Manumission with Paramone: Conditional Freedom?

ABSTRACT: A common view holds that slaves freed on condition of paramone were juridical
halfings, legally half-free, half-slave. This paper argues that this view is based on a
misunderstanding of the Greek sources, mainly epigraphic; that the intermediate or hybrid juridical
state of conditional freedom is a modern invention; that the evidence for manumission in the Greek
world suggests overwhelmingly that polities constructed liberty and slavery as a binary pair, rather

than poles on a spectrum.

“Next to paganism, the institution of slavery is probably the most difficult feature of ancient life for a
modern student to understand.”' Manumission with it. From Delphi alone, some 1000 inscriptions attest
to over 1200 manumissions (ca.200 BC-ca.100 AD).2 Inscriptions from Boiotia, Phokis, Thessaly,
Macedonia, Bouthrotos, Kalymna, Lemnos, and elsewhere offer hundreds more. Scholarly attention has
fallen heavily on Delphi, where manumission is held to have worked roughly as follows. A slave
somehow acquired enough money to purchase freedom. But since the slave was legally incapable of
contracting the purchase, it, its owner, and the god engaged in a sham sale wherein the slave entrusted
the sale (and funds) to Apollo, who bought the slave. This ‘sale’ in effect freed the slave. In roughly a
third of known cases, the former slave was subject to paramone. This obliged her to ‘remain’ in service
to her manumittor, in semi-slavery, free to go and yet required to remain in a state of conditional or
partial freedom. Service was usually to conclude upon the former master’s death, at which point the
freedperson left this state of semi-slavery and became properly free.

Westermann and Finley “used this intermediate stage of conditional release to create the concept
of a spectrum of statuses between slave and free. This idea seems now,” Hopkins could write in 1981,
“to have won general acceptance among ancient historians and has undermined the old, strict dichotomy,

slave-free.” A generation later, acceptance is widespread. A valuable monograph articulates a graded



spectrum of statuses in Classical Athens.® A rich, comprehensive study of Greek manumission, the first

such in English, concludes uncontroversially that:

Manumission inscriptions that include paramone clauses and other conditions reflect the ambiguous status of
manumitted slaves. The freed persons remained with their manumittors, served them as slaves, and were liable to
corporal punishment and to revocation of their manumission should they fail to do as ordered. On the other hand, they
were given their freedom, protected against re-enslavement by their manumittors’ heirs or any other person, and had the
right to go wherever and do whatever they wished. Whatever we choose to call them—half-free, half-slave, both free and

slave—it is obvious that slaves with deferred manumission were in state of servile dependence on their manumittors.’

“[A] man who has been a slave is freed, but his freedom is partly withdrawn in the same action in which
it is given to him;”® he was welcome to go but required to stay, untouchable but subject to beating, free
but not really. Slaves became “the nominal property of the god, with the understanding that Apollo
would make no use of his right of ownership” so that “the right of ownership was transferred, by default,
to the slaves themselves, who were then in possession of themselves—that is, free.”” The sale was not a
sale, the manumission not a manumission, for freedom somehow arose from purchaser’s waiver of
rights. A slave but not really. “The juridical situation is confused, and the concrete circumstances belong

"% Bloch saw less confusion, suggesting briefly that since

somewhere in between slavery and liberty.
those who performed paramone were constrained in their movements, could be beaten, lacked property
rights, and were generally deprived of family, they may simply have been slaves.” But that view won no
ground, and most have taken for granted the fundamental weirdness of the mechanism.'® The author of a
forthcoming corpus of Delphic manumissions (CID V) notes that paramone “manifeste une certaine
ambiguité, puisque le statut juridique de I’affranchi se trouve en contradiction avec la réalité de sa
situation.”"!

This paper suggests that the law and the reality of manumission with paramone were simpler and

more compatible than scholars have credited; that there were no juridical halflings, half-free, half-slave

or otherwise; that the conditionally freed slave, as understood, is a modern invention.



Delphic Slave Sales

Let’s begin with the Greek of these heavily formulaic texts.'* Sale without paramone could be simple

(e.g. SGDITI 1825):

&pxovTtos Avdpovikou unvods Hpaiou, Bouleudvtwv tav padtav e§dunvov Evayodpa, KaAAipdxou tol
BaBuAov, ypau-

naTevovtos Evayyéhou Tol Zwodauida, émi Toiode amédoto KAeumdtpa, Nikapxidas, ApiotdkAna Tl
ATOAA L

Tt TTuBiwt odpa yuvaikeiov &1 dvopa ZwOoITaTpa TO YEVos ZUpav, TIUES dpyupiou Hwav TpIdv,

4 Kai T&v Tipav éxovTt maoav, kaddds EmoTeUoE ZwolTdTpa T Beddl T&V vdv, @’ dITe EAeubBépav
elleV Kal AvépaTrTov &Td M&VTwY TOV TavTa Biov, Toléoucav & ka BEAN Kai adTmoTpéxoucav & ka BEAN.
BeBaicoTp kaTd ToUs vopous Tas ToOALos: Eppevidas KaAAia. pgptupor ol iepeis Tol ATTOAAVOS

AulvTas,
TapavTivos kal ol &pxovtes Evayodpas, KaAAipaxos, Eudyyelos, iSicytar Mévns, Mvaoibeos, Eudyyelos
TTaTpwvos,

8 Aétimmos, Tiudkprtos.

... [2] On the following conditions Kleupatra, Nikarchidas, and Aristoklea sold to Apollo Pythios a female slave, whose
name is Sosipatra, Syrian by birth, for a price of three minas of silver, and they have the full price, according as Sosipatra
entrusted the purchase to the god, on condition that she be free and untouchable by all for all her life, doing whatever she

wishes and departing whereever she wishes. ...

Many sales stipulated the universal right to rescue any freedperson to whom someone laid wrongful

claim (FD I11.2 126):

5

¢l Tolo8e aTédoTo ZEvwv
S woiEévou, ouveudokeoUoas Kai Tas yuvaikds autod KaAAoUs kai Tol viod Zwaoigévou, Tét ATTOAAwIL
Tt TTubBicot
4 Odua yuvaikeiov ai Svopa ATToAAwvia, kai Tailddpiov it dvoua Oidwv, TO yévos Evdoyevels, TIuds
apyupiou
HVAV TTEVTE, Kal TaV TIH&Y €xel Taoav. BePaicoTnp KaTd Tous vouous Tés moAlos: Nikias BaBuTtpa, e’
QITE
gAeubBépous eluev ATToAAcoviav kai Qidwva kal GvepdTTous AT TV TwY, ToloTvTas & Ka BéAwvT
Kal &TmoTpéxovTas ois ka BéAcovTL el B Tis épdmTOITO ATToAAwvias 1 Oidwvos &mi
KaTadouAiou[d1]
8 KuUplos £0Tw 6 MapaTuxwv culéwv s éAeubépous dvTas, alapios Ecov Kai dvumddikos
mwa&oas dikas ka[i]

Capias.

... [5] Warrantor in accordance with the laws of the city: Nikias son of Babutras. (Sold) on condition that Apollonia and

Philon be free and untouchable by all, doing whatever they wish and departing wherever they wish. If anyone should lay
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hands on Apollonia or Philon with a view to enslavement, then he who happens to rescue them on grounds that they are

free shall have authority (to do so), being immune to penalty and unliable to any action and penalty.

Some also declared the obligation of the seller and warrantor to furnish the wrongful claimant with a

clean title (e.g. FD 111.2 130).

BeBa[icotnp: Ba]B[UAos AvBpopéve]os, ka-
8  Bcos émioTevoe Eipdva 16 Becd Ty covdv, ép’ GTe EAe[uBépa elu[ev Kai avépaTTo]s &To Tav-
TV TOV T&vTa Biov, oloboa & ka BEAN, kai dTmoTpéxou[oa] {v} & ka BEANe. e[i 8¢ Tis] EépdmToiTo €Tl
katadovAioud Eipdvas, BéBalov mapexovTw Tav d[va]v T 0ed & Te amodopéva Aapuds Kkai
6 BeBalwTnp BaPvAos: dupoicws 8¢ kai 6 TapaTuxcov [K]Uplos EoTw culéwv Eipdvav dos eAeu-

12 Bépav oUoav, &Cduios dv kal avutddikos Taoas d[ik]as kai fauias.

... [9] If anyone should lay hands on Eirana with a view to enslavement then both the seller, Damo, and the warrantor,

Babylos, shall warrant the purchase (lit. furnish the purchase as secure) for the god ...

A number of observations can be made. Though we call these texts ‘manumission inscriptions’ or
‘fictive sales,” they present themselves as records of sale."> After the dating formula, they almost always
begin with “é1rl Toiode amédoTo” or simply “amédoTo.” Statement of price and acknowledgement of
receipt of payment are standard.'* Sellers and warrantors are to warrant the god’s purchase.'” The
blanket extension of legal immunity to anyone who happens to rescue a freedperson to whom someone
laid unlawful claim was not trivial. With no identity card to protect her, a freedperson under duress had
to rely on the help of others, who might not risk it. The Delphic sales made it easier to assist. This was a
powerful protection. It is noteworthy that sellers and warrantors are not obliged to attest to the
manumission or legal state of the person who had been sold. This would be curious if ancient actors
thought of these as ‘manumission inscriptions.’ But that oddity vanishes if witnessing the sale did not
necessarily mean witnessing the manumission, that is, if manumission followed, as a distinct act. This, I
suggest, is what happened.

In these texts, freedom is framed as a stipulation of sale but manumission is not said to be an
automatic or immediate result of the transaction’s initiation. Scholars often interpret the phrase €’ cTe

eAeubBépav elpev as effecting liberty upon initiation of the sale or else as indicating that liberty exists



already.'® But this misconstrues the Greek; i plus the dative often voiced a required future action,
stipulated a condition or provision. We are certain of that use here, since a great many of the sales
followed precisely the same form, but used ¢>oTe with the same provisional sense.'” On this point of
syntax, and in their general form, the Delphic sales followed a well attested pattern. Compare a fourth-
century lease, which begins with a dating formula, then indicates that several individuals “let according
to the following conditions” (kotd tdde énicBwaoav) several structures for 54 drachmas per year, “on
condition that (the lessee) pay” (¢’ dute §186v|on) the rent in two instalments.'® The basic structure was

the same:

1G 117 2496 SGDI 11 1825
KaTd Tdde éuicbuoav ¢l Tolode amédoTo
lessors / e.g. TO épyaoTnpiov / lessee seller / purchaser / e.g. cdMa yuvalkeiov
Spaxucv N TINGS apyupiou pvav N
£’ dte Biddvat £’ ATe EAeubépav eipev

The infinitive ‘to be’ in the Delphic sales no more declared a contemporary fact or action than diddvai
did. It referred to a status to be achieved as one stipulation of the contract, something that “is to” come
about. This prospective, future, sense of the infinitive is found in innumerable legal instruments; polities
decreed that X is to be the case, and so on. This is the backbone of Greek legal utterance, the syntax with
which words made facts. The lessee rented land on condition that he then pay. The god purchased a
slave on condition that s/he then be free. These texts named freedom as a pre-condition to full execution
of the contract, but the words words £’ e éAeubépav eipev did not themselves manumit anyone.
Manumission was a witnessed formal pronouncement, sometimes private, often public.'’
Required words may have been few.”’ At Delphi, freedom was framed as a condition of sale, with the
result that no transaction could be final until a legal person freed the slave. That person could only be the

new owner, and that was Apollo. Thus, when someone sold Apollo a slave on condition of freedom, the



expectation and requirement, [ urge, was that the god’s agent would then speak the words, formally
effecting the manumission and thereby completing the terms of the contract. Money changed hands, the
god took possession, and then he freed the slave. The last probably took no more than a few seconds. It
was not inscribed and did not need to be. The sale enumerated the terms of the slave’s path to freedom;
the sale estopped claims against a freedperson’s liberty; anyone who wanted to contest such a
freedman’s liberty would have to face the purchaser, the god; the sale was the thing to record.

Whatever other stipulations were attached to the sales, the requirement to remain, paramone,

could be added, as in, e.g., D II1.1 303:

¢l Toiode amédoto Mvaoipaxos Av-

Tindxou Ouokels T ATTOAAVL TG TTubic odua avdpeiov Talddpiov, ¢ dvoua Ayabo-

4 KAfs, yével Quokikov, TGS apyupiou [U]vav TEVTE, Kal Tav TIMAV &TéEXEL TTaoav, Kabdos é-
TioTeuoe TS Bedd Tav covav AyabokAfis £’ O Te éAeUBepos elev Kai avépaTrTos
AT MAVTWY TOV v Ta Xpdvov. TapauvdTw 8¢ AyabokAiis Mvaciudxep médvta TOV
T&s Leods auTod xpovov- ei 8¢ ur) moiéol, Egouoiav ExéTw Mvaocipaxos émTinéwv A-

8  yabokAel TpdTe ¢ ka BEAT), kal &AAos Uttep Mvacipaxov dv ka kelevor). el 8¢ k& T1
T&0n avBpcomvov Mvacipaxos, ToINo&Tw T& TOTI TAV Tapav TAvTa, kabdos é8og éo-

Tiv, AyabBokAfis, kai éoTw EAeUBepos, undevi undev mobrnkcwov kaTa undéva Tp[oTo]v.

On the following terms Mnasimachos son of Antimachos, of Physkos, sold to Apollo Pythios a male slave boy, whose
name is Agathokles, Physkian by birth, for a price of five minas of silver, and he has the full price according, as
Agathokles entrusted the purchase to the god on condition that he be free and untouchable by all for all time. But
Agathokles shall remain by Mnasimachos for the entire duration of his (Mnasimachos’) life. If he should not do so, then
Mnasimachos shall have power to punish Agathokles in whatever manner he wishes, and so shall another person on
Mnasimachos’ behalf, whomever he bids. But whenever Mnasimachos dies, Agathokles shall perform everything for the

burial, as is the custom, and he shall be free, belonging to no one at all in any way.

Now, on the consensus interpretation, Mnasimachos sold Agathokles, on the condition that he (sc.
thereby and immediately) became free; but that he was then to serve Mnasimachos (sc. in a state of
semi-freedom); and that upon Mnasimachos’ death (sc. the semi-free) Agathokles was to become (sc.
really) free. But if the formula ép’ GTe éAeUBepos elpev indicates sale on condition of subsequent
freedom,”' as Greek suggests, then we need not resort to such heavy interpolation, just to render a kind

of sense that most agree is paradoxical. On a much simpler reading, Agathokles was sold on condition of
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later manumission, but he was required first, as a slave, to ‘remain’ with and obey his former owner,
upon whose death, and not before, he was to become free. The sale contract did not itself enact
manumission, but defined, as a condition of execution, the future event that would trigger it. Moreover,
as we saw above, the freed slaves’ autonomy of movement and action was stipulated even in cases of
sale without paramone, which tells us that this protection applied not to those who served under
paramone but to those who had already completed their servitude and were now free. Thus, some sales
clarify that the protection is to apply “after [the original owner] has died”** or “if anyone lays hands on
[him] with a view to enslavement, after the time has elapsed,” that is, as other sales put it, “after

»24 Protection prior to that was explicitly

paramone,” or “whenever [the former owner] dies.
extraordinary: one sale requires seller and warrantors to warrant the purchase “if anyone lays hands on
Epimeles with a view to enslavement, after Ageson has died, or even before” (fj kai TTpéTEPOV).>
Protection offered ‘even before’ manumission was a rare kindness.

Several dozen Delphic sales stipulate that failure to perform paramone will render the purchase
invalid and unaccomplished.*® If manumission is a condition of sale and paramone a condition of
manumission, then no sale was complete until paramone was; failure to ‘remain’ meant that the sale was
unaccomplished and the slave simply abided in his current physical and legal position, a slave, under
ownership and control of his original owner. A sale from Naupaktos spells this out very clearly. Mikkion
sold his slave Philoxenos to Asklepios. The record of sale indicates that “Philoxenos shall remain with
Mikkion, so long as Mikkion lives, doing what is ordered. But if he does not so do, then the purchase
shall be unaccomplished (aTteArs). But if Mikkion dies, then at that time the purchase shall be binding
(|<upi0().”27 There was to be no binding sale, and so no manumission, until the former owner’s death,
which opened the door to manumission and, thus, full execution of the contract. The Delphic sales do

not stipulate that failure to remain was to invalidate the manumission, for manumission was the final

action to be performed as a condition of sale. So long as the former owner lived, there was no



manumission to invalidate. It does not appear to have been noted that grammar bears this out. The vast
majority of Delphic sales that stipulated paramone signaled so with an aorist imperative
(TTapap(e)wdaTw, -&Tewoav);*® this demanded full and prior completion of one act, before progress to
the next.” First, let a slave serve and be done with it (TTapapevaTw); then, let her commence being
free (Eo10).>’

Consensus confounds the procedural order of these transactions, which were simpler than we
have thought: slaves were sold to a new owner, Apollo, whom they left under a requirement to ‘remain’
in prescribed service, as slaves, to their former owners, under threat of corporal punishment, to which all
slaves were liable, and on the revocable condition that they be free upon completion of service to their
former master, usually upon his or her death. Confusion is understandable, for the formulaic clauses in
these documents are not always presented in the same order. Sometimes the texts treat the rights to
warrant the sale and to rescue a freedman from re-enslavement before they stipulate paramone. Even if
this order is inconsequential,”’ “The protection clauses seem to present a paradox: while still obligated to
their manumittors, the manumitted slaves were legally, but not practically, free and could not use the

means of protection inserted in their manumission document.”** See e.g. FD I11.3 45:

a[médoTto Evppooiva ———]
[-.]kAéos OnPaia, ouvevapeoTeoUo[as Kal Té&s BuyaTépos(?)]
4 [av]Tas Evvoias, Tédt ATOAAwvt T TTubic (1]
Tav i8iav BpemTav Appodeiciav Swpedv, ép’ d[1Te éAeu]-
Bépav elev kal AvépaTTov &To [T&]vTw[Vv]. el 8¢ Tis E[QdaT]-
[T]orTo Appodeioias Tl kKaTadouAioud, 6 BeBatcwtnp Bé[Bat]-
8 ov MévTtwp Aaldda apexéte T Becd T&v covdv, kuplog 8¢ EoTw Kai O T[a]-
PaTUXCV oUAéwv UTtEp TOV Bedv EAeubépav odoav [A]-
ppodeioiav alduios v kal avutddikos [Té&o]as Sika|[s]
ka[i] Cauias. TapapewdTow 88 Appodeicia EU[ppo]olval [Ews]
12 [K]a [C]fj Tololoa TO EMTAGOUEVOV TT&V TO SuvaTov. [&i]
8¢ ur) mapapévol fj U} oot TO EMTacouevov, Ku[pia]
¢otw Evppootva émmipéovoca Appodelcia TpoT ]
& ka BEAN A&V ur) TeoAéouoav. ur) éxéTeo St [EE]-
16 [ouaci]av aTmeABeiv &amd Euppooivas €ws ka J[. i 8¢]

[ka] T[1] TaBol Ebppooiva. éAeubépa €[oTw]



Alpp]odeicia.

Euphrosyne daughter of -kles, Theban, with approval also of her daughter(?) Eunoia, sold to Apollo Pythios her own
slave Aphrodeisia, at no cost, on condition that she be free and untouchable by all. If anyone should lay hands on
Aphrodeisia with a view to enslaving (her), the warrantor, Mentor son of Laias, shall warrant the purchase by the god,
and he who happens to rescue Aphrodeisia, on behalf of the god, on grounds that she is free shall have authority (to do
$0), being immune to penalty and unliable to any action and penalty. But Aphrodeisia shall remain with Euphrosyna so
long as she (Euphrosyna) lives, doing every possible thing that is ordered; but if she should not remain or do what is
ordered then Euphrosyna shall have authority to punish Aphrodeisia in whatever manner she wishes, except for selling
her. She shall not have the power to leave Euphrosyna so long as she lives. But if Euphrosyna should die, Aphrodeisia

shall be free.

But no text tells that freedom preceded paramone, and if those who remained were slaves and the
protection clauses applied to them only after manumission, then the ‘paradox’ disappears. If the person
subject to paramone was free then it would have been superfluous to stipulate that the former owner
could not punish her with re-sale. A very small number of sales at Delphi permitted not only battery and
shackling but even sale as punishment for disobedient remainers.” Much more often, they allowed, as
Aphrodeisia’s did, any punishment except for sale.’* Either way, the contracts could countenance
punitive re-sale—whether to bar or in rare cases permit it—first, because the individuals who ‘remained’
in service were slaves and slaves were sellable, and, second, because all parties recognized the reality of
the god’s legal standing as owner; one did not sell property to which the god held title without special
permission. The slaves who were sold on condition of paramone did not ‘remain’ after manumission,
but were promised manumission on condition that they ‘remain’ first. As the text above and so many
others clearly state, the death of a former master triggered conversion to freedom: i 8¢ | ka] T[1] T&Bou
EUppooiva, éAeubépa E[oTw] | A[pp]odeicia. Aphrodeisia was to be enslaved until the demise of
her former owner and to be free thereafter. Some texts make the point very clearly, indicating that the
slave “entrusted the purchase to the god, on condition that [he] be free whenever (his master) Alexon
dies. But [he] shall remain with Alexon, doing all that is ordered.”” We can scarcely ask for a clearer

expression of the order of things: first sale, then paramone, and finally manumission.



Nevertheless, it is suggested that although the slaves who were sold at Delphi on condition of

. . 36
paramone “did this work as ‘free people,’”

they were presumably not paid and their labor was still conceptualized as servile. This conception is best exemplified by
Hellenistic manumission inscriptions, where we find phrases like “let [these freed slaves] remain in paramoné service ...
doing servile labor [doul(eu)ontes] and doing everything ordered blamelessly” and “let her remain in paramoné ... doing
everything ordered like a slave [Ads doula].”

The first quotation translates FD I11.3 294.8—10, which states that “the aforementioned slaves ... are to
remain ..., slaving:” Tapauelva[T]woav 8¢ ZTpaTdyw! T& TPOYEeyPaAUUEVa [CONaTA]
Zoom[Upa, TTukwva, TTap] |Béva, Alovuoia, Nikias, ZwKpaTns TavTa TOV Xpovov €ws K[a Cij
STpdTay]os Boul [eU] | ovTES Kai TOIOTVTES TT&V TO EMITACOOUEVOY GVeyKAATES.” The
second is FD II1.3 329.4-5, and requires that “Eisias is to remain ... doing all that is ordered, as a
slave”: mapapeivaTtw d¢ Eicias [KAe]opav[Tel mav|ta Tov Tas Clwés [Xp]ovov Tav
mololica TO émiTacoduevov &V s doUAa. The phrase “molovoa ... cos SoUAa”
(‘performing as a slave’) is simply cognate with “doul[eU] | ovTes kai TroloUvTes” (‘slaving and
performing’).”® Whatever promise of future manumission was written into the sale, for the slave,
paramone meant “slaving nevertheless” (8ouleV| cov kabcas kai ¢55).” The Greek speaks plainly of
slave labor, and not slave-like labor performed by slave-like freedpersons.”’ A number of sales frame
this fact quite clearly by declaring the obligation first to remain with the aorist participle (e.g. SGDI 11
1715.4-5): ép° co1Te EAeubépous ellev Kai | AVE[QA]TTTOUS &GTTO TTAV[TwOV TOU T&V]Ta Biov,
TapapeivavTas &xpt ka {con Ayauniotewp.!' The slaves were sold on condition that they be free
“after they have remained.” In his will Nikon disposed, “that, if Nikon lives an additional eight years or
more, then, if Nikon dies, Dorema shall be free after she has remained (ﬂapaueivaca\)).”42 Paramone
meant remaining in service, not despite one’s new freedom, but despite one’s new owner.

Numerous other features of these sales confirm this same pattern, under which slaves owed

paramone to their former masters and were only manumitted after performance of such. Among the
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several dozen releases from paramone that are preserved in the Delphic corpus slaves sometimes paid
money for early release, sometimes did not,* but, either way, they were often released from paramone

“on condition that they be free.”*

Theophilos sold Niko “on condition that she be free” and under a
requirement to remain;* he later released her from paramone “on condition that she be free.””*® On the
consensus view, then, we have two legal instruments that deploy the same formula to indicate two
incompatible constructions of freedom. This would be a bizarre convention. In at least one case, though,
early release and release upon death of the former master were explicitly said to generate identical legal
states.”” In both sale and release the construction simply indicated that freedom was to follow paramone.
Thus, handful of early releases from paramone specify that “from this time forward, [the person] shall
be free.”*® One sale uses the same expression to describe a slave’s transition to freedom after its master’s
death, that is, after performance of paramone, not after initial conveyance.*’ Sales that supersede prior
sales are also consistent with paramone that was conducted in servitude. Telon and Kleto sold Sosos on
condition that he be free; “but the previously existing purchase of Sosos by Apollo ... and the things
stipulated in the purchase, namely that Sosos remain by Telon and Kleto so long as they live, shall be

230 Here, and elsewhere,’’ the seller did not release the slave from

unaccomplished and withdrawn.
paramone, but nullified the original contract and replaced it with a superseding sale that did not require
paramone. This was possible because the prior sale had not yet been fully executed and the individual in
service remained a slave.

Sales that dictate procedure to be followed in the event that remainers should bear children show
the same pattern. Some such children were to be free on the same conditions as their mothers. If Sostrata
bore children while she was remaining, they too were to be free “after having remained,” unless
Sostrata’s former owners wished to sell “owing to need.””” If Sostrata’s offspring were sellable they
were slaves, and if they were slaves, then their mother was too. Some children are to be “free and

354 ¢

untouchable according as also [their mothers]” are,” or free “as has been written above,”* i.e.
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concerning the mother. In other words, both mother and child were to be free after service. One record
of sale required a remainer to produce and remand one or two children and barred her from rearing any
offspring of her own.> Often a woman performing paramone was required to provide a baby to the
former owner whom she served.’® Such deprivation is the slave’s lot. Kleomantis sold Eisias on
condition of freedom; she was to remain for the duration of his life, “doing” as we saw above, “all that is
ordered, as a slave,” and then to be free (/D II1.3 329). But Kleomantis later released from paramone
Eisias and “the son who had been born to her in paramone, Nikostratos, whom [he] also renamed
‘Kleomantis’ upon adoption, so that they may be free.”” If they were released from paramone so that
they might be free, then Nikomachos was not born free. A child born under its mother’s paramone was,
like its mother, a slave. A child’s servitude might have been limited by the term of its mother’s, but was
the default reality at birth.

Now, in several cases it is specified without additional qualification that children born in their
mother’s time of paramone are to be free and belong to no one.”® This has suggested to some that such
children—and, in fact, all children born to mothers who were performing paramone—were born free.”’
But the sellability of children so born tells otherwise. So, why simply declare them free? If the mothers
were slaves then the presumption informing all sales that addressed the freedom of children born in
service will have been (a) that such children were born slaves, and probably (b) that where their own
freedom was stipulated in their mothers’ sales it was to be awarded under the same conditions, unless
otherwise specified. To call them free, I urge, was to call them, implicitly, free on the same conditions
that applied to their mothers. These texts often take similarly important facts for granted: any child born
to Theoxena while she was serving was to be free, but the record of her sale does not state that she
herself was to be free upon completion of service!®” The record of Sosikrates’ sale does not specify, ‘on

condition that he be free.’®!

For a transaction that was conducted with such frequency and within such
well known parameters, omissions of this sort were unproblematic. Thus, it was sometimes said that
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children born in service were to be free on the same conditions that applied to their mothers, but it did
not need to be.®” The only thing that had to be stated was that they were to be free at all (if such was the
intent), for they were born slaves and, barring stipulation to the contrary, would remain so.”> Mothers
performing paramone were slaves and their children born in that period were too.

Several joint manumissions are similarly elliptical and consistent with paramone performed in
servitude. Aristodamos sold Gorgo and her son Nikoboulos on condition that the boy remain two years
and then be free. The record of sale does not speak of Gorgo’s freedom at all. She was to be freed
promptly after sale and her son “once [he] has remained for the specified time”—again, the aorist.**
Nikomachos and Neiko sold Zopyra and her three children on condition of freedom, stipulating that the
children remain in service to the sellers’ son Dionysios for as long as he lived.®® The record of sale does
not stipulate that any of them “shall be free” (0T, éoTwooav); all were sold “on condition of
freedom” (¢ éAeuBepia) and “on condition that they be free” (g’ cTe EAeUbepol eiuev), phrases that
did not by themselves produce liberty. Eunomia sold Isargyron and her son Lykiskos with the stipulation
that the mother remain for the duration of Eunomia’s life; Lykiskos on the other hand “shall not remain,
but shall be free” (ur) TTa[papewdTw E]ivouia, dAA& EoTw éAeUB[epos).®® The sale is not said to
have been made ‘on condition of freedom’ and neither does the record state that Isargyron ‘shall be
free;” so much could be assumed. But the text does explicitly frame ‘not remaining’ and ‘being free’ as a
pair,®’” inviting the inference that ‘remain’ and ‘being unfree’ were as well.

Even after manumission, slaves could be subject to various intrusions. In one striking example
Epicharidas of Lilaia sold a slave named Asia “on condition that she be free, provided that she live in
Lilaia, and that she be untouchable for her whole life, doing whatever she wishes.”® Asia was to be
manumitted directly after sale. The record does not stipulate paramone. If anyone lays hand on her she

is to enjoy the usual protections.”” But strings were attached: “Asia shall not reside outside Lilaia nor

take up citizenship without Epicharidas’ approval. If she does (so) reside or take up citizenship, then her
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purchase shall be invalid and unaccomplished. And likewise Asia shall not alienate (anything) if she gets
any additional work from Epicharidas or his heirs, in any manner. And if she should alienate (anything)
in any manner, her purchase shall be invalid, according as also written above. Whenever Asia dies all of

70 Histio was required to remain by her former

her property shall belong to Epicharidas or his heirs.
owner Philon so long as he lived; she was to be free upon his death but “shall be unable to settle
anywhere other than in Delphi. And she shall crown the image of Philon, monthly on the first and
seventh, with a crown of plaited laurel.””' Timo sold a young slave named Meda without paramone but
on condition that, upon maturity, she maintain her biological parents—presumably Timo’s slaves at the
time of their daughter’s sale—*“whether they should be slaves or have become free.”’* These three
women—perhaps Asia most of all—were freed into a life with constraints.” But such invasive terms
were stipulations of particular manumissions, not generic requirements imposed on all, and generally not
the norm. In mosts cases, onerous requirements were imposed on slaves while they remained and not on
freedmen. Manumittors could require what they would. As we shall see, Neaira was freed on condition
that she not work in Corinth, a constraint that in no way diminished her legal freedom.” Asia, Histio,
and Meda were to enjoy freedom that might have been less than ideal (from their point of view) but it
was not less than full; if the only barrier to Asia’s seeking citizenship was Epicharidas’ approval, then
she cannot have been anything less than legally free. Whether one was born free or made so, legal
freedom did not mean absolute freedom. It never has.

Slaves who remained were likewise required to do as ordered, and the consequences of
disobedience could be severe: sales generally gave wide latitude to former owners in the meting out of
punishment. A few, however, stipulated that the former owner’s charges were to be adjudicated by
binding arbitration. For example, Sosias sold Nikaia and her son Isthmos, who were to remain by Sosias,
doing all that they were asked. “But if Nikaia and Isthmos should not do so, then the purchase shall not

be guaranteed for them, but shall be invalid. And if Sosias should accuse Nikaia or Isthmos of anything,
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»75 This fact is

they shall be adjudicated by three men. Whatever these men rule shall be binding.
sometimes adduced to show that those who remained must have been free.”® But such adjudication was
the exception; in hundreds of cases former owners were permitted to punish disobedient remainers
“however they wish,””” which sometimes included, explicitly, whipping and binding.”® If the five slaves
whom Sotima and Polytimidas sold did not do as ordered “Sotima and Polytimidas are to have the
authority to punish them as slaves” (¢mTiuéovTes cog SovAols).” To punish a person “however one
wishes” and “as a slave” are two expressions of the same power. Moreover, some sales stipulated that
failure to remain or perform as ordered would invalidate the purchase,*” which can only have meant that
the slave would return to the former owner, no less a slave, and with the promise of future manumission
annulled. It is easy to credit that a small number of owners were willing to submit grievances against
slaves, who had been promised eventual manumission, to binding arbitration. Punitive re-sale was often
barred; one sale allowed punishment with “harmless blows” (TTAayafs dOl\)éOlS).Sl A few slaves were
sold “for free” (Scopedv).” Thus, we do see glimpses of moderation, and this must be the explanation
for the very rare stipulation that a former owner was permitted to punish a remaining slave “in whatever
manner she wishes, as a free woman” (cos é)\euﬁépa).83 Dareste, Haussoulier and Reinach took this as
clear indication that all who performed paramone were free,* but this very rare qualification stands in
bleak contrast to the hundreds of sales that granted the former owner nearly unlimited exercise of force.
To punish a slave as a free woman was an uncommon kindness, like “harmless blows” or submitting a
dispute with a slave to arbitration; these were exceptional gestures of humanity, and credible as such.
The consensus interpretation, by contrast, posits a juridical paradox under which hundreds of sales
submitted freed men and women to the kind of unchecked, discretionary, physical violation and
deprivation that is a hallmark of slavery, and generally unavailable for use against the free. The paradox
vanishes if at Delphi paramone was a condition to which slaves were liable and which manumission

never preceded but only followed.
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The consensus view of the Delphic mechanism posits (1) that the sale was executed at once and
the slave freed thereby, which is not what the Greek says; (2) that, in an apparent “paradox,” paramone
reduced the freedom just conferred to a conditional half-state, rather than simply preceding it, which is
what the syntax and numerous passages show; (3) that upon the former master’s death the half-free
freedman is thenceforth to be really free; (4) that lawful and binding contracts used the same word,
eleutheros, to mean both ‘free but not really free’ and ‘fully and legally free,” and did not disambiguate
the two; (5) that all of this was enshrined in a transaction that looks in every way like a proper sale, but
which we know to have been fictive. To reveal the profound scope of interpolation that this entails, let
us imagine that my son has been asking for a tablet computer. My wife and I tell him, “We’ve bought a
tablet, on condition that you use it for reading. But first you must be well behaved till your birthday.
Then, you may use it for reading.” He knows that we have purchased the tablet; that he must be well-
behaved between now and his birthday; that he will then get the tablet, to use for reading. To interpret
this the way the Delphic sales have been understood we must assume (1) that we meant “We’ve bought
and have now given you a tablet;” (2) that we did not mean to specify “first;” (3) that between now and
his birthday he may half-use the tablet but that upon his next birthday he may really use it; (4) that the
same phrase “use it for reading” denotes both half-use and full use; and (5) that while I am calling this a
gift, it is really a loan! Like this: “We’ve bought <and have now ‘given’ you> a tablet, <for the purpose
of using it now> for reading. But {first} you must be well behaved till your birthday (sc. while you are
sort-of using it). Then, you may <really> use it for reading.” But such heavy intervention is
unnecessary, for a more straightforward, literal, interpretation is available.

The Delphic “manumission inscriptions” are records of sale. Sale was the vehicle for
manumission, but that does not make it a fiction. The god bought the slaves; punitive re-sale of his
human property was generally forbidden, and in the event that someone tried to haul one of his freedman
into slavery the seller and warrantor were to warrant the purchase, that is, ownership by the god. The

16



safeguards presume agreement by all parties that the god was the lawful purchaser. The contracts
specified the terms of sale, including manumission, whether enacted promptly, where there was to be no
paramone, or triggered by future event, where there was. Paramone was carried out in a state of full and
unambiguous legal servitude. The transactions did not create individuals who were half-free, both free
and slave, or any other juridical chimera. The god’s slaves were compelled under threat of brutality, as
slaves were, to perform certain service, upon completion of whose term they were to be made so free
that anyone was to have authority to rescue them without fear of legal action or penalty. That was as
complete a protection of freedom as Greek legal thinking knew how to construct. At Delphi—at least

insofar as these sales tell us—a person was either free or slave.

Practice Elsewhere

Consensus holds that other Greek polities were also juridically cognizant of a category of persons who
were legally free, under no judicial or military sanction, and yet remanded to a slave-like state in which
their movements were controlled, their bodies subject to violent invasion, and their freedom at risk of
liquidation on the open market. But the binary construction of legal status that we see at Delphi appears
to have been the norm elsewhere as well.

Boiotian epigraphy has preserved well over 100 dedications of slaves, which appear also to have
been made on condition of manumission.* Alienation to the god was achieved through dedication rather
than sale, but with the same end in view: freedom. The Boiotian dedications do not mention freedom as
a condition and, like the Delphic sales, do not speak explicitly of manumission. But the widespread and
reasonable scholarly assumption is that the dedication somehow entailed conversion to freedom. This
was no contradiction. Some twenty or so Delphic sales indicate that when the former owner has died the
slave is to become at once “the god’s” and “free,” which can only mean that the slave was the god’s
concern if not his property.*® At Bouthrotos freedmen were said to be “freed and dedicated as sacred” to
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the god.87 At Naupaktos, when his former master died, Philetairos, who had been sold to Athena, was

88
“to be sacred, untouchable, and free.”

To be dedicated was to be the god’s, was to be sacred, was, in
this context, to be legally free and under a deity’s protection.* Many dedications stipulated paramone

(e.g. IG VII 3314):

ApXedduw apx&, HeWOs ‘OpoAwiw TevtekaidexkdTn, MnAig
OAfjpovos avaTiBn Tt Tcos F18iws SovAws ZcoTipov ki) ZwTn[pi]-
Xav lapcas Tel Zepd T Tapapeivavtas aUTii [a]veykAeiTeos &s K[a]

Ccoel, Tav avdBeocv Toloupéva Sia TS cuved[piw] kaTé TOV vduov.

Zelnick-Abramovitz translates (90):

Melis daughter of Philemon consecrates her personal slaves Sotimon and Sotericha as sacred to Serapis, on condition
that they remain with her as long as she lives, giving no reason for reproach, and she makes the consecration through the

Council, according to the law.

This ignores the aorist participle, which we have seen already in the same use at Delphi, and which tells
that Melis dedicates her slaves, “after they have remained” (TTapaueivavTas). In other words, the
dedication is declared in the timeless present tense but is not to take effect until the slaves have
completed their service.”’ Sotimon and Sotericha, then, will not be the god’s, will not be free, until they
have performed the required service. The Boiotian dedications that specify paramone always use the
aorist participle, never the present. Here, as with Delphic sales, the regular order was first service as a
slave and then freedom.

Inscribed records of manumission show the same sequence. A Phokian text declares that
“Soteridas son of Xenon, a Delphian, releases as free Xenon and Paramonon, his own housebred slaves,
after they have remained (TTapapeivavtas) with Soteridas for the full duration of his life, and he

dedicates them to the god Asklepios in Stira.””'

Here too, dedication was not incompatible with liberty,
but the very safeguard of it. Such manumissions were effected “after service” at Mantinea, and in large
numbers at Bouthrotos and Kalymna.”” A stele from the Kabeirion at Lemnian Hephaistia records

numerous manumissions, two dozen of which stipulate paramone, all with the same formulaic order and

syntax (e.g.): “Damas son of Demetrios, of Halimous, sets his own bred slave Eumenes free, after he has
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remained (TTapapeivav| Ta) by him so long as he lives, to depart (dmiévat) from the land wherever he

wishes, belonging to no one at al

1" Liberty, in these Lemnian manumissions is framed as freedom “to

depart,” in independence (unBevi unbev TpoornkovTa); where these texts require paramone the aorist

participle always splits the direct object from the epexegetic infinitive, underscoring that a slave is to be

‘free—pending service—to leave.” A detailed record of manumission from Thespiai stipulates the place

and circumstance in which the formal speech act of manumission was to take place (1. Thespiai 214):

12

16

20

24

EUtuxos KaAAikpdaTeos
[apile<i>T1 EAeubépaas Ayiav, Ovalol]-
uov, Aly]eioimrmov, ZéAeukov, Eup[€]-
av, [BloukaTiav, ZUpav- eluev 8¢ a[U]-
Tols TaveAeuBepiav Tapa[uel]-
VAVTECI EUVOWS AVESV>KAEITO[IS]
yevopévols EuTtixol s [K]a G[coel]-
gl 8¢ Ti ka m&Bet EUtuxos, mapak[aT]-
[a]TiBeTal oUTa T& oopalTa]
gvavTia T AoKAaTI® TTapa
[E]iTinov Zapixe ki Za&uixov
[k]N KaAAikpaTtns EmTin[w]: oUTt[eos]
[8]¢ TpooTATEIUEY aUTAV KT [ETH]-
uéieoBan [S]meos BéPata ein avt[o]-
is & éAevBepia kab& EUtuxos a-
[€]6el, év TOV GTavTa Xpdvov: T
8¢ ka TeAeuTdoel EUTuxos amfo]-
KapuEaTew ET TE HVaUaTos
EmiTipos ki) Zauixos ki KaAAr-
KP&TNS EAevbepa [oUT|a Té& OCo-
[MWaTa apiévta EUTuxov k& [T]-
av oTaAav Tav év AokAam[ie]-

Ool.

Eutychos son of Kallikrates releases as free Agias, Onasimos, Ageisippos, Seleukos, Eureas, Boukatia, Syra. (that) there
shall be for them total freedom, after they have remained, being well intentioned and without reproach, with Eutychos so
long as he lives. But if Eutychos dies, these slaves place themselves before Asklepios in the care of Epitimos son of
Samichos and Samichos and Kallikrates sons of Epitimos; and (that) these men shall serve as their prostatai and take
care that their freedom should be secure, as Eutychos laid down(?), for all time. And whenever Eutychos dies Epitimos
and Samichos and Kallikrates shall proclaim over the tomb that Eutychos sets free these slaves, according to the stele in

the Asklapieion.
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The owner declares the slaves free, “after they have served” (Trapa[uel] |vavTeot). But the
manumission was not effective until the slaves’ prospective prostatai uttered the words over their former
owner’s grave.”* Just as the Delphic sales were recorded but incomplete pending fulfillment of service
and subsequent manumission, so also, in all of these cases, manumission was announced, but remained
unexecuted until completion of paramone.

We see the same in sales from elsewhere. At Phokian Tithora Nikaretos and Oinanthe sold a
slave named Euphrosyna to Sarapis “on condition of freedom, on condition that she be free and
untouchable after having remained (TTapaueivacav) by Nikaretos and Oinanthe for the duration of their

"% Two contemporary sales from the same place indicate that slaves have been sold to Sarapis on

lives.
condition of freedom (é1’ éAeuBepia) and stipulate that the slaves “will serve” their former owners
(TTapuev<e>i) so long as the latter live, but are to be free “from the perspective of everyone else” (Tois
Aoitrois).”® A sale from Amphissa permits the former masters, who sold the slave to Asklepios “on
condition that she remain” (¢cooTe Tapa[ué] | vn) by them, to punish her as they like, but then stipulates
that “for all other people (TToTi 8¢ ToUs AotroUs T&vTas) [she] is to be free and untouchable.”” These
three sales are thought to show a kind of perspectival freedom, under which a person might be a slave
from one point of view and free from another.”® But one of the Phokian sales states that the two slaves
who had been sold were to “remain slaving” (TrTappuev<e>T ... Soulevouoat), leaving no doubt that
these odd expressions might have meant freedom from the grasp of others but not in a court of law.”” At
law, liberty was not a matter of perspective. Law did not, say, permit a person to be at once barred from
marriage by a former master and yet free to marry “from the perspective of everyone else.” These
owners sold slaves on the promise of freedom, pending completion of service, during which time the

former owners promised to protect slaves from abuse by others. A fine gesture, like similar, occasional

instances of moderation seen at Delphi, but the slavery was no less complete for it.
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Such executory transactions, whether sale, dedication, or manumission per se neither conferred
freedom only to partly withdraw it nor minted half-slaves; they simply defined the terms governing
future manumission. Where they stipulated paramone with a circumstantial participle they almost
invariably used the aorist, indicating that manumission and the final execution of the transaction were to
take place after paramone.'” Regardless of the legal mechanism used to effect a slave’s freedom,
practice was remarkably consistent on this one overlapping point of law, logic, and grammar: that slaves
alienated by any of these acts are to be transformed from fully enslaved to fully free; that, with very few
exceptions, *' such transformation was to follow paramone and not to precede it; that the temporal

priority of this fixed and finite service is most often indicated with the aorist participle or imperative.

Testamentary Manumission

The philosophers’ wills preserved by Diogenes Laertius show the same staging. Like the Delphic sales,
these have been thought to illustrate the creation of partially free freedman. Aristotle (d. 322) directed in

his will (D.L. 5.14-16):

glvat 8¢ kai ApPpakida éAeubépav kal Sotval aUTi, dtav 1 Tais ekdobf, mevtakooias Spaxuas kai Ty
Tadioknv fv éxel. ... TUxwva 8’ éAelbepov eival, Tav 1 Tais ek8obi, kal PiAcwva kai OAUuTIOV Kai TO Taidiov
aUTOU. UM TTAWAETY 88 TGOV Taidwv undéva Tév eut BepameudvTeov, dAAa xpficbal autols: Tav &’ év nAkia

YévewvTal, éAeuBépous ageival kat’ afiav.

that Ambrakis is to be free and (one is) to give her, whenever my daughter is married off, 500 drachmas and the slave
girl whom she has. ... and that Tychon is to be free whenever my daughter is married off, as is Philon and Olympios and
his child; (one is) not to sell any of the slaves who serve me, but to use them, and to set them free whenever they are of
age, as worthy.

Some of Aristotle’s slaves were to continue in service to a new master, until his daughter married, others
until they came of age. The will, if Diogenes represents it accurately, did not refer to this delay as
paramone, although the stipulation is otherwise indistinguishable from paramone as imposed by the

other wills. Theophrastus (d. 286) did specify paramone, directing that (D.L. 5.54-55):
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TToutUAc 8¢ kai ©pétrtn TéAal EAeubépols oUot Kal TUIv TTOAATY Xpeiav TTapeoxnuévols, el TI TpdTEpOV
gxouol TTap’ UGV Kal el TL aUtol ekTrioavTo Kai & viv map’ Immdpxou alTols ouvTéTaxa, dioxiAias Spaxuds,
AOPaAGS ofpal Seiv aUTols UTT&pXEY TalTa, kaBdmep Kal auTds SieAéxBnv MeAdvTn kai TTaykpéovTi
TAEOVAKIS Kai TTavTa pot ouykaTeTiBevto. 8idcou 8 auTols kai ZeopaTdAny [kai] Trv Tadioknv. [55] Tév 8¢
Taidcov MéAwva pev kai Tinwva kai TTapuévovta 1181 eAeubépous apinui- Mavijv 8¢ kai KaAAiav
TapauelvavTas €Tn TETTapa €V T KNTTw Kal CUVEPYACAUEVOUS Kal GVAUAPTITOUS YEVOUEVOUS aPinpl

gAeuBépous.

To Pompylos and Threpte, who are long since free and have offered us much service, if they have any prior thing from

us and if they themselves have acquired anything, including what I have now commanded they have from Hipparchos,
namely 2,000 drachmas, I am steadfast in thinking that these must belong to them, just as I myself also explained to
Melantes and Pankreon many times and (as) they in all ways agreed with me. I give them also Somatale the slave girl. Of
the slaves, I set free henceforth Molon and Timon and Parmenon. But I set free Manes and Kallias, after they have

remained four years in the garden and have collaborated and been free from blame.

To a couple freedmen who continued on in what sounds like remunerated service to their former owner
Theophrastus promised total control over everything that they owned and gave additional money and
human assets.'”> Two current slaves were to be manumitted promptly (#i8n), two others only “after
having served” (TrapapeivavTas). Here too, then, paramone was conducted in a state of servitude and

freedom granted only after its completion.
The will of Lykon of Troas (d. 225) records several manumissions, some of them framed on

condition of paramone (DL 5.73):

apinu 8 éAevBepov kai TV Tol Mikpou unTtépa kai Noruova kai Afcwva kal ©@éwva kai Euppdvopa kai
Epueiav. kai AydBwva SUo ETtn Tapapeivavta dpeicbatl EAevBepov: kai Tous popeapodpous WeeAicova kai

TTooeldcoviov TéTTapa €Tn Tapausivavtas.

I set free also the mother of Mikros and Noemon and Dion and Theon and Euphranor and Hermeia. And (I stipulate in
my will) to have Agathon set free, after he has remained for two years, and the litter-bearers Ophelion and Poseidonios

after they have remained for four years.

It is suggested that some of the philosopher’s slaves “are freed but are required to ‘remain’

103 But, here again, the Greek denotes the

(parameinanta) in some capacity for fixed lengths of time.
opposite order of events. Agathon, Ophelion, and Poseidonios were not freed on the condition that they

remain; they remained, as slaves, under the promise of subsequent manumission. The terms were not
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service after manumission, but manumission “after service” (TapaueivavTta, Tapaueivavtas). Those
who remained were neither free nor half-free nor conditionally free; they were slaves.
A few clauses earlier, though, Lykon seems to envisage service performed after manumission

(5.72):

AnunTpic pev EAeubépe TaAal vt aeinut T& AUtpa kai Sidcout TéVTe uVvas Kai A TIOV Kai XITAOVa, (va
TOAA& TIETTOVNKGS HET’ Epol Biov eoxnuova €xn. Kpitewovt 8t XaAkndovic, kai ToUte T& AUtpa aeinut kal

Bidcout TéTTApOS UVES.

For Demetrios, who is free for some time now, I waive the /ytra and give him five minas and a himation and chiton so
that, since he has labored much with me, he may have a becoming life. And for Kriton of Chalkedon, for him too I waive

the /ytra and give him five minas.

On one view, these two slaves “had been manumitted on condition that they remain and work for Lycon
and that Lycon’s will was meant to cover the possibility that he might die before the term of their further
services expired.”' But as we just saw, this very will establishes that freedom was granted after
paramone. If Demetrios and Kriton had been free, then they would not have been subject to paramone.
In fact, the will merely states that they owed Lykon money. The Roberts were right, I suggest, when
they observed that the /ytra probably referred to ransom (Bull.épigr. [1946] 87). Demetrios and Kriton
had at some point been enslaved and ransomed with money furnished by Lykon, so that the two men
were free but indebted. Demetrios had once been a slave, but that was irrelevant. The will stipulates that
if Lykon should die before repayment, the debts would be forgiven. But no one was to be half-free or
any such thing.

Wills, or clauses from them, were sometimes inscribed (e.g. /G V,2 274.1): €1l iepéos TS {1} |
TToowdavos At |oAAwviov, dek | Thipos 8¢ Mapkou | Tou Titou, éTous &|Bdduov kal
Teoapa | KooTou, diabnkns av|ayvwobeions {' unv|os Tpitou Tprakadi Tht|vAos TTooeidirou
a@ii| ke Tav idiav Bepataiv | av éAeubBépav Zapco | kal TO € EaTtas Taidiov | ‘Ovnoipopov
undevi un | dev 1Tpoor']i<ov'reg.1°5 It is thought that “Such wills were, in fact, delayed manumissions;

99106

they protracted slavery in spite of the declaration of freedom.” ™ But this conflates the act of writing
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with the fact of execution. The legal state of slavery ended only with death or manumission, but Pitylos’
will framed upon drafting, and later effected upon execution, an end to Sapho’s servitude. Prior to
execution there was no legal “declaration” of anything. Had he not so disposed, his heirs would have

inherited the human property. Similarly, in his will, Dion stipulated (P.Petr. I* 3.19-23):

MeAawi{da 8¢
20 [Kal TOV UidV] auTiis AUMCOVIOV TOV EE €U0l yeyevnuévov, olUs ey co eE[€0]pe-
[wa, apinu éX]euBépous, équ pot TTapaueive[o]v Ews av &y co £ Utiikoo[t &]v-
[Tes. &@inut 8] auTols Ta Tpopeia Kai éoTwoav éAevbBepol kaba kai € caviis

.. unBe]vi é6éoTeo EmAaBéoBal altéov Tap[eupléoel u[ndleu1&1].

But Melainis and her son Ammonios, who was born by me, whom I raised, I set free, if they serve me so long as I live,
being obedient. And I waive for them the tropheia and they are to be free just as according to purchase....'”’ It shall be

possible for no one to lay hands on them on any pretext.

Clarysse worried that “[f]rom a strictly juridical point of view” this service could not be paramone, such
as we know it from elsewhere, “since Melainis and her son are to be set free only after Dion’s death. The
tasks they perform ‘so long as he lives’ are not paramone-tasks, but real slaves’ services;” and further
that, “the service of Melainis and Ammonios, who were no doubt informed of the clause in the will
relating to them, was considered a paramone, even if this was not correct from a strictly juridical point

1% But it is the modern interpretation that is incorrect; the legal form was sound, as was

of view.
Clarysse’s sense that something was odd. Mother and son were to continue to serve as slaves until the
death of the Dion, and only then, assuming satisfactory completion of service and execution of the will,
were they to become free. Protraction is the opposite of what testamentary manumission accomplished,
whether the will stipulated paramone or not.

In none of these wills did a testator deal in halves. Some slaves were freed. Others were told
when they would be. Not one was freed but nevertheless compelled to serve like a slave. While
Pompylos and Threpte, and Demetrios, all freed in their former owners’ lifetime, may have been obliged

‘not to depart’ from Theophrastus and Lykon (if the rule was still enforced at Athens), the freedmen

produced by these wills were simply aliens, possibly metics if they stayed. Prior to manumission they
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were slaves and subject to paramone, in precisely the same way that the slaves sold at Delphi were. But
at no point were they anything other than one or the other of these two legal statuses. It is not true that
“The wills of Aristotle, Theophrastus, and Lycon imply that manumitted slaves were not wholly free in

19 and, under the circumstances, such was a legal and logical

relation to their manumittor,
impossibility. Even if metics were still required to register prostatai in the third century,''’ none of the
freedmen minted by the philosophers’ wills could have registered his or her manumittor as prostates; all

of them were manumitted by written act of a dead non-citizen. These freedmen were as free from their

manumittors as a person could be.

Athenian ‘Secular Fictive Sales’

It has recently been argued that at Athens, as at Delphi, manumitted slaves suffered “conditional
freedom;” that, although paramone is not explicitly attested at Athens before the third century,

! existed there earlier, reducing manumitted individuals to a

“paramoné-like legal obligations certainly
state of half-slavery; that this explains the legal situation of the only two fourth-century manumissions
that we know in any detail from Athenian sources; that both of these were cognate “secular fictive

99112

sales,” ~ examples of “a procedure known as ‘sale for the purpose of freedom’ (prasis ep’

eleutheriai).”'"

The cases are well known. An Athenian named Epikrates lusted after a slave boy who, along
with his brother and father, worked in the perfume shop of an Egyptian metic, Athenogenes.''* He
offered to pay Athenogenes to free the boy so that he could employ him as a sex worker. Unbeknownst
to Epikrates, however, the slaves had acquired significant debts so that Athenogenes preferred not to

manumit them but rather to sell them, along with the debt.'" So, he conspired with the prostitute

Antigona to trick Epikrates into purchasing all three slaves, along with the debts. As part of the ruse, she
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claimed that she had only just managed to convince Athenogenes to free the slaves, and that Epikrates

had better move quickly lest the deal collapse (Hyp. 3.4 [col.ii]):

TéNog & o, va ur| HakpoAoyd, HeTaTepyapév[n] ydp He T&Aw Uotepov eimey, 8TI ToAAoUs Adyous
avaidoaca Tpods TOV ABnvoyévny poAls ein cupTemek|[u]Ta aUTov dmoAioal pot Tév Te MiBav kall T]oUs uiels
AUPOTEPOUS TETTAPAKOVTA UVEIV, Kai EKEAEUE HE TNV TaxioTnv Topilew T6 &pyuUpto[v], Tpiv ueTaddEal Tt

ABnvoyével

So, finally, not to go on too long, having sent for me again later, she said that having spent long discussions with
Athenogenes she had just barely persuaded him to release for me Midas and both of his sons for 40 minas, and she kept

urging me to come up with the money as quickly as possible, before Athenogenes changed his mind at all.

Epikrates was hooked. But when he met with Athenogenes he was presented with quite a different offer;

‘Kai viv’ Epn ‘TavTns éveka 118n oot évdeifoual, boa oe &ya[0&] Toirow. oU uE[v ydp]® Epn [TO] &pyUpiov éT’
ehevBepia kaTtaBale[i]s To[T MiBo]u kai TéV Taidwv- éydd 8¢ ool dmodc[o]opal alToUs covijl kai TP&oe[l],
va TpéTOV HEv undeis [o]e [E]vox[A]f [un]d¢ SiapBeip[n] TOV T[a]ida, &[T]e[1] T auTol ur) £y XEIPOL
m[o]vnpe[U]ecbal undiv Six TOV &P [ov]. TO Bt péyroTov: viv ptv &v 8éEetav B’ Eut yeyovéval éAetbepor- tav 8¢
TPI&UEVOS OV covijl Kai TTpdoel ei6’ YoTepov, 8Te &v oot Sokil, a@rils autous eAeuBépous, SimAaciav E§ouaiv ool

Y X&pi.

“And now,” he said, “for her sake I shall show you how much good I shall do you. For you,” he said, “are about to put
down the money on condition of freedom for Midas and his children. But I shall sell them to you, ‘by purchase and sale,’
so that, first of all, no one may bother you or ruin the child, and, next, so that they, owing to fear, may not endeavor to
misbehave in any way. But most importantly, as things are, they would think that they have become free because of me.
But if, buying them ‘by purchase and sale,” you then later set them free, whenever you like, they will have twice the

gratitude for you.”

Epikrates’ original proposal was to pay (kataBale[i]s) Athenogenes money on condition that he free
the slaves for him. This was not to be a purchase or sale, and no one in the speech calls it a prasis ep’

eleutheriai or any such thing.''®

In fact, it is explicitly contrasted with sale. This was to be payment of
cash on condition of mutual performance: Epikrates would pay money, and Athenogenes would free the
slaves. Athenogenes, however, convinced Epikrates that it would be better to buy the slaves outright.

The lustful man was so eager that he scarcely read the contract before agreeing; he failed to notice that

he was buying the debts too.'"’
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Now, had Athenogenes accepted the original proposal he would have freed the slaves and
handed them over to Epikrates. But if they were free, why would they have gone with Epikrates? On one
view, they would have been under an implicit obligation to ‘remain’ in a state of half-freedom like those
slaves who were freed at Delphi on explicit condition of paramone.''® At Athens, a manumitted slave
became a free non-citizen, an alien if he left and a metic if he stayed.'"® All metics were required to
register a prostates or else be liable to graphe aprostasiou.'*® A freedman metic was subject to an

additional requirement to abide by his former owner or else face legal action:'*'

Harp. s.v. ATTooTaociou: 8ikn Tis £0T1 kKaTa TV ameAeubepwbévTov Sedopévn Tols ameAeubepcooactv, Eav
APIOTOVTal TE AT aUTOV 1] ETEPOV EMYPAPWVTAl TPOCTATNY, Kal & KEAEUOUGSIV ol VOUOL UT) TTOICIV. Kal
ToUs uev aAdvTas Set SovAous eival, Tous 8¢ vikrioavTas TeAéwos 1101 EAeubépous. ToAAGKIs & ¢0Tl Tapa Tols

pritopol, Tapa T¢ Avcia v T Tpds Aplotddnuov kai Y mepeidn év T kata Anuntpias amootaciou.

There is an action that was granted against freedmen to those who freed them, if they depart from them or register
another as prostates, and if they do not do what the laws bid; and those who are convicted must become slaves, while
those who win (the case) shall be fully free thenceforth. Occurs often in the orators, in Lysias in the speech against

Aristodemos and in Hyperides in the speech against Demetrias for apostasiou.

To Finley, this provision was consistent with the half-freedom that Delphic paramone is thought to have
created. He translated, “And those who are condemned necessarily become slaves, but those who win,

already being free men, become so completely.”'**

But this mangles the Greek, and even if it did not,
this rule was not at all like Delphic paramone, which required a slave who had been sold to serve
someone other than his new owner, on the promise of subsequent manumission. But never mind, for
there is no reason to think that these three freedmen would, or even could, have been so constrained in
the first place. The governing rules, such as we know them, compelled (1) every metic to register a
prostates, or else face graphe aprostasiou, and (2) every freedman metic to name his manumittor for
that role, or else face dike apostasiou by his manumittor. But, prostatai were to be citizens,'* so that if a
freedman’s manumittor was himself a metic he had no remedy against a freedman who did not

comply—and indeed could not—with the second rule. The freedman will have followed the first and

that was that. Athenogenes was a metic, so that, if Midas and sons “registered another as prostates,”
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Athenogenes could not have brought a dike apostasiou against them and neither could anyone else.'**

Like all metics, they would have needed a prostates, but as far as Athenian law could recognize and
enforce, they would have been no one’s freedmen.'*’

Scholars understand the requirement that a freedman register his manumittor as prostates and
abide by him as a curtailment of the freedman’s liberty. But the ancient sources, admittedly late and
limited, frame the rule as a positive protection of the manumittor’s rights: “a legal action available to
those who have manumitted.” If the rule was framed as a benefit to manumittors and a manumittor was
ineligible, it will have served no purpose under the rule to compel either freedman or manumittor to find
some other eligible candidate for prostates.'*® Thus, I suggest, if Athenogenes had accepted the initial
offer, the three new metics would have enrolled Epikrates as their prostates, but since he would not have
been their manumittor they would have been under no legal obligation “not to depart” from him. In his
initial offer Epikrates was asking Athenogenes to release the freedmen into his care,'”’ and leave it to
him to sort out the rest; he would see that the newly minted metics enrolled him as their prostates.'*®
Legally, they would have been free. The social and economic constraints under which they would have
operated would have been considerable, and Epikrates did have in mind to engage the free boy to
particular ends that the latter may not have wanted or even known of, but legal freedom mattered. A
slave could be beaten, tortured, sold, deprived of family, excluded from courts, and so on, without
recourse to legal remedy. These three could not.

Hyperides was an expert in this domain (Ath. Deipn. 13.58 [590c-d] = Idomeneus of Lampsakos,

FGrHist 338 F15):'%

Y repeidng 8’ O priTeop €k TAs TaTpcdas oikias ToOv uidv amoPaicov MNaukimmov Muppiviv Tthv
ToAuTeAeoT&TNY ETaipav avéhaBe, kai Taltnv ptv év &oTel eixev, év TTeipalel 8¢ Apiotaydpav, Gikav 8’ év

‘EAevoivy, fjv TOAAGVY covnoduevos Xpnudtav eixev éAeubepcooas, UoTepov 8t kal oikoupov aUThv EToIoaTo

The orator Hypereides, having expelled his son Glaukippos from his ancestral home, brought in Myrrhine, the most
expensive prostitute, and used to keep her in the city, and Aristagora in Peiraieus, and Phila in Eleusis, whom, having

purchased her for a lot of money, he used to keep, after he had freed her, and later even made her his house-mistress.
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Whether Myrrhine was a slave (and if so, whose) or free, we are not told. It is suggested that Hyperides
‘bought’ Phila via fictive sale; that he provided the funds for her manumission, much as Epikrates had

139 But here again the Greek tells a different order of events: first he bought her, then he

proposed to do.
freed her, and then he started keeping her (covnodpevos ... elxev éAeuBepcooas). He did not do what
Epikrates proposed, but what Athenogenes tricked Epikrates into doing! Presumably, Hyperides was
Phila’s prostates. More complicated is Hyperides’ relationship with Aristagora, against whom he either
brought a graphe aprostasiou, or else wrote a speech for someone who did, whether before or after the

]31 . . .
There is no evidence here of fictive sale or

engagement of which Idomeneus speaks, we do not know.
of anything resembling paramone.

Even better known is the case of the famous prostitute Neaira, who at one point was the joint
property of two Corinthians, Eukrates and Timanoridas. Now, one or both of them was about to get
married and did not wish to see her working at Corinth or owned by a brothel-keeper."** So, instead of
selling Neaira they offered to free her if she would pay them 20 minas. Wanting to accept but lacking
the funds, she sent for several former lovers, including an Athenian, Phrynion, gathered money from a
number of them, contributed her own savings, and persuaded the man to add the difference and “pay her

sum to Eukratides and Timanoridas on condition that she be free.”'**

Phrynion paid the men twenty
minas “on (Neaira’s) condition that she be free and on (their) condition that she not work in Corinth.”"**
Apollodoros does not call this transaction a ‘prasis ep’ eleutheriai,’” or any other kind of sale or
purchase, neither of Neaira nor of her freedom.'*> Money was paid on condition of mutual exchange of
promises, one of which was subsequent manumission. We may no more call this exchange a Tp&ois e’
¢AeuBepia than we can call it a Tpaois el TS év KopivBe un épyalecBal. It was not a sale at all. In

a strange irony, at Delphi, the transactions call themselves sales and bear all resemblance to the same,

and yet scholars believe that they were not; while here, the transactions are not described as sales and
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yet scholars believe that they were. Whatever the terms of their agreement and whatever they may have
called it, Neaira left town with Phrynion a free woman.

Why, then, did she stay with Phrynion? We do not know Corinthian law on the rights and
obligations of freedmen and their former owners. But since Neaira was about to emigrate, she could not
have been subject to such for long. Neaira had an obligation, under the terms of her manumission, not to
work in Corinth, but that was between her and her manumittors. Phrynion was neither her manumittor,
nor her current or previous owner, nor a putative Corinthian prostates. She was under no legal obligation
not to ‘depart’ from him. The two collaborated to secure her manumission but we hear nothing of a
contract. When Neaira later returned to Athens with Stephanos, having fled from Phrynion, who had
become abusive, Phrynion attempted to take her back, threatening to sue, under a claim that she was his
slave. He did not charge that she was in violation of any agreement to ‘remain,” or a requirement to
abide by her prostates, or a contract to provide sexual services, or a “paramoné-like legal obligation” or,

136 If she had been so bound, we would expect Phrynion to have sued for

indeed, any other obligation.
violation of law or terms, but not to have seized her person on grounds that she was unfree: wrongful
seizure of a free person was a serious crime.'”’

It has been suggested that Neaira “had to remain with Phrynion and serve him;”'"*® that he had a
valid claim to her person for two reasons. First, “Neaera was considered to belong to Phrynion even

»13% an assumption for which

after her manumission, presumably because she still owed him money,
Apollodoros provides no support.'** Moreover, “all or most manumission agreements included the
slave’s obligation to supply further services,” whether stated in the epigraphic documentation or not, so
that “[w]hat distinguished manumissions with paramone clauses” from those that did not require service
“was not the fact that they were conditional or that they obligated a slave to remain with the ex-owner;
rather the distinctive feature was that all obligations associated with manumission were secured in a

99141

formal contract.” ™ In other words, the 800 or so inscribed Delphic slave sales that do not stipulate
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paramone did require it, but implictly, extra-contractually, and those that did stipulate paramone
differed only inasmuch as the requirement was explicit, contractual. Thus, Neaira must have been bound
to obey Phrynion because paramone, whether stipulated or not, was the default requirement of “all or

142

most” manumissions. This would be alarming if true. ™~ The private arbitrators who settled the dispute,

which did not go to court, do not appear to have thought Neaira was subject to any such performance;

»!% 1f Neaira had accompanied Phrynion under legal

they ruled that she was “free and her own mistress.
compulsion, or arrived at Athens as anything but a free alien, it would have been in Apollodoros’

interest to say so. There was nothing to say. Her manumission had taken place outside Athenian
jurisdiction; she could not be compelled at Athens to register her Corinthian manumittors as prostatai! If
her intent was to stay there she will have been required to register a prostates, and Phrynion will likely
have served that role. But she would have been subject to this requirement as a metic, not as a former
slave who had been manumitted under the laws of another polity.

To recapitulate, under Epikrates’ original proposal to Athenogenes, the three slaves would not
have been sold. They would have left Athenogenes’ premises and control as free, (surely) resident, non-
citizens. As metics, they would have been required to register a prostates, most likely Epikrates. They
would also have been freedmen and so required to register their manumittor as their prostates; but since
Athenogenes was a metic, he could not have sued if they registered Epikrates. Their freedom would not
have been conditional in any extraordinary legal sense. Epikrates would have been able to wield social
and economic power over the former slaves. But his legal power as their prostates would have been
limited. Indeed, fear that the three might cause him trouble—perhaps even leave—if they came to him

'%* Neaira was not sold to Phrynion,

free, seems to have motivated him to purchase the slaves outright.
but went with him as a free woman. Whatever power Phrynion had over her was a social fact, apparently
unsecured by legal covenant. If she stayed with him in Athens beyond a month or so, she would have

been required to register as a metic and declare a prostates, who would almost certainly have been
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Phrynion. This pair of constraints was no greater than that experienced by any other free female resident
alien and did not derive from her profession or prior legal status. Her freedom was as full and

unconditional as law and social norms granted. She neither “had to remain with Phrynion and serve

him”'* nor did. She left. Neither Neiaira’s manumission nor that proposed for the perfumery workers

was a sale of any form, and neither was called a ‘prasis ep’ eleutheriai.’ Neither was subject to an
implicit condition to ‘remain,” whether called by paramone or any other word.

The “secular fictive sale” called “prasis ep’ eleutheriai” does not appear to have existed, but an
inscription from Beroia records a transaction that does seem to be cognate with Neaira’s manumssion
and that proposed by Epikrates.'*® Three slaves “paid” their owner “on condition of freedom,”
(kaTéBalov e’ éAeubepial), a phrase that bears close likeness to those seen at Hyp. 3.5 [col.ii] ([T9]

apyuptov e’ éAevbepia kaTtaBale[i]s) and [Dem.] 59.32 (kaTaTiBnow auTis Tas eikoot HY&S TG

’

EUkpaTel kal 76 Tinavopida e’ eAeubepia kal €@’ & év KopivBe un épyalecBar). Unlike Neaira

and the others, these three were subject to paramone (1. Beroia 45):

kaTéRBahov e éAeubepial Kdouos,
5 Mapovasg, "OpTuf, ATTival AAKETou auTol UTrEp alTav v
Kal TAV yuvaikév e Apviou, Nautkas, e XA®dvns,
kal TV Taidicov TV Te viv dvTwv Kai &v Twa UoTepov
EMYEVT Tal Kal TGOV UTTapXOVTwV aUTOlS TTAVTWY EKEO-
TOU XPUOOUS§ TEVTAKOVTA ‘2« Kal <A>oTalaTis Uteép al-
10 TAs Kal TV UTTapxdvTwy KaTéBalev xpuoous
elkoo! TEVTE, Tapapeivacty 8¢ alTols Tapd e
ATTival €ws av ATTivas Cijl Kal TToobow & T av AT-
Tivas mpooTdooT), mabdv<Tos> 8¢ ATTiva tféoTw amuéval
oU av BovAwvTal. e un eEéoTw 8¢ AAkéTal unde Tt AA-
15 KETA yuvaikl undeé 1w AAKéETa ey ydveov unde Aapé-
Tal Eépdyeobal ToUTwV Unde TAV yuvaikédv unde
TV Tadicov undt Aomaldtios, unde dyew eis dou-
Aglav, undé TGV UTTapxdvTwy auTtols TapeAécbal unde[v]
T[a]peupéoel undepidl unde &AAwt UTep ToUuTwv: €l 8¢ un,
20 g\evbepoi Te EoTwoav Kai O &ywv eis Souleiav &TTOTIVETW
Kab’ EkaoToV V¢ 0<D>Ua XPUCOUS EKaTOV Kal Tl PaciAel v

GAAOUS EKaTOV UTTEP EKAOTOU CLOHATOS Kal &v Ti éK [T]&[v]
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UTTapxdvTwV aUTols TapéAnTal, ATOTIWETW TNV agi-

av SITTAR{Y oU &v TTapéAnTal &1’ aUTé- el 8¢ un Tapapéves-
25 o1 unde moidow & T1 &v ATTivas TpooTdoor Kai aUTol Kai ai

yuvaikes kal Ta Taidia, €ws &v AtTtivas Cijl, TG pr) TololvTl

&kupos ot 1) éAeubepia al

Kosmos, Marsyas, and Ortyx paid Attinas, daughter of Alketas, on condition of freedom, themselves on hehalf of
themselves, and on behalf of their wives, Arnias, Glauka, and Chlidane, and their children, both those who exist now and
if any is born later, and for all that belongs to them, fifty gold staters each. And Aspazatis paid on behalf of herself and
and her belongings 25 gold staters. And it shall be possible for them, after they have remained with Attinas for as long as

Attinas lives, and do whatever Attinas commands, and when Attinas dies, to depart wherever they wish.

[14] But it shall not be possible for Alketas nor Alketas” wife nor Alketas’ offspring, nor Lareta to lay hands on them, or
their wives, or their children, or Aspazatis, nor to lead (them) into slavery, nor to seize any of their belongings on any
pretext, nor for another (to do so) on their behalf. Otherwise they shall be free and the one who leads them into slavery
shall pay as a fine for each person 100 gold staters, and to the king another (100) each for each person, and if one seizes

anything from their belongings he shall pay as a fine twice the value of whatever he seized from them.

[24] If they do not remain and do whatever Attinas commands—both they and their wives and children—so long as

Attinas lives, then for him who does not perform the freedom shall then be invalid.

Here too, the legal action is unambiguously neither sale with paramone (aGmédoTo £’ corTe
eAeubBépous elpev, TapapewdTtwoav 8€), nor dedication (dvaTibnTi SoUAws TapaueivavTas), nor
even, by itself, manumission with the same (a@rikev éAeubépous TTapaueivavTas). Let’s not assign an
official-sounding designation like ‘payment on condition of freedom.’ This is a contract under which
slaves pay owners money on condition of mutual performance: slaves are to remain by their master, as
slaves, for the duration of her life, and upon her demise they are to be free, presumably made so by their
owner’s heir. If this arrangement were contracted without stipulation of paramone, it would look similar
to the other two cases in which someone “paid” money “on condition of freedom.” The three slaves are
to be permitted, “after they have remained” (TTapaueivaciv) with Attinas, “doing” (TTooucoiv) her
bidding, to leave. Here again, we find the same careful articulation of the transaction’s order of events:
first, payment on condition of subsequent manumission, then, paramone performed in a state of

servitude, and finally, manumission upon death of the person to whom service is owed. This
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Macedonian text seems to give us our third example of a transaction in which cash was paid on
condition of subsequent manumission, where the operation was not bundled with a sale, dedication, or
an explicitly named manumission. This one stipulated paramone; the other two, Neaira’s and the
perfumery workers’, did not.

Paramone, such as we find at Delphi and elsewhere, was simply slave labor with a defined
sunset that was inscribed as a condition either of a legal act that facilitated manumission—whether sale,
dedication, or testamentary disposition—or a manumission per se. Neither Neaira nor Athenogenes’
slaves faced anything like that. Athenian law does appear to have entitled manumittors to make certain
demands of their freedmen. But we scarcely know what these were and it is a leap to equate the
freedman’s obligation to his manumittor with a legal state of half-slavery. For all we know, as Harrison
observed of the Athenian requirement not to depart from a manumittor, “It may be that this phrase
implies no more than that the laws imposed on the freedmen the duty of doing all those things which he

had agreed to do at his manumission,”"*’

not working in Corinth, for example.

And while Neaira’s social liabilities, as a former slave, prostitute, woman, and alien, may have
been significant, it is a mistake to think that the law imposed a formal disability as a direct and default
result of her manumission. Phrynion brought legal action against Stephanos for two alleged wrongs: that
Stephanos had removed Neaira to freedom unlawfully and that Stephanos had received the goods that

she had allegedly stolen from Phrynion.'*® Their associates persuaded them to go to binding arbitration,

and the arbitrators ruled as follows ([Dem] 59.45-46):

TNV ptv dvBpcorov EAeubépav elval kai alTrv aUTis kupiav, & 8’ eEfABev Exouoa Néaipa Tapa Opuvicovos
XwWpPIs ipaTiwv Kal xpuoiwv kal Bepaavédv, & aUTi Ti avBpcd e Nyopdobdn, dmodoival Opuvicovt Tavta:
ouveival 8’ kaTépe Nuépav Tap’ Nuépav: eav 8t kal &AAws Tws adAANAous TeiBuoot, TalTa kUpia elvar Ta &
EmTNOEI TT GvBpcd Ty TOV EXovTa Ael Tapéxewy, Kai £k ToT Aotrol xpdvou gilous elval dAANAoLs Kai

UV OIKOKEIV.

That the woman be free and under her own authority, but that those things that Neaira had in her possession when she

left Phrynion, except for the clothing, gold, and servant-girls, which had been purchased for/by the woman herself, she is
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to return to Phrynion in full. And that she is to be with each man day-for-day (i.e. in alternation). And that if they
persuade each other in some other way, that shall be binding. That the man who keeps her is to provide necessities to the

woman, and that they are to be friends with each other in future and not ‘remember ills.’

Apparently, this is what they then did, at least for a time ([Dem] 59.48):

‘Ws & amnAAaypévol Noav, ol TapdvTes EkaTépe ETi T7 Siai T Kal Tols TP&yHaoiv, olov oipat PLAel
yiyveobal tkdoToTe, &AAwS Te Kai Tepl ETaipas olons auTols Tis Slapopds, Tl SEITTVOV foav oS EKETEPOV

aUTéY, 6TéTEe Kal Néaipav €xolev, kai aUtni ouvedeiTTvel Kail GUVETTIVEY 635 ETaipa ovoa.
bl bl

And when they had been reconciled, those who were present for each party at the arbitration and proceedings—the sort
of thing that I reckon tends to happen on all such occasions, and especially when people have a dispute concerning a
hetaira—went to dinner at each man’s home, whenever each had Neaira, and she here always ate with them and drank

with them, prostitute that she is.

If this case had gone to trial such an outcome would have been impossible. We are not certain whether
such prosecutions were brought against the free person who removed the alleged slave to freedom, the
alleged slave, o—somehow—both.'* If one sued the ‘remover’ then if Stephanos was found to have
rescued Neaira unlawfully he would have been subject to penalty and she would have been remanded to
Phrynion, as a slave. If Stephanos was acquitted, then neither he nor Neaira could have been subject to
judicial sanction. If one prosecuted the slave, then if Neaira was found to be a slave, she would have
returned, in that state, to Phrynion; but if she was acquitted then there would have been no penalty phase
and so no legal mechanism by which to compel her to do anything.

But this ruling was not issued by a jury, or anything like one. Jurors swore to vote in accordance
with the laws; arbitrators did not. Women could not testify in court, but arbitrators could hear their
stories. Juries listened to one or more pairs of prepared speeches and then voted to convict or acquit;
arbitrators participated in discussions and then actively framed a course of action that disputants could
tolerate. Jurors were numerous enough to be, as a group, arms-length from litigants; arbitrators were
meant to be partisans, friends. A jury of Athenian males might have wished to attend parties with the
famous and desirable Neaira, but the courts provided no mechanism to make that wish come true.

Arbitration did. The ruling that Neaira should be free and yet compelled to split her time and body
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between two men, neither of whom owned her, underscores the grotesque reach of Athenian misogyny
and the social disability suffered by women, but says nothing about formal judicial recognition of half-
freedom or that such was the byproduct of manumission. At Athens, the rulings of private arbitrators
were inescapable, beyond appeal, like the terms of a valid contract. The terms of Neaira’s manumission
limited her freedom of movement by preventing her from working in Corinth, but that did not make her
half-free. Neither did the arbitrators’ ruling; they imposed conditions that an Aristotle might have found
incompatible with freedom. Arbitration could do that. As a woman, as a prostitute, as a former slave,
Neaira may have been more susceptible than some to such rulings. But this was a feature of Athenian
gender inequality, and while it had clear and deep legal ramifications, it was not a formal legal disability
generated by the act of manumission. An extra-judicial panel of citizen friends whose charge is to find
compromise within the bounds of normative social hierarchies might treat her in ways considered
incompatible with liberty (a legal contract for debt-bondage could do the same). But the verdict of a
random selection of unknown peers sworn to vote up or down in strict accordance with the laws could
recognize her as slave or free and nothing in between.

The kind of half-freedom that is thought to have been imposed in fourth-century Athens, under a
mechanism whose name is unknown but whose legal basis was cognate with that of Delphic “sacral

fictive sales” with paramone, did not exist. That is a fiction."°

Paramone and bound labor

Two bodies of material show a different legal construction of paramone. First there are the contracts
most often attested on papyrus in the Roman imperial period, in which a free person received
prepayment for services to be rendered and then subordinated himself to the creditor in a form of debt-

1 eworking off a debt,” as Harpocration and Menander might have put it.">* Such bondage

bondage,
was, in a way, similar to slavery, but “similar” is not “same.” To contract paramone in Egypt was not to
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forfeit one’s legal status as a free person; it was to bind oneself temporarily to another, which was
neither illegal nor slavery. Perhaps such, like debt-bondage, was “sort of” slavery, on the comic stage.'>
Not in law though.

From Kalymna we have several dozen records of manumission, all from the first half of the first
century after Christ. These were the not legal instruments of manumission themselves, but records of
them. In a dozen or so cases slaves were freed without paramone. Some were simply set free, one on
condition that she be her manumittor’s freedwoman alone, another that he be no one’s freedman.'*
Some were freed on the condition that they rear one or more children for their manumittors.'>> Most
were freed “in accordance with the freedmen laws” (amreAeuBepcoTikol vouot); one was explicitly
released from the “freedmen conventions” (ameAeubepcoTika dikala), which may have included some

or all of the practices and regulations laid out in the “freedmen laws.”"*®

We do not know precisely what
these laws were or did, but they may have defined services that manumittors were entitled to claim from
their freedmen. And possibly the heritability of such as well, for the stipulation that a freed slave be no
one’s freedman or the freedman of the manumittor alone, seems have been meant to short-circuit a
convention under which freedmen owed obligations to their manumittors’s heirs, or even beyond.

The bulk of manumissions from Kalymna stipulated paramone, under two distinct formulas. In
more than a dozen cases slaves were freed roughly as follows (e.g. Tiz.Cal. 154.1-3): &@ébn
[€A] |euBépa Nikoundea Utd AtokAeus kal iAaiwv|os, Ta] | pauivaoa, “Nikomedea was set free by
Diokles and Philaion, after she has remained.”'>’ We have seen this construction already, with sales,
dedications, testamentary and proclaimed manumissions. The aorist participle indicates that the slave
was to be free after having performed paramone; that the legal act of manumission would not be fully
executed until completion of service. In some of these cases, a freed slave was, upon the manumittor’s

99158

death, to be “no one’s freedman.” > Paramone could be coextensive with an obligation to rear one or

more children for manumittor(s) or their designee(s)."”” Slaves who did not remain could be required to
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pay reparations (&vagopd).'® It is not stated whether this payment was a straightforward fine or a
commutation of servitude. Either way, practice here was more liberal than at Delphi, where failure to
remain could result in beating, nullification of the sale and therefore the prospect of manumission, or
even punitive re-sale; nothing like that is attested at Kalymna. But on the sequence of events implied by
this formula we do find clear agreement: first paramone and then freedom.

Some two dozen manumissions, however, stipulated paramone with a different formula. Here, a

161

master “freed” (most often NAeuBépwooev) ” a slave “on condition that she will remain” (¢’ e

Tapapevel) with her manumittor or designee for the duration of their lives,162 often with the

163

requirement to rear one or more children. >~ Here too, we find the occasional term-limitation of a

freedman’s obligation to his manumittor or designee.'®* Some released freed slaves from the “freedmen

»19% 1 short, the menu of attachable conditions is essentially the same as above. But if the

procedures.
several options were the same, the underlying procedure, I propose, was not. We might expect the two

formulas, “a@édn X U Y and “Y nAeubépawoev X,” to have been interchangeable. But while we find

.............................................................

................................

two distinct procedures. Under the one described by the formula “Y nAeuBépcoev X ép’ o TE
Tapauevel,” a master manumitted a slave on condition that the newly minted freedman remain with the
master. So, Phileinos “made Tyche free, on condition that she rear a two-year old male slave for
Phileinos and remain by Phileinos son of Theuphilos and Kallistrate, daughter of Theuphamos, son of
Piston, who raised her, on condition that she will remain ... not ungraciously, and will do all that is
commanded, as many things as she used to do (éTroiet) also as a slave, till the end of their lives.”'®” This
states clearly that Tyche used to be a slave and now performed paramone as a freedwoman. Thus, some

manumissions from Kalymna broke with the tradition that we see elsewhere (and earlier) and imposed
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paramone on freedmen; they were in this regard partly compatible with scholarly consensus, in a way
that very few manumissions were.
If this suggestion is accepted, then we find at Kalymna a neatly articulated range of possible

implementations of manumission with and without paramone, arranged here in roughly descending

order of liberality.

Manumission without paramone

* Manumission with release from “freedmen procedures.” This was the most unrestricted form of manumission and is
attested but once.'®® In practical terms, though, it may have differed little from manumitting a slave as “no one’s

freedman.”'®

For, if the laws and procedures governing freedmen largely defined their obligations to their
manumittors, then to be no one’s freedman was to escape the reach of these regulations. This was, in effect, to be
like Neaira in Athens, or Athenogenes’ slaves, if he had manumitted them, or the slaves freed via the philosophers’
wills.

* Manumission in accordance with the freedmen laws, on condition that the former slave be the manumittor’s freedman
alone (7it.Cal. 170, 181). This prevented the manumittor’s heirs from claiming a right to services from any of his
freedmen. Inclusion of this condition suggests that heritability of claims to a freedman’s service was the default
presumption.

* Manumission (in accordance with the freedmen laws), with child-rearing requirement (7it.Cal. 158, 160, 165(?),
176b).

Freedom, then paramone (Y nAeuBépwoev X £’ (O Te TAPAUEVEL)

* Manumission followed by paramone, with release from the “freedmen procedures” (7it.Cal. 184 [also carries child-
rearing obligation], 206[?]) This made a freedman subject to the requirements defined in the legal instrument that
imposed paramone, but immune from whatever default obligations were imposed by law.

* Manumission followed by paramone, with stipulation that freedman status shall cease with the death of the
manumittor(s) or designee(s) (7it.Cal. 171, 172, 176a, 177, 192a, 194, 198). This fixed the term for paramone and
for a freedman’s default obligations.

* Manumission followed by paramone, with child-rearing requirement and with stipulation that freedman status shall
cease with the death of the manumittor or designee (7iz.Cal. 171, 176a).

* Manumission followed by paramone (Tit.Cal. 173, 180, 193 [incudes free movement, “sailing in and out”], 195, 196a,
202, 206, 207). Here the term of the freedman’s obligations to his manumittor or designee appears to be unlimited
(except inasmuch as the freedmen laws may have imposed limits).

* Manumission followed by paramone, with child-rearing requirement, without defined term for freedman’s obligations
(Tit.Cal. 155, 174, 175, 179, 183, 184 [requires child-rearing but releases freedwoman from “freedmen
procedures”], 191, 194, 197).
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Paramone, then freedom (400N X om0 Y mopaugivoc)

* Manumission on condition of prior paramone, with stipulation that freedman status shall cease with the death of the
manumittor or designee (7iz.Cal. 153, 164, 187a).

* Manumission on condition of prior paramone, with child-rearing requirement and with stipulation that freedman status
shall cease with the death of the manumittor or designee (7it.Cal. 156, 157).

* Manumission on condition of prior paramone, without defined term for obligations to manumittor (7iz.Cal. 152, 154,
159, 178).

* Manumission on condition of prior paramone, with child-rearing requirement, without defined term for obligations to

manumittor (7it.Cal. 161, 163, 166, 187b, 199, 200).

Segré suggested that there was in effect one basic procedure; that the ‘freedmen laws’ required
paramone and rearing of children as a matter of course, so that to manumit simply “in accordance with

"0 Buta

the freedmen laws” was to require both, whether the document of record stated as much or not.
number of features suggest that this might not be right. First, there is no reason to think that paramone
was the default assumption in all manumissions; it certainly was not at Delphi, where we know most, or
indeed anywhere else. At Kalymna, manumissions that require rearing of children almost always
stipulate paramone as well,'”' but manumissions that stipulate paramone do not always stipulate child
rearing. The difference could easily arise from the fact that the two requirements were not linked by
default. Moreover, at least one manumission does not stipulate paramone, but does require child rearing
in addition to “the other things in accordance with the laws on apeleutheriosis.”'’* This suggests that
child rearing was not among the default obligations that freedpersons owed their manumittors. Most,
importantly, though, Diophantos “freed a slave Agathopous, who has been released from the
apeleutherotika dikaia. And he will remain by his birth mother Akte for the duration of her life, or else

pay her 300 denarii;”' "

if it was possible for Agathopous to be released from the legal procedure
applying to freedmen and yet be subject to paramone, then paramone per se cannot have been the

default obligation that a freedman owed a manumittor. These factors, along with the apparent

differentiation of formulaic expressions, suggest that two different implementations of paramone existed
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at Kalymna. In about a quarter of all manumissions from Kalymna, paramone worked the way it did at
Delphi and nearly everywhere else in the epigraphic record: it was performed by slaves, for whom
execution was the ticket to subsequent manumission. In roughly half of the manumissions, paramone
was performed by freedmen who were obliged to serve as a condition of prior and complete
manumission.

If this is the case, then some of the more complex manumissions from Kalymna make good
sense. For example, Epicharis freed a slave Isidotos “on condition that he will remain with her and her
husband Neikephoros for the duration of their lives; but after their deaths he will raise a male slave, for
each of her children, Doras and Onesime, or else pay a fine of 50 denarii. ...But he will be a freedman of

. 174
Doras and Onesime alone.”!”

Isidotos was compelled under the terms of his manumission to remain
with his manumittor and her husband. We do not know precisely what ‘remaining’ entailed, but it came
to a close with the death of Epicharis and her husband. At that point her children inherited the right,
presumably as defined in the ‘freedmen laws’, to claim certain services from Isidotos, including any
obligation defined under the terms of manumission; in this case, that meant a duty to rear two male
children. But, by stipulation of the manumission, all claims to such service ended there and were not
disposable to the grandchildren of the manumittor. First manumission, then paramone, then obligations
as freedmen, and then liberty without such obligations.

It is tempting to equate the “freedmen laws” with the Athenian rule that required a freed slave to
register his manumittor as prostates, from whom the freedman could not ‘depart.” But we scarcely know
what this meant at Athens, and if we are right that at Kalymna paramone and child-rearing were not
merely the default requirements of these freedmen laws, then the fact is that we scarcely know what
these laws meant at Kalymna. We do not know whether the laws permitted re-enslavement, such as we
find at Athens, but the manumissions from Kalymna do seem to be more liberal than what we find at

Delphi. There is no hint of a threat of re-enslavement in any of the inscriptions from Kalymna. In no
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case is a freedman’s liberty treated as conditional in the sense of revocable. Moreover, in no case is a
freedman’s liberty treated as partial. No manumission with paramone of either sort (in fact, no
manumission at Kalymna, period) permits beating or any punishment befitting a slave—none permits
anything but monetary fine. As far as these inscriptions show, at Kalymna, as elsewhere, a person was
either free or a slave; not one of the freedmen produced there appears to have been conditionally free,
half-free, or anything like that. What distinguishes manumission at Kalymna is that by uncommon
convention paramone could either precede manumission, as was the case at Delphi, Athens, Boiotia, and
numerous other places, or else follow it, which is rare and more akin to later service contracts from
Roman Egypt than earlier manumissions from anywhere else. Practice at Kalymna shows procedural
variation and may have given slaveowners and slaves more options to negotiate. But it did nothing to

alter the fundamental and widespread legal conception of liberty and servitude as binary states.

Conclusion

The variety of mechanisms by which ancient slave owners manumitted their slaves with paramone—
whether sale, dedication, will, or outright manumission—were not elaborate fictions, but orderly
procedures that show a remarkable similarity over time and space with regard to their conception of
liberty, service, and the compatibility of the two. In nearly all cases, those who performed paramone did
so in full legal servitude, as Bloch and some of the earliest students of these texts suspected a century
ago. The philosophers’ wills recorded in Diogenes Laertius are consistent with the epigraphic evidence.
The mechanism that we hear of twice in Athenian literary sources bears little resemblance to the vast
majority of sales, dedications, and manumissions with paramone that survive on stone, although a
version of it may be attested in an inscription from Hellenistic Macedonia. A couple dozen
manumissions from Kalymna do appear to impose paramone on freedmen, which stands in contrast to

the vast majority of manumissions with paramone, but is at least partly consistent with scholarly
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consensus; even these, however, do not treat liberty as conditional or halved. None of these sources
shows any indication that Greek polities recognized a legal state of half-freedom, half-slavery, or any

such hyphenated oddity.
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"'Welles 1956: 316.
2 Mulliez 1992.

3 Hopkins 1981: 137. Westermann 1945, 1946,1948, 1955; Finley 1981: 116-132 [= 1964, 1960].
Calderini 1908 had already concluded that paramone was served in a state of partial freedom. See

Darmezin 1999: 211-212.
* Kamen 2013, including a chapter (3) devoted to “Freedmen with Conditional Freedom.”

> Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 244; she continues, “the slave became free—that is, his or her own
master—but remained in the possession of the former master. To be in the possession or partial
ownership of another person meant that the manumitted slaves still belonged to their manumittors.” This
view is not far from a much earlier tradition that held that slaves freed on condition of paramone were
freed but not yet free, manumitted but with their freedom suspended or withheld. Dareste, Haussoulier,
Reinach, IJG 11 275, “I’affranchi sous condition suspensive n’en est pas moins un affranchi; ’acte de
vente lui a conféré hic et nunc certain droits; il est loco servi, non servus.” Samuel 1965 argued that the
Delphic sales made slaves fully free in law, and that they then entered into contractual paramone, like
that of the labor contracts preserved on papyrus from the Roman imperial period. But even this is not so
different from current consensus. The various forms of paramone such as we find in Roman Egypt show
an interesting analogous contractual arrangement but do little to clarify the legal status of slaves freed on

condition of same.

% Finley 1981: 144. Similarly, e.g. Hopkins 1981: 144: “the slave was first explicitly given full
freedom, then contractually constrained;” Gibson 1999: 43, on SGDI 11 1752: “In this inscription the
tension between the paramoné clause and the declaration of Europa’s freedom runs high. The statement
of Europa’s freedom is immediately followed by a restrictive paramoné clause in which she is to do all
that is asked of her by Aristion. If Europa should fail in any respect, she is liable to punishment by
Aristion or anyone he should appoint. After the terms of punishment, the inscription states that upon
Aristion’s death, Europa will be free. But Europa has already been declared free in line 3! This
repetition raises the possibility that Europa was not considered truly free until she completed the

paramoné stipulations.”

7 Kamen 2014: 285-286.
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$ Garlan 1988: 79.

? Bloch 1914: 27-31, following an earlier and almost universally rejected idea, which began with
Boeckh and held that slaves performed paramone in anticipation of future manumission, rather like a
slave who knew that his manumission was written into his owner’s will. See Samuel 1965: 222-228 for
a history of interpretation. Albrecht 1978: 154-200 argued that a minority of slaves bought their
freedom with their labor, working in servitude till their masters’ death (here, building on Bloch), while
the rest borrowed from their masters the cost of their freedom and then worked off the debt, remaining
in a state of half-liberty (here, consistent with current consensus). But cf. Kranzlein 2010: 116-120,

121-130.

' Darmezin 1999: 213, even suggests that the variety of competing interpretations of the freed
slaves’ legal status “montrent a I’évidence que les actes d’affranchissements eux-mémes ne permettent

pas de parvenir a une conclusion ferme et définitive.” Weird and insoluable.

"' Mulliez 1992: 39. We do find change over time within the corpus, concerning archiving and
control mechanisms, prices, incidence of paramone. See especially Hopkins 1981: 133—-170 passim. The
fundamental construction of the transaction and its conditions, however, are remarkably stable.

Diachronic arguments may be premature before the publication of CID V.

"2 For an overview see Mulliez 1992; on archiving the transactions, see Harter-Uibopuu 2013: 281—

294.

" The dedications at Leukopetra are often conceived of as ‘manumissions.” See, for example, Youni
2005; but the ancient actors appear to have thought them real and proper dedications, which was not
incompatible with such dedicatees being “slaves within the sacred boundaries of the sanctuary and free
men (but by no means citizens of any community) in the outside world”: Ricl 2001: 144—147. See also

Chaniotis’ remarks at SEG LV 698.

'* Albrecht 1978: 169—176, argued that, where receipt of payment is not indicated and the records do
not explicitly state that a slave is to be free after the former master’s death, those who served paramone
continued on as slaves, in effect working off the price of their sale. Whether he is right about this or not,
it is clear that a wide variety of payment plans were deployed; some slaves raised funds via eranos;
some were required to make supplementary payment after completion of paramone. It is not at all clear

that the payment plan had any direct effect on the legal status of the slave.
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' Aristion sold Apollonios at once to Apollo Pythios and Asklepios at Amphissa (SGDI II 2202), on
which Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 97, notes, “The fictitious nature of manumissions by a sale to a god
can be inferred from an incription from Delphi (BCH 17, 1893, 360—1, no. 38), in which a citizen of
Delphi sells a slave to Apollo in Delphi and to Asclepius in Amphissa; .... Even by the loosest legal
interpretation it is impossible to understand this double sale.” But Neaira was owned by two men:
[Dem.] 59.30-32. The prostitute over whom the speaker of Lys. 4 and his opponent fought, may have

been jointly owned. If gods are persons and persons may jointly own, then gods may jointly own.

' Constructions of the phrase vary considerably: Westermann 1948: 58: “on the consideration that
s’he is free;” Hopkins 1981: 142: “on condition that s/he is free;” Kamen 2014: 288: “in order that s/he

be free;” Gibson 1999: 39, 42: “as a result, he is to be free,” “according to which she is to be free.”

" E.g. SGDI11 1713.2-5: &méBoTo Téd Beidt Ze | vaiveTos TT[a] Tpcovda TaiBdpiov ot dvoua
‘HpakAeitos, Tiuas apyv|piov uvas, kaboos émiotevoe HpakAeitos Tédl Becdl Tav covav, | ¢doTe

€AeUBepos ellev kal [&]vépaTrTos TOV TavTa Xpdvov {ov}; I 1728.3-6; FD I11.6 31.3-7.

' IG 117 2496.2-17: kaT& T&Be épicbuwoav [names of eight lessors| TO EpyacThpIoV TO v
TTeipaet kal T|Mv olknow TNy Tpoooloav auTd! | Kal TO OIKNUATIOV TO T TOU KOTTPEVOS Elg
TOV GTavT|a Xpovov EvkpaTel EEnkiou Apidvai<w>1 dpaxucdv FHHHF To| T éviauTol
EKAOTOU ATEAES ATTAVTV, €’ COITE D1dOV | at Tas {5} uev AAA év tédr EkaTtovBaicov Tas &
elkoot kal | TéTTapas év Tl TToodedvl, émokevaocal d¢ Ta dedie | va ToU Ep<y>aoTnpiou kal
TT]s OIKNOEWS €V TAL TTPCOT| ol EviauTal; 2492.1-9: KaTdade enioBuwoav Aifwvels Ty OeAAeida |
AUTOKAET AUTEoU Kai AUTEal AUTOKAEOUS TET | TAPAKOVTA ETT), EKATOV TIEVTTKOVTA SUOiv
Op | aXUcdOV EKacTOV TOV EviauTov. €’ COITE Kai PUTE |UovTa<s> kal &AAov TpdTTov v av
BouAwvTal thv 8| ¢ pioBwotv amodidéval Tol EkatopPaidovos un|vos, éav O ur amodidaoiv
elval évexupaciav Al|Ewvelolv kal €k TAV copaiwov TGV K ToU Xwpiou Kal | EK TGV GAAwY
AT&VTwV ToU Ut amodidévTtos; 2491.6-9: €@’ corte 1| [v €]vvaiav (SEG XXI 642) Trv €kk T| [0]T
Xwpiou amavTos | éauTdv elval; 2759.2-9: épyaoTn]pio K[al k| T]ov Kai Tfs Tpocouons
[kprvn] |5 T knmdicot Utokelp[€] | veov Spaxucov HHH é@’ &[] | Te Exev kal kpaT[eiv TOV] |

Utrobéuevov [kaTta ouvbn] |Kas Tas Keln[évas TTapa 2] | eipalov.

1 Zelnick-Abramovitz 2009: 304-306. The elder Demosthenes proclaimed from his deathbed that
his slave Milyas was free (Dem. 29.25-26). Excessive public proclamation in the theater was apparently
banned at Athens (Aesch. 3.41, 44). In some places, Thessaly in particular, the state had a visible role in
the recording of manumissions; see Zelnick-Ambramovitz 2013. Elateia too: Zachos 2007.
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2V E.g. IApollonia 385: mpuTtavetov|[T]os PaAd |kpou, unvods SeudékaTos | a@iike [Naukiag
KAeom | aTpav, Tuev Oma Agv, | €éAeubépav; Darmezin, Affranchissements 136: [E]UpupeiAco
apxov|Tos, apielTt 24| wv AT[¢]av éAeU|Bepov évavTia | TG AoKAATIE | KN TG ATTOAAwWY | Os-
FloTopes Av|TI[Ué]veov, Actos, | ABavddwpos, | EUppacTos. The brief verbal quality of
manumission, at its simplest, is similar to Athenian engye, under which a kyrios pledged a woman under
his authority to another man, and the man indicated acceptance; see Men. Dysk. 842—844: aAN’ éyyudd
Taidwv € &pdTw! yvnoiwv / Ty BuyaTép’ fidn HeElpAKIOV ool TTPOIKG Te / didcol’ €T auTil
Tpia TdAavTa; also P.Oxy. XXXI 2533.4-6: 0ol &’ éyy|ud TauTny, éuauTou BuyaTépa, / @

Mooxi]wv, Taidwv e’ &pdTw! yvnoiwy: / Thv Tpoika &’ auTtods oioba.
! On exchange of nominative and accusative in this construction: Lejeune 1940: 13-38.

*>E.g. SGDIII 1767.20-22: €i 8¢ Tis | ka &TTnTal émi KaTaSovAioudt Appodici[as] | §
Mvaocous Te[A]JeuTacaoas MeAiooidos, Bé|Batov; 1719.14, 1752.8, 1757.13-14, 1775.23-24,
1830.17-19.

> SGDI'TI 1916.10-12: [€]i 8[¢] Tis ka &MTNTa Swooiveos SieA8évTos Tod Xpdvou | el
KaTadouAloud1, PERatov TapexdvTw T Beddt Tav covav a Te | &[modo]ué[va Alivrioiov kai ol

BeBatwTiipes kKaTta TOV vOuov.

* FD 1113 313.11-13: €i 8¢ Tis épATITOITO TGV TPOYEY Pl | HE[VEO]V CLoUE TV HETX TO T&S
Tapapovas BéRatov TapexdvTw TE Bedd Tav wvav & Te amodopéva kal o | BeB[ajicoTnp;
SGDI T 1807.14-17: €1 | &¢ Tis ka amTnTal loTioUs émei ka [Te]Aeutaon | OiAcov, BERBatov

TapeXETw O BePai[w]TNp T B | &1 TAV OVaY KaTa TOV VOUOV.

> SGDI12036.13—14: i 8¢ Tis ka &TnTar EmueAéos e kaTa[Soulioudt] |
TeAeuTtaoavTos Aynowvos 1 Kal mpdTepov. The god’s purchase sufficed to estop any attempt at
enslavement, since the individual would have been either free (after paramone, after Agemon’s death) or

the god’s property, his slave (“before” completion of paramone).

**E.g. SGDI'II 1721.6-7: €i 8¢ un Tapausival kabios yéypaTTal, &KUpos Kal &TeAT)s & | covd

£o0T.

7 IG 1X.1%.3 638,12.9-13: TTapapevéTw 5 iAdEe|vos TTapa Mikkicova, &s ka £ Mikkicov, |
OGOV TO TOTITACOOUEVOV: €l OE Ut TTOE | oL, ATEAT)S  cova E0Teo: el O Ti ka madn | Mikkicov,
TéKa & va Kupia E0Tw; also 638,7.7-11: TTapapevéTw O¢ 2wa|.. mapda] | NikdoTpaTov, &g kKa
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Cil Nikdotpa[Tos, Toidv] | TO moTiTacoduevo: el [d¢ Ti ka madn] | NikdoTpaTtos, Toka & cova

[kupla éoTw Kai] | 6 BeBatcwoTtnp BePatoUtw <Téd1> Aok[Aamidl].

*% Only a dozen or so Delphic sales use the present imperative, and only a dozen or so from
everywhere else. Use of the aorist is remarkably consistent, clearly a meaningul formula. Compare, for
example, dmotive, which shows a more even distribution between present and aorist.

aTTOTEIOATW/aToTIoaTw returns ca.350 hits in PHI and atoTiveTw/atmoTeveta ca.100.
** See Rijksbaron 2006: 45-46.
3% On aspect in earlier Attic epigraphy see Lanérés 2000.

*! Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 265: “First of all, despite the argument advanced by some scholars that
these clauses—especially when they precede a paramone clause—attest to the manumitted slave’s free
status even while in paramone (see above 4.2.2), the order of the clauses in any given inscription is
random and does not affect the status of the slave being manumitted.” Study of the precise order and
combination of clauses throughout the archive, particularly over time, would be interesting; so far as I
know, none exists. The deployment of clauses is subject to considerable variation, but is not, stricly

speaking, patternless.
32 Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 266.

» FD 1113 329.5-7: €i 8¢ un mapau[évol | Eicias # un m]otéol [TO] émTacoduev|ov], éEouciav
EXETW KAeduavTis émTeipécov TpoT[w @ | ka BEAT Kal wo]péwov kai didé[wv] Kal TwAéwv; 111.3
337.3—4: €l &€ T1 TV TTPOYEYPAUUE] VGOV CWUA TV Un TrEBapxE[ot | 1) un T]otéol TO
€[ Taoo]duevov Urd MevekpaTeias, eéEouoiav ExéTw MevekpaTela el Te Ka BEAT) TTeOAETY TGOV
TPOY[EY]PAUMEVLOV TI CWUATWY [TTwAéovoa eiTe koAaCouoa kal TAayai]s kal [d]ecuols

kaBcos ka BEAT. It is not said who was entitled to the money realized from this punitive re-sale.

** E.g. FD II1.3 27.16-18: é€ouciav éxé| Teo MiBp1B&Tns emTiufv Maukiav TpdTw! &I Ka
auToOs BEAN TAGY pn) | TeAeiv; 111.3 32.8-9; I11.3 174.12—13, and many other examples.

> SGDI 11 1884.6-9: kabcos émioTeuoe OpaikiBas T | [Bed1] Tav covdv, Ep’ dITe EAeUBepOs
ellev ETe[i K]& T[1 | TAOn AJAéEv. TapapewaTw Ot Opaikidas Tapa A|[Aé€wva T]O
KeAeUSUEVOVY TTOI&OY TTav. Same at SGDI 1T 1729.6—11: kabcos auTos | émioTevoe KaAAikpaTns Tav

Vav Tl Beddt, €@’ ITE EAeUBe | pov elval Kai AVEPATITOV ATTO AV TV, ETEl K& TI AN
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TaTtpw(v]. | TapauewaTw d¢ KaAAikpaTtns mapa TTatpwva éws ka {[ij] TTa | Tpcov, oidv 1o

TOTITAOOOUEVOV TI&V Kal VUKTOS Kal apéPas | avekkANTwS TO SuvaTov.
36 .
Kamen 2013: 40.

*7 [oconaTal is securely restored; Kamen notes a parallel at £D I11.3 337.2-3: TapauvaTwoav St
aUTal T& TPOY|eypauUéva cwpaTa 2 [wTn | pixa, Z]uupopov, Tpupépa TavTa TOV Xpdbvov

€[ws] ka Cij MevekpaTela, SBouAevovTa Kal TTololvTa T[&V T]O EMTACCOUEVO[V TT&Y TO duvaTov.

*¥ Also FD II1.2 129.7-8: TapauevdTe 8¢ Zwoco Soulel| [oaca Tapd] avevkARTws; I1.3
337.2-3 (Greek above); SGDI 11 2072.21-23: TOv auToOv O OpKOV SHOCAVTW ZEVWV | Kal
TTel0SAaos Mevapxwt Tapapeveiv Tapa Mévapxov évTe ka {con HETG TTaoas euvoliag
SouAevovTes | kal TTotéovTes TO TOTITacoduevov; 2092.8—10: TapapevaTw 8¢ Zwilos Tapa
MaAaTeiav &xpt oU ka Ccon ot | €cov TO TTOTITAOOOUEVOY TT&V TO SuvaTov AveykANTwS Kai
d[ouAeUwov] | NaAaTela. The assumption that the phrase @g dovAa flags an unreal condition,
compelling Eisias to act as if she were a slave, is not new; see e.g. Finley 1981: 143: “A few of the
paramone documents actually specify the element of servitude by saying, in one phrase or another, that
the work performed shall be ‘that of a slave’, ‘slave-like’, or that a person shall serve ‘as a slave’.”
Hopkins 1981: 153: “In some manumission contracts, ex-slaves were explicitly required to go on
working after manumission, ‘like slaves’ (douleuonta — FD 3.3.337 cf. 6.51). Such requirements, which
have parallels in Roman practice, make nonsense of the conventional dichotomy, dominant in the
sociological literature, between slave and free; in the classical world, the two categories had a significant

overlap.”

** SGDI'T1 2160.5-7: Tapauewd | Teo 8¢ NikaciBoulos Tapd Apxwva ETn Tpia, Souley| wv

kabcos kai cds; LS s.v. ¢os Aa.2.

* For similar precision in description of status, see FD I11.3 311.5-11: &l Toiode choTe
Tapa[UéveEl T& Tpo]yeypaupéva cwpaTa [KpJwo[i ma]v| Ta Tov Tou Cijv autdas Xpovov,
ToloUVTa TO ETMTAOCCO[UEVOV TTAV AVE]YKATTS. €i O Tis amelBéol [TAV] | TpoyeypaUUévwy,
eEouoiav éxéTw Kpvo émTeiné[ovca T amelBéov Tt TpOTw & [Ka] B[EAN. €i] | &€ ka T1 Tabn
Kpteo téov kaT’ GvbBpcotrov, EoTwaoav Ta mpoy[eyp]aunéva cwuaTa éAevBepa, [DovTa
€] [KaoTov auTdV ApioTwvl TG Vied Kpvous apyupiou pvas Tp[els, Kal aGvépamTa &Tmo
Tav TV UNbe | vi unbév obrkovta kKaTa undéva TpodTov. ei &€ TIS EPA[TTTOITO] TEOV

ATeAEUBEPIOUEVEOV CWHETWY | €Tl KaTaBOUAIGUE, BERatov TTapexETw T Bedd Tav covav.
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The “aforewritten slaves” are to remain, and then to be free, and if anyone lays hands on the “the slaves

after they have been manumitted” clean title is to be furnished.

*! Others: Lerat, Locriens de [’Ouest I 42 1in.4-8: TapapewdTwoav 8¢ ZdPlos kal
[Ovaocipopov Mevepdxwi] | TOv ToU Cijv XpOvov TavTa, TOIoUVTES TT&[V TO €M TACOOUEVOY
aUuTOlS & | VEVKANT<S>, Kal TTapaueivavTes kai ol[fioavTes Mevepdaxoot Tav TO | ka]Bijkov,
€oTwoav EAevbepol, undevi un[dév obrikovTes kaT] | [&] undéva TpdTov. FD 111.4 502.A.b.4-7:
€Tl To[1]0de COoTe €| AeuBé[pav] elev <kai> avé[pamTo]v T[O]v &[Tm]avTa Xpd| [v]ov, [unbev]i
un6ev mob]nkovo[a]v, mapapei[v]acalv | —— JEA[——— TO]v Té&s [Cw]a[s] xpo[vov; II1.6
57.5-8: émi Tolode OoTe EAeu[Bépav €| ueV <Kai> GVEPATITOV TOV dTavTa Xpbvov, Undevi |
undev mobrikouocav, Tapauei [v]a[oa]v [TavT]a Tov T&s fwds xpovov, un amoTpéxoucalv] |
M1 TE VUKTOS UNTe apépas; 1116 126.16—18: mapaueivacav AwvaTtg Tov T&s | Cwods xpovov

ellev Zwoiunv éAevBépav | Kal avéTagov.

*2 SGDI 11 2084.2-10: TéBe 81€6eTo | Nikcov UTép AwpPAUATOS, CUVEUSOKEOUTAS TS
Buya| Tépos KaAAiBouAas. el pév ka émiBicoon Nikcov €1 | kTeo 1) TAeiova, TTapaueivacav, el
Ti ko wabnt Nikeov, | éAeuBépav eipev Acwpnua- i 8¢ Ti ka TpdTepov Tabn[1] | Nikcov Tpd ToU
Ta OKTC €11 JIEABETY, KaTevéykal Acwd | pnua KaAAiBoUAal Tod kaTaAelTopévou Xpovou év T[a]
| OKTCO €T TOU éviauTol EKAOTOU apyupiou NUILvaiov, | oikéouoav EEw Kal Kuplevoucav
avutooauTdas. The phrasing is choppy, but the impact of the aorist clear. If Nikon died before the eight

years were up, Dorema was to be free but in debt to his daughter Kalliboula for the remaning years.
* Paid: e.g. FD II1.3 272, 354, SGDI 11 2200. Not: e.g. FD II1.3 278, 302, 319.

* E.g. FD 1113 272.2-6: &méhuoev ‘HpakAeiB[as] | Maukia T&s Tapapovés Swoiav Kai
DO1[A&p] | yupov, &[mo]Aa[B]cov Tav Tapapovav apyu]|plou pva(s dléka, €p’ e EAeUbepol
elME[V] | &TTO AV TwY TOV TavTa Xpdvov, 111.3 278, 302, 319. Or else it was simply said that they
were to be free (e.g. FD II1.3 340.3-8): Me|vekpaTea MevekpaTeos ATEAUCE T&S | TTapapovas
Tpupépav: kai éoTw Tpugépa | & ToUTOU TOU Xpodvou €Aev| Bépa kal GVEPATITOS &ATTO

AV | TV TOV TAVTA XPOVOV.

* FD 1113 318.2-6: &médo| To Oedpihos Evauépou Téxt AToMwwt Téi TTubicot e éAeubepia
odua yuvaike[i]|ov & dvopa NIk, Tiuds apyupiou Lvav SekaTpiddv, Kai Tav TIHAV EXEL

mao[av], | kabcos émioTevoe Nikco T Becdl Tav covav, €@’ O1Te EAeubépa<v> elpev Ka[i] |
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AVEPATITOV &ATTO TTAVTWV TOV TavTa Biov. 7-8: mapauvatw 3¢ Nikco Oeopide TOV Ta(S

Cwo] | &s auToU Xpdvov.

* FD 1113 319.2-3: &méAuce Oedpihos Evapépou T&s [Ta] | papovas Niked, &’ e

eAeuBépav eley GO TAVTWV TOV TAVTa XPSVov.

" FD 1113 313.9-11: €i 8¢ T1 6éA0l TGV TPOYEYPAUUEVLOV CHETWY T&XIov [&Tro]AeAUcBal
T&S Tapapo | vas, 8OTw Tas amoAUcios 6 ka SlaTeion Tapaxpiiua, Kal Tas Tapauovas
aToAeAupévor 0T, S €l Kal | HETA TOV BAdvaTov atmoAvoito Tas dedcokoUoas Tav

TAPAUOVAV.

* E.g. FD 1113 340.5-9: kai €0t Tpugépa | &Trd TouTou Tolb xpdvou éAeu | Bépa Kai
AVEPATITOS ATTO AV | TGOV TOV TAVTa Xpodvov, kai unde | vi unbev mobrkovoa; I11.3 341.5-6; 111.3

354.4; SGDI 11 2327.9-10.

* FD 1113 336.17-23: émre1 8¢ ka T1 | &vBpcamivov yevndij epl Mevekpd | Telav, &Trd [TouT|ou
Tou Xpdvou eA[eV] |Bepos éoTw Zeomupos Kal pnbe[vi] | unde €v mobrkwv kal éEouciav €[xE] | Tw

o1V S ka BEAT Kail aToTpéxwv [&] | ko BEAT.

0 SGDI 11 2143.3-13: &médoTo TéAwv kai KANTC, ... &’ &iTe éAeUBepos elley Kai
AVEPATITOS &ATTO | TTAVTWV TOV TAVTA XPOVOV. ... & BE PO | TEpacia cova a yevouéva ooy
TAdL ATTOAA VL ETTl &Gpxov | Tos €v Aedgois Op[a]oukAéos Kal Ta év Tal COVEL TTOTIYEYPAUME | va

ooTe Tapapeival 2oov Tapa TéAwva kal KANT & | ka CcdwvTt &TeANs Kal dpuéva €0Tw.

>! SGDI 11 1746.2—6: ¢ Toiode &médoTo Awpoféva Alhatis | Tédl ATTOAMwVI Tét TTubico[1]
OUA YUVAIKETOV &t Svoua 2ZwoTPATA, TIUES Gpyupiou Huav | TEOO&pwV, Kabdos ETioTeuoe
2WoTPATa TG Bedd1 Tav wvav, €O0TE T&v TpoTepaciav | cvav dpuévav elpev kai
dKkupov, @’ cITe EAeubBépav e Kai AVEPATITOV GO TAVTWY | TOU T&vTa Biov, Toléovca &
Ka BEANL Kal aTmoTpéxouoa ofs ka BéAnL; 1844.3-8: amédoto Aaumpias AAeEouevol Aupiooeus
Tl ATTOAA Wt | Téat TTubicot odopa yuvaikeiov &t dvopa Bidta 16 yévos ek XaAkidos ek Trs |
EUBolas aixuaAwTov, TIU&S apyupiou pvav mévTe, kabcos émioTevoe BidTta | Tav covav tédt
Becol, cOoTe ey EAeubBépa kai AvEPaTTos GO TAVTWY, | oikéouoa Kal TToAITeUousa el Ka
aUTa BEAN. & B¢ TpoOTEpPOV cva av eixe Aau| wpias Bidtas dpuéva kai &TeAns

goTw.

2 FD 1116 39.8-10: 0a B¢ Ka yev<v>fj ZooTPATa £V TG T&S TApaUovas Xpove E0Tw | oav
eAevbepa TapapeivavTa MUEY, EKTOS éav un TL BéAcovTi AploTicov | kai Elcias meoAfjoal mpos
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évdelav. Hopkins 1981: 156: “In extreme cases, the master specified that although the children of his
ex-slave were formally free, he reserved the right to sell them if the need arose (¥D 3.6.39).” But the
Greek is explicit that offspring were to be free “after having remained,” and therefore slaves, and

sellable, until then.

> SGDI 1 1798.15-20: 6uoicos 8¢ kai €l | ye[v]eav Tomoaito Aapapxis Qeudcdpas Biov|oas
Kal pévouoa TTapa Oeudcopav, éAeubBépa €oT[w] | Kal avépamTos a y[e]vea kaboos Kal
Aapapxis | Ao TGV TwWV TOU TavTta Pilov, eiTe Kal Ev yévoiTo au| Tal e(Te kKal TAeiova
Tadapia; 2136.11-16: €i 8¢ un [UmnpeTit Appodioia, ku] | pia éoTw Epundvdpa é[m] T[1]éouoca
TPl | 6ot ka BEAN. €i B¢ yev[ea yévol|To Agpodicias | utnpeTeoUcas Ap[po]dicias

Epupavdpa, | ...... [éAev]Bepat Eo0T[w]v Kabcos kal Appodi|oia.

> SGDI 11 2225.31-33: €i 8¢ yévoTo yéveat Zwidos, LcrovTos TTiBoAdou kai ‘Hpaidos, |
eAeUBepal ESV TV al yéveal Kal AVEPATITOL ATIO TTAVTWY TOV TavTa Xpd|vov kabdos Emave

YéypaTTal.

» FD 1116 53.6-8: 8T 8¢ ‘Ovacipopov {Alovuc} | Eippooive, Té vie autdv, Taidiov
ETAOV TPIAV 1] DEWApIa EKATOV, ETEPOV Bt TTaIdiov €v TG Tiis [TTap]apoviis Xpdve. U EEE0Tw

auTi) Bpéyal ¢ a<u>Tis KaTa undéva | TpdTTOV.

*E.g. FDII1.3 332.13-14: 847w 8¢ Tpupaiva STEKTY dpyupiou pvés Suo f évi | auciov
Bpégos; II1.6 36.13; 38.9-11; 43.11-12.

7 FD 1113 333.1-4: KAeduavTis Aiveovos | améluce Tas Tapapovas EioidSa tav | Siav
BpeTTAV, Kal &TEXW TO €V TG TTAPAUOVE KaTAYEYPAUEVOV XPTiHQ, | Kal TOV YEYEVTIUEVOV €V TQ
Tapapovd e§ autas uidv NikéoTpaTov, Ov Kal HeTwvouaoa Béoel KAedpavTiv, dTes Ecovtal
€Aevbepol | ao TavTos Tou BeATioTou Kai undevi undev TobnkoTes kKaTa undéva Tpdmov. 1
take TOV yeyevnuévov ... uiov as the direct object of améAuoe. Grammar could support a different
intepretation, on which it is the direct object of awéxco. This would have Kleomantis agreeing that he is

in receipt of both payment and child; neither form of payment is mentioned in FD II1.3 329.

> E.g. FD II1.3 280.7-9: &mei 8¢ k& T1 avBpcomvov yévntal epi Abnvaida, éAeubépa EoTwo
Evape| pis kai unBevi unbév mobrkouoa. el 8¢ Tva €yyova yevnBein € Evauepios év T | Tas
Tapapovas Xpove, EAevbepa €0Tw Kai unbevi unbev mobrkovTa; 296.7-13: ei ¢ T1
av[Bp]coTivov y[évol] | To Tepl ZwTnpiv, E0Tw ZevokpaTea EAeubépa, undevi undev Tobrikouoa
[KlaTa und[éva] | TpoTOV. €l O TIS EPATITOITO ZEVOKPATEXS ETT KATABOUAIOUE, ... | ... €l OE
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TIVa YEVOLVTO €K ZEVOKPATEQS EKYEVVAUATA €V [TE TAS Tapapovds Xpovew, EoTw | oalv
eAevbepa undevi undév mobrikovTta kKata undév[a Tpdmov; 303.13-14; 307.10-11; 318.10-13; 111.4
496.28-31; I11.6 13.38-43; 43.10-11. Referring to such sales, and contrasting them with SGDI 11 1798,
Samuel 1965: 280-281, concludes, “Later, clauses providing for the freedom of any children born to
women who have been manumitted but remain in obligation differ from this in some respects; it is well
to note that the later clauses do not use the expression kabmdg Kai deiva, and we can conclude from this
that the term as applied | to the children does not mean that they are in obligation as their mothers, but

rather that they are free as their mothers.”
> Samuel 1965: 280-281.

% FD 111.3 439.6-7: €i 8¢ T1 #yyov<ov> [y€]voiTo ék Oeofévas &V TG T&[s Tapauovas Xpove,
eAevbepov EoTw Kkal unBevi unbev mobr| keov. It is unfortunate that we cannot make out the
conditions that another sale appears to have applied to such children: FD I11.3 307.8-10: €i 8¢ Twva
yévoito €k Poye[ias Ték|va €v TG Ta&s TTapapovas Xpov|w], éoTwoav éAevbepa [Kai] pundevi
undev [o]Brkov | [T]a kaTa undéva TpoT|ov. ei &¢ ka Ti] yévnTal mepl Nikwva avBpcdivov,
é[oTw] Poyela eAeuBépa kal unde| [vi] undev obn[kovoa kaTa undéva] TpoTov, Ta B€ €y
Powelag [.....Jvos Tékva ywopeva v TG | [Tas Tapap]ovds Xpdve |[-34-].[-45-]al dvoudTwv

Umapxovtwv T[-59-]A [-5*-]JaTaTnva.

%' SGDI'II 1721: &médoTo KpaTco MecaTéos| Tédt ATTdAAwwt Tédt TTubicol TaiBépiov
€vdoyevEs 1 dvoua ZwWOoIKPATNS, KabBdos | ETioTEUoE TAv Ovav Tl Beddl ZwOIKPATNS, TIUES
apyupiou pwav dvo, kal Ta | v TiHav €xel Taoav. PELaicoTrp KaTa TOUs vOpous Tés TOALOG:
EUayyehos TTa | Tpcovos. TapapevaTtw 8¢ ZwolkpaTtns Tapa Kpatd moldv 1o
TolTacoduevov Tav, | axpt ou ka Ccon KpaTco €l 8¢ un mapapeival kaboos yéypamTal, GKupos
Kal ATEATS & | cova E0Te.

%2 SGDI 11 2171.16-21 is important in this context: i 8¢ Ti yévoiTo ¢y AlokAéas | TEKvov év TI
T&S Tapapovas xpovol, el ka pev B¢ | Ant amomveifal AidkAea éEouoiav éxéTe, €l Ot BEAOL |
TPEPEIY, EOTW TO TPEPOUEVOV EAEUBEPOV: €l Kar UT) | auTO BEANL, TTeoATjoat BE TO yevnBév, un
exéTo eEovoiav | AidkAea unde adAAos unbBeis (If a child should be born from Dioklea in the time of
her paramone, then if Dioklea wishes to strangle it to death, she shall have the power, but if she should
wish to rear it, then the reared child shall be free. But if she does not want it, but [wants] to sell that
which has been born, then Dioklea shall not have the power, and neither shall anyone else). If Dioklea

wanted to kill the child she was permitted. This was not incompatible with a mother’s slave status. The
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fate of such children lay in the hands of the owner, but neither Apollo nor Dioklea’s former owner was
going to dirty his hands: a child would be her problem. Dioklea was permitted to keep and rear the child,
as several other Delphic slaves were, and here, as in those other cases, I suggest, the child was “to be
free” on the same terms as its mother. The one thing that she was not permitted to do was sell unwanted
offspring, which was unfree and unowned by her. The curious stipulation is the injunction against sale
by anyone else. Such a child must have become the property of Dioklea’s former master, rather than her
new owner, Apollo. This provision left Dioklea’s former master, or his heirs, free to manumit such a
child, but not to sell it. The injunction against sale could be written into the contract because sale was
otherwise possible, and sale was possible because mother and child were slaves. Tucker 1982: 235-236
suggested that the injunction against sale was meant to prevent Dioklea from acquiring sufficient funds
with which to purchase early release from paramone. See below on [Dem] 59.30-32, where Eukrates

and Timanoridas were willing to free their slave Neaira, but not to sell her to others.

% Samuel 1965: 281-282: “we have seen from these documents that there is not one which states
that a child born to a freedwoman is to be a slave. All the documents specify that any such child is to be
free, most of the manumissions which state that propose no restrictions, and the only restriction found,
and that in only two manumis|sions is that the child is to be in obligation and may be sold. The
insistence that the child be free is carried so far in one case to the point that even the mother may not sell
it.” But not one of them states that such children were born to freedwomen. On another interpretation of
the same fact pattern, those sales that do say something about such children tend to stipulate that they
are to be free, whereas those that do not needed no expressed provision, for it was well enough known

that slave mothers produced slave offspring.

% SGDI 11 1984.6-9: TapauewdTe 8¢ NikéBouhos Tap AploTdBapov éTea Svo HETA | Tav
TTacivou apxav- émei 3¢ ka Tapapeivy) NikéBoulos TOy yeypaupévov | xpodvov, éAeubepos
€0Tw Kal AVEPATITOS TOU TAVTa Biov KUpleUwV auTtooau| Tou kKai TTolédv O ka BéANL, kabcog

ETTOTEVOE T B TAV Ovdv.

% FD 1116 6.5-14: &médoTo Nikdpaxos kai Nelk[co] | T6d ATOANwvt Téd TTuBic e’ éAeubepia
owMaTa, ofs dvéuaTa | [Z]wmipa kal Ta €€ auThis TTapduov<ov> kal KAéwva kai Zcomupov, |
[Te]as apyupiov EKaoTOV aUTAV U[VA]V T[EoO&]pwov O[u]vevua| [pec] TEOVTOS aUTols Ka<i>
ToU UiolU aUTéV Alovuciou: Kai Tav Te[l| u&v] GTEXOUEY TT&OQV. ... €’ O TE EAeUbepol elev Kal

AVETTAPOL ATTO TTAVTW<V> TOV TavTa Biov. | TapapevaTwoav &t TTapauovos kai KAéwv kai
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Zcomupos Alovucic TOv Tas Cwods auTol XpOvov | TTOIoUVTES TO ETITACOOUEVOV TI&V TO

SuvaTdv.

% FD1I1.3 413.2—11: &émi T[oiode &mé] | SoTo Evvouia AToAAwv[iou, cuveuapes] TedVTwWY Kai
TAV TEKVWV au[Tas —— — ] | kal lTeoviag Tédt ATTOAAwwt [Tédt TTuBicot ocd]uaTta dvo, Ev pev
yuvaikeiov & d[vopa lodpyupov], | Ev 8¢ avdpeiov Taddapio[v ¢ dvopa] Aukiokos EKaTepov
aUTAV T[IU&S apyupiou] | HVav TPIV Kal Tav TING [V &TTEXEL] TTaoav. BePalw Tipes KaTd ToUs
[vouous Té&s] | méAios Emivikos Nikoo[TpaTou, Euk]Aeidas HpakAeida. TapapevaTo [O¢
loapyupov] | Evouia €ws ka Cij, Trol[éouca TO EMIT|acOSUEVOY UTT” aUTES TTAV AV[EYKAT TS
TO] | BuvaTov. el B¢ ur Toléo|l, E§ouciav] éxéTw Evvouia émTipnéov[oca TpoOTw & Ka] | BEAN.

3 3

Aukiokog d¢ un Ta[papevaTtw EJuvouia, aAAa €0t éAeblepos unbevi] | unbev mobrkcov.

%7 See also FD I11.6 51.18-20: [€]i 8¢ Newkoundns 1 Avticov §j Pidcov SeoTipas
peTaA<A>a€doas | BéAoioav EAevBepot elpey Kai ur) Tapa<uéve> EuTtedeiq, 6 BEAcov au] TV

a[mloTeloaTw EUTeAéa apyupiov | pvag Tpeis.

% SGDI'II 1718.4—6: £’ CorTe éAeubépav | eljev oikéouoav [¢]v Aikaial {at} kai &vépaTTov

ATO MAVTWY TOU TTavTa Biov, ololoav S ka | BEAN.

% SGDI'II 1718.6-10: €i 8¢ Tis | &mToiTo Acias éTm kaTaSouAioudt, BERaiov TapexdvTw T
Becot Tav covav 6 Te amodouevos Emi| xapidas kai ot BeBatcoTiipes A1ddwpos kai TipokAT s €l
O¢ Ka Un TTapéXwvTL Tav cvav BéRalov Tt Beddl, | TpaKTIHOL €SV T KaTa Tav cupBoAav kal
KQTOUS VOHOUS, Kal Opoiws KUptol €6V T OUAEOVTES ol Trapa| TuyXavovTtes Ac[ia]v cos

eAeubBépav oloav aCauiol dvTes kai avutddikol Taoas dikas Kai C[a]uias.

" SGDITI1 1718.10-15: ut) oiknod T 8¢ Acia 6w | Athaias pndt TOAITEUCETW &Veu Tas
Emixapida yvaouas: i 8¢ oiknoal fj moAiTevoaito, ak[up]os auTas | €0Tw & cova Kal aTeANs.
woalUTw]s 8¢ unde amaAloTplwodTw Acia [el] Ti ka émepydlnTal amwd Emixa| pida 1 TédOV
ETMVOUWVY aUTOU KaTa undéva Tpdmov: ei 8¢ amalloTpiwoin {de} kab’ oToiov TpdTOV,
AKU|pos aUTaS & ova €0Tw, Kabdos kal ETave yéypaTTal. ETel O¢ Ka TEAeuTaon Acia, Ta

UTapxov | Ta alTas TavTa éoTtwv Emixapida fj TéV émvducwy autou.

"' SGDI 11 2085.2-5: TapapelvdTw B¢ loTics Tapd Pidcova uéxpt ka Lcon Pidwv | Toéouoa
T&V TO MOTITACOOUEVOV TO SuvaTov: el 8¢ ka ur) Toif] ‘EoTico 1 ur Tapapeivn, éEéoTw Pilcovi &
Ka BéAN TToe<i>v. ei 8¢ Ti ka &N Pidcov, EAeubBépa €oTw | loTico kai avépaTTos ovoa &Td
TAVTWVY, KUPIEUOUOO aUCWTAS, KaBcas ETOTEUCE TG Beddl Tav covav. un éEéoTw 8¢ ‘EoTico
aAAaxal KaTOIKEST>V, &AN’ 1) év AeA@o[i]s. | oTepavouTw 8¢ kaTa Uijva vouunvial kai €Rdoua
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v Pidcwvos eikdva dagvivet oTepavel TAekTL. SGDI 11 1807, dated to the same period,
presents a nearly identical text, its chief difference being that, while it does require crowning, it does not

confine her to residence at Delphi. For funereal and memorial obligations see Darmezin 1999: 216-218.

2 SGDI 1 1708.12-22: Tpe | péTeo 8¢ MABa Zcwoifiov Tov iSlov TaTé | [p]a Kal Tau uaTépa
20 Kal evoxnuo | viCéTew, éTel ka v aAikiav EABN, el xpelav €| xoloav Zwoiflos 1| 2o
TPOQa&s 1| eUoXNUOVL | ouoU, eiTe BoulevovTes eiev eiTe EAeUBepol | yeyovdTes: € 8¢ ur| TpéQol 1
un) evoxnuoviCot Mnda | ZcwoiBlov 1 Zwodo Xpeiav éxovTas, éEovoia é0Tw | Zwo1Bicot kai
2 wool KoA&Cetv Mhdav @ [1] 6éAow | Tpdmel, Kai &[AN]wi UTtEp ZwoiPiov 1 Zwocd 8y Ka

Ke | Aeun 2 oiPlos 1) Zwoc.

7> Constraints, whether socio-economic or contractual, and slavery are not the same thing and
statements such as we find at Ath. Deip. 9.93 are not jurisprudence: diagépetv &¢ pnot XpUoImros
doUAov OlKETOU YPAaPwV €v BeuTépep el Opovoias Sia TO Tous ameAeubBépous puev SovAous €Tt
elval, oikéTag 8¢ ToUs UT) TTs KTHOEWS APEIEVOUS. ‘O yap OIKETNS, pnoi, SBOUASS 0TI KTTIOEL

KO TAaTETOYHEVOS.

[ Dionysia sold four slaves, two male and two female, on condition that the two females remain and
work “from the body,” which may be a euphemism for prostitution (Kamen 2014): FD II1.2 169.19-25:
[TT]apau<e>wa[Twoav 3¢ Avdpwv Kal O[ed| TouTros kal] Appo[dioia ka]l E[im]uep[ia] | Tapa
Arovuciav axpt k[a {con Alovucial: | TTolouvTwov 8¢ Tav TO TMOT[ITACOOUEVOY] | GVEYKATITWS:
Appodioia B¢ [kai Evmuepia] | kai a1md Tol ccopaTtos Kai &[AAwi Tt TpoTwI] | épyalécTwv
Awovucial. Kamen 2014: 150 notes that “it seems probable that the condition of Aphrodisia’s and
Euemeria’s (relative) freedom is that they provide sexual labor for their former master Dionysia,
presumably labor begun while they were still slaves.” The two women, however, were not semi-free
individuals compelled to work as prostitutes, but simply slaves, at least until their former master died. If
any of them should disobey during paramone, Kamen 2014: 151 translates, “let Dionysia be (their)
master (ku] | pla), punishing the (male) slave....” But the Greek does not speak of any such reversion; it
simply specifies that “Dionysia shall have the authority to punish:” 25-31: [el 8¢ ur) Toléow] | Ta
m[p]o[yeyp]auuéva, 1 un T[apapévolv Ta] | pa Alovuciav, 1) TIVES aUT[dV — 85—, kU] | pla Eé0Tw
Aiovucia koA&Cou[oa TOV un) TelBap] | xéovTa Kai Tav un m<e>18apx[éovcav TpoTWI] | 6oL Ka

B€AN, aCauios ovoa kai avutddi[kos| | Taoas dikas kai Capias.

7 SGDI 11 1689.7-9: €i 8¢ ur) motéow Nikaia kai To8uds, ur) | €0Tw BéBalos avTols & covd,

aAAa akupos EoTe. el O T1 évkaAéol Zwotias Nikaia i 1obud, émikpt|BévTe év Gudpols Tpiois:
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6 11 8¢ ka oUTOl KpiveovTl, kKUplov €o0Tw. See similarly, SGDI 11 1694.8-10, 1696.9—11, 1832.6-10,
1858.6-7, 1874.15-18, 1971.12-18, 2049.14-16, 2072.23-25.

" E.g. IJG 11 275-276. Hopkins 1981: 154: “This provision implicitly recognised a measure of

equality between master and freed slave.”

7 E.g. FD II1.3 320.11-13: €1 &€ | ko U1 TOLEWVTL TO TTOTITACOOHEVOV, KUPLOL EOVTCOV

EMTIHEOV | TES TPSTIWL COL Ka auTol BEACOVTL.

" E.g. FDIIL3 351.9-11: &i 8¢ urj oléol fj ur) Tapapévol kaB<co>s | yéypatTal, é€ouciav
EXETCO ACKANTIGO HaoTIyoUoa 2ZwTnpeiv Kal e | Tiwéovoa autal; 111.2 223+224.1.11; 113 174.11-
13: €i 8¢ ur) motéol, é[Eovciav] | éxéTwo[a]v émTinéovcal Ovacipdpwt TPOTIwW W[ Ka
Bé[AcovTl] | Kal HaoTryoU[oa]t Kai didéovoal TTAGv un mwAéovoa(; 111.3 351.10, SGDI 11 2261.15;
1.2 131.4-6: €l B¢ u[n Ta | p]apeival, fj U Ol TO EMTAOOOUEVOV [ZwTN]pls, EEouciav ExETw

Eipdva émTipéovoa kai yopevcaca Kai 8[15€] |ouo[a Tpdmw]t ot Ka BEAR; also FD I11.4 486.B.4.

" FDTIL6 51.10-11: i 8¢ un TolécovTl, Ku<pi>a €0Tw 2wTiua | [K]al TToAuTinidas
EMTIUEOVTES Cos dovAols. The right to punish at will had to be made explicit, since the slaves were the
property of Apollo; thus, former masters were granted the right to punish slaves who remained as if they

were still their own slaves, not “as if they were slaves.”

%0 E.g. SGDII 1721.6-7: €i 8¢ pn Trapapeival kabBcos yéypamTal, &kupos kai &TEATs & cova
€0Tw; 1747.14-15, 1832.22-23. Both punishment of any desired sort and invalidation of the purchase:
FDTIL3 6.9-11: €1 8 ka un mapa[uévol Tapa] Cidcwva fj Tav BuyaTtépa Awaiav | [——— 1 un
TTOEOL TO TTOTITACOOUEVOV [ — — — | &V[EVKANTwWS T&]v duvaTa éolioa, éE<o>uciav éXOVTwv
KOA& | CovTes ot kKa BEAcovTI TpOTILoL Kail & covar auTds &ku[pos éoTw. Hopkins, Conquerors and
Slaves 153: “the master could, unilaterally, void the sale to the god and revoke the freedom which the
slave had paid for: ‘but if he does not stay and serve, the sale is void and without effect’ (GDI 1721 —
there are a dozen similar instances; c¢f. FD 3.3.6). In this respect, the institution of paramoné gave Greek
slave-holders more power than Roman manumission did. This may have been partly because the act of
manumission at Delphi, although it was carried out in public, was a private act, in the sense that state
authorities were not involved.” But so far as I know, no sale mentions the act of revoking freedom, for
the simple fact, I urge, that manumission followed paramone; thus, where failure to remain invalidated

the contract there was no freedom to revoke.
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81 SGDI 11 2261.13—15: €i 8¢ un 6éAol Tapa | peival TkUAAa TTapa EvkAeidav, kabeos
YéypaTTal, KUptos é0Tw EU|kAeidas émTinécov ZKUAAQL Kal HaoTIY WV TTAQYais aCIvEOls.
Another allowed a former owner to punish “however he wishes,” but specifically names “intimidation”
(poPiCovTes), which is difficult to interpret in the light of the other allowed possibilities: FD II1.2
129.8-10: <e>i 8¢ un mapaueivn fj ur) mwolf, éEoucia, ExETw Aywv Kai | [ZwiAav, EMIT|iuéovTes
Aywv kal ZwiAa, kal poPiCovTes, Kai di1dévTes T<p>OTwI <>t Ka | [BéAcovTi. Did this mean to

allow/encourage verbal threats and shackling, over blows?

82 E.g. FD II1.3 45.2-5: &[médoTo Euppooiva — —— || [..]kAéos OnPaia, cuveuapeoTeouo|as
Kal T&s BuyaTépos(?) | av]tas Etvoias, Tadr ATTOAAwv Téat TTubiw (1] | Tav idiav Bpemtav
Appodelciav dwpeav; I11.3 364.2—4: amé[doTo TTaTpopida — ——] | akéTa T ATOAAwWVI TAI
TTuBicot 1" EAeu[Bepia kopaoiov & dvoua] | AapooTpaTav dwpéav. Sometimes attributed to

“affection,” e.g. Tucker 1982: 227.
53 Appearing but twice: SGDI 11 1714.8-9: &i 8¢ un TeiBapxéol Zwoppdva, KUplos EoTw Apducv
€T TINéOV Zoppdva TPOTTwL Mot BéAoL cos EAeuBEpa; 2269.15-17: el B¢ un) | TelBapxoi KaAAcw,

kupia éoTw TToAUa émTipéovca KaAlot | Tpdtreot of BEAol cos éAeubépan.
* JG 11 275-276.
%> Darmezin 1999.

8 E.g. SGDIT1 2049.6-8: &mei 8¢ k& T1 M&BVTI Adaa | kal ApIoTOHaXOs, Tou Beod E0Tw
2 ATUPOS KUPLEUWV aUTOCaUTOU, EAEUBEPOS Cov Kal | avéPaTrTos TOV TavTa Xpdvov, kabcos

ETTOTEVOE TAL D1 TAV Ovdv.

%7 E.g. I.Bouthrotos 14.4-6: ol apecaBévTes AevBepot | kai &vaTeBévTes iepol TN |
AokAamicor; 18.2-3, 21.1-2, 22.1-3; L. Bouthrotos 35.2—4: a@ievti éAeubBépav | kal avaTibevTi iepav

TSt | AokAamidt and many other instances.
% IGIX.17.3 683.11: igpds Kai AVEP<a>TI<T>0s Kal EAeubepos éoTw DIAéTalpos.

% Ridle 1969: 82: “Toi Beoi ist vollig gleichbedeutend mit éAevBepos.” Cabanes 1998: 57 suggests
that freedmen called iepoi were probably under no special requirement to serve the god; that against
Darmezin 1999: 325-331. The dedications made at Leukopetra do appear to be qualitatively different; in

that later body of material there is a better case to be made that such freedmen were free from people but
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servants to the god; see Ricl 2001: 127-160. For an elaborate classification of manumission, including

distinction between sacred and secular, see Calderini 1098: 94-95.

%% See also e.g. IG VII 3323: Ayabo|kAfjs EUdvdpou dvatiBnot Tous | idious SovAous
Zcoowov kal | "Epu<co>va iepous Tou ZepdaTi|dos, TTapapeivavTas Avey | KANTwWS EaTE TE Kal
T1] YV|vaiki pou BoukaTia, Thv avda |Beoctv ToloUpevos dia Tou | ouvedpiou KaTa TOV vo|Hov;
3303, 3315, 3348, 3358, and many other examples. Meyer 2008: 83, astutely: “Slave-dedications at
Chaironeia only indirectly achieve the manumission of the slave. The slave is dedicated (avtiBeitt) by
master or mistress (or both) and becomes a iap0dg of the god, in which status such a slave can later be
seen performing many actions of the free, like marrying, having children acknowledged as his own, and
even dedicating his own slaves in Chaironeia's sanctuaries. In some cases, a slave is dedicated along
with an obligation to stay and serve the former master (paramoné), and occasional inscriptions make
clear that the obligation to stay is fulfilled first, after which the slave becomes hiaros (SEG XXVIII
447): this in turn suggests that the dedication of the slave is, like paramoné, a legal obligation imposed
at the time of manumission.” But the last inference, I urge, needs modification, inasmuch as paramone

preceded manumission per se.
1 IG 1X.1 39.2-4: Zcotnpidas Zévewvos AeApos apinTi éAeubépous Zévwova kal TTapauo|vov
Tous idious BpeTrToUs, TapaueivavTas ZwTnpida mav Tov Tas Cw[&]s Xpovov, katl avaTif[nTy]

| aUToUs TS Bedd T ACOKAQTIE TA év 2 Telpel. Also e.g. IG IX.1 86.10, 126.3, 193.12.

2 Mantinea: IG V.2 274.11.21-26: TIitAos TTo | ceilditrmou Tov {Siov Bp | emTOV AukoAéovTa
a@|fikev EAeUBepov Tapap|elvavta autdd TOV Tas Gl was xpovov. Bouthrotos: E.g. 1. Bouthrotos
168.6—12: arike éAev| Bépag AvEQATITOUS KaTa TOV | TAV aTékvwv véuov Aucc Av|cavia
Kotuhaia Appodiciav, Apt|oTovikav, ApioTomaTpav, ETkpd | [T]ela[v, Tapaue]ivacas axpt
oU ka Lot | Auoc. See also e.g. L. Bouthrotos 30.45, 38.5,42.19, 47.14—-15. Kalymna: E.g. Tit.Cal.
154.1-3: &@ébn [EA] | euBépa Nikoundea Ud AlokAels kal OiAaiwv[os, Ta] | papivaca AlokAT
HéxP! Cwods evapéoTws; 164: Toide ékapuxBnoav éAevbe | por- Zwoiun kai ["adpov kai Ep|pidvn
N Aeyouévn [Npals Ud Av| Tavopos kai ApTelioias, Tapape[i] | vavTtes autois uéxpt Ceoas: HETO
| B& TNV eTaAAayTv aUT&V un | Bevds EoTwoav ateleubepol. | UTTO ZTpaTovikou I TavaAAw 1

EmTu|xias; also e.g. Tit.Cal. 163.5,7, 166.4, 8, 199.6-7.

P SEG L 829.1.1-7: Aauéds Anun| Tpiou AApouoios agi|not éAevBepov TOV EauTou | BpeTTTOV

Eduévnu, mapapeivav | Ta éautdl écs av i, | amévatl yris ou & BoUAnTal unbev mpoornk|ovta.
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Without paramone, the manumissions state (e.g. SEG L 829.11.1-6): “Kleodamas son of Apollodoros, of
Lamptrai, sets free his own house slave Die, to leave the land whithersoever he wishes, belonging to no
one at all” (KAeddapos ATTOAANOd | pou AauTTpeus agin | ot éAeuBepov TOV EaT(oU) oik|éTnv

Aiijv, améval yfis of av av| tos BouAnTtatl unbevi unbev | TpoorkovTa).

%% Performance of funerary ritual was a common requirement. See Darmezin 1999: 216-218; Parker

2002) 66—68, on Darmezin, Affranchissements 97.18-24.

? IG1X.1193.10-13: ¢ éAeuBepia, 0T | € elval aUTav EAeUBépav Kai &v | éTagov

Tapapeivacav Neikapétw kal Ot [vavln tov Tés Caoas xpovov.

% JG IX.1 192.3-22: &mé|SoTo NekaiveTos NeikavéTou kai AlokpiTa Teiuw |vos TiBop<e>is,
OUVEUAPECTEOVTWV Kal TGV Uiddv au| Tol Neikavétou kai Telpwvos, T 8edd Té Zal pamdi
Kopaoiov douAikéy, dvoua ‘Ovacipdpov, | TEUES apyupiou Svapicv XeIAlwY Tav Telu& | v
QTEXOUEY TT&oav €Tl TOToOE €T éAeuBepia. | N kaTadouAifaoTw & Ovaoipdpov un| deis unde
ayay€T el douleia, unde éve | xupafaTw KaTa Undéva TPOTTOV- €l O UN), ATTOTEL| CATW TE
Bed T Zapamel apyupiou dewwdpia diox!i | Ala- é§ovcia Bt EoTw TE BEAOVTI TTPOOTEUEY
‘Ov| acipdpou avutodike SvTl Kal alauie Taoas di|kas kai fapias, kal &GA<A>c TS BéAovT
@5 OHolwS, | Kal TO HEV TjUIoOoV E0TwW TAV BIoXI<KAI>wv divapiwv | Tol Beol ToU ZapaTios, TO
Ot TfjuIooV TOU TTPOOTAVTOS. | TTapuev<e>T d¢ ‘Ovacipdpov Tavta Tov Ta&s fwés xpd|vov

NekavéTe Newkavétou kal Alokpita Tipe |vos, Tois 8¢ Aottrois amaciv éAevbépa €0t Kai

3 ’

avé|magos. IG IX.1 194.6-23: amédoTo Avaoipdpov HpakAeida TiBopis | TS Bedd TS ZapaTrel
owpaTa yuvalkeia dU| o, als dvopaTta Nikdow kai ZTopyny, TIUES & | pyupiou devapicov
TPIOXEIA IOV TAV TIUG |V ATEXEL TT&OaV ETTl TOIodE €11 éAeubepia- | ur kaTadouAi§aooTw b€
Nikaotov unde | ZTopynv und’ dmayayéTw Unde évexupa|EaTw: €l BE Un, ATMOTICATW TA Bed
TG 2apaTel | apyupiou dewapia TeTpakioxiAla. éEovoia &’ €0T|w T BEAovTI Dokécov
mpooTauey Nikaoiou k| al ZTopyTis avutodikw SvTl Kal alapie Tao|as dikas kal fapias, kal
TO UEV TJUIOOV €0 | 0T TV TETPaKIOXIAicov Svapicov T|oU Beol ToU ZapdaTrios, TO ¢ TjUoov
ToU TTpo | oTAvTOoS. TTapUev<e>T O¢ NiIkaotv kal ZTopyTt Tav | Ta Tov Tas fwds
{A<vaoci>pop<ou>} ‘Ovacipodpou xpdvov {Y} | doulevouoal, Tois de Aoirois éAeUbepanl

€| o<TCOV>.

77 IG 1X.1%.3 754.7-12: émi Toiode Y chote mapa[ué] |vn Zcwtnpis Nikacirolet kai Eppaico
TToloUoa &V TO EMTACCOUE[VOV]- | €1 OE un) TToléol, éEouciav EXETwoav EMITIHEOVTES TPOTI,

Ka B€[Acov] | Tt TTOTI 8€ TOUS AoITToUs TTAvTas E0TwW 2wTNEis EAeubépa Kal avéTapo[s] | un
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gxovTos auTav éEouciav undevos aye Kata undéva Tpdmov unTe [Ccov] | Tewv NikaoimdAios

kal Epualou ufTe v amobavovtawov.
%8 Krinzlein 2010: 127-129.

% Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 243244 n.127, suggests that in these cases Aottroi might refer to the
former owners’ descendants or else indicate “in future.”

1% The present is extremely rare: I. Bouthrotos 14.26-27, 156.5. See also Cabanes, L Epire 74.5-8:

agiike Pedéta "lveov[os] | KAeavopa éAelbepov kal pévo[v] | Ta kal &ToTpaxovTa OTal K’
auTo[s] | TpoaipiiTal; here, I suspect that pévo[v] | Ta here denotes residence and is limited, like
aTmoTpaxovTa, by the subsequent relative clause. For the same use, but applying to slaves while they

remained, see: SGDI 11 1767.8—11: mapa | uewavtwv d¢ Appodioia kat Mvaoc Tapa MeAiooida |
axpt ka Ccon MeAioois, vdw pévouoall], Toléouoal TO | TTOTITACOOUEVOV TT&V TO duvaTov
avevkANTws; 1775.10-13: mapapewvaTtow Ot TTpai|vikis mapa {pa} KAeuvikav, axpt ka {con

KAeuvika, €v| 8w pévouoa, oléouca TO TTOTITAOKO>OUEVOV TTAV TO | SuvaTOv AVEVKATTCS.

%1 See on Kalymna below.

12 Demosthenes called Milyas, whom Demosthenes’ father had freed from his deathbed, “6

aTteAevbepos O Nuétepos” (Dem. 27.19), which need indicate only ongoing employment and does not
equate a freedman’s continuing obligations to his manumittor with semi-slavery.

1% Kamen 2013: 38.

1% Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 210.

1% For inscription of sections of wills see Jones 2004.

196 7 elnick-Abramovitz 2005: 75.

7 P Petr. I* 3 p.107: “The doubtful reading coviis depends on the formula of these sacral
manumissions. ... The term @vn, which is perfectly suited to the Delphic inscriptions, is certainly

problematic in a will from Egypt.”
198 p Petr. I 3 p.104.

109 7 elnick-Abramovitz 2005: 244.
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"9 The system seems to have collapsed by the last quarter of the third century BC: Whitehead 1977:

63n28.
" Kamen 2013: 38n28.
12 Kamen 2014.

'3 Kamen 2013: 32, citing Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 81-82, notes that “Slaves could also be freed
through “purchase” by a third party, a procedure known as “sale for the purpose of freedom” (prasis ep’

eleutheriai).”
1% On de facto slave families in the Delphic sales see Tucker 1982: 228-230.
'3 On the slaves’ debts, see Cohen 2013 and Dimopoulou-Piliouni 2013.

16 Cf. Kamen 2014: 284: “On Tp&ois e’ éAeubeplia, see ... Zelnick-Abramovitz (2005) 81-2, 96,
218 (she calls it Tp&ois €l AUoel, ‘sale for the purpose of release,” but since this phrase is not found in
any securely identified manumissions, I prefer to use the better-attested phrase Tpacis 1’ éAeubepia).”
Reference to such is not rare, e.g. Radle 1970: 613, but the phrase, so far as I can tell, is a modern
invention. The nearest parallel I find is a single Delphic sale that states that the god purchased the slave
(SGDIT1 2116.4-5): émpiaTo 6 ATTOAAwV 6 TTUbios Tapa ZwoiBiou Aupiocéos € EAeubepial |

o [Ha] yuvaikeiov &t dvopa Nikala TO yévos Pwpaiav, Tiués apyupiou.
"7 0n the case in general and its relation to Athenian contract law Phillips 2009.

18 Kamen 2014: 302.

" Dimopoulou-Piliouni 2008 argues that freed slaves at Athens were not automatically metics, but

automatically xenoi. It seems safe to say that a freed slave was a non-citizen and, therefore, either a
metic if s’he remained long enough to be liable to registration or a non-metic alien if s/he did not.
Harpocration’s observation that freed slaves also paid the metoikion can only mean that freed slaves who
remained in Athens and became metics paid the metoikion; Harp. s.v. Metoikiov: 4T 8¢ kai ol doUAol
a@ebévTes UTTO TV BECTTOTAV ETEAOUV TO UETOIKIOV &GAAOL TE TAV KLWMIKGY dednAcokaot kal

Apilotopevns. See Whitehead 1977: 16-17..

2" Suda s.v. ATrooTaciou: ATrpooTaciou 8¢ TGV HETOIKWY EKACTOS TPOOT& TNV EXOUO!
KaTa& VOUOV Eva TGV 0TV, Kal O’ auTol TS Te HeTolklov TiBeTal kaTa €Tos Kal T GAAa

SlolkeiTal. dTav ovv Tis oKV elval HETOIKOS TTPOCTATNY [r) XN T 1T B TO HeTOIKIOV 1) AOTOS
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elval pAOKT) TapeyyeyPaUUEVOS eis THV TTOAITEIav, O Boulduevos Siknv elcdyel TTPOS aUTOV,
fTis AéyeTal ampooTaciou. Harp. ATrpooTaciou: ei80g dikng KaTa TEV TPOCTETNY Ui
VEUOVTCOV HETOIKWV" TIPETTO Yap EKACTOS £QUTE TV TTOAITAV TIVA TTPOCTNOOUEVOV TTEPL
TAVTWY TGOV idlwov Kal TV Kowaw. Y mepeidns év T6 kaT’ AploTaydpas aTpooTaciou B’
Harp. s.v. AlapapTupia kai SlapapTupeiv: Y mepeidng 8’ év T4 kaT’ AploTaydpas aTpooTaciou
B’ pnoiv cos ot vopol keAeUouaot BlaplapTUPETV ETTL TATs ypaais Tals ToU &TTPOoTACIOU TOV
BouAdpevov opoiws TGV E£vcov Kal TGV ETiXwpicov. UNTToT’ oUv v HEv Tails ToU aTTooTaciou
dikalg KEKCAUVTal dlapapTUPETV ol Eévol, ev BE Tals ToU aTpooTaciou oU kekcAuvTal. Suda s.v.
ATMooTACIS: ATTPOOTAGIoU B¢ TGV HETOIKWV EKACTOS TTPOOTATNV £XOUCL KATA VOUOV Eva TGV
AOTAVY, Kal 81’ auTou TS Te HeToiklov TiBeTal kaTa £Tos kal Ta &AAa SiloikeiTal. dTav ovv Tis
Bokcdv elval HETOIKOS TTPOCTA TNV UT) €XT) 1) 1T 8BS TO HETOIKIOV 1] AOTOS Elval PAoKT)

TapPEYYEY PAUMEVOS Els TNV TTOAITElQY, O BouAduevos diknv eloayel TPOs auToO, 1Tis AéyeTal
ampooTaciou. Suda s.v. ATrpooTaciou: eldds 0TI SikNg KAT& TCV T VEUSVTWY TTPOCTATEIV
€volkov. Kal yap EKaoTOS aUTAV NPVEITO (sic) TIva TAV TTOAITEV TOV TIPOCTNOOUEVOV aUTE
TEPL TAVTOV TV idlwv Kal TGV Kowév. The sources are a mess, but Meyer 2010: 43—47 is clear.

"2 Kamen 2013: 39, notes that Harpocration tells us “that if conditionally freed slaves in Athens did

not perform their remaining obligations, they faced the possibility of a lawsuit, the diké apostasiou” ; but

this applied to all freed slaves, not just “conditionally freed slaves”

'22 Finley 1981: 141,

' Harp. s.v. ATpooTaciou: €idos Sikns KaTa TGV TPOOTATNY Ui} VEUOVTGV HETOIKGOV:

NPEITO Y& p EKACTOS EQUTE TAV TTOAITAOV TIVX TTPOOTNOOUEVOV TEPT TTAVTWV TAV idicov Kal

TGV KOIVAV.

124 Meyer 2010: 24-25n59.

"2 1t is sometimes thought that the freedman’s liability to the three-obol payment to the telones

differentiated him from other metics; Harp. s.v. MeTdikiov: Mévavdpos &’ év AvaTiBepévn kal €v
AWdUpais Tpos Tals 1 dpaxuais kai TPpldBoAdv enot TouTous TeAelv, i0ws TE TeAcovr. But if
Pollux and Hseychius, however, thought that payment of the metoikion included the additional three-
obol fee. Pollux 3.55: yétoikos 6 TO peToikiov ouvTeAGV: TouTo &' v 1B’ TE dnuocic dpaxuai
Kal TQ ypauuaTel TpicdBoAov. Hesychius s.v. yeToikiov: TéAos oUTws EKaAeiTo, O ETiBecav [év]

Ti) TTOAEL, dpaxuas dcodeka: TEd d¢ TeAwovn TpicdPolov. Dimopoulou-Piliouni 2008: 35 concludes
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“that apeleutheroi are often referred to as a distinct social group, thus challenging the frequent
assumption that manumitted slaves automatically enrolled among metics.” But coherence as a social
group had no necessary bearing on legal status.

126 Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 253-254 suggests that at Athens a metic manumittor may have been

required to transfer the right to another citizen. Harrison 1998: 1 185 n.3, wisely: “It is a plausible guess,
though no more, that in such cases [sc. where a manumittor was a metic] the Tpoctdrng of the

manumittor became npoctdtng of the freedman as well.”

27 Whitehead 2000: 289, shrewdly notes that &TmoAoai pot does not indicate “release to me,” but
“that the speaker will be an indirect beneficiary of the transaction.”

128 Epikrates seems to claim that Athenogenes will falsely assert that he had urged Epikrates to

“leave Midas with him and not purchase him, but that [Epikrates] refused, and wanted to buy all of
them” (Hyp. 3.23 [col.xi]: TOv 8¢ Midav keAevo[a]s €av alT! Kal ur) coveicbal, éue &’ ouk EBEAeL,
aAAa BouAeoBal mavTtas mpiacBat). Does this mean that Athenogenes urged him not to take Midas at
all? Or that he offered to free Midas, retain him under his own prostasia? In another—mutilated—
passage Epikrates indicates that Athenogenes was unwilling to release (Hyp. 3.27 [col.xiii]): kai TOV
pEv Midav TOv ToA........... Eat, Ov &Gkwv @nolv &[mo]Aloal, TOUT[oV ....... Aa]Beiv. But it is
impossible to tell whether he thought this a ruse or real. Epikrates claims also that Athenogenes “sent the
boy to me, saying that he would not be with me if I would not have his father and brother released”
(Hyp. 3.24 [col.xi]): €| e]uré pot AéyovTa, STl oUK [av ou]vein y[ol, | &l un AJUcopal autold Tov
Ta[Té]pa Kai TOv [&|deA@]év. But not much is clear here. The papyrus reads Jveiniy[; moreover,
traces better suit AJogopat than Gv]dpat; we expect amoldoopat rather than Avcopat, but in that case €l
ur would not fit. Space might accommodate €i dmoAvcopat, in which case the slave would seem to have
said that he would not be with Epikrates if Epikrates did have the slave’s father and brother freed. Since
we cannot reconstruct Athenogenes’ tactics we cannot tell whether this is any less plausible than the text

as reconstruced.

12 Similarly, [Plut.] X Orat. 849d: éyéveTo 8¢ kal PSS T& appodiola KaTaPepr|s, s EKBaAeiv
MEV TOV UiV eloayayeiv 8¢ Muppivny Trv ToAuTeAeoTaTnv ETaipav, év TTelpaiel &’ Exev
AploTtaydpav, €v EAeucivi &’ év Torls idiols ktrjuact Pidav tnv ©OnPaiav, eikoot pvdv

AUTPWOAUEVOS.
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139 Kamen 2014: 300: “Did Hypereides first purchase and then free her, or did he have her freed
through a fictive purchase? Of course, both of these options were viable ways of freeing a slave, as we
saw in Hyperides 3.5-6 (discussed above). In the case of Phila’s manumission, the fictiveness of the
purchase may be supported by Plutarch’s report that Hypereides ransomed Phila for 20 mnas
(AuTpwoauevos) (Plut. Mor. 849D).”

B! Harp. ATrpooTtaciou: €idog Sikns kaTa TGV TPOOTATNY WP VEUOVTGV HETOIKGV: T)PEITO

Yap EKaOTOS £QUTE TGV TOAITAV TIVA TTPOCTNOOUEVOV TIEPT TTAV TV TGV idicov Kal TV
Kowa. Y epeidng év Té KaT’ AploTaydpas ampooTtaciou B: “a type of case against metics who
do not register a prostates. For each (metic) used to choose for himself one of the citizens to be his
prostates concerning all private and public matters. Hyperides, in his second speech against Aristagora
for aprostasiou” (sc. offers an example). We do not know when the case occurred in relation to his use
of her, or what its outcome was. If she lost, she would have been sold into slavery. Did he buy her after
the case? Or was Hypereides keeping her in Peiraieus before the suit, under a contract? If so, as a free
woman or a slave? We know little, but what we can infer is that Hyperides had personal experience with
the full range of mechanisms by which a free male acquired the sexual services of both free and slave,

and knew well how to sue for both apostasiou and aprostasiou.

132 Kapparis 1999: 228: “An emotional relationship had developed between Neaira and the two men
while they were living together, and they wished to give her a good chance for her future life.” Recall

the ‘free’ sales at Delphi.

33 [Dem.] 59.30-32, quote at 31-32: kaTabeival auTis TS Te EUkpéTel kai T Tinavopida
oTe EAeuBépav elval. Kamen 293 translates “so that she would be free.” But ¢ooTe, like &1l TS,
stipulated a condition. Neaira was not voicing an actual result! The same use appears Delphic sales: e.g.
FD 1113 16.4-5: kaBcos diemioTevoe 2 cooTpaTos TAOL ATTOAAWVL TAV covaAv, | dOTE EAeUBepov
ellEV Kal avépaTrTov ToV TavTa Bilov; I11.3 30.3-4: kabeos émioTevoe Eutropia Téo1 Becor Tav

wvav, | cdoTe EAeuBépav kail avépaTrTov elUEV TOV TAVTa XPOvov.

% [Dem.] 59.32: kaTaTiBnow aUTiis Tas elkoot uvas 6y EkpéTel kai T Tinavopida &’
eAeuBepia kal €@’ & év KopivBe un épyalechal.

133 The very common English phrase, notwithstanding, Greeks, so far as I can determine, did not

speak of “buying freedom.” Freedom was granted, protected, conferred, etc. but not bought and sold.

68



Apollodoros uses technical language to describe their purchase of Neaira in the first place: [Dem] 59.29:
KaTaTiBéaov auTis TIUNY TpldkovTa uvas Tou ocpaTos Ti) NikapéTn, kal covoivTal auTnv
Tap’ auTis véuw ToAews kabdmagf autdov SoUAny eival. They paid, and purchased in accordance
with civic law, and she became their slave once and for all. But as Apollodoros frames their offer to her,
the language of sale does not appear (59.30): GAAN’ 11d€ws av aUTols €in EAaTTOV Te TaApPyUpLOV
kopioaoBal Tap’ auThs 1 kaTéBecav, kal auTny TauTnv 6pav Ti ayabov éxoucav. agiéval oUv
auTi) épacav eis éAeuBepiav xiIAlas dpaxuas, TEvTakooias EKATEPOS: TAS O’ EIKOOL HVES
ekéAevov auTnv éfeupotoav auTois amodoival. They would be happy to “receive” from her less

money than they “paid;” they bid her “render.”

3¢ Dem.] 59.40, 45-47. Kapparis 1999: 233: In Neaira’s case the only condition of her
manumission was what sounds like the opposite of a paramone-condition. In fact, she had to stay away

from her former masters, leave Corinth and never work there again as a prostutute.*

B71f Apollodoros is right that Phrynion seized her as a slave, then Neaira must not have registered
Phrynion as her prostates; she will have omitted this only if (a) she had been a slave and so unrequired
or (b) in violation of the requirement to register as a metic. Maybe Phrynion tried to seize her as a slave
so as to avoid revelation that he was living with an unregistered metic, which some might take to imply

passing her off as a citizen.

138 7 elnick-Abramovitz 2005: 244.

13 Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 221; 96: “because Phrynion was the chief contributor and organizer of

the loan fund, she remained in his possession even after her manumission.”

140 Kapparis 1999: 231-232: “If any financial conditions had been attached,” that is, a requirement to
repay, “Apollodoros surely would not have failed to mention them later on, when he narrates the legal

battle of Neaira with Phrynion, the main contributor.”
! Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 223.

142 Recall SGDI I 1984, above, where Aristodamos sold Gorgo and her son Nikoboulos. Mother was
to be freed directly after and son only after having remained for two years. It is hard to see what the
logic of such formal differentiation could have been if both were bound by the same requirement
anyway.

' [Dem.] 59.46: THv pév &vbpcotov EAeuBépav elval kai aUuThv auTis kupiav.
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14* See Epikrates’ claim against Athenogenes (Hyp. 3.7 [col.iii]): Av 8¢ & &vBpes Sikao|T]ai cog
got[k]ev EvTaiBa 1 émPBouAn Kal TO TAGoua T[O] Héya. el HEV ya[p] e éAeuBepial
KaTaB&A[A]olul autédv TO apyuplov, TouTo pbvov atcd]AAuov O doinv auTdl, a[AN’] oudev
dewov Eaoyov- €l d¢ Tplaiuny w]vijl Kai TPA&OCEL, OHoAOYTIoas aUTdl T Xpéa avadéEaocbal, cos
oUBevos afla dvta, d[1a] TO un T[po]edéval, émagewv [u]ot EueAAev UoTepov Tous Xp[no]Tas Kal
TOUS TTANPWTAS TAV EPAVWV, €V OpoAoyial Aacov- émep émoinoev. (There, gentlemen of the
jury, it seems, was the plot and the great con. For if | should put down the money for them I would be
losing only that which I had given him, but would be suffering no other hardship. But if I should buy
them ‘by purchase and sale,” having agreed with him to take on the debts, on grounds that they were
worth nothing, owing to my lack of foreknowledge, he was intending later to set his creditors and eranos
contributors, seizing me in [the?] agreement [or perhaps, ‘interpreting the agreement thus’]. Which is

precisely what he did.).

145 7 elnick-Abramovitz 2005: 244,

146 Not cited as a parallel by Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005 or Kamen 2014.

%7 Harrison 1998: I 185.

1% IDem.] 59.45: AaxdvTos Toivuv alté Tou Ppuvicovos Siknv, Tt auTou a@eiAeTo

Néaipav Tautnui eis éAeuBepiav, kal OTL, a EERfABeV Exovoa TTap’ auToU auTn, UTedéEaTo.
' Harrison 1998: 1 178-180.

%% And not the only one surrounding Athenian freedmen. A series of fragmentary stelai found on or
around the Athenian Acropolis and dating to the Lycurgan period, record some 400 dedications of
phialai, all weighing 100 drachmas, all offered on acquittal of named individuals on unknown charges
brought by other named individuals. The texts are genuinely difficult, badly fragmentary, brutally
laconic. Building on a succession of ingenious hypotheses, starting with Wilamowitz in 1887, scholars
came fairly quickly to agree that these dedications were part of an elaborate legal fiction. In order to
affect a clean manumission without any special dependency between manumitted and manumittor, it
was thought, slaveowners pretended to bring a dike apostasiou against their manumitted slaves, who
pretended to win, with the result that they became fully free. And in thanks, each slave, upon such full
and complete manumission dedicated a phiale. It’s a neat story and went essentially unchallenged for
generations. But Meyer 2009 has now argued, and in my view demonstrated, that reality was much

simpler than the elaborate charade of fictive litigation that scholars have conjured. She argues that the
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inscriptions have nothing to do with freedmen. Rather, they are inventories of dedications offered to
Zeus Eleutherios as tithes on fines paid upon failure to convict metics for aprostasiou, brought under
allegations of failure to register a prostates or pay metoikion. The argument is simple, elegant, and

answers most of the pressing questions and conflicts left by the consensus view.

1 Adams 1964; Samuel 1965: 297-306, including analogous contracted forms of subordination. But
see CPR XVIII 18, from the third century BC.

"2 Harpocration s.v. ATepyao&uevos: &vTi Tou &ToBous ék TéV Epywv v eipydoaTo

loatos év Té> TpoOs ATTOAASSwpov. Men. Heros 18-36, 36: TO xpéos atmepyalouevos. Harris 2006:
256-258.

'3 Men. Heros 20: [[eT] SoUAn ‘oTw; [Aa] oUTws, ioUXiil, TPOTTOV TIVA.

3 Simply free: Tit.Cal. 203.2—4: [&@éBn éAeUB]epos Nikias Ud | [——— Jas kal Aapaivé | [Tou
TV ‘Hp]akAitou; manumittor’s freedwoman: 170.2—4: MnvédoTtos AopaAéous nAeuBépcwooey TNy |
1dlav aupav Zwoluny, ép’ OTe éotal [aTe] | Aeubépa autol {Tou} noévou; no one’s freedman:
205.1-4: agiaow Oeudwpis, PiAdoTpa|Tos, TTpaiTéAns, Xapuoveika, D1IAd|oTpaTos
ve(cdTePOS) Adpav éAelbepov kal | undevods ateAeubepov.

'35 Tit.Cal. 158. 12-14: ¢’ & Bpéwt auti Bp[€] | ua &poev SieTés | kai Tapaddot, 160, 165,

176b (or else pay reparation).

136 1n accordance with the freedman laws: Tiz.Cal. 167.1-3: Zcomupos | MNAAcvos nAeuBépaooev

TOV 1B1ov BperTOV EVodov kaTa | Tous ateAeubBepwoTikous vouous, 169, 176b, 181, 189, 190,

196b; released from the same: 201.

BT Tit.Cal. 152, 153, 154, 156, 157, 159, 161, 163, 164, 166, 178, 187, 199, 200. The aorist 6p£n
declares the transaction initiated, but not fully executed; manumission is promised, pending performance
of paramone; as elsewhere (IG V.2 274.22-25): & | fikev éAevBepov Tapap | eivavTa, (1. Bouthrotos
168.6-12): a@rike éAev | Bépas ... Tapaue]ivacas &xpt o ka Cédt | Auocd. So also at Delphi the sale
is declared with the aorist, amédoTo, although it is not fully executed until the conditions of service and
manumission are met.

18 Tit.Cal. 156.5-6: ueT& 8¢ TNV peTaAAaymv abTijs undevi | éoTw ameAeubépa, 157, 164,

187a.
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9 Tit.Cal. 156.3—4: £p” & Bpé[wel | Bp]éua BieTes T Uigd aUTiis ATToAAOP&Ve(l], 161, 163, 166,

187, 199, 200.
O .g. Tit.Cal. 152, 153.8-10: &&v] 8¢ ur) Tapapivy, | 8o |el] pév dvagpopav | dn(vépia) <s>.

11 Sometimes émoinoe eAeUBepav: 155, 191, 207; or aginot éAeubBépav: Tit.Cal. 193, 194

12 E.g. Tit.Cal. 172: ¢mi po(v&pxou) KAewdiavoi, | unvods AAoeiou y- Oe|odéTn AvTidxou

NI AeuBépcooey TNy idi|av Bpem TNV Anuc, | €9’ OTE Tapauevel | Tois Bpéyactv TOV Tas | Cwds
Xpovov: HeTa | O TOV BavaTov au| Tiis oUudevos éoTal | ateAeubépa; also 155, 168, 171, 173, 174,

175, 176a, 177, 179, 180, 183, 184, 188, 191, 192, 193, 194, 195, 196, 197, 198, 202, 206, 207.

' Tit.Cal. 155.4-5: £p” & Bpéwel Tauddplov BieTes &p | [pev PiN]eivear, 171, 174, 175, 176a, 179,
183, 184, 188, 191, 194, 197.

1% No one’s freedwoman: 7it.Cal. 172.8-11: pet& | 8¢ TOV B&vaTov av| Ths oudevds EoTal |

ateAeubépa, 176a, 192a; freedman of manumittor’s children alone: 7it.Cal. 171.13-14: éoTan &€
ameAevbepos Acopa kai ‘Ovnot | uns pévewv, 177.

19 Tit.Cal. 184.9-11: &moheAupé |vn Tév aTmeAeuBepwd[Ti] | kv Sikaicov, 206(?).

10 Tit.Cal. 195.1-4: &@ébn | [EAeubépa] Neikn Umd AvSpokAéous Tou | [HpakAeiTou Tou
Kap]micovos kal HpakAeitou Tou | [KapTricovos, vacat '] ¢ TTapapevel.

7 Tit.Cal. 155.2—11: ®1Aeivos | Oeupihou émroin {1} oe TUxnv éAeubé | pav, & Bpéyel
Tadapiov dieTes &p | [pev DiAJeiveol, kal Tapapevel Cideiveol | [Oe]upilou kai Til Bpewaont
KaAAiotpatnt | T&[1 ©]eupdpou Tol TTioTwvos, ép’ ot TTapa | Meve[T K]ai . . ur) {1}
axaploTr{l}0<e>1 aUTOIS" | TTOINOEL B¢ TAVTA T& TPOOTACOOUEVA, O|oa Kal SouAevouoa ETTolel
axpt Cwas au| Tédv.

1% Tit.Cal. 201.2-3: [ Aeubépcooey T& 181 BpeppdTia Alieiav kai TTpcoTicova kai |

[a]TéAucEY TV aTeEAEUBEPLOTIKGY dikaicov.

19 Tit.Cal. 205.1-4: aplactv Oeudwplis, GDiAéotpal Tos, TTpaliTéAns, Xapuoveika,

DO\S|oTpaTos ve(cdTepos) Aauav EAeuBepov kal | undevos ameAevubepov.

70 Tit.Cal. p.169—180; Babakos 1964 and 1966 thought that the freedmen laws governing

manumission at Kalymna and in Thessaly provided for paramone as a default effect of manumission.
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Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 303, urges that the operative laws at Kalymna were likely as vague as those

at Athens. On manumission in Thessaly see Zelnick-Ambramovitz 2013.
Y'E.g. Tit.Cal. 155, 171, 175, 176, 183, 184, 188, 191, 194, 197.

172 Tit.Cal. 158, quoted above.

'3 Tit.Cal. 168.2—4: HAeubépcocev TTaidiov Ayabdmoda dmoleAupévor A | Tév

aTeA[e]uBepTIKGV dikaicov- TTapapevel OE Ti PUOoEL Un | TPl AKT TOV T&S Lwods auTiis Xpovov,
| amodcooel auTi) dnv(apla) T.

4 Tit.Cal. 171.1-14: Ei| Xapis Zcothou HAeubépcocey Tov 181] ov Bpertov ToidoTov £’ GHTe

Tapa | HEVET aUTH Kal TEd avdpl auTiis Neikn | popw TOV Tas Cwoas Xpov(ov): HeTa BE TNV |
TeAeUTNV auTV Bpéyel Tols Tékvols | auTiis Acwpddi kal ‘Ovnoiun ékaoTl | BpeupaTiov
appev, 1 dcoel aval(popav) | dnv(apla) v- KapTTdOEL OE Kal TOIS KATOL| XOUEVOLS TEKVOLS Lo
Neikned| pw kal Zwy£Evel HETG TOV B&vaTov | pou y Tou éviauTou, cos av duvnTal: | éoTal ¢

ateAevbepos Acopa kai ‘Ovnot | uns pHoveov.
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