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	The spread of Roman citizenship through the literate urban elites of the east in the High Empire ought to be a rich field for study, given how verbose the society in question was. In a sense, this is indeed the case, because the epigraphic record allows us to study citizenship in its many forms as part of the collective life of the "post-classical" Greek polis, whose continued vitality has been the subject of much recent scholarship.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  For an introduction to recent scholarship around this topic, see O. VAN NIJF AND R.C. ALSTON, Political Culture in the Greek City after the Classical Age: Introduction and Preview, in ID. (eds.), Political Culture in the Greek City after the Classical Age, Leuven, Peeters, 2011, 1-26 and several of the essays in the same volume, also M. GLEASON, Greek Cities under Roman Rule, in D.S. POTTER (ed.) A Companion to the Roman Empire, Oxford and Malden, Mass., Blackwell, 2006, 387-421. M. SARTRE, Co-Opting the Conqueror: The East from Augustus to Trajan, in D. HOYOS (ed.) A Companion to Roman Imperialism, Leiden, Brill, 2013, 277-90 gives a broader geographical perspective, beyond the best-studied regions of the Aegean basin and western Anatolia. Anna Heller's piece in this volume addresses citizenship at the local level.] 


	Nonetheless, this society was articulate not just on stone, but also on paper, and in this medium the situation is rather different. The Greek world in this period generated an enormous mass of high-status literary texts dating from the late first to early third centuries CE, predominantly in Atticizing prose, that now go by the problematic but seemingly indispensable name of the "Second Sophistic." One would like to bring the literary and epigraphic material together to give the fullest possible impression of the society that produced them, but the two types of source material often have curiously different preoccupations. 

	Notably, the literary material is oddly circumscribed in its political outlook and seldom reflects at any length on the world-empire in which its authors were at once a subject people and a part of the governing elite. Prominent authors from Plutarch to Philostratus write for an imagined audience of self-identified "Greeks" whose political and social focus is above all cities (either their homes or noted Hellenic sites of memory), with their sacred histories, euergetic elites and ideological inheritance from the classical polis. In few empires can one find provincial literary figures who are so socially and professionally well connected to the imperial metropole but nonetheless in their writing show so few signs of its pull.

	The object of this study, Roman citizenship in imperial Greek culture, is thus elusive. We have a great deal of evidence for imagined communities created by Hellenic paideia, and by the vertical power structures of empire, but neither of these would naturally be characterized as citizenship. Did Greek authors imagine forms of citizenship that existed above the level of the polis? If so, what if anything did such forms have to do with civitas Romana as a juridical or status category, or with the universal citizenship that Caracalla actually did decree in 212, or the various forms of Roman, Hellenic or Christian ecumenism that we see in later centuries?

	This article does not pretend to address this question in full, but aims rather to frame it and to illuminate a strand of literary discourse regarding the relationship between Roman citizenship and Greek elite identity. As such, I will begin with an overview of how Roman citizenship figures (or in many cases does not figure) in current models of polis-based civic identity in imperial Greek culture, which draw heavily on epigraphic sources. In particular, I want to stress how the unven spread of Roman citizenship through the East in the first two centuries CE created a rather messy picture in which citizenship was an anomalous status distinction that mapped very imperfectly on to existing ideologies and social strata. The bulk of this article will then be taken up with readings of three texts or sets of texts in which prominent Greek authors explicitly discuss models of citizenship, Roman or otherwise, that do reach beyond the city-state level. Specifically, these are the Bithynian Orations of Dio Chrysostom (Or. 31-50), the Roman Oration of Aelius Aristides (Or. 26) and the speech that Cassius Dio puts in the mouth of Maecenas in Book 52 of his massive history of Rome.[footnoteRef:3] In brief, I will argue that all three of these texts see supra-polis citizenship through an ideological lens that puts their conceptions somewhat at odds with the complex reality described above. [3:  The first two of these texts are the subject of an illuminating study by D.S. RICHTER, Cosmopolis: Imagining Community in Late Classical Athens and the Early Roman Empire, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2011, pp. 111-34, who sees them as the continuation of fifth- and fourth-century Athenian discussions of cosmopolitan identity and ethnicity.] 


	The earlier two authors, Dio Chrysostom and Aristides, are writing perhaps forty years apart, in the reigns of Trajan and Antoninus respectively, and both come from city aristocracies in north-western Asia Minor, though both have extensive links with Rome and with many principal centers in the East. Cassius Dio writes in the early 200s and traces his ancestry to the same city aristocracies as the other two, but his own career (like his father's before him) takes place at the imperial center, as a senior senator and imperial administrator. All three authors were Roman citizens from birth or early childhood and lived through various stages of the extension of citizenship status through the East, including in Cassius Dio's case Caracalla's universal decree. Aristides and Cassius Dio's texts include explicit discussions of the growth of Roman citizenship. Dio Chrysostom, by contrast, is dealing primarily with polis-citizenship and ways in which it might be expanded, but he is crucial to this argument for reasons that I will shortly explain. I am interested in the specific content of the texts, as illustrating the mentalities of the elite from which the authors come, but also in the literary processes by which the authors construct citizen bodies within which they position themselves and their audiences. 

	The three texts in question all imagine forms of citizenship and citizen communities that go beyond the level of the individual polis. The two later authors explicitly identify their imagined citizenship with the civitas Romana, while Dio Chrysostom locates it within a hypothetical collective of provincial Greek cities. Nonetheless, all three authors follow the same discursive strategy of linking trans-polis citizenship strongly with elite status and the virtues that in their minds accompany that status. When Cassius Dio and Aristides talk about expanded Roman citizenship, they are not, as we will see, accurately describing the complex realities around them, but neither are they promoting any universalizing ideology that would have advocated mass enfranchisement along the lines of Caracalla's decree.[footnoteRef:4] Rather they, and Dio Chrysostom before them, are all speaking for (or in Cassius Dio's case retrospectively speaking about) an elite whose social networks were increasingly at the imperial rather than the city level, but whose discursive world remained rooted in the polis. As such, they found ideological profit in using the language of citizenship when speaking of the empire-wide community to which they belonged. [4:  This is not to deny that Caracalla's decree did draw on a strand of universalizing language that can be seen in the dialogue between eastern cities and emperors, as brought out by M. LAVAN, “Father of the Whole Human Race”: Ecumenical Language and the Limits of Elite Integration in the Early Roman Empire, in M. LAVAN, R.E. PAYNE AND J. WEISWEILER (eds.), Cosmopolitanism and Empire: Universal Rulers, Local Elites, and Cultural Integration in the Ancient Near East and Mediterranean, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2016, 153-68. However, the speaker-to-citizen-body rhetoric I am examining here uses a notably different discursive framework from what is used in speaking of and to the emperor.] 


	These authors are not simply mouthpieces of their class, however. Their self-positioning as authors is also of much interest, since the literary creation of the roles of author and audience, and the media through which these occur, are a crucial aspect of how communities are imagined.[footnoteRef:5] Each of these texts is addressed to a quite specific internal audience, but the implied authors are speaking to larger reading and listening publics that we have to reconstruct from a combination of the works' content and the social circumstances of their composition and performance. This study aims not only to aid in the interpretation of these particular works, but also to suggest how the literary relationships they generate can be treated as cultural-historical data about the world that produced authors and readers of this type. To understand the particular literary constructions of the individual authors, however, it is first necessary to give a brief overview of how Roman citizenship functioned in the social setting from which they came. [5:  My terminology here is evidently indebted to B. ANDERSON, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism, Rev. ed., London and New York, Verso, 2006, and his discussion of colonial-nationalist novels (24-33).] 


The Eastern Empire of Cities

	The ideas of broad-based citizenship that I will be examining in this article can only be understood in their proper perspective if one first considers the intense particularism of the world in which they emerged. In recent years a model of the "Imperial Greek City" has emerged, largely through epigraphical study. Given the distribution of inscriptions and the work done on them, that model is geographically skewed toward western Asia Minor and mainland Greece (which are also our best attested areas in the literary record), and even within that area there is considerable regional variation. Nonetheless, many useful generalizations are possible regarding citizenship practices. The elements signified by the three words "Imperial Greek City" have a complex relationship. Greekness, as already noted, manifests itself in shared elite cultural practices that certainly generated a group identity that might be considered ethnic or even national, but not anything one could call "citizenship," except in the second-order sense that cities might claim Greek identity and impart it to their citizens.[footnoteRef:6] The "Imperial" part was certainly significant, but manifested itself above all in vertical relationships between cities and the emperor (mediated through his legates), or in the places that elite individuals and families made for themselves within the overlapping social and administrative hierarchies at the imperial center. Etymologically redundant as it may seem to say so, the horizontal links of citizenship are to be found above all at the level of the city. It was the city that one spoke of being included in and excluding outsiders from, it was to the city that euergetic obligations were due and from the city that one looked for reciprocal gratitude or recognition of one's excellence.[footnoteRef:7]  [6:  On Greek ethnicity as presented in imperial Greek literature, see A.M. KEMEZIS, Greek Ethnicity and the Second Sophistic, in J. MCINERNEY (ed.) A Companion to Ethnicity in the Ancient Mediterranean, Maldon, Mass., Wiley-Blackwell, 2014, 390-404.]  [7:  On this ideological regime, see recently A. ZUIDERHOEK, The Politics of Munificence in the Roman Empire: Citizens, Elites and Benefactors in Asia Minor, Cambridge, Cambridge UP, 2009. The city is also the focus of the strongest expressions of emotion in Greek political discourse, for which see O. VAN NIJF, The Emotional Regime in the Imperial Greek City, in A. CHANIOTIS AND P. DUCREY (eds.), Unveiling Emotions II. Emotions in Greece and Rome: Texts, Images, Material Culture, Stuttgart, Steiner, 2014, 351-68.] 


	Where in this picture does Roman citizenship fit? Put simply, for much of the Eastern Empire in the second century CE, the civitas Romana did not fulfill many of the group-defining or -constituting functions that we associate with citizenship.[footnoteRef:8] In fact, it is often difficult to detect any socially functional community defined by Roman citizenship. To be sure, Roman citizenship correlated to some extent with elite social position. A disproportionate number of Roman citizens in the east came from the upper classes, and in some places (but not others) most upper-class people were Roman citizens. The correlation was less reliable than in the western provinces, however, because while western cities typically had municipal status that resulted in the entire upper class of a city acquiring citizenship through magistracy, elites in the east most often relied on personal grants and patronage.[footnoteRef:9] Furthermore, two major channels of enfranchisement, military service and manumission, brought non-elites into the notional citizen body without in most cases conferring wealth or social prestige.[footnoteRef:10] Further complicating the picture are such colony cities as Corinth and Bithynian Apamea, as well as a substantial diaspora of ethnic Italians who had been emigrating East since the second century BCE. The latter retained a collective identity into the imperial period, and we have considerable epigraphic evidence of associations of Rhōmaioi in Greek cities.[footnoteRef:11] Our picture of such associations is only now taking shape, but it is by no means clear that they continued to include all Roman citizens qua citizens, even if they were enfranchised provincials with no Italian descent. Rather, by the second century CE they appear to represent a subset, perhaps ethnically defined, of the group of Roman citizens in the provinces, and an ever smaller one as the franchise became more widespread. [8:  Social scientists working on citizenship often deploy a well-known dichotomy between those aspects or models of citizenship that are based on group membership and those that are based on rights and responsibilities. I have not chosen to pursue this distinction, although it has proven useful for explaining the apparent disconnect between Greek and Roman thought on the subject (see P. GAUTHIER, La citoyenneté en Grèce et à Rome: Participation et integration, in Ktèma 6 [1981] 167-79, Repr. in Études d'histoire et d'institutions grecques: Choix d'écrits, D. ROUSSET ed. [Geneva 2011]). The texts that are my main object of study here seem pointedly not to acknowledge any such division, but assume on the contrary that citizenship ought both to confer rights and to create a community. This assumption creates a tension between the models they imagine and the social realities in which they lived.]  [9:  See on this point A.N. SHERWIN-WHITE, The Roman Citizenship, 2nd ed., Oxford, Oxford UP, 1973, pp. 306-11, also J.-L. FERRARY, Les Grecs des cités et l'obtention de la civitas Romana, in P. FRÖHLICH AND C. MÜLLER (eds.), Citoyenneté et participation à la basse époque hellénistique, Geneva, Droz, 2005, 51-75. For a detailed study of the functioning of the process in Bithynia, see H.-L. FERNOUX, Notables et élites des cités de Bithynie aux époques hellénistique et romaine (IIIe siècle av. J.C. - IIIe siècle ap. J.C.): Essai d'histoire sociale, Lyon, Maison de l'Orient et de la Méditerranée, 2004, pp. 187-218, also J.M. MADSEN, Eager to Be Roman: Greek Response to Roman Rule in Pontus and Bithynia, London, Duckworth, 2009, pp. 87-90. ]  [10:  On the variety of enfranchisement mechanisms and their relative importance, see M. LAVAN, The Spread of Roman Citizenship, 14-212 CE: Quantification in the Face of High Uncertainty, in P&P 230 (2016) 3-46 along with the same author's contribution in this volume.]  [11:  For the citizen associations, see E. KORNEMANN "Conventus" in RE 7.1179-87, with more recently W. VAN ANDRINGA, Cités et communautés d'expatriés installées dans l'empire romain: Le cas des cives Romani consistentes, in N. BELAYCHE AND S.C. MIMOUNI (eds.), Les communautés religieuses dans le monde gréco-romain, Turnhout, Brepols, 2003, 49-60 and S. RAMGOPAL, One and Many: Associations of Roman Citizens in Greece, in A.D. RIZAKIS, F. CAMIA AND S. ZOUMBAKI (ed.) Social Dynamics under Roman Rule. Mobility and Status Change in the Provinces of Achaia and Macedonia, Athens, Meletemata, forthcoming. I am also grateful to Onno van Nijf for sharing with me insights from his ongoing work on this subject.] 


	Rather, Roman citizenship functions as an individual status marker that is desirable because it gives one rights and privileges, not because it makes one part of a group. The rights and privileges may allow for advancement into socially privileged groups, such as the senatorial and equestrian orders, but citizenship does not itself define such a group, and the concrete meaning of the privilege was very different for a freedman or veteran than for an upwardly mobile member of the bouleutic elite.[footnoteRef:12] So far from defining a group, citizenship could cut across existing social strata, because in any given peer group, some individuals would be Roman citizens and some not, while two people who happened to be Roman citizens might share no other social characteristics. To use the most famous literary example, the apostle Paul's declaration of Roman citizenship (Acts 22.25-29) may prevent the tribune from punishing him, but it does not establish a common bond between the two. There is no sense (in Acts or the letters) that Paul can rely on any network of fellow Romans to support him.  [12:  MADSEN (above, n. 8), pp. 83-102 makes a useful distinction between the relatively few people in the eastern provinces for whom Roman citizenship was part of gaining access to the imperial elite, and the considerably larger number for whom it was primarily a status distinction in their home communities.] 


	Paul's story also reminds us that the correlation between elite and citizen status was never reliable, and a person of humble station might turn out to be a Roman citizen thanks to a freedman or soldier ancestor. People in Acts associate citizenship with wealth and elite position, and are certainly surprised to find out that someone like Paul is a citizen, but they do not find it absurd or incredible, and we have to assume that the author's intended readers would have shared that sense.[footnoteRef:13] Conversely, Roman citizenship was never an absolute requirement even for the highest levels of a province's economic and social structure. This is exemplified by the famously wealthy Lycian Opramoas, whose extensive epigraphical dossier gives no indication that he is a Roman citizen, though he holds citizenship in cities throughout his home province.[footnoteRef:14] That lack has limited neither his wealth nor, it appears, his political influence, which extends to a marriage alliance with a senatorial family, and it seems likely the situation is his own choice, at any rate in a passive sense. The inscriptions attest to his good connections to the emperor and his governors, for whom Opramoas' civic status appears to be a non-issue. At all events, the soldier who refrained from flogging Paul would surely never have dared touch Opramoas in the first place.[footnoteRef:15] [13:  For our purposes, it is enough to assume that the world of Acts represents a credible social reality for the intended reader, and it is not critical to establish whether the historical Paul was a citizen, a point on which doubt persists (see R. PERVO, Acts: A Commentary, Minneapolis, Fortress Press, 2009, pp. 554-9). For affirmation of the accuracy of Acts on this point, see recently E. WEBER, Das römische Bürgerrecht des Apostels Paulus, in Tyche 27 (2012) 193-207. J.C. LENTZ, Luke's Portrait of Paul, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1993, pp. 43-51 argues that the citizenship claim is part of an authorial strategy to exaggerate Paul's standing. This may well be true, but his arguments assume rather than demonstrate a full correspondence between legal status (which Paul claims and is accorded) and social status (to which Paul's claims are indirect at best and seemingly not recognized by Roman authorities or local elites). ]  [14:  Published most recently as C. KOKKINIA (ed.) Die Opramoas-Inschrift von Rhodiapolis, Bonn, Rudolf Habelt, 2000, previously as TAM II.905. For his multiple citizenships, see HELLER in this volume, who gives illustrations of the very different practices of some of Opramoas' less rich but enfranchised fellow-Lycians. For the co-existence of citizens and peregrines among the Bithynian elite, see FERNOUX (above, n. 8), pp. 218-26.]  [15:  T. SPAGNUOLO VIGORITA, Cittadini e sudditi tra II e III secolo, in A. SCHIAVONE AND A. CARANDINI (eds.), Storia di Roma: Volume terzo, L'età tardoantica - I. Crisi e trasformazione, Torino, Einaudi, 1993, 5-50, p. 27 points out how slow and ultimately futile Paul's access to Roman justice was, in contrast to epigraphically attested cases of rich peregrines.] 


	This presence of citizenship as a distinction within otherwise homogenous social groups created its share of difficulties, which demonstrate to us that people at the time were conscious of the anomaly. The complications are illustrated by a set of inscriptions from the reign of Hadrian.[footnoteRef:16] The philosophical schools of Athens had apparently had the condition imposed on them that their heads had to be Roman citizens, and the Epicureans successfully petitioned Hadrian (through the dowager empress Plotina) that their current head be able to designate as his successor either a citizen or a peregrine. It is notable that whereas in the Latin text of his decision Hadrian uses legal status categories, and says that henceforth the succession may be directed im peregreinum [sic] vel in civem Romanum, when Plotina writes a Greek-language cover letter to the Epicureans, she speaks of the potential successor in straightforward ethnics, as being εἴτε Ἕλληνα εἴτε ῾Ρωμαῖον. The empress surely does not mean to assert that the current head of the school, one Popillius Theotimus, is not a Hellene, and indeed the whole point of the exchange is that the (doubtless not very large) pool of potential successors includes both citizens and peregrines, and that the distinction between the two is not functionally relevant. Nonetheless, Plotina appears to lack a simple way to convey these nuances to her Greek subjects in their own language. [16:  For the inscriptions, see J.H. OLIVER (ed.) Greek Constitutions of Early Roman Emperors from Inscriptions and Papyri, Philadelphia, American Philosophical Society, 1989, #73.] 


	It seems likely, however, that they knew perfectly well what she meant, since this peculiarity of Roman citizenship was part of their everyday official existence, and such ad hoc measures to work around discrepancies must have been routine. We have no indication that the imperial state in the second century tried to make Roman citizenship an ideological competitor with local loyalties in the east. On the contrary, the strong sense is that the central government in this period made every effort to maintain a dual-status regime in which newly enfranchised Romans could retain (and indeed were obliged to retain) their places in their home communities.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  See on this point SPAGNUOLO VIGORITA (above, n. 14), pp. 21-8 and V. MAROTTA, La cittadinanza romana in età imperiale : (secoli I-III d.C.), Torino, Giappichelli, 2009, pp. 91-100. For the general topic of multiple citizenship in Imperial Greek cities, see A. HELLER AND A.-V. PONT, Introduction, in A. HELLER AND A.-V. PONT (eds.), Patrie d'origine et patries électives: Les citoyennetés multiples dans le monde grec d'époque romaine, Bordeaux, Ausonius, 2012, 9-19, and other essays in that volume.] 


	The literary effect of this situation is that while Roman citizenship might be important and desirable to historical individuals in the eastern cities, as authors they find it an uninteresting subject. Thus they very seldom refer to their own status directly - Dio Chrysostom is a significant exception, as we will see. More typical is Plutarch, whose status, and his full name of L. Mestrius Plutarchus, is attested only epigraphically, or of Lucian, whose citizenship status can be deduced only indirectly from his Latin-sounding name and apparent biographical data in his writings.[footnoteRef:18] Amid this silence, however, two related facts are worth noting. The first is that Roman citizenship in the abstract did have a history as a topic of Greek discussion. In particular, Greeks had long noted that the Romans were relatively open in granting the franchise to subject-allies and outsiders generally, and this had often been adduced as an explanation of their military strength.[footnoteRef:19] By the second century CE, however, such a detached view no longer reflected social realities. On the contrary (and secondly), the start of the "Second Sophistic" as we know it in the late first century coincides with a marked increase in the participation of eastern civic elites in the imperial power structure as equestrian administrators and senators. Thus city-based literary elites gained access to regional and empire-wide social networks that facilitated the circulation and preservation of their work, and Greek literature could exist in a considerably more dispersed form than its Latin counterpart, which still centered on the metropolis. [18:  In particular, the Apology suggests that Lucian has taken a procuratorial post of equestrian rank, for which see C.P. JONES, Culture and Society in Lucian, Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press, 1986, p. 21.]  [19:  Notable examples include SIG 543 (Philip V of Macedon writing to the Larisaeans) and Dion. Hal. AR 2.16-7.] 


Dio Chrysostom: The Philosopher-Citizen

	The subtitle of a recent study of this author, "The Small World of Dion Chrysostomos," captures a curious paradox.[footnoteRef:20] No surviving author tells us more about local politics in the Eastern Empire in all its claustrophobic pettiness, and yet in many parts of his corpus Dio presents himself as a Cynic or Stoic philosopher, thus the prototypical cosmopolitan. The former of those two aspects is what has endeared him to historians. His twenty or so orations to city audiences on civic topics are the closest we have to a sample of political oratory from the Greek cities of this period.[footnoteRef:21] About half are set in his home city of Prusa, the others in various notable cities of the Eastern Mediterranean, though significantly none in the province of Achaea. The Prusan and other Bithynian speeches are mostly of Trajanic date, while the Rhodian, Alexandrian and Tarsian orations cannot be securely dated and may come from the author's earlier career in the 70s or early 80s.[footnoteRef:22] None of them is a straightforward city panegyric in the style of Menander Rhetor, rather they typically refer to particular scenarios or issues: the commemorative practices of the Rhodians, the Alexandrians' behavior at public spectacles or, in the case of Prusa, the speaker's own efforts to maintain a position of euergetic leadership in his home community. Some of the speeches are explicitly framed in boulē or ekklēsia contexts, but others appear to take place in less formal performance venues, though the audiences are still taken as representing the city as a whole. [20:  T. BEKKER-NIELSEN, Urban Life and Local Politics in Roman Bithynia: The Small World of Dion Chrysostomos, Aarhus, Aarhus University Press, 2008.]  [21:  These orations are numbered 31 to 51 in modern editions. For an overview of Dio's role in city politics, see the relevant chapters of C.P. JONES, The Roman World of Dio Chrysostom, Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press, 1978, along with G. SALMERI, Dio, Rome and the Civic Life of Asia Minor, in S. SWAIN (ed.) Dio Chrysostom: Politics, Letters, and Philosophy, Oxford, Oxford UP, 2000, 53-92. T. OPPENEER, Assembly Politics and the Rhetoric of Honour in Chariton, Dio of Prusa and John Chrysostom, in Historia (Forthcoming) also places the probably fictional assembly-scene from Dio's Euboicus in the context of contemporary urban politics. ]  [22:  For questions of dating, see J. STENGER, 'Im Theater erkennt man das Wesen eines Volkes': Dion von Prusa und die symbolische Kommunikation in den Städten des Reiches, in N. KRAMER AND C. REITZ (eds.), Tradition und Erneuerung: Mediale Strategien in der Zeit der Flavier, Berlin, De Gruyter, 2010, 397-427, pp. 402-3, with full refs.. H.V. ARNIM, Entstehung und Anordnung der Schriftensammlung Dios von Prusa, in Hermes 26 (1891) 366-407, pp. 367-77 argues strongly for seeing the city orations as a unit that circulated together in antiquity and were perhaps prepared by Dio himself for publication in this form. Arnim further sub-divides this corpus into the grand-style city orations such as the Rhodian and Alexandrian and the plainer orations delivered in Prusa.] 


	The scenarios appear authentic enough, and we can believe that Dio really did deliver orations on these topics before these audiences: the issues dealt with are specific, and there is nothing to suggest a stereotyped exercise. On the other hand, the content is, as we shall see, oddly generic, and the speeches as we have them often seem to be written with an eye to a wider external audience as well as the internal addressee.[footnoteRef:23] That wider audience might be reading the speeches, or listening to them in some secondary performance context, delivered by Dio himself or by another performer. In whatever case, the texts we have are literary imaginings of the citizen community, designed to resonate with members of dozens of different but analogous real-life communities. Dio is explicitly telling his internal audiences what sort of city they should be, but he is also setting out an implicit vision of how Greek cities more generally function and are defined as communities. [23:  I am following here on the insights of T. WHITMARSH, Greek Literature and the Roman Empire: The Politics of Imitation, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2001, pp. 186-90 regarding the performance context of Dio's Kingship Orations and the importance of ēthopoeia to understanding those speeches. MADSEN (above, n. 8), 109 discusses this question specifically in the context of the Bithynian orations. For an important discussion of the communicative functioning of Dio's speeches, see P. DESIDERI, Tipologia e varietà di funzione comunicativa degli scritti dionei, in ANRW 2.33.5 (1991) 3903-59, who gives a full overview of the internal evidence for the wider circulation of Dio's work.] 


	The communities seen in Dio's speeches are somewhat idealized, in that they are treated as unified, homogenous citizen bodies in which shared civic identity seems to outweigh any divisions, be they internal (e.g. between factions) or external (e.g. between ethnic groups). Even when cities behave badly, they do it as one and are all equally responsible. Thus Dio's Alexandrians (Or. 32) conform to known stereotypes, they are pleasure-loving and volatile, but nowhere is it mentioned that their city lacks the usual organs of polis government, or that it includes a large, semi-autonomous Jewish minority.[footnoteRef:24] His cities are not necessarily harmonious, hence he is forever urging them to maintain concord (homonoia), but the disharmony is most often external, between cities each asserting its own identity.[footnoteRef:25] When strife does occur within a single city, it is apparently based not on any conflicting group identities that disrupt civic unity, but on ordinary human disputatiousness and selfishness among peers, which require moral correction. Even the standard divisions between rich and poor, boulē and dēmos, that have a well established place in the political discourse of the Greek polis, are considerably less evident than in Plutarch's straightforwardly aristocratic Political Precepts. Dio is no less in favor of aristocratic government than his Boeotian contemporary, but he is more scrupulous (in public speeches at any rate) about cloaking it in ethical language whereby "the better element" prevails through its moral superiority.[footnoteRef:26] [24:  A curious exception can be seen at 34.21-23, where Dio speaks of a group called the λινουργοί ("linen-workers") whom the Tarsians have excluded from the citizen body. Dio evidently finds this exclusion to be an unacceptable anomaly, and counsels the Tarsians to admit them to full citizenship. For various theories on the identity of this group, see C. BOST POUDERON (ed.) Dion Chrysostome: Trois discours aux villes (Orr. 33-35), 2 vols., Salerno, Helios, 2006, pp. 2.67-9.]  [25:  On the various manifestations of homonoia in Dio's speeches, see JONES (above, n. 20), pp. 83-94; BOST POUDERON (above, n. 23), pp. 2.122-30. MADSEN (above, n. 8), 112-9 reads the theme as relating to Greek solidarity in the face of Roman rule.]  [26:  This comes through particularly in the Tarsian Orations, where Dio suggests (33.42) that the city's cultural decay is due to the counsel (παραίνεσις) of the worse prevailing over that of the better and speaks of the assembly, council and gerousia being at cross purposes due to self-interest (34.16). BOST POUDERON (above, n. 23), pp. 2.133-4 points out that elsewhere in the Second Tarsian (esp. 34.29-31) Dio is quite willing to criticize the local Tarsian elite as one of birth and wealth rather than talent and virtue. For Bost Pouderon this is "moins ... le marque d'une conception aristocratique de la politique que l'empreinte d'une pensée philosophique." Given the social realities of how paideia functioned in Dio's world, however, we are really talking about two different discursive justifications of rule by basically the same elite, and Dio is not unaware of this.] 


	Thus in Dio's world local citizenship is a strong, indeed paramount, form of identity while Roman citizenship is barely mentioned at all, though one significant exception (41.9-11) will be discussed shortly. For all its salience, however, local identity for Dio remains curiously non-specific. Individual citizens, or distinctive civic institutions such as local cults, are rarely singled out in the speeches. Even in Prusa, the only specific feature of the city's fabric that we hear about is a smithy that Dio is trying to tear down in order to facilitate his own building projects (40.8-9). Particulars of physical geography are mentioned, but only to be depreciated by comparison with the moral qualities of the citizenry.[footnoteRef:27] Similarly, the Museum of Alexandria is mentioned only briefly in the Alexandrian Oration (32.100), when Dio claims that its name will be a mere arbitrary designation unless the Alexandrians honor the Muses properly by ending their unseemly addiction to public laughter. Where distinctive local characteristics exist, they are typically objects of criticism, as most notably with the Tarsians' habit of making undignified bodily noises (τὸ ῥέγκειν).[footnoteRef:28] A seeming exception is his praise of the Rhodians' public deportment (31.163), including their peculiarly dignified way of applauding (ποππυσμός). As it transpires, however, all these characteristics are not so much distinctively Rhodian as they are "old-fashioned and Hellenic" (ἀρχαῖον καὶ Ἑλληνικόν) and they allow one to distinguish the Rhodians not from other Greeks but rather from the Hellenophone fringe, Syrians or Cilicians.[footnoteRef:29]  [27:  M. TRAPP, Sense of Place in the Orations of Dio Chrysostom, in D. INNES, H. HINE AND C.B.R. PELLING (eds.), Ethics and Rhetoric: Classical Essays for Donald Russell on His Seventy-Fifth Birthday, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1995, 163-75 shows how Dio in his Alexandrian Oration effectively turns the city's distinctive self-image back on the audience and uses it as grounds for his criticisms.]  [28:  On the intractable but diverting problem of exactly what ῥέγκειν refers to, see BOST POUDERON (above, n. 23), pp. 143-79 and C. KOKKINIA, A Rhetorical Riddle: The Subject of Dio Chrysostom's First Tarsian Oration, in HSCP 103 (2007) 407-22.]  [29:  There is something of a twist in that Dio consistently acts as if these "Greek" features are not in fact displayed properly by other Greek cities, and thus make the Rhodians distinctive by default.] 


	This can be explained in literary terms: Dio is writing for a wide external audience that may not take pride in or even know about local characteristics.[footnoteRef:30] On an ideological level, his Stoic stance naturally inclines him to emphasize moral generalities over specific circumstances. More particularly, he is interested in promoting the virtues of homonoia, which is the explicit theme of several of the city orations and which he positions as the opposite of the local rivalry that was the prevailing spirit of inter-city relationships in the Greek world of his time.[footnoteRef:31] In Dio's view at any rate, homonoia is best promoted by emphasizing sameness. Nicomedia and Nicaea have trade ties, marriage-alliances between leading families, they have the same religious customs and festivals, their customs (ἔθη) are not incompatible (38.22), so why should they quarrel?[footnoteRef:32] Sometimes complementary difference is evoked – Apamea needs Prusa's timber and Prusa needs Apamea's port (40.30) – but on the whole local particularism is deplored. Thus the city-level patriotism he emphasizes has an odd disconnect. Dio's audiences identify very strongly with their cities rather than with any larger community, but it is a little difficult to tell why, given how little distinctive content he gives those city identities.  [30:  By contrast, Dio is quite willing to refer to specific locations in Athens or Sparta that would have served as sites of memory for a wider readership, e.g. at 47.17, where various notable stoas are compared to the one Dio is attempting to build in Prusa.]  [31:  Most famously evoked by L. ROBERT, La titulature de Nicée et de Nicomédie: La gloire et la haine, in HSCP 81 (1977) 1-39 and treated fully in A. HELLER, 'Les bêtises des Grecs': Conflits et rivalités entre cités d'Asie et de Bithynie à l'époque romaine (139 a.C - 235 p.C), Bordeaux, Ausonius, 2006.]  [32:  RICHTER (above, n. 2), p. 118 sees this passage as evoking how Herodotus (8.144.2) has the Athenians list the defining characteristics of Greekness that they share with the Spartans.] 


	One suspects, in fact, that for Dio cities are not ends in themselves. Rather, he is interested in defining a well ordered universe of a quasi-Stoic flavor, and given his cultural circumstances, cities are necessarily the units into which that universe will be divided. Thus he is interested in citizenship neither as membership in a pre-existing group, nor as rights and obligations under a specific political regime, but as the social manifestation of virtue. Being a good Prusan does not mean having any laudable Prusa-specific qualities, but rather being a good person who contributes to the good community that Prusa ought to be.

	A crucial feature of this generic citizenship of virtue is that it is not actually limited to the individual Greek polis, but rather is as it were "scaleable," applicable to communities of varying sizes and shapes. This can be seen above all in Dio's Nicomedian and Apamean Orations (Or. 38 and 41). Both of these speeches have Concord (ὁμόνοια) as their explicit theme, in both cases relative to a particular neighboring city with which the audience is currently on bad terms (Nicaea for Nicomedia and Prusa for Apamea). Both speeches expand at length on the tangible benefits of this quality, which go well beyond simply allowing one's neighbors to go about their business in peace. Rather, Dio imagines active alliances between cities that allow above all for the intermingling of their elites. Links between city aristocracies, and holding of multiple citizenships by aristocrats, were an established part of Dio's social reality, and he himself cites existing ties as a reason that inter-city conflict is futile (38.22; 41.10). Dio aims to transform this situation into virtually a merged city elite:

At present each of you [sc. Nicomedians and Nicaeans] have men of your own (τοὺς ἑαυτῶν ἄνδρας ἔχετε). But if you reconcile (καταλλαγῆτε), you will each have the other's men. You will count twice as many offices of honor (φιλοτιμίας) – for a city needs these too – and of service (ὑπηρεσίας). One of you [Nicomedians] is a talented speaker? He will aid them [Nicaeans] as well. They have a wealthy man among them? He will perform public services (χορηγήσει) for you as well. (38.41)

The ethical and practical claims he is making are the same as those of euergetic city elites, but writ one size larger.[footnoteRef:33] He imagines a combined Nicea-Nicomedia functioning like an estate that two brothers have inherited but refrained from dividing (38.45), so that all the good things of one, both human and natural, belong to the other as well. He imagines such a community coming to include also the Ephesians and Smyrnaeans (38.47). While this ethical vision is often expressed in abstract terms that might apply to people of any class, its concrete manifestations all turn out to consist of activities that in Dio's time were dominated by relatively small elites, and in these speeches at any rate, virtue functions largely as a proxy for class, rendering his idealized joint-citizen community as socially exclusive as it is geographically inclusive. [33:  Salmeri (above, n. 20), p. 78 is sensibly skeptical about whether Dio is recommending any concrete legal measure such as a friendship-treaty. For alternative theories, see Salmeri's n. 124.] 


	This view says much about the self-image of euergetic elites in the cities of Dio's world, but it also says much about how they constructed Greekness. The civic identity Dio preaches may not be specifically Prusan or Apamean, but it is specifically Greek, as suggested in the image of the two brothers. Still, the implications for the Roman imperial order are certainly there. Dio's well-ordered Stoic world of cities could easily be presided over by the idealized Roman emperor he described in his Kingship Orations. And while his trans-polis, ethically based model of citizenship is not coded as Roman, Roman citizenship could fill the function he describes. Dio himself seems to acknowledge the possibility on the one occasion when he does mention Roman citizenship at any length. Bithynian Apamea was a colony and its inhabitants were Roman citizens. Thus in praising them Dio claims that they share in the nature of "that blessed city [i.e. Rome] by which you were sent here to settle as friends among friends" (41.9 τῆς μακαρίας πόλεως, ὑφ’ἧς δεῦρο ἐπέμφθητε φίλοι δὴ παρὰ φίλους οἰκήσοντες). He expounds further on the Romans' generosity in distributing the citizenship and other political benefits, because they "consider nobody a foreigner if he is worthy" (οὐδέν’ ἀλλότριον ἡγουμένη τῶν ἀξίων). Thus, little as Dio's city speeches have to say about Roman citizenship, it can nonetheless be made the paradigmatic example of the key concept of citizenship as recognition of ethical worth.

	Dio's own role in this vision is not a small one. He is more than willing to put himself forward as an example of the kind of trans-polis aristocrat that can operate in these combined citizen-communities. He in fact has citizenship in both Nicomedia and Apamea.[footnoteRef:34] In the former case he claims that the award of citizenship is a recognition of his value as a giver of good counsel, exemplified by the speech he is about to give (38.1). In Apamea, by contrast, he describes (41.6) how he acquired citizenship there along with his father, having already an existing connection through his maternal grandfather, and makes extravagant claims for his attachment to that city and willingness to be its benefactor. He asserts with disarming immodesty (41.2) that most of the cities he ever visits grant him citizenship or membership in their boulē based on his all-round usefulness and worthiness, and he once tells his ungrateful fellow Prusans that if they do not care for his company, there are other and grander cities that do.[footnoteRef:35] Dio's city speeches are in effect a literary template for how an able speaker can function as a member of an elite that transcends polis boundaries, and they also imagine the audiences such a speaker may face. Sometimes these audiences are basically friendly, as with the Nicomedians and Apameans, but more often they are hostile or at any rate unreceptive. Several of the Prusan orations imagine an audience of local chauvinists who are resentful of Dio's connections in the wider world.[footnoteRef:36] Dio is putting himself forth as a representative of a wider, more cosmopolitan community and is expecting his implied reader automatically to side with him as such against the forces of local particularism. The circulation of his texts through the Greek world itself creates a listening and reading community that maps on to the civic community imagined in the speeches. There may never have been the kind of trans-polis union Dio imagines, embracing Nicaea, Nicomedia, Ephesus and Smyrna, but his speeches soon made their way into in all of those cities, and they helped create, if not a new form of citizenship, at any rate a new political language on which such a thing might be based. [34:  On Dio in the context of multiple-citizenship practices in Roman Asia Minor, see FERNOUX (above, n. 8), pp. 226-33 and C.P. JONES, The Joys and Sorrows of Multiple Citizenship: The Case of Dio Chrysostom, in HELLER AND PONT (as above, n. 16), 213-19.]  [35:  At Or. 44.6, where he rather disingenously claims that he has refused all overtures from other cities.]  [36:  Notably Or. 40, 43 and 47. For a reconstruction of the social conflicts involved, see BEKKER-NIELSEN (above, n. 19), pp. 125-7.] 


Aelius Aristides and Imperial Citizenship

	To judge by the content of his own civic oratory, Aelius Aristides was a member of that reading community, and Dio's version of a citizen body and an author's role in it both find echoes in Aristides' Roman Oration (Or. 26), dated to the reign of Antoninus Pius.[footnoteRef:37] This speech contains the longest continuous discussion of Roman citizenship in post-Augustan Greek literature.[footnoteRef:38] It does surprisingly little, however, to fill out the model that emerges from the inscriptional evidence. On the contrary, Aristides' description seems at odds with certain key aspects of the epigraphic picture, or at best an eccentric gloss on them. As with Dio, Aristides means not to describe how Roman citizenship actually functions, but rather to imagine a new form of citizenship based on the claims to achievement and excellence of people like himself, and to then map the civitas Romana on to this new imagined community. [37:  On dating, see L. PERNOT (ed.) Éloges grecs de Rome, Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 1997, pp. 163-70, who prefers the traditional date of 144 to the revised date of 155 proposed by C.A. BEHR, Aelius Aristides and the Sacred Tales, Amsterdam, Hakkert, 1968, pp. 88-90 and recently supported by G.W. BOWERSOCK, Elio Aristide tra Roma ed Atene, in P. DESIDERI AND F. FONTANELLA (eds.), Elio Aristide e la legittimazione greca dell'impero di Roma, Bologna, Il Mulino, 2013, 25-38.]  [38:  E.L. BOWIE, I discorsi civici di Elio Aristide, in DESIDERI AND FONTANELLA (as above, n. 36), 69-89, pp. 84-6 points out that the rest of Aristides' corpus shares the general Second-Sophistic lack of attention to Roman citizenship. An important exception is at 27.32-33, where Aristides, speaking in Cyzicus, appears to be praising Roman integration of local elites into government and thus citizenship.] 


	The speech, which is notably vague as to its setting or audience within Rome, presents itself as a city panegyric more straightforwardly than anything in Dio Chrysostom, but like Dio's speeches, it is best to imagine the speech being read and performed in many Hellenic settings quite distinct from its ostensible context.[footnoteRef:39] However, instead of the traditional rubrics about geographical site and mythological descent and so forth, Aristides chooses to praise Rome's imperial rule, and in particular a few discrete aspects of its government. These include provincial administration, military arrangements and, in the section we are concerned with (§59-70), the extension of citizenship and political community to the conquered peoples of the empire. The speaker lauds what "you Romans" have so magnanimously done in generously distributing citizenship to all the most suitable inhabitants of the empire. The most distinctive aspects of Aristides' portrayal, and of other elements of the same speech, are its generality and uniformity. The speaker claims to be describing not the way in which the Romans treat his own or any other particular conquered people, but rather how they administer the οἰκουμένη, which he makes a point of noting (§59) that they now rule in its entirety. [39:  On the lack of explicit markers for the internal audience, see PERNOT (above, n. 36), pp. 20-1. P. DESIDERI, Introduzione: Scrittura publica e scrittura nascosta, in F. FONTANELLA (ed.) Elio Aristide: A Roma, Pisa, Edizioni della Normale, 2007, 3-22 emphasizes the need to see a markedly Greek secondary audience distinct from the explicit addressees. For Aristides' reputation in his own time and later, see C.P. JONES, The Survival of Sophists, in T.C. BRENNAN AND H.I. FLOWER (eds.), East and West: Papers in Ancient History Presented to Glen W. Bowersock, Cambridge, Mass., Harvard UP, 2008, 113-25, pp. 120-4.] 


	Aristides' vision of Roman citizenship policy is remarkably simple. He claims (§59) that the Romans have divided the world they rule into two segments: "The more refined, the nobler and the stronger part (τὸ μὲν χαριέστερόν τε καὶ γενναιότερον καὶ δυνατώτερον), you have everywhere made citizens or even kinsmen (πολιτικὸν ἢ καὶ ὁμόφυλον). The rest you have made subjects to be governed (ὑπήκοόν τε καὶ ἀρχόμενον)." He expands on this, claiming that distances and seas do nothing to prevent worthy people from receiving their due (§60) and that Rome functions like a city-center (ἄστυ) with the whole world as its dependent hinterland (χώρα) from which it draws all the best elements to itself (§61). He restates the earlier "division of the world" image and says that the Romans have replaced the former ethnic division of Hellenes and Barbarians with one between Romans and non-Romans (§63). This last idea is difficult to unpack, but Aristides is starting with the old Isocratean notion (Pan. 50) that the Athenians have made "Hellenes" into a community based on culture (παιδεύσις) rather than nature (φύσις). Where Isocrates' Athenians redefined an ethnic community in terms of cultural capital, Aristides' Romans have done much the same with a citizen community, and that citizen community is in fact larger than the ethnic one that is now subsumed into it. And in Aristides' implicit aristocratic worldview, the virtues by which the Romans define the citizen community are closely tied to elite social class.[footnoteRef:40] [40:  RICHTER (above, n. 2), p. 134 draws the Isocratean parallel out fully, while noting the added dimensions of social class that are attached to imperial-era paideia. See also J.H. OLIVER, The Ruling Power: A Study of the Roman Empire in the Second Century after Christ through the Roman Oration of Aelius Aristides, Philadelphia, American Philosophical Society, 1953, p. 929 for possible reference to Plato (Pol. 262 d-e). ] 


	If one does indeed read "worth" as practically equivalent to "class," then Aristides' picture does to some extent reflect the social reality of his home region. However, the significance of Aristides' observation does not consist only of the unsurprising fact that a desirable status designation was disproportionately appropriated by the rich. Rather, when we look at the epigraphic evidence, we are not struck by how much it confirms Aristides' easy equation, but instead we notice the many exceptions, the arbitrary grants of citizenship that created seemingly marginal citizens like Paul while leaving fabulously rich peregrines like Opramoas, not to mention the "all-Roman" colony cities in some places as against populous regions such as Egypt in which citizenship was notably scarce. Aristides has the historical and geographical perspective to know that Roman imperialism does not function like its Hellenistic or Persian predecessors, and he presumably knows quite well that it does not function the same way for all of the emperor's subjects, or indeed for all of his own neighbors in Asia Minor. As so often in panegyric rhetoric, what claim to be descriptive passages are really imagined alternatives to reality.

	Aristides' version of Roman citizenship, unlike the real thing, does create a meaningful political community, and that community is not unlike what Dio Chrysostom had in mind. The Roman citizen community is thought of as drawing on human excellence from every corner in which it is to be found and giving it appropriate employment, honor and reward. This talent is sometimes drawn to Rome, in an extended simile of rivers flowing to the sea (§62) but also in many cases remains in place in the various cities. In a remarkable image, he asserts that:

With the world divided in this way [into citizens and non-citizens], there are in every city many men who share citizenship with you no less than with their own kinsmen (πολλοὶ μὲν ἐν ἑκάστῃ πόλει πολῖται ὑμέτεροι οὐχ ἧττον ἢ τῶν ὁμοφύλων) even though they have never seen the city [i.e. Rome]. There is no need for garrisons to hold their citadels, but in every place the great and powerful (μέγιστοι καὶ δυνατώτατοι) men guard their own homelands for you. Thus you have a double hold on the cities (διπλῇ τὰς πόλεις ἔχετε), both from Rome and through these men. 

	The contrast between garrisons and local citizen elites is telling. Instead of a top-down construct in which the Romans reconstruct local communities in their own image, Aristides sees the spread of citizenship as an affirmation of existing categories. As with Dio, his expanded citizen community is a "scaled-up" version of existing city elites and claims to have the same ethical foundations.[footnoteRef:41] This is not a subject repeating the ideological cues he has taken from the imperial center.[footnoteRef:42] The emperor himself is absent from this picture, as with many parts of the Roman Oration, and thus we do not see the same direct vertical relationships with the monarch that dominate epigraphic discourse. Neither is Aristides mainly concerned with describing the greatness of the Romans as an explanation for their hegemony, as seen in such authors as Dionysius or Appian.[footnoteRef:43] Aristides less anxious to praise the qualities that have allowed the Romans to rule the world than the way in which they exercise (or might exercise) that rule, and in particular the privileged role they give to key subjects. It is this, as he goes on to explain (§65-70), rather than Rome's armed might, that has led to the peace and harmony that prevails throughout the empire. As has often been noted, Aristides balances the image of the peaceful, self-governing interior by an emphasis on the external orientation of the army, who are admitted to the citizen community, but in a role that is geographically and socially separate from and complementary to Aristides' peaceful garrisons. [41:  C. ANDO, Making Romans: Citizens, Subjects and Subjectivity in Republican Empire, in LAVAN, PAYNE AND WEISWEILER (as above, n. 3), 169-85 has noted, apropos of Aristides' speech, that Roman citizenship policy, being based in part on political magistracies and other elite status markers in subject communities, had the effect of allowing those communities to define what was ostensibly the citizen body of the imperial metropole.]  [42:  For a reading of the Roman Oration as straightforward ideological flattery, see S. SWAIN, Hellenism and Empire: Language, Classicism, and Power in the Greek World, AD 50-250, Oxford, Clarendon, 1996, pp. 274-84, who does not go into the possibility of a secondary Greek audience.]  [43:  For Aristides' relationship to this and other rhetorical traditions on Roman citizenship and identity, see R. KLEIN (ed.) Die Romrede des Aelius Aristides, Darmstadt, Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1981, pp. 1.114-28, also F. FONTANELLA, The Encomium on Rome as a Response to Polybius' Doubts about the Roman Empire, in W.V. HARRIS AND B. HOLMES (eds.), Aelius Aristides between Greece, Rome and the Gods Leiden and Boston, Brill, 2008, 203-16.] 


	The speaker's own place in this tableau is surprisingly peripheral, especially for an author elsewhere given to narcissistic overshare. Aristides' speaker in the Roman Oration never explicitly places himself among these elite dual citizens. He constantly addresses the audience in the second person, as does Dio Chrysostom in cities where he is an honorary citizen, rather than speaking of "we citizens." One can perhaps take it for granted that people who construct a "better element" of society as Aristides does will include themselves in that element. His speaker is not explicitly Greek, although his cultural frame of reference, with long comparisons to eastern Mediterranean empires and classical Greece, signals a generic Hellenic background.[footnoteRef:44] Altogether, he is a markedly unmarked speaker. This accords well with his generalizing, schematic portrait of the empire-as-polis. He can claim to speak for all of the enfranchised provincial elites that he has imagined as his new citizen community. His audience (internal or external) can presume that he has a home city as well as an allegiance to Rome, but since that home is not specified, it makes him similar to his fellow Roman citizens rather than distinct from them, as it would be if he named Smyrna or Hadriani.[footnoteRef:45] [44:  For the Greek idiom, both lexical and cultural, see PERNOT (above, n. 36), pp. 42-9.]  [45:  As Ando (above, n. 40), pp. 183-4 has observed, Aristides' cosmopolitanism is "the ecumenism of an elite, which functioned in part because actual unity of the elite never needed to be cashed out." The social realities of particularism in fact persist among the elite, but in settings such as this, it is discursively convenient to overlook that fact.] 


	This anonymity is evidently a different strategy from that used by Dio Chrysostom, although the two men are not dissimilar as orators with roots in the same region, a panhellenic reputation and good connections in Rome. The speeches probably also have similar external audiences in the reading and (at second hand) listening public of Greek-speaking cities. But the internal rhetorical settings are very different. Dio was evoking a local, particularistic setting and, if anything, his external audience was more cosmopolitan and diverse than the homogenous city communities that are his immediate addressees. He is trying to adapt a distinctively local genre for a broader public. Aristides, on the other hand, affects to be speaking in the imperial capital, which he himself characterizes as the gravitational center of the empire's cultural life. It is worth remembering that Aristides can elsewhere present himself as someone whose higher connections (both imperial and divine) place him above the mundane liturgical responsibilities of the average urban elite.[footnoteRef:46] From the point of view of provincial Greek readers, the Roman Oration is a sample of how someone like them presents himself in this grander setting. Both authors are exhorting their audiences to a kind of harmonious conduct that befits a comfortable privileged class. Dio does so directly and concentrates on links between cities. Aristides works by implication, and addresses how individuals can move through and exist in the space between the local and the imperial stage, the upward realm to which Roman status distinctions give access. He gives his implied readers a picture of their place in an ordered universe where Rome is the center but the periphery is not without its claims.[footnoteRef:47] For all his anonymity, his speaker still puts himself forward as an author very much at home in such a world. [46:  On this aspect of the Sacred Tales, see J. DOWNIE, At the Limits of Art: A Literary Study of Aelius Aristides' Hieroi logoi, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2013, pp. 155-81. Following the traditional dating of 144 (see above, n. 36), Aristides is still in his twenties when he is giving the Roman Oration, thus not the established figure of the Sacred Tales, but already a man of considerable aspirations.]  [47:  For a more radical view, that this oration and other parts of Aristides' corpus demonstrate covert anti-Roman sentiment, see L. PERNOT, Aelius Aristides and Rome, in HARRIS AND HOLMES (as above, n. 42), 175-201, also now S.C. JARRATT, An Imperial Anti-Sublime: Aristides' Roman Oration (or. 26), in L. PERNOT, G. ABBAMONTE AND M. LAMAGNA (eds.), Aelius Aristide écrivain, Turnhout, Brepols, 2016, 213-29.] 



Cassius Dio and Universal Citizenship

	I have tried in this study to avoid the teleological fallacy in which all ideas of expanded Roman citizenship are read as precursors to Caracalla's eventual grant of universal citizenship in 212. Dio and Aristides are involved in acts of elite self-definition quite distinct from Caracalla's top-down affirmation of his direct relationship to the millions of subjects who came to bear his name. It is by no means clear that either of the earlier authors would have approved of such an action had it been suggested in their time. It would after all have eroded what Aristides portrayed as an elite status prerogative.[footnoteRef:48] The most one can say is that the works we have examined contributed to a general sense that expansion of citizenship was the act of a benevolent and virtuous government. [48:  SWAIN (above, n. 41), p. 279 indeed asserts that Aristides "would have been horrified" by Caracalla's action.] 


	Nonetheless, we can certainly consider how the coming of universal citizenship was viewed by one of the heirs of these second-century authors. Cassius Dio's ancestry, at least on his father's side, stemmed from a city aristocracy in Nicaea analogous to the world of his namesake in Prusa. Dio himself, however, spent a lifetime in Rome and the provinces as a senator, and before that accompanying his father, who had risen to the same station.[footnoteRef:49] He represented the fullest consummation of the process of piecemeal elite integration that had begun, for Easterners, in the generation of Dio Chrysostom and Plutarch.[footnoteRef:50] In Cassius Dio, however, it produced a figure with less attachment to his ancestral city than to the imperial elite and its social milieu.[footnoteRef:51] His massive 80-book history of Rome contains in its surviving portions few references to his patris of Nicaea but it is full of (often not entirely relevant) recollections of his own career in the capital and as a provincial administrator.[footnoteRef:52] He is very much the heir of Tacitus and the Younger Pliny as well as of Plutarch and Dio Chrysostom. [49:  For Dio's background, see T.D. BARNES, The Composition of Cassius Dio's Roman History, in Phoenix 38 (1984) 240-55, although the notion that Cassius Dio was a descendant of Dio Chrysostom is based on a mistaken nomenclature for the historian, as shown by A.M. GOWING, Dio's Name, in CP 85 (1990) 49-54.]  [50:  As most fully documented by H. HALFMANN, Die Senatoren aus dem östlichen Teil des Imperium Romanum bis zum Ende des 2. Jahrhunderts n. Chr, Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1979.]  [51:  Albeit, as cogently argued by A.M. GOWING, Cassius Dio and the City of Rome, in C. LANGE AND J.M. MADSEN (eds.), Cassius Dio: Greek Intellectual and Roman Politician, Leiden and Boston, Brill, 2016, 115-35, Dio displays considerably less interest in the physical fabric of the City of Rome than do Tacitus or Livy. This is a curious parallel to Dio Chrysostom's generic presentation of Bithynian cities.]  [52:  Dio's references to Bithynia are considered by W. AMELING, Cassius Dio und Bithynien, in EA 4 (1984) 123-38.] 


	He is, as is well known, the author of our most explicit contemporary comment on Caracalla's citizenship decree.[footnoteRef:53] He sardonically claims that the emperor did it in order to increase the revenue from taxes to which only citizens were liable. This is a highly tendentious explanation that Dio probably did not mean his readers to take seriously, but we may still safely conclude that he saw the decree as less than an unqualified triumph of enlightened rule. Even discounting the pretext about taxes and Dio's obvious hatred of Caracalla, the historian conveys some of the same indifference found in many contemporary authors. [53:  Dio 79.[78].9.5. See A.M. KEMEZIS, Greek Narratives of the Roman Empire under the Severans: Cassius Dio, Philostratus and Herodian, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2014, pp. 30-4 for a reading of Dio's reference as a counterpoint to Caracalla's own narrative of the event.] 


	One cannot leave it there, however, because of another, less often cited passage in which Dio appears to give a somewhat different gloss on citizenship policy. Much earlier in his history, in his Book 52, Dio is describing Octavian's actions immediately after defeating Antony and assuming sole power. Dio constructs a famous fictional debate in which Octavian asks Agrippa and Maecenas to discuss whether he should restore republican government or institute a monarchy. Agrippa speaks for the former, Maecenas for the latter. Naturally, Maecenas wins. He does so in the longest single speech in surviving Dio and his words are mostly prescriptive rather than argumentative. He lays out a series of precepts for how the future Augustus should arrange the monarchical state and the emperor's role within it. A full characterization is impossible in this space, but the salient feature for our purposes is that Maecenas' plan is rigidly hierarchical and uniform, prescribing separate social and political roles for a series of status categories, all to be applied empire-wide with no accounting for local diversity.

	The relevant passage for our purposes needs to be quoted at some length. After Maecenas has advised Octavian to recruit local elites liberally into the equestrian order, he reasons that:

The more men of reputation (εὐδόκιμοι ἄνδρες) you have on your side, the easier it will be to keep control (διοικήσεις) everywhere when you find it necessary. It will be easier also to persuade our subjects (τοὺς ἀρχομένους) that you are not treating them as slaves, or as in any way our inferiors (οὔτε ὡς δούλοις σφίσιν οὔθ’ ὡς χείροσί πῃ ἡμῶν οὖσι χρῇ), and that you are sharing with them (κοινοῖ) all the good things that you possess, and especially the ruling of the empire (ἡγεμονίαν), so that they will treat it seriously, as their own affair (ὡς οἰκείαν αὐτὴν σπουδάζωσι). I do not retract these words as a misstatement, so much so in fact that I say all of them ought to be given citizenship (τῆς πολιτείας πᾶσί σφισι μεταδοθῆναί φημι δεῖν). That way, sharing in the franchise on an equal basis (ἰσομοιροῦντες) they will be our loyal allies (πιστο σύμμαχοι) and will inhabit as it were one city, our city, and they will treat it like the city proper and consider their own places as fields and villages (ὥσπερ τινὰ μίαν τὴν ἡμετέραν πόλιν οἰκοῦντες, καὶ ταύτην μὲν ὄντως πόλιν τὰ δὲ δὴ σφέτερα ἀγροὺς καὶ κώμας νομίζοντες εἶναι).[footnoteRef:54] [54:  Dio 52.19.3-6, translated too vaguely in the Cary-Foster Loeb.] 


[bookmark: _GoBack]	The relevance of these remarks to Caracalla's actual citizenship grant have certainly been noted. The dating of Dio's work is not certain, but by any plausible interpretation of his own statements, Book 52 ought to have been written after 212, perhaps in the early 220s.[footnoteRef:55] Is Dio, through Maecenas, here advocating the same course that he will deprecate twenty-odd books later, speaking in propria persona?[footnoteRef:56] It depends on how one characterizes the τοὺς ἀρχομένους with whom πολιτεία is to be shared. The phrase must refer to people below the rank of equites (who would necessarily be citizens already) and might be taken to refer to the whole provincial population.[footnoteRef:57] Certainly Caracalla's action, now a few years in the past, might suggest such a definition to Dio's readers. Nonetheless, the people Maecenas has in mind seem already to be fully enfranchised in their own cities and are defined by their potential for active engagement in the political community that Augustus will build. They sound much more like the local elites who did in fact receive citizenship over the course of the late-first-to-late-second centuries than like the millions of new Aurelii whom Caracalla created by fiat in 212.[footnoteRef:58] [55:  For the date of Cassius Dio's work, see KEMEZIS (above, n. 52), pp. 282-93.]  [56:  As supposed by e.g. F. MILLAR, A Study of Cassius Dio, Oxford, Oxford UP, 1964, pp. 104-05.]  [57:  As by M. REINHOLD, From Republic to Principate: An Historical Commentary on Cassius Dio's Roman History, Books 49-52 (36-29 BC), Atlanta, Scholars Press, 1988, p. 189, for whom τοὺς ἀρχομένους are "all free persons below the rank of Dio's aristocratic elites, the senators and equites."]  [58:  This reading is proposed by MAROTTA (above, n. 16), pp. 105-6.] 


	We need not suppose that Dio is aiming at a precise definition of Maecenas' would-be citizens, or explicitly asserting that Caracalla's decree was a mistake. Neither here nor elsewhere in the speech is Dio engaging in such explicit advocacy. Rather he is suggesting a rationale and emphasis that are entirely different from Caracalla's. Where the emperor's proclamation (P. Giss. 40) imagines massive adoring crowds filling temples in gratitude for the gods' favor to Caracalla and Caracalla's favor to his subjects, Dio sees city elites working their way up the power structure, and as such we can find echoes of Aelius Aristides and of Dio Chrysostom before him, most evidently in the image, repeated by Cassius Dio, of Rome as the urban center and the provinces as hinterland.[footnoteRef:59] Cassius Dio's vision of the empire as an orderly universe is not unlike what Aristides and Dio Chrysostom had in mind, except that whereas for them the ordering principle was the moral excellence of local elites, their devotion to social harmony, for Cassius Dio the critical factor is a rigid status hierarchy based on traditional Roman categories and imposed from above.[footnoteRef:60] Cassius Dio, at least in the Maecenas speech, no longer identifies strongly with the interests of local elites, and in fact his Maecenas advises curtailing their autonomy (52.30.3-10).[footnoteRef:61] But they remain, like Aristides' "garrisons," a basic constitutive element of the social order who mediate between the central power and the mass of the population, and their citizen status is to be a mark of that role and of their loyalty to the new order. [59:  On the image, see L. DE BLOIS, The World a City: Cassius Dio's View of the Roman Empire, in L.A. FORESTI, A. BARZANO, C. BEARZOT, L. PRANDI AND G. ZECCHINI (eds.), L'ecumenismo politico nella coscienza dell'occidente, Rome, Bretschneider, 1995, 359-70. Many others have observed the correspondence, and have generally inferred it implies a continuity of thought, e.g. C. ANDO, Imperial Ideology and Provincial Loyalty in the Roman Empire, Berkeley, University of California Press, 2000, pp. 68-9.]  [60:  The contrast between Aristides' and Dio's views is brought out in K.V. MARKOV, Monarchy as 'True Democracy' in the Works of Greek Authors of the Second Sophistic: Irony, Utopia or Ideal?, in Vestnik Drevnej Istorii = Revue d'Histoire Ancienne (2013) 52-74 (in Russian), though I regret that I am able to judge only from the English-language abstract. C. BURDEN-STREVENS, ‘Ein völlig romanisierter Mann’? Identity, Identification, and Integration in the Roman History of Cassius Dio and in Arrian, in S. ROSELAAR (ed.) Processes of Cultural Change and Integration in the Roman World, Boston and Leiden, Brill, 2015, 288-307, pp. 302-3, noting the contrast with Dio's views at 79.[78].9.5, suggests that Maecenas' arguments may be a satire on Aristides'.]  [61:  For Dio as favoring the power of the senatorial administrative class as against the city elites they governed, see A.L. SMYSHLYAYEV, 'The Maecenas Speech' (Dio Cass., LII): The Dating and Ideological and Political Orientation, in Graecolatina Pragensia 13 (1991) 137-55.] 


	As with his predecessors, Cassius Dio's words here need to be read through the literary role he is enacting. The exact relationship of Maecenas' words to any external reality is difficult to pin down. They certainly do not describe what Dio believes Augustus actually did. Neither, however, are they straightforward recommendations for "reform," whatever that would mean in a Severan imperial context.[footnoteRef:62] Rather, they present a particular ideological vision of the essential nature of the Roman monarchical state, an underlying reality from which actual practice is seen as deviating to varying degrees. Dio Chrysostom and Aristides had been spokesmen for local elites, seeking to understand their new roles as trans-polis elites by extending traditional polis ideologies. Cassius Dio draws on that rhetoric but uses it within the more characteristically Roman project of describing an imperial ruling class through the language and traditional ideologies of the republican city-state aristocracy.  [62:  The idea that Maecenas' speech is a sort of political manifesto addressed to an emperor who is supposed to enact specific measures is argued most cogently by MILLAR (above, n. 55), pp. 102-18 and is implicit in much subsequent scholarship. ] 


	Dio is not looking at the present of imperially decreed universal citizenship, but at the historical processes that created the Antonine aristocracy from which he sprang, and which he still idealizes in its various forms and sees as the rightful organic continuation of the monarchical state that Augustus created.[footnoteRef:63] For Dio, the social categories Maecenas talks in are still essential defining components of the political community he lives in, but he is also aware that they are being eroded in the new Severan world, not least by grand ideological gestures such as the citizenship decree. With this in mind, he has revived the obsolete Latin form of annalistic history and given himself the role of a senatorial author, with the traditional prerogrative of defining the polity at whose apex his order rested. His readers in turn are imagined as a Roman political community that still defers to these endangered status hierarchies, as did the ancestors of Cassius Dio, and before them such new men as Tacitus, Cicero and even Cato the Elder. By translating their historiographical idiom into Greek, Cassius Dio includes in this community the inheritors of those city elites who were ostensibly enfranchised at Maecenas' recommendation, and whose outlook informed and was shaped by the political rhetoric of Dio Chrysostom and Aelius Aristides. [63:  Dio often has Maecenas describe measures that would only come into effect under post-Augustan rulers, something his narrator makes explicit at 52.41.1, immediately after Maecenas' words end.] 



Conclusion

	The definitive English-language study of Roman citizenship, by A.N. Sherwin-White, famously sees the growth of the franchise as a relatively straightforward development in which progressively wider extension of citizenship reached its logical culmination with Caracalla's universal grant.[footnoteRef:64] Dio Chrysostom, Aelius Aristides and Cassius Dio are read as stages along that progression. New citizens are created from local elites, their reach ascends over generations into the upper echelons of the Roman power structure, while conversely the citizenship is diffused ever deeper into provincial society. The accuracy of this picture has been questioned, in particular its conclusion that citizenship was widespread enough by 200 that Caracalla's decree was an all but foregone conclusion to a process whose end was evident to all.[footnoteRef:65] At all events, we should certainly not suppose that when people at the time reflected on the expansion of citizenship, they all saw it as progress toward what we know was its eventual end-point.  [64:  SHERWIN-WHITE (above, n. 8). The book was originally published in the 1930s and seems to reflect the liberal-imperialist outlook of that era regarding progressive incorporation of subject peoples into a transformed empire, starting with an assimilated native elite.]  [65:  Most recently by LAVAN (see above, n. 9).] 


	On the contrary, the readings of Dio Chrysostom and Aristides that I have suggested point towards a specific equation between citizen status and social class, or at any rate moral virtues used as a proxy for class. This was a model that could expand geographically, but not socially: in an aristocratic society, the great majority of people cannot become citizens in the way Aristides intends the term. Cassius Dio, unlike his predecessors, does know the end of the story, but it is not the end he wants to imagine. For him the process of expanded citizenship initiated by Augustus was still basically a project of building a political hierarchy, and by Dio's own youth, that project was perhaps as complete as it would ever get. He personally represents the culmination of the process whereby piecemeal grants of citizenship had produced a loyal ruling elite in the east, but he also represents the last generation of that elite to hold a monopoly on power. Caracalla's citizenship grant, with its thronged temples, represents a direct link between the monarch and people that requires none of Cassius Dio's status hierarchies or Aristides' mediating local elites. Public thanksgivings were of course staples of imperial rule going back to Augustus, that was not new. Nor were mass grants of citizen-status as a recognition of loyalty to the emperor. Nonetheless, the association between citizen status and social position had been a significant component of elite self-definition for generations. Its removal by a single imperial gesture represents not the completion of a process Augustus had set in motion, but rather part of the undoing and re-fashioning of the aristocratic regime he had created.
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