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APOLLODOROS' MOTHER: THE WIVES OF 
ENFRANCHISED ALIENS IN ATHENS* 

The banker Pasion, father of the notorious fourth-century litigant and politician 
Apollodoros, some of whose speeches have survived under the name of Demosthenes, 
was originally a slave; freed by his owners, he made a substantial fortune from 
banking and subsequently received Athenian citizenship for his generous gifts to the 
city.1 At [Dem.] 59.2 we are given a paraphrase of the decree which enfranchised him: 
'AO,rvaiov et'vat IJaactva Kat EKydovO TroVS KELVOV, '[the Athenian people voted] 
that Pasion and his descendants should be Athenian'. In common with inscriptions 
recording grants of citizenship,2 and unlike Roman military diplomata,3 the decree 
appears to have ignored Pasion's wife Archippe. The silence of the decrees of 
enfranchisement is echoed in the literary sources, with the result that we have no 
explicit testimony to the legal status of the wife of an alien who was granted Athenian 
citizenship. M. J. Osborne assumes that the status of the wife was in no way affected 
by the grant; she remained an alien.4 D. Whitehead has argued that in such cases the 
wife's status was indeterminate; in the event of the death of her first husband she 
might find herself married either to an Athenian citizen or to an alien, whereupon her 
status would be defined according to that of her husband.5 This article will argue that 
Archippe's status was unaffected by Pasion's receipt of citizenship, that is, that she 
remained a metic. I shall then proceed to consider the question of the implications of 
the difference in status of Pasion and Archippe subsequent to his enfranchisement for 
the legal basis of the relationship between them, and finally draw a tentative 
conclusion about the date of Pasion's receipt of citizenship. 

I begin with what we know or can surmise about Archippe. We can be sure that she 
was not of Athenian birth. This, the view of Schafer, Sandys and Gernet,6 needs to 
be restated since it has been doubted.7 At the date of Isok. 17 (late 390s) Pasion was 
still a metic.8 Archippe must have married Pasion c. 395 at the latest, for Apollodoros, 
her older son by Pasion, was twenty-four years old in 370 when Pasion died.9 To 
marry Pasion, Archippe cannot have been of Athenian birth. At some date in the 
fourth century it became punishable for an alien of either sex to contract a formal 

* Dr M. M. Austin read and commented on an embryonic version of this paper in 1984. I 
also benefited from an opportunity to discuss some of the more general issues raised by the 
question of Archippe's status with Dr S. C. Todd in the summer of 1990. Naturally neither of 
these scholars is accountable for anything said in this paper. I also wish to thank the anonymous 
referee for some helpful suggestions. 

1 For Pasion and his family see J. K. Davies, Athenian Propertied Families (Oxford, 1971), pp. 
427ff. 2 Cf., e.g., IG ii2.405.8-12 E[vat... 'A0rvaiov a]trov KaLt ?K[yovovs atvro]v. 

3 Cf., e.g., CIL xvi. 1.10-13 'ipsis liberis posterisque eorum civitatem dedit et conubium cum 
uxoribus quas tunc habuissent cum est civitas iis data'. 

4 M. J. Osborne, Naturalization in Athens, iii-iv (Brussels, 1983), p. 150; cf. ABSA 67 (1972), 
147 n. 5. ' D. Whitehead, CQ 36 (1986), 109-14. 

6 A. Schafer, Demosthenes und seine Zeit (Leipzig, 1858), iii, 2, 176, J. E. Sandys and F. A. 
Paley, Select Private Orations of Demosthenes (Cambridge, 1875), ii. xxxv and 126, L. Gernet, 
Demosthene, plaidoyers civils, ii (Paris, 1957), p. 184 n. 1. 

7 Davies (op. cit. n. 1), p. 429 leaves the question of Archippe's status open. 
8 See Davies (op. cit. n. 1), pp. 429f. 9 Dem. 36.22. 
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marriage with an Athenian.10 It is unlikely that the law in question was in existence 
at the time of Pasion's marriage to Archippe. But even so it is quite inconceivable that 
Archippe's parents would marry her to the metic Pasion if she were of citizen birth, 
for they would be aware that under existing legislation the marriage would be invalid 
for the production of legitimate or citizen issue; any children would be bastards and 
aliens. Pasion died in 370. In his will he made his former slave Phormion guardian of 
Pasikles, the younger of his sons, and gave Phormion their mother Archippe in 
marriage." She bore two sons to Phormion, and died in 360.12 

The crucial incident for the definition of Archippe's status subsequent to Pasion's 
enfranchisement is the marriage with Phormion. As Apollodoros points out,13 Pasion 
died in 370, but Phormion did not receive Athenian citizenship until 360. Even if 
Apollodoros is lying about the latter date, it is clear from Dem. 36.6 that Phormion 
was still a metic in 371, shortly before Pasion made his will. The natural conclusion 
would appear to be that Archippe remained an alien despite Pasion's enfranchisement, 
and therefore that throughout her relationship with Pasion Archippe was of metic 
status.14 This conclusion is supported by two circumstances. The first of these is the 
size of Archippe's dowry, as given at Dem. 45.28; it consisted of a talent (on loan at) 
Peparethos, a talent in Athens, and a synoikia worth one hundred minae. A dowry of 
3t.40m. was a substantial fortune, equivalent to the wealth required to place a man 
in the liturgical class. It would surely have been easy enough to find a citizen husband 
for Archippe, if this had been a possibility under the law. Phormion of course had 
Pasion's confidence, and Pasion was evidently concerned to ensure that Archippe was 
cared for. But the cost was high, involving for Archippe a dramatic reduction in status 
and, for his citizen sons, the prospect of a mother who was a metic. This problem is 
compounded by the second circumstance, which is Archippe's age. At the date of her 
marriage to Phormion, Archippe had not reached menopause. There was a possibility 
(subsequently realized) that she would bear more children. As Phormion's former 
owner, Pasion was under no illusions about Phormion's status. He knew that any 
sons born by Archippe to Phormion would not enjoy citizen status. Irrespective of 
any concern for Archippe's feelings in the matter, it is unlikely that Pasion, a man 
who knew the value of the citizenship he had worked so hard to obtain, would 
bequeath to his sons the disagreeable prospect of metic half-siblings if a citizen 
husband for Archippe was a legal alternative. 

The conclusion that the wife of an enfranchised alien remained a metic is further 
supported, as Whitehead notes,15 by the rules for eligibility for the archonship and for 
priesthoods. The enfranchised alien was excluded from both, and his descendants 
were eligible only if they were legitimate issue by an Athenian mother; that is, 

10 The law is not quoted before 343-340 ([Dem.] 59). Gernet, Plaidoyers civils, iv (Paris, 1960), 
67 n. 3 suggests a date c. 350. This would bring the law into close proximity with the decree of 
Demophilos. Perikles' restrictive citizenship/marriage decree of 451/0 was followed in 445/4 by 
a scrutiny held in all the demes to test the qualifications for citizenship of all existing members 
(Philochoros Fl 19 Jacoby, Plut, Per. 37). Although the scrutiny was not directly connected with 
the decree, which was not retrospective, both reflect the same jealousy by the demos of the 
privileges of citizenship. In 346/5 another general scrutiny was carried out at the instigation of 
Demophilos (Aischin. 1.82, Harpokration s.v. oLta/jfotats). It would not be surprising if a law 
punishing marriages between citizens and foreigners belonged to the same period as the 
Demophilos decree, for both alike were intended to check the dilution of citizen rights. 

1 Dem. 36.8. 
12 [Dem.] 50.60, Archippe's death; Dem. 36.32, 45.4, her children to Phormion. 
13 [Dem.] 46.13. 
14 Cf. T. R. Glover, From Pericles to Philip (London, 1917), p. 324. 
15 Whitehead (op. cit. n. 5), 112. 
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Apollodoros could not have become archon, but had Pasion sired children by an 
Athenian wife after his receipt of citizenship these would have been eligible. 
Whitehead notes: 'If women in Archippe's position remained ... simple xenai even 
after their husbands had become Athenian citizens, these eligibility rules would 
arguably make reasonable sense'. 

In favour of his own view that the status of the wife of the recipient of citizenship 
was ambivalent, Whitehead offers two arguments. Firstly, Archippe's dowry included 
landed property. Unless the synoikia was meant to be sold off immediately, which 
'there is no reason to think', Archippe was 'in some sense the owner of the synoikia', 
which appears to point to citizen status. However, Whitehead dismisses too lightly the 
possibility of bestowal by Pasion with a view to sale. At the time of Pasion's death, 
Phormion's subsequent enfranchisement could not have been anticipated with any 
confidence; and from the device employed to circumvent Phormion's inability to lend 
on land when Pasion leased the bank to Phormion not long before his death (36.6) 
it is clear that at the time when Pasion was making his will Phormion did not have 
the privilege of enktesis. So to the best of Pasion's knowledge the property could not 
be owned by any sons of Archippe by Phormion; he must therefore have envisaged 
when making his will that the property would be sold off at some point. It is a 
question of when, not whether, the property was to be sold, and there is no reason 
to suppose eventual sale more likely than immediate sale. Indeed, it seems likely that 
immediate sale would be the result even on Whitehead's hypothesis, for if Archippe's 
status was to be defined by her subsequent husband the effect of Pasion's bequest of 
Archippe to Phormion would presumably be to reduce her to metic status and 
therefore render her incapable of owning landed property. I conclude that the 
inclusion of the synoikia in Archippe's dowry does not affect the issue either way. 

Whitehead also draws attention to [Dem.] 46.23, where Apollodoros says of 
Phormion's marriage with Archippe: OVKOIVV avrov, E'rrEp 'E'ovAETo op0&cs 8ta- 
rpaTTEdrrEaOa, XtaXElV ESeOt r7S E7TriKApov, 'ELTE KarTa Sodtv arVTrL rrpoC7rKEv ErTE KarTa 

yevoS0, El Jev coS vTrep darVs', rTpOS TOv dpXovra, El E tS* V67TEp Evr77S, 7rpOS rTv 

7TroAE'apXov, 'so then, if he wanted to act properly, he should have laid claim to the 
heiress, whether he was entitled to her by gift or by birth, before the archon if claiming 
her as a woman of citizen status, before the polemarchos if claiming her as a foreign 
woman'. Whitehead concludes: 'Since in 46.23 the generalities of the preceding 
chapter have plainly given way to statements about this specific case, it would appear 
that Apollodoros is saying that his mother's status, as aste or xene, was one of 
genuine and intrinsic ambiguity'. However, we cannot place much weight on this 
passage. Displays of knowledge, irrespective of immediate relevance, are typical of 
Apollodoros, and [Dem.] 46 is from first to last a demonstration of shallow legal 
expertise. In the passage in question the clause EtTrE KarTa doGLV aVrCit 7rpor7JKEV EiTE 

KarTa yevos ('whether he was entitled to her by gift or by birth') certainly shows the 
intrusion of the general (the law's prescriptions) into the particular (Phormion's right 
to Archippe), for Apollodoros does not envisage any claim from Phormion to be 
related to Archippe by birth. I see no reason not to detect the same redundancy in Et 
txEV coS v7TEp arrT1S, 7rpoS rTv a(pXovTra, Et o8 OS V7Trp 6ErV7s', 7rpOS r'v T ro 70EapXov in 

the same sentence ('before the archon if claiming her as a woman of citizen status, 
before the polemarchos if claiming her as a foreign woman'). Apollodoros is not 
really suggesting that his mother could be regarded arbitrarily as either of citizen or 
alien status; he is vacillating between the procedures available to the claimant of any 
epikleros and what Phormion as an individual might have done. Again we have 
nothing of substance to set against the incontrovertible fact that Archippe was 
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married to a metic subsequent to her husband's enfranchisement, which according to 
the most obvious interpretation implies that her status was unaffected by Pasion's 
receipt of citizenship, and against the corroborative arguments adduced above to the 
effect that there were positive inducements to Pasion to choose a citizen husband for 
his wife if this was a possibility under Athenian law. 

It is more difficult to establish the implications (if any) of the decree of 
enfranchisement for the relationship between Pasion and Archippe. Taken absolutely 
literally, the wording of the decree of enfranchisement ('Pasion and his descendants') 
would appear to have given Pasion the right to produce citizen issue by any female 
at all. I take it however that Pasion's rights and responsibilities under this decree were 
defined by the law governing grants of citizenship. It is in fact most unlikely that these 
were spelled out in detail. Athenian laws did not as a rule contain precise definitions 
of their scope; they tended to be formulated broadly, and in ordinary rather than 
legal language, with the result that it was often for the courts to determine the scope 
of a particular law, as well as deciding questions of fact. Probably the law contained 
a vague clause such as that found in the Plataian decree quoted at [Dem.] 59.104: Kat 
JtL,EELvat av-oiLc cV7TEp 'AOrvatoLts LETEoTLt 7rdvrT , Kat tEpcOv KalL OWcrov, 7TXrv E' TLS 

ltpwUavrl] 7 TEAE7T7J E' TLV EK yvOVS, f(17SE TW7V evvea EpXOVTwv, ToiS 
' 

EK TOVTWV, 

'and they [the Plataians] are to share in all the rights of the Athenians, sacred and 
profane, save any priesthood or rite which belongs to a family, nor the nine archons, 
though their descendants may share in these'. In all probability we are dealing 
therefore not with the explicit prescriptions of the law but with the way in which the 
law was, or was likely to be, interpreted in practice. Probably any imprecision in the 
law would cause little confusion, for the enfranchised alien knew by observation the 
rights and responsibilities of the citizen, and would apply these to himself, subject to 
the explicit exceptions laid down by law. Now, even if the law imposing severe 
penalties on aliens contracting marriage with Athenian citizens was not in existence 
at the time of Pasion's receipt of citizenship, from the middle of the fifth century such 
marriages were not recognised by law; the offspring were neither Athenian citizens 
nor legitimate. This would of course apply to any enfranchised alien proposing to 
contract a marriage. But in view of the time, expense and effort required for the 
acquisition of Athenian citizenship, most if not all of the small number of aliens who 
achieved this must have been mature in years, and many if not most will already have 
been married. It is conceivable that in such cases it was accepted on all sides that the 
marriage would continue unaffected by the change of status of one of the partners. 
However, this degree of tolerance seems inherently unlikely, for it would create a 
remarkable anomaly. The effect would be not to place the adopted citizen on the same 
footing as existing citizens ('share all the rights of the Athenians') but to allow an 
enfranchised alien a right which no Athenian citizen by birth enjoyed, the right to 
produce legitimate and citizen issue by a foreign female. This does not sort with the 
Athenian (indeed the Greek) jealousy of the privileges of citizenship. If we exclude 
oversight or indifference (both of which appear to be ruled out by the explicit 
provision that the archonship and priesthoods should be closed to the sons of an 
enfranchised alien not born of an Athenian mother), the only possible grounds for 
allowing such a marriage to continue would be sentiment. However, the Athenians 
were not sentimental about marriage, as the nature of the betrothal process (which 
excludes the bride), the factors operative in known marriage matches, and the reasons 
for marriage advanced in Athenian sources, demonstrate quite clearly. This lack of 
sentimentality can be seen especially in the case of the epikleros, a situation which 
resembles that of the enfranchised alien to the extent that both could give rise to 
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circumstances in which the status of one partner in a marriage was fundamentally 
altered. 'If a woman who was already married became an rTriKArpoc her nearest male 
relative could claim her hand and force the dissolution of her existing marriage' 
(though not, perhaps, if the existing marriage had produced male issue).16 The law 
ignored the feelings of the epikleros and her first husband. If the female belonged to 
the thetic class, the nearest male relative was compelled either to marry her or to 
dower her." Where she brought property with her presumably no compulsion was 
necessary. Athenian males were sufficiently dutiful (and businesslike) to divorce 
existing wives in order to marry an epikleros, evidently without rancour on either 
side.'8 Athenian citizenship was the highest prize a metic might aspire to, a prize 
which, according to Greek values, would more than compensate for the loss of a wife. 
There was no more room for sentiment in Pasion's case than in that of the epikleros. 

If the restriction on marriage with aliens applied in practice to newly created 
citizens like Pasion, then the grant of citizenship fundamentally altered the basis of 
the relationship between Pasion and Archippe. Any children born subsequently to 
Pasion and Archippe would not be Athenian citizens, nor could they inherit more 
than the notheia from Pasion. In practical terms this need not have any effect on their 
domestic arrangements. Since Archippe's family were already dead (46.19), there was 
nobody to receive her back and demand the return of her dowry, and since Pasion 
already had at least one healthy son (Apollodoros) enfranchised along with himself, 
there was no incentive to eject her and bring in an Athenian wife to produce a citizen 
issue. Pasion could even continue to call Archippe his wife.'9 All could go on as 
before, with no distress to either partner, provided that there was no further issue. 
Only in that eventuality would the change in the legal basis of their relationship 
become apparent. But if any Athenian had been asked to define Archippe's 
relationship with Pasion, he would have termed her pallake ('concubine', 'kept 
mistress'), not gyne ('wife').20 

If this is correct, then we have a paradox. Any further children of the citizen Pasion 
by Archippe would not be citizens, while any existing offspring of the metic Pasion 
by Archippe had already been enfranchised by decree. This gives us a terminus post 
quem for Pasion's receipt of citizenship. His younger son Pasikles came of age in 
362.21 Thus, accordingly as Athenians came of age at seventeen or eighteen22 Pasikles 
was born in 379 or 380. If we suppose that the relationship between Pasion and 
Archippe was incapable of producing citizen issue after Pasion's receipt of citizenship, 
we must conclude that Pasikles like Apollodoros was born before the enfranchisement 

16 A. R. W. Harrison, The Law of Athens, i (Oxford, 1968), p. 11. 
17 [Dem.] 43.54. 18 [Dem.] 57.41. 
19 In Pasion's will cited at 45.28 (see however next note) Archippe is referred to as Pasion's 

wife; cf. 36.8, 30, 51, 45.35, 46.13, 17. 
20 Libanios in the ancient hypothesis to Dem. 36 describes Archippe as Pasion's pallake. If he 

had any objective support for this remarkable statement, it may have come from Pasion's will, 
cited in 36.8 and 45.28. In the latter case there is a piece of Greek in our texts which claims to 
be a citation from the will. But a comparison with Apollodoros' subsequent comment suggests 
that the document may have been cobbled together from the speaker's paraphrase; especially 
suspicious is the item Oepa7ra['vaS ('maidservants'), which reproduces the vagueness of 
Apollodoros' paraphrase, and where we expect either a global ('the maidservants', 'all the 
maidservants') or a particular ('maidservants x and y and z') specification. Libanios appears to 
have had a text of Demosthenes which contained original documents now lost, for he is able to 
give the names of the litigants in [Dem.] 56, 57 and 58, though these are not supplied by the 
surviving speech. However, it is also conceivable that Libanios reached his statement by a logic 
such as that used in this paper. 21 Davies (op. cit. n. 1), p. 430. 

22 For the problem see Davies (op. cit. n. 1), pp. 123ff. 
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of Pasion. Pasion was therefore enfranchised late in 380 at the earliest. Davies 
suggests that the military epidoseis which earned Pasion his citizenship were more 
likely to be made before 386 or after 377.23 Prima facie the latter now seems the 
likelier date. However, Pasion could well have been rewarded during the period 
380-377 for benefactions bestowed much earlier.24 Enfranchisement in or after 380 
appears to leave little time for Pasion to acquire approximately 20 talents in landed 
property (36.5), which only a citizen could own. But Pasion's friend Pythodoros25 
may have 'lent' on landed property, and stood debtor to the bank for the same 
amount of cash; a similar fiction was employed when Phormion leased the bank from 
Pasion (36.6). If this device was employed by Pasion, he may have been the real owner 
of a substantial amount of land on which the bank had foreclosed long before he 
became an Athenian citizen. 

One question still needs to be answered. By what right did Pasion give Archippe in 
marriage to Phormion, if she had ceased to be his wife? No certain answer is 
forthcoming; indeed, it is quite possible that Athenian law made no provision for a 
case such as this, for it seems clear from 46.19 that Archippe had no surviving kin to 
receive her from Pasion. Under the circumstances Pasion, even if he were no longer 
her husband, could reasonably claim to be her KVtpLS. Certainly nobody at the time 
doubted Pasion's right to dispose of Archippe in his will.26 

University of St Andrews C. CAREY 

23 Davies (op. cit. n. 1), p. 430. 24 For the delay cf. IG ii2.398. 
25 For Pythodoros see Isok. 17.33. 
26 

Apollodoros was the exception, and he was induced to drop his objections, Dem. 45.4. It 
was nearly two decades later before he objected again. 

89 APOLLODOROS' MOTHER 


	Article Contents
	p. 84
	p. 85
	p. 86
	p. 87
	p. 88
	p. 89

	Issue Table of Contents
	The Classical Quarterly, New Series, Vol. 41, No. 1 (1991), pp. i-vi+1-278
	Front Matter [pp.  i - vi]
	Phoenix's Speech - Is Achilles Punished? [pp.  1 - 15]
	Tò πλε̑θος in a Treaty concerning the Affairs of Argos, Knossos and Tylissos [pp.  16 - 25]
	Sophocles, Antigone 1226-30 [pp.  26 - 29]
	Euripides, Medea 1-17 [pp.  30 - 35]
	Anonymous Male Parts in Aristophanes' Ecclesiazusae and the Identity of the Δεσπότης [pp.  36 - 40]
	Empousa, Dionysus and the Mysteries: Aristophanes, Frogs 285ff [pp.  41 - 50]
	Six Greek Verbs of Sexual Congress (βινω̑, κινω̑, πυγίζω, ληκω̑, οἴϕω, λαικάζω) [pp.  51 - 77]
	The Oath-Challenge in Athens [pp.  78 - 83]
	Apollodoros' Mother: The Wives of Enfranchised Aliens in Athens [pp.  84 - 89]
	The Context of [Demades] On the Twelve Years [pp.  90 - 95]
	Iphias: Apollonius Rhodius, Argonautica 1.311-16 [pp.  96 - 105]
	Hellenistic Monarchy and Roman Political Invective [pp.  106 - 120]
	Hannibal's Elephants and the Crossing of the Rhône [pp.  121 - 125]
	Sulla and Smyrna [pp.  126 - 129]
	'Death', Doxography, and the 'Termerian Evil' (Philodemus, Epigr. 27 Page = A. P. 11.30) [pp.  130 - 137]
	Discordia Taetra: The History of a Hexameter-Ending [pp.  138 - 149]
	Ovid and the Fabii: Fasti 2.193-474 [pp.  150 - 168]
	Conversing after Sunset: A Callimachean Echo in Ovid's Exile Poetry [pp.  169 - 177]
	On the Mushroom That Deified the Emperor Claudius [pp.  178 - 182]
	Notes on Quintilian [pp.  183 - 212]
	Philo or Sanchuniathon? A Phoenicean Cosmogony [pp.  213 - 220]
	Procopius on the Economy of Lazica [pp.  221 - 225]
	Acidalius on Manilius [pp.  226 - 239]
	Shorter Notes
	Pindar, O. 8.53 [pp.  240 - 242]
	Clytemnestra's Weapon Yet Once More [pp.  242 - 246]
	Two 'Fragmenta Dubia Incertae Sedis', Possibly Comic [pp.  247 - 248]
	Apollonius, Argonautica 4.167-70 and Euripides' Medea [pp.  248 - 250]
	Apollonius Rhodius, Argonautica 4.12 [pp.  250 - 251]
	The Waters of the Satrachus (Catullus 95.5) [pp.  252 - 253]
	'Breast Is Best': Catullus 64.18 [pp.  254 - 255]
	A Note on 'Vis Abdita Quaedam' (DRN 5.1233) [pp.  255 - 257]
	Two Notes on Lucretius [p.  257]
	Propertius 1.16.38 [p.  258]
	Propertius' Talking Horse [pp.  259 - 261]
	Turnus and His Ancestors [pp.  261 - 265]
	Ovid, Ars Amatoria 3.653-6 [pp.  265 - 267]
	Notes on Seneca Tragicus [pp.  267 - 269]
	Nero on the Disappearing Tigris [pp.  269 - 272]
	Notes on Lucan [pp.  272 - 274]
	Sea-Monsters at Sunrise [p.  275]
	'The Wise Man and the Bow' in Aristides Quintilianus [pp.  275 - 278]

	Back Matter





