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As is well known, one of the greatest steps forward in 
the history of mankind has been the transition from 
hunting and gathering to herding and agriculture as 
the principal source of nourishment. In the Mediter­
ranean world this so-called “neolithic” or “agricultur­
al revolution” took place some 10,000 years ago; and 
it had its centre in the Near East,1 from where it spread 
continuously but slowly so that it reached northern 
Europe some 4,000 years later. Thus, in Denmark the 
shift from hunting and gathering to farming and hus­
bandry is now dated to ca. 4,000 B.C.2

The agricultural revolution had many far-reaching 
consequences of which two are especially important 
in this context. First, the increased carrying capacity 
of fertile regions resulted in a growth of population3 
and, concomitantly, in a higher density of population.4 
Second, excepting the nomads to whom I shall return 
later, most people became sedentary and less inclined 
to move about. The settlements of agriculturalists 
became both larger and more permanent than those of 
the hunter-gatherers (Clark [1978] 58-73). Now, a 
sedentary population can live either dispersed in iso­
lated farmsteads or nucleated in settlements which, 
according to size and function, are either villages or 
towns.5 The shift from hunting and gathering to agri­
culture was almost everywhere followed by a transi­
tion from dispersed to nucleated settlement. “If a 
single feature has to stand for the neolithic ‘revolu­
tion’, it is the existence of permanent villages of cul­
tivators” (Maisels [1990] 116). But the trend is not 
uniform: small permanent nucleated settlements are 
found already in the mesolithic period,6 and, con­
versely, habitation in isolated farmsteads is amply 
attested in all later periods.7 What was new, however, 
was that agriculture - followed by sédentarisation and 
population growth - paved the way for urbanisation,8 
although sometimes millennia have passed between 
the introduction of agriculture and the rise of cities.9 
There is, however, no attested example of the reverse 
development: that urbanisation came first and forced 

people to take up agriculture in order to feed a sizable 
nucleated population. The theory has, of course, been 
aired, but it has been rejected almost unanimously as 
impossible because of what has been called “the 
tyranny of distance”. In a non-agricultural society 
food for an urban population would have had to be 
carried over so long distances that it would be con­
sumed during transport by those who carried it.10

Urbanisation and the Concept 
of Town or City11
The emergence of agriculture followed by urbanisa­
tion is attested in China, in India, in the Near East in 
the so-called fertile crescent,12 in Africa south of the 
Sahara, and in Meso- and South America. In all six 
cases urbanisation was spontaneous and auto­
nomous.13 Furthermore, it can be argued that urbani­
sation emerged autonomously in several different 
places of each continent. Urbanisation is indisputably 
one of the major long-term consequences of the neo­
lithic revolution, and it is no surprise that the oldest 
urban centres in our part of the world have been found 
in the Near East, precisely where the agricultural rev­
olution started (Mellaart [1975] 5-22). The most 
famous are Çatal Hüyiik in Turkey (from ca. 6500 
B.C.),14 Jericho in Israel (from before ca. 7000 
B.C.),15 Mehrgarh in northern India (from ca. 7000 
B.C.),16 and Sesklo in Thessaly ca. 4800-4400 B.C.17

But what is a town? And what constitutes the differ­
ence between a town and a village? This problem has 
attracted the attention of many sociologists, especially 
since the posthumous publication in 1921 of Max 
Weber’s article Die Stadt. Eine Soziologische Unter­
suchung}9, According to Weber, a town is a nucleated 
settlement in which the houses are built so densely 
that they often stand wall to wall, and in which are ac­
commodated so many people that they no longer 
know one another in the way the population of a 
village always does (727). The economy of a town is 



12 Mogens Herman Hansen

characterised by specialisation of function and divi­
sion of labour so that the inhabitants satisfy an essen­
tial part of their daily needs in the local market by ex­
changing or buying the goods they do not produce 
themselves (728). Urbanisation puts an end to subsis­
tence economy, and that applies also to towns in 
which a large number of inhabitants are farmers 
{Ackerbürger} who every day walk to their fields in 
the hinterland of the towns (730-1). The concentration 
of a large number of people in a nucleated settlement 
entails that there is a stronger imperative than previ­
ously to lay down and enforce rules of social behav­
iour and to regulate how the benefits of the communi­
ty are to be shared.19 The specialisation of function ap­
plies to the political as well as to the economic struc­
ture of the town. As a community a town is a self-gov­
erning association with special political and adminis­
trative institutions (732). Weber, whose focus is the 
ancient western town conceived as a community of 
citizens, singles out the following five characteristics 
of what he calls a Stadtgemeinde: (1) a defence cir­
cuit, (2) a market, (3) laws and lawcourts, (4) political 
decision-making, and (5) at least partial autonomy 
(736). Weber’s view of the political and administra­
tive aspects of the western city will be discussed infra 
602-9. What I want to single out in this context is 
his subtle description of the city as a nucleated centre. 
With variations and some additions his criteria have 
been repeated in all later discussions of the topic and 
can be subsumed under the following six headings: in 
order to be a “city” - or “town” — a nucleated settle­
ment must have: (1) a population of some size (2) 
densely settled in permanent dwellings (3) and prac­
tising a specialisation of function and division of 
labour (4) so that they acquire an essential part of their 
necessaries of life by trade and not by production. (5) 
The nucleated form of settlement entails a more insti­
tutionalised form of organisation than required by dis­
persed settlement, (6) and the settlement becomes the 
social, economic, religious and military centre of its 
immediate hinterland.20 In its fully institutionalised 
form the city becomes a political centre too, and ur­
banisation goes hand in hand with state formation. 
The question: what is a town? leads on to the next 
question: what is a state? and what is the difference 
between the state and other forms of social and politi­
cal organisation?

State Formation and the Concept of State
In order to answer these questions we have to face an 
interdisciplinary clash of views. In jurisprudence, pol­

itical science and philosophy the concept of state is 
typically traced back to Hobbes and Machiavelli;21 
and the type of state which corresponds to this con­
cept is the sovereign “territorial state” or “nation 
state” which emerged in Europe in consequence of the 
Peace of Westphalia in 1648. It is this concept of state 
which lies behind the contemporary subdivision of the 
world into 189 territorial states.22 To speak about 
states before 1648 or, at least, before Machiavelli, is 
rejected as an anachronism.23 In jurisprudence and 
political science it is almost universally accepted that 
three elements are involved in the concept of a state: a 
territory, a people and a government with the sole 
right to exercise a given legal order within a given 
area over a given population.24 However, when the em­
phasis is on the concept of the state rather than just the 
elements and important characteristics of a state, at 
least three further requirements must be added. First, 
the state is more than the sum of the three elements, 
i.e. it is not just “a geographically delimited segment 
of human society united by common obedience to a 
single sovereign” (Watkins [1972] 150). By a kind of 
abstraction and de-personification the state has be­
come “a continuous public power above both ruler 
and ruled” (Skinner [1978] 11.353). The second re­
quirement concerns the concept of sovereignty: a 
community must have a sovereign government and be 
in possession of full external sovereignty in order to 
be a state (Oppenheim [1992] 122-6). The third re­
quirement involves the concept of society, often 
called civil society: the distinction between state and 
civil society is a characteristic of the modem state 
(Bobbio [1989] 22-43), and especially in liberal dem­
ocratic thought it has become common to hold that a 
political system which does not acknowledge this dis­
tinction is not a state in the proper sense of the term 
(Vincent [1987] 22-4, 112-14). With no less than six 
different characteristics, some of them even complex, 
the definition of state comes closer to a Weberian 
ideal type than to a definition in the strict sense 
(Heuss [1968] 64-79). But the plurality of descriptive 
criteria is a characteristic of most modem definitions 
of “state” (Pierson [1996] 8; Dunleavy [1993] 611); 
and it enables us to subsume under one concept what 
has often been taken to be evidence of a plurality of 
concepts of state.

Sociologists, anthropologists, archaeologists and 
historians, on the other hand, avail themselves of a 
broader concept of state according to which the term 
applies to, e.g., ancient Egypt, China since antiquity, 
France since the Middle Ages, the Inca empire before 
the Spanish conquest, and Kuba in Congo before the 
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Belgian colonisation.2'1 Historians are notorious for not 
defining the concepts they use, but anthropologists, so­
ciologists and archaeologists often use the following 
model when they describe the development of political 
organisation, with state-formation as the ultimate step.

The original socio-political entity found among 
hunters and gatherers is called a “band”. A band con­
sists of anything between a score and a few hundred 
persons and, apart from the family and the household, 
there is no other form of institutionalised organisation 
(Service [1971] 59-109).

Agriculturalists and nomads develop much larger 
and more complicated units, usually called “tribes” 
with, principally, two charasteristics: they are seg­
mentary and based on unilineal descent. That the tribe 
is segmentary means that it is organised as a nest of 
Chinese boxes. The smallest unit is the family, a num­
ber of families constitutes a lineage, several lineages 
make up a clan, and several clans unite to form a tribe. 
The system can be even more complicated with sub­
clans and sub-tribes. There is often an overlap be­
tween groups at different levels, so that a tribe is a 
complicated network of criss-crossing groups. That 
the tribe is based on unilineal descent means that 
membership of a group at any level is determined by 
factual or fictive consanguinity. In the family consan­
guinity is a fact, in the clan and almost invariably in 
the tribe consanguinity is either purely fictive or so 
diluted that it can no longer be verified, but is linked 
to some common mythical ancestor. Tribes often 
develop rudimentary political institutions. They can 
have a council of elders and often, but far from 
always, they are ruled by a “chief’. Tribes without a 
chief are called “acephalous”; those ruled by a chief 
are often grouped together and called “chiefdoms”.26

The next level of political organisation is the state, 
which is characterised by specialised and hierarchical­
ly organised decision-making institutions and admin­
istrative organs which have monopolised the legiti­
mate use of physical force. Thus a state is a cen­
tralised legitimate government in possession of the 
sole right to enforce a given legal order within a terri­
tory over a population.27 Whereas the tribe represents 
a natural progression from the band, the state emerges 
by a breach of evolution.28 Tribe and state are mostly 
diametrically opposed types of organisation,29 and 
state formation is often accompanied by reforms 
which aim to break up the old kinship groups and 
have them replaced by new and often territorially 
based types of organisation.30 Finally, many anthro­
pologists and sociologists who have written about the 
political organisation of early and/or primitive soci­

eties have been inspired by Marxist analysis, and they 
emphasise as an essential element of the state that the 
tribal organisation is replaced by a “social stratifica­
tion” by which they mean that society (as opposed to 
the state) is split up in at least two opposed classes, 
with the state as the political system controlled by the 
ruling class in order to perpetuate its domination over 
society.31

Now, apart from the specific Marxist insistence on 
a stratified society, all the other characteristics are 
common to the anthropo-sociological and the politico- 
philosophical concept of state. The essential features 
are in both cases: a centralised government in pos­
session of the necessary means of coercion by which 
the legal order can be enforced in a territory over a 
population. The difference is that the politico-philo­
sophical version of the concept insists on, at least, two 
further defining characteristics: first, sovereignty as 
the basis of government,32 and second, that the state is 
more than the government of a geographically defined 
population: it is also an abstract juristic person, i.e. a 
public power above both ruler and ruled.33 Both these 
requirements are implicitly and sometimes even 
explicitly rejected by anthropologists and sociolo­
gists.34

There is one more essential difference between the 
two concepts of state: the anthropo-sociological con­
cept of state is a modem heuristic concept, and ac­
cordingly it can be applied to any community which 
fulfils the criteria outlined above (Tilly [1994] 14). It 
can also be changed by any scholar who wants to ex­
clude some of the criteria and include some others. 
The politico-philosophical concept of state is a histor­
ical concept in the sense that it is linked to the term 
“state” and is taken to apply only if a community calls 
itself a state (état, Staat, stato, estado, etc.) or is called 
a state by contemporary authors. That is why the con­
cept is restricted geographically to the western world 
and chronologically to the period after Machiavelli 
who was the first major political theorist to use the 
term stato to designate one of the basic concepts of his 
philosophy (Dyson [1987] 590-1). It goes without 
saying that this concept of state (stato, état, etc.) can 
be understood and its historical development can be 
described, but it cannot be changed, except in the 
sense that a future scholar may perhaps understand 
Machiavelli’s concept of stato better than any scholar 
has done so far. In this investigation which covers 
world history from the fourth millennium B.C. to the 
nineteenth century A.D. I must, of course, apply the 
broader concept of state used by anthropologists, so­
ciologists, most archaeologists and some historians.35
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To put it very crudely the global pattern seems to 
have been that the agrarian revolution resulted in 
sedentary habitation and population growth, two fac­
tors which, again, paved the way for urbanisation as 
well as for state formation. That this evolution is uni­
versal is supported by the observation that, like urban­
isation, state formation seems to have emerged inde­
pendently in at least seven different regions, viz., in 
Mesopotamia, in Egypt, in India, in China, in Africa, 
in Mesoamerica and in South America.36

The Relation between Urbanisation and 
State Formation
Having defined both what a town is and what a state is 
the time has come for the crucial question: what is the 
relation between urbanisation and state formation? 
Are the two phenomena inextricably intertwined? or 
are there states without towns? and, conversely, can 
towns be found in countries which have not yet devel­
oped political institutions at the state level?

Only a generation ago it was commonly held that in 
all continents there were states whose population was 
settled either dispersed or in villages but never in 
towns or cities.37 The two historical examples most 
frequently cited were ancient Egypt (Wilson [1960] 
124-36), and the Mayas in the classical period, ca. 
300-900 A.D. (Thompson [1954] 57; Adams [1960] 
273). But in both cases the contention has been dis­
proved by the archaeologists. Excavations along the 
Nile38 and in the Yucatan Peninsula39 have disclosed 
nucleated settlements in which houses had been made 
of cheap and perishable materials so that they have 
been securely identified only by the more refined 
methods applied in recent archaeological research. 
Some of these urban centres surrounded monumental 
temples which, then, were not situated in isolation but 
as centres of nucleated settlements.

Anthropologists, too, maintain that examples of 
“early states” without urbanisation are attested both 
historically in early societies and sociologically in 
contemporary primitive societies. In a major compar­
ative study of twenty-three “early states”, including 
ancient Egypt, the editors conclude that urbanisation 
is missing from nine of these societies and that, conse­
quently, urbanisation is not an essential element of 
state formation (Claessen & Skalnik [1978] 538, 540- 
1). But in Egypt, as mentioned above, early towns 
have been unearthed by recent excavations. In three 
other cases the centre of the state was a palace sur­
rounded by a nucleated settlement which must have 
accommodated several thousand persons. These sites 

are correctly described as the state’s capital,40 and 
their specific character as palace-towns is enough to 
question the authors’ claim that these communities 
were early states without cities. In two more cases it is 
questionable whether the communities can be de­
scribed as “early states”.41 As the seventh example, 
Mongolia is adduced as a manifestation of a nomadic 
state, see infra. Thus, there are just two reasonably 
well attested examples of early states in which the 
only known form of nucleated settlement is the vill­
age, viz., the two small African states Ankole, north of 
Uganda (see Appendix 2 infra 25-6), and Zande 
in Sudan.42 Other examples can easily be found, e.g., 
the Anglo-Saxon states in the early Middle Ages 
(Arnold [1997] 211-30); but if the twenty-three select­
ed exemples are representative, the conclusion of the 
investigation is rather that there is a remarkably close 
connection between urbanisation and state formation.

I now return to the Mongol empire created by 
Genghis Khan in the decades before his death in 1227 
and extended by his successors. The Mongols were 
nomads and their great camp of tents at Karakorum 
was not a town. Nevertheless, the Mongols succeeded 
in creating what must be called a state structure: a 
centralised government in possession of the power 
and the personnel to enforce a legal order over the 
Mongols and the peoples they had subjected.43 But is 
that enough to classify Mongolia as an “early” state? 
The Mongols who ruled central Asia and eastern Eur­
ope were still nomads, and their “empire” did not 
constitute a defined territory with a permanent popu­
lation. If a settled people in a defined territory is a 
defining characteristic of the state, the Mongol empire 
was not a state. In conformity with this view Attila’s 
Huns, Genghis Khan’s Mongols and other nomadic 
peoples are omitted from Finer’s monumental The 
History of Government.44 But to insist on a settled 
population as a sine qua non for statehood is part of 
the politico-historical view of the state as identical 
with the European territorial state, created by the 
Peace of Westphalia in 1648. According to “the West­
phalian Model” a permanent population and a defined 
territory are still two of the four defining characteris­
tics of the state as stipulated in Section one of the 
Montevideo declaration of 1933.45 But when, in 1949, 
an international committee debated the need for an 
updated definition of the concept of state, it was point­
ed out that the insistence on a permanent population 
ought to be reformulated, or perhaps even deleted, 
precisely because nomadic peoples were thereby ex­
cluded from being recognised as states.46 Even so, no­
mads who reach the level of statehood are exception­
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al, and if “a permanent population settled in a defined 
territory” is upheld as an indispensable condition for 
statehood, nomads can be disregarded in an investiga­
tion of the concepts of state and city-state.47

On the other hand, another historic society included 
among the twenty-three case studies is Medieval Nor­
way, which is listed as an example of statehood com­
bined with urbanisation (Gurevich [1978J 403-23). 
That is a qualified truth. The Norwegian monarchy 
was established by Harald Fairhair (ca. 900) and con­
solidated by Olav Tryggvesson (994-1000) (Sveaas 
Andersen [1977]). But the largest nucleated settle­
ment in Norway during this period was the small trade 
station (Kaupang) in Oslo Fjord, perhaps accommo­
dating some 500 persons.48 No historian has yet ven­
tured to call Kaupang a town. The earliest Norwegian 
towns cannot be traced further back than the 11 th cen­
tury.49 Thus, more than a century passed between the 
formation of a Norwegian state and the emergence of 
Norwegian urban centres. During this period Norway 
must have been a state without towns. And the same 
sequence is attested in Denmark and Sweden.50 Yet, 
the more important point may well be that state-for­
mation preceded urbanisation by one century only, 
and that the two phenomena were intertwined here­
after. Thus, Medieval Norway may, after all, be ad­
duced as an example of the connection between state 
formation and urbanisation (Andren [1994] 131).

The overall conclusion is that examples of states 
without towns are few and far between. But, con­
versely, how many examples can be found of state­
less, but urbanised societies? According to, e.g., B. 
Trigger: “the state is a necessary concomitant of urban 
life”.51 But a closer study of urbanisation in Africa 
may suggest a different answer: thus, the Yakö in SE 
Nigeria are settled in towns of between 2,000 and 
11,000 inhabitants. Every town is subdivided into al­
most self-governing wards whose structure is based 
on territorial patricians, but at the same time a town is 
governed by a council whose composition is based on 
non-territorial matriclans. There is no central govern­
ment, and the leaders of the clans do not possess the 
power and the personnel by which they can enforce 
the accepted norms (Forde [1964] esp. 1-6, 135-6, 
165-209; see Appendix 3, infra 26-7).

Moving from anthropology to archaeology, once 
again the Africanists are in focus. In Mali they have 
excavated a surprisingly large conurbation composed 
of two neighbouring centres, Jenné-Jeno and Hambar- 
ketolo, surrounded by a number of villages all lying 
within a radius of one km from the centres. The conur­
bation emerged in the late 1st century B.C. and in the 

8th century A.D. the two centres covered an area of 41 
ha and accommodated a population of at least 5,000 
persons and perhaps many more. No trace of an urban 
elite was found, and the excavators suggest that Jen- 
né-Jeno is a historical example of a stateless urbanised 
community (McIntosh [1995] 372-98).

With this example in mind I want to return to the 
roots of Mediterranean civilisation. The accepted 
view is that Jericho, Çatal Hüyük and Mehrgarh 
were towns in a stateless society.52 That may well be 
the case, but it must be kept in mind that there is no 
proof. We know nothing about the political organisa­
tion of the peoples living in Palestine, Turkey and In­
dia in the neolithic age, or - for that matter - in Africa. 
But we cannot, a priori, rule out the possibility that 
statehood in these cases is as old as urbanisation. It 
has, in fact, been argued that, in ca. 5,600 B.C., Jeri­
cho must have been a city-state (Finer [1997] 99). 
Jericho may have been a village rather than a town 
(see n. 15), but let us not forget that the large Celtic 
Iron Age oppida were built according to a rational 
town plan which is an indication of an advanced polit­
ical structure, perhaps at the level of statehood (Collis, 
infra 234).

The anthropological study of primitive societies 
provides us with some attestations of stateless but urb­
anised societies as well as of states without towns. 
By analogy such types of society can be applied as 
models in interpretation of archaeological evidence. 
But urbanisation and statehood seem to coexist in all 
civilisations in which written sources supplement the 
archaeological remains. One may precede the other, 
but only by a relatively short period, perhaps a centu­
ry, whereas millennia may pass before the emergence 
of agriculture is followed by state formation and urb­
anisation. Often urbanisation and state formation 
emerge simultaneously and in close correlation.

To sum up, urbanisation and state formation go hand 
in hand, but the relation between the two phenomena 
differs: usually an “early state” covers a comparatively 
large territory encompassing a plurality of towns. 
Examples are ancient Egypt, the Inca empire, and 
the states that emerged in Medieval Europe after the 
Germanic migrations.53 Sometimes, however, we find 
a one-to-one relation between urbanisation and state 
formation: every town is the centre of a small state 
comprising the town plus its immediate hinterland and, 
conversely, every state is a micro-state centred on a 
town which controls a small territory. Such a state is, 
correctly in my opinion, called a city-state,54 and 
whenever a whole region is split up into city-states we 
have what I suggest calling a city-state culture.
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The City-State versus the Territorial State
In most general discussions of types of state, the city- 
state is opposed to “the territorial state”.55 This classi­
fication is based on two assumptions: (a) that territori­
ality is a defining characteristic by which large states 
can be distinguished from city-states, and (b) that the 
term “territorial state” denotes a well-defined type of 
state to be contrasted with the city-state. Like Finer 
(1997) I: 6-7,1 must object to such an analysis as seri­
ously misleading. A city-state is a territorial state just 
as much as any macro-state with multiple urban cen­
tres. It has a small territory (mostly = the immediate 
hinterland) but nevertheless a territory with, usually, 
well-defined borders. The opposite of the territorial 
state is the non-territorial state of which one example 
is the nomadic state, see supra page 14, and another is 
the feudal state: in Medieval Europe the powers est­
ablished by a lord over his vassals were based on per­
sonal bonds irrespective of where the vassals were liv­
ing. The feudal state was a patchwork of often discon­
nected small pieces of land. The concept of the territo­
rial state stems from the concept of the post-West­
phalian European state which was indeed a territorial 
state by contrast with the earlier feudal form of state.56 
But this correct use of the concept has led to the erron­
eous belief that the concept of the territorial state can 
be used about all large states and, in this broader 
sense, as an opposition to the concept of the city-state. 
While “city-state” is, probably, one reasonably well- 
defined type of state, what is traditionally subsumed 
under the label “the territorial state” comprises states 
of different types, e.g. modem Denmark (a nation 
state in the true sense), Medieval France (an essential­
ly non-territorial feudal state), or Rome from 27 B.C. 
to A.D. 395 (a multi-ethnic empire).

If we have to give up the term “territorial state” as a 
type of state opposed to the city-state, which term can 
then be used as an antonym of city-state? The obvious 
one would be “country-state”, for the following 
reason: in many languages the words for an urban 
centre and its hinterland form a pair of antonyms, e.g., 
city/country (English), Stadt/Land (German), cité/ 
pays (French), città/paese (Italian), by/land (Danish), 
polis/chora (ancient Greek), ilu/ileto (Yoruba), birni/ 
karaka (Hausa), guo/ye (Chinese), negara/desa (Indo­
nesian, from Sanskrit).57 Whenever the political or­
ganisation of a region resulted in the formation of a 
city-state culture, it was usually the word for city 
which came to denote the political community, i.e. the 
state,58 whereas in macro-states it has been the word 
for country which is also used synonymously with 
state. Consequently, country-state would be a perfect 

antonym of city-state, instead of the inappropriate 
term “territorial state”. The term “country-state” was, 
in fact, suggested by Henry Sidgwick in ca. 1900, fol­
lowed by Finer in 1997, both rejecting the term “terri­
torial state” as a misnomer in this context (Finer 
[1997] 6-7). Knowing, however, how difficult it is to 
persuade scholars to adopt a new term, however suit­
able, to replace a familiar one, however inappropriate, 
I prefer not to press the issue and suggest instead 
speaking of macro-states.

Thus, in the following, I shall use “macro-state” as 
the least objectionable replacement of the misleading 
term “territorial state” to denote states in possession 
of a large territory dotted with urban centres, of which 
one is the capital. The city-state is, of course, a micro­
state; it is the most common form of micro-state, but 
not the only one. In the modem world Nauru is a non­
urbanised micro-state, and, in a historical context, it 
suffices here to mention Schwyz, Uri and Unter­
walden, the three original members of the Swiss Con­
federacy of 1291. In the late Middle Ages they were 
states just as much as the neighbouring city-states: 
Bern, Luzern, Zürich etc. The first attested meeting of 
a Landsgemeinde (the sovereign popular assembly in 
the small Swiss cantons) is one held in Schwyz in 
1294. But Schwyz, Uri and Unterwalden were agrar­
ian micro-states, not city-states (Ryffel [ 1903]).59

The Concept of City-State Culture
To describe the various types of macro-state is outside 
the scope of the present study, which is devoted to a 
comparative study of city-states. A main point in the 
research conducted by the Polis Centre has been to 
distinguish the concept of city-state from the concept 
of city-state culture.60 This concept is construed as a 
Weberian ideal type, and not one single city-state 
culture shares all the following characteristics.61

( 1 ) A region is inhabited by people who speak the 
same language and share a common culture.62

(2) For a considerable period of time, i.e. for cen­
turies, the region is politically divided up into a large 
number of small political communities of a common 
type, which today we call “city-states”.63

(3) From a geopolitical point of view there are two 
main types of city-state culture: (3a) in some cases the 
city-states are scattered over a country and interaction 
is mainly by land. (3b) In other cases the cities are 
located along the coasts and interaction between city- 
states is mainly by sea. (3c) Some city-state cultures 
are mixed.64

(4) City-state cultures emerge in one of the three 
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following ways: (4a) In a period of demographic and 
economic upsurge, urbanisation and state formation 
take place simultaneously or in close sequence. The 
city-state period is preceded by a pre-state period. The 
formation of city-states is gradual and often impercep­
tible. (4b) Colonisation of a region takes the form of 
the foundation of a number of city-states. (4c) In a pe­
riod of decline, an urbanised macro-state disintegrates 
in such a way that each of its major urban centres be­
comes a city-state.65

(5) The city-states within a city-state culture vary 
considerably in size, both geographically and demo- 
graphically, but none is so powerful that it can con­
quer the others permanently and transform the region 
into one political unit.66 See, however, no. 9 infra.

(6) War between city-states is endemic,67 but at the 
same time there is always considerable economic, 
religious and cultural interaction, which crosses all 
frontiers.

(7) In time of peace, city-states interact politically 
by having close diplomatic relations, by concluding 
alliances, and by forming leagues or federations, often 
of a hegemonic type.

(8) Attempts to create larger political units, either 
peacefully or by conquest, often leads to small city- 
states being swallowed up by larger city-states.68 But 
more often such attempts take the form of hegemonic 
leagues, or federations {infra 612-3), or “mini­
empires” consisting of one large dominant city-state 
and a number of smaller dependent city-states69 {infra, 
613-4).

(9) When, occasionally, one city-state succeeds in 
long-term conquest of all the others, the city-state 
structure usually persists so that the result is a large 
“capital” in control of an empire made up of depend­
ent city-states {infra 613-4).

(10) Thus, the city-states of a city-state culture are 
not necessarily “peer polities,” but can be hierarchic­
ally organised systems of polities, of which some are 
hegemonic, some independent, and some dependen­
cies {infra 606).

(11) Dependent city-states are self-governing com­
munities, but as regards foreign policy or defence, 
they have either restricted independence or no inde­
pendence at all, and usually they have to pay tribute 
and provide troops to a neighbouring overlord or a 
hegemonic city-state within the region, or a central 
government in regions in which the city-states were 
united in a federation {infra 608).

(12) In some city-state cultures a central aspect is 
the distinction between insiders (citizens) and out­
siders (free foreigners and sometimes slaves). The 

citizens were conscious of being a privileged group as 
opposed to the others who inhabited the city and its 
territory.70 In some city-state cultures this aspect 
seems to be absent, and in city-state cultures for which 
the archaeological record is the only or the principal 
evidence, this aspect is unverifiable.

(13) A city-state culture ceases to exist either (13a) 
by the (temporary) disappearance of the urban centres 
which, of course, is associated with the disappearance 
of the political structure of the cities as well;71 or 
(13b): the city-state culture disappears by being con­
quered by a neighbouring Great Power: the city-states 
are transformed into cities, sometimes abruptly,72 but 
sometimes the city-states are allowed to persist for 
some time, and the transformation from city-states to 
cities is slow and almost imperceptible.73

(14) City-state cultures often appear in neighbour­
ing regions, and in some cases one can almost speak 
of clusters of city-state cultures.74

(15) In some cases a region is split up into city- 
states only once in history, but there are examples of 
regions which at least twice and sometimes three 
times in world history have been a city-state culture.75

The Concept of City-State
Moving from the city-state culture to the city-state I 
suggest, as my hypothesis, the following description 
of the concept of the city-state. Again, the description 
is a Weberian ideal type rather than a definition in the 
strict sense of the term.

Size. The city-state is what we today would call a 
specific type of micro-state76 and its smallness con­
cerns the size of its territory as well as its population.

Territory. There is virtually no limit to how small a 
city-state can be, and city-states with a territory of less 
than 10 km2 are attested.77 It is more important - and 
more difficult - to fix an upper limit. Essentially, a 
city-state’s territory is the immediate hinterland of its 
urban centre, and a city-state which extends its fron­
tiers beyond its immediate hinterland begins to lose 
one of its characteristics. Given the simple means of 
transportation in former times, and given the fact that 
a city-state is a community whose members are in 
close contact with one another, the maximum extent 
of the immediate hinterland can, ideally, be fixed at 
one day’s walk from the urban centre = ca. 30 km.78 
The inference is that the territory of a city-state may 
cover ca. 3,000 km2 max. Larger city-states are indeed 
attested {infra 602), but then they are no longer city- 
states to the same extent as their smaller neighbours.

Population. Very small city-states have a popula- 
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tion of less than 1,000 inhabitants;79 and a few over­
sized city-states surpass 100,000 inhabitants; but the 
typical city-state has a four-digit and a large city-state 
a five-digit population figure (infra 601). It is often 
said that the city-state is a face-to-face society. Insofar 
as that applies to the adult male members of society, 
that is true for small and medium-sized city-states. 
But in large city-states even the adult male full mem­
bers are too numerous to fit what is understood by a 
face-to-face society.

Ethnic and political identity. By contrast with a 
modern nation-state, the population of a city-state has 
a political identity which is different from its ethnic 
identity. It shares its ethnic identity (language, culture, 
religion, history etc.) with a number of other city- 
states, whereas its sense of political identity (includ­
ing patriotism) is primarily centred on the city-state 
itself rather than on smaller entities (municipalities) or 
larger entities (ethnically based political organ­
isations, federations, monarchies).

Names of city-states. The name of a city-state is 
either identical with the name of its major urban 
centre, or is an ethnic derived from the name of the 
urban centre.80

Settlement pattern. Especially in middle-sized 
and large city-states a substantial part and sometimes 
even the majority of the population may have been 
settled in the hinterland, either nucleated in villages or 
dispersed in homestead farms. But in a city-state the 
population of the urban centre constitutes a much 
higher percentage of the total population than in any 
other type of pre-industrial community (infra 32 [ad­
ditional note] and 614).

Urbanisation. The city-state is centred on a city (= 
town) which is the “central place” (Zentralort) of the 
city-state’s territory and the seat of its government. 
Thus, a city-state has one major urban centre which 
may be the only nucleated settlement within the terri­
tory. If there are other nucleated settlements within the 
territory, they are second-order settlements. There are 
city-states which combine an inland urban centre with 
a major port. But a city-state does not normally 
possess more than one major urban centre,81 which 
from every point of view is the central place: it is the 
economic, the religious, the military, and the political 
centre of the city-state.

Economy. Small city-states may have what is es­
sentially a subsistence economy; but the urban centres 
of middle-sized and large city-states are cities in the 
Weberian (historical) sense of this term. Although 
“Ackerbürger” may have constituted a part of the pop­
ulation of even large city-states, the cities of middle­

sized and large city-states were centres “wo die orts­
ansässige Bevölkerung einen ökonomisch wesent­
lichen Teil ihres Alltagsbedarfs auf dem örtlichen 
Markt befriedigt, und zwar zu einem wesentlichen 
Teil durch Erzeugnisse, welche die ortsansässige und 
die Bevölkerung des nächsten Umlandes für den Ab­
satz auf dem Markt erzeugt oder sonst erworben hat” 
(Weber [1921/1972] 728). Thus, specialisation of 
function and division of labour are essential aspects of 
the economy of a city-state (infra 602-4).

Defence. A city-state has its own army and its urban 
centre is often (but not necessarily) fortified.

Government. A city-state is ruled from the urban 
centre and bi-central or multi-central city-states are 
extremely rare.82 Government is not only central­
ised,83 it is also highly institutionalised. Many city- 
states have a republican (i.e. non-monarchical) form 
of government, some are even democracies, and in 
city-states, even in those ruled by a monarch, the per­
centage of the population involved in government is 
much higher than in other types of state.

Self-government. A city-state is a self-governing 
polity, but not necessarily an independent and autono­
mous state. It suffices that a city-state is a legis­
lative, administrative and judicial unit and (roughly) 
possesses what in modern terms is called “internal 
sovereignty”, i.e. a government which enforces a legal 
order within a territory over a population. Many city- 
states are independent, many others possess some of 
the powers which are commonly subsumed under the 
concept of “external sovereignty”. But external sover­
eignty (= independence or autonomy) is not a neces­
sary requirement for being a city-state. Nothing pre­
vents a city-state from being a tributary polity or a de­
pendency of another city-state, or of a federal central 
government, or of a monarch. Even (some) interfer­
ence with a city-state’s internal sovereignty does not 
necessarily undermine its identity as a city-state (infra 
608).

Lack of self-sufficiency. In his description of the 
ideal polis Aristotle emphasises economic self-suffi­
ciency (autarkeia) as an unobtainable but desirable 
aspect of the Hellenic polis.™ Undoubtedly following 
Aristotle, it has become customary to include eco­
nomic self-sufficiency among the defining character­
istics of the city-state.85 City-state cultures, however, 
are characterised by urbanisation which entails spe­
cialisation of function, division of labour, and trade, 
not only local trade but trade with other city-states in 
the region as well as with states outside the region. 
Thus, compared with other types of early state forma­
tion, the city-state is characterised by its lack of 
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economic self-sufficiency and by a high degree of 
economic interaction with its neighbours.86

To sum up: a city-state is a highly institutionalised 
and highly centralised micro-state consisting of one 
town (often walled) with its immediate hinterland and 
settled with a stratified population, of whom some are 
citizens, some foreigners and, sometimes, slaves. Its 
territory is mostly so small that the urban centre can 
be reached in a day’s walk or less, and the politically 
privileged part of its population is so small that it does 
in fact constitute a face-to-face society. The popula­
tion is ethnically affiliated with the population of 
neighbouring city-states, but political identity is 
focused on the city-state itself and based on differ­
entiation from other city-states. A significantly large 
fraction of the population is settled in the town, the 
others are settled in the hinterland, either dispersed in 
farmsteads or nucleated in villages or both. The urban 
economy implies specialisation of function and 
division of labour to such an extent that the population 
has to satisfy a significant part of their daily needs by 
purchase in the city’s market. The city-state is a self- 
governing but not necessarily an independent political 
unit.

What I have offered here is, as stated above, a kind 
of Weberian ideal type, and not a proper definition. It 
is, however, the plurality of descriptive criteria which 
enables us to draw a picture of this fascinating but al­
most fossil type of historic society. If forced to offer a 
defintion of the concepts of city-state and city-state 
culture my not very satisfactory suggestion would be 
that a city-state is a micro-state composed of one town 
with its immediate hinterland, and a city-state culture 
is a civilisation which, politically, is organised as a 
system of city-states.

The Isolated City-State
Which civilisations fulfil a sufficient number of these 
criteria so as to deserve inclusion in this investigation 
of city-state cultures? It is often stated that the city- 
state is a purely historical concept and that “there are 
few, if any, contemporary city-states” (Nichols & 
Charlton [1997] 2). By and large that is true, but not 
quite. In Europe there still are four micro-states which 
are all city-states,87 viz. Andorra (470 km2; 46,000 in­
habitants), Liechtenstein (160 km2; 30,000 inhabi­
tants), Monaco (71 km2; 30,000 inhabitants), and San 
Marino (61 km2; 26,000 inhabitants).88 Furthermore, 
Luxembourg, the smallest member of the EU (2,600 
km2; 400,000 inhabitants), is essentially a large city- 
state. All five states possess one large urban centre 

only, which is the state’s capital, and in four cases the 
name of the state is identical with the name of the cap­
ital,89 a fact which serves to stress the close connec­
tion between city and state. In Southeast Asia Singa­
pore and Hong Kong (until 1998) are often described 
as city-states,90 in spite of the fact that the population 
of these cities is 3 million and 6 million respectively. 
Similarly, Kuwait is called a city-state (Assiri [1990]), 
although it has a territory of 18,000 km2 and a popula­
tion of 2 million. A better example would be Brunei 
(5,750 km2; 220,000 inhabitants; capital: Bandar Seri 
Begawan) which was also a city-state in the 15th and 
16th centuries (infra 419).

More examples can be found if we remember that, 
politically, the defining characteristic of a city-state is 
not independence, but self-government, and that, hist­
orically, many city-states have been member states of 
federations. As modem examples of dependent city- 
states one could mention the Isle of Man, Jersey and 
Guernsey. In Germany both Hamburg and Bremen, in 
some sense, may still qualify as city-states, and in 
both cases the official name of the state is “Freie- und 
Hansestadt”. Similarly, a large number of the Swiss 
Cantons are, essentially, city-states: each is a self-gov­
erning small community of citizens who inhabit a ter­
ritory consisting of a town and its hinterland; and in 
13 of the 23 Cantons the name of the state is identical 
with the name of the capital, e.g., Schaffhausen (300 
km2; 72,000 inhabitants, of whom 36,000 live in 
Schaffhausen, the capital).

All other modem city-states, however, are isolated. 
Each of them is located in the middle of a large terri­
torial state, e.g. San Marino in Italy, or is squeezed in 
between large territorial states, e.g. Andorra which 
lies between France and Spain. What has completely 
disappeared from the modern world is not the city- 
state as such, but the city-state culture, in which a 
cluster of neighbouring city-states sharing the same 
culture interact socially and economically but remain 
a plurality of self-governing communities. The only 
surviving example of what may perhaps be called a 
city-state culture is, in fact, Switzerland, insofar as, 
internally, the basic political unit is the Canton rather 
than the federation.91

So let me reformulate my earlier question and ask 
which historical civilisations fulfill a sufficient num­
ber of these criteria to be included in our investigation 
of city-state cultures? Again, historical examples of 
isolated city-states must be treated separately. Such 
examples include Carchemish in Anatolia after the 
collapse of the Hittite empire (Hawkins [1982] 375); 
most of the Free German cities (the Reichsstädte) 
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from the Middle Ages until 1806 (Johanek infra 295- 
319); Ragusa (Dubrovnik) between 1358 and ca. 1700 
(Carter [1972]); Harar in Ethiopia in the period 1647- 
1875;92 Macau in China from 1557 to 1967 (Gunn 
[1996]); Sakai in Japan during the sixteenth century 
(Gonthier [1954] 244); Danzig 1919-39 (Kimmich 
[1968]), and Tanger which from 1912 to 1959 was a 
self-governing city-state without independence (Bon- 
jean [1967]). But these and similar examples are out­
side the scope of this investigation, which concerns 
the city-state as an integrated part of a city-state 
culture. How many attestations in world history can 
be found of proper city-state cultures?

Attestations of City-State Cultures 
in World History
(1) The oldest known city-state culture is the Sumer­
ian with Uruk, Ur and Lagash as the most prominent 
polities. The Sumerians were organised into city- 
states between ca. 3100 B.C. and 2350 B.C. when 
Sargon of Akkad conqured Sumer. The city-states 
re-appeared after the fall of the Akkadian dynasty ca. 
2150 B.C., but soon after they became dominated by 
Ur during the Third Dynasty (2100-2000 B.C.). After 
the fall of the Third dynasty of Ur followed another 
fragmentation into city-states down to ca. 1800 B.C. 
(Glassner, infra 35-53).93

(2) In the third millennium there were a number of 
interacting city-states in Syria, notably Ebla. They 
were destroyed ca. 2300 B.C., but re-emerged twice as 
city-states, first in the Middle Bronze Age ca. 2000- 
1800 B.C., and second in the Early Iron Age ca. 1000 
B.C. (Thuesen, infra 55-65).

(3) In the periods 2900-2300 B.C. and again 2000- 
1200 B.C. Palestine was divided into, eventually, 
fourteen city-states, the largest being Hazor (Strange, 
infra 67-76).

(4) In the nineteenth century, more precisely ca. 
1920-1800 B.C., Assur is attested as a city-state. So 
far it is the only known and researched example of a 
city-state in Assyria (Larsen, infra 77-87).

(5) In the course of the second millennium B.C. a 
number of city-states were formed along the Phoeni­
cian coast, notably Arwad, Byblos, Sidon and Tyros in 
the homeland, and later Carthage, which, again, 
founded colonies in North Africa, Spain and western 
Sicily (Niemeyer, infra 89-115).

(6) After the collapse of the Kassite monarchy ca. 
1100 B.C. southern Babylonia was invaded by Aram- 
ean and Chaldean tribes, and a number of the old 
Babylonian cities seem to have emerged, once again, 

as self-governing city-states, especially in the 9th and 
8th centuries (Larsen, infra 117-27).

(7) From ca. 1175 B.C. to 605 B.C the Philistines 
were settled in five city-states stretching from Ekron 
in the north to Gaza in the south (Strange, infra 129- 
39).

(8) In the period ca. 750 B.C. to ca. 550 A.D. the 
Mediterranean and the Pontic Region was dotted with, 
perhaps, some 1,500 Greek city-states (Hansen, infra 
141-87).

(9) The Etruscan people were divided into 12 city- 
states (e.g. Caere, Tarquinia and Vulci) until they were 
absorbed by the Romans in the 3rd century B.C. 
(Torelli, infra 189-208).

(10) Rome itself was originally the largest of some 
twenty city-states in Latium, followed in size by Tibur 
and Praeneste. At the end of the Social War in 89 B.C. 
they had all been incorporated into the Roman State 
(Cornell, infra 209-28).

(11) Along the caravan route through western 
Arabia from Palestine to Aden a string of small towns 
emerged in the major oases. In the 5th and 6th 
centuries A.D. the most prominent was Mecca. All 
these caravan towns were independent communities 
and may be described as forming a nascent city-state 
culture which, however, disappeared in the course of 
the 7th century concurrently with the Islamic conquest 
of the Middle East (Bæk Simonsen, infra 241-9).

(12) Vikings, most of them Norwegian, colonised 
the east coast of Ireland in the early 10th century and 
founded several towns, notably Dublin. These so- 
called Hiberno-Viking towns were organised as city- 
states which soon became dependent city-states under 
Irish kings and eventually were conquered by England 
in 1171 (Holm, infra 251 -62).

(13) City-states emerged in Northern Italy ca. 1100 
A.D., and a century later the region was fragmented 
into some 300 city-states with Florence, Milan and 
Venice vying for primacy. Around 1400 A.D. these 
large city-states had swallowed up most of the small 
neighbouring city-states and were thereby trans­
formed from city-states into small “territorial” states 
(Epstein, infra 277-93).

(14) Whereas the German “imperial cities” and 
“free cities” were city-states but did not constitute a 
proper city-state culture (Johanek, infra 295-319), the 
eight Swiss free cities were self-governing political 
units which were sufficiently interrelated to form a 
city-state culture from the 14th century until 1848 
(Stercken, infra 321-42).

(15) The Dutch Republic, created in 1579 by the 
Union of Utrecht, was organised as a confederation of 
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seven provinces, each composed of a number of self- 
governing cities. The Union can reasonably be con­
ceived as a federation of fifty-seven dependent city- 
states in all (Prak, infra 343-58).

(16) In China the Zhou monarchy collapsed in 771 
B.C. and the state was broken up into several hundred 
micro-states, of which most were city-states. During 
the Spring-and-Autumn period of Chinese history 
(771-481 B.C.) the city-state was the basic political 
unit in Central China, but more and more city-states 
were swallowed up by the neighbouring macro-states, 
and in the Warring States period virtually all the city- 
states disappeared for good (Lewis, infra 359-73).

(17) In Central Asia the Silk Road passed north or 
south of the Tarim Basin and here, on the fringes of 
the Taklamakan desert, lay forty-seven small states of 
which some twenty-five were city-states. They 
emerged ca. 200 B.C. and persisted as city-states until 
ca. 1800 A.D. In some periods they were independent, 
but mostly they were dependent city-states dominated 
by the Chinese or the Tibetan or the Mongol empire 
(Di Cosmo, infra 393-407).

(18) From the 7th to the II th centuries A.D. Sri- 
wijaya in southern Sumatra seems to have been a 
hegemonic Malay city-state controlling a number of 
dependent city-states in the region (Manguin, infra 
409-16).

(19) In the same region there are the Southeast 
Asian maritime cities, e.g. Melaka, Aceh and Brunei, 
called negeri, a Sanskrit word for city which has 
passed into modern Malay in the sense of state (Reid 
[ 1980] 235-40). Between ca. 1450 and 1625 they were 
self-governing urban communities, ail belonging to 
what can reasonably called a city-state culture (Reid, 
infra 417-29).

(20) Apart from the Malay city-states there were in 
the neighbouring region other related city-states 
whose inhabitants communicated in Thai, Javanese 
and Makassarese (Connor, infra 431-43).

(21) We find city-states in Africa in the northern 
part of the Sahara where the Mzâb, a splinter comm­
unity of Berbers, in the 11th century set up first five, 
later seven city-states that survived until the French 
occupation in 1882 (Jaabiri & Yahia, infra 445- 
62).

(22) Along the east coast of Africa, in southern 
Somalia, Kenya, Tanzania and nothem Mozambique, 
are the remains of a string of stone towns, inhabited 
by Swahili-speaking people. They emerged before 
1000 A.D. and persisted as independent or at least 
autonomous city-states until the early 19th century. 
All the polities were interconnected and they can thus 

be classified as a city-state culture (Sinclair & 
Håkansson, infra 463-82).

(23) South of the Sahara and east of the Niger, on 
the vast pastoral plain, the Hausa were organized into 
seven large and several smaller city-states between ca. 
1450 and 1804 (Griffeth, infra 483-506).

(24) The highest level of pre-colonial urbanisation 
in Africa is found in Yorubaland south and west of the 
Niger river. From ca. 1600-1900 many of these cities 
(z/m) were city-states; and during the 17th century one 
of them, Oyo, subjected a number of neighbouring ilu 
and created what can be seen as a kind of city-state 
empire (Peel, infra 507-17).

(25) On the Gold Coast, in modern Ghana, the 
Fante were settled in a number of city-states. They 
emerged in the 14th-16th centuries, and flourished in 
the 17th-18th centuries when they were organised into 
a federation of allied and rival city-states dominated 
by Mankessim. In the beginning of the 19th century 
their federation was destroyed by the Asante (Kea, 
infra 519-30).

(26) In the course of the Middle Ages the region 
south of Lake Chad became urbanised and split up 
into more than a dozen small city-state principalities. 
From ca. 1600 they were subjected to the Bornu 
empire but still self-governing polities organised into 
two small federations of city-states (Hansen, m/ra 
531-2).

(27) From ca. 1600 to 1800 the Niger Delta region 
was divided between four city-states which were 
centres of the Atlantic trade in slaves in West Africa 
(Princewill, infra 533-45).

(28) The decipherment of the Maya hieroglyphs 
combined with recent archaeological research has 
confirmed that the Maya of the classical period (ca. 
250-900 A.D.) were organised into some 30 city- 
states. They all disappeared in the course of the 9th 
century, but after the collapse of Mayapan ca. 1450 
A.D. Yucatan was once again split up into small king­
doms which can reasonably be described as city-states 
(Grube, infra 547-65).

(29) In the post-classical period (ca. 900-1521 
A.D.), the Mixteca region, which lies to the northwest 
of the Maya, was split up into over 100 city-states. 
They formed a separate city-state culture which per­
sisted to the end of the 16th century, but from ca. 1450 
the Mixtec city-states were dependencies of first the 
Aztecs and then the Spaniards (Lind, infra 567- 
80). •

(30) In central Mexico “the arrival of Aztec mig­
rants in the 12th century was accompanied by the im­
mediate establishment of city-states” which lasted 
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until sometime after the Spanish conquest in 1519-21 
(Smith, infra 581-95).

The above list as well as the title of this book indicate 
that I believe I have identified thirty different city- 
state cultures. The number thirty, however, must not 
be taken too seriously. The Babylonian city-states of 
the first half of the first millennium B.C. are described 
separately from the earlier Sumerian city-states. But 
in Sumer, in Western Syria, and in Palestine, city-state 
cultures disappeared and re-emerged after a shorter or 
longer period. Only one chapter is devoted to Western 
Syria and one to Palestine. If each city-state period is 
counted separately we would have as many more city- 
state cultures. Conversely, city-states in Tuscany are 
treated first in the chapter about the Etruscan city- 
states and then again in the chapter about the Italian 
city-states. In this case there can be no doubt that we 
have to do with two different city-state cultures. But 
one should perhaps apply a similar approach to the 
Maya civilisation and describe the city-states of the 
Classical Period as belonging to one city-state culture, 
and the city-states of the period 1450-1600 as belong­
ing to another one.

A different issue is the identification of neighbour­
ing and closely related city-state cultures. Thus, in 
West Africa in modern Ghana there were three or four 
different city-state cultures: Fante, Akwamu, Asante 
and, possibly, Denkyira. This volume includes a chap­
ter about the Fante (Kea, infra 519-30). The others 
have not yet been studied from this particular point of 
view, and the Akwamu and Denkyira have hardly been 
investigated from any point of view.94 Similarly, in 
Southeast Asia the Thai, Malay, Javanese, and Makas­
sarese maritime city-states can be treated as four dif­
ferent city-state cultures (see Reid, infra 419) of which 
only the Malay and Thai are treated in this volume.

Finally, the precise identification of what consti­
tutes a city-state culture is always a matter of defini­
tion. Whenever one attempts to match a concept with 
its denotata the perennial problem is where to draw 
the line between inclusion and exclusion, see infra 
600. Thus, the urban settlements along the caravan 
route in Western Arabia were small towns, but it is de­
batable whether they were states and so city-states. 
They have been included here, but only hesitatingly. 
Again, the fifty-seven towns which made up the 
Dutch Republic can reasonably be described as de­
pendent city-states but in many important respects 
they were different from, e.g., the ancient Greek 
dependent poleis which made up the Boiotian or the 
Lycian confederacy.

Civilisations Resembling City-State 
Cultures

Next there are possible examples of city-state cultures 
which I have left out because the evidence is insuffi­
cient. One such example is Middle Bronze Age Crete. 
It is still a moot point whether Crete during the New 
Palace Period was one state with five major palatial 
centres, or was split up into five small states each cen­
tred on a palace. John Cherry has argued that the sec­
ond alternative is preferable and that the five “states” 
were “peer polities” (Cherry [1986]). The decipher­
ment of the Linear A script, if ever made, may solve 
the problem. Again, habitation centres have been 
found near the palaces so that they seem to have been 
palatial cities rather than just royal residences (Knap­
pen [1999], describing Malia in the Old Palace Peri­
od). If Cherry and Knappett are right, the inference is 
that Crete was the home of a city-state culture already 
in the Bronze Age. As the evidence stands the answer 
is a non liquet.

Other civilisations share some of the above charac­
teristics, but not enough to be considered city-state 
cultures in the true sense.

(1) The Celtic oppida in central Europe between the 
6th and the 1st century B.C. were sizable and some­
times planned urban centres. They may also have been 
centres of states, but not of city-states (Collis, infra 
229-39).

(2) The Viking “city-states” in southern Russia be­
tween ca. 850 and 1050, principally Novgorod and 
Kiev, did not constitute a city-state culture, and it is 
highly problematical whether they can be described as 
city-states (Price, infra 263-75).

(3) In medieval and early modern Germany some 
four to five score of Reichsstädte and a few “free 
cities” were dotted about amongst the principalities 
and episcopal states, but they were not gathered to­
gether in a single continuous region with adjoining 
territories and were, in principle, imperial cities. A 
cluster of imperial cities was found only in medieval 
Swabia, and here they did form an urban league from 
the late 14th century onwards.95 Politically the free 
and imperial cities are best described as being depend­
ent city-states, and in some periods they can even be 
described as virtually independent city-states. But 
they did not constitute one city-state culture. They did 
not interact as a separate network; and many of them 
had closer affinities with neighbouring “territorial” 
towns (i.e. towns ruled by princes) than with other im­
perial cities. Thus, of all the members of the Hanseatic 
League, only a few, including Lübeck, were free im­
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perial towns, the majority were “territorial towns” 
(Johanek, infra 295-319).

(4) Finally, in the Early Historic Period, that is ca. 
800-200 B.C., India was broken up into a number of 
urbanised states, some of them republican. Buddhist 
and Jaina sources list sixteen such states, called maha- 
janapadas. Modem historians sometimes describe 
them as city-states (Kenoyer [1997] 63-8). The frag­
mentation into political units, however, is based on 
some kind of tribal system, not on urban centres; in no 
case is the name of the state identical with the name of 
its capital; and even the smallest of them is much too 
big to fit the description of a city-state outlined above 
(Chakrabarti, infra 375-91).

Since types of society do not always fall into well- 
defined categories but, invariably, constitute a 
continuum, I have in this volume included chapters 
about the four above examples, viz. the Celtic oppida, 
the Viking cities in Russia, the German Reichsstädte, 
and the Indian mahajanapadas.

So, this investigation comprises over thirty civilisa­
tions, of which some have frequently been adduced as 
examples whenever the city-state model is discussed, 
i.e. the Sumerian, the Greek and the Italian city-states. 
But many are hardly ever mentioned in this context, 
e.g. the Vikings in Ireland, the Mzâb cities in central 
Sahara, the Malay city-states, the city-states in the 
Tarim basin, and the Mixtec city-states.

Civilisations Excluded from
the Investigation
Conversely, there are some civilisations which I have 
excluded, although they are sometimes described as 
having been organised into city-states, viz., (1) Pre- 
dynastic Egypt. (2) Early Bronze Age Anatolia. (3) 
The Harappan phase of the Indus Valley civilisation. 
(4) Some of the small taifa states in Andalusia in the 
11th century A.D. (5) The consulate cities in southern 
France in the 12th to 14th centuries A.D. (6) The 
Flemish cities in the late Middle Ages. This introduc­
tion is, in my opinion, the proper place to explain why 
I have expunged them from the Polis Centre’s investi­
gation of city-state cultures.

(1) Pre-dynastic Egypt. As stated above there can 
no longer be any doubt that ancient Egypt was an ur­
banised civilisation. More and more nucleated centres 
can be traced back to the Early Dynastic Period, and 
some centres in Upper Egypt even to the Predynastic 
Period, in particular Nagada, Hierakonpolis and Ele­
phantine (Kemp [1990] 138-49, 159-78, 202). The 
theory has been advanced that the proto-kingdom of 

Upper Egypt was split up into “incipient city-states”; 
and in conformity with this theory archaeologists and 
historians begin, in a political context, to refer to this 
period as “Dynasty 0” (Kemp [1990] 44, 46, 50). 
However, compared with the evidence from lower 
Mesopotamia the remains of pre-dynastic Egyptian 
towns are not very impressive, and furthermore, we 
possess virtually no information about the political 
organisation of these predynastic urban centres.96 
Nothing prevents us from assuming that these towns, 
like the towns in early medieval Scandinavia, grew 
up simultaneously with or even slightly later than 
state formation and that no city-state period preceded 
a centralised monarchical government. Future 
discoveries may well change the picture, but, as the 
evidence stands, I prefer to leave out Egypt in a com­
parative study of city-state cultures.

(2) Early Bronze Age Anatolia. It is sometimes 
stated that before the rise of Hattusas, i.e. in the late 
third and early second millennium B.C., Anatolia was 
a land of small city-states, each centred on a fortified 
city containing a palace. The most prominent were 
Kanesh, Wahshushana, Purushhattum and Kussara. 
They may perhaps have formed a city-state culture 
with first Purushhattum and later Kussara as the hege­
monic city-state and several others as dependent city- 
states (Kuhrt [1995] 225-9; Macqueen [1996] 18, 75- 
6). We are virtually ignorant of the political system of 
these so-called city-states, and they seem to have been 
small or middle-sized macro-states rather than proper 
city-states conforming to the description set out above. 
I shall not deny that in future studies it might be worth­
while to include Anatolia before the Hittite empire as 
the home of a city-state culture, but as the evidence 
stands I prefer to leave out Pre-Hittite Anatolia from 
the present study of city-state cultures.97

(3) The Harappan phase of the Indus Valley 
Civilisation. During the period ca. 2600-1900 B.C. 
the Indus valley was inhabited by a highly urbanised 
people. The current view is that the region was sub­
divided into five city-states, each with a large urban 
centre dominating a territory dotted with smaller 
towns and villages (Kenoyer [1997] 51-63). The five 
major towns were Harappa, Mohenjo-daro, Ganweri- 
wala, Rakhigarhi and Dholavira. They were walled 
and the area enclosed by the walls ranged from over 
50 to over 200 ha. The habitation areas show traces of 
an irregular grid network. Remains of workshops 
have been found in the excavated sectors, and they 
testify to a considerable division of labour and spe­
cialisation of function. Due to the lack of regional 
studies the hinterland of each of these five cities can­
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not be calculated with any exactitude, but by using the 
Thiessen polygonales and by leaving out uninhabit­
able areas, the territories of the cities seem to range 
from approximately 100,000 km2 to 170,000 km2 
(Kenoyer [1997] 54; [1998] 100). Thus, the smallest 
is larger than Portugal, and the largest is larger than 
England and about the size of the three Baltic states 
combined! According to the above description of the 
concept, they are much too large to be city-states. 
There can be no doubt that the Indus valley in this 
period developed one of the most advanced urban 
cultures of the ancient world. I have no problem with 
taking the towns to be both proper cities and centres 
of proper states. But the classification of them as 
city-states is incompatible with the model adopted in 
this volume.98

(4) The taifa states in Andalusia in the 11th cen­
tury A.D. With the collapse of the Spanish caliphate 
in 1009, Al-Andalus was fragmented into seven larger 
and some score of very small states, each centered on 
a city.99 They are usually called taifas, and it is some­
times held that they were “city-states”, not only the 
small ones but also the large taifas such as Zaragoza, 
Toledo, Cordoba and Seville.100 Admittedly, some of 
the smallest taifa states consisted of just one town 
plus its immediate hinterland, and for a short period 
they were not only self-governing but even independ­
ent political units. Examples are Alpuente, Carmona 
and Moron. But they were squeezed in between their 
larger neighbours. They may for a short period have 
been isolated city-states, but did not form what can be 
called a city-state culture. Thus, Moron and Carmona 
were conquered by Seville in, respectively, 1058 and 
1066. The large taifas, on the other hand, were much 
too large to function as proper city-states. Seville con­
trolled a territory of over 10,000 km2; that of Zaragoza 
was more than twice as large, and Toledo’s territory 
covered some 90,000 km2.101

(5) The consulate cities in Southern France in 
the 12th to 14th centuries. The origins of the Italian 
city-states can be traced back to ca. 1100 A.D. when 
elected consuls replaced the bishop as the most im­
portant jurisdictional power in many North Italian 
cities (Epstein, infra 279-80). A few decades later a 
similar development took place in Southern France: in 
some cities some of the seigneurial rights were taken 
over by elected consuls. Such cities are commonly 
called villes de consulat and together with the villes de 
commune they are opposed to cities ruled by a feudal 
lord. Consulate cities are found everywhere in le 
Midi, but their heartland was Provence and Lan­
guedoc, and the most prominent were Nimes, Mar­

seille, Arles, Avignon, and Toulouse. The first consuls 
emerged around I 130. The institution is still attested 
in some cities in the 16th century, but from the mid 
14th century onwards urban self-government had 
everywhere become so restricted that all the consulate 
cities must be described as mere municipalities. Thus, 
the period to be discussed in this context is ca. 1130- 
ca. 1350.

During this period of slightly over two centuries the 
consulate cities obtained a considerable amount of 
self-government in legislation, administration of just­
ice, taxation and defence. Occasionally, a consulate 
city was even empowered to conclude treaties with 
other cities and with neighbouring feudal lords. The 
institutions in possession of these powers were (a) a 
board of consuls (numbering from two to twenty- 
four), (b) an advisory council (numbering from twelve 
to over a hundred), and (c) a general assembly (of 
middle and/or upper-class citizens and hardly ever 
comprising all inhabitants). The political system was 
at first aristocratic but later more oligarchic as mer­
chants and artisans succeeded in acquiring full polit­
ical rights. The general assembly was summoned only 
occasionally, and the consuls were the pivot of the 
system. They were sometimes appointed by the city’s 
feudal overlord, but mostly elected or appointed by 
co-optation. Jurisdiction was their most important 
sphere of influence, often contested between the con­
suls and their overlord.

Are the French consulate cities city-states? and, if 
they are, do they constitute a city-state culture? I am 
inclined to answer in the negative.102 First, like the 
German free and imperial cities, the consulate cities 
were scattered and lay between fiefs ruled by counts 
and bishops. Thus, even if some of them may be class­
ified as city-states, they did not constitute a city-state 
culture, as did the Swiss or the North Italian cities. 
Second, unlike the German free and imperial cities the 
consulate cities were an integral part of the feudal sys­
tem. All were vassals with a count or a bishop as their 
feudal lord, and several had vassals for whom the city 
was the feudal lord. The French consulate cities re­
sembled the German territorial cities: many of them 
possessed a large amount of self-government, they 
were certainly what Weber calls Stadtgemeinden, but 
very few acquired full internal sovereignty and even 
fewer a share of external sovereignty. They were self- 
governing cities, but not polities as were the North 
Italian city-states. The best indication of the differ­
ence in this respect between a consulate city and an 
Italian city-state is probably the ideology. A reader of 
Italian political treatises from Bartolo de Sassoferato 
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to Machiavelli is never left in doubt that the città they 
describe are seen as polities and not just as municipal 
communities. To the best of my knowledge, there is 
no similar evidence that the consulate cities were con­
ceived or thought of themselves as being polities.103

(6) The medieval Flemish cities. For similar rea­
sons I have excluded the medieval Flemish cities, such 
as Bruges, Ghent, and Antwerp. They are some­
times adduced in connection with the concept of city- 
state (Blockmans [1994] 228); “but contrary to the 
Italians, the urban elites of the Low Countries never es­
tablished independent states in their own right. 
Instead, their towns were integrated into a feudal 
structure of representation, and had to share power 
with regional lords (the Duke of Brabant, the Counts 
of Flanders and Holland, and so on), as well as the 
ecclesiastical and aristocratic estates’’ (Prak, infra 
344).

This book, I believe, is the largest comparative study 
to date of systems of city-states, and, to the best of my 
knowledge, it is the first one in which an attempt has 
been made to apply the concepts of city-state and city- 
state culture as consistently as possible. One conse­
quence of this method is that I have excluded some 
civilisations traditionally adduced as examples of 
city-states, principally the Indian cities of the Harap- 
pan phase and the Medieval German Reichsstädte. 
Conversely, it is my hope that this study includes all 
the major city-state cultures in world history. It is 
most unlikely, however, that I have succeeded in find­
ing all attestations of this peculiar form of state forma­
tion. I have to confess ignorance of how many more 
examples I could have found by reading deeper into 
the historical literature. And I am equally ignorant of 
how many more can be found by historians, archae­
ologists, and anthropologists who happen to be per­
suaded by the present volume and become convinced 
that its key concepts can reasonably be applied to 
other civilisations not yet studied from this particular 
point of view.

Appendix 1
The Terms Town and City
There is, alas, no proper study of the terms “city” and 
“town”, and the question of how to distinguish a city 
from a town is a neglected issue. In historical contexts 
the two terms are used synonymously and indiscrimi­
nately by all scholars. Thus, in the preface to West 
(1983) xiv, the word town is used to cover cities like 
York and Bristol. And in the section “Is There a Law 

Governing the Size of Cities?” Bairoch (1988) 146 
writes: “the size of the various towns is a direct func­
tion of the size of the largest among them ... the size 
of the second city is that of the largest divided by 
two,... ”.

Traditionally, a “city” has been a “cathedral town” 
and/or a town which was made a city by Royal letter. 
In the Encyclopédie 3 (1753) s.v. “cité” 486 Diderot 
noticed that “on n’appela cité que les villes épisco­
pales; cette distinction ne subsiste plus guerre qu’en 
Angleterre, ...” But the Oxford English Dictionary 3: 
252 s.v. “city” has the following note: “Historians and 
legal antiquaries have, however, always pointed out 
that there is no necessary connexion of ‘city’ with 
‘cathedral town’, and in recent times the style and 
rank of “city” have begun to be conferred by royal 
authority on large and important boroughs which are 
not episcopal seats, Birmingham being the first so 
distinguished in England [in 1889] ... In North Ameri­
ca [city] usually connotes municipal autonomy or 
organization of a more complete or higher kind than 
‘town’”. In contemporary English “city” just connotes 
“a large and important town” {Oxford Advanced 
Eearner’s Dictionary [4th edn. 1989] 203), and seems 
to denote nucleated settlements with at least a five­
digit number of inhabitants. Whitaker’s Almanac 
(1993) 531-7 has a list of 29 “principal cities” of 
which the largest is Birmingham with 934,900 inhabi­
tants. Most of the others have more than 100,000 in­
habitants and the two smallest are Lincoln (with 
81,900 inhabitants) and Durham (with 85,000 inhabi­
tants). For a list of European pre-industrial cities with 
a population of at least 10,000 inhabitants see de Vries 
(1981)79-109.

Appendix 2 
Ankole as an Example of a State without 
Urbanisation
Ankole was one of over twenty Bantu-speaking king­
doms east of Lake Victoria in what is now Uganda.104 
The population is split into in a small pastoral elite, 
the Hima, superimposed over a large agricultural pop­
ulation, the Iru, which comprised over 90% of the 
total population. The Iru farmers are the original pop­
ulation. The Hima nomads immigrated before 1500 
and set up the Hinda dynasty which ruled Ankole 
until all the Bantu kingdoms were abolished by the 
Uganda constitution of 1967.

Ankole had a highly centralised political system 
centred on the king, Mugabe. The Mugabe was the 
supreme authority and the symbol of his powers was 
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the cult of the royal drums, the Bagyendenwa. The 
Mugabe was, strictly speaking, above the law. He 
made all appointments, decided on war and peace, and 
could impose taxes. He was the supreme judicial 
authority who had the right to punish individuals by 
death, exile, beating, torture, and cursing. The 
Mugabe was supported by a large number of officials: 
his mother and sister, his favourite chief, the Enganzi, 
and a group of abagaragwa, or king’s relatives; 
furthermore there were executive chiefs, or abakungu, 
comprising war leaders and tribute collectors. At least 
since the mid-19th century the whole system of 
government was unquestionably at state level, but not 
linked to any urban centre. The residence of the 
Mugabe was the large prestigious royal kraal, known 
as the orurembo and made up of a number of enclos­
ures. Like the European kings of the Middle Ages, the 
Mugabe moved around the country all the time. The 
farmers were settled in semi-autonomous villages105 
and had accepted the suzerainty of the Hima aristocra­
cy and the Hinda dynasty. Only at the village level 
was Iru political participation permitted.

There can be no doubt that it is the mixture of a pas­
toral with an agricultural economy which lies behind 
Ankole’s peculiar political structure. But, whatever 
the reason, 18th - and especially 19th - century 
Ankole was an unquestionable example of a state 
without towns. And furthermore, the entire political 
system was in the hands of the basically nomadic sec­
tor of the population.

Appendix 3
The Yakö as an Example of a Stateless 
Urbanised Society
The Yakö are a small people living in SE Nigeria.106 
At the beginning of the 20th century they numbered 
some 30,000 persons and inhabited a territory of ca. 
600 km2. They were settled in five compact villages a 
few kilometers apart, each of which was formally 
independent. There were no centralised political or­
ganisations, and wars between the villages were still 
remembered. The smallest village is Idomi, which in 
the 1930s had close to 2,000 inhabitants. The largest 
is Umor, which then had a population of close to 
11,000 inhabitants and controlled a territory of slight­
ly over 100 km2. The inhabitants were farmers who all 
lived in the village and walked to their fields. But 
every household produced some surplus, especially 
palm-oil and palm-kernels. Some of the surplus was 
produced for export, some of it was disposed of by 
sale in the village market.

The social organisation of the villages was based on 
a complicated network of overlapping groups, some 
of which were principally territorial, whereas some 
were based on kinship. Each village was subdivided 
into wards with clearly marked boundaries between 
the wards. Each ward had an assembly place for meet­
ings, rites and festivals. Thus Umor was subdivided 
into originally five, later four wards. Each ward was 
inhabited by a number of localised patricians (sing. 
kepun, pl. yepun) varying in size from 50 to 200 men. 
Each patrician controlled its own dwelling area within 
the ward. There was no tribal superstructure above the 
patrician. Each ward had an association of leaders 
(YakambOn), the head of which (Ogbolia) claimed 
authority over both ritual and secular affairs. The 
ward was almost a self-governing community, and 
fighting between two wards in Umor had resulted in 
emigration of all members of one ward and the subse­
quent foundation by that ward of a new village.

But apart from the four wards and their patricians 
there are in Umor 23 differently organised matriclans 
(sing, lejima, pl. yajima) which provided a village 
corporation of priests known simply as the heads 
(Yabot). Apart from the priests the Yabot also com­
prised some “officials” e.g. Yabot Leko and the Yanun 
Eko, two war leaders who formerly conducted rituals 
to secure success in warfare. The head of the village 
(Obot Lopon) was the priest of the premier matriclan 
spirit and the custodian of its shrine. The village head 
had his house in the centre of the village next to a 
meeting place where all villagers meet. The leaders of 
the wards were not subordinate to the leaders of the 
village. Both sets of institutions were involved in 
decision-making and the settling of disputes, but both 
lacked secular means of enforcing their decisions and 
they did not possess any administrative machinery for 
carrying out their decisions.

Are the Yakö of the 19th and early 20th centuries a 
possible example of a city-state culture? The nucleat­
ed centres are, traditionally, called “villages”, but they 
are indisputably large enough to be cities in the 
Weberian sense, and in recent studies they are indeed 
labelled “towns” (McIntosh ( 1995] 397). The inhabi­
tants are, primarily, farmers who live in the nucleated 
settlement. But, according to Weber, such Ackerbürg­
er are an integrated part of many early cities. Al­
though the Yakö practised what was to a large extent a 
subsistence economy, the widespread production of a 
surplus either exported or sold in the market was pre­
sumably of sufficient importance to justify the classi­
fication of the five nucleated Yakö centres as “Weber­
ian” cities in the economic sense. Much more prob­
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lematic is the political organisation of these urban 
centres. The political organisation of the towns was 
different from what we find in a proper city-state cul­
ture. The coexistence of two different forms of politi­
cal organisation which were virtually independent of 
one another, and the lack of centralised institutions 
empowered to enforce a legal order are important 
characteristics which militate against describing the 
Yakö urban centres as proper states. Nor can any con­
cept of citizenship be traced. In conclusion, I accept 
the scholarly consensus that the Yakö lived in what 
can reasonably be called urban centres but without 
any political organisation of the people as a whole, 
and with a political organisation of the five urban 
centres which lacked the essential characteristics of 
statehood.

Notes
1. Childe (1958) 34-42; Champion et alii (1984); Barker (1985).
2. Price (1995) 131-4; Hvass & Storgaard (1993).
3. Development of agriculture and population growth go hand in 

hand, and I find it superfluous in this context to discuss 
whether, originally, population pressure was the cause and 
agriculture the effect as suggested by Boserup (1965) 117-20, 
or whether population growth was the result of agricultural in­
tensification as argued by Renfrew (1972) 304.

4. Before the neolithic revolution the population density is esti­
mated at less than one person per square mile. On the Pacific 
Islands neolithic societies today attain a density of 30 or more 
persons to the square mile: Childe (1950) 4.

5. On settlement patterns in general, see Roberts (1996); Tring- 
ham (1972) xix-xxviii; Blouet (1972) 3-15. On the distinction 
between nucleated and dispersed settlement, see Roberts 
(1996) 15-37. For an example, see Cherry, Davis & E. Mant- 
zourani (1991) 457-79.

6. Rowley-Conwy (1986) 25, mentioning Lepenski Vir in the 
Donau region and the Ertebølle culture. The mesolithic village 
at Lepenski Vir consisted of between 20 and 26 houses in the 
period from ca. 5800 B.C. to ca. 4600 B.C. (Ristic [1980]); 
Srejovic (1972).

7. For a historical example, see Foxhall (1997) 257-68. A 
modem example is Denmark in the 19th and 20th centuries.

8. Childe (1950); Trigger (1972) 579-82. For the link between 
agriculture and urbanisation, see Murdock (1969) 129-50. In 
an investigation of 322 societies Murdock shows that 56% of 
societies practising intensive agriculture have cities of over 
50,000 inhabitants, a further 9% have towns of over 5,000 in­
habitants, whereas only 18.5% of the societies are settled in 
villages of max. 200 persons.

9. Thus, in Denmark 5,000 years passed between the develop­
ment of agriculture ca. 4,000 B.C (supra n. 2) and the emer­
gence of proper towns in the 11th century A.D. (infra n. 50).

10. The “dogma” that agriculture preceded cities was attacked by 
Jacobs (1969). For a refutation of her views, see Bairoch 
(1988) 13-5 and Mieroop (1997) 25-6. Let me add, however, 
that Ian Hodder’s ongoing excavations do not support the 
current view of Çatal Hiiyiik as a predominantly agricultural 

society. Remains of animal bones suggest that both wild and 
domestic variants were present. The Archaeobotanical 
analyses of the diet point to a regular wild plant component 
whereas there is little evidence for bread and other ground 
foods. See http://catal.arch.cam.ac.uk, 1998.

11. For the meaning and reference of the terms ‘town’ and ‘city’ 
see Appendix, 1 infra 25.

12. A term coined by Breasted (1916) 100-101. The Fertile Cres­
cent comprises Mesopotamia, Eastern Turkey, Syria and 
Palestine.

13. Wheatley (1971) 9, 225-370. Wheatley assumes seven pristine 
urban cultures, listing Egypt and Mesopotamia as independent 
of one another, but for contacts between the two civilisations, 
see Kemp (1989) 92.

14. Mellaart (1967); Mieroop (1975) 26.
15. Defence circuit, stone houses and sanctuaries from ca. 6,800 

B.C. The town covered an area of ca. 2.5 ha and was inhabited 
by, probably, some 500-1,000 persons, see Bar-Yosef (1992) 
10-39.

16. Stein (1998) 21-2, 46-7: “By 3500 B.C. Mehrgarh covered 75 
hectares.”

17. Theocharis (1973) and excavation reports in Praktika (1972) 
8-11, (1973) 22-5, (1976) 153-62, (1977) 159-61.

18. In Arc/izv von Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik 47 (1921) 
621-772, republished as Chapter 8 of Wirtschaft und 
Gesellschaft (Tübingen 5th edn. 1972) 727-814 (the edn. 1 
quote here). For the impact and importance of Max Weber for 
later urban studies see, e.g., Sjöberg (1960) 3-4; Nippel (1991) 
19-30. - Meier (1994) is focused on the city as a community 
and has no treatment of the city as an urban centre.

19. Spencer (1885) 449-50; Naroll (1956) 690; Morris (1991) 38- 
40.

20. The model developed by Gordon Childe (1950) 9-16 includes 
Weber’s essential characteristics, but adds some others: His 
ten indices are: (1) the concentration of a relatively large num­
ber of people in a restricted area; (2) craft specialisation; (3) 
the appropriation by a central authority of an economic sur­
plus; (4) monumental public architecture; (5) developed social 
stratification; (6) the use of writing; (7) the emergence of sci­
ences; (8) naturalistic art; (9) foreign trade; (10) group mem­
bership based on residence rather than kinship. It is worth re­
membering, especially re (6), that Childe developed this mod­
el before the discovery of Jericho and Çatal Hüyük, and with­
out taking the Inca towns into account. - Gideon Sjöberg’s 
definition of a city owes much to Weber but he follows Childe 
in making literacy a defining characteristic: “The term ‘city’ 
has been utilised in varying fashions. We see it, in contrast to a 
town or a village, as having greater size, density, and hetero­
geneity and including a wide range of non-agricultural special­
ists, most significant of whom are the literati” (Sjöberg [1960] 
11). - Heterogeneity includes Weber’s division of labour and 
specialisation of function. According to Paul Bairoch (1988) 
8: “most writers have insisted that one or more of the follow­
ing five conditions must be met: (1) The existence of full-time 
craftsmen, furnishing evidence of a division of labor. (2) The 
existence of fortifications or walled enclosures, thus distin­
guishing the city or town from the village, which remains 
open. (3) A population of sufficient size and, above all, densi­
ty. (4) A specifically urban habitat; houses built of durable 
materials, habitations arranged so as to form streets, and so 
forth. (5) Permanent settlements, as opposed to transient 
encampments.” A recent archaeological contribution to the 
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discussion is that of Bietak, who lists nine criteria: (1) Highly 
concentrated settlement of some size; (2) compact form of 
settlement; (3) differentiated internal pattern of settlement; (4) 
centre of a district in administration, commerce, jurisdiction 
and traffic; (5) not a farming community, although a part of its 
population may be agriculturalists; (6) concentration of 
industries, crafts, goods and stores; (7) partition in labour, 
professions, and social hierarchy; (8) a town may be a 
religious centre; (9) centre of refuge and defence (Bietak 
[1979]) 103). See also Scarre & Fagan (1997) 6.
A completely different approach is to give up all attempts to 
define a town functionally and, to state, e.g., that “a ‘town’ is 
defined here in its widest sense as a collection of houses 
greater than a village” (Sinclair [1993] 22).

21. See, e.g., Dyson (1987) 590-3. For a survey of this view of the 
state, see Hansen (1998) 35-51, 107-13, 114-16.

22. For “the Westphalian Model” as it is often called, see, e.g., 
Held (1995) 77ff. For a critique of the model, see Hansen 
(1998) 112-13. The 189 states are the 187 members of the UN 
plus Switzerland and the Vatican City. East Timor will proba­
bly be no. 190. Taiwan and North Cyprus are states de facto, 
but not (yet) de jure.

23. To illustrate this very important point it suffices, I think, to 
quote one leading scholar in political science, David Easton, 
and one in political philosophy, Carl Schmitt.
Easton (1971) 109. “The territorial state as we have known it 
since the Treaty of Westphalia has thus become the prototype 
from which the criteria for all political systems are derived. 
But prior to the seventeenth century, for the vast span of time 
in which men lived and governed one another, according to 
this interpretation of the state at least, no state was in exis­
tence. At most there was a truncated form of political life. 
Greece had its city-community, mistranslated today as the 
city-state....”.
Schmitt (1941) 376: “Noch heute hört man statt von der 
griechischen Polis oder von der römischen Republik vom “an­
tiken Staat” der Griechen und Römer, statt vom Reich vom 
“deutschen Staat des Mittelalters” und gar von den Staaten der 
Araber, Türken oder Chinesen sprechen. Eine durchaus zeitge­
bundene, geschichtlich bedingte, konkrete und spezifische Or­
ganisationsform der politischen Einheit verliert auf diese 
Weise ihren geschichtlichen Ort und ihren typischen Inhalt; sie 
wird in irreführender Abstraktheit auf gänzlich verschiedene 
Zeiten und Völker übertragen und in völlig andersartige 
Gebilde und Organisationen hineinprojiziert. Diese Erhebung 
des Staatsbegriffes zum allgemeinen Normalbegriff der poli­
tischen Organisationsform aller Zeiten und Völker wird 
wahrscheinlich mit dem Zeitalter der Staatlichkeit selbst bald 
ein Ende nehmen. Sie kommt aber auch heute noch vor, und 
deshalb sei hier der konkret-geschichtliche und spezifische 
Charakter des Staatsbegriffes als einer an das 16. bis 20. 
Jahrhundert europäischer Geschichte gebundenen, politischen 
Ordnungsvorstellung von Anfang an äusser Zweifel gestellt”. 
The historical inaccuracy and the theoretical fallacy of this 
view are pointed out in Hansen (1998) 107-16. For a compari­
son of the concepts of state and polis, emphasising both differ­
ences and similarities, see Hansen (1998) 117-23.

24. Kelsen (1946) 207; Verdross & Simma (1984) 224-5; 
Doehring (1987) 424; Oppenheim (1992) 121-2; Maurer 
(1999) 3-4 = § 6-9.

25. Kräder (1968) 7-10; Claessen & Skalnik (1978) 1-107; Finer 
(1997)2-15.

26. Middleton & Tait (1964); Service (1971); Crone (1986). On 
Chiefdoms, see Earle (1997). For a Marxist view of the trans­
ition from chiefdom to state, see Kristiansen (1991).

27. Weber (1921/1972) 821-2; Kräder (1968) 11-28; Claessen & 
Skalnik (1978) 17-22; Southall (1953) 248-9; Balandier 
(1972) 123-57.

28. Balandier (1972) 140-3. Crone (1986) 57. However, for co­
existence of tribes and state, see Southall (1953) 257.

29. Crone (1986) 50, 64, 68.
30. Shift from the tribe based on kinship to the state based on 

“local contiguity” was first emphasised by Henry Maine 
(1861/1959) 76.

31. Claessen & Skalnik (1978) 21, 33, 85, 544-9; Fried (1960) 
713-31. For the origin of this view see, e.g., Engels (1866) 
301-2: “Im Staate stellt sich uns die erste ideologische Macht 
über den Menschen dar. Die Gesellschaft schafft sich ein Or­
gan zur Wahrung ihrer gemeinsamen Interessen gegenüber in­
neren und äusseren Angriffen. Dies Organ ist die Staatsgewalt. 
Kaum entstanden, verselbständigt sich dies Organ gegenüber 
der Gesellschaft, und zwar um so mehr, je mehr es Organ ein­
er bestimmten Klasse wird, die Herrschaft dieser Klasse direkt 
zur Geltung bringt.” The “classical” Marxist account of this 
view of the state is in Lenin (1917) Chapter 2, with numerous 
quotations from Engels’ works, especially, of course, from Der 
Ursprung der Familie, des Privateigentums und des Staats 
(1884).

32. Hinsley (1986), Oppenheim (1992) 120; see Hansen (1998) 
42-6.

33. Skinner (1978) II 353. See Hansen (1998) 40-2.
34. See Radcliffe-Brown (1940) xxiii: “In writings on political in­

stitutions there is a good deal of discussion about the nature 
and the origin of the State, which is usually represented as be­
ing an entity over and above the human individuals who make 
up a society, having as one of its attributes something called 
‘sovereignty’, and sometimes spoken of as having a will (law 
being often defined as the will of the state) or as issuing com­
mands. The State, in this sense, does not exist in the phenome­
nal world; it is a fiction of the philosophers. What does exist is 
an organisation, i.e. a collection of individual human beings 
connected by a complex system of relations.” See also 
Claessen & Skalnik (1978) 4.

35. Let me add that I disagree with the politico-philosophical dog­
ma that the concept of state emerged in the 17th century, philo­
sophically with Hobbes and politically with the Peace of West­
phalia. Stricto sensu the modern concept of the state as “an ab­
stract juristic person” goes back to Hobbes (see now Skinner 
[ 1999]); but in its concrete sense, as “a sovereign government 
enforcing a legal order over a population within a territory" 
the state can be traced back no further than ca. 1750, and this 
tripartite concept did not catch on until the 19th century, see 
Hansen (1998) 107-13: “How Old is the State?”. On the other 
hand, unlike many sociologists and anthropologists, I can see 
no reason to scrap the concept of sovereignty and the concept 
of the state as an abstract public power above both ruler and 
ruled. My point is rather that essential aspects of both concepts 
can be traced back through the Middle Ages to classical anti­
quity. For a comparison between the modern concept of state 
and the ancient Greek concept of polis, emphasising both 
differences and similarities, see Hansen (1998) 114-23.

36. Fried (1960) 729-30 (pristine versus secondary states); Trigger 
(1993) 13-4. - Pristine state formation only twice in world 
history: Crone (1986) 67-8.
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37. Trigger (1968) 53 and (1972) 576 with n. 7.
38. Excavations of, e.g., Elkab, Hierakonpolis, Elephantine and 

Edfu have revealed remains of fortified towns dating back 
even before the Early Dynastic Period, see, e.g., Bietak (1979) 
97-144.

39. See Grube, infra. For a critical view, see Webster (1997) 135- 
54.

40. The palace at Jiren in the “early state” Jimma in southwestern 
Ethiopia, Claessen & Skalnik (1978) 328-9, classified as a 
“capital” (538). Buschoong, the “capital” of Kuba, an “early 
state” in Zaire, (360), Waiguyo, the “capital” of Yatenga, an 
“early state” in Upper Volta (479).

41. Tahiti (Claessen [1978] 446), cf. Oliver (1974) III 1171-1216, 
and Hawaii (Seaton [ 1978] 280, 286), cf. Earle (1997) who de­
scribes the political organisation of the Hawaiian Islands as 
chiefdoms (33-46), and speaks about a Hawaiian state only 
after the arrival of Captain Cook in 1778 (44).

42. Claessen & Skalnik (1978) 131-50 (Steinhart on Ankole), and 
511-30 (Kandert on Zande).

43. Morgan (1986) 84-111; Kräder (1978) 96-107.
44. The gigantic armies of Asiatic nomads (the Huns, the Tatars, 

and the Mongols) are briefly mentioned on page 60 and de­
scribed as tribal communities.

45. League of Nations Treaties Series, vol. 165 p. 19: “The state as 
a person of international law should possess the following 
qualifications: (a) a permanent population; (b) a defined terri­
tory; (c) a government; and (d) a capacity to enter into rela­
tions with other states.”

46. Yearbook of the International Law Commission (1949) p. 68 
§ 63. See Duursma (1996) 113.

47. Let me add, however, that city-states and small nomadic states 
were lying side by side in Central Asia on the fringes of the 
Taklamakan desert, see Di Cosmo, infra 396-7.

48. Blindheim (1976) 73-82. See Holm, infra 251.
49. Clarke & Ambrosiani (1995) 68; Helle & Nekvitne (1977) 

208.
50. Andren (1989) 128-49. According to Andren the formation of 

a Christian state can be traced back to the 10th century in Den­
mark, to ca. 1000 in Norway and ca. 1100 in Sweden. Most of 
the towns were subordinate to the king and often founded by 
the king, a strong indication that state formation preceded urb­
anisation (129, 131-4). Denmark was, in fact, united into one 
kingdom in the early 8th century, and the earliest urban centres 
were Ribe (8th century) and Hedeby (founded by king God- 
fred ca. 800), followed in the tenth century by Aarhus, Odense 
and Roskilde, see Olsen (1989) 27-32.

51. Trigger [1972) 576. Cf. also Scarre & Fagan (1997) 6: “Today, 
archaeologists use the term civilization as a shorthand for 
urbanized state-level societies,” further developed 26f.

52. Stein (1998) discusses Mehrgarh in a section entitled “Com­
munities without States”.

53. For Egypt, see infra 23. For the Inca empire and earlier cities 
in the Andes, see Kolata (1997); von Hagen & Morris (1998). 
For the medieval European cities, see Tilly & Blockmans 
(1994).

54. For the history of this term, see infra 599 with note 8.
55. Burke (1986) 142; Trigger (1993) 8; Yoffee (1997) 256, 258, 

262.
56. Held (1995) Th “The Westphalian model... which entrenched, 

for the first time, the principle of territorial sovereignty in 
international affairs.”

57. For polis!chora (Greek) see Hansen, infra 152; for iluUleto 

(Yoruba) see Peel, infra 508; for guo/ye (Chinese) see Lewis, 
infra 367-8; for negaraldesa, see Geertz (1980) 4. In Hausa 
birni is the word meaning, principally, walled town, see Grif- 
feth, infra 484. It has strong political overtones and one may, 
for example, speak about two birane being at war with one 
another. The hinterland of a town is called karkara. Birni and 
karkara may be used as opposed or rather complementary 
terms. Karkara denotes the inhabited hinterland (as opposed 
to daji, meaning bush), but karkara has no political connota­
tion. I should like to thank Professor Furniss of SOAS, Lon­
don for the information about Hausa usage.

58. Qrt (Phoenician); polis (Greek); civitas (Latin); città (Me­
dieval and Renaissance Italian); ilu (Yoruba); birni (Hausa); 
oman (Akan, meaning 1. town, 2. kingdom); mji (Swahili); 
guo (Chinese); negeri (Malay from Sanskrit); miiang (Tai); 
ahawlel (Maya); yuhuitaya (Mixtec); altepetl (Aztec). In the 
Ijo language (spoken in the Niger Delta city-states) the word 
for king was amanyanabo, meaning “owner of the town” 
(Ryder [1984] 346).

59. For non-urbanised micro-states, see Di Cosmo, infra 396.
60. See Hansen (1994a) 10-13. The concept of city-state culture 

owes much to the peer polity interaction module, for which see 
Renfrew & Cherry ( 1986) 2. The principal differences are the 
following, (a) Focusing on city-states I exclude chiefdoms and 
polities composed of villages and/or tribal units, (b) A 
standard modular area of ca. 1,500 km2 is too large whereas an 
average number of ca. ten polities in a region is too small, 
(c) Dissociating the concept of city-state from the concepts 
of independence and autonomy, I question the “peer” aspect 
of many of these polities and find it necessary in many city- 
state cultures to stress the hierarchical organisation of the city- 
states.

61. The major revisions of the original concept of city-state cul­
ture (Hansen [1994a] 12-3) are the following: re (3): there are 
many more examples than Tuscany of regions that twice - or 
even three times - have been split up into city-states. Re (4): 
emergence of a city-state culture by disintegration of a larger 
political unit is much more common than I imagined in 1991. 
Re (9): instead of economic self-sufficiency it is now econ­
omic interaction between the city-state which I take to be an 
essential characteristic of a city-state culture. Characteristics 
emphasised for the first time in the description here are (8), (9) 
and 14.

62. In some cases the region is populated by peoples who speak 
different languages of which one, however, serves as a “lingua 
franca”. Malay was the lingua franca used in the Southeast 
Asian city-states, see Reid, infra 418. For Hausa as a commer­
cial lingua franca, see Griffeth, infra 492. The Makari dialect 
was known to all Kotoko, see Hansen, infra 531. In Central 
Mexico, Nahuatl was the lingua franca of the Aztec, see 
Smith, infra 589. The Maya hieroglyphs served as a kind of 
lingua franca, see Grube, infra 561.

63. One of the most short-lived city-state cultures is the hibemo- 
Norse in medieval Ireland. City-state cultures which persisted 
for over a millennium are the Mesopotamian, the Greek, the 
Taklamakan and the Chinese (if one includes the city-state 
kingdoms of the Shang and Western Zhou dynasties).

64. Examples of (3a) are the Sumerian, Syrian, Palestinian, Philis­
tine, Neo-Babylonian, Etruscan, Latin, Arab, Italian, Swiss, 
Dutch, Chinese, Taklamakan, Tai, Mzåb, Hausa, Yoruba, 
Fante, Kotoko, Maya, Aztec and Mixtec city-state cultures. 
Examples of (3b) are the Phoenician (colonies), Greek 
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(colonies), Viking, Malay, Niger Delta and Swahili city-state 
cultures. Examples of (3c) are the Phoenician and Greek city- 
state cultures in which communication between city-states in 
the homeland is often over land. Sriwijaya on Sumatra is an 
example of a city-state culture in which all communication 
between the city-states is along the rivers. In the Arab and 
Taklamakan city-state cultures communication was along the 
caravan routes.

65. Examples of (4a) are the Sumerian (first phase), Syrian (first 
phase), Palestinian (first phase), Assyrian, Phoenician (home­
land), Greek (homeland), Etruscan, Latin, Arab, Taklamakan, 
Sriwijaya, Tai, Hausa, Yoruba, Kotoko, Fante, Niger Delta, 
Swahili, and Maya city-state cultures. Examples of (4b) are 
the Philistine, Viking, Mzâb, and Aztec city-state cultures, 
plus the Greek and Phoenician colonies in, e.g., Sicily. Exam­
ples of (4c) are the Sumerian city-states in the Isin-Larsa 
period (ca. 2000-1800 B.C.) emerging by disintegration after 
the break-down of the Ur III dynasty (Postgate [1992J 43-5; 
Kuhrt [1995] 74; Baines & Yoffee [1998] 208) pace Glassner, 
infra 000; the Syrian city-states after ca. 1000 B.C.; the Neo­
Babylonian city-states in the 9th and 8th centuries B.C.; the 
Swiss city-states emerging after the extinction of the Dukes of 
Zähringen in 1218; the Chinese city-states of the Spring-and- 
Autumn period; the Maya city-states of the Post-Mayapan 
period; the Mixtec city-states of the Postclassic period. - In 
northern Italy most of the Roman cities survived into the 
Middle Ages (La Rocca [1992] 161), and centralised political 
power was re-established first with the Lombards and later 
with the Carolingians. But the dissolution of the Frankish 
kingdom north of Rome set in with the death of Louis II in 875 
(Epstein, infra 278). Thus, the emergence of the Italian city- 
states can reasonably be seen as a fragmentation of a macro­
state into small political units, mostly cathedral cities ruled by 
bishops (czrià, see Chittolini [1990]). Later, in connection with 
the upsurge of urbanisation in the 11th century, these città 
were transformed into what modern historians call city-states.

66. One possible example is the conquest by Ur of all the other 
Sumerian cities during the so-called Third Dynasty of Ur 
(2112-2004 B.C.), whereby the city-states were, apparently, 
reduced to the status of provincial cities. See, e.g., Postgate 
(1992) 41-3; Kuhrt (1995) 56-73. A related example is north­
ern Italy where, in the course of the 14th and 15th century, all 
the city-states were swallowed up by Florence, Milan, Venice 
and the Papal State.

67. Even among the Mzâb city-states wars are attested in the hist­
orical record, principally between Beni S’Guen and Melika, 
see Masqueray ( 1886) 211-14.

68. Examples are Carthage, conquering the other Phoenician 
colonies in north Africa and south Spain, see Niemeyer, infra 
105; Argos, conquering the minor city-states in Argolis, see 
Hansen, infra 170; Florence conquering other city-states in 
Tuscany, and Venice those in the Veneto, see Epstein, infra 
288; Suoju and other major Taklamakan city-states conquering 
their smaller neighbours in the 3rd century A.D., see Di 
Cosmo, infra 401; Aceh conquering some other Malay city- 
states in northern Sumatra, see Reid, infra 426; Tututepec, 
conquering all the neighbouring Mixtec city-states, see Lind, 
infra 576.

69. Examples of mini-empires of city-states are Ebla in Syria, see 
infra 60-1; Lakedaimon and Syracuse in the ancient Greek 
world, see infra 613; Sriwijaya in Sumatra, see infra 411-2; 
Oyo and later Ibadan in Yorubaland, see infra 512-4.

70. The differentiation between outsiders and “insiders” (often = 
citizens) is attested in the following city-state cultures: Assyr­
ian; Phoenician (Carthage, see Ameling [1993] 260-5); Neo­
Babylonian; Hellenic; Etruscan (see Pallotino [1974] 127, 
13Iff); Latin; Italian; Swiss; Dutch; Chinese; Tai; Mzâb; 
Hausa; Yoruba; Fante and Swahili.

71. The Palestinian city-states collapsed ca. 2300 B.C. and again 
ca. 1200 B.C.; the Syrian city-states collapsed ca. 2300 B.C.; 
the Maya city-states collapsed ca. 900 A.D.

72. City-state cultures annihilated by neighbouring powers are: 
the Sumerian and Syrian (first phase) when conquered by Sar­
gon of Akkad in ca. 2350 B.C; the Philistine when conquered 
by the Babylonians in 605 B.C. (Strange 15); the Dutch when 
the Dutch Republic was conquered by France in 1795; the 
Chinese of the Spring-and-Autumn period when conquered by 
the four neighbouring macro-states: Qi, Jin, Qin and Chu; The 
Taklamakan city-states when subdued by China in the late 
18th century (Di Cosmo); the Malay city-states when 
conquered first by the Portuguese and later by the Dutch (ca. 
1511-1625); the Hausa when they succumbed to the Fulani 
(1804-12); the Fante when destroyed by the Asante (1806-14); 
the Mzâb, Yoruba, Kotoko, and Niger Delta when conquered 
by the European colonial powers at the end of the 19th 
century.

73. The Phoenician cities seem to have persisted as city-states 
under Assyrian, Persian and Greek domination: the Hellenic, 
Etruscan and Latin city-states, survived for some centuries as 
poleis and civitates under Roman rule; the Viking city-states 
survived under Irish overlordship until the English conquest in 
1171; the Maya (second period), the Mixtec and the Aztec 
city-states survived for some generations after the Spanish 
conquest. - The Arab city-states became integrated into the 
Islamic Caliphate in the course of the 7th century; The Swiss 
city-states were transformed into members of a modem 
federal state in 1848.

74. All the city-state cultures along the Fertile Crescent form one 
such cluster, viz., the Summerian, Syrian, Palestinian, Assyr­
ian, Phoenician, Philistine and Neo-Babylonian city-states. 
The Etruscan and the Latin city-state cultures form another 
group, and so do the Medieval Italian, Swiss and South- 
German city-states. In South-East Asia the Malay and Tai are 
contiguous city-state cultures together with those whose 
language was Javanese or Makassarese. In West Africa the 
Fante, Yoruba, Hausa, Niger Delta and Kotoko civilisations 
form a cluster of city-state cultures to which one can add the 
Akwamu and Asante. The Maya, Aztec and Mixtec city-state 
cultures in Mesoamerica are yet another example of con­
tiguous city-state cultures.

75. Sumerian/Neo-Babylonian; Syrian (2600-2300, 2000-1800, 
1000-720 B.C.); Palestinian (2900-2300, 2000-1200 B.C.); 
Phoenician homeland (Middle Bronze Age and Iron Age); 
Etruscan/Italian; Taklamakan; Sriwijaya/Malay; Maya (250- 
900, 1450-1600 A.D.).

76. For the concept of the micro-state, see Duursma (1996), 
Ehrhardt (1970).

77. E.g. the island of Belbina south of Attica. It covered 8 km2 and 
was a member of the Delian League in the 5th century B.C., 
see infra 155.

78. A different approach leads to a similar result. The Italian word 
for “local patriotism” is campanilismo. The explanation is 
that, traditionally, the immediate hinterland of a città was 
believed to be as much land as one could see from the top of
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the campanile in the urban centre. If the view is not obstructed 
by mountains vel sim. the visual range from the top of a 
campanile is something like 25-30 km.

79. The smallest are some of the oasis-states on the fringes of the 
Taklamakan desert, which, according to the report drawn 
up by Zhang Quian ca. 100 B.C., had some 200 inhabitants al­
together, see Di Cosmo, infra 397.

80. This observation applies to most of the Sumerian city-states 
(e.g. Ur and Uruk). One exception is Lagash, see infra 38.
Other city-state cultures in which the name of state is usually 
the same as the name of the city are, with one example in 
brackets for each city-state culture: the Syrian (Ebla); the As­
syrian (Assur); the Phoenician (Tyros); the Philistine (Gaza); 
the Neo-Babylonian (Nippur); the Greek (Athenaioi); the 
Etruscan (Tarquinienses); the Latin (Populus Tusculanus); the 
Arab (Mecca); the Italian (Siena); the Swiss (Basel); the 
Chinese (Teng); the Taklamakan (Shulo [but there are num­
erous exceptions to the rule]); the medieval Malay (Sriwijaya); 
the Malay (Aceh); the Tai (Sing); the Mzâb (Ghardâya); the 
Fante (Mankessim); the Yoruba (Ilesha); the Hausa (Rano); 
the Kotoko (Goulfeil); Niger Delta (Ibani); Swahili (Kilwa); 
the Maya (Tikal); the Mixtec (Jaltapec); the Aztec (Yautepec).

81. One exception is, again, Sumerian Lagash, which had two 
other urban centres, viz., Girsu and Nimin, see infra 39. 
Other examples of Sumerian city-states with more than one 
urban centre are Uruk with Kullaba as its second (but much 
smaller) urban centre, and Kish with Hursagkalama as the 
other urban centre (Baines and Yoffee [1998] 208). Some of 
the large Hausa city-states had a number of provincial towns in 
addition to the capital, see infra 489, 491.

82. One example is the Greek city-state of Elis which may have 
had two political centres: Elis town and Olympia, see Hansen 
& Fischer-Hansen (1994) 86-9.

83. I find that centralisation is one of the characteristics which 
distinguishes a city-state from most early types of macro-state, 
e.g., the medieval European states. I note, however, that the 
prevailing view is to oppose city-states and empires and to 
hold that empires are centralised, but city-states decentralised, 
see, e.g., Kristiansen (1991) 25. The problem with this view is 
that no distinction is made between city-state and city-state 
culture. It is correct that the splitting up of a region into a 
number of city-states means maximised decentralisation when 
the whole region is taken into account; but, conversely, it is 
also correct that government of the individual city-state is 
usually more centralised than government of any type of 
macro-state.

84. Arist. Pol. 1261bl0-4; 1275b20-l; 1291a9-10;
1326b2-8; 1328b 16-8. For the demographic and ethical asp­
ects of Aristotelian autarkeia, see Hansen in (1995) 37-8.

85. Griffeth & Thomas (1981) xiii: “Each [city-state] also had a 
policy of striving for economic self-sufficiency”; Charlton & 
Nichols (1997) 1: “the whole unit, city plus hinterlands, is 
relatively self-sufficient economically.”

86. For the Athenians taking pride in not being self-sufficient, see 
Thue. 2.38 and infra page 615. Other examples include the 
Malay city-states: in 1511 the Portuguese conquerors of Mela­
ka noted that “Melaka has nothing of its own, and has every­
thing of the world,” (see Reid, infra page 420).

87. The Vatican City is unique and, apart from being properly 
classified as a micro-state, it does not belong in any other cate­
gory, see Duursma (1996) 374-419.

88. Duursma (1996) 145-373. For the Vatican, which is so pecu­

liar a community that I prefer to leave it out in this context, see 
Duursma (1996) 374-419.

89. In Liechtenstein the name of the capital is Vaduz. Luxembourg 
is, originally, the name of the castle but became the name of 
the town when an urban centre grew up around the castle.

90. Toynbee (1970) 54; Griffeth & Thomas (1981) xv; Charlton & 
Nichols (1997) 2.

91. Noticed by Toynbee (1970) 54: “the last refuge of city-states 
in the present-day Western World is Switzerland”.

92. Wagner (1975) 291, referred to as a city-state in Fage (1978) 
113. 1 should like to thank Ib Friis, professor of Botany at 
Copenhagen University, for drawing my attention to this ex­
ample of an isolated African city-state.

93. Glassner {infra 35-6) holds that city-state is, essentially, a 
synonym for polis and that the concept of city-state should be 
restricted to descriptions of the ancient Greek poleis, and ap­
plied nowhere else. For a similar view, i.e. that the concept of 
city-state is the concept of polis in disguise, see also Feinman 
& Marcus (1998) 8-9, quoted and countered infra 598-601. 
For the opposite view, i.e. that the concept of city-state is ap­
propriate in descriptions of Sumerian society, see, e.g. Gelb 
(1960) 320, 328; Larsen (1976) 112-15; Jacobsen (1980) 76; 
Maisels (1990) 131-98, 269-74, 310-12; Postgate (1992) 28- 
45; Trigger (1993) 8-9, 64-5; Kuhrt (1995) 1: 74; Stone 
(1997); Mieroop (1997) 36; Sallaberger (1997) 149 n. 7; 
Baines & Yoffee (1998) 199-260; Larsen (infra 117); Thuesen 
(infra 59). For repeated cycles of Sumerian city-states, see 
Postgate (1992) 43-5; Kuhrt (1995) 74; Baines & Yoffee 
(1998)208.

94. On the Akwamu, see Kea (1980).
95. Moraw(1994) 111, 115.
96. Baines & Joffee (1998) 209. I share the cautious approach of 

Wenke (1997) 27-49, see especially 43: “The closest approxi­
mations to an Athenian or Mesopotamian city-state in Egypt­
ian history were the great towns, such as Karanis, of the first 
few centuries A.D.”.

97. Mogens Trolle Larsen in conversation.
98. An alternative view, aired by Chakrabarti infra 375-6, is that 

of the many hundred urban centres of the Indus civilisation it 
was the majority and not just the five largest which were 
polities. In that case the city-state model is highly relevant. I 
find Chakrabarti’s suggestions attractive, and we must hope 
that future studies will make it possible to make a choice 
between these two opposed reconstructions of the political 
organisation of the Indus civilisation.

99. Fletcher (1992) 79-103; Clément (1997).
100. See, e.g., Barrucand & Bednorz (1992) 108: “the new political 

units were city-states in every case, many of them minute, 
their internal cohesion resting not on any cultural unity among 
their inhabitants, but purely on geographical considerations”. 
109: “All in all, Seville, Toledo and Saragossa outshone the 
other city-states both in the extent and the duration of their 
power”.

101. Through the Polis Centre’s expert on Greek colonies in Spain, 
Professor Adolfo Dominguez, I have put the question: “Did 
the taifa kingdoms constitute a city-state culture?” to Profes­
sor M.J. Viguera, an acknowledged specialist on the taifas. 
Having read a draft of this introduction her response was that 
the term city-state cannot be applied in any sense to the taifa 
kingdoms, not even to the smallest ones. I would like here to 
thank Professor Dominguez and Professor Viguera for their 
valuable assistance in this matter.
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102. For the view that some of the consulate cities were city-states, 
see Toynbee (1970) 42, 51.

103. For a comprehensive account of the consulate cities see Tim­
bal (1954) and Baratier (1969). For a case study, see Mundy 
(1954).

104. This appendix is a summary of Oberg (1940) 121-62, and 
Steinhart (1978) 131-50.

105. Elam (1974) 162, quoting Lugard (1893) 155-60; See Stein­
hart (1978) 145.

106. This appendix is a summary of Forde (1964).

Additional note. An important aspect of the settlement pattern is 
the relation between those who live in the urban centre and those 
who live in the hinterland. (A) In some city-state cultures all in­
habitants (or at least all “citizens”) have the same status and the 
same privileges irrespective of where they live. (B) In other city- 
state cultures there is an opposition between a privileged urban pop­
ulation and a less privileged or sometimes even a servile population 
living in the countryside. This opposition is often emphasised in 
studies comparing the Greek poleis (type A) and the Italian città 
(type B), see, e.g., Molho, Raaflaub & Emlen (1991); but the same 
opposition is found in many other city-state cultures. Thus, the 
Hausa city-states {infra 491) are type (A) whereas the Chinese 
(infra 361) are type (B). This aspect of city-state cultures will be 
pursued in a future study.

Bibliography
Adams, R.M. 1960. “The Development of Culture in the Great Em­

pires,” in Kraeling & Adams (eds.) 269-95.
Ameling, W. 1993. Karthago (München).
Andrén, A. 1989. “State and Towns in the Middle Ages: The Scan­

dinavian Experience,” in Tilly & Blockmans (eds.) 128-49.
Arnold, C.J. 1997. An Archaeology of the Early Anglo-Saxon King­

doms (2nd edn. London).
Assiri, A.-R. 1990. Kuwait’s Foreign Policy. City-State in World 

Politics (Boulder).
Baines, J. & Yoffee, N. 1998. “Order, Legitimacy, and Wealth in 

Ancient Egypt and Mesopotamia,” in Feinman & Marcus (eds.) 
199-260.

Bairoch, P. 1988. Cities and Economic Development from the Dawn 
of History to the Present (Chicago).

Balandier, G. 1972. Political Anthropology (Harmondsworth).
Baratier, E. 1969. “Marquisat et comtés en Provence,” in E. Baratier 

(ed.), Histoire de Provence (Toulouse) 146-54.
Barker, G. 1985. Prehistoric Farming in Europe (Cambridge).
Barrucand, M. & Bednorz, A. 1992. Moorish Architecture in 

Andalusia (Köln).
Bar-Yosef, O. 1992. “The Neolithic Period,” in A. Ben-Tor (ed.), 

The Archaeology of Ancient Israel (New Haven) 10-39.
Bietak, M. 1979. “Urban Archaeology and the ‘Town Problem’ in 

Ancient Egypt.” in K. Weeks (ed.), Egyptology and the Social 
Sciences (Cairo) 97-144.

Blindheim, Ch. 1976. “Kaupang in Skiringssal. General Back­
ground,” Acta Vishyensia 5; 73-82.

Blouet, B.W. 1972. “Factors Influencing the Evolution of Settle­
ment Patterns,” in Ucko, Tringham & Dimbleby (eds.) 3-15.

Bluntschli, J. 1885. Theory of the State (London). Translation of 
Allgemeine Staatslehre (6th edn. Berlin 1886). [The English edn. 
was made from the MS of the German 6th. edn. and was pub­
lished a year before the German original].

Bobbio, N. 1989. Democracy and Dictatorship (Cambridge).
Bonjean, J. 1967. Tanger (Paris).
Boserup, E. 1965. The Conditions of Agricultural Growth 

(Chicago).
Breasted J. 1916. Ancient Times.
Burke, P. 1986. “City-States,” in Hall (ed.) 137-53.
Carter, F.W. 1972. Dubrovnik (Ragusa). A Classic City-State 

(London).
Champion T. et alii. 1984. Prehistoric Europe (London).
Charlton Th.H. & Nichols, D.L. 1997. “The City-State Concept. 

Developments and Applications,” in Nichols & Charlton (eds.) 
1-14.

Cherry, J.F. 1986. “Polities and Palaces: Some Problems in Minoan 
State Formation,” in Renfrew & Cherry (eds.) 19-45.

Cherry, J.F., Davis, J.L. & Mantzourani, E. 1991. Landscape 
Archaeology as Long-Term History (Los Angeles).

Childe, V.G. 1950. “The Urban Revolution,” The Town Planning 
Review 21: 3-17.

Childe, V.G. 1958. Prehistory of European Society (Harmonds­
worth).

Chittolini G. 1990. ‘“Quasi città’. Borghi e terre in area lombarda 
nel tardo medioevo,” Società e storia 47: 3-26.

Claessen H.J.M. 1978. “Early State in Tahiti,” in Claessen & 
Skalnik (eds.) 441-67.

Claessen H.J.M. & Skalnik P. (eds.) 1978. The Early State (The 
Hague).

Clark, G. 1978. World Prehistory in New Perspective (3rd edn. 
Cambridge).

Clarke, H. & Ambrosiani, B. 1995. Towns in the Viking Age 
(Leicester).

Clément F. 1997. Pouvoir et légitimité en Espagne musulmane à 
l’époque des Taifas (Paris).

Crone, P. 1986. “The Tribe and the State,” in Hall (ed.) 48-77.
Demand, N. 1996. A History of Ancient Greece (New York).
Doehring, K. 1987. “State,” in Encyclopedia of Public Interna­

tional Law (North Holland) 423-8.
Dunleavy, P. “The State,” in R.E. Goodin and Ph. Pettit (eds.), A 

Companion to Conteporary Political Philosophy (Oxford 1993) 
611-21.

Duursma, J.C. 1996. Fragmentation and the International Rela­
tions of Micro-States (Cambridge).

Dyson, K. 1987. “State,” in V. Bogdanor (cd.), The Blackwell 
Encyclopaedia of Political Institutions (Oxford) 590-3.

Earle, T. 1997. How Chiefs Come to Power (Stanford).
Easton, D. 1971. The Political System (2nd edn. New York).
Ehrhardt, D. 1970. Der Begriff des Mikrostaats (Aalen).
Elam, Y. 1974. “The Relationships between Hima and Iru in 

Ankole,” African Studies 33: 159-72.
Engels, F. 1866. Ludwig Feuerbach und der Ausgang der klassi­

schen deutschen Philosophie, reprinted in MEW 21 (1972).
Engels, F. 1884. Der Ursprung der Familie, des Privateigentums 

und des Staats, reprinted in MEW 21 (1972) 25-173.
Fage, J.D. 1988. A History of Africa (2nd edn. London).
Finer, S.E. 1997. The History of Government I-III (Oxford).
Feinman, G.M. & Marcus, J. (eds.) 1998. Archaic States (Santa 

Fe).
Fletcher, R. 1992. Moorish Spain (London).
Forde, D. 1964. Yakö Studies (Oxford).
Fortes, M. & Evans-Pritchard, E.E. (eds.) 1940. African Political 

Systems (Oxford).
Foxhall, L. 1997. “Ancient Farmsteads, Other Agricultural Sites 

and Equipment,” in Chr. Mee & H. Forbes (eds.), A Rough and 



The Concepts of City-State and City-State Culture 33

Rocky Place. The Landscape and Settlement History of the 
Methana Peninsula, Greece (Liverpool) 257-68.

Fried, M.H. 1960. “On the Evolution of Social Stratification and the 
State,” in S. Diamond (ed.), Culture in History. Essays in Honor 
of Paul Radin (New York) 713-31.

Geertz, C. 1980. Negara. The Theatre State in Nineteenth-Century 
Bali (Princeton).

Gelb, I.J. 1960. “The Function of Language in the Cultural Process 
of Expansion of Mesopotamian Society,” in Kraeling & Adams 
(eds.) 315-28.

Gonthier, A. 1954. “Les villes Japonaises,” in La Ville 1. Institu­
tions administratives et judiciaires. Recueils de la Société Jean 
Bodin VI (Bruxelles) 241-8.

Griffeth R. & Thomas C.G. (eds.) 1981. The City State in Five Cul­
tures (Santa Barbara).

Gunn, G.C. 1996. Encountering Macau. A Portuguese City-State on 
the Periphery of China, 1557-1999 (Boulder).

Gurevich, A.I. 1978. “The Early State in Norway,” in Claessen & 
Skalnik (eds.) 403-23.

Hagen, A. von & Morris, C. 1998. The Cities of the Ancient Andes 
(London).

Hall, J.A. (ed.) 1986. States in History (Oxford).
Hansen, M.H. 1994a. “Poleis and City-States, 600-323 B.C. A 

Comprehensive Research Programme,” in Whitehead (ed.) 9-17.
Hansen, M.H. 1994b. "Polis, Civitas, Stadtstaat and City-State,” in 

Whitehead (ed.) 18-22.
Hansen, M.H. 1995. “The ‘Autonomous City-State’. Ancient Fact 

or Modern Fiction?” in M.H. Hansen & K. Raaflaub (eds.), Stud­
ies in the Ancient Greek Polis. Papers from the Copenhagen Polis 
Centre 2 (Stuttgart) 21-43.

Hansen, M.H. 1996. “noXXa/rôç kÔàiç À-éyETca (Arist. Pol. 
1276a23). The Copenhagen Inventory of Poléis and the Lex Haf- 
niensis de Civitate," Acts of the Copenhagen Polis Centre 3 
(Copenhagen) 7-72.

Hansen, M.H. 1998. Polis and City-State. An Ancient Concept 
and its Modern Equivalent. Acts of the Copenhagen Polis Centre 
5.

Hansen M.H. & Fischer-Hansen, T. 1994. “Monumental Political 
Architecture in Archaic and Classical Greek Poleis,” in White- 
head (ed.) 23-90.

Hawkins, J.D. “The Neo-Hittite States in Syria and Anatolia,” in 
Cambridge Ancient History- III. 1: 372-441.

Held, D. 1995. Democracy and the Global Order (Cambridge).
Helle, K. & Nedkvitne, A. 1977. “Norge,” in G.A. Blom (ed.), 

Urbaniseringsprosessen i Norden. I. Middelaldersteder (Oslo) 
189-286.

Heuss, A. 1968: Zur Theorie der Weltgeschichte (Berlin).
Hinsley, H. 1986. Sovereignty (2nd edn. Cambridge).
Hvass, S. & Storgaard, B. 1993. Digging into the Past (Århus).
Jacobs J. 1969. The Economy of Cities (New York).
Jacobsen, Th. 1980. “Sumer,” in A. Cotterell (ed.), Ancient Civiliza­

tions (Cambridge) 72-83.
Kandert, J. 1978. “Zande” in Claessen & Skalnik (eds.) 511-29.
Kea, R.A. 1980. “Administration and Trade in the Akwamu Em­

pire, 1681-1730,” in B.K. Swartz & R. Dumett (eds.), West 
African Culture Dynamics: Archaeological and Historical Per­
spectives (The Hague).

Kelsen, H. 1946. General Theory of Law and State (Cambridge 
Mass.).

Kemp, B.J. 1989. Ancient Egypt. Anatomy of a Civilization (Lon­
don).

Kenoyer, J.M. 1997. “Early City-States in South Asia: Comparing 

the Harappan Phase and Early Historic Period,” in Nichols and 
Charlton (eds.) 51-70.

Kenoyer, J.M. 1998. Ancient Cities of the Indus Valley Civilization 
(Oxford).

Kimmich, Chr. M. 1968. The Free City: Danzig and German For­
eign Policy 1919-34 (New Haven).

Knappett, C. 1999. “Assessing a Polity in Protopalatial Crete,” 
American Journal of Archaeology 103: 615-39.

Kolata, A.L. 1997. “Of Kings and Capitals. Principles of Authority 
and the Nature of Cities in the Native Andean State,” in Nichols 
& Charlton (eds.) 245-54.

Kräder, L. 1968. Formation of the State (Englewood Cliffs).
Kräder, L. 1978 “The Origin of the State Among the Nomads of 

Asia,” in Claessen & Skalnik (eds.) 93-107.
Kraeling, C.H. & Adams, R.M. (eds.) 1960. City Invincible (Chica­

go).
Kristiansen, K. 1991. “Chiefdoms, States, and Systems of Social 

Evolution,” in T. Earle (ed.), Chiefdoms: Power, Economy, and 
Ideology (Cambridge) 16-43.

Kuhrt, A. 1995. The Ancient Near East I-II (London).
La Rocca, C. 1992. “Public Buildings and Urban Change in North­

ern Italy in the Early Mediaeval Period,” in J. Rich (ed.), The City 
in Late Antiquity (London) 161-80.

Larsen, M.T. 1976. The Old Assyrian City-State and its Colonies 
(Copenhagen).

Lebeuf, J.-P. & Masson Detourbet, A. 1950. La civilisation du 
Tchad (Paris).

Lenin, V.I. 1917. The State and Revolution (English translation, 
London 1919).

Lugard, F.D. 1893. The Rise of Our East African Empire (Edin­
burgh).

Maine H. 1959. Ancient Society (Everyman’s Library edn.).
Maisels, Ch.K. 1990. The Emergence of Civilization (London). 
Marquardt, J. 1881. Römische Staatsverwaltung I (Leipzig).
Masqueray, E. 1886. Formation des cités chez les populations sé­

dentaires de l’Algérie (Paris).
Maurer, H. 1999. Staatsrecht. Grundlagen, Verfassungsorgane, 

Staatsfunktionen (München).
McIntosh S.K. (ed.) 1995. Excavations at Jenné-Jeno, Hambarke- 

tolo, and Kaniana (Inland Niger Delta, Mali), the 1981 Season 
(Berkeley & Los Angeles)

Meier Chr. (ed.). 1994. Die Okzidentale Stadt nach Max Weber. 
Historische Zeitschrift Beiheft 17 (München).

Mellaart, J. 1967. Qatal Hüyük: A Neolithic Town in Anatolia (Lon­
don).

Mellaart, J. 1975. “The Origins and Development of Cities in the 
Near East,” in L.L. Orlin (ed.), Janus Esssays in Ancient and 
Modern Studies (Ann Arbor) 5-22.

Middleton, J. 1992. The World of the Swahili (New Haven).
Middleton J. & Tait D. (eds.) 1964. Tribes without Rulers (London).
Mieroop, M. van de 1997. The Ancient Mesopotamian City (Ox­

ford).
Molho, A., Raaflaub, K. & Emlen, J. (eds.) 1991. City-States in 

Classical Antiquity and Medieval Italy (Stuttgart).
Moraw, P. 1994. “Cities and Citizenry as Factors of State Formation 

in the Roman-German Empire of the Late Middle Ages,” in Tilly 
& Blockmans (eds.) 100-27.

Morgan, D. 1986. 77ie Mongols (Oxford).
Morris, I. 1991. “The Early Polis as City and State,” in J. Rich & A. 

Wallace-Hadrill (eds.), City and Country in the Ancient World 
(London) 25-57.



34 Mogens Herman Hansen

Mundy, J.H. 1954. Liberty and Political Power in Toulouse 1050- 
1230 (New York).

Murdock, G.P. 1969 “Correlations of Exploitative and Settlement 
Patterns,” in D. Damas (ed.), Contributions to Anthropology: 
Ecological Essays (Ottawa) 129-50.

Naroli, R. 1956. “A Preliminary Index of Social Development,” 
American Anthropologist 58: 687-715.

Nichols, D.L. & Charlton, Th.H. (eds.) 1997. The Archaeology of 
City-States (Washington D.C.).

Nippel, W. 1991. “Max Weber’s ‘The City’ Revisited,” in A. Molho, 
K. Raaflaub & J. Emlen (eds.), City-States in Classical Antiquity 
and Medieval Italy (Stuttgart) 19-30.

Oberg, K. 1940. “The Kingdom of Ankole in Uganda,” in Fortes & 
Evans-Pritchard (eds.) 121-62.

Oliver, D.L. 1974. Ancient Tahitian Society I-III (Honolulu).
Olsen, O. 1989. “Royal Power in Viking Age Denmark,” in Les 

Mondes Normands (VIIF-XII- s.). Actes du Ile congrès inter­
national d’archéologie médiéval (Caen) 27-32.

Oppenheim, 1992. Oppenheim’s International Law, ed. by R. Jen­
nings & A. Watts (London).

Pallotino, M. 1974. The Etruscans (revised edn. London).
Pierson, C. 1996. The Modern State (London).
Postgate, J.N. 1992. Ancient Mesopotamia (London).
Price, T.D. 1995. “Social Inequality at the Origins of Agriculture,” 

in T. Douglas Price & G.M. Feinman (eds.), Foundations of 
Inequality (New York) 131-4.

Radcliffe-Brown, A.R. 1940. “Preface,” in Fortes & Evans-Prit­
chard (eds.) xi-xxiii.

Reid, A. 1980. “The Structure of Cities in Southeast Asia, Fifteenth 
to Seventeenth Centuries,” Journal of Southeast Asian Studies 
11: 235-50.

Renfrew, C. 1972. The Emergence of Civilisation (London).
Renfrew C. & Cherry J.F. (eds.) 1986. Peer Polity Interaction and 

Socio-Political Change (Cambridge).
Ristic, P. 1980. Architektur und Siedlungsweisen in der mesolithis- 

chen Kulture von Lepenski Vir (Dissertation, Graz).
Roberts, B.K. 1996. Landscapes of Settlement. Prehistory to the 

Present (London).
Rouland, N. 1998. Introduction historique au droit (Paris).
Rowley-Conwy, P. 1986. “Between Cave Painters and Crop 

Planters,” in M. Zvelebil (ed.), Hunters in Transition (Cam­
bridge) 17-32.

Ryder, A.F.C. 1984. “From the Volta to Cameroon,” in D.T. Niane 
(ed.), General History of Africa,. IV. Africa from the Twelfth to 
the Sixteenth Century (Paris & London) 339-70.

Ryffel H. 1903. Die Schweizerischen Lands gemeinden (Zürich).
Sallaberger, “Nippur als religiöses Zentrum Mesopotamiens im his­

torischen Wandel,” in Wilhelm (ed.) 147-68.
Scarre, C. & Fagan, B.M. 1997. Ancient Civilizations (New York).
Schmitt, C. 1941. “Staat als ein konkreter, an eine geschichtliche 

Epoche gebundener Begriff,” in C. Schmitt, Verfassungsrecht­
liche Aufsätze (Darmstadt 1958) 375-85.

Seaton, S.L. 1978. “The Early State in Hawaii,” in Claessen & 
Skalnik (eds.) 269-88.

Service, E. 1971. Primitive Social Organisation. An Evolutionary 
Perspective (2nd edn. New York).

Sinclair, P. 1993. “Introduction,” in Th. Shaw et alii (eds.), The 
Archaeology of Africa. Food, Metals and Towns (London) 1-31.

Sjöberg, G. 1960. The Preindustrial City (Glencoe).
Skinner, Q. 1978. The Foundations of Modern Political Thought 

I-II (Cambridge).
Skinner, Q. 1999. “Hobbes and the Purely Artificial Person of the 

State,” The Journal of Political Philosophy 7: 1-29.

Southall, A.W. 1953. Alur Society (Cambridge).
Spencer, H. 1885. Principles of Sociology I (London).
Srejovic, D. 1972. New Discoveries at Lepenski Vir (London).
Stein, B. 1998. A History of India (Oxford).
Steinhart, E.I. 1978. “Ankole: Pastoral Hegemony,” in Claesen & 

Skalnik (eds.) 131-50.
Stone, E. 1997. “City-States and their Centers: The Mesopotamian 

Example,” in Nichols & Charlton (eds.) 15-26.
Sveaas Andersen, P. 1977, Samlingen af Norge og Kristningen af 

Landet (Oslo).
Thompson, J.E.S. 1954. The Rise and Fall of Maya Civilization 

(Norman)
Tilly, Ch. 1994. “Entanglements of European Cities and States,” in 

Tilly & Blockmans (eds.) 1-27.
Tilly, Ch. & Blockmans, W.P. 1994. Cities and the Rise of States in 

Europe A.D. 1000 to 1800 (Boulder).
Timbal, P.-C. 1954. “Les Villes de Consulat dans le Midi de la 

France,” in La Ville. Institutions Administratives et Judiciaires. 
Recueils de la Société Jean Bodin 6.1 (Bruxelles) 343-70.

Toynbee, A. 1970. Cities on the Move (Oxford).
Trigger, B. 1968. Beyond History: The Methods of Prehistory (New 

York).
Trigger, B. 1972. “Determinants of Urban Growth in Pre-Industrial 

Societies,” in Ucko, Tringham & Dimbleby (eds.) 579-82.
Trigger, B. 1993. Early Civilizations: Ancient Egypt in Context 

(Cairo).
Tringham, R. 1972. “Introduction: Settlement Patterns and Urban­

ization,” in Ucko, Tringham & Dimbleby (eds.) xix-xxviii.
Ucko, R. Tringham, R. & Dimbleby, G.W. (eds.) 1972. Man, Settle­

ment and Urbanism (London).
Vincent, A. 1987. Theories of the State (Oxford).
Vries, J. de 1981. “Patterns of Urbanization in Pre-Industrial 

Europe 1500-1800,” in H. Schmal (ed.), Patterns of European 
Urbanisation since 1500 (London) 79-109.

Wagner, E. 1975. “Immanat und Sultanat in Harar,” Saeculum 26: 
283-92.

Ward-Perkins, B. 1998. “The Cities,” in Cambridge Ancient 
History2 XIII: 371-410.

Watkins, F.M. 1972. “State,” in The International Encyclopedia of 
the Social Sciences 17: 150-7.

Weber, M. 1921/1972. “Die Stadt. Eine Soziologische Unter­
suchung,” Archiv von Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik Wk 
U2A-T12, republished as Chapter 8 of Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft 
(Tübingen 5th edn. 1972)727-814.

Webster, D. 1997. “City-States of the Maya,” in Nichols & Charlton 
(eds) 135-54.

Wenke, R.J. 1997. “City-States, Nation-States and Territorial 
States. The Problem of Egypt,” in Nichols & Charlton (eds) 27- 
49.

West, J. 1983. Town Records (Worcester).
Wheatley, P. 1971. The Pivot of the Four Quarters (Edinburgh).
Whitehead D. (ed.) 1994. From Political Architecture to Stephanus 

Byzantius. Papers from the Copenhagen Polis Centre 1 
(Stuttgart).

Wilhelm, G. (ed.) 1997, Die orientalische Stadt: Kontinuität, Wan­
del, Bruch (Saarbrücken).

Wilson, J.A. 1960. “Egypt through the New Kingdom: Civilization 
without Cities,” in C.H. Kraeling & R. McC Adams (eds.), City 
Invincible (Chicago) 124-36.

Yoffee, N. 1997. “City-States in Archaeological Context,” in 
Nichols & Charlton (eds.) 255-63.


