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

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

U'Welles 1956: 316.
2 Mulliez 1992.

3 Hopkins 1981: 137. Westermann 1945, 1946, 1948, 1955; Finley 1981: 116-32 [= 1964, 1960]. Calderini 1908 had
already concluded that paramone was served in a state of partial freedom. See Darmezin 1999: 211-12.

* Kamen 2013, including a chapter (3) devoted to “Freedmen with Conditional Freedom.”



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
somewhere in between slavery and liberty.” A century ago, Bloch saw less confusion, suggesting
briefly that since 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

3 Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 244, continuing, “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 one that slaves freed on
condition of paramone were freed but not yet free, manumitted but with freedom suspended or withheld. Dareste,
Haussoulier, Reinach, ZJG 11 p.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.

% 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.”

" Kamen 2014: 285-86.
8 Garlan 1988: 79.

? Bloch 1914: 27-31, following an 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: 222-28 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. Krénzlein 2010: 116-20, 121-30.

' Not only weird, but insoluble; for Darmezin 1999: 213, the variety of competing interpretations of the freed slaves’
legal status “montrent a 1’évidence que les actes d’affranchissements eux-mémes ne permettent pas de parvenir a une
conclusion ferme et définitive.”



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 tended to work

roughly as follows (#D I11.2 126):

¢l Tolode AmédoTo Zévwv
>woifévou, ouveudokeoUoas kai Té&s yuvaikos autol KaAAoUs kai ol uiol Zwoiévou, Té1 ATTSAAwL TA!
TTuBicot

4 odua yuvaikeiov &t dvoua AmoAAwvia, kai Taddpiov ot dvopa Pikwv, T6 yévos evdoyevels, Tiuas &pyupiou
WY&V TTEVTE, Kal Tav TIpaY Exel Taoav. BeBaiwThp katd Tous vopous Ta&s méAlos: Nikias BaBuTpa, ¢’ corte
gAeuBépous elpev ATToAAcoviav kai Pidwva kai GvepdTTous &ATd TEAVTWY, ToloUvTas & ka BEAwYTL
kal AmoTpéxovTas ols ka BEAVTL €l 8¢ Tis épdmToiTo AToAAwvias 1) Pidwvos i kaTtadouAiou[di]

8  kuplos 0T 6 TTapaTuxcov culéwv s EAeubBépous dvtas, &lduios écov kal dvuttddikos Téoas Sikas kali]
Cauias.

... On the following conditions Xenon son of Sosixenos, with the approval of his wife Kallo and his son Sosixenos, sold
to Apollo Pythios a female slave whose name is Apollonia and a boy whose name is Philon, homebred by birth, for a
price of five minas, and he has the full price. 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 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.

These “fictive sales’ certainly present themselves as records of sale.”> After the dating formula, they
almost always begin with “é1mi Tolode amédoTo” or simply “amédoTo.” Statement of price and

acknowledgement of receipt of payment are standard.'* The sales stipulate freedom, and that freedom

" Mulliez 1992: 39. We do find change over time within the corpus, concerning archiving and control mechanisms,
prices, frequency of paramone. See especially Hopkins 1981: 133-70 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.

12 For an overview see Mulliez 1992; on archiving the transactions, see Harter-Uibopuu 2013: 281-94.

Y Inan analogous case, scholars often conceive of the dedications at Leukopetra as ‘manumissions;’ see, e.g., Youni
2005. But ancient actors appear to have thought them real dedications, which was not incompatible with 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: 144-47. See also Chaniotis’ remarks at SEG LV 698. Aristion sold Apollonios at once to Apollo
Pythios and Asklepios at Amphissa (SGDI 11 2202), on which Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 97, notes, “The fictitious nature of
manumissions by a sale to a god can be inferred from an inscription 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.

'* Albrecht 1978: 169-76, 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
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was not a feeble half-measure. 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. The Delphic sales made it
easier to assist. This was a powerful protection. But, though these texts are called ‘manumission
inscriptions,” they speak only of freedom, not manumission per se; while sellers and warrantors are
often required to warrant the god’s purchase,'” they are not obliged to attest to the act of manumission or
even to the legal state of the slave who had been sold. These would be worrisome omissions 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.

The texts do not frame manumission as an automatic or immediate result of the sale itself.
Nevertheless, scholars interpret the phrase ép’ e éAeubépav eipev as effecting, or even recognizing
existing liberty.'® But this misconstrues the Greek; ¢mi 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 used ¢hoe in the same way, with the same force.'” On this point of syntax, and in their general
form, the Delphic sales followed a known pattern. Compare a fourth-century lease, which begins with a
dating formula, then indicates that several individuals “let according to the following conditions” (kat&
T4Se éuicBuoav) several structures “on condition that (the lessee) pay” (¢’ coite 8186v | ai) the rent in

two instalments.'® The basic syntactic structure was the same:

off the price of their sale. Whether he is right 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.

P E.g. FDII1.2 130.10-11: BéRaiov mapexdvte Tav co[valv Ty Bedd & Te dmodouéva Aapds kai | 6 PeBaiwTip

BaBuAos.

' Constructions 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. SGDITI 1713.2-5; 11 1728.3-6; FD IIL.6 31.3-7.

8 JG 117 2496.2-17: xat& T&Se tuicbuwoav [names of eight lessors] TO épyacTriplov TO €v TTelpael kai T |1y oiknow Thv
TpocoUcav auTd!t | kai TO OIKNUATIOV TO T TOU KOTIPEIVOS els TOV &TavT | a xpdvov EukpdTel EEnkiou Apidvai<w>1
Spaxucdv PHHHE o | U éviauToU ékdoTou &Telis dmdvTaov, ¢¢° dite Bidov|at Tas {5} putv AAA év 1édt EkatovBaicon
Tas 8 elkoot kail | TéTTapas év T TToodedov, émokeudoal 8¢ T& Sedue | va Tol ép<y>acTnpiou kai Tfis OIKoEwWS £V
T TTPAT | et viauTtddl; 2492.1-9: kaTdde ¢nicBuoav Aifcovels Trv PeAAeida | AUTokAel AuTéou kal AuTéat
AuTokAéous TeT| TapdkovTa €T, EKaTOV TEVTHKOVTA BUOTV 8p | aXucdV EKAGTOV TOV EviauTdv. £’ COITE Kai
QuUTE| YovTa<s> kai &AAov Tpdtov dv &v PovAwvtar Thv 3¢ picbwotv dmodidévat Tol ExaTtouBaidovos un|vds, ¢av
B¢ un amodidddotv elval évexupaciav Ai|Ewvelo kal ¢k TV dopaiwv TGOV ék ToU xwpiou kai | ék TGV EAAwv
ATEVTwWY ToU ur amodidévTos; 2491.6-9: ¢’ coite T | [v EJlvvaiav (SEG XXI 642) v éxk T [o]T xwpiou &mavTos |
EauTAV elvat; 2759.2-9: épyaotn]pio k[ai krj| m]ou kal Tijs Tpocovons [kprivn] | s T knmdicot Urokeu[€] | veov
Spaxucov HHH ¢ &[] | e Exev kai kpaT[elv TOV] | Urobéuevov [katé ouvdn] | kas Tas ke [évas mapa Z] | eipaiov.



IG II* 2496 SGDI I 1825
KaTd Tdde éuicbwoav ¢l Tolode amédoTo
lessors / e.g. TO épyaocTriptov / lessee seller / purchaser / e.g. cdua yuvaikeiov
Spaxuddv N TGS apyupiou pvav N
£’ A1TE Di1ddvat £’ rTe eAeuBépav elpev

The infinitive ‘to be’ in the Delphic sales no more declared a contemporary fact or action than S18évai
did. It referred to 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. Thus, the sales
imposed on the purchaser a requirement to manumit,"” but the words ¢¢’ e éAeuBépav eluev did not
themselves make anyone free. Manumission was a witnessed formal pronouncement, sometimes private,
often public.”® Required words may have been few,”' but a legal person had to perform them. That
person could only be the new owner, and at Delphi that was Apollo. Thus, when someone sold Apollo a
slave on condition of freedom, the expectation and requirement, I urge, was that after the money
changed hands and the god became owner, he—or his agent—freed the slave.

Whatever other terms were agreed, the requirement to remain, paramone, could be added, as in,

e.g., SGDI 11 2066:

&pxovTtos KAeoBddpovu tou TToAukAeitou unvds Aaidagopiov, et Tolode amédoTo
KaAAikpdTeia Apiotayodpa Aehpis Téd1 ATéAAwvt Téd TTubicol oddpa yuvaikeiov &t
Svoua ZwoTPATa, TIUAS apyupiou Hydv TPV, kabdos émioTevoe ZwoTpaTa TA!L

4 Becdl TV wvav, @’ DiTe EAeubépa elpey kai GvépamTos &Td TEVTWY TOU TAVTA
Riov. BePaicoThipes kaTd TOV véuov: Ayicov KalAikpdTeos, Apiotaydpas EvBud&uou
Aehpoi. mapapevdTo 3¢ ZwoTtpdta mapd KaAAikpdTeiav &xpt ka Loont KaAAikpdreia

" Dozens of records describe freedom as a condition of the sale itself (e.g. FD I11.2 332.2-3): &médoto Pihépeos
AnunTpi|ou Td1 ATTEAAoV T TTubicot é1° eEAeubepia kopdotov & dvoua Tpugpava. In hundreds, however, the sale is
said to have been transacted “in accordance as [the slave] entrusted to the god, on condition that s/he be free,” which suggests
that manumission was a condition of the trust agreement between slave and god (e.g. FD II1.2 215.6): k[aBcos] émioTeuoe
TTioTis Td1 Becdt [Tav covd]v, ¢’ drte éAeuBépa elu]ev. And more than a hundred specify both (e.g. FD 1I1.3 301.2-5):
>wnpls Alovuaciov amédoTo e’ EAeubepia T ATOAA YL TG | TTubiew Tadé&pia oikoyevii dvo ofs dvduata Epuaios,
‘Apxlw]v, Tinas &pyupiou év Evi pvddv dé<ka>, | [K]ai Tav Telpav &méxel m&oav, kaboas émioTevoav ¢m’ EAeubepia TG
Becd T&V covav, £’ OTe eAev | {[6]e}Bepa elpev. God and slave-owner were legal parties to the contract, but the slave had a
role in its framing, financing the purchase, “entrusting” it to the god.

%% Zelnick-Abramovitz 2009: 304-6. 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.

2 E.g. I Apollonia 385: mputavevov|t]os ®ald|kpou, unvods SeudékaTos | aeiike Maukias KAeot | aTpav, fuev dma
Agv, | éAeuBépav; Darmezin, Affranchissements 136: [E]JUpuneilco dpxov|Tos, &piertt Z&|cov AT[é]av éAed|Bepov tvavTia
| TG AokAamidd | ki TG ATOAAwY | os* FioTopes Av|Ti[ué]vaov, Acios, | ABavddwpos, | EbppacTos. 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. 842-44; also P.Oxy. XXXI 2533.4-6.



Toéouoa TO TOTITAGOSUEVOY TI&Y TO SuvaTdy AveyKANTwS® € 8¢ Ti ka i) Tolfji ZwoTpd-
8 Ta TéV ToTiTacoouévay ud KaAAikpateias kabcos yéypamt[ai Sulvata ov-

oq, t&éoTw KaAAikpaTeial ko[A]&Lev kaboos ka auta deiAnTal kai &AAcot

umep KaAAikpdteiav &lapiots dvtols kai dvutodikols méoas Sikas kai fapias.

el 8¢ Ti ka W& KaAAikpdela, Aeubépa €0Tw ZwoTpdTa kupieUouosa aUTooauTas Kal
12 Toéovoa & ka BEANL, kabcas EmioTevoe TG Beddt TaV ovdv. el 8¢ Tis ka ETTNTAl ZWOTP&-

Tas ¢mel ka TeAeutdon KaAAikpaTela, BéRaiov mapexdvtw oi BeBaiwThipes [T]dt

Bedd1 TaV wvav KaTd TOV vopov. ouoiws 8t kal ol TapaTuyX&vovTes kUptot

£6vTES oUAéovTES o5 EAeuBépav oloav &lduiol dvuTes kal quuTrd-
16 Sikol Taoas Sikas kai Lapias. p&pTupes: 6 iepev(s] Zéveov, TV 8¢ apxovTwv TTpa-

[Elias, iBicoTar Aau]oxédpns KaAAeida, X[a]pi€evos Auuvvéa, EukAeiBas KaAAeida.

... On the following conditions Kallikrateia daughter of Aristagoras, Delphian, sold to Apollo Pythios a female slave
whose name is Sostrata, for a price of three minas of silver, in accordance as Sostrata entrusted the purchase to the god,
on condition that she be free and untouchable by all for her entire life. Warrantors in accordance with the law: Agion son
of Kallikrates, Aristagoras son of Euthydamos, Delphians. But Sostrata shall remain by Kallikrateia so long as
Kallikrateia lives, doing all that she is ordered that is possible, without reproach. But if Sostrata does not do any of what
she is ordered by Kallikrateia, as written, though able, it shall be possible for Kallikrateia to punish her however she
wishes, and for another on behalf of Kallikrateia, being immune to penalty and unliable to any action and penalty. But if
Kallikrateia dies, then Sostrata shall be free, her own mistress, and doing whatever she wishes, in accordance as she
entrusted the purchase to the god. But if anyone lays a hand on Sostrata when Kallikrateia has died, then the warrantors
shall furnish as secure for the god the purchase, in accordance with the law. And likewise also those who happen to
rescue her on grounds that she is free shall have authority (to do so), being immune to penalty and unliable to any action
and penalty. Witnesses: ...

Now, on the consensus interpretation, Kallikrateia sold Sostrata, on the condition that she (sc. thereby
and immediately) became free (sc. but not really free); that she was then to serve Kallikrateia (sc. in a
state of semi-freedom); and that upon Kallikrateia’s death (sc. the semi-free) Sostrata was to become (sc.
really) free. But if the formula ¢’ coite éAeuBépa eipev indicates sale on condition of subsequent
freedom,” as Greek suggests, then we need not resort to such heavy interpolation, just to render a sense
that most agree is paradoxical. I propose a much simpler understanding of the transaction. Apollo
purchased the slave outright, under two requirements. First, he was to waive use for the period of
paramone, during which the god’s slave was required to ‘remain’ with and obey his former owner, for
as long as the latter should live. Second, upon completion of this service the slave was to be freed by his
owner, Apollo. Here, as with sales that did not require paramone, the sale itself did not effect
manumission; rather, the contract defined the future event that would trigger it. The god bought a slave;
the slave continued to serve its former master; after the former master died the god set the slave free.

Paramone was conducted in servitude.

** On exchange of nominative and accusative in this construction: Lejeune 1940: 13-38.

> 0dd though it may seem for a sale to impose on a purchaser seller-defined conditions of use, ancient endowments did
essentially this. In hundreds of cases, individuals or groups alienated money or land (generally through dedication/gift rather
than sale), often to a god, on condition that it be invested in specific ways and its returns spent on costs defined by the
founder. The mechanism thus allowed founders to control use of property after they ceased to own it; the Delphic
transactions achieved a similar end. On endowments see Laum 1914.



Grammar bears out this order. The sequence of formulaic clauses in the Delphic sales is subject
to considerable variation,** but verb tense is not, and appears to be a direct artefact of the contract rather
than a reflection of subsequent recording. The Delphic texts acknowledge sale with the aorist (&médoTo)
and receipt of payment with the present (&méxet). This was conventional.”> Conversion to freedom is
specified with a present imperative (éoTw), and where paramone was also stipulated the vast majority of
cases signaled so with an aorist imperative (TTapap(e)waTew, -&Twoav).”® What purpose did the aorist
serve? Well, a number of slaves were sold on condition that they be free “after they have remained” or,
in effect, “on condition of their having remained” (e.g. SGDI 11 1715.4-5): ¢’ dorte Aeubépous eluev
Kal | ave[pd&]mTous &md mav[Twv Tou Tav]Ta Biov, Tapaueivavtas dxpt ka §con Ayaur']OToap.27 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” (Tapapeivacav).” At Elateia, Agon and Timandros set

Laodike free (a@inTt) “after she has remained” (Trapau<e>ivacav) by Timandros so long as he lived;

** 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.” Deployment of clauses varies but is not, strictly speaking, random. Study of the precise order and combination
of clauses across the archive, and over time, would be a considerable undertaking, but likely valuable; so far as I know, none
exists.

* See e.g. P.Hib. I 84a.1-4: [BacikevovTos TTTolepaiolu €@’ iepéeos peveAdou ToU Adyou téd e L un | [vos Afo]u.
amédot[o] Empévns Abnvaios TiwokAel XaAkidel mu | [pdov &|pTdPas TpiakovTa, kal Ty Tiufv améxet Empévng
mal [p& TijuoxAéous Gua T ouvypaefiy;, also CPR XVIII 30.1-5; P.Cair.Zen. 111 59429.6-7.

26 . . .

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, drotive, which shows a more even
distribution between present and aorist. amoTteicatw/amoTicaTw returns c¢a.350 hits in PHI and amoTiveTw/amoTeveTw
ca.100.

*7 Others: Lerat, Locriens de 'Ouest 1 42 lin.4-8: Tapauewdtwoav 8¢ ZPBros kai [Ovacipopov Mevepdxwt] | Tov
ToU Lijv xpdvov mavTa, mololvTes T&[v TO EMTAcoouevoy auTols &] | vevkArTw<s>, kai TapapeivavTes kai
Tol[fjoavtes Mevepdxcol Tév 16 | ka]bfikov, éoTwoav éAelbepot, undevi un(div Tobrikovtes kat] | [&] undéva Tpdmov;
FD1I1.2 120.10-12 (inscribed at Delphi, transaction at Elateia; manumission, not sale, but using the same formula): aginTt
‘Aycov kal Tinav|8pos Aaodikav eAeubépav, Tapau<e>ivacav mapa Tinav|dpov &xpt ka Leon Tinavdpos; 111.4
502.A.b.4-7: ¢mi To[T]ode cdoTe ¢ | Aeubé[pav] elpev <kai> avé[pamto]v T[O]v &[Tm]avta xpd| [v]ov, [unbev]i unbev
m[oB]rikovc|a]v, Tapausi[v]acalv | - - JEA[ - - - TO]v Té&s [Cw]&[s] xpd[vov; I11.6 39.9-10: Soa 8¢ ka yev<v>Tj
>wOoTPATA £V TA Ta&S Tapapovds xpdve €o0Tw | oav éAevBepa Tapapeivavta fueiv (governing children born during
paramone, but using the same formula); I11.6 57.5-8: ¢mi Toio8e choTe EAeu[Bépav el]uev <kal> &vépaTmTov TOV dTavta
Xpovov, undevi | undév mobrikovcav, mapauei[v]aloalv [T&vt]a ToV TaS Cwds xpdvov, ur amoTtpéxovoalv] | pite
vukTods unTe apépas; 1.6 126.16-18: Tapapeivacav Acwvéata tov T&s | Leods xpdvov eluev Zaooiunv éAeubépav | kai
AVETTAPOV.

¥ SGDI 1 2084.2-10: T&8e diébeto | Nikcov Umtp AwpripaTos, cuveudokeoUoas Ta&s Buya|tépos KaAhiBoUAas. e
pév ka emiBicoon Nikeov tn | okt §j TAeiova, Tapapeivacav, ef Ti ka T&bn1 Nikcov, | éAeubépav eluev Acdpnua: ei 8¢ Ti
ka mpdtepov mabN[1] | Nikcov Tpd ToU T& dkTo €1 BieAbelv, kaTevéykat A | pnua KaAAiBoUAal Tol kaTaAemopévou
Xpovou év T[&] | dkTe €Tn Tou éviauTol éEk&oTou dpyupiou fuipvaiov, | oikéouoav EEw Kal KUpleouoav aUuTOCAUTAS.
The phrasing is choppy, but the impact of the aorist is clear.



the transaction was inscribed at Delphi too.*” Here, a participle, not an imperative. But this use, as we
shall see below, was widespread, the default syntax for stipulating paramone in
dedication/manumissions found throughout the region.’® Moreover, the two formulas co-occur at
Bouthrotos as well, with no indication of different meanings.’' I suggest that these two formulaic uses,
TOPAUEVETW. ..£0Tw EAeUBepos and eAeubBépous elpev... TapaueivavTas, were simply parallel
expressions of the same legal conditions. Both used the aorist in the sense that demanded full and prior
completion of one act, before progress to the next.”” First, let a slave serve and be done with it
(TapapewdTe, Tapaueivacav); then, let her commence being free (¢oTeo, elpev).™

Now, on one view, “The protection clauses,” i.e. the right of rescue seen above, “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.”**
But we have seen already that the “protection clauses” applied even in cases of sale without paramone;
this tells us that they did not cover those who were serving paramone, but rather those who were free,
whether they had been made so directly after sale or upon completion of paramone. As some sales
specify, the protection is to apply “if anyone lays hands on [him] with a view to enslavement, after the
time has elapsed,”35 that is, “after paramone,” or “whenever [the former owner] dies,” or “after [the
former owner] has died” (as with Sostrata above).*® Protection prior to that was extraordinary: one sale

requires seller and warrantors to warrant the purchase “if anyone lays hands on Epimeles with a view to

¥ FD 111.2 120.10-12: aoinTiAywv kai Tipav|3pos Aaodikav ¢Aeubépav, Tapau<e>ivacav mapa Tinav|Spov &xpt
ka Goon Tinavdpos.

30 Darmezin 1999.

3 E.g. LBouthrotos 95.1-3: &@inT [¢Ae]uBépav | kaTa TOV TV &Ték[vewov véuo]v kal dvat[ibn] Tt Tédr AckAamadt |
“I\apov, Tapapewdtw [3t "IAaplov Tapa MalTe]pco &s ka L1, 160.4-7: &oinTt | ¢Ae]ubépav ZTpaTtovika Evpo[ --- | -
- Jal.]Jv kaTta T[o]v Tédv aTé[kv]wv v[éuov, | Ta]papeivacav &g ka ZTpaTtovika {ddt.

32 See Rijksbaron 2006: 45-46.
3 On aspect in earlier Attic epigraphy see Lanérés 2000.

3% Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 266.

3 SGDI'TI 1916.10-12: [eli 8[¢] Tis ka &mTnTar Tewoiveos SieABSVTOS ToU xpdvou | i kaTadouAioudt, BéBaiov
TaAPeEXOVTL T BeddL TV covav & Te | a[modo]ué[va Alivriclov kai ol BePaioTiipes KaTd TOV vouov.

3 FDIIL3 313.11-13: & 8¢ TIS EPATITOITO TAOV TPOYEYPal | Ué[vew]v owudTwv HeT TO TS TTapauovas BéBatov
TaApPeXOVTW T Bedd Tav covav & Te amodopéva kai o | BeBlaicotrip; SGDI 11 1807.14-17: €l | 8¢ Tis ka &mTnTal
ToTioUs ¢mel ka [Te]Aeutdon | Pikcov, BERaiov Tapexétw 6 BePai[w]Trp T Be | &1 Tav covav kaTd ToV véuov, and
1748.9-10, 1836.9-10, 2034.13-14, 2229.11-12, 2247.6-7; SGDI 11 1767.20-22: €i 8¢ Tis | ka &wrnTal ¢ KaTaSoUAIoUG!
Agpodioi[as] | fj MvaooUs Te[Aleutacdoas MehiooiBos, Bé|Batov, and 1719.14, 1752.8, 1757.13-14, 1775.23-24,
1830.17-19; FD 111.3 22.12-14: &i 8¢ 15 | &mToiTo petd TO peTaAA&Eal ApxéAaov kai Avciov émi katadou|Aiouddt, and
5.15-16, 20.16-18, 32.12-13, SGDI 11 1703.9-10, 2107.11-12 (uet& 16 amlob]ave]iv Zw(ot]yév[n]), 2175.15-16.



enslavement, after Ageson has died, or even before” (1) kai 1Tpc’>Tepov).37 Protection offered “even
before” manumission was a rare, and optional, kindness, for those who remained were slaves. The
“paradox’ is a feature of modern interpretation, not of ancient practice.

Furthermore, texts frequently specify that the death of a former master triggered conversion to
freedom.”® Some spell out very clearly that the slave “entrusted the purchase to the god, on condition
that [he] be free whenever [his master] dies. But [he] shall remain with [his master], doing all that is
ordered.””’ First sale, then paramone, and finally manumission. Slaves who were sold on condition of
paramone did not ‘remain’ after manumission, but were promised manumission on condition that they
‘remain’ first. We can scarcely ask for a clearer expression of the order of things. Nevertheless, it is
suggested that although the slaves who were sold at Delphi on condition of 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 [hds doula].”

The first quotation translates /D I11.3 294.8-10, which states that “the aforementioned slaves ... are to
remain ..., slaving:” mapaugiv&[T]woav 8 ZTpaTtdywl T& TPOYEYPAUUEVA [COUATA]
Zoot[Upa, TTukiva, TTap] | Béva, Alovuoia, Nikias, ZcwkpdTns mévta Tov Xpdvov Ews k[a Cij
2TpaTtay]os SouA[eU] | ovTeg Kai TOI0TVTES TAY TO EMTACOOUEVOV dveyK}\ﬁng.4l The second is
FD 111.3 329.4-5, and requires that “Eisias is to remain ... doing all that is ordered, as a slave”:
TapauelvaTw ¢ Eioias [KAelopdv[tel Tdv | Ta 1OV 185 L]woas [xp]dvov av rolodoa Td
¢mTacoduevov mav s SoUAa. The phrase “molovoa ... cos SoUAa” (‘performing as a slave’) is

simply cognate with “Soul[eU] | ovTes kai TTolobvTtes” (“slaving and performing”).** Such phrases

3 SGDIT12036.1314: ¢ 8¢ Tis ka &mrnTar EmpeAéos émi kata[douAiopdi] | TeAeutdoavtos Ayricwvos fj kai
TPOTEPOV.

38 E.g. FD 1.3 45.16-18: i 8¢ | k&] T[] m&Bot Evppooiva, eEAeubépa é[oTw] | Alpplodeioia; I11.6 87.9; SGDI 11
1972.6-7, 2065.10, and many other examples.

39 SGDI 11 1884.6-9: kaBcos émioTevoe OpaikiBas T | [Bedd1] Tav wvav, ¢’ dite eAetbepos eluey eme[i k& T |
T&0n AJAéEwv. Tapauewdtw 8t Opaikidas mapd A | [Aéwva T]6 keAeudpevov Toiddv Tav. Same at SGDI 11 1729.7-8:
£@ @1Te ¢AeUBe | pov elvat kai avépamTov amd AV TWY, el k& T1 &N TTatpw(v].

40 Kamen 2013: 40.

* [ocbuaral is securely restored; Kamen notes a parallel at FD I11.3 337.2-3: mapauwdtwoav 8¢ autdl T&
mpoyleypauuéva oopata X[t | pixa, Z]iugopov, Tpupépa mavta ToOV Xpdvov E[ws] ka Lfj MevekpaTeia,
SouAevovTta kal ToloUvTa T[av T]O émTaccdusvo[v Tav T6 duvaTdv.

2 Also FD I11.2 129.7-8; 11.3 337.2-3; SGDI 11 2072.21-23; 2092.8-10. The assumption that the phrase cos Soua 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



cautioned that whatever promise of future manumission was written into the sale, for the slave,
paramone meant “slaving nevertheless” (8ouley | cov kaBcos kai ¢5).” The Greek speaks plainly of
slave labor, and not slave-like labor performed by slave-like freedpersons.** And even if one should
insist on a conditional force for cos, then the better interpretation would be that a slave who performed
paramone followed her old master’s orders “as if she were his slave.” For, paramone meant remaining
in service to a former master, not despite one’s new freedom, but despite one’s new owner.

A couple dozen sales specified that failure to remain could render the sale invalid and thereby
return the slave to its original owner.* It is never stated, however, that failure to remain should
invalidate the manumission. That omission would be perplexing if the sale itself changed the slave’s
legal status. But if manumission followed completion of service, then all is clear. For, so long as the
former owner lived,*® there was no manumission to invalidate.*’

Numerous other features of these sales confirm that paramone was conducted in servitude.
Among the 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

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.”

B SGDI 1 2160.5-7: Tapapewd | tew 8¢ NikaciBoulos Tapa Apxwva tn Tpia, Soulet| wv kabeos kai ¢hs; LST s.v.
s Aa.2.

* For similar precision in description of status, see FD II1.3 311.5-11: ¢mi ToToBe cdoTe Tapa[uévew T&
mpol]yeypauuéva copaTta [KpJwoli m&]v|ta Tov Tou Cijv alTtés xpdvov, TololvTa T EMTACoS[Uevoy T&v
ave] ykArTeos. i 8¢ Tis dmelbéor [Tddv] | Tpoyeypauuévwv, eEovaiav éxéTw Kpvaa emteiué[ovoa Téd]t ameibéovT
TPOTW @ [ka] B[éAN. ei] | 8¢ ka T1 w&O Kpveo TV kat’ dvbBpwmov, EoTwoav T& Mpoy[eyplauuéva copata
EAevBepa, [Sdvta €] |[kaoTov altddv ApioTwut TA uied Kpwols &pyuplou pwvas Tp(eis, k]ai dvépatta &mwd mavTeov
unOe [ vi unbev Tobrikovta katd undéva Tpdmov. el 8¢ Tis tpd[mToiTo] TV dmeAeubepiopévev cwpdTow | ém
kaTadouAloud, BEBaiov TapexETw TA Bedd T&v covaw.

3 E.g. SGDI'T 1721.6-7: &i 8¢ un mapapeival kaboas yéypamtal, dkupos kai &TeAns & | wva éoTew. A sale from
Naupaktos spells this out very clearly (/G IX.1%.3 638,12.9-13): rapauevéte ¢ GiASEE |vos Tapa Mikkicova, &s ka Li
Mikkicov, | TTOIGV TO TToTITaooduevoy: el 8¢ un Toé | ot, ATeANs & covd 0T i 8¢ Ti ka TAON | Mikkicov, TOka & vl
kupia €oTeo; also 638,7.7-11: Tapauevétw 8¢ Zwol.. mapa] | NikéotpaTov, &s ka £fj Nikéotpa[Tos, moiddv] | 16
ToTITacoouevoy: &l [3¢ Ti ka T&On] | NikdotpaTos, Téka & cova [kupia éoTew kai] | 6 BePaiwthp PePalovtw <Tdd>
Aok[Aamicat]. Such breach will have simply returned Philoxenos to his former owner, and since the god had brought no
money to the transaction, Mikkion (now owner once again) must have been entitled to keep the money. If Philoxenos
complied, then, when Mikkion died, the sale was to be immune to any such reversal.

* Or however the term of paramone was defined. Cf. e.g. SGDI 11 1978.6-8: rapa | uewdte 8¢ alakpicov Tapd
AyéoTpaTov ETea OKTCO TTOLE | IV TO TTOTITAOOOUEVOY AVeYKATTwS TO SuvaTdy.

7 Cf. Hopkins 1981: 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.”

* Paid: e.g. FD I11.3 272, 354, SGDI 11 2200. Not: e.g. FD I11.3 278, 302, 319.
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** Theophilos sold Niko “on condition that she be free”

from paramone “on condition that they 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: the sale deploys the phrase to indicate conversion to
semi-freedom, whereas the release from paramone uses the same words to denote acquisition of full
freedom. This would be bizarre, if it were true. Once Theophilos sold Niko he no longer possessed the
legal power to manumit; only her owner could do that. He did have an agreement with the god, under
which the slave was to be freed after service. Thus, in releasing Niko from paramone Theophilos was
not manumitting her, but triggering the condition on which seller and buyer had previously agreed:
manumission paramone. As at least one case specified, early release and release upon death of the
former master were functionally equivalent.”' Thus, a handful of early releases from paramone specify

52 :
% Moreover, one sale uses the same expression

that “from this time forward, [the person] shall be free.
to describe a slave’s transition to freedom after its master’s death, that is, after performance of
paramone, and not after initial conveyance.” The formula worked in both settings because it framed the
same legal requirement: upon completion of service the slave was to be freed.

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

Y E.g. FD 1113 272.2-6: &méAucev HpakAeid[as] | Maukia Té&s Tapapovas Swoiav kai Gi{Adp] | yupov,
a[mo]AalB]cov Tav Tapapovav &plyu] | piov uvals 8léka, ¢p’ e EAeUbepor elpe[v] | &TO TAVTWY TOV TAVTA Xpdvov,
I11.3 278, 302, 319. Or else it was simply said that they were to be free (e.g. FD I11.3 340.3-8): Me|vexp&tea MevekpaTeos
améAvoe Tas | mapapovas Tpugépav: kai éotw Tpupépa | &md ToUTou Tol xpodvou éAev| Bépa kal AvépamTos &Td
TAV | TV TOV TAVTA XPOvov.

S0 FD 1113 318.2-6: &médo| To Bedpidos Evapépou Tédt ATTdA At Té TTubicol e’ eAeuBepia oddua yuvaike(i]|ov &
Svopa Niked, Tipds dpyupiou pvév dekaTpiddv, kai Tav Tiudv éxel T&o|av], | kabdos émiotevoe Nikco T Becor Téw
Vav, £’ O1Te EAeubBépa<v> elpev kall] | dvépamTov &md TEvTwv TOV TavTa Biov; 7-8: mapauivatw 8¢ Nikco
Bceopidw TOV T&[s Lol | &s avtol xpdvov; 319.2-3: améAuoe Oedpihos Evauépov tas [ma] | papovés Nike, e’ e
gAeuBépav elpey &M TAV TV TOV TAVTA XPOVOov.

SUFD T3 313.9-11: & 8¢ 11 6¢hot Tév TPOYEYPAUMEVEOV OWHATWY TaxIov [&mo]AeAUcban T&s TTapapo | vas, 86Tw
T&s &dmoAUcios & ka SiaTeion Tapaxpiiua, kai Tas Tapapovds dmoAsAupévov EoTw, s i kal | peTd TOV BdvaTtov
amoAvolto Tas dedcokovoas T&v TaAPAUOVAVY.

*E.g. FD II1.3 340.5-9: kai £0Teo Tpupépa | &mod TouTou Tol xpdvou eAeu | Bépa kail GvépaTTos &To TAV | Teov TOV
TavTa Xpovov, kai unbe | vi unbév wobrikovoa; 111.3 341.5-6; 111.3 354.4; SGDI 11 2327.9-10.

> FD 1113 336.17-23: éme1 8¢ ka T1 | &vBpcomivoy Yyevn6ij mepi Mevekpd | Tetav, &mod [TouT]ou Tol xpdvou
¢A[ev] | Bepos EoTeo ZcoTupos kai unbe([vi] | unde gv Tobrikwv kal tEovoiav ¢[xé] | Tw ol & ka BEA kai dmoTpéxwv [&]
| ka BéAT.
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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
untouchable according as also [their mothers]” are,” or free “as has been written above,”° i.e.
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 (e.g. FD II1.3 280.7-9):%

> FD 1116 39.8-10: 8oa 8¢ ka YEV<V>T) Z0TPETA €V TE TES Tapapovds Xpdve E0Tw |oav éAelbepa
TapapelvavTa fUETy, EkTds v urj Tt B¢AcovTi ApioTicov | kai Eioias TeoAfjoat pods évBeiav. 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 (FD 3.6.39).” But the Greek is explicit that offspring were to be free “after they remained,” and so
slaves until then.

55 SGDI T 1798.15-20: Suoiws 8¢ kai el | ye[v]eav momoaito Aapapxis Oeudcpas Biov | oas kai pévovoa mapa
Bceudwpav, tAeubBépa éoT[w] | kai avépamTos & y[e]ved kaboos kai Aapapxis | &mo TavTwov TOU TévTa Riov, eiTe kai
gv yévorto au| T eite kai TAeiova mauddpia; 2136.11-16: i 8¢ pr) [UtnpeTtiit Appodisia, ku] | pia é0Tw Epundvdpa
¢[m]tin]éovoa Tpdmeor | 1 ka BEAT). €l B¢ yev[ek yévor]To Appodioias | UtnpeTeovoas Ag[po]Sioias Epupdvdpa, |
...... [¢Aev]Bepan EoT[wo]v kabos kai Appodi | aia.

56 S 3 . 7 r ’ \ g - . ’ 5 1 €
SGDI I 2225.31-33: &i 8¢ yévowTo yévear Zwidos, {coovTos TTiBoA&ov kai Hpaidos, | éAevbepat ¢dvtawv ai
Yéveal Kal QvEQamTol ATO TAVTWY TOV TAvTa Xpo | vov kabdas Emdvew yéypatTal.

T FD 1116 53.6-8: 847w 8¢ Ovacipopov {Alovus} | Evppocive, Té uigd autdv, Taidiov éTév Tpidv fj Sewdpia
EKaTOV, ETepov B¢ Taidiov év TG Tijs [TTap]apoviis Xxpdve. un 6éoTw auTi) Bpéypat ¢§ a<u>Tis kaTa undéva | TpdTOV.

*E.g. FD 1113 332.13-14: 86Tew 8¢ TpUpaa Stékty dpyupiou uvés Suo 1 évi| avciov Bpégos; 1.6 36.13; 38.9-11;
43.11-12.

59 . . - - . \ . . - s

FD 1I1.3 333.1-3: KAedpavtis Alvewovos | améAuoe Tas Tapapovds Eioidda tév | Slav Bpemtdv, kai dméxw T év
TG Tapapovd KaTayeypauévov xpfiua, | kal Tov yeyevnuévov v T& Tapauovd ¢§ autas viov NikéotpaTtov, dv kai
peTcovéuaoca Béoet KAedpavTiv, 8meos Ecovtan AedBepol.

5 For other examples see, e.g. F'D I11.3 296.7-13; 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: 280-81, 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 kabcos kai Seiva, and we can conclude
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¢1rel 8¢ k& T1 AvBpcdTvov yévntal Tept ABnvaida, éAeubépa ot Evape-
pis kai unBevi unbev obrikovoa. ei 8¢ Twva &y yova yevnbein ¢é§ Elauepios év T&
T&S TApapovds Xpdvw, EAeubepa 0T kal pnbevi unbev TobrikovTa.

Whenever something mortal happens to Athenais, Euameris shall be free and belong to no one; and if any offspring
should be born to Euameris in the time of her paramone, they shall be free and belong to no one.

This has suggested to some that all children born to mothers who were performing paramone were born
free.”' On this view “they shall be free” means “they shall be born free.” Now these texts are sometimes
loose and elliptical, as we shall see, but not one stipulates freedom upon birth. On the other hand, we
have seen already that several sales reveal that children born in paramone entered the world as slaves
and were to be freed on the same terms as their mothers. This, I urge, was the implicit condition of sales
that stipulated simply that children born in paramone were to be free. The default logic was that where a
slave was to be free upon the death of her former master (or whatever the specified trigger), any child
born to her in service was to be free at that time as well. This posits an ellipsis, it must be said, but one
for which explicit parallels are available, as we have seen. Similar ellipses are attested. 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

’% For a transaction that was conducted with such frequency and within such

condition that he be free.
well known parameters, some omissions were probably unproblematic. Thus, it was sometimes said that
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 that was the

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.”

1 Samuel 1965: 280-81.

2 FD 1113 439.6-7: €1 8¢ Tt Eyyov<ov> [yé]voiTo ék Ocogévas tv TE T&[s Tapauovds xpdve, EAeubepov €0Tw Kkai
unBevi unbtv mobii | 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: ei 8¢ Tva yévorto ék Poyelias Ték]va év T Tas Tapapovds xpév|w], EoTwoav
gAevBepa [kai] undevi undév [mo]Brikov | [T]a kaTd undéva tpdm|ov. ei 8¢ ka T1] yévnTtar mepi Nikcwova advbpomivov,
¢[oTtw] Popeia eEAeubépa kai unde| [vi] undév mobrj[kovoa katd undéva] Tpdmov, T& 8t ¢y Poweias [.....]Jvos Tékva
Ywoueva gv TQ | [Tas Tapap]ovds xpove |[—3'4—].[—4'5—]cxl OVOUATwWVY UTTapXSVTwV T[—S'g—]A [—5'6—] aTaTnva.

8 SGDITI 1721.

8 SGDIT12171.16-21 is important in this context: ei 8¢ T1 yévorto ¢y AlokAéas | Tékvov €v T T&S Tapapovas
Xpévool, el ka ptv B¢ | A dmotveian AtdkAea eEovaiav exéTeo, i 8¢ BéAot | Tpépew, E0Tw TO Tpepduevov ¢Aelbepov: el
Ka pr) | autd BEANL, TTewAfjoat B¢ TO yevnBév, un éxétw egovoiav | AidkAea undt &AAos unbeis (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). Permission to kill was not incompatible with
mother and child’s slave status. The fate of such children lay in the hands of their owner. Dioklea was also permitted to keep
and rear the child, as several other Delphic slaves were. Here, as in those other cases, I suggest that the child was “to be free”
on the same terms as its mother. But she could not sell unwanted offspring, which was unfree and unowned by her. The
injunction against sale by anyone else is curious. However it is to be explained, it could be written into the contract because
sale might otherwise be possible, and sale was possible because mother and child were slaves. Tucker 1982: 235-36

13



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

66 Nikomachos and

promptly after sale and her son “once [he] has remained for the specified time.
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” (otw, éoTwoav); all were sold “on condition of freedom” (¢ éAeubepia)
and “on condition that they be free” (¢p’ o Te éAeUBepol elpev), 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” (un Ta[papewdte Eltvouia, &AM €0t tAevblepos).”® 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 ‘remaining’ and ‘being unfree’ were as well.

Even after manumission, slaves were on occasion subject to various intrusions. Histio was

required to remain by her former 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,

suggested that the injunction against sale was meant to prevent Dioklea from acquiring sufficient funds with which to
purchase early release from paramone. But this assumes that a slave who had saved sufficient funds could compel a former
master to release him/her from service, which is not plausible. At [Dem] 59.30-32, Eukrates and Timanoridas were willing to
free their slave Neaira, but not to sell her to others.

6% Samuel 1965: 281-82: “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 manumissions 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. Those sales that do address such
children tend to stipulate that they are to be free, whereas those that do not needed no expressed provision, if my argument is
accepted, for it was well enough known that slave mothers produced slave offspring.

%6 SGDI TI 1984.6-8: TapapewdTew 5t NikéBouhos Tap ApiotéSapov Etea SUo peta | Tav TTacivou dpxdv: tmel 8¢
ka mapapeivy NikéBoulos TOy yeypaupévov | xpdvov, EAedBepos EoTew.

7 FD TIL6 6.
% FD111.3 413.10.
% See also FD I11.6 51.18-20: [e]i 8¢ Newouridns fj Avticov i Didcov ZeoTipas uetaA<A>adoas | Béholoav

¢AevBepot elpev kai pr) Tapa<uével> EvteAeia, 6 8¢Acov alu]tév &[moTeicdtw EvteAéa dpyupiou | pvas Tpsis.
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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

9571

become free.”’" In a most striking example, Epicharidas of Lilaia sold a slave named Asia “on condition

that she be free, provided that she live in Lilaia.”"*

Asia was to be manumitted directly after sale. The
record does not stipulate paramone. If anyone should lay hands 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 purchase shall be
invalid and incomplete. 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 her property shall

73 These women—and Asia most of all—were freed into a life with

belong to Epicharidas or his heirs.
constraints.”* But such invasive terms were extraordinary stipulations of particular manumissions, not
generic requirements imposed on all. They were not the norm. 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.” Histio, Meda, and Asia were to enjoy freedom that was less than

" SGDIT1 2085.2-5: TapapewdTo 3¢ loTico Tapd Pidwva uéxpt ka {eon Pilwv | Totovoa TaEv TO
TOTITacoOHeVOoY TO SuvaTtdy: et 8¢ ka ur) oifj EoTico i ur) mapapeivn, é€éotwo OiAcwvt 8 ka BEAN TToe<T>v. el 8¢ Ti ka
m&0n Pidcwv, EAeubépa Eotw | ToTic kai dvépamTos oloa &ATd TAVTWY, kKupleUouoa avuocwTas, kabcas émioTevos TAI
Becd1 TV covav. pn) eEéoTeo Bt EoTico dAhaxa kaToike<i>v, &AN" 1j ¢v Aehgoli]s. | oTepavoUTw 8¢ kaTa uijva
vouunviat kai £B8opa thv Oikwvos eikdva dagvivawt otepdveot TAekTéL. 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: 216-18.

" SGDITI 1708.12-22: Tpe| péTw 8¢ Mnda Zwoifiov Tov (Blov aTé | [pa kai Tau paTépa Zwoc Kal
gUoxnuo | nTETw, el ka &v dAikiav ENON, el xpeiav €| xoloav ZwoiPios 1) Zwod Tpoeds 1) eloxnuovi | opod, eite
BouAevovTes elev eiTe eEAelbepol | yeyovdTes: € 8¢ i) Tpégol 1) un evoxnuovitor Mrda | ZwoiPiov i Zwods xpeiav
gxovTas, tfovoia totw | ZwoPiwt kal Zwool koA&lew Mrdav &[] BéAow | Tpdmawl, kal &[AN]cot UTrep ZwoiPiov f
>0 8y ka ke| Aeun ZwoiPios fi Zwoc.

"> SGDI'II 1718.4-5: £’ A1Te EAeubépav | elpev oikéouoav [¢]v Atkaial {ai}.

P SGDI 1 1718.10-15: un) oiknodtw 8¢ Acia €€ | AAaias undt moAiTeuodTw &veu Tés Emixapida yvauas: ei 8¢
oikfjoal fj ToAirteYoaito, &x[uplos auTds | €0Tw & cova kal aTeArs. coaUtw]s 8¢ undt dmaAloTpiwodTw Acia [el] Ti
ka ¢mepydalnTat amd Emyxal pida 1 TéOV émvduwy avtol katd undéva Tpdtov: e 8¢ dmaAloTpiwoin {de} kab’ émoiov
TpdTOV, &KU | pos auTas & covd €0Tw, kabBaos kal émdvew yéypatTal. émel 8¢ ka TeAeutdon Acia, T& UTdpxov | Ta
auTés Tavta éoTewv Emyapida fj Tév émvduwy alTtod.

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: diaépev 8¢ pnot Xpuoimmos SolAov oikéTou ypdeaov v SeuTépa Tepi
Spovoias & TO Tous ameAeubBépous pév SovAous €11 elval, oikéTag 8¢ ToUs Wi THs KTHOEWS APEIUEVOUS. ‘O Yap oikéTns,
enot, 3oUASs 0TI KTT|OEL KATATETAYUEVOS.

3 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: [m]apau<e>wda[twoav 8¢ Avdpwov
kal Oed|moutos kal] Appo[dicia kali E[tn]ueplia] | mapa Alovusiav &xpt k[a Lcon Alovusial: | ToloUvtwv 8¢ T&v TO
moT[iItacoduevov] | aveykArTes Appodioia 8¢ [kai EUnuepial | kai &md Tol ocuatos kai &[AAwt dTvt TpdTal] |
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ideal but it was not less than full. Delphic law permitted a manumittor to impose harsh constraints on his
or her manumittee, but the vehicle for such was not paramone, which was performed in servitude. And
as far as the Delphic sales show, it was only a very small minority of manumissions that so severely
constrained freedmen. The limitations imposed on Asia were exceptional. And yet, even her case shows
that the freedman’s freedom was full: if the only barrier to her seeking citizenship was Epicharidas’
approval, then she cannot have been anything less than legally free.

Slaves who remained were 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 a former owner’s charges against unruly remainers were to be settled 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,

»76 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
exceptional, a rare gesture of kindness. The Delphic corpus does show a few others: punitive re-sale was
often barred;78 one sale allowed punishment with “harmless blows” (TTAayais dclvéOlg);79 a few slaves

were sold “for free” (8copedv);™ two former owners were permitted to punish a remaining slave “in

¢gpyaléotwv Alovusial. 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 (kv] | pia), 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:” 27-28: xu] | pia €0t Alovusia koA&Lou[oa; as in FD
1.2 242.9, 111.3 45.13-14 and many other cases.

SGDI 11 1689.7-9: &i 8¢ un moiéow Nikaia kailoBuds, ur | €0t BéRaios auTols & covd, &AA& dkupos E0Te. el B¢
Ti evkaAéol Zwoias Nikaia 1) 106U, émikpt| BévTeo év &uBpois Tpiots: & T1 8¢ ka oUTol KpivwvTl, KUplov €éoTw. 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 p.275-76. Hopkins 1981: 154: “This provision implicitly recognised a measure of equality between master
and freed slave.”

8 E.g. FD II1.3 27.16-18: ¢€ouciav &xé| T MiBpi8&Tns ¢mtiufv Maukiov TpdTreol i1 ka autds BEAN TTAGY pn |
meoAeiv; 111.3 32.8-9; 1.3 174.12-13, and many other examples.

7 SGDI'TI 2261.13-15: &i 8¢ ) 8éhot Tapa | peivar SkvAAa apa EUkAeiSav, kabdas yéypamTtal, kiplos 0T
Ev|kAeidas émTipécov ZkUAAaL kai paoTiywwy TAayais dowéols. 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¢ pr) Tapaueivy fi un mwoud, é§ovoia, éxétw Aywv kal | [Zcothav, Emt]inéovTes
Ay v kal Zeotha, kal poBilovTes, kai 8i1dévTtes T<p>dmwl <> ka | [BéAcovTi. Did this mean to allow/encourage verbal
threats and shackling, over blows?

%0E.g. FDIIL3 45.2-5: a[medoTo Euppooiva - - - || [..]JkAéos OnPaia, ouvevapeoTteovo|as kal Tas BuyaTépos(?) |
av]tés Evvoias, Tédr ATTéAAcovt Téot TTuBicw[i] | téav idiav Bpemrtav Appodeiciav Swpedv; 111.3 364.2-4: &mé[SoTo
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whatever manner s/he wishes, as a free woman” (cos éAeubépa).”’ But these exceptions stand in bleak
contrast to the hundreds of cases in which former owners were permitted to punish disobedient
remainers “however they wish,”** which sometimes explicitly included 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” (¢mTipéovTes cos SovAois).* To punish a person “however
one wishes” and “as a slave” are two expressions of the same power. Now, it is easy to credit that a
small minority of owners were willing to submit grievances against slaves, who had been promised
eventual manumission, to arbitration, just as an equally tiny minority was agreeable to other similarly
optional acts of human kindness. But the consensus interpretation posits a juridical paradox under which
hundreds of sales submitted free 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.
That paradox vanishes if at Delphi paramone was a condition to which slaves were liable and which
manumission did not precede but followed.

Whether a slave was required, upon completion of paramone, to visit the sanctuary of Apollo in
order to be manumitted, we do not know. For, as we have seen, manumission itself is not treated in the
Delphic texts. But at Delphi one could set a slave free (&pinTi) on condition of her having remained
(Tapapeivacav) for the duration of one’s life. In such cases the words spoken in the manumittor’s
lifetime and took effect thereafter. It is possible, therefore, that at Delphi the formal utterance could have
been performed either after completion of paramone—simply, a@inTi éAeuBépav—or promptly

following transaction of the sale, with some version of the formula aeinTi éAeubépav ...

TTaTtpogila - - -] | akéta Tédt ATTdAAww Tédt TTubicot 1 Aeu[Bepia kopdotov & dvoua] | AapooTpdtav dwpiéav.
Sometimes attributed to “affection,” e.g. Tucker 1982: 227.

8! The phrase is a striking outlier, appearing but twice: SGDI 11 1714.8-9: &i 8¢ ui) meilbapxéol Zwppdva, KUpios £0Tw
Apducwv em | Tipécov Zwepdva TpdTwi 6t BEAoL cos EAeubépa; 2269.15-17: &i 8¢ un | meilBapxoi KaAA, kupia é0Tw
TToAva ¢mTipéovoa KaAAol | Tpdreot of 6éAot cos eAeuBépar. Dareste, Haussoulier, and Reinach, IJG 11 p.275-76, took this
as indication that all who performed paramone were free.

82 ‘s \ , . , , Ny , , .
E.g. FD II1.3 320.11-13: €1 8¢ | ka ur| TOIECOVTL TO TTOTITACCOUEVOV, KUPLOL EOVTOV ETITIHEOV | TES TPATIWL COL KA
avtol BéAcovTL

% E.g. FDIIL.3 351.10-11: ¢é€ouciav éxéTw AokAnmco HaoTiyolUoa ZwTnpiv kai et | Tigéovoa autar; I11.2
223+4224.1.11; 1I1.3 174.11-13: ¢[Eovciav] | exéTwolalv émTipéovoal Ovacipdpwt TpdTw O[] ka 8¢[AcwovTl] | kai
paoTiyolU[oal kai Sidéovoar A& ) TewAéouoalt; II1.2 131.5-6: éEovoiav exéTw Eipdva ¢mTipnéovoa kai wopeloaoa
kai 8[18¢] |ouo[a TpdTw]i i ka 6éAn; also FD 111.4 486.B.4. In very few cases even punitive re-sale was permitted: FD
1.3 329.6-7: ¢Covoiav éxéTeo KAeduavTis émTeipéaov Tpdme & | ka 86AT kal wolpéwv kai 818¢[cov] kai mwAéwv; aso
I11.3 337.3-4. Money realized from such sale must have gone to the former owner: punishment resulted from failure on the
part of the god’s slave, whose use the former master enjoyed under agreement with the god.

¥ FDI11.6 51.10-11: ku<pi>a ot ZcoTiua | [k]al TToAuTipidas émTipnéovtes cos ovAois. The right to punish had to
be made explicit, since the slaves were the property of Apollo; 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.”
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Tapaueivacav. In case of the latter, perhaps the completion of service simply rendered those words
fully executed and no further action was required of the god or his agents. But whatever the procedure,
the sale itself did not make a slave free and paramone was carried out in a condition of legal servitude.

The consensus view of the Delphic mechanism posits (1) that the sale itself freed the slave
promptly upon execution, 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, and subsequently freed
them. 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 free; and not just free, but so free that anyone was to have authority to rescue them

without fear of legal action or penalty. That was as complete and final a protection of freedom as Greek
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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
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 the god.*’
At Naupaktos, when his former master died, Philetairos, who had been sold to Athena, was “to be

9288

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.
gally ysp y

IG VII 3314):

Apxedduwm apx, newds ‘OuoAwic mevrekaidekdtn, MnAis
DiAriuovos GuaTifnTi Tas F18ics SovAws ZTipov k1 Zwtn|pil-
Xav lapcas Tel Zep&m Tapapeivavtas auTi [&]veykAeiTeos &s k[a]
Coel, Tav avabeciv Toloupéva Sia Téd ouved[piw] kata ToOV véuov.

Zelnick-Abramovitz translates (90):

% Darmezin 1999.

% E.g. SGDI'T1 2049.6-8: ¢mei 8¢ k& T1 M&BcovTI Adava | kai AploToUaxos, ToU Beot £0Tw TETUPOS KUPIEUGY
auTooauToU, eAelbepos cov kal | avépaTTos TOV TAvTa Xpdvov, kabdos émioTeuoe T Beddl TV wvav.

% E.g. LBouthrotos 14.4-6: oi apewbévTes eAevbepol | kal dvaTeBévTes iepoi Tl | AokAamic; 18.2-3,21.1-2, 22.1-3;
LBouthrotos 35.2-4: &@ievti ¢éAeubépav | kai dvaTiBevTt iepav 61 | AokAamadl, and many other instances.

¥ IG1X.1%.3 683.11: lepds kal avép<a>T<T>0s Kai ¢Aeubepos 0T DiIAéTalpos.

% Ridle 1969: 82: “Tou Beo ist vollig gleichbedeutend mit éAeUbepos.” Cabanes 1998: 57 suggests that freedmen called
iepoi were probably under no special requirement to serve the god; that against Darmezin 1999: 325-31. 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 servants to the god; see Ricl 2001. For an elaborate classification of manumission, including distinction
between sacred and secular, see Calderini 1908: 94-95.
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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” or “on condition of their having remained”
(TapapeivavTas). 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. The dedication itself is in effect executory, pending fulfillment of the
condition of paramone. 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, sets free (&pinTi éAeuBépous) Xenon and Paramonon, his own
housebred slaves, after they have remained (TTapauceivavrtas) with Soteridas for the full duration of his

»?! Here too, dedication was not incompatible

life, and he dedicates them to the god Asklepios in Stira.
with liberty, but the very safeguard of it. And here too, manumission itself was executory, pending
fulfillment of service. 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 (&aoi|not

gAeUBepov), after he has remained (Tapapeivav|ta) by him so long as he lives, to depart (&miévat)

% See also e.g. IG VII 3323: Ayabo |kAfis Evdvdpou dvaTibnot Tous | idious SovAous Zcdoov kai | "Epu<w>va
iepoUs ToU Zepdmi|dos, Tapausivavtas &Gvev | kAT TwS EaTd Te kal Tij yu | vaiki pou BoukaTtia, thv dvéa| Beow
TroloUpevos 31 ToU | ouvedpiou kata Tov vé|pov; 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
(avTibertt) by master or mistress (or both) and becomes a iapds 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.

N IG 1X.139.2-4: >otnpidas Zévawvos AeApods apinTt eéAeubépous Zévwova kai TTapdpuo |vov Tous idious Bpemrtous,
Tapapeivavtas Zwnpida v Tov Tés Lw(&]s xpdvov, kai avaTib[nTi] | avTous T 6edd TS AookAamdd TE év
>Teipel. Also e.g. IG I1X.1 86.10, 126.3, 193.12.

2 Mantinea: IJG 11 40.11.6-11: TTtvAos TTo| celdimrmou Tov {Blov Bp | emTov AukoAéovta & |Tikev EAelbepov
Tapap | eivavta auté TOV TaS §| was xpdvov. Bouthrotos: E.g. 1. Bouthrotos 168.6-12: &gfike ¢Aeu | Bépas dvepdmTous
KaT& TOV | TAV &Tékveov vopov Aucco Avloavia Kotuhaia Appodioiav, Apt| oTovikav, AploToTdtpav,

Emkpd | [t]eialv, mapaue]ivacas &xpt oU ka {éor | Avoc. See also e.g. 1. Bouthrotos 30.45, 38.5,42.19, 47.14-15.
Kalymna: E.g. Tit.Cal. 154.1-3: a@eédn [¢A] | eubépa Nikopridea umd AlokAeds kai Oihaiwv|os, Tal | pauivaca AlokAi
uéxpt Coods evapéoTaws; Tit.Cal. 163.5,7, 164.5-6, 13, 166.4, 8, 199.6-7.
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from the land wherever he wishes, belonging to no one at all.”” Liberty, in these Lemnian
manumissions is framed as freedom “to depart,” in independence; 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.” Eutychos son of Kallikrates of Thespiai freed seven
slaves “after thay have remained” (Trapa[uel] |vavteot). Upon completion of Eutychos’ life and the
slaves’ service, Epitimos, Samichos, and Kallikrates (presumably relatives of Eutychos) were to
“proclaim over his grave that Eutychos sets free (apiévta) these slaves in accordance with the stele in

9994

the Asklepieion.””” The proclamation was, in a sense, like the reading of a will in which a testator
manumitted a slave,”> with the prostatai performing the manumittor’s words. Whether this was the case
in law, or whether “the stele in the Asklepieion” or prior formal utterance by Eutychos himself was held
to have effected the subsequent manumission, we do not know. But either way, one crucial fact is clear:
first service, then freedom.

We see the same in three sales from 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

99396 Two

having remained (Trapaueivacav) by Nikaretos and Oinanthe for the duration of their lives.
others indicate that slaves have been sold to Sarapis on condition of freedom (¢’ ¢éAeubepiq) and
stipulate that the slaves “will serve” their former owners (Trapuev<e>T) so long as the latter live, but are

to be free “from the perspective of everyone else” (Tois Aorois).”” A sale from Amphissa permits the

3 SEG L 829.1.1-7: Aapds Anun|tpiou AAinouoios &ei|not éAevBepov Tov tauTol | BpetTov Evpévny,
Tapaueivav | Ta tautddt €ws &v Ci, | dméval yijs oU & BoUAnTan unbév mpoorik |ovta. Without paramone, the
manumissions state (e.g. SEG L 829.11.1-6), KAedSauos ATToAAodw | pou AaumtpeUs &ein|ow eAeubepov TOV taT(ol)
oik|étnv Arfjv, dmeévan yijs of &v av|Tds BoUAntal unbevi unbiv | mpoorkovTa.

I Thespiai 214.3-25: Eltuxos KaAAikpdTteos | [apile<i>Ti eEAeubépaos Ayiav, Ova|ot] [uov, Alyleioimmov,
>¢Aeukov, EUpl€] | av, [BloukaTiav, Zupav: elpev 8¢ alu] | tois maveAeubepiav mapaluel] | vavTeot etvodws
ave<v>kAeito[is] | yevouévols Evtixor Geos [kla leoet]- | emi 8¢ Ti ka mabet EYtuxos, mapak[aT|a]Tibetal olta T&
oopaltal | tvavtia Téd AokAamcd apd | [E]mitipov Tapixw ki Zduxov | [k]1 KaAAikpdtns EmTin[w]: oUt[ws |
8]t mpooTaTeiuey auTddV K [¢m] | péAecBat [S]Treos BEBata ein auT[o] |Ts & eAeubepia kaba EUTuxos am| [€]Bet, év TOV
dmavta xpovov: émi | 8¢ ka TeAeutdoel EUtuxos atlo] |kapuEdTe e T pvdpatos | EmiTipos ki Zduixos kn
KaAAi|kpaTns eAevBepa [oUT]a T& o | [u]aTa apiévta EUtuxov k&t [T]|&v otdAav té&v év AokAam|iel] | ot. The
graveside proclamation was in some sense like the reading of a will. The slaves will have known throughout their service that
freedom would follow, once their owner had died. For performance of funerary ritual by freed slaves, see Darmezin 1999:
216-18; Parker 2002: 66-68, on Darmezin, Affranchissements 97.18-24.

%> See below on such wills in general and ZJG IT 40.1 in particular.

96 S 2 ’ o, EIY >, ’ v ’ ’ ’ \
1G IX.1 193.10-13: &1 ¢Aeubepiq, cdoT | e elval auTav eAeubépav kai &v | émagov Tapapeivacav NewkapéTte kal
Oi|vavbr Tov Tas Cwds xpdvov.

T IG 1X.1 192.9, 19-22: wmapuev<e>T 8¢ ‘Ovaoipdpov mavta Tov Ta&s Gwds xpd|vov Newkawéte Nekaétou kai
Avokpita Tiue |vos, Tois 8¢ Aormrois dmaow éAeubBépa €0t kai avé | magos. IG IX.1 194.10, 20-23: mapuev<e>i d¢
Nik&ow kai Ztopyn mav | ta Tov Ta&s fwas {A<vaoi>pop<ou>} Ovacipdpou xpdvov {Y} | Boulevovoal, Tols 8¢
Aotmrols EAevBepan €| o<Tecov>. Both date from the early second c. CE.
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former masters, who sold the slave to Asklepios “on condition that she remain” (cbote Tapa[ué] |vn) by
them, to punish her as they like, but then stipulates that “for all other people (TToTi 8¢ Tous AoiTous

"% These three sales are thought to show a kind of

TavTas) [she] is to be free and untouchable.
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” (TTapuev<e>T ... SouAevouoatr), leaving no doubt that these odd expressions might have meant
freedom from abuse by others but not juridical liberty.'” 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 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 acts seen at Delphi, but the slavery was no less complete for it.

Such 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

1% Regardless of the legal

used the aorist, indicating that manumission was to take place after paramone.
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 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

B 1G 1X.12.3 754.7-12: ¢mi Toiode Y ¢hoTe Tapalué] vy Zwtnpels NikaoimdAel kai Epuaic molovoa mav to
¢mTaocdue[vov]- | el 8¢ ur) oiéol, eEovoiav éxéTwoav EmTipéovTes TPOTG, G ka B¢[Acwov] | T1* ToTi 8¢ ToUs AoiTrous
TavTas £0Tw ZwTnpis EAeubépa kai dvémago(s] | ur éxovtos autav tousiav undevos &ye kata undéva Tpdmov
urjte [Ecov] | Teov NikaoimtdAios kai Eppaiou pite v amobavdvtowov.

% Krinzlein 2010: 127-29.

1% Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 243-44n127, suggests that in these cases Aoioi might refer to the former owners’

descendants or else indicate “in future.” All three are Roman imperial and later than the bulk of the sales and dedications
from the region, which may account in part for their atypical use of formula.

"1 The present is extremely rare: I Bouthrotos 14.26-27, 156.5. Cabanes, L ’Epire 74.5-8, is not an example of this use of

the present: a@ijke Peildéta “lveov[os] | KAedvopa éAevBepov kai pévolv] | Ta kai &moTpdxovTta émal K autd(s] |
mpoaipfital; Kleanor is free to “reside” and go wherever he wishes.
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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):

elvan 8¢ kal ApBpakida éAeubépav kai Solval auTi, dTtav i als ¢&k8obi, mevtakooias dpaxuss kai ThHv Taidioknv
fv &xet. ... TUxwva 8’ éAetbepov elval, STav i) Tais k8067, kal Pidcova kai OAUpTiov kal Td TTaidiov avtou. un
TeoAelv 8¢ TGOV Taidov undéva Tév eut Bepateudvtwy, dAA& xpiicBal auTols: dTav 8 év Akia yévwvTal,
gNeuBépous apeival kaT agiav.

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):

TToumUAe 8t kal Opémtn méAal éAeubBépols ovot kai 1uiv ToAANY Xpeiav Tapeoxnuévors, el TI TpdTepov Exouact
Tap’ NUV kal & TL avTtoi ékTrioavTo kal & viv Tap’ Immdpxou auTols cuvTéTaxa, dioxiAias Spaxuds, dopaidds
ofuat Belv auTols UTdpxev TalTa, kabamep kal auTds SieAéxdnv MeAdvTn kai TTaykpéovTt TAeovdkis kal TavTa
pot ouykaTeTiBevto. 8i8com 8’ avutols kal ZcpatdAnv [kai] v Taidioknv. [55] TV 8¢ Taidwv MéAwva utv kal
Tinwva kai TTappévovTta 181 eAeubBépous &pinu: Mavijv 8¢ kai KaAAiav Tapausivavtas €Tn TETTapa év TE KW
Kal CUVEPYOOAUEVOUS KAl QVANAPTITOUS YEVOUEVOUS apinut éAeuBépous.

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 pair of 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 (8n), two others only “after
having served” (TTapaueivavtas). 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):
a@inu 8" ¢Aevbepov kai iy Tot Mikpou unTépa kai Norjuova kai Aiwva kai @éwva kai Eugpavopa kai Epusiav.
kal AydBova Svo £t apaueivavta apeiobal éAevBepov: kai Tous popeapdpous WeeAicwova kai TTooelddviov
TETTOPA ETN TAPAHEVAVTAS.

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.

12 Demosthenes called Milyas, whom Demosthenes’ father had freed from his deathbed, “6 &meAeuBepos & Huétepos”
(Dem. 27.19), which need indicate only ongoing employment and does not equate such with semi-slavery.
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It is suggested that some of the philosopher’s slaves “are freed but are required to ‘remain’

95103

(parameinanta) in some capacity for fixed lengths of time.” ™ But, here again, the Greek denotes the

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
service after manumission, but manumission “after service” (Tapapsivavta, Tapaueivavrtas). 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):
AnunTpico ptv EAeubBépep TaAat SvTt dpinu T& AUTpa kai Sideopt TévTe Vs Kal ipdTIov Kai XITdva, iva ToAA&

TETTOVNKCIS HET épou Biov evoxriuova éxn. Kpiteovt 88 XaAkndoviw, kai ToUTe Té& AUTpa deinut kai 8idcoput
TETTAPOS 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 lytra 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

d 95104

services expire But as we just saw, this very will establishes that freedom was granted after

paramone. In fact, the will merely states that they owed Lykon money. The Roberts were right, I

105

suggest, when they observed that the /ytra probably referred to ransom. " It is a truism that “[i]f an

Athenian paid the ransom for a fellow citizen who had been captured in war and the latter did not repay

»106 R ansom, then, meant freedom with an

him the ransomed man became the slave of his ransomer.
obligation to pay and default meant enslavement for debt.'’” But against the notion that failure to repay
led to an exception to Solon’s ban on debt-slavery, Harris argues, “[i]f someone paid ransom for [a]
captive, he had two options: either he could release him for free or he could insist that the captive pay

him back. If the latter, the former captive remained a slave in the ownership of the man who paid

13 Kamen 2013: 38.
104 7 eInick-Abramovitz 2005: 210.
195 Bull.épigr. [1946] 87.

1% Harrison 1998: 165. See also e.g. MacDowell 1978: 79-80: “A man who had been captured in war and then ransomed
was required to repay the amount of the ransom to his ransomer, and if he did not he became the ransomer’s slave.” See
[Dem.] 53.11: oi véuot keAevouotv Tol Aucapévou ék TGV TToAepicov elval TV Aubévta, eav ur amodide Té& Autpa.

17 See e.g. Bielman 1994: 316-17: ransom entailed legal freedom for the captive, under terms agreed with the ransomer;
these terms established a time period within which the debt was to be repaid and during which the ransomed individual’s
legal freedom was intact; but if the ransomed captive failed to pay on time, the ransomer was entitled to seize him and reduce
him to slavery.
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ransom until the ransom was pai To this I would I add that there must have been another option.

Athenian law cannot have compelled a purchaser—every ransomer was one—to keep a ransomed
individual enslaved pending repayment or else manumit without prospect of same. It was the owner’s
call. He must have been able to purchase a captive, manumit him, and then require payment with or
without threat of re-enslavement. This is what Lykon did with Demetrios and Kriton, that is, until he
waived the debt in his will, stipulating that if he should die before repayment, the debts would be
forgiven. But no one was to be half-free or any such thing.

An inscription from Mantinea tells that Pitylos son of Poseidippos freed a slave and her child in
his will. “Such wills,” it is suggested, “were, in fact, delayed manumissions; they protracted slavery in

99109

spite of the declaration of freedom.” ™ But this conflates the act of writing with the fact of execution.

The legal state of slavery ended with a slave’s death or manumission, but such wills framed upon
drafting, and later effected upon execution, an end to slaves’ servitude. Prior to execution there was no

legal “declaration of freedom.” So, in his will, Dion stipulated (P.Petr. I’ 3.19-23):

MeAawida 8¢

20 [kal TOV Uidv] auTis AupcOviov TOV EE Eépol yeyevnuévov, oUs éyco EE[€0]pe-

[ya, apinu éA]euBépous, au Lot Tapapeiva[o]v Ewos &v Eyca §& Urikoo[t 8]v-

[Tes. apinui 8'] alTols T& Tpogela kai éoTwoav eAelbepol kaba kai £§ s

[ unoejvi t€éoTw emAaBéobar autdv Tap(eupléoer undlepici].
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.

1% Harris 2006: 263, in an argument that distinguishes debt-slavery, which Solon banned, from debt-bondage, which he

did not. The papyri, largely Roman imperial, preserve transactions in which a free person received prepayment for services to
be rendered and then subordinated himself to the creditor in a form of debt-bondage. See Adams 1964; Samuel 1965: 297-
306, including analogous contracted forms of subordination; also CPR XVIII 18 (III BCE), which deploys similar formulary
in order to define the terms of a loan with paramone. Harpocration and Menander might have called this “working off a
debt:” Harpocration s.v. &mepyao&uevos: avTi Tod amodous ek TGV épywv Qv eipydoaTo loaios év TG mpds
AToAANSBwpov; Men. Heros 18-36, 36: 16 xpéos amepyalduevos; Harris 2006: 256-58. Such bondage was, in a way,
similar to servitude. But to contract paramone in Egypt was not to forfeit one’s legal status as a free person; it was to bind
oneself temporarily to another, which was neither illegal nor slavery. Such service contracts were, legally, altogether different
from manumissions with paramone.

19 Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 75. The document in question is not a will, but a public, and perhaps civic, proclamation

that upon the reading of Pitylos’ will three times (it was found that) he freed two slaves (ZJG 11 40.1): émi iepéos TSI |
TTocdavos ATr| oAAcoviou, Bex| Tiipos 8¢ Mdépkou | ToU TiTou, éTous ¢|Rdduov kal Tecapa |kooTol, Siabrikns
av|ayvwaobeions ¥’ (C IG V.2 274 : om. Syll.3 1209) unv|os Tpitou Tplakddi TTit|YAos TTooeidiTou a¢ij | ke Tav idiav
Bepdmranv | av eAeubépav Zapoo | kai T €€ tatds maidiov | Ovnoipdpov undevi un | 3tv mpoorikovtes. Thus, this
document is parallel in time and voice to the second one on the stone, which records slaves who had been “proclaimed free”
in the previous year. There was only one; the same Pitylos freed him pending performance of paramone (IJG 11 40.11): émi
ieptos T TTood | avi Mopyimmou T | €kTov kai Tecoepakos | TOV ETos iepaTedoav | Tog oi amokapuxBévTes | EAevbepor
TTtvAos TTo | oeldimrmou Tov iBlov Bp |emTov AukoAéovta &@|Tikev éAeUBepov Tapau | sivavTa altd TOv Tas §| wds
Xpdvov. Both cases report prior utterance of the formula &ginui éAevBepov (Tapapeivavta); hence, the aorist a@ijkev.
Sections of wills were sometimes inscribed: Jones 2004.

" p Petr. I* 3 p.107: “The doubtful reading wviis depends on the formula of these sacral manumissions. ... The term
covn), which is perfectly suited to the Delphic inscriptions, is certainly problematic in a will from Egypt.”
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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

. 111
of view.”

But it is the modern interpretation that is incorrect; the legal form was sound, as was
Clarysse’s sense that something was not quite right. Mother and son were to continue to serve as slaves
until the death of 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 compelled nevertheless to serve like a slave. While
Pompylos, Threpte, and Demetrios, all freed in their former owners’ lifetime, may have been obliged
‘not to depart’ from Theophrastus and Lykon, the freedmen produced by these wills were simply aliens,
possibly metics if they stayed. Prior to manumission, they were slaves and subject to paramone, as 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 relation to their manumittor.”''?

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,

95115

“paramoné-like legal obligations certainly” "~ existed there earlier, reducing manumitted individuals to a

state of half-slavery; that this explains the legal situation of the only two fourth-century manumissions

" P Petr. 12 3 p.104.
"2 Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 244.
' The system seems to have collapsed by the last quarter of the third century BC: Whitehead 1977: 63n28.

"4 On the capacity of freedman who had been manumitted by non-citizens to choose their own prostatai see Sosin 2015:
##-##, and further below.

15 Kamen 2013: 38n28.
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that we know in any detail from Athenian sources; that both of these were cognate “secular fictive

99116

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

17
eleutheriai).”

The cases are well known. An Athenian named Epikrates, as he himself tells it, 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 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]):

TéAog 8" olv, fva ur| pakpoAoyd, uetatmeuyapév(n] yap ue mdAw Yotepov eimev, 611t ToAAous Adyous avaiwoaca
TS TOV ABrvoyévnu ndAis ein oupmemeik|[u]ia attov dmoAdoai yot Tév te Midav kali T]oUs viels aupoTépous
TETTAPAKOVTA UVEIV, Kai ekéAeué pe TN TaxioTnv mopilew 16 dpyvpio[v], mpiv peTaddEal Tt ABrvoyivel.

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;

‘kad vV’ @ ‘TauTns éveka 1180 ool évdeifoual, doa ot ayalBa] Tomow. ou uE[v yap]® éen ‘[TO] apyuplov T
eAeubepia kataBale[i]s To[T MiSo]u kal T&GV Taidwv: ¢y 8¢ oot amodd|o]oual auTous wvijt kai Tpaoe[l], fva
Tp&TOV MEv undeis [o]e [Elvox[A]T] [un]dE Siabeip[n] Tov T[alida, E[te[l]T” atToi un) ¢y xepddot T[o]vnpe[U]ecbat
undev Bix TOV PSR [ov]. TO B¢ péytoTov: viv pev &v 8dEetav B’ Eut yeyovévar EAedBepol Eav Bt TTPIGUEVOS OU Vil
kal Tp&oel e16° Yotepov, 8Te &v oot Bokiil, Agrils auTous éAeubépous, SimAaciav E§ouaiv ool Ty xapiv.

“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’

120

eleutheriai or any such thing. *" In fact, it is explicitly contrasted with sale. This was to be payment of

1% Kamen 2014.
"7 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).”

"% On de facto slave families in the Delphic sales see Tucker 1982: 228-30.

19 On the slaves’ debts, see Cohen 2013 and Dimopoulou-Piliouni 2013.

120 Cf. Kamen 2014: 284: “On mp&os ¢ ¢Aeubepia, see ... Zelnick-Abramovitz (2005) 81-2, 96, 218 (she calls it
Tpdois i AUoel, ‘sale for the purpose of release,” but since this phrase is not found in any securely identified manumissions,
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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."!

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 him? 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.** And a freedman metic was also required to

abide by his former owner or else face legal action:'*’

Harp. s.v. &mooTaciou: 8ikn Tis éo0Ti kaTd TV deAeubepcobévTov Bedopévn Tols dmeAeubepcdoactv, éav
APIoTAOVTAl Te AT aUTAV 1) ETEPOV EMYPEAPLVTAL TPOOTETNY, Kal & KeAeUoustv of véuol pr| oL ow. Kal Tous pév
aASvtas Bel BovAous elval, Tous 8¢ vikrjoavtas TeAéws 1181 EAeubépous. ToAAdkis 8’ 0Tl TTapd Tols PriTopot, Tapd
TS Aucia v TG Tpds Aplotddnuov kai Y repeidn v T kaTéd Anuntpias dmootaciov.

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 finally free thenceforth. Occurs often in the orators, in Lysias in the speech against
Aristodemos and in Hyperides in the speech against Demetrias for apostasiou.

I prefer to use the better-attested phrase mp&ots ém" eéAeubepia).” Reference to such is not rare, e.g. Rédle 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, using émpiaTo instead of &médoTto (SGDI 11 2116.4-5): ¢mwpiato & ATdAAwv 6 TTUblos Tapa
>woBiou Augioctos e eAeubepial | od[ual yuvaikeiov & Svopa Nikaia 6 yévos Peopaiav, Tinds apyupiou.

121 On the case in general and its relation to Athenian contract law, see Phillips 2009.

122 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. petoikiov: 611 8¢
kali ol SoTAol &eebévTes UTTO TGV BeoTTOTAY ETEAOUY TO peTolkiov &AAOL Te TAV KwHIKEY SednAdkaot kal
AptoTtopévns. See Whitehead 1977: 16-17.

124 > ’ ’ \ ~ . \ I ’ ¢~ \ o ¢ ~
Harp. S.V. ATTPOOCTAOIOoV: ETBOS BIKT]S KATA TWV TTPOOTATNV UT VEUOVTWYV HETOIKWYV" TYPELITO Yy AP EKAOTOS EAUTCI

TAV TMOAITGV TIvd TPOoTNOSUEVOY TEPl TTEVTV TGV idiov kai T kowdv. Y mepeidns év TG kat Aplotaydpas
ampooTaciou B’. Suda s.v. amooTaciou: ampooTaciou 8¢ TGV HETOIKWV EKAOTOS TPOCTATNY EXOUCL KATA VOUOV Eva
TV ACTAV, Kal 81" auTtol T Te peTolkiov TiBeTal kaTd #Tos kal T& EAAa SioikeiTal. dTav olv Tis Sokdv elval péTolkos
TPOOT&TNY ury éX 1 1) 3G TO HeTolkiov 1} &oTOS elval ACKN TapeYyeyPauuévos eis Thv ToArteiav, 6 BouAduevos
Biknv eiocdyel Tpds auTOHV, fiTis AdyeTan dmpooTaciov; Suda s.v. dmpootaciou: el8ds 0Tl Bikns KATA TGOV Ui veudvTwov
TPOOTATEIV EVOIKOV. Kai Y&p EKkaoTOs aUTAV HpvelTS (sic) Tva TAV TOAITV TOV TPOCTNOSUEVOV QUTE TEPL TTAVTWV
TAV i8icov kai TV kowdv. Also Harp. s.v. Siapaptupia kai Siapaptupeiv; Suda s.v. améoTtaocts. The sources are a bit of
a mess, but Meyer 2010: 43-47 is clear. See also Sosin 2015: ##-##.

125 Kamen 2013: 39, notes that Harpokration 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 and
Harpokration does not speak of “conditionally freed slaves.”
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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,

»126 Byt this mangles the Greek, and even if it did not,

already being free men, become so completely.
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,”
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 a manumittor to find some other

eligible candidate for prostates.">® Thus, if Athenogenes had accepted the initial offer, the three new

12 Finley 1981: 141.

127 Harp. s.v. ampooTtaociou (quoted above); also s.v. TpooTATNs: of TV HeTOIkWY ABrvnol TPoeoTNKATES

TPooT&Tal EKaAoUvTo® Avaykaiov y&p Ry EKkaoTOoV TGV HeToikwV TOAITHY Twvd ABnvaiov véel TpooT&TNVv.

128 Meyer 2010: 24-25n59.

121t is sometimes thought that the freedman’s liability to the three-obol payment to the telones differentiated him from

other metics; Harp. s.v. uetdikiov: Mévavdpos 8’ év AvaTiBepévn kai év AidUnais pods Tals I dpaxuals kai TpicoPoAdv
@not Toutous TeAelv, {ows T Tehcovn. Pollux and Hesychius, however, thought that payment of the metoikion included the
additional three-obol fee. Pollux 3.55: pétoikos 6 T peToikiov ouvteAéov: ToUto 8 flv I’ TS dnuoocice Spaxuai kal T¢
ypauuaTel TpicdPolov. Hesychius s.v. petoikiov: TéAos oUTws ekaAeito, & éTiBecav [év] Ti ToOAel, dpaxudas Scddeka: TG
3¢ TeAcovn TpicoPoAov. The fee’s nature, purpose, and timing are a mystery; it could have been a one-time fee, its payment
offering no ongoing indication of a person’s former legal state. Dimopoulou-Piliouni 2008: 35 concludes “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. See Sosin 2015.

10 Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 253-54 suggests that at Athens a metic manumittor may have been required to transfer the

right to another citizen. Harrison 1998: I 185n3, wisely: “It is a plausible guess, though no more, that in such cases [sc. where
a manumittor was a metic] the Tpootdatns of the manumittor became mpooTtdTtns of the freedman as well.”
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metics would likely 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

132 1 egally, they

the rest; he would see that the newly minted metics enrolled him as their prostates.
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, 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):'%

Y1repeidng 8 6 priTwp &k Ths TaTtpwas oikias ToOV uidv admoBaicov MNavkirov Muppivnv Thv ToAuteAeotdTny
eTaipav GvéhaPe, kal Tadtnv pev év &oTel elxev, ¢v TTeipaiel 8¢ Aplotayodpav, ®ilav 8 év EAeuoiv, fiv ToAA&V
VNOoduEVOS XpNUATwY elxev éAeubepcdoas, YoTepov Bt kai oikoupdv auThv émoijoaTto

The orator Hypereides, having expelled his son Glaukippos from his ancestral home, took 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.

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

134

proposed to do. ™" But here again the Greek tells a different order of events: first he bought her, then he

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

132 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[als eGv abTdd kal ur) cveloBat, tut 8 ouk e6éAelv, aAA& BovAeoBal mavTas mpiacbar). 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
uév Midav Tév ToA........... Eat, dv &keov enoiv a[mo]AToat, ToUTt[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]): €| me]uté pot Aéyovta, &1 oUk [&v ou]vein ulo, | &
un AJUucopat attold Tov Talté|pa kai Tov [&|SeA]dv. But not much is clear here. The papyrus reads |veiqu[; moreover,
traces better suit AJUoopat than cov]éduar; we expect dmoAucopat rather than Avcopal, but in that case &i ur| would not fit.
Space might accommodate ei &mroAUcopal, 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 reconstructed.

133 Similarly, [Plut.] X Orat. 849d: ¢yéveto Bt kal Tpds T& dppodioia kaTtaeprs, cos kBaAeiv utv TOV uidy
gloayayeiv 8¢ Muppivn Thv moAuTteAeoTdTny éTaipav, év TTeipaiel 8 éxewv Aplotayopav, év EAeucivi 8 év Tols idiols
ktrinaoct Oihav trv OnPaiav, eikoot pvddv AuTpeocduevos.

13 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 (Autpwoduevos) (Plut. Mor. 849D).”
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freed her, and then he started keeping her (covnodpevos ... elxev éAeubepcdoas). 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

135 . . .
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 account told 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 mp&ois ém’

135 > ’ ’ \ ~ . \ . ’ ¢~ \ s ¢ ~
Harp. S.V. ATPOOCTAOIOV: ET&OS BlKT]S KATA TWV TTPOOTATNV UT] VEHOVTWYV HETOIKWV" )PELITO Y AP EKAOTOS EAUTC

TAV TMOAITGV TIvd TPOoTNOSUEVOY TEpl TTEVTV TV idiov kai T Kowdv. Y mepeidns év TG kat Aplotaydpas
ampooTaciou B’. 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? Was he keeping her in Peiraieus before the suit, under a
contract? If so, as a free woman or a slave? We know little, but we can infer that Hyperides had experience with a range of
mechanisms by which a free male acquired the sexual services of both free and slave, and knew how to sue for both
apostasiou and aprostasiou.

13 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.

57 [Dem.] 59.30-32, quote at 31-32: kaTabetvar auTtis TG Te Eukpdrel kai T¢d Tipavopida chote eheubépav elval.

Kamen 2014: 293 translates “so that she would be free.” But cdoe, like £mi 16, stipulated a condition. Neaira was not
voicing an actual result! The same use appears Delphic sales: e.g. F'D I11.3 16.4-5: kabcos SiemioTeuce ZcdoTPaATOS TN
ATOAA VL T&Y covdv, | cdoTe ¢Aelbepov eluev kai Gvépamtov Tov mévta Biov; 111.3 30.3-4.

138 . s O v~ .
[Dem.] 59.32: xataTifnow auThs Tas eikoot pwas T Evkpdtel kai T6 Tipavopida e’ eAeubepia kai ép” & ¢v

KopivBeo ur) épy&lecdar.

" The very common English phrase, notwithstanding, Greeks, as a rule, did not speak of “buying freedom.” Freedom

was granted, protected, conferred, etc. but not bought and sold. Apollodoros uses technical language to describe their
purchase of Neaira in the first place: [Dem] 59.29: kaTtaTiBéaciv avTiis Tiunv Tpidkovta pvds Tou ocuaTtos Ti Nikapétny,
kai covolvTal alThv Tap’ avTiis vopw TéAews kabdmag autdov oUuAnv elval. 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): &AN’ 118écos &v aUTols ein EAaTTOV Te TépyUptov kopioaohal Tap’ avTijs fj kaTébeoav, kai
aUuThY TadTtnv 6pav Tt dyabodv éxovoav. agiéval olv auTij Epacav eis eAeubepiav xiAias Spaxuds, mevtakooiag
gk&Tepos: Tas 8 elkoot pvds ekéAeuov auTnv éEeupoloav auTols dmodotval. They would be happy to “receive” from her
less money than they “paid;” they bid her “render.”
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¢AeuBepia than we can call it a mpaois émi T v KopivBe un épydleobar. 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 yet
scholars believe that they were. Whatever the terms of their agreement and whatever the parties may
have called it, Neaira left Corinth 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 between them. 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, indeed, any other obligation.'*’

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

99143

after her manumission, presumably because she still owed him money,” ™ an assumption for which

Apollodoros provides no support.'** Moreover, “all or most manumission agreements included the

140 [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.”

el Phrynion’s seizure seems to imply confidence that no record could be found of her having registered him previously

as her prostates or having paid the metic tax. He may have counted on such documentation being unavailable for consultation
(cf. Dem. 25.57) or known that she had omitted these steps; the latter would have been the case if Neaira (a) had been a slave

and so unrequired, (b) had been in Athens too briefly to be required to register, or (c) had violated the requirement to register

as a metic. If the last, we can see why Phrynion might have been happy to settle out of court.

142 7 elnick-Abramovitz 2005: 244,

' 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.”

a4 Kapparis 1999: 231-32: “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.”
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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

143 In other words, the 800 or so inscribed Delphic slave sales that do not stipulate

formal contract.
paramone did require it, but implictly, extra-contractually; 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 most”
manumissions. This would be alarming if true.'*® She is thought, in other words, not yet to have been
“completely free” (TeAéwas eéAeubépous), to borrow a formulation from Harpokration (s.v. &mootaciou

'“7 But the clear implication of the phrase there is that a freedman who was acquitted on such

above).
charges could not be made to face the same at a future date; the acquittal estopped any future claim on
the freedmen’s person. The Delphic conventions of compulsory warranting of a slave’s sale to the god,
along with the universal right of rescue, achieved the same effect with different words.'*® Emancipation,
I urge, was in this case to be “final,” in much the same way that Demosthenes insists that written
contracts could be.'*” Anyway, the private arbitrators who settled Neaira’s and Phrynion’s dispute,
which did not go to court, do not appear to have thought that Neaira was half-free; they ruled that she

139 1f Neaira had accompanied Phrynion under legal compulsion, or

was “free and her own mistress.
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 at

Athens she will have been required to register a prostates, and Phrynion would have been an obvious

145 7 elnick-Abramovitz 2005: 223.

14¢ Recall SGDI 11 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.

"7 For translation of TeAécos éAeuBépous as “completely free” see e.g.: Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005: 248, 274; Kamen

2013: 39.

148 And perhaps in one case, at nearby Amphissa, with similar words (/G IX.1%.3 756.12-17): &i 8¢ T1 m&8/[o1
Ev] |BouAidas fj Nika | ocd, éAeubé[pla | [EoTw TeAe]icos kai avé[patT]o[s | unde]vi mobrikovoa kata undé| [val Tpdmov.

' Dem. 37.27: oa utv yap aupioPnTroiud ¢0Ti Tév oupBoAaicov, kpicews Seitat, & &vdpes SikaoTai T& 8¢ Tap’

AUPOTEPLV OuoAoynbévTa TGV cuvTiBepévaov, kal Tepi AV ouyypagai KelvTal vauTikai, TEAog Exelw &TavTeg
vouiCouo, kai xpficBatl mpoortikel Tois yeypaupévors (Points of symbolaia that are disputed require judgement, gentlemen
of the jury. But points of contracts that are agreed by both parties, and concerning which nautical syngraphai have been
deposited, everyone considers to be final, and it is appropriate to use the written instruments).

150 [Dem.] 59.46: v ptv &vbpcotrov éAeubBépav elval kai abThv auTiis kupiav.
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candidate for the 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 non-citizens. If they
remained, as Epikrates had in mind, then, as metics, they would have been required to register a
prostates, most likely Epikrates himself. 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 free, seems to have motivated him to purchase the
slaves outright."”' Neaira was not sold to Phrynion, 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 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

»152 hor did. She left. Neither Neiaira’s manumission nor

“had to remain with Phrynion and serve him
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 paramone or any
other word(s).

The “secular fictive sale” or “sale for the purpose of freedom” called “prasis ep’ eleutheriai”

does not appear to have existed. But an inscription from Beroia records a transaction that seems to be

cognate with Neaira’s manumssion and that proposed by Epikrates.'> Three slaves “paid” their owner

" See Epikrates’ claim against Athenogenes (Hyp. 3.7 [col.iii]): fjv 8¢ & &vSpes Sikao[T]ai cos Eor[k]ev evTaiba 1
emPBouArn kai TO TAGoua T[] uéya. i pév yalp] e’ éAeubepicn kataBaA[A]ot aiTtddv TO &pyUpiov, TouTo udvov
at[d]AAuov 8 Boinv auTddl, &[AN'] oudtv Sewodv Emacyov: el 8t Tplaiunv w]vijt kal Tpdoel, dSporoyrioas auTéd T
Xpta avadéEaobal, cos oUbevds &Eia Svta, 1] TO ury w[poledéva, emagev [u]or EueAAev YoTepov Tous xp[no]Tas kai
ToUs TANPWTAS TGV Epdvcov, tv dSpoloyiat AaPcv émep ¢moinoev. (There, gentlemen of the jury, it seems, was the plot
and the great con. For if I 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 on me, seizing me in [the?] agreement [or perhaps: interpreting the agreement thus]. Which is precisely
what he did.).

152 7 eInick-Abramovitz 2005: 244,

133 I Beroia 45, not cited as a parallel by Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005 or Kamen 2014,
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“on condition of freedom” (kaTéBaAov e ¢Aeubepiat), a phrase that bears close likeness to those seen
in the two Athenian cases."”* It was “to be possible for them, after remaining by Attinas for as long as
Attinas lives, and doing whatever Attinas commands, when Attinas dies, to depart wherever they
wish.”"* Once freed, they were to to enjoy freedom from seizure; neither manumittors nor their relatives
were permitted to “lead” the former slaves “into slavery” (und¢ &yew eis Sou|Aeiav); should anyone try,
the slaves were to remain free and the violator to be fined."*® But if, during paramone, the slaves should
not do as ordered, their “freedom,” which was at that point only in prospect, was to be invalid."”’ The
legal action is unambiguously neither sale with paramone (&médoTto £’ cd1Te eAeubépous elpev ...
TapapelvdTwoav 8¢), nor dedication (dvaTifnTi SoUAws ... TapaueivavTas), nor even, by itself,
manumission with the same (&inTi éAeuBépous ... TapaueivavTas). 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. 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 slaves are to be permitted, “after they have remained”
(Tapaueivaciv), doing Attinas’s 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 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.

* Hyp. 3.5 [col.ii]: [T0] apyuprov e’ EAeubepia kataBale[T]s; [Dem.] 59.32: kaTaTibnow avTtis Tas eikoot pvas TE

EvxpdéTe kai 1éd Tipavopida ¢’ éAeubepia kai ¢’ & év KopivBaw ur) épy&leabar.

155 . . o At s L g .
1L Beroia 45.11-14: mapaueivaow 8¢ avutois mapa | AtTival €wos &v AtTivas Cijt kai mooUotw & Tt &v AT| Tivag

mpooT&oor, Tabdv<tos> 8¢ ATTiva tEéoTw dmiévar | 0¥ &v BovAwvTal The dative Tapaueivacv avtols is limited by
¢€éoTw, such that the second 8¢ (TabBdv<Tos> 8¢ AtTiva), itself preceded by error, appears to be erroneous.

156 I Beroia 45.14-21: un e€éoTw 8¢ AAkéTar unde Tt AN | kéTa yuvaiki undt Téov AAkéTa ¢y ydvwv undt Aapé|Ta

Epayecbal ToUTwv undt TGOV yuvaikédv undé | Tév madicov undt AcmalaTios, unde &yew eis Sou | Aeiav, unde Tédov
UTrapxovTawv autols maperécbon unde[v] | mlalpeupéoer undepidt unde &AAcot Utep ToUTwv: € 8¢ urj, | ¢AevBepol Te
goTwoav kai 6 &ywv eis SouAeiav dmoTIvéTw | kab’ ékaoctov. Here éoTtwoav effectively means “remain.” Compare e.g.
FDTIL2 121.6-8: €l 8[¢] | Tis ¢pdmrrorto Hpaitdos émi katadouAioud, BEBaiov TapexETed T Beddt Tav covav & Te
amodduevos Evayopidas kai 6 BePaicotnp TTpd[Ee] | vos: el 8¢ ur) Tapéxotev TEd Beddt BEPaiov T covav, TPAKTIHOL
€6V T KaTd TOV vduov Tas TodAews kai Hpatis éAeubépa éotea. Once Herais was freed she enjoyed protections; if seller
and warrantor should fail to do their part in such, they were to be fined and she was to “remain free.”

157 . , e g , -
1. Beroia 45.24-27: €i 8¢ un) mapapéve | o1 unde moiddow 4 Tt &v ATTivas mpooTtdoor Kai auTtol Kai ai | yuvaikes

kai T& maudia, €wos &v AtTtivas L, T i) mololvTt | &kupos €otw 1) EAeubepia ad.

35



Paramone, such as we find at Delphi and elsewhere, was simply 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 of a manumission itself. 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 “paramoné-like” 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

95158

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 law imposed a formal disability as a direct and automatic
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):

TV pév &vbpcotrov Aeubépav elval kai aUthy auTiis kupiav, & 8’ EEfABev Exouoa Néapa Tapd Opuviwvos xwpis
inaTicov kai xpuciwv kai Bepataivéddv, & auTi T avBp e fyopdobn, amodolivatl Ppuvicovt Tévta: cuveival &
EKaTEéPw MUépav TTap’ fuépav: v 8¢ kai &AAws Tws dAAAous meibcoot, TalTa kUpla elvar Ta 8 émThdeia Ti
avBpoTed TOV ExovTa el Tapéxe, kai ¢k Tol Aoimol xpdvou pilous elval &AAAols Kal ur HUNOIKaKETv.

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
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):

s & amnAAayuévol floav, oi TapdvTeS EKaTEPE £ TR SiaiTn kal Tols Tpd&yuaoctv, oiov ofuat PiAel yiyveobat
¢k&oToTe, GAAwS Te kai Tepl ETaipas olorns auTols Tis diapopds, ¢l SelTTvov foav cos EKATEPOV aUTAV, STOTE Kai
Néaipav €xolev, kal auTni ouvedeiTvel kai cuvETvey cos ETaipa ovoa.

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

158 Harrison 1998: T 185.

159 [Dem.] 59.45: AaxovTos Toivuv auTdd Tol Ppuvicovos diknv, 8Tt autol deeideto Néapav Tautnvi eis
gNeuBepiav, kal 811, & eEfABeY Exovoa ap’ auToU avTn, UTedéEaTo.
' Harrison 1998: 1 178-80.
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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 issued by a panel of arbitrators, and not a jury. A jury of Athenian males
might have wished to attend parties with 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 between two men, neither of whom owned her, underscores the grotesque reach of Athenian
misogyny and the social disability suffered by women.'®' But it says nothing about formal judicial
recognition of half-freedom or that such was the natural legal 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 under the charge, the verdict of a random selection of unknown peer jurors 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.'®>

1! The arbitrators appear to have referred to her as 1 &vBpcomos ([Dem] 59.45-46, quoted above), not a neutral or warm

expression: Sosin 1997: 75-77.

12 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 frame 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 that reality was much simpler than the elaborate
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Paramone at Kalymna

Several dozen records of manumission survive from Kalymna, all from the first half of the first century
after Christ. These were not the legal instruments of manumission themselves, but records of them. In a
dozen or so cases slaves were freed without paramone. Some were freed on the condition that they rear
one or more children for their manumittors.'®> Some were simply set free, one on condition that she be

164 .
Most were freed “in

her manumittor’s freedwoman alone, another that he be no one’s freedman.
accordance with the freedmen laws” (&meAeubepcoTikol vépor), and one was explicitly released from the
“freedmen conventions” (ameAeuBepoTika Sikaia), which may have included some or all of the
practices and regulations laid out therein.'® 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 to have been meant to short-circuit a convention under which
freedmen owed obligations to their manumittors’s heirs, or even beyond.

Stipulation of paramone at Kalymna generally followed two distinct formulas. In more than a
dozen cases slaves were freed roughly as follows (e.g. Tit.Cal. 154.1-3): &@ébn [¢A] |eubépa Nikouridea
UTd AtokAeds kai Orhaicov[os, Ta] | pauivaca.'® We have seen this construction already, in the
active: X a@inTi/agriikev Y éAevBepov mmapapeivavta: X frees/d Y on condition of Y’s having
remained. In some of these cases, a freed slave was, upon the manumittor’s death, to be “no one’s

freedman.”'®” Paramone could be accompanied by an obligation to rear one or more children for

manumittor(s) or designee(s).'®® Slaves who did not remain could be required to pay reparations

charade of fictive litigation that scholars have conjured. She argues that the 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.

1 Tit.Cal. 158. 12-14: ¢9" & Bpéyr alTij Bp[¢] | ua &poev Sietés | kai Tapadcon, 160, 165, 176b (or else pay

reparation).
164 Simply free: Tit.Cal. 203.2-4: [&@ébn eAevBlepos Nikias Umo | [ - - - Jas kai Aapaivé|[Tou Téov HplakAitou;
manumittor’s freedwoman: 170.2-4: Mnvédotos Aopaléous fiAeubépcooey v | idiav duuav Zwoiun, ¢’ GOTe éoTat

[&re] | AeuBépa aUToU {Tou} pudvou; no one’s freedman: 205.1-4: agiaov Oeudwpis, DiAdotpa | Tos, TTpaliTéAns,
Xapuoveika, DIAS | oTpaTtos ve(cdTepos) Adpav éAelbepov kai | pundevds drmeAeUBepov.

1% In accordance with the freedman laws: Tit.Cal. 167.1-3: Zcomupos | MAAicwovos HAeuBépwaoey TV (81ov Bpetrtdv
EGoBov kaTd | ToUs ameleubepeoTikous vopous, 169, 176b, 181, 189, 190, 196b; released from the same: 201.

1 Tit.Cal. 152, 153, 154, 156, 157, 159, 161, 163, 164, 166, 178, 187, 199, 200.

"7 Tit.Cal. 156.5-6, 157, 164, 187a.

18 Tit Cal. 156.2-4, 161, 163, 166, 187, 199, 200.
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(avagopd).'” Some two dozen manumissions stipulated paramone with a different formula. Here, a

master “freed” (most often HAeuBépoev)'

a slave “on condition that she would remain” (¢’ cTe
Tapapevel) with her manumittor or designee for the duration of their lives,'”" also, often with the
requirement to rear one or more children,'’* and with the same array of conditions found with the other
formula.'” So, two formulas for the same procedure.'”* In one case, the condition under which freedom
was to be granted was expressed as looking back from the moment of execution (TTapaueivavTa); in the
other, it looked forward from the moment of initial utterance (TTapauevei). In either case, though, a
condition was a condition. Manumission would not take effect until it was met.

Another feature of the Kalymnian manumissions illustrates this well. As mentioned, some slaves
were freed on the condition that they rear one or more children for their manumittors: so, Tryphera “sets
free (&pinot éAeu|Bépav) her slave Hygia...on condition that she will rear (¢’ ¢ 6péyn) for her a two-

year old male thremma, and hand it over.”'”

Hygia was to remain a slave until she handed her
biological child over to her owners. Only then, when the condition was met, would her manumission
take effect. Hygia was not subject to paramone, but to an equally compelling requirement, which she
would fulfill as a slave. In numerous other manumissions paramone and the requirement to produce
offspring co-occur. Elpis was freed by Meniske, Nikophilos, Diokleia, and Apellas, on the twin

conditions of having remained (TTapaueivaca) for their lifetimes and that she will rear and remand a

thremma (Bpéwe 8¢ kai Bpéupa) to Meniske and Apellas, once she reached the age of 14.'7° If Meniske

169 E.g. Tit.Cal. 152, 153.8-10: ¢&v] 8¢ pr) mapapivy, | 8cdolel] utv dvagopav | dn(vépia) <s>. It is not stated whether
this payment was a straightforward fine or a commutation of servitude.

170 Sometimes ¢moinoe eEAevBepav: 155, 191, 207; or &pinot éAeubépav: Tit.Cal. 193, 194

17 E.g. Tit.Cal. 172: émi po(vépyxou) KAwdiavol, | unvds Alceiou y* Ot | 086tn Avtidoxou 1| Aeubépwoev v i8i| av

Bpem v Anue, | ¢’ OTe Tapapuevel | Tois Bpéyactv ToOV Tés | Cwods xpdvov: petd | 8¢ ToV BavaTov av| Tiis oudevods
gotal | ameleubépa; 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.

"2 Tit.Cal. 155.4-5: ¢¢" & Bpéwel mauddpiov Bietés &p| [pev Dik]eivear, 171, 174, 175, 176a, 179, 183, 184, 188, 191,
194, 197.

'3 No one’s freedwoman: Tit.Cal. 172.8-1 1, 176a, 192a; freedman of manumittor’s children alone: 7it.Cal. 171.13-14,

177. Release from :freedmen procedures™: Tit.Cal. 184.9-11, 206(?).

7% We might expect the two formulas, “a@ébn X umd Y™ and “Y fAeubépeoev X,” to have been interchangeable. But

while we find “a@ébn X Umd Y mapaueivas” and “Y fAeubépuooev X @’ HOTe mapauevel,” the elements of these
expressions are almost never mixed. Thus, “a@édn X Umod Y £’ e mapauevel” appears once (7it.Cal. 195.1-4), and “Y
nAeubépcooev X mapapeivavta” is unattested. I do not know what accounts for the parallel formulations.

175 Tit. Cal. 158: aginot éhev|Bépav Tpupé|pa Nekoudxou | Tav BovAav | autds Yyiav umd | 'av AAliov kata

Tav | Tas Tous vépous, | £’ & Bpéyr auTi Bp[é] | na &poev BieTes | kai Tapadaol, kal | T&AAa TapéEeTal ka | T& ToUs
Ta&s &meAev | Bep {1} cdoecos VOOV,

Y76 Tit.Cal. 166.a.1-6: Toid¢ &| pédnoav tAevBeporr EAis Umd Meviokns | kai Nikogidou kai AtokAei{et} as kai

ATmel | A&, Tapapeivaca auTols uéxpt feoids | Bpéwer Bt kai Bpéupa Meviokn kai AmeAAé&n | yevopévn év nAikia éTcdv 13.
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and Apellas were to receive the child in their lifetimes, then Elpis was still in service, still a slave.
Dioklea freed Aphrodiseia(?) on the dual conditions of service (TTapapiva | oa) so long as Dioklea lived
and production of two children in Dioklea’s lifetime (Ccoons | z’euoﬁ).177 While Dioklea lived,
Aphrodiseia was a slave, and her children were too. Here we find the aorist participle and ¢’ ¢ +
indicative, side by side, semantic and functional equivalents. While paramone was usually, though not
always, limited by the lifetime of the manumittor, the requirement to supply children could extend
beyond. So, Epicharis freed (nAeubBépwoev) Isidotos on a string of conditions (¢’ coTe): that he will
remain (Tapa | uevel) by her and her husband for the rest of their lives; that, after their deaths, he will
father (Bpéwyer) two male thremmatia, one for each of Epicharis’ daughters; that, in the third year after
Epicharis’ death, he will tend (kaptrcooet) the graves of two other children, who had passed away; that
Diodotos will be (éotat) the freedman of Epicharis’ daughters alone, but that he will pay a fine

178 1n other words, for Diodotos, paramone would be complete

([8]cdoer) if he should fail to remain.
upon the death of his owners, but he would not be free until he had given the children to Epicharis’
daughters; thereupon he would become so, a freedman to them alone. First paramone as a slave, then, in
some cases, child-rearing as a slave, and freedom only upon completion of all terms.

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
the freedmen laws” was to require both, whether the document of record stated as much or not.'”
Isidotos’ case alone suggests that practice was more complicated. Other factors do as well. There is no
reason to think that paramone was the default condition of all manumissions at Kalymna; it certainly
was not at Delphi, where we know most, or indeed anywhere else. At Kalymna, manumissions that

require rearing of children usually stipulate paramone too,'*® but not always, as we have seen; and

manumissions that require paramone do not always require child rearing. The two requirements could

"7 Tit.Cal. 157.2-10: &@ébn ¢| {o} Aeubépa AppoBieia Utd Al|okAéas Tas Gihivou Tapapiva|oa {v} abTi uéxpt

Coods, £p° & | Bpéyt BpéuaTta SUo Lcoons | enol: ueta 8¢ Thv ueTaA | Aayriv pou undevds 0| otw ameAeubépa pnde
Bpe | péTao undevi.

'8 Tit.Cal. 171.1-9: Eri | xapis ZeotAou AAeubépeocey ToV i81| ov Bpemrtov ToidoTov €@’ ©Te Tapa | Uevel auTij Kal T

avdpi auThis Nekn | podpeo TOV Té&s eods xpdv(ov): ueTa 8¢ Thv | TeAeuThv auTV Bpéyel Tols Tékvols | auTiis Awp&di
kai ‘Ovnoiun éxdoTtwl | BpepudTiov &ppev, fj Scoel avalpopav) | dnv(dpia) v: kapTreoel B¢ kai TOTs kKaTol | Xouévols
Tékvols poU Nelkned | po kal Zcoyével peta TOV BAvaTdy | pou y Tol éviauTtoU, cas &v dUvnTar | éotal 8¢ dmeAelbepos
Adpa kai Ovnot |uns ubvewv: &v 8¢ ur Tapapeilvy], | [8]doe T&s nuépas éxdotals - - - |.

' Tit.Cal. p.169-80; 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. 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.

OE g Tit.Cal. 155,171, 175, 176, 183, 184, 188, 191, 194, 197.
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be imposed together or separately. Moreover, at least one manumission requires child rearing in addition

to “the other things in accordance with the laws on apeleutherosis™®'

(and it does not stipulate
paramone at all). This suggests that child rearing was not among the default obligations that
freedpersons owed their manumittors. Most, importantly, 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 to his manumittor.'®> What we encounter at
Kalymna, then, is a much richer menu of obligations than Segré posited. The “freedmen laws,” whatever
they were, appear to have imposed on freedmen certain restrictions, which might or might not be
waived. Some manumissions were to be executed only on completion of paramone, others on the
production and delivery of children, others when both conditions had been met. Nevertheless, as
complicated as the procedure at Kalymna could be, on the fundamental sequence of events it was
consistent with practice elsewhere: first paramone, then freedom.

A single clause in a single manumission, however, could appear to run contrary to that pattern.
Phileinos “made Tyche free, on condition that she will rear a two-year old male slave for Phileinos and
will remain by Phileinos, son of Theuphilos, and Kallistrate, daughter of Theuphamos, son of Piston,
who raised her, on condition that she will remain ... and not displease them, and that she will do all that
is commanded, as many things as she used to do as a slave (Toirjoel 8¢ TavTa T& TPOOTACOOUEVQ,

& | oa kai SouAevouoa ¢moier), till the end of their lives.”'™

This seems to suggest that she used to be a
slave and now, during the term of her paramone, was not. But the meaning of this phrase is not obvious,
and in the translation above I have omitted kai, which must go either with SouAevouoa or with émoiel. If
we take kai with émoiel then the clause seems to state that Tyche “will do as many things as she also
used to do, when she was a slave.” In other words, what she did when she was a slave she will continue

to do now, when she is free. If this interpretation is right then some manumissions from Kalymna appear

to have broken with the tradition that we see everywhere else and subjected freedmen to paramone; they

81 Tt Cal. 158, quoted above.

182 Tt Cal. 168.2-4: nAeuBépcooev Tadiov Ayafdmoda dmoAeAupévov A | Tév amel[e]ubBepcoTikéov Sikaicov:

Tapauevel 8¢ T puoel un | Tpl AKTij TOV Tas Lwds auTiis xpdvov, 1 dmodcoel auTh dnv(dpia) T. It stretches 8¢, 1 think,
to understand, “released from the apeleutherotika dikaia, except that he will remain by his birth mother.”

' Tit.Cal. 155.2-11: ®keivos | Oeugilou émoin {1} oe Tuxnv EAeudt | pav, 9’ & Bpéwel Taid&piov Sietis &p | [pev

DA Jeiveor, kai Tapapevel PiAeiveot | [Oe]ugilou kai it Bpewdont KaAAiotpdtm | T&[1 Oleupdauou Tol TTioTwvos, é¢’
o1 mapa | peve[T klal . . un {1} axapoTri{i}o<e>1 avtols | woroel 8¢ MAvTa T& TpooTacodpeva, & |oa kai Soulevouoa
gmoliel &xpt Loods av | TV.
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would in this regard be partly compatible with scholarly consensus, in a way that few if any
manumissions were. But if kai goes with SouAevouoa, as position might suggest, then Tyche “will do
as many things as she used to do, when she was also a slave.” That is, what she used to do she will
continue to do, a slave then as now. Perhaps inelegant, but this must be right, for the requirement to “do
all that is commanded” is one the terms of Tyche’s manumission: émoin {1} oe ... éAeubé|pav, €p’ @
Bpéwel..., Kal TTapaUeVED ..., @’ 6Ol TTapa | peve[T Klal . . un {1} axapioThi{i}o<e>1 auTols: | Toirfoel d¢
TavTa Ta TpooTacooueva. She was to be free on condition that she rear a child and remain and not
displease and do as ordered; she met these conditions as a slave, including the performance of
everything that she had been accustomed to do previously, when she was also a slave. When all terms
were satisfied, she would be free. Under this interpretation, the clause sounds a note of caution that we
heard at Delphi, where one sale stressed that a slave was to perform paramone, “slaving nevertheless”
(SouAev | cov kabcos kai ¢ds); this and similar phrases emphasized that the promise of future freedom did

not alter a slave’s current legal status.'®

This phrase at Kalymna, I urge, stressed the very same. Tyche
performed paramone in servitude.

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 we scarcely know what these laws meant
at Kalymna. Anyway, in no case at Kalymna is a freedman’s liberty treated as conditional in the sense of
revocable: there is no hint of a threat of re-enslavement. And in no case is it treated as partial: not one of
the texts from Kalymna permits corporal punishment befitting a slave—we see only monetary fines. In
these ways, conventions at Kalymna may seem rather more liberal than what we find elsewhere. On the
other hand, manumittors there seem to have been more ambitious when it came to tying manumission to
a wider menu of conditions (perhaps a late evolution); whether the “freedmen laws” imposed constraints
beyond Delphic or Athenian conventions, we don’t know. In one crucial dimension, however, the
manumissions at Kalymna are in harmony with practice 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. Nothing in the manumissions or in what little we can surmise of the “freedmen laws” alters the

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

18 SGDI 11 2160.6-7; similar: FD 111.2 129.7-8; 111.3 294.8-10, 329.4-5, 337.2-3; SGDI 11 2072.21-23, 2092.8-10.
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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. At Delphi and elsewhere, those who were freed on
condition of paramone performed it in full legal servitude, as Bloch and some of the earliest students of
the Delphic sales suspected. 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. The archive
of manumission records from Kalymna attests to a complicated range of practices, none of which treats
liberty as conditional or halved. Thus, over the rich and diverse landscape of manumission practice one
fact looms: the sources show no indication that Greek polities recognized a legal state of half-freedom,

half-slavery, or any such hyphenated oddity.
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