Introduction 

The legacy of Greece has long been a preoccupation of political theorists.  From Cicero to Augustine, Machiavelli to Hobbes, from Locke to Marx, to Hannah Arendt and Leo Strauss the reference to Athens and Sparta has been a constant. These figures have engaged, on the one hand, in a sustained dialogue with the political thinkers from antiquity: Plato and Aristotle, for sure, but also Homer, Sophocles and Thucydides. On the other hand, they have taken their paradigms from ancient polities and from the practices of citizenship which came into being in ancient Greece. Thus Hannah Arendt, for instance, not only enters into dialogue with Aristotle over the definition of man as a political animal, she also looks to the Greek polis as ‘the space of men’s free deeds and living words’ to model an egalitarian, pluralist and agonistic politics (Arendt 2006, 273; see also Arendt 1998). In Jacques Rancière’s ‘Ten Theses on Politics’, Aristotle is again a reference point, but it is the Cleisthenic reforms which shape Rancière’s arguments about democracy and its relationship to what he calls ‘the count of the uncounted’. For Rancière, it is these laws which enabled the decisive break with aristocratic landowners and revealed how ‘the people as such consists in an artifice which cuts through the logic that runs from the principle of birth to the principle of wealth’ (Rancière 2001). In these two examples, Greece does not function as a passive resource merely providing a historical background to contemporary debates, rather
, its texts and civic structures are deeply woven into the fabric of modern thinking on the political. 

In recent years, particularly in the United States, the appeal to the classical past has taken on a new urgency in political writing. During the Bush era, Greek political thought unexpectedly found itself centre stage in the arguments about the lures and dangers of Neoconservatism. As Leo Strauss emerged as the silent architect of Bush’s ideology, Plato’s Republic was frequently referenced as a founding text of Neoconservatism (Blackburn, 2007). From a different political perspective, Martha Nussbaum (1997) and Danielle Allen (2004) have advocated a return to Aristotle as a cure for our fractured communities and society. Meanwhile, figures such as Josiah Ober have taken an alternative approach – rather than appealing to the ancient political theorists Plato and Aristotle, they have returned to the historical experiment of fifth-century democratic Athens.  By championing the ‘original’ democracy they hope to revitalise the democratic instincts of contemporary institutions from our Parliaments to our Board Rooms (Manville/Ober 2003& Ober 2005). None of these examples exhaust the plural engagements with Greece in modern American political thought. What they illustrate, however, is the apparent immediacy of the Greek example, the way that Greek texts and ideas seem to be able to communicate across such vast historical and geographical divides. 

The point of departure for this Special Issue is the varied types of connection between ancient Greek political thought and its postclassical receptions. It arises from discussions held within the international research network on the Legacy of Greek Political Thought
 which was founded to bring together political theorists, historians, and classicists, in joint investigations. The notion of ancient Greece as a society which invented certain liberties, and of a tradition descending from it which guarantees them, has, as we have seen, been repeatedly mobilized in the political debates of modern European history. But 'ancient Greece' offers a complex spectrum of different politics, and the 'tradition' that links it to the modern world is fraught with tensions. This volume seeks to foster interdisciplinary dialogue on these issues by bringing together scholars from several different fields of enquiry. The articles explore the reception of Greek ideological constructs in Britain, France, Germany and the USA and range from the seventeenth to the twentieth century. Together they give a sense of the plurality of the appeals to Greek political discourse. At stake in many discussions is the very identity of the political valence of Greece: is it to be understood as democratic or anti-democratic? As progressive or reactionary? Authoritative or contingent? 
While recognising the centrality of Plato and Aristotle to many later political thinkers, the volume aims to understand the legacy of Greek political thought in broader terms. From Thucydides to Sophocles, Xenophon to Aesop, the collection aims to demonstrate that the transmission of the political legacy of Greece was not restricted to the two philosophical patriarchs. This expanded canon invites questions about the generic identity of political thought. The figures we listed in the opening paragraph of this introduction could all find their place in a roll call of political philosophers. Ancient Greek political thought, however, has more plural generic manifestations. Hegel may be a philosopher, but it is to Aeschylus and Sophocles that he turns to understand the development of the Greek state. Foucault, for his part, looks to Homer to uncover a genealogy of the nineteenth century prison, while for many contemporary thinkers it is Thucydides who has become the paradigm for political analysis. As Neville Morley and Katherine Harloe argue: ‘political theorists see [Thucydides] as ‘really’ political theory despite its historiographical trappings’ (2012, 19). The prominence of Plato and Aristotle within a certain strain of political thought, obscures the extent of their marginalisation from the very political structures which we take to be the legacy of ancient Greece: Athens and Sparta. Political thinkers, for the most part, have recognised this and have been in dialogue with a much broader domain of thought than is sometimes recognised. Part of the aim of this volume is to make that larger frame of reference more explicit and to reflect on the questions of genre and canon which it raises.  In placing Aesop side by side with Aristotle, the essays in this volume also expose a politics of genre ancient and modern. Not only were political questions a preoccupation of both low and high culture within ancient Greece, classical reception as a field has also given us an expanded notion of antiquity’s legatees. It is not just political philosophers who have had an interest in the legacy of Greek political thought; artists and actors, scholars and school teachers are also witnesses to the continuing potency of ancient politics. So in this collection a range of postclassical sources are investigated for what they can tell us about the recourse to Greek thought, including many ‘popular’ or demotic forms such as the pamphlet or school textbook, as well as more formal historical or philosophical texts.  

The reception studies approach adopted in the volume also offers a different perspective on the Athenocentricism of many discussions within contemporary political theory.  Democracy is not the only political inheritance of ancient Greece that (more) modern political cultures have had at their disposal. Indeed, recent studies in reception have revealed exactly how late the association of ancient Greece with a paradigm of democracy emerged. It is in the wake of the American and French Revolutions that the intense interest in Athens as the birth-place
 of democracy established itself (Roberts 1994). In England, George Grote’s History of Greece (1846-56) was the first pro-Athenian and pro-democratic account of ancient political thought to become widely influential. 

Indeed, in the run up to the French Revolution the emergence of Athens as the archetype of modern progressive politics was far from a foregone conclusion (Cartledge 2009 and McGregor Morris 2004). Jean-Jacques Rousseau, for instance, is now widely seen as a proto-democrat, but his allegiance was firmly with Sparta over Athens. As Paul Cartledge argues about Rousseau: ‘his pro(to) –democratic ideas went together seamlessly, as he saw it, with his pro-Spartan stance. A fair amount, therefore, of the story of Hellenism, democracy, and of our western political- theoretical and practical-political heritage can be seen to hang on the ‘Spartan tradition in European thought
’ (Rawson 1969) and on Rousseau’s place within that tradition’ (167). In a theme that will return in both Ben Earley’s and Jonathan Sachs’ essays in this volume, Rousseau’s praise for Sparta arises from his account of Greece’s decline from patriotic martial heroism to effete subjugation through its fatal exposure to ‘luxury and Arts’:  

Can I forget that it was in the very lap of Greece that was seen to arise the City equally famed for its happy ignorance and for the wisdom of its Laws, that Republic of demi-Gods rather than of men, so much superior to humanity did their virtues appear? O Sparta! Eternal shame to vain teaching! While the vices, led by the fine Arts, together insinuated themselves into Athens, while a Tyrant was there so carefully assembling the works of the Prince of Poets, you expelled the Arts and the Artists, the Sciences and Scientists from your walls. (Rousseau 1986, 10) 

Rousseau’s praise for Sparta is premised in his Discours sur les sciences et les arts (1749) not just on its rusticity but on its active expulsion of the Arts and Scientists. It is above all ‘its happy ignorance’ which is responsible for its superiority. So while Sparta became a home to ‘demi-Gods’, ‘Athens became the home of sophistication and of taste, the country of Orators and philosophers’(1986, 2). Rousseau’s preoccupation with luxury and his hostility to arts and sciences appears distinctly alien from the perspective of a certain nineteenth-century philhellenism.  After J.J. Winckelmann, Athens’ dual legacies of freedom and beauty became so entwined that it is became difficult to divorce its tradition of political liberty from its intellectual and artistic endeavours. Rousseau’s startling characterisation of Athens as a city tyrannised by its artists, poets and philosophers is a reminder of its contested identity as a site of political freedom. 

The extent of this contestation is manifest in Rachel Foxley’s essay where the seventeenth-century English author James Harrington simultaneously makes the claim that democracy was the only government capable of perfection and that the model for such a democracy existed in Sparta. Foxley reveals how debates about the constitutional identity of various ancient cities became expressions of competing models of republicanism in early modern political theory. Questions of terminology were at the cornerstone of these arguments and Foxley’s analysis reveals at once the malleability of ancient political vocabulary, and the significance attached to correctly identifying and naming ancient political structures.  Where Foxley looks at the emergence of Sparta as a paradigm of democracy, Ben Earley and Jonathan Sachs reveal how at the end of the eighteenth century in both Britain and France, Athens was understood as an imperial power. Within the context of Britain’s growing colonial ambitions, the fate of Athens could be appealed to as a warning about the necessity of imperial decline.  As the nineteenth-century progressed, Rome would increasingly supersede Athens as the locus for anxieties about imperial overreach (Vasunia 2013). Nevertheless, Sachs demonstrates how for writers in the early Romantic period, Greek history became the medium through which questions about British colonial expansion, parliamentary reform and the French Revolution were repeatedly expressed. Focusing mainly on French sources, Earley’s essay also examines the role of Greek history in debates about British colonisation in North America and the War of Independence.  In particular, he highlights Thucydides’ continued prominence in contemporary political arguments and reveals how Athens’ (paradoxical?) combination of democracy at home and tyranny abroad makes it an invaluable reference point for understanding the development of imperial thought. In all of these first three essays ancient Greece is understood as constructed by contemporary political investments in certain ideas and representations, but at the same time Greece does not function simply as a projection of those ideas.  
The anti-democratic representation of Athens and of Sparta which is prominent throughout this collection makes it timely not only in the wider context of modern European struggles with authoritarian tendencies in neighbouring countries, but also in terms of recent work on the ‘democratic turn’ in classical reception studies.  When researchers write of the ‘democratic turn’ they suggest that receptions of classical antiquity have been deployed, since the middle of the twentieth century, as part of a general liberalising of western society and culture. Looking at the emergence of Greek political concepts across the longue durée can help denaturalise many of the assumptions we currently hold about ancient Athens and Sparta. Thus an important methodological question distinguishes our volume. Contemporary political theorists, as Elizabeth Wingrove argues in her review essay, have often tended to appeal to ancient Greece as a model which can communicate to the modern world with little or no mediation. When Machiavelli speaks to Livy, Hobbes to Thucydides or Arendt to Aristotle, little attention is paid to questions of transmission and to the multiple historical contextualisations which frame such a dialogue.  Our volume, by contrast, takes an approach that has learnt from the significant recent development of classical reception studies. The notion of ‘reception’, as of ‘tradition’, is quite charged in the context of ancient Greek political thought, because so much of what counts itself as Western political thought looks to ancient Greece as a fountainhead.  From one point of view, it is thus hard to tell what is political thought and what is reception of ancient Greece; Aristotle, for instance, is counted as having given mediaeval Europe the vocabulary with which to discuss secular power (Canning 2014: 127), and the metaphor of ‘footnotes to Plato’ can still resonate (Whitehead 1978: 39). This perspective is liable to call attention more to ‘tradition’ than to ‘reception’, where ‘tradition’ is a ‘usually benign’ transmission of material from the past to the present, one-way and authoritative (Martindale 2007: 298).  The present may even consider itself validated by its acknowledgement of such a foundation, as ‘the privileged epigone’ of Greece and Rome, as Lianeri suggests (2011: 7).  Even when it is not so complacent, such a model of tradition is likely to reify the past as something that can be definitively known, and that can thus address the contemporary world more or less without mediation.  The ancient Greeks become ‘voices’ that we can place in their own historical context and then bring to our contemporary political discussions (Salkever 2009:1).

While this method of approaching the ancient world has numerous strengths, the model of reception as developed in recent decades counters it with a more reciprocal and complex, even perhaps interactive, engagement.  ‘Classical reception studies’ are likely to insist that the transmission from past to present is a difficult process driven by a multiplicity of desires, and productive of a past which, far from being straightforwardly knowable, may be fluid and unstable.  Such studies typically pay attention to gaps and inconsistencies in the transmission, aware that deriving contemporary Europe from the classical world is an enterprise fictional in many respects. Reception studies are likely to be aware of other, perhaps competing traditions, rather than a peaceful and uncontested transmission, and also often take note of a global context and of non-European cultures which may be left out of a model of Western tradition. Many versions of classical reception studies also tend to focus on how contemporary power relations are mediated by the appeal to classical material – how the invocation of antiquity bears directly on contemporary politics –  and thereby to assimilate classical reception, to some extent, to the study of cultural politics. 
   

Helen Roche’s essay, on interpretations of Xenophon developed in the context of Nazi pedagogy, contributes to understanding of this dynamic.  Here Sparta, as represented by Xenophon and the Nazi educators, is not mobilised to discuss republicanism, as in the pamphlets studied by Foxley, but about the nature of the citizen’s relationship to the state
.  The textbooks which Roche investigates also insist that the classical material is absolutely and unquestionably relevant to the present day in its representation of heroic types for both leaders and followers. Roche’s work thus also aligns itself with investigation of the anti-democratic tradition, and poses a very acute question about the limits to interpretation.  How should we react to constructions of the classics that are developed within the most abominated regime of recent decades, particularly when in some respects the Nazi understanding of Xenophon, as represented by these pedagogic texts, is plausible – for instance, there is an enthusiasm to recover Xenophon for himself and not to leave him in the shadow of Thucydides.  Similarly, if we can accept that antiquity is constructed in the 18th and 19th centuries in order to discuss contemporary political developments, how should we resist Nazi constructions in the mid-twentieth? This essay also raises important issues around what counts as political thought, since here Xenophon, often understood chiefly as a historian, is pressed into service as a source of political discussion.  Finally, it suggests the urgency with which the appeal to antiquity can be made, the strength of the investment in that appeal.

Although in some ways ‘classical reception studies’ and ‘political thought’ are ripe for reciprocal engagement, other aspects of reception make it slightly more difficult to deploy in this context.  Most such studies have been devoted to the study of drama, poetry, and art, and as such lack the purposive orientation and pragmatic impulse that is likely to distinguish political thought.  In this context the recent work of Harloe and Morley on the reception of Thucydides is germane, because it questions whether the approaches developed towards literary and artistic reception of the classics will serve to examine texts with quite different claims on the real (2012: 22).  We might also note here that classical reception studies is distinguished by a variety of theoretical models, which again might be tested by work on political thought.  Lorna Hardwick has argued for the way in which later receptions can unearth new aspects of the classical text, suggesting particularly that later dramatic receptions can liberate classical dramas from traditional identities (Hardwick 2003, 2004).  What effect, then, might later receptions of Plato and Aristotle – to name but two – have on such founding texts?  Charles Martindale’s well-known formulation about reception, that ‘meanings are realised at the point of reception’, has been interrogated by Batstone 2008 and Goldhill 2010, among others, and has also been revisited in Martindale 2008 and 2010.  In the context of political thought, the statement becomes quite tricky, because it may seem to encourage a presentist orientation which repeatedly invents an antiquity conformable to contemporary desires.
   Again Harloe and Morley are useful here in asking what limits to interpretation are set by the text; they suggest that not all readings are available ‘at any point in time or in all contexts’ (2012: 13).  Very recently, Lorna Hardwick has issued something of a challenge to reception studies, in the present journal, urging that we cease to assume that one model of reception can possibly apply across the whole field.  She also issues a timely invitation to researchers to ‘become more confident and more ambitious in thinking about how their work relates to ways of thinking about the world’ (2014: 362). 
Sara Monoson’s essay arguably addresses these concerns, offering a case-study in how political thought may be derived from non-canonical sources and worked through in a less formal medium, while still exerting a grip on the ‘real’.  As Helen Roche’s essay relates to Fascism, so Monoson’s investigation of the art of Hugo Gellert relates to the second great twentieth-century ideological bloc, Marxism.  The ancient text on which Gellert draws is not one that is part of the canon of Greek political thought, but in Aesop he finds a source which will help him represent radical left-wing politics in a highly accessible form.   Monsoon is clear that although Aesop may independently be understood as subversive, analysis of Gellert does not have to pass an interpretive judgement on Aesop; the radical import of the Aesopic tales is realised in the reception by the Communist visual artist.  Monoson thus implicitly resists the notion that the source can constrain interpretation, and indeed she shows that Gellert’s use of his ancient source was creative in many ways; he constructs a fraternal community of Aesop and twentieth-century American workers rather than retailing an authoritative voice from past to present.  Gellert’s work is more avowedly partisan than some of the earlier texts examined, though not, for instance, than the texts in Foxley’s essay, and Monoson also shows that it takes place in a context where other versions of antiquity are mobilised to further very different politics.  The chapters in this volume which deal with the twentieth century thus fully acknowledge the ‘ideological drive’ integral to much reception.

The contributions to the present collection thus offer various ways of understanding what classical reception can bring to political thought, and indeed what political thought can do for classical reception.  Methodological and theoretical considerations form a part of what each essay does, and this aspect of the collection is developed more deliberately in the final contribution, a review essay by Elizabeth Wingrove. She reads some recent work as offering different models for understanding the intersection between classical reception and political thought.  Initially Wingrove suggests that the dialogue between the two disciplines is not always fruitful, because political thought is inclined to focus either purely on historical context, or alternatively on lessons from the past to the future, and is thus not to be amenable to the more varied and problematic relationships that an attention to reception can highlight.  However, the books under review reveal how classical material can shape political thought.  Thus reading Jeanne Morefield’s work on modern empires, Wingrove examines how a strand of early twentieth-century thinking develops self-definition from its encounter with fifth-century Athens, even while the classical material cannot finally manage the contradictions of liberal imperialism.  By contrast, Wingrove shows how in Bonnie Honig’s work, Sophocles’ Antigone is read, again, in resistance to its many significant receptions by e.g. Hegel and Lacan, in order to develop a new Antigone that can generate a new politics.  The ancient text itself plays a different role in these two models, being remade in the dialogue as ‘classical reception becomes a site of political interrogation’, but also as ‘political self-understanding becomes a spur to classical reception’.  

This collection thus offers six studies which range across countries, periods and ideologies as they mobilise different ancient cities and authors.  There is no attempt at comprehensive coverage, but it may be appropriate to point to some of the work that remains to be done.  Although this volume has some transnational perspectives, it does not encompass all that would be desirable in a transnational account; to construct such an account, it would be important to differentiate carefully among national traditions and to consider what political work the invocation of ancient Greece has been called upon to do within them.  Even more pressing is the need to investigate non-Western cultures in their use of ancient Greek political thought.  We are also aware that gender is a dimension that is not well represented in this collection; although the intersection between politics and gender has been investigated for the ancient Greek context, gender has not as yet emerged as a focus of work on the reception of Greek political thought, and that is clearly an urgent task. 
While the topics treated here are diverse, they are linked by a focus on the significance of dialogue between classical past and present politics from which neither emerges unchanged.  The reciprocal engagement of classical reception with political thought thus makes a difference to how we understand the appeal to antiquity in contemporary discussions of the political. It allows us to consider how concepts such as ancient democracy have changed over time; how our understandings of Athens or Sparta are inflected by the experience of the American and French Revolutions; how the British Empire, Nazi Germany and Marxist theory have given us different insights into the political legacy of Greece.  Such considerations have the potential, moreover, to challenge the whole notion of the classical past as model, by demonstrating that ‘ancient Greece’ can mutate with the different uses made of it.  This volume thus offers an important historical contextualisation at a time when current political discourse is saturated with debates about the nature of democracy and the legacy of European political ideologies in a changing geopolitical situation. 
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� 	This is perhaps particularly clear of the recent studies in classical educational institutions such as Vasunia, Goff, Karsai et al., while Hall and Macintosh, and Hall and Harrop, have acknowledged the broadly cultural-materialist alignment of their work (Hall and Macintosh 2005: xviii, Hall and Harrop 2010: 4).  


� 	Martindale 2008: 5 warns against this development.








� 	See Leonard 2005: 15.





�i would suggest a semi-colon instead of a comma here
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�double inverted commas here b/c it is inside single  - or is this whole quotation long enough to indent?


�This sentence reads a little oddly
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