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ABSTRACT:

This chapter provides an overview of the various ways in which non-citizens were
integrated into the Athenian civic community, ranging from the economic domain to
the military, fiscal, judicial and religious spheres. Based on this overview, the chapter
reflects on the dynamics that prompted these forms of integration and assesses their
social and political scope. Finally, it concludes by briefly considering some of the short-
and long-term impact that the close interaction of citizens and non-citizens in various
non-institutional centers of po/is life may have had on the Athenian civic community.
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1. Introduction

The impulse for this study comes from a well-known article by Kostas
Vlassopoulos entitled “Free Spaces: Identity, Experience and Democracy in
Classical Athens”.! In this article, the author points out how difficult it was to
establish a distinction between citizens, metics, and slaves in Classical Athens,
as many of our sources suggest that defining people’s identity and civic status
was often problematic® and that questions of identity were a soutce of debate,

1 Vlassopoulos 2007. All dates in this chapter are BCE.

2 Vlassopulos (2007, 34-35) cites the following examples: Pankleon, who posed as a Platacan
enfranchised as an Athenian citizen, despite most likely being a metic or even a slave (Lys.
23); two episodes in which bystanders could not tell the difference between a slave boy and
the son of an Athenian citizen (Demosth. 47.61; 53.16); Pittalakos, whose status as a slave or
a freedman is unclear (Aeschin. 1.54-64); the infamous Neaira (Demosth. 59); and Euxitheos’
difficulties in proving his Athenian and free status (Demosth. 57). However, on the role of
written records in the identification of individuals in Classical Greece, see Faraguna 2014b,
who notes that states were more interested in defining who was entitled to citizenship than in
keeping complete records of all inhabitants. When written records came under scrutiny, as in
the case of Euxitheos, proving one’s descent became crucial (on the importance of witnesses
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anxiety, and disagreement. Space played an important role in this phenomenon:
because of the size of the city and its territory, with residential centers scattered
across a vast region, most people did not know one another; changes of resi-
dence and internal migration to Athens and Piraecus meant that belonging to a
deme did not necessarily coincide with one’s social life. In addition to citizens,
there was a large non-citizen population: metics were registered in their deme
of residence, but slaves could work in a different deme than their masters; fur-
thermore, Athens was a cosmopolitan center, frequented by many foreigners
for various reasons.” In this context, to ensure order, social peace, and the con-
tinued exchange of goods and people, a certain degree of tolerance was neces-
sary. The Old Oligarch is a vocal critic of this tolerance, claiming that in Athens
it is not possible to immediately identify a citizen as opposed to a non-citizen,
whether a metic or a slave, to the extent that the law prohibits beating slaves
and metics precisely in order to prevent an Athenian citizen from being beaten
by mistake ([Xen.] Az. Pol. 1.10).*

In terms of space, however, Vlassopoulos calls attention to what he terms,
drawing from the sociological tradition, “free spaces”,’ ie. spaces (such as the
agora, the workplace, the tavern, the house, the trireme, and the cemetery) that
brought together citizens, metics, slaves, and women, creating shared experi-
ences and interactions and giving rise to new forms of identity. For the author,
the spaces of the Athenian democracy were not limited to the assembly and
the courts, Ze. the institutional spaces. Political life and discussion took place
in a wide variety of contexts, such as the agora, where debate occurred outside
of institutional frameworks. However, non-citizens were also present in these

in this respect, see Scafuro 1994). Thomsen 2023 addresses the issue of how foreign citizen-
ship could be verified by hosting communities.

3 For Athens not being a face-to-face society, where individuals would have been unable to
determine the civic status of others with whom they interacted in daily life, see Cohen 2000,
104-29.

4 [Xen.] Ath. Pol. 1.10: 1®dv d00Awv & av kol t@v petolkov mAgiom éotiv "AbRvnow
3 ’ N4 7 5 5 7 37 3 /, ’ < ~ T Y /7
axoAaoto, kot oUte ToTa&on £EeoTv aOTOO 0VTE VITEKGTNGETAL GOl O ODAOG. OV & EVEKEV
8ot 10010 EMYdpLoV, &Yd Ppdow’ &l vOpOG NV TOV dodAov 170 Tod Edevbépov tomTesot 7

\ /7 NN k3 /, 7 N 3 \ 3. AL ~ A 5 7
TOV HETOLKOV 1 TOV AmeAevBepov, TOAAAKLG AV 0indels elvar Tov 'ABnvaiov dodlov Endtaev
v e NS f e e PR e S
av- €c0fitd e yap ovdev Pektiav O dfitog antddi 1i ot dodAot Kol 0l LETOIKOL, KOl Ta £10N

>y , 2 s . . . .
ovdev PBeltiovg elotv, “And again the slaves and the metics at Athens enjoy extreme license,
and it is not possible to beat them there, nor will a slave step aside for you. Well, I shall tell you
the reason why this is their local practice. If it were legal for the slave or the metic or the freed-
man to be beaten by a freeborn citizen, he would often beat an Athenian by mistake, thinking
that he was a slave. For the démos there are no better dressed than the slaves and the metics,
nor are they any better in their appearance”. On clothing as one of the symbolic elements that
characterized the self-representation of the Athenian citizen, see Falco in this volume.

5 See Evans and Boyte 1986, where free spaces are characterized as voluntary associations
occupying the intermediate level between the private sphere and formal political institutions;
examples include 19th-century United States black churches, women’s unions, and labor or-
ganizations, which the authors identify as the primary source of democratic change.
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free spaces and would have participated in discussions. This means that politics
extended also to non-citizens, although it remains unclear to what extent, if
any, they were able to take advantage of the blurring of identities to participate
directly in Athenian institutional life.®

According to Vlassopoulos, the confusion of identities in Athens stemmed
from the peculiar nature of Athenian democracy, which permitted political par-
ticipation not only by landowners but also by the significant proportion of
citizens working as craftsmen and traders, ze. the same sectors in which most
metics and a large number of slaves were employed. In Athens, it was not pos-
sible to immediately determine whether a craftsman or trader was a citizen, a
metic, or a slave. As craftsmen and traders could not be discriminated against,
since many of them were citizens, a certain level of protection and freedom was
also extended to non-citizens practicing the same trades. Thus, the inclusion of
these groups in Athenian democracy had the unintended effect of “liberating”
other categorties, an effect that was most evident in free spaces such as the agora.’

Following this reading, which emphasizes the importance of the workplace,
I decided to investigate the interactions between citizens and non-citizens in the
economic sphere, with particular attention to the possible role of business part-
nerships (Roindiniai) in blurring or minimizing the legal barriers between citizens
and non-citizens.® However, as economic integration is only one facet of non-cit-
izens’ inclusion in the Athenian civic community, the first part of this chapter
(§ 2) surveys the various areas in which this inclusion took place. In the second
part (§ 3), I discuss the dynamics that, in my opinion, prompted these forms of
integration and assess their social and political scope. Finally (§ 4), I conclude
by briefly considering some of the short- and long-term impact that the close
interaction of citizens and non-citizens in various non-institutional centers, or
free spaces, of polis life may have had on the Athenian civic community.”

6 Iwill return to this topic later (§ 3).

7 See also Ober 2000, esp. 37-41, for the idea that, once Athenian democracy had allowed po-
litical participation beyond the circle of the wealthy and well-born, there was in that context
a strong tendency for rights to be extended beyond the citizen body itself.

8 See Carusi 2025, to which 1 refer for a detailed discussion of kvinoniai in Classical Athens,
the main points of which I outline in the following pages.

9 This chapter provides an overview of the research carried out by the Parma unit as part of the
PRIN 2020 project Sharing in the commmunity: citizenship and society in the Greek world (V1I-II century
BC). The research conducted by Ilaria Bultrighini and me aimed to investigate the permeability
of the barriers between citizens and non-citizens in Classical Athens, as well as the ways in
which non-citizens could overcome these bartiers, whether legally or illegally. For the purposes
of this study, “non-citizens” refers to foreigners in the broadest sense: temporary visitors, res-
ident aliens (metics), and slaves (although their status had various nuances, freedmen still fell
within the more general category of metics); nevertheless, many of the forms of integration
discussed here primarily concerned metics (on this, see also Bultrighini 2025, 276-77).
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2. Patterns of non-citizens’ integration

In mapping the integration of non-citizens into the Athenian civic communi-
ties, I would like to begin with economic activity. My study of business partner-
ships in Classical Athens has clarified how certain mechanisms made it possible,
or easler, for groups of &oindnoi to conduct transactions with individuals, other
groups of koininoi, or public authorities, such as joint liability clauses and the
prior determination of the quotas or portions for which each group member
would be responsible in the case of public contracts. What is more relevant
here, however, is that an examination of the literary and epigraphic evidence
has allowed me to assess the presence of koznoniai in different sectors of the
Athenian economy and the degree to which they involved interaction between
citizens and non-citizens.

In the sphere of economic relations between private individuals, cases of
koinoniai are numerous in the domain of the emporia, a context characterized by
extensive interaction between citizens and non-citizens. After all, in a sector in
which investments promised substantial gains but also entailed very high risks, it
is not surprising that creditors and borrowers joined forces in order to minimize
potential losses. The significant presence of non-citizens in maritime trade was
also encouraged by the so-called “mercantile lawsuits” (dikai emporikai), a legal
procedure concerning all disputes relating to sea voyages to and from Athens
for trade purposes. This procedure could be initiated by, and involve, ezporoi and
naunkléroi regardless of whether they were citizens, metics or foreigners, as they
were all treated equally under the law. In fact, it can be argued that several aspects
of the dikai emporikai, including their expedited resolution, were designed with
the awareness that most long-distance traders and shipowners were metics and
foreigners. However, the swift and efficient settlement of trade disputes was in-
tended to stimulate commercial exchange for the benefit of emporoi and naunkléroi
as well as the po/is itself, particulatly with regard to the grain supply."’

For other types of loans not related to maritime trade, examples of &oinoniai
are attested, but the role of non-citizens appears to be more limited. Unlike
commercial loans, in which the security usually consisted of movable property,
in this sector securities, as attested by mortgage horoi, were often constituted by
real estate. However, since the security had collateral value, koindniai of creditors

10  Since the socio-economic profile of emporoi and nankiéroi in Athens and in the Greek world
in general has been the subject of intense scholarly debate, the bibliography is extensive; see,
among others, Millett 1983; Hansen 1984; Bresson 2003; Reed 2003. It suffices to note here
that emphasizing the often downplayed role of citizens in maritime trade does not amount
to denying the predominant presence of foreigners and metics. The bibliography on dikai
emporikai is equally extensive: see, among others, Gernet 1955; Cohen 1973; Harris 2015;
Maffi 2016. While there is no scholatly consensus on certain aspects of how the mercantile
lawsuits functioned, it is broadly accepted that they were established to accommodate the
primary actors of long-distance trade and thus promote trade itself.
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could in principle have facilitated the participation of non-citizens in this form
of investment. In the event of non-repayment of the loan, the property would
have been sold and the creditors would have been paid the amount owed, thus
circumventing the obstacle posed by the fact that non-citizens could not own
real estate in Attica." It is generally believed that this was the case with the eranos
loan, a form of associative credit that, although it did not bear interest, could
nevertheless be extended for productive purposes, and in which non-citizens
could also be involved, probably both as borrowers and lenders."? Finally, in
the banking sector, where non-citizens played a prominent role, joint ownet-
ship arrangements and leases could allow them to rely on the mediation of
citizens—as co-owners or lessors—in order to circumvent the obstacles posed
by their legal status.”

In the public sphere, non-citizens’ participation in the leasing of real estate
appears to have been quite limited, a fact that can partly be explained by their
relatively low involvement in agriculture. However, since tenants were often re-
quired to provide personal security rather than real security, it remains unclear
why metics so rarely appears as tenants of houses, given that ozkiai were needed
not only for living purposes but also for housing ergastéria and productive activ-
ities. Perhaps public leases were simply less flexible and less well suited to their
needs than private ones." In the mining sector, by contrast, the establishment of
koinoniai is quite common, even though formally the holder of each concession
was usually a single individual.”® It is unclear whether, and to what extent, some
non-citizens assumed this role, despite Xenophon’s assertion that, at least from
the mid-fourth century onward, the city allowed foreigners to exploit mines on
the same terms as citizens (I'ect. 4.12)." It is possible that such participation
took place precisely through the instrument of the &oinoniai, which, according
again to Xenophon (Iec. 4.32), may have spread in this sector no earlier than the

11 For the collateral value of security, see Harris 2013a, 107-42; for possible business partner-
ships in mortgage horoi, see Shipton 2000, 55-62.

12 For eranos loans, see Faraguna 2012; Thomsen 2015.

13 For the prominent role of non-citizens in the banking sector, see, among others, Cohen
1992; Shipton 2008; Deene 2014; De Martinis 2019.

14 For a catalogue of lessees of polis-controlled real estate, see Papazarkadas 2011, 299-325.
In the author’s opinion, since most of our evidence concerns sacred property, which would
not have been available to foreigners for rental until the second half of the fourth century,
ideological and traditional barriers may explain why metics are underrepresented even after
that time. For more on the dynamics of private and public lease markets, see Osborne 1988,
289-90, 304-19.

15  On mine concessions, see Faraguna 2006. On the socio-economic profile of investors in the
mining sector, see Shipton 2000; Bissa 2008.

16 Vert 4.12: mapéyet yodv émi iootedein kol tdv (fvav td Bovlopéve pydlecdar év toig
petdiroic. Following Gauthier 1976, 134-36, I interpret émi icotehelq here as referring to
fiscal privileges introduced by the polis to encourage mining, which were also granted to
non-citizens.
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mid-fourth century in order to distribute the risks inherent in the exploitation of
mineral resources among several partners and thus reduce them."”

The presence of non-citizens was widespread in tax farming, both as offi-
cial zelonai and as members of groups of contractors who, at least from a cet-
tain point onward, appear to have been officially admitted by the city, probably
in order to broaden the pool of potential investors for the benefit of public
revenue.”® As in many transactions conducted with private individuals, public
authorities required tax farmers to provide citizens as guarantors so that the
city could recover any unpaid dues from them. The high financial risk asso-
ciated with this role likely led the institution to take on a professional charac-
ter, functioning as a form of investment."” Nevertheless, this did not limit the
presence of non-citizens in the tax-farming sector but rather intensified eco-
nomic relations between citizens and non-citizens. Similarly, in public building
projects, the recruitment of groups of craftsmen—composed of both citizens
and non-citizens—seems to have responded to comparable needs, namely to
expand the pool of workers available for hire’ In essence, in both of these
areas, the establishment of partnerships, in addition to offering more jobs or
investment opportunities to those involved, appears to have provided the city
with an opportunity to increase the monetary returns of tax farming on one
hand and the efficiency of construction projects on the other.

At the end of this brief overview, it seems to me that the participation of
non-citizens to business partnerships can be understood along the same lines
as the introduction of the dikai emporikar. Just as the dikai emporikai, by resolv-
ing commercial disputes rapidly and efficiently, encouraged foreign emporoi and
nankléroi to conduct business in the Athenian market, thereby promoting trade
for the benefit of the whole community, so too did the participation of non-cit-
izens in business partnerships favor their integration into the economic fabric
of the polis. This integration served the interest of both individual po/itai and
the civic community as a whole, which could thus benefit from the entrepre-
neurial initiatives of non-citizens and from the investment of the wealth they

17 Having proposed that the Attic tribes should unite to open new mines, Xenophon sug-
gests that private individuals should also join forces and pool their fortunes to reduce risk
(Vect. 4.32: olov & 1 0Bt kal id1dTog cuvioTapévoug Kol Kowovpévous Thv ThHxmv
dopuAéotepov Kvduvedew).

18  On tax farming in Athens, see the overview in Migeotte 2014, 453-58. The first attested
case of groups of tax farmers being officially admitted by the Athenian po/is is found in the
well-known grain-tax law of 374/3 (SEG 48.96, 11. 31-36), on which see Stroud 1998, 65-67.
Here the group of contractors that enters into a transaction with the city is called a symmoria;
however, the members of the group were probably bound to one another by a private con-
tract of oinonia.

19 On these aspects of personal security, see Erdas 2010b.

20 On business partnerships in the construction sector, see also Carusi 2020, 510-14; Carusi
2021, 145-49.
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had accumulated. This does not imply that business partnerships came into ex-
istence in order to encourage foreign investment in Athens. Rather, it suggests
that the success of this institution—which, due to the nature of our sources, we
find attested mainly from the mid-fourth century onward—was due not only
to the advantages that koinoniai offered to their participants and to the pub-
lic authorities that, in certain sectors, granted them access to public contracts.
Their success was probably also due to the fact that by minimizing legal barriers
between citizens and non-citizens, £oininiai allowed the latter to operate within
the Athenian economic space without the constraints normally associated with
their civic status, enabling them to invest in a wide range of activities, even in
areas that were legally or traditionally open only to citizens.

Although the extent of the economic integration of non-citizens is clear,
it is important to recognize that this integration was driven exclusively by the
private and collective interests of Athenian citizens, within a purely utilitarian
perspective. In this regard, if we turn once again to the Old Oligarch and his
critical yet perceptive view of Athenian democracy, the author, in the passage
following the one cited above, responds to a fictional observer who wonders
why the Athenians allow their slaves to become wealthy and show no fear to-
ward citizens ([Xen.] Azh. Pol. 1.11-12). According to him, this situation was
inevitable in a naval power in which masters depended on the wealth of their
slaves, and therefore had an interest in ensuring that they earned as much as
possible without being extorted by others. The implication is that the need to
maintain a large fleet, which required considerable financial resources, made
it crucial for the Athenians to enrich themselves by employing their slaves in
lucrative trades that generated substantial profits for their masters and, in turn,
for the slaves themselves. Continuing along the same lines, the author argues
that in Athens even metics and slaves were granted freedom of speech in the
presence of citizens precisely because the city depended on them for the large
number of trades (fechnai) involved in maintaining the fleet—and, one might
add, the related industries.?!

21 [Xen.] Ath. 1.11-12: €1 8¢ 11¢ ko Todto Bowpdlel, 811 Edot Tovg S0VAOVE TPLPEGY AVTEOL
Kol peyorompendg Srurdodol &viovs, kol todto yvoun eavelgy v motodvies dmov
yap vootikn dvvopis dottv amd yxpnudrov, dvdykn toig dvpomddois dovAedely, tva
hapBdvopey ag mpdrtel TG dmogopds, kol dhevbépovg deeivat. dv 8¢ Th Aokedaipovi
0 €10G d0DA0G 0 £dedoikel. €av O€ dedin O 060G G0VAOG EUE, KIVELVEVGEL KOL TG XPNLLOTOL
S186vat ta avtod dote un Kvduvedety mept avtod. Smov § giol Thovoiol Sodrot, o0KETL
9 ~ ~ N\ LI ~ \ ’ \ A 5 3 ’ \ ~ ,
€vtadbo AG1TeAET TOV €OV 00DAOV GE HediEval. S0 TODT oLV ionyoplay Kol Tolg SOVA0LG
7pdG 100G EAeVOEpoug dromicapey, Kal Tolg uetoikolg Tpog Tovg Gotods, Sidtt delton i
oM petoikov 81d 1 10 TAMBOC TdV TEXVAVY Kal S10. TO VauTikdv" 310 T0DTO 0VV Kol TOTG
petoikolg gikdtog v ionyopiov énomicapey, “And if anyone is also surprised at the fact
that they allow the slaves to live luxuriously there and, some of them, in a grand style, it will
become clear that they do this too with good reason. For where there is a naval power based
on money, it is necessary to be slaves to our own slaves in order to obtain our share of what
they earn through their labor, and then set them free. But in Lacedaemon my slave fears you.
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In line with this observation, it has been aptly noted that in the Greek world,
for non-citizens—unlike for citizens—r#echné was the primary criterion for assess-
ing their social value within the host community. While not all foreigners were
equally desirable, it was the quality of their skills that rendered them useful and
acceptable.”? This is particularly evident in Solon’s law on naturalized citizens (0
vépoG IOV dnpomotey), which granted Athenian citizenship only to those who
were permanently exiled from their homeland and “to those who relocated to
Athens with their entire families to pursue a trade” (Plut. So/. 24.4: moveoTiog
Abnvale petowitopévorg émi téxvn). In Classical Athens, where citizenship was
granted on much stricter terms and most immigrants remained resident aliens
(metoikoi), technical skills continued to be a key criterion for evaluating the worth
of foreigners within the community. From the perspective of metics, the exercise
of technai was a strongly identitarian element, one that is commonly emphasized
on the funerary monuments of foreigners residing in Athens.” Significantly, this
element of professional pride is relatively uncommon in the funerary monuments
of citizens, who were more reluctant to highlight their occupations, given the
social stigma attached to those citizens who had to work for a living.** Conversely,
techné, both from the perspective of the po/isand from that of foreigners themselves,

Yes, but if your slave fears me, there will be a risk that he will also offer me his money so as
not to be in any danger. And where there are rich slaves it is no longer to my benefit as a mas-
ter there that my slave should fear you. This is then the reason why we have established equal-
ity of free speech between slaves and free men; and also between metics and citizens, since
the city needs metics because of the great number of their trades and the requirements of the
fleet. So that is why we have, naturally, established equality of free speech for the metics too”.
Cataldi 2020 emphasizes the socio-economic processes that, in the last quarter of the fifth
century, minimized the boundaries between free people and slaves, as well as between citizens
and metics. On the parrbesia of xenoi and douloi at Athens, see also Demosth. 9.3.

22 See Hom. Od. 17.382-387: tig yap dn Egivov kakel dAAobev antog énelbawv | dAlov
Y, €l pn t@v ot dnoepyol Faot, | pdvv i intiipo kak®v i Téktova dovpov, | i kai
Béomv G013V, 8 kev téprnotv deldav; | odtot yap kAntof ye Bpotdv én’ dmeipova yotov-
| TroYoV & 00K dv T1g Kadéol TpHEovTa € adTdV, “Who of his own accord goes up to some-
one else, a stranger, and invites him from elsewhere, except for those who are public workers,
a prophet, a healer of illnesses, a carpenter working on planks of wood, or an inspired min-
strel, who gives delight with his singing? Among mankind these are the ones sought after over
the boundless earth; no one would invite a beggar who is going to be an expense to himself”.

23 On the importance of occupations on foreigners’ funerary monuments, see also Ginesti
Rosell 2013. Interestingly, this extended to immigrant women as well: see Kosmopoulou
2001; on working metic women, see also Kennedy 2014, 123-53.

24 On this, see Cecchet 2024a, 112-19, and, more in detail, Cecchet 2025b, according to whom
the clear distinction in self-representation between citizens and non-citizens in private epig-
raphy may have been a means by which citizens distinguished themselves from other social
groups. Although Guicharrousse (2022, 299-372) argues that the participation of foreigners
in the Attic funerary space indicates their integration into the city community, Wijma (2024)
has shown that the emphasis placed on ethnic origin and professional occupations in the
funerary monuments and inscriptions of foreigners is an important element of their social
identity, setting them apart from Athenian citizens. Similar conclusions can be drawn from
the funerary monuments of non-Greek foreigners in Athens (see Babler 1998).
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functioned as a means of integration into the civic community, whether or not
it resulted in naturalization, as in the time of Solon.” Along these lines, it has
been interestingly suggested that the annual per capita tax paid by resident aliens
(metoikion) was more than merely a symbolic marker of their subordinate status.
Although the amount was not particularly high, the tax may nevertheless have
been intended to discourage low-income foreigners from settling in Athens if
they were unable to support themselves and contribute to the well-being of the
host community through their labor.*

Similarly, Xenophon’s Poroi must be considered in this context. The work’s
general aim is to increase the revenues of the po/is, and to this end Xenophon
proposes, among other measures, offering incentives, honors, and privileges to
non-citizens who contributed to the Athenians’ welfare, such as wealthy metics
and major traders, shipowners, and investors. This, in turn, would encourage them
to conduct business in Athens on a more or less permanent basis.”” The most fre-
quently cited statement reflecting Xenophon’s utilitarian perspective is his claim
that metics constitute one of the best sources of revenue, because, while support-
ing themselves and providing many services to the city, they do not receive state
wages but instead pay a residence tax (2.1).* Indeed, in addition to putting their
technai and financial resources to good use for the benefit of individual politai and
the city as a whole, metics also made many other significant contributions to the
polis, such as serving in the army, paying esphorai, and performing liturgies.

As for military service, metics were required to enroll both in the Athenian
army as hoplites and in the Athenian navy as rowers and sailors, although the
methods of recruitment remain debated and probably varied between the fifth
and fourth centuries.” Since they essentially bore the same obligations as citi-

25 I have closely followed here Marchiandi’s work (2018, 105-13) on this topic, with which I
fully agree. The author also highlights how, in Athenian official documents such as RO 4 and
1G T? 475-4706, trade is what primarily defines non-citizens (p. 113-23).

26 See Valente 2021. According to Harp. 5.2 petoikiov, the amount was 12 drachmas per year
for men and 6 drachmas per year for (probably independent) women. Failure to pay the me-
toifion could result in enslavement (Demosth. 25.57; D.L. 4.14).

27 On Xenophon’s Poroi, and in particular on Xenophon’s proposals to attract metics (I/ecz
2) and to foster emporia by favoring foreign merchants (I/ec2. 3) in order to increase state
revenues, see Bodei Giglioni 1970, lvii-xc; Gauthier 1976, 56-109; Whitehead 105-65; Jansen
2012; De Martinis 2018a, 110-38. The context is that immediately following the Social War
(357-355), which deprived Athens of merchants and metics (Isoc. 8.21) and reduced its rev-
enues to an all-time low (Demosth. 10.37-38).

28 Vet 2.1: €1 8¢ mp0OG 101G 0dTOPLEGLY AyaBols TpdTov pev Tdv petoikmv Empéleio yévotro
abn yap 1 Tpdoodoc TdV kaAMoTev Elotye dokel etvan, énsinep abTOVC TPEPOVTES KOl
oAAG. dPeLodVTES TOG TOAELG 00 AapBdvovct oy, GAAG petoikiov Tpoc@épovoty,
“But to these indigenous advantages, we might first add the care of the metics. This source
of revenue seems to me to be one of the very best, since while they support themselves and
benefit the state in many ways, they receive no wage but pay a residence tax”.

29 On the military service of metics, see Maffi 1973; Whitehead 1977, 82-86; Adak 2003, 67-
72; De Martinis 2018b; Luppa 2023, 207-26.The exclusion of metics from the cavalry may
have been lifted in the second half of the fourth century, either for wealthy metics in general
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zens, it has rightly been observed that their military duties contradict the wide-
spread principle in the Greek world that citizenship was tied to one’s personal
contribution to the defense of the po/is.” Nevertheless, as far as we can tell,
citizenship was offered as a reward for military service on only three occa-
sions: the battle of Arginusae in 400, the civil war of 403, and the aftermath of
Chaeronea in 338—ecach of these being an emergency situation, the outcomes
of which are themselves subject to debate.”

Significantly, Daniela Marchiandi has found evidence that during the
Peloponnesian War, and particularly in its final phase, Athens promoted an in-
clusive public image of itself by emphasizing solidarity and unity of purpose
between citizens and their cohabitants in public discourse.’” This occurred at
a critical moment for the survival of the polis, as illustrated by the well-known
speech delivered by Nikias at Syracuse on the eve of the final battle (Th. 7.63.3-
4). Addressing the nantai of the fleet, the stratégos appeals to those “who have
up to now been thought as Athenians, though they are not” (ot Témg Afnvaiot
vopldpevor, kol pun 8vieg), reminding them that they are admired through-
out Greece for their command of the Attic language and their imitation of
Athenian customs, and that they share in the advantages of the arché no less
than the Athenians themselves. Therefore, they are rightly expected not to be-
tray, in its moment of greatest need, that arché in which they alone are partners
with the Athenians of their own free will (kowvovol pdvor Elevbépmwg Nuiv
TAG dpyAg 6vtec).” In stark contrast to the Old Oligarch, foreigners are here
praised precisely for being indistinguishable from Athenian citizens. Such rhet-
oric may have encouraged non-citizens to participate in large numbers in the
movement that led to the fall of the Thirty, whether motivated by ideological
conviction or mere opportunism.”* However, even if some individuals were
subsequently rewarded with naturalization, this did not lead to the emergence
of a fundamentally different notion of citizenship, one based not exclusively on
birthright but on civic virtue and devotion to the city’s well-being, as articulated
in certain speeches of Lysias.”

or only for those who received isofeleia, whether or not this development was based on one of
Xenophon’s proposals (see De Martinis 2018b).

30 See Mavrogordatos 2014.

31  On the Arginusae and the aftermath of Chaeronea, see Osborne 1983, 111, 33-37 (T 10) and 67-
68 (T 67); on the civil war of 403, see Osborne 1981, I, 37-41 and II, 26-43 (D 6), with RO 4.

32 See Marchiandi 2018, 116-27.

33 For Nikias cleatly referring to metics, see Hornblower 2008, 677-79; Pelling 2022b, 206-7.
For language as a marker of civic inclusion in Classical Athens, see Falco 2025b, 231-44.

34 As Cinzia Bearzot (2007, 132-40) has pointed out, the metics represented in Lysias’ speeches
are characterized positively by their lack of involvement in public life and their commitment
to providing financial support to the community (see also Eurip. Supp. 892-895); however, in
line with the political climate of the time, they also exhibit a deep attachment to democratic
ideals, often surpassing the citizens themselves in this respect.

35 See, for example, Lysias’ Against Philon, a speech in which the behavior of metics who went
beyond their duty to defend the democracy (31.29) is contrasted with that of the defendant,
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As for liturgies and ezsphorai, the extent and terms of metics’ contributions in
these areas also remain debated. Nevertheless, it has been noted that the po/is’
reliance on wealthy metics appears to have reached its height in the second half
of the fourth century, as private wealth and euergetism became increasingly
important to many aspects of communal life.”

Bultrighini’s work on the particulatly significant case of the trierarchy. Although

Here 1 will refer only to Ilaria

it has often been doubted that metics could perform this liturgy, on the grounds
that it involved not only financial contributions but also actual military com-
mand, Bultrighini’s analysis presents a different picture. In the fourth century, as
it became increasingly difficult to find sufficient numbers of citizens to perform
liturgies, various reforms were introduced to spread the financial burden among
a larger group of individuals, effectively separating the financial and military
components of the trierarchy. In this context, it is hardly surprising that a litur-
gy traditionally reserved for citizens was also opened to the wealthiest metics.”’
From a utilitarian perspective, it appears that the Athenians did not hesitate to
assign to non-citizens a role that was, in principle, reserved for citizens—a role
that entailed both civic prestige and the holding of a public office.™

who, although a member of the démos, abandoned his po/is at a time of civil strife in pursuit
exclusively of his own advantage. Lys 31.5-6: 8y® ydp odk dAhoug Tvdc enput Stiatov etvor
Bovrebew mept PGV, H TodS TPAC 6 sivan moAitac kol mBupodvtac TovTov. T0HToIC PV
yap peydha 0 S1pépovid EoTiv €0 Te TpdTTEWY TV MMV THVSE Kol dvemindeioe S1d 10
Gvaykaiov opioty adtoic fyeloBar etvar petéyev 10 pépog TdV Sewdv, Gomep kal TV
Gyabdv petéyovot ol 8¢ euoetl pév molltal giot, yvaun 8¢ ypdviar O¢ Taco yi TaTpig
adToic goTwv &v i v 10 dmtidela Exovotv, ovtot Siikof glow &t <pading> dv mapévrec 1o
Thg TOAems KooV dyaBov émi 10 EovTdV 1010V Képdog EABotev 810 TO pn TV AV GAAG.
mv ovotav matpida £ovtoig Nyelobor, “My contention is that it is not right for anybody
else to offer advice in our affairs, other than those who in addition to being citizens are also
enthusiastic about their citizenship. For these people, it makes a great difference whether the
city is prosperous or not, because they believe it is necessary for them to share in what is
bad, just as they share in what is good. As for those who are citizens by birth, but who take
the view that every place in which they possess anything is for them a fatherland, it is clear
that such people would even discard the public good of the city and pursue their own private
profit, because they regard not the city but their property as their fatherland (transl. by S.C.
Todd)”. For the view that the period following the restoration of democracy in 403 witnessed
the emergence of a more inclusive idea of citizenship, albeit short-lived and ultimately incon-
sequential, see Bakewell 1999.

36 See Adak 2003, 251-56. For the financial obligations of metics toward the civic community,
see, on ezsphoraz, Whitehead 1977, 78-80; Adak 2003, 72-77; Luppa 2023, 237-40; on liturgies,
Whitehead 1977, 80-82; Adak 2003, 77-94; Luppa 2023, 241-42.

37  See Bultrighini 2025, 289-304.

38 It should also be noted that even the s#ratégia may have been exceptionally and occasionally
opened to foreigners in the emergency situation of the last phase of the Peloponnesian War
(see Bultrighini 2025, 283-85). Similarly, the possible inclusion of metics in the cavalry in
the second half of the fourth century (see n. 29 above), may have been motivated by the
difficulty of recruiting members of the upper classes who were either unable or unwilling to
petform this service (Xen. Hipp. 1.2).
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Beyond the economic, military, and fiscal integration of non-citizen, other
dimensions must also be taken into account. With regard to the legal and judi-
cial sphere, metics were probably granted, at least formally, judicial protection
comparable to that enjoyed by citizens over the course of the fourth century,
although it is impossible to determine whether, and to what extent, courts dis-
criminated against them in practice. According to Alberto Maffi this protec-
tion was granted essentially because the city needed them.” A similar rationale
seems to apply to the role of the prostatés, that is, a citizen who acted as a kind
of patron for a metic during registration in his deme of residence and in legal
proceedings.”” The most plausible scenatio is that the relationship between a
metic and his prostatés remained in place for the duration of the metic’s stay in
Attica and that, until the mid-fourth century, prostatai were required for metics
in legal proceedings, at least during the pre-trial stage of the anakrisis before
the polemarchos, who was responsible for cases involving foreign residents. Over
time, however, their role in the judicial sphere appears to have declined under
the influence of the dikai emporikai, in which non-citizens in general, as men-
tioned above, were granted the right to act entirely independently.*!

The religious sphere is also of primary importance, although the nature of
metics’ participation in this domain is more difficult to assess. There is no doubt
that metics were included in certain public religious events, either through the
elevation of foreign deities to the status of civic cults, as in the well-known case
of the goddess Bendis,* or through their direct involvement in specific Athenian
festivals, such as the Panathenaic procession or the sactifice of the Hephaistia.®
However, since these forms of participation typically assigned foreign residents a
limited or even subordinate role, it is difficult to determine whether the purpose
was to underscore metics’ integration into the civic community—albeit with the
necessary distinctions—or to emphasize their outsider status. Interestingly, in ei-
ther case it seems plausible that the inclusion of metics aimed to encourage their
contribution in terms of wealth and support to the Athenian community.*

39 See Maffi 1972. Patterson (2000) highlights the vulnerability of metics in Athenian courts
due to their lack of an extensive kinship structure; in contrast, Luppa (2023, 307-30) challeng-
es the notion that foreign residents were in a legally precarious position in Athens. Whitehead
(1977, 89-96), emphasizes the restrictions imposed on the legal capacities of metics, above all
noting that metics had access to the judicial system as plaintiffs and defendants, but never as
judges, and thus were never judged by their peers.

40  On the figure of the prostatés and his functions, see Tuci 2007, with a discussion of the
ancient sources and a bibliographical overview.

41 For a thorough discussion of this issue, along with a comprehensive bibliography, see Tuci
2023.

42 For Bendis’ inclusion among the civic cults, see Wijma 2014, 126-55; Guicharrousse 2022,
91-191.

43 See Wijma 2014, 37-64 on the Panathenaic procession, and 86-94 on the Hephaistia.

44 On the limited scope of these forms of inclusion, see Whitehead 1977, 86-89. Conversely,
see Wijma 2014, 156-63, for metics’ participation in Athenian festivals as a means of shaping
their po/is membership. Luppa (2023, 294-306) underscores the distinction between resident
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The issue of land tenure, by contrast, is less controversial. As Michele
Faraguna has recently pointed out, the ability to own real estate was closely tied
to full membership in the civic community, with property functioning as a key
factor of both inclusion and exclusion.* In this respect, there is little doubt
that the Athenians were extremely reluctant to grant enkzesis, that is, the right to
own land and real estate in Attica, to non-citizens. Until the mid-fourth century,
this privilege was conferred only rarely, primarily on non-resident foreigners
who were registered as Athenian proxenoi and were expected to exercise such a
right only potentially. From the 330s onward, when the institution of proxenia
was increasingly employed to honor resident foreigners as well, metics were
granted enktésis more frequently, although it remained an exceptional privilege,
often accompanied by numerous restrictions that substantially limited both its
practical effects and its economic value. The limitations of time and scope sug-
gest that enktésis was inherently different from the property rights enjoyed by
citizens.*

3. The scope of non-citizens’ integration

Taking all these aspects into consideration reveals a fundamental ambivalence
regarding the position of foreign residents within the Athenian community.
Indeed, depending on perspective and on how different arguments are wei-
ghed, modern scholarship appears to oscillate in its assessment of the role of
metics, treating it either as a desirable status or as a disadvantaged position, and
describing metics as either subaltern or integrated within the Athenian po/s.
In particular, the subordinate position of metics is downplayed in studies that
emphasize the social rather than the political-institutional content of the con-
cept of citizenship in the Greek world, and that locate its essence in religious
participation and other aspects of the po/is’ social life rather than in the exercise
of legal and political rights."

and non-resident foreigners created by these forms of participation. A critical reassessment
of the level of inclusion enjoyed by foreigners in Athenian festivals was recently presented
by Daniela Marchiandi at the international conference Le poleis in festa. Discorsi, rifi e spagi
Sfestivi nelle citta greche dall’eta classica alla tarda antichita, University of Turin, 27-29 October 2025
(“Stranieri e feste (cittadine e non) ad Atene”).

45 On land and citizenship in the Greek polis, see Faraguna 2024, with a thorough discussion
of ancient sources, and Faraguna in this volume.

46 See Faguer 2021, whose analysis shows that of the approximately sixty grants of enksesis
attested in Athens from the late fifth century to the mid-2nd century, only a small percentage
appear to concern foreign residents. However, since most of the grantees were proxenoi, the
number would be somewhat higher if one accepts, as Adak does (2003, 201-18), that this
form of institutionalized friendship was not necessarily bestowed more often on non-resi-
dent foreigners than on resident foreigners.

47 The oscillation in modern scholarship—exemplified by the antinomy between the
Quasibiirger of Wilamowitz (1887) and the “anti-citizen” of Whitehead (1977)—is discussed
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The fundamental ambivalence of the position of resident foreigners is well
illustrated by what is probably the best-known literary metaphor for the rela-
tionship between citizens and foreigners. In the Acharnians, performed at the
Lenaia festival in 425, when only citizens and residents were present in the audi-
ence, the author expresses the hope that he will not be accused of speaking ill
of the city in front of foreigners, since “here it is only us alone, the cream of the
crop, for in my opinion the metics are the bran of the citizens” (Ar. .Ach. 507-
508: GAL’ Eopgv odTOl VOV YE TEPIERTIGCUEVOL: TOVG YA HETOIKOVG dxvpa TOV
Got@dv Aéyw). If we follow the metaphor, when the citizens at the Lenaia are
cleansed of their husk, that is, the foreigners, they still retain the bran, namely
the metics. Metics are thus part of the grain—in other words, they are closely
linked to citizens—but they represent the least valuable part of the grain prior
to sifting, a product of inferior worth.*

Despite the diversity of viewpoints, however, a common thread seems to
run through the various approaches: the idea that the position of metics with-
in the civic community resulted from a kind of unwritten agreement between
them and the po/is, whereby “each side keeps its part... and looks to the other
to do likewise”, as David Whitehead puts it.* Similarly, Marie-Francoise Baslez
emphasizes the existence of a social contract (contrat social), whereby metics
were granted certain rights and privileges in exchange for their economic con-
tribution and services to the city.” According to Mustafa Adak, the relationship
between citizens and metics was one of social reciprocity (sogiale Reziprozitid):
in return for granting them metvikia status, citizens expected specific services
from foreign residents, while metics, in turn, expected these services to be re-
warded with certain privileges through a mechanism of compensation.” Finally,
Josine Blok likewise describes metoikia as “a framework set up by the Athenians
in which the contributions of the numerous immigrants to the po/is |...] were
reciprocated in the form of certain #mai |...]. Such a framework, in which both
parties knew what they might expect from each other in terms of money and
work, legal and cultic rights and financial and military duties, may have worked
as an incentive both for outsiders to settle at Athens and for the po/is to live up

to the rules of reciprocity”.””

by Adak 2003, 29-39; Guicharrousse 2022, 12-24; Luppa 2023, 15-17; Tuci 2023, 102-3, 115-
18; Bultrighini 2025, 277-83. For studies emphasizing the social and religious dimensions
of community participation in evaluations of the boundaries between citizens and foreign
residents, see Wijma 2014; Taylor, Vlassopulos 2015; Guicharrousse 2022.

48 I follow here the excellent discussion by Tuci (2023, 120-22).

49 See Whitehead 1977, 57-60 (quotation from p. 58-59).

50  See Baslez 1984, esp. 127-49. As Guicharrousse (2022, 15-17) points out, this work follows
in the tradition of Clerc’s (1893) economic contractualism, which takes a very positive view
of the role of metics in the po/is and interprets their integration primarily in economic and
financial terms. See also Bearzot 2012, 153-54.

51  See Adak 2003, esp. 41-53.

52 See Blok 2017, 265-75 (quotation from p. 274).
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In other words, it seems to me that the value non-citizens brought to the
community better explains both the rights and privileges they enjoyed and the
forms of integration that resulted from them than does the confusion of iden-
tities arising from the unique nature of Athenian democracy, as postulated by
Vlassopoulos. This does not mean that their worth to the community was as-
sessed exclusively in economic and financial terms, but it cannot be denied
that, from the perspective of the available ancient sources, metics are often
characterized as useful and valuable to the city, even though their presence was
not necessarily desirable per se, and being a metic could itself be regarded as a
distasteful condition.”

It must also be taken into account that resident and non-resident foreigners
could, in exchange for acts of exergesia, be granted honors extending to them
rights and prerogatives (#mai) comparable to those enjoyed by citizens, such
as fiscal equality (isofeleia) and enktésis.* Indeed, within what may be defined as
the “economy of public honots”, the démos secured the voluntary benefits and
services of non-citizens (as well as citizens) precisely by awarding appropriate
timai, which both rewarded past services and encouraged future ones, in accot-
dance with the principle of reciprocity. The Athenians were clearly aware that
the city’s financial, military, and political well-being depended on the effective
functioning of the euergetic system and on the actions of generous benefac-
tors, many of whom were non-citizens.”

Unsurprisingly, the possession of wealth placed non-citizens in a better posi-
tion to actively seek honors (philotimesthai) by lavishly expending their resources on
acts of euergesia toward the city and reaping the corresponding benefits in terms
of #imai. Moreover, many scholars have observed that the formation of econom-
ic, cultural, and religious networks cutting across divisions of class and status, and
involving both citizens and non-citizens, provided the latter with opportunities
for social advancement and, in certain situations, for acquiring rights and pre-
rogatives that lifted them beyond the formal limitations of their civic status. In

53  For an overview of the literary evidence, see Whitehead 1977, 34-60 and, especially on
political thought, 125-36.

54  For an overview of the voluntary acts of exergesia that could be performed by resident and
non-resident foreigners, ranging from financial and material support to diplomatic or military
assistance, see Adak 2003, 95-193. In terms of the privileges that could be granted to them by
the polis, on isoteleia (which could include the right to serve in the army and to pay eisphorai on
the same footing as the Athenians), see Maffi 1973; Whitehead 1977, 11-12; Adak 2003, 218-
32; Guicharrousse 2022, 51-54; Luppa 2023, 334-40; Bultrighini 2025, 280-82; on proxeny,
see Whitehead 1977, 13-14; Adak 2003, 201-18; Luppa 2023, 351-58; on enktésis, see Adak
2003, 235-39; Faguer 2021; Luppa 2022, 344-51; on ateleia, see Adak 2003, 227-32; Luppa
340-44; on other honors, such as public praise, crowns, hospitality in the prytaneion, proedria,
etc., see Adak 2003, 242-49.

55  Here I follow Canevaro’s (2016, 77-97) compelling discussion of the arguments raised
by Demosthenes in his speech against Leptines in 355/4, with refetences to previous

bibliography on the “economy of honors”.
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some cases, this process even resulted in naturalization, the greatest zuz of all, as
illustrated by the well-known examples of bankers of foreign and servile origin.>

At the same time, these scholars acknowledge that, despite the high socio-eco-
nomic status and the attainment of honors that brought some of these individ-
uals closer to citizenship, cases of actual naturalizations remained very limited.”’
Even Xenophon—whom Joseph Jansen characterizes as “progressive”, since
his proposals “would have contributed significantly to the erosion of the status
divide separating citizens from non-citizens”—never contemplated granting
citizenship to the wealthy metics and entrepreneurs upon whom the city so
heavily relied.”® Those who did obtain citizenship by dectee, the démopoiétoi, were
themselves subject to restrictions in both the political and religious spheres, as
they were barred, at least in the first generation, from holding archonships and
ptiesthoods.”” Furthermore, naturalized citizens such as Apollodoros, the son
of Pasion, appear to have experienced discrimination® and to have felt com-
pelled to go above and beyond in their services to the city, “as men who are

56  For economic and professional relationships and networks involving citizens and non-citizens,
see Shipton 2008; Ferrucci 2012; Deene 2014; Gabrielsen 2015; Tuci 2019; De Martinis 2019;
Falco 2025a, 70-77; Marchiandi 2025. For religious and cultural networks and associations in-
volving citizens and non-citizens, see Gabrielsen 2016; Gottesman 2014, esp. 44-76; Taylor
2015; Guicharrousse 2022, esp. 95-297; Luppa 2023, 260-68; however, see also Kierstead 2025
for a more critical view of the extent of mixing between citizens and non-citizens in associa-
tions of the Classical period. As modern scholarship on voluntary associations is too extensive
to be cited here in full, please refer to the relevant bibliography in these studies.

57 According to Osborne (1983, IV, 2006), grants that were not purely honorific (ze. those given
to individuals likely to implement them) were rare in the fifth and fourth centuries, while a
certain increase occurred during the Lycurgan period, primarily concerning financiers and
bankers; this development is consistent with the encouragement of private contributions to
the state, a well-known facet of Lycurgos’ program.

58  See Jansen 2012 (quotation from p. 725-26). For further scholarship on the Poroi, see n. 27
above.

59  For limitations imposed on first-generation naturalized citizens, see Demosth. 59.92-93 and
106. On politeia as the greatest fimé granted to non-citizens, see Adak 2003, 239-41; Luppa
2023, 358-66.

60  See, for instance, Demosth. 50.26: kol epi T@V okev®dv Eppalev odTd STt 1o oyt kol
dnpdoiov oddév: “dc odv”, Epn, “N melowv Eketvov S10vood, i okedn Exov conTd Gvdmhel.
otpor 8¢ cor”, Epn, “adTov 003V dioicecOar dpeiiel yap Gpyvpiov dkel, & droddoot
BovMiceton &k TG TIPAG TOV okeV@V”. drovoag 8¢ ovtoc TobTa Tod T EdkThApovog kol
10D Agviov 10D kndeotod Tod duod, TEpt piv dv Eheyov oDt oDV adTolc dmokpivetar,
yeldoavta 8¢ Epacav adTov einetv “dptt udg mitTng yevetor dBovieto yop Abnvaiog
gtvar”, “Ectemon told to Polycles that I was using my own gear for the ship and had nothing
from the city. ‘See whether you want to persuade him to sell you the gear, or get your own
gear and sail off. I think’, he said, ‘Apollodorous will be agreeable, since he owes money
there and will want to pay it back from the price of the gear’. When Polycles heard this from
Euctemon and from my father-in-law Deinias, he gave no answer to what they had said to
him; they reported that he laughed and said, “The mouse has just got a taste of pitch: he
wanted, you see, to be an Athenian’ (transl. by V. Bers)”. See also Demosth. 36.30; 53.18.
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returning a favor” (Demosth. 45.78)." Ultimately, although the #mai granted
to non-citizens tended to approximate their status to that of po/itai by allowing
them to act as citizens in certain domains, they nevertheless fell short of what
was considered the core content of citizenship, namely access to political and
judicial deliberation and to public office.” Indeed, scholars who have addressed
the nature of the #mai conferred upon non-citizens have recognized—albeit
with different emphases—that the démos could bestow rights, privileges, and
even specific functions upon non-citizens without sharing political sovereignty
with them® or creating a form of partial or quasi-citizenship.* In other words,
the honors granted to non-citizens “seem to work under the level of the #mé of
citizens, approaching by small and partial increases citizen status (%) and the
attached prerogatives (fimai)”.%

In light of these considerations, I remain unconvinced that it was the unique
nature of Athenian democracy that enabled a certain degree of protection and
freedom to be extended to non-citizens. Nor do I believe that non-citizens
could easily exploit this situation, and the perceived blurring of identities, in or-
der to participate directly in Athenian institutional life. The examples cited by
Vlassopoulos—who argues that the evidence is scarce because no one would

61  Demosth. 45.78: 1 & &ig TV wOMv kol 66 €l Dpac, dg dOvapot Aapmpdtoto, Og DUELS
60VIoTE, TOI* 0V Yap Gyvod tod0 &ti Tolg pev yével mokitoig iy ikavdv £6Tt Antovpyely
®¢ 01 VOpoL TPooTdTTOust, TOVG 88 TONTOVE NUAS O¢ GrodiddvTag xdptv, oUT®m TPOCHKEL
eaivesBorl Antovpyodvrag, “Whatever services concern the city, however, and all those that
concern you, I carry out, as you know, with as much splendor as I can. For I’'m not unaware
that for you who are citizens by birth it’s sufficient to carry out your public duties as the laws
enjoin, but for those of us who are made citizens by decree it’s appropriate to be seen carrying
out these duties as men who are returning a favor (transl. by A.C. Scafuro)”. See also Eust.
Comm. Hom. 1. 9.648: memolroypagnpuévort & Sumg 1dv iBoyevdv £deutépevov, “even those
who have been granted citizenship are nevertheless second to the natives of the place”.

62 For the view that political and judicial participation, without obliterating the religious and
social dimensions, was central to the notion of Greek citizenship in the Classical Age—even
beyond what Aristotle argued in his theory of citizenship—see Faraguna 2025a, 235-38. See
also Canevaro in this volume, with reference to previous scholarship.

63 See Baslez 1984, esp. 204.

64  See Maffi 1973, esp. 962. According to Faguer 2021, 65, the honorary granting of enktésis
cannot be equated with granting a portion of citizenship. Blok, who emphasizes the centrality
of religious over political participation in the definition of Greek citizenship, also notes that
equality in the sense of having the same #mai as citizens did not apply in Athenian society,
as status distinctions between citizens and non-citizens preceded the assignments of rights
(2017, 275). See also Miller 2014a.

65  See Canevaro 2025, 99-103 (quotation from p. 100). On the #mai of non-citizens, see also
Rocchi 2022, 168-80. Bodei Giglioni (1970, Ixii-Ixv) had already noted that, for Xenophon,
removing the atimiai affecting metics (Iect. 2.2) was tantamount to granting them positive
rights and enabling them to share in the #meé proper to citizens, from which they were nor-
mally excluded according to the Aristotelian definition (Po/ 3.5.1278a: pétowdg oty 0 T®V
TudV un petéyew). However, only those atimiai that were not useful to the polis should be
removed, thereby never including citizenship itself.
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have been foolish enough to advertise such behavior—are not particulatly per-

suasive.*

legedly made a citizen in Troezen in 338 according to Hyperides (3.29-31), does

The case of Athenogenes, an Egyptian metic in Athens who was al-

not appear relevant here. The other two cases he adduces are equally problematic.
In the probolé procedure employed by Demosthenes in 348 to secure an assem-
bly vote condemning Meidias for disrupting the Dionysia, the defendant allegedly
claimed, according to Demosthenes two years later, that the assembly was com-
posed of cowards and deserters, and that he had been condemned by the votes of
dancers, foreigners, and similar individuals (21.193). However, Demosthenes’s
portrayal of Meidias’s alleged contempt for the people should not be overin-
terpreted, as it was clearly designed to provoke indignation among the jurors.
Likewise, Plutarch’s assertion that the trial of Phocion in 318 took place before
an assembly that granted free access to slaves, foreigners, azimoi, and women, and
that any attempt to exclude strangers and slaves was met with outrage by the po/ios,
who perceived such proposals as oligarch and anti-democratic (Phoc. 34.2-4), is of
questionable relevance.”® Diodorus, for his part, raises no objection to the legality

66  See Vlassopoulos 2007, 46-47.

67  Demosth. 21.193: oipar Tofvov adtdv 0088 Tod Sipov KaTnyopeiv dKVGEY 003E THS
gxidnotoc, GAN Grep 16T téhpa Adyew 8T fv 7 poBodd, Tadta kol vV épelv, G oot
déov gE1évan kotépevov kai Goot 6 ppodpt Noav Epnua Aehowmdtec, dEekinoiocay, Kol
yopevTol Kol Eévot kai TolobTol Tives Noav of kateyetpotévnoay adtod, “Now, I know that
he will not hesitate to accuse both the people and the assembly but will repeat these charges
that he dared to make when the probolé took place: the people who attended the assembly
were all those who stayed behind when they should have marched out and all those who left
the forts deserted, and those who voted against him were dancers and foreigners and men
like that (transl. by E.M. Harris)”.

68  Plut. Phoe. 34.2-4: kol Tpoohiv O oyfipe Th KOudH Avmnpdv, &9’ audéoig koplopévmv
adtdv d10 t0d Kepoapekod mpog 10 0éatpov: €kel yap adtodg mposayoywv 6 Kieitog
oUVETgev, dypt ob Ty gkkAnoiav dmMipmoay ot dpxovies, 0 80DAov, o0 Eévov, odk dTipov
amokpivavtes, GAAG Thot Kol Tdoalg Gvarentapévov o Phpa kal to 0éatpov mapacydves.
énel 8¢ M T &mioTodn 10D Paciiéng dveyvaotn, Aéyoviog adtd pev dyvdcbor Tpoddtag
yeyovévol To0g dvdpac, ékeivoig 8¢ didévar v kpicty Ehevbépoig te dn kol dTOVOHOLG
ovot, kai todg dvdpac & Kheitog sionyayev, ol pév Béltiotol dv moltdv dpbévtoc
10d Poklovoc dvekaldyavto kol kdte Khyavtes 88dikpoov, £ig 8¢ Gvaotig STéAUNGEY
ginelv 611, nhkodTv kplow dykexepikdtog 1@ Muw t0d Paciriéms, KaAdg Exel Tovg
dodrovg kol Tovg Eévoug ameddely ék TG EkkAnciog, oOK dvacyopévov 8¢ TOV ToAAGV,
GAY dvakpoydviov Bdidew Tovg dAtyopytkods Kol pioodipovg KA, “And besides, the
manner of their return to the city was shameful, for they were carried on wagons through
the Kerameikos to the theatre. For thither Cleitus brought them and there he kept them, until
the magistrates had made up an assembly, from which they excluded neither slave, foreigner,
nor disfranchised person, but allowed all alike, both men and women, free access to theatre
and tribunal. After the letter of the king had been read aloud, in which he said that according
to his judgement the men were traitors, but that their fellow citizens, who were freemen and
self-governing, should pronounce sentence upon them, Cleitus led the men in. Then the best
of the citizens, at sight of Phocion, covered their faces, bent their heads, and wept. One of
them, however, rose up and had the courage to say that, since the king had put a case of such
importance into the hands of the people, it were well that slaves and foreigners should leave



Patterns and Scope of the Integration of Non-Citizens 255

of the assembly in his account of the same episode (18.66.4-67.3). Moreovet,
Plutarch was particularly keen to present Phocion’s trial in the theatre as emblem-
atic of the degeneration of Athenian democracy and its values.”

The large-scale participation of metics and slaves in the movement that led
to the overthrow of the Thirty in 403—also cited by Vlassopoulos as evidence
of non-citizens’ involvement in Athenian political life—certainly suggests that
non-citizens could engage in political discussion within the so-called “free
spaces” through their everyday interactions with citizens, and could develop
an interest in the affairs of the city upon which their well-being, or even their
survival, depended. Such engagement, however, does not amount to clandes-
tine participation in the political and judicial arenas that were strictly reserved
for politai—assuming, of all things, that non-citizens would have been willing
to incur the risks associated with such forms of clandestine participation.”
Ultimately, while non-citizens may have contributed informally to political dis-
cussion and perhaps exerted some influence within specific social and cultural
circles,” there is no evidence that they were ever involved in decision-making
processes in Classical Athens, even at the local level.”

the assembly. This the multitude would not tolerate, but cried out to stone the oligarchs and
haters of the people etc. (transl. by B. Perrin)”.

69  For Phocion’s trial, see Bearzot 1985a, 227-35. Plutarch’s a#imoi must be identified with
the Athenian citizens who were disenfranchised during Antipater’s rule and then returned
to Athens when democracy was restored (in fact, D.S. 18.66.4 mentions only exiles and
Phocion’s political opponents).

70 As Dubreuil (2018, 271) points out, by decrying as oligarchic the Athenian ideal of an ex-
clusive citizen right to political participation, Plutarch’s po/loi reveal their inability to propetly
understand the fundamental values of their city.

71  For the risks involved in usurping citizenship rights, see n. 78 below. For foreign residents
being more interested in maintaining strong ties with their own community and enjoying
citizenship there, while also benefitting from the rights and privileges granted by the host
community, see Thomsen 2023 (see also Maffi 1972, 185, on the ties between metics and their
homeland).

72 On the informal participation of non-citizens in Athenian politics, see Luppa (2023, 280-
94), who nonetheless emphasizes the restrain with which non-citizens were expected to be-
have in this area. On the significance of extra-institutional informal communication within
the Athenian democracy, and the importance of spaces, networks, and associations in which
people of different statuses socialized in relation to the enactment of institutional decisions,
see Gottesman 2014, esp. 26-76.

73 According to Gabrielsen (2016), in Athens private and voluntary associations that included
both citizen and non-citizens, and whose inclusiveness challenged the primacy of citizenship
in communal decision-making processes, emerged in the eatly fourth century and were not
exclusively characteristic of the Hellenistic age. However, see Kierstead 2025 for the view
that the inclusion of non-citizens in Athenian associations was primarily a Hellenistic rather
than a Classical phenomenon, particularly in the case of associations whose membership was
linked to descent and thus to citizenship. The earliest secure example of a deme decree in-
corporating all its residents, whether Athenians or foreigners, into its formal decision-making
process, dates to 236/5 (L.Rhamnons 17).
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Overall, the scholarly emphasis on the religious and social dimensions of cit-
izenship mentioned earlier has fostered the view that political exclusion should
not be the sole criterion for assessing the position of non-citizens within the civ-
ic community, since social rank was not determined exclusively by political and
institutional barriers. According to this perspective, social inclusion and political
exclusion in Athens were complementary rather than contradictory, and exclu-
sion from citizenship should not be equated with social marginalization.” If we
conceive of the polis both as a human society encompassing all inhabitants of
a given territory and as an institutionalized community granting full citizenship
rights to a select group,” political exclusion can indeed coexist with social inte-
gration. Building on precisely these considerations, Stefano Ferrucci has shown
that other centers of po/is life alternative to the political space—such as religious
cults, economic activities, and cultural interactions—partly reshuffled the hierar-
chies of the political sphere. Within these contexts, a high degree of integration
could be achieved without undermining the decisive distinction between citizens

and non-citizens.”®

Needless to say, the situations of non-citizens varied widely,
with access to financial resources and the quality of social relationships acting as
key factors enabling those who possessed them to attain higher levels of integra-
tion.”” Nevertheless, even if there were contexts in which status differences and
political exclusion were temporarily irrelevant, the distinction between citizens
and non-citizens was always ultimately enforced through legally defined bound-
aries.”® Even if some degtree of permeability existed, there is no evidence that it

was tolerated—Ilet alone sanctioned—by the po/is.

74 See again Adak 2003, esp. 29-39; Guicharrousse 2022, esp. 88-90.

75 On this aspect, see Ober 1993; Giangiulio 2001, esp. 63-65, 90-92.

76  See Ferrucci 2008, esp. 514-16.

77  This topic is emphasized in particular by Luppa (2023, 279-80), who focuses on the degree
of social inclusion enjoyed by different groups of non-citizens.

78  The insurmountable divide between citizens and non-citizens is clearly indicated by the
severe penalties imposed on those found guilty of illegally crossing it in various ways. Sale
into slavery was enforced not only for pretending to be a citizen (Arist. 475, Pol. 42.1), but
also for marrying an Athenian (Lys. 34.3; Demosth. 59.16), for failing to pay the mezikion tax
(Demosth. 25.57; D.L. 4.14; Harp. s.2. petoikiov), and perhaps also for failing to appoint a
prostatés (Poll. 3.56). Another case in point is that of rich and autonomous slaves who appear
to interact on an equal footing even with high-ranking citizens; ultimately, however, the com-
plete legal incapacity of slaves, coupled with their subjection to the absolute power of their
owners, meant that this apparent equality could be dissolved at any moment (on this, see
Ferrucci 2012, 106-7; Ismard 2025, 109-11). The burden of slave status and the limitations it
imposed on social relations were recently discussed by Stefano Ferrucci at the international
conference Networks and Norms of Civic Engagement in the Ancient Mediterranean: Everyday Life,
Subaltern Perspectives, and Gender Dynamics in Greek and Roman Societies, University of Bologna,
13-14 November 2025 (“Sosias, Eumathes e gli altri. Identita economiche e visibilita sociale
degli schiavi ad Atene”).
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4. Final remarks: the impact of non-citizens’ integration

Having considered the dynamics that led to the integration of non-citizens into
Athenian civic life, as well as the limits of this integration, I wish to conclude
this chapter by briefly discussing some possible impacts these developments
may have had on the Athenian community.

My first observation is prompted by Nick Fisher’s study of the diapséphisis
of 346/5, one of the episodes that most vividly illustrate Athenian anxiety
surrounding citizen status. Fisher rightly emphasizes the political and social
context in which the assembly, following a proposal by a certain Demophilos,
voted to carry out a review of the lists of citizens held by the demes—a pro-
cess which resulted in expulsions, disputes, and much animosity. In short, the
political climate dominated by the setbacks following the peace of Philokrates
likely brought deep concerns about civic identity to a head, producing a mea-
sure intended to clean up allegedly corrupt or lax institutions, whether out of
genuine conviction or as a mere pretext”’. However, as Fisher notes, “whatever
problems it [the diapséphisis| may have been designed to solve, it is likely to have
exacerbated rather than assuaged tensions”.*

Following this line of reasoning, it seems to me that the theme of illegitimate
citizenship—and of allegedly illegitimate citizens leading the city toward danger
and ruin®'—emerges with particular force in Athenian public discourse in the

79  See Fisher 2023, esp. 369-71 and 380-81, who eloquently summarizes the initiative’s aim in
the motto “make Athens great again”. Ancient sources on the diapséphisis: Androt. FGrHist
324 F 52 and Philoch. FGrHist 328 F 52 apud Harp. s.z. Stoyneiotg; Aeschin. 1.77-78; 2.181-
182; Dion. Hal. Isae. 16.4; Demosth. 57 (with Libanius’ hypothésis). On this episode, see
Fantasia and Carusi (2004), who also highlight the Athenian political context and what little
is known of Demophilos’ political biography as a backdrop to the initiative (p. 199-201).

80  Quotation from Fisher 2023, 369.

81 As exemplified by Aeschines’ outburst three years later, in which he vehemently denounced
the alleged illegitimate citizenship of current politicians (2.177): kGvtadOa dvaeHvtog T0d
Spov kai Tk & dpyhc loydoavtog, dvBpwmotl mapéyypamtol yeyevnpuévol ToAltol, Kol
10 vooodv TG TOAe®S Gel mpocaydpevotl, Kai TOAEPOV £k TOAELOV TOMTEVOUEVOL, &V eV
glpnvn 10 deva Td AGy® TPOOPMUEVOL, KOl TAG WuXOg TOS PIAOTIHOUS Kal Aav d&eiag
$pebilovtec, &v 8¢ toig moAépolg dmlmv ovy amtdpevol, £Eetactal 88 Kol GTOCTOAETS
yyvépevor, nondomotodpevol 8¢ &€ etap®dv, dtipot & &k cvkopavtiog, &lg Tog EoydTong
Kwdbvoug v méAv kobiotdot, tO pev The dnpokpatiog dvopo od toig fifeotv, dila
i koAakeln Oepamedovie, kotakbovieg 8& v sipivny, &€ fic i Snpokpotia odletar,
ovvayoviopevol 88 toic moréporg, & v 6 Sfipoc koTakbetal, “At this point, when the
democracy had sprung up afresh and recovered its original strength, persons who had them-
selves fraudulently enrolled as citizens constantly attracted to themselves the corrupt element
in the city and pursued a policy of war and more war. In peace they spoke of danger they
foresaw and tried to stir up ambitious and over-hasty minds, while in war they never lifted
a weapon but got themselves made army auditors and naval inspectors. These are men who
father children on their mistresses, men disfranchised for malicious prosecution. And they
are placing the city in extreme danger. They support the name of democracy not with their
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years surrounding, and especially following, this episode.” In other words, the
tensions provoked by the diapséphisis, although certainly rooted in a long-stand-
ing tradition of slanderous and unfounded accusations concerning the foreign
otigins of prominent politicians,” appear to have injected a new kind of para-
noia into contemporary public discourse.

Concerns about citizenship may, of course, have been triggered by specif-
ic scandals. However, 1 would argue that the broader socio-economic context
is more significant. What I mean is that the various forms of integration of
non-citizens surveyed in this chapter are likely to have generated deep anxieties
about civic identity. The close interaction of citizens and non-citizens in numer-
ous and important economic sectors; the existence of institutions such as eranos
loans and £oznoniai, which facilitated the economic activities of non-citizens; the
extension of forms of judicial protection regardless of civic status, as attested
by the dikai emporikar; the opening of certain military roles, and even important
liturgies, such as the trierarchy, to metics; the growing number and value of
timai granted to foreigners™; the proliferation of associations and networks in
which citizens and non-citizens shared everyday experiences; and, more gen-
erally, the utilitarian approach through which the Athenians promoted the in-
tegration of non-citizens into the polis community—all these dynamics may
have prompted Demophilos to exploit fears that increasingly closer interaction
between citizens and non-citizens could lead to the illegitimate infiltration of
Athenian citizenship.* In short, it seems to me that the these dynamics, rather
than facilitating non-citizens” exploitation of blurred identities to participate in
Athenian institutional life, instead provoked a disproportionate—and perhaps
largely unjustified—reaction against such a possibility.

If I may venture a perhaps imperfect parallel, we might ask whether, in the
United States, fears and alarms concerning alleged non-citizen voting are fueled

conduct but with flattering words; they are trying to destroy the peace that keeps democracy
safe, while they champion the wars that destroy democracy (transl. by C. Carey)”.

82  For an overview of the rhetoric of citizenship breaches in this period, see Fisher 2023,
371-75. See also Cook 2023, who notes, among other things, that while Aeschines attacked
Demosthenes’ character in many ways in 346/5, his alleged foreign ancestry was not raised at
the time but became a prominent issue in the 343 trial. As part of the Parma unit’s contribu-
tion to the PRIN 2020 project, llaria Bultrighini is conducting a thorough study of the illegal
infiltrations of non-citizens into the citizen body attested in the Classical period.

83  See Cook 2023, esp. 402-3. The topic of alleged servile and foreign origins used as insults is
more broadly discussed by Lape 2010, esp. 61-94 and 186-239; Kamen 2020, esp. 36-86.

84  For an overview of Athenian decrees honoring foreigners between 352/1 and 322/1, sce
Lambert 2012, 93-183.

85  The possible fears raised by some of these dynamics are also highlighted by Maffi 1973,
963-64, and Fisher 2023, esp. 378. I continue to subscribe to the idea put forward by Fantasia
and Carusi (2004) that the fear of sharing, and thereby diminishing, the value of the material
benefits associated with Athenian citizenship, including the recently reinvigorated distribu-
tions of money from the festival fund (zbeorikon), was a contributing factor to the diapséphisis.
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by a widespread empirical phenomenon or rather by anxieties generated by the
massive and structural presence of immigrants, whether legal or undocument-

ed, in the country.®

In reality, according to voting-rights organizations, despite
the negligible number of proved cases of non-citizen voting, measures intend-
ed to address this issue may instead result in the removal of legally entitled
voters—primarily naturalized citizens—ifrom electoral rolls, as well as in legisla-
tion that makes voting more difficult for disadvantaged groups.”” Returning to
Classical Athens, my impression is that the sharing of too many pieces of what
it meant to be a citizen, and of what should ideally and practically distinguish
a citizen from a non-citizen, did not lead to the tacit erosion of the boundaries
between the two groups. Rather, it prompted a decisive reaction in defense of
the privileges of citizenship, whether such a reaction was warranted or not.
My final observation concerns the long-term impact of these dynamics. In
the Hellenistic age, we observe a significant increase in the practice of granting
citizenship to individuals as a reward for benefactions to the city. This develop-
ment does not imply that the barriers between citizens and non-citizens became
more permeable, nor that the distinction between them lost its meaning. Rather,
exclusive citizenship was, so to speak, relaxed, and citizenship grants based on
wealth became increasingly more common.® However, as Christel Muller has
pointed out, the second and first centuries should not necessarily be regard-
ed as the moment when the rules governing integration into the civic body
became decidedly more flexible, since these dynamics were probably already
taking shape as eatly as the fourth or third centuties.”” In this respect, it seems

86  On the negligible phenomenon of non-citizens voting, see the recent report by the non-prof-
it organization The Center for Election Innovation and Research: https:/ /electioninnovation.org/
research/noncitizen-analysis/ (consulted on 30.11.2025).

87  On actions aimed at preventing voter purges, see the recent report by the non-profit orga-
nization Campaign Legal Center. https:/ /campaignlegal.org/ cases-actions/protecting-all-amer-
icans-illegal-voter-purges-and-wrongful-voter-challenges (consulted on 30.11.2025).

88  As shown by Osborne (1983, IV, 204-5), Athenian citizenship was granted with great lib-
erality by the first century, and by the latter part of the century it was effectively being sold;
however, a more open policy toward naturalization emerges already from the early 220s on-
ward. As Niku (2007, 13-58 and 145-52) points out, while these developments did not erase
the distinction between citizens and non-citizens, they did weaken it considerably as wealth
replaced citizenship as the primary factor in determining an individual’s status; also mefoikia,
as a comprehensive system regulating the official status of foreign residents in Athens, was
progressively undermined during the third century and had probably disappeared by c. 229.
For some adjustments to Osborne’s argument, see Oliver 2007a.

89  See Miller 2023c, esp. 499-501, for the factors that contributed to the evolution of the
concept of citizenship in Hellenistic po/ess. It is also worth noting that by the late 2nd century,
power in the Athenian constitution had shifted from officials chosen by lot and the popular
assembly to elite institutions, such as elected magistrates and the Areopagus (see Habicht
1997, 315-28); this meant that political activity lost much of its broad participatory character
and that citizenship no longer necessarily entailed direct involvement in the city’s governing
institutions.
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to me that the impetus gained by the utilitarian approach to the integration of
non-citizens into the po/is community in the second half of the fourth century
may be identified as one of the factors that, over time, contributed to a different
evaluation of the credentials granting access to citizenship.





