i.e. an
example of &morywyy @évou, and that Lex. Seg. 250.4 carries little weight).
Contra, several different interpretations concerning the procedure undertaken
against Euxitheos have been proposed, and all of them imply that the case,
at least in form, is not groundless: paradigmatically, see Evjen (1970: 404
f.) and Heitsch (1984), who believe that &moywy? was not an uncommon
remedy against foreigners; Carawan (1998: 337 ff.), who rejects the view that
the procedure against Euxitheos was novel and assumes that it was available
even against Athenians; Volonaki (2002: 153 ff.), who supposes that the pro-
cedure at issue was established as an alternative homicide procedure in the
last third of the fifth century by way of a law enacted by the Assembly; Riess
(2008: 62 ff.), and Phillips (2008), who consider the case against Euxitheos
the precedent for all ensuing procedures by arrest against homicides.

Appendix 3: some brief considerations on the so-called
‘Ofuog wAnObwy provisions’.

According to Ryan, after 594 B.C. neither the Areopagus, nor the Athenian
magistrates were entitled to inflict the most severe punishments: this scholar,
in fact, believes that the so called ‘d7jpog TAn00wy provisions’ (IG I3 105, 1.
35: &vev 16 déuo 16 Abevaiov mAe]0bovToc ut évar Bav[dltol Leptlofoa...];
IG I? 105, 1. 40-1: [...&vev 6 Slépo 16 Abevalilo[v] mAe-[000]vTog pE é\gqu
Boav EmiBoéy [ABelvaiov) were actually passed under Solon (against the
majority view that, on the contrary, conceived of them as dating back be-
tween the end of the sixth century and the mid of the fifth century): in his
opinion, «the place to start the argument that a Solonian date ... makes the
most historical sense is with the provisions themselves» (Ryan [1994: 128]).
Accordingly, already in the early sixth century Athenian citizens could not
have been sentenced to death or to the highest (monetary) fines without a
final ‘popular decision’: magistrates and Areopagus were thence expressly
forbidden by law to give judgments, at least as far as the most serious public
offences were concerned. This view, although extremely intriguing, is not
persuasive for several reasons. 1) It implies that the phrase ‘37jpog TAR00wWY’,
is not only suitable to describe the people sitting in both its political capacity
(as éxxAeoio) and in its judicial capacity (as fAtaio), but it is the original
Solonian name of the institutionalized Athenian people (above all in its judi-
cial capacity). Apart from the problematic presence of the word éxxAeoio at
1. 53 and 54, this interpretation cannot be shared, since it is contradicted by
a great amount of sources attesting both the antiquity of the denomination
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‘Nhteio’, and the sole judicial meaning of this word from the beginning: see
Dem. 24.105, 114 and Lys. 10.16 (where Solon is directly connected with
such an institution); Antiph. 6.21, 23 (where the semantic interchange be-
tween NAtaior and duxaotptlov occurs and where it is attested that the name
and the institution date back to the beginning of the sixth century); Dem.
24.148; Hyper. 4.40 (where the oath sworn by the popular judges is called
either ‘heliastic’ or ‘of the heliasts’); Ar. Eq. 798, Vesp. 195, 772, 891, Lys.
380 (where the noun Suxaotai overlap fAtootal); actually the idea that
the Solonian name for the new tribunal was NAtaia is generally agreed: cf.
Rhodes (1981: 160); Ostwald (1985: 9 f.); but see, also, although from an
excessively skeptical view, Bleicken (1995: 27): «wie die Behorde hief, die
Solon einrichtete, ist uns nicht bekannt». Contra Ryan’s hypothesis, Cloché
(1920) proposes a date between 508-7 and 480-79; Bonner and Smith (1930:
340 ff.) believe that 501 is the most probable date; Rhodes (1972: 197 f.),
underlines that «the Athenians were content to retain obsolete expressions
in their lawsx», reckons with «a more conservative drafter» and assumes that
the provisions at issue «are likely to have been drafted before 450>, even
if he does not believe that «greater precision is possible». Ostwald (1985:
29 ff.) adduces six trials for which only popular jurisdiction is attested as
evidence for the prior passage of the so called ‘37ju.og TAn00wy provisions’
(cf. Hdt. 6.21.2 [the trial of Phrinicus for ‘having reminded the Athenians of
their misfortunes’: 493-2 B.C.]; Hdt. 6.104.2 [the first trial of Miltiades for
tyranny: perhaps 493-2 B.C.]; Hdt. 6.136 [the second trial of Miltiades for
deception of the Athenians: 489 B.C.]; Lyc. 1.117 [the trial of Hypparchus for
treason: after 480 B.C.]; Thuk. 1.135.2-3 [the trial of Themistokles for trea-
son: about 471-0 B.C.]; Ath. Pol. 27.1; Plut. Cim. 14.3-4, 15.1, Per. 10.6 [the
trial of Kimon for having accepted bribes: 462 B.C.]), and since the first trial
took place before 490, he assumes «an early fifth-century version», or «leg-
islation enacted in the late sixth or early fifth century». To me this seems the
most plausible view: first, all of these cases involve a public interest and the
TOAG as a whole is the wronged party (tyranny; deception of the Athenians;
treason; bribes); second, one would expect the Areopagus to have jurisdic-
tion over these cases, while, following Hignett (1952: 154 f.) and Ostwald
(1985: 31), all these trials, virtually implying ‘death penalty’, or ‘declaration
of outlawry’, or ‘very high monetary fines’, were definitely allocated to the
people (for a different interpretation, cf. Hansen [1975: 69 ff.]; Rhodes [1979:
105]). 2) It also maintains that in the seventh century B.C. the Areopagus
was simply a homicide court, becoming, only after Solon’s reforms, a very
criminal court: in other words, after 594 B.C. public cases would have been
undertaken before the Areopagus, but its judicial powers would have been
immediately limited by the ‘dfjuog TAn6V0wy provisions’. Apart from the un-
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likelihood that a supposed new Areopagitie power emerges from the outset
already so restricted, no source does indeed support these statements: on
the one hand, it is well attested, either directly or indirectly, that since the
pre-Drakonian age offences against the community were tried before the
aristocratic Council of the Athenians; on the other hand, it is apparent that
Solonian &geotg solely concerned ‘magisterial judgments’ (Plut. Sol. 18.2).
3) Furthermore, the final nature of the Areopagite decisions turns out to
be a constant principle for the pre-ephialtic legal procedure (cf. MacDowell
[1978: 39]), so that it seems very implausible to assume that Solon extended
&peotg to cases heard by the Areopagus (cf. Dem. 23.22; Lys. 7; Ath. Pol.
8.2, 60.2). But see, skeptically, Ostwald (1985: 12): «from the time of Solon
we have no indication whatever to affirm or deny that the verdict of the Ar-
eopagus was final in crimes against the state». That Areopagite judgments
were probably just final is not even contradicted by IG I3 105, 1. 35, 40-1. If
the rules at issue provide that the death sentence (as well as the imposition
of a Bod) cannot be passed &vev 16 dép.o 16 ABevaiov TAe]0bovTOC, it is clear
that the Areopagus cannot longer give a final judgment concerning those
crimes against the méAlg for which Solon had established an ‘impeachment’
procedure (cf., supra, nt. 68). Yet, at the same time, it is not compulsory to
believe that the phrase ‘Gvev 16 dépo 16 Abevaiov mAe]0Vovtog’ implies a
first Areopagite judgment susceptible to be appealed. Indeed, the provision
could mean that a preliminary hearing had to take place before the ancient
aristocratic court and the case was then referred to the people for a final
judgment. 4. Finally, it presumes that peotg was just a ‘mandatory referral’
from the beginning: which is not uncontroversial at all (see, supra, ntt. 70,
80 and 81).
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[TEPIAH¥YH

C. PELLOSO: H vmoBoAy xatnyopioc amd tov BOLAOUEVOV 0TO TOWI-
1o attixd Sixowo: ot Apaxdvreieg xatafolés tng vouobett-
xh¢ avabedonons tov Lolwva

Eivow gpoye mboavéy vor aviyvevboldy xotdroima g vopobeoiog Tov
Apéixovtog oty colwdvetar avolbewpnon 6oov apopd atov bBeopd g vTo-
BoAng SiwEng ad Tov BovAduevoy, dNAadT TOL SXALWPOTOS TTOL Elye xAbe
moAitng (0 Bovdduevog) vo. TPooPVOYEL 0TO SIROGTAPLO TTPOG LTEPAGTILON
oTToLoLANTOTE aSLXOLUEVOD; ITtd To Tplopo evig T6G0 Baatxod EQWTNULO-
TOG, N LEAETY] eTtOOXOTEL Vo xoTadelEeL OTL 0 VOLOG ToL APAxovTog, E0TW %L
o 8ev avETTTUEE plo LG TNUOTLXN Xo YEVLXY] o TiANY TTeEL TN EVvoiog Tov
EYUANLOTOG, OVTLUETWTLOE ATO SLOOLXUGTIXTY] ATTOYY OPLOUEVO. OSLUNULOTOL
W¢ EYUANUATIREC CLUTEQLPOPES GTPEPOUEVES XaTE TNg ToAcwe (OTTwe Lo
Topddetypa Ty omdmelpa eyxofidpuong TvpaVVLXOD TOALTEVLOTOG 1 TNV
TopdPaon Tov xavévog TEPL EE0PLag) xal TOLTOYPOVO. EdWOE GTOLG TTOALTEG
™0 Stxovoulxy SuvaTdTTa Vo pEpovy Tig LTTobEoeLlg dMuooiov evdLaEpo-
YTOG TTPOG EXSIXAON EVWOTILOY TOV 0tPUOS{OL StxaaTNELOL. ATO TNV GAAN TLAAL
uepta Ba propodoe v vtootnELybel N exdoyn OTL xow, TELY oxOUO ATTO TOV
ZoAwve, ot Abnvaiol dpyovtes, opuddtol yior vor exdidovy 0QLOTIXES OTTO-
(paoelg xol vou eTLBAAOLY TTOLVEG UE OLXY] TOLG TTPWTOPBOVALN, aveAduPavay
TN OLXOVOULXY] TTPOOTAGIO TWVY OYVTEPAOTILOTWY EXE(VWY BLUATWY TToL Sev
elyov Suxoaiwpo va vtoPdhovy xortnyopio (OTtwg Qep’ elmely wropel xowveig
VOU GUVAYEL aVaPOPLXA e TOV xoTadixachévta yio avbpwmoxtovior ouve-
melq exProopod xor Pocaviotnoiwy).

Kot’ axohovbioy umopel xavelg vo GUVAYEL TO CUUTIEQATUO OTL O LOAWY
3EY ELONYOLYE €X NOVO T VOWLXN XOLTOOXEVT TNG «Adixg xou eBehobatag xa-
NY0PLOG» TEAYUOTL 0 afNvolog VOUODETNG, ETILEVTPWUEVOS TTEPLOGHTEPO
OTNY aVAYXN CAANAEYYONG %Ol CLVOYNG TNG abnvaixng xowvwviag amd TNy
OVAYRY] TIPOOTACLOG TOL XOLVWYLXOD OLUPEQPOYTOS, UESW TOL Oeouod g
UNYLONG X LEPOLG TELTOL — UM EULTTAEXOUEVOL — UEPOVLCE TTEPLOPLAE TOV POAO
oL eTULTEAOVGOY GTO TAPEADGY oL GPYOVTEG eVYd TowTOypova avafBabdutoe
MY TPotoybovoa dLadxacior TTOL aEYLXA EEVTTNPETOVOE LOVOY TNV 0LOQPA-
AELOL TOL XOLYWVLXOD GLYOAOUL.

AéEeic-xAetdia: Amdmerpor topowvviog, dtadixaoies pe Pdon ™ vopobeoio
ToL ApdxovTa, OPULOBSLOTNTES OPYOVIWY XL OWVTIEQAGTILGTO BOUOTO, EYRAT-
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ULOTOL XOTE TOU XOLVWYLXOD GUVOAOL, avabewpnoetg Tov LoOAwve, Stxaiwyo
TPOGQLYNG GTO SIXAGTAPLO ATtH TPLTO — U1 EUTAEXOUEVO — UEPOG, ATAY WY
%xaTd ovbpwToXTOVWLWY, O fovACUEVOS





