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Abstract

In 1540, European scholars had no coherent understanding of the content or history of
Athenian law. In contrast to Roman law, which had been preserved in the Justinianic Corpus
Jjuris civilis, Athenian law survived in fragments scattered across ancient literature. By 1650,
European scholars had painstakingly reconstructed the laws of Athens and then put that law
to use in debates about theology, natural jurisprudence, politics, and economics. This article
tells the unknown story of the European reception of Athenian law in three main phases: foun-
dation, consolidation, and fracture. In the first phase, the works of Philip Melanchthon (1546),
Pardoux Duprat (1559), and Carlo Sigonio (1564) established the foundations of Athenian law
and procedures. In the second phase, the field consolidated around the quest for a comprehen-
sive overview of Athenian jurisprudence. This phase began around the end of the sixteenth
century with an unpublished manuscript by Joseph Scaliger and ended in 1635 with Samuel
Petit’s magisterial Leges Atticae. Finally, the field reached its zenith with the dispute between
Claudius Salmasius and Desiderius Heraldus in the 1640s, but the acrimony of the feud caused
the study of Athenian law to fracture and fade from prominence for the rest of the century.

In 1540, if a curious European university student asked his teacher where to find the
ancient Roman laws, the professor could quickly point him to a wealth of resources.
The obvious starting point would be the sixth-century Justinianic compilations of
Roman law: the Digest, Codex, Institutes, and Novellae, all with accompanying marginal
glosses. The next step would be a more recent work, perhaps the medieval commen-
taries of Bartolus or the critical treatises of the legal humanist Guillaume Budé. There
would be no shortage of options. In the Renaissance, scholarship on the content,
context, and interpretation of Roman laws abounded.’

However, if this same student asked his instructor where he might find the laws
of ancient Athens, he would have been met with an uneasy silence. Athenian law
had not survived antiquity in any coherent form. Of course, Renaissance scholars
knew that there was law in Athens, and they even knew that fragments of that

!The literature on the Renaissance reception of Roman law is enormous. For two classic overviews, see
Peter Stein, Roman law in European history (Cambridge, 1999) and Franz Wieacker, A history of private law in
Europe, trans. Tony Weir (Oxford, 1996).
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2 Alexander Batson

law were floating around in classical literature. But the law was nothing more than
scattered scraps, and no modern scholar had ever tried to reconstruct it. In 1540,
Europeans simply had no detailed knowledge of the content, history, or procedure
of ancient Athenian law. Although the Renaissance scholar inhabited an intellectual
world that was obsessed with antiquity, the law of the ancient world’s second-most
famous city was a blank spot on the map, as mysterious as the New World’s Amazon
jungles.

By 1650, things had changed drastically. In a little over a century, European schol-
ars reconstructed Athenian law in precise detail. By the middle of the seventeenth
century, our inquisitive student would have had at his disposal over a dozen com-
pilations, commentaries, and historical treatises devoted partly or entirely to the
laws and institutions of ancient Athens. Over a span of one hundred years, European
intellectuals had excavated this legal tradition from the dustbin of history, where it
had lain mouldering in obscurity.

Over the course of this century, Athenian law lay at the cutting edge of historical
research, and it enticed the top minds in Europe to unravel its mysteries. It snared
the attention of the Lutheran reformer Philip Melanchthon, the Italian historian
Carlo Sigonio, and the celebrity scholars Joseph Justus Scaliger, Isaac Casaubon, and
Claudius Salmasius - all leading lights of European humanist scholarship. Despite
all of this, modern scholars know surprisingly little about this pioneering field.
The closest thing to a modern academic treatment of the subject is a pair of
eighteenth-century Latin essays.”

This article tells the unknown story of the European reception of Athenian law
in three main phases: foundation, consolidation, and fracture. In the first phase,
the highly original works of Philip Melanchthon (1546), Pardoux Duprat (1559), and
Carlo Sigonio (1564) - all working in vastly different contexts and from disparate
motivations - established the foundations of the field by recovering the basics of
Attic legislation, legal actions, and procedures. In the second, the field consolidated
around the quest for a comprehensive overview of the law. This phase began around
the end of the sixteenth century with an unpublished manuscript by Joseph Scaliger
and ended in 1635 with Samuel Petit’s magisterial Leges Atticae. Finally, the field
reached its zenith with the high-profile dispute between Claudius Salmasius and
Desiderius Heraldus in the 1640s, but the acrimony of the feud caused the study
of Athenian law to fracture and fade from prominence until its revival in the early
nineteenth century.

What does this story tell us about early modern intellectual history? At the most
basic level, it adds to the growing body of scholarship on the complex status of
ancient Athens in Renaissance culture. Traditionally, scholars have understood the
Renaissance picture of the city to be an exemplar of culture, philosophy, and liter-
ature, in contrast to Rome’s institutional, moral, and military prowess.® In recent

2See P. Wesseling’s preface to the 1742 edition of Leges Atticae Sam. Petitus collegit, digessit, et libro com-
mentario illustravit (Leiden,1742), pp. I-XII and Christoph Gottlieb Richter, Animadversionum de veteribus
legumlatoribus et scriptoribus iuris Attici ad Io. Alberti Fabricii Bibliothecam Graecam specimina duo, iterum edidit
novisque accessionibus locupletavit Christ. Gottl. Richterus. (Hamburg, 1791), pp. 89-138.

3See Christine Zabel, ‘From failed republic to polite polis: ancient Athens in seventeenth- and
eighteenth-century England’, in Wyger Velema and Arthur Weststeijn, eds., Ancient models in the early
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years, the importance of Athens’ cultural inheritance has been reinforced by a
number of excellent studies on the reception of ancient Greek language, literature,
and culture as well as the teaching, learning, and printing of Greek.* However, build-
ing upon a recent surge of interest in the reception of Athenian democracy, this
article demonstrates that Renaissance scholars were interested in - and made use
of - the legal aspects of Athens alongside its literary and philosophical output.’

The story of Athenian law also offers a window into the various purposes and
techniques of early modern history writing. The texts examined in this article illus-
trate how scholars approached a historical problem with no clear starting point.
Whereas a scholar of Roman law began with a body of texts - the Justinianic Corpus
juris civilis of the sixth century CE - and used ancient literature, philology, and
text-criticism to correct, refine, and explain these texts, the study of Athenian law
required a different approach. There was no authoritative collection of Greek laws
from antiquity; there was no Attic Justinian.® Moreover, Greek law was entirely
foreign to early modern Europeans. It was not a part of contemporary jurispru-
dence and it had no place in legal education. And whereas the scholars of Roman
law had prior interpretations and compilations to question and correct - such as
the Justinianic compiler Tribonian and the medieval commentator Accursius - stu-
dents of Athens had no obvious point of departure. Rather, clues were scattered
throughout ancient literature in what one seventeenth-century scholar referred to
as ‘antiquities’, which he defined as ‘relics of an ancient era, not unlike the planks of
some shipwreck’.” The metaphor was apt. The student of Athenian law found himself
lost at sea, trying to build a ship out of flotsam.

As a result, the study of Athenian law was a synthetic project aimed at recon-
structing the Attic legal system through a broad reading of classical literature.
As these scholars studied texts which touched on law, including oratory, drama,
and history, they searched for clues about how Athenians handled legal matters.
Instead of seeking to understand a particular text, these scholars sought to piece
together the context from which Athenian literature emerged. With the exception
of some peripheral interest in legal development and change over time, this was

modern republican imagination (Leiden, 2018), pp. 131-56. For Athens as a model of institutional failure, see
Jennifer T. Roberts, Athens on trial: the antidemocratic tradition in Western thought (Princeton, NJ, 1994).

“See a collection of representative essays in Natasha Constantinidou and Han Lamers, eds., Receptions of
Hellenism in early modern Europe: 15th-17th centuries (Leiden, 2020) and Federica Ciccolella, ed., When Greece
flew across the Alps: the study of Greek in early modern Europe (Leiden, 2022).

SFor other early modern examples of Athenian political and institutional exemplarity see Eric Nelson,
The Greek tradition in republican thought (Cambridge, 2008) and William Stenhouse, ‘Early modern Greek
histories and republican political thought’, in Velema and Weststeijn, eds., Ancient models, pp. 86-108. For
the reception of Athenian democracy more broadly, see Dino Piovan, La democrazia ateniese: storia di un’idea
dall’eta classica al XXI secolo (Rome, 2025); Dino Piovan and Giovanni Giorgini, eds., Brill’s companion to the
reception of Athenian democracy: from the late Middle Ages to the contemporary era (Leiden, 2021); Ugo Fantasia
and Luca Iori, eds., La democrazia ateniese in eta moderna e contemporanea (Naples, 2023); and Wilfred Nippel,
Ancient and modern democracy: two concepts of liberty?, trans. Keith Tribe (Cambridge, 2016).

¢Xenophon’s Constitution of the Athenians was printed in the sixteenth century but appears rarely in the
works surveyed in this article. Aristotle’s Constitution of Athens was not discovered until the nineteenth
century.

’Gerard Johan Vossius, De philologia liber (Amsterdam, 1650), p. 70: ‘Antiquitates sunt reliquae antiqui
temporis, tabellis alicuius naufragii non absimiles’.
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predominantly a movement concerned with, in Arnaldo Momigliano’s terms, creat-
ing ‘static descriptions of the ancient world’.? The study of Athenian law produced
synchronic snapshots, not diachronic narratives.

Such a project required a distinctly historical mode of reading ancient texts.
Except for the fact that these scholars lacked Attic inscriptions, which were held in
Ottoman-occupied Greece, they largely proceeded from the same primary sources
used by modern experts on Greek law.” When these Renaissance scholars perused
the rhetors Demosthenes and Lysias, they were not looking for insights into oratory
and eloquence, as one might expect of a typical humanist reader. Similarly, they did
not study the dramatists Sophocles or Euripides for entertainment or for lessons on
morality. Instead, as these scholars read ancient Greek literature, drama, rhetoric,
and history, they were looking for clues about the inner workings of Athenian legal
culture. In approaching Greek texts, these thinkers did not ask ‘How should I speak?’
or ‘How should I act?’. Rather, the guiding question behind their study was ‘How did
ancient Athenian law function?’. If the famous humanist Gabriel Harvey read his Livy
to be ‘studied for action’, ready to face the political and moral challenges of his day,
these students of Greek law perused their Demosthenes, Pausanias, and Aeschines to
understand the minutiae of the Athenian legal system.'® And whereas other emerg-
ing antiquarian sciences focused on material sources such as coins, inscriptions,
and charters, this was a literary antiquarianism that pieced together ancient society
from texts by treating those texts as historical artifacts.

Notwithstanding these distinctive features, the study of Athenian law was part
of a broader wave of historical interest in ancient law. In its methodology and
aims, this movement shared many similarities with the study of Roman, Hebrew,
and feudal law which flourished in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.!* The
approach to historical sources was similar; just as Melanchthon read Demosthenes
or Aeschines to reconstruct the laws and legal institutions of Athens, legal human-
ists like Guillaume Budé were consulting Suetonius, Pliny, and Donatus to clarify the

8See Momigliano, ‘Ancient history and the antiquarian’, Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes
13.3/4 (1950), pp. 285-315, at p. 294.

°For an overview of how the modern field of Greek law approaches its subject, see S.C. Todd, The shape
of Athenian law (Oxford, 1993), pp. 7-10, 30-48. For a nuanced look at the use of Greek inscriptions in
other contexts, see William Stenhouse, ‘The Greekness of Greek inscriptions: ancient inscriptions in early
modern scholarship’, in Constantinidou and Lamers, eds., Receptions of Hellenism, pp. 307-24.

See Anthony Grafton and Lisa Jardine, “‘Studied for Action”: how Gabriel Harvey read his Livy’, Past
& Present 129 (1990), pp. 30-78.

"The Renaissance study of Roman law, particularly in its ‘legal humanist’ strain, has received the
majority of the scholarly attention. See Julian Franklin, Jean Bodin and the sixteenth-century revolution in
the methodology of law and history (New York, 1963); Donald Kelley, Foundations of modern historical scholar-
ship: language, law, and history in the French Renaissance (New York, 1970); George Huppert, The idea of perfect
history: historical erudition and historical philosophy in Renaissance France (Urbana, IL, 1970); Zachary Sayre
Schiffman, The birth of the past (Baltimore, MD, 2011), pp. 137-200. For two recent revisionist approaches,
see DouglasJ. Osler, ‘The myth of European legal history’, Rechtshistorisches Journal 16.1 (1997), pp. 393-410
and Paul J. du Plessis and John W. Cairns, eds., Reassessing legal humanism and its claims: Petere fontes?
(Edinburgh, 2016). The best treatment of feudal law is still J.G.A. Pocock, The ancient constitution and the
feudal law: a study of English historical thought in the seventeenth century (Cambridge, 1957). For the study of
Hebrew law and institutions see Eric Nelson, The Hebrew Republic: Jewish sources and the transformation of
European political thought (Cambridge, MA, 2011).
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details of ambiguous Roman legal terms like libellus and decretum.'? In addition, the
problems of reconstructing ancient law were hardly unique to scholars of Greece.
The French jurist Francois Baudouin pieced together the ancient laws of Romulus
and of the Twelve Tables by dissecting the Corpus juris civilis and comparing it with
other Roman sources while the historian Etienne Pasquier used primary sources
such as chroniclers, papal bulls, and acts of parliament to construct a compelling
narrative of French history." The study of Greek law was part of a broader early mod-
ern movement to assemble the scattered testimonies of antiquity into a coherent
system.

Above all, the study of Athenian law was an attempt to recover a usable past, to
reconstruct the testimony of a brilliant ancient society that had a range of flexible
applications. In the early decades of Greek legal studies, figures such as Melanchthon
compared Athenian law with Roman and Hebrew laws to assert the transhistori-
cal validity of divine legal standards. Other theologically-minded scholars viewed
Greek law as a missing link which, together with Rome and a detour through Egypt,
could trace modern European law all the way back to the Mosaic laws. Reconstructed
Athenian law naturally had scholarly uses too; Scaliger revealed that he penned his
own study of Greek law for his private use, and later figures such as Hugo Grotius
recalled using Scaliger’s eminently helpful collection. Greek law even occupied a sig-
nificant role in discussing transformational economic issues, as when the Huguenot
scholar Claudius Salmasius relied on arguments from Athenian jurisprudence to
demonstrate the legality of interest-bearing loans. In a Renaissance world obsessed
with the value of ancient culture, this was a project that aimed to produce a use-
ful body of knowledge. The story of Athenian law is the story of how these scholars
invented the legal history of Athens and put that history to use.

Ever since Byzantine scholars fled to Italy after the Ottoman capture of
Constantinople in 1453, Western Europe had seen a revived interest in the culture of
ancient Greece. Most of their interest was directed towards literature and philoso-
phy, although, in the first decades of the sixteenth century, occasional references to
law began to appear. At first, discussions of Greece in legal contexts were used to clar-
ify the Roman laws. For example, humanist jurists applied Aristotelian philosophy to
interpretations of Roman legal concepts such as aequitas."* Scholars such as Andrea
Alciato and Gregor Haloander sought to restore those passages of the Digest which
were originally written in Greek.”® Occasionally, Athenian law had comparative uses,
too; the Italian scholar Annius of Viterbo and the French jurist Guillaume Budé

2See Michael Monheit, ‘Guillaume Budé, Andrea Alciato, Pierre de 'Estoile: Renaissance interpreters
of Roman law’, The Journal of the History of Ideas 58.1 (1997), pp. 21-40.

BFor Baudouin’s reconstructive method, see Grafton, What was history? The art of history in early modern
Europe (Princeton, NJ, 2013), pp. 62-122, esp. pp. 73-4. For Pasquier’s approach to medieval French history
see Kelley, Foundations, pp. 271-300, and Huppert, The idea of perfect history, pp. 28-71.

The classic account of this is found in Guido Kisch, Erasmus und die Jurisprudenz seiner Zeit: Studien zum
humanistischen Rechtsdenken (Basel, 1960).

5Douglas Osler has argued that these early Greek restorations were largely unreliable. See ‘Humanist
philology’.
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had drawn superficial parallels between the Athenian Areopagus and the Roman
Senate, and the Neapolitan jurist Alessandro Alessandri occasionally referenced the
laws of Solon in his discussions of Roman jurisprudence.'® A detailed study of Attic
institutions appeared in 1541, when the famous French orientalist Guillaume Postel
published his De Magistratibus Atheniensium.'” Postel studied offices, not laws, but
his work demonstrates that interest in Athenian legal and political institutions was
emerging by the 1540s. This section will examine the three works which established
the foundations of the study of Athenian law.

The proper study of the law of Athens began in an unlikely time and
place: Wittenberg, 1546, as Reformation-era Germany became engulfed in its
first large-scale confessional conflict. In the midst of the Schmalkaldic War
between Protestant German princes and the Catholic Holy Roman Emperor
Charles V, the humanist reformer Philip Melanchthon, thrust to the helm
of the evangelical movement only months after the death of his colleague
Martin Luther, published a brief document entitled Collatio actionum foren-
sium Atticarum et Romanarum praecipuarum [A Comparison of the Chief Attic and
Roman Legal Actions]. This work has not received extensive scholarly attention
until recently, but it constituted the first serious attempt to recover Athenian
law.'8

The work focused on the Attic legal actions, which were procedures or suits
which private citizens could bring against accused lawbreakers. In other words,
the actions constituted the majority of what Athenian citizens could ‘do’ with the
law. Melanchthon identified around forty of these actions, organizing them under
the rubric of the Ten Commandments and comparing them with corresponding
Roman actions. For example, under the fifth commandment prohibiting murder,
Melanchthon included the procedures against murder, hubris (flagrant assault), aikia
(assault), and kakégoria (defamation), alongside the Roman actio iniuriarum (action
for injuries)."

Melanchthon intended this work to make a theological point. The organiza-
tional schema, centred around the Decalogue, demonstrated that ancient pagan
laws aligned with the transhistorical realities of the divine and natural law.”® As
he wrote in the preface, ‘[Law] is the eternal wisdom in the divine mind and the
unchanging rule of justice which God poured into the minds of men. He willed this

8See Annius, Antiquitatum variorum volumina XVII (Paris, 1512), fos. C™V; Budé, Annotationes Gulielmi
Budaei Parisiensis, Secretarii Regii, in quatuor et viginti Pandectarum libros (Paris, 1536). Reprint, original 1508.
See fos. XL'-LVIY, especially LI-LII", For Alessandri, see for example Genialium dierum libri VI (Paris,
1549), pp. 373, 467, 906, although passing references to Solon appear throughout.

7postel, De magistratibus Atheniensium liber (Paris, 1541).

8For the importance of the Collatio in the study of Attic legal history, see Alexander Batson, ‘Sinai
and the Areopagus: Philip Melanchthon, natural law, and the beginnings of Athenian legal history in the
shadow of the Schmalkaldic War’, Journal of the History of Ideas 85.4 (2024), pp. 713-48.

19See Melanchthon, Collatio actionum forensium Atticarum & Romanarum praecipuarum (Wittenberg, 1546),
sigs. [Bvi]'-[Bvii]".

“The idea of a universal law, innately known to all people, was central to Melanchthon’s ethical and
political thought. See Clemens Bauer, ‘Melanchthons Naturrechtslehre’, Archiv fiir Reformationsgeschichte
42 (1951), pp. 64-100 and Christoph Strohm, ‘Zugédnge zum Naturrecht bei Melanchthon’, in Der Theologe
Melanchthon, ed. Giinter Frank (Stuttgart, 2000), pp. 339-56.
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light to be born within us, and afterwards, on Mount Sinai, he proclaimed it with
a brilliant testimony.?' But this theological idea also had political dimensions. In
organizing the Athenian and Roman actions according to the Ten Commandments,
Melanchthon illustrated that unchanging moral and legal standards held steady
across the centuries. Melanchthon’s emphasis on natural law in the Collatio also
served to bolster his theory of resistance against Emperor Charles V, which relied
upon the idea that Charles had violated the unchanging law of nature.?

As the preeminent Hellenist in Germany, Melanchthon was uniquely well-suited
to such a project. During his time as a professor in Wittenberg, Melanchthon had
taught, translated, or published on Greek authors ranging from the ubiquitous
Aristotle to more obscure figures such as the poets Phocylides and Theognis.”
Melanchthon put this vast knowledge of Greek literature to use in collecting the
Athenian actions. His most prominent source was the orator Demosthenes, whose
legal speeches provided a solid source base for examining Greek law, but he occa-
sionally turned to other orators like Lysias and Aeschines as well as historians like
Pausanias and Xenophon.

Although Melanchthon’s work was highly original, it was also brief and lack-
ing in detail. The work occupied a slim octavo volume of only sixty pages, and his
treatments of the actions were uneven. In some cases, Melanchthon explained the
procedures and punishments, while in others, the explanations were quite cursory.**
Moreover, Melanchthon’s portrait of Athenian law was static and paid little atten-
tion to historical development or change over time. Despite these shortcomings,
Melanchthon’s Collatio was an impressive and original work. Working from scratch,
he had managed to reconstruct the majority of the Athenian legal actions, and aside
from a few errors, his work was generally accurate.”” Writing in the midst of a
confessional war, Melanchthon had managed to create a new field of academic study.

The next decisive step in the field came in 1559, when the French jurist Pardoux
Duprat produced a work examining the primitive origins of Athenian jurisprudence.
In a volume entitled Iurisprudentia vetus: Draconis et Solonis leges, Duprat gathered
and presented the laws of Solon and Draco in a coherent body.* Over the first
179 pages of the volume (the latter sections covered the Twelve Tables and the

ZMelanchthon, Collatio, sig. Ai¥: ‘[Lex] est aeterna sapientia in mente divina, et immota iusticiae regula,
quam et in hominum mentes Deus transfudit, et lucem esse voluit nobiscum nascentem, et postea de rupe
Sinaide illustri testimonio promulgavit.

22See Batson, ‘Sinai and the Areopagus’.

BFor Melanchthon’s work on Greek authors, see vols. 18 and 19 of his collected works: Karl Gottlieb
Brettschneider and Heinrich Ernest Bindseil, eds., Philippi Melanthonis opera quae supersunt omnia, 28 vols.
(Halle, 1834-60).

#see, for example, Melanchthon'’s relatively detailed explanation of the procedure and penalties for
homicide in Collatio, sigs. Bv'-[Bvi]".

SThere are occasional errors. For example, Melanchthon incorrectly classifies the procedure of doki-
masia (civic examination) as a legal prosecution (dike dokimasias). In actuality, dokimasia was not an action
but a public investigation intended to determine a person’s eligibility to hold office or exercise some
privilege. See Collatio, sigs. CV-Cij".

% Although Duprat was the first person to gather these laws into a single collection, he did recognize
that his predecessors had identified some of the Solonic and Draconic laws. See his citations to Alessandro
Alessandri in Iurisprudentia vetus, Draconis, et Solonis leges (Lyon, 1559), pp. 58, 77, and 86; to Guillaume Budé
on p. 39; to Francois Connan on p. 113; and to Johann von Fichard on p. 171.
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laws of Romulus), Duprat recounted and explained eleven laws from Draco and
eighty-six from Solon.”” Draco’s laws treated mostly criminal issues such as theft
and various types of homicide, while Solon’s encompassed a broad range of sub-
jects, including intestate succession, guardianship, legislative procedure, and pub-
lic support for war orphans. After listing each law in Greek, Duprat provided its
Latin translation, cited its source, and then offered commentary explaining laws in
detail.

As Duprat announced in the preface, the purpose of the work was to gather the
scattered laws into a single body.?® Eschewing any subheadings or biblical organi-
zational scheme like Melanchthon’s, Duprat opted for a thematic organization. He
was self-conscious of the artificial nature of his collection, admitting that, ‘I do not
deny that I have thrown Plato, Herodotus, Demosthenes, Aristotle, Cicero, Plutarch,
Ulpian, Gaius, Aulus Gellius, Diogenes Laertius, and Alessandro Alessandri into one
massive heap. ... I arranged them such that each law appears to rest upon the next
in an order that is easy to follow.*

Duprat’s project was motivated by the idea of historical continuity among ancient
and modern legal systems. For example, in discussing a statute about compensation
for felled trees, Duprat claimed that the law was mentioned by Demosthenes, con-
firmed by the Roman jurist Ulpian, and now mirrored in royal statutes of Francis I
and Henry I1.*° Writing in 1559, on the cusp of the French wars of religion, Duprat
was searching for sound legal principles which could potentially provide some sta-
bility in a violent time. In the preface, dedicated to one of Henry II’s advisers, Duprat
hints that this interest was even shared by the French king himself. He wrote, ‘For it
seemed advisable to summon [Solon and Draco] into our present turmoil, for even
our best, most powerful, and unconquerable prince Henry II seems to have asked for
the same thing ... and with good reason.*!

Central to Duprat’s work was the idea that each major historical civilization had
drawn its laws from the societies that came before it. God had given laws to the
Hebrews at Sinai. From there, the Athenians borrowed from the Hebrews by way
of Solon’s journey to Egypt - a legal twist on the broader Hermetic concept of the
transmission of Israel’s culture via Egypt.** Regarding the Solonic law that a prince
who was found drunk was to be put to death, Duprat stated: ‘It seems that Solon
borrowed this law from Moses’ Pentateuch’, a claim confirmed by a pair of marginal

“Duprat’s numbered list extends from I-LXXXV, but he adds an additional law that was likely attributed
to Solon on p. 176. In 1561, Duprat added twelve further laws in his Dikaiologias liber singularis, which can
be found in Everard Otto, Thesaurus Juris Romani (Utrecht, 1783), 2nd edn, vol. III, cols 607-8. For a modern
edition of the Solonic laws, see D.F. Ledo and PJ. Rhodes, The laws of Solon: a new edition with introduction,
translation, and commentary (London, 2015).

%See Duprat, [urisprudentia vetus, pp. 3-4.

»1bid., p. 5. ‘Porro Platonem, Herodotum, Demosthenem, Aristotelem, M. Ciceronem, Plutarchum,
Ulpianum, Caium, A. Gellium, D. Laertium, Alexandrumque ab Alexandro congessisse aliquot non diffiteor
... atque ita digessi, ut una lex ex alia ductili quadam via pendere videatur’

*1bid., pp. 81-2.

31bid., p. 4. ‘Nam et tempestate nostra acciti mihi visi sunt: cum eorum leges etiamnum Princeps noster
optimus Henricus II idemque potentissimus, et invictissimus petiisse videatur ... nec immerito.

31bid., p. 8. ‘Sed et plurimas ab Aegyptiis mutuatum eum scriptum reliquit Herodotus. Ab Hebraeis
quoque aliquot accepisse plerique existimant.
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citations.*® Next, he argued that the Romans had drawn from Athenian law. Referring
to an account from Livy, Duprat noted that, when the Roman Decemvirs sought to
establish the first Roman laws, they sent envoys to Athens to learn about their legal
system.** As aresult, Duprat explained, ‘the Roman people used some of the Draconic
and Solonic laws’, and, by virtue of that, ‘we [i.e. the French] still use that same civil
law today’.*®

The implication of all of this was that Greek law was the missing link that
could provide an unbroken chain from Sinai to Paris. Duprat wrote, ‘Indeed, I have
illuminated the laws of Draco, Solon, Romulus, and the Twelve Tables with my com-
mentaries, in which I have consulted the decrees of the Hebrews, ancient Greeks,
Romans, and French. I have joined them all together such that they all mutually
explain each other, even as if each one depended on the others’ [emphasis added].*
For Duprat, Athenian law was one of the world’s great legal traditions, and it
helped the reader understand sacred history, classical antiquity, and even modern
France.

Melanchthon and Duprat approached Athenian law from a fundamentally com-
parative viewpoint. In this sense, they were part of a broader movement in the
middle- and late-sixteenth century which sought to link Sinai to classical pagan
antiquity and even modern Europe. The late antique Collatio Legum Mosaicarum et
Romanarum, first edited and printed in 1574 by Pierre Pithou, quickly became a
popular work of comparative law.*’ Jean Bodin, although he did not produce a
systematic reconstruction of Greek law, made frequent references to Athens along-
side Rome, Israel, and modern nations as he constructed his system of universal
jurisprudence.®® In 1603, the Pomeranian jurist Joachim Stephani (best known as
the originator of the phrase ‘cuius regio, eius religio’ formulation to describe the 1555
Peace of Augsburg) wrote a comparative work which traced the idea of sovereignty
from Moses through Egypt, Athens, and Rome to modern Germany. In Stephani’s
words, ‘[A]ll honourable laws which are spread throughout the world among vari-
ous peoples, empires, or kingdoms, emanate from the laws and commandments of
Moses, as if from a sacred fount of divinity’.** Such arguments also had obvious polit-
ical importance, such as legitimizing the sixteenth-century reception of Roman law
in Germany or reinforcing divine affirmations of princely rule in an era of growing

31bid., p. 55. ‘Hanc autem legem ex pentateuco Mosis mutuo accepisse videtur Solon. Here Duprat cites
Leviticus 10 and Numbers 6.

34See Livy, Ab urbe condita, 111.34.

3Duprat, lurisprudentia vetus, p. 5. Full quote: ‘Draconis igitur ac Solonis legibus aliquot usum fuisse
populum Romanum constat Iurisconsultorum responsis. Eo quoque iure Civili (sic enim Draconis, et
Solonis leges vocat lustinianus) etiamnum utimur.

*Duprat, lurisprudentia vetus, pp. 205-6. ‘Equidem Draconis, Solonis, Romuli, ac XII Tabularum leges
scholiis illustravi, quibus Hebraeorum, Graecorum veterum, Romanorum, Gallorumque sanctiones con-
ciliavi, atque coniunxi ita, ut sese mutuo explicare ipsae videantur, perindeque ac si una ex alia penderet.

37Pithou, Mosaycarum et Romanarum legum collatio, ex integris Papiniani, Pauli, Ulpiani, Gaii, Modestini,
aliorumque veterum Iuris auctorum libris ante tempora Iustiniani Imp. desumpta. (Basel, 1574).

38For Bodin, see Franklin, Jean Bodin and the sixteenth-century revolution.

$Stephani, De iurisdictione Iudaeorum, Graecorum, Romanorum, et Ecclesiasticorum libri quatuor (Frankfurt,
1604), sig. )(2". ‘...omnes leges honestae, quae per totum orbem terrae ingentes varias seu Imperia et Regna
sparsae sunt, a legibus et praeceptis Moysis, tanquam ex augusto divinitatis fonte emanarint.
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princely authority.*® And although, as we shall soon see, the study of Greek law
quickly progressed beyond these early works, they still retained some relevance.
As late as 1668, a work appeared which contained Melanchthon’s Collatio as well as
Duprat’s schema of the Solonic and Draconic laws.* The field would soon eschew
these comparative and theological approaches, but the works of Melanchthon and
Duprat laid the foundations for what would follow.

One of the major contributions of Renaissance historiography was the emer-
gence of an institutional approach to legal history. Whereas medieval jurists such as
Accursius and Bartolus of Sassoferrato followed the mos italicus in seeking to resolve
the textual contradictions within the Roman laws, Renaissance legal humanists of
the burgeoning historical tradition began to consider how Roman law had oper-
ated within Roman society.*? Scholars began to take on new questions: how did the
laws interact with social institutions? What were the legal mechanisms for enforc-
ing the laws? By the 1560s, these contextual questions had arrived at the forefront
of Athenian legal scholarship.

The first institutional historian to make use of the new science of Athenian law
was the Bolognese scholar Carlo Sigonio, who in 1564 published a work entitled De
republica Atheniensium.** Sigonio was a keen scholar of ancient institutions and con-
stitutional structures, and he also published studies of Hebrew society and Roman
history and colonial jurisprudence.* Yet while Sigonio is best known as a historian
of Rome, he also made two great contributions to the study of Greek law. First, he
provided a narrative history of the Athenian constitution. The opening line of the
work explains this goal: ‘The Athenian people, whose ancient laws and entire repub-
lic we have decided to treat here in these commentaries, did not use just one type
of republic, nor did they use one in perpetuity, but they used different types accord-
ing to their circumstances and the variety of the times.*® In the first book, Sigonio
walked through Athens’ original government under kings as well as the development
of democracy under Draco, Solon, and Cleisthenes. Whereas previous treatments had
been synchronic, Sigonio introduced a diachronic element to the study of Athenian
law.

“1bid., sig. )(8"" for the superiority of Roman law over feudal law, and sig. )()(5" for the connection to
princely authority.

“See Christian Woldenberg, Principia juris Romani, i.e. leges Draconis et Solonis, leges Romuli, et leges XII.
Tabularum (Rostock, 1668).

“2For the emergence of legal humanism, see Kelley, Foundations of modern historical scholarship.

“3For more on this work, see Gabrielle Pedulla, ‘Athenian democracy in the Italian Renaissance’, in
Piovan and Giorgini, eds., Brill’s companion to the reception of Athenian democracy, pp. 105-52, at pp. 139-45;
and Giovanni Salmeri, ‘Carlo Sigonio e la scoperta dell’Atene classica nella Venezia di meta Cinquecento’,
in Ugo Fantasia and Luca lori, eds., La democrazia ateniese in etd moderna e contemporanea (Naples,
2023), pp. 17-44.

“See, for example, Sigonio’s De antiquo iure Italiae libri Il (Venice, 1560) and his De republica Hebraeorum
libri VII (Bologna, 1582). For the best treatment of Sigonio in English, see William McCuaig, Carlo Sigonio:
the changing world of the late Renaissance (Princeton, NJ, 2014).

“Sigonio, De republica Atheniensium libri IIII, eiusdem de Lacedaemoniorumque temporibus liber propediem
edetur (Bologna, 1564), p. 1: ‘Populus Atheniensis, cuius antiqua iura, remque publicam universam his
mandare commentariis instituimus, non uno, neque eo perpetuo reip. genere usus est, sed pro rerum
conditione, et temporum varietate diverso. For the development of the constitution, see pp. 1-42.
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Sigonio’s second contribution was his detailed explanation of Athenian legal pro-
cedure. In addition to examining the Athenian constitution, civic institutions, and
magistrates, Sigonio enumerated and commented upon sixty-five Athenian legal
actions (a considerable advance; Melanchthon had only listed around forty), and
became the first person to highlight the distinction between the graphai (public
actions) and the dikai (private actions).*® But Sigonio’s commentary upon proce-
dural details also broke new ground. In his explanation of legal procedure at the
Areopagus, Athens’ major legislative body, Sigonio devoted over twenty pages to the
minutiae involved in bringing a legal action, ranging from the swearing of oaths to
the selection of the jury to the handling of witnesses.”” Whereas Melanchthon and
Duprat had been more interested in recovering the content of the Athenian laws,
Sigonio was the first scholar to devote sustained attention to legal process. Sigonio
provided a picture of the Attic justice system in action.

These early studies of Athenian law emerged independently from highly disparate
contexts, and many of these works adopted a comparative approach or aimed
to illuminate some facet of universal legal history. Athenian law was not yet an
independent or coherent field of academic study. However, due to the prominent
authorship of these early texts, the subject began to gain a reputation as an excit-
ing field of classical scholarship. The foundational works had flowed from the pens
of scholarly celebrities; after Erasmus’ death in 1536, Melanchthon was arguably
the greatest Hellenist in northern Europe, and Sigonio was the preeminent ancient
historian in sixteenth-century Italy. As the field became established, other famous
scholars flocked to it. Henri Estienne (Stephanus), the master of Greek printing best
known today for his edition of Plato’s dialogues, was prompted to investigate the
mysteries of Athenian law while preparing his monumental 1575 edition of the Greek
rhetors. In the preface to that work, he declared:

Therefore, 1 affirm that these orations contain a greater repository of doc-
trine than anyone would believe at first glance. And indeed, in the first place,
I declare that many things which pertain to the origins and (so to speak)
foundations of jurisprudence or civil law may be drawn from them, if one
attentively considers the laws which are cited word-for-word, or at least gen-
erally summarized, or likewise if one considers the decrees or plebiscites,
various formulas for legal oaths, various rites and many other things which
the ancients created by custom or decree.*®

“For various civic institutions, see Sigonio, De republica, pp. 17-19. For magistrates, see pp. 157-235.
For the actions, see pp. 100-120 [p. 120 misprinted as p. 116].

“bid., pp. 120 [misprinted as 116]-156

“8Stephanus, Oratorum veterum orationes, Aeschinis, Lysiae, Andocidis, Isaei, Dinarchi, Antiphontis, Lycurgi,
Herodis, et aliorum (Geneva, 1575), sig. iiii", ‘In his igitur orationibus plus doctrinae repositum esse quam
quis prima fronte crediturus sit, affirmo. Ac primum quidem ad iurisprudentiae seu iuris civilis primor-
dia et quasi fundamenta quod attinet, multa eo spectantia hinc posse hauriri dico, siquis leges quarum
ipsamet verba proferuntur, aut quarum saltem attingitur sententia, siquis item decreta seu plebiscita,
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The potential of these oratorical sources was so appealing that Stephanus contem-
plated including his own collection of Greek laws as an appendix at the end of the
volume, an addition which unfortunately never appeared.*’

By the last decades of the sixteenth century, the field was prominent enough to
attract two of the leading lights of the late Renaissance intellectual firmament: the
Huguenot polymaths Isaac Casaubon and Joseph Scaliger. Casaubon, like his father-
in-law Stephanus, never got around to publishing a work on the subject, but his
library illustrates that legal questions were at the top of his mind as he perused
the Greek orators. In his personal copy of Demosthenes’ orations, Casaubon’s notes
barely touched on the typical humanist themes of oratorical technique or moral for-
mation. Instead, Casaubon illustrated the new method of reading the Attic orators
for their value in understanding Athenian law. For example, in his annotations on
Demosthenes’ Against Leptines, which revolved around the issue of leitourgia, or public
taxes, Casaubon’s marginalia treated the details of these taxes, the legal require-
ments to pay them, and possible exemptions from them.* Similarly, in the margin of
one of the hypotheses (prefaces) to that same speech, Casaubon’s notes called atten-
tion to the fact that the graphe paranoman, the specific type of trial at which Leptines
was tried, carried a one-year statute of limitations.’! Casaubon’s reading style was
characteristic of this new approach to Athenian law. In addition to being repositories
of Greek eloquence and moral wisdom, the works of Demosthenes were now firmly
established as mines of historical information about legal procedure.

Despite Casaubon’s interest, he never produced a synthetic work on Athenian
law. Instead, the next major step in the field was the work of Casaubon’s friend,
the eminent antiquarian Joseph Scaliger. In an undated manuscript now held at the
Leiden University library, Scaliger had compiled a list of Athenian laws, at the top of
which he had scrawled the title ‘Pandektes Nomon Attikon’ (Pandects of Athenian Laws).
The manuscript was written almost entirely in Greek, and Scaliger’s tidy hand fills
thirty-four folios.>?

It is difficult to determine exactly when Scaliger composed this work. As Anthony
Grafton has shown, Scaliger developed an interest in ancient law in 1570, when he
found himself in Valence under the tutelage of the great French jurist Jacques Cujas.
There, Scaliger began a study of the Twelve Tables and soon began to excavate the
primitive Roman laws from the grammarian Festus.”> However, the first reference
to the manuscript in Scaliger’s correspondence does not appear until October 1594,
when Pierre Pithou had requested the work from Scaliger in order to publish it.**

siquis varias iurisiurandi formulas, siquis denique varios ritus, et multa quae ab illis more institutoque
maiorum fiebant, attente consideret’

“1bid., sig. [v]".

°See Casaubon’s copy of Demosthenes, Logoi kai prooimia demegorika kai epistolai (Paris, 1570), Marsh’s
Library, Dublin, shelfmark K1.1.32. On p. 275, Casaubon defines leitourgia; on p. 278, he draws a typology
of two types of leitourgiai; and on pp. 279 and 281, he discusses possible exemptions from them.

S11bid., p. 272.

2The manuscript is held at Leiden University Library, shelfmark MS SCA 31, ‘Pandectae atticae’.

3See Grafton, Joseph Scaliger: A study in the history of classical scholarship. Volume I: Textual criticism and
exegesis (Oxford, 1983), pp. 121-3; 134-60. According to Grafton, Scaliger’s copy of the Collatio is held at
Leiden University Library, MS SCA 61, fos. 108"-126".

'See Paul Botley and Dirk van Miert, eds., The correspondence of Joseph Justus Scaliger, 8 vols (Geneva,
2012), letter 1594 10 05 from Pithou (vol. II, p. 448).
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Pithou’s interest seems to indicate that this was a recent project, undertaken in
the 1590s. However, all that can be said for certain is that Scaliger had drafted the
manuscript before October 1594, and most likely after 1570.

The main body of the work consists in a series of Athenian laws, grouped
under general subheadings such as ‘peri gamén’ (on marriages) or ‘peri dikaston’
(on judges). While Scaliger provided no overarching organizational schema, the
work begins with topics treating the constitution of the city and its citi-
zens, including laws about leaders (archoi), foreigners (xenoi), metics (metoikoi)
and slaves (douloi). The next section generally addressed the family, includ-
ing sections on marriage, legitimate and illegitimate children (paides gnésioi kai
nothoi), adopted children (eispoiétoi), and divorce (apopompés). The following sec-
tions treated legal procedures, economic laws (nomoi emporikoi) and contracts (sym-
bolaia), and a range of actions against offenses such as injury (blabé), adultery
(moicheia), and flagrant assault (hubris). Alongside these laws, the marginal space
is crammed with notes cross-referencing related passages in other ancient writ-
ers.

Scaliger’s main contribution was to broaden considerably the source base
for Athenian law, taking advantage of the rapid advances in late-sixteenth-
century humanist classical scholarship. While the manuscript makes no mention
of Melanchthon, Duprat, or Sigonio, Scaliger followed his predecessors in draw-
ing from the obvious sources like Demosthenes, Aristotle, and Pausanias. However,
Scaliger adopted a more expansive approach, turning to sources such as Diogenes
Laertius and Diodorus Siculus, the rhetoricians Pollux and Aelian, the Hellenistic
philosopher Ammonius, and the Byzantine scholar Thomas Magister. One of his
major innovations was to use these sources to fill in the context and background
of the laws. For example, the Greek grammarian Harpocration’s lexicon of the Attic
orators offered detailed explanations of terms and concepts found in Greek oratory.
Scaliger used Harpocration’s work to define more fully legal concepts such as aikia
(a type of assault) and explain further social contexts, such as customs surround-
ing Athenian dowries.® Similarly, Scaliger cross-referenced legal citations that he
had found with attestations from other pieces of Attic literature. For example, when
he cited a Solonic law on inheritance from Demosthenes, he corroborated it with
a passing reference drawn from Plato’s Laws.>® As Scaliger assembled his collection
of laws, he constantly pointed himself to other ancient sources which could pro-
vide further details on context, terminology, and history. In lieu of a commentary,
Scaliger produced a list of laws embedded within a web of citations which invited
further research.

As a number of incomplete sections indicate, Scaliger left the document unfin-
ished.’” Moreover, Scaliger himself apparently did not think much of the work. In
response to Pithou’s request to publish the text in 1594, Scaliger declined on the

55For dowries, see Leiden MS SCA 31, fo. 8. For aikia, see fo. 16".

*6Ibid., fo. 8". The law is drawn from Demosthenes 46 (Against Stephanus II), §14. Scaliger references
Plato’s Laws 922E, which contains a comment seeming to confirm the Solonic law.

%7See, for example, the two blank pages under the heading on psephismata (Leiden MS SCA 31, fos. 26")
as well as Scaliger’s note reminding himself to ‘Adde ex fine vitae Antiphontis Oratoris apud Plut. Item ex
Dinarchi vita 1563’ (fo. 26"). Both of these passages contained information on additional pséphismata.
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grounds that it was too insubstantial.®® Despite Scaliger’s own tepid appraisal, he
had produced the most complete collection of Athenian legal citations to date. Not
only had he incorporated a broad range of additional sources, but his work presented
a detailed list of Athenian laws in their original Greek text. It was a treasure trove
for students of Greek antiquity.

For this reason, other scholars hoped to get their hands on the unpublished work.
But because the document was unfinished, Scaliger was highly protective of the
manuscript. In 1605, he wrote to the French scholar Charles Labbé that ‘I never
intended [the Athenian laws] for publication, just like several other things which
I have collected for my own private use.* Indeed, as Casaubon revealed, Scaliger
expressly forbade the publication of the document in his will.°° While the text was
never published, it still attracted a great deal of attention from scholars around
Europe. The Dutch jurist Hugo Grotius, one of Scaliger’s onetime students, tanta-
lizingly claimed that he had used the manuscript, although he did not specify why
he was interested in the text.®* Apparently, the Leiden library had lent out the work
at least once; in 1637, Claudius Salmasius related that he had viewed the manuscript
in France while Daniel Heinsius, the librarian, had loaned it to another scholar who
was working on Greek law.*?

For other scholars, the library’s protectiveness could be a source of frustration.
In 1634, the great Hellenist Johannes Meursius, who had just published a trea-
tise on Solon in 1632, was working on a broader treatment of Athenian law. In a
letter to Meursius, the Dutch Hebraist Petrus Cunaeus complained that, while cer-
tain parties had gone against Scaliger’s wishes by publishing his correspondence,
they still refused to publish the manuscript. Meursius responded that he shared
the concern, ‘But my Themis Attica, or On the Laws of the Athenians, a work which 1
have begun to compose, will someday fill in this gap.®® Scaliger’s mysterious work
was highly desirable, but it also set a standard that other scholars now sought to
surpass.

8See Botley and van Miert, eds., The correspondence of Joseph Justus Scaliger, letter 1594 11 09 to Pithou
(vol. T1 p. 465); see also letter 1595 12 17 to Pithou (vol. II, p. 591).

59The correspondence of Joseph Justus Scaliger, letter 1605 09 15 to Labbaeus, (vol. VI, p. 167), ‘Leges Atticas
... numquam in animo habui edere, ut nec multa alia, quae in privatos usus meos collegi.

7Tn a prefatory epistle to some of Scaliger’s posthumously published works, Casaubon wrote: ‘For when
I had asked dearest Heinsius, the prefect of the Leiden public library, to share with us the Attic laws ...
and other of [Scaliger’s] lucubrations, which we know to be preserved there - or even further, to publish
them - that most humane man responded that religion prevented him from publishing the work, because
[Scaliger’s] written will prohibited the publication of any work that was merely begun or in progress, but
not finished. Josephi Scaligeri opuscula (Paris, 1610), sig. i/iij".

¢1See P.C. Molhuysen, B.L. Meulenbroek, Paula P. Witkam, Henk J.M. Nellen, and Cornelia M.
Ridderikhoff, eds., The correspondence of Hugo Grotius, digital edition, 1st edition. October 2009. Online at
http://grotius.huygens.knaw.nl; Letter 1959 (30 October 1634, to J. des Cordes).

2Claudii Salmasii, viri maximi, epistolarum liber primus (Leiden, 1656), letter CXX, p. 272. Salmasius does
not specify the identity of the other scholar, but it may have been Henricus Valesius, Samuel Petit, or
Maussacus.

Petri Cunaei eloquentiae et juris Romani quondam in Academia Batava Professoris, et doctorum virorum ad
eumdem Epistolae (Leiden, 1725), letter CLXXIX, p. 253. Meursius’ reply is in letter CLXXX, p. 254: ‘Sed
defectum hunc supplebit aliquando mea Themis Attica; sive, De legibus Atheniensium, opus: quod conscribere
coepi. Meursius’s Themis Attica did not appear until 1685, long after his death.
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As this wave of interest in Scaliger’s manuscript demonstrates, by the turn
of the seventeenth century, scholars had begun to strive for a systematic and
comprehensive overview of Greek law that surpassed the piecemeal works of
Melanchthon or Duprat. This desire for a definitive approach coincided with surg-
ing interest in Greek legal history beyond Athens. In 1591, the German jurist Conrad
Rittershus (who also republished Melanchthon’s Collatio in 1618) published an ora-
tion on the ancient laws of Zaleucus of Locris and Charondas of Catania.** Two years
later, in 1593, the Danish courtier Niels Krag produced a sophisticated description
of the Spartan state and a detailed reconstruction of its laws.®® Jurists interested in
constructing early modern maritime law were drawn to study the commercial laws
of Rhodes.®® Interest in more contemporary Greece, spurred by increased diplomatic
and scholarly contact with its contemporary Ottoman rulers, even spawned an inter-
est in recovering Byzantine civil and canon law.*” Greek law and institutions had also
become entrenched as acceptable objects of university study; in 1609, the Danzig
professor Bartholomaeus Keckermann supervised a pair of disputations on Athenian
and Spartan political organization, which included several sections on legislation.®®

As part of this growing interest in all things Greek, a steady stream of works touch-
ing upon Athenian law appeared in the early decades of the seventeenth century.
The aforementioned Dutch Hellenist Johannes Meursius was especially prolific. In
addition to treatments of Athenian magistrates, the Areopagus, and the lawgiver
Solon, which he published between 1622 and 1632, Meursius ventured to describe
the laws of Athens as well as those of Crete and Rhodes, although those works
were not published until much later in the century, well after his death.®® Similarly,
in 1632, the Frisian historian Ubbo Emmius published a work entitled Graecorum
Respublicae.” The first volume was devoted to Athens and Sparta, and the second
covered, in several cases for the first time, the institutions and histories of Greek
polities such as Crete, Corinth, Thebes, Syracuse, and Corcyra, and even smaller
islands such as Samos and Chios. Printed in Amsterdam by Elzevier Press as part
of the ‘Republics’ series, which provided comprehensive information about foreign
countries, Emmius’ work fed into a growing European curiosity for learning about

84See Oratio de Zaleuco et Charonda, et legum descriptio utriusque (Altdorf, 1591). For Rittershus’s reprint
of the Collatio, see Commentarius novus in quatuor libros institutionum imperialium divi Justiniani (Strasbourg,
1618).

De Republica Lacedaemoniorum Libri IIII (Geneva, 1593). Krag reconstructs the Spartan laws in book III.

%For the printing history of the Rhodian sea laws, see Walter Ashburner, The Rhodian Sea-Law (Oxford,
1909), pp. xli-xlvi.

For the use of Byzantine law in studying the Corpus iuris civilis, see H.E. Troje, Graeca leguntur.
die Aneignung des byzantinischen Rechts und die Entstehung eines humanistischen Corpus iuris civilis in der
Jurisprudenz des 16. Jahrhunderts (Cologne, 1971), pp. 191-310.

8See Keckermann, Politiae speciales duae augustissimae, nempe Atheniensis et Spartana (Danzig, 1609). For
more on these works, see William Stenhouse, ‘Early modern Greek histories’, pp. 102-5.

%For Meursius’ studies of Athenian law and institutions, see Archontes Athenienses sive de iis qui Athenis
summum istum magistratum obierunt, libri IV (Leiden, 1622); Areopagus sive de Senatu Areopago (Leiden, 1624);
Solon, sive, de eius vita, legibus, dictis, atque scriptis (Copenhagen, 1632); and Themis Attica sive de legibus Atticis
libri I (Utrecht, 1685). For his work on Crete and Rhodes, see Creta, Cyprus, Rhodus, sive de nobilissimarum
harum insularum rebus et antiquitatibus commentarii postumi (Amsterdam, 1675), at ‘Creta’, pp. 161-7 and
‘Rhodes’, pp. 66-71.

°Emmius, Graecorum respublicae ab Ubbone Emmio descriptae (Leiden, 1632).

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0018246X26101551 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0018246X26101551

16 Alexander Batson

other societies, both ancient and modern. Emmius’ work also highlighted the symbi-
otic relationship between history-writing and philological scholarship. As Emmius
quoted liberally from the magisterial 1572 Latin-Greek Demosthenes edition pro-
duced by Hieronymus Wolf (himself a Melanchthon student), he referred to Wolf
as ‘a most erudite translator’, illustrating how new and improved editions of ‘pri-
mary texts’ were paving the way for more synthetic monographs on institutional
and narrative histories of Greece.”

Yet while the works of Meursius, Emmius, and others continued to chip away
at the vast problem of reconstructing Athenian law, a definitive approach did not
appear until 1635, when Samuel Petit, a Huguenot pastor and professor of Greek at
Nimes, published his magisterial 600-page Leges Atticae. Petit’s work seems to have
been accepted as the definitive word on the subject, and the appearance of the book
caused at least one other prominent scholar to abandon his own project: The cele-
brated French philologist Henri Valois (Valesius) ceased his own work on the subject
when Petit’s text appeared.’? Likewise, in a work on Attic oratory published in 1614,
the French magistrate and classical scholar Philippe-Jacques de Maussac promised
to provide fuller discussion of certain legal topics in a forthcoming work which he
referred to as his ‘Synagogen legum Atticarum’ (Collection of Athenian Laws).”® This
work never appeared, although it is unclear whether this was due to Petit’s work or
to some other cause. Leges Atticae also inspired imitators. In 1645, the Dutch histo-
rian Antonius Thysius the Younger produced his own description of the Athenian
constitution with an accompanying list of laws. In a 1742 reprint of Petit’s work, the
eighteenth-century editor wrote in the preface that he considered Thysius’ work
‘poorly-written ... and largely copied from Petit.”*

As the most comprehensive collection of Athenian laws to date, Petit’s work
deserved its lofty status. The first fifty-five pages of the work displayed a collection of
roughly 400 laws in parallel Greek and Latin columns, far surpassing the earlier col-
lections of Melanchthon, Duprat, and even Scaliger. In the preface, Petit consciously
asserted that he was attempting to do for Athenian law what Justinian had done
for Roman law: ‘Therefore, because we do not know the order of laws proposed by
Solon and written in the tablets, in this our collection, as much as possible, we have
followed the footsteps of Emperor Justinian in dividing ancient law and composing
anew Codex.”® Yet while Petit compared his work to the Codex, his organizational
system was his own. He distributed the laws into eight books which dealt with the
following subjects: 1) religious laws, 2) laws and citizens, 3) public offices, 4) trials
and procedures, 5) economic laws, 6) marriage and family law, 7) criminal laws, and
8) military statutes.

10n p. 164 of Graecorum respublicae, Emmius refers to Wolf as ‘eruditissimus interpres’.

72See Henrici Valesii... Emendationum libri quinque et de ciritca libri duo (Amsterdam, 1740), sigs. ***2V -
***3(‘.

7*Maussacus, Harpocrationis dictionarium in decem rhetores (Paris, 1614), pp. 30, 112, 228, 235, and 246.

74See Leges Atticae, ed. Wesseling (Leiden, 1742), p. IX. Thysius’ work can be found in Jacob Gronovius,
Thesaurus Graecarum antiquitatum (Leiden, 1699), vol. V, cols. 1363-96.

5Petit, Leges Atticae Sam. Petitus collegit, digessit, et libro commentario illustravit (Paris, 1635), sig. &ij".
‘Quare nos, cum ordinem Legum a Solone rogatarum, et in tabulas perscriptarum ignoremus, in hac nos-
tra Sylloge, quantum fieri potuit, Imperatoris Iustiniani vestigia in digerendo veteri iure, et componendo
novo Codice, pressimus.
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In addition to its comprehensive scope, the crowning achievement of Leges Atticae
was the extensive commentary which stretched for over 550 pages and provided an
immense wealth of detail on procedure, sources, and social context. For example,
under one Solonic law, a woman who wished to divorce her husband was required to
present a petition of divorce (libellum divortii/ta tés apoleipseds grammata) in person
before the Archons.” In the commentary on this law, Petit clarified that both men
and women could initiate divorce, and explained why each of these processes had
its own name: apopompé (‘sending away’), the term for a divorce initiated by a hus-
band, was not exactly accurate for a divorce initiated by the wife, since she would be
the one to leave her husband’s household. Petit also explained the reasoning behind
the laws; requiring an in-person divorce petition would allow for an open airing of
grievances. Petit followed all of this with notes on procedure, specifying in this case
that the Archons were responsible for assigning judges for divorce cases.

Petit also used the commentary to explain the various sources for his laws.
Here, too, he departed from earlier scholars. In the preface, Petit had informed
readers that, ‘Advisedly, however, I have omitted those laws which are found in
the writings of the rhetors. For although they speak about all the things done at
Athens, nevertheless, they have invented many things to serve the argument of
their speeches.”” Petit’s claim was not entirely accurate; his work still incurred a
large debt to Athenian oratory. In his commentary on the first book of laws alone
(roughly 100 pages), Petit invoked Demosthenes as a chief witness to at least seven
of the fifty-three laws treated there, and he regularly referred to orators such as
Lysias, Lycurgus, Isocrates, and Aeschines.”®

Petit’s critical eye toward the Attic orators demonstrated a growing awareness
of the validity and bias of historical sources of Athenian law. He recognized that
legal speeches were not always objective presentations of the law, or of the facts.
Moreover, he recognized that certain speeches attributed to Demosthenes - for
example, Against Neaera - may not even have been authentic.” In this sense, Petit
appears surprisingly modern in the way that he interrogated his sources for bias and
subjectivity. At the same time, his careful contemplation of sources also reflected
a larger shift towards a more capacious source base, a shift that we have already
seen in the work of Scaliger (and it is possible that Petit was the unnamed scholar to
whom Heinsius had lent Scaliger’s work).®° Like Scaliger, Petit had begun to incorpo-
rate a wider variety of ancient sources, including the rhetoricians Libanius, Aelian,
and Hermogenes, the historian Eusebius, and the grammarians Harpocration and

76See Petit, Leges Atticae, commentary p. 459. This work has separate paginations for the laws and for
the commentary. Hereafter, commentary pagination is cited as ‘comm. p. [x]".

7"Petit, Leges Atticae, fo. &ij'. ‘Consulto autem praetermissus Leges illas, quae in Rhetorum scriptis
leguntur: Quanquam enim omnes res Athenis esse gestas praedicent, pleraeque tamen fictae sunt in
argumentum Declamationum.

78For the Demosthenes references, see Petit, Leges Atticae, pp. 19, 17, 36, 42, 49, and 54.

" Petit, Leges Atticae, comm. p. 9. For early modern treatment of forgeries in the Demosthenic corpus,
see Mirko Canevaro, ‘The documents in the Attic orators: early antiquarians and unintentional forgers’,
in Erika Gielen and Jan Papy, eds., Falsifications and authority in antiquity, the Middle Ages and the Renaissance
(Turnhout, 2020), pp. 21-54 at pp. 40-5.

8For an interesting discussion of this, see Wesseling’s introduction to the 1742 edition of Petit’s Leges
Atticae, pp. XI-XIL.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0018246X26101551 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0018246X26101551

18 Alexander Batson

Athenaeus. These later sources provided corroboration, detail, and correction to the
often-unreliable presentations in the Attic orators.

Even before the publication of Leges Atticae, the broader scholarly community
eagerly awaited the work. As Hugo Grotius wrote in a letter dated to October 1634, ‘I
eagerly desire to see Petit’s Attic Laws, in order to know whether it improves in some
way upon Scaliger’s prior collection, which I remember using.®' On 8 January 1635,
Petit had sent a draft of the work to Grotius, requesting his advice on the work. By the
end of March, Grotius, busy in France on a diplomatic assignment from the Swedish
Crown, wrote back that he had received the work, although there is no evidence that
he gave Petit any comments on the text.®

Despite Grotius’ eagerness to see the Leges Atticae, it seems that Petit’s work
had little influence on the Dutch jurist’s own projects. In 1642, Grotius published
a revised version of his On the Rights of War and Peace (original 1625), a work which
relied on innumerable citations of ancient Hebrew, Greek, and Roman laws. It
appears that Grotius did not use Petit’s work to revise his own uses of Athenian
law.8® However, later Grotian commentators, such as Johann Heinrich Boeckler
and Johann Friedrich Gronovius, certainly used Petit’s work to explain various
citations to Athenian laws that Grotius had left behind in his magnum opus.®* As
these examples illustrate, Petit’s work was the standard starting point for any dis-
cussion about Greek law from its publication until the late eighteenth century.
The work was so influential, in fact, that it was reprinted in 1742 with improved
references and a new index. Petit was even cited over fifty times in Meier and
Schémann’s 1824 Das Attische Process, the foundational work which inaugurated
the nineteenth-century study of Attic law. In the Leges Atticae, Petit had created
a reconstruction of Athenian law that would remain unsurpassed for nearly two
centuries.

The history of a burgeoning academic field would be incomplete without at least
one instance of bitter scholarly quarrelling. In the 1640s, the study of Athenian law
followed a path familiar to professional historians: after the appearance of a defini-
tive work, the field quickly fractured into acrimonious debate. From 1640 until 1650,
the study of Greek law was defined by an immensely learned and vicious controversy
between the Paris jurist Didier Hérauld (Heraldus) and Claude Saumaise (Salmasius),

81Molhuysen, Meulenbroek, et al., eds., The correspondence of Hugo Grotius, Letter 1959 (30 Oct. 1634, to
J. des Cordes): ‘Petiti Leges Atticas videre aveo, ut cognoscam, an supra Scaligeri collectionem, qua usum
me memini, aliquid praestiterit.

821bid., letter 1965 (8 Jan. 1635, to S. Petit); Grotius, letter 2041. (30 Mar. 1635, to S. Petit).

8 As Martine J. van Ittersum has pointed out, Grotius’ engagement with ancient sources and contempo-
rary scholarship was often quite piecemeal and incomplete. See ‘The working methods of Hugo Grotius:
which sources did he use and how did he use them in his early writings on natural law theory?’, in
DuPlessis and Cairns, eds., Reassessing legal humanism, pp. 154-93.

84See Hugonis Grotii de jure belli ac pacis libri tres ... cum annotates autoris ex postrema eius ante obitum cura..,
ed. Becman, 2nd edn (Frankfurt on the Oder, 1699), p. 326; Hugonis Grotii de iure belli ac pacis libri tres, cum
adnotationibus selectis Ioann. Frid. Gronovii et auctioribus loannis Barbeyracii... ed. Tydeman (Utrecht, 1773),
vol. I, pp. 175, 319, and 320; vol. II, pp. 751 and 765.
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one of the most prolific and famous classical scholars of the mid-seventeenth
century.®

The story begins with an argument about usury. In the late 1630s, Salmasius had
accomplished something truly monumental by providing an intellectual justifica-
tion for Christians to charge interest on loans, which had been largely outlawed in
previous medieval and Renaissance jurisprudence.® In a trilogy of enormous vol-
umes published between 1638 and 1640, Salmasius departed from the traditional
Aristotelian opinion that money was merely a medium of exchange, arguing instead
that money was a commodity that could be traded, sold, and - most importantly
- rented out for a fee.®” The implication was that, because money was a commod-
ity just like lumber or stone, a lender could lawfully charge a borrower for the use
of his money. Salmasius’ works constituted a major shift in European thinking about
interest-bearing loans, and Max Weber called Salmasius’ 1638 De usuris liber ‘The first
theoretical justification of interest’.*®

But what did Athenian law have to do with usury? Primarily, it was crucial to
Salmasius’ claim that usury was lawful according to the ius gentium.® Because the
ancient Greeks and Romans had charged interest, the argument went, it must be
acceptable according to the law of nations, and therefore acceptable in terms of nat-
ural and divine law. The Attic (and Roman) use and regulation of usury proved that
charging interest on loans was an acceptable practice. This very argument highlights
the usefulness of Athenian law; in a world obsessed with the authority of antiquity,
the legal opinions of the Greeks and Romans set highly influential precedents.

Yet while Salmasius’ position on usury was contentious, his opinions on Athenian
law were even more contentious, at least in the view of the Parisian jurist Heraldus.
Controversy exploded in 1640 when Heraldus published his Observationum et emen-
dationum liber [Book of Observations and Emendations]. This modestly-titled work was
technically a collection of corrections to accepted understandings of Greek and
Roman laws, but in reality, the ‘observations’ and ‘emendations’ constituted a vicious
attack on Salmasius and his interpretations of Greek law in the usury trilogy.
Salmasius was enraged, and in 1645 published a response, the Miscellae defensiones
[Miscellaneous Defenses].?® Salmasius’ work proceeded to dismantle his rival’s book,
chapter by chapter, with plenty of personal insults thrown in for good measure.

8For an old yet interesting overview of Herauld’s life and conflict with Salmasius, see Johann Friedrich
Jugler, Beytrdge zur juristischen Biographie (Leipzig, 1773), pp. 370-80.

8For one example of how complex early modern thinking about interest could be, see Paolo Astorri,
‘Early modern Lutheran theologians and the redeemable census: towards a reformulation of the interest
prohibition’, Studia Historica: Historia Moderna 44.1 (2022), pp. 53-76.

87These three works are Salmasius, De usuris liber (Leiden, 1638), De modo usurarum (Leiden, 1639), and
De foenere Trapezitico (Leiden, 1640).

88See Weber, Economy and society, ed. Gunther Roth and Claus Wittich (Berkeley, CA, 1978), vol. 1., p. 1190.
See also David Hawkes, ‘Milton and usury’, English Literary Renaissance 41.3 (2011), pp. 503-28, at pp. 508-12.

¥See, for example, Salmasius, De usuris, p. 587: ‘Hactenus variis et validis argumentis demonstravimus,
licitas esse usuras jure gentium, quod est secundarium naturale ... Ultimo ostendimus, jure civili pler-
arumque civitatum, et in his optime compositarum, et sapientissime administratarum, adprobatum ac
receptum foenus fuisse, ut Atheniensis et Romanae.

*°Salmasius, Miscellae defensiones pro C. Salmasio, de variis observationibus et emendationibus ad ius Atticum
et Romanum pertinentibus (Leiden, 1645). Herauld’s work is the second text in the volume entitled De rerum
iudicatarum auctoritate libri II, eiusdem observationum et emendationum liber unus (Paris, 1640) [hereafter,
Observationum et emendationum liber].
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Heraldus was slower to respond than Salmasius, whose scholarly output was truly
prodigious. Yet as Salmasius revealed at the end of the Miscellae Defensiones, he knew
that Heraldus was planning to respond with his own commentary on Athenian law.”*
That work would not appear until 1650, but sometime in 1647-8 there had been a
leak. An anonymous friend in Amsterdam had sent Salmasius an early draft of the
first sections of Heraldus’ forthcoming work. This allowed Salmasius to publish a
pre-emptive rebuttal, the 1648 Specimen confutationis [Proven Refutation]. Salmasius’
opinion of Heraldus’ early draft was not high: ‘If the material that follows is similar
to this, and composed of the same quality, there will be no sane person who judges
that those things should be refuted which seem worthy of laughter, for this deserves
ridicule rather than refutation.”

Heraldus died in the summer of 1649 before his masterpiece could appear.
Nevertheless, his planned refutation of Salmasius was posthumously published in
1650 as Observationes ad ius Atticum et Romanum [Observations on Attic and Roman Law].”?
That work, printed in Paris and occupying over 600 pages of dense, two-column print
in a large folio volume, was effectively a refutation of Salmasius’ entire opera, includ-
ing the usury trilogy, the 1645 Defensiones miscellae, and the 1648 Specimen. All of the
aforementioned works constituted a vicious and high-profile debate over the details
of Athenian and Roman jurisprudence.

While Petit’s work had consolidated the field of Athenian legal studies in 1635
by establishing a reliable collection of the laws, the Salmasius-Herauld dispute
illustrates how the discipline quickly fragmented due to disputes over differing
interpretations of those laws. Although usury lay at the origin of the dispute, the
controversy had quickly metastasized into a broader debate over the technicali-
ties of Athenian (and Roman) law. For example, one strident disagreement centred
around the precise differences between two Athenian prosecutions for assault: the
dike aikias and the graphé hubreds. Heraldus claimed that the distinction was one of
procedure, with the accusation of aikia being a private suit and hubris a public one. In
contrast, Salmasius saw a difference of severity, with hubris being the term for par-
ticularly flagrant and shocking assaults which offended public morals.”* This debate
in particular illustrates the compendious knowledge of Greek law which these rivals
brought to this dispute; the distinctions between aikia and hubris still vex modern
scholars.”

Another disagreement centred around whether the Athenian practice of eranos, a
type of contribution given by a group of lenders, usually to a friend for the pur-
pose of alleviating a financial hardship, was truly a loan or some other type of

1Salmasius, Miscellae defensiones, p. 887.

2Salmasius, Specimen confutationis animadversionum Desiderii Heraldi, sive tractatus de subscribendis et sig-
nandis testamentis (Leiden, 1648), fo. A2". ‘Si erunt similia quae sequentur, et pari filo texta, sanus non foret
qui judicaret opus esse ea refelli quae risu digna videntur, et ludibrium potius debere quam refutationem
mereri.

PHerauld, Observationes ad ius Atticum et Romanum, in quibus Claudii Salmasii miscellae defensiones, eiusque
specimen expenduntur (Paris, 1650). The work was also known by the alternate title, Animadversiones in
Salmasii defensiones miscellas.

%*See Herauld, Observationum et emendationum liber, pp. 155-62; Salmasius, Miscellae
defensiones, pp. 224-90; Herauld, Observationes ad ius Atticum et Romanum, pp. 115-33.

%See Todd, The shape of Athenian law, pp. 270-1.
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voluntary contribution.’® Some debates seem so minor as to appear almost mean-
ingless, such as the quarrel over eisangelia, an indictment against public officials.
Salmasius claimed that eisangelia was a crime, while Heraldus responded that it was
not a crime but an accusation (Salmasius’ reply: ‘Oh, what a dainty point! ... Can there
even be any accusation without a crime?’).?” But while these distinctions may seem
unimportant, they often contained important clarifications about legal process. In
this case, Heraldus was right to correct an error that stretched from Salmasius back
to Melanchthon’s work in 1546; eisangelia was not a crime, but a specific process
of impeachment.”® In seeking to prove each other wrong, Salmasius and Heraldus
provided increasingly fine-grained knowledge of Athenian law.

In these technical debates, Salmasius and Herauld marked a new chapter in the
study of Athenian law, in which procedures and laws were now the subject of dis-
parate interpretations, Whereas the primary goal of scholars from Melanchthon to
Petit was to recover a reliable picture of Athenian jurisprudence, Greek law had now
become the object of intense academic debate. Now that the scholarly lacuna had
been filled with detailed reconstructions, culminating in Petit’s Leges Atticae, the
focus of the field turned to debates over interpretation.

In addition to Salmasius’ nearly 3,000-page usury trilogy, which had sparked the
debate, the controversy between these two scholars occupied four dedicated vol-
umes and over 2,000 total pages. The affair highlights two important points about the
status of Athenian law by the mid-seventeenth century. First, this was now a subject
worth fighting over. It was not merely a quiet, inert antiquarian subject, but a flash-
point for some of the most brilliant scholars in Europe. These were internationally
renowned scholars, and they had chosen Greek law, among other topics, as a suit-
ably learned topic for litigating their rivalry. Secondly, this controversy highlights
that Athenian law was a useful subject which could be applied to the most modern
of questions - the question about lending and interest which lay at the heart of the
early modern emergence of capitalism.

v

The fifteen years from 1635 to 1650, which saw the comprehensive approach of
Petit’s Leges Atticae degenerate into the bitter contentions of the Salmasius-Herauld
feud, marked the high-water mark of the early modern study of Athenian law. After
1650, the field receded from view. But the scholarly achievement was astonishing. In
1540, Europeans were almost entirely ignorant of Athenian law. By the appearance
of Petit’s Leges Atticae in 1635, it was an academic field in full flower, and by 1640 the
field was open to scholarly controversy at the highest level.

It is crucial to reiterate that these early modern scholars viewed Athenian law,
above all, as a useful field. At the most basic level, these collections were valuable

%See Salmasius, De usuris liber, pp. 37-64; Herauld, Observationum et emendationum liber, pp. 135-55;
Salmasius, Miscellae defensiones, pp. 3-155; Herauld, Observationes ad ius Atticum et Romanum, pp. 406-27
(VLi-vi).

’See Herauld, Observationum et emendationum liber, pp. 164-9; Salmasius, Miscellae defen-
siones, pp. 291-305; Herauld, Observationes ad ius Atticum et Romanum, pp. 220-30. For the quote, see
Miscellae defensiones, p. 292: ‘O delicatum acumen! ... An ulla accusatio est, ubi crimen non est?’

%For a modern treatment of eisangelia, see Todd, The shape of Athenian law, pp. 113-15. In Collatio, sig.
[Biij]*, Melanchthon refers to eisangelia as a category of crime.
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for scholarly pursuits in that they summarized and analysed a difficult and unknown
subject. For any scholar who sought to understand ancient Athenian society, these
collections of law were required reading. But, as we have seen, Athenian law was
a discipline which had important applications to other areas of Renaissance intel-
lectual life, including political thought, religion, and economics. The discipline was
birthed in Melanchthon’s attempt to demonstrate the transhistorical validity of the
natural law in a time of crisis. Duprat used Greek law to draw an unbroken line from
Sinai to modern France in an era of legal upheaval. Grotius, the most famous jurist of
the seventeenth century, demonstrated a keen interest in keeping up with the field.
Salmasius found an invaluable resource in Athenian law as he made a pathbreaking
modern case for interest-bearing loans. In all of these projects, these scholars were
attempting to recover a usable past.

While this article has introduced the major contours of the study of Athenian law
in the Renaissance, there is further work to be done. There are technical questions
about the recovery of the laws: How did broader classical scholarship, including the
production of better and more accurate editions of classical texts, impact the field?
Moreover, how reliable were these studies? Answering the latter question will be eas-
ier for classicists than for early modern historians like this author, but a promising
interdisciplinary project might examine the accuracy of these early modern works
in light of their technical and source limitations.

Other salient questions would place the study of Athenian law within the broader
context of early modern legal history. Given that Greek law was understood to be
a precursor to Roman law, what was the relationship of this field to Roman legal
history and jurisprudence? Early modern reception of other Greek legal traditions
deserves attention as well. There were a number of works on the laws of Sparta,
a city which offered powerful political models of mixed constitutionalism, politi-
cal accountability, and even oligarchy.” And what of the laws of Crete, Thebes, or
Rhodes? We have seen flexible applications of Athenian law to questions of theology,
jurisprudence, and economics, but further projects could analyse the various uses
and receptions of the subject: Who was reading these works, and in what contexts
were they using them? In particular, the Salmasius-Heraldus debate needs further
attention, both for the immense volume of writings that the feud produced and
to understand the critical role that Athenian law played in arguments over usury.
For scholars interested in Renaissance intellectual culture, the varieties of classi-
cal reception, and the development of modern historical writing, a promising field
awaits.
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