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INTRODUCTION

ot dvBporot émbvpodot uev éAedBepot eivar udiiota
névtov, kol eoct v élevBepioy péyiotov TtV dyor-
Odv .. .10 é\ebBepov ... 10 undevoc LmAkoov, AL
TPATTEY AnmADG TG SoKODVTOL E0VT.

Men desire, more than anything else, to be free,
and they say that freedom is the greatest bless-
ing . . . Being free (means) not being subject to any-

one, but simply to do whatever one wishes.
(Dio Chrysostom, 14.1, 4)

‘av Geedd,” pnoiv, ‘edbic naco edpota, 008evdg émic-
Tpégouat, Too Og ioog kol Suotog AaAd, mopedopot
dnov B8\ . .

If T am set free’, he says, ‘immediately everything
will be well; T shall be at no one’s beck and call,
I shall talk as an equal and of the same standing

as everyone else, I shall go where I wish ...’
(Epictetus, 4.1.34)

The words quoted above do not represent Dio Chrysostom’s or
Epictetus” views; they are cited by these philosophers as reflecting
the common concept of freedom. According to this concept, free-
dom means that one is subject to no other person and is of equal
standing; it follows that slavery is subjection, inequality, and the
inability of realising one’s free will. These two opposing situations,
the complete independence and the complete dependence, mark the
extremes of the social scale. Seen in these terms and according to
the common view cited by Epictetus, manumission from slavery is
the transfer of a person from one extreme to the other, from the
state of total subjection to the state of being completely unrestrained.
Manumission, therefore, signifies both social dichotomy and social
mobility. Yet Epictetus later refutes this view by emphasizing the
dependent position of freed slaves who must rely on others for their
survival.

The study of manumission and of the status of freed slaves is thus
of great importance to the understanding of concepts of freedom
and slavery and to the knowledge of social distinctions in the Greek



2 INTRODUCTION

world. It also entails interesting and intricate questions relating to
the legal, social, and religious spheres of life in the Greek poleis.
Although they seem self-explanatory, some of these questions are not
easy to answer. The most important of these, which is in the heart
of the present study, is whether freed slaves in the Greek world were
really free. The apparent and simple answer is in the affirmative,
since they were obviously slaves no longer. Greek language does
indeed differentiate between slaves and freed slaves, and the extant
evidence implies that manumitted slaves comprised a distinct status.
Nonetheless, the status of manumitted slaves in the Greek world is
not fully elucidated. This state of affairs derives from two inter-
related reasons. The first concerns the nature of the extant evidence,
the other stems from the relatively neglect of the subject in modern
studies. The evidence concerning manumitted slaves is ample. Various
literary sources refer to manumitted slaves and to modes of manu-
mission. And yet, this evidence is scattered, ambiguous, and—above
all—random. No ancient treatise on manumission has survived, if
ever such a work had been indeed written. What the literary sources
tell us about manumission is gleaned from brief allusions or from
fictitious descriptions. These sources, unfortunately, seldom use accu-
rate legal definitions and terms. Moreover, the literary sources are
mainly Attic, or dealing with classical Athens, and hence might bend
the discussion towards the ever-existent danger of focusing on Athens
and the classical period.

The epigraphic evidence is also abundant; numerous inscriptions
recording manumission have been discovered. These constitute a vital
source of information on various modes and procedures of manu-
mission, on the status of manumitted slaves, and on the terminol-
ogy used to describe manumission and freed persons. Moreover, they
are usually formulated in a precise language and hence reflect legal
and social concepts. This evidence too, however, has its deficiencies.
It is scanty in Athens and comes mostly from other regions of the
Greek world. While the bulk of the inscriptions date from the
Hellenistic and Roman periods, very few belong to the classical period
and none to the archaic times. Many of the inscriptions that were
found are broken and mutilated, hence important information which
they contain is often partial, illegible, or irrecoverable. The language
of the inscriptions does not simplify things. Although usually precise,
it is often concise and enigmatic. Misspellings, odd grammatical con-
structions, dialectical varieties, and words whose exact meaning is
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ambiguous only add to the difficulties. The greatest problem, how-
ever, 1s that the evidence provided by these inscriptions is confined
to the place and the time in which they were engraved. The man-
umission inscriptions from Delphi, for instance, form our largest cor-
pus of manumission documents. They span three centuries, from the
beginning of the second century B.C. to the late first century A.D.
But the abundant information they hold relates almost exclusively to
Delphi at that time. It is only by comparing this evidence with that
accumulated from other places that we can judge whether it is rep-
resentative of Greek manumission.

The issue of manumission in the Greek world, as noted above,
has been relatively neglected in modern scholarship. I do not mean
to say that manumission has not been the subject of modern research;
on the contrary, many studies explore various aspects of this phe-
nomenon, thus adding a valuable contribution to our understanding
of the subject. But, whereas the amount of studies on the origins
and nature of slavery and on the status of slaves in the Greek world
is vast, the concept of manumission and the status of manumitted
slaves have received less attention. In the majority of modern stud-
les this issue appears as an addendum to discussions of slavery or
as source material for analyses of the nature and scope of slavery.'
This is also true of studies on slavery in a limited area.” Several
studies of the history, topography, society, or religion of certain
regions make use of inscriptions that record manumission, thus
enabling a better understanding of manumission and the status of
manumitted slaves in these places;® but they are confined to a lim-
ited area and cannot, by themselves, elicit the phenomenon of manu-
mission in the Greek world. Studies dedicated to Greek law usually
contain a section on manumitted slaves, but the discussion is natu-
rally brief and limited to legal aspects.* There are several articles on
various legal aspects of Greek manumission,” on philological, economic,

! Thus, for instance, in Finley’s numerous studies on Greek Slavery (1982a—d; 1998),
manumission is discussed only briefly. See also Westermann 1955; Brockmeyer 1979;
Wiedemann 1987; Garlan 1988. The most recent example is that of Schumacher 2001,
who dedicates only twelve out of the 348 pages of his book to manumitted slaves.

? See, e.g., Blavatskaja et al. 1972; Biezunska-Malowist 1977.

% E.g., Lerat 1952; Nadel 1976; Cabanes 1974, 1976; Ustinova 1999.

* E.g., Beauchet 1897, 469-524; Koschaker 1931; Harrison 1968, 181-6; MacDowell
1978, 82-3; Todd 1993, 190-2.

’> E.g., Keramopullos 1904; Westermann 1948; 1950; Babacos 1963; 1964; Samuel
1965; Helly 1976.



4 INTRODUCTION

or its social features,® and on certain modes of manumission.” In
addition, individual articles examine an inscription or a group of
inscriptions from a given area.® There are also more than a few geo-
graphically oriented monographs.” But monographs on manumission
in the entire Greek world, unlike those on the status and social posi-
tion of manumitted slaves in ancient Rome, are very few.'” The old-
est monograph (which is still basic, although in some aspects outdated)
is that of Calderini, published in 1908 and reprinted in 1965. The
only other work that tackles the subject of manumission in all areas
of the Greek world is Réddle’s doctoral dissertation, published in 1969.

I can think of two reasons for this relative scarcity in modern
research. The first, as already mentioned, is the challenging nature
of the evidence. The second may be the greater interest of scholars
in slavery, with its intriguing economic, social, and political impli-
cations, than in how slaves gained freedom and in their status after
liberation. Moreover, according to the customary slave-free dichotomy,
manumission may seem to students of slavery as the end of slavery
and hence as the end of story. Yet the problems presented by the
sources, and the relatively limited attention given by scholars to
manumission and the status of manumitted persons in the Greek
world as a distinct subject, have led to some generalized and inac-
curate presumptions. For instance, the prevalent view (with some
rare exceptions) is that manumitted slaves automatically gained the
status of metics in Athens, or equivalent statuses in other poleis.
These two groups doubtless had similar legal features. Both were not
citizens (unless granted citizenship by a special decision of the polis),
both could not own real estate, and both had to register a citizen
as their prostates (a sponsor and mediator). However, there were some
significant differences between the two groups, as is indicated, for

® E.g., Westermann 1954b; 1946; Ridle 1970; Mactoux 1979; Tucker 1982.

7 E.g., Foucart 1867; Sokolowski 1954; Bomer 1960.

% E.g., Roussel 1942; Lewis 1959; 1968; Roesch and Fossey 1978a; Mulliez 1992.

? See, for instance, Rensch 1908, and Babacos 1966 (on Thessaly); Cabanes
1974 (on Bouthrotus); Albrecht 1978 (on central Greece); Gibson 1999 (on the
Jewish manumission-inscriptions from the Bosporus Kingdom).

" Some of the studies on Roman freedmen refer to Greek manumission prac-
tices. A discussion of the paramone clauses in Greek manumissions (on which see
chapter 4.2.2), for instance, appears in Waldstein 1986, 92-109, a study devoted
to the obligations imposed on freed persons in ancient Rome. Cf. Hopkins 1978,
133-71. Klees 2000 discusses manumission and the status of manumitted slaves in
the classical period.
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example, by the distinct terms employed in many poleis to describe
manumitted slaves and other non-citizen residents, or by the fact
that the law in several places required that the prostates of the manu-
mitted slave, unlike that of the metic, be the ex-master. The most
important difference, however, that comes into light after a careful
scrutiny of the sources, is that in some respects freed slaves did not
possess full freedom. This limited freedom is suggested by the con-
ditions attached to manumission acts, by legal procedures and laws
relating to freed persons, and particularly by the terminology used
to describe these persons. These findings call for a different inter-
pretation of the question of manumitted slaves’ status and of social
distinctions." Most scholars, however, are hesitant to acknowledge
the limited freedom of manumitted slaves in Greece, partly as a
result of their reluctance to infer a status similar to that of Roman
freed persons, and partly because of the absence of a thorough analy-
sis of the terminology of manumission.

The approach taken by scholars to the question of the nature of
manumission i3 another salient problem. The ancient sources reveal
a wide range of modes of manumission, some of which can be
grouped under clear categories, others, on the other hand, are of a
mixed nature; some are phrased in simple terms, while others use
complex legal and religious fictions. The attempts made by scholars
to unearth juristic concepts, supposedly underlying these modes of
manumission, induced long discussions on minute legal details that
are often based on modern legal thinking and contribute little to our
understanding of the ancient Greek concepts. This problem stems
from the almost universally accepted definition of the slave as prop-
erty, and as such raises some complex questions. If slaves are merely
commodities, to be bought, sold, or hired out to others, how can
we envisage manumission? Is it the alienation of property, i.e., the
slave? If so, how does the alienation of a slave result in his or her
freedom, that is, self-ownership? These questions become even more
difficult when trying to explain in terms of ownership and property

"' In fact, the view that freed persons were categorized as metics may itself sug-
gest that the former were not completely independent, if, as I believe, metics’ rela-
tionships with their prostata: involved some obligations. In his study of Athenian
metics, Whitehead (1977) claims that metics needed prostatar for registration pur-
poses only, yet there is evidence which points to a more complex and lasting rela-
tionship. For a more complex role of the prostates, see also Harrison 1968, 192;
Gauthier 1972, 132-6.
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the mode of manumission by the (fictitious) consecration or sale of
the slave to a god. Does the god become the slave’s new owner and
if so, how does this transaction lead to the slave’s freedom? Moreover,
the recurrent condition attached to manumission acts, by which slaves
were obligated to remain with their ex-masters for a definite period
of time and obey them, is difficult to understand, if we consider the
slave merely as property. Did owners alienate only a part of the
slave? Did they transfer to their manumitted slaves the right of self-
ownership but retained the right of possession, or was freedom
deferred?

The purpose of this study is, therefore, threefold. First, it aims to
fill the gap in modern research by offering a comprehensive study
of manumission in all its aspects and in all the regions of the Greek
world that have yielded evidence, from the classical to the Roman
periods. By analysing and comparing the sources, I seek to detect
general features and concepts in the vast yet scattered amount of
data relating to modes of manumission, to terminology, to condi-
tions attached to manumissions, and to the rights and obligations of
the manumitted slaves. Greek manumission doubtless had variations
that derived from different local practices; nonetheless, as I hope to
show, it was a unique Greek phenomenon, based on a common con-
cept. My second objective is to elucidate the notion of ‘freed per-
son’ and the genuine status which this term represents. Relying on
the analysis of the sources and the terminology of manumission, I
wish to argue that manumitted slaves in the ancient Greek world
were not wholly free and that their semi-freedom or semi-slavery
placed them in a twilight zone between the completely free and the
completely non-free, thus creating a distinct social category along-
side those of citizens, metics and slaves. Third, this book suggests a
different approach to the study of Greek concepts and practices of
manumission. Instead of viewing slavery and manumission merely in
terms of property relations, I tackle the subject in terms of social
relations. Defining slavery in social terms, I maintain, will allow us
a better understanding of manumission and, particularly, its modes
of sale and consecration. This approach is particularly useful as it
can also help us in understanding the status of the slave as not wholly
free and the various modes and conditions of manumission. Manu-
mission, as I argue, was a social transaction between human beings,
involving exchange and reciprocity. Although reciprocity is generally
viewed as relations between social equals, the reciprocal character
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of vertical relations, such as existed between husbands and wives,
parents and children, and rulers and ruled (or, in Rome, between
patrons and their clients), also existed between owners and slaves,
and ex-owners and ex-slaves. Manumitted slaves in the Greek world,
I shall argue, were often tied to their former masters, or to other
citizens to whom this right was transferred, by bonds of reciprocal
asymmetrical exchange. These bonds protracted their dependence
and rendered their status somewhat servile. In some poleis this depen-
dence was also sanctioned by law.

The methodological approach of this study is both philological
and sociological. The philological method entails a comparative analy-
sis of the sources and a careful examination of the terminology of
manumission, aiming to detect social practices and concepts. A mere
philological-oriented study or a historical survey, however, cannot
promote substantially our understanding, since the information that
can be extracted from the sources is often ambiguous and incoher-
ent. Moreover, the accumulated data and semantic fields of manu-
mission terminology do not by themselves clarify the nature of the
relations that prevailed between slave-owners and their manumitted
slaves or the concept of manumission. The facts and figures of manu-
mission practices and the language used in them will make more
sense if we understand the social reasoning behind them. Hence, the
other method that I adopt makes use of some anthropological and
sociological theories. Reciprocity and exchange have been the sub-
ject of many comparative studies and have been analysed within a
broader context of social relations in ‘primitive’, or pre-modern and
pre-state communities. These studies have contributed much to our
understanding of the function of social institutions in ‘primitive’ soci-
eties. Recently, this approach has also been applied to the study of
ancient Greece and Rome, with the purpose of giving the abundant
data found in the ancient sources a more precise and intelligible
meaning and of revealing the function of exchange and reciprocity
in Greek society.”” These studies apply sociological and anthropo-
logical approaches to the analysis of the scattered evidence in Greek
sources.'” However, mere sociological methods should be used with

2 E.g., von Reden 1995; Cartledge et al. (eds.) 1998; Gill et al. (eds.) 1998.
% See, for instance, the inspiring application of ‘The Prisoner’s Dilemma’ to
Greek social behaviour by Herman 1998.
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caution when applied to the study of ancient society. The political,
economical, and even climatic conditions of the Maori, the Indian
peasants, or the odd seventeenth-century village in France, for instance,
are surely different from those of the ancient Greeks. The ‘univer-
sality’ of social institutions, such as reciprocity, exchange, and gift-
giving, is undeniable; but their function in society may vary in different
places and over different periods of time.'* It should also be empha-
sized that most of the evidence concerning social relations comes
from scattered expressions and comments on the right way to treat
relatives, friends, slaves, etc., and from Aristotle’s analysis of philia
in the Nicomachean Ethics. These sources seem to provide important
information on the ideal social behaviour, but hardly indicate the
function of social institutions.

Hence, a combination of the philological and the sociological meth-
ods enables a better appreciation of the evidence. The terminology
used in the sources, as well as laws and legal actions concerning
manumitted slaves and references to their rights and obligations,
teach us not only about the legal status of the freed slaves, but also
about underlying concepts and attitudes.” It is my intention there-
fore to use, with due caution, theories of the nature and function of
social relations as the frame of discussion and apply them to the
subject of manumission. This task, however, is not easy. Not only
does the nature of the evidence pose some methodological problems,
but, as already stated, the evidence originates from different places
and periods in the Greek world, and is of different sorts and qual-
ity. Moreover, since the mass of epigraphic evidence comes from the
Hellenistic and Roman periods, one is in danger of ascribing prac-
tices and notions found in later sources to former periods, or of con-
fusing Roman with original Greek practices. Is it appropriate to speak
of ‘Greeck manumission’ in light of the uneven chronological and
geographical distribution of the evidence and of its seemingly local
character? Is it admissible to use the evidence stemming from different
places and times (e.g., inscriptions from fifth-century B.C. Taenaron

" See Finley 1983, 35 n. 25.

" Contra Harril (1995, 6), who claims that legal definitions and regulations usu-
ally do not reflect social practices. He argues that laws reflect what ought to be
according to the ruling ideology of members of the leisured classes of society who
are slave-owners themselves. But surly it is precisely the ideology of slave-owners
that is relevant to the study of slavery and manumission.
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and those from second-century A.D. Macedon) when outlining the
features of Greek manumission? And is it justified to propose a ‘Greek
concept of manumission’? To overcome these obstacles, it is best to
turn to a comparative analysis of all the extant evidence. A careful
comparison, one that does not ignore local variants, reveals similar
features and concepts and points to lasting phenomena, from the
carliest evidence on manumission in the sixth century B.C. to the
second, and even the third, century A.D. These similarities, there-
fore, can be distinguished as Greek manumission, despite the impacts
of the Roman conquest.

The framework of this study and its methodology are introduced
in Chapter One. In order to comprehend the Greek concept of man-
umission, it is essential that we first examine the notions of slavery
and freedom.'® The first chapter, therefore, opens with a review of
modern theories on slavery and freedom. As will be shown, most
scholars focus on the political side of freedom and on the economic
aspect of slavery, thus overlooking a vital element in master-slave
relations, namely its social facet. Only a few scholars treat slavery
as a social institution and the slave as a human being, torn from
his or her former social roots and ties and placed under the total
power of another person. I find Patterson’s theory on slavery as
social death (1982) most helpful and sensible and his thesis accords
well with the notions of slavery and freedom as they appear in the
ancient sources. The ancient concepts, definitions, and vocabulary
are then reviewed and analysed, beginning with their first occur-
rence in the Mycenaean Tablets. This review makes two essential
points evident. First, slavery existed already in Mycenaean Pylos,
although, perhaps, in a somewhat different form. It became wide-
spread in archaic times and, hence, manumission may also have
been practised as early as the sixth century B.C. (as several sources
indicate), if not earlier. Second, the prevalent notion of freedom was
that it comprised complete independence, whether economic, social,
or political; ‘slavery’, in contrast, was any kind of dependence. Thus
even a freeborn citizen, working for wages or performing services
for another, was considered to be ‘slavish’. Aristotle’ discussion of
slavery in the Politics presents similar concepts; it also emphasizes the

1% Tt should be noted that my interest in this study is in chattel slavery. Bondsmen
and other dependent groups, such as the Helots of Sparta, are briefly referred to
in the book, but not discussed.
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quasi-familial relations between masters and slaves. Most important,
though, it applies relations of philia to masters and slaves. Philia, its
nature and function are thereafter discussed and applied to relations
between unequal parties and hence also to slavery and manumis-
sion. My main argument in this chapter is that manumission was a
social interaction, an exchange of freedom for services and money,
both extending and transforming reciprocal relations that existed
between masters and slaves.

Chapter Two aims to discern general features of manumission in
the vast and multifarious evidence. This evidence is reviewed and
discussed while focusing on the different kinds of sources, their con-
tributions and their defects. Then comes a review of the attested
modes of manumission and an examination of their characteristics.
Again, despite the great variety in modes and in the form they were
recorded, similar concepts and terminology can be discerned. A spe-
cial discussion is devoted to the sacral mode of manumission (both
consecration and sale of slaves to divinities) and to the diverse expla-
nations, offered by modern scholars. This discussion demonstrates
the legal entanglements which derive from scholars’ attempts to
explain these modes in pure legal terms. It will be demonstrated that
the sacral modes of manumission, which, in fact, used legal and reli-
gious fictions, can best be explained by acknowledging the fact that
the slave, although lacking legal personality, was capable of dealing
and transacting with his or her master. The third section of this
chapter reviews and analyses the terminology of manumission. The
examination of manumission terminology yields very important results
as it shows that, not only were manumitted slaves distinguished from
slaves, metics and citizens, but were also subdivided into two groups
with respective and distinct appellations. One group, the apeleutheror,
were bound to their ex-owners by various obligations even after
manumission; the others, the exeleutheroi, were completely disengaged
from their former masters, although still socially inferior to metics
and citizens. The conclusions derived from this chapter are that
despite the great variety, manumission was a widespread phenomenon
with distinct common features all over the Greek world.

Chapter Three discusses the parties to the act of manumission. It
first examines the gender, age, and origins of manumittors, the legal
capacity of women, children, and non-citizens to transact manumis-
sion, and the slave as part of the family property. This section reveals
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that the motives behind manumission were not only the wish to
replace old and feeble slaves with new ones, but also an expression
of gratitude, vows taken and promises fulfilled. The second section
of this chapter focuses on the manumitted slaves, their gender, age
and origin composition, their relations with their masters, and their
familial ties—both among themselves and with their masters. Here,
too, motives other than profit-seeking are discernable. Slave concu-
bines, masters’ offspring by their female slaves, and fosterlings who
were raised as slaves established affectionate relations with owners
and that often led to manumission and even to adoption of slave
children.

In Chapter Four, the discussion moves to the act of manumission
itself. One of the most important elements of manumission was its
publication, whether merely among relatives and friends, or by engrav-
ing on stone. Publication served the manumittors’ interest by mak-
ing it known that a part of the family property had been legally
alienated, thus forestalling future claims by heirs. Publication also
was to the advantage of the manumitted slave as it broadcasted the
fact that he or she were now of free status. The polis had an inter-
est in publication as well, since records of manumitted slaves enabled
it to keep track of its non-citizen residents, thus preventing the lat-
ter from illegally appropriating citizen privileges. Hence, a growing
concern with accurate phrasing and with means of publication and
protection of the newly-acquired freedom is discernable. The first
section of this chapter examines the procedures taken in each mode
of manumission, the means of publication and the polis’ involvement
in regulating it, and the use made of witnesses, guarantors, and copies
of the act. The second section explores the conditions attached to
manumission, both the requirement that slaves pay for their free-
dom, and their ways and means by which they met it, and other
conditions that often deferred manumission and protracted the freed
slave’s dependence on his or her former master. Another widespread
obligation of manumitted slaves was the requirement that they reg-
ister a prostates, a citizen who represented them in legal affairs and
defended their status as free. The prostates and his role in Athens are
discussed in section 4.3, together with related verbs that may point
to the same function in other poleis. Finally, section 4.4 analyses
protection clauses in manumission documents and other indications
of the newly-purchased freedom. It will be seen that freedom, although
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legally valid, was often conditioned and sometimes never imple-
mented. At this stage, the position of the manumitted slave as half-
way between slavery and freedom becomes evident.

Legal actions involving manumitted slaves and laws relating to
them can reveal social concepts and relations, as do terminology and
stories about masters and slaves. This is the theme of Chapter Five,
which examines various legal procedures initiated for or against freed
slaves, and their significance for the status of the latter. These legal
procedures may have been established by law which regulated the
status of the manumitted slaves in the polis and, in some places at
least, vis-a-vis their former masters. The existence of such laws is
attested 1n several poleis, pointing to the involvement of the polis in
the relations between manumittors and their freed slaves and to its
interest in controlling the non-citizen populations. In the last section
of this chapter I analyse the evidence on such laws and their significance
to the understanding of the status of freed slaves.

Chapter Six discusses the extent of freedom that manumitted slaves
really enjoyed. I first examine the status of manumitted slaves in the
polis by analysing and comparing their rights and obligations in var-
ious polets. I then explore the degree of their social integration and
their success in achieving full freedom. The evidence we have on
this topic usually involves clever, skilled, and formerly well-to-do
slaves, who managed to attract attention, respect, and affection.
However, a multitude of manumitted slaves remain anonymous to
us, and some comments in the sources imply that manumitted slaves
were seldom fully integrated into society and that their servile ori-
gin was never forgotten. Since manumitted slaves did not possess cit-
izenship, they were barred from taking part in the political life and
from enjoying whatever privileges possessed by citizens, they could
not own real estate, and—at least in Athens—they paid a poll tax
that demarcated them as inferior not only to citizens, but also to
metics. Moreover, most of them were tied to their former masters
by various obligations. Given that freedom was conceived of as com-
plete independence and as political affiliation, freed slaves in the
Greek world were not wholly free.

ok %k
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Personal and geographical Greek names are given in their accepted
Anglicised forms; Greek technical terms are usually written in the
original and translated on their first appearance, but transliterated
afterwards. Longer citations are usually given in Greek, followed
by an English translation. Unless otherwise noted, these translations
are mine.






CHAPTER ONE

SLAVERY AND FREEDOM:
DEFINITIONS AND APPROACHES

What is the meaning of ‘manumitted slave’™? Is it enough to say that
this person is no longer a slave? Does ‘manumitted’ or ‘freed’ refer
to the act of manumission applied to an individual—the actual trans-
fer from the status of slavery to the status of freedom? Or does it
describe the person’s status gfler manumission, thus implying a different
category from that of the freeborn? The answers to these questions
are not simple for various reasons, the most salient of which is the
need to define ‘slavery’ and ‘freedom’. This is no easy task in light
of the diverse phenomenon of slavery in the ancient world and the
long and fervent debates over the concept of liberty in modern times.
Moreover, as we shall see, most modern definitions tend to take lib-
erty and slavery as their exclusive points of reference, thus under-
cutting their significance: slavery is seen by them as the absence of
liberty and liberty as the absence of slavery.'

To the extent that we are predisposed to conceive the world in
antitheses, ‘slavery’ would be defined as the opposite of ‘liberty’, and
the slave as a non-free person. In addition to deriving from a nat-
ural inclination, this approach has its roots in the development of
communal identification, in which communities define themselves by
drawing political, social, and sometimes cultural lines of demarca-
tion vis-a-vis other communities and define their communal rights
and interests as exclusive of non-members.? In classical Athens, for
instance, since the enactment in 451/0 B.C. of the law proposed by
Pericles, only free males born to a citizen and his lawful wife, as
well as those granted citizenship by the polis, were considered citi-
zens. Only citizens could own landed property and participate in the

! The difference between ‘liberty’ and ‘freedom’ in modern parlance is not clear.
These terms will be used here indiscriminately, as they are employed in modern
studies. See Ostwald 1995, 35.

? Indeed, the development of the polis is one of the explanations offered in mod-
ern theories on slavery for the emergence of chattel slavery. See below.
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decision-making institutions of the polis; only citizens could benefit
from state subsidies, such as corn distribution, and only they could
serve on public magistracies and be paid for it. All other residents
were excluded from these rights and privileges. But not every non-
citizen was non-free. Some were foreigners who visited the city for
various purposes and periods; others were free non-citizen residents
with certain rights and obligations. The non-free population included
chattel slaves of various economic roles and positions. In other poleis
and regions, debt-bondage (of the kind that existed in archaic Athens)
and other forms of non-free labour were dominant in various eras.
All these forms of ‘unfreedom’ were often labeled as dovAeta, slavery.
This term was also used in ancient times to describe the status of
conquered tributary communities. Liberty, therefore, while present-
ing a convenient point of reference, cannot be contrasted to a sin-
gle and particular phenomenon of non-liberty. By the same token,
manumission was not necessarily the transfer of a person from one
pole (slavery) to the other (liberty).

Hence, in order to arrive at a more useful definition of the sta-
tus of freed-persons we need to first explore ideas of freedom and
slavery, both modern and ancient. The following theoretical discus-
sion is by no means comprehensive or exhaustive, but may eluci-
date notions essential to the subject of this book.

1.1 Some Modern Definitions

As constant concern with definitions of freedom and slavery in mod-
ern times suggests, defining freedom is not an easy task. As Patterson
once wrote: ‘freedom, like love and beauty, is one of those values
better experienced than defined’ (1991, 1).° The fact that freedom
is taken nowadays to be the ultimate good for humankind reduces
its complexity to no more than that of its antithesis, slavery—or, to
use a more suitable term, ‘unfreedom’ (Pohlenz 1966, IX; Finley
1982a, 77; 1982¢, 119-20)—and does nothing to curtail the debates
about its scope and nature. The term ‘liberty’ or ‘freedom’ embraces
various notions, which have changed from one period to another

5 Cf. Berlin 1958, 6: ‘Like happiness and goodness, like nature and reality, the
meaning of this term [liberty] is so porous that there is little interpretation that it
seems able to resist.”
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and from place to place, so that its particular content is difficult to
define.* Moreover, today we speak of political and civil freedom, of
negative and positive freedom, of freedom of speech, thought, reli-
gion, etc.” The growing awareness of the complex meanings of lib-
erty and its antithesis, the development in the West of democratic
political systems, and the embarrassment felt in face of the contem-
porary survivals of slavery, have all led to an almost obsessive occu-
pation with these terms and their connection to politics.
Seventeenth- and eighteenth-century thinkers whose work influenced
later political theory and practice were concerned with the notion
of freedom or liberty. Yet although liberty was seen by Hobbes,
Locke, and Rousseau, for example, as the natural condition of all
human beings and was defined as the absence of any constraint or
interference by another individual or a government, these thinkers
focused on defining human liberties and rights versus governments.
Slavery (still an existing, though already discountenanced, phenom-
enon) was discussed only in analogous terms, as the equivalent of
arbitrary rule. Nevertheless, it is possible to extract some definitions
from their works. Thus Hobbes, in chapters 13 and 14 of Leviathan,
says that in the natural condition of society, the right to use one’s
power for the preservation of one’s life—that is to say, one’s lib-
erty—is also exercised against the body and property of another;
thus, implicitly, slavery is the result of using one’s liberty against that
of another person. This creates a state of permanent war, which is
ended when the Laws of Nature (the human endeavour for peace,
and the mutual agreement to lay down rights to anything) are imposed
on the Right of Nature (1651, 60—5). Locke, too, in his Two Treatises
of Government, speaks of liberty as the natural state of man and as
the power to act and use one’s body and property as one wishes,
independent of the will of another, with the Law of Nature and the
commonly chosen legislative authority as the barrier to license (1690,
1.6.67; 11.2.4, 22). Any attempt to control and enslave another, that
is, to negate another person’s right to be free, initiates a state of
war (II.3.17). And since man cannot part with what he has not in

* See Laski 1970; Finley 1982a, 77; Treadgold 1990, 5. Cf. Berlin 1958, 16: T
feel free to the degree that I believe this to be true, and enslaved to the degree
that I am made to realize that it is not.”

> See Muller 1964, ix—x; Davis 1995, viii. Cf. Patterson 1991, 3-9, who identifies
three aspects of freedom: personal, sovereign, and civil.
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himself—the power over his own life—*the perfect condition of slav-
ery’ is ‘the state of war continued between a lawful conqueror and
a captive’; for the conqueror may decide to spare the captive’s life
and use him to his own service, but a captive cannot make a com-
pact to render another a limited power over himself in return for
obedience (I1.4.23—4). A self-sale, according to Locke, is drudgery,
not slavery. According to Rousseau, in the first book of On the Social
Contract (chapters 1-4), slavery is generated by force and is contrary
to nature, since no man has a natural authority over another man
and force can generate no right. For that reason, it is against nature
for a man to renounce his liberty or gratuitously give himself to
another; renouncing one’s liberty is to renounce one’s dignity as a
man, the rights and duties of humanity, and to accept the complete
domination of another. It is also absurd and meaningless to speak
of the right of enslavement; the words ‘slavery’ and ‘right’ are con-
tradictory and mutually exclusive.

According to these thinkers, liberty and slavery are antitheses: lib-
erty is the natural right of human beings to use their body and prop-
erty, free of any constraint; slavery results from the use of one’s
liberty against that of another person. These explanations, however,
hardly elucidate freedom and slavery and are of little benefit for a
discussion of these concepts in ancient Greece (and, generally speak-
ing, in all ancient societies), because they tend to focus on the polit-
ical aspect of freedom and on the free individual’s rights vis-a-vis
laws and government. So does Mill, who says that liberty in ancient
times meant protection against the tyranny of the political rulers and
whose subject in On Liberty is ‘the Civil, or Social Liberty: the nature
and limits of the power which can be legitimately exercised by soci-
ety over the individual’ (1859, 1). Although Mill conceives liberty as
the property of the individual, his concept is connected to politics:
man is free if he can realize his will or beliefs without any con-
straints, but, being a social creature, he is constantly negotiating his
rights with the government. And governments, though they secure
liberty by protecting every man against the interference of others,
also threaten liberty by imposing laws and directions. The focus on
the political aspect of liberty is also visible in the fields of ancient
history and classical studies. Most scholars stress the political notion
of liberty, and hence of slavery: liberty is the collective independence
of a community, or the individual citizen’s political rights and equal
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share in politics, while slavery is the loss of political liberty by a
community or the absence of citizenship for the individual.®

The concept of liberty as the birthright of every human being and
of slavery as its antithesis also lies behind international undertakings
to abolish slavery and slave trade. The associated definitions, how-
ever, extend the scope of slavery. In 1926, a League of Nations con-
vention on slavery defined it as ‘the status or condition of a person
over whom any or all of the powers attaching to the right of owner-
ship are exercised’. Similarly, the 1956 United Nations Supplementary
Convention on the Abolition of Slavery, the Slave Trade, and
Institutions and Practices Similar to Slavery banned debt-bondage,
serfdom, servile marriage, and child servitude. It defined debt-bondage
as ‘the status or condition arising from a pledge by a debtor of his
personal services or of those of a person under his control as secu-
rity for a debt, if the value of those services as reasonably assessed
is not applied towards the liquidation of the debt or the length and
nature of those services are not respectively limited and defined.’
Serfdom was defined as ‘the condition or status of a tenant who is
by law, custom or agreement bound to live and labour on land
belonging to another person and render some determinate services
to such other person, whether for reward or not, and is not free to
change his status.”

These definitions reveal international concern not only with defining
slavery, but also with distinguishing diverse kinds of servitude. Since
this concern was motivated by the endeavour to abolish slavery and
was not intended to explore it as a historical phenomenon or philo-
sophical concept, it does not explain the many forms of ancient servi-
tude. An attempt, however, was made to find a definition broad
enough to cover every possible form of non-free status. The definitions
also reveal the concepts of liberty and servitude prevalent at the
time, according to which all forms of servitude are characterized by
the absence of the power to exercise the right of ownership, the ren-
dering of services by compulsion, necessity, or agreement, and the
impossibility of changing this status. In other words, slavery, in its
various guises, was conceived as the absence of the constituents of

% See Muller 1970; Raaflaub 1985, 40-1; Garlan, 1988, 45; de Romilly 1989,
28-32; Ostwald 1996, 50-5; Hansen 1996, 91—4; Meiskins Wood 1996, 129-31.
7 Quoted from the UNHCHR site: http://www.unhchr.ch/html/menu3/b/30.
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liberty (the right of ownership, freedom of occupation, freedom from
constraints) and as being in the total or relative possession of another.
This concept adds an economic aspect to the notion of slavery as
relations of (political) power. An analogous definition is that of
Westermann (1945, 216; 1955, 35), who maintains that the numer-
ous acts of manumission found in Delphi reveal a more or less official
Greek definition of freedom, as formulated by the priests of Apollo.
Analyzing clauses in these acts, which refer to the manumitted slave’s
personal rights, he enumerates four components of freedom: status
(the slave is declared to be a free person), personal inviolability (other
people are warned not to re-enslave the freed person), freedom of
action (the freed person is free to do as he or she wishes), and free-
dom of movement (the freed person can go wherever he or she
wishes). However, Westermann’s thesis is somewhat misleading. Iirst,
as rightly observed by Koschaker (1931, 39), those who formulated
the Delphic manumission documents were not professional jurists
and their formulae were often contradictory and inaccurate. Moreover,
these documents were formulated not by the priests, but by the man-
umittors, who made public those elements of freedom which they
wished to grant and were legally capable of granting (Finley 1982d,
145-6). Third, despite the most influential position of Apollo’s sanc-
tuary at Delphi as a Pan-Hellenic religious centre and the fact that
it has provided us with the largest complete corpus of manumission
inscriptions, one must not take the evidence originating from one
particular area in the last two centuries B.C. and the first century
A.D. as representative of the entire Greek world and other eras.’”
Nevertheless, the more or less regular formula of manumission in
Delphi implies the existence of a rudimentary concept of freedom,
which has its parallels in other places, as we shall see in chapter 4.

The concept of slavery as an economic condition has been taken
up by many scholars, especially Marxists. The latter applied the term
‘serf’ to any labourer who was not a chattel slave or a free person
or identified identical characteristics in slavery and other forms of
servitude: all these groups were seen as forms of exploitation by

8 As Westermann (1955, 20 and n. 152) himself observes concerning the insti-
tution of slavery: “The institution has no single pattern and no single morphe. It takes
many forms which are determined by the social ideas and external circumstances
under which the specific system has developed.” See also below, 1.2.
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means of extra-economic compulsion and deprived of the ownership
of means of production (e.g., Diakonoff, 1974).” According to this
theory, all ancient societies display the same social-economic forma-
tion and the same mode of production. Typical of this line of thought
is de Ste. Croix, who defines all forms of unfree labour (chattel slav-
ery, serfdom, debt-bondage, and other kinds of compulsory labour)
as ‘the extraction of the largest possible surplus from the primary
producers’, and adopts the tripartite categorization of slavery—serf-
dom—debt-bondage (1981, 40, 112, 134—7)."" What distinguishes the
slave, more than his or her being the property of another, he claims,
is ‘the unlimited control over his activities which his master enjoys’
(ihid., 141).

Against these broad definitions of Marxists, Finley emphasizes the
need to distinguish chattel slavery from other forms of servitude,
such as debt-bondage, helotry, and the like, although the Greeks
themselves were not bothered by these particularities (1982d, 116-7,
134, 140-1). Yet all such forms, he maintains, emerged when soci-
ety reached the stage where sufficient resources and power were
accumulated by some of its members. The need then arose to mobi-
lize labour force to perform tasks that were beyond the ability of
the individual or the family; and this labour force was acquired by
compulsion (1998, 136). Chattel slavery, according to Finley, devel-
oped as a result of two processes. The first was the spread of modes
of private holdings and the rise of commodity production and mar-
ket exchanges of goods and services beyond a certain quantity and
complexity. This, argues Finley, gave rise to the demand for labour
that could not be found within the community."" The second process
was the extension of freedom and political rights within the citizen-
body, following the civic struggles in the sixth century B.C. Hence

? Finley 1998, 138, describes Diakonoff’s theory as a desperate attempt to res-
cue the phenomena of Engels’ unilinear scheme. For Marxist theories, see also
Welskopt 1957; 1977; Pavlovskaja 1979; Brockmeyer 1979, 10-3, 22-9, 43-73;
Wiedemann 1987, 4-7; Bryant 1996, 127-43.

10" de Ste. Croix (1981, 137) refers to Finley’s objection to the reduction of the
ancient labour force to only three categories; he argues that to refuse to draw firm
lines inside the spectrum of statuses (on which metaphor see below) ‘is as capri-
cious as refusing to speak of the colours red, blue, yellow and the rest’ simply
because any lines of division of the colour-spectrum must be arbitrary. For the the-
ory of Marx and Engels and its influence, see Garlan 1988, 3—12.

""" Cf. Westermann (1955, 3-4), who emphasizes the colonization, the introduction
of monetary exchange, and the beginnings of the industrialization of craft products.
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the required labour force was found outside the civic community."
Accordingly, Finley defines the chattel slave as a piece of property,
kinless, subjected to the total power of another, and thus a ‘quin-
tessential outsider’, bought, sold, or rented as an object of com-
mercial exchange (1998, 141-145; cf. 1973, 66). The emergence and
development of chattel slavery is thus linked by Finley and others
to economic and political changes that enhanced the ideal of a free,
independent and self-governing community of citizens. These devel-
opments are corroborated by semantic changes in the vocabulary of
slavery (on which see below, 1.2).

Finley’s vast work on slavery presents the diversity of non-free
labour as a spectrum running from the pure chattel slave at one end
to the full citizen at the other (1982b, 98; 1982¢c, 132; 1982d, 147-8).
In between these extremes were different shades of servitude, each
of which existed in various periods and places of the Greek world,
but seldom concurrently.” Finley (1982¢, 132) implies, however, that
this metaphoric spectrum, where one status shaded into another,
suited ancient Near Eastern socicties and Greece and Rome in the
carlier stages of their history. In these societies, although some per-
sons were the property of others, the definition of the slave as prop-
erty had no real significance, because freedom was not a useful
category; therefore, there is no point in asking where should the line
between the free and the unfree be drawn. In classical Greece and
Rome, on the other hand, the traditional free-slave dichotomy—the
question whether a person is or is not the property of another—
remained a convenient rule, and the metaphor of a spectrum of sta-
tuses breaks down. In the following chapters I hope to show that
Finley’s spectrum can also be applied to classical Greece. Another
continuum that Finley suggests is that of labour for others, with the
free labourer and the chattel slave at its two extremes. The free
labourer surrenders part of his independence by agreeing to work

2 Cf. Oshorne 1995, 38-9; Garnsey 1996, 4; Bryant 1996, 127-43. Finley does
not refer to the do-e-ro of Pylos or to Homeric slaves (see below, 1.2). Although
very little is known about the economy in the Mycenaean age and the ‘Homeric’
society, we cannot avoid the question of the applicability of Finley’s theory to the
centralized economy of the Mycenaean palaces and the small kingdom of Odysseus.

Y Tt should be noted that whereas Finley, in 1982b, 98 (first published in 1959),
places the free citizen at one end of the spectrum, in 1982d, 147 (first published
in 1960) he emphasizes that it is the full citizen, as distinct from citizens whose
position was restricted for various reasons, who stands at this end.
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for wages; but the commodity he sells is his labour, whereas the
chattel slave is a commodity himself (1998, 136-7). The difference
between the chattel slave and other shades along this spectrum lies,
first, in the historical aspect: other forms of non-free labour, claims
Finley, antedated chattel slavery. Second, there is a difference between
entire communities, which were subdued collectively, and chattel
slaves and debt-bondsmen, who fell into servitude individually. Third,
all non-chattel involuntary labourers enjoyed some limited rights of
property and marriage. Fourth, non-chattel non-free labourers, unlike
chattel slaves, were self-reproducing (1998, 139—41). As for freedom,
here too Finley refrains from sweeping definitions and suggests view-
ing this notion as a matrix of variable rights (or a bundle of pow-
ers, claims, immunities and privileges), historically conditioned, arising
in the form of positive and specific demands against authority and
then being transmuted into arguments against further changes in the
social and political arrangements (1982a, 77-81; 1982d, 147-8).
‘Freedom’ was a very loose category, when differences between cit-
izens and free non-citizens are considered, and it resembled more a
conglomeration of statuses (1982c, 122-4)."*

Finley’s theory of slavery has been followed to some extent by
Garlan, who emphasizes the development of the concept of politi-
cal freedom as the cause of the decrease in exploitation within a
community and the concomitant rise of chattel slavery. Yet Garlan
argues against Finley’s description of non-chattel forms of servitude
as being ‘between freedom and slavery’,”” pointing out that his spec-
trum of social statuses takes as its points of reference two normative
concepts (‘freedom’ and ‘slavery’) that are external to the reality they
presume to describe. Instead of this linear series Garlan suggests
viewing these statuses as ‘communal servitude’, either ‘intra-com-
munity’ (such as debt-bondage) or ‘inter-community’ (such as helotry).
Such a description marks these kinds of non-free persons as belong-
ing to a community, that of the subjecting or that of the subjected,
rather than torn out of their homelands (1988, 86-8).'°

Thus most modern definitions of slavery (chattel or other forms
of servitude) take property relations as their starting point: the slave

" See Finley’s typology of rights and obligations as criteria for defining a per-
son’s status.

15 See also Lotze 1959. This expression was adopted from Pollux, 3.83.

16 Cf. Ducat 1978.
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was a legal piece of property and hence subject to use, disposal and
sale. Garnsey, too, writes that ‘the slave owner’s rights over his slave-
property were total, covering the person as well as the labour of the
slave’ (1996, 1-3). Other forms of non-free labour have been defined
as corresponding more or less to chattel slavery, as an amalgam of
different statuses, or as a spectrum of various shades of servitude.
Nevertheless, in all these definitions the non-free labourers are described
in terms of labour and the power of owners to extract work from
them. Indeed, Finley and scholars who follow him also define chat-
tel slaves as ‘outsiders’, torn from their families and former status in
society, thus pointing to another feature of their condition. Yet they
fail to explain this ‘outsiderness’ in terms of the Greek notions of
social relations; the condition of the slave as an outsider is mainly
explained as that of a xenos, a non-member of the society into which
the slave was brought. Likewise, definitions of other forms of non-
free labour emphasize degrees of servitude or freedom according to
such criteria as the right of ownership and marriage, freedom of
movement and occupation, and political liberty; but they neglect to
examine these criteria in light of the Greek concepts of dependence.

As Davis (1984, 11-13) correctly observed, the slave/property was
deemed to be sufficiently responsible for his actions that he was liable
to be punished for escaping or committing a crime and to be rewarded
for good behaviour and loyalty. Slaves’ legal status did not neces-
sarily define their actual condition. Moreover, the diverse forms of
slavery that coexisted in many ancient societies preclude any sweep-
ing definition of slavery as ‘Greek’, ‘Roman’, or ‘Near-Eastern’."”
Furthermore, as already observed by other scholars, the notion of
slavery, like that of liberty, is full of metaphorical meanings that
make its language ambiguous. Metaphorical uses may say something
about concepts of slavery and freedom, but they are hardly valuable
for defining forms of servitude and legal statuses. Conversely, an
analysis and typology of servile statuses and terms may obscure the
meanings that the Greeks attached to the various forms of exploita-
tion and dependence. It seems, then, that a more useful definition
must take into consideration the almost universal acceptance of the
concept of the slave as a person who is legally in the possession of
another, the diversity of forms of non-free labour, and the existence

7 Cf. Westermann 1955, 20 and n. 1.
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of factors such as economic structures, social stratification and rela-
tionships, cultural values, and ethnic ideologies. When we examine
not only theories and definitions, but also metaphorical uses, and
especially the language used by society to describe slaves as well as
to interact with them, we find that these pieces of property are
scolded, punished, and threatened, but also encouraged, rewarded,
and confided in—in short, they are treated as human beings with
whom most forms of human interaction are employed. It is there-
fore imperative that we pay attention not only to the amount of
labour extracted from slaves and the extent of power exercised upon
them, but also to such expressions as ‘good’, ‘loyal’, ‘bad’, or ‘rebel-
lious’ as attached to that property.

A step in this direction was taken by Patterson in his inspiring
study, Slavery and Social Death (1982; cf. 1991, 9-10). He tries to elicit
the characteristics of slavery as a human institution, rather than study
its economic and political patterns and developments. His suggested
preliminary definition turns away from property, services, and labour
and interprets slavery on the level of personal relationships. According
to Patterson, all human relationships are structured and defined by
the relative power of the interacting persons. Slavery is one of the
most extreme forms of domination and has three sets of character-
istics. First, as a relation of domination slavery is unique, since total
domination can become a kind of extreme dependence on the object
of domination. Second, slavery is a natal alienation, in that the slaves
are torn from their native status and social order'® and thus become
socially dead. Third, slaves are always persons who are humiliated
in a general way. These components imply the three facets of power
relations: the social (the use of violence in dominating the other),
the cultural (authority and the means to change power into right
and compliance into obligation), and the psychological (the ability
to persuade others to change the way they perceive their interests
and circumstances). Consequently, Patterson’s definition of slavery is
‘the permanent, violent domination of natally alienated and gener-
ally dishounored persons’ (Patterson 1982, 1-13). He admits, though,
that slavery, like any continuing social process, was not a static entity,
but a complex and dynamic interactive process, fraught with ten-
sions and contradictions, that eventually was institutionalized. Yet

'8 Patterson here (p. 21) accepts and modifies Finley’s description of the slave as
an ‘outsider’: the slave is a human piece of property.
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institutionalization involved the need to somehow incorporate the
recently desocialized slave into society, and the process of incorpo-
ration gave rise to new contradictions. Patterson thus views slavery
as a dynamic personal relationship, involving almost total domina-
tion, humiliation, and helplessness, yet containing tensions that made
the slave a party to a process of new incorporation into society.
Hence social death implied not only complete deracination; it also
served as a starting point for a new social standing."

Following Patterson’s theory, Wiedemann emphasizes the ‘mar-
ginality’ of slavery. Things ‘marginal’, he says, are ambivalent and
are defined in reference to what is ‘central’ to society. In the ancient
Greek city, ‘where the citizen was at the centre of human activity,
slavery represented the opposite pole of minimum participation in
humanity, and the slave came to symbolize the boundary of social
existence’ (Wiedemann 1987, 3). Ancient slavery, he maintains, can
be better understood when approached chiefly as a social category,
rather than an economic class (ibid., 22).* Patterson’s definition of
the slave as socially dead, however, does not account for different
shades of subordination. Proceeding from Patterson’s theory, Davis
(1984, 8-16) suggests that slaves can be considered to be ‘modern’,
insofar as they live in persistent marginalization and vulnerability
and do not belong to the group into which they were brought.”

19 Cf. Todd 1993, 1847, with an emphasis on the legal point of view. Patterson’s
theory was criticized by Finley 1998, 141, who claims that the fact that the slave
is a human being merely reveals that he is a special form of property and notes
that the Roman jurists or the slave-owners who overworked, tortured, and beat
slaves were not dissuaded from doing so by the human quality of the slave. Finley,
however, seems to misrepresent Patterson’s theory and to confuse it with the human-
itarian view of slavery (as represented by Joseph Vogt and his followers). Moreover,
Finley himself adds (142) that various arrangements between owners and slaves lead-
ing to manumission ‘automatically brought into being a chain of behaviour and
expectations that affected the master, too’, and that ‘the material gains to be derived
from slavery would have been sharply reduced if such arrangements were not as a
rule honoured.” It is precisely this situation of making arrangements with pieces of
property, however, that should attract our attention and conduct our thought to
different directions. Again, on p. 167, referring to the inherent ambiguity of slav-
ery, Finley notes that it was fundamental that the slave could think, act deliber-
ately, flee, carry out confidential assignments, etc.

% In his previous book (1981, 1), Wiedemann still defines the slave as property.

2 See also Garnsey 1996, 1, who, although defining the slave as property, describes
him as ‘kinless, stripped of his or her old social identity in the process of capture,
sale and deracination, and denied the capacity to forge new bonds of kinship through
marriage alliance.’



SLAVERY AND FREEDOM: DEFINITIONS AND APPROACHES 27

Since the family was, says Davis, the source of all relations of author-
ity and dependence, slaves, because artificially bound to a different
family, were eternal fictive minors. Moreover, despite the legal and
formal opposition between the slave and the free dependent person,
slavery and other forms of subordination overlapped. Hence the need
for social differentiation was also accompanied by a linguistic process
of comparison and homogenization.

These last theories focus on social relations more than on eco-
nomic or political conditions. In order to test them against the real-
ity and thought of ancient Greece we must re-examine the ancient
sources. Although these sources provide us with no clearer definitions,
they can reveal the Greek concepts and attitudes.

1.2 Ancient Definitions

Ancient Greek sources reveal a surprising fact: while the Greeks had
only one term to define freedom and the free person (élevBepio,
¢levBepog/a), they had various names to describe slaves: dodAog/n,
olkétng/1g, avdpdmodov, ocdua, Oepdrov/Bepdrova, drnpég (and in
Homeric vocabulary also duac/f, and duetnorog).”? They also dis-
tinguished the purchased slave (@vntdg/n) from one born and raised
in the household (olkoyeviic, év8oyevig). Athenaeus (6, 267c—e) lists
many other local terms, most of which apparently described the
slaves’ functions; so does Pollux (3.74-82). Though all these terms
were used to denote chattel slaves, some could also be used for free
persons. Thus oiketes i3 both a domestic slave and a member of the
otkos, the household; therapon and hypereles are simply ‘servant’ or ‘aide’.
Moreover, slaves could be referred to by the words for ‘man’
(GvBpamog), ‘woman’ (yovn) and ‘boy’ (raic, and the diminutive noadiov).
This variety does not simply reflect the richness of the Greek lan-
guage; it implies the numerous forms or shades of unfreedom. But
despite the great variety and ambiguity of the language of slavery,
the most common terms were doulos and douleia, and they were used
to describe all forms of non-free labour, including debt-bondsmen
(e.g. PL, Lg., 776c~778a). Although the Greeks knew numerous groups
of bondsmen by their unique names, they tended to assimilate various,

2 The term Gueinolog is usually used in Homer for free servants, but the amphipoloi
women in Od., 6.51-52, do the same work as the dmoai in Od., 7.103.
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and probably distinct, dependent groups to the more famous and
better-documented (although still ambiguous) forms, such as the Helots
of Sparta or the Penestae of Thessaly, or, like Aristotle, gave them
the more generalized (yet more confusing) label of mepiowkou (liter-
ally: ‘those who dwell around’).”

The terms doulos and eleutheros are attested as early as the Mycenaean
period, in the Linear B tablets from Pylos, as analyzed by Ventris
and Chadwick (1973). The doero/a or doelos/a in these tablets seem
to be persons belonging to others, for some of them are followed by
a name in the genitive case.” Women predominate in this group of
persons. Some of them are further qualified by the term ‘captives’
(ra-wi-ja-ja), others are identified by their place of origin; a few were
working for wages—probably hired out by their owners. These women,
together with their children, might have been acquired by raids on
Greek cities, such as Cnidus, Miletus and Cythera, or bought in
trading posts.” The term e-re-u-te-ro/ a (eleutheros/ a), on the other hand,
seems to indicate ‘a free allowance deducted from an official assess-
ment [of linen]’, or ‘an authorized concession’. In some cases the
verb e-re-u-te-ro-se (‘make free’, ‘remit’) is used to indicate the official
who authorized the concession. Associated with these terms is the
formula o-u-di-do-si, or o-u-di-do-to (‘does not give’, ‘was not given’),
found on some of the tablets. Ventris and Chadwick see the verb
e-re-u-te-ro-se as ‘a tolerable extension of the sense of the classical
¢levBepém “to free (a person) from debt”. . .. This in turn will explain
the use of the adjective in the sense of “allowed free”, “remitted”’.?

# See Arist., Pol, 1269b 3, 1271b 30-2, 1272a 18-9 (on Crete), 1303a 8 (on
Argos), 1327b 11-5 (on Heraclea Pontica). For the terminology of groups of bonds-
men, see Pl., Lg, 776b; Athen., 6, 265c, 271b—272a; Pollux, 3.83. It is interesting
to note that Theopompus, cited in Athenaeus (6, 259f = FGrH 115 F 81), describes
Agathocles, who enjoyed great power with Philip II of Macedon because he used
flattery, as ‘a slave and one of the Penestac of Thessaly’ (dodlov yevouevov kol
TV €x Oettadiag meveot®v). On the various groups and the modern debate relat-
ing to their proper definition, see Westlake 1935, 22-47; Willetts 1955, 46-51; Lotze
1959; Finley 1982c; 1982d, 134, 140-1; Willetts 1967, 12-6; van Effenterre 1968,
91-7; Diakonoff 1974, 64-5; Ducat 1978, 13-24; Mossé 1979, 57-9; de Ste. Croix
1981, 136-9; Whitehead 1981; Frolov 1982; de Ste. Croix 1988, 23-4; Ando 1988,
323-5; Garlan 1988, 85-103. See also Kreissig 1977, and Levi 1988, on the laos;
Pippidi 1961, and Nadel 1976, 197-202, 214, on Thrace and the Black Sea region.

# See Ventris and Chadwick 1973, 123—4. Many of the slaves in Pylos were
‘slaves of the god’, whom Ventris and Chadwick suggest were closer to ‘serfs’ than
to slaves. See also Gschnitzer 1976.

% Ventris and Chadwick 1973, 1234, 156, 410.

% Ibid., 292, 298-300, and esp. 468-9.
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To the three equivalent examples they give from the classical period
(Hdt., 6.59; PL, R., 566¢; D., 35.21), I think we may add one from
the archaic period, a fragment of a poem by Solon in which he
prides himself in having freed the earth that previously had been
enslaved (fr. 36.5—7 West). It seems to me that already in Mycenaean
Greek we find some of the metaphorical extensions attested in later
sources: both ‘slavery’ and ‘freedom’ are extended to the economic
domain. If I am correct, not only was the slave-free antithesis already
a status distinction in the Mycenaean period; ‘slave’ and ‘free’ were
also social as well as economic terms and one aspect of them was
the dependence or the independence, at least in the economic
domain.”

The etymology of these terms is uncertain. Doulos has been linked
by some scholars to the verb deiv (‘hind’), to didovon (‘give’), to the
Indo-European root *dem- (indicating both ‘building [a house]’ and
‘taming’), or to the root *dos (‘enemy’, ‘barbarian’).”® Two explana-
tions have been advanced for eleutheros: (1) the Indo-European root
represented by the Latin lber (*leudh-), which indicates ‘a full and
legitimate member’ or ‘descendant’, as well as ‘people’; (2) the root
*ludh-, which denotes ‘going, coming’ (Gr. éleboopnar, £ABov).? If any
of these explanations is correct and if the Mycenaean terms convey
any of the suggested meanings, it can be inferred that the earliest
evidence points to social distinctions based on birth or membership
in a community. Such a distinction implies that social statuses of the
sort suggested by the tablets arose through subjection (as is also
discernible in Homer) or through some reduction of community-
members to dependent status.

Was the concept of freedom (or of belonging to the community)
and the word describing it born out of and in the face of the phe-
nomenon of slavery? Or did the concept of slavery and its vocabu-
lary take shape as an antithesis to freedom and to the concept of

¥ Against Ostwald 1995, 36-7, who sees e-re-u-te-ro/a as a pure economic term,
devoid of any social or political meaning, and emphasizes the absence of any
antonym to both ‘slave’ and ‘free’ in the contexts where they appear.

% See Frisk 1960, 412; Chantraine, 1970, 294-5; Gschnitzer 1976, 2-8.

% For the etymology of eleutheros and doulos, see Benveniste 1936; Frisk 1960,
490-3; Chantraine 1970, 336-7; Gschnitzer 1976, 2-8. Cf. also Etymologicum Graecae
Linguae Gudianum (ed. F.G. Sturz, 1973), s.v. éAevBépo. and éLedBepog, where these
terms are linked to éleVBewv, ‘to come, go’; hence an eleutheros is free to go where
she or he wishes. This is also the explanation favoured by Pohlenz 1966, 4 n. 4,
on the authority of some later sources.
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belonging? Most scholars opt for the second alternative, which the
Homeric poems seem to support. In Homer, the terms doulos and
doulosyne (‘slave’, slavery’), along with other terms denoting slaves,
and eleutheros (only in adjectival form) appear to signify the social sta-
tus of individuals. Most often, the passage from freedom to slavery
1s effected through captivity in war or, in the case of women, through
their husbands’ death in battle. Thus Hector worries that his death
will cause some Achaean to deprive Andromache of her ‘day of free-
dom’ (8hevBepov Nuap; 1., 6.455), since he will not be able to pre-
vent her ‘day of slavery’ (So0Mov Auop; IL, 6.463; cf. 1., 16.831;
20.193). Even men can meet their ‘day of slavery’, as the disguised
Odysseus tells Eumaeus (Od., 14.340). Hector hopes to serve the
‘mixing-bowl of freedom’ (kpatfipe . . . éAedBepov) after driving the
Achaeans from the walls of Troy (I, 6.528). Remarkable, too, is
the fate of Lycaon, son of Priam, whom Achilles captures and then
sells in Lemnos (Z[., 21.34—44, 57-8, 75-80); although the relevant
lines do not contain Homeric terms of slavery, the fact that Lycaon
was led (&yov) and sold to another (rempnuévog, énépoaccog) implies
not only the existence of slavery, but also a (rudimentary) form of
slave trade. Yet the 50 female slaves (dmoa:) in Odysseus’ palace,
who are under the supervision of Eurycleia, are not said to be cap-
tives of war (Od., 22.395-423); nor is Eumaeus, whom the disguised
Odysseus asks, ‘who has bought you?’ (tig yép oe npioto; Od., 14.115),
and who later tells Odysseus how he was stolen from his parents by
traders and sold to Laértes (Od., 15.403-84).%

Homeric slaves do not seem to differ very much from free per-
sons in the work they do. What distinguishes them is the fact that
they are compelled to work. Thus Hector bids Andromache to leave
the business of war to men and go attend to the work in the house,
including weaving (., 6.490—-3); but earlier, envisaging his wife’s des-
titute plight should he fall in battle, he pictures her weaving and
drawing water ‘for another’ (npog AAnG; 6.456), against her will and
under much constraint (t6AX’ dexalouévn, xpotepn & Emikeioer’
avaykn; 6.458).' In Homer we also find moral and metaphorical
uses. Eumaeus explains the neglect of the housework by the female
slaves (dmoat) both by the fact that the master (Odysseus) is missing

% On slave-trade, see also Od., 14.295-7, 340; 15.386-7; 427-9.
3 CL 11, 16.836, where Hector associates the taking away of the ‘day of free-
dom’ with the ‘day of necessity’ (ananke).
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and by the observation that Zeus takes away half the virtue (Gpetn)
of a person who meets the ‘day of slavery’ (SovAov fuop; Od.
17.320-3), an observation cited later by Plato (Lg., 776d) as proof
for the need to admonish slaves, and discussed by Aristotle (Pol.,
1259b 23-1260b 7). Odysseus, when he sees his father working the
garden in dirty and tattered clothes (Od., 24.225-57), pretends to
take him for a slave (Gueuroietvewv, 1. 245; dudg, 1. 257), but remarks
that Laértes’ posture and countenance belie his ‘slavish appearance’
(BovAetov eidog; 1. 252).%

What we find in Homer seems to agree in some respects with the
evidence of the Mycenacan tablets: slaves are persons who are depen-
dent on others and work for them under compulsion. Thus, although
the do-e-ro/a of Pylos may not have been identical to the Homeric
doulos, it is possible that the same institution is meant. In Homer,
other terms, which apparently imply types of work, are attached to
this social status, which thereby acquires moral and metaphorical
overtones: slaves are distinguished by the menial work they do, by
their appearance, and by their low intelligence. The vocabulary of
freedom, on the other hand, is less well attested. Although in Pylos
its meaning is extended, both there and in Homer it seems to define
the natural condition, the normal situation of the individual, who is
not taken captive in war, bought from raiders or pirates, or reduced
to dependency in any other way. I would suggest that the notion
and vocabulary of slavery developed in the face of the increasing
prevalence of subjection. Since groups tend to define their commu-
nal identity against non-members and outsiders, the presence of an
increasing population of subject persons gave rise to the concept and
language of slavery. This suggestion is compatible both with the rel-
ative scarcity of the language of freedom and with some of the sug-
gested etymologies of ‘slave’ and ‘free’: the slave is a tamed enemy,
an outsider; the free is a full member of the community and can
come and go as he or she wishes.”

* On slavery and freedom in Homer, see also: Pohlenz 1966, 3-5; Garlan 1988,
45 (who claims that in Homeric society freedom was the collective independence
of the city and not the personal condition of the individual); Raaflaub 1985, 29-46
(who claims that because the fear of slavery was the concern of women only, free-
dom was not conceived of as an ideal); Patterson 1991, 52-5 (following Raaflaub,
but nonetheless underrating the social significance of slavery in Homer); Ostwald
1995, 37.

¥ See Westermann 1955, 42; Pohlenz 1966, 3; Finley 1982¢, 128-9; de Romilly
1989, 23; Patterson 1991, xii, xv, 3, 9, 16-9, 42; Ostwald 1995, 36, with bibliography.
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There is yet another aspect that emerges from the Homeric poems
and is crucial to our understanding of the phenomenon of slavery—
the relationships between masters and slaves. Slaves are ordered
about and punished for disobedience and disrespect (Od., 22.430—73);
female slaves become their masters’ concubines and bear their chil-
dren ({[, 3.409; Od., 4.12); loyalty and devotion may be compen-
sated by kind treatment and gifts, as Eumaeus implies in his words
to the disguised Odysseus (Od., 14.61-6). Eumacus, indeed, is a
unique case in Homer, but it should be noted that when describing
his master’s attitude to himself he uses the verb @iAelv, whose mean-
ing can be rendered here as ‘feel kindly/friendly’ towards another
(on this, see further below), and that he defines the gift of a house,
a plot of land, and a woman as the practice of good-natured mas-
ters vis-a-vis loyal slaves. The reciprocal nature of master-slave rela-
tionship is important to the understanding of the phenomenon of
slavery, as will be shown below.

Later sources reveal that these basic notions of slavery and free-
dom endured, but other overtones and metaphorical uses were added.
For instance, a free person comes from a noble house (Alc., fr.
72.11-3 L.P.; cf. Sem., fr. 7.57-8 West). He never betrays a friend,
indicating that there is nothing servile in his soul (Theog., 529-30
West). A slave never holds his head upright and a female slave can-
not give birth to a free person (ibid., 535-8). A rich skinflint never
provides his stomach with oitov éhevBéprov, which can be translated
as ‘a generous meal’ (ibid., 915-6),** but the spendthrift may fall
into slavery (ibid., 920—6). As noted above, Solon used the notions
of slavery and freedom to describe the economic conditions in Athens,
but he also—probably for the first time in Greek literature—gave
them a political significance. The liberation of the ‘enslaved’ land
meant the rescue of many citizens from slavery (fr. 36.13-5 West).
It is from Solon onwards that freedom became a political term and
slavery the antithesis of citizenship® and of self-government (fr. 9.3-4
West). The use of ‘freedom’ as self-government accelerated during
and after the Persian Wars and came to define the freedom of a
city, or of all the Greeks, from external rule, while the development
of democracy gave rise to the notion of internal political freedom,

" By contrast, Hipponax speaks of dobAwov x6ptov (‘slavish food’; fr. 6.6 West)
and of dobvAov dptov (‘slavish bread’; 115.8).
% See, c.g., Patterson 1991, 79-80; Ostwald 1995, 39-41; Garnsey 1996, 4.
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especially on the basis of the principle of isegoria, equal right of
speech.”® Slavery, of course, became the antithesis of all these notions.

Thus, moral overtones and metaphorical extensions of slavery and
freedom recur in the sources alongside the persistent primary idea
of social status and the political connotations. The doulos was not
only a person reduced to the property of another, but also ‘the other’
in relation to the cultural code;* as a xenos (‘foreigner’), the slave
was regarded as an outsider, alien to all that represented the cul-
tural and political identity of the community. Moreover, the slave
was an intruder, threatening the purity of the household (Ar., 7%.,
491-92). ‘Slaves’” were also essentially base persons (X., Oec., 1.21-22;
PL., Pit., 309a), incapable of logical thinking and self-restraint (Pl.,
R., 590c—d; Arist., Pol., 1252b 32-1255b 31; 1259a 38-1260b 26).
They were cowards and prone to cheat and steal (e.g., Ar., Ra.,
743-53).% The free, by contrast, was self-restrained, noble in con-
duct, generous and brave. These notions may be viewed as antici-
pating the Stoic conception of moral slavery as well as Christian
theology,* but they may also be seen as helping the freeborn citi-
zens to define themselves. Despite the ingrained tensions and fears
in the relationships between masters and slaves (Hopkins 1993), slav-
ery was essential to the Greek way of life (de Ste. Croix 1981, 140).
In democratic Athens, because citizens could not be fully exploited,
it was necessary to rely on the exploitation of slaves; that is why, in
Athens, slavery was more developed than in other places and advanced
hand in hand with the concept of freedom (ibid., 141). Similarly,
Todd (1993, 172) says that slavery functioned to define the full mem-
bership of the citizen group.*

Yet it is principally independence of anyone or anything that dis-
tinguishes the free from the non-free. The quality of the eleutheros,

% For these developments, see Ostwald 1995, 41-56. For eleutheria as a notion of

freedom from foreign rule, see Isaac 2004, 269-76.

%7 See Mactoux, 1979.

% For other examples, see Ehrenberg 1951, 165-91; Vogt 1974, 1-14; Hervagault
and Mactoux 1974, 64—71; Mactoux 1979; Mactoux 1980; Wiedemann 1981, 77-61;
Garlan 1988, 20-2; de Romilly 1989, 33-156.

% See Garnsey 1996, 131-235. Against the ideal of self-restraint as characteriz-
ing the free man, see P, Gig., 491-2, where Callicles says that this ideal was
invented by the weak, who thus enslave those nobler by nature.

0 Cf. Patterson 1991, 78; Hopkins 1993, 21. Osborne (1995, 39) claims that
slavery in Athens helped to advance the fiction of civil equality in a society that in
fact was elitist.
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according to Aristotle, is not to live for another (éAevBépov yop 10
un npog dAhov Civ; Rh., 1367a 27-8; cf. Met., 982b 25), since living
for another is ‘servile’ (SovAkdv; EN, 1125a 1). Moreover, a free
person should be taught only the useful arts that are ‘liberal’ (eleutheron),
that is, those arts that incline a man’s body, soul, and mind to the
uses and practices of virtue (arete) and which are practiced for the
sake of one’s self, one’s friends, or on the grounds of virtue (Pol.,
1337b 4-19). The slave, on the other hand, is capable of ‘belong-
ing to another’ (§AAov eivor; Pol, 1252a 32-1255b 31); a person
who practices an art for the sake of others is often seen as acting
‘as a wage-labourer and a slave’ (Bnticov kol dovAwkév; ibid., 1337b
20). A similar idea is implied in Xenophon (Mem., 2.8): when Socrates
suggests to Futherus, who has lost all his possessions because of the
war and is forced to work to make a living, that he seek employ-
ment as the bailiff of a rich person, Eutherus replies: ‘it would be
difficult for me to be in a state of slavery’ (yolendg dv SovAeiov
vropetvaut). That this was the common concept is also inferable
from Dio Chrysostom (14.3—4): ‘should someone ask people what is
the quality of being free, they may answer that it is not being sub-
ject to anybody, but simply doing what one wishes to do’ (t0 undevog
VINKoOV, GAAY TpdTTElY ARG Ta dokobvta £avtd). In his Onomasticon,
Pollux compares Ofiteg (‘hired workers’) with reAdror (a word hard
to explain or translate, but referring to persons who hire themselves
out of necessity or compulsion): ‘pelatar and thetes are appellations of
free persons, who due to poverty slave for wages’ (reAdrtor 3¢ kol
Oftec Edevbépov éotiv dvouata, S meviay €n’ dpyvpiov dovAevdviwy;
3.82).*' The abject condition of the thes is already expressed in the
Odyssey (11.489), where Achilles’ shade tells Odysseus that he would
rather be a thes than rule over all the dead.”

In these examples, the primary connotation of eleutheros is com-
plete independence; independence also means that one works only
for oneself. As Finley observes, ‘working for others’ means that those
others have direct control of the work performed and of the way it

1 Cf. Arist., Pol, 1337b 21; 1341b 145 Ath. Pol., 2.2; Chrysippus (ap. Sen., De
ben., 3.22.1 = SVF 111, fr. 351): servus est perpetuus mercennarius (‘a slave is a per-
petual hireling’).

* On the equation thes-servile cf. Hom., II., 21.444; Od., 4.644; 18.357; Hdt.,
8.137; Isocr., Plat., 48. Cf. Finley 1998, 135: ‘“Labour for others” implies not only
that “others” take some of the fruits but also that they customarily control, in direct
ways, the work that is done and the manner of its doing.’
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is performed (1998, 135; cf. Cohen 1992, 70-71). Being a doulos,
accordingly, means being dependent on others and working for them.
Hence a doulos is not necessarily a slave, as is made perfectly clear
by Pollux. This can also help to explain why dependent groups, such
as the Spartan Helots or the Thessalian Penestae, were often referred
to as doulor, although they were not chattel slaves. It does not mean
that these sources use doulos merely in a metaphorical sense; Aristotle,
at least, does refer to chattel slaves. The association of wage-labourers
and pelatar with slavery, however, indicates quite a different attitude
to the question of slavery and freedom. This attitude is also dis-
cernible in the depiction of the xoio&, ‘flatterer’, in the ancient
sources. The kolax usually attaches himself to a wealthy person and
renders him various services in return for favours. These services are
referred to in many passages from Attic comedy cited in Athenaeus
(6.234c—261f)."” What is important for our study, though, is the
depiction of flattery as slavish. Aristotle, asserting that the great-
souled man (ueyoAdyvyog) is incapable of living for another (unless
a friend)—for that would be slavish (doulikon)—goes on to explain
that all flatterers are thetikor (behave like hirelings) and base persons
are flatterers (EN 1125a 1-2).*

The words doulos and eleutheros thus carry cultural, moral, political,
and social connotations that can teach us a great deal about Greek
thought and social relations. But these connotations say very little
about the legal definition of slavery. Indeed, we look in vain in the
Greek sources for a legal and coherent definition of slavery.* Unless
we treat Aristotle’s theory of ‘natural slavery’, or the ‘moral slavery’

* On the kolakes in ancient comedy, see Fisher 2000, 372-8.

# The clearest association of kolakeia, flattery, with slavery is in Ar., Eg., 763 ff.

® The lack of legal definitions in the Greek sources may be explained by the
absence of Greek jurisprudence. In Rome, on the other hand, such definitions are
found in, e.g., the Institutiones of Justinian (1.3.2). As noted above (1.1), Westermann
attempts to deduce a Greek definition of slavery and freedom from the formulae
found in the numerous manumissions at Delphi (1945, 216; 1955, 35). He detects
four elements, the grant of which attested to the newly manumitted slave’s free-
dom: legal status, personal inviolability, freedom of occupation, and the freedom to
move as one wished. These elements, which are also found wholly or partly in
manumissions from other places, may well point to a crystallizing concept of slav-
ery and freedom amongst the Greeks, yet it does not appear in any literary text
of the same period and cannot be used as representative of the entire Greek world.
It seems rather that we should explain these formulae by the growing need for legal
precision. See Finley 1982d, 145-6. On the Delphic manumissions, see below, chap-
ters 2-4.
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of the Stoic philosophers and the somewhat different ‘moral slavery’
of the Christian apostles and theologians, as attempts at definition,
no systematic theory of freedom and slavery has been preserved.*
To judge by the extant sources, the ancient Greeks apparently were
not concerned with exact social and legal definitions and were even
confused by the great variety of forms of non-free labour (IFinley,
1982¢, 116). Despite the tantalizing state of the terminology of slav-
ery and the absence of legal definitions, some ancient discussions can
be regarded as attempts towards a definition of sort. Moreover, if
we give up the search for what is not there and look for what we
have already detected—mnamely, social ideas of dependence and inde-
pendence—we may find that what is thought to be the only (extant)
ancient methodological analysis of slavery provides us with significant
and useful information. Aristotle’s discussion of slavery is contained
in two studies that pertain to the social sphere, the Politics and the
Ethics. Hence Aristotle’s discussion should be read not as an exer-
cise in juridical thought, but as an attempt at analyzing social rela-
tionships within the houschold and in the polis.

In book 1 of the Politics Aristotle discusses the slave, his nature,
and his function as one of the components of the otkos (houschold),
which is in itself a component of the polis. The slave is discussed
with regard to his relation to the master and in comparison to other
dependent members of the oikos: the wife and the children. Since
Aristotle views the polis as the result of a natural evolution, rela-
tions of mastery and obedience are also conceived of as natural and
as contributing to the satisfactory functioning of the otkos. Aristotle’s
view of the otkos and its master as an organism leads logically to the
description of the slave as an integral part (uépog) of his master,
although separate from and subordinated to him (Pol., 1254a 9—13;
1255b 11-2). Hence, the slave is an animate property (1253b 33)
whom nature made strong so he can perform necessary service (1254b
28-9), while the master rules the slave as a king rules his subjects
(1255b 18-9). In such a social structure, every component must have
a nature disposed to its vocation: the slave is by nature capable of
performing servile tasks and of being dominated by others, and is
useful as a domestic animal (1254b 16—26). Where master and slave

¥ Antisthenes is said to have written On Slavery and Freedom, from which only one
sentence is preserved (in Stob., 3.344). On Aristotle’s theory and the Stoic con-
ception of slavery and freedom, see below.
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are naturally disposed to their roles, they are mutually useful, and
it is just and necessary for the one to rule and for the other to be
ruled (1255b 6-8); moreover, philia exists between them (1255b 13-5).
Philia, whose meaning and nature are discussed below (section 1.3),
is one of the key words in the Greek vocabulary of social relations,
elusive 1n its meaning and difficult to translate. The widespread yet
often misleading translation is ‘friendship’; but the notion that mas-
ter and slave experience philia may seem odd if we take the word
in this sense. Here I shall understand it as ‘a social bond involving
exchange of services and loyalty’. Aristotle seems to contradict him-
self on this point in the Nicomachean Ethics, however; there (1161b
1-5), comparing a master’s attitude to the slave to that of a tyrant
to his subjects, he says that there is no question of philia or justice
between master and slave. In section 1.5 below I will show that this
contradiction can be reconciled and that philia-relations can explain
the concept and status both of slaves and of freed slaves. Suffice it
to mention here Eumaeus’ use of the verb philemn, cited above, to
describe Odysseus’ attitude towards him (Od., 14.61)."

Aristotle’s discussion of slavery is by no means comprehensive.
Nor was the idea of ‘natural slavery’ his invention, as his attempt
to respond to its (anonymous) critics makes clear (Pol., 1253b 20-3;
1255a 3—12). Plato had lamented the subjection of Greeks by other
Greeks and suggested that barbarians be enslaved (R., 469b—471c).*
Yet Plato also differentiated douloi from thetes: the former serve because
they are property, whereas the latter do so voluntarily (P, 290a).
Later philosophers made other distinctions. According to Diogenes
Laertius (7.121-22), the Stoics distinguished moral from actual slav-
ery and postulated a third category—subordination without posses-
sion. Chrysippus, according to Athenaeus (6, 267b = SVF III, fr.
353), maintained in the second book of his De Concordia that manu-
mitted slaves remain slaves (doulor), while otketar (domestic slaves) are
those who have not yet been released from the ownership of oth-
ers. Garnsey (1996, 135 n. 11) suggests that Chrysippus meant that
manumission does not make a person morally free. He explains the
third category and the Stoic concept of moral slavery as based on

" On Aristotle’s definition of slavery, see Klees 1975; Camus 1979; Brunt 1993;
on his discussion of natural slavery in its connection to the Greek attitude towards
non-Greeks, see Isaac 2004, 169-81.

# Cf. E., I4, 1400-1.
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the dominant Greek value system, in which working for others was
regarded as servile, and as an extension of the language of slavery
to social relations, in which one party could be said to have lost
freedom of action (135-36).* As I hope to show, Chrysippus’ com-
ment sits well with the actual status and social position of manu-
mitted slaves as these are revealed by other sources.

This survey makes evident the complexity of the social reality that
the terms ‘freedom’ and ‘slavery’ propose to describe. It should also
be clear, though, that any attempt to detect systematic and coher-
ent legal definitions in the sources is apt to be futile. The many
forms of ‘unfreedom’ in the ancient Greek world frustrate all attempts
to juxtapose any such form with a corresponding form of freedom
(Finley 1982a, 77; Ostwald 1995, 35). Rather, freedom and slavery,
or ‘unfreedom’, should be seen as relative concepts. The chattel slave
was the antithesis of the free person (whether citizen, metic or for-
eigner). But if freedom is defined as a complex of political rights,
the metic was less free than the citizen; if freedom is a legal status,
the foreigner was less free than the metic. A citizen who worked for
wages or accepted gifts was less free than the independent and freely-
giving citizen. Likewise, the Greeks viewed the Persians as slaves,
because they lived under despotic rule; yet Spartans could be regarded
as less free than Athenians, because they lacked some ‘freedoms’ that
democracy conferred.”® Further, Helots were slaves in relation to the
Spartans, but they were less ‘slavish’ than chattel slaves. We can
continue such comparisons forever, but I think it is quite clear that
neither ‘slavery’ nor ‘freedom’ was a monolithic concept. Finley’s
spectrum of statuses, with the chattel slave and the full citizen at its
two extremes, can therefore be extended on the ‘free’ end: freedom
itself had different shades. Freedom was some degree or other of the
absence of constraint and compulsion; slavery was some degree or
other of the absence of freedom. This formulation is not just acad-
emic wordplay, but a reflection of the reality. This is made clear by
a passage in Menander’s Heros. Daus, a slave of Laches, is in love
with Plangon, who, together with her brother, was raised by Tibeius,

¥ The Stoics’ ideas of moral slavery and those of Christian theologians are con-

veniently collected and interpreted by Garnsey 1996.

" According to Plutarch (Lyc., 28), it is a common saying that in Sparta the free
1s completely free and the slave is completely slave. But this saying does not detract
from the fact that, in what relates to political freedom, the Spartans were less free
than the Athenians.
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Laches’ former slave. Tibeius, who had borrowed money from Laches,
died before he could repay the money, and the two children came
to Laches’ house, to work off the debt. When Daus is asked by
Getas, his fellow-slave, whether Plangon (who, as revealed later, is
the daughter of Laches) is a slave (doule), he answers: ‘Yes, some-
what...in a way (. 18). Working under another person made
Plangon’s status ambiguous. What can be definitely said about free-
dom and slavery is that they were conceived of as dependence or
independence, both economic and moral, both internal (self-restraint
or the lack of it) and external (subordination to another individual
or community, or not). Moreover, from Homeric society to Christian
theology Greeks perceived slavery not only as relations of owner-
ship, but also, and chiefly, in terms of social relations and (accord-
ing to Aristotle) philia.

1.3 Philia, Reciprocity, and Exchange

The above discussion makes it clear that dependence was conceived
of as servile. However, according to Aristotle’s Politics, even depen-
dence could entail pilia. In order to understand his statement and
his seeming self-contradiction in the Nicomachean Ethics, as well as the
concept of slavery as social relations, the notion of philia and its con-
comitant ideas of reciprocity and exchange should be elucidated.
Although, as noted above, there is no simple definition of philia, we
can learn about its nature and function by examining the ancient
sources.”!

In Homer the adjective philos seems to denote an affectionate and
friendly attitude towards relatives, non-relatives, one’s possessions,
and even one’s limbs and soul. One relies on all these to survive,
and thus they are near and dear to him.”* Plilos is also applied to

>l The literature on philia is vast. The following is a select list: Adkins 1960,
34-6; 1963; Benveniste 1969, 341-61; Dover 1974, 273-8; Hooker 1974; Fisher
1976; Taillardat 1982; Goldhill 1986, 79-83; Hooker 1987; Herman 1987, 18-9;
Price 1989; Blundell 1989; Millett 1991, 109-26; Osborne 1994; Mitchell 1997;
Konstan 1997; Foxhall 1998, 52—-67.

% See Hewitt 1927; Adkins 1963. Beveniste 1969, 33841, emphasizes oiddg (the
feeling of obligatory shame, or the sense of obligation arising from the awareness
of one’s status in relation to others), as the bond that links philo: (cf. the passage
from Sophocles’ Ajax discussed below). He further distinguishes philia from @ulotng,
which denotes the mutual obligation, sanctioned by oaths and ritual ceremony
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relations with xenoi (guest-friends and foreigners). Since what is phi-
los is essential to one’s well-being, one should exercise philia by pro-
tecting and entertaining the philos; and this conduct is also expected
in the case of a foreign philos (xenos).”® Philia is often depicted as
involving the grant of favour (xépic) and the obligation to show grat-
itude (again, charis) and return the favour. The best-known example
(Il., 6.215-37) is also connected with xenia, guest-friendship, and
involves the exchange of gifts. The obligation to repay gifts or ser-
vices is widely attested in Homer, even in passages that do not men-
tion philia explicitly (e.g., I, 1.37-42; 7.229-302; Od., 16.418-33);
this obligation and the exchange of gifts create a social bond.”* Hesiod
(Op., 353—4), too, emphasizes the obligation to repay gifts and emo-
tions (with equal value if possible): ‘Be friendly to the one who is
friendly, and approach the one who approaches, and give to who-
ever gives, and do not give to whoever does not give’ (tov giléovta
OlAelv, kol T® mpooldvTl mpooelval,/xol dduev, 6¢ kev 8@, kol un
dopev, 0g kev un 8@). Hesiod also claims that giving bestows happi-
ness, while receiving brings shame and distress.

The language of ydpig (favour), which generates debt and the
obligation to repay, dominant in Homer and Hesiod, is also dis-
cernible in texts from the classical and Hellenistic periods, in vari-
ous familial, social, and political frameworks. In Sophocles” 4jax, for
instance, Tecmessa entreats Ajax, who is about to commit suicide,
not to forsake her and his family and not let the sweet memory of
their life together fade away. The repayment due her, a charis for
charis, 1s that he remembers past joys. Returning favours, however,
is not only an obligation to a spouse; it is an element of the appro-
priate behaviour of a noble man (522-4).” Relations within the fam-

(342-6); cf. Taillardat 1982. Scholars have conjectured a possessive sense of philos
in Homer (e.g. Adkins 1963), but do not agree as to whether or not this sense pre-
ceded the filial sense. Robinson 1990 denies any possessive sense in Homer and
advances three senses of philos: (1) passive (‘dear, beloved, valued’); (2) reciprocal (‘a
friend’); (3) active (‘friendly, loving, hospitable’). Cf. Konstan 1997, 28-31.

> Adkins 1963; Hands 1968, 26-35. On xenia and its meaning in Greek social
and political life, see Herman 1987. For the distinction between stranger and for-
cigner, see Konstan 1997, 34-5.

Gt L, 8.287-91; 9.315-7; 10.214-6; Od., 4.694-95; 14.63-5.

» S, Aj., 522-4: xépig xapwv Yép Eotv | tiktovs’ diel-/8tov & dmoppel uviiotic
ed memovBotog,/ovk v yévour' #9° obtog edyevig Gvip. Earlier in her speech,
Tecmessa brings up another feature of noble behaviour: aideicBou, ‘feel obligatory
shame’. This emotional state, aidos, is obligatory in a son’s attitude towards his par-
ents (GAL ofdecon pev matépa 1OV GOV &v Auyp®/yhpa mpoleinmy, aidecot ¢ untépa;
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ily are depicted as mutual exchanges of favours and services, entail-
ing a continuous expectation of return and strong ties of obligation.
We should recall that Tecmessa was Ajax’s booty, a captive who
became his companion. In another play of Sophocles, Philoctetes,
Neoptolemus, who has joined Odysseus in the attempt to bring
Philoctetes and his bow to Troy, by persuasion or by force, says to
Philoctets: ‘T do not regret to have met you and to have made you
a friend (philos); whoever knows how to do a favour, after being
granted a favour, may be a better friend than any possession’ (671-3).%
It is irrelevant to this discussion that Neoptolemus is about to betray
his friend’s trust; in fact, towards the end of the play he repents and
returns the bow to Philoctetes. What is significant here is that his
words echo Tecmessa’s lines about the importance of repaying favours.
In Philoctetes, moreover, this idea is specifically linked to philia: who-
ever behaves in accordance with this idea is a philos.”

The notion of philia as entailing the grant of favours and the oblig-
ation to repay them is expressed much more blatantly in Thucydides,
in a passage from Pericles’ famous funeral oration (2.40.4-5).°® One

1. 506-7). To neglect one’s parents in their old age is to forget their charis, the
benefits they had conferred when raising him. As parents their position is superior
to their son’s, and therefore aidos is owed to them. Thus charis and aidos are feel-
ings due to one’s relatives and must not be ignored. The most recent and thor-
ough study of aidesthai and aidos is Cairns 1993. On philia in tragedy, and in Ajax
in particular, see Goldhill 1986, 79-106; Heath 1987, 182-5. See also Blundell
1989, 60-105, who argues that the chorus of sailors in Ajax, who are defined sev-
eral times as philor (Il. 349-50, 406), forms an ideal of philia which exists between
persons of unequal position; cf. Heath 1987, 175, who emphasizes the sailors’ depen-
dence on Ajax. Against this interpretation see Konstan 1997, 297, who understands
the play as a presentation of archaic patronage, opposed to the democratic ideal
of equality.

% S, Ph., 671-3: ovk dyBopal ¢ 8dv 1e kol AaPav ¢idov-/dotic yop ed Spov
eV mabov éniotoral,/movtog yévolr av kthuatog kpeiocwov ¢idog. These lines are
assigned by the MSS to Philoctetes, and were deleted by Dindorf. Following
Doederlein, however, most editors retain them and assign them to Neoptolemus.

" Sophocles’ Philoctetes abounds with various uses of the word philos. As an adjec-
tive it describes, for instance, Philoctetes’ kinsmen (665) and his bow and hands
(1128-9), in a manner that recalls the Homeric use (see below). At lines 1143-5
the chorus explains to Philoctetes that Odysseus acts at the behest of all the Greeks
and works for the benefit of his philoi. Thus, one’s obligation towards his philo: may
contradict philia towards another, a notion that somehow escapes Neoptolemus’ com-
prehension when he keeps assuring Philoctetes that he is his philos (1375, 1383). See
also Blundell 1989, 184-225; Seaford 1994, 394.

% Pericles’ audience is composed of Athenians, gathered to pay their last respects
to their dead fellow citizens. The theme of the speech is the Athenian polis and the
unique qualities of its citizens as opposed to those of others (meaning, implicitly,
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of the distinctive features of the Athenians, says Pericles, is their con-
duct in foreign affairs: the Athenians differ from most people in what
relates to goodness (arete). They prefer conferring favours to receiv-
ing them, believing that by so acting and by showing their good will
they acquire friends (philoi) who are bound to them by the debts of
gratitude. Although Thucydides has Pericles speak of philia-relations
with other states and of favours conferred, the language he uses is
that of commercial transactions, and the relationship between the
Athenians and other Greeks is depicted in blatant terms of power
relations: the benefactor is a creditor and a more secure partner;
the beneficiary is the debtor and a less keen partner. Behind this
claim on behalf of the Athenians’ generous conduct towards other
poleis, therefore, lies the assumption that extending favours puts the
recipient in debt and obligates repayment and that it is better to be
a creditor than a debtor. Pericles’ words seem to mean that, by act-
ing generously, Athens asserts its superiority over its allies, who are
obligated to repay and are thus inferior to it.”

The same notions are found in other texts. Xenophon has Socrates
tell his son that the ungrateful (dydpiotor) are those who will not
repay favour (x&pwv ok dmoddowv); Socrates also claims that one
should repay favours both to a philos and to a foe (Mem., 2.2.1-3;
cf. 2.6.2-5). According to Xenophon’s Socrates, a philos is a most
valuable asset and more useful than horses or oxen; a good philos
will lend a helping hand in both private and public affairs (2.4),
while a careless philos does not repay favours and hates the giver

the Spartans). On the themes of Pericles’” funeral oration and this genre, see Finley
1942; Edmunds 1975; Ziolkowski 1981. Loraux 1986 also discusses the motif of the
‘unity of the polis’ as the reason for suppressing the fact that among the dead sol-
diers were metics and allies (32-7, 270-87). On philia in Thucydides, sce Hooker
1974.

» For arete as the power to benefit, cf. Arist., Rh., 1366a 39; EN 1167b 1625
(discussed below). Finley 1942, 143-50, interprets this passage as Thucydides’ view
of the Athenian humanitarian imperialism; cf. Hornblower 1991 I, 305-6. But see
also Connor 1984, 69 n. 45, who notices that the general phraseology could also
apply to personal relationships. Ziolkowski 1981, 102-3, regards it as a common-
place of funeral speeches, noting the philanthropic quality of the Athenians. On
this passage as reflecting the ideal that a stronger and more powerful state (or per-
son) should help others, with no expectation of repayment, see Gomme 1956, 124;
Dover 1974, 277; Blundell 1989, 35; Herman 1998, 212. Hands 1968, 29-30,
argues that this passage reflects criticism of the still-prevalent concept and practice
that one should benefit only those who can repay. On philia in interstate relations
see also Th., 1.32.1; 41.1; 3.12.1; D., 15.3-12, 18; 16.11-13, 27; Isoc., 14.1. See
Wilson 1974; Taillardat 1982, 2 ff.; Hooker 1974.
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(2.5). Isocrates (1.16) compares the proper treatment of a philos to
the respect due to gods, parents, and laws. The idea that interper-
sonal relations are based on charis and on the obligation to repay
can be inferred negatively from Thanatus’ reaction to Apollo’s
entreaties in Euripides’ Alcestis, 38—73: Apollo wishes to help his philos
Admetus, but cannot negotiate with Thanatus, who, since he has no
philot and does not appreciate gifts, refuses to give charis.*

It is significant that although the aforementioned examples come
in different contexts—family, military comradeship, politics, and for-
eign affairs—they reflect the same notions and use the same termi-
nology when it comes to social relations. What is expected of a
person in the context of his housechold (vikos) or in dealings with a
friend is also expected of a polis in its foreign relations. Raising chil-
dren, pleasing a spouse, repaying favours to friends and benefiting
other poleis is charis; and charis begets charis (gratitude) and puts the
recipient under an obligation to repay the favour. Moreover, the
concept of interstate relations in the passage from Thucydides seems
to be based on practices in intrastate social relations, employed as
a mechanism for acquiring friends; yet even in the context of befriend-
ing others, the language used is that of a business transaction. The
implication in these passages is therefore that any social contact is
a reciprocal exchange of favours and that social relations hold as
long as this chain of mutual giving is kept intact. Moreover, since
these examples come from various periods, it seems likely that they
reflect common Greek notions of social relationships and popular
morality.

A more systematic discussion of philia is given by Aristotle in books
8 and 9 of the Nicomachean Ethics. Since his comments on the possi-
bility of philia-relations between master and slave (see above, section
1.2) are central to our understanding of slavery, we should examine
carefully his discussion. Analyzing and commenting on the common
views of the subject, Aristotle begins his own observations by iden-
tifying three qualities that motivate philia: the good, pleasant, or use-
ful. He then establishes three conditions for philia: (1) philoi should

% On the dominant concept of mutual giving and obligation, see also Theog.,
9, 105-12; Hdt, 1.90-91; S., OC, 1202; E., Hel, 1934; [D.], 50.47; Lys., 20.31;
Men., Dysc., 797-812; Plut., Mor., 778c—d; Hesych., s.v. ¢ilog: dvti 100 Spehoc.
avtl 100 gpiotpog (‘instead of “useful”; instead of “profitable”’). See also Hewit
1927, 143-7; Davies 1981, 92-5.
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have a mutual feeling of ‘goodwill’ (ebvoa); (2) they should be mutu-
ally aware of this feeling; and (3) the mutual feeling should be pro-
duced by one of the three qualities that motivate philia: the good,
pleasant, or useful (1155b 19—1156a 5). Accordingly there are three
kinds of philia (1156a 6-b 5): the first is based on the good (10 dryoBév)
or on virtue (&pet); the second is based on the pleasant (10 180);
and the third is based on the useful (t0 ypnowov or 10 cuvpeépov).
One of the fundamental expressions of philia, says Aristotle, is the
wish to benefit the other (edepyetelv); such benefaction is noble (kaAdv)
and profitable (1155a 7-9, 1162b 36, 1163b 4). Those who benefit
others (ebepyétan), says Aristotle, usually love the beneficiary more
than the beneficiary loves them. According to a prevalent view, which
Aristotle admits is consistent with human nature, this is because one
party is in the position of creditor and the other of debtor; in fact,
however, the benefactor feels friendship and obligation towards the
beneficiary, even if he gets nothing in return (1167b 16-1168a 9;
cf. Thuc., 2.40.4-5, discussed above). A favour (chars) must be repaid
according to the element that comprises philia, that is, according to
the degree of familial relationship, arefe, or usefulness (kot’ olkeldta
kol Gpetv 7| xpfiow; 1165a 32). Philia exists between equal persons
as well as between unequal persons and constitutes relationships
between family members, friends, fellow citizens, old and young,
rulers and ruled, wealthy and poor, and even between citizens and
foreigners (1156a 24—-31; 1158b 11-1159a 11). All kinds of philia
exist in partnership (kowovia; 1159b 25-32); but the kind that per-
tains between relatives and comrades resembles a partnership less
than the other kinds do and consists of utility and pleasure (1161b
11-1162a 33). It can be seen that most of the elements of philia in
Aristotle’s analysis are those noted in the sources surveyed above.
What Aristotle adds is his distinction between three kinds of philia
and the observation that these relations exist between equals as well
as unequals. Hence we can infer that philia is all-inclusive and char-
acterizes a wide range of social relations. It consists of goodwill and
benefit, but can also be motivated by the desire for pleasure or profit.
In any case, it operates through the reciprocal giving of services,
which creates obligation.®!

o1 See also Arist., Rh., 1385a 16-b 10. On Aristotle’s analysis of philia, cf. Price
1989, 155-66; Millett 1991, 109-26; 1997, 1-72. Konstan 1997, 67-82, empha-
sizes the friendly side of phila.
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Our reading of ancient Greek texts thus yields an array of words
and phrases employed to describe social relationships in all spheres
of Greek life. What marks this language is its blend of the ethical
with the social and commercial. Not only must favours be returned;
the recipient is also immediately placed in an inferior standing vis-a-vis
the benefactor. Repayment, whose timing and value are often uncer-
tain, reverses the situation and leaves the original benefactor obligated
to the former debtor. Another important and confusing feature of
this vocabulary is its ambiguity. The meanings of the words discussed
above are much complex. Charis, for instance, is both favour and
the gratitude felt—and owed—for a received favour; in other contexts
it may also mean ‘grace’. Likewise, philos and philia have many shades
of meanings in different contexts and relations. While it is undoubt-
edly true that philia also consisted of true affectionate relationships,
it i3 obvious that interpersonal and interstate relations were based
on the notion of obligatory return. In other words, while ‘friendship’
is not the modern equivalent of philia, it is one of its subsets.

The notions of exchange and reciprocity, eminent in philia, have
been the subject of many recent anthropological and social studies.
Ever since Mauss’ influential study of the gift (first published in 1954),
sociologists have examined the nature and function of exchange in
various societies. Mauss investigated prestation as totally social phe-
nomena. He claimed that ‘the usual form of prestation was that of
the gift generously offered, but the accompanying behaviour was for-
mal pretence and social deception. The transaction itself was based
on obligation and economic self-interest’” (1). Mauss detected a ten-
dency among tribes of the Pacific Northwest (55—7), as well as among
the ancient Romans (63-9), to distinguish ordinary property (the
Roman pecunia) from family property (the Roman familia, including
lands and slaves). In the latter category, every item has a spiritual
nature, possesses its own individuality and productive power, and
remains for a time bound to the original owner even after it has
been transmitted (by the solemn mancipatio in Rome) to the new
owner. The latter, too, is bound by the thing handed to him until
he makes the return (price or service) that, in turn, binds the initial
owner. Although Mauss does not speak of ancient Greece, his descrip-
tion of the binding power of gifts (and sale) 1s compatible with the
picture presented by the sources discussed above.

Subsequent studies have centered upon this play of exchange and
the reciprocal nature of social relations and offered definitions and
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classifications. Every form of human transaction, whether of goods,
services, words or ideas, i1s an exchange and is based on the expec-
tation and obligation of requital (von Reden 1995, 3). Accordingly,
reciprocity is ‘the principle and practice of voluntary requital, of
benefit for benefit (positive reciprocity) or harm for harm (negative
reciprocity)’ (Seaford 1998, 1). According to another definition, rec-
iprocity is ‘exchange conceptualized as the performance and requital
of gratuitous actions’ (van Wees 1998, 20). Different sorts of exchange,
however, should be distinguished from one other according to the
purpose of the transaction and range of obligations it creates. Thus,
commodity or market exchange is immediate and does not create
social relationships, whereas social exchange, though also based on
the expectation of fair return, assumes good will and can be extended
over a long period of time. Some anthropologists are ready to see
all kinds of exchange as reciprocity, since requital is expected and
involved (e.g., Sahlins 1965, 191-6). Others emphasize the impor-
tance of goodwill and the ideological face of social exchange, which
presents the transaction as issuing from altruistic, or at least gratu-
itous, motives (e.g., Polanyi 1944, 7-36). Furthermore, reciprocity
has been classified as ‘generalized’ or ‘indirect’, and ‘restricted’ or
‘direct’ (Levi-Strauss 1969, 265-8), or as ‘generalized’, ‘balanced’ and
‘negative’ (Sahlins, 1965, 193-6; Gould 1991), depending on the
number of parties involved and the presence or absence of an expec-
tation of a return.®

With regard to ancient Greek society, reciprocity is sometimes said
to have been disrupted by the development of market exchange
(Seaford 1994, XVIII, 222-3), or as surviving in all social transac-
tions (Brund 1998, 159—62; von Reden 1998, 258). Since exchange
and reciprocity characterize all human transactions, however, they
are also seen as involved in philia (Heath 1987, 74; Konstan 1998,
279-86), whether philia 1s conceived of as entailing both self-interest
and disinterestedness (Seaford 1998, 282), as ‘a relation of mutual
benefit and trust which generates special obligations and sometimes
affection’ (Price 1989, 11), as ‘a series of complex obligations, duties
and claims’ (Goldhill 1986, 82) or as ‘a complex exchange-relationship
which blended elements of instrumentality and affection in differing

2 For a recent survey of anthropological ideas and classifications of reciprocity,
see van Wees 1998. Cf. also Firth 1973, 368-77.
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measures’ (Mitchell 1997, 21). Was philia itself affected by the intro-
duction of money and by commodity exchange? The ancient sources
discussed above seem to imply that the code of obligatory return,
the ethical values attached to giving and receiving, and altruistic
behaviour were still current in Classical and Hellenistic times, side
by side with the calculation-motivated relationship and transactions.

1.4 Vertical Relations and Philia

How does philia relate to slavery? Modern studies tend to empha-
size the parity aspect of philia-relations. Since giving imposes an oblig-
ation to return, a balance is achieved when the return is made.
Definitions that limit reciprocal relations and philia to persons of
equal social status or position are based on the assumption that
inequality excludes reciprocity and philia—apparently under the
influence of Aristotle’s rejection of philia between dissimilar persons
in the Nicomachean Ethics. Aristotle says that ‘“friendship is equality and
likeness’ () & loétg xoil Opodtng eAdtg; EN 1159h 3), so that
when there 1s a great dissimilarity between individuals (in regard to
virtue, wealth, or anything else), they are no longer and do not
expect to be phuloi (1158b 33—4). According to this assumption,
relations between non-equals become vertical and assume a patron-
client form.%

But because the repayment may not be of an equal value and
any return reverses the situation and makes the former giver a debtor,
this cycle of give-and-take has chasms of imbalance and inequality
that may not always be overcome by equal return. As the texts dis-
cussed above (1.3) show, relations of philia also existed between per-
sons whose relative standing was unequal. Although Aristotle, as
noted above, emphasizes the importance of equality, he too includes
relations between non-equals in philia (cf. Price 1989, 155-6). Besides
dividing philia into three sorts, depending on its motivation, he also
classifies it according to the relative position of its parties: relations
between equals (ZN 1158b 1) and relations between non-equals (1158b
11). Both equal and unequal philia encompass the tripartite division

% See Herman 1987, 39; Millett 1989, 32-3; Gallant 1991, 152-66; Konstan
1998, 299. Firth 1973, 395-6, stresses the socially asymmetrical face of relation-
ships created by giving and taking.
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into philiai based on arete, on the pleasant, and on the useful, although
the types of philiai based on pleasure and utility are more frequent
between persons of unequal standing (cf. Price 1989, 155-60). The
affection (piAnoig) felt in such unequal philiai should be proportion-
ate: the better or more pleasant or more useful should receive more
affection than he renders, in return for the benefits he confers; this
proportionate affection creates equality of sorts between philo: (1158b
24-8; 1159b 2). Although philia: that are based on the pleasant and
the useful last only as long as the elements of pleasure and utility
subsist, and from this perspective may not seem to be philiai, the
fact that the philia based on virtue contains also pleasure and utility
makes the former seem to be philiai, too (1158b 4-10; 1159b 11-12).

Even according to some of the modern definitions, philia is applic-
able to ‘vertical’ relations as well. Although Konstan (1997, 5) under-
stands friendship in the classical world ‘as a personal relationship
predicated on affection and generosity rather than on obligatory rec-
iprocity’, he nevertheless concedes that the word philia covers ‘rela-
tionships far wider than friendship’ (9); it is the noun philos that
Konstan claims to be equivalent to ‘friend’. Consequently, if philia
s a reciprocal social interaction involving obligatory exchanges of
gifts and services, it could exist (and according to Aristotle, did exist)
between unequal parties. Moreover, patronage is not necessarily
incompatible with philia. According to modern definitions, patron-
client relations are reciprocal, personal, and voluntary, and involve
exchanges of services over time between two asymmetrical parties.®*
From this point of view, patron-client relations resemble the Aristotelian
definition of philia based on the useful,” which is reciprocal, volun-
tary, involves obligatory exchange of gifts and services, and often
pertains between non-equals. Moreover, any kind of philia may be
seen as vertical and asymmetrical as long as the return has not been
made or if it is deemed to be unequal to the original gift or service.

Related to the assumption that relations between non-equals tend
to resemble patron-client relationships is the argument that the lat-
ter are a feature of pre-state societies and of oligarchic regimes; hence
they should be common in archaic Greek society but absent or at

¢ Saller 1982, 1; Finley 1983, 41; Garnsey and Woolf 1989, 153—4; Wallace-
Hadrill 1989, 3.

% Cf. Gallant 1991, 160. On the nature of Greek ‘patronage’ and the caution
needed in using the term, see Zelnick-Abramovitz 2000a, 65-9.
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least minimized in democracies such as classical Athens.® Attic sources,
however, indicate that patronage-like relations did exist in classical
Athens. Some of Xenophon’s illustrations of philia in book 2 of his
Memorabilia, for instance, seem to be a striking equivalent of patron-
client relations. Thus, in 2.10, Socrates suggests that Diodorus use
Hermogenes—a poor man in need of assistance, who would be
ashamed not to return a favour if granted one—as ‘a willing, well-
disposed and steadfast attendant (banpémng)’, capable of complying
with instructions and much more useful than a slave. Following
Socrates’ advice, Diodorus acquires cheaply a philos who strives to
help and please him by word and deed.”” The similarity of the rela-
tions created between Diodorus and Hermogenes, both to the
Aristotelian useful philia and to patron-client relations, is remarkable.
It is significant, moreover, that the poor man Hermogenes, who is
employed as an attendant, is described as Diodorus’ philos, even
though the newly established relationship is depicted in terms of a
profitable purchase, in terms that recall Thucydides’ phrasing in
Pericles’ funeral oration (above, 1.3). In another story in Xenophon
(Mem., 2.9.8), Archedemus, who protects Crito from legal suits in
return for food and higher social position, is accused by Crito’s
enemies of being a kolax, a flatterer, and counters that he is Crito’s
philos (see above, section 1.2, on the kolax).®® Many other examples
indicate that a bond similar to patron-client relations was widespread
in democratic Athens, alongside the ideology of equality, both in
contexts of personal relationships and in the public domain, such as
the Assembly, the Council, and the law courts.”” For all that the

% Millett 1989; Herman 1998, 212; Konstan 1998, 299.

X., Mem., 2.10.6: xoi od moAd terécag éxthcato ¢ihov, ¢ Epyov elxe okomely
8 1 av fj Aéyov | Tpdrtov deeloin te kol depaivol Atddwpov.

% On the kolax as resembling a client, see Millett 1989, 33-4.

% For evidence and bibliography on the subject, see Finley 1983, 34-5, 41, 45;
Gallant 1991, 158-64; Zelnick-Abramovitz 2000a. On philia in Athenian politics,
see Connor 1971. In Athenian politics, for instance, the wealthy used their litur-
gles as a means to compete for the demos’ support and for political prestige. See
Finley 1983, 37, where he holds that liturgy can be subsumed under the heading
of patronage, despite the absence of one-to-one patron-client relations in democra-
tic Athens. See also Ober 1989, 228-9, who observes that the Athenian concept
of charis ‘seems to have overtones of what in Roman culture was formalized into
the relationship between patron and client’, and that the performance of liturgies
and the gratitude jurors might feel towards litigants who contributed to the polis
may secem to be the elaboration on a national level of donor-recipient relations
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obligatory and reciprocal exchange of gifts and services between non-
equals can be viewed as contradicting democratic ideals of equality,
it still existed in classical Athens and was even harnessed to serve
democratic ideology and practice.”

Social relations, therefore, also had an unequal aspect that qualified
even relations labeled as friendship. According to the evidence, the
code of social behaviour embodied by philia crossed social and polit-
ical boundaries and was practiced between parents and children,
husbands and wives, friends, and comrades. Moreover, it can be
found operating between fellow citizens, politicians and the demos,
xenot (guestfriends), citizens and foreigners, and—as 1 argue in the
following section—between slaves and masters and between freed-
persons and their former masters.

1.5 Philia, Slavery and Manumission

I now return to the question posed at the beginning of this chap-
ter: what is a manumitted slave? If the slave is property, purchased
as a commodity in a commercial exchange, what does it mean to
manumit this property? Does the slave cease to be a commodity? If
so, how can we visualize this process? Is it the sale of the slave to
a third party called ‘freedom’, in which case we conceive of com-
mercial exchange as an abstract, indeed a social process? Or is it
selling the slave to him- or herself, in which case we must discard
the idea that the slave is mere property?”! From another perspective,
if we regard slaves as ‘outsiders’ or as ‘socially dead’, does manu-

between individuals. On the chars felt and demanded in Attic oratory, cf. also Millett
1991, 123-5; 1998; Schofield 1998.

" Even in Rome, the terms patronus and cliens were used to describe a wide range
of relations between persons of unequal status, and patronage operated alongside
other systems. See Saller 1989, 60; Wallace-Hadrill 1989, 85; Garnsey and Woolf
1989, 154.

' In Rome, it is true, the slave might be allowed to use the peculium (property
assigned for limited use to someone lacking the right of property) to buy liberty,
but even the peculium legally belonged to the master. In the Greek world, too, some
slaves were allowed to save money. The possibility of a third party’s buying the
slave from the master is also problematic, since it again involves the question of
owning money (if it was given to the third party by the slave) or that of re-enter-
ing slavery (if the third party paid for the manumission and thus owned the ‘com-
modity’ it bought). For these problems, see below, chapter 2.2.
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mission make them ‘insiders’ or ‘socially alive’> And how does such
a process come about? These questions, and many others that arise
from current theories of slavery, reveal the complicated nature of
the subject and the absence of any satisfactory definition of the sta-
tus of manumitted slaves. As Patterson cogently remarked, if we con-
sider how slaves were defined in legal and socio-economic terms,
there seems to be no obvious way in which they could be liberated
(1982, 209).

Although scholars have offered some definitions of the status of
manumitted slaves, these definitions usually return us to square one:
manumitted slaves are the opposite of slaves; hence they have the
right to own property, to choose their place of residence, and to
come and go as they please (e.g., Westermann 1945, 216; 1955, 35).
Samuel, who believes that legal freedom in Greece was essentially a
concept of property, regards manumission as a change of property-
relations: ‘a man no longer is property, but has it’ (1965, 295). Finley
(1998, 164-5), too, sees manumission as a sudden transformation in
status: the slave ceases to be property and is transformed from an
object to a subject with rights, regardless of how many conditions
are attached to the manumission or how much authority the mas-
ter retains. Do these definitions accurately describe the legal and
social stand of the freed-person? And if they do, why did the Greeks
need to use the terms ‘freed-person’ and ‘manumitted slave’ and
were not content with the term ‘free person’ Do not these expres-
sions imply a distinct status, somewhere between ‘free’ and ‘slave’,”?
precisely because of the conditions attached to the manumission?

Indeed the Greeks had a special vocabulary for manumitted slaves.
Manumitted slaves were referred to as dmehetBepoc/ o, €EelebBepoc/a,
or dgebeic/eloo. The first two appellations, being compounds of
eleutheros (‘free’), indicate the relationship between manumission and
freedom; but they are not easy to translate. Although some ancient
lexicographers and most modern scholars consider them to be syn-
onyms, I maintain that they represent different statuses or sub-sta-
tuses of manumitted slaves. This issue is discussed in detail in chapter
2.3; as a provisional and literal translation, however, I shall render

2 T here refer to Pollux’s definition (3.83), taken up by Westermann 1945, Lotze
1959, and Finley 1982¢c, of forms of subordination other than chattel slavery (see
above).
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them as ‘freed from (someone) and ‘thoroughly free’ respectively.
These terms by themselves, however, do not clarify the legal or social
status of the manumitted slaves and might be confusing; for the for-
mer (apeleutheros/a) implies that the manumitted slave is only rela-
tively free, and the other (exeleutheros/a) casts doubt on the accepted
dichotomy slave/freed-slave. The third term, aphetheis/ eisa, means ‘set
away from’ and thus explains nothing about the actual status of the
slave within the polis and vis-a-vis his or her former master afler
manumission. This terminology, however, indicates that freed-per-
sons in ancient Greece had their particular status: no longer slaves,
but usually (except when granted citizenship by the polis) not citi-
zens and often not wholly free. Moreover, it also calls into question
modern scholars’ usual association of manumitted slaves with the
metic status.

To provide a preliminary definition of manumitted slaves and to
link the discussion to the observations made above in sections 1.2
and 1.3, let us return to Aristotle’s analysis of slavery. As noted
above, Aristotle describes relations between slaves and masters as a
constituent of social relations in the otkos, and hence of the polis. He
claims that although the slave ‘belongs to another’, the slave and
the master are useful to each other and may enjoy philia-relation-
ships in cases where they are naturally fit to be master and slave
(Pol., 1252a 32—1255b 31). In this respect their relationship is simi-
lar to those between husband and wife or parents and children—rela-
tions that are unequal yet based on philia. Since the slave is a part
of the otkos and of the master, their relationship is based on soli-
darity and dependence.” Although Aristotle seems to contradict him-
self when he denies the possibility of philia-relations between master
and slave in the Nicomachean Ethics (1161b 1-5), his words there should
be read in context. In EN 1159b 25ff., Aristotle discusses the sev-
eral kinds of koinonia (partnership), of which philia, as well as ‘the
just’ (t0 dikatov), is a component. The more the parties of a kononia
(such as brothers, friends, fellow-soldiers, etc.) have in common (kouwv-
wovodow), the stronger are philia and to dikaion (1159b 31; cf. Price
1989, 159-60)." Consequently, philia and lo dikaion have different

7% See Garlan 1988, 22.

™ See also Osborne (1994, 143—4), who interprets Aristotle’s discussion of philia
as concerned with alliances in various spheres of life. According to her interpreta-
tion, Aristotle emphasizes co-operation, and not only competition, as an important
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degrees, according to the degrees of koinonia. Now, according to
Aristotle, all koinomiai seem to be parts of the political komnonia and
inferior to it (1160a 9-28). Thus personal relationships are linked to
the polis and to political systems. Aristotle now proceeds to describe
the existing forms of government and their relations to the house-
hold and the komoniai (1160b 22 ff)). The koinonia of a father and
son is of the same pattern (£ge1 oxfjue) as that of a king and his
subjects, since kingship aspires to be paternal—except among the
Persians, where fathers are tyrannical and treat their children like
slaves; for a tyrannical koinonia is to the master’s advantage (10
ovpeépov; 1160b 27-29; cf. EE 1239a 4—6). Between husband and
wife there seems to be koinonia of the aristocratic kind (1160b 32),
while that between brothers is timocratic, since they are equal except
in age (1161a 3-5).”” Democracy, on the other hand, parallels house-
holds without masters (év talg ddeondtolg tdv olkfoswv; 1161a 8-9).

Having assigned different degrees of philia and to dikaion to different
kinds of koinonia, Aristotle now distinguishes the various kinds of philia
in households by comparing them to the various forms of political
system. Tyranny, he says, has no philia, or very little, since in this
form of government the ruler and ruled have nothing in common
(00dev Kkowdv); similarly there is no philia between the artisan and
his tool, the soul and the body, or the master and his slave (1161a
33-35; cf. EE 1241b 19, 1242a 28-31). Aristotle explains that philia
does not exist in relation to inanimate things (to. Gyuya); nor does
justice (fo dikaion). Just as there is no philia in relation to horses or
oxen, so there is no philia in relation to a slave in his capacity as a
slave (008& mpdg Sodlov | SodAog), for master and slave have noth-
ing in common. A slave is an animate tool and a tool is an inani-
mate slave (0 yop doVrog Euyuyov Spyovov, 10 & Spyavov dyuyog
dodhog; 1161b 1-4). Yet it should be noticed that Aristotle distin-
guishes the slave qua slave from the slave qua human being: ‘in respect
of his being a slave, there is no philia towards him, but (there is
philia) in respect of his being a human being’ () uév odv dodrog, odk
g0t Mo mpog adtdv, | 8 dvBpwrog; 1161b 5). Aristotle explains

and valuable component in exchange and social intercourse, of which alliances based
on a mutual utility are the most simple and outright examples.

7 Aristotle’s definition of timocracy is slightly different from that of Plato and
seems to mean the distribution of political powers among citizens of equal stand-
ing and wealth.
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this possibility by assuming that there is some dikaion in every rela-
tionship of one human being towards another human being who is
capable of taking part (kowwviicat) in law and in contract. Hence
philia indeed exists with anyone who is a human being (1161b 6-8).7°
This philia i3 obviously the useful kind and it exists between unequals.
According to Price (1989, 177-8), however, it can also be labeled
‘on the basis of virtue’ (aréte), because the master and the slave respect
and promote in each other the virtues which are appropriate to the
capacity of each party. Hence, a slave can be a party to various
kinds of friendship (philia), since slavery according to nature is a
human relation and a kind of friendship.

So there is no incongruity in Aristotle’s association of philia with
slavery; moreover, his discussion makes it clear that he conceives the
slave as more than a tool—as a human being with whom social
interaction takes place. This notion is also implied by the difficulties
Aristotle notes about whether a slave possesses arete of any kind: ‘If
there is (arete in slaves), how are they different from free persons?
And if there is not, it is strange, since they are human beings and
have a share in reason’ (Pol., 1259b 27-8). This attitude is also evi-
dent in other sources, where interaction with slaves is described or
alluded to. Such interactions include not only beating slaves and rep-
rimanding them (these too are human interactions), but also confiding
in, co-operating with, and commending them.”” As noted above (1.2),
slaves were outsiders and threatening intruders; but, being slaves,
they also became part of the otkos.”® They knew their masters’ secrets
and habits, they performed the most confidential and intimate ser-
vices, they were invisible but always there. Hence masters and slaves
depended on each other and their relationships were based on mutual
suspicion and fears that generated tensions. These feelings and ten-
sions are particularly evident in drama and other fictions, which,
although they are not historical accounts, can teach us about the
nature of slavery.”” The importance of this kind of evidence has been

6 Cf. Camus 1979.

77 By this T do not mean to adopt the humanitarian view of Greek slavery (see
Vogt 1974, 1-25); I am merely emphasizing that all dealings with human beings
fall into the realm of social relations. Cf. Wiedemann 1981, 167-87.

8 This is particularly true in the case of home-born slaves and those who were
the offspring of masters and female slaves (see below, chapter 3.2).

7 See above, section 1.2. For the nature and contribution of this kind of evi-
dence, see also below, chapter 2.1.
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rightly emphasized by Hopkins (1993), in his analysis of the Life of
Aesop, a fictitious and satiric biography of the famous ex-slave teller
of fables, as a source of information for Roman slavery.?” This biog-
raphy, of which several versions have been preserved and the ear-
liest manuscript of which (G) is believed to have been written (or
rewritten) in first-century A.D. Egypt, is, in fact, a compilation of
various stories and sources, whose origins can be traced back to the
fourth century B.C. Hence it reflects facts and notions of slavery
from various places and periods, many of which are definitely Greek.
This apocryphal text explicitly manifests the mutual dependence of
master and slave and uses the language of gratitude in describing
the interactions between them. For instance, when the Aesop saves
his master Xanthus, he says, ‘Master, I have saved your life; I am
worthy of attaining freedom’. But Xanthus refuses to liberate him,
and Aesop is offended by his master’s ingratitude (Vita Aesopr G 70-76
[= W 74] Perry). Again, when Aesop helps Xanthus to discover a
treasure (which belongs to the king), he asks Xanthus what he will
give him in return (yopiley; W 78, Perry).?! Xanthus offers him half
of the gold and his freedom, but, when they return to the house,
he refuses to manumit Aesop in fear that as a free person, Aesop
might inform against him (G 80, W 80 Perry). When the Samians
ask Aesop to interpret a portent, he explains that, being a slave, he
cannot speak freely, but that he will do so, ‘if you grant me the
favour (yopioncbe) of free speech by (giving me) freedom’ (W 89-90
Perry).

Both Homer’s Eumacus (Od., 14.61-6) and Sophocles’ Tecmessa
(4., 522—4) use the language of philia and charis in reference to their
masters. Odysseus also promises the slaves FEumaeus and Philoetius
wives, houses, and the rank of his son’s comrades and kin (Od.,
21.212-6). Conversely, in Euripides’ Supplices, Adrastus tells how
Eteocles refused to accept money from his friends ( philor) because it
would make his way of life slavish (tpornovg dovhovg mapoocyelv; 875-7).
Likewise, slaves in Aristophanic comedy expect the gratitude of their

8 For the versions and history of the text, see Perry 1936. The various versions
of the Life and the testimonies about Aesop were collected and edited by Perry
1952. See also below, chapters 2 and 6.

8 Cf. G 80 Perry, where—after Xanthus offers Aesop half of the gold in return
for his silence—Aesop says, ‘Do not give me (the gold) as a favour (charis), but as
payment’.
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masters for services rendered, as if it was a matter of voluntary help,
and often complain of ungratefulness (e.g., Ra., 19-34; PL, 1-7).
Conversely, masters have to remind their insolent and ungrateful
(acharistos) slaves the past favours they had received (V., 438-51).
Xanthias in Aristophanes’ Frogs is an earlier, less articulate, version
of Aesop. He dominates his master, the god Dionysus, mocks his
cowardice, and finally gets him beaten (479—673), whereas Dionysus
1s reduced to flattering and begging his indignant slave (179, 579-88).
This reversal of the normal order of things, the topsy-turvy world,
is one of the characteristics of Comedy, but it also reflects masters’
fears and slaves’ wishes.”” In Menander, too, a well disposed slave
is the best asset (fr. 786 K.-A.). Faithful and resourceful slaves expect
and receive (or are promised) freedom (Asp., 11-12; Perik., 982-3;
Epitr., 548, 560-62 Arnott).” These examples show that reciprocal
relations, entailing the exchange of gifts and services, and of long
duration, existed between masters and slaves and were viewed as
characteristic of their relationship. Inasmuch as these relations are
by definition vertical, they could be described as philia.

There 1s, however, one missing element: relations between master
and slave, unlike philia and patron-client relations, were not voluntary.™
The slave was compelled to render services or run the risk of being
severely punished. Although humanitarian treatment by masters could
make their slaves more co-operative and trustworthy, complete depen-
dency would seem to be the opposite of reciprocal relations. Yet this
very argument helps clarify the issue. As animate tools, to use Aristotle’s
definition, slaves were indispensable and their co-operation was needed
in order to get things done. Although slaves apparently did not give
of their own volition, potentially they had other options: disobedi-
ence, cheating, stealing, and running away—options occasionally
adopted in reality. Being human beings, slaves could scheme and
manipulate and adapt to their circumstances, even within the confining
framework of slavery. As noted above, the word doulos referred not
only to a person held in slavery, but also to negative moral quali-

8 Cf. Hubbard 1991, 209; Dover 1997, 25. It should be considered that such
topsy-turvy situations could actually exist. Some masters, indeed, may have become
so dependent on their resourceful slaves that they were forced sometimes to entreat
their slaves to perform their services and to promise to reward them.

% Cf. Plaut., Casin., 279-93.

8 See Garnsey and Woolf 1989, 158, who emphasize the difference between
clientela and dependence.
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ties, such as chicanery, disloyalty, stupidity, and laziness. If slaves
were considered to be no more than property, they would not have
been given this image or expected to behave differently. Moreover,
although slavery, to use Patterson’s phrasing, was ‘social death’, it
preserved the slave’s physical life; seeing that most slaves were war
captives, debt-bondsmen, or the children of slaves, their lot could
well have been death had they not been purchased and fed by their
masters.”” This is not to say that Greek slave-owners were humani-
tarian; feeding and clothing slaves was left to the discretion of the
master. What I want to emphasize is the social aspect of master-
slave ties. Master-slave relations may not pertain to the kind of philia
based on arete, but they do pertain to the kind based on the useful,
which exists between parties of unequal status.

How can we relate all these observations to the question of manu-
mission? If slavery can be conceived of as social relationship of the
philia kind, did manumission terminate it? If the slave was a piece
of property, totally owned by the master, manumission was the total
alienation of property. As we shall see below, however, the evidence
about and the terminology of manumission indicate that relations of
dependence and obligations persisted between ex-owners and ex-
slaves. If, on the other hand, the slave was a human being, under
the complete domination of another, yet maintaining social relations
with the master, manumission was the elevation or transformation
of these relations to a different level. There is, of course, an over-
lap in the ideas of manumission as commodity-exchange, as market
operation, and as gift-exchange, in that slave-owners normally sought
profit. But the profit was to be gained in the extended relationships
with their ex-slaves. To clarify my argument, I turn again to Patterson’s
theory of slavery as social death and his definition of manumission
of slaves.

Recognizing the problem of defining manumission, Patterson sug-
gests that since slavery is ‘social death’, manumission can symboli-
cally be interpreted as ‘creating life’. Manumission, accordingly, is a
double negation: the negation of the negation of life, hence the cre-
ation of a liberated person. The masters, says Patterson, renounce
their domination; that is, they give it away of their own will. The
slaves pay for their liberation, but since their money actually belongs

% Cf. Wiedemann 1987, 12, 27.
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to the masters, their giving should also be understood as a gift.
Indeed, Patterson regards manumission as an example of gift-exchange
(1982, 211). Although Patterson’s definition might seem too sym-
bolic, it should be noted that acts of manumission often involved
symbolic rituals. Moreover, his theory is compatible with the con-
cepts and attitude of the Greeks as discussed above. The ritual of
manumission, argues Patterson, synthesizes the utilitarian (the mate-
rial exchange of goods) and the ideological (the conscious rational-
ization and moral expression of what is taking place) components of
the gift-exchange and establishes it as a social compact (1982, 212).
Gift-exchange, although ideologically presented as balanced and fair,
can often be asymmetrical and relative to each party’s status and
needs (213-14). Some examples of manumission rituals from different
societies show the symbolic status of the manumitted slave as being
in transition and part of a gift-exchange (215-18).%

Patterson’s theory is useful in that it accords with Greek evidence
relating to philia, gift-exchange, and the position of slaves; moreover,
it supports the coexistence of the concepts of the slave as a human
being and as property. Yet it is exactly his description of manumis-
sion as gift-exchange that may seem to be a weak point in his rea-
soning. For if the slave’s money, as Patterson notes, really belonged
to the master, the balance in this gift-exchange was never reached:
manumission was in fact a loan and the slave became a debtor. If
we picture manumission as ‘lending’ freedom, however, we can under-
stand the relations between ex-master and ex-slave as an extended
sort of useful-plilia between unequal parties, of the kind that the
ancient Greek sources describe as relations of credit and debit—and
endowed with the previously missing component of voluntary rela-
tions. This explanation of the act of manumission can also help us
understand the status of the manumitted slave: as long as the debt
stands, relations of ex-master and ex-slave must be reciprocal and
obligatory. Hence, ex-slaves attain complete independence when the
debt is completely repaid or renounced by their creditors; only then
are the slaves free not only to go and live wherever they wish, but
also to create reciprocal and voluntary relations with others. This
hypothesis is corroborated by the distinct manumission-terminology

% On symbols, rituals, and the symbolic value of gift-exchange, see Firth 1973,
15, 1767, 372.
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and its use. It is also supported by evidence associated with acts of
manumission and with the status of manumitted persons. As we shall
see, complete freedom was not always the immediate outcome of
manumission. Manumission was often conditioned by the fulfillment
of various obligations; what is more, it was reversible in case of the
manumitted slave’s failure to fulfill them.

This unique nature of Greek manumission also helps us to under-
stand its function in society. As we have seen, slavery was an accepted
institution and regarded as indispensable. Its indispensability is divulged
by Aristotle’s comment that if every tool could perform its work
when ordered or by foreseeing what needs to be done, like the stat-
ues of Daedalus or the tripods of Hephaestus, masters would have
no need of slaves (Pol., 1253b 34—1254a 1). Moreover, slavery defined
freedom and citizenship. Why, then, manumit slaves? Since in Greece,
unlike Rome, manumitted slaves were not granted citizenship, man-
umission was not regarded as a means of enhancing slave-owners’
social position by providing them with loyal clients or of strength-
ening the city by enlarging the citizen-body.?” The motives behind
manumission are discussed below, in chapters 3 and 4; suffice it here
to consider two points. First, although manumission enabled slave-
owners to recapitalise the value of old and weak slaves (Hopkins
1978, 147), their relations with them, as noted above, were not ended
upon manumission. By promising freedom, masters encouraged their
slaves to be more loyal and diligent; by granting freedom, they made
their manumitted slaves indebted to them—often by stipulating con-
ditions to manumission. The slave, as we have seen, was an out-
sider, yet a part of the oikos. Ideally, manumission dissociated the
slave from the oikos. In reality, however, the quasi-familial relation-
ship between master and slave persisted. Hence, manumission extended
the reciprocal relations between master and slave. Slave-owners could
replace freed slaves by purchasing new ones, without losing the benefit
of services and the advantage of having inferior persons dependent
on them. Second, like slaves, manumitted slaves were xeno: (foreign-
ers) in the polis; as such, they constructed the identity of the citi-
zens as full members of the political community. Moreover, they
contributed to the economic life of the polis by fulfilling important,

% On the clients, sce D.H., Ant. Rom., 4.22-23. On the political and military
importance of granting citizenship to manumitted slaves, see /G IX(2) 517 (= Syil.’
543; 215 B.C.), Philip’s letter to the city of Larissa.
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though ‘non-liberal’, roles. Hence, like slaves, freed persons were
essential, yet outsiders; they were ‘socially reborn’, but their rebirth
recreated and reshaped their function as facilitating the political and
economic life of the citizens. The tension between the important role
of manumission and the fear of the xenos is revealed by many texts
and by the legislation of some poleis. This concept of manumission
was common in all regions and periods of the ancient Greek world,
despite local differences in the social reality of manumission. It is,
therefore, to this reality that we now turn.



CHAPTER TWO

MANUMISSION: DIVERSITY AND SIMILARITY

Students of Greek slavery and manumission are faced with a vast
amount of evidence of different sorts, quality, and value. In order
to make sense of it, one must establish some criteria of classification.
My aim in this chapter, however, is not to organize the evidence in
convenient categories—a task already done more or less satisfactorily
in other studies—but to locate general features and concepts in the
various modes and terms of manumission. Although different modes
of manumission were practised in different places and periods and
different terms were used to describe the act of manumission and
the manumitted slave, a comparative analysis of the data will enable
us to discuss manumission and the status of manumitted slaves as a
phenomenon characteristic of ancient Greek society and not only as
locally differentiated legal acts.

2.1  The Evidence

As mentioned above (see Introduction), the evidence about manu-
mission in the Greek world is ample. Literary sources of various
kinds (drama, history, orations, biographies, and lexicons) allude to
manumission, to manumitted slaves, and to the latter’s rights and
obligations. Lexical entries preserve valuable, although problematic,
information about legal actions involving manumitted slaves and
about the latter’s status. The epigraphic evidence is even more infor-
mative. Gravestones, commemorating manumitted slaves or engraved
by them, and manumission acts, inscribed on stone or bronze tablets,
provide plenty information about modes and procedures of manu-
mission and about the status of freed persons, both vis-a-vis their
ex-owners and the polis. Likewise, papyri from Graeco-Roman Egypt,
which record acts of manumission or refer to manumitted slaves,
contain important evidence about modes of manumission practised
by Greeks in Egypt and the status of manumitted slaves.
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The chronological and geographical distribution of the evidence,
however, is uneven. The literary evidence begins in the classical
period, and comes almost exclusively from Athens, although it con-
tains some quasi-historical stories about manumission in archaic Samos
and some historical data about central Greece in the Hellenistic and
Roman periods. The epigraphic evidence, on the other hand, starts
in the fifth century B.C., but comes mostly from the Hellenistic and
Roman periods and from places outside Athens. Papyri, too, are late,
and the information contained in them is limited to Egypt. According
to the evidence, slaves were manumitted in many parts of the Greek
world: in western, northern, and central Greece, in Thessaly, in
Macedon, in Thrace, in the Peloponnesus, in Sicily, in the Aegean
islands, in Egypt, in Asia Minor, and in the regions around the Black
Sea. But in ecach of these regions, the extant evidence stems from
one or several poleis in a limited period, and many other poleis have
yielded no information at all. The nature of the evidence can be
likened to the view seen through a window of a plane in a night
flight: widely scattered clusters of lights, some of them large, others
merely a flicker. ‘Manumission in the Greek world’, therefore, may
seem to be an overstated phrase.

Nevertheless, it seems safe to assume that Greeks manumitted
slaves even before our evidence begins, and in periods for which no
evidence survives. Furthermore, there is no reason to infer that man-
umission was an unknown or an undeveloped phenomenon in places
that yield scanty or no evidence of it. The Homeric poems, as noted
above (chapter 1.2), reflect an institution similar to chattel slavery.
Although most slaves in Homer are captives of war and their liber-
ation takes the form of ransom by relatives or friends (Bomer 1960, 9),
some were obtained from pirates, perhaps in slave markets. It is
probable that their owners sometimes manumitted these purchased
slaves of their own initiative, with or without compensation from the
slaves. According to Theopompus (ap. Athen., 6, 265b—c = FGH
115 F 122), the first Greeks to hold chattel slaves, as distinct from
the Spartan Helots and the Thessalian Penestae, were the people of
Chius. These slaves were of barbarian stock. If we accept Finley’s
theory of the development of chattel slavery (above, chapter 1.1), it
is possible that the Chians began using chattel slaves in the late sev-
enth or early sixth century B.C. In any case, by the second half of
the sixth century Chian commerce was flourishing (Hdt., 1.165.1,
2.178.2) and they were probably also buying and manumitting slaves.
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Herodotus also tells of Rhodopis, of Thracian origin, who had been
the slave of Iadmon of Samos, was brought to Egypt and there
released by Charaxus of Mpytilene in Lesbos (Hdt., 2.134-5). If
Herodotus is right in asserting that she lived in the time of Amasis,
king of Egypt, the people of Samos and Lesbos practised slavery and
manumission already in the sixth century B.C. Aesop, too, Rhodopis’
fellow-slave, was of Thracian origin and was manumitted in Samos
(ibid.; Vita Aesopi Perry). Although the stories about Rhodopis and
Aesop contain but a few historical details,' there is no reason to
doubt that these persons lived in the sixth century B.C., were enslaved,
and then were granted freedom.

The terminology of manumission first appears in Attic literary and
epigraphic sources from the middle of the fifth century B.C. (see
below, 2.3), which fact indicates that manumission was practised in
Athens at that time, and probably before that. But the evidence of
manumission in Hellenistic and Roman Athens is scarce. Nonetheless,
there is no good reason to doubt that manumission continued to be
practised there. Another fifth-century source of information is the
inscriptions from the temple of Poseidon in Taenaron (/G V(2) 1228—
32), which most probably record manumission through consecration
to the god (see below, 2.2). These inscriptions, as well as a passage
in Myron of Priene (ap. Athen., 6, 271f = FGrH 106 I 1), who
flourished in the third century B.C., imply that the Spartans owned,
and manumitted, chattel slaves, in addition to owning and exploiting
Helots. Myron says that the Spartans often manumitted slaves MAevBépo-
ooy . .. 800Aovg), to whom they referred by different names (‘released’,
‘masterless’, ‘curbers’, ‘master-seamen’, ‘newly-enfranchised’); these,
he adds, were chattel slaves, not Helots.” Apart from this evidence,

' For the stories and versions of Rhodopis’ and Aesop’s lives, see below, 2.2, and
chapter 6.2.

? The succinct language of these inscriptions and the fact that no explicit indi-
cation of manumission appear in them raise the possibility that they record real
consecrations of property and slaves (Radle 1969, 26-34). The general view, how-
ever, is that these are manumissions; See Bomer 1960, 18.

3 The first four terms are otherwise not attested; for the neodamodeis, see MacDowell
1986, 3941, 51; Bruni 1979. For the view that the Spartiates used chattel slaves
and practised manumission, see MacDowell (ibid., 37-42), who also cites other
sources to that effect. Cartledge (2002, 154—5), however, argues that these slaves
belonged to the Perioikoi and not to the Spartiates, who used only Helots. But by
the end of the third century B.C., and probably earlier, as Cartledge remarks else-
where (1992, 70), the Spartiates undoubtedly used chattel slaves.
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extant records of manumission from the Peloponnesus are limited to
Phigaleia (fifth century B.C.), Olympia (from the fourth century B.C.),
and Messenia (third century B.C.). Slavery, however, was practiced
in many poleis in the Peloponnesus; it is, therefore, plausible that
slaves were also manumitted there.

To judge by the number of inscriptions, manumission was more
prevalent in the Hellenistic period. Hundreds of manumission inscrip-
tions, dating from the second century B.C. to the third century A.D.
were found in Aectolia, Delphi, Thessaly, Macedon, and Calymna.
These findings should not lead us to believe that slavery and man-
umission were not practised in these places before the second cen-
tury B.C. First, publication of manumissions on stone was a relatively
late development; since manumission was usually a private act, many
instances, especially prior to the development of the practice to
engrave manumission acts, remain unknown. Second, political and
economic changes, brought about by the Roman conquest, may have
been the cause of this apparent increase in the number of manu-
missions. On the one hand, there was a general westward move-
ment of slaves-supply, which significantly decreased the number of
slaves in Greece (Westermann 1955, 29-34, 127; Hopkins 1978,
162); on the other hand, the economic decline in many parts of the
Greek world, following the Roman conquest, may have made slave-
holding too expensive. Consequently, slave-owners were compelled
to manumit their slaves or they relied more and more on home-
born slaves—whose closer relations with their owners may have moti-
vated the latter to grant them freedom more willingly (Grainger
2000, 39; below, chapter 3.2). Larsen (1959, 418-21) explains that,
whereas Achaea, Epirus, and Macedon suffered from the wars, Delos,
Athens, Messenia, Thessaly, and Delphi flourished. Such explana-
tions, however, do not account for the fact that, while manumissions
in Delphi and Actolia are attested mostly in the last two centuries
B.C., few are recorded for other places in the same period; con-
versely, while the number of manumission inscriptions in Thessaly
and the Bosporan Kingdom increases in the first century A.D and
onwards, in Delphi it decreases. Nor do these theories explain why
in Athens, for instance, which, according to Larsen, flourished in the
Hellenistic and Roman periods, no manumission by an Athenian is
recorded or alluded to after the fourth century B.C.

There may be other reasons for the uneven chronological and
geographical distribution of the evidence. First, as we shall see (chap-
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ters 3 and 4), the recorded manumissions probably represent only
an ‘elite’ group of slave-owners and slaves (Larsen 1959, 415; Grainger
2000, 40). Not all slave-owners felt the need or had the means to
publicize the manumission act, not all slaves could save money to
buy their freedom, and not all poleis required the registration of
manumissions. Second, the uneven distribution may simply be the
result of chance findings and of unknown local developments. As
noted above, the extant literary evidence is scattered and alludes to
manumission only randomly; manumission inscriptions are attested
only from the fifth century B.C. and in a few places. Presumably,
though, wherever Greeks used slaves they also manumitted them.
The nature of the evidence, however, presents another problem.
Can this scattered and chronologically separated evidence be treated
as representing ‘Greek’ manumission? Were the practices and notions
of manumission in fifth-century B.C. Athens the same as those in
second-century A.D. Macedon? Granting social and political differences
and changes that occurred over time, it is nevertheless possible to
trace common and persisting concepts and practices. Manumission
through consecration to a divinity, for instance, is first attested in
the fifth century B.C. in Poseidon’s temple in Taenaron. The same
practice is still attested in third-century A.D. Macedon, despite the
influence of Roman practices and rules (Cameron 1939b, 147-8).
The language and characteristics of manumissions from central Greece
in the Hellenistic period also appear in manumission inscriptions
from the Bosporus Kingdom in the first to the third centuries A.D.,
despite the fact that the Bosporan Greek poleis underwent, in the
same period, a process of ‘Iranization’ (Ustinova 1999, 7-8). The
similarity in terminology and practices over centuries and in different
parts of the Greek world justifies, I believe, some generalizations.
The extant sources, however, raise other problems. The literary
evidence is often anecdotal, lacks legal precision, and is scattered in
various sources. Comedy provides us with some important insights
on the motives behind manumission, but with very scanty informa-
tion about modes of manumission or the status of manumitted slaves.
Likewise, fictitious biographies, like that of Aesop (see above, chap-
ter 1.5), are a valuable source of information on the nature of slav-
ery and master-slave relationships, but the credibility of whatever
details they contain of modes of manumission and the status of freed
slaves is uncertain. In one of the versions of the Life of Aesop, for
instance, the president of the Samian Council tells Aesop’s master,
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Xanthus, that if the latter does not agree to free Aesop, he himself
will make Aesop the freedman (apeleutheros) of the goddess Hera.
Xanthus’ friends urge him to free Aesop, because ‘if Aesop becomes
the freedman of Hera, he will have the rights of free persons’ (Vita
Aesopi W 90 Perry). Could a magistrate free a privately-owned slave
by consecrating him or her to the goddess, and was the status of a
slave thus manumitted better than that of a slave freed by a simple
declaration (as Aesop eventually was)? And if so, was it true of Samos
in the sixth century B.C. (the place and date of the ‘historical’ Aesop),
or of other places and periods, the practices of which were inter-
polated in the story? Another example is Plutarch’s Life of Nicias (3.3).
Plutarch says that once, when one of Nicias’ slaves acted Dionysus
in a choral performance, Nicias stood up and, declaring that it was
not appropriate for a man called by the name of the god to be a
slave, set him free (dmnievBépoce). Can this story be taken as evi-
dence for an Athenian practice of manumitting slaves in the the-
atre? Does it tell us anything about the status of Nicias® slave after
manumission or about manumissions outside Athens? Or take the
case of Neaera ([D.], 59). She had been bought from her mistress
by her two Corinthian lovers and then bought her freedom from
them, partly with her own savings and partly with the help of a
loan-fund (poavog) headed by Phrynion. After her manumission, she
lived with Phrynion, ran away from him, settled with Stephanus in
Athens, and eventually was prosecuted by Phrynion for running away
and stealing his property. Can we infer from this case that manu-
mitted slaves enjoyed only semi-freedom? Can it serve as evidence
for the mode of manumission practised in Corinth or Athens?
These three examples demonstrate the difficulties presented by lit-
erary sources. The first two are anecdotes of uncertain credibility,
woven into biographies and not intended to elucidate the modes and
nature of manumission. The third is part of a prosecutor’s argu-
ments in court and hence may be suspected of exaggeration and dis-
tortion of facts. The only way to overcome these obstacles is to
compare the evidence from contemporary sources and identify the
representative data of a given period and area. These characteris-
tics can then be compared with evidence from other places and peri-
ods, with the goal of detecting enduring or diverse patterns. Literary
sources can teach us about modes of manumission, something about
the status of manumitted slaves, and particularly about society’s atti-
tude to manumitted slaves and interactions with them. Since these
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sources, however, are not strictly concerned with the status of manu-
mitted slaves, it is important to set the information extracted from
them against other sources.

The epigraphic evidence, which is of great importance for our
subject because of its usually accurate phrasing, use of technical
terms, and frequently detailed description of modes and conditions,
comes from later periods and from various places. Moreover, inscrip-
tions are ‘islands’ of information: they are found in limited areas
and frequently refer to a limited period. They provide us with ample
information about the modes and characteristics of manumission
practised in a given area and period, but usually not about other
times and places. Furthermore, given the fragmentary condition of
many inscriptions, this source of information has its limits and needs
careful analysis and judgement. For example, more than 1200 man-
umission inscriptions were found in Apollo’s shrine in Delphi. Dating
from the second century B.C. to the first century A.D., these doc-
uments are an abundant source of information on manumission. The
following sections of a manumission act (SGDI 1689), dated to 156-151
B.C., can serve as an example:

apyovrog Iatépo 100 "Avdpovikov unvog Busiov, ané[dloto Zociag Tacio
ot Andlhovt tdt TuBiot oduo yovaikelov &t [v]opo Nikodo 10 yévog
¢€ "ApyeBiog kol tov bov avtdc ToBudy, Tiudic dpyvpiov mévte . .. é@° Gire
¢levBepor elpev kol dvépomtol Gmd méviav Tov mhvto Blov . . .

In the archonship of Pateras son of Andronicus, in the month of Bysius,
Sosias son of Sosias sold to Pythian Apollo a female slave,* whose
name is Nicaea, by origin of Argethia, and her son Isthmus, for the
price of five silver minae . ..on the condition that they will be free
and untouchable by anyone for all their lives. . ..

Such inscriptions, however, are limited to Delphi and some other
poleis’ and to a relatively short period. Moreover, they display vari-
ants in the mode of manumission, the conditions attached to it, and
phrasing. Some of the slave-owners in the Delphic inscriptions came
from other poleis; we do not know whether they manumitted in
Delphi because they sought greater publicity (see below), because
they preferred the modes practised there to those of their home cities,

* On manumission through sale to a divinity, see below, section 2.2.

> Manumission inscriptions, similar to those of Delphi in the modes of manu-
mission they present and in their wording, were found in neighbouring poleis, in
Actolia, and in Macedon.
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or merely because they happened to be there. These are only few
of the questions and difficulties raised by the Delphic inscriptions.

We have inscriptions of a very different type from other places in
the Greek world. These are catalogues of names of manumitted slaves
and their owners, usually grouped under dates. The following is an
example from Lamia (/G IX(2) 74 = SEG 30, 531; 2nd half of 2nd
century B.C., 1. 1-6):

otpatoyéoviog Aéoviog [t]o0[cde O to-]

plog KAMéwv Oebpovog aveé[y]ploe: unvog

Op1Eaiiiov: "Anorddviog NA[evBepdbn Lrd)

Aé€wvog 10D TToAbwvoe.

pnvog Opi&oiiion "AmoAl[ovt --- NAevBe-]

pobn vrd Twoiotpdov . . .

When Leon was the strategos,® the treasurer Cleon son of Theuron reg-
istered these: In the month of Thrixallios, Apollonius was manumitted

by Dexon son of Polyon. In the month of Thrixallios, Apoll[oni ---
was| manumitted by Sosistratus . . .

The list continues with many other names. Although such inscrip-
tions usually tell us very little about the provisions of these manu-
missions or the status of the manumitted slaves, a comparison with
other documents, and especially the language used in them, can help
fill in missing information.’

Manumissions recorded on papyri also present difficulties. The
majority of them are late and may reflect Roman practices. Never-
theless, similarities in modes of manumission, terminology, and the
status of the manumitted slaves between these and other documents
may point to enduring practices and concepts. For example, lines
517 of a papyrus from Oxyrhynchus (P. Oxp. IV, 722; 91 or 107
A.D.) read:

... dpeikoy é{u}devBépov bro Ala Thv “Hhov "Axiddedg
0O¢ (£1dv) k¥ uécog peMypwg H[okponpdcmTog

[00(AN) p]etdne Léc® kol Zapor[dg O (ETdV). HECOG
[W]er[ixpos noxponpdoconog 0OAN) .. ... ...

[.. &]protep[. dpodTepot. . ... .. .. 100

[Ap]pueviov untpdg ZopomodTog [Lvv v v vv ...

b The strategos was the annually elected general in chief of the Thessalian League,
of which Lamia was a member at the time.

7 In the theatre of Buthrotus, such lists also contain more detailed acts of manu-
mission: see Cabanes 1974 (e.g., no. I, 1. 24-7; IV, 1. 33-4; V).
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[t®d]y an’ "O&updyyev molews [Ev dyvid To V-

[réplyxov ovtoig € Toov tpitov ué[pog thig €&omn-

[Aev]Bepopévng kot 10 8Alo d[inorpov dov-

Ang "AnoAlovodtog g (£1dv) kg péo[ng peliypwrog

(Lo kporpocdnov oOAN Todl J[e&id . . . .. ..

g€ammAevBepouévng (toddvtov) .. .........

Achilleus, aged about 20 years, of middle height, fair skin, long-faced,
has a scar in the middle of his forehead, and Sarapas, aged about
[---] years, of middle height, fair skin, long-faced, has a scar on his
left [---], both sons of [---] son of Ammonius, and of their mother
Sarapous, daughter of [---], of the polis Oxyrhynchus, manumitted in
the street, under the protection of Zeus, Ge, and Helios, the third part
jointly owned by them of the slave whose other two-thirds have been
manumitted by Apollonous, aged about 26 years, middle height, fair
skin, long-faced, has a scar on his right foot [---] for [---] drachmae ...

This detailed document is typical of Graeco-Roman Egypt, and is
informative about manumission practices. Of special interest here are
the joint ownership and the partial manumission, on which see below
(2.3.2, and chapter 4.2.2).

The above-cited examples illustrate both the difficulties and the
value of our various sources of information. They also show that
manumission could be executed by different modes and in different
locations.

2.2 Modes of Manumission

The vast amount of evidence and the great variety of practices jus-
tify classification of the material into distinct categories. This task,
however, is not easy. The mixed and complex nature of many acts
of manumission often defies classification. Prevailing taxonomies orga-
nize manumissions according to features such as the public or pri-
vate identity of the manumittor (the polis or a private citizen), the
involvement of a deity in the acts, the involvement of political insti-
tutions, and the degree to which the act is publicized. Calderini’s
taxonomy (1908, 94-5), for instance, divides manumissions primarily
into ‘ordinary’ and ‘extraordinary’ (during a war or by a decree); these
categories are further divided into Graeco-Roman and Greek types,

8 Translation adapted from Grenfell and Hunt, in their edition of P.Oxy., IV
(1904).
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and the latter into civil and sacral manumissions (each with several
sub-categories).’

What Calderini calls ‘extraordinary’ and ‘ordinary’ may also be
labelled ‘public’ and ‘private’, that is, manumissions initiated by the
state and those initiated by private owners."” To the first category
belongs, for example, the mass manumission by Athens, in 406 B.C.,
of slaves who fought at Arginusae (Ar., Ran., 693—4) and the man-
umission by Rhodes, in 305/4, of slaves who fought bravely during
the siege of Demetrius Poliorcetes (D.S., 20.100.1-4)."" Grants of cit-
izenship to slaves manumitted by a public decision were rare;'? these
persons usually joined the population of free non-citizens. Slaves were
also manumitted by the polis if they provided information about acts
of sacrilege (Lys., 5.3-5; 7.16) or about conspiracies to subvert the
government (And., 1.15-16; Plut., 4lc., 19).” Manumissions of indi-
vidual slaves by the polis, for reasons unknown to us, are repre-

sented by an undated inscription from Atrax in Thessaly (Hatzfeld,
BCH 35, 1911, 231-7, A col. II = Béquignon, 1974, 6 no. 5, 1.
1-2): ‘Heracleides, who was freed by the polis, according to the law’

% Most scholars follow Calderini’s taxonomy in its general lines (especially as to
the categories of sacral and civil, or secular, forms), although they recognize its
difficulties. See: D-H-R, Inser. Fur. Gr. 11, 234-318; Radle 1969, 1-6; Albrecht 1978,
108-53; Gibson 1999, 31-49. Patterson (1982, 219-39) classifies manumissions under
seven categories (postmortem, cohabitation, adoption, political, collusive litigation,
sacral, and purely contractual), some of which can also be grouped differently.

10" Although Calderini divides civil manumissions into individual acts, lists of man-
umissions, manumissions announced by a herald, and testaments, all these sub-
categories can be defined as private acts.

' See also D.S., 10.25 on Hecataeus of Miletus; Paus., 7.15.7, on Athens in 490
B.C.; Lyc., 1.41, on Athens after the battle of Chaeronea; Polyaen., 1.28 on Theron
in Selinus. Cf. also Aristotle’s advice to tyrants to strengthen their position by secur-
ing the support of one part of the polis and not by liberating slaves (So0Awv
#levBépooty) or disarming the citizens (Pol., 1315a 37).

2 In 406 B.C. the Athenians decided not only to free the slaves who fought in
Arginusae, but also to enfranchise them: see Ar., Ran. 33, 6934, and the scholia
to line 694 (Dubner); Hellanicus, FGrH 323a F 25; Osborne 1981-1983 III, 33-7.
See also D.S., 20.100.1-4, where the Rhodians are said to have manumitted slaves
in 305/4 and to have granted them citizenship; OGIS 253 (86 B.C.) from Ephesus,
where it is decided to grant the status of free non-citizen residents (népoikot hedBepotr)
to public slaves willing to fight in the war against Mithradates. Aristotle, in a much
debated passage (Pol, 1275b 36), ascribes to Cleisthenes the enrollment of many
metics and slaves in the newly organized tribes of Athens in 508/7 B.C.

% On the circumstances in which slaves could testify out of their own will (meny-
st5), see Harrison 1968, 171, 182; Todd 1993, 187; Hunter 1994, 70. Osborne 2000,
81-7, on the other hand, argues that slaves could bring denouncements only in
religious, but not in political, matters.
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(‘HpoaxAeidng 0 dmehevbepwbeig bnd g mOlews kotd TOV vopov). An
interesting case is that of Epigonus, who was liberated by the polis
of Rhodes and made a xenos (foreigner) by the Council and the
Assembly (/G XII(1) 383)."

The category of ‘ordinary-civil’, or private, manumissions contains
various forms. Calderini divides them according to the extent of pub-
lic awareness of the act. According to his taxonomy, the difference
between private manumissions, manumissions announced by heralds,
and manumissions by testament lies in the number of people notified
of the slave’s new status. In the case of testaments, only the rela-
tives of the deceased, the manumitted slaves, and the witnesses were
aware of the act; whereas manumissions inscribed on stone and those
announced by heralds made known the slave’s new status to a greater
number of people. I shall have more to say about this below; but
it should be remembered that private manumissions were not always
made public. Some private manumissions are reported in literary
sources, without specifying the mode taken. Herodotus, for instance,
mentions the manumission of Themistocles’ slave Sicinnus (8.75.1)
and of Pythagoras’ slave Salmoxis, who was later deified by the
Getae (ibid., 4.95-6). A famous case is that of the Athenian banker
Pasion, who had been manumitted by his owners and eventually was
granted citizenship; while still a manumitted slave he manumitted
his own slave Phormio and left instructions that Phormio marry his
widow after his death ([D.], 36.43-6). Many private acts, however,
obviously escape our knowledge.

Manumission proclaimed by heralds could take place in the the-
atre. Such is the case of Nicias® slave, mentioned above (2.1), although
Plutarch does not use any of the the common verbs for proclama-
tion (GmoknpvosEY, GvOKNPLOGEWY, or Lroknpvooewv). According to
Aeschines, in his oration Against Ctesiphon (3.41, 44), manumissions
heralded in the theatre had become so frequent that they (and other
proclamations) were prohibited by law. The purpose of proclaiming
manumissions in the theatre, says Aeschines, was to make all the
Greeks witnesses to the acts; his explanation, therefore, indicates that
great importance was attached to the publicity of manumissions.
Aeschines further says that the law prohibiting this practice was

' On this inscription, see further below. See also SGDI 1706, where the polis of
Delphi manumits a slave by a sale to Apollo (on this mode, see below).
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meant to prevent any proclamation—whether of manumission or
some other sort—that was not authorized by the Assembly. If Plutarch’s
story about Nicias is true, we can date this practice in Athens to as
early as the second half of the fifth century B.C. The law against
proclamations in the theatre must antedate 336 B.C."” Many man-
umission inscriptions of the catalogue type (see above, 1.1) have been
found in the theatre of Epidaurus (/G IV(2) 353—66; ca. 3rd century
B.C.); it seems probable that these slaves, too, were proclaimed free
during a performance in the theatre. If so, the inscriptions from
Epidaurus reflect a mixed form of manumission, as we shall encounter
again in many other acts.

Manumissions could also be proclaimed in a sanctuary. Thus, IG
V(2) 274 11 (= Spli* 1209 1I; 2nd century B.C.?), from Mantinea,
seems to have contained several manumissions proclaimed in the
temple of Poseidon, although only one act is preserved: after nam-
ing the priest in office and noting the date, the inscription contin-
ues with the phrase: ‘those proclaimed as free’ (ot dmoxopvyBévieg
¢levBepor).’® An interesting case is /G VII(1) 1780 (end of 3rd cen-
tury B.C.), from Thespiae, in which the owner obligates his manu-
mitted slaves to remain with him until his death;'” only then it will
be proclaimed (drmokopvéatm; 1. 19-20) by three persons, at the ex-
owner’ tomb, that these slaves had been freed, as inscribed on the
stele in the temple of Asclepius. Manumission by proclamation could
also take place at an altar, if an anecdote about the philosopher
Crates (Souda, s.v. Kpdrng) can be taken as safe evidence. According
to this tale, Crates gave a large amount of money to the Thebans,
stood by the altar, and announced: ‘Crates frees Crates the Theban’
(éhevBepol Kpatnta OnPoiov Kparng). Although the anecdote seems
to have no historical basis, it presumably contains elements of the

15 Nicias was born ca. 470 B.C. and was executed in Sicily in 413. Aeschines’
motion against Ctesiphon’s proposal to vote a golden crown to Demosthenes was
launched in 336 B.C., after the defeat at Chaeronea, but the trial was held only
in 330. Westermann (1955, 18) cites an inscription from the middle of the fourth
century B.C. (/G II? 1177), which is a decision of the deme Piracus to ban certain
activities during the Festival of the Thesmophoria. Among these activities is d@étoug
a@tel. But I am not sure, as Westermann is, that this clause refers to manumission
of slaves; all the other activities pertain to the religious sphere.

" Cf. IG V(2) 342a from Mantinea (1st or 2nd century A.D.), where line 1 reads:
[---t]obtotg 8¢ kol dmokexop[Okaot] (‘and to those who have proclaimed’), and lines
7-8 (following the date): ot dmoxopvyfé[vieg &]nededBepor (‘those proclaimed as
free’). Both headings are followed by names.

17 On the obligation to remain with the owner, see below, chapter 4.2.2.
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mode (or one of the modes) of manumission practised in Thebes:
payment to the owner and a public declaration by the altar.' Evidently
here the altar was a convenient public venue and served no reli-
gious function. Latte (1920, 106—7) believes that one mode of man-
umission, practised at Cos (Ins. of Cos, 29) was a symbolic escape of
the slave to an altar: by sitting upon the altar, the slave received
the protection of the god and became free.'” A list of proclaimed
manumissions from Calymna ($y/.? 868 IV; 1st or 2nd century A.D.),
on the other hand, has no (extant) specification of the place of procla-
mation. The name of the eponymous magistrate is followed by the
words, ‘these were proclaimed for the purpose of freedom’ (toide
dvekopvynoov én’ éhevbepiq) and a list of names.”

Other modes of private manumission, which do not coincide with
Calderini’s categories, relate to those performed in law courts and
in the family circle. The first of these modes is attested in Athens
sometime after 358 B.C., in Isaeus’ oration For FEumathes (fr. 15 Thal-
heim): the speaker declares that Eumathes was freed by his master
in the law court.?’ There is no other indication of this practice, in
Athens or elsewhere, although the Attic inscriptions known as the
phialai exeleutherikai (‘bowls of manumitted slaves’), discussed below,
may belong to this category. Isaeus’ oration, together with Aeschines’
claim that public proclamations required the approval of the demos,
implies some kind of public regulation of manumissions. This impli-
cation is corroborated by a fragment from a lost oration of
Demosthenes (quoted by Pollux, 3.83): ‘Demosthenes says: laws of
the exeleutherot and laws of the apeleutheroi.”* Laws regulating manu-
mission or the status of the manumitted slave are also known from
other parts of the Greek world and catalogues of manumissions (dis-
cussed below) often refer to them.

'8 Against Ridle (1969, 16), who regards this story as evidence for manumission
practices in Athens.

9 On Latte’s view that the right of asylum was the source of the mode of man-
umission through consecration to a god, see below.

2 Cf. also Syll* 1210 1, II (Ist century A.D.): two individual proclamations from
Calymna.

2l The date of Isacus’ oration is inferred from the mention of the speaker’s ser-
vice as a trierarch in a sea battle (near Chius) in the year of the archon Cephisodotus.

22 AnuocBévne gnoiv é€edevBepikode vououe kai dmedevBepikode véuove. These
appellations of manumitted slaves and the difference between them are discussed
in section 2.3 below. What is important to note here, though, is that Demosthenes
refers to two categories of manumitted slaves and to two sets of laws.
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Manumission within the family circle is attested by Demosthenes,
Against Aphobus III (29.25-26), who claims that the slave Milyas was
manumitted by his dying father. In this form of manumission, the
only witnesses were members of the household. That is why, in order
to prove that Milyas was no longer slave, Demosthenes expresses his
willingness to call the housemaids and his mother to testify that
Milyas was a manumitted slave.”” To this category also belongs, prob-
ably, the manumission of a female slave in Aristophon’s comedy,
Philonides (fr. 13 K.-A.; ap. Ath., 472c—d): after relating how her mas-
ter gave her a shield full of wine, the woman says: ‘then he vigor-
ously soaked me [in wine] and set me free’ (elt” élevbépav dofike
Borticog éppopévag). It would seem that the slave was manumitted
by the symbolic act of sprinkling her with wine.**

It is important to note that all the aforementioned modes of man-
umission, whether performed in the house or in a public place, were
conducted before witnesses. Family members, priests and visitors to
temples, spectators in theatres, and judges ensured publicity. The
story of Aesop’s manumission, therefore, although it appears in a
fictitious and late biography, seems to consist of actual practices
(although of which date and place is not certain). Xanthus, Aesop’s
master, compelled by the Samians to free his slave, stood with Aesop
in the midst of the Samians and declared: ‘Xanthus, requested by
the Samians, lets Aesop free’.* Likewise, manumission by testament

# Since legal evidence could be delivered by slaves only under torture, Aphobus
challenged Demosthenes to hand over Milyas to be put to the wheel. To prove
that Milyas was free, Demosthenes declares his willingness to have his female slaves
put to the wheel (29.25). Female citizens, too, could not testify in the Athenian law
courts (except, perhaps, in homicide cases); legal evidence, therefore, had to be
obtained from them by evidentiary oath (see Todd 1993, 96, 208). Concerning his
mother, Demosthenes uses the word miotig, ‘pledge’ (29.26), which may be under-
stood as an oath. Cf. Harrison (I 1971, 136-7), who rightly remarks that by this
time (4th century B.C.) all evidence was given in writing; it therefore made no
difference in what form women gave evidence.

# The passive participle BeBontiouévor is used in PL, Sym., 176b, to denote
drunkenness (‘soaked in wine’); cf. Eub., fr. 126 K (BeBpeyuévoc, from Bpéyw, ‘to
wet’). For the ritual use of shields, see Ar., Lys., 185 fI. Beauchet 1897, 473, main-
tains that the passage in Aristophon may imply an Athenian mode of manumis-
sion, similar to the Roman per mensam. On similar symbolic acts in other cultures,
see Patterson (1982, 21419, esp. 216), who describes manumission in ancient India,
involving the act of showering the slave’s head with parched rice and flowers.

% Vit. Aesop. G 90 Perry: EdvBog d&iwbelg brd 100 dMuov 100 Zopiov deinc
&hebBepov 1OV Afcwrov. A slightly different wording is found in Manuscript W 90
Perry. On the circumstances and other details of Aesop’s manumission, see also
below, and in section 2.3.1.
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was naturally witnessed, although not always inscribed on stone. The
wills of Plato, Aristotle, Theophrastus, and Lycon are known to us
from Diogenes Laertius’ biographies of these philosophers.”® The fol-
lowing passage from Aristotle’s will concerns one of his slaves (Diog.

Laert., 5.14):

elvor 8¢ kol "ApPpoxido élevBépov kol Sodvor adfi, Srav f moig £x860n,
nevTaKooiog dpoyutg Kol Ty modiokny fv £xet.

And Ambracis is to be free and to be granted, when my daughter is
given in marriage, 500 drachmae and the slave girl she has now.

Sometimes, however, the owner (or his heirs) decided to have the
will inscribed in stone, as in the following example from Mantinea

(IG V(2) 274 1T = Sil* 1209 I; end of 2nd century B.C.):

éml 1ep0g 101 / TMoodavog (sic) "An/olhwviov, dek/tfipog 6 Mdpkov / 10D
Titov, #toug &/Bd6uov kol tecapa/xoct0d, droffkng dv/oyvocbeiong v,
unv/o¢ tpitov tplakddi, Mit/Ohog Hocerdinmov dofi/xe tov i8loy Oepd-
nouv/ov hevBépay Topm / kol 10 &€ Eotdig mondiov / "Ovnoiedpov, undevi
un/8&v mPOoNKOVTOG.

When Apollonius was the priest of Poseidon and Marcus, son of Titus,
was the receiver,” in the year 47, after the testament had been read
three times,?® on the thirticth day of the third month, Pitylus, son of
Poseidippus, set free his personal maid Sapho and the child born to
her, Onesiphorus, so that they do not belong to anyone in any manner.

Such wills were, in fact, delayed manumissions; they protracted slav-
ery in spite of the declaration of freedom (see also below, chapter
4.2.2).% A special case is found in four acts of manumission from
Achaea Phthiotis (/G IX(2) 102a, 109b), according to which the
manumissions were performed in compliance with the owners’ thought
or intention (kato Srtavonow). These are not wills per se, but documents

% D.L., 3.42 (Plato); 5.14-16 (Aristotle), 54-55 (Theophrastus), 72-74 (Lycon).

¥ See Hesych., s.v. dexmp: dmodoyede. This was apparently an official. Dittenberger
(Spll.* 1209 I) thinks he may have been in charge of receiving money for individ-
ual manumissions.

% Dittenberger’s reading (Syil.* 1209 I) has no number.

2 Cf. BCH 25 (1901), 361-2, no. 2: an act of manumission by testament from
Thespiae, end of 3rd century B.C.; IG 1X(2) 546, 118 from Thessaly; P.Oxy. 1I,
494 from Oxyrhynchus in Egypt (156 A.D.). Patterson (1982, 224) sees manumis-
sion by testament as a gift exchange between the master and the god (the release
from slavery being a substitute for the sacrifice of the slave) and between the mas-
ter and the slave.
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implementing the owners’ intentions, probably expressed orally dur-
ing their lifetime but never written down.”

A special form, practised in Graeco-Roman Egypt, was manu-
mission in the presence of the agoranomos (the public notary), prob-
ably with the intention of achieving better publicity and an official
warrant of the validity of the act. An example of this mode is the
papyrus cited above, in section 2.1 (P.Oxp. IV, 722). It states that
the manumission 1s being performed before three agoranomor (1. 4-5,
not cited above), in the street, and after invoking Zeus, Helios, and
Ge. A charge of 10 drachmae was usually paid to the bankers, who
notified the agoranomos and authorized the act of manumission (e.g.,
P.Oxy. 1, 48, 49; 11, 349; 1V, 723). The purpose of the 10-drachmae
payment is discussed below (in chapter 4.1). Sometimes, a procla-
mation by the herald was added (e.g., Freb. 11, 10).%!

A unique mode of manumission, still not explained satisfactorily,
is attested in several acts known from catalogue-inscriptions from
Thessaly (e.g., 1G I1X(2) 22, 207¢c, 1296). Here the manumission verb
(usually apeleutheroun or aphienai eleutheron/an) 1s followed by the word
Eevikfy (e.g., IG I1X(2) 1296, 1. 3, from Azorus) or by the more elab-
orate formula Eevikfi AMboer or Avtpwoet (e.g., IG IX(2) 27, 28). The
same phrase, in the form Eevikol Adoel anoAvet, also appears in
three manumission inscriptions from Dodona in Epirus (SGDI 1351,
1360; Carapanos, XXXII, 2).*> The word xeniker, the feminine dative
of the adjective xenitkos (a derivation of xenos), implies that some for-
eign element was involved; the interpretation of these phrases, how-
ever, is controversial. The older view, that the manumittors in these
acts were themselves foreigners—thus rendering the formula: ‘by a
release pertaining to foreigners™—has been rightly abandoned. This
phrase does not appear in many other manumission acts certainly
performed by foreigners. Moreover, at least one inscription (/G 1X(2)
1268, from Doliche in Thessaly) records two acts of manumission

performed by the same woman, but only one of them is described
as xentke (Rensch 1908, 120; Calderini 1908, 274; Cabanes 1976, 462).

% See Babacos 1966, 63—4.

31 Cf. Biezunska-Malowist 1977, 144 and n. 148.
C. Carapanos, Dodone et ses ruines (Paris 1878).
Cf. Cabanes (1976, 421-2), who suggests that the varied forms of manumis-
sions in Buthrotus reflect two legal traditions: an older, local one, and the other
newly imported from central Greece.

33
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Calderini (1908, 276-7; cf. D-H-R, Inscr. Jur. Gr. 11, no. 47) sug-
gests that xentker lyset was a mode of manumission, brought to Thessalian
cities by foreigners (which would explain why some of the manu-
mittors in acts so described were indeed foreigners) and adopted by
the local citizens.” Although ‘foreign’, these manumissions had to
conform to the local laws, that is, they had to be registered and a
registration fee had to be paid. That is probably why, says Calderini,
except for the phrase xeniker, these acts are formulated in the same
way as the many others recorded on the stones. The use of the fem-
inine dative of xentkos may indeed suggest that a mode of manumission
is indicated, one that is somehow foreign or associated with foreign
practices. Moreover, in several Thessalian grave inscriptions, the
deceased are described as ‘apeleutheror xeniker’ (e.g., IG IX(2) 851, from
Larissa: ‘Farewell Acoutus, the blessed one, the apeleutheros of Lyciscus
by xenike).** But the very fact that manumitted slaves (or whoever
was responsible for the engraving on the tombstone) took the trou-
ble to commemorate their being manumitted xentke: implies that their
status was somewhat different from that of slaves manumitted accord-
ing to the customary modes. In other words, xentke: may indicate not
only a mode of manumission, but also a distinct status of the man-
umitted slaves, as Calderini, too, suggests (1908, 277).

Most scholars hold (e.g., Rensch 1908, 121-3; Cabanes 1976, 462)
that xentker lyser granted the manumitted slaves the distinct legal sta-
tus of xenot (foreigners).” Rensch supports this interpretation by refer-
ring to the koot xenodokoi in Thessaly and to a grave inscription from
Rhodes. The xenodokoi (literally: ‘recipients of foreigners’), who are
mentioned in several inscriptions from Thessaly, sometimes with the
epithet koinoi (public) or idiwi (private), have usually been explained
as witnesses. They appear in some manumission inscriptions as officials
to whom manumitted slaves paid the registration fee. Rensch believes
that these officials were called xenodokor because the manumitted slaves
were granted the status of xenoi. He also conjectures that the inscrip-
tions that mention xenodoko: may have contained the heading, ‘those
manumitted xentker and who paid to the polis the money due (for

3G TX(2) 851: "Axobte Avkiokov dmeletBepe Eevixfi Hipog yxpnote xoipe. It is
not clear whether the second name, in the genitive, is the name of the manumit-
tor or the patronymic of the deceased. I tend to adopt the first possibility for rea-
sons explained below, in section 2.3.

% Cf. D-H-R, Inser. Jur. Gr. 11, 314-5; Babacos 1966, 44; Ridle 1969, 104-5.
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registration)’. But xenodoko: also appear in honorific decrees and inter-
state agreements; their jurisdiction, therefore, cannot have been
restricted to manumitted slaves.”® Moreover, none of the inscriptions
that mention xenodoko: contain the word xenike: and none of the xenikeir-
inscriptions refer to xenodokor.

The text of the inscription from Rhodes (/G XII(1) 383) that
Rensch offers as evidence of the grant of xenos-status to manumitted
slaves reads: [The tomb of] Epigonus of Rhodiopolis, the metic,
who was made free by the polis, was made a xenos by the Council
and the People, and was twice a choregos’.”” Epigonus, a metic at the
time of his death, had been a slave in Rhodes. He was manumit-
ted by the polis, a fact that makes the act public or, to use Calderini’s
terminology, ‘extraordinary’ (see above).” Epigonus was then ‘made
a xenos’, as the passive participle of the verb xenoun suggests. Xenoun
usually described the act of making one a guest-friend or an ally; if
we accept Rensch’s view (1908, 122-3), this inscription is the only
known occurrence of the verb in the sense of ‘granting someone the
legal status of a foreigner’.* Nevertheless, the fact that Epigonus was
made a xenos by the Council and the People may indeed imply that
xenos was considered to be a distinct legal status and was conferred
on Epigonus by a special decision. This fact, claims Rensch, together
with its association with manumission in our inscription, should make
us understand the Thessalian xeniker, too, as manumission leading to

the status of a xenos (cf. Radle 1969, 104-5).

% On the xenodokoi in Thessaly, see Zelnick-Abramovitz 2000b, 110-12.

7 "Emrydvov “Podronolito petoikov éhevBepwbévtog bmo 1o médeme kol Eevabévtog
1o 180G PovAds kol tod dduov kol yopoynoavios dig. The text was first published
by L. Ross, Inscr. Gr. Ined. 111 (1845), 278. See also Museion de Smyma 11, 1 (1876),
no. 113; J. and L. Robert, ‘Bulletin épigraphique’, REG 72 (1959), 157, no. 41;
SGDI 4007. The name of Epigonus’ Lycian polis is also written Rhodiapolis. On
this place, see Theopomp. Ap. Phot., Bibl., 176; Plin., HN 5.28.101; Behrwald 2000,
169 n. 35, 175, 226. Hiller de Gaertringen (/G XII(1) 383) comments that manu-
mitted slaves and metics appear in the inscriptions with ethnics instead of patronymics.
See also Fraser 1977, 1445, n. 308 (who mistakenly transcribes ¢€elevBepwbivrog
instead of éAevBepwBévrog). On this inscription, see also L. and R. Robert, ‘Bulletin
¢épigraphique’, REG 72 (1959), 157, no. 41. A choregos was a rich citizen or (as here)
metic, charged by the polis with the liturgy of defraying choruses.

% There is no need to assume with Hiller (ad loc.) that Epigonus was a public
slave.

# The ninth edition of LS7 (1940) gives this inscription as an example for the
verb Eevow, I1.2: ‘take up one’s abode with one as a guest, to be entertained’; but
the 1968 Supplement deletes it. The 1996 revised Supplement, however, inserts
another definition before it: ‘to give someone the rights of a &évog’.
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There are, however, some problems with Rensch’s interpretation.
First, although both manumission and the grant of the xenos-status
to Epigonus are similarly formulated—a state decision expressed in
an aorist passive participle—the two actions are not necessarily con-
nected. If the manumission and the grant of the xenos-status were
one and the same deed, there would have been no need for Epigonus
(or whoever inscribed the text) to separate the two actions by ascrib-
ing one to the abstract polis and the other to specific political insti-
tutions. Second, this inscription seems to commemorate all the social
and legal stages in Epigonus’ life: slave, manumitted slave, xenos, chore-
gos (a liturgy performed while a xenos?), and finally metic. It should
be noted that the inscription refers both to Epigonus’ status as metic
and to the fact that he was (previously?) granted the status of xenos.
Evidently—although there is no other evidence to support this con-
jecture—being made a xenos in Rhodes meant that one was granted
a distinct status, different from and superior to that of a manumit-
ted slave but apparently inferior to that of a metic. But can we infer
the existence of the same legal distinctions in Thessaly or in Dodona?
Our knowledge of the legal status of wxeno: and other non-citizens in
Thessaly and Dodona is as deficient as it is for Rhodes," and it is
unsafe to infer anything about the status of manumitted slaves in
Thessaly from one Rhodian inscription. Third, the fact that Epigonus
was manumitted by the polis and, latter, was a choergos indicates that
he was held in respect (perhaps because of some service rendered
by him); it is, therefore, possible that the verb xenoun describes here
his honorific entertainment by the polis, something similar to the
xemia granted by Athens to benefactors (cf. Henry 1983, 262-75;
Herman 1987, 136).

There are also other difficulties in the prevalent interpretation of
the xentker inscriptions. The word xenike: 1s different from other words
and phrases employed in inscriptions to characterize the status of
the manumitted slave; these take the form of an adjective in the
nominative case (e.g., anephaplos, anepileptos—untouchable’, ‘immune’)
or a more elaborate clause (e.g., ‘he/she may go wherever he/she
wishes’, etc.; see below, chapter 4.4). If we accept the view that

* In Rhodes, metics were distinguished from foreigners, and some of the latter
were privileged, as can be inferred from the inscription /G XII(1) 49. There is also
evidence for Rhodian officials in charge of foreigners (émueAntol t@v &évav; Clara

Rodos 11, no. 6). See also Sokolowski 1969, 265—6, no. 137A.
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xentker-phrases point to a distinct status of the slave affer manumis-
sion, we have to explain this peculiar use of the adjective: why write
‘by a foreign release’ and not simply ‘he/she shall be a foreigner
(Eévog/m elvon)? Moreover, it seems unlikely that the status of for-
eigners was specifically conferred on some manumitted slaves, when,
in fact, a/l manumitted slaves were xenoi in the poleis where they
were manumitted. If; on the other hand, we assume that a distinct
status of wenos was conferred by law on all manumitted slaves in
Thessaly and Dodona, why is this phrase not mentioned in all the
extant inscriptions—for that matter, why was it mentioned at all? It
should also be noted that the words fysis and htrosis in the more
elaborate form of the phrase (xenike: lysei/ lytroser) do not usually indi-
cate the manumission of slaves, but rather release from captivity and
the ransom paid for it. In the inscriptions from Dodona, the man-
umission verb (rather than apeleutheroun, typical of the Thessalian
inscriptions) 18 apolyein—a verb that in the context of liberation usu-
ally describes ransoming captives. Could xenike: refer somehow to the
ransoming of captives and prisoners of war? The use of the vocab-
ulary of ransom raises the possibility that a different situation is
involved, especially since the more common manumission verb in
Dodona was aphienai eleutheron/an (Cabanes 1976, 461). If the verb
apolyen and the words lsis and trosis have their regular connota-
tions, it may be that these manumitted slaves were captives (of war
or pirates), who had been sold into slavery and were now able to
pay for their release—whether from their own savings or thanks to
a third party. This conjecture can be supported by the fact that in
several manumissions from Thessaly, the term ftra—from which ltro-
sis 1s derived and which usually denotes ransom—indicates the pay-
ment made by manumitted slaves for their freedom (see below,
chapter 4.2.1). Xentkei lytrosei or lyser would then refer to the fact that
these captives were citizens of a foreign state who had been released
through that state’s intervention (Eevikn ywpo/moAg)."!

Since, however, this interpretation does not explain the appear-
ance of the word xeniker in the Thessalian grave inscriptions, I would
like to suggest another possibility. Broadcasting one’s status as a man-
umitted slave was of great importance both to the manumittor and

" As Bielman (1989) postulates for the phrase T AVtpor €k t@v Toleplwv in
manumission inscriptions from Delphi and Elatea.
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his heirs and to the manumitted slave and his heirs (see below, sec-
tion 2.3.1). Gravestones that publicized the fact that the deceased
enjoyed certain privileges fall into a different category. Such were
those of the uotelers in Athens, metics who were granted the privi-
lege to pay the same taxes and levies as citizens (and thus were
exempted from the special metic tax). These privileged metics took
care to commemorate this fact on their gravestones (e.g., IG II?
7862-81). It may be that in Thessaly the phrase xentker (lysei/ lytroser)
indicated a privileged status of manumitted slaves. It is impossible
to know what this privilege may have been. In Athens, the term
xentka meant taxes paid by xenoi—so, at least, can be inferred from
Demosthenes (57.34). It is therefore possible that in Thessaly xenike:
signified manumitted slaves who had been exempted from the taxes
paid by xenoz. IG IX(1) 82¢ from Thermon may corroborate this
assumption: the manumitted female slave is granted not only free-
dom, but also the status of isoleles and enteimon (the latter term may
indicate civic rights; see below, chapter 6.1). As for Dodona, the
verb apolyein employed there may also be taken in its meaning of
‘discharge’, ‘release from debt’. Hence, the formula xenikei lyser apolyei
can likewise be understood to mean ‘[he/she] discharges [the man-
umitted slave] from the obligation to pay the taxes of xeno’.
Another mode of manumission is defined by some scholars as a
‘sale for the purpose of release’ (npaoig €nt Aboet). In this mode, the
slave was bought from the owner by a third party with the inten-
tion of liberating him or her. The phrase prasis epi lyser, however, is
used in Attic inscriptions and in some other places to describe a
fictitious sale, by which land was given as security for a loan; the
land remained in the possession of the ‘vendor’, and he regained
ownership when the loan had been repaid.” Hence, scholars who
define manumissions as prasis epr lyser use this phrase in its literal
meaning. This is the case in SGDI 1356 (= Syll.* 1206) from Dodona,
according to which Matydika bought (é€enpioto) the slave Polyxenus
from Damoxena for the price of 1 mina. Although no explicit indi-
cation of manumission appears in the inscription, it is logical to infer
it (cf. D-H-R, Inscr. Jur. Gr. 11, 315-6). Cabanes (1976, 463) suggests
that a similar case may be SGDI 1354, also from Dodona, where
the phrase ‘has released for the purpose of liberation for three minae’

2 Finley (1985, 29-35) explains the prasis epi lysei as security in the form of con-
ditional sale. Cf. also Schaps 1979, 5; Todd 1993, 253—4.
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appears (anéAv[oe €n|i Adoer tpd[v pvav; 1l 2-3). But the inscrip-
tion is too mutilated for us to be sure that it dealt with manumis-
sion; it may have recorded a sale of a mortgaged property. Note
also that the language used in SGDI 1354 resembles the xeniker man-
umissions from Dodona.”

A clearer case i1s Hyperides’ oration Against Athenogenes (3.3 {I.). The
speaker tells the judges how he tried to obtain the freedom of a
young slave, with whom he fell in love, by paying money to his
owner, Athenogenes. The speaker was then induced by Athenogenes
to buy the boy’s father and brother, too, together with the shop they
managed, and manumit them later. Herodotus recounts the story of
the fhetaira Rhodopis, who had been the slave of Iadmon of Samos,
was probably bought by Xanthus, who brought her to Egypt to prac-
tice her trade there, and then released by Charaxus, Sappho’s brother,
for a lot of money (2.134-5). According to Manuscript G of the late
biography of Aesop, a fellow-slave of Rhodopis, the president of the
Samian Assembly suggested to pay Xanthus the value of Aesop and
thus make the latter free (Vita Aesopi G 90 Perry). It is puzzling, how-
ever, that the president’s exact words are ‘...and I'll make him a
freedman (apeleutheros) of the polis’** It may be that the procedure
intended here was to buy Aesop with public money and thus make
him a public slave before liberating him. The case of another fetaira,
Neaera, ([D.], 59), mentioned above in section 2.1, is often brought
up as another example of this mode of manumission. But it should
be remembered that Neaera bought her freedom with the help of
a loan fund and her own savings. In fact, since in most acts of man-
umission slaves had to pay for their freedom (see also chapter 4.2.1)
and probably not all of them could pay the high price demanded,
it 1s possible that slaves often had recourse to a third party. Hence,
manumissions defined as proclamation, private, xeniker, sacral (see
below), etc., can also be classified as ‘sale for the purpose of release™—
another indication of the diverse nature of manumission.

# This, however, cannot be used to explain the xeniker manumissions. Although
it is tempting to suggest that slaves manumitted in Thessaly and Dodona xenikei lyser
were liberated by a third party who was a foreigner, it does not clarify the use of
xeniker in funerary inscriptions; in such a case, moreover, we should expect the for-
mulation to be &évo or drd Eévov.

# Manuscript W 90, which mentions no purchase of freedom, seems to refer to
manumission by consecration (see below); in this version, the president says Tl
make him an apeleutheros of Hera’.
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In some places, manumissions were engraved in the form of cat-
alogue lists (an example was given above, in section 2.1). Such inscrip-
tions commemorate many acts of manumission, in a language that
is often very concise and formulaic. Usually the manumissions are
grouped in chronological order. Although these manumissions, too,
were private, the form of publication implies some official interven-
tion. The lists of manumissions from Mantinea and Epidaurus, men-
tioned above, combine proclamation (in a sanctuary or the theatre)
with public regulation. The lists of manumission from the theatre in
Buthrotus (Cabanes 1974, 116-68) reveal another mixed form: these
acts were inscribed on the walls of the theatre in a catalogue; hence
the publication, at least (if not manumission itself), was regulated by
the polis. In some of the cases, moreover, the manumitted slaves
were also consecrated to the god Asclepius (on this mode, see below).
The Buthrotus catalogues, as well as those from Thessaly, show many
variants in the mode of dating and the manumission-formulae and
include some more elaborate manumissions.*

Some of the manumission catalogues mention payments made to
the polis; there is also some evidence of such payments in private
manumissions that are not inscribed in catalogue form (e.g., IG V(2)
345, from Orchomenus; see below, chapter 4.1). The payment to
the polis (whether it was a publication fee or a manumission tax)
indicates that some poleis viewed manumission as concerning all the
citizenry. In some places, as mentioned above, there is evidence of
laws on manumission and manumitted slaves (such as referred to by
Demosthenes for Athens); these laws may have also prescribed pay-
ment. The heading of IG I1X(2), 74 (= SEG 30, 531; 2nd half of 2nd
century B.C.), from Lamia, cited above (2.1) contains the name of
the treasurer of the polis, to whom, we may infer, payment was
made for publication. The names of the manumitted slaves are given
in chronological order by month.

In Athens, similar lists of names appear in a special form. These
lists, known as the phialai exeleuthertkai (‘bowls of manumitted slaves’)
or Catalogi Paterarum Argentearum, because of the dedicated silver bowls

# In fact, Thessalian manumissions described as xentker are contained in such cat-
alogues, where many other manumissions are described in a different and uniform
way. For other manumission catalogues, see /G IX(1) 2, 74-8 from Lamia, /G IX(1)
22, 419 from Oeniadae, /G IX(2) 415 from Pherae, IG IX(2) 539—68 from Larissa,
1G 1X(2) 1296 II-V from Perrhacbia, /G IX(2) 302a from Tricca, and $ll.* 868
IV, $i* 1210 from Calymna.
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mentioned in them, were inscribed on two sides of a stele. They
date from 333-317 B.C. (side A) and 334—320 (side B) (Lewis, 1959).
The inscriptions list the names of owners and manumitted slaves in
the roles of prosecutors and defendants in the legal procedure known
as dike apostasiou. According to Harpocration, this procedure was insti-
tuted by ex-masters against their manumitted slaves if the latter were
disobedient or ran away, registered another person as their prostates,
or failed to comply with the laws.* The use of judicial language,
plus the fact that the manumitted slaves mentioned in these inscrip-
tions are already registered in demes and have their own occupa-
tions, has puzzled scholars. The prevalent interpretation is that these
were fictitious prosecutions that served as a mode of manumission.
I discuss these lists in detail below (chapter 5.1), where I propose to
view them as genuine verdicts in apostasiou-trials, grouped together
and publicized in a catalogue form. Like some of the other cata-
logues mentioned above, the manumissions on these lists are of a
mixed nature: whether or not the prosecutions were fictitious, these
were private acts, but officially registered and executed as court ver-
dicts. Moreover, if these were fictitious trials, they provide further
evidence for the use of the law courts for manumission in Athens.
Since only fragments of Isaeus’ oration For Eumathes survive (see
above), we have no way of knowing whether Eumathes’ manumis-
sion was a result of the same legal procedure as ascribed to the ‘Lists
of Silver Bowls’. Either way, both Eumathes’ case and these lists
indicate the involvement of Athenian institutions in manumission. It
should be noted, however, that this is the only epigraphic evidence
concerning manumitted slaves in Athens and that these inscriptions
appear quite abruptly and disappear shortly afterwards.

The following inscription from Daulis (/G IX(1), 63; 2nd century
B.C.) also combines an explicit private manumission with public reg-
ulation, this time with the involvement of the sovereign body of the
polis:

[0e0g tOyav dya]Odv. dpyoviog £[v AavAly]
[-mmmmmmmmm €0]c 100 Tewoydpov, év [Evwouw]
[éxkAnoig] tog molog, Bovlapyé[ovtog]

1 Harpocration, s.v. drootaciov, does use the word epistates, but it is safe to
assume that he means the prostates, a term used by the Souda, s.v. dnoostaciov. On
the prostates of manumitted slaves, see below, chapter 4.3; on laws concerning manu-
mitted slaves and their possible contents, see chapter 5.3.
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[------] 10D ®1Aovikov, unvog dekd[tov,]

[~ ]iocavto kotd Tov vopov IMo[---]

[-—--Jovog, EVvGvdpa ‘Enapudctov [tog

[18log dovAw]g Tewoxpdreiav, "Apiotdpyov,)]

[koAéoovteg] €ri tav 1dlav iot[lo]v. udp[tupeg: ---]

May God give good luck! In the archonship of [. .. .], son of Teimagoras,
in Daulis, in the lawful Assembly of the polis, when [....] son of
Philonikos was boularchon,” in the tenth month, Pol....], son of [...],
and Euandra, daughter of Eparmostos, [manumitted?] according to
the law their personal female slaves Teimocrateia and Aristarcha, after
summoning them to the private hearth. Witnesses: [. . .]

Not only was the manumission performed ‘in accordance with the
law’, it was also done in the Assembly. This mode of manumission
probably combines the ancient custom of manumitting slaves within
the family circle—something along the lines of Milyas’ manumission
by Demosthenes’ father (see above)—with a formal authorization by
the Assembly. Since newly purchased slaves, too, were first brought
to the family’s hearth, it seems that manumitting them by the hearth
was a symbolic act of granting them a new identity: they were
excluded from their former capacity in the household and re-included
in it in another.*

An interesting example of official involvement is /G IX(1) 109 from
Elatea. This is a formal decision (psaphisma) of the Council, followed
by a decision of the Assembly, to manumit a slave and engrave the
act in the shrine of Athena, in the name of Menecleia. This woman
was apparently left without a guardian (kyrios), after the death of her
father, who owned the slave.

The fact that many manumission inscriptions disclose the involve-
ment of the polis prompted Albrecht (1978, 107-53) to sub-divide
his two main categories (civil and sacral) into “formal’ and ‘informal’
acts. He explains the formal’ element as the requirement by the
state that acts of manumission be publicized, both for financial and
political reasons and to the advantage of the manumitted slaves (ibid.,
119); in the case of informal manumissions, on the other hand, the
decision to make them public was left to the owner’s discretion.*

* The literal meaning of the word is ‘ruler (or ‘head’) of the Council’.

% Cf. Albrecht 1978, 122. See above, chapter 1.5, on manumission and sym-
bolic acts.

¥ For Albrecht’s explanation of the procedures of ‘formal’ manumissions, which
he interprets as actually performed in the Assembly or Council, see below, chap-
ter 4.1.



86 CHAPTER TWO

This division, however, has its flaws. For instance, Albrecht classifies
the Attic ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’ (see above) as informal civil manu-
missions (109—13), although the public verdict of an Athenian law
court (fictitious or not) can be seen as formal publication. Moreover,
the formal requirement of publicity is not always stated explicitly,
while some manumissions appear to be of mixed categories, as shown
above. This multifarious nature of manumission is even more evi-
dent in the so-called ‘sacral manumissions’.

Sacral manumission appears in two main forms: the consecration
of slaves or their sale to a divinity. Manumission through consecra-
tion is attested in many places in the Greek world from the fifth
century B.C. onwards. Having been consecrated by their owners for
the purpose of freedom, the slaves became ‘sacred persons’ (iepot).”
The standard phrase in these manumission is dvotiBévon élevBepov/av
(‘consecrate as free’), but other verbs were also used, such as yopiecBon
(‘give graciously’), dwpeloOat (‘present with’). Some consecrations,
although lacking the expression ‘for the purpose of freedom’, are
believed to record manumissions. Such are the inscriptions from
Taenaron, mentioned above (2.1), or the following inscription from
Chacronea (/G VII 3330, 1. 1-4; first half of the 2nd century B.C.):

"Apyovtog Mvoogov, unvog ‘Inmodpouiov meviexoidexd-
m, TeAléog Edvouov xoi TMopapdvo Knersodmpov kol
Knoeis68wpoc Teldéov dvatiBéact thv i8lov odAnv
Zothov iepoy 1@ Tepdmet . . .

In the archonship of Mnaseas, on the 15th day of the month of Hippo-
dromius, Telleas, son of Eunomus, Paramona, daughter of Cephisodo-
rus, and Cepheisodorus, son of Telleas, consecrate their personal female
slave Zoila as sacred to Serapis. . .

Manumission by sale to a divinity is first attested towards the end
of the third century B.C. The bulk of the evidence comes from

% In one version of the Life of Aesop (Vit. Aesop. W 90 Perry), the president of
the Samian Assembly tells Xanthus that if he refuses to manumit Aesop, he him-
self will make Acsop the freedman (apeleutheros) of the goddess Hera. There is no
way of knowing whether these words refer to an actual practice of consecration-
manumission in Samos and, if it does, in what period. Aesop lived in the sixth cen-
tury B.C., but the Life is a late and apocryphal text, probably compiled in Egypt
in the first century A.D. (Perry 1981, 24-6; see also above, chapter 1.5). However,
an inscription from Samos, SGDI 5702 (346/5 B.C.), mentions Pelysius, a hieros of
Hera (. 39), who may have been a slave consecrated to the goddess. Cf. Bomer
1960, 158, for slaves and religion in Samos. Cf. also /G XII(6) 1, 169.
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Delphi, but this mode is also found elsewhere in central and west-
ern Greece, in the Peloponnesus, and in Asia Minor.”' In this mode
of manumission, the owner sold the slave (usually described as c®po.,
‘body’) to the god for the purpose of freedom (dmodidévor én’
¢levbepiq); the slave entrusted the purchase-money to the god on
the condition that he or she be free. A typical example of this mode
is the following inscription from Delphi (SGDI 1689, ll. 1-6; ca.
156-151 B.C.):

“Apyovtog Tatépa 100 "Avdpovikov unvog Buoiov, ané[dloto Zwoi-

ac Zooto tdt "AndAllove o Tubiot odua yovaikelov & 3[v]o-

ue Nikodor 10 yévog €€ "ApyeBiog xoi tov bOv advtag ToBudy, Twude
Gpyvpiov pvaw mévte, kol Tov Ty Exel mocay, kobag éniotevce Nucodo
xal ToBuog

o1 Bedt oy dvay, ¢ Grte EdedBepot elley Kol GvéQETTOL GId TEVTOY TOV
Blov.

In the archonship of Pateras, son of Andronicus, in the month of
Bysius, Sosias, son of Sosias, sold to Pythian Apollo a female slave (lit-
erally: a female body), whose name 1s Nicaea, by origin of Argethia,
and her son Isthmus, for the price of five silver minae, and he has
received the whole price; accordingly, Nicaea and Isthmus have entrusted
the sale to the god, on the condition that they be free and untouch-
able by anyone for all their lives.

Calderini (1908, 99 n. 4) distinguishes a third form of sacral man-
umission—that with the protection of a god. As already noticed by
Albrecht (1978, 116-7; cf. Gibson 1999, 37), this third category is
closely related to ‘civil’ manumission, since the divinities play no
active role; they are simply invoked as guarantors of the manumit-
ted slaves or as witnesses to the act. Thus, the proclamations from
Mantinea (/G V(2) 274 II) and the manumission from Thespiae (/G
VII(1) 1780), both mentioned above, combine civil or secular with
sacral elements. The proclamations in Mantinea took place at the
sanctuary of Poseidon; the manumission from Thespiae was inscribed
and published in the sanctuary of Asclepius. The inscription from
Thespiae 1s most curious, for in 1. 10—14 Eutychus, the ex-owner,

! For lists of places and the cases, see Calderini 1908, 103; Bomer 1960, 18-111.
From Egypt we have a dubious case in BGU VII 1564 (138 A.D.): dmehedBepog
100 pe[ydhov Belod Taponidog. The meaning can be ‘freedman of the great god,
Sarapis’ or, as Taubenschlag (1955, 97) believes, ‘of Sarapis, the freedman of the
great god’.
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attaches another provision in case of his death:®® the manumitted
slaves are to be entrusted (nopoxotoriBerar) in the presence of Asclepius
to the three persons who are later to proclaim the slaves’ freedom
at Eutychus’ tomb (ll. 18-24; see above). Another inscription from
Thespiae (/G VII(1) 1779; end of 3rd century B.C.) shows the same

combination:

[E]vpopeiim Gpyov-
10¢ dolertt Td-

ov "At[é]av éhev-
Bépov évavtia

@ "Acxklomid

KN 1® AndlAov-
og* Flotopeg. ..

In the archonship of Eurymeilos, Saon sets Ateas free (aphieiti eleutheron)
in the presence of Asclepius and Apollo. Witnesses: . . .

An interesting case is an inscription from Oropus (SEG 15, 293; 3rd
century B.C.): Moschus, the Jewish manumitted slave of Phrynidas,
decided to inscribe his manumission in the shrine of Amphiaraus,
following the instructions of Amphiaraus and Hygieia, who appeared
to him in a dream. It seems that Moschus came to the oracular
shrine of this healing deity to be cured and, although his manu-
mission was civil and he was a Jew, decided to invoke the pagan
god as his protector.”* Another example of this mixed form is an

inscription from Hymapolis in Phocis (/G IX(1), 86; 98-117 A.D.):

&pyovtog év “Yuomdh Zothpov

[-——-]¢, unvog 6yd6ov, BovPactiorg,
Zoocwo Zoct deintt tov 18iav 800-

Aoy Todypucov Edevbépay dmd toC Gd-
uepov Guépac, mopovtog Emiktnton 10D
TOo1KkpETOVE, TV 1epfwg 10V Taopdmidog
kol g Efo1doc, évdmiov 1@V mpoyeypo-
pévov Bedv kol 100 TePoctod Tporyidvov
Kaicapog Tepuovikod . . .

2 The words £[n]l 8¢ [t{] ko néBet Ebtuyog (if anything happens to Eutychus
[the manumittor]’) in line 10 should be understood as ‘if Eutychos dies’, although
in lines 18-19 the more usual formula (éni 8¢ xo tedevtdoet EVtuyog) is used.

» See also the manumissions from Dodona (Ciabanes 1976, 461).

> For this case, see Lewis 1957.
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In the archonship of Soterus, son of [...], in Hymapolis, in the cighth
month, during the Boubasteia,” Zosima, daughter of Zosas, sets free
(aphieti eleutheran) her personal slave Isochrysus, as from this very day,
in the presence of Epictetus, son of Sosicrates, the priest of Sarapis
and Isis, before the aforementioned gods and Augustus Trajan Caesar
Germanicus . . .

Similarly, some of the Jewish manumissions in the Bosporus Kingdom
were carried out in the prayer-house (énl tiig npocevyfic or év 1fj
npooevyli; e.g., CIRB 70, 81 A.D., and 71, Ist century A.D.), but
the language used in them is ‘secular’ (aphienai eleutheron/ an).>®

In some cases, the consent of the polis was added to the invoca-
tion of deities, producing what looks like a combination of secular,
sacral, and state-regulated manumission, as in /G IX(1) 119, 1. 8-11,
from Elatea (4th century B.C.?):

0 ddpog odvel. émiueAn-
tol- "ABdva, Zebg, ‘Ep-
uog, "Anorlwv, Ilo-
te1ddv, Xdprreg.

The people consent. Overseers: Athena, Zeus, Hermes, Apollo, Poseidon,
the Graces.

From Chaeronea comes a consecration-manumission (/G VII, 3314;
end of third century B.C.), authorized by the Council and employ-
ing the usual verb of consecration:

Apxedapm cpyd, newvde ‘Oporwin meviexondekdn, Mniic
OuMpovog dvatiBntt tag Fidiog doddwg Tdtipov k) Twn[pi]-
xov tapog tel Tepdmt mapopeivoviog odTh dveykheitog Gg k(o]
(e, tov dvéBectv motovpéva 10 td cvved[pio] kotd OV vouov.

» This was a festival to the Egyptian cat-headed goddess Boubastis, who was
identified with Isis and with the Greek goddess Artemis (Hdt., 2.59.1, 137.5, 156.5).

% CIRB 985 is the only inscription from the Bosporus Kingdom which has the
verb of consecration (anatithenai). See Nadel 1976, 214; Gibson 1999, 100—1; Ustinova
1999, 229-30. These slaves were not consecrated to the prayer-house, but only in
it (Gibson 1999, 128-30) or with the help of a common chest (Harrill 1995, 175-7).
For a similar combination of ‘secular’ (aphienai eleutheron/an) and ‘sacral’ (hieros/a)
language, see the manumission inscriptions from Buthrotus in Epirus (Cabanes,
1974, nos. I, V, VIII, IX, XI, XTIV, XIX, XXIII, XXVI, XXVII, XXIX, XXX,
XXXI: ol dpenbévteg EhetBepol kol dvoreBévieg iepol td Acklanimt (‘those set
free and consecrated as sacred to Asclepius’) and the consecrations from Leucopetra
(Petsas, e.g., nos. 23, 26, 44).
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In the archonship of Archedamus, on the 15th day of the month of
Homoloious, 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.

The involvement of the polis is also found in manumissions by sale
to the god, as in the following inscription found in Phaestinus (/G
IX(1) 3%, 709a; 166/5 B.C.):

dyovoBetéoviog Abkwvog Duokéog, unvog £RdOuov, meviekonde-

Kdm, &v v kkAnotig 1o noAlog tdv EvavBéwv, dmédoto Edpitipog Edov-
Beic, ovvevdoxodoog kol Tdg potpdg ovtod Kheovikae, 101 "AndAlwvt tol
éu @ootivol

oo yovokelov, Gt dvopa Edtuyig, én’ élevBepiq tipdg dpyvplov pvaw
névte. PePouwnp

Kot Tov vopov ‘Ayéhaog XoipeAdov. tav ovav @uidocovtl Atoitac,
KoAMMBopog ol Gpyov-

teg kol 1d1dTog Mnvddotog. pdptupot ol moAlto.

When Lycon of Physceis was agonothetes,” on the 15th day of the sev-
enth month, in the lawful Assembly of the polis of the Oecantheans,
Eurytimus of Oecanthea, with the consent of his mother Cleonica, sold
for the purpose of freedom to Apollo of Phaestinus the female slave,
whose name is Eutychis, for the price of 5 minae. The guarantor
according to the law (is) Agelaus son of Chairelaus. The guardians of
the sale are Dioitas and Callidamus, the archontes, and the private per-
son Menodotus. Witnesses: the citizens.”

7 Réadle (1969, 59 n. 8) believes that the expression S t® ovvedpiew means
‘before the Council’. Albrecht (1978, 135), noting that dwé with the genitive case
never has the denotation of place, translates ‘with the mediation of the Council’.
It is, however, plausible that to attain the mediation manumittors had to appear
before the Council or apply through a councillor.

% This official was the director of athletic competitions in the West Locrian
League.

» For a possible explanation of the fact that an Oecanthean is selling a slave to
Apollo in Phaestinus, with the authorization of the Assembly of his polis, see Albrecht
1978, 1523, and below, chapter 4.1. The mixed nature of Greek manumission is
also evident in a sale-manumission performed by the polis of Delphi (SGDI 1706);
in this case the manumission is both public, or ‘extraordinary’, and sacral. See also
SEG 12, 272 from Tolophon, in which the sale-manumission was performed ‘in the
lawful Assembly of the polis’ (v évvépot éxxAnotor tog ndiog; 1. 3). Likewise IG
IX(1) 193 from Tithora, in which the sale-manumission was authorized by an official
decision in the ‘lawful Assembly’ (odoog 18g méAog 10 wdoopo . .. v évvoum
éxkhnole; 1. 24-8). Cf. Blavatskaja (1972, 18), who notes the concern shown by
the small West-Locrian poleis with their unfree populations. On pages 41-2, on the
other hand, she provides another explanation for manumissions in the Assembly,
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These cases, like the examples of ‘civil’ manumission given above,
demonstrate how problematic any attempt at a consistent taxonomy
is. Even in what are assumed to be ‘pure’ sacral manumissions, this
blend of the formal with the informal, the secular with the sacral,
and even the language of consecration with that of sale, can be
observed. For instance, an inscription from Delphi (#D 3.3.329; late
Ist century B.C.) contains the words: ‘consecrates . . . the sale . . . for
the purpose of freedom’ (v[oa]ti[B]ntL. .. [@]vav . .. én éhevBepion).
Again, in some manumissions from Chacronea (/G VII(2) 3321, first
half of the 2nd century B.C.; 3327, mid-2nd century B.C.), the acts
are formulated using the words ‘set her free (aphiasin eleutheran), as
sacred (hiera) to Sarapis’, thus combining secular with sacral language.®

The unique and complex nature of the two principal modes of
sacral manumission—consecration and sale to a divinity—has given
rise to various interpretations and debates. The fact that these modes
made use of religious (consecration) and legal (sale) practices has
stimulated scholars to uncover juridical concepts underlying them.
These attempts reflect the perplexity felt in modern times in the face
of practices that are often unintelligible or intolerable to a modern
mind; it is therefore worthwhile to dwell upon these attempts. Some
scholars believe that manumission through consecration evolved from
the actual consecration to temples of persons, who thus became
temple slaves (iepododrot) and the property of the god.®® But if the
slave was consecrated to the god like any votive object, how did he
or she, now the property of the god, become free?® It has been

in her discussion of SGDI 2097—a Delphian copy of a manumission act from
Physceis in West Locris (see further in chapter 4.1). For manumissions in the
Assembly, cf. also Albrecht 1978, 119-23.

% Albrecht (1978, 125) argues that the case from Delphi is a sale-manumission,
in which the owner, or the manumitted slave, preferred the verb of consecration
in order to create a special bond with the god. He explains the cases from Chaeronea
(131-2) as demonstrating the original secular character of Greek manumission, to
which, in time, sacral elements were added (see also below). In view of the bad
Greek, the numerous mistakes, and the sometimes careless phrasing of such docu-
ments, it is also possible that the inscriptions under consideration were drafted and
carved in a careless way. For another example of mixed language, see Petsas, no.
35, and cf. Cameron 1939b, 147.

51 Busolt 1920, 289; Sokolowski 1954, 176; Roesch and Fossey 1978a, 137; Mulliez
1992, 32-3. Temple slavery is known from several parts of the Greek world: e.g.,
Str., 8.6; 11.4.7; 12.2.3, and see Debord 1982, 83-90.

%2 For the problems presented by consecration-manumission, see Bomer 1960,
14-6.
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therefore argued that, since temple slavery diminished over time, the
consecrated slaves (who, formally, were owned by the gods) were in
fact free. To overcome the difficulties presented by the idea that
gods owned the slaves consecrated to them, it has been also postu-
lated that the divine ownership was only fiduciary: the god provided
protection to the slaves and their freedom was realized through him
(Koschaker 1934, 69; Sokolowski 1954, 176). Latte (1920, 106-7),
followed by Sokolowski (1954, 176-9), claims that consecration-man-
umission evolved from Greek sanctuaries’ right of asylum: by escap-
ing to a temple, slaves became ‘sacred’ to the god, who thus helped
them attain their freedom. The consecration formed a moral link
between slaves and gods; the latter could keep the slaves, give them
back to the owners, or make them completely free.

The view that consecration-manumission placed slaves under the
god’s ownership or protection is based on inscriptions that seem to
imply the god’s right to their labour.”” In /G VII(2) 3083 from
Lebadeia (early 2nd century B.C.), for instance, the manumitted slave
is obligated to sacrifice to the gods (Aevtopyiuev év thig Booing tdv
Owv obtev; 1. 24-5).* In CIRB 985 from the Bosporus Kingdom
(16 A.D.), the slave is asked to perform certain services in the prayer-
house (Gibson 1999, 134—50). An inscription from Cos (Ins. of Cos,
36 = SGDI 3634; ca. 300 B.C.) records the consecration by Diomedon
of his property for the purpose of founding a cult to Heracles; the
slave Libys, who was also consecrated, is declared free on the con-
dition that he and his descendants supervise the shrine and the cult.*®
Likewise, several inscriptions from Macedon have been interpreted
as real consecrations, which tied the consecrated slaves to the ser-
vice of the gods (Latte 1920, 102-5; Bémer 1960, 86—97). It has
been shown (Albrecht 1978, 128), however, that such obligations as
recorded in Lebadeia were stipulated by the ex-owners in their own
interest (e.g., they demanded sacrifices to commemorate their dead
fathers or themselves, after their death). In the case of the Bosporan
inscriptions the right of the ex-owner to the slave’s labour was trans-
ferred to the prayer-house (Gibson 1999, 151). The religious oblig-
ations of the consecrated slaves in Cos were stipulated simply as a

% On obligations attached to manumissions, see further in chapter 4.2.2.

8 Cf. Latte 1920, 105; Roesch and Fossey 1978a, 128; Lazaridis 1975, 647-648.

% D-H-R, Ins. Jur. Gr. 11, 94; SGDI 3634; Syll® 1106. See also Bomer 1960,
77-80; Sherwin-White 1978, 173, 365. For other examples from Cos, see SEG 14,
529; Sokolowski 1969, 280—1, no. 160.
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guaranty to the execution of the owners’ wills (Sherwin-White 1978,
365). In Macedon, the obligations towards the temple were limited
to certain days and, in some cases, were to begin only after the ex-
owner’s death (Cameron 1939b; Petsas, 35, 60). Perhaps we may
adduce here one version of Aesop’s manumission (Vit. Aesop. W 90
Perry), where the president says ‘I shall make Aesop an apeleutheros
of Hera and he will be equal to you in his rights’. These words
prompt Xanthus’ friends to urge him to free Aesop, because ‘if he
becomes Hera’s apeleutheros, he will gain the rights pertaining to the
free’. It is obvious that apeleutheros in this text denotes Aesop’ poten-
tial status after manumission by consecration or sale to the goddess.
If the text has any historical value, the idea seems to be that sacral
manumission made the freed slaves dependent somehow on the god,
but completely free from their ex-master, and conferred on them
certain rights.

Westermann (1948, 9—-10; 1955, 46) rejects the idea that gods were
slave-owners; he also objects to the notion that the transfer of own-
ership could lead to freedom or that the god guaranteed the slave’s
freedom (cf. Bomer 1960, 118). He therefore accepts the view that
the consecration was fictitious: the act of manumission was purely
civil and performed according to legal customs, but it was given the
guise of consecration to the god (D-H-R, Inscr. Jur. Gr. 11, 234;
Calderini 1908, 171 n. 1; Busolt 1920, 289; Westermann 1948, 58-9;
1955, 46). Riadle (1969, 58-62), on the other hand, suggests two
stages in the process: first the slave was actually manumitted, and
then consecrated (as a free person) to the divinity. Rddle bases his
interpretation on several inscriptions that use both a ‘secular’ (aphienai,
apeleutheroun) and a ‘sacral’ (anatithenar) verb of manumission (SGDI
1545, 1546, from Stiris), or in which the consecrated slave is defined
as apeleutheros (IG VII(2) 3318, 3360, from Chaeronea). These inscrip-
tions are further discussed below; note, however, that Radle’s the-
ory raises two questions. First, do these inscriptions necessarily reflect
two stages of manumission, or are they simply further examples of
mixed categories and phrasing of the type discussed above? Second,
did the Greeks actually devise and formulate such a complicated
legal device? It should be remembered that Greek temples were full
of votive offerings and also owned slaves. If we accept the idea that
the slave was consecrated to the god afler manumission, we are still
left with the puzzling question, how did such a procedure result in
the slave’s total freedom?
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Riédle’s interpretation has been developed by Albrecht (1978,
131-4). He accepts the idea that secular manumission preceded the
sacral mode in Greece, but does not see them as two distinct pro-
cedures. Manumission in Greece, he argues, was originally secular;
in time, sacral elements were added in order to achieve wider dis-
closure and better protection than could be conferred by secular
manumission (cf. Bémer 1960, 11).° In Albrecht’s view, this process
is not made clear by the inscriptions themselves because what we
have are only abridged copies of the original documents, which were
kept in the temple archives. Where sacral manumission was prac-
tised, the only way to obtain publicity and the god’s protection was
through these sanctuaries and by adding sacral elements to the man-
umission process. That is why the inscriptions refer only to the sacral
features. Albrecht’s suggestion seems plausible when it comes to pub-
lic notice in the sanctuaries. The priests may have required the inclu-
sion of sacral elements in the acts of manumission as a precondition
for publication in their precincts. But if the sacral elements were
added only to gain publicity and divine protection and were devoid
of genuine religious content, why were slave-owners not content with
a simple invocation of gods? Did the sanctuaries in Delphi, Chaeronea,
and elsewhere require the consecration (and the sale) mode? Why
were some acts also authorized by the political institutions and per-
formed according to the local laws, whereas others were not?
Furthermore, in Chaeronea, at least, consecrated slaves seem to have
‘belonged’ to the god in some way: manumitted slaves, who them-
selves had attained their freedom by consecration (hieros/a) and had
become slave-owners, consecrate their slaves to gods in the presence
of the hierarchos—an official appointed to administer the temples and
their property.®’

These intricate problems are even more evident in manumission
through sale to the god. The first and primary question is how slaves,
if conceived of merely as property, could be party to a transaction
in which they were both the commodity sold and (eventually) the

% See the arguments of Blavatskaja (1972, 5-6) against this view.

7 E.g., IG VII 3331, 3333, 3366; cf. Roesch and Fossey 1978, 136. So, too, IG
VII 3202 from Orchomenos, in which the consecrated female slave is warned that,
should she not fulfill the conditions attached to the act, she ‘shall be under the

authority of the priests” (t]epdv €€ovoiog £otw).
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new owners? Moreover, as argued in the case of consecration-manu-
mission, how could transfer of ownership to the god lead to the
slave’s freedom? Some scholars believe that the sale was genuine and
that freedom resulted from the god’s renunciation of his newly pur-
chased property (Latte 1920, 109-10). This view is founded on the
standard phrase in sale-manumissions: ‘sold ... for the purpose of
freedom’ (Gnédoto . . . én’ éAevBepiq). This ‘genuine’ sale is explained
by Foucart (1867, 2, 44) and Beauchet (1897, 478-9) as evolving
from the ancient practice of temple slavery. Although the sale was
real in what relates to the mutual liabilities of the parties, maintains
Beauchet, the god merely acted as a mediator. Calderini (1908, 122)
argues that this mode of manumission evolved from the Egyptian
cult to Serapis and Isis (cf. Latte 1920, 110—11). Sokolowski (1954,
178), on the other hand, proposes that the ownership of the god
was fiduciary. According to his theory that sacral manumission evolved
from the sanctuaries’ right to offer asylum, he argues that it was not
the sale to the god which effected the slave’s liberation, but his flight
to the sanctuary and the consecration to the god.

Pringsheim (1950, 184-211) has postulated a similar idea. He sus-
tains his interpretation by referring to the standard phrase in Delphic
sale-manumissions (which usually follows the statement of the price):
‘even as [the slave] entrusted the ona, on condition that he/she be
free’ (xoBog énictevoe O Seivo 1oy Gvdv, €’ dite éledBepog elpev).
Pringsheim understands ona to mean ‘ownership’ and explains that
the slave entrusted the ownership of himself to the god, after which
the slave became free. Comparing this transaction to the English
trust, Pringsheim infers that, in a sale-manumission, legal ownership
went to the god, but in equity the slave was free. In other words,
the slaves, who paid the money to purchase their freedom, conveyed
the ownership (the ona) to the god in trust and thus became the
beneficial owners of themselves. This concept, Pringsheim argues,
was familiar in the Greek legal thought, as testified by phrases like
‘her own mistress’ (kvptevovoa ovcavtav; e.g., SGDI 1818). However,
the phrase ‘according as he/she entrusted the ona’ usually comes
after the statement that the payment was received by the original
owner; hence, the verb ‘entrust’ has quite a different connotation
than that of the English trust, as rightly argued by Finley (1987,
150). Moreover, unlike Roman law, there was no ‘Greek Law’. There
may have been similar laws and practices in various poleis and, as
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I argue, the status of manumitted slaves’ vis-a-vis their ex-owners
was similar in many poleis; but we cannot speak of a single juridical
model for the entire Greek world and in all its periods.®®

Unlike Pringsheim, Westermann (1945a; 1950, 54; 1955, 45-6)
interprets the word ona as the act of sale itself and argues that the
words ‘on the condition that he/she be free’ show that the slaves
kept the results of the sale, that is to say, the ownership, for them-
selves (cf. Bomer 1960, 31 n. 2; Gibson 1999, 40). Accordingly, he
suggests, the slaves entrusted the sale (ona) to the god and enrolled
him as the intermediary in the transaction; and because Greek gods
were not slave-owners, argues Westermann, the slave became auto-
matically free by self-purchase. Another attempt to find an underly-
ing legal concept 1s Ridle’s contention (1969, 64-5) that the (genuine)
purchase by the slave, through the mediation of the god as trustee,
led to the slave’s freedom. He finds support in the distinction made
in Hyperides’ oration Against Athenogenes (3.3 fI.), mentioned above,
between ‘sale’ (mpooig) and ‘sale for the purpose of release’ (nptoig
¢n’ éhevBepiq). The problem with Ridle’s view is that, unlike the
case of sale-manumissions, in Hyperides” oration the purchase of the
slaves is not simultaneous with their manumission. Moreover, although
the speaker initially intended to obtain the boy’s freedom by paying
Athenogenes, the money (collected from relatives and friends) came
from the speaker, not from the slave. The case in Hyperides’ ora-
tion 1s more likely to be manumission through payment by a third
party, a mode referred to above.” In sale-manumissions, on the other
hand, it was not the god’s money with which the slave was bought
from the original master. In Neaera’s case ([D.], 59), also mentioned
above, Neaera paid for her freedom from her own savings and with
the help of a loan fund; but because Phrynion was the chief con-
tributor and organizer of the loan fund, she remained in his pos-
session even after her manumission. The case of manumission by
sale to the god is different: the transfer of ownership and emanci-
pation take place simultaneously, and the slave does not remain in
the god’s possession, even if he or she entrusted the purchase to the
god.

6 See Finley’s criticism of Pringsheim (1987, 149-51). Cf. Gibson (1999), 40.
% According to Idomeneus (FGrH 338 F 14), Hyperides himself was involved in
a purchase of a slave—the hetaira Phila—for the purpose of freedom.
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Albrecht (1978, 141-8) emphasizes that, because the slave entrusted
the purchase-money to the god, the latter actually bought the slave
with the money of another (cf. Samuel 1965, 267-8). He therefore
concludes that the god acted as a third party, on the surrogate-prin-
ciple (cf. Latte 1920, 109), that this mode of manumission was purely
secular, and that the use of the god as mediator was intended only
to provide greater protection for the slave’s freedom. Only later, he
maintains, did owners start to use guarantors for the sale. Thus
Westermann, Bomer, and Albrecht suggest that this mode of man-
umission was not a genuine sale. Indeed, several scholars believe that
the sale to the god was a fiction intended to obtain the god’s pro-
tection and that the slave acquired the same freedom as in any other
mode of manumission (Foucart 1867, 44; Calderini 1908, 102; Busolt
1920, 289; cf. Beauchet 1897, 478-9).7° The fictitious nature of man-
umissions 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;
the act 1s dated by the eponymic magistrates of both Delphi and
Amphissa and the ‘guardians of the sale’ (dbvav guAdocovt) are two
citizens of these two poleis. Even by the loosest legal interpretation
it 1s impossible to understand this double sale. Another example is
SGDI 1918 from Delphi (178 B.C.), in which a couple sells to Apollo
‘for the purpose of freedom’ a female slave and obligate her to
remain with them as long as they live. After their death, the man-
umitted slave is to ‘belong to the god’ (tod Beod #otw) for the rest
of her life; but a few lines later she is described as free (eleuthera).”
Finley (1987, 143—4) takes a more cautious and noncommittal approach,
noting that legal fictions were familiar in Greece and that ‘no trace
of any ancient discussion of the procedure survives’, a fact that should
warn us against trying to find an underlying legal concept. Such
attempts, he adds, result in nothing ‘but a tangle of confusions and
Procrustean manoeuvres.’

Finley’s warning is in place; if we are looking for legal reasoning
in sale-manumissions, we still have to account for the gods as par-
ties to transactions in which they simultaneously buy and surrender

0 Cf. Samuel (1965, 268), who argues that sale-manumission was a fiction intended
to obviate slaves’ legal incapacity of owning property.

' Cf. the discussion above of the consecration-manumission and its adjacent
obligations.
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ownership. This confusion, however, is caused not only by modern
intolerance of ‘such untidiness’ (as I'inley puts it), but also by our
overlooking another ‘untidy’ notion, namely, that the slave was both
a piece of property and a human being. In some places, indeed,
Greeks used religious and economic practices to set their slaves free.
Whether or not these forms were fictions, however, some unsolved
questions remain. What was meant by freeing slaves through con-
secration or sale to divinities and why did owners use these methods?
If the purpose was to obtain a religious sanction, why was it not
enough to invoke the gods or perform the manumission in their tem-
ples? Patterson’s suggestion (1982, 238) that sacral manumission devel-
oped in places where the authority of the state was not strong enough
to guarantee manumissions may be compatible with the condition
of some poleis in the Hellenistic period (which is indeed when our
first evidence for sale-manumissions appears). But although this was
also the fate of Athens, there is no evidence that sacral manumis-
sion (whether through consecration or sale) was ever practised there.”

Only by adopting a different approach, suggested above in chap-
ter 1, can we understand not only how legal transactions could be
conducted between owners, their property, and gods, but also the
concept of manumission. What Patterson calls ‘the problem of inalien-
ability’ holds true for any form of manumission, in which a person
who 1is subject to the total ownership of another person becomes
almost instantaneously free. If we view the slave as ‘an animate tool’,
as one human being subject to another and thus involved in social
interaction, we can come closer to understanding how property was
given life, or why symbolic acts (sprinkling wine, manumitting by
the hearth or the altar, consecrating or selling slaves to gods) were
used to make slaves free. Starting from this point of view, we can
then try and understand the legal mechanisms of the various modes
of manumission and the juridical concepts underlying them. Gernet’s
suggestion (1955, 169-70) comes closer to this understanding. He
maintains that manumitted slaves were legally bound by obligatory
services to their former masters (cf. below, 4.2.2), but since slaves
lacked legal personality, they could not undertake them in a legal
contract. To do so, they had to be free; but then the obligations

? The assumption that sacral manumission was practised in the sanctuary of
Poseidon in Sounion cannot be proven. See Bomer 1960, 24.
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could not be laid down as a condition to manumission. In order to
bypass this legal barrier, the Greeks exploited forms of religious trans-
action for purely legal purposes. Hence, although, like others, Gernet
accepts the fictitious nature of sale- and consecration-manumissions
and sees the god as a party to the transaction, he rightly captures
Greek manumission as an ongoing dependence or as semi-freedom.

Our survey of Greek modes of manumission has shown that al-
though the evidence can be categorized into several groups, the multi-
farious and mixed nature of manumission acts defies a too-rigid
taxonomy. The question whether to manumit in the narrow circle
of the family, in a public place, or in a pan-Hellenic temple, as well
as whether to publicize the manumission and how to phrase the
manumission document, depended on many factors. These included
the owner’s place of residence, local laws, the prospect of greater
publicity, the resources available to the owner, and personal prefer-
ences of phrasing. Manumissions also reflect the importance attached
by the Greeks, in different ways and to different degrees, to pro-
tecting the newly achieved freedom and to publicizing the ex-slave’s
new status. Despite the diversity of modes of manumission, we can
see that manumission was a widespread social interaction. Moreover,
the fact that the same modes of manumission were practised in places
distant from each other in space and time implies the existence of
a conceptual and legal common ground.

2.3 Terminology

Another important feature of Greek manumission is its vocabulary.
Notwithstanding the diversity displayed by the sources, the termi-
nology of manumission is suggestive of a common Greek concept of
manumission. Our sources use several verbs to refer to manumis-
sion: d@évor, GmekevBepodv (and rarely: é€elevBepodv), dvotiBévon
(in consecration-manumission), and &rodidévar (in sale-manumission).
To these we may add the simple verb élevBepodv, which was used
much less. It should be noted that when verbs with wider semantic
fields were used (aphienai ‘to send forth, let go’, anatithenar ‘to conse-
crate’, and apodidonai ‘to give, sell’), the purpose of the action was
specified. Thus we find the phrases aphienai eleutheron/an (‘to let go’
or ‘set free’), anatithenai/ apodidonar ep’ eleutheriai or eis eleutherian (‘to
consecrate/sell for the purpose of freedom’ or ‘into [literally towards]
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freedom’). The verbs apeleutheroun and exeleutheroun, in contrast, had
the sole meaning of manumission from slavery, and they are the
source of the most common appellations for manumitted slaves:
apeleutheros and exeleutheros. Another appellation derives from the verb
aphienai—-aphetheis/ a (‘set [free]’).

In Homer, where most slaves are captives of war, the verb con-
veying the notion of liberation is Adewv, ‘to unbind, release’, or the
compound drolverv, ‘to set free from’. Hence, in the context of cap-
tivity, both verbs have the additional meaning ‘to hold to ransom’
or, in the middle voice (lesthai, apolyesthar), ‘to ransom’. It is there-
fore significant that, in the classical period and afterward, other verbs
replaced these to describe the freeing of chattel slaves. Why this ter-
minological distinction between captives of war and chattel slaves if
the outcome was the same—freedom? (I exclude the verbs of con-
secration and sale from the discussion, since they were used for par-
ticular modes of manumission.) One possible answer is that the verb
apo/ lyetin denotes the loosening of chains or other restraints and is
thus appropriate to the release of prisoners of war, usually by rela-
tives and friends. Chattel slaves, on the other hand, were bought in
slave-markets and bred at home; although they, too, could be chained,
their release was initiated by their owners. This answer, however,
does not explain why the Greeks were not satisfied with the simple
verb eleutheroun and formed the compounds apeleutheroun and exeletheroun,
or why they used the verb aphienai, which in the case of manumis-
sion had to be complemented by the predicate adjective eleutheron/ an.

I believe that the answer is linked to the development of the notion
of freedom, eleutheria, discussed in chapter 1.2. Although eleutheros and
doulos already convey the antithesis free/slave in Homer, and the sta-
tus of the douloi, both in Mycenaean Greek and in Homer, seems
to have been similar to that of chattel slaves in the archaic and clas-
sical ages, most Homeric slaves were, as noted above, captives of
war, and the only verb used in the epics to describe the transition
from slavery to freedom is apo/lyein.” By the sixth century B.C., with

7 This is also true in the case of Lycaon, son of Priam, who was captured by
Achilles and sold in Lemnos. The verb employed to describe his release by his
friend is hen (Il., 21.42). On the vocabulary of ransoming prisoners of war, see
Bielman 1994, 251-75. For a case of a Jewish woman in Egypt, ransomed together
with her children by a Jewish community, see P.Oxy. IX, 1205 (291 A.D.). It 1s
also significant that the verb used to denote release from paramone-obligations (the
obligation to remain with the manumittor after manumission; see chapter 4.2.2) is
always apolyein, indicating that not a slave is being released.
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the development of the polis and the concept of citizenship, the
spread of modes of private holding, and the rise of commercial
exchange, chattel slavery became a widespread phenomenon (Finley
1998, 141-5). By then, however, the word eleutheros and its deriva-
tives had acquired the additional notions of noble descent, moral
behaviour, and—after Solon’s reform at Athens—political and eco-
nomic freedom. Thus Solon, in early sixth-century Athens, used the
words ‘I made them eleutheroi’ (EhevBépovg €0nkoa; fr. 36.15 West) to
describe his action in restoring to citizenship all those who had fallen
into slavery. In the fifth century B.C., the free person was not only
the opposite of a slave, but also a citizen, possessing rights, privi-
leges, and duties. Moreover, ‘freedom’ came to mean the indepen-
dence of one state in relation to another state, or the independence
of the Greeks in relation to a non-Greek power. In fifth-century
Athens, the verb eleutheroun usually implied liberating a state, both in
internal and external matters, in addition to obtaining the freedom
of an individual in the political, social, and mental spheres.”* Although
eleutheroun was still used by Attic authors and elsewhere to denote
manumission of slaves, its incidence in the sources is quite rare and
it is always used in a context that leaves no doubt that a slave is
being released.” Moreover, the recurrent phrase in manumission
inscriptions, ‘he/she shall be eleutheros/ @ (8hetBepoc/éhevBépa elvon),
does not indicate the manumitted slave’s legal status as a free citi-
zen. The phrase is normally found in clauses that define the freed
slaves’ position vis-a-vis their ex-owner and heirs or other persons.
Because manumitted slaves in the Greek world were not as a rule
incorporated into the body of citizens, the phrase describes only their
social—and not their political—position.

It may be a mere coincidence that the adjectives apeleutheros and
exeleutheros and the verbs apeleutheroun and exeleutheroun first occur in
fifth-century sources; but it is significant that their appearance was

™ For the use of eleutheroun in the political sphere, see, for instance, Hdt., 4.137.1,
5.62.1; A., Pers., 403, Ch., 1046; Th., 1.95.1; 3.62.5; D.S., 4.2.6. For other mean-
ings, see above, chapter 1.2.

7 E.g., IGIX(2) 74 (= SEG 30, 531 A) from Lamia in Thessaly. Cf. D.S., 10.26.1;
12.76.1. In Th., 8.15.2, eleutheroun is used to describe the Athenians’ emancipation
of the slaves who served on the eight Chian boats captured after the secession of
Chius. This act was politically motivated and did not involve the question of the
freed slaves’ subsequent status. See also Bielman (1994, 273), who notes that in the
context of release, eleutheroun (like apeleutheroun) was used of slaves and not of pris-
oners of war.
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almost simultaneous with the semantic development of eleutheros and
eleutheroun. The earliest employment of the verb aphienai in the con-
text of manumission is also in the fifth century B.C.”* Hence, I sug-
gest that new terms had to be introduced to differentiate citizens,
who for various reasons (debt, captivity in war) fell into slavery and—
when liberated—regained their former status, from purchased slaves
(both of Greek and foreign origin) who, after being manumitted,
were not automatically granted citizenship (unlike the Roman prac-
tice). The use of the terms ap/ exeleutheroun, ap/exeleutheros, and aphienai
eleutheron/an made clear that the freed-person never was and never
will be a full member of the community in which he or she lived
as slaves.

Another puzzling question is why the Greeks used two sets of
seemingly identical terms—both apeleutheroun-apeleutheros and exeleutheroun-
exeleutheros. Were these verbs and adjectives synonyms, used inter-
changeably according to one’s fancy? The fact that these two sets
are used in the sources contemporaneously may indeed imply that
they are synonyms. Yet it should be noted that in many of the con-
cise catalogues of manumissions only apeleutheroun and apeleutheros are
used, and that in Athens, at least, apeleutheror and exeleutheror were two
distinct categories with two distinct sets of laws, according to Pollux’s
citation of Demosthenes (3.83).

The difference between apeleutheroun/ apeleutheros and exeleutheroun/
exeleutheros, however, is not easy to trace; the problem already con-
fused ancient lexicographers. Aristophanes of Byzantium (fr. 332.333
Slater), for instance, seems to have taken these terms as synonyms:
‘an apeleutheros [belongs] to a master and exeleutheros (is) the same.””’
A passage in Athenaeus (3, 115b) demonstrates the difficulty in
differentiating the terms: the mention of the Athenian comic actor
Aristomenes and his depiction as an apeleutheros of Hadrian leads
Ulpian to ask where this term is found. He is answered that Phrynichus

6 The verb aphienai, however, indicates political freedom in Th., 1.139.1.

77 Ar. Byz., fr. 332.333 Slater: dneledBepog 1@ deondtn ol €eketBepog 6 adTdg.
Conversely, this elliptic sentence can be understood to mean ‘an apeleutheros (belongs)
to a master and an exeleutheros is the same (as the master)’, indicating that the sec-
ond term denotes complete freedom. See also Ammonius’ comment (s.v. drededBepog)
that by his time the two words were used indiscriminately; cf. also Harp., s.v.
dmehetBepog; An. Gr. Bekker 1.95.12. Ps.-Didymus, in his On Difficult Words in Plato
(ITept t@v amopovuévav mape TAdtove AéEewv, Miller 1868 = Latte and Erbse
1965, p. 251), comments that the word apeleutheros does not exist in common use,
unlike exeleutheros, and that there is a law called ‘of the exeleutheroi’.
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wrote a play named Apeleutheroi and that Menander, in his Rhapizomene,
used the term apeleuthera. Ulpian then asks: “What is the difference
between apeleutheros and exeleutheros?” But just then the interlocutors
decide to postpone the discussion to another time, never to resume
it. Since the surviving fragments of the plays of Menander (K.-A.
VL2, 321-32) and Phrynichus (K.-A. VII, 52-60) do not contain these
terms, we are left frustrated, as Ulpian must have been. If this was
the famous Roman jurist, his question is natural for a person who
seeks accurate and legal definitions; his question, however, may imply
that the difference between the terms had already been forgotten.
Other commentators and lexicographers defined exeleutheroi as free-
born persons who, because of debts or for some other reason, were
enslaved and then manumitted (Eust., 2.1751; Harp., s.v. dreletBepog;
Ammon., s.v. dreketBepog, ¢€ehetBepoc).” This explanation, however,
cannot hold for cities (including Athens) where debt-bondage had
been abolished at a relatively early date; in any case, a citizen released
from slavery regained his citizen status. Hesychius (s.v. é&edetdBepor)
defined them as children of manumitted slaves, apparently thinking
of the Roman lbertini. Hesychius also explained the word isoteles—a
privileged metic in Athens who paid the same taxes as citizens—as
an exeleutheros who was exempt from the metotkion (the tax paid by
metics and thus a mark of their status). According to Hesychius’
definitions, then, manumitted slaves were metics and their children
were privileged metics. Although not in agreement, the lexicogra-
phers’ explanations point to an important distinction: the exeleutheror
seem to have been a separate category of persons. They were demar-
cated from citizens, but were completely free and differed from
another group of manumitted slaves—the apeleutheroi. Very few mod-
ern scholars accept that there was a distinction between the two
groups of terms, but even those who do leave the question unre-
solved.” Gernet (1955, 169 and n. 1) explicitly claims that apeleutheros
indicates the continuous dependence of the manumitted slave on his
or her former master. This term, he states, assimilated the freed per-
son to a slave and implied ongoing obligations towards the former
master. But Gernet does not explain what the difference between

® Cf. Etym. Gud. (Sturz), 485.

7 See Harrison (1968, 181), who tends to accept the lexicographers’ explana-
tions. Against any distinction, see: Clerc 1893, 283; Beauchet 1897, 481; Calderini
1908, 299; Busolt 1920, 288; Whitehead 1977, 17 n. 90.
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apeleutheros and exeleutheros was.*® The need to answer the question is
not only philological; it also bears on the status of manumitted slaves:
if these terms were not synonyms, we have to assume that manu-
mitted slaves were not only persons released from slavery, but also
a defined social group with two sub-categories of rights and obliga-
tions. Moreover, if the legal status of the exeleutherot was indeed closer
to that of citizens than was the status of the apeleutheroi, the preva-
lent assumption that all manumitted slaves automatically acquired
metic status in Athens, or equivalent statuses in other poleis, needs
rethinking.

Indeed, to judge by the terminology, the Greeks distinguished man-
umitted slaves from other non-citizen groups. In addition to apeleutheros
and exeleutheros for manumitted slaves, other terms were used to
describe the population of free non-citizen residents, such as metics
and népowor (‘dwelling around, nearby’); in most cases the distinc-
tion seems to have carried legal aspects. In official Athenian docu-
ments, manumitted slaves do not usually appear as a separate group.
As far as I know, there is only one state resolution in which the
term apeleutheros appears along with other categories or statuses (/G
I* 237; 410-400 B.C., where in lines 9-10 the words [----t0g
dmel]evBépog are restored). A fifth-century author (Pseudo-Xenophon,
Ath., 1.10), complains that in Athens one cannot tell between a cit-
izen, a slave, a metic, and an apeleutheros. The author may intend
legal distinctions by these terms. Outside Athens, an inscription from
Coresia in Geos (/G XII(5), 647; 3rd century B.C.) regulates public

sacrifices and names the groups that may take part in them: citi-

8 Likewise, Martini (1997) argues that the apeleutheroi at Athens, in contrast to
the exeleutheror, were not completely free. But he does not clarify the difference
between these terms and he seems to be unaware of Gernet’s work. Klees (2000,
6-7, 10), on the other hand, distinguishes three groups of manummitted slaves:
those who were released from their obligations towards their former masters (whether
immediately upon their manumission or as a result of their acquittal in apostasiou
trials) and thus equated with metics; those who were bound to their former mas-
ters by a paramone-clause; and those who lived apart from their masters (the ywpig
olkobvteg) but nevertheless were obligated to register their former masters as their
prostatar. Klees further claims (ibid., 13—14) that the appellation apeleutheror designated
those of the first group, who were not obligated by a paramone-clause upon their
manumission. On the apostasiou dike, see below, 5.1; on the paramone, 4.2.2; on the
choris otkountes, 3.2 and 4.1; and on the prostates, 4.3. As 1 hope to show below,
apeleutheror were all manumitted slaves, who were bound to their former masters,
whether by paramone-clauses, by the obligation to register them as prostatai, or by
any other condition.
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zens, metics, and apeleutheror (1. 9—11). In Ephesus (Syll.> 742; 86
B.C.), exeleutheroi were distinguished from isotelers (privileged metics)
and parotkor (at variance, it should be noted, with Hesychius’ expla-
nation mentioned above). In two inscriptions from Sillyum in Asia
Minor, commemorating the donations of Menodora (IGRR 111, 801,
1. 15-22; 802, 1. 19-26), apeleutheroi appear alongside ouindiktariol
(slave manumitted by the Roman method of wvindicta), paroikoi, and
citizens.?" Furthermore, as already noted, several poleis enacted spe-
cial laws for manumitted slaves. In Athens, according to Pollux (3.83),
who cites Demosthenes, there were two sets of laws: the one for the
apeleutherot and the other for the exeleutheror; elsewhere, the designa-
tions of such laws and the legal proceedings concerning them are
without exception derived from the term apeleutheros: dmelevBepicol
vopot, anelevBepotike dikono (as in Thessaly and Calymna; see fur-
ther below). In other cases, only the fact that manumission was per-
formed according to the law is noted (e.g., /G IX(1) 412, 1. 3—4,
from Thermon: the laws of the Aetolians; /G IX(2) 1100b III, 1. 11:
laws of Magnesia). It is important that we try to deduce the con-
tent and purpose of such laws: did they regulate only the act of
manumission, or did they define the status of the manumitted? This
question is discussed below, in chapter 5.3; note, though, that sev-
eral poleis had particular laws for the population of manumitted
slaves, thereby distinguishing them from other free non-citizens.

In order to elicit the precise meaning of apeleutheroun-apeleutheros
and exeleutheroun-exeleutheros we must first examine their morphology

8 For these inscriptions, see de Ste. Croix 1981, 179 and n. 17; on Menodora,
see van Bremen 1996, 62, 77, 108-13. For status distinctions, see also D.S.; 17.11.2;
Plut., Quaest. Graec., 49; IG XI1(5), 721 (from Andros); OGIS 338 (from Pergamon);
IPr 108, 1. 258; 109, 1. 178. In a papyrus from Graeco-Roman Egypt (P.Oxy. 1II,
480, 1. 11-13; 132 A.D.), a distinction is made between foreigners (éni&evog),
Romans, citizens of Alexandria (typically Greeks), Egyptians, and apeleutheroi. Cf.
Beauchet 1897, 483; Francotte 1910, 207; Busolt 1920, 291; Gernet 1955, 169-70;
Klees 2000, 6, 10. It has been suggested that in Cos, manumitted slaves were
absorbed in the metic status, because they are not mentioned separately in the
Coan lists of the various categories of the population (see Sherwin-White 1978, 173)
and because of Knox’s (1966) restoration of lines 8 ff. of Herodas’ Pornoboscos:
Battarus, a slave-dealer, refers to himself and to Thales, a manumitted slave, as
metics. The correct reading, however, is still not safe (see the comments of Cunningham
1971). It should be noted, though, that a third-century B.C. inscription from Cos
(Sokolowski 1969, 280—1, no. 160) instructs manumitted slaves (the word used is a
participle of the verb eleutheroun) to sacrifice to Adrasteia and Nemesis, and mentions
the term apeleutherosis (1. 7). Adrasteia and Nemesis had a joint cult in Cos and they
presided over manumissions (Farnell 1971, 499-500; Sherwin-White 1978, 325).



106 CHAPTER TWO

and semantic functions. The two groups of terms are compounds of
eleutheroun and eleutheros, using two different prepositions as preverbs:
apo-, and ex-. Although both apo and ex imply a ‘movement from’
or ‘a location with respect to’ and both take the genitive case, there
is a difference between them: apo means ‘off’, ‘away from’ (an abla-
tive), whereas ex implies ‘out of’, ‘from within’ (an elative). In ver-
bal compounds this difference is not always maintained, and the two
prepositions became semantically closer from Herodotus on.*” Never-
theless, I believe that in the case of manumission terminology they
retained their original meaning and did not convey the same notion;
nor were they used as an empty emphatics prepended to eleutheroun
and eleutheros. Rather, the verb ap-eleutheroun should be taken as imply-
ing an unspecific movement away from slavery (or the status-group of
slaves)” and the substantive ap-eleutheros as implying a relative, or
unspecific location with respect to slavery, as well as expressing the
partitive and possessive value of the genitive case (one’s apeleutheros).
The verb ex-eleutheroun, on the other hand, should imply a specific
movement out of or _from within slavery (or the status-group of slaves)
and the substantive exeleutheros a concrete location out of slavery (cf.
chapter 1.5). Seen from the standpoint of freedom, an apeleutheros is
closer to slave and still ‘part’ of the ex-master, whereas an exeleutheros
is separated from the ex-master and closer to free persons.

The distinction I suggest is largely corroborated by the use of
these terms in the sources. In many cases apeleutheros, unlike exeleutheros,
is used together with a name or pronoun in the genitive case. Although
the phrase ‘[name of manumitted slave|, the apeleutheros/a of [name
in genitive]” may simply mean that X was manumitted by Y, the
fact that in most of its occurrences a continuous bond between ex-
slave and ex-master can be inferred, and that exeleutheros is usually
not employed in this grammatical construction, may imply that the
apeleutheros still belonged in some way to the ex-master (cf. Gernet
1955, 169 n. 1). Where apeleutheros is used absolutely, it is usually
still possible to infer a persistent bond.?* Moreover, the verbs most

8 For the functions and meanings of Greek prepositions, see Schwyzer 1953,
434—6. On the meanings and semantic extensions of apo and ex, see Luraghi 2003,
95-103, 118-30.

# On the absence of specification of apo as to ‘the initial position of the trajec-
tor relative to the landmark’, see Luraghi 2003, 118.

# Nothing can be safely inferred from Ps.-X., Ath., 1.10 (mentioned above), and
D., 17.15, where Demosthenes refers to the clause in the treaty with Alexander, in
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frequently used to denote the action of manumission are apeleuther-
oun and aphienai (although eleutheroun is also used sometimes). In what
follows I analyze our evidence of the two sets of terms.

2.3.1 apeleutheros and apeleutheroun

The first occurrence of apeleutheros in the literary sources—the words
‘being an apeleutheros’ (dneletBepog @v), followed by a lacuna—is
assigned as line 193 (Pearson 1963) or 199 (Radt 1977) to Sophocles’
satyr play, the Ichneutae® According to what remains of the play,
Apollo promises Silenus and his sons freedom in return for their
help in finding his lost cattle (éAedBepog ov [rdv te Yévog £otan
ték]vov: 1. 57 Pearson = 63 Radt and Lloyd-Jones [1996]), and,
to judge by line 193 (199 Radt), he seems to have kept his promise.
Lloyd-Jones, however, in his recent edition of Sophocles for the Loeb
Classical Library (1996), excludes lines 183202 from the text. But
since he provides no explanation for his editorial decision, there
seems to be no good reason to reject the reading of Pearson and
Radt. Lloyd-Jones (141-3) argues that the satyrs’ master must have
been Dionysus, as in other texts, and that Apollo did not keep his
promise to release them. Yet, if their master was Dionysus, how
could Apollo promise them freedom? This difficulty should make us
consider the possibility that, notwithstanding the literary tradition, in
this play Apollo was presented as the satyrs’ owner (cf. Pearson 1963,
231-3).% It is also significant that so long as the satyrs’ freedom is

which the Greek delegates are instructed to see to it that there be no freeing of
slaves for the purpose of revolution (und¢ doVAwv dmelevbepdoelg énl vewtepioud).
Yet it is noteworthy that neither author uses the term exeleutheros. In Aeschin., 3.41
(where he mentions the prohibition on manumission in the theatre; above, section
2.2), Blass and Cobet emended the MSS dmedevBépoug to EhevBépovg, which seems
more appropriate with the verb dglesBa; in view of the special meaning of apeleutheros,
however, as will be shown below, the MSS reading may be correct. Cf. also Arist.,
Pol., 1278a 2, where he refers to the non-citizen population and argues that the
apeleutheror do not belong to the classes of metics or foreigners; /G XII(5), 647 from
Coresia, cited above, where apeleutheroi are said to pay taxes.

% The date of the play is unknown, but it may have been one of Sophocles’
carlier works, from the late forties of the fifth century B.C.

% Cf. lines 158-9: xoil v élevBépwowv 1 xothvesev/vuiv te xdpol; (‘and the
liberation he promised for you and for me?’), and line 445, where the word &e0Bepol-
appears.

8 Tt is also possible that Apollo was to play the role of a third party in a manu-
mission transaction between Dionysus and his satyr-slaves, as in the ‘sale for the
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a wish and a promise, it is referred to by eleutheros (1. 57/63) and
eleutherosis (1. 158-9); after it is realized, however, the manumitted
satyr is called apeleutheros rather than eleutheros, thus implying a sta-
tus different from that of free persons.

In Lysias, 7.10, the speaker tells the judges that he had leased his
land to Alcias, the apeleutheros of Antisthenes ("Alkiq ‘AvticBévoug
dmedevBépe). Alcias is one of four leaseholders and there is no appar-
ent reason for noting that he was a freedman or for mentioning the
name of his ex-master. A similar instance is the remark in [Demos-
thenes], Against Neaera (59.18), that Nicarete, Neaera’s former mis-
tress, is the apeleuthera of Charisius of Elis (Xapisiov pdv ovoe t0d
"Hletov dmedevBépa). Apart from the speaker’s obvious attempt to
establish Neaera’s base status by mentioning the fact that even her
mistress was a manumitted slave, there is no legal justification for
this remark. Moreover, it is significant that Nicarete, who lived and
worked in Corinth, was still referred to as the manumitted slave of
her former master, who lived in another polis. These examples of
Alcias and Nicarete may indicate that, although they had been freed,
they were still related in some way to their former masters.*

This notion comes out even more explicitly in Demosthenes, Against
Aphobus I (27.19), where the orator describes Milyas as ‘our apeleutheros’
(0 dmehetBepog 6 Nuétepog). In section 22 of the oration, Demosthenes
attempts to refute Aphobus’ claim that Milyas supervised the sword
factory, but his arguments are neither convincing nor conclusive.
This Milyas is said in Against Aphobus III (29.25-26) to have been
manumitted by Demosthenes’ father on his deathbed (above, section
2.2), but it seems that he was still working for the family and con-
sidered to belong to it. Likewise, the speaker in Isaeus, 6.19, says
that Euctemon’s apeleuthera managed his tenement house in Piraeus
and that she kept young prostitutes. In these last two examples the
manumitted slaves continued to work for their former masters.” In

purpose of release’ (mpdoig éni Aboet) and the later sacral manumissions of central
Greece, discussed above (2.2), since he also promises to give the satyrs gold, with
which their freedom could be bought. But this is to extend speculations too far.

% In Aeschin., 1.114, the words dneletBepov elvon £avtod (i.e., of Timarchus)
do not necessarily import the same notion, since according to Aeschines, Timarchus
was bribed by Philotades’ brother-in-law to assert during the scrutiny of the citizen-
lists that Philotades was his manumitted slave. In this case, ‘being one’s apeleutheros’
1s brought up only to point out Philotades’ supposedly false pretense to citizenship.

8 In Is., 6.20, Alce, one of the prostitutes maintained by Euctemon’s apeleuthera,
is said to have later lived with Dion, who was an &vBpwrog dneledBepog (‘an
apeleutheros man’).
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another oration of Isaeus (4.9), the speaker lists all those who have
laid claim to Nicostratus’ estate, among whom were Ctesias and
Cranaus. These two men, failing to prove that Nicostratus owed
them money, claimed that he was their apeleutheros. Although Ctesias
and Cranaus could not prove this claim, it implies that ex-owners
retained a right to their manumitted slaves’ property. It seems prob-
able that they employed the word apeleutheros precisely because of
this specific right.” The Souda (s.v. dvéxaov [sic!]) explains that the
anankaion was a jail, in which scoundrel slaves and disobedient apeleutheroi
were detained. The Souda quotes from a lost oration of Isaeus for
Hermon: ‘He (Hermon) threw Hermocrates into jail, claiming that
he was an apeleutheros’. Although no direct link is made here between
the two, it 1s clear from the Souda’s explanation that Hermocrates
was Hermon’s manumitted slave and that he was obligated in some
way to his former master.

Plato’s regulations for manumitted slaves (Lg., 915a—b) are unam-
biguous on this point. Although it is debatable whether Plato relied
on Athenian laws and practices, his use of apeleutheros and apeleutheroun
when prescribing ex-owners’ rights vis-a-vis their manumitted slaves
and the latter’s obligations towards the former implies, at least, that
these terms suited his description of the enduring relationship between
ex-master and ex-slave in the ideal state.”’ Another telling case is
Aristotle’s example of metrical speech: “Whom does the freed-per-
son (apeleutheroumenos) choose as guardian?’ (tivo aipelton énitporov O
dmelevBepodpevog; Rh., 1408b 25). Aristotle adds that the children’s
ready answer to the herald’s question was ‘Cleon’, the Athenian
demagogue and general of the third quarter of the fifth century B.C.
The use of a historical figure makes it likely that, in Athens, apeleutheroi
indeed had to have a guardian—although, if this evidence is credi-
ble, he was not necessarily their ex-master.”” An important observa-
tion is made by Chrysippus, the third-century B.C. Stoic, in the

% For the right of former masters to their manumitted slaves’ property, see below,
chapter 4.2.2, and cf. D., 36.4-6.

o In 915b Plato uses the participle dpeBelg, from the verb aphienai, but other-
wise the verb apeleutheroun is predominant. On the obligations of manumitted slaves
according to Plato’s Laws, see below, chapter 4.2.2. See Ps.-Didymus’ comment,
cited above, n. 65.

9 On Aristotle’s use of epitropos instead of prostates, see chapter 4.3. In Kassel’s
edition of Aristotle’s Rhetorica (1976, 161), it is conjectured (following Reinach) that
Aristotle’s example 1s taken from Aristophanes’ comedy Babylonians; in this case, the
first use of the verb apeleutheroun can be dated to 426 B.C.
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second book of his De Concordia (ap. Ath., 267b = SVF 111, fr. 353).
The difference between apeleutheroi and slaves, he says, is that the
former are still slaves, whereas the latter are those who are not yet
released from ownership (S 10 tobg dmehevBépovg uev dovlovg £t
etvat, olkétog 88 1odg ui tfig kthoeng dpewévoug). Although Chrysippus
discusses, in this context, moral slavery, his choice of the term ape-
leutheros to convey the idea of a protracted dependence is revealing.

In later sources it is not easy to decide whether this use 1s uniquely
Greek or influenced by Roman practices and by the notions of
patron-client relations. Thus, when Polybius writes that Popillius
Laenas’ apeleutheroi accompanied him to Massilia (33.9.5), he is prob-
ably referring to the latter’s clientelas; in Rome, manumitted slaves
became their ex-masters’ c¢lientes and used to accompany them and
render them services. But the fact that he chose to render the Roman
clientes by apeleutheroi and not exeleutherot may imply that he considered
the former term equivalent to the Latin.”® In his criticism of Timaeus’
treatment of the Locri (12.6a.4), Polybius says that those who have
been slaves, when they meet with unexpected good luck and time
goes by, endeavour to attach to themselves and renew the affections,
friendships, and relationships that their former masters create (with
friends and allies), in the hope of erasing their earlier inferiority by
their effort to appear as their ex-owners’ offspring rather than their
apeleutheroi. Although this passage does not explicitly state a contin-
uing bond between manumitted slaves and ex-masters, Polybius’
description of apeleutheroi as trying to be viewed as relatives and social
equals points to the peculiar status of apeleutheror: they are not wholly
disassociated from their ex-owners, but are in a position to enter a
social relationship with them—a relationship that may resemble famil-
ial and friendly ties. In this respect, Polybius’ description is in line
with the evidence of the Attic sources cited above. The same con-
clusion can be deduced from Plutarch (Mor., 70e), who recounts how
once, when his teacher Ammonius noticed that some of his students
had been given a heavy meal, he ordered the apeleutheros to flog his

% See also Plut., Mor., 66d (where a person who behaves rudely to his friends,
because he wants to conceal his inferiority, is compared to an apeleutheros in a com-
edy, who thinks that rude speech is equal to freedom of speech); 200b, 278e; Sul.,
1.4; Cic., 7.5; App., BC, 4.6.44; 5.9.78; D.C., 36.42.2; 39.38.6; 60.16.4; 63.10.1a;
12.2; Philostr., VS, 2.560.
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personal slave. Although the term is used here without Ammonius’
name in the genitive, the context makes it clear that this apeleutheros
was his former slave and that he continued to work for him.”
Dionysius of Halicarnassus (dnt. Rom., 4.23.6) says that the Roman
king Servius Tullius proposed to grant citizenship to the apeleuthero,
claiming that the rich citizens would thus earn their support in the
Assemblies and elections and would have the children of their man-
umitted slaves as pelatai. Elsewhere Dionysius uses pelatai to render
the Latin word clientes (2.9—10; 4.22.4-23.7), as does Plutarch (Rom.,
23). In the classical period, the word pelates defined a person who
for some reason appealed to another person for assistance and came
to be dependent on him for his livelihood.” We cannot be sure that
Dionysius and Plutarch used the word pelatai because in their times
it conveyed the same meaning as clientes (on which see above); all
the same, it is significant that they chose this particular word to
describe the continuing bond between Roman owners and their man-
umitted slaves, a bond that was manifested, inter alia, in politics.
Although in the Greek world manumitted slaves did not become cit-
izens (except by a special grant of the polis), this does not rule out
the possibility that Dionysius and Plutarch were relying on a Greek
practice by which manumitted slaves continued to be dependent on
their ex-masters. In this case, both apeleutheroi and pelatai would con-
note the enduring reciprocal relationship between ex-masters and the
families of their manumitted slaves. Indeed, on the basis of an inscrip-
tion from the Bosporus Kingdom (CIRB 976; 151 A.D.), in which
the king grants land together with its pelata: to a shrine, Nadel (1976,
213—4) argues that in the Roman period the word pelatar referred to
manumitted slaves and was synonymous with clienets. If this inter-
pretation is right, these freed-persons were also bound to the land.”

9% Cf. Plut., Me., 3.3, for the use of the verb apeleutheroun, and Pomp., 40.1, 78.4,
80.3; Cat. Min., 38.3; Cic., 3.4, 41.4, 49.4; Gal., 7.1, 24.1, 24.3, 28.3; Mor., 277f.
In six of these cases the term is followed by a name or pronoun in the genitive;
in yet another case—/FPomp., 40.1—the link is evident, though the possessive case is
missing.

% This meaning can be deduced from PL, Euthyph., 4c, and Arist., Ath. Pol., 2.2
(who describes, though, the poor in archaic Athens). In earlier sources the word
usually means ‘the other’, ‘one who approaches another’ or ‘neighbour’, but in A,
Suppl., 384, the related term 0/f) méhog seems to convey an idea similar to that
expressed by Plato and Aristotle.

% Tt is also possible, however, that these Bosporan pelatai were of a status simi-
lar to that of the coloni, as argued, e.g., by Latyschev in CIRB 976, or to the king’s
peasants, as argued by Rostovzeft 1941, 1515.
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More difficult to understand is Josephus Flavius’ use of apeleutheros
with the genitive. In Ant. Jud., 18.167.2, and 19.64.1, he uses this
construction when referring to manumitted slaves of Roman emper-
ors, a construction common in Latin usage (see below); but in 7.263,
17.79.1, and 18.169.1, 228.1, he employs it to describe the manu-
mitted slaves of Saul, Antipater, and Agrippa respectively. In Bell.
Jud., 1.33.9, Josephus mentions that 500 slaves and apeleutheror attended
Herod’s funeral. Although the number is apparently exaggerated, the
respect shown by the freed-persons to the dead king reminds us of
both the Roman custom of clientes’ rendering services and showing
respect to their ex-masters and the stipulations made by slave-owners
in some Greek manumission documents regarding their own funeral
rites (below, chapter 4.2.2). Was Josephus reflecting the practices of
Hellenized Jews or did he ‘Romanize’ Jewish practices? It should be
noted that manumission practices in the Second Temple period and
afterwards were similar to those of the Greeks;”” hence the status of
slaves manumitted by Jews might have been similar as well. In fact,
inscriptions recording manumissions by Jews in the Bosporus King-
dom show the same characteristics of Greek manumissions (Gibson
1999).

In the apocryphal biography of Aesop (Vita Aesopi G 90 Perry), the
verb employed to describe the Samians’ appeal to Xanthus to free
Aesop is eleutheroun and the verb describing Aesop’s manumission is
aphienai. But the president of the Samian Assembly, when suggesting
to free Aesop if Xanthus refuses, use the words I shall make him
an apeleutheros of the polis’. It seems that, had the purchaser of Aesop’s
freedom been a private person, Aesop would have been labelled ‘his
apeleutheros’. 'There is no way of knowing whether apeleutheros in this
text has any special meaning, but it seems that being an apeleutheros
of the polis would have released Aesop from any obligation to Xanthus
and made him equal to him. Hence, by transferring the ownership
(and the right to manumit) from the private owner to the polis, the
ex-owner’s rights to his ex-slave were also transferred.”

Dio Cassius uses the term apeleutheros with a name in the genitive
case to describe freed-persons of Romans (60.16.4; 63.10.1a, 12.2)
and the same word without the genetive case to describe a Roman

97 See Urbach 1964, 1-94.
% For the version of Manuscript W, see above, 2.2.



MANUMISSION: DIVERSITY AND SIMILARITY 113

custom (53.30.3). So does Appian (BC, 4.6.44; 5.9.78). Although these
are late sources, it is significant that they chose to use apeleutheros
with the genitive to render the Roman lbertus (freed-person). In
Diodorus Siculus (20.36.3), apeleutheror are not the freed-persons but
their sons, whom Appius Claudius allowed to be senators. But else-
where (30.6), Diodorus uses apeleutheroi to indicate manumitted slaves.
Another late example—referring, however, to earlier times—is Diogenes
Laertius’s story (4.46) about the philosopher Bion (c. 325-255 B.C.).
Bion, we read, was born to an apeleutheros who had been sold into
slavery, together with his family, after being found guilty of fraud.
Bion was set free and eventually inherited his ex-master’s fortune.
It is of no relevance here whether or not these biographical details
are true; what is important to note is, first, that Bion’s father is
described as an apeleutheros, despite the lexicographers’ explanation
that those who fell into slavery because of debt or any other reason
and were then released were called exeleutheror; and second, the close
relationship between Bion and his ex-master.

Our earliest epigraphic evidence may be the first line of an inscrip-
tion from Gortyn (IC IV 78 = Nomima 1, 16; early fifth century B.C.),
which preserves only tov drelev[---]. Most editors restore dmeAdev[0épwv
(‘of the apeleutheror’) and believe that the decree permitted manumit-
ted slaves to settle in a certain quarter, the name of which they
believe to be Latosion, mentioned in line 2 of the inscription.
Accordingly, they assume that the xenion kosmos (a Cretan official in
charge of foreigners) referred to in line 4 was also in charge of man-
umitted slaves. The editors of Nomima, on the other hand, argue, on
the basis of a similar text from Lyttus (BCH, 109, 1985, 187-8), that
the persons referred to in line 1 are citizens who had emigrated and
were now returning to Gortyn. They restore the text to read tov
amelev[oopévov Foukdde (‘of those who came back home’) and under-
stand ‘Latosion’ in line 2 as an adjective of place. It is tempting to
go back to the older and prevalent view, not only because it would
provide us with our earliest evidence of the use of apeleutheros, but
also because line 3 of the inscription reads: ‘and no one is to reduce
him to slavery or to seize him’ (kai pétiva t0dtov péte xoradoAd[Bon
uéte ovA€v), a warning formulated in terms very similar to those
found in manumission inscriptions (see also chapter 4.4). The expla-
nation of the editors of Nomima that these persons, although now cit-
izens, are being granted immunity against any injury consequent on
their former status seems unnecessarily forced. While the verb sylemn
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was regularly used to indicate the seizure of a foreigner and his
property, katadouloustha: has hardly any meaning outside the context
of manumitted slaves: if the people mentioned in line 1 had already
regained their citizen status, there was no need to guarantee that
only they, and not all other citizens, be protected against enslave-
ment. I therefore incline to accept the older conjecture that these
were manumitted slaves. If this is correct, this inscription implies
that apeleutheroi in early fifth-century Gortyn enjoyed legal protection
and were probably required to live in a neighbourhood set aside for
manumitted slaves and foreigners.

Another early occurrence, already mentioned above, is in /G I*
237 from Athens (410-400 B.C.), which seems to decree contribu-
tions of agricultural products and lodgings. Although the apeleutheroi
in this inscription seem to be mentioned as a status group and not
as individuals who belong in some fashion to their former masters,
the fact that they are instructed to contribute along with other sta-
tus-groups may indicate their position in society. Manumission cat-
alogues from several places and from later periods usually employ
the verb apeleutheroun and the term apeleutheros: e.g., those from sev-
eral Thessalian poleis (/G IX(2) 74-8 from Lamia, where the man-
umitted slaves are described as ‘apeleutheroi of [a name in genitive]’;
1G IX(2) 415 from Pherae; and IG IX(2) 539—68 from Larissa), from
Calymna (7C 168, 182, 184), and from Epidaurus (/G IV(2) 353-66).”
In one manumission document from Calymna (7C 177), the manu-
mitted slave is obligated to remain with the ex-owner’s children as
their apeleutheros.'” Conversely, other manumissions from Calymna
stipulate that the manumitted slave will be no one’s apeleutheros.'!
Conditions attached to manumissions are discussed in chapter 4.2.2;
here it is important to note the continuing bond of service with the
family of the ex-owner, implied by the use of the term apeleutheros
in these inscriptions. Moreover, in Calymna we find what seems to
be an equivalent to the Athenian ‘Laws of the Manumitted’. In some

% Not so in Buthrotus, where the usual verb is aphienai eleutheron/ an, and in sev-
eral cases also the verb of consecration (anatithenai). See Cabanes 1974, 116-68. In
Sillyum, however, the category of manumitted slaves is indicated by both oOwvdik-
tapiot (indicating slaves manumitted by the Roman method of vindicta) and apeleutheroi
(IGRR 111, 801, 1. 15-22; 802, 1. 19-26).

1A similar provision is attached to other manumissions from Calymna: e.g.,
TC 170, 171, 181 (to the benefit of the ex-owners). See below, chapter 4.2.2.

" E.g., TC 153, 155, 167-9, 176b.
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acts the manumitted slaves are exempted from the ‘regulations’ or
‘legal proceedings of the apeleutheror’ (dmelevBepwtixd dikono; e.g., TC
168, 182, 184) or are granted immunity from the ‘right of leading
away apeleutheroi’ (dmelevBepwtien dyoyn; e.g., 7C 198); many docu-
ments refer to the laws of the apeleutheror’ (dmnelevBepikol vopot; e.g.,
7C 158, 167, 176b). What can be inferred from these documents is
that in Calymna the term apeleutheros implied a persisting bond between
the manumitted slave and the ex-owner and that the polis regulated
manumission and enacted laws that prescribed the rights and duties
of the manumitted slaves.'”

This picture, however, is not exclusive to Calymna. The term
apeleutherosis appears in two manumissions from Larissa (/G IX(2) 541,
542) and in another from Tithora (/G IX(1) 190). In Tithora, at
least, the term seems to have indicated the former masters’ rights
over their manumitted slaves. The word is found in a punitive-clause:
if anyone lays hands on Sotericha (the manumitted slave) for the
purpose of enslavement or apeleutherosis . . . (el 8¢ t1g émAaforto Twin-
pixog elg dovAnog xdpwv §i dredevBepmoeng . . .).'" Since enslavement
is put on the same level as apeleutherosis, it seems that the latter term
refers to the rights that ex-owners or their heirs exercised over their
manumitted slaves. In this document, the manumitted female slave
will not be subject to these rights if she fulfils the conditions of her
manumission.'” Thessalian manumissions, too, mention laws of the
apeleutheror, which seem to regulate the former owners’ rights over
their manumitted slaves (e.g., IG IX(2) 1290; SEG 26, 644; 670).'"
An inscription from Hypata in Thessaly mentions ‘the supervisor of
the money of the apeleutheroi’ (émpuehntg t@v dmedevbepikdv ypnudrov;
1G IX(2) 22, 1. 1-2). This probably means that he collected the fees

for the publication of manumissions, since lines 4—5 mention payment

192 The apeleutherotike agoge, especially, implies that the obligations of the apeleutheroi
to their former masters (or other persons indicated by the former masters) were
established by law and that if the apeleutheroi failed to perform their duties they were
liable to seizure. Cf. Pl., Lg., 915a-b, and below, chapter 5.

15 Tt should be noted, though, that the reading of SGDI 1555¢ is elg dovAfog
xépwv § &’ élevbepudoemg, that is, ‘into slavery or away from liberation’. This
reading makes good sense, but is tautologous. The reading of /G IX(1) 190 takes
x6&pwv as relating to both nouns, indicating two different objectives to the action of
leading away.

1 Tn Larissa the term is linked to the payment made to the polis (t0 yewdpeva
¢ dnelevbepdoemg dnvépia).

15 See also Lazaridis 1975, 647-8, and below, chapter 5.3.
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for the stelographia (‘inscription’). Except for Demosthenes’ mention
of laws of the exeleutheroi in Athens (together with those of the
apeleutheror), only laws of the apeleutheroi are ever mentioned in our
sources.

A strange occurrence of the term apeleutheros is in SEG 26, 670
from Doliche in Thessaly (= Helly, 1976, 147-9; 2nd half of 2nd
century B.C.), in which Eutychus manumits his young slave Alexander,
but obligates him to remain with him as long as he lives and to do
whatever he is told to do. In line 5 of the inscription Helly restores
the verb of manumission thus: (Eutychus) set (Alexander) as apeleutheros’
(qpfikev cmelevBe|pov). This restoration is completely different from
that of the first editor of the inscription (who restored [d¢@iaowv
¢levBeplo[v], understanding two manumittors);'™ if Helly is correct,
his restoration poses a problem. As noted above, the verb aphienai
in the context of manumission is usually followed by the predicate
adjective eleutheros/ a, whereas apeleutheros describes the slave’s status
after manumission. Releasing someone as an apeleutheros seems to be
a tautology. But it should be noted that Alexander was also oblig-
ated to remain with his manumittor until the latter dies (on this
obligation, see below, in chapter 4.2.2). It seems that the manumit-
tor decided—for unknown reasons and in contrast to the typical for-
mulation of manumissions in Thessaly—to note already in the
manumission clause Alexander’s protracted dependence on him.'”’
That Alexander would have been so described after his manumis-
sion 1is clear; apeleutheros is the usual appellation of manumitted slaves
in Thessaly, his obligation to remain with his ex-master indicates his
dependence, and the inscription also refers to the ‘law of the apeleutheroi®
(see above). This interpretation is corroborated by other similar uses
of the term. In /G XII Suppl. 368 (Thasus, 4th century B.C.), the
manumitted slave is instructed to remain with the ex-owner (on this
obligation, see chapter 4.2.2) for six months, ‘being an apeleutheros’.
Again, since the obligation to remain was to be fulfilled affer man-
umission, the manumitted slave’s status would then have been that
of an apeleutheros and it is significant that this term is closely linked

1% The inscription was first edited by A.S. Arvanitopoulos in ’Apy. 'Ee. (1923),
151, no. 383, and corrected by A. Babacos, BCH, 86 (1962), 499-500 (= SEG 23,
462). Helly’s new restoration is based on a squeeze made by Arvanitopoulos.

107 Cf. the use of ‘apeleutheros of the polis’ and ‘apeleutheros of Hera’ in the Life of
Aesop, discussed above, 2.2.
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here to the obligation towards the manumittor. In an inscription
from Beroea (EV, 150, no. 48; 205 A.D.), a woman manumits her
female slave as an apeleuthera ‘at once’ (1. 3). Immediately following
this declaration the manumittor states ‘after my death ...’, but the
rest of the inscription is lost. It seems, however, that the manumit-
ted slave was obliged to continue to serve her mistress. But two
inscriptions from Chaeronea may indicate another situation. In IG
VII 3318 (mid-2nd century B.C.), and 3360 (1st half of 2nd century
B.C.), the manumission formula is ‘consecrates his private apeleutheros’
(Gvatibnot tov/tav 18ov/idlav dreletBepov). Ridle (1969, 58-9) inter-
prets this formula as indicating a two-stage manumission: first the
slaves were manumitted in a ‘civil’ mode, and only then consecrated
to the god (see above). Although his interpretation seems reasonable,
this formula is found only in these two inscriptions; in other man-
umissions from Chaeronea, the usual verb is ‘consecrate as sacred’
(anatithenar hiaron/ an) or ‘release and consecrate’ (aphienai kai anatithenar).
It seems unsafe to infer a general Greek procedure from two local
inscriptions. I suggest that the owners in these two manumissions,
or the inscribers, mistakenly used a term that describes the slave’s
status after manumission, in addition to ‘sacred’ and as an equiva-
lent to ‘and he/she shall be free’. If I am correct, this slip can point
to the way these owners conceived of their manumitted slaves’ status.

Funerary inscriptions, too, register the fact that the deceased were
apeleutheror. A gravestone from Thrace, for instance, bears the inscrip-
tion (GV 379; 2nd century A.D.): ‘Here I lie, Antonis Hilarus, the
apeleutheros of Antonius Rufus...” "Avtoviov Podeov drededBepog
év04de xe[luon, "Avidvig “Thapolg] . . .). Since the name of the ex-
owner 1s Roman, and since the manumitted slave seems to have
taken a name similar to that of his ex-owner, it is very probable
that this inscription reflects Roman practices.'” An inscription on a
first-century A.D. sarcophagus from Jericho (Hachlili 1989) reads:
“The sarcophagus of Theodotus, the apeleutheros of queen Agrippina’

108 See also GV 380: "Apyeldov dneketBepog (‘the apeleutheros of Archelaus’; Lydia,
2nd or 3rd century A.D.); IG IX(2) 851-5, from Thessaly (in no. 855, the deceased
is described as the wife and apeleuthera of Tiberius). In Greek inscriptions from Rome
and its provinces, of course, the structure ‘apeleutheros of (name in genitive) indi-
cates Roman practices, but the choice of this particular term implies that it was
identified with lLbertus (e.g., IG XIV(1) 389, from Lipara; 408, 611, from Sardinia;
1504, from Rome; IG XIV(2) 1946 [where the term ndtpov is also used] and 2435,
from Rome).
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(@e0d6tov dmehevBepog Pacoidicong "Ayputneivng copdg). Theodotus
(whose Jewish name, Nathanel, is known from his daughter’s sar-
cophagus) had been the slave of the Emperor Claudius’ wife, was
manumitted between 50 and 54 A.D., went back to Jericho, and
was interred there in his family burial chamber. Since Theodotus
had been a slave in Rome, it seems safe to infer that the use of
apeleutheros with the name of the ex-owner in the genitive case reflects
Roman practice (see above). But this use may also reflect a resem-
blance between Roman practices and notions and those of the Greeks.

Other inscriptions disclose mutual feelings of good will and grat-
itude. A gravestone in the Chersonesus was erected for Aurelia Tyche
by ‘her heirs and apeleutheroi’ (ot xAnpovdpor xoi ot dmededBepor; IPE
I(2), 508, 2nd century A.D.). The fact that heirs and manumitted
slaves are mentioned together as fulfilling a moral and familial oblig-
ation may indicate a special kind of social relationship between the
deceased woman and her manumitted slaves. In this case, too, it is
difficult to distinguish between Greek practices and Roman influence.'”
In an inscription from Panticapacum (Kertsch), however, it seems
likely that Greek practices and notions are involved (CIRB 145 =
GV 1475; late st or early 2nd century A.D.):

A:

Trpotdvelke vie ZAvwvog, Xolpe.

B:

kol oy, Ttpatdveike, kol fifeo kedvo puAdoownv
dAeo, TOL Aypdt matpl Ammv ddikpuo.

Ocie pile, mpotépoic évapiBuie: pwopio & aimv
nevoeton ¢k Biflov onv copinv épathv.

G.

Trpotovelkol ZAvwvog Td-

L 18l deomocVvmt AvéoTn-

e ™V 6TAANVY Zoolog

GmehedBepoc uviung xdpv

A: Farewell, Stratonicus, son of Zeno. B: You perished, Stratonicus,
clinging to your wisdom and sage ways, leaving tears to your mourn-
ful father. Godlike philos, esteemed among those of former times; count-
less generations will learn your charming wisdom from books. C: Sosias
the apeleutheros erected the stele in memory of his own master, Stratonicus,
son of Zeno.

"% The text of GV 809 (Naples, Ist century A.D.) is definitely influenced by
Roman practices, since line 7 mentions 6 ndtpov (the patron).
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The names of both the ex-master and the manumitted slave are
Greek. This apeleutheros still refers to Stratonicus as his ‘master’. If]
moreover, Sosias was also responsible for the inscription of parts 4
and B, the reference to Stratonicus as ‘divine philos’ implies a per-
sistent bond of philia between them.'"’ Likewise, it is not clear who
was responsible for the erection of the stele and the funerary inscrip-
tion CIRB 360 (1st century A.D.), which reads ‘Farewell, Aristonicus,
apeleutheros of Damas’ ("Apiotdvike dmeledBepe Aopd, yoipe). If it was
a relative of Aristonicus, it is noteworthy that he mentioned the sta-
tus of the deceased; advertising the fact that one was an apeleutheros
may have been important while the manumitted slave was alive, but
should have been irrelevant after death. It is true that privileged
metics at Athens took care to inscribe their status as isofeleis (paying
the same taxes as citizens), but being an wofeles was a mark of hon-
our for a non-citizen and his descendants;''' not so being someone’s
apeleutheros. The fact that Aristonicus was Damas’ apeleutheros, there-
fore, may have been significant to Damas’ and Aristonicus’ heirs and
imply continuing obligations. This may also be our inference if it
was Damas, the ex-master, who was responsible for the inscription.

The relationship of the inscriber of CIRB 710 (Panticapaeum, 143
A.D.), on the other hand, is specified:

d1lopNumwt T kol Aoto-
véxkmt drelevBépmt
Mnvoeilov v ot-

Ay &véotnoev Ilo-
viikiov 0 &deleog
pvetog xopwv €v it

o’ et

In memory of Philophemus, also known as Laionacus, apeleutheros of
Menophilus, his brother Ponticion erected the stele in the year 440
(143 A.D.).

Here, too, Ponticion advertised his brother’s status as an apeleutheros
and noted his link to the ex-master.'"?

"% Tt may be, however, that Stratonicus’ father was responsible for part B; see
the commentary in CIRB. For the term philos and its implications in the context of
slavery and manumission, see above, chapter 1.3-5.

" E.g., IG I, 7862-7881. See also above, section 2.2.

112 See also CIRB 474 (1st century A.D.): ‘Farewell, Monime, apeleuthera of Alexander’
(Moviun dmedevbépo "AleEdvdpov,/yoipe). 1G IX(2) 856, from Thessaly, commem-
orates both an apeleuthera and a female slave (oixétig): the two were buried together,
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To sum up, the word apeleutheros seems to impart the notion of a
continuing bond between owners and their manumitted slaves, par-
ticularly when the word is followed by a name or pronoun in the
genitive case. This impression is particularly strengthened by several
catalogue inscriptions from Lamia (e.g., SGDI 1448), in which the
standard formula is X the apeleutheros of Y’, indicating that this term
signifies a status and not only the act of manumission.'” Moreover,
apeleutheroun is the most common verb describing manumission along
with aphienar eleutheron/an and verbs of consecration and sale. In sev-
eral places apeleutheror were also subject to special laws, which seem
to have regulated their obligations towards their former masters.

2.3.2 exeleutheros and exeleutheroun

The term exeleutheros is less frequently employed and usually does not
govern a genitive. Both the substantive and the verb exeleutheroun can
be traced to the fifth century B.C. The first occurrence in literary
sources 1s, again, Sophocles. In Aj., 1258, the verb exeleutheroun is
compounded with the noun ‘mouth’ (6tépe) in the form £&ehevBepoc-
topelg (‘you talk like a freed-person’). Agamemnon says this of Teucer;
since Teucer was born to Hesione, who was taken captive by Heracles
and given as a reward to Telamon, Agamemnon treats him as a
slave. In fact, the verb is coupled with another verb, /ybrizein, im-
plying that Teucer forgets his place. In lines 1260—3, moreover,
Agamemnon wishes that someone else, a free person (eleutheros), would
come up and speak instead of Teucer, since he does not understand
his barbaric tongue. The verb exeleutherostomein may simply be a
strengthened form of eleutherostomein, ‘to be free of speech’ (see A.,
Pers., 182; E., Andr., 153), implying that Teucer is speaking freely,
although his status is not equal to that of free citizens. Sophocles’
use of both apeleutheros (Ichn., 193[199]) and exeleutheroun, however,
indicates that both terms were in everyday use in Athens around
the middle of the fifth century B.C., and may imply that exeleutherostomein

suggesting that the manumitted slave remained in her ex-owner’s house. Cf. IG
IX(2) 851, cited above, in section 2.2. Although the name of the deceased manu-
mitted slave is probably Roman (Rensch 1908, 119 n. 2), similar inscriptions bear
Greek names (e.g., Woodward, BCH 33, 1913, 316, no. 6: ®{la Mndéo[v] dmekevbépo.
Eevi[x]/fi Hipog xpnoth/xoipow).

"3 Tt is interesting to note that in SGDI 1448, 1. 5-6, two manumitted slaves
take the name of their manumittor as their patronymic.
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here refers to the distinct status of the exeleutheros. Moreover, the pas-
sage from Ajax suggests that in fifth-century Athens eleutheros described
a full citizen who has freedom of speech (see above, chapter 1.2).

In other Attic sources, the phrase ‘laws of the exeleutheror appears
in Pollux’s citation of Demosthenes (3.83). In Hyperides (fr. 197 =
Harp., s.v. 'EAevBéprog Zelg), the name of Zeus Eleutherius is said
to derive from a Stoa erected by the exeleutheroi. The Stoa of Zeus
Eleutherius in Athens, however, was probably erected after 479 B.C.
to commemorate the victory over the Persians (cf. Ar., PL, 1175 with
scholia; Isocr., 9.57). According to Roscher (1965, 619), on the other
hand, the appellation Eleutherius predated the Persian Wars; per-
sons acquitted in trials, as well as manumitted slaves, used to bring
thanks-offerings to this god. Nothing safe, therefore, can be inferred
from this fragment; but if Roscher is right, it is significant that these
manumitted slaves are referred to as exeleutheroi, the same term
employed in the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’ to describe manumitted slaves
who were (fictitiously) acquitted in legal procedures.

Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Ant. Rom., 4.22.4) uses the phrase ‘the
class of exeleutherot’ (£€ehevBepicov @dAov) to describe the manumit-
ted slaves who were assigned to the four urban tribes of Rome. As
mentioned above, Dionysius used the word apeleutheroi in chapter 23
of the same book to describe manumitted slaves as a source of polit-
ical support for their Roman ex-owners. If, as seems logical, he
meant by the phrase exeleuthertkon phylon not only manumitted slaves,
but also their descendants, this would fit the status of lbertini, the
descendants of manumitted slaves who were exempted from the
restrictions imposed on their fathers.'"* If so (though we cannot prove
it), Dionysius chose a Greek term that imparted the same notion as
libertini and made a legal and a social distinction between apeleutheros
and exeleutheros."” In Dio Cassius , 39.38.6, apeleutheros and exeleutheros
seem to be used indiscriminately: Dio mentions a version, accord-
ing to which the theatre in Rome was built, not by Pompey, but
by ‘his apeleutheros’ (dmeletBepog adt0d); he then says that this manu-
mitted slave rightly gave the credit to Pompey in order to prevent

" On the #lberti and libertini, see Treggiari 1969.

5 Tt is possible that Dionysius reflects Roman propaganda, which sought to con-
nect Roman history and culture with the Greeks’ (thus Dubuisson, 1979, 92-3); or
he may have wanted to present his Greek readers with a uniform Graeco-Roman
world (thus Gabba, 1991, 3-11, 190-216).
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evil rumours that his exeleutheros (¢€eletBepog avtod) financed the pro-
ject. Here, the same person is referred to by the two terms. In
36.42.2, Dio recounts the deeds of the tribune Gaius Manilius, who
proposed in 67 B.C. to grant ‘the race of the apeleuthero’ the right
to vote together with those who manumitted them [lit. ‘made them
exeleuthero’’] (1@ #Bver 1 1dv dnehevbépov . . . petd 1@V £Eelevbepo-
cGvtov). Why does Dio use the term apeleutheror to denote the man-
umitted slaves and a participle of exeleutheroun to denote the manumitting
owners? Although the text offers no proof, it is tempting to suggest
that, since Manilius’ proposal would have put the manumitted slaves
on par with the citizens, they would become completely free.''® It
should be noted, however, that Dio’s lifetime roughly coincides with
that of Athenaeus, who, as mentioned above, reflects the confusion
about these two terms (3, 115b). Moreover, the two passages in Dio
are taken from the epitome of Xiphilinus (11th century A.D.) and
may actually reflect the latter’s stylistic preferences or the prevalent
use and meanings in his time. In any case, we should consider Roman
influence on Dio’s vocabulary and ideas, although, as seen above,
he uses apeleutheros to render the phrase ‘one’s freed-person’.

The epigraphic incidence of exeleutheros 1s also quite rare. The ‘Lists
of Silver Bowls” from Athens (see above, 2.2), refer to manumitted
slaves only as exeleutheroi. Since Demosthenes refers both to laws of
the apeleutheroi and to those of the exeleutheror, and since apeleutheroi
appear in /G I* 237 and in Attic literature, it seems safe to infer the
existence of two distinct status groups of manumitted slaves in Athens.
The apeleutheroi, as we have seen, are usually described as still depend-
ing on their former masters. Hence, the fact that the manumitted
slaves in the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’ are called exeleutheroi indicates, 1
believe, that they had no further obligation to their former masters
(this issue is discussed in detail in chapter 5.1). Note that Harpocration,
who explains the legal procedure that was used in these cases—the
dike apostasiou (‘lawsuit on the occasion of desertion’)—emphasizes
that, following an acquittal, the slaves became ‘completely free’.

An inscription from Aegialae in Amorgus (Syll.> 521, 3rd century
B.C.) refers to the ransoming of citizens, slaves, and exeleutheroi who
were captured by pirates (II. 17-19); but we have no way to know

16 Cf. D.H., Ant. Rom., 4.23.6, on Tullius’ proposal to grant citizenship to the
apeleutheror (discussed above). See also Plut., Sul., 33.2, where Sulla is described as
granting land xofdpuocty éEelevBepiroic (to ‘exeleutheric refuse’) and to actors.
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whether these exeleutherot were the sole category of manumitted slaves
in Aegialae. In an inscription from Pergamum (OGIS 338, 1. 21, 37,
133 B.C.), the only category of manumitted slaves is that of the
exeleutheror; likewise in Priene (IPr 108, 1. 258, after 129 B.C.; 109,
1. 178, ca. 120 B.C.). In Ephesus (Sy/l° 742, 86 B.C.; see above), it
was decided to grant citizenship to all ‘the usoteleis, the parokor, the
hieroi, the exeleutheroi, and the foreigners’ (tovg icotehels Kol TOPOIKOVG
kol lepovg kot é€elevBépoug kol Eévovg) who joined the Ephesians
in their struggle against Mithradates (. 44—5). The usoteleis were prob-
ably privileged parotkor, as the isotelers in Athens were privileged met-
ics. The fhieroi (‘the sacred persons’) are more difficult to understand.
If they had the same status as the fueroi of Chaeronea, who appear
in several inscriptions as manumittors, they may have been them-
selves slaves who had been manumitted through consecration or sale
to divinities; if so, there were at least two different categories of man-
umitted slaves in Ephesus.'” Furthermore, since in lines 49-50 the
Ephesians also decide to manumit public slaves and grant them the
status of parotkor, it seems that in Ephesus the status of parotkor differed
from that of the exeleutheroi. Although there is no indication what this
difference may have been, it seems probable that, as in Athens, the
population of Ephesus was comprised of citizens, free non-citizen
residents, free foreigners, and two groups of manumitted slaves.

A puzzling case is IG IX(1) 188 from Tithora, dating to the sec-
ond century A.D., in which two men sell to Serapis for the purpose
of freedom their ‘private exeleutheros’ ((d10¢ £EelevBepog) Nicon. To
judge by the term exeleutheros, Nicon was already free at the time of
his manumission—which, of course, does not make sense. Dittenberger
(ad. loc.) suggests that the manumitted slave had been previously
released by the manumittors from captivity. If so, it must also be
assumed that Nicon was considered to be their slave until he could
pay back the ransom money. But in that case, he could not be
described as free. It may be that exeleutheros is used here mistakenly,
instead of ‘on the condition that he be free’—as I have proposed to
understand the two inscriptions from Chaeronea (/G VII 3318, 3360),

"7 On the hieroi in Chaeronea see, c.g., IG VII, 3313-15, 3321-33: these hieroi
manumitted slaves by consecration to divinities and with the consent of the Council.
For the view that the hierot were themselves manumitted slaves who were conse-
crated to the god, see Radle 1969, 40, Roesch and Fossey 1978a, and Albrecht
1978, 127; cf. also below, chapter 3.1.
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mentioned above, in which the manumission formula is ‘consecrate
as apeleutheros’. But it seems to me that the use of exeleutheros here has
the same purpose as apeleutheros in SEG 26, 670 from Doliche, and
I1G XII Suppl. 368, from Thasus (both cited above, section 2.3.1).
In these inscriptions, the manumitted slaves were obligated to remain
with the manumittors and do whatever they were told to do. Hence,
the provisions of their manumissions made them apeleutheror, that is,
they still belonged to their manumittors. In the inscription from
Tithora, Nicon is not obligated to remain with his manumittors.
Furthermore, in contrast to most sale-manumissions, there is no ref-
erence to his status after manumission (such as ‘untouchable’, Tmmune’,
for which see chapter 4.4); the only other sign of his freedom, apart
from his sale to the god, is a warning against any attempt to re-
enslave him. I suggest, therefore, that exeleutheros here—although
uniquely used—describes Nicon’s status as free of any further oblig-
ation to his manumittors.

Finally, a grave inscription from Gordus (K.-P., Erste Reise, 157;
109-110 A.D.) mentions all those buried in this family grave, along
with the husband of the woman who inscribed it: a synexeleutheros, a
family member (? oikelov), a philos, a child of the inscriber and her
dead husband (c0vtekvog), a foster-father (Bpéyog), a neighbour, and
more distant relatives. Apart from the interesting order of names,
which may imply social position (or simply a chronological order of
the deaths), the inscription is important in the terms it uses. Synexeleutheros
seems to mean that this person had been once owned by both the
inscriber and her husband. The use of a compound of exeleutheros
may indicate that he was completely free of any obligations towards
his former owners; but the fact that he was buried in the family
grave, together with other non-relative persons who were linked to
the couple by quasi-familial and philia relations, seems to imply con-
tinuous bonds of affection. However, in Egypt (BGU 1V, 1141, 1. 20;
PSI 'V, 473, 1. 2) and in Dio Cassius (60.15.5) synexeleutheros denotes
a fellow-freedman. Moreover, syntcknos denotes in Cyzicus (BMus.
Inscr., 1010) a foster-brother or sister, which may be the case here,
since a foster-father is mentioned. Fosterage in the context of slav-
ery and manumission will be discussed below (in chapter 3.2); but
it should be mentioned here that the woman responsible for the
inscription may have been an ex-slave, who had been raised from
infancy (fostered) by the foster-father mentioned in this inscription,
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had a foster-brother, and was released from slavery together with
the exeleutheros.

Thus far we have seen that exeleutheros is usually employed in a
construction different from that of apeleutheros and that the verb exeleu-
theroun 1s seldom used to describe the act of manumission. Although,
in some cases, these terms are used interchangeably with apeleutheroun
and apeleutheros and, in other cases, we cannot tell whether the
exeleutheror formed the sole category or a sub-category of the manu-
mitted slaves, the evidence suggests that the exeleutheroi formed a dis-
tinct status-group of manumitted slaves, free from any obligation to
their former masters.

This is demonstrated by a curious combination of manumission
terms (exapeleutheroun) found in a document from Egypt (P. Oxp. 1V,
722; late 1st century or early 2nd century A.D.; see above, section
2.1). Two brothers jointly manumit one-third of a female slave whose
other two-thirds had already been manumitted (tpltov pépog tiig
¢€amnievBepopévng kot 10 GAho diporpov dovAng; 1. 13-15); the
same combination of exeleutheroun and apeleutheroun is repeated in line
17. In line 19, however, where the money intended for the owners
is mentioned, the text reads: ‘of the money for the third part, which
is being made apeleutheros’ (dmehevBepovpuévou . . . tpitov puépovg dpyvpiov).
Partial manumission is also known from another papyrus, P. Oxy.
IV, 716 (186 A.D.), in which the guardians of three minor brothers
request permission for the public auction of their wards’ two-thirds
share in a slave; the remaining third had been already manumitted
by their half-brother (Il. 13-18). Here the manumission of one-third
of the slave is described by the simple verb eleutheroun.

What is the meaning of the double compound verb in P. Oxy. IV,
7227 My view 1is that it describes the status or condition of the female
slave regarding the two-thirds already manumitted: in what concerns
this part of her, she was already completely free (ex-eleuthera). The
manumission of the remaining third left her an apeleuthera of the two
brothers, perhaps (as suggested above) indicating a continuing bond
with them. This assumption is corroborated by the description of
one of the guardians in P. Oxp. IV, 716 as an apeleutheros of another
person ("APackdvttov drehevBépov Tapov ‘Hpaxdetdov). The fact that
in no. 716 two-thirds of the slave are being sold and not manumitted
may explain the use of the simple verb eleutheroun to describe the
previous one-third manumission; in what regards this part, he was
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considered to be free. The verb eleutheroun also appears in other
manumissions from Egypt (P. Oxp. I, 48, 49), but the standard term
for manumitted slaves is apeleutheros/a.''®

The terms used in these papyri do not, of course, explain the
practical meaning of partial manumission (known from other places,
too) and its implications for daily life.'"” Moreover, although com-
munal ownership (as is attested by P.Oxp., 716 and 722), is also
known from other parts of the Greek world, these two papyri imply
that in Egypt—unlike other places—a joint-owner could manumit
his own share and the slave thus manumitted was considered to be
partly free. This was also the status of a slave, if (as in P.Oxy., 716)
he or she was sold by the other co-owners. This practice reaffirms
the difficulty of defining slaves merely as property. Attempts to inter-
pret partial manumission in legal terms inevitably come to a dead
end: how can a piece of human property be partly alienated? What
was in practical life the position of a slave two-thirds of whom were
free and the other third stll in slavery? And how can we under-
stand the status of a slave, one-third free, whose other two-thirds
were sold at auction?'?

2.4 General Features

The overall impression given by the above survey is that manumis-
sion was a widespread phenomenon that, despite diversity in modes
and phrasing, had similar features throughout the Greek world.
Differences and variants, however, should not be overlooked. Many
places have provided scanty or no evidence at all of manumission,
or only in a limited period. Although the diverse modes of manu-
mission do not seem to coincide with political or ethnic boundaries,

18 See, e.g., BGU VII 1564; P.Oxy. 111, 478, 1l. 3—4; 485, 1l. 2-3, 11; 490, 1. 4;
494, 1. 23.

"9 Partial manumission is known in Judaea: see Ostersetzer 1936, 1-4; Urbach
1964, 35-6. Although the papyri cited here come from Roman Egypt, the prac-
tice was not recognized under Roman law: see Buckland 1908, 755; Urbach, ibid.;
and the commentary to P. Oxy. IV, 716, 722. On the status of slaves who were
partially manumitted, see chapter 4.2.2.

20 This situation was not possible under Roman law, where a slave manumitted
by a co-owner still remained a slave or was also manumitted by the other owners.
See Buckland 1908, 755; Westermann 1955, 122; Taubenschlag 1955, 100; Urbach
1964, 36.
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some modes appear to be dominant in certain areas and absent in
others, or to evolve later in some areas than others. Moreover (as
we shall see in detail in chapter 4.1), different poleis used different
procedures or emphasized different legal elements. Nevertheless, the
evidence does allow some broad conclusions.

Slaves were manumitted in many places, from the classical period
to the Roman age. Given that chattel slavery was institutionalized
in the archaic period and that we have some evidence (though dubi-
ous) of manumission in that period, it is plausible that slaves were
manumitted before the classical period. In any case, the fact that
the two groups of manumission terms are used in mid-fifth century
sources indicates that both were already in regular use in this time
and hence also manumission. Since most slaves were owned by pri-
vate individuals or families, manumission, too, was a private act, exe-
cuted in the narrow circle of the family during the owners’ lifetime
or according to their last will; that is why it frequently left no signs
behind. As time passed, public notification seems to have become
increasingly prevalent, with significant implications for the status of
the manumitted slave, as is shown below (chapter 4.1).

Manumission appears in many forms in the Greek world. Beside
the simple declaration of freedom (whether by the family hearth, at
the owner’s deathbed, or by a symbolic ritual of pouring wine), man-
umission could be declared in public by a herald, at the altar, in
the theatre, in a sanctuary, or before a magistrate. In some places
and periods manumissions were authorized by the law-court, the
Council, or the Assembly. Manumission could also take the form of
a simple sale-transaction. In several places, laws were enacted to reg-
ulate the procedures of manumission and the payment due for pub-
lication, indicating that, despite the private nature of manumission,
the state had an interest in controlling its non-citizen population.
The means and reasons of this control are discussed in detail below
(chapters 4.1, 5, and 6). I'rom the fifth century onward we can detect
a growing demand for religious sanction. This could be achieved by
invoking the gods as witnesses to the act, by combining manumis-
sion according to the local laws with the protection of the gods, or
by consecrating or selling the slave to a divinity with the declared
purpose of emancipation. In some poleis, manumission by conse-
cration or by sale was also authorized by the political institutions.
Evidence for sacral manumission becomes extensive from the third
century B.C., but not everywhere. The lack of evidence, of course,
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does not rule out the possibility that this mode was practised in
places where it is not attested; it bears notice, however, that when
it comes to Athens, which has yielded vast information on its social,
political, and cultural life, in both literary and epigraphic sources,
there is no solid evidence that sacral manumission was ever practised.

Despite the various modes of manumission in the Greek world,
some common features can be detected. First, manumission, in what-
ever form it took, was a transaction between the owner and the slave
or—to bypass legal obstacles—a third party (whether human or
divine). Second, this transaction, whether terminating the bond between
masters and slaves or protracting it on a different level, implies social
relations that involved reciprocity. Third, great importance was
attached to publicizing the act, whether among relatives and neigh-
bours, by means of witnesses, or among a wider public by inscrib-
ing the act on stone in addition to witnesses. Fourth, all our evidence
indicates that manumitted slaves became free non-citizens with a sta-
tus inferior to that of the metics in Athens or parallel groups in
other poleis. Although local differences in the scope of rights and
duties may be assumed, the terminology used by the sources sug-
gests that manumitted slaves were not wholly assimilated to other
free non-citizens.

Fifth, the terminology of manumission indicates a common concept
of the status of manumitted slaves. The manumitted slave is never
an eleutheros, a fully free person. Hence, the Greeks developed a spe-
cial terminology to communicate this distinction. In most of the cases,
regardless of the mode of manumission, the freed-person was called
apeleutheros or exeleutheros, never an eleutheros—except as a predicate
following the verbs aphienai, anatithenai, or apodidonai (and thus quali-
fying the act, not the status), or as a description of his or her new
position in contrast to their previous status. The vocabulary of man-
umission implies not only a common Greek concept of manumis-
sion and a distinction between freed-persons and citizens; it also
implies that the population of manumitted slaves was divided to at
least two groups. One group, represented by apeleutheroun and apeleutheros,
implied a persisting bond between owners and their manumitted
slaves, whereas the other group, represented by exeleutheroun and exe-
leutheros, implied the severing of such bonds. Although Roman influence
can be suspected in some cases, it is evident that even in the Roman
period, the use of the manumission terminology in most cases reflected
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Greek notions and practices or was used as equivalent to Roman
terminology.

Hence the language of manumission demonstrates the diverse
nature of social classes in the Greek world. Slavery, as suggested in
chapter 1, was dependence; moreover, like freedom, slavery com-
prised different shades of statuses. Between the chattel slave and the
full citizen there existed other degrees: not only debt-bondsmen,
dependent groups, and metics, but also manumitted slaves with less
freedom and manumitted slaves with less dependency, and even par-
tially manumitted slaves. This relative nature of freedom and slav-
ery, offensive as it may be to modern legal minds, corroborates the
concept of slavery and manumission as social relations. Having
exchanged money or past services for freedom, manumitted slaves
became exeleutherot, if reciprocal relations between them and their ex-
owners came to an end; or they became apeleutheroi, if some bond
persisted between them. The latter group, I believe, was the larger.
In the mid-third century B.C., Chrysippus the Stoic, as noted above,
wrote that the apeleutheroi are still slaves. To test this argument, we
have to weigh the evidence of language against the reality of man-
umission. In the next two chapters, then, we shall examine the rela-
tions between manumittors and manumitted slaves and the contents
and provisions of acts of manumission.



CHAPTER THREE

MANUMITTORS AND MANUMITTED SLAVES

Manumission, as argued above, was a transaction between two par-
ties. To investigate the dynamics of this transaction, we move from
a broader view of manumission as a general phenomenon to the act
of manumission itself. This chapter focuses on the principals of man-
umission: the manumittors and the manumitted slaves. Section 3.1
examines the group composition of manumittors, both as individu-
als and as familial groups, the act of manumission as the alienation
of family property, and the possible motives behind manumission.
Section 3.2 discusses the gender and age composition of the manu-
mitted slaves, their origins, their relations with their former masters,
and their family ties. These two sections reveal the double nature
of slavery as both ownership and social relationships. A note of cau-
tion, however, is in place. Although individual places have provided
us with sufficient evidence to allow general conclusions about some
topics (such as the number of manumitted slaves and the propor-
tion of females to males in a given era), when it comes to other top-
ics (such as the economic position of both slave-owners and slaves
and the motives behind manumission) we must often rely on spec-
ulation. Nevertheless, a comparison of the evidence from different
places and periods may enable us reach plausible conclusions.

3.1  Manumattors

The first step towards manumission was a decision by the owner,
whether of his or her own initiative or in response to the slave’s
request. Most manumittors were adult men, but in the Hellenistic
period women figure increasingly among manumittors,’ and occa-
sionally also children. Along with individual manumittors, moreover,

' On women as manumittors, see: Calderini 1908, 189-91; Babacos 1963, 314-5;
Radle 1969, 125-7; Vatin 1970, 241-51; Cabanes 1976, 399-461; Albrecht 1978,
243—4; Hopkins 1978, 163—4; Schaps 1979, 7-8, 50—1; Garlan 1988, 74; Grainger
2000, 37-8.
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we find groups of joint-manumittors in central Greece, as well as in
Epirus, Aetolia, Thessaly, and Calymna. These were primarily family
groups—spouses, parents and children, siblings, cousins, uncles and
nephews, and larger groups—but also persons whose relation to one
other is unclear or who are obviously not related.” The economic
and legal significance of these group manumissions is disputed. The
question 1is further complicated by different interpretations of the
recurrent expressions of co-operation in or acquiescence to the act
of manumission by family-members or other persons. So let us begin
by examining the position of women and minors as manumittors
and these co-operation and acquiescence clauses.

The role of women as manumittors deserves attention. In the
Greek world, a woman had to be represented or assisted in every
legal transaction by her Ayrios, the head of the family (her husband,
father, brother, or any other man whose ward she happened to be).
In manumission acts from several poleis in Boeotia, female manu-
mittors do appear with their Ayrios (e.g., /G VII 3081, from Lebadeia;
3204, from Orchomenus; 3322, from Chaeronea). So also in a man-
umission act from Oxyrhynchus in Egypt (P. Oxp. I, 48, 1I. 10-13),
in which the female manumittor is aided by her nephew.? In many

? For manumissions by husbands and wives, see, e.g., IG VII 2228 (Thisbe), 3315
(Chaeronea); IX(1) 63 (Daulis), 190 (Tithora); SGDI 1448, 1l. 3-6 (Thessaly), 1717
(Delphi); CIRB 74 (Ponticapaecum); Cabanes 1974, no. I, 1. 38-9 (Buthrotus).

For parents and children: e.g., /G VII 3330 (Chaeronea); IG IX(1) 36 (Stiris), 120
(Elatea), 624¢ (Naupactus); SGDI 1777 (Amphissa); IG IX(2) 109a, 1. 67-9 (Halus
in Thessaly); SGDI 1359 (Dodona); Cabanes 1974, no. I, 1. 42-3 (Buthrotus); Petsas,
nos. 20, 59, 146 (Leucopetra).

For siblings: e.g., /G VII 3198 (Orchomenus), 3363 (Chaeronea); SGDI 1705
(Delphi); CIRB 1125 (Bosporus Kingdom); Petsas, no. 6 (Leucopetra); P. Oxy. IV,
716, 722 (from Egypt, cited in chapter 2.1 and 2.3.2).

For cousins and nephews: e.g., Cabanes 1974, no. XVI, 1. 30—1 (Buthrotus); /G
VII 3199 (Orchomenus); /G IX(1) 188 (Tithora).

For larger family groups: e.g., IG IX(2) 109a, 1. 21-2, 25-7, 109b, 1. 63-5
(Halus); Cabanes 1974, no. V, 1. 8-9; no. XIX, 1. 25-8 (Buthrotus).

For persons whose relation to cach other is not clear: e.g., IG II* 1559 B, 1L
79-92 (Athens); IG IX(1) 639 II (Phyllae); SGDI 1555a (Tithora), 1714 (Delphi),
2025 (Amphissa). Cf. Roesch and Fossey 1978b, 140-1.

For persons obviously not related: e.g., the members of loan-funds (eranoi) that
appear in the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’ (e.g., /G II* 1559 A, col. II, 1. 26-31), the
manumittors of Neaera ([D.], 59.29-32), and probably /G IX(1) 1%, 108, from
Proschion.

% For the kyricia of women in Egypt, in various transactions, see also P. Oxy. III,
478, 1. 45-8 (the kyrios here had been appointed because the woman was illiterate);
479, 1. 3-5, 246 (here the Ayros 1s the son); 485, 1. 45-8, 52-3 (the original kyrios
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other cases, however, women manumitted their slaves independently;*
some even acted as witnesses to acts of manumission or as guardians
(epitropor) for their children. For example, in 235 B.C., Attina of
Beroea in Macedon manumitted, without a kyrws, three slaves with
their wives and children and another female slave (EV, 145-6, no.
45 = SEG 12, 314); in 176 B.C., Agesa from Amphissa sold a slave
to Apollo in Delphi for the purpose of freedom (SGDI 1855)—also
without a kyrios. Towards the end of the third century B.C., three
women from Phoenice in Epirus (together with two men) witnessed
the manumission-consecration of the slave Dazos (SEG 23, 478); an
inscription from Coronea in Boeotia, dating to the second half of
the third century B.C., seems to mention two women (together with
three men) as witnesses to another consecration-manumission (Roesch
and Fossey 1978b, 138—41). In the late first-century B.C. or early
first-century A.D., Orthopolis, daughter of Dicaeocrates from Gonnoi,
acted as a co-manumittor and as guardian of her two sons, although
her husband’s brothers were still alive (/G IX(2) 1040 b, 1. 11-15).°

of the woman—again, illiterate—was replaced by another, appointed by the strategos);
490, 1. 2, 12-13 (the cousin).

* The question whether the kyrieia over women was universal and binding has
been disputed, but it is generally agreed that in some regions it was an unknown
or nonbinding institution. Beauchet 1897, 361, for instance, argues that the evi-
dence suggests that women had a higher legal standing among the Dorians. Babacos
(1964, 116-27) maintains that it was binding in all transactions, including religious
matters, but that it was not recognized in many places (especially western and north-
ern Greece); cf. Babacos 1963; 1966, 93-5, on Thessaly. Vatin (1970, 243-52) fol-
lows Babacos and argues that a binding Ayreia over women existed in Athens, the
Aegean 1islands, Ionia, and Boeotia; that it was unknown in western and northern
Greece; and that it is impossible to come to any conclusion regarding the Peloponnesus
or Crete. But he is also confused by the fact that in several late manumissions from
Delphi, women manumit with a Ayrios; he therefore suggests that kyricca may have
penetrated areas where it did not previously exist. See also Cabanes 1976, 408-13,
on female manumittors in Epirus; Albrecht 1978, 242—4; Schaps 1979, 49-51. Van
Bremen (1996, 219-20) argues that one should not infer from manumission performed
by women without a Ayrios the absence of obligatory kyrieia in other transactions.

> Many other inscriptions from Macedon, dating from the second to the fourth
century A.D., show Roman influence combined with Greek practices. The manu-
mittors are Roman women, who describe themselves as €yovoo (tpi@v) téxvav
dixoov, ‘having the right of (three) children’ (that is, the ius trium liberorum of
Augustus, which gave mothers of at least three children the right to transact with-
out a kyrios), but they use consecration to Greek gods (see £V, 153-6, nos. 51, 52,
53, from Beroea; Petsas, e.g., nos. 6, 27, 52, from Leucopetra). The mention of
this right in the context of Greek manumissions may have been used merely as a
honorific title (Petsas, 41).

6 1G 1X(2) 1040 b, 1. 12-13: kol brd 'OpBomdrews th[g] Awkooxpdrtovg thig
untpog kol émtpémov. Cf. Babacos (1963, 316-20), who argues that in Thessaly a
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Moreover, women appear as equal members in collective manumis-
sions, sometimes even at the head of the group (Cabanes 1976,
409-10).” Minors, on the other hand, always manumitted with the
help of a guardian, as in BCH, 17 (1893), 386, no. 88, from Delphi,
where Alexander son of Alexander manumits ‘in the presence’ (an
expression discussed below) of his Ayrios. In IG IX(1) 3* 643 I and
II, from Naupactus (second century B.C.), two acts of manumission
were carried out with the consent of the ‘Guardians of Orphans’
(dppavoevrakeg; 1. 1, 5-6); evidently these were officials charged
with the Aprieia of minor orphans, but in another inscription (/G IX(1)
3% 654g) a woman appears as the orphanophylax of her children.?

It is debatable, though, whether the clause ‘in the presence of’
([ovv]rmapav, or mapidv avt®/f), which appears with both female
and minor manumittors, refers to this kyrieia (Albrecht 1978, 21718
n. 13; Schaps 1979, 50 n. 15) or to the practice of registering the

woman could be the guardian of her children ex lgge, in addition to her legal com-
petence to alienate property without a Aprios. In Erythrae, a woman appears as an
epitropos of her son in a dedication to a god, but she herself is represented by her
kyrios (Spll* 1014, 11. 123—4). Menodora of Sillyum, who made handsome contribu-
tions to the polis and left instructions for the establishment of a fund, was an epitro-
pos of her son (IGRR III, 801, 802; van Bremen 1996, 62, 77, 108-13, 230). In
Leucopetra, the only occurrence of a female manumittor who is aided by a kprios
is that of a Roman woman (Petsas, no. 51, Il. 1-5: Ailia [Z]otnplg petd tovTopog
adxtopog Akwviov @idinmov), who may have been too young to transact by her-
self (Petsas, 41, 118). The term érnoxolovBitpro. in the papyrus BGU IV 1070 (218
A.D.) has been interpreted as equivalent to women’s legal guardianship of their
children (Taubenschlag 1955, 153-5; Babacos 1963, 319 and nn. 39, 40). Note that
whereas the female manumittor in P. Oxp. I, 48 needed a guardian, in no. 49
another woman manumits independently. It may be that the former was underage,
since the latter is also described as mother of a son. This is also the impression
given by P. Oxy. III, 490, the will of a woman who bequeaths her house to the
child of a freedman, with her guardian (kyrios), who 1s her cousin; probably she was
still too young to dispose of her belongings independently, but could have done so
had she been older. But see Taubenschlag 1955, 155. Cf. also P. Oxy. 111, 494 (156
A.D.), in which Acousilaus bequeaths his property to his son, but authorizes his
wife to sell or mortgage anything she chooses and to pay off his debts.

7 In such cases, however, Cabanes assumes that the woman stood in the role of
the head of the family until her son came of age (1976, 412).

8 Cf. Ridle (1969, 128), who compares the orphanophylakes of Naupactus with the
Athenian officials charged with war-orphans, mentioned by Xenophon (Vect., 2.7).
Schaps (1979, 51 n. 38) argues that these orphanophylakes were not officials, but pri-
vate persons acting as epitropoi. On the guardianship of minors in Thessaly, see also
Babacos (1963, 316-9), who argues—on the basis of three manumission inscrip-
tions—that male guardians in Thessaly were usually appointed in wills, whereas
women had this right by law. On guardianship in Egypt, see Taubenschlag 1955,
157, and cf. P. Oxy. 1V, 716, cited in chapter 2.3.2.
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acquiescence of family members (Rédle 1969, 128).” Admittedly, this
phrase is found in manumission acts carried out by women (whether
they appear alone or as part of a group of manumittors), by minors,
and by persons who were themselves manumitted slaves (see below),
apparently indicating that a guardian was needed. For instance,
Caphisa, daughter of Mnasias of Chaeronea, manumitted her slave
in the presence of two philoi (Roesch and Fossey 1978a, 132, no. 9);'°
in another act from Chaeronea, carried out by a man, his wife, and
their son, the man was ‘present’ for his wife as her husband and for
his son as his father (/G VII 3330)."" But in BCH, 17 (1893), 386,
no. 88, from Delphi, mentioned above, in which the young Alexander
manumits a slave girl in the presence of his kyrios, two women appear
as his co-manumittors'” in the presence of yet another man, who is
not explicitly described as their kprios. Some time later, one of these
women released the manumitted slave from the paramone to which
the slave was obligated by the original manumission contract; this
time she acted independently (BCH, 17, 1893, 387, no. 89). Irana,
daughter of Nicias of Delphi, manumitted three slaves without a

? In Leucopetra, one consecration-manumission is carried out in the presence
of the priests (Petsas, no. 52). But since most of the inscriptions from this sanctu-
ary are dated by the priests of the goddess, it scems that this ‘presence’ clause is
another wording for the same purpose.

" The Greek reads nopiovtov a0t @idwv. The name of the second philos is
identical to the patronymic of the female manumittor, so he may have been her
father. If so, in Chaeronea the term philoi may have described relatives as well as
friends. Cf. Schaps (1979, 48), who suggests that these philor were distant relatives.
See also IG VII 3329, in which Callo daughter of Timiadas manumits in the pres-
ence of Callon son of Timiadas (her brother?) and another person with a different
patronymic; no. 3357, in which Lampris daughter of Molynthus manumits in the
presence of three men, two of whom share a patronymic and may have been her
nephews or cousins; no. 3363, in which Mnasiclia manumits in the presence of two
philot who bear the same patronymic (her sons?); no. 3387 is too fragmentary to
infer any affiliation. The presence of philoi, however, was not confined to Chaeronea:
in SGDI 501, from Orchomenus, in which two women with different patronymics
(mother and daughter?) are the manumittors, Caloclidas son of Calligiton is ‘pre-
sent’ for the first as her philos and for the second as her husband. In light of the
social implications of this term, however (see above, chapter 1.3), and the fact that
not all the attested philo: in these manumissions can be definitely proved to be close
relatives, a philos might be any person with whom obligatory reciprocal bonds existed.

" For women manumitting in the presence of family members, cf., from Chacronea:
SGDI 406m (in the presence of her brother and his sons), 4060 (in the presence of
her brother); from Lebedeia: SGDI 429 (in the presence of her son); from Orchomenus:
SGDI 498 (in the presence of her son).

2 The two women have different patronymics and thus are not closely related
to each other or to Alexander. Perhaps the three were cousins.
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kyrios, though with the consent of her brother (BCH, 17, 1893, 387,
no. 91); in the same month she manumitted another female slave,
whom she bound by a paramone-clause, this time without her brother’s
consent (ibid., 388, no. 92). Some time later, however, she released
this female slave from the paramone, with the consent of her brother
and in his presence (ibid., 390, no. 98). These cases imply that in
Delphi, at least, the ‘presence’-clause did not necessarily refer to the
kyrieta and seems not to have been obligatory.

Considering, however, that in the aforementioned manumissions
from Chaeronea the ‘present’ person seems to be the kyrios and that
women needed a kyrios in all the attested acts from Chaeronea and
other Boeotian poleis, it can be assumed that in Boeotia—though
not in other places—the phrase ‘in the presence of’ referred to the
kyrios.”® Yet even in Chaeronea, the presence of another person did
not always indicate the involvement of a kyrios; recall that in Boeotia
women could witness manumissions (see above). In SGDI 400, in
which two brothers—Auristocleis and Nicostratus—appear as manu-
mittors, the son of Aristocleis is ‘present for him’ and gives his assent.
Both here and in BCH 17 (1893), 390, no. 98, mentioned above,
the ‘presence’ is accompanied by the expressed consent of a son or
a brother; this raises the possibility that, in some cases, the ‘pres-
ence’ of a third person meant merely his physical presence at the
time of the manumission, while in others it meant actual involve-
ment and acquiescence in the act.'"* This impression is corroborated
by the wording of several acquiescence-clauses in manumission acts.

Acquiescence by family members and other persons is attested in
cases where the manumittor was a man, a woman, Or a minor.
Acquiescence was given by parents to their sons and daughters and

% So Rédle (1969, 126), who nevertheless notes that even in Delphi women man-
umitted with a Ayrios, though in less than half the cases. See also Albrecht (1978,
243) and Calderini (1908, 189-91), who explain this fact by the greater protection
provided by the priests, magistrates, and guarantors in Delphi.

" Albrecht (1978, 243 n. 47) who, as noted above, argues that the presence of
a third person meant the involvement of a kyrios, is confused by the occurrence of
this phrase in poleis where—in his opinion—#yrieia was non-existent or nonbind-
ing. He therefore admits that in such cases the phrase meant only the actual pres-
ence (but not the legal responsibility) of a third person. Such are FD 3.2.130, from
Chaleion, and /G IX(1) 86, from Hymapolis. A similar case is the clause ‘in the
presence and by the order of’, which refers to the manumittors themselves (e.g.,
I1G TX(1) 3% 755 a, b; FD 3.6.124, 133). In such instances, illiterate persons asked
others to write the contracts for them in their presence; on this, see Keramopullos
(1904) and chapter 4.1, below.
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vice versa,"” by grandparents to their grandchildren, by husbands to
their wives and vice versa, by brothers to their sisters and vice versa,
by in-laws (e.g., by a female to her brother-in-law), and by persons
whose relation to the manumittor is not clear. Furthermore, all these
permutations and combinations can be found, in various modes of
manumission and in acts carried out by individuals as well as by
groups, in central Greece (Boeotia, Phocis), western Greece (Ozolian
Locris, Epirus, Aetolia, Acarnania), northern Greece (Thessaly, Mace-
don), and the Bosporus kingdom. The verbs typically used to express
acquiescence were ‘to agree with’, ‘to give one’s consent’, or ‘to
approve jointly’ (cuvevdokelv, cuvevapeotely, and cuvenovely, respec-
tively), as participles or as finite forms of the verbs.'® The fact that
women give their consent to manumissions conducted by their hus-
bands, fathers, brothers, and children reinforces the impression that,
at least from the fourth century B.C. onwards, the legal status of
women in some parts of the Greek world was better than it was in
other parts."’

Analysing manumission acts from Thessaly and Calymna, Babacos
(1963, 321-2; 1964, 31-6; 1966, 79-85) concludes that in these
regions acquiescence-clauses had the same legal meaning as collec-
tive manumissions. Considering, however, that there are relatively
few attested collective manumissions in Thessaly, Babacos argues that
in Thessaly the manumittors’ relatives had a legal right to further
services from the manumitted slaves, that is, a paramone ex lege (1963,
315 n. 19; 1966, 79-86)."" The involvement of other members of
the family in the manumission, he argues, indicated their consent to

Y In the inscriptions from Buthrotus in Epirus, children never give their consent
to manumissions transacted by their parents; but since in the four attested cases of
consent the manumittors were childless (see below), the purpose of the acquiescence-
clause seems to have been different in Buthrotus than elsewhere. See Cabanes 1976,
417-8.

16 As participles, e.g., cuvevdokodvtog/oboa ovt®d/f 10 delvog; as a finite verb,
e.g., ovvevopeotel. Roesch and Fossey (1978b, 140) argue that the participle
covvaQOVTeV in an inscription from Coronea (Il 12), followed by several names,
1s not identical to acquiescence-verbs but implies collective manumission.

17" See, for instance, IG IX(1) 3% 624d (Naupactus); SGDI 1726 (Chaleion); Petsas,
no. 134 (Leucopetra), in which a daughter gives her consent to a manumission per-
formed by her mother.

'8 The paramone, a substantive derived from the verb paramenein, ‘to stay, remain’,
was the general term for the obligation (often attached as a condition to manu-
mission) of the slave to remain with his or her former master after manumission
and perform certain services. On this obligation, see below, chapter 4.2.2.
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the cancellation of this right. In other words, Babacos believes that
although relatives were sometimes called on to express their consent
to or take an active part in manumission, there was no collective
ownership of the property of the otkos (1966, 33). It should be noted,
however, that whether or not acquiescence-clauses indicate collective
manumission and the abrogation of the right to further services,
slaves are an important part of the family property.

The significance of slaves as houschold property is also empha-
sized in other modern interpretations. Westermann (1950, 54—8)
argues that acquiescence-clauses were obligatory in Delphi. He explains
them as the annulment of any future claim to the manumitted slave
by legal heirs and as a guaranty to the ‘purchaser’ (the god in sale-
manumissions) that the sale will be honoured even after the manu-
mittor’s death.'® Ridle (1969, 128-30, 188), as noted above, maintains
that the acquiescence- and ‘presence’-clauses had the same meaning
and purpose; he further asserts—following Babacos and applying the
latter’s inferences to all regions where these clauses appear—that this
consent was needed when the property was owned collectively by
the entire family. Hence, wherever such clauses appear, we must
assume that these manumissions were collective. In SGDI 1359, from
Dodona, for instance, a couple declare that they release their female
slave both from their ownership and from that of their descendants
(EhevBépav dptev(tt ad]tol dn’ adTdV Kol TOV €xyovev). A similar
view 1s that of Petsas, who claims that joint ownership by families
existed in Macedon and that the use of the acquiescence verb in
two manumission inscriptions (nos. 36, 134) proves this case (Petsas,
39-40). Blavatskaja (1972, 49-50, 74-5), too, maintains that any
manumission contract touched upon rights of ownership and con-
cerned not only the interests of the manumittors, but also those of
potential heirs. Family-members’ agreement to manumission in Western
Locris and in Aetolia, she argues, was required by law and the con-
senting persons acted as co-manumittors.”

19 Cf. Calderini (1908, 188), who maintains that this clause was quasi-obligatory
in various places and periods. See also Schaps 1979, 4.

% Although her view is similar to that of Babacos concerning Thessaly, Blavatskaja
seems to distinguish between acquiescence-clauses and collective manumissions (1972,
50). Schaps (1979, 8) claims that there is no evidence that indicates that family
members in Greece had an equal share in the property, although such relations,
secured in a contract, are known from Egyptian papyri.
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Albrecht (1978, 216-31, 245-77), on the other hand, distinguishes
between collective manumissions and acquiescence given to single
manumittors. He argues that the first involves equal legal standing
for all members of the family, whereas acquiescence-clauses imply a
legal status inferior to that of the manumittor. Cabanes (1976, 418-22,
459-61) draws a different conclusion. Comparing the low propor-
tion of collective manumissions in Thessaly with the much higher
proportion in Epirus (especially Buthrotus), he suggests that, in
Thessaly, collective ownership was voluntary: the head of the fam-
ily could summon all its members to take part in the transaction or
limit participation to some of them. In Epirus, on the other hand,
the collective ownership of family property, he says, was enshrined
in the law, as is shown by the numerous manumissions conducted
collectively by parents, children, grandchildren, and in-laws. But
because not all manumissions in Buthrotus were carried out by fam-
ily groups, and because their percentage in Dodona was low, Cabanes
suggests that, in Epirus, manumissions reflect a conflict between two
legal traditions. The older and local tradition assumed collective own-
ership and required the participation of all family-members in the
act of manumission; according to this tradition, single women could
sometimes stand in for the head of the family and manumit slaves
without kyrieia. The other tradition, which reached Epirus from cen-
tral Greece, emphasized the father’s prerogative and minimized that
of other members of the family, especially women. This new tradi-
tion, adopted by some Epirotan families, contributed to the dissolu-
tion of collective family property.

Hence manumission inscriptions can be an abundant (although
controversial) source of information about modes of family holdings
and the legal status of members of the household in different regions
of the Greek world. My purpose in referring to the various inter-
pretations, however, is not to suggest a different explanation, but to
draw attention to the economic and legal implications of manumis-
sion. Manumission seems to have affected the entire family and to
have been the focus of economic and legal concerns. This is true
whether slaves (like other family assets) were owned collectively and
equally by all members of the family or were the exclusive property
of the head of family, and whether ‘presence’- and acquiescence-
clauses indicate collective manumission (and, hence, collective own-
ership) or merely reflect the interests of relatives with lesser legal
claims. Manumission meant the alienation of family property and
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the reduction of the descendants’ patrimony. Hence, future claims
by heirs had to be forestalled by involving them in the act or by
obtaining their formal consent. Thus, in CIRB 1021, from the Bosporus
Kingdom, the female manumittor Glycaria manumits her slave
Philodespotus (‘Master-lover’!) with the consent ‘of my heirs Dadas,
my elder son, and Maesoous, Tauriscus, and Apollonius’ (1. 8-12).%!

The ever-existing danger of legal heirs challenging the act of man-
umission i1s made clear by these ‘presence’- and acquiescence-clauses,
by collective manumissions, by the increasing careful and detailed
formulation of manumission-contracts, and—as we shall see—by the
specification of guarantors and witnesses. It is also explicitly displayed
by legal actions taken against manumitted slaves or against persons
who asserted their freedom on their behalf. I discuss this subject in
the next chapter; here, though, we may recall the case of Eumathes,
mentioned above (chapter 2.2). Isacus’ oration in defence of Eumathes,
of which only fragments survive (frs. 15—7 Thalheim), was delivered
by Xenocles, an Athenian citizen, who had asserted Eumathes’ free-
dom against Dionysius, the son of Eumathes’ former master.”” Harpo-
cration (s.v. dyet = fr. 16 Thalheim) cites Dionysius’ claim (it is not
clear whether this is a part of Dionysius’ prosecution speech or
Xenocles’ citation of his rival’s words): “When I was leading (Euma-
thes) into slavery, in accordance with my share (in the inheritance)’.?’
Eumathes’ case also shows, as will be argued later, that the consent
or involvement of other members of the family, as well as other
guaranties inserted in the contract, worked to the interest of the
manumitted slave too.

But the overall impression of these precautions taken by manu-
mittors is that slaves were an important part of the family property
and that any action that concerned this property required a decision

2l An inscription of great interest from Beroea (EV, 150-53, no. 49; 181 A.D.),
contains both the act of consecration-manumission, performed by a woman, and a
letter from her two younger brothers, expressing their consent to the manumission.
The formulation of their consent, however, explicitly recognizes her complete author-
ity to dispose of her property as she wishes (1. 15-28).

2 In the legal procedure involved here, the aphairesis eis eleutherian, the prosecut-
ing side was the person who claimed ownership of the slave. Beside Eumathes’ case,
we have other evidence for this procedure in Athens and some indication of its
existence in other places. For this procedure, see below, chapter 5.

# The Greek reads Gyovtog €uod eig dovAelov kot 10 Euov pépog. Since only
this isolate sentence is left of Xenocles’ arguments, it may also mean ‘because 1 was
leading . . .".
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by the entire family. The extent to which collective manumissions
were conducted and acquiescence-clauses were employed should not
be overrated, however. In Athens, for example, although collective
ownership of slaves by non-relatives is recorded (e.g., /G II* 1569 A
col. II, 1. 3-5),** there is no evidence for acquiescence-clauses. In
other places, too, they seem to have been unknown. Moreover, fam-
ily ties between co-manumittors, or between consenting persons and
manumittors, are not always clear. Still, Eumathes’ case proves that
even where there is no evidence of collective manumissions by fam-
ilies or acquiescence-clauses, slaves were considered to be an impor-
tant part of the family property and a potential source of legal
disputes. This can also be inferred from the case of a unique group
of manumittors in Epirus, the ‘childless’.

Several inscriptions from Buthrotus and Dodona in Epirus label
manumittors as ‘childless’ (dtekvol) or state that the manumission is
transacted according to ‘the law of the childless’ (kota tov 1@v dtékvav
vopov). Cabanes offers some possible explanations of this law. In his
study of the inscriptions from Buthrotus (1974, 198-200), he sur-
mises that manumission of slaves by consecration may have been
practised as a means of appeasing the gods, since childlessness was
considered to be a religious offence;* alternately, childless slave-own-
ers manumitted their slaves to ensure that there would be someone
to conduct their obsequies. Cabanes (ibid., 201) also suggests that
the ‘law of the childless’ was meant to guarantee that no rights of
potential heirs (the father, for instance) were abused. This last notion
is developed in Cabanes’ later study of Epirus (1976, 402—4, 41821,
459), where he argues that the ‘law of the childless’ was local and
allowed or required unmarried persons or childless couples to man-
umit their slaves one at a time and not all at once. He further claims
that, since the only known acquiescence-clauses from Buthrotus are
in four acts conducted by ‘childless’ persons,® this law required the

* This example, an entry in the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’ (see above, chapter 2.1,
and 2.2), illustrates the ownership of slaves by associations. See further below, chap-
ter 4.2.1, and chapter 5.1.

» Tt is noticeable, however, that childless manumittors also appear in ‘secular’
manumissions in Buthrotus; see Cabanes 1974, nos. V.19, VIL.3, XVIII.10, XX.33,
XXI.16, XXIV.12.

% This fact refutes the view of D-H-R, Ins. Jur. Gr. I, 303, that the term ‘child-
less” was a declaration by the manumittor that he or she did not need acquies-
cence of family-members.
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father’s consent when he had already transferred his responsibility
as the head of the family and his son or daughter had no children.
Cabanes suggests that in manumissions carried out by childless own-
ers with no acquiescence-clause (attested in many cases in Buthrotus
and in the three cases of childless manumittors from Dodona), the
father may have already been dead. Whatever the correct explana-
tion of this unique law, it is clear that in Epirus manumission related
to family property-rights and that measures were taken to ensure
that fathers agreed to the alienation of property by childless per-
sons—sometimes, perhaps, by the last of the lineage. According to
Cabanes (1974, 201), this concern, sanctioned by law, reflected the
older and local tradition in Epirus—of a collective regime of prop-
erty. Hence, although ‘the law of the childless’ seems to have been
confined to Epirus, it reflects notions and concerns shared by slave-
owners in other places.

This concern is also evident in cases where slave-owners manu-
mitted their slaves outside their own poleis. These manumittors were
apparently foreigners (xenot), but their exact legal status is usually not
clear. The standard formula that indicated the metic’s deme of res-
idence in Athens—‘residing in [name of deme]’ (oik®v/oikoboo év)—
enables us to identify metics as manumittors/prosecutors in the ‘Lists
of Silver Bowls’ (e.g., IG II* 1557 A, col. II, 1. 47-9; 1565, 1. 5,
20). Literary sources, too, provide some evidence about foreign man-
umittors at Athens. Thus the wealthy banker Pasion, a manumitted
slave of Archestratus and Antisthenes—and hence, legally, a foreigner
in Athens—may have manumitted his slave Phormio before he became
a citizen; he also left instructions in his will for Phormio to marry
his widow (D., 36.48; 45.3, 73-88; 46.20—1).”” There are similar
examples, both in Athens and elsewhere (D., 36.28-30). It is more
difficult to infer the exact legal status of foreign manumittors in other
poleis. In Delphi, for instance, in the early second century B.C.,
most manumittors came from neighbouring poleis; starting around
the middle of the century, though, most of them were Delphian cit-
izens.”® These foreigners might be travellers passing through, slave-

# On Pasion and Phormio, sce in detail below, chapter 6.

% See Calderini 1908, 177-8; Ridle 1969, 124-5; Albrecht 1978, 139—41; Hopkins
1978, 138-9. Blavatskaja (1972, 37) notices that most manumittors from Amphissa
and Chaleion manumitted in Delphi and that all manumittors from Oeanthea man-
umitted in Delphi or in Apollo’s sanctuary in Phaestinus. See also Mulliez (1992,
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owners who came to Delphi on business and took the opportunity
to manumit their slaves, others who intentionally came there in the
purpose of securing the sanction of this important religious centre,
or foreign residents of Delphi.? Other sanctuaries also attracted for-
eign manumittors, presumably because of the religious sanction
afforded by them or because of personal preferences of certain gods
and cults. Among the manumissions engraved in the sanctuary of
the Mother of Gods in Leucopetra, for instance, many were per-
formed by foreigners (Petsas, e.g., nos. 45, 65, 93, 94). In Naupactus,
too, the sanctuaries of Asclepius, Dionysus, and Sarapis, as well as
that of Asclepius in near-by Crounoi, attracted manumittors from
both Naupactus and other poleis (Blavatskaja 1972, 37); so also the
temple of Syrian Aphrodite in Phistyon (Grainger 2000, 36). Some
slave-owners may have intentionally manumitted their slaves where
the practices or laws of manumission seemed to suit their needs, for
reasons that escape us. For example, slave-owners from Chaeronea,
where manumission practices combined consecration with the con-
sent of the Council, manumitted their slaves in Delphi exclusively
by sale to the god as was the custom there; whereas slave-owners
from other poleis manumitted their slaves in Chaeronea according
to the local practice.”

The question of manumittors’ legal status is linked to the mode
of manumission and procedures followed by these foreigners. Although,
as it seems, sale-manumission was imported to Delphi by citizens of
West-Locrian poleis (Albrecht 1978, 138-41, 232-7), the Locrian
manumittors in Delphi adapted to the form that developed there
later; so did citizens of other poleis in which different modes where

33), who argues that the decline in the number of foreign manumittors in Delphi
indicates a decline in the sanctuary’s importance. The percentage of foreign man-
umittors fell from 55% in the first half of the second century B.C. to 16% in the
first half of the first century B.C. (Hopkins 1978, 138 n. 10; Mulliez 1992, 33).

? Mulliez (1992, 43) offers some examples of manumissions by foreigners, whose
presence in Delphi can be linked to a known event. For instance, an emissary of
king Attalus I, who came to Delphi in 197 B.C. in order to inspect the construc-
tion of a colonnade donated by the king, took the opportunity to manumit a slave
(SGDI 2001).

% E.g., SGDI 2191, a manumittor from Chacronea in Delphi; /G VII 3312, 3360,
manumittors from Lebadea in Chaeronea; /G VII 3376, a manumittor from
Panopeus/Phanateus in Chaeronea. Cf. the foreign manumittors in Naupactus (/G
IX(1), 634 a, 614) and in Physceis (/G IX(1), 681, 684 I). In an inscription from
Beroea (EV, 156, no. 55; 164/5 A.D.), the manumittor’s name, Arabianus Marcus,
may imply that he was of a foreign origin or even a manumitted slave himself.
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practised. Albrecht (ibid., 100—07) maintains that these manumittors
adapted to local practices so that the act would have legal force,
both in the places of manumission and in their own poleis, by right
of their belonging to a political Federation or the Amphictyonic
League or by virtue of interstate agreements (cvpfolai).’’ Collective
manumissions and acquiescence-clauses in manumissions conducted
by foreigners in Delphi or other poleis, he argues, were meant to
render the act compatible with the family property rights in their
home-cities. /G VII 3372, from Chaeronea (Ist half of the 2nd cen-
tury B.C.), may support this assumption. According to this inscrip-
tion, Aristo, daughter of Callicrates—in the presence of her husband,
Euandrus son of Timogiton—and Callicrates, Simias, and Cephiso-
dorus—in the presence of their father, Simias—deposit a document
with the archons through the Council, giving their consent to the
consecration of Ptolemacus by Philoxenus of Orchomenus. Schaps
(1976) suggests that the woman and three men attempted to claim
the person of Ptolemacus, the manumitted slave, and that this doc-
ument records their renunciation of this claim. Hence, says Schaps,
this inscription may be a unique example of ‘an actual claim being
pressed by parties who might “approve” the manumission’. Albrecht
(1978, 229 and n. 93), too, suggests that these persons’ consent was
given after the event, but he interprets it as reflecting the manu-
mittor’s concern with the validity of the act. Albrecht notes that,
although the consecration was performed in Chaeronea, the manu-
mittor was a citizen of Orchomenus. He believes that the woman
was Philoxenus’ aunt, that the three men were his nephews, and
that their consent was given to a consecration-manumission already
performed by Philoxenus in Chaeronea; the consent seems to have
been in accordance with the laws of Orchomenus. Hence, Albrecht
infers that foreigners in Delphi or other poleis were transients who
intended to return to their home cities.*

* For instance, SGDI 1712 (150-140 B.C.), a manumission conducted by a cit-
izen of Elatea in Delphi, is dated by the eponymous magistrates of both cities and
the guaranty-clause is said to be in accordance with the law of Delphi and with
the agreement (symbolon) of the Phocians. Cf. SGDI 1715, 1853, 1855.

2 Such is apparently the case of Asandrus of Beroeca in Macedon (SGDI 2071),
who in 178/7 B.C. manumitted in Delphi the young female slave Euporia by sell-
ing her to Apollo, but intended her to go back to Beroea with him (cf. Mulliez
1992, 43). Concerning /G IX(1) 32, 705, from Physceis (137/6 B.C.), which is a
consecration of a slave to Apollo in Delphi but authorized by the Assembly of
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Yet it is reasonable to assume that metic manumittors, being per-
manent foreign residents of the places where they freed their slaves,
would adapt to local practices.” This is the impression given by sev-
eral inscriptions in which the manumittors are described as ‘resid-
ing in’ (olk®v or kotowkdv), a description that calls to mind the
Athenian metics. Thus, in IG VII(2) 3378, from Chaecronea, the man-
umittors are described as ‘residing (katotkountes) in Chaeronea’. Likewise,
in SEG 39, 494, from Echinus in Thessaly (133/4—ca. 150 A.D.),
the manumittor, a citizen of Larissa, is described as ‘residing in
Echinus’.** Although it has been claimed that these manumittors were
only transients and lacked the rights of metics,” the possibility that
they were foreign residents should not be discarded. Cleogenes of
Chaleion (/G IX(1) 331; shortly after mid-second century B.C.), for
instance, describes himself as ‘working in Amphissa’ (¢v "Apfel]oq
évepyo[L]duevog; 1. 3). He manumitted his slave in Chaleion, but made
sure to date the contract by the eponymous magistrates of both
Chaleion and Amphissa and to entrust copies of the manumission-
contract to citizens of both poleis. Since the manumission took place
in Chaleion, it is not clear why Cleogenes saw fit to publicize the
fact that he worked in another city, unless he also resided there.

The care taken by foreign manumittors to ensure that their acts
would be valid both in the place of manumission and in their home
city may reflect caution about family property rights and local man-
umission laws. It cannot, however, be taken as a decisive indication
of the manumittors’ status in the place of manumission or the slaves’
place of residence after manumission. Usually we have no means to
find out whether a manumitted slave returned with his or her ex-
owner to the latter’s home city or stayed in the place of manumis-
sion. The only indication is supplied by conditions attached to
manumissions, which obligated the slaves to stay with or near their

Physceis, Albrecht (1978, 136-7) argues that since the consecration was to be
engraved and valid in Delphi, too, it required an official request by the polis of
Physceis and hence had to be proclaimed in the Assembly. For manumissions dated
and guaranteed by magistrates and laymen of two cities, but not according to inter-
state agreements, see, for example, SGDI 1854, 2143. Cf. also Hopkins 1978, 138
n. 10.

% Thus Calderini (1965, 178), who argues that manumittors who came from dis-
tant cities to Delphi were metics there. Cf. Radle 1969, 125; but see also Hopkins
1978, 138.

* On this inscription, see also Collins Reilly 1971. Cf. SGDI 1983, 2011, 2228.

% See Albrecht 1978, 238.
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ex-owners (such as paramone clauses). For example, the female slave
Sotia was manumitted in Phistyon by two brothers from Arsinoe, on
condition that, should she die childless, her property would go to
her ex-owners and their heirs (/G IX(1) 12, 96a). It is improbable
that Sotia could go and live far away from her manumittors, if they
wished to keep control of her whereabouts and fortune. A clearer
case 18 SGDI 1718 (170-157/6 B.C.), in which a citizen of Lilaea
manumits his female slave in Delphi, on the condition that she not
go and live anywhere except Lilaca without his permission. So also
SGDI 1719 (ca. 161/60 B.C.), in which Mnasixenus, a citizen of
Erineus, manumits a female slave in Delphi and obligates her to stay
and work for him until his death and to raise and provide for two
children.*® Another indication of the place of residence of manu-
mitted slaves—and hence, indirectly, of the legal status of their man-
umittors—is the appellation ‘sacred’ (fieros/a) attached to manumittors
in Chaeronea. These manumittors were themselves slaves manumit-
ted through consecration to a divinity, who had themselves become
slave-owners and now manumitted slaves ‘in the presence’ of the
laerarchos (e.g., IG VII 3331).°7 The fact that these persons had to be
aided by the hierarchos indicates that they remained in Chaeronea. A
slightly different case is /G VII 3333, in which Parthena, ‘sacred’ to
Sarapis, manumits her female slave in Chaeronea and binds her with
a paramone clause to the benefit of her husband, a citizen of Daulis.
Since Parthena manumits in the presence of the hwerarchos, it seems
that she lived in Chaeronea and not in her husband’s city; it fol-
lows that her husband was a foreigner resident in Chaeronea.” A
manumission performed by a ‘sacred’ person is also known from the
sanctuary of the Mother of Gods in Leucopetra: Maria, a ‘slave of
the goddess (hierodoulos) and in charge of lighting the lamp in the
temple, manumits a slave boy (Petsas, no. 39).%

% See also, e.g., SGDI 1854, 1855 (in Delphi); Petsas, nos. 45, 106 (in Leucopetra).

% On the hieroi and hierarchos in Chaeronea, see Foucart 1884, 404. Roesch and
Fossey (1978a, 136-7) argue that the /eerarchos was a magistrate in charge of sacred
objects, to which category belonged the /Aieror. They also maintain that the obliga-
tion to use the fierarchos did not apply to those who married a citizen of Chaeronea.
See also chapter 2.2; for other examples in Chaeronea, see /G VII 3366, 3367,
3374, 3377.

% Cf. also IG VII 3381, where a manumitted woman sets free a slave in the
presence of her manumittors ([. . . ropidviev] ot 1@V dnelevBepwcdvtov; 1. 1-2).

% So also are the manumittors in Petsas, nos. 109, 112, 113, 117, 151. The same
status can be inferred concerning Petsas, no. 43, in which Crispina, an ‘apeleuthera
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We have other clues that indicate the slave origins of manumit-
tors. Being manumitted slaves themselves, it is probable that they
usually needed the consent and mediation of a citizen in the act of
manumission. Thus, in /G IX(1) 36, from Stiris, Eameris and Bithys,
a married couple, ask permission of the polis to inscribe the manu-
mission act (which is described both by a secular [apeleutheroun] and
sacral [anatithenai] verb) in Asclepius’ temple and perform the man-
umission with the consent ‘of the prostates of E[ameris, . ..] whom
Eameris has’.*" Since both manumitted slaves and other non-citizen
residents were usually required to register a prostates, however, Eameris’
exact legal status is not clear. In /G IX(2), 555, 1. 3-4, 6-7, from
Larissa, on the other hand, the manumittors are explicitly described
as apeleutherot (on which term, see chapter 2.3.1). Likewise, in an
inscription from Atrax (Béquignon 1974, 3, no. 1), Eros is manu-
mitted by two brothers (II. 10—11); later he himself manumits a slave
(. 14-15).* It should be noted that as manumittor he is described
as ‘Eros the apeleutheros of Leontichus and Leon’, indicating not only
his status of manumitted slave but also his continuing dependence
on his manumittors. Acts of manumission from Buthrotus also pro-
vide evidence of freed slaves who themselves manumitted slaves in
concert with their ex-masters. Menexius, for example, who was man-
umitted by four members of one family (Cabanes, 1974, no. XXX,
1. 9), appears later as one of a group of manumittors of the same
family (ibid., no. I, 1. 34). Cabanes (1976, 411-12) suggests that
Menexius was adopted by the family or integrated into the house-
hold with an inferior status.*” Other cases from Buthrotus are those
of Sibylla, who had been manumitted by three men (Cabanes 1974,

of the Mother of Gods’, manumits a female slave by consecration. Presumably,
Crispina herself was manumitted by consecration to the Mother of Gods. See also
Cameron 1939b, concerning Edessa.

0 xoi 10d mpootdro Efopepidog . . . JAov G xoi eiddoet Eduepig (. 5-6). Cf.
Albrecht 1978, 213-4. On the prostates of manumitted slaves see below, chapter 4.3.

I The inscription records eight acts of manumission, dated according to the
annual stratego. The strategos of the year in which Eros was manumitted—Demotherses—
is also mentioned in /G IX(2) 549, of the end of the first century B.C. The year
of the strategos in which Eros manumitted his slave, however, is not known. But
according to the order of the manumissions in this inscription, Eros manumitted
his slave the year after his own manumission, unless the two actions were sepa-
rated by a longer interval during which no manumissions were recorded.

2 In SGDI 1348, from Dodona, the manumitted female slave is probably adopted,
since she is ‘to be Crateraeus’ daughter’; it is not clear, however, who this adop-
tive father is. See Cabanes 1976, 464.
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no. IV, ll. 31-2) and later appears as a co-manumittor with the same
men (ibid., no. XIII, ll. 29-30), and Neaera, who had been manu-
mitted by three men and two women (ibid., no. XIII, 1. 12) and
later appears with the same group as a manumittor (ibid., no. XIX,
1. 93). These women’s status in the family is not clear, but they seem
to have been legally equal to the other members.*

Finally, the question of the motivation for manumission should be
addressed. In doing so, the socio-economic status of manumittors
may be seen as a possible motive. It is a plausible assumption that
wealthy persons owned many slaves and could therefore afford manu-
mission. However, since our sources provide meagre information on
this issue, the question of manumittors’ socio-economic status is not
casy to answer. Allusions to manumission by famous figures in the
literary sources could prove more helpful. Demosthenes’ father, for
instance, who manumitted Milyas (D., 29.25-6), was a wealthy man-
ufacturer of swords and employed many skilled slaves. His fortune,
when he died, was estimated at a little less than 15 talents. Nicias,
who manumitted his slave in the theatre (Plut., Ne., 3.3; above,
chapter 2.1), was one of Athens’ wealthiest citizens; he had a thou-
sand slaves working in the mines in Laureum (X., Vect., 4.14).
Xenophon recounts other examples of large slave-holdings in Athens
(ibid., 4.15-16). Pasion, mentioned above, was the owner of a bank
and a shield factory and made a generous contribution to Athens
(D., 36.14; 45.85). In 170 B.C., according to Diodorus Siculus (30.6),
a citizen of Abdera defended the besieged city together with his 200
slaves and manumitted slaves (apeleutheror). Themistocles, too, who
manumitted his slave Sicinnus (Hdt., 8.75.1), was probably a man
of means, since it i1s said that he was accustomed to entertain lav-
ishly (Plut., Them., 5).

Inscriptions, on the other hand, contain no direct information,
and we can therefore only conjecture about the socio-economic posi-
tion of the manumittors mentioned in them. We can plausibly surmise
that owners who manumitted more than one slave were well-to-do.**

¥ See also Blavatskaja (1972, 75), who infers from the ethnic name of the woman
manumittor in /G IX(1) 12, 137¢—Bio Calydonia—that she was a manumitted slave
whose origin was the polis of Calydon. But the inscription itself is from Calydon;
hence, Bio was Calydonian. Cf. /G IX(1) 1% 137c (also from Calydon), in which
the female manumittor is also identified by the ethnic name Calydonia.

* See, for example, IG II? 1559 B, 1. 79-92, and 1561, col. II, 1. 22-30 (Athens);
1G IX(2) 555, 1. 1924 (Larissa); SGDI 1523 (Daulis); SEG 12, 314 (Beroca);
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On several occasions we are even able to identity individuals and
families who manumitted individual slaves in successive months, years,
or at longer intervals.* Prosopography also enables us, in some cases,
to establish the social milieu of manumittors. Thus in Aetolia, most
of the known manumittors descended from noble and distinguished
families (Blavatskaja 1972, 75). In Delphi, many manumittors in the
second century B.C. belonged to a narrow circle of archons, priests,
and councillors (Hopkins 1978, 139 and n. 11). It should also be
noted that Delphic manumissions necessitated some expenses: the act
had to be written down on papyrus and engraved on stone, and it
was probably also customary to pay the priests of Apollo (Hopkins
1978, 138; cf. below, chapter 4.1). This must be true about all man-
umissions performed in sanctuaries and, generally, about all manu-
missions recorded on stone. Hence the apparent inference seems to
be that manumittors came typically from the upper classes of soci-
ety. This inference, however, may be mistaken. First, in most acts
of manumission only one slave was freed (Hopkins 1978, 169; Petsas,
27-8), which fact may imply that, in these cases, the owners had
few slaves and hence were of modest means. Second, neither the
epigraphic nor the literary evidence is representative in this respect,
since it concerns limited areas and periods. Although the Delphic
manumission inscriptions offer a complete picture of sacral manu-
mission in Apollo’s shrine over a period of almost three hundred
years, this picture represents only one type of manumission and man-
umittors who could afford it. We have no way of knowing what
other modes of manumission were practised at Delphi, if any, or
how many slave-owners manumitted their slaves. This ignorance
holds for every place in the Greek world.

Calculating the total number of manumitted slaves recorded for
a given area can be used as another method for inferring the socio-
economic position of slave-owners. This method, however, also has
its limitations. In Delphi, for example, more than 1,200 slaves were
manumitted between the years 201 B.C. and 100 A.D. The major-

I1G IX(1) 22, 419, 1. 1, 3, 7 (Thessaly); Petsas, nos. 2 with 26, 12, 44 with 58 and
74, 77 with 133, 86 with 95. Cf. Hopkins 1978, 169 n. 56, who also notes the
increase in the size of slave-holdings in Delphi from 201 B.C. to 100 A.D.

® E.g., SGDI 1461, 1. 21 and 24-5 (Halus); 1783 with 1888 (Delphi); Cabanes
1974, no. V, L. 19, with no. XXI, 1. 16; no. XX, 1. 33, with no. XXVI, 1. 9 and
16, and no. XXVIII, L. 3; No. I, ll. 22-3, with no. V, ll. 3-4, no. VIII, 1. 41-2,
no. XIX, ll. 25-8, and no. XXVII, 1. 5-6 (Buthrotus).
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ity of them, 71%, were manumitted in the second century B.C.,
20% in the first century B.C., and only 9% in the first century A.D.*
Does the high number of manumitted slaves in Delphi in the sec-
ond century B.C. indicate that slave-owners were well-to-do or, on
the contrary, that they were impoverished and could no longer afford
to hold slaves, as Vogt has argued (1974, 42)? Does the drop in the
number of recorded manumissions in the first century A.D. reflect
an economic decline in this region or in Greece in general (Rostovtzeft
1941, 625-6), or only a change in the prestige of Apollo’s sanctu-
ary? Again, we have to take into consideration the possibility that
many other manumission inscriptions have been lost and, what is
more important, that many manumission acts were never recorded
on stone in the first place. About 400 slaves were manumitted in
Buthrotus in Epirus in the first half of the second century B.C.
(Cabanes 1974, 188-9; 1976, 401-2). Over the roughly 29 years cov-
ered by the manumission inscriptions, the number of slaves manu-
mitted varies widely from year to year. In Dodona, only 31 slaves
are known to have been manumitted between the middle of the
fourth century B.C. and the middle of the second century B.C. Only
four of them were manumitted in the fourth century, nine were man-
umitted in the third century B.C., and some sixteen in the first half
of the second century B.C. (Cabanes 1976, 458). Do these figures
imply, as argued by Cabanes (ibid., 459), that slaveholders in Epirus
prospered in the first half of the second century B.C. and not before
or after? Does the large number of manumitted slaves in Buthrotus
tell us anything about the socio-economic status of the manumittors?
Cabanes (1974, 191; 1976, 421) answers in the affirmative; he believes
that the multiple manumissions by some families in Buthrotus tes-
tify to their wealth. But what do we know about other manumit-
tors, who manumitted only one slave, or about manumittors whose
acts of manumission have not survived or were not inscribed at all?
Caution should also be applied to Blavatskaja’s suggestion (1972, 95)
that the scarcity of recorded manumissions in Hellenistic Macedon
(as compared to their frequency in the Roman period) indicates a
higher demand for free labour and lower demand for servile work."’

* For the number of slaves manumitted in Delphi and their distribution by age,
gender, and origin, see Hopkins 1978, 140, Table IIL.I.

¥ For the number of manumitted slaves in northwestern Greece, sce Blavatskaja
1972, 37-95; cf. ibid., 79, for multiple manumission in Oeniadae.
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Referring to the increase in the number of consecration-manumis-
sions in Leucopetra in the first half of the third century A.D., Petsas
(27) admits that both prosperity and impoverishment could be the
cause, though he points to the fact that a parallel increase in the
number of paramone clauses (on which see below, chapter 4.2.2),
inserted in these manumissions, is also noticeable.

Scholars have tried to infer the economic situation in a given place
from the number of manumitted slaves who are explicitly described
as ‘home-born’. According to this line of argument, a high propor-
tion of home-born manumitted slaves indicates, on the one hand, a
self-reproducing slave population and, on the other hand, economic
difficulties in obtaining slaves in markets. Thus Blavatskaja (1972,
72-3) concludes that in second-century B.C. Aetolia, the small num-
ber of manumitted slaves who had been purchased on the market
as compared to those who were home-born indicates an economic
decline that was brought about by the Roman conquest.*® Conversely,
in Delphi, the number of home-born manumitted slaves sharply
increased between the years 153 B.C. and 47 A.D., but declined
afterwards (Hopkins 1978, 140, Table IIL.I). Westermann (1955,
29-34) suggests that the increase was caused by the movement of
purchased slaves from Greek to Italian markets, in the wake of the
Roman conquest.”” The decline in the numbers of home-born slaves
in the first century B.C. can be explained by the smaller number of
inscriptions found (113 manumitted slaves are recorded for the first
century A.D. against 1,124 in the last two centuries B.C.; cf. Hopkins
1978, 134 and Table IILI). On the other hand, it could be ascribed
to the more peaceful conditions of the first century A.D., which
caused a reduction in the number of war captives (Hopkins 1978,
156). But the latter conjecture also implies that a high proportion
of the home-born among manumitted slaves does not necessarily
indicate economic hardships. Moreover, there are many other instances
of manumission in Delphi and elsewhere in which the origin of the

% Cf. Grainger (2000, 40), who suggests that the largest proportion of the 149
slaves with no origin recorded (as against 66 whose origin is noted) were home-
born.

¥ Cf. de Ste. Croix (1981, 229-30), who also cites Pol., 38.15.3, as an example
of the high number of home-born slaves in the middle of the second century B.C.
He believes that the breeding of slaves was an essential factor in the gradual change
in the forms of exploitation in the Graeco-Roman world, a change that involved
heavier pressure on the free population. See also Mulliez 1992, 40-1.
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slaves 1s not indicated or did not survive. I shall have more to say
about the origin of slaves in the next section. For now, it suffices to
realize that the absolute number of manumitted slaves and the pro-
portion of home-born among them cannot be safely taken as an
indicator of the economic position of slave-owners and hence of their
motives for freeing their slaves. Nevertheless, home-born slaves did
have special relationships with their masters; it is these intimate rela-
tionships, as we shall see in the next section, which served as one
motive for manumission. On the whole, though, it seems that own-
ers of a few or only one slave rarely manumitted them or not at
all. In fact, most households seem to have had few slaves and mul-
tiple manumissions were not numerous.

Everything we have discussed highlights the nature of slaves as
property—the frequent inclusion of family-members in manumissions,
the acquiescence-clauses attached to them, the attempts by heirs and
other persons to re-enslave manumitted slaves, and the ensuing legal
procedures. We also have the case of ‘childless’ manumittors, who
in some places could dispose of their slaves only in accordance with
a special law. The Greeks seem to have been preoccupied with pro-
tecting their rights of ownership and family property. What, then,
motivated owners to manumit their slaves and give up their prop-
erty and the benefits accruing from it? The most obvious reason
would be the wish to get rid of old and feeble slaves whose physi-
cal condition made it impossible to sell them, while the price that
slaves usually paid for their freedom (see below, chapter 4.2.1) com-
pensated the owners and helped them re-capitalize the value of the
property so as to purchase younger and stronger slaves (Hopkins,
1978, 118-129, 134).”°

But the sources disclose other motives as well. In his will (£. Oxy.
III, 494), Acusilaus instructs his wife and son to manumit five female
slaves, ‘because of their goodwill and affection’ (kot’ ebvolov xol
olootopyiav; 1. 6). Of course, since two of the slaves to be manu-
mitted are a mother and daughter, the woman may have been his

% There is, however, evidence of manumissions of young slaves. See Hopkins
(1978, 139) for manumissions in Delphi, and below, section 3.2. Slave-owners’ reluc-
tance to manumit their slaves may be deduced from the story of Aesop: when the
Samians ask Xanthus to free Aesop, he says, I do not manumit a slave who has
served for a long time’ (Vit. Aesop. G 90, Perry: ok éhevBep®d SodAov movtedidg
oAbV xpovov dedovievkdta). In Manuscript W 90, on the other hand, Xanthus’
answer 1s that he does not manumit a slave who has served for a short time.
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concubine (see below, 3.2). Stll, this document discloses motives other
than profit. A female slave in Aristophon’s comedy Philonides says
that her master manumitted her as a reward for arete, virtue (fr. 13
K.-A.). Although brought in a comic context, this motive should not
be rejected. As we have seen (above, chapter 1.5), slaves expected
to be rewarded with freedom for their loyalty and services, and slave-
owners may have granted freedom out of charis. Thus the slave Daus,
in Menander’s Aspis (1. 11-12), bewails his master’s supposed death
in battle, because it frustrated his hopes to be freed after long years
of loyal service (cf. Perik., 982—3). Xanthus promises Aesop his free-
dom in return (charis) for the latter’s help in discovering a treasure
(Vit. Aesop. W 78, Perry); and although he ignores his promise, he
later manumits Aesop as a charis to the Samians (ibid., 90). Xenophon
(Oec., 5.16) and Aristotle (Pol., 1330a 32—4), indeed, recommended
promising slaves their freedom as a way to keep them disciplined
and loyal. The multiple manumissions specified in the wills of philoso-
phers cannot have stemmed from a mere intention to tidy up their
estates after death, since other slaves are mentioned who were to
remain in service or to be sold. It is also significant that both Aristotle
and Lycon bequeathed many items of furniture, clothing, money,
and even books to slaves who were to be manumitted after their
deaths (D.L., 5.14, 72-74). Furthermore, two slave boys of Lycon
were to be manumitted and then raised and educated by Lycon’s
brother.

Inscriptions, too, refer to motives other than profit. Some manu-
mission inscriptions required the manumitted slaves to perform their
manumittors’ funeral rites (see below, 3.2, and in chapter 4.2.2).
These manumittors may have been childless and wished for some-
one to take care of their funeral and grave, as was customary of
children. Hence close relationships were created between them and
their slaves. Other inscriptions state that the manumission is per-
formed according to the vows of the manumittors. Such are, for
instance, CIRB 70 and 73, from the Bosporus Kingdom, and Petsas,
no. 14, from Leucopetra.”’ Other consecration-manumissions {rom
Leucopetra (Petsas, nos. 12, 69, 134) were performed as a repay-
ment for a loan given by the sanctuary, and one (ibid., no. 65) was

>t Cf. Petsas, nos. 52, 139, 157. Similar cases may be no. 45, in which the man-
umittor manumits a slave boy, whom she swore to consecrate to the goddess when
he was still an infant, and no. 87, in which the manumittor consecrates a young
female slave, in accordance with a prior promise of his mother.
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performed in appeasement of the goddess, because the manumittors
‘have suffered many misfortunes from the Mother of Gods’. A cou-
ple from Scydra (D-H-R, Ins. Jur. Gr. 11, 250, no. 14) consecrated
their female slave Onesima in gratitude for her loyal services. Another
female slave was manumitted in Azorus ‘in gift’, because she had
been ‘well pleasing’ (/G 1X(2) 1296 A = Helly 1976, 143-7). Some
inscriptions, moreover, record manumissions performed according to
wills (e.g., IG V(2) 274 1, from Mantinea; IG IX(2) 546, from Thessaly)
or to the oral intention of the deceased owner (/G IX(2) 102a and
109a, from Phthiotic Thebes). Although we do not know the motives
of these owners, the fact is that they could not profit themselves
from manumission (but their heirs did).

Hence manumission was not only a business transaction. In many
cases it was an exchange of freedom for services, a charns for chars,
or a fulfilment of vows. In some cases it manifested close relation-
ships between masters and slaves, in a way that challenges the con-
cept of the slave as a mere piece of property. In the next section
we shall see that other motives were involved and that manumission
was often an expression of familial relations.

3.2 Manumitted Slaves

In the language of manumission, the beneficiary is not a person.
Manumittors did not set free, consecrate, or sell a person, but either
a ‘slave’ (doulos/e) or a ‘body’ (soma); the sex or age of the manu-
mitted slave was indicated by ‘male/female body’ (gynaikeion/ andreion
soma) or by ‘a girl’ or ‘a boy’ (korasion or koridion, paidarion). This lan-
guage, together with the demand for payment, the conditions attached
to manumission, and the punitive-clauses that threatened manumit-
ted slaves with punishment and retraction of manumission should
they violate these conditions, makes manumission look like a strictly
commercial transaction, devoid of sentiment. Yet different relations
may be hidden behind these austere texts; one of the goals of the
following survey is to detect such relations.

In some places, manumission records indicate that women accounted
for a slight majority of all manumitted slaves. More than half of the
slaves manumitted in Buthrotus were women (Gabanes 1974, 190),
although in Dodona most of them were men (Cabanes 1976, 459).
In Delphi, 63% of the recorded manumitted slaves were adult women
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(Hopkins 1978, 139-40). The inscriptions from Leucopetra record
the manumission of 109 female slaves and 77 males (Petsas, 42).
These figures raise the question whether intimate relations between
masters and their female slaves are responsible for this difference in
the proportion of manumitted slaves women and men. But it should
be noted that in other places the ratio is reversed: a slight majority
of the manumitted slaves in Aectolia, for instance, were males: 113
men and 102 women (Blavatskaja 1972, 38; Grainger 2000, 38).
Since evidence of manumitted slaves’ gender is lacking in many other
poleis, it is not wise to infer motives for manumission from a few
places, however complete the picture they provide. Grainger (2000,
38-9) suggests that in more economically developed and industrial
places, such as Delphi, the division of labour between male and
female slaves (men being used for heavier outdoor work, and women
for domestic tasks) accounted for the rates of survival and, hence,
for a higher proportion of females among the manumitted slaves.
This may be the reason, he says, why in rural Aectolia the propor-
tions were different. Moreover, it seems that, in the case of conse-
cration-manumission, more women than men were manumitted by
consecration to certain goddesses, such as Syrian Aphrodite in Phistyon
(Blavatskaja 1972, 74) or the Mother of Gods in Leucopetra (Petsas,
42). Another question is how female slaves acquired the money to
buy their freedom (e.g., Hopkins 1978, 139, 169; Tucker 1982,
227-31). Since slaves of both sexes, however, could not legally own
property, the same question must be asked about male slaves, and
I shall deal with it below (chapter 4.2.1). It is nevertheless a fact
that, in Delphi, female slaves paid less for their freedom than male
slaves did (Hopkins 1978, 159—61; Tucker 1982, 226). The reason
for this difference is not obvious, given that women were prominent
among the few recorded highly skilled slaves (see below). Since, how-
ever, slave women were an important source of new slaves—if we
may use this crude formulation—it may be that many of them were
allowed to pay less for their freedom because they were leaving their
children behind. This assumption is corroborated by the conditions
attached to several acts, in which the manumitted women were

required to hand over a child or children to the manumittors or
their heirs (e.g., FD 3.3.291, Delphi; 7C 176a, Calymna).”

» Cf. Segré, TC, 177-8; Hopkins 1978, 155-8; Tucker 1982, 233; below, chap-
ter 4.2.2.
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The age of manumitted adult slaves might be an indicator of the
owners’ motives. If they were old, they may have been manumitted
because their owners wanted to replace them with younger slaves
(in addition to the wish to reward long and faithful service). If they
were still young or middle-aged, other factors might have been at
play (unless they were ailing). Unfortunately our sources seldom refer
to the manumitted slaves’ age, and it seems that the custom to record
the slave’s age was not widespread. Descriptions of freed slaves as
‘a female/male body’ (soma gynaikeion/ andreion) do not inform us about
the exact age and, moreover, are sometimes misleading. First, we
do not know what age marked the beginning of adulthood.” Second,
in some places, the terms ‘a boy’ (pais, paidion), or ‘a girl’ ( paidiske,
korasion, konidion) were used for both children and adults (cf. Petsas,
42). In an inscription from Susa (SEG 7, 15; first half of 2nd cen-
tury B.C.), for instance, which has been studied and emended by
Robert (1969, 1216-27), the female slave Micra was manumitted
through consecration to the goddess Nanaea. According to Robert’s
emendations, Micra was ‘about 30 years old’ ([®]¢ ét@dv tpid[kovtos;
1. 8), although she is described as paidiske.”* Other female slaves, man-
umitted in Susa (SEG 7, 22 and 25) and in Beroea (£V, 153-54, no.
51), were also about 30 years old; it is strange, though, that the
slave from Beroea is described as ‘a girl’ (kopdoiov). In Graeco-
Roman Egypt, a female slave aged about 35 was manumitted in 86
A.D. (P. Oxp. 1, 48, 1. 3). A male slave of about 30 was the subject
of the request made by three minor brothers to auction off two-
thirds of him in 186 A.D. (P. Oxy. IV, 716; see above, chapter

» See Hopkins (1978, 139 and n. 13), who refers to age-categories in Aphrodisias,
where 15 marked the end of childhood.

% The inscription was published by F. Cumont, as restored by B. Houssoullier,
in 1928, followed by additional corrections in 1931 and 1932 (see Robert 1969,
1216-7). Cf. also Koschaker 1931, 68-83. According to Cumont’s reading, the word
paidiske in line 3 indicates that the slave was a young girl, and the condition of her
manumission was that she serve the goddess for 30 years, or until age 30. Robert
has shown that the words @¢ étdv tpidxovio cannot be understood otherwise than
as an indication of age and that paudiske is an appellation that applies to both young
and adult female slaves (ibid., 1220). Yet it should be noted that paidiske—whether
referring to a free woman or to a slave—is usually employed to describe a young
woman, a maiden. The evidence of Phrynichus (s.v. moudiokn), on which Robert
relies for the meaning of paidiske (p. 1220 n. 1), cannot be conclusive, since Phrynichus,
who says that ‘this word is applied #oday to a female servant, but the ancients applied
it to a young girl’, lived in the second century A.D., and our inscription predates
him by almost 300 years.
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2.3.2)—and thus was younger when the first third was manumitted
by the minors’ half-brother. The female slave whose third part was
manumitted in 91 or 107 A.D. by two brothers (P. Oxy. IV, 722;
see above, chapter 2.3.2) was about 26 years old, and hence was
younger when the first two-thirds were manumitted some years ear-
lier. The slave manumitted in an inscription from Beroea (EV, 155-6,
no. 53) was also 26 years old. Another inscription from the same
city (thid., 156, no. 55) is the manumission of a young female slave,
aged 22, together with her brothers. Finally, in SGDI 2322, from
Delphi, a 20-year-old woman is manumitted by sale to Apollo.

Considering the fact that in the above examples the slaves were
between the ages of 20 and 35, can we infer that this was the usual
range for manumission? If so, what does it imply about the slaves’
physical condition and the manumittors’ motives? In light of the
impact of the hard physical labour they performed, it can be assumed
that by the age of 30 most slaves, and especially women, were no
longer considered to be young and physically fit to perform their
duties satisfactorily and were, therefore, manumitted. Another expla-
nation is possible, however. In ancient times, age was often a mat-
ter of rough estimation—all the more so for slaves, although owners
could estimate the age of house-born slaves more accurately than
that of purchased ones. It may be that when manumittors wished
to record the slave’s age they gave an approximate figure, based
mainly on the slave’s physical appearance and condition. Hence,
‘about 30 years old’, or even the more precise ‘20-year-old’, ‘(about)
26’ or ‘35-year-old’, could be equivalent to ‘in the prime of his/
her life’.>

In Macedon, however, it seems that the custom was to register
the exact or estimated age of manumitted slaves. The inscriptions
from the sanctuary of the Mother of Gods in Leucopetra, especially,
reveal a wider range of ages. In addition to slaves manumitted at
the age of 20 to 30 (Petsas, e.g., nos. 37, 69, 89, 108), others were
forty years old (ibid., e.g., nos. 69, 117) and even sixty (ibid., no.
69). It should be noted, though, that older slaves were usually man-
umitted in Leucopetra together with their children and even grand-
children. No. 69, in fact, is the manumission of a whole family of

» Cf. Robert (1969, 1222). For the estimation of age on the basis of physical
signs in classical Athens, see Arist., Ath. Pol., 42.1; cf. Ar., V., 578; Robertson 2000,
151-52.
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slaves: Nicé (aged 60), her daughter Alexandra (aged 40), and the
latter’s children, Paramonus (aged 20), Helene (aged 18), and Alexan-
dros (aged 12). Such manumissions imply the existence of family ties
among slaves (also attested in other parts of the Greek world) and
the owners’ recognition of them; it may also imply that the motives
behind manumission had to do with affectionate relations between
masters and slaves (on which topic, see below). In this particular
inscription from Leucopetra, however, the motive for manumission
is explicitly stated (as is in most of the inscriptions from this place):
the manumittor decided to consecrate this family in return for loans
given to her husband by the sanctuary. Moreover, the manumitted
slaves are described as purchased by the manumittor from another
person. This description is intended to verify the manumittor’s right
of ownership (see also below, chapter 4.1), but it also implies that
Nicé’s daughter and grandchildren may have not been born in the
house of the manumittor or raised by her.

Where the age of the manumitted slave is not indicated, we may
rely on speculation. Looking at manumissions with paramone clauses
is one way to indirectly infer the age of manumitted slaves. We can
speculate, for instance, that paramone clauses were inserted in manu-
mission contracts because of the owners’ wish to continue to exploit
their slaves’ labour as far as possible. Hence, whenever manumittors
stipulated that their slaves remain with them for as long as they live,
we may infer that these slaves were not old. But this speculation
also depends on information concerning the manumittor’s age and
life expectancy; however, this information, too, is absent in the sources.
In SGDI 425, from Lebadeia, Doilos consecrates Andrikus to Zeus
Basileus and to Trephonius. Andrikus is to remain with Athanadora,
Doilos’ mother, for ten years. If she lives longer than that, he is to
pay her money and be free; if, on the other hand, she dies earlier,
Andrikus is to stay the remaining time with Doilos. It can be seen
that the manumittor was not expecting his mother to live more than
ten years; but we can only guess that Andrikus was not too old. A
similar case is /G IX(1) 3% 638.9, from Naupactus. But in no. 639.7,
Soso, the manumitted female slave, is to remain in the house of her
woman manumittor for only four years, ‘so long as Hagesippa [the
manumittor] lives’ (8oov pév ko xpovog Cfi “‘Ay[n]otnrna) The manu-
mittor apparently did not expect to live longer than that (cf. /G IX(1)
3?, 640). Another hint may be provided by manumissions in which
owners stipulate that their manumitted slaves arrange their funerals
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(e.g., D 3.2.172, Delphi; cf. Hopkins 1978, 154) or look after them
in their old age (e.g., SGDI 1723, Delphi). These manumittors were
probably already old—but, again, there is no safe evidence to rely
on and nothing can be inferred about the age of the manumitted
slaves.

Another thread involves cases in which slaves are manumitted
together with their children. For instance, /G IX(1) 3% 639.4, from
Naupactus, is the manumission of a woman, a man, and their daugh-
ter. Although the age of the child is not specified, the female slave
must have been at least in her teens when she gave birth; since the
daughter is referred to as a child, the mother could have been still
young. Following the same line of conjecture, we can guess that the
famous Neaera was still young when she bought her freedom from
her owners, because she continued to practise her “trade” for some
years and gave birth to three children after her manumission ([D].,
59). In the inscriptions from Leucopetra, as we have seen, the age
of manumitted slaves is usually specified. From the inscription referred
to above (Petsas, no. 69), we can see that Nicé was 20 years old
when she gave birth to Alexandra and that the latter was also 20
when she gave birth to Paramonus.

We are not on safer ground when it comes to manumitted chil-
dren. In Delphi they constituted 17% of all the slaves manumitted
between 201 B.C. and 100 A.D. Of all the slave children manu-
mitted in Delphi (a total of 201), 80% were freed without their
mother or father, with an increasing proportion in the last two cen-
turies B.C. Hopkins (1978, 165-6) suggests that an increase in the
price of freedom induced parents to buy their own liberty first and
leave their children in slavery, hoping to buy their freedom later.
This implies that all or most manumitted children had been living
in slavery with their parents. This may be true of children born to
slaves or purchased together with their parent(s), but we must also
consider the possibility that children were purchased without their
parents, as we shall see below.

Considering the accepted view that manumittors sought profit, why
did they manumit children, whom they could go on exploiting for
many years? Children paid less for their release from slavery than
adults did; this rules out the possibility that the price paid by children
was a tempting compensation for manumittors. Nor does Hopkins’
suggestion that children were bought by their previously manumitted
parents explain this phenomenon satisfactorily; it would have been
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more profitable for owners to wait until the children grew up and
then exact a higher price. So we must look for other motives. As
we shall see, some children manumitted together with their mother
were probably the master’s offspring. But let us first examine the
ages and the possible motives for the manumission of children with-
out adults.

As with adults, there are few references to the age of manumit-
ted children. In Macedon, as noted above, the ages of manumitted
slaves, including children, were usually noted. For instance, a woman
from Beroea manumitted an eighteen-year-old boy, born to her
female slave (ET, 1545, no. 52).° It is possible that in this case the
mother paid for her son’s freedom; but the fact that the boy was
home-born could have created bonds of affections between him and
the manumittor. In three other inscriptions from Beroea, the man-
umitted children aged four (ibid., 156, no. 54), twelve and six (no.
55), and eight (157, no. 56). In the inscriptions from the sanctuary
of the Mother of Gods in Leucopetra, the ages of manumitted chil-
dren range from 3 to 14 (Petsas, e.g., nos. 3, 39, 25, 42, 69, 79,
117). The motives behind the manumission of these children are sel-
dom specified. One boy, whose age is not recorded (Petsas, no. 493),
was manumitted because four other young slaves of the manumit-
tor have not survived; apparently the manumittor hoped that by
consecrating the boy she will attain for him the protection of the
goddess. In no. 14, a young female slave (her age is not given) is
manumitted according to a vow (cf. no. 139). In no. 69, on the other
hand, in which a twelve-year-old boy is manumitted together with
his brother, sister, mother, and grandmother (see above), the motive
is a repayment of loans given by the sanctuary to the manumittor’s
husband. As for the other instances of manumission of children, we
can only guess. The three-year-old boy, manumitted in no. 39, for
instance, was bought by the manumittor ‘as an infant and raised’
by her (6 fydpoco €€ afuoatfog] xoi &v[é0]peyo; 1. 6-8). It may be
that ties of affection were created between her and the boy and that
she regarded him as her son. On such ties and slaves raised in the
house, see below.

% Tt is interesting that the manumitted slave is called a mouddpiov, a term usu-
ally employed to describe a boy, although he is already eighteen, and that his
mother is labelled paidiske—a fact that reinforces Robert’s argument (above, n. 54);
cf. Petsas, 42. However, it should be noted that the stone has déko. OATO; cf. the
notes of the editors ad. loc.
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The evidence of the ages of manumitted children from other places
is less clear. FD 3.6.12, from Delphi, for instance, is the manumis-
sion of a male slave and a one-year-old boy. The fact that a baby
is being freed makes it likely that he was the adult male’s son. In
SGDI 1555¢ = IG IX(1) 190, from Tithora (early second century
A.D.), a couple manumit a female slave by sale to Sarapis. The
clause containing the details of the manumitted slave has the abbre-
viation TEI (1. 6). The editor of SGDI 1555¢ (following Ulrich) ren-
ders the clause thus: ‘a young female body (of the age 10), who had
been sold at auction, whose name is Sotericha’ (o®po kopdotov
ve(yovog) ()i, dnuidmpartov). This restoration of the abbreviation into
the girl’s age has been rejected by Dittenberger in /G I1X(1) 190; his
reading is, ‘that has been sold at auction’ (yevopevov Snuidmpotov).
If we accept this emendation, the inscription does not tell us Sotericha’s
age. Nevertheless, we learn that a slave girl, who had been previ-
ously bought at auction by a couple was now (perhaps not longer
after that) being manumitted. Note that the price she paid for her
freedom was ten minae, a high price for children, probably fixed as
a compensation for the price her owners paid at the auction. The
prices paid by slaves for their freedom and the likely means by which
they obtained the money are discuss below (chapter 4.2.1); but this
case presents particular problems: where did a girl (ten years old?)
find the money to pay for her freedom, if—as seems to be the case—
she was alone in the world?®” Manumission of children, indeed,
reveals another cruel aspect of slavery. Although, as noted above,
some children were manumitted together with one or both parents
(see below), many others were manumitted alone. Furthermore,
although the manumittors’ decision to free children and spare them
long years of complete dependence can be regarded as humanitar-
ian and benevolent, the thought that young children were sent out
alone into the world, where they had to fend for themselves, seems
unbearable.

Let us look closely at the case of the child Philinus. He was man-
umitted by sale to the goddess Artemis Laphria shortly before 143/2
B.C. by Agemacha, daughter of Andromenes of Calydon, with the

" The miserable plight of enslaved children is described in Xenophon’s praise
of Agesilaus (Ages., 1.21) for taking care of little children abandoned by dealers (who
followed the camp and purchased captives of war) when they could not find a buyer
for them.
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consent of her hushband and son, both named Dionysius (/G IX(1)
1, 137a). We are not told how old Philinus was; but not only did
he pay three minae for his freedom, he was also required to deco-
rate the statue of his manumittor’s son, Andronicus (probably an
Olympic victor) with Olympic wreaths for fifteen days every year,
from the age of ten until his death. Hence Philinus must have been
ten or a bit younger at his manumission. How could this little child
survive on his own and buy these wreaths every year? Moreover, he
could not even leave Calydon, at least not while still a child, if he
had to perform this duty every year. It was further stipulated in the
contract that should he breach the condition attached to his manu-
mission he would be liable for monetary damages for every day he
failed to decorate the statue and that he and his property could be
seized by the manumittors’ heirs to cover the balance. We would
like to know whether Philinus had any relatives; his appellation of
‘home-born’ makes it possible that his mother was still a slave in
the house of Agemacha, the manumittor, or had been already released.
Perhaps she paid for his freedom and perhaps he could rely on her
for further help, or even keep on living in the house. Unfortunately
we do not know. An answer may be provided by lines 6-7 of the
inscription, where it is stated that the sale-manumission will take
effect only after the deaths of Agemacha and her husband Dionysius.
This means that, although there is no explicit stipulation that Philinus
must remain in Agemacha’s house, he was to be free only after her
husband’s death and her own. Hence, it can be assumed that Philinus
did remain in the house. There is, however, one puzzling detail: why
was Philinus required to decorate Andronicus’ statue, when Andronicus’
brother, Dionysius, was still alive? Perhaps certain circumstances (the
illness of her husband and son?) made Agemacha anticipate the pos-
sibility that no family member would remain to tend to Andronicus’
statue. Philinus was still young and his home-born status may have
created ties of affection between Agemacha and him and made him
a good candidate to replace family members in this duty. From this
point of view, Philinus’ manumission resembles those of adult slaves
who were instructed to arrange their manumittors’ funeral.”

% My assumption is corroborated by another document. Some years later (after
143/2), a woman named Agemacha, daughter of Andromenes of Calydon, manu-
mitted a slave with the consent of a man (/G IX(1) 1, 137c). The formulation of
the acquiescence-clause in this inscription (cuve[vdokéovtog kol ToD viOd "Avdpopéveog
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Ties of affection between masters and slave children are also ob-
servable in the case of the slave girl Hedyla, manumitted in Delphi
in 172 B.C. by Nicon, son of Theoxenu s (SGDI 1803, 1. 4-8).
Hedyla had to pay three and a half minae for her freedom, yet it
was stated that ‘she will be considered the daughter of Dorema and
do for Dorema all that it is customary for children (to do)” (. 6).
Dorema was apparently the manumittor’s daughter. This is clearly
a case of adoption through manumission, of which we have other
examples (see below): fifteen years later (FD 3.3.8), the former slave
Hedyla expressed her consent to the manumission of a slave by
Dorema. It is also interesting to note that the same inscription that
records Hedyla’s manumission reports another manumission (1. 1-3),
that of the slave woman Ionis. Although the inscription does not
state that Hedyla was home-born or that she was related in any way
to Ionis, it is a probable conjecture that they were a mother and
daughter; we may perhaps also speculate that Ionis was given her
freedom as compensation for the adoption of her daughter by the
owner’s daughter. A similar case is SGDI 1806, in which a manu-
mitted female slave is required to fulfil the customary duties of chil-
dren for her manumittor. Another example is the manumission by
Pythis of the slave girl Nico, who was the daughter of Pythis® slave
fosterling (Bpentn) Carais (/G VII 3331; Chaeronea, 1st half of 2nd
century B.C.). I shall discuss threptoi below; here we need only stress
the affectionate ties that existed between owners and their foster-

Ipooyelov; 1. 41-2) can be translated either ‘with the consent of her son, Andromenes
son of Proscheius’ or ‘with the consent of the son of Andromenes, Proscheius’.
Although the former option is grammatically better, it poses some difficulties. First,
if we opt for it, we must assume that Agemacha of no. 137a is a different person
from that of no. 137c: the former is married to Dionysius and the latter to Proscheius
(the consenting Andromenes’ father). But the identical personal names, patronymics,
and ethnic names of the manumittors, and the proximity in time make it very prob-
able that Agemacha of no. 137a and Agemacha of no. 137c are one and the same
woman. But if so, why is her husband’s name different in 137¢? We can speculate
that in the few (?) years that intervened between the two manumissions, Agemacha
remarried and had a son by Proscheius, her second husband. But could this son
be old enough shortly after 143/2 to give his consent to the act of manumission?
Hence it seems that the second translation is logically better. If I am right, the con-
senting person in no. 137c was Proscheius, Agemacha’s brother, and both her hus-
band and son, Dionysius, have died. This situation was partly anticipated in no.
137a, 1. 6-7. For manumissions of slave children who were required to remain
with their manumittors—and hence were cared for—see, e.g., SGDI 2071 (178/7
B.C.), the manumission of a girl, performed in Delphi by a citizen of Beroea; IG
VII 3085, the manumission of a boy by a woman from Lebadeia.
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children—ties that in this case almost certainly contributed to Pythis’
decision to manumit Nico.” But we cannot always infer such ties or
assume that the manumitted child had somewhere to go. For instance,
in IG VII 3080, from Lebadeia, a boy is manumitted by consecra-
tion, with the note that ‘he is to be sacred as from this very day’
(l. 2-3). There is no indication that he was required to remain with
the manumittor.

One or several children might be manumitted together with their
mother, as in /G IX(1) 3%, 622, from Naupactus (a woman and her
children), and SGDI 1689, from Delphi (a mother and son).”” It was
less common for children to be manumitted with both parents. An
interesting inscription from Beroea (EV, 145—7, no. 45 = SEG 12,
314) records the manumission by the woman Attina of three men,
together with their wives and children, ‘both the children now liv-
ing and those who will be born in the future’. These slave families
also have property. Attina also manumits Spazatis, an unmarried
slave woman. It seems, then, that these families had some kind of
a privileged status in Attina’s household (Blavatskaja 1972, 98). In
Leucopetra, as mentioned above, a woman and her daughter and
grandchildren were manumitted together (Petsas, no. 69); it is notice-
able, though, that no adult male slaves are mentioned. Another exam-
ple is /G IX(1) 32, 639.4, from the sanctuary of Asclepius in Crounoi,
near Naupactus (ca. 137/6 B.C.), in which a man, a woman, and
their daughter are manumitted. To this group of manumitted fam-
ilies probably also belongs FD 3.1.566, from Delphi, in which a
woman, her three daughters, her son, and ‘another male body” were
manumitted; all of them were obligated to remain with the manu-
mittor until his death. It is probable, therefore, that the anonymous
male slave was the husband of the female slave and the father of
her children (Tucker 1982, 228). There is also one example of explicit
recognition of a marital bond between two manumitted slaves (SGDI
2183, from Delphi). There are also examples of siblings manumitted

% Cf. Petsas, no. 39, from Leucopetra (discussed above), which states that the
manumitted slave boy was bought by the female manumittor when he was born
and raised by her. This may be a case of a threptos, sold by his parents to the man-
umittor, because they could not afford to raise him. See further below.

% For other examples from Delphi, see, e.g., SGDI 1722; 1879; 2041; 2074; FD
3.2.233; 3.6.6. Cf. D 3.6.12, mentioned above, which is probably the manumis-
sion of a father and his infant son. This may be also the case in SEG 23, 479 from
Phoenice (Cabanes 1976, 450—1). For Leucopetra, see, e.g., Petsas, no. 117.
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together. In an inscription from Beroea (E£V, 156, no. 55), the three
manumitted slaves are described as ‘a young girl . . .and her (two)
brothers’. In Leucopetra, a girl was manumitted together with her
brother (Petsas, no. 83); both are described as home-born."

The manumission of families points to owners’ occasional recog-
nition of family ties among their slaves. This is a striking finding
with regard to a social institution that gave human beings the right,
generally exercised, to split families. Owners usually did not pur-
chase whole families; hence, parents were separated from their chil-
dren, husbands from their wives, and siblings from one another. To
use Patterson’s definition (above, chapter 1.1), enslaved persons became
socially dead. Slaves, however, often created new family ties, as
attested by the examples cited above. The manumission of parents
and children together revoked their social death. The inscription
from Beroea, mentioned above, in which a girl and her two broth-
ers were manumitted together, points to the same conclusion. It
should be noted, though, that all three of them were home-born,
hence ties of affection may have been created between them and
the manumittor. But owners’ recognition of these family ties was far
from universal; nor should we see such manumissions as indicating
a legal recognition of the slave’s right to family ties.”” As noted above,
most of the children manumitted in Delphi, for instance, were set
free without their parents. There are few extant examples of man-
umissions of entire families. Manumission itself split families and
caused them another social death: first when they were enslaved and
again when they were manumitted. Moreover, masters could sell
their slaves’ children or sell the parents and keep the children. Had
masters recognized their slaves’ right to family ties and manumitted
them together, they would have lost a considerable amount of labour;*
moreover, they would have harmed their heirs by reducing their pat-
rimony. Although in some cases the manumission of parents together

51 Cf. Petsas, no. 90, which is the manumission of two female slaves, born in the
house of the manumittor to her female slave.

2 See X., Oec., 9.5, where Ischomachus recounts how he had shown his young
wife the women’s quarters, which were separated from those of the men, so that
the slaves would not breed without his consent.

% Breeding among slaves could distract women from their work; moreover, it
could cause the owner to lose slaves, because of deaths in childbirth and among
infants. See de Ste. Croix 1981, 231. Cf. also D.Chr., 15.8, where speaker B says
that many female slaves kill their babies, either before or after birth, so as not to
add the trouble of raising children to that of slavery.
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with their children can point to owners’ warm feelings towards their
slaves (especially home-born slaves), replacing two, three, or even
more related slaves, manumitted at the same time, was more trou-
blesome than manumitting only one and keeping the others. So own-
ers who manumitted entire families may simply have been better off
economically and able to afford this Tuxury’.

There could be other reasons, such as Hopkins’ assumption (1978,
165-6) that owners recognized the maternal ties of their female slaves
because slave status derived from the mother and because they were
interested in procreation by slaves as a source of new slaves. He fur-
ther suggests, as noted above, that manumissions of children alone
may have been the result of the parents’ inability to pay for their
children’s freedom along with their own; they preferred to buy their
own release first and then save money for that of their children (cf.
Tucker 1982, 227).°* A few inscriptions, which I discuss below (chap-
ter 4.2.1), may support this possibility. An explicit reason for man-
umission of a whole family is given in Petsas, no. 69, from Leucopetra:
the female slave Nic€, her daughter, and three grandchildren were
manumitted through consecration to the Mother of Gods, in return
for loans, given by the sanctuary to the manumittor’s husband. As
noted above, since this whole family was purchased by the manu-
mittor from another person, it may be that affectionate ties were not
created between the slaves and the manumittor; yet it is significant
that three generations of slaves were bought and kept at the house.
This may also be the case in Petsas, no. 90, from Leucopetra, in
which the manumittor consecrates two female slaves with the explicit
reason that she had vowed to do so when these slaves were still
infants; but it is important to note that these manumitted females
are described as born in the house of the manumittor to a female
slave of her.” But in most cases we do not know the reason for

o Tucker (1982, 229 and n. 17) cites FD 3.2.216 from Delphi, in which a slave
girl was manumitted by her father (ITictiog motpdg Adoet). The editor suggests
emending matpdg to patpdg, because in FD 3.2.215, the same owner manumitted
a slave woman whose name is Pistis. Cf. Blavatskaja (1972, 36), who maintains that
it was worthwhile for owners to manumit children, because their mothers worked
harder to pay for their children’s and, eventually, their own freedom.

% Cf. Petsas, no. 83 (in which a manumitted slave girl and her brother are
described as home-born). In nos. 7, 22, 26, 70, in all of which female slaves and
their children are manumitted together, no explicit reason is given, but the chil-
dren may have been born in the house. Nos. 91 and 115 are the manumissions of
individual slave boys, who are described as born to female slaves of the manumittors.
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manumission of families or of children without adults; we can infer
it only by examining the possible relationships between masters and
slaves and the conditions attached to manumissions. Thus the man-
umission contract of the young female slave Meda obligated her to
support her father and mother and treat them properly when she
reached womanhood, whether they were still slaves or already free.
Should she fail to support them or treat them properly, they will
have the right to punish her (SGDI 1708, 1l. 12-18, from Delphi).
It seems probable that Meda’s parents, who were slaves in the same
household, paid for her manumission (cf. Tucker 1982, 229-30).
More significant, however, is that Meda’s mistress inserted this con-
dition in an act of alienation of her property rather than stipulate
obligations to her own benefit. This implies an affectionate rela-
tionship between the manumittor and these three slaves.

Family ties between slaves can also be suspected in many other
multiple manumissions in which the relationships between those man-
umitted together are not stated explicitly. Thus in D 3.3.294, from
Delphi, two women, two men, and two girls are given their freedom;
they may have composed two families (Tucker 1982, 229). Between
130 and 120 B.C., a man of Calydon manumitted a slave woman
and a boy (/G IX(1) 1, 137f); although not specifically indicated, it
is probable they were mother and child.®® In SGDI 1693, from Delphi,
two women and a home-born man attained their freedom. The
names of one of the women (Aristoboula) and of the man (Aristoboulos),
together with the fact that the latter was home-born, may point to
family ties between them. In Leucopetra, four home-born slaves, who
were manumitted together, may have been brothers (Petsas, no. 89).
It is also possible to infer family ties in the Attic ‘Lists of Silver
Bowls’; whether these inscriptions record genuine verdicts or manu-
missions, the persons ‘acquitted’ in these trials were manumitted
slaves. Four ex-slaves are mentioned in /G II? 1559 B, 1. 79-92,
and there is no way to know whether they were related. But /G II?
1561, col. II, 1. 22-30, records a man and a woman, both of them
sesame-sellers and both living in the deme Melite. It seems prob-

% Tn another inscription from Calydon, a boy and a girl are manumitted together
(IG IX(1) 3%, 623); they may have been a brother and sister. Cf. SGDI 1703, from
Delphi, in which two boys with similar names (Soteridas and Sosicrates) are man-
umitted together; SGDI 1751, from Delphi, in which a slave girl is manumitted and
a manumitted slave woman is released from her paramone-obligation.
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able that they were husband and wife. Likewise, in two other inscrip-
tions (IG II* 1563, 1. 4-12; 1564, 1l. 2-14) the manumitted slaves
are two men and a woman, all of them living in the Piracus. Since
all the manumitted slaves in these lists live in different demes than
their ex-masters, it seems to be more than a coincidence that slaves
who were manumitted together chose to live in the same deme.
The best evidence for manumission motivated by affection, how-
ever, comes from cases that point to family ties between masters and
slaves. In /G VII 3301, from Chaeronea, Xenophantus consecrates
to Sarapis the boy Damatrius, his son by his slave fosterling (trepta),
with the authorization of the Council and with the consent of his
sons. As mentioned above, affectionate relationships existed between
masters and their slave fosterlings (see below); many of the latter
were adopted by their masters. Since the manumitted slave boy in
this inscription was the owner’s offspring, though illegitimate, here
manumission was another way of acknowledging paternity; hence the
need to obtain the assent of the legitimate heirs. A more explicit
case 1s that of Zosimus of Phthiotic Thebes (Lazaridis, 1975, 647-8,
no. 1, lI. 7-13 = Helly 1976, 157-8), who manumitted his sons,
Zosimus and Leon, and stipulated that they use his name;*” he also
manumitted Didyma, ‘his wife’ (v €owtod yovaike), and his daugh-
ter by Didyma, Anioche.®® It seems that Zosimus decided to acknowl-
edge the sons borne to him by his female slave as his legitimate
heirs and later—whether as a token of affection or because he did
not want his sons to have a slave for a mother—he also manumitted

% Helly emends Lazaridis’ reading: yxpn[—]¢ matpds éuod 100 Nuikoxpdrov (1L
8-9) to yxpn[noriCovia 3¢ motpods €nod. Zrpa(tmyodvtog) Nikokpdtov . . . (starting
another manumission act). He compares this phrase to similar phrases found in
manumissions from Calymna. For the interpretation of the phrase, see below, chap-
ter 4.3. The whole clause can be taken to mean either that Zosimus acknowledges
his parenthood (‘so that they use me as their father’) or that he instructs his sons
to use his father as their prostates—an interpretation suggested by Babacos (1962,
495-503) for similar clauses in Thessaly. In our inscription it seems better to take
the first interpretation, because the fact that the manumitted boys are Zosimus’ sons
is explicitly stated.

% A similar situation can be inferred from Men., Epitr., 538-40: the slave Onesimus
tells the hetaira Habrotonon that if Charisius, who hired her, believes that she is
the girl he raped and who bore him a child, he will buy her freedom. Later
Onesimus says that Habrotonon (who declared that she craved for freedom more
than anything in the world [548]), who realized that she cannot gain her freedom
through love, chose another way, that of plotting and scheming—a way not open
to him, because he is impudent, dumb, and incapable of plotting (557-62).
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her and their daughter. We would like to know whether in these
two cases the manumitted slaves stayed in the house of their mas-
ter-father. In the inscription from Chaeronea this would have meant
not only that the legitimate sons consented to the manumission—
and, hence, acknowledged the boy as their half-brother—but also
that they had to live with him as an equal in the same house. This
situation is perhaps similar to that of the female slaves in Buthrotus,
who were manumitted and later joined the family-groups in manu-
mitting other slaves.” The case of Zosimus seems to be different. It
may be (although we cannot rely on the silence of the inscription)
that he was a widower and perhaps also childless by his wife; the
manumission of his slave concubine and children provided him with
legitimate heirs.

That slave-concubines were common seems to be a safe supposi-
tion.”” Such relationships sometimes led to the masters’ adopting chil-
dren borne to them by their slave women or at least to a public
acknowledgement of paternity, as in the cases cited above (cf. SGDI
1803, discussed above—the case of Hedyla).”" In the Law of Gortyn,
such relationships were regulated: children born to a free woman
and a slave could be free only if the slave came to live in the
woman’s house; they were slaves if the woman came to live in the
slave’s house (VII 1—-4; Westermann 1955, 23). The children of free
women and manumitted slaves, however, were free (/C IV 231).” In

% See Cabanes 1974, no. IV, 1. 31-2, with no. XIII, 1. 29-30; no. XIII, 1. 12,
with no. XIX, 1. 93.

0 In his will (P. Oxp. III, 494), Acousilaus of Oxyrhynchus left instructions to
free five female slaves, two of them a mother and her daughter; he further names
his son heir to all his property, including slaves and ‘the offspring that may be born
to the female slaves mentioned above’. It may be, but cannot be proved, that these
female slaves were Acousilaus’ concubines, that the girl was his daughter, and that
he expected these slaves to bear him other children. See also D.Chr., 15.5, where
speaker A says that many Athenians have children by their female slaves.

' See Patterson (1982, 232—4) on adoption as a mode of manumission. Patterson
describes manumission through adoption as an extension of the process of the slave’s
assimilation into the family.

7 Tt is interesting to compare the Greek evidence with the Aramaic papyri from
the Jewish military colony at Elephantine in Upper Egypt (449-420 B.C.). In doc-
ument no. 2, from 449 B.C. (E.G. Kraeling, The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyr:
[New Haven, 1953]), the Jew Meshullam gives his female slave Tamut in marriage
to another Jew, Ananiah. The marriage contract stipulates that should either Tamut
or her husband die, the survivor would inherit the deceased spouse’s property. But
22 years later (427 B.C.), Tamut was manumitted by her former master, Meshullam
(document no. 5), together with her daughter by her husband Ananiah. Hence,
although legally married, both Tamut and her daughter were still considered to be
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other places, it was left to the masters’ discretion to decide whether
to acknowledge or adopt their slave-born sons or daughters. Thus,
in SGDI 1348, from Dodona, a woman (only the first two letters of
her name are preserved) manumits the female slave Canthara and
her future children. She adds that ‘Canthara is not to be re-enslaved
by anyone, being Crateracus’ daughter and free’ (. 4-5). Perhaps
Crateraeus was the manumittor’s husband.” Another case in point
is FD 3.3.329, from Delphi, in which Cleomantis manumits his
woman slave Eisias and binds her with a paramone clause to remain
with him until his death and to do everything she is ordered to, ‘like
a slave’. Some years later (D 3.3.333), Cleomantis released Eisias
from the paramone-obligation, together with the son born to her in
the interim. The inscription also records the fact that Eisias had
renamed her son Cleomantis and that she and the boy were to be
the elder Cleomantis’ heirs, after his wife. The change of the boy’s
name and nomination as Cleomantis’ heir undoubtedly point to adop-
tion. Less explicit is another inscription from Delphi, SGDI 1715, in
which Agamestor son of Telestas, from Lilaca, manumits the slave
woman Zopyra and two home-born males, whose names are Agamestor
and Telestas. These two male slaves, who bear the names of their
master and his father, may well have been Zopyra’s sons by the
manumittor.”

slaves as long as the marriage endured. Moreover, in the manumission contract,
Tamut and her daughter agree to remain and serve Meshullam and, after his death,
his son Zakkur, as a child provides for his or her father. In document no. 8 (416
B.C.), on the other hand, Zakkur son of Meshullam gives a slave boy as a gift to
Uriah son of Mabhseiah; the latter agrees to adopt the boy and not to allow any-
one to enslave him. On these papyri, see Falk 1954; Porten 1968, 205-13; Westermann
1955, 19-22.

7 Cf. SGDI 1935 from Delphi, where the manumitted slave girl is to be ‘free
and the daughter of Sosicha and Hermogenes, the children of Dioscouridas’. These
names are different from that of the female manumittor and may have been those
of her children. The case of Menexius from Buthrotus may be the same: he appears
as a co-manumittor in the same family group that manumitted him sometime ear-
lier (Cabanes, 1974, no. XXX, 1. 9 with no. I, . 34; 1976, 411). In a very frag-
mentary inscription from Beroea (EV, 147-9, no. 46), from the third century B.C.,
the slave Amyntas was manumitted and, in addition, given in marriage the daugh-
ter of his manumittor. This seems to be a case of adoption. Another fragmentary
grave inscription from Massilia (/G XIV(2) 2435) seems to disclose similar rela-
tionships: ‘[. .. Apol]lo[do]rus, the apeleutheros, and his owner, Primigenia, in mem-
ory of their daughter and apeleuthera’.

" For other examples of manumitted slaves with names similar to those of their
masters, cf. SGDI 2144; FD 3.3.287; 3.6.125.
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But slaves bearing their master’s name (or some derivation thereof)
were not necessarily the master’s offspring. Below I discuss slaves’
names as a possible indication of their origin. Suffice it here to note
that sometimes owners bestowed their names on their slaves either
as a token of affection (Tucker 1982, 230 n. 22) or to publicize and
increase the slaves’ dependence on them. In chapter 2.3.1, for exam-
ple, we encountered Antonis, the apeleutheros of Antonius (GV 379,
from Thrace). There are other examples, less suspect of Roman
influence.” This practice is most noticeable in Thessaly (e.g., /G IX(2)
109a)—though it has been suggested that the identical names indi-
cate family ties or point to the use of the manumittor as the prostates
of the manumitted slave; this practice has also been suggested for
Calymna (Roussel 1942; see further below, chapter 4.3).

Manumitted slaves are often characterized by their origin. Some,
as noted above, are described as ‘home-born’ (oikogenes, endogenes), thus
distinguished from those purchased in the market (onetos).”® Those in
the former group, as we have seen, may have developed special rela-
tionships with their masters and may even have been their offspring.
This, however, did not much affect the prices they paid for their
freedom. In Delphi, they paid 6% less than purchased slaves, on
average (Hopkins 1978, 167 and n. 55). In West Locris, on the other
hand (Blavatskaja 1972, 24), home-born slaves actually paid more
for their freedom. In Asclepius’ sanctuary in Crounoi (West Locris)
and in Aetolia, in the second century B.C., home-born slaves accounted
for a little over 50% of all recorded manumissions. In an inscrip-
tion from Phistyon in Aectolia (/G IX(1) 1% 96b, 1. 19) we also find
the curious appellation 10 yévog ék tag ydpag, which may be under-
stood as ‘of local origin’. Blavatskaja (1972, 71-2; cf. Grainger 2000,
40) suggests that this phrase may have been originally employed to
register slaves born and raised in Aetolian lands or for the children
of public slaves, whom the state could sell or manumit. It may also
be that ‘of local origin’ was a distinct category indicating slaves born

7 In SGDI 406¢ the editor reads the female manumittor name as Call[is], which
is the same as that of the manumitted slave woman. But the reading of /G VII
3329 is Call[o]. Even so, the slave’s name is a variant of the manumittor’s.

0 In the inscriptions from the sanctuary of the Mother of Gods in Leucopetra,
all home-born slaves are also described as ‘of Macedonian origin® (yévt Moxedovikov;
e.g., Petsas, nos. 89, 76), whereas in the case of a purchased slave, the manumit-
tors usually indicate this fact and sometimes also the person from whom the slave
was bought (e.g., Petsas, nos. 24, 39, 69).
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in Aetolia, but not in the houses of the manumittors. In Delphi, the
proportion of home-born slaves rose during the last two centuries
B.C., but then declined (Hopkins 1978, 139—40; Mulliez 1992, 40—1).”
In late fifth-century Athens only three slaves are thus described (ML
79), but their number must have been higher.

Purchased slaves could be of Greek or barbarian origin. In the
literary sources the origin of manumitted slaves is seldom mentioned.
Aesop and Rhodopis (see above, chapters 2.1), the slaves of ladmon,
or Xanthus, from Samos, where of Thracian origin (Hdt. 2.134-5).
Phormio, the slave of the Athenian banker Pasion (himself a man-
umitted slave) could not speak Greek properly (D. 45.86); hence he
was a barbarian. The epigraphic evidence is more informative. Some
manumission inscriptions specify the slave’s ethnic origin, using either
the formula ‘of the origin X’ (10 yévog [émo] .. .) or an ethnic adjec-
tive. For instance, Polycleitus, who was manumitted in Phistyon some
time after 170 B.C. (/G IX(1) 1%, 101), and Libanus, who was man-
umitted in Naupactus (/G IX(1) 3% 624d), were Arabs. The female
slave Polemo, who was manumitted in Naupactus, was from Cyprus
(IG IX(1) 3% 622; ca. mid-2nd century B.C.); another female man-
umitted in Naupactus was from Phrygia (ibid., 640). Four male slaves
and a female slave, manumitted together in Thespiae, were Syrian
(SGDI 811). A Jewish slave woman and her two daughters were man-
umitted in Delphi between 170 and 157 B.C. (SGDI 1722; cf. 2029);
Praxo and Heracleiodorus, a woman and her son who were manu-
mitted in Naupactus, were from Scyrus (IG IX(1) 3% 616).”® Owners
often changed their slaves’ names—another sign of the total loss of
the enslaved person’s identity; the new names often indicated the
slaves’ barbarian origin. Thus, in the inscriptions mentioned above,

77 On the reasons for the increase and the decline in the numbers of home-born
slaves, see above, section 3.1. Westermann 1955, 32, argues that the registration of
the fact that the slave was home-born was obligatory in Delphi.

78 Blavatskaja (1972, 29) rightly observes that the fact that both Praxo and her
son are described as ‘of Scyrian origin’ makes it probable that the son was born
before enslavement; that is, he was not home-born. She is wrong, however, when
she argues that whenever a woman slave was freed together with her child, the lat-
ter had been born prior to enslavement. For other examples of slaves’ origins, cf.
SGDI 1856 (two female slaves from Perrhaebia); 2065 (a male slave from Mysia);
1696 (a male slave from Paphlagonia); 1711 (a female slave from Thrace); 1712 (a
female slave from Egypt); 1854 (a male slave from Galatia); 2142 (two Sarmatian
women); 2143 (a male slave from Cappadocia). See also Mulliez 1992, 41; Grainger
2000, 39—40.
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we find Libanus the Arab and Seleucus the Syrian. Asia in SGDI
1718 is also described as ‘of Syrian origin’ (whereas Europa in
SGDI 1698 was a home-born female slave); Cyprius in SGDI 1749
is also described ‘of Cyprian origin’. In SGDI 1696, Manes, a typi-
cal Phrygian and Paphlagonian slave name, is described ‘of Paphla-
gonian origin’. The girl Meda in SGDI 1708 may have been of
Persian origin.®

But the names of slaves can be misleading. Masters often gave
their barbarian slaves Greek names, some of them common among
the Greeks, other that invoked ideal qualities, such as Philodespotus
(‘Master-lover’), Euphrosyne (‘Prudence’), Technes (‘Artful’). The
inscription OGIS 345 records the gratitude of the polis Delphi for
the arrival of 30 slaves, sent at their request by Nicomedes III, king
of Bithynia; these slaves were given various functions and their names
were changed to ‘local (Greek) names’ (. 15—24). The grave inscrip-
tion CIRB 710 commemorates the deceased manumitted slave
Philophemus, ‘also known as Laionacus’ (see chapter 2.3.1). Calling
slaves by both their new name and their original name is also known
from Egyptian papyri (e.g., P. Oxp. III, 494, 6-7).%" It is only when
Greek poleis are named as the slaves’ origin that we can be sure
they were Greek. For example, Demetrius, who was manumitted in
Amphissa by a citizen of Chaleion, was from Laodicea (/G IX(1)
331), but he may also have been a Lycian. The slave woman
Harmodica, manumitted between 150 and 140 B.C. in Delphi, was
from Elatea (SGDI 1685). Nicaea, who was manumitted together with
her son Isthmus between 156 and 151 B.C. in Delphi, was from
Argethia (SGDI 1689). Sometimes the slaves came from the same
poleis as their masters, as in SGDI 2016, from Delphi, where both
the manumittor and the manumitted slave are described as Amphis-

7 But Asia was also the name of the daughter of Themistocles the Athenian
(Plut., Them., 32), who had two other daughters named Italia and Sybaris.

8 For typical slave names, see Bechtel 1917, 550-59; Robert 1963, passim; Masson
2000, 228. See also in general, Reilly 1978. Greek comedy, of course, has many
such examples; recurrent names are Getas, Daus, Sicon, Xanthias (pointing to a
northern origin), Thratta (for a Thracian female slave), and in Aristophanes’ FEquites,
the telling name Paphlagon.

8 Cf. the Aramaic papyrus Kraeling no. 8, from Elephantine: the slave boy given
as a gift by Zakkur to Uriah has the Jewish name Yedoniah, although he was
apparently Egyptian.
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seans, and FD 3.2.226, where the manumittor and the slave are both
described as Delphians.*

Why should slaves’ origin be recorded? Was there any different
purpose in recording their ethnic origin and in recording their home-
cities? It seems to me that ethnic origin was added as another iden-
tifying sign of the manumitted slave, along with his or her name,
age, and sex, as well as an indication of a non home-born status.
The specification of the slave’s home-city, on the other hand, would
emphasize his or her new status as a free person with a new social
life, and eligible to rejoin his or her former community. The indi-
cation of the home-city was, therefore, another mark of the slave’s
newly purchased freedom, along with others (see below, chapter 4.4).

The presence of Greeks among the slaves testifies that, despite
some protests (by, e.g., P, R., 469b—c; 471a), Greeks continued to
enslave other Greeks.”” Along with prisoners of war, captives held
for ransom and enslaved when they could not pay, and debt-bonds-
men, we find children who were abandoned or sold into slavery by
their needy parents. Aelian (VH 2.7) recounts that the law in Thebes
prohibited the exposure of children; if a father was extremely poor,
he was to bring the newborn child to the magistrates, who handed
it over to the person who agreed to the lowest payment (probably
paid by the father for bringing the child up). According to the agree-
ment with this person, he or she had to raise the child as a slave,
benefiting from its services when it grew up. Aelian’s evidence (whether
or not of any credibility) brings us to the subject of a special group
among the slaves—the threptor, or fosterlings.

In many manumission inscriptions, the manumitted slave is described
as threptos/e in the place where we usually find the description ‘home-
born” or ‘of the origin X’. Threptos, then, should indicate origin.
Moreover, in several manumission acts, the manumitted slave is
instructed to foster (trephein) a child for his or her ex-master as a
condition of the manumission. Since #hreptos i1s a derivative of the
verb trephein, it seems that such children became known as threptor.

8 Euthymenes, the manumitted slave in SGDI 1853, from Delphi, is described
‘of Laconian origin’; this description, however, does not necessarily indicate that he
was a Spartan.

% In Aetolia, more than two thirds of the recorded manumitted slaves were Greek
(Grainger 2000, 39).
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This term also appears in Roman-era inscriptions in Asia Minor
(Gameron 1939a) and in the Black Sea region (Nadel 1976, 204—-19)
that have nothing to do with manumissions. 7hreptoi are also attested
in Bithynia, where they posed legal problems for the governor Pliny,
as can be learned from his correspondence with the Emperor Trajan
(Pliny, Ep., 10.65, 66; Sherwin-White 1966, 650—4). It is therefore
important that we try to elucidate the meaning of this term in the
context of slavery and manumission.

Cameron, in his study of #reptor in Asia Minor (1939a), distin-
guishes three types of relationships to which this term and its syn-
onyms refer: (a) between a foster-parent and a foster-child; (b) between
an adoptive parent and an adopted child; and (c) between a master
and a slave or manumitted slave who was raised from infancy in
the master’s house.* Cameron argues that this term described not
a legal status, but a personal relationship, which endured even in
the case of manumitted slaves. It was already known to Homer, he
claims; the use of the verb #rephein in the epics indicates that the
bond created by caring for a foster-child was considered to be as
important and enduring as family ties. Cameron bases his conclu-
sions on occurrences of trephein and the substantive tropheia, which
denotes both nursing or maintenance and the fee paid for it. According
to his analysis, Neaera and her friends were threptai, because they
were reared (trephein) by their mistress, Nicarete, from childhood ([D.],
59) and treated as her daughters, although they were slaves. Cameron
also cites (ibid., 55-6) Egyptian papyri, which seem to imply that
tropheia, the money paid for nurturing a child, could be the basis of
a claim on the child and lead to a change of status. Fosterage itself
conferred some right over the foster-child and could lead to adop-
tion, but the adopted person was in a state of slavery (Cameron
1939a, 56). Cameron further argues that threptor, the sale of children
to others, the conveyance of children for the purpose of adoption,
and the legal problems connected with all these phenomena devel-
oped independently in Asia and in Greece, and later affected areas
under Roman control.

Looking at the manumission inscriptions, it seems that threptos indi-
cated a special relationship created by foster-care of children. This

# The last type could include home-born slaves or exposed children, whom the
masters raised as slaves (the type referred to in Pliny’s letter (10.66.1). Cf. Sherwin-
White 1966, 650.
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is the case, for example, with /G VII 3301 and 3331, from Chaeronea,
mentioned above, in which the manumitted children are the son and
the daughter (respectively) of the manumittors’ threptai. 1G IX(1) 63,
from Daulis, is a manumission act for several slaves, who are referred
to as threptor (1. 7); the manumittors further specify that these are
‘bodies (i.e., slaves), whom they have fostered’.® A curious case, to
which T shall return below (chapter 4.2), i1s IG VII 3376, from
Chaeronea: Theon manumitted Soson, ‘his own #hreptos, who was
born in his house’ (tov {81ov Opentov Ov eiye oikoyevii). Cameron
rightly argues that these words prove that threplos was not equivalent
to ‘home-born’ (1939a, 42). But if threptoi were children sold or handed
over to other persons by their biological parents (whether with the
clear intention of adoption or for a limited time), what was the sta-
tus of a slave who was both a #hreptos and home-born? It may be
that Soson, while still an infant, was handed over to his manumit-
tor by one of his female slaves, who had been manumitted with the
condition that she remain in the house. This assumption is corrob-
orated by the special conditions attached to Soson’s manumission,
which seem to point to Soson’s ability to be a party to a legal trans-
action while still a slave (see below, chapter 4.2.1, and 4.2.2). This
case can also be compared to several manumission acts in which the
manumitted slaves are freed on condition that they hand over chil-
dren to the manumittors or foster (frephein) children for them. For
instance, the manumitted female slave in /G IX(1) 193, from Tithora,
is required to raise a boy for the manumittors’ son (who also gives
his consent to the act) and to hand the child over when it reaches
the age of two (. 16—18), or pay additional money for her freedom.
This condition, which will be further discussed below (chapter 4.2.2),
was widespread in central Greece and Calymna and may have been
intended to compensate masters for manumitting their slaves (Hopkins
1978, 158; Tucker 1982, 234-5).

Threptor were not always conveyed to their masters by manumit-
ted slaves. SGDI 2123, from Delphi, records the manumission by
Timon of the slave girl Eucleia, who—as is customary in the Delphic
sale-manumissions’ formula—entrusted the sale to the god. But another
clause in the inscription adds that ‘her mother, Sotion, entrusted
her/it’ (towv éniotevoe & patnp ovtdg Zotwov). The object of the verb

% 0 &EeBpé(y)avto ca(wato (I 5). Cf. IG IX(1) 65 (= SGDI 1524), also from
Daulis, and Albrecht 1978, 135 n. 175.
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‘entrust’ is indicated only by the article. Ridle (1969, 73) holds it
meant ‘entrusted the sale’ (tav @vav); Albrecht (1978, 181) under-
stands ‘entrusted the price’ (tiudv), meaning that the mother paid for
her daughter’s freedom. Tucker (1982, 229), on the other hand, sug-
gests that ‘in all probability a needy mother sold her daughter or
simply handed her over into slavery . . .; the manumission price may
have come from the mother’. According to these three interpreta-
tions, the object of ‘entrust’ is either ‘sale’, ‘price’, or Eucleia her-
self. We may have here the case of a mother who paid for her
daughter’s freedom after she herself had been manumitted, as in
other cases we have seen above; or it may be a case of a threpte,
bought out of slavery by the mother who had previously sold or
conveyed her to the manumittor. The only problem with the latter
Interpretation is that the verb ‘entrust’ ( pusteuein) 1s usually not employed
for handing over or selling persons to others.

Another example of great interest is an inscription from Orchomenus,
containing two manumission acts (D-H-R, Ins. Jur. Gr. 11, 309, no.
43 = IG V(2) 345; 164/3 or 76/5 B.C.).*° The first part of the first
manumission in this inscription (Il. 1-5) records the decision of the
magistrates and councillors of Orchomenus to inscribe the manu-
mission of Sosicles upon the altar of Aphrodite. Sosicles is referred
to here as ‘residing in Orchomenus’ (‘Opyopevdt xotowk®dv), a for-
mula typical of free non-citizens, but not of slaves. The second part
(ll. 5-13), which is the text of the manumission document, reads:
‘Damoxenus son of [—], from Orchomenus, sets free Sosicles, his
own foster-brother (syntrophos), after receiving from him the #ropheia
of three silver minae, according to the last wish of the dying Damo-
xenus son of Hagias, of Orchomenus, the father of his (i.e., Damoxenus
the manumittor) mother, Anteia.” We learn that the elder Damoxenus

% The reading of Hiller in /G V(2) 345, differs in several points from that of
Reinach (BCH, 28, 1904, 5-19; cf. D-H-R, Ins. Jur. Gr. 11, 309, no. 43), especially
in the division of the inscription: Reinach correctly discerns two parts, corresponding
to two manumission acts: (a) 1. 1-13; (b) 1. 14-23. Hiller, on the other hand,
divides the inscription into three manumissions (. 1-12, lI. 13-18, and 1l. 19-24),
ignoring the perfect analogous construction of the two parts (both record a state
decision, followed by its content). The dating of the inscription depends primarily
on the interpretation of the phrase ‘of silver League drachmae’ (én” dpyvpt]ov ovu-
poycod dpayufais; 1. 21-2). For the question of which league is intended here
and suggestions for dating, see Reinach, ibid. (who dates the inscription to 164/3
B.C.), D-H-R II, 309; Hiller’s notes ad. loc.; Radle 1969, 114-23 (who accepts
Reinach’s reading); Grandjean, BCH, 119 (1995), 14 (who dates it to 76/5 B.C.).
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bought or received Sosicles when the latter was still a child and
raised him. Growing up in the same household, Sosicles and
Damoxenus’ grandson, Damoxenus the younger, became syntrophos.
I suggest that this is why Sosicles is referred to as ‘residing in
Orchomenus’ although a slave, he was a member of the family and
thus closer to free non-citizens than to other slaves. The tropheia he
pays to Damoxenus, therefore, is intended to pay both for his upbring-
ing and for his freedom.”

Roussel (1942) has studied an inscription from Calymna (7C 198),%
in which he finds an equivalent to the phenomenon of treptos. The
inscription records the manumission of the young girl Aphrodisia by
Agathas daughter of Dorotheus. The manumitted slave is described
in a very obscure clause, the literal rendering of which is ‘whom
(Agathas) obtained out of epeleutheros blood from Aphrodius and Nice’
(© #hoPe €€ aiuotog nelevBépov mopd "Agpodeiov kol Nelkng; 1l 3-4).
Segré understood the term epeleutheros as synonym of apeleutheros and
explained that Aphrodisia was born to manumitted slaves. Roussel
considers the expression ‘from . .. blood’ to be an equivalent to the
Latin expression ex sanguine, which applies to infants bought from
their parents,” and hence infers that the girl Aphrodisia had been
bought in infancy by Agathas from her parents, Aphrodius and Nice,
who were perhaps themselves the manumitted slaves of Agathas.
Roussel further suggests emending the word ‘of manumitted’ (epeleuthe-
rou) to ‘for the purpose of freedom’ (én” éhevBep(iq)), meaning that
Agathas had bought Aphrodisia with the promise of manumitting
her later. There is, however, no need to emend the text: the clause
as it stands means that Aphrodisia was the offspring of Agathas’
manumitted slaves, who had handed the girl over to her. It seems,

% Tt is interesting to note that Phylarchus (ap. Athen., 6, 27le—f = FGrH 81 F
43) defines the mothakes in Sparta as non-citizens who were chosen by the Spartans’
sons and were ‘raised together’ (syntrophor) with them. Xenophon (Hell., 5.3.9) calls
them trophimoi and says they were poor young men who could not contribute to
the common meals. On the mothakes, see further Bruni 1979; Cartledge 1999, 39-51.
A grave inscription from Rome (/G XIV(2) 1946), was inscribed by Gaius Plinius
Zosimus for Gaius Plinius Eutychus, his syntrophos and apeleutheros.

% The inscription was first published by Segré in Relazione preliminare sulla prima
campagna di scavo nell’ insola di Calino (1938), 55.

8 The expression is found in an edict of Constantine and Licinius (Fragmenta
Vaticana, 35); in the Codex Theodosianus (5.10.1), it appears in the form a sanguine. For
similar uses, see Petsas, nos. 39, 71, 86, 94, 103, from Leucopetra, in which the
manumitted slaves are described as purchased or raised €€ afuorog (. 7).
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then, most probable that Aphrodisia’s position was equivalent to that
of a threpte: she was raised by a foster-parent and was considered to
be a slave. Moreover, her manumission is conditioned by a paramone
clause to the advantage of the manumittor for as long as the latter
lives; after that, Aphrodisia is to ‘use (xpnuortilerv) the name of
Nicomachus son of Philonidas’. Roussel understands the last provi-
sion as adoption and suggests that this person was Agathas’ hus-
band. In favour of interpreting this verb as indicating adoption he
compares SGDI 1803, discussed above, where Hedyla is to ‘be con-
sidered Dorema’s daughter’.

Threptor and related terms (such as trophimos) are also known from
the Black Sea regions; Nadel (1976, 204-19) argues that most per-
sons thus described were slaves. Most of the manumitted slaves in
the Bosporus Kingdom are described as threptoi (e.g., CIRB 70, 71,
74, 985, 1021, 1123, 1125). In Leucopetra, too, several manumitted
slaves are described as threptos/e (e.g., Petsas, nos. 10, 21, 55, 113).
In some cases, the fact that the slaves were threptor can be inferred
from the use of the verb #rephein (Petsas, nos. 19, 71, 81, 95) or ana-
trephein (ibid., nos. 16, 39, 115), or from the use of the expression
‘whom I have bought/raised as a baby (ex haimatos; ibid., nos. 39,
71, 86, 94, 103). Sometimes, both the verb of purchase and trephein
are used, as in no. 39.” Evidence from classical Athens implies that
a distinction was made between purchased slaves and threptor. In the
oration Against Nicostratus ([D.], 53.19), Apollodorus attempts to prove
that a certain slave belonged to Arethusius, Nicostratus’ brother, by
claiming that Arethusius ‘raised (the slave) since he was a little child’
(¢x pkpod moudapiov €€eBpéyaro). According to Plato’s Meno (85¢),
Meno’s slave was ‘born and raised in the house’ (év i ofi olkiq
yéyovev kol téBpomton)—a situation similar to that of Soson in /G
VII 3376, discussed above. Nicias’ slave, Hieron, was ‘a man raised
in the house of Nicias’ (Plut., M., 5.2).

The examples given above imply that a special relationship existed
between owners and slaves whom they raised from infancy, whether
bought or received from needy parents or accepted in part-payment

% A strange expression appears in Petsas, no. 128: the manumittor states that
he consecrates a girl aged ten, whom he had taken ex haimatos and dveromodunv.
This verb, which is rare, is explained by the editors as equivalent to anatrephein. For
its meaning as ‘stir, make up’, see LS7, s.v.
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for their manumission. It should be noted that when manumitted
slaves were required to raise children and later hand them over to
their manumittor, this requirement was anchored in the contract as
a condition of freedom. Since tropheia could create a basis for a claim
on the person who received it, owners had to protect against any
claim by their manumitted slaves on the person of a child they cared
for and were to hand over to their ex-masters when it reached a
certain age. Threptor, moreover, scem to have been considered to be
part of the family; their manumission sometimes was followed by
their adoption by their manumittors. These quasi-familial relations
can be compared to philia; indeed, they are the clearest manifesta-
tion of philia-relations between masters and slaves.”

What was the difference between threptor and ‘home-born’, if both
categories enjoyed a privileged position in the household and often
obtained their freedom because of their masters’ warm feelings for
them? Soson of Chaeronea and Meno’s slave in Athens, as we have
seen, were both #hreptoi and home-born. Laius’ slave, in Sophocles’
Oedipus Rex (1. 1123), says that he is not a purchased slave, but fos-
tered in the house’ (oikot tpagelg), indicating thereby that there are
only two categories of slaves and that home-born slaves may be con-
sidered to be threptor. In the Etymologicum Magnum (590.15), ‘home-
born’ (otkogenes) 1s explained as the equivalent of the Attic otkdtpuy,
but Ammonius (101) explained the last word as ‘he who has been
fostered in the house, what we call threptos’, in contrast to a pur-
chased slave.” Aeclian (VH 12.15) recounts how the statesman and
philosopher Archytas of Tarentum enjoyed playing with his slaves’
children, whom he refers to as otkotribers. Cameron (1939a, 52-3)
argues that ‘home-born’ was a legal designation indicating the ori-
gin of the slave, whereas threptos was a correlative term applied to
the slave only in relation to those who fostered him. Hence, there
was, as Cameron admits, a certain overlap: a threplos could also be
described as ‘home-born’. We can conclude, then, that although there

9 Cf. the grave inscription cited by K.-P., Erste Reise, 157 (Gordus, 109-10 A.D.)
and Cameron (1939a, 45), and discussed above, in chapter 2.3. The woman respon-
sible for the inscription may have been a manumitted slave, because the persons
buried in this family grave, along with her husband, include a synexeleutheros (who
may have been a slave released together with the woman), a foster-father, and a
synteknos (which may indicate here a foster-brother), in addition to a philos, a neigh-
bour, and relatives.

9 Cf. Ar., Th., 426, where Euripides is abusively called @xdtpuy.
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was a circumstantial difference between the two terms, both could
refer to a slave born in the house.

Why do manumission contracts specify that the manumitted slave
is home-born or threptos? If the slave was manumitted and free of
all obligations and constraints, surely it was unessential to note that
he or she had been born or raised in the manumittor’s house (whereas
this information may have been essential when masters sold their
slaves to someone else). It may be that where manumission led to
adoption or there was an agreement between the biological and the
foster-parents, the information that the manumitted slave was a threp-
los was added as confirmation that the agreement was fulfilled. Judging
by Pliny’s letter (£p., 10.65), however, it may also be that this infor-
mation was meant to forestall claims and legal problems associated
with raising other persons’ children and holding them in slavery.
Referring to a manumitted slave as a #hreplos was a statement that
the manumittor owned the person in question by right of the #o-
pheia. As for the term ‘home-born’, I see no other way to under-
stand its insertion in manumission inscriptions than as one more
identifying mark, intended to enable the manumitted slave to prove
his or her identity when needed. But references to home-born slaves
and {threptor may also disclose the motives—or one motive—behind
manumission, a motive that points to the concept of slavery and
manumission as social relations of exchange and philia, and not only
as relations of property.

Finally, the economic position and occupations of manumitted
slaves should be addressed. The Attic sources provide us with scanty
information. Some manumitted slaves had worked outside their own-
ers” houses while still slaves, allowing them to save up money to pay
for their freedom. After manumission, they continued to apply their
skills. Pasion managed his owners’ bank; later, after being manu-
mitted, he had his own bank as well as a shield factory. His slave
Phormio managed the bank for him, both before and after his own
manumission (D., 36.45-6). Midas and his two sons managed the
perfume shop of Athenogenes (Hyp., 3.3 fI); Milyas, who had been
manumitted by Demosthenes’ father, may have managed the sword
factory (D., 27.22). Euctemon’s apeleuthera was the manager of his
tenement house (Is., 6.19); Nicarete, Neaera’s old mistress, ran a
brothel. Neaera herself paid for her freedom partly with her own
savings, indicating that, although she was owned by two Corinthians,
she also worked as a “free-lance” hetaira or that her masters allowed
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her to keep some of the money paid for her services. Finally, the
manumitted slave Alcias rented a plot of land which he farmed (Lys.,
7.10). But agricultural labour was not the dominant occupation of
slaves and manumitted slaves in Athens. According to Westermann’s
analysis of the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’ (1955, 13), the majority of man-
umitted slaves were engaged in manufacturing (48 women and 26
men); there were 21 male retailers (and 7 women), as well as 12
men engaged in agriculture and ten in transport. We also find women
as cithara players, nursemaids, and seamstresses.” Among the slaves
mentioned on the Attic Stelae, one was a goldsmith (ML 79). We
have no way of knowing whether masters were more willing to man-
umit slaves with technical skills, but it can be safely assumed that
these slaves found it easier to save money to pay for their manu-
mission. Prices and slaves’ means of payment will be taken up in
chapter 4.2.1, below.

Outside Athens, our information is even scantier. The hetaira
Rhodopis, who came from Samos to Egypt (in the sixth century
B.C.) and was manumitted there, was so charming that she acquired
great wealth; some Greeks were even mistaken to believe that she
built a pyramid (Hdt., 2.134-5).% In 1G IX(1) 3%, 630a, from Naupactus
(2nd century B.C.), for instance, the manumitted slave is described
as a skilled baker (texvitag dptonoidc); probably he was employed in
his master’s bakery outside the house. In the Delphic inscriptions we
encounter a bronze worker (D 3.1.565), skilled seamstresses (FD
3.2.230; 3.3.26), a flute-player (SGDI 1842), and the vague descrip-
tion ‘craftswoman’ (tegvitg; SGDI 2154). In Actolia, some inscrip-
tions record the manumission of female slaves by multiple male
owners, whose relation to each other is not clear. Blavatskaja (1972,
73—4) infers that these slaves were fetairai, who—Tlike Neaera in
Athens—had put away money for their manumission. She also argues
(ibid., 41-5, 73-8) that manumissions made in the Assembly in some
West Locrian poleis, with no obligations attached to them, reflect
the economic significance of the manumitted slaves. These poleis,
she maintains, authorized and guaranteed the manumissions because
they were interested in reinforcing the working population with skilled
manumitted slaves. Blavatskaja reaches a similar conclusion in her

% Cf. Radle 1969, 133-4.
% On Rhodopis, see further below, chapter 6.2.
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analysis of manumissions in Aectolia, where the Assembly was not
involved, but paramone clauses were rare. She explains their rarity as
an indication of the skills and earning power of the manumitted
slaves, who could buy full freedom.

As we shall see, however, high prices for freedom, wherever they
are provided by the sources, cannot be taken as safe evidence of
technical skills. There are other difficulties with Blavatskaja’s theory
as well. First, in order to accept her argument that poleis authorized
manumissions of skilled slaves for economic reasons, we need to
know whether these slaves continued to live in these poleis after
manumission; the fact that in such manumissions no obligation bound
them to their manumittors calls this into doubt. Second, even in
West Locris manumissions in the Assembly are not numerous. In
Physceis, for example, only two of the 20 extant manumissions were
made in the Assembly, in Tolophon one of the two recorded man-
umissions performed there, and in Oeanthea two out of five. Should
we infer from this that the majority of manumitted slaves in Locris
were not skilled workers? The extant evidence does not permit any
conclusive inference. Third, the absence or rarity of paramone clauses
and, conversely, the conditions sometimes attached to manumissions,
namely, that the slaves are not to procreate or that their property
is to be inherited by their ex-masters (as in SGDI 2097, from Physceis,
with a copy in Delphi; /G IX(1) 3%, 624d, from Naupactus), do not
necessarily imply the economic significance of the manumitted slaves
in question. On the contrary, we would expect manumittors to have
wanted to bind their skilled slaves to themselves. For instance, in /G
IX(1) 3% 624d, from Naupactus, Libanus pays only three minae for
his freedom, but is instructed not to foster children. Does this con-
dition indicate that his economic position was too weak to resist such
a restriction, as Blavatskaja believes (1972, 44)? Or—on the con-
trary—does it imply that his manumittors expected to inherit his
substantial property on his death?®

Blavatskaja, however, is right in suggesting that the poleis were
interested in reinforcing their working population. As we shall see
(in chapters 4.1 and 6), many poleis required the authorized publi-
cation of manumissions (but not the manumission itself) so that the

% This is what Blavatskaja (1972, 41-2) infers in the case of Mnaso (SGDI 2097),
who was manumitted on condition that, should she die childless, her property would
go to her manumittor.
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number and names of the manumitted slaves would be known. This
knowledge enabled the poleis to guard the legal and political dis-
tinctions between citizens and non-citizens. Moreover, manumitted
slaves, like metics, made an important contribution to the economic
lives of the poleis. But these freed persons need not have been skilled
workers. We may assume, then, that skilled slaves were better able
to pay for their freedom; however, it was not necessarily their tech-
nical skills that motivated manumission. As we have seen, profit-
seeking was not the only motive behind manumission. Slaves were
sometimes (if not often) rewarded with freedom for their loyalty and
services. Slave-owners often manumitted their home-born slaves and
offspring. Explicit or implicit family and filial ties between owners
and slaves remind us that an ‘animate tool’ that served its master
for many years, especially if born in the house, was always more
than just a piece of property.



CHAPTER FOUR

THE ACT OF MANUMISSION

When manumittors’ willingness and slaves” wishes and money met,'
it was time to start the process of manumission and choose its mode,
its terms, and means of making it public. This chapter focuses on
the act of manumission itself, by examining the procedures of manu-
mission, the ways and means by which slaves bought their freedom,
the restrictive and punitive clauses, the conditions attached to manu-
mission, and the rights and obligations of manumitted slaves vis-a-vis
their former owners or other persons to whom these rights were
transferred. Despite the variety of modes of manumission and the
uneven geographical distribution of the evidence, an analysis of acts
of manumission along these lines will help us detect typical practices
and concepts.

4.1  Procedures

Manumission was not necessarily implemented immediately, but the
decision had to be declared in unequivocal terms and in circum-
stances that would render the act unambiguous. This is made clear
by the large number of publicized manumissions, by the nomination
of guarantors and witnesses, and, in many cases, by the precise and
detailed phrasing of the document. Publicity served the interests of
three parties. First, it was in the manumitted slave’s interest to make
known his or her new status so as to avoid future claims and to
enjoy whatever rights were conferred on manumitted slaves by law.
As will be seen below, many manumission documents emphasize the
manumitted slaves’ freedom and warn against any attempt to re-
enslave them. Second, it was in the interest of the polis to differentiate
manumitted slaves from citizens, so as to avoid infringement by the
former of the rights of the latter. Third, it was in the interest of the

' For the assumption that slaves usually paid for their freedom, see below, sec-
tion 4.2.1.
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manumittors to publicize the fact that their slaves were no longer
their property. By doing so, they tried to forestall any future chal-
lenges by their legal heirs to an act that diminished the family prop-
erty. Publication was also important for owners whenever they obligated
their manumitted slaves to continue to serve them; public knowledge
of the ex-slaves’ obligations compelled them to obedience.? These
obligations were often specified in the acts of manumission; but if I
am correct that the term apeleutheros indicated the manumitted slave’s
continued dependence on the master, these obligations were implic-
itly contained in the act itself, even if not publicized. However, since
the means of publication in the ancient world were limited, manu-
mitted slaves’ position was always precarious, as can be gathered
from the legal procedure known as aphairesis eis eleutherian (‘carrying
off for the purpose of freedom’), discussed below in chapter 5, and
from the detailed formulation of the manumitted slave’s marks of
freedom in the manumission documents.

This was also true in cases of manumissions performed within the
family circle, for which, admittedly, we have scant evidence. Whether
the manumission was effected through a ritual act or by a simple
declaration, as in the case of Milyas, the slave of Demosthenes’ father
(see above, chapter 2.2), witnesses were needed. To support his asser-
tion that Milyas had been freed, Demosthenes suggested that his
mother and the female slaves testify; he could not have proved it
otherwise. In manumission by will, of course, witnesses and guar-
antors were named, especially because the manumission was imple-
mented only after the testator’s death. Thus executors and witnesses
are named in the wills of Plato, Aristotle, Theophrastus, Strato, and
Lycon (D.L., 3.43; 5.11; 56-57; 62; 74). Likewise, the will of Acousilaus
from Oxyrhynchus (P.Oxy. 1II, 494) states that it was made in the
street (l. 3)—apparently to achieve the greatest publicity (and per-
haps also as a safeguard against future challenges to the will—and

2 Gibson (1999, 52-5) applies to manumission inscriptions Thomas’ theory of the
monumental and symbolic role of inscriptions in a society that depends on public
reputation (1992, 140; cf. Posner 1972, 98). Gibson suggests that manumission
inscriptions enhanced the slave-owners’ status and reputation as benefactors and,
hence, their social reputation. This interpretation of the motivation behind inscrib-
ing manumissions, however, does not contradict the archival value of such inscrip-
tions. Moreover, if manumission inscriptions were the public signs of social standing,
surely they served the manumitted slaves as well as the manumittors.
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four persons witnessed it (II. 32—43).> Manumission itself, in Graeco-
Roman Egypt, was performed before the agoranomoi in the street (e.g.,
P.Oxy. IV, 722, 1. 4-5, 12).

Greater publicity was achieved by manumission in law courts and
theatres. Both places provided large audiences* and, in the case of
law courts, perhaps also legal sanction. It is not clear what procedure
was adopted in courts; it is possible that such manumissions were
the outcome of prosecutions brought against slaves or against per-
sons alleged to be slaves (see below, chapter 5.1). The only direct
evidence of manumission in a law court, however, is Isaeus’ oration
in defence of Fumathes, written for Xenocles sometime after 358
B.C. (fr. 15; see above, chapter 2.2). According to the speaker,
Eumathes ‘had been set free in the law court by Epigenes’ (Gpeiuévoy
év 1® dwkaomple Vo Emiyévoug). Another possible example of this
procedure comes from Hyperides® oration against Athenogenes, who
was charged with fraud (3.27). The plaintiff, who had intended to
buy the freedom of Athenogenes’ slave boy, with whom he had fallen
in love, was persuaded by Athenogenes to buy the boy, together
with his father and brother and the perfumery they ran for the defen-
dant. A possible result of the trial, says the plaintiff; is that the boy
will not be his but will be manumitted by the judges’ vote.” This
statement is far from clear. He may mean that should Athenogenes
be convicted, the sale will be declared void. But in this case, the
slaves would have not been manumitted, but returned to their for-
mer master. If; on the other hand, he has in mind the possibility of
losing the case and as a consequence losing his citizenship (as he
says in the same passage), his property, including the slaves, would
have been confiscated and auctioned.® Hence the plaintiff seems to

* Cf. the inscribed will from Mantinea IG V(2) 274 1 (= $yll* 1209 1), in which
it 1s stated that the will has been read three times (above, chapter 2.2).

* See Is., fr. 15; Aeschin., 3.41, 44 (above, chapter 2.2).

5 Hyp., 3.27: ovy (ote &uodv eiv[on, GAN dote b]o [budv] fi yiew éAedBepov
de[eBfivar]. The text I use is the Oxford edition of Kenyon, 1907 (reprinted in
1954).

¢ Burtt (Locb edition, 1954, 452 n. a) suggests that the plaintiff may have meant
that if he wins, the boy will be freed, since he never intended to buy him as a
slave. But this interpretation is difficult to accept, not only because, as Burtt notes,
the next sentence indicates that he has in mind the consequences of his losing the
case—in which event the slaves would be transferred to the plaintiff’s creditors (cf.
Whitehead 2000, 330—1)—but also because the Athenian court could not have had
any interest in the plaintiff ’s intentions, when the fact was that he agreed to buy
the boy as a slave.
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be referring to a legal procedure unknown to us. But it is significant
that the oration was delivered between 330 and 324, when the ‘Lists
of Silver Bowls’ (the phialar exeleutherikar) appear.

As noted above (chapter 2.2), scholars are divided about the nature
and purpose of these lists. Since Wilamowitz (1887, 110), it has been
held that the inscriptions list the results of apostasiou prosecutions,
that 1is, law suits against manumitted slaves who evaded their oblig-
ations to their manumittors or registered another prostates; such cases
were brought to court by the Polemarch.” Conviction led to re-
enslavement; acquittal meant full freedom for the slave (the mean-
ing of which will be discussed below). The disputed question is
whether these were fictitious trials, whose real purpose was manu-
mission, or real prosecutions. Those who support the first interpre-
tation rely, among other things, on the fact that the inscriptions list
numerous names on one stone and under a single date,’ which seems
to rule out the possibility that these were real trials. I shall have
more to say about this argument in chapter 5.1. Here it is impor-
tant to note that these inscriptions are dated to the years 333-317,
that is, more than 20 years after Isacus’ oration. If these inscriptions
record manumissions executed under the guise of legal proceedings,
it may be deduced that manumission in the law court was still com-
mon in Athens in the last third of the fourth century B.C. and that
the use of the law court for manumission is the reason why the legal
verb dmogedyewv (‘to be acquitted’) was employed to indicate manu-
mission (Krinzlein, 1975, 264). The sudden appearance of these
inscriptions about 333 B.C. can be further explained by the enact-
ment, some time before 330 B.C., of the law that prohibited decla-
rations of manumission in the theatre, as attested by Aeschines (3.41,
44). If we accept the view that these lists record manumissions, how-
ever, we must also assume that manumittors fabricated offences,
attained the co-operation of the numerous judges in this sham, and,
moreover, falsely presented their slaves to the court as manumitted
slaves. This seems rather implausible. Hence it is doubtful whether
we should associate these lists with Isaeus’ oration, whose surviving

7 Wilamowitz (1887, 110), restored the words moAepapyodvtog (‘when [...] was
the Polemarch’) and dnootociov (‘of a defective [ex-slave]’) in the heading of IG
IT* 1578. On the prostates and the apostasiou prosecution, see below, 4.3 and chap-
ter 5.1.

8 In IG TI* 1578, for instance, all the names appear under the date 15 Heca-
tombaion.
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fragments do not give details of the procedures of manumission in
court.

The procedure of manumission in the theatre must have been
very simple—a proclamation by the herald upon the request of the
owner. Yet it may be that this very simplicity is why a ban on this
form of manumission was enacted in Athens before 330 B.C. Aeschines
(3.41, 44), who is our source for this prohibition, mentions manu-
mission of slaves among other kinds of proclamations in the theatre,
primarily those concerning the honorific grant of crowns. He explains
that such proclamations were prohibited because they were not autho-
rized by the Assembly. Since Aeschines mentions crowning and man-
umission together, it could be inferred from him that slave-owners
in Athens were required to obtain the people’s consent to manu-
mission. Legal procedures concerning slaves and freed persons, referred
to by several sources (below, chapter 5), may point to the same con-
clusion, as may Demosthenes’ mention of laws concerning manu-
mitted slaves (according to Pollux, 3.83). However, not only is there
no safe evidence of manumissions in court and none of manumis-
sion in the Assembly in Athens, the Assembly’s approval was needed
for publication of the manumission, not for the act itself. I hope to
prove this point by first discussing other instances.

The involvement of the Council or the Assembly in manumission
is widely attested in other places. It is known in three poleis in Phocis
(Elatea, Daulis, and Hymapolis), in Chaeronea, and in three West
Locrian poleis (Physceis, Oeanthea, Tolophon).” Such manumissions
combined secular with sacral elements: some of them employed a
secular manumission verb but were inscribed on the walls of sanc-
tuaries; others were consecrations or sales to divinities, but involved
the political institutions.'” For instance, in /G IX(1), 119, from Elatea
(4th century B.C.), the people gives its assent (Il. 8-9) and several
gods are named as ‘supervisors’ (Il. 9-12)."' In other manumissions
from Elatea (/G IX(1) 120, 125-7), the Council’s involvement was

9 Some of the West Locrian manumissions were found in Delphi and in Phaestinus,
indicating that there were at least two copies of the act.

0 Tt seems better to accept Blavatskaja’s claim that in ancient Greece there was
no clear division between the secular and sacral (1972, 6), rather than Albrecht’s
rigid division into civil-formal and sacral-formal manumissions (1978, 119-23, 135-7).

" Cf. IG TX(1), 121-4, 126, from FElatea (2nd century B.C.). Similar formulae
are found in sacral manumission from Lebadeia (e.g., /G VII, 3082), Orchomenus
(e.g., IG VII, 3198), Ocanthea (e.g., IG IX(1) 3, 709 a), and many other places.
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added to that of the Assembly (év évvouw €xkAnclo t@dv cuveédpov).
This can also be seen in /G I1X(1), 109, which is a decision of the
Council, followed by that of the Assembly (1. 17), to declare the slave
Stephanus free and to inscribe the manumission in the temple of
Athena Cranaea."” The decision was made upon the request of
Menecleia, who had inherited the slave from her father. In Chaeronea,
manumissions of slaves by consecration were carried out ‘through
the Council, according to the law’."* In Physceis, as in Elatea, con-
secration-manumissions were performed ‘in the lawful Assembly’.
According to IG IX(1) 3% 705 (137/6 B.C.), for instance, which is
a copy of an act published in Delphi, the slave woman Mnaso was
consecrated in the lawful Assembly of Physceis to Pythian Apollo.
The witnesses to the act were ‘those present in the Assembly’.'* The
citizens of Tolophon, likewise, served as witnesses to the consecra-
tion of the slave Agathon to the goddess Basileia (SEG 12, 272;
167-145 B.C.)."

What was the purpose of manumissions in the Assembly and
Council? How were they conducted? Albrecht (1978, 119-23, 1357,
151-3) claims that the reason for the state’s involvement and the
public record of manumission acts was the importance that poleis
attached to the status of manumitted slaves. This involvement, he
says, enabled the state to exert some control over manumissions and
the population of manumitted slaves.'® Albrecht believes that the
inscriptions from Phocis, Chaeronea, Physceis, and Oeanthea refer
to the actual manumission, performed by these political institutions,

12 ydpiopo . . . év 10lg cLVESpOLG . . . £d0Ee Tolg cuvédporg (I 6, 8, 10).

% 310 10 ovvedplov koo tov vopov (e.g., IG VII 3330, 3313). For the mean-
ing of ‘through the Council’, see below.

" The fact that only 18 names are registered as witnesses (apart from the two
archons and the treasurer, named as eponymous magistrates) may indicate that such
decisions were taken with any quorum whatever. Cf. Blavatskaja 1972, 41. Albrecht
(1978, 136) explains that, since the consecration was made in Delphi, and not in
Physceis, an official application by the polis of Physceis to Delphi was needed; that
1s why the manumission was made in the Assembly. But the special circumstances
of the act do not rule out the possibility that it followed customary practices.

1> In this inscription, only eight names have been preserved on the stone. Cf. IG
IX(1) 3%, 709a, 710, 712 (2nd century B.C.) from Oeanthea, in which manumis-
sions by sale to Apollo in Phaestinus were performed ‘in the lawful Assembly of
the Oeantheans’ and the witnesses were ‘all the citizens’.

' Albrecht (1978, 119) also argues that state control served financial interests as
well, since manumitted slaves—like the metics—must have paid the metokion tax.
This argument could be supported by evidence that manumitted slaves paid this
or some other tax, both in Athens and elsewhere; such evidence, however, is scanty.
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and not just to their consent to acts initiated by private slave-owners.
He interprets /G IX(1) 109 (from Elatea) the same way, claiming
that the Council and the Assembly did not merely consent to
Menecleia’s request, but actually manumitted the slave (ibid., 120
n. 86). This interpretation, however, seems to overlook two facts.
First, in /G IX(1) 119, from Elatea, the Assembly certainly does no
more than consent to the act. It is true that this inscription is the
oldest example of this mode of manumission and that procedures
may have changed over time; but the phrase ‘set free i the lawful
Assembly’ or ‘set free i the lawful Assembly of the Councillors’,
found in the later Elatean manumissions, does not necessarily mean
that manumissions were actually performed ‘by’ these institutions. It
could simply mean that these institutions gave their approval. Second,
1G IX(1) 109, demonstrates the role of the political institutions as
collaborating in and authorizing manumissions that were initiated by
private persons. This inscription is unique among manumissions from
Phocis: it is formulated in the form of a state decision and is not
simply a declaration of manumission. The reason, as Dittenberger
says in his notes to /G IX(1) 109, is that Menecleia was left with-
out a kyrios and needed both the assent and the co-operation of the
authorities in this transaction. Since, however, there is evidence of
manumissions performed independently by women from Elatea (e.g.,
FD 3.4.73), it may be that Menecleia was underage. In West Locris,
on the other hand, not all recorded manumissions were performed
in the Assembly. Blavatskaja (1972, 40—3) infers that this mode was
a matter of choice. Manumissions in the Assembly, she says, bestowed
upon the slave the protection of all the citizens and meant that his
or her new status was recognized by the polis; hence, slaves manu-
mitted in the Assembly were those who filled an important economic
position in the community. Only slaves of special technical skills or
unusual earning ability, she suggests, could attain the Assembly’s
authorization; the polis was interested in reinforcing the working class
by manumitting skilled slaves. While I have reservations concerning
Blavatskaja’s explanation of the reason for manumissions in the
Assembly,'” T do accept her conclusion that this mode was not the

7 To the points against Blavatskaja’s theory, presented above (chapter 3.2), we
may add that her inclusive conclusion relies on a single manumission (/G IX(1) 3%,
705), in which it is stipulated that should the manumitted slave die childless, what-
ever 1s left of her property will be inherited by the manumittor. Blavatskaja infers
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rule. Whether manumissions in the Assembly were required by the
poleis in which they were used is important for understanding both
the procedures and the significance of manumission. Although no
safe answer can be offered here, some points merit consideration.
Manumissions performed in the Assembly or Council brought
together the interests of manumittors, manumitted slaves, and the polis.
Note that what was involved in these cases was not only the col-
laboration of a political institution, but also the publication of the
act. As noted above, the publicized ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’ in Athens
(whether they were manumissions or court verdicts) imply the Athenian
polis’ involvement in manumission. Publication itself disclosed the
polis’ concern, beyond that of the manumittors and manumitted
slaves. Do manumissions in the Assembly and Council reflect more
than these poleis’ concern with knowing who was and who was not
a citizen? Do the inscriptions indicate that these poleis actually played
the role of manumittors? The phrase found in the inscriptions from
Chaeronea, ‘through the Council, according to law’, may, indeed
imply actual involvement, prescribed by the law of the city. But what
exactly did the law prescribe—that consecration be the sole mode
of manumission, that consecration must be performed through the
Council, or that the publication of such manumissions had to be
authorized by the Council? Furthermore, does the preposition ‘through’
(61&) means that the consecrations were performed by the Council,
or with its approval or authorization?'® Note that in /G IX(1) 36,
from Stiris (above, chapter 3.1), the manumittors asked the polis’
permission to engrave the act of consecration-manumission in Asclepius’
sanctuary. This case is admittedly exceptional, because the manu-
mittors were non-citizens; this may be why they asked permission to
publicize it. A similar case is FD 3.2.120, from Delphi (150—130
B.C.), a manumission performed by a couple from Elatea of a female
slave. The text of the manumission is preceded by a letter from the

from this clause the manumittor’s confidence in the manumitted slave’s ability to
achieve a good income over time; she further suggests that the citizens of Physceis
were interested in continuing the slave’s contribution to its economic life. Even if
theses inferences are true in this case (and there is no indication of it in the text
itself), it cannot be taken as representative of the other examples from Locris.

'8 Albrecht (1978, 135 and n. 174) rejects Rédle’s rendering of this preposition
as ‘before’ (vor) (1969, 59 n. 8) and explains that dié with the genitive always means
‘through’ (durch). Although Albrecht is right, ‘through the Council’ does not nec-
essarily indicate the Council’s active involvement in the act.
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Elatean magistrates, asking the Delphians to acknowledge the act
(which had been already engraved in Asclepius’ sanctuary in Elatea)
and permit its inscription in Apollo’s sanctuary (II. 1-7). Here, too,
the manumittors were foreigners; but it may be that special per-
mission was needed because they wished to inscribe in Apollo’s sanc-
tuary the consecration of a slave to Asclepius in Elatea. In Stiris,
the polis’ involvement seems to have been limited to authorizing
publication, or perhaps requiring it; in the case of citizen-manumit-
tors this may have been the norm.

The situation in Chaeronea is slightly different, because all the
manumission inscriptions found there are consecration deeds. We
may not, however, infer that the law in Chaeronea prescribed that
manumission be performed only by consecration; many inscriptions
may have been lost and many other manumissions may have not
been inscribed at all. What can be tentatively inferred is that the
law in Chaeronea required the Council’s authorization for the pub-
lication of manumissions (or perhaps only consecration-manumissions).
As stated above, publication was in the state’s interest; manumission
itself, or the mode it took, was the private concern of manumittors
and manumitted slaves. Likewise, manumissions ‘in the lawful Assembly
[of the Councillors]’ (in Phocis and West Locris) were not neces-
sarily performed by these institutions. Although the phrase ‘in the
Assembly/Council’ (¢v ékxkAnoig/BouAfl) was the standard formula in
political decisions, in the case of manumissions it seems to have indi-
cated not the execution of the act itself, but the authorization of its
publication. In the case of Menecleia (/G IX(1) 109), the special cir-
cumstances required that the Council and, upon its recommenda-
tion, the Assembly authorize the act itself, in addition to the
authorization of publication. But it should be emphasized that these
institutions only authorized; they did not manumit the slave them-
selves. This 1s made perfectly clear by an inscription from Orchomenus
(D-H-R, Ins. Jur. Gr. 1I, 309, no. 43 = IG V(2) 345; mentioned
above, chapter 3.2). In the two manumissions recorded in the inscrip-
tion, the Council decides to give instructions to inscribe (ypdou; 1l
4, 17) the acts, after receiving from the slaves the money ‘due accord-
ing to the law, on account of manumission (dnedevBépwoig)’.'’ Since
in both manumissions this clause is followed by the text of the manu-

9 This clause appears in both manumissions with slight variants, which do not
affect its meaning.
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mission-contract, and since this text explicitly states that it was the
owner who performed the manumission (deintt éretBepov; 1l. 6, 20),
there is no doubt that the role of the Council was limited to autho-
rizing publication.?’

If my interpretation is correct, it can also clarify Aeschines’ expla-
nation of the law that forbade proclamations—including manumis-
sions—in the theatre in Athens. It was the publication, not the
manumission itself, that had to be authorized by the Assembly. It is
also significant that our first evidence of the involvement of the polis,
both in Athens and in other cities, comes from the fourth century
B.C. It may indicate that, in that time, manumittors and manumit-
ted slaves had become increasingly aware of legal problems that
could stem from manumission. It may also indicate the poleis’ grow-
ing concern with legal distinctions among their residents, especially
when inscribing manumissions on stone became a widespread means
of publication. But laws relating to manumission and its publication
may have existed prior to the fourth century B.C.?! Publicized manu-
missions, it should be emphasized, were only the final step in a pro-
cedure that started with the slave’s approach to his or her owner or
with the latter’s decision to grant freedom. It does not follow, there-
fore, that where inscriptions do not explicitly mention the involve-
ment of the polis, publication (in sanctuaries, theatres, and other
public places) was available to all and required no authorization.
The need to attain the Assembly’s approval of proclamations in
Athens and the manumissions ‘in the Assembly/Council’ in other
poleis had the same purpose. Sanctuary walls, bases of altars, theatre

2 T interpret in the same way G IX(1) 193, from Tithora, in which it is stated
that the ‘polis gave its decision when Hellanicus son of Hellanicus was archon, in
the lawful Assembly’ (dodoog thg mOAOG TO Wa@oua . .. &v évwoue éxkinoig; 1L
26-8). The name of the archon in whose year the decision was made is different
from that named in the heading of the inscription. Hence, the publication, autho-
rized by the Assembly in Hellanicus’ archonship, was effected later, during the
archonship of Ariston son of Ariston; that is, at least a year later. Albrecht (1978,
153 n. 262), too, notes that this inscription records only the grant of permission to
engrave the act, although he views all other cases as manumission through the
Assembly or Council.

2l In like manner, both the concept of freedom as the privilege of the citizen
and the terminological distinction of manumitted slaves have their clearest mani-
festation in the fifth century B.C., but were apparently developed earlier. Ridle
(1969, 7-123) explains the progression from manumissions performed in private to
engraved manumissions and the involvement of the polis by the increase in literacy.
Cf. Hopkins 1978, 145; Thomas 1992, 96.
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seats and entrances—these were not only religious sites; they were,
in the first place, public places. Hence, even the concise catalogues
of manumissions from Mantinea, Epidaurus, Taenaron, Buthrotus,
Oeniadai, and Thessaly should be seen as the product of these poleis’
decision to permit publication and thereby set a public record of
their non-citizen population. I shall return to this issue below, in dis-
cussing payments.

Manumissions in pan-Hellenic and other religious centres prompt
additional questions. The greatest publicity, of course, was provided
by these sanctuaries, and especially by Apollo’s oracular centre in
Delphi. Slave-owners came from Delphi and other places to Apollo’s
shrine and had their manumission transactions inscribed on its walls.”
The fact that all the manumission inscriptions found in Delphi record
the sacral mode (mostly, a sale to Apollo) has led scholars to believe
that this mode was required there both by owners’ wish for the
greatest publicity and religious sanction and by the polis’ authorities
(e.g., Albrecht 1978, 132-3). Secular modes of manumission, it has
been argued, could not provide the protection granted by sacral
manumission and, moreover, they were not publicized; that is why,
in the course of time, sacral elements were incorporated into the act
of manumission (Bomer 1960, 11; Ridle 1969, 52).* It should be
remembered, however, as Albrecht himself notes (1978, 139), that
other modes of manumission must have been practised in Delphi
and other places before the sacral mode developed and may even
have coexisted with it for a long time. The fact that the only form
of manumission attested in Delphic inscriptions is the sacral mode
cannot be taken as a decisive proof that it was the only form prac-
tised there. One thing, however, seems certain: slave-owners, who
came to Delphi and other important religious centres in quest of
wide publicity and religious sanction, had to comply with the priests’
requirements. The sacral manumission documents indeed emphasize
the involvement of gods and their priests and the religious sanction.
We can see it in the headings of inscriptions, where priests are named
for the sake of dating, and in their role as guarantors, witnesses, and

2 The practice of inscribing acts of manumission on walls of sanctuaries is first
attested in the fifth or fourth century B.C., in Poseidon’ temple in Taenaron. In
Delphi and Aetolia it is said to have began in the second century B.C. (Mulliez
1992, 32; Grainger 2000, 35).

# Cf. Hopkins 1978, 145.
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‘guardians of the sale’. It may also be that the sale-manumission
took form of a ceremony, in which the priests participated (Hopkins
1978, 138; Mulliez 1992, 33).

A special case is a group of seven manumission inscriptions from
the Bosporus Kingdom, which were performed ‘in the prayerhouse’.?*
In two of these inscriptions, CIRB 985 and 1123, the manumission
verb is anatithenai, which would seem to indicate that the manumit-
ted slaves were consecrated to the prayerhouse. The likely Jewish
affiliation of these inscriptions, however, makes this doubtful.* The
other inscriptions use a ‘secular’ manumission verb (aphienar). What,
then, was the role of the prayerhouse? Reviewing other scholars’
interpretations, Gibson (1999, 129-32) suggests that the prayerhouse
was the place where these manumissions were executed. The ques-
tion why these slaves were manumitted in the prayerhouse seems to
depend on two other questions. First, how should we understand the
condition, attached to five of these manumissions, that the manu-
mitted slaves serve the prayerhouse (CIRB 70, 71, 73, 985; SEG 43,
510)??° The interpretation of this condition, however, is also disputed
(see below, 4.2.2); but it seems that manumission in the prayerhouse
was somechow intended to reinforce this obligation. Second, did the
manumittors engrave these manumission documents on the walls of
the prayerhouse? An affirmative answer would mean that here too,
as in the cases of manumission in the Assembly and Council (and,
perhaps, in Greek gods’ sanctuaries), the Jewish community autho-
rized the publication of these manumissions. Unfortunately, none of
these inscriptions was found w situ. Four of these inscriptions, how-
ever, name the Jewish community as joint guardian of the manu-
mitted slaves (ovv/emnttporevotong tiig cvvaywyhg tdv Tovdaiov; CIRB

' In CIRB 73, this phrase reads év 1f] npocevyfi; in CIRB 1123 and in SEG 43,
510, it reads tfj mpocevyii. The wording of CIRB 70, 71, 985, and 1128, however—
éni g mpooevyfig—has produced various interpretations. See Gibson (1999, 129-30),
who renders it as locative, ‘at’ or ‘by’.

» The Jewish affiliation of CIRB 1123, however, has been disputed, both because
of the invocation of the ‘Most High God’ (Bedg Vwyiotog; 1. 1), whose relation to
the Jewish god is doubted by some scholars, and the fact that the manumission is
placed under the protection of Zeus, Ge, and Helios. For a review of the inter-
pretations of this inscription, see Gibson (1999, 109-23), who holds that it reflects
a Jewish context, whether of Jews or of god-fearers. For the Most High God, see
Ustinova 1999, 203-83. CIRB 1128 is too fragmentary to allow any conclusions.

% CIRB 1127 contains the obligation to remain in the prayerhouse; but the verb
and place of manumission are not preserved. See below, 4.2.2.
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70, 71, 73; SEG 43, 510).” This guardianship is open to interpreta-
tion. It may indicate that the community supervised the manumitted
slaves’ performance of their obligatory service in the prayerhouse.?
Gibson (1999, 150) plausibly suggests that the Jewish community
served as witness to the act of manumission. In this point, the
Bosporan manumissions may resemble the West Locrian, the publi-
cation of which was authorized by the Assembly and to which all
the citizens served as witnesses (see above). It should be noted, though,
that the verb syn/epitropeuein usually denotes the role of the guardian
of minors; moreover, in Aristotle’s Rhetoric (1408b 25), the citizen
who plays the role of the manumitted slave’s sponsor and mediator
1s called an eputropos (see below, 4.3).

Both magistrates and private persons served as witnesses and guar-
antors of manumissions.” For instance, a sale to Apollo of a female
slave (SGDI 1684), made in Delphi by a citizen of Amphissa, names
two guarantors: one a citizen of Amphissa and the other of Delphi.
Witnesses, too, were named: the priest of Apollo, the archon, and five
private (ididton) citizens of Delphi. Citizens of Delphi, too, made use
of witnesses and guarantors, as in SGDI 1693, in which the guar-
antor is a citizen of Delphi, the witnesses are two priests of Apollo
and the warden of the temple (neokoros), in addition to numerous pri-
vate citizens; in addition, copies of the act of sale were entrusted to
a priest of Apollo and to a private citizen. Outside Delphi, too,
inscriptions refer to guarantors and witnesses.”” A mixed kind of pub-
licity was achieved in /G IX(1) 109, from Elatea (the case of Menecleia):
the act of manumission, which was inscribed on the temple walls,
contained the Assembly decision. In several Thessalian poleis, the
witnesses of manumission acts were the xenodokoi, who were either
private citizens or the public officials entrusted with caring for for-
eigners (e.g., /G I1X(2) 302 A.a; 1282 II, III).*! In some West Locrian

% The same phrase is the only clause preserved in CIRB 72.

% Harrill (1995, 175-7) suggests for CIRB 70 that the Jewish community paid
for the slave’s freedom from the ‘synagogal common chest’ and served as his
guardian, because the manumittor was a woman. This interpretation, however, as
Gibson (1999, 131) notes, ignores many other cases of female manumittors.

% The terms employed to denote a witness to a manumission were usually pdp-
g or Fiotwp; a guarantor was referred to as BeBorwtip, npoomoddme, or Tpon®ANTAG.

* E.g., in Beroeca (EV, 145-7, no. 45), Thespiae (/G VII 1780), Naupactus (/G
IX(1) 3% 624d), Susa (SEG 7, 15), Chaeronea (Roesch and Fossey 1978a, 123, no. 1),
Tithora (/G IX(1) 188), and Egypt (BGU 1, 96; P.Oxy. 11, 265).

3 Cf. Zelnick-Abramovitz 2000, 110—-11.
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poleis, as we have seen, the whole citizenry was named as witness
(e.g., IG IX(1) 3%, 705), and in Aetolia, most witnesses came from
the home city of the manumittor, sometimes accompanying him for
that purpose to another polis (Grainger 2000, 41). Finally, as we
have seen, some owners took care to manumit their slaves in the
presence and with the help of family members (see above, chapter
3.1). In SGDI 429, from Lebadeia, for instance, a female consecrates
her slave in the presence of her son. When the owners were them-
selves manumitted slaves, the presence of a citizen mediator was
needed, as in SGDI 498, from Orchomenus, in which Agatha con-
secrates her slave in the presence of her son and names the priest,
the fuerarchos, and magistrates of the polis as those responsible for
protecting the liberty of the slave.”> The wide attestation of such
concern for the validity of the manumission makes it probable that
witnesses and guarantors were also appointed by manumittors in acts
of which we have only the publicized catalogue form and in man-
umissions that were not publicized at all. Moreover, although most
of our epigraphic evidence referring to this practice begins in the
second century B.C. and increases in volume in the first centuries
A.D., we need not assume Roman influence. As we have seen, wit-
nesses were also used in fourth- and third-century Athens, as they
must have been also used elsewhere. What should be stressed here
is that even in manumissions published in religious places, the involve-
ment of ‘secular’ institutions is visible. Archons, secretaries, council-
lors, and the Assembly were used along with priests and gods. All
these appear as eponymous magistrates in headings of inscriptions,
as the body that authorized publication, as guarantors, ‘guardians of
sale’, and witnesses, and as the officials to whom money was paid
on the occasion of manumission.

Many manumission inscriptions mention the payment to the polis
or its magistrates. In the Thessalian catalogues of owners and manu-
mitted slaves, arranged by month, an almost uniform formula is used
for every entry: ‘so-and-so, having been manumitted by so-and-so,
paid the regular (sum of) 15 staters (or 22'2 denarii), according to
the law’.* In other inscriptions, the heading that dates the act by

3 See the discussion above, chapter 3.1.

5 (Name of slave) dmehevBepmbeig/Beioa brd (name of manumittor) £8wke T £k
70D VOUOL Yvopevov (or To yvouevo kot vopov) ototiipog dekomévie (or dnvapio
kB<) (e.g., 1G IX(2), 102, 1100 b III). The use of the Roman denarius indicates a
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the strategos and the treasurer is followed by the formula, ‘register of
manumitted slaves who paid the regular (sum) to the polis’** The
payment to the treasurer of the polis of 22% denarii ‘instead of
staters’ is also attested in Echinus (/G IX(2), 92; SEG 39, 493-96).”
Several other inscriptions mention the term lfron or its plural lira.
This term was usually employed to denote the ransom of prisoners
of war; but in Egypt it signified the payment for manumission. The
term is also used in the will of Lycon (D.L., 5.72), where the philoso-
pher remits the lytra owed to him by two of his manumitted slaves;
hence, the term was used in the sense of manumission-price in third-
century B.C. Athens.*® The occurrence of this term in some of the
Thessalian manumissions, therefore, raises question of whether the
payments were made to the polis for the purpose of publication or
to the owners for manumission. In /G IX(2) 102 b, ll. 5-7, from
Achaea Phthiotis (185/4-178/7 B.C.), for instance, the manumittor
is described as ‘receiving from her (i.e., his slave) the htra of manumis-
sion’ (apeleutherosis). The same phrase, with minor variations, appears
in two other inscriptions from Phthiotic Thebes, in four manumis-
sions from Demetrias, in two from Magnesia, and in one from
Pythion.”” Where the sum of money is mentioned in these inscrip-
tions, it ranges from 150 to 300 denarii (roughly equivalent to 2 to
4 minae). Bielman (1989, 30—1; 1994, 262-3) argues that in all the
Thessalian manumissions, this term indicates the payment for free-
dom and is equivalent to the Delphic ona and the Amphissan &ma.*®

date later than 27 B.C., when Greek coinage was adjusted to the Roman, in the
wake of Augustus’ financial reforms. Cf. /G IX(2) 415; Radle 1969, 158-9; Helly
1976, 154.

¥ Gvoypopd Tdv dedwrdtmv ton ndler dmekevBépov 10 yvduevov (e.g., IG IX(2)
109a, 1. 4-5).

% The inscriptions SEG 39, 493-6 were first published by Reilly 1971, 667-75.
Zachou-Kontoyianni (1989, 209-17) has suggested some restorations to these and
to IG IX(2) 92. For other examples, see Radle 1969, 106-9.

% For the meanings of the term and its occurrences, see Bielman 1989; Bielman
1994, 261-4. For Egypt, see, e.g., P.Oxy. IV, 722, 1l. 24—6, 30.

% In Phthiotic Thebes: SEG 26, 691, 1. 1-2 and 4-5 (both from the 2nd cen-
tury A.D.); in Demetrias: /G IX(2) 1116b, 1. 2-3 (after 27 B.C.), 1117 III, 1. 7-9
(Ist century AD.?), 1117 TV, 1. 11-13 (Ist century A.D.?), 1119 III, 1l. 11-15 (Ist
century A.D.?); in Magnesia: /G IX(2) 1100b II, 1. 5-6, and 1100b III, 1. 10-13
(both after 27 B.C.); in Pythion: /G IX(2) 1282 II, 1. 6-9 (53-50 B.C.). This phrase
usually reads Aofov/odco mop’ adtod/dg AMdtpe 180G dmedevbepdoeng.

% Cf. the use of htra in FD 3.6.101, 1. 5, a manumission from Delphi. For the
use of the term in the formula AOtpo €k tdv moleplov in Delphi and FElatea, see
below, 4.2.1.
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Her argument is corroborated by two inscriptions from Doliche (both
dated to after 27 B.C.), in which a clear distinction is made between
the Wtron/ lytra paid to the manumittors and the payment to the polis.
In IG IX(2) 1268 II, 1. 5-8, the manumitted slave is described as
‘having paid ftra and the regular (sum of) 22' denarii to the polis’.
1G IX(2) 1268 V, 1. 18-20, reads: ‘Cerdon, the manumitted slave,
for lytron, of Argeius son of Philon, paid the regular (sum of) 22'%
denarii to the polis’.

It seems, then, that in Thessaly ltron/lytra was employed to indi-
cate the payment made by manumitted slaves to their manumittors;
the sum paid varied according to the manumittors’ demands. The
payment made to the polis, on the other hand, was of a fixed sum
(15 staters or 22'% denarii). In Echinus the payment was received
by the treasurer; so also in Gonnoi (e.g., /G IX(2) 1042) and Halus
(e.g., 1G 1X(2) 109a), as the headings of the inscriptions imply. In
Larissa, the magistrate who received the payment was either the
treasurer (e.g., /G IX(2) 544) or the xenodokos (e.g., IG I1X(2) 302 A.a,
558; SEG 35, 593).* The allusion to the law, the involvement of
public magistrates, and the fact that all payments to the polis were
15 staters or 22'2 denarii (unlike the diverse payments to manu-
mittors) suggest that Thessalian poleis exacted money on the occa-
sion of manumission. Was the payment a manumission tax or a
publication fee? Several scholars believe it was a manumission tax.*
Since, however, there is no safe evidence for manumission taxes in
the Greek world," T tend to think that the payment was due for
publication (cf. Riddle 1969, 158-60). Morecover, some Thessalian
inscriptions provide explicit evidence that the payment was intended
for registration. Thus IG IX(2) 542 has the noun ‘record’ (émolo-
yopde) in line 5. In Hypata, the ‘administrator of the manumitted

¥ See Zelnick-Abramovitz 2000, 110-2. Cf. IG IX(2) 546, 1. 2-4, from Larissa
(the treasurer); 342, ll. 1-3, from Cyretiae (both the treasurer and the fagos).

1 So Calderini (1908, 141), who compares it to the Roman tax, the vicesima lib-
ertatis, which was one twentieth of the value of the slave. Cf. Rensch 1908, 95;
Busolt 1920, 290; Helly 1976, 154. Beauchet (1897, 474-5) claims that in return
for this payment, the polis recognized and guaranteed the act of manumission.

# Two inscriptions from Demetrias scem to refer to a tax imposed on manu-
mittors: C. Habicht, Demetrias V (Bonn 1987), nos. 13-14 (= SEG 37, 450, 1. 18,
22-23; 451, 1. 20-21; 2nd-3rd centuries A.D.). These references to manumission
tax, however, appear in only two out of five manumissions recorded in no. 13, and
in one out of six in no. 14. Moreover, other manumission inscriptions from Demetrias
make no mention of this tax.
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slaves’ money’ (énueAntg 1@v drehevbepikcdv ypnudrov) was paid by
manumitted slaves ‘for the stele’ (/G IX(2) 17) or ‘for inscribing on
a stele’ (stelographia; ibid., no. 22). These examples make it clear that,
at least in these poleis, the uniform payment was exacted for pub-
lic registration. If so, publication must have been authorized by the
political institutions. Since the payment to the polis in all the Thessa-
lian inscriptions was uniform, it follows that the Thessalian cata-
logues that record numerous manumissions in a very concise language
were the final result and registration of many private manumissions,
whose performers then applied to have them published.

The question of payment to the polis is closely linked to manu-
missions in the Assembly or Council, or—more precisely—with their
grant of permission to publish. In IG IX(1), 36, from Stiris, as we
have seen, the owners ask the polis for permission to inscribe the
consecration-manumission in the shrine of Asclepius. It is probable,
in light of the above examples, that payment was exacted for the
right of publication of manumissions in Stiris. An explicit case is /G
V(2) 345, from Orchomenus (above, and in chapter 3.2), in which
the two Council decisions mention payment made on the occasion
of manumission and in accordance with the law: in the first manu-
mission, the slave Sosicles pays half a mina to the secretary of the
Council (Il. 1-2); in the second, the slave Antigonus pays the Council
8 staters and 9 obols (. 15-17). Since these payments are men-
tioned in the context of the Council’s decision to publicize the manu-
missions, it seems safe to infer that these were publication fees. A
state charge, in addition to the price of freedom may also have been
exacted in Egypt, as can be inferred from papyri recording manu-
missions (e.g., P.Oxy. I, 48, 49; IV 722; XXXVIII, 2843). The pay-
ment was usually of 10 drachmae and was paid to the bankers; the
latter sent an authorization to the agoranomos together with a receipt
recording the payment (e.g., P. Oxp. 1, 48, 1. 22)." The purpose of
this payment, however, is not clear. The fixed price makes it improb-
able that a tax on manumission is meant. Another possibility is that
this was the tax on transactions, the enkyklion (see Taubenschlag 1955,
97). Haslam (1976, 60), however, argues that the payment of 10

2 In P. Oxp. IV, 722, in which a third part of a slave is being manumitted, the
sum mentioned is X drachmae and 4 obols. Haslam (1976, 58 n. 2) suggests tak-
ing it as 6 drachmae and 4 obols, that is, two-thirds of 10 drachmae, a partial
charge due to the fact that the slave had two owners.
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drachmae was ‘a charge payable to the state for its undertaking the
liability for any eviction of the freedman from his freedom’, and that
it was a relic of an earlier epoch. Haslam sustains his interpretation
by referring to P.Oxy. XLV, 3421, in which the payment of 10 drach-
mae is called mplonpatikdév and is separated from the tax.* If the
word propratikon is akin to pratikon, however, it may merely denote a
tax on sales. The payment of 10 drachmae, however, may also have
been charged for depositing copies of manumission deeds in official
archives.

In light of the above examples, it seems safe to conclude that
many (if not all) poleis charged for registering manumissions—whether
by engraving them on stone or by keeping copies in the public
archives. The headings of inscriptions from the theatre of Buthrotus,
for instance, contain formulae such as ‘those set free and consecrated
to Asclepius’ (e.g. Cabanes 1974, no. I) and ‘those consecrated to
Asclepius’ (e.g., no. II), followed by long lists of manumittors and
manumitted slaves. These publications, too, seem to have been autho-
rized by the polis; the same conclusion can be drawn about other
manumission catalogues. I suggest that the Athenian ‘Lists of Silver
Bowls’, the phialai exeleutherikar dedicated by ex-slaves to the treasury
of Athena, be interpreted in the same way. Whether we understand
these inscriptions as recording fictitious or genuine trials, the fact is
that these were manumitted slaves who paid the polis to register the
verdict. Although the dedication of silver bowls can be viewed as a
token of gratitude, the uniformity of these dedications—cach bowl
was worth 100 silver drachmae—and the fact that the bowls were
dedicated to the patron-goddess of the polis, in whose sanctuary the
state treasury was located, imply a standard charge. Moreover, since
there is no evidence of a manumission tax in Athens, these ‘Silver
Bowls’ must have been a publication fee.

In the above-mentioned inscriptions from Thessaly and Orchomenus
it is clear that it was the manumitted slave who paid the polis for
publication. Such seems to be the case in Athens, too. Can we infer
that this was always the case? It is not easy to answer this question,
especially since many inscriptions take a much more elaborate form.
The Delphic inscriptions, for instance, are usually long and contain

# Haslam (1976, 58, 60) also claims that the payment was made by the own-
ers; see his readings of P.Oxy. IV, 722, and XXXVIII, 2843.
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several clauses, formulated in detail. The more elaborate ones usu-
ally contain a heading with the names of the eponymous magistrates
and priests, the names and particulars of the manumittor and of the
manumitted slave, the conditions attached to the manumission, a
penalty clause to be invoked should the manumitted slave violate
the agreement, a warning to anyone who tries to re-enslave the man-
umitted slave, the names of the guarantors and witnesses, and the
mention of copies made and deposited in archives or with private
citizens. Similar inscriptions are found in other poleis. Did manu-
mitted slaves pay for these long inscriptions—which must have cost
a considerable sum—in addition to the money they paid their mas-
ters for manumission? Or did the manumission price include the
inscription fee? Moreover, the priests, too, must have received a con-
sideration when manumission was performed in sanctuaries. Hopkins
(1978, 138) cogently observes that the Delphic inscriptions were only
the by-product of a religious ritual and that the priests must have
expected something in return for their involvement. The issue of
payment for publication and to priests is linked to another question
that I discuss below (4.2.1), namely: how did slaves obtain the money
to pay for their freedom? Here I can only observe that since pub-
licity was in the manumittor’s interest no less than in that of the
manumitted slave, owners may have paid for all or part of it. However,
even a partial payment by manumitted slaves implies that inscrip-
tions of this kind record the manumissions of slaves with consider-
able earning power."™

The subject of payment for the inscription, for the involvement
of priests, and perhaps also for the guarantors’ and witnesses’ pains
leads us to another aspect of the manumission act. As noted above,
not all manumissions were publicized in the elaborate form of the
Delphic inscriptions; many were not engraved at all. The longer
inscriptions imply not only the manumittors’ economic position and
the involvement of priests; they also indicate manumittors’ growing
awareness of the legal complications that could follow manumission.
This awareness is manifest in the detailed and often meticulous word-

" For the cost of inscriptions, see Posner 1972, 98-9. Gibson (1999, 51 and
n. 48) claims that the owners were generally responsible for the inscriptions; other-
wise, she argues, the inscriptions would have contained the information that the
slaves had paid for the inscriptions. /G V(2) 345, from Orchomenus, for instance,
disproves her claim.
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ing of the inscriptions, in the appointment of guarantors to act on
behalf of the manumitted slaves, and in the nomination of witnesses.
Many inscriptions even specify the place of manumission, in addition
to the date.” Moreover, from the second century B.C. and after-
wards, inscriptions increasingly note that they are copies or abridge-
ments of the original handwritten documents. Mention is often made
that copies of consecration- or sale-manumission deeds were entrusted
to the sanctuaries and to private persons (Mulliez 1992, 34-5). Copies
were made, for example, by foreign manumittors, who deposited one
copy in the sanctuary and another one in their home cities, with
magistrates or private citizens. For instance, Telon and Cleto, who
sold their slave to Apollo in Delphi (SGDI 2143; 150—-140 B.C.),
made both Apollo’s priests and two men of Amphissa the ‘guardians
of the sale’ (. 18-20). Although the manumittors’ origin is not stated,
their use of Amphissan guardians and the dating of the manumis-
sion by both Delphic and Amphissan eponymous magistrates and
months indicate that they were from Amphissa. Not only foreign
manumittors made copies of the document. The couple Callon and
Damo of Daulis, for example, who consecrated their threptor to Athena
Polias (/G IX(1) 63), made a copy (avtiypagov) of the consecration-
manumission and entrusted it to the priest of Serapis in Daulis (Il
23—4); this was evidently a copy of the original document that was
engraved in the goddess’ sanctuary. A different formulation may
point to the same practice: several sale-manumissions name persons
as the ‘guardians of the sale’ (v @vav euAdooovt. . .; e.g. SGDI
1856, 1. 26, from Delphi, 173 B.C.). So also in /G IX(1) 188, from
Tithora, in which it is stated that ‘the sale is (deposited) with (nopd)
the god Serapis and a copy (antigraphon) with the archon (. 14—15;
cf. ibid., no. 189). All these steps—writing the original document on
papyrus, making a copy, and depositing it in an archive—must have
cost money.

Mulliez (1992, 35-7) has detected a change in the form of indi-
cating the place of deposit in first-century B.C. Delphi. Inscriptions
from the first century B.C. to the first century A.D. state that the
manumittors have deposited the sale document in the public archives,
through a public secretary, and engraved a copy in the sanctuary

® On the various elements of these documents, see Mulliez 1992, 37-9). For
inscriptions that specify the place of manumission, see, e.g., SGDI 1953, 2072
(Delphi); Petsas, no. 99 (Leucopetra).
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of Apollo (cf. Hopkins 1978, 138; Albrecht 1978, 133). The prac-
tice of depositing private documents in public archives was not
confined to manumissions and is attested earlier, in other poleis.
These documents were written on papyrus or on wooden tablets,
and were kept in archives, perhaps after placing them in a public
place for some time. Manumission inscriptions were, therefore, abridged
copies of these originals. The practice of making copies and deposit-
ing original documents in archives afforded greater protection against
challenges to the act of manumission.*

Inscriptions from the Roman period also disclose the growing
importance attached to personal handwriting and signatures. In /G
IX(1) 189, from Tithora, which was cited above as an example of
a copy of an original document, one of the persons consenting to
the act ‘used the hand of Laon son of Lampron’ (ypficavtog tav
xépo. Adwvog 100 Adunpovog; 1. 6). This phrase indicates that consent
had to be given in writing; in this case, for unknown reasons, it was
written by Laon, one of the manumittors. Likewise, the last clause
of another inscription from Tithora (IG IX(1) 193) reads, ‘Hand of
Paramonus son of Nicaretus: I am the guarantor of the above-written
consecration’ (Il. 30—2)." This interesting clause, which is also found
in other inscriptions, needs to be explained. The guarantor has already
been named in lines 15-16 of the inscription. The inscription then
states that the manumission was engraved in Serapis’ temple and
that a copy was entrusted to the archon (Il. 24—6), and names three
witnesses (Il. 28-30). Then comes the sentence quoted above, fol-
lowed by the words ‘Witnesses: the above-mentioned’ (Il. 32-3). Unlike
the use of another ‘hand’ in no. 189, Paramonus, the guarantor in
no. 193, wrote in his own hand, verifying that he is the guarantor
and that he agrees to the content of the document. The witnesses
must have appended their signatures twice: first as witnesses to the
manumission (Il. 28-30) and then as witnesses to the guarantor’s dec-
laration (. 32-3). This document implies that individual handwrit-
ing and signatures were considered to be essential for the legal validity
of the manumission document.

¥ For archives and written documents, see in general, Posner 1972; Georgoudi
1990; Burkhalter 1990 (on Egypt); Thomas 1992, 137—44.

7 Since the slave was manumitted by sale, it is not clear why the manumission
is described here as consecration. This inscription also states that the permission to
engrave the manumission was given by the polis (II. 26-8); see above.
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A similar construction appears in another inscription from Tithora,
1G IX(1) 194. The female manumittor, Onasiphoron, ‘used the hand
of Lucius Cornelius Niger, being present herself and requesting to
use (his) hand on her behalf’.* The next clause states that the man-
umission was engraved in the sanctuary and a copy entrusted to the
archon, followed by the name of the guarantor, the names of the
witnesses, the signature and acknowledgement of the guarantor, and
another reference to the witnesses—who ‘used the hand of Lucius
Calpurnius Acratus’ (Il. 27-34). In this inscription, two persons were
used for writing: one by the manumittor and the other by the wit-
nesses.” The reason for using another person’s hand becomes clear
in two inscriptions from Amphissa. In /G IX(1) 3% 755a (Ist cen-
tury A.D.), Critolaus son of Dorotheus wrote the document on behalf
of the manumittor, Zopyra daughter of Menander, ‘herself being
present and requesting to write on her behalf, since she says she
does not know the letters’.”® Zopyra needed Critolaus’ ‘hand’ because
she was illiterate. This is also the case in /G IX(1) 3%, 755b, in which
Nicias son of Nicias wrote on behalf of the manumittor Sosicha,
daughter of Sosas, in her presence and at her request, because she
was illiterate (1. 4-6).%!

Keramopullos (1904), who studied this practice in the Delphic
manumissions, emphasizes the legal importance attached to the indi-
vidual handwriting and signatures of the persons involved in manu-
mission: the manumittors, the guarantors, and the witnesses. Individual
handwriting and signatures, he infers, were needed to make the act
valid. Accordingly, when an illiterate person used ‘another hand’, he
or she had to be present and state their request for such a service;
similarly, the person writing in his or her stead had to sign and
declare that he is writing instead of another. When the manumittor

8 Expnoe tav xépa Aovkiog Kopviliog Niyep, adtdg nopeovoog ‘Ovactedpov Kol

kehebovoog ypficon 1o xépa drep avtdy (Il 24-6). Although the name of Lucius
Cornelius Niger is given in the nominative case, instead of the grammatically required
genitive, the clause referring to the manumittor makes it clear that she had him
write the document.

9 Cf. IG IX(1) 192, from Tithora, in which the witnesses certify separately the
signature of each of the two guarantors.

N mapodoov kol kekebovoov [ypléeet]v bngp abTdv, énel Edeyev odtd y[pd]pporto
un etdévon (Il 4-7).

! The use of another hand on account of illiteracy is also known from Egyptian
papyri, although not in the context of manumission (e.g., P.Oxy. III, 485, 1. 45-8;
490, 1. 14).
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wrote the document in his or her own hand, this may be indicated
explicitly, either by the word cheirographon (‘handwriting’) followed by
the manumittor’s name, or by phrase ‘the sale that I wrote in my
own hand’ (tqv tf} 18ig xewpt ypayog; e.g., BCH 1898, nos. 91, 116).
Keramopullos argues, moreover, that persons who gave their con-
sent to the manumission (the heirs) had to do so in their own hand,
too. It follows, he concludes, that the various parts of the document
were not necessarily written at the same time, in the same place, or
by the same persons.

This development is also discernible in Macedon. A consecration-
manumission from Beroea, for instance (EV, 151-3, no. 49; 181
A.D.), includes a letter, sent to the female manumittor by her broth-
ers (Il. 11-36). The letter is a detailed confirmation of the brothers’
consent to the manumission and their acknowledgment of their sis-
ter’s right of ownership over the slaves she intends to free. It ends
with a statement of where (Beroea) and when (181 A.D.) the letter
was written, the name of the person who wrote it, ‘because we our-
selves do not know the letters’, and the names of three witnesses to
the letter. The final sentence of the inscription states the date of the
inscription. Obviously, the confirmation letter and the original man-
umission document were handwritten and deposited in an archive,
perhaps in the temple of Artemis Agrotera, to whom the slave was
consecrated. Other manumission inscriptions from Beroea, from the
third and fourth centuries A.D., use the verb stelographein (with or
without the verb of consecration), indicating that the inscription is
a copy of the original document (ibid., 153, no. 50, 1. 3; 154, nos.
51, 1. 3, and 52, L. 5). In three other inscriptions, the existence of
original handwritten documents is more explicit: the manumittors
state that the consecration is ‘in accordance with the content of the
deposited (or additional) document/tablet’ (ibid., 155, no. 53, 1L
11-12; 156, no. 54, 1l. 7-9: xoBoc 10 npoteBev ypopudtelov mepiéyet;
157, no. 56, 1l. 6-8: dg 10 n[po]tebtv mrtdkiov t[fi]g Swpedg mepiéxel).
Likewise, manumission inscriptions from Leucopetra confirm that
they were copies of handwritten document and that the validity of
manumissions was of great concern to slave-owners. In one inscrip-
tion, for instance (Petsas, no. 99; Il. 4-9; 244 A.D.), the manumit-
tor states that he called the persons, whose names are appended, to
certify on oath that he had exhibited in public the ‘tablet ( pittakion)
of gift’ (that is, the handwritten consecration document) for ten suc-
cessive days, and that the following text (that is, of the inscription)
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was copied from the tablet and certified (cf. ibid., no. 103). Other
inscriptions simply refer to the existence of an original document
(ibid., nos. 108, 115), or explicitly state where it was deposited (ibid.,
no. 106). In no. 90, 1. 10, the manumittor certifies ‘in her own hand’
(010 yepog pepapropmpév(o)g) that the two slaves she consecrates
belong to her. Finally, no. 69 is the engraved copy of a letter, sent
by a woman to the sanctuary, in which she states her decision to
consecrate her slaves to the goddess and verifying the transfer of
‘ownership’ (ona).

The inscriptions we have, then, are only summaries of the original
documents. Although most of these inscriptions date from the Roman
period, we need not infer the influence of Roman law; this proce-
dure may have arisen from the development of legal thought and
practices. In any case, we should remember that only a limited group
of manumittors and manumitted slaves could afford such long and
complicated contracts.

We have seen that manumission procedures were more complex
than they appear to be at first sight. Even the simplest manumis-
sion needed witnesses and apparently involved mutual obligations
and guaranties. The road from the point at which the owner expressed
his agreement to the final publication of the slave’s newly purchased
freedom could be long and arduous. When manumittors declare that
their manumitted slaves are free ‘from this very day’ (e.g., SGDI
1357, 1. 7, from Dodona), we need not take it literally. It must have
taken time to arrange for the written document and the publication;
prior to that, what could certify the slave’s freedom? Note the case
of the female slave Bebaea, who bought her freedom in 190/89 B.C.
from five citizens of Boucation, but the manumission was not inscribed
until some six years later (/G IX(1) 12, 97; cf. Blavatskaja 1972, 73—4).
Moreover, conditions were often attached to manumission; the slave’s
freedom took effect only after these conditions were fulfilled.

4.2  Conditions

In the previous pages it has been argued that slaves were not always
given full freedom on the occasion of manumission. In fact, as I
argue, they seldom were. This argument is sustained by the evidence
of conditions, which were stipulated, explicitly or implicitly, in the
manumissions acts. These conditions deferred the manumitted slaves’
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freedom and serve as evidence on the freed slave’s status and the
Greek concept of manumission. In what follows, I analyze and dis-
cuss the evidence about conditions and their implications for the
manumitted slaves’ status vis-a-vis their manumittors. One of these
obligations, the registration of a prostates, is discussed separately in
section 4.3.

4.2.1  The Purchase of Freedom

In most cases, the first prerequisite for manumission was the pay-
ment of money to the owner in return for his agreement to manu-
mit. Although the evidence of such a payment before the third
century B.C. is meagre and although not all extant manumissions
mention it, most scholars believe that this was the rule (e.g., Ridle
1969, 161-7; Albrecht 1978, 133). This assumption is corroborated
by the few cases in which owners renounced their right to any pay-
ment and granted freedom ‘in gift’.”? It is revealing that slave-own-
ers saw it necessary to emphasize their generosity; in such cases, ties
of affection seem to have overridden economic considerations. This
is corroborated by /G IX(2) 1296 A, 1. 30 (= Helly 1976, 143-7),
from Azorus, in which a female slave is manumitted ‘in gift’, because
she has been ‘well-pleasing’ (yeyovviov evdpeotov). Helly (1976, 153)
interprets the formula ‘in gift’ in SEG 23, 462, from Doliche, and
in his emendation of /G IX(2) 1296, from Azorus, as exempting the
manumitted slaves from further payments to the manumittors’ heirs—
an obligation he believes was imposed by the Thessalian ‘Law of
Manumitted Slaves’.” I shall return to Helly’s theory below, where
I discuss the subject of paramone (section 4.2.2) and the laws of man-
umitted slaves (chapter 5.3). It should be noted though, that the
manumitted slave of the inscription from Doliche was bound to his
manumittor by a paramone clause, although his manumission was ‘in

2 The usual formula in such manumissions is dwpedv or ént dwped (e.g., IG VII
3332, from Chaecronea). It has also been argued that consecration-manumissions
required no payment, because—unlike sale-manumissions—the deeds do not men-
tion money. I believe, however, that most, if not all, manumissions were paid for
by the slaves.

> For the various readings of these inscriptions, see Helly 1976, 143-52; SEG
26, 670. Cf. Babacos 1963, 321-2; 1964, 31-6; 1966, 79-85. See also Albrecht
1978, 159-60, on the question whether paramone clauses cancelled the obligation to
pay for manumission.
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gift’. Thus the owner’s renunciation of a monetary payment did not
necessarily release the slave from other obligations to him.

Our first evidence of payment for manumission is Herodotus’ story
of the hetaira Rhodopis, whose freedom was bought (sometime in the
middle of the sixth century B.C.) from her owner by Charaxus,
Sappho’s brother (2.135); Herodotus notes that a large sum of money
was involved. The plaintiff in Hyperides’ oration Against Athenogenes
agreed to pay 40 drachmae for the freedom of three slaves (3.4).
Neaera bought her freedom from her Corinthian owners for 20
minae ([D.], 59.29). The last two cases are from the fourth century
B.C. In his will (D.L., 5.72), Lycon twice renounced his right to
receive payment. In the first case he wrote, ‘I release Demetrius,
who has long been free (¢levBépe ndhor Gvti), from the htra’; more-
over, Lycon bequeathed him five minae and clothes, ‘so that he will
live decently, since he had much toiled with me’. In the second case,
Lycon released Crito the Chalcedonian from the Htra and bequeathed
him four minae. It is clear that the two ex-slaves would have had
to pay the ftra if Lycon had not released them from this obligation.
But there are some problems with this passage. First, since Demetrius
‘has long been free’, why was he under an obligation to pay money?
Second, what does {tra mean in this context? Third, what was the
legal status of Crito, who is referred to by an ethnic designation,
and why was he, too, under an obligation to pay Lycon? Westermann
(1946, 95, 101-102) believes that both Demetrius and Crito had
been manumitted by Lycon, on condition that they remain and work
for him, and that the f#ra was a payment for an early release from
this obligation.”* Bielman (1989, 263—4) counters that there is no
other example of ltra to signify money paid for the release from
paramone and claims that here it denotes a payment for freedom. She
further argues that the two persons in question were of different legal
status. Demetrius, she suggests, was a slave, to whom Lycon granted
the privilege of paying the liberation money in instalments; in his
will, Lycon forgives any outstanding payment. Crito, on the other
hand, was a free man who was taken captive (in war or by pirates)
and sold into slavery and eventually ransomed by Lycon. According
to Attic law, Crito was indebted to and owned by Lycon until he

* Cf. J. and L. Robert (1946-7, 318), who suggest understanding ly#ra in Lycon’s

will in its earlier sense of ‘ransom’.
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paid him back the ransom money. In his will, Lycon released him
from this debt.

Bielman’s explanation is based on the fact that in several Thessalian
inscriptions (see above, 4.1) ltra signifies the payment for freedom
and that Crito cannot have been a chattel slave because he is referred
to by his ethnic name. But it is possible that ‘Chalcedonian’ here
merely indicated his origin, as in many manumission inscriptions (cf.
above, chapter 3.2); perhaps there was another slave by this name
in Lycon’s household and it was necessary to differentiate them. In
other words, both Demetrius and Crito may have been chattel slaves.
Moreover, despite Bielman’s objection, I suggest that both of them
had been manumitted on condition that they remain and work for
Lycon and that Lycon’s will was meant to cover the possibility that
he might die before the term of their further services expired. In
other deferred manumissions of this kind, as we shall see, slaves were
required to continue working for other family members, or pay com-
pensation. Lycon, I believe, renounced his heirs’ right to this pay-
ment, which may have been stipulated in the act of manumission.
Demetrius ‘has long been free’, yet he ‘had toiled with’ Lycon. These
words, together with the money and clothes left to him, imply an
ongoing connection and affectionate ties between the two. This much
may also be inferred from another clause in Lycon’s will (D.L., 5.73):
Lycon bequeathed four minae to Syrus, another slave who ‘is (already)
free’ (EhevBépe Ovti), and forgave any outstanding debt owed him.
In analogy to Demetrius’ and Syrus’ cases, Crito, too, was probably
released from repaying the money he owed as a condition of his
manumission.”

This is the most likely explanation of the curious terms of SGDI
1749, from Delphi (168/7 B.C.): Archelaus of Delphi manumitted
his slave Cyprius by sale to Apollo for three minae, on condition
that Cyprius remain with Archelaus until the latter’s death. Cyprius
will be then free, but will have to pay the balance (t0 érnilowrov) of
the freedom-price, in three equal annual instalments of one-half mina,
to three persons, perhaps Archelaus’ heirs (I. 5). Some time later
(between 168/7 and 157/6) Archelaus must have died, for SGDI
1750 reads: ‘Cyprius has paid an additional sum of one-half mina

» Tt is also noteworthy that in addition to the exemption and other gifts, Lycon
leaves instructions to give other items to Demetrius, Crito, and Syrus, ‘because they
proved themselves worthy in what each of them was ordered to do’ (D.L., 5.74).
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to Dorotheus, one-half mina to Thebagoras, and one-half mina to
Archias, as they themselves agreed, [the sum] which he had to pay
should Archelaus meet with some misfortune’ (Il. 1-4). Taken together,
these two documents indicate that although Archelaus’ death con-
ferred complete freedom upon Cyprius, he had to attain the heirs’
consent and pay them additional sums, so that his freedom cost four
and a half minae, all told. Cyprius’ manumission, moreover, is unique.
First, it is one of the few documents that enable us to follow a case
and learn about its stages. Second, it is important to note that the
consent of Archelaus’ heirs was needed when Cyprius was on the
verge of full freedom, but not for the original manumission act, in
contrast to SGDI 382, from Chaeronea, for instance, in which the
consent of the manumittor’s son and the paramone clause are recorded
in the same document. Third, whereas slaves bound with a paramone
clause could usually gain early release from their paramone obligations
by paying an additional sum, in Cyprius’ case the additional pay-
ment was due after and despite the legal expiration of his paramone
(the death of Archelaus). Paramone clauses are discussed in detail
below; it is important to note, though, that, as with the slaves men-
tioned in Lycon’s will, Cyprius’ financial obligations were not ter-
minated by the payment for his manumission and his manumission
did not lead directly to full freedom.’

We are not told how much Demetrius, Crito, Syrus, or any other
slave of Lycon’s paid for their freedom. In fact, none of the manu-
missions provided for in the philosophers’ wills in Diogenes Laertius
says anything about a payment for freedom. This does not neces-
sarily imply that these manumissions were ‘in gift’, despite the many
presents the slaves were to receive upon their owners’ death. Several
inscriptions from Elatea and Delphi state that the manumitted slave
paid or the manumittors received ‘the ltra from the enemies’ (to
Mtpa ék tdv molepiov).”” Bielman (1989, 31-41) suggests that these
inscriptions record cases in which war prisoners who were ransomed

% A similar case is SGDI 1717 (Delphi, 170-157/6 B.C.), in which the manu-
mitted slave woman is obligated to remain with her manumittors for the rest of
their lives, but is also ordered to pay their son, who gave his assent to the manu-
mission, one mina when her manumittors die.

7 From Elatea: FD 3.2.120; IG IX(1) 125; SGDI 2172. From Delphi: SGDI 2086,
2167; Sl 622 B (which is a letter addressed by the magistrates of Axus to the
Aectolian magistrates, on behalf of Epicles, who had been captured and sold into
slavery, and later ransomed).



212 CHAPTER FOUR

but could not repay their benefactors, remained in the latter’s pos-
session until the debt was settled, and that the expression ‘the fira
from the enemies’ indicates that the repayment was made. Bielman
also argues that these quasi-slaves were freed as a result of their
cities’ intervention, not because of their owners’ good will. These
inscriptions do not specify the prices paid by these slaves; it may be
that the prices were fixed in previous agreements. Other sources we
have examined do mention prices. Thus the slaves Sosicles and
Antigonus, in the inscription from Orchomenus (/G V(2) 345), paid
their manumittors, in addition to paying the polis for publication.
Sosicles paid three minae (as tropheia); the sum paid by Antigonus
has not been preserved. Prices of freedom, ranging from about two
to four minae, are also mentioned in Thessalian inscriptions. Such
prices, and even much higher ones, were common. It has been
argued that price of freedom was closely related to or even surpassed
the market price for slaves (e.g., Blavatskaja 1972, 20; Hopkins 1978,
160).”" Judging by the extant sources, some slaves paid the enormous
sum of 15 to 30 minae, though others paid only 1 or 2.” According
to Hopkins (1978, 158-62), there was a steady increase in the price
of full freedom (as against manumissions with paramone) in Delphi in
the last two centuries B.C.; the price of manumissions with paramone
clauses, on the other hand, remained fairly constant (3 to 4 minae).*”
Hence fewer slaves could afford to purchase full freedom and the
proportion of manumissions with paramone clauses increased (ibid.,
161-2). The price increase is usually explained by scarcer supply on

% Against Calderini 1908, 212, and Westermann 1955, 36.

» High prices were usually paid by skilled slaves (Duncan-Jones 1984, 206); a
bronze-worker in Delphi, for instance, paid 15 minae (D 3.1.565). See also SGDI
2318 (10 minae) and 2146 (20 minae). In SGDI 1909, a slave is manumitted with-
out payment, but he is required to pay, after manumission, one mina a year for
13 years. High prices are also mentioned in Plautus’ comedies (20 minae in Asn.,
650—1; 30 minae in Mostell., 971-2), but we do not know whether these high num-
bers reflect real prices or are a case of comic exaggeration. See further below. For
prices in Delphi, see in general Calderini 1908, 213-15; Westermann 1955, 36-7;
Ridle 1969, 161-7; Hopkins 1978, 158-63. According to the Attic Stelae (ML 79),
slaves were bought in fifth-century Athens for 1.7 to 1.8 minae. One goldsmith was
worth 3.6 minae. In the fourth century B.C., prices of slaves ranged between two
to ten minae (X., Vect., 4.23; Mem., 2.5.2; D., 27.9; 41.8; 53.1).

% For manumissions with full freedom, the average price for adult males in-
creased by 100%; for adult females, by 28%. In manumissions with paramone clauses,
there was an increase of 10% for adult males and 14% for adult females (Hopkins
1978, 161).
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the slave market as a result of the Roman conquest of Greece and
by the movement of slaves from the eastern markets to the west.
This development was also reflected by an increase in the number
of home-born slaves.®!

Hopkins’ analysis of the prices of freedom in Delphi and his inter-
pretation have been criticized by Duncan-Jones (1984), who argues
that the main variations in prices were synchronic and not diachronic,
influenced perhaps by slaves’ occupations and by conventions of
prices. Whether or not the increase in the price of freedom is fac-
tual, it is important to note that these numbers and their interpre-
tations refer to the situation in Delphi. It is true that the Delphic
inscriptions provide the largest series of prices over time. But what
evidence we have from other places shows diverse trends. In Aetolia,
recorded prices ranged from 3 to 6 minae between the late third
and the middle of the second century B.C.; hence, they were a lit-
tle higher than those in Delphi during the first half of the second
century B.C. The Actolians, therefore, may have suffered economic
hardship earlier than Delphi. In Thessaly, by contrast, recorded prices
seem to have remained fairly stable in the last century B.C. and the
first century A.D. Moreover, many slaves were manumitted in Delphi
by owners who came from other cities. Do the prices mentioned in
these manumissions reflect the price average in these manumittors’
home cities or that in Delphi? We do not know. Delphi, then, must
be studied as a case in itself and not as reflecting general tendencies.

The payment for freedom was evidently meant to compensate
owners for the loss of their property. But the fact that freedom could
be bought poses some problems, which bear on the status of man-
umitted slaves and the concept of manumission. Gan a piece of prop-
erty buy itself ? If so, was the payment considered to eflect a transfer
of ownership, thus making the slaves their own possessors? Granted
that slaves could raise the sum required—itself an intriguing ques-
tion, to which I shall return shortly—whose money was it, if slaves
had no property rights? If they used borrowed money, were they

o Westermann 1955, 32-3; Riadle 1969, 152; Hopkins 1978, 13941, 148. See
also above, chapter 3.1. Larsen (1959, 420) infers from the high prices in Delphi
that the place prospered in the last two centuries B.C. Hopkins (1978, 162) also
suggests that manumitted slaves, especially male, took advantage of the new eco-
nomic conditions and expanded borders and moved away from their ex-owners,
who thus lost the benefit of their ex-slaves’ services. I shall return to this point
below, in section 4.2.2.
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considered to be free after manumission, or was their ownership
transferred to the creditor? These questions, some of which were dis-
cussed in chapter 2.2, are relevant not only to sale-manumissions,
which definitely involved payment, but also to other modes of man-
umissions. It is here that theories of slavery as property-relations and
legal explanations of manumissions fail; attempts to answer these
questions without understanding the social basis of master-slave rela-
tionships cannot advance us much further. If; on the other hand,
we understand slavery and manumission as reciprocal relations of
exchange, it is easier to grasp the situation of a work-tool buying
itself from its owner and thus becoming independent.

Relationships between owners and slaves who were home-born,
threpto, or the owners’ offspring can provide a partial answer to these
questions. So do relationships of the sort found in the philosophers’
wills. The latter, especially, reflect reciprocal relations: freedom and
other gifts in return for hard work and loyalty. But this qud pro quo
is also true in other cases; after loyally serving their masters for many
years, slaves were given their freedom in return. But where did slaves
get the money to buy their freedom? If slaves were property and
their bodies and everything they had belonged to their masters, how
could they buy themselves out of slavery? It should be emphasized
that nowhere in our sources is there any term equivalent to the
Roman peculium—the private property that masters could allow their
slaves to control and use, even though it technically belonged to the
masters. There are, however, several indications of a similar prac-
tice in the Greek world. Thus, for instance, manumittors could for-
bid manumitted slaves to sell any of their property (e.g., SGDI 1718,
. 13-4, from Delphi), or stipulate that they or their heirs would
inherit the manumitted slave’s property after his or her death (e.g.,
SGDI 1696, 1. 12-3, Delphi)—especially if the slave died childless
(e.g., IG IX(1) 1, 96a, from Phistyon). Manumittors could also explic-
itly forbid the manumitted slave to have or adopt children (e.g., IG
IX(1) 3% 624d, from Naupactus). Similarly, in an oration of Isacus
(4.9), Ctesias and Cranaus lay claim to Nicostratus’ estate, alleging
that he was their manumitted slave. Owners’ rights to the property
of their slaves or manumitted slaves can also be inferred from
Demosthenes’ For Phormio (36.45—-6). The speaker reproaches
Apollodorus for challenging Phormio’s right to his property. He says
that if Apollodorus intends to claim that this property belongs to
him because Phormio had once been Apollodorus’ father’s slave,
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then by this line of argument, Apollodorus’ property should belong
to Antimachus, the son of Apollodorus’ father’s ex-master. It should
be noted that the speaker attempts to refute a hypothetical argu-
ment; hence, his protests against an unuttered claim imply that this
right was generally accepted. Conversely, manumittors might declare
that slaves would continue to hold, after manumission, whatever they
had already acquired (e.g., SEG 26, 670, from Doliche).*® The impli-
cation of such texts is that whatever the slave acquired hefore or
after manumission belonged to the master, but the latter could
renounce his or her claim.

It is possible, then, that some masters allowed their slaves to run
an independent business and keep part of their earnings, which they
could save up to buy their freedom. In Athens, such slaves were
perhaps those referred to as ‘living apart’ (yopic olkodvteg); but the
use of the term in the sources seems to refer both to slaves who
managed their master’s business and hence did not live in the mas-
ter’s house and to manumitted slaves.”” Some sources mention pay-
ments (dmogopd) made by the ‘living apart’ to their masters,* that
is, a fixed percentage of the business’ profits. Both Diller (1937,
145-8) and Perotti (1974; 1976) argue that this category included
both slaves, who paid their masters part of their earnings, and man-
umitted slaves, who ‘lived apart’ prior to their manumission (so Diller)
or who were permitted by their ex-masters to live apart (so Perotti).””
If the ‘living apart’ were slaves, they had a great deal of economic
freedom and could use their earnings to buy their freedom.® Diller

% In D.L., 5.14, the manumitted slave’s property included a slave.

% In [D.], 47.72, this term is applied to a manumitted slave; this is also the
definition of Harp., s.v. x@pig oikodvteg. On the other hand, in the same oration
of Demosthenes (§35), a citizen is described as ‘living apart’. That the ‘living apart’
formed a distinct category is made clear by D., 4.36 (tovg petoikovg . .. kol ToUg
xopic oikodvtag). For the opinion that these were manumitted slaves, see Busolt
1920, 290; Klees 2000, 15-16. For the opinion that they were slaves, see Clerc
1893, 281-2; Westermann 1946, 102; Harrison 1968, 167.

% Harp., s.v.; Ammon., 21, 22. In And., 1.38, Aeschin., 1.97, and Ps.-X., Ath.,
1.11, apophora is collected from slaves. The same inference must be made concern-
ing Syrus in Men., Epitr., 203, since in line 408 he describe himself as a slave
(otketes). On choris otkountes in this play, see Krieter-Spiro 1997, 19-21. Cf. also X.,
Vect., 4.49, where the term (if Schneider’s emendation is preferred to the MSS
elogopd) denotes the revenue that Athens can obtain by hiring out public slaves to
work in the mines.

% Cf. Anecd. Gr. Bekker, 3.6.11, where the ‘living apart’ are explained as both
slaves and manumitted slaves.

% Cf. Westermann 1955, 23.
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even suggests that the law recognized their right to marry, own prop-
erty, prosecute, and be party to contracts. If they obtained freedom,
he claims, this status became formal. If, on the other hand, the ‘lLiv-
ing apart’ were manumitted slaves, we must assume that in Athens
manumitted slaves were usually required to live with or near their
ex-masters and that the ‘living apart’ formed a special group.®” I
shall return to this problem below; here it should be noted that the
‘living apart—whether they were only slaves or also manumitted
slaves—had the opportunity to save money. Their property, how-
ever, was their masters’, who could deny them the right to use or
dispose of it freely.®

Slaves who were given permission to live apart and earn money
were almost indistinct from manumitted slaves. Pasion, Phormio,
Midas and his two sons, and others may have been such persons
(see above, chapter 3.2). Other slaves could also save money, if they
were skilled workers and their masters let them keep their earnings.
In chapter 3.2 above, I discussed the evidence about slaves’ occu-
pations and the possible influence of their skills on manumittors’ con-
sent to free them. We do not know, however, whether all the skilled
slaves we know about lived and worked outside their masters’ houses.
Nor are the prices they paid for their freedom a safe indication of
their earning ability (see Hopkins 1978, 167) or their masters’ motives
for manumitting them. Some skilled slaves, indeed, paid a high price,
as shown by Plautus’ comedies and the examples from Delphi cited
above. But such prices were exceptional; moreover, we have no way
of knowing whether other manumitted slaves who paid dearly for
their freedom were also skilled slaves or whether their skills were the
only reason for the high price they paid. In Aectolia, some inscrip-
tions record the manumission of female slaves by multiple male own-
ers, whose relation to one other is not clear. Blavatskaja (1972, 73—4),
as noted above, infers that these slaves were fhetairai, who could have
saved money.” The prices paid by these probable hetairai (3, 4, 5,

7 The choris otkountes might have resembled slaves hired out by their masters
(Gvdpdmodo. pioBogopodvra), if the latter were allowed to keep part of their wages
for themselves. For hired-out slaves, see Ps.-X, 1.17; X., Vect., 4.14-6; Is., 8.35; D.,
28.12; [D.], 53.20-1. But see de Ste. Croix 1981, 142.

% Omne of the entries on the Attic Stelae (recording the confiscated property of
those condemned for sacrilege in Athens in 415 B.C.) is a ‘living apart’ slave
(VI.31-46). Hence, this slave’s property was considered to belong to his master.

% The safer inscriptions are: /G IX(1) 1% 96a (two manumittors from Arsinoe),
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and 6 minae) may have been high for Actolia. Neaera, on the other
hand, paid the enormous sum of 20 minae ([D.], 59.29). In her case,
we know that she was considered valuable: her Corinthian owners
had bought her from Nicarete for 30 minae, but agreed to free her
for 10 minae less. The reason for the reduction was probably not
because age or custom had withered her beauty, but that the manu-
mittors, who were about to get married, were in a hurry to get rid
of her. It should be remembered, though, that Neaera bought her
freedom with the help of a loan-fund (see below).

Sometimes a third party paid for a slave’s freedom. Hopkins (1978,
169), noticing that in eleven cases in Delphi female slaves were
required after manumission to serve someone other than their for-
mer masters, suggests that men purchased the freedom of female
slaves they wished to marry. In manumissions of children, as noted
above, it has been suggested that their parents, whether still slaves
or already released, paid for them (Hopkins 1978, 165; Tucker 1982,
227). But this does not explain how the parents obtained the money.
One possibility may be inferred from the case of a mother and her
son in FD 3.3.413, from Delphi. The boy was given complete free-
dom, whereas his mother was required to remain and work for the
manumittor. Perhaps this provision served as payment for the boy’s
freedom.” In other cases we can only guess. The slave parents of
Meda (SGDI 1708), the mother of Eucleia (SGDI 2123), and the
father (or mother) of the young girl in D 3.2.216—-all of them prob-
ably worked and saved money for their children’s freedom.

The use of another person’s money to purchase freedom 1is clearly
attested in Hyperides’ oration, Against Athenogenes, mentioned above.
The plaintiff was infatuated with a young slave boy who, together
with his father, Midas, and his brother, worked in a perfumery owned
by the metic Athenogenes. Athenogenes turned the plaintiff down
when the latter sought to buy the boy’s freedom. Instead, through
the mediation of the fAetaira Antigona, he suggested that the plaintift
buy the freedom of all three slaves (Midas and his two sons) for the

97 (five manumittors from Boucation), 98 (two manumittors from Phistyon), 99 (four
manumittors from Boucation), 106 (four manumittors from Boucation), and 108
(four manumittors from Proschion). In IG IX(1) 1%, 102, which Blavatskaja adds to
the above examples, the manumitted slave is described as paidarion, that is, a slave
boy (1. 5)!

0 In other cases, children are required to remain while their mothers are free
to go (e.g., SGDI 1984).



218 CHAPTER FOUR

sum of forty minae (3.4). The plaintiff collected the money from rel-
atives and friends, but when he met Athenogenes, the latter made
him another offer: instead of taking the money to free the slaves,
Athenogenes would transfer ownership of the slaves to the plaintff
in a formal sale, together with the perfumery (8.5).”" Whatever the
speaker’s real intention, it is evident that his arguments rely on the
judges’ knowledge of the difference between a ‘sale’ ( prasis), intended
to transfer ownership, and ‘purchase for the purpose of freedom’
(prasis ep lyser), intended to effect the release of property.”” Hyperides’
text shows that slaves could purchase their freedom through a third
party who was not a relative. But this situation poses some prob-
lems. Whether intended to release the property or to keep it, the
transaction gave the purchaser the right of ownership until he recouped
his investment. Had the plaintiff in Hyperides’ oration decided to
free the three slaves, they would nevertheless have remained in his
possession until Midas repaid the purchase price, as in the case of
ransomed captives. But how was Midas to do so, if he and his sons
had needed a third party to free themselves?”® Nothing in the text
suggests an answer, since the plaintiff abandoned his initial inten-
tion. The same question arises concerning manumission through sale
to divinities. Not only did this procedure put gods in a role of par-
ties to sale transactions and owners of slaves; we must also assume
that the slaves, who were the property to be sold, gave the gods
money to purchase their freedom.” Where did they get the money
from, if they were not allowed to own it or were not capable of
carning it themselves? To whom were they indebted? The example
that follows suggests that money paid by a third party imposed some
obligations on the manumitted slave.

I Athenogenes offers an @vn kol npéoig instead of paying én’ élevBepic. After
three months, the plaintiff discovered that the business was in debt to several per-
sons. Since he was now Midas’ owner he had to pay back the loans incurred by
the slave; had Midas been manumitted instead, as the plaintiff first intended, his
debts would have been his own responsibility.

”? The phrase npdoig ént Avoet is known from Opot, mortgage signs, and indi-
cated security in the form of conditional sale. See Pringsheim 1950, 117-18; Finley
1985, 29-35. For wvn kol mpaoig, see Todd 1993, 237-40.

7 This is, of course, a hypothetical case, since Midas seems to have been the
independent manager of the perfumery, perhaps a slave ‘living apart’ (choris otkon),
and hence could save money for his liberation.

™ See chapter 2.2, for various explanations of this form of manumission.
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In SGDI 1723, from Delphi, Nicon son of Athanion sells his slave
Phaeneas to Apollo for five minae, the money being provided and
‘entrusted’ to the god by Apollodorus son of Sopatros. Accordingly,
it is stipulated that Phaeneas remain with Apollodorus as long as
the latter lived and care for him in his old age. Hence, the loan
made by Apollodorus to facilitate Phaeneas’ manumission protracted
Phaeneas’ dependence. But unlike most cases, in which manumitted
slaves were obligated to remain with their manumittors, Phaeneas
had to remain with his creditor and pay off his debt by serving him.
This situation resembles a labour-contract entered into by a free per-
son more than it does the usual paramone clause.” But I believe that
this case was simply the transfer to the lender of the manumittor’s
right to the manumitted slave’s services. As we shall see, these rights
were often transferred by manumittors (usually to relatives). Another
case in point may be SGDI 1694, from Delphi, in which Alexander
sells his slave Thraissa, not to Apollo, but to another man, Boéthus,
and stipulates that Thraissa remain with the purchaser and serve
him for six months; after that, Boéthus is to manumit the slave in
Alexander’s name. This curious transaction can be understood only
if we assume that Boéthus lent Thraissa the money to buy her free-
dom, in return for which she had to serve him for a limited period.
Unlike the case of Phaeneas, in which manumission put an end to
his relations with his former master, here manumission was deferred
by transferring temporary possession of Thraissa to another man.
Moreover, it is probable that in some cases the paramone and other
conditions attached to manumission were stipulated because the slaves
had no means to pay for freedom, neither savings nor third parties;
instead of paying, they worked off their debt.”® If there were cases
like this, they imply that the services imposed on slaves as a condi-
tion of manumission were the equivalent of a monetary payment,
and that payments for release from these services were essentially to
settle the balance due. Although there is no firm evidence to sup-
port this conjecture, we should not discard it.

7 Westermann (1948) regards the paramone as a general work contract; the manu-
mitted slave, he claims, could not have been a party to such a contract unless he
or she was already free. See also below, 4.2.2.

6 Hopkins (1978, 169) suggests that the release of female slaves was often paid
for by men who wished to marry them and notes that in eleven cases in Delphi
female manumitted slaves were required to serve persons other than their manu-
mittors. See also Albrecht 1978, 200, and below, 4.2.2.
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Loans to slaves so they could purchase their freedom are, how-
ever, attested by the frequent references to loan-funds (eranoz). The
eranos was originally a communal meal or ritual, to which each par-
ticipant contributed his share. In the fifth century B.C., the term
usually denoted an interest-free loan, collected by an ad hoc associ-
ation of friends, or it denoted the association itself. The plaintiff in
Hyperides’ oration discussed above may have used the services of
an eranos to obtain the money demanded by Athenogenes, for he
says: ‘I collected (the money) in every way and even bothered my
friends’ (3.4).”7 Some of the debts incurred by Athenogenes derived
from such ‘friendly loans’.’”® The head of the eranos was the archeranos
or archeranistes who was usually the founder of the association; hence,
eranot were called after their leaders: ‘the eranos of so-and-so’, ‘those
who are with so-and-so’, or ‘the eranos led by so-and-so’ (0 €povog 6
00 Oeilva, ot petd tod deiva, 0 £pavog ov delvar ouviige). A further
development of this institution was the establishment of eranoi aimed
at accumulating capital for various purposes. The names of some
archeranot indicate a servile origin, suggesting that these were associ-
ations established by manumitted slaves to help slaves buy their free-
dom.” Thus in SGDI 1804, from Delphi, latadas sells Aphrodisia to
Apollo for four minae. Aphrodisia is to repay the loan given by the
eranos of Bromius, for which the manumittor served as a guarantor.
Bromius is a typical slave name, but the inscription does not make
it clear whether the loan was taken by latadas for his own needs
(and was to be repaid by the slave as a condition for her manu-
mission) or by Aphrodisia to buy her freedom. In SGDI 2317, on

77 Hyper., 3.4: cvvayoyov & £yo movtoydBev kol todg @ilovg évoyAfoag. The
speaker further says that he deposited the forty minae in the bank (koi Beilg éni
mv tparelav tog tettaparxovio uvag). Cohen (1992, 119) understands these words
to mean that the plaintiff had taken a loan from the bank against the sureties pro-
vided by his friends. Whitehead (2000, 290—1), on the other hand, argues that the
plaintiff arranged for a loan of forty minae from the bank. But the use of the verb
synagern suggests that an eranos was meant. Cf. Finley 1985, 85; Millett 1991, 156.
Harrill (1995, 175-7) suggests that the slave in the Jewish manumission CIRB 70,
from the Bosporus Kingdom, was manumitted with the help of a common chest.
This interpretation, however, cannot be sustained by the other Jewish manumis-
sions (sce above, 4.1).

7 Thid., 9: mpocfecdv pot ol xpficton oig deeiieto mapd 1@ Midq ko ot TAnpwTod
@V £pdvav kol diedéyovtd pot.

" For the institution of eranos, see Ridle (1969, 74-8), who believes, however,
that the eranot for slaves were headed by slaves. See also Radle 1970; Finley 1985,
100-5; Millett 1991, 153-5.
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the other hand, it is obviously the slave who took the loan to pay
for her manumission.*

A famous case from Athens i1s that of Neaera ([D.], 59), who
bought her freedom partly with her savings and partly with the help
of an eranos headed by Phrynion; after her manumission she came
to live with Phrynion. Resenting the way he treated her, Neaera ran
away from Phrynion, taking with her two female slaves, cloths and
jewellery she received from Phrynion, and some of his goods, and
eventually moved in with Stephanus in Athens. Some time later,
Phrynion came to Stephanus’ house and tried to lead Neaera away.
The verb used by the speaker is agein, a technical term denoting the
seizure of a runaway slave and leading him or her back to slavery.
In consequence, Stephanus took the legal step of asserting Neaera’s
freedom (aphairesis eis eleutherian; 59.40). What is important to note
here is that Neaera was considered to belong to Phrynion even after
her manumission, presumably because she still owed him money.?!
Her case, as well as that of Phaeneas from Delphi (discussed above),
suggests that beside the obligation to repay the loan, the manumitted
slave was also considered to be bound in some way to the creditor,
whether an individual or a head of an eranos. An interesting case,
which will be further discussed below (4.2.2), is IG VII 3376 (ca.
200—150 B.C.) from Chaeronea: Theon of the city Phanatis in Boeotia
consecrated his slave Soson, who is described as both #hreptos and
home-born, to Serapis in Chaeronea through the Council, accord-
ing to the law. The consecration clause is followed by what may be
interpreted as a condition attached to Soson’s liberation: he is to
repay a loan, raised by Theon in Phanatis, until the entire debt has
been settled. The inscription does not specify the purpose of the
loan; nor is it clear whether the loan-fund was established to benefit
Theon or Soson.” The money may have been intended for manu-
mitting Soson and for inscribing the deed, in which case Soson was
required to repay the loan-fund. The loan may also have been given
to Theon for another purpose, in which case Soson was to be manu-
mitted on condition that he paid off his ex-master’ debt.

W Cf. SGDI 1754, 1772, 1791, 1878, 1909.

81 Cf. Westermann 1955, 25. On the legal procedures mentioned here, see chap-
ter 5.2.

8 The clause reads: é€eveykdto 8¢ Tacwv TOv €pavov Ov cuviyoye Ofov én
Davorel 10 brgp Oéwvog Gvopa Emg Gv téhog Aafn o Epavog (Il. 8-11). For another
obligation imposed on Soson, see below, 4.2.2.
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The Athenian ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’, the phialai exeleutherikai (IG 117
1553-78), pose some problems in this context. Some of the ‘prose-
cutors’ in these inscriptions are referred to as belonging to an asso-
ciation of eranos-members (kowvov épaviot®v) or are represented by
one of them.® Finley (1985, 105) suggests that these eranoi were ad
hoc associations, which enabled the slave—who lacked legal stand-
ing—to buy his or her freedom; since the slave, by law, could not
own money and be a party to a contract, someone else had to raise
the funds. Finley also claims that it was usually the slave-owner who
raised the money, although sometimes another party took the legal
responsibility. This is also how he interprets Neaera’s case: although
she probably raised the money herself, Phrynion’s involvement was
essential to complete the legal transaction. If Finley’s interpretation
is correct, the eranoi in the Attic inscriptions were loan-funds estab-
lished by the owners or by others for them. This interpretation can
also explain the situation in SGD/ 1804 and /G VII 3376, discussed
above. But if the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’ record manumissions in the
guise of trials, as Finley believes, the eranistai mentioned in them
appear as manumittors; in that case, however, the manumitted slaves
would have been indebted to them and could not have been com-
pletely free, as they appear to be (living in separate demes and hav-
ing their own occupations), despite the grant of freedom. If, on the
other hand, these inscriptions record the verdicts of genuine trials,
as I believe (see below, chapter 5.1), the eranistai appear as prose-
cutors of slaves on the charge of avoiding their obligation to repay
the loans. The latter explanation seems more plausible not only
because it would explain why the acquitted manumitted slaves seem
to be completely free, but also because legal procedures against a
failure to repay an eranos are known from Athens (Ath. Pol., 52.2).

4.2.2  Deferred Manumissions

By ‘deferred manumission’ I mean any act of manumission that did
not make the slave free immediately. Although in modern studies
this type of manumission is usually labelled paramone, conditional, or

8 The cases are: IG II? 1553, 1. 7-10, 20-3; 1556 B, 1. 27-9; 1557 B, 1L
105-7; 1558 A, 1l. 37-43; 1559 A 11, 1l. 26-31; 1566 A, 1l. 27-9; 1568 B, 1l. 18-23;
1569 A III, 1. 18-21; 1570, 1l. 24-6, 57-62, 82—4; 1571, 1. 8-13; 1572, 1. 8-11.
See Westermann 1955, 23.
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suspended manumission, I prefer ‘deferred manumission’ for four
reasons. First, today scholars use the term paramone mainly for manu-
missions in which slaves are required to remain with their ex-masters.
In the sources, this term appears only in inscriptions that record the
release from these obligations. The manumission documents them-
selves, which contain the paramone condition, use the verb paramenein
(‘to remain with’ or ‘beside’), from which the noun paramone derives.
Moreover, sometimes the simple verb menein (‘stay’) is used to describe
the same condition. This, admittedly, is only a semantic objection,
but the extensive use of paramone may mislead where other terms are
used or none at all; some documents imply that the slaves were
required to remain with their ex-owners, although neither paramone
nor the verb paramenein are mentioned. Second, labour contracts in
Graeco-Roman Egypt, which require one party to remain and work
for the other party (usually to settle a debt), are also labelled by
some scholars as paramone, although both parties were free persons.
Hence, the use of this term may confuse. Third, the paramone clauses
themselves are not uniform; they display an array of conditions in
addition to the obligation to ‘remain’. Classifying all these variants
as paramone may mislead. Finally, ‘conditional manumission’ suggests
that only one type of manumission was conditional, while others
were not. The very act of manumission itself, however, was condi-
tional: it depended on the consent of the manumittors and their fam-
ilies and on the slaves’ ability to pay for it; moreover, as I argue
below, all or most manumission agreements included the slaves’ oblig-
ation to supply further services.” Manumission was a social trans-
action; freedom had to be paid for. What distinguished manumissions
with paramone clauses, therefore, was not the fact that they were con-
ditional or that they obligated the slave to remain with the ex-owner;
rather, the distinctive feature was that all obligations associated with
manumission were secured in a formal contract.

Slaves, as noted above, were often bound by various obligations
that compelled them to remain with or near their manumittors, even
where the manumission document does not mention paramone. Our
carliest evidence is Plato’s Laws (914e—915c¢), in his discussion of
property rights. It is debatable whether Plato reflects Athenian practices

8 Cf. Mulliez (1992, 39 n. 36), who notes that even an act of manumission that
is to be effected immediately could entail certain conditions.
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and laws®™ or a blend of these and his own ideas.® But since the
laws he prescribes concerning manumitted slaves who do not com-
ply with their obligations resemble Athenian legal procedures, and
his phrasing of the obligations of manumitted slaves resembles that
of later manumission inscriptions, I take his laws to be founded on
contemporary practice. In the new polis, according to Plato, the
manumitted slave (apeleutheros) is obligated to provide a service (Bepor-
neto). This service consists of appearing at the manumittor’s hearth
three times a month to receive orders—within the limits of justice
and ability—of unspecified nature. This passage reveals the ambigu-
ous status of apeleutheror: the manumitted slaves are free to leave their
former masters’ house, but they must live nearby; they come to their
manumittors’ hearth, the centre of family life, but they must obey
orders. Plato further stipulates that manumitted slaves can marry
only with the approval of their former masters and that they must
not become richer than their manumittors (Lg., 915a). Neaera’s case,
as we have seen, can also be interpreted as a deferred manumission,
because she remained with Phrynion as a slave (cf. Westermann
1955, 25). A slightly different case is the will of Aristotle, in which
he gives instructions that a female slave and three male slaves, together
with the son of one of them, be manumitted when his daughter
marries (D.L., 5.14-5). The other slave children who worked in
Aristotle’s house were to be freed when they reached manhood,
‘according to their worth’ (ibid., 5.15).* Although these slaves were
not ordered to remain in the house ¢fler manumission, the fact that
they would receive their freedom only in certain circumstances makes
it look like deferred manumission.

% So Clerc 1893, 286; Beauchet 1897, 491; Lauffer 1936, 234; Westermann
1945a, 220-21; 1955, 25-6; Radle 1969, 12, 14, 135-8; 1972, 307-12. X., Oe.,
3.4, may be seen as earlier evidence of deferred manumission (so Westermann 19553,
25). In this passage, Socrates, speaking about good estate management, claims that
there are households in which slaves are fettered and yet attempt to run away,
whereas in other households, although they are without fetters, they are willing to
work and remain (Aedvpévoug kot #0élovtdg te dpydlecBon xoi mopapévev). But
this is reading paramone obligation where no manumission is mentioned, merely on
the basis of the use of the verb paramenein. Socrates is not referring to manumis-
sion, but to the state of slaves who are unchained but nevertheless do not attempt
to run away, that is, they remain in the house.

8 See Morrow 1976, 97-109; Saunders 1991, 2-3.

% The text reads kot é&lav. Beauchet (1897, 471) understands the phrase to be
‘according to their value in the market’. Cf. Harrison 1968, 183. I believe, how-
ever, that the meaning is ‘according to their merit’.
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Outside Athens, too, conditions attached to manumission imply
that manumitted slaves had to remain with or near their manumit-
tor. For instance, the manumission by Epicharidas of the female
slave Asia in Delphi (SGDI 1718, 170-157/6 B.C.) states that she is
to be free, ‘residing in Lilaca [her manumittor’s home-city]. . . . Asia
18 not to reside outside Lilaca or live as a free citizen, without
Epicharidas’ agreement; should she reside (outside Lilaea) or live as
a free citizen, her sale will be null and void’.#® Asia is further warned
not to dispose of any of her manumittors’ family property in any
way; on her death, her manumittor or his heirs will inherit her prop-
erty (II. 5, 10—15). Although Asia was not explicitly ordered to remain
( paramenemn) with Epicharidas, the terms of her manumission make it
clear that she had to remain near him; moreover, the warning not
to sell any of Epicharidas’ property implies that she was in some
kind of working relations with him. A similar case is /G IX(1) 3%
618, from Naupactus, which states that the sale of the slave Nilion
to Asclepius will be valid affer the death of the manumittor (. 7-9).
Again, there is no explicit reference to a paramone obligation, but
Nilion was evidently required to remain with his manumittor.*

Where the verb paramenein is used—that is, there is an explicit
paramone clause—it usually appears in the imperative or as a par-
ticiple, indicating that ‘remaining’ is the condition of manumission.
The paramone clause can be vaguely formulated ("X is to remain with
Y’) or specify the required services (see below); often it requires that
the manumitted slave ‘do whatever he/she is ordered to do, as far
as he/she is able, giving no ground for reproach™—a formulation
similar to Plato’s (see above). The period of the paramone was fixed
in the manumission document and ranged from few months to the

% The text uses the verb moltedewv, both in the active and the middle voices
(UM moAltevodt® . . . el 3¢ moAltevoarto), but both forms seem to convey the same
notion. It is difficult to understand how a manumitted slave, especially a woman,
could be a citizen. Perhaps what is meant is some status parallel to that of metics,
rather than citizenship. For this inscription, see also below, 4.4, and chapter 6.1.
The same verb is used in another manumission, /G IX(1) 34, from Stris, in which
the manumitted slaves are granted permission to ‘be citizens’ wherever they wish.

8 Cf. SGDI 2101 (Delphi, 182 B.C.), in which Alcesippus of Calydon bequeaths
to Apollo and Delphi all his property, including his female slave Theutima, ‘so that
she will be free when he dies’ (bote éAevBépov eluev avtay el ti ko mdbp; 1.
10-11).

% The typical formulation is TOPOUEWVET® . . . TOWBV TO EMLTOCOOUEVOV TV TO
Sduvortov dveykAntog.
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rest of the manumittor’s life. Our earliest evidence of such clauses
1s found in the wills of the philosophers from the third century B.C.
In Theophrastus’ will, two slaves were to be free after remaining
(paramenein) and working faultlessly in the garden for four years
(D.L., 5.55). Their deferred manumission stands in contrast with the
immediate manumission of three other slaves (dn éhevBépovg doinuy)—
which itself 1s deferred until Theophrastus’ death. Moreover, Theo-
phrastus ordered that the administration of the shrine, monument,
garden, and walk remain in the hands of Pompylus, ‘who lives in
[or: near] them’; furthermore, he authorized this Pompylus and
Threpte, ‘who have long been free (médhon éhevBépoig odot) and of
great service to us’, to keep all they had received from him in the
past, had acquired themselves, or would receive under the will—a
total of 2000 drachmae (5.54). It is clear that Pompylus and Threpte
had been manumitted with paramone and continued to work for
Theophrastus. Threpte, moreover, may have been the philosopher’s
fosterling, as her name suggests. Note also that she and Pompylus
could not use whatever property they had without Theophrastus’
explicit surrender of his right to it. We have seen above (4.2.1) that
three slaves of Lycon must also have been freed by deferred man-
umission. So too Lycon’s slave Agathon, who was to be free after
remaining for two years, and the two litter-bearers—after four years
(D.L., 5.73).°! Also of interest are Lycon’s instructions to free two
slave children, who are to be fostered (tr¢phein) by his brother (5.72-3).
Since the mother of one of them is to be manumitted too, the two
may have been Lycon’s children.

In the above examples, the period of deferral, when mentioned,
ranges from two years to the manumittor’s lifetime. Inscriptions from
various poleis display a similar range of periods.”” The proportion

9 Gernet (1955, 172) argues that, since no other evidence of paramone comes from
Athens and since Theophrastus and Lycon were foreigners, this obligation was
unknown there. Theophrastus and Lycon, however, lived for many years in Athens
and it is most probable that they adopted local practices. Klees (2000, 11-12)
believes that the philosophers” wills are evidence for the existence of paramone in
Athens and warns against inferring its nonexistence prior to that time on the basis
of an argumentum ex silentio. Klees, however, argues that the phrase §8n ékevBépoug
deinut concerning Molon, Timon, and Parmenion in Theophrastus” will should be
understood to mean that these slaves, too, had been previously manumitted and
now were released from the paramone obligation.

9 E.g., six months (/G XII Suppl. 368, Thasus), one year (/G VII 3391, Chacronea),
three years (SGDI 1696, Delphi), five years (Roesch and Fossey 1978a, no. 5,
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of manumissions that stipulated further service until the manumit-
tors’ death increased significantly in Delphi in the last two centuries
B.C.; so, too, the proportion of manumissions that obligated slaves
to remain in service until both master and mistress had died (Hopkins
1978, 149-51). The reason for this increase is linked to economic
conditions and the price exacted for deferred manumission, which I
discuss below. It should be noted, however, that many manumissions
obligated the slave to serve other family members, whether as the
sole beneficiaries of these services or as residual beneficiaries fol-
lowing the premature death of the manumittor, or named non-rel-
atives as beneficiaries. For instance, in SGDI 425, from Lebadeia
(above, chapter 3.1), the manumitted slave is ordered to remain with
the manumittor’s mother for ten years. Should the mother live longer,
he will pay her money; should she die before that time, he will serve
the manumittor for the duration.”* The female slave Lamia was
manumitted in Phistyon by two men, but was required to remain
with one of them (/G IX(1) 1, 95; 204/3 B.C.). In Calymna, a man-
umitted slave was obligated to remain with his manumittor’s chil-
dren ($p/l.* 869 II).” We have also seen the case of Phaeneas, who
was obligated to remain, not with his manumittor, but with Apollo-
dorus, who had lent him the money to buy his freedom (SGDI 1723;
above, 4.2.1). So too Thraissa in SGDI 1694, also discussed above,
whom her owner, Alexander, sold to Boéthus, on condition that she
remain with the latter for six months; afterwards, Boéthus was to
manumit her in Alexander’s name.

Moreover, although the length of service was fixed, slaves were
often obligated to continue working or to render other services to
family members. Eucho, for instance, was obligated to remain with
her manumittors for as long as they lived and until their son reached

Chaeronea), until the manumittor’s death (/G VII 1778, Thespiae; 2228, Thisbe;
3314, Chaeronea; /G IX(1) 189, 190, Tithora; 7C¢ 153, Calymna; Petsas, nos. 12,
25, Leucopetra; CIRB 74, Bosporus Kingdom).

% Hopkins (1978, 150) regards the obligation to serve both master and mistress
as a deterioration in the conditions of manumissions. But we should ask whether
an obligation to serve only one of them made any difference, if the manumitted
slave remained in the same house or even lived near by. Could manumitted slaves
refuse to serve their ex-mistress, or other family members (see below), if their manu-
mission obligated them to serve the master?

% Cf. SGDI 2171 (Delphi, 100-50 B.C.), IG VII 3322 (Ist half of 2nd century
B.C., from Chaeronea).

» Cf. IG IX(1) 3% 638.9 (Naupactus); Petsas, nos. 56, 75, 86.
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manhood (SGDI 1359, from Dodona). A manumitted slave in Calymna
was obligated to remain with his manumittors until their death and
then to support their children (7C 178).” These protracted services
reveal the diverse nature of deferred manumissions. Whereas in many
manumissions the paramone clause was formulated in a vague and
general way (cf. Pl., Lg., 915a, above), in many others it was only
one of several stipulations. Several documents specify the nature of
the obligation to remain: slaves are ordered to ‘serve’ (SGDI 1690,
Delphi), to ‘keep on doing what he/she did while still a slave’ (7C
155, Calymna), to ‘serve like a slave’ (og dovAn; FD 3.3.329, Delphi),
or explicitly ‘to slave’ (SovAevovoor; /G IX(1) 194, Tithora).” In SGDI
1751, from Delphi, the paramone was associated with ‘labour’ (épyacia);
and in SGDI 1904, also from Delphi, a manumitted slave boy was
required to serve as a fuller’s apprentice and then to work in his
manumittor’s house. Sometimes the services attached to the paramone
are more specific. Slaves were obligated to offer sacrifice, worship
gods, and see to their manumittors’ funeral and the customary rituals,
or were warned not to marry without their manumittors’ consent or
to accumulate too much property.” In other manumissions, the man-
umittor i3 named as the heir to the manumitted slave’s property
(e.g., SGDI 1696, 1718, from Delphi). This condition demonstrates
the widespread concept (perhaps also sanctioned by law) that the
(ex-)owners retained full discretion to allow or prevent slaves or freed
slaves from disposing of whatever the latter acquired. Note that
Plato’s Laws give manumitted slaves the right to accumulate prop-
erty, but not more than their manumittors owned; should a manu-
mitted slave’s property exceed that of his ex-master, the surplus goes
to the latter (Lg., 915a—b). Moreover, manumitted slaves are not

% Cf. TC 177, where the manumitted slave is ordered to remain until the death
of his manumittors and then be the apeleutheros of their children.

9 Cf. Petsas, no. 70, 1I. 9-10, from Leucopetra: ‘and they are to slave for me
for as long as I leave’ (SovA(e)boovowy éuot é¢’ docov L®).

% Sacrifice: e.g., /G VII 3083, from Lebadeia; worship: e.g., Roesch and Fossey
1978a, no. 6, from Chacronca; funeral rites: e.g., CIRB 73, from the Bosporus
Kingdom; SGDI 1545, 1546, from Stris; /G IX(1) 190, from Tithora; property and
marriage: Pl, Lg., 915a. In IG IX(2) 1290, from Pythion, the manumitted female
slave and her son are given the right to own real estate (Il. 11-12); Arvanitopoulos’
amendment of lines 12-13, followed by Babacos (1966, 80), also gives the manu-
mitted female slave the right to marry any man she wishes ([kol cvvoikelv Gvdpi]
® &v Bodrovton). Cf. Helly 1976, 149-52. It may be inferred that while still in
paramone, these manumitted slaves were implicitly denied these rights.
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allowed to accumulate more than the third property class, or else
they must leave the city within 30 days, taking all their property
with them. As a general rule, manumitted slaves, as well as metics,
cannot stay in the city more than 20 years; at the expiration of that
term, they must leave the city with all their belongings (ibid., 915b—c).
We see that although the regulations in Plato’s Laws are more lenient
than some of the conditions specified in manumission inscriptions,
the notion that the manumitted slave’s property was controlled by
the manumittor was widespread.”

Another recurrent condition attached to paramone clauses was the
obligation to raise (trephein) children for the manumittors, apparently
as their replacements, as in SGDI 1719, from Delphi. A complicated
case of this kind is FD 3.6.38 (Delphi, early Ist century A.D.), in
which Epaphro and Epiphanea are manumitted with a paramone for
the length of the manumittor’s life. After the latter’s death, Epaphro
is to hand over to the manumittor’s grandson three two-year-old
infants; should she fail to provide them, she must pay 200 denarii.
After five years, Epiphanea is to hand over a three-year-old boy to
the manumittor’s son, and, three years later, another three-year-old
boy to the manumittor’s grandson. In /G IX(1) 193, from Tithora,
on the other hand, the manumitted slave girl was ordered to raise
a child of two years old, not for her manumittor, but for the guar-
antor of her manumission.'” Moreover, the status of children born
to manumitted slaves under paramone seems to have been at the man-
umittor’s discretion. Some manumittors stipulated that such children
be slaves (e.g., IG VII 3322, from Chacronea); others declared them
free (e.g., ibid., 3377).""" A curious case is SGDI 2171 (Delphi, 100-50
B.C.). The home-born female slave Dioclea was manumitted by sale
to Apollo, in return for three minae, and required to remain with
her manumittor’s mother. Although the length of the paramone is not

9 This may also be inferred from [Arist.], Rh. AL, 1422b 9 ., where the author
gives an example of the analogous use of laws: Just as the lawgiver established that
those who die childless should be inherited by their nearest kin, so, in this case, I
should be given control of the property of the manumitted slave; since those who
manumitted him are no longer alive, it is only just that I, their nearest kin, con-
trol the manumitted slave’.

% For other examples of this condition in Delphi, see Hopkins 1978, 156; Tucker
1982, 233—4. In Calymna this condition was widespread (e.g., 7C 176a, 186). For
central Greece, see, e.g., IG IX(1) 318, from Amphissa.

11" For examples of these stipulations in Delphi, see Tucker 1982, 233—4.
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specified, the inscription states that Dioclea will be free when the
manumittor’s mother dies. Lines 1621 stipulate that if Dioclea bears
a child during her paramone service, she may suffocate (or drown) it,
if she wishes, or raise it as a free child; but she may not sell it.
Tucker (1982, 235—6) plausibly suggests that the manumittor had no
interest in any children that might be born to Dioclea, so he allowed
her to decide what to do with them. But since he wanted to keep
Dioclea until his mother’s death, he would not allow her what may
have been her only means of buying herself out of the paramone—
acquiring money by selling her children (on early release from para-
mone service, see below).

It would be interesting to know whether infanticide was common
among female slaves—as might be inferred from this inscription. As
far as I know, SGDI 2171 1s the only extant manumission that men-
tions infanticide. On the other hand, the wording of this clause
implies that all three options—killing the baby, raising it, and sell-
ing it—were common. Dio Chrysostom (15.8) assumes that female
slaves who became pregnant would use abortion or infanticide so as
not to have the additional trouble of raising children in slavery. This
observation of the first-century A.D. writer is most significant. It may
point to a widespread practice among slave women. However, in
Delphi, in the first century B.C. and the first century A.D., as noted
above (chapter 3.2), the number of home-born slaves increased, and
the stipulation that manumitted slaves raise children for their man-
umittors became frequent. Moreover, Dio refers to women in slav-
ery, whereas Dioclea was a freed person. This fact may suggest that
the life of a female manumitted slave, who was bound by a para-
mone clause, was as hard as that of a slave; although given the option
to raise the child as a freeperson, Dioclea is deemed as preferring
(under certain circumstances) to kill the child.

It should be stressed again that these conditions were imposed on
slaves in addition to, or together with, the paramone, and that the
obligation to remain with the manumittor can sometimes be inferred
from the text even though it is not explicitly mentioned. But there
are other conditional manumissions that do not include an obliga-
tion, explicit or implicit, to remain with the manumittor. The oblig-
ation to repay a loan, for instance, did not necessarily involve
remaining with the manumittor. Such was the condition imposed on
Soson (/G VII 3376, from Chaeronea; above, 4.2.1), whose manu-
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mittor, Theon, ordered him to repay the eranos loan he had raised.'”
The stipulation that the manumittor inherit the manumitted slave is
also found in a manumission without paramone clauses (e.g., 1G IX(1)
12, 96a, from Phistyon). The manumitted slave Libanus was warned
not to raise (trephen) children (IG IX(1) 3% 624d, from Naupactus);
apparently the manumittor intended to inherit Libanus’ property (cf.
Blavatskaja 1972, 44). Finally, in his will, Acousilaus’ instructs his
wife and—after her death—his son to give his slaves and manumitted
slaves 100 silver drachmae for a celebration at his tomb on his birth-
day every year (P.Oxy. III, 494, 1l. 22-5). Note that this clause also
reveals Acousilaus’ expectation that his manumitted slaves feel affection
and respect for him.

Of special interest are the Jewish manumissions from the Bosporus
Kingdom, in which slaves were often ordered to serve the prayer-
house after manumission. This obligation follows the declaration of
the manumitted slaves’ new free status and, with minor variants,
speaks of Borelo (‘flattery’) and npookaptépnoig (‘persistence’) towards
the prayerhouse.'™ The interpretation of this obligation is highly

192 Soson’s manumission has an additional condition, the meaning of which is

not altogether clear, but which sheds light on Soson’s unique position as both threp-
tos and home-born (I. 5). The text of the additional condition is: v 8¢ oikiowv, g
g€xer v xtficwv ‘Apuéag 'Apiotovog Povortede TETIGTELVUEVOG TOPO. ZDOOOVOC,
xout[C]écBw Tdoov 10 €’ adth ddveilov, kol kedevodte dmododvarl Thy GVIV ThHg
olkiog ‘Appéov Oéwevt (Il. 10-15). The interpretation of these words depends on the
meaning of memiotevpévog, kowlécbo . . . ddvelov, and dmododvor v Gviv in this
context. As I understand the text, Theon gave the house to Harmeas as security
for a loan; that is why Harmeas is described as being in possession of it. Now
Theon orders Soson to repay the loan and recover the house. The interesting detail
is that Soson, according to this interpretation, was the one who put up the secu-
rity, that is, that he executed a legal transaction while still a slave. It seems that
his distinctive status in the household made him a confidant of his owner and that,
like the Athenians Pasion and Phormio, he was the manager of his master’s busi-
ness. Pringsheim (1950, 187-9) misunderstands the situation reflected by this inscrip-
tion. He believes that Soson took the eranos from Harmeas and mortgaged his house
as security for the loan. Not only is this interpretation not supported by the text;
it also mistakenly ascribes to slaves the right to own real property. For another
example of an obligation to repay an eranos, see SGDI 1804, from Delphi.

15 This is the wording, with slight constructional variants, in CIRB 70, 73, 985;
SEG 43, 510. In CIRB 71, the word Bwnelo is not used and the other requirement
is described by the verb mpooxaptepelv. CIRB 1127 is unique in requiring the man-
umitted slave to remain in the prayerhouse (npooué[vov]oa 1 ntpooevyfi). CL Petsas,
nos. 33, 43, 59, 83, 113 (from Leucopetra), discussed below, in which the manu-
mitted slaves are required to remain with the goddess; but in almost all these cases,
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controversial.'” Its meaning depends both on the exact sense of the
words thopeia and proskarteresis in the context of the Jewish prayer-
house and on whether it derives from the fact that manumission
took place in the prayerhouse. Some scholars interpret this clause as
restricting the manumitted slave’s freedom of movement: he or she
may not enter the prayerhouse (e.g., Calderini 1908, 420). Others
believe that the manumitted slaves were required to attend the prayer-
house and take part in its religious activities, indicating that they
have been converted to the Jewish faith (e.g. Westermann 1955,
124—-6). According to a third view, this obligation was both religious
and economic (e.g., Nadel 1948). The economic aspect of this oblig-
ation has been postulated by Gibson (1999, 144-50); she interprets
it as a paramone obligation, directed by the ex-owner to the prayer-
house. Hence, thopeia and proskarteresis mean services of labour-based
relations and have no religious content. Although Gibson’s view seems
plausible, it should be noted that these services restrict the manu-
mitted slave’s freedom of movement and, at least in CIRB 73, they
follow the end of paramone obligation to the manumittor.

Similar to the Bosporan inscriptions are consecration-manumis-
sions, which required the freed slaves to serve the god, to whom
they were consecrated, or supervise a shrine and cult. Such, for
instance, are the manumissions from the sanctuary of the Mother of
Gods in Leucopetra (cf. above, chapter 2.2). The manumitted slaves
are obligated to serve the goddess on certain days every year,'” and
are sometimes declared to belong to the goddess (Petsas, e.g., nos.
12, 1. 16; 25. 1. 6; 51, 1. 16).'% But in many cases, as we have seen,
this obligation was added to a paramone clause and, in some manu-
mission acts, was to be fulfilled only affer the manumittor’s death
(Petsas, e.g., nos. 12, 25, 31)."” Moreover, although the manumit-

the explicit obligation is to serve the goddess on certain days every year. A simi-
lar service may be understood in CIRB 1127.

' For the various interpretations, see Gibson 1999, 134-50.

1% The standard phrase is brnpetodvio/danpetodooy T Oed tog 0inovg Huépog
(e.g., Petsas, nos. 12, 1. 14; 14, ll. 6-7). In no. 131, the manumitted slave boy is
also required to serve as a flute-player in the sanctuary. In no. 139, the manumitted
slave is required to serve the goddess as much as he is capable (kaBog §0[vaton,
1. 11-12). For the interpretations of this obligation, see also above, chapter 2.2.

1% E.g., Petsas, no. 12, I. 16: ‘and no one will have power over (the manumit-
ted slaves) except the goddess alone’ (undéva eive xbplov §| v Beov uévnv); no.
25, 1. 6: ‘(and he) shall be the goddess’s” (efvor tfi¢ 0e0d).

17 In Petsas, no. 43, 1. 11-17, the condition is formulated differently: the man-
umitted female slave is required to remain with the goddess for the usual days, but
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ted slave is declared to belong to the goddess, the obligation to serve
her is limited to certain days and it scems that the ‘ownership’ of
the goddess was meant merely as a warning against any attempt to
re-enslave the manumitted person (see also below, section 4.4) This
is made clear by the inscriptions nos. 33, 43, 59, 83, and 113, which
require the manumitted slaves to remain (mpoouévew) with the god-
dess (in no. 59, for the rest of the manumitted slave’ life). But it is
clear from the phrase ‘in the regular days’, added to every one of
these manumissions (except for no. 59), that there is no question
here of temple slavery.'™ Hence, although the consecration made
the manumitted slaves /ieror and bound them to the sanctuary (Latte
1920, 102-5), they were legally free and not the property of the
goddess (Cameron 1939b, 148-9). Likewise, consecrations of prop-
erty to shrines or for the foundation of cults in Cos, confer freedom
on the donators’ slaves on the condition that they supervise the cult.
This, for instance is the case in Ins. of Cos, no. 36 (= SGDI 3634),
from ca. 300 B.C., in which Diomedon sets free his slave Libys and
the latter’s descendants, on condition that they administer the cult
he funds to Heracles (cf. SEG 14, 529). Seemingly, these conditions
bound the freed slaves to the shrines (Latte 1920, 106; Bomer 1960,
77-80); in reality, however, these conditions were stipulated in the
manumittors’ interests and did not make the manumitted slaves the
property of the gods.

The slaves’ obligations were often secured by penalty clauses that
followed the conditions. These clauses reveal the quasi-servile status
of manumitted slaves: ‘should [name of slave] not remain/work/com-
ply with the conditions, the sale/consecration/manumission will be
null and void’.!” Moreover, manumission contracts often state the
manumittor’s right to punish a disobedient manumitted slave ‘as
[name of manumittor] may choose’. Sometimes the penalty clauses
are more specific, as in Plato’s Laws (915a—c), where the authority

in the remaining time she is to remain with the manumittor and (apparently) her
husband for the rest of their lives (n(p)o(c)uévovoav tog €Bipnovg Muépag, tov 8
kotdAowmov yxpdvov mpo(o)uevi ol kol Atovusio tov Coopev xpdvov).

1% Tn fact, the wording of no. 33 (‘and he (the slave) will serve me for the rest
of my life, remaining with the goddess on the regular days’) is the reverse of the
more recurrent formula:‘and he/she will remain with me for the rest of my life
and serve the goddess.’

1% This warning appears in many manumission inscriptions. See, for instance,
EV, 145-7, no. 45 (Beroea); SGDI 1854 (Delphi). This warning is also found in
manumissions without paramone clauses but with other conditions (e.g., SGDI 1804).



234 CHAPTER FOUR

to punish is split between the manumittor and the magistrates. The
former may seize and lead away (agein) his manumitted slave if he
serves him unsatisfactorily or not at all,''’ and confiscate property
exceeding his own; the latter may bring the manumitted slave to
court should his wealth exceed that of the third property class. /G
IX(1) 189, from Tithora, states that the manumitted slave must pay
a fine and will be liable to bodily seizure if he does not remain with
the manumittor. The manumittor’s mother in SGDI 2171 (from
Delphi), who was the beneficiary of paramone, was given the right to
punish and threaten the manumitted female slave as she wished; only
selling her was excluded. In FD 3.3.329, on the other hand, the
manumittor’s right of punishment included beating, chaining, and
selling the manumitted slave. In the last three examples, the freed
persons were liable to punishment as if they were still slaves. But in
SGDI 1714, the manumittors’ right was to punish the manumitted
slave ‘as a free woman’. These conflicting attitudes add to the confu-
sion over the status of manumitted slaves in deferred manumissions,
a much-debated question that I discuss below. The question becomes
even more complicated in light of inscriptions in which the right to
punish manumitted slaves was extended to other persons, who were
to act at the manumittor’s request and be immune to legal pro-
ceedings (e.g., SGDI 1719, 1. 11-13; from Delphi). Several other
manumissions stipulate that, in the event of a disagreement between
the former master and the ex-slave, three arbitrators will be nomi-
nated and their decision will be final (e.g., SGDI 1696, from Delphi).

Waiting for the end of the paramone-period with its concomitant
obligations could be frustrating; in many cases, as we have seen,
especially when the period of service was the rest of the manumit-
tor’s life, it could last many years.'"" But manumitted slaves could

10 The threat with agein, ‘lead’, is also found in manumission inscriptions (e.g.,
SGDI 1878; IG IX(1) 189). Radle (1972, 307-8) understands agein to mean ‘lead
back to slavery’. Koschaker (1931, 28-9), too, believes this verb to mean ‘lead the
slave back to the manumittor’s authority’. This also seems to be the meaning of
agemn in Plato’s Laws (915a); on status distinctions in the penal code of Plato, see
Saunders 1991, 107-8, 334-8. See also Waldstein 1986, 103—4.

""" Hopkins (1978, 149-50) uses estimations of life expectancy in the ancient
world to arrive at a general idea of the length of paramone services. According to
this, and assuming that most manumittors were adult, half of 40-year-old men lived
another 17-20 years; half of 60-year-old men lived another 8 to 10 years; women
had a slightly greater life expectancy. Hence, a manumitted slave, bound by a para-
mone clause for the duration of the manumittor’s life, could expect to wait another
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buy their way out of paramone before the expiration of its term. I
use the word ‘buy’, although not all the inscriptions that mention
early release refer to monetary payment. Nonetheless, it seems safe
to assume that manumitted slaves who were bound by a paramone
clause had to pay an additional sum of money for early release.'”
Such early release (apolysis) was presumably not available to all, how-
ever. First, there are only 41 known cases of early release in Delphi
between 201 B.C. and 100 A.D., out of 400 manumissions with para-
mone clauses, although their proportion increased over the years.'”
Second, where prices paid for apolysis are mentioned, they are usually
considerable. For instance, Agathameris paid five minae for her man-
umission and was bound by a paramone clause to remain with her
manumittors until their death (SGDI 1918; Delphi, 178 B.C.). Although
her manumission contract does not mention the possibility of an
early release, eight years later she paid three minae to be released
from her paramone-obligation (SGDI 1919), bringing the total price of
her freedom to eight minae. It should be added that she is not
described as home-born or as a skilled craftswoman, two factors that
might have affected the price. It seems likely, than, that only a minor-
ity of slaves manumitted with paramone could afford an early release.

Agathameris’ is also an example of the small number of cases in
which we can trace the stages of freedom. Several other manumis-
sions include provisions for early release.''* SGDI 2199 (Delphi, 50
B.C.), for instance, which is the manumission contract for Apollonia,
contains a paramone clause for the length of the manumittor’s life,
followed by the provision, ‘if Apollonia wishes to leave ecarlier, let
her pay Theodora [the manumittor] three minae and be released
from the paramone’ (Il. 10—12). A few years later (SGDI 2200), Theodora
received the three minae and released Apollonia. This case is admit-
tedly exceptional, since no payment for freedom is mentioned in the
manumission contract, although the term ona (sale) appears in line
14."® Hence this may be one of the rare cases in which the paramone

10 to 20 years before attaining full freedom. But see above, chapter 3.2, for life
expectancy inferred from the inscriptions themselves.

112 See Samuel 1965, 265; Hopkins 1978, 150-52; Tucker 1982, 232-3.

1% See Hopkins 1978, 150—1. For examples of payment for apolysis in other places
see, e.g., BCH, 25 (1901), 359-61, no. 1 (Thespiac); 7C 184 (Calymna); /G IX(1)
3%, 624f (Naupactus).

" Tucker (1982, 232-3 n. 28) cites such examples from Delphi.

' Note also that in SGDI 2199, Theodora manumits Apollonia with the consent
of her daughter, whereas in SGDI 2200 she releases Apollonia with the consent of
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was stipulated instead of a cash payment.'"® Conversely, we have
apolysers with no corresponding manumission documents. Such is SGDI
1751 (Delphi, 170-157/6), in which Philo both manumits a girl
(l. 1-5) and releases a previously manumitted woman, Leaena, from
her paramone-obligation (Il. 5-6). The inscription mentions no pay-
ment for this release, but the fact that it is eflected ‘according to
what was written in the sale’ (i.e., in the manumission contract) may
imply that the manumission contract stipulated the conditions under
which Leaena could be released from paramone, including payment.
It should be noted that there is no mention of payment for the man-
umission of the girl, too. As noted above (chapter 3.2), Leacna may
have been her mother. Moreover, the wording of the apolysis section
differs from that found in other cases. It reads, ‘Philo, being sound
in mind and body, agreed that Leaena be released from the para-
mone and labour . ... ‘Being sound in mind and body’ is a phrase
usually employed in wills, suggesting that this document is in fact
Philo’s will.""”

Release from paramone could also be ‘paid for’ by providing a re-
placement slave, as in SGDI 1717 (Delphi, 170-157/6). Aphrodisia
1s manumitted for three minae, on condition that she remains with
her manumittors for as long as they live; when they die, she is to
pay their son another mina and go free. The apolysis clause reads:
‘if Aphrodisia wants to be released earlier, while Callistratus and
Thaumion are still alive, in return (for the release) she should buy
Callistratus and Thaumion a slave woman of the same age’ (Il. 6-8).
If we accept the opinion that the price of freedom was close to the
market price for slaves and that the price of manumission with para-
mone was a little lower, the total sum that Aphrodisia would have
paid for full freedom could reach eight minae. At Calymna, many

her mother. Another example is FD 3.3.329, from Delphi (above, chapter 3.2), in
which Eisias was manumitted for two minae and obligated to remain with her man-
umittor until his death. Some years later (#D 3.3.333) she was released from the
paramone. Moreover, her manumittor remitted the money she had to pay for her
manumission, manumitted the son born to her while in paramone, and named him
and her as his heirs. See below, SGDI 1751, for a similar case of possible ties
between manumittor and manumitted woman.

16 See above, 4.2.1.

7 Cf, e.g., P.Ox. 111, 490, 1. 2; 494, 1. 2. Hopkins (1978, 151 n. 31) infers from
this phrase that a manumittor who did not exact payment was acting counter to
the normal practice. But it seems that this release involved special circumstances.
Perhaps Leaena was Philo’s concubine and the girl their daughter.
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inscriptions record the obligation to raise a child and hand it over
to the manumittor as a condition of release from the paramone (e.g.,
7C 186). Segré (1944-5, 177-8), the editor of 7C, suggests that both
the paramone and the obligation to provide children as a replacement
were sanctioned by the law of the apeleutheroi. 1 shall return to his
view below; suffice it to note here that both he and Babacos pos-
tulate that in Calymna and in Thessaly the paramone was imposed
by the laws of the polis and was not a matter of private agreement
between the manumittor and the manumitted slave. Finally, SGDI
2143 (Delphi, 150—140 B.C.) is a unique example of the annulment
of a previous manumission with a paramone-obligation. The inscrip-
tion states that Telon and Cleto sell their slave Sosos to Apollo, for
the purpose of freedom, in return for three minae. Lines 9-13 of
the inscription add that ‘the previous sale of Sosos to Apollo, in the
archonship of Thrasicles in Delphi, and what was stipulated in it,
namely, that Sosos was to remain with Telon and Cleto for as long
as they live, is null and void’. We do not know why the manumit-
tors changed their mind. Perhaps Sosos offered his manumittors
money in return for release from the paramone; but if so, why was
the document not worded like other apolysis documents? Can this
case be considered as a variant form of apolysis? If so, it is interest-
ing that the release is executed as a re-sale to Apollo, that is, as a
new manumission.

The impression produced by paramone and apolysis clauses is that
freedom could be attained in more than one way and that any servile
or semi-servile status was reversible. As Hopkins notes (1978, 148),
slavery became temporary servitude. In the first century B.C., for
instance, a slave in Delphi could buy his or her freedom in two
stages: first by committing him/herself to further service (usually for
the length of the manumittor’s life) and then by buying release from
this service. Seen in this light, manumission was something to bar-
gain for, if the slave was skilled or lucky enough. But this picture is
misleading or, at least, incomplete. The fact that both deferred manu-
mission and release from the conditions attached to it had to be
paid for immediately limited the number of slaves who could benefit
from it. As we have seen, there are only 44 known cases of release
from paramone in Delphi. We do not know how many others were
released in this way, either in Delphi or elsewhere. We should remem-
ber that this two-stage freedom meant paying for a deferred manu-
mission, for an early release from the paramone, and for publication
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of both documents—the manumission contract and the apolysis con-
tract. How many slaves were not skilled or lucky enough to buy full
or deferred freedom? How many died while in paramone? Furthermore,
many deferred manumissions do not mention paramone but do have
attached conditions: could manumitted slaves ever be released from
these?

Nevertheless, the contractual quality of manumission, and partic-
ularly of deferred manumission, is unmistakable. Slave-owners had
a valuable asset to sell and slaves were willing to pay dearly for it,
if they could. There was considerable room for bargaining between
the simple offer of freedom and the willingness to pay—whence the
wide range of modes of manumission and their provisions (often
influenced by the particular relations between the master and the
slave). Manumission inscriptions may even look like nfer pares con-
tracts: although freedom is conditional, in some cases the manumitted
slave was asked to ‘remain of his good-will’ (edvéwg; e.g., IG VII
1780, from Thespiae).'"® Moreover, apolysis meant that the paramone,
and all other services tacitly understood to be part of it, was can-
celled. But judging by the Delphic inscriptions, which form our largest
corpus of detailed documents from a limited place and era, the terms
of manumission deteriorated: the price of full freedom rose, the con-
ditions became tougher, and full freedom became an increasingly
distant target. In first-century B.C. Delphi, deferred manumission
was more like slavery than freedom. The situation should not have
been very different elsewhere. Even the verb employed to describe
the release from paramone, apolyein, may imply limited freedom. This
verb, it should be remembered, usually denoted ransom of captives.
It was sometimes also used to describe manumission, as in Hyperides,
Against Athenogenes, where Athenogenes agrees to release his three
slaves for the plaintiff’s sake and demand in return 40 minae (dmoAdoo
uot; 3.4). Both in the context of ransom and in the case related in
Hyperides, apolyein would mean that the released persons would be
indebted to their manumittors and, hence, bound to them until the
money 1is repaid (see above, 4.1). Apolysis from paramone, too, had to
be paid for; hence it was conditional. How, then, should we under-
stand deferred manumission and paramone clauses? And why did own-
ers and slaves opt for them? These questions have long been debated,

"8 Cf. Roesch and Fossey 1978a, no. 5, from Chaecronea; 1978b, 138, from
Coronea.
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particularly in connection with sacral manumission, which displays
the largest incidence of paramone. The interpretations offered, which
reveal once again the problems of trying to analyze manumission in
exclusively legal terms, are worth reviewing briefly. First, however,
let us summarize the main aspects of deferred manumission.

We have seen that the act of manumission conferred freedom on
the slave. This is made explicit by the use of the verbs of manu-
mission (apeleutheroun, aphienar) or by the expression ‘for the purpose
of freedom’ attached to verbs of consecration and sale (anatithenai/ apo-
didonai ep’ eleutheriar). As we shall see below (4.4), the more elaborate
manumission documents also specify what I call ‘the marks of free-
dom’, that is, the status of the slave after manumission and the
actions that the guarantors, or any other person who so wishes, must
take to protect the manumitted slave’s freedom. On the other hand,
conditions attached to manumission—to continue to serve the man-
umittor or to satisfy other obligations—deferred the manumitted
slave’s freedom, sometimes until the death of the manumittor or even
the manumitted slave. In this interim state, manumitted slaves had
to obey orders and serve their manumittors ‘as slaves’. Often they
could not leave their manumittor’s house or, if they could, had to
live nearby. In many cases, they could not dispose of their property
freely. Manumittors could stipulate that children born to their man-
umitted slaves while in paramone remain in the house as slaves. Penalty
clauses threatened manumitted slaves with punishments customarily
meted out to slaves but illegal in the case of free persons. What,
then, was the status of a slave whose manumission was thus deferred?

The multifaceted and ambiguous appearance of deferred manu-
mission, and particularly the paramone clause, has perplexed schol-
ars.'"” The primary point of debate has been whether persons freed
under paramone were virtual slaves, free, half-free, half-slave, or both
slave and free. All these possibilities have been advanced by schol-
ars. The answer depends to a considerable extent on the importance
we attach to the order of the various clauses in manumission docu-
ments. In some of them, the clauses that specify the slave’s new
status and the means of its protection precede the paramone clause;
in others, they follow it. According to the first sequence, we may
understand that the manumitted slave was free and that he or she

19 The various interpretations are conveniently reviewed by Samuel 1965, 223-5;
Waldstein 1986, 93—105.
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agreed to the conditions stipulated by the manumittor as a free per-
son. If so, how are we to understand the position of free persons
who are liable to corporal punishment, may have to hand over their
children to slavery, and may lose their property to the manumittor?
And, as Gernet (1955, 169) rightly comments, if the manumitted
slave agrees to the obligations attached to manumission as a free
person, the obligations cannot be stipulated as a condition to free-
dom. According to the second sequence, we may understand that
the manumitted slave remained a slave during the service period. If
so, what was the meaning of the declaration of freedom, which
always preceded all the other clauses? Westermann (1948) claims
that manumission contracts make a grammatical distinction between
the declaration of freedom and the paramone clause. He further argues
(1955, 35, 55—6) that slaves who committed themselves to paramone
surrendered two elements of their freedom, namely, part of their
freedom of movement and their freedom of occupation; but their
status as free persons and their defence against arbitrary seizure
remained. Westermann bases this view on two assumptions. First, he
infers from the Delphic manumission inscriptions that these four ele-
ments of freedom were first formulated in the ancient world by the
priests of Apollo. The inscriptions usually include the manumitted
slaves’ right to go wherever and do whatever they wish and warn
against attempts to re-enslave them. Second, from a comparison of
Greek manumissions with Egyptian labour contracts, in which a free
person voluntarily agreed to stay with his creditor and work off his
debt for a fixed period, he infers that the paramone clause was ‘a con-
tractual labour relation of a semi-bondage type’ (1935, 55). If the
manumitted slave under paramone remained a slave, he argues, he
could not enter into an agreement with a free person.'”

Samuel (1965) offers a similar view. He argues that, except in
Calymna, the provisions of manumission did not affect the manu-
mitted slave’s status as a free person and were not part of the manu-
mission process.'”! The principal sign of the manumitted slaves’
freedom, he claims, was their right to own property: ‘a man no
longer is property, but has it’ (1965, 295). Moreover, manumitted
slaves had the right to marry and have children, they were protected

120 Cf. Westermann 1945a; 1950.
121 Samuel (1965, 294) agrees with Babacos (see below) that in Calymna paramone
was prescribed by law.
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against arbitrary arrest, and they could not be re-enslaved while in
paramone. These essential constituents of liberty were not denied to
manumitted slaves, not even by the penalty clauses. The obligation
to paramone, according to Samuel, was taken on by a free person,
who could opt out of it. Like Westermann, Samuel relies on labour
contracts, which include paramone without affecting the free status of
the parties; paramone, he asserts, originally had a technical legal mean-
ing that preceded manumission documents and was only later applied
to manumitted slaves, without losing its legal nature.'”” Against
Westermann’s and Samuel’s views, one can point out paramone clauses
that require the manumitted slave to serve ‘like a slave’, or ‘be a
slave’, and the penalty clauses, which often resemble master-slave
relations. Moreover, although manumitted slaves could accumulate
property, like free persons, their right to use it was often limited by
the discretion of the manumittors, who frequently emphasized their
right to this property (cf. Larsen 1959, 417). As for Westermann’s
theory of the four elements of freedom, not only is there no evi-
dence that it was the priests in Delphi who invented and dictated
these freedoms; it must also be noted that the protection against
arbitrary arrest applied vis-a-vis other persons, not against the man-
umittor. Finally, in Graeco-Roman Egypt labour contracts were
entered into by free persons, of their own volition; it is questionable
whether slaves who entered into such contracts at the time of their
manumission could be called free and whether they had any free-
dom of choice.

In contrast to Westermann and Samuel, other scholars emphasize
the manumitted slave’s quasi-servile status under paramone. For instance,
D-H-R, Ins. Jur. Gr. 11, 273-5, who suggest that such a person occu-
pied the position of a slave but was not a slave (‘loco servi, non
servus’).'” Other scholars, starting from different points of view, deem
this status to have been somewhere between slavery and freedom.
According to Beauchet (1897, 481), for instance, the manumitted
slave was in a halfway status, between the slave and the citizen.
Koschaker (1931, 43), too, believes that manumitted slaves under
paramone had the peculiar status of half-free; but this meant in his

122 Waldstein (1986, 93-101) accepts Samuel’s view, although he attaches more
weight to relations of power, as reflected by the penalty clause. Cf. Bomer 1960, 40.
123 Cf. Samuel’s reservations about such views (1965, 223-5).
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opinion decreased freedom, not ameliorated slavery.'” Koschaker
explains this position as divided rights of ownership: while in para-
mone, manumitted slaves owned only half of themselves; only after
the paramone ended did they attain full freedom, as can be inferred
from the recurrent expression ‘be his/her own master’ (kvptevétw
avtoo0vtod/6g). In like manner, Pringsheim (1950, 9-13, 184-212)
stresses the distinction between the transfer of ownership, effected
through manumission, and actual possession. According to this dis-
tinction, which Pringsheim argues was familiar to the Greeks, the
manumitted slave under paramone became his or her owner by virtue
of the manumission, but the ex-owner retained possession. Hence a
person in paramone had limited freedom. Gernet (1955, 169-70), who
argues that manumitted slaves were traditionally obligated to con-
tinue to serve their former masters and that manumission documents
were the Greek way of legally securing these services, considers the
manumitted slaves to have been in a halfway status. A different point
of view is that of Babacos. In his study of family rights in Calymna
(1964), he follows Segré (7C 175-8)' in arguing that in Calymna
‘the laws of the apeleutheror’ required paramone, to which he adds the
obligation to register a prostates, monetary charges, and the ex-owner’s
rights over the manumitted slaves’ property. Accordingly, Babacos
asserts that a manumitted slave under paramone was both free and
slave (1964, 40)."® Albrecht (1978, 199-200) distinguishes manumitted
slaves for whom paramone was stipulated as security for the payment
for freedom from manumitted slaves for whom the paramone was in
lieu of a cash payment for freedom. Those in the first group, he
argues, were half-free; their freedom was suspended. Those in the
other group, however, retained their slave status until the end of the
service period. The idea that in some manumissions paramone was in
lieu of cash payment is plausible; SGDI 2200 (discussed above) may
be an example. But can we accept that the Greeks conceived of
paramone and other manumission conditions as reflecting two different
statuses?

12 S0 also Calderini 1908, 286; Ridle 1969, 142-5; 1972, 308.

1% Against Segré, see Klaffenbach 1953, 459.

126 See the criticisms levelled against Babacos by Albrecht (1978, 199) and Wald-
stein (1986, 98). Babacos, however, may not have been too far off; see below, chap-
ter 5.3.
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These legalistic disputes have been rejected by Krinzlein (1983),
who cogently notes that modern scholars are bothered by legal details
more than the ancient Greeks were. His view follows those who see
the status of manumitted slaves under paramone as lying between slav-
ery and freedom, particularly Babacos’ assertion that these manu-
mitted slaves were both free and slave. But whereas Babacos explains
this situation as a unique combination of slavery and freedom, estab-
lished by law, Krinzlein differentiates between the manumitted slaves’
status vis-a-vis their former masters and their status vis-a-vis other
persons. Analyzing three inscriptions (/G IX(1) 8% 754, from Amphissa,
Ist half of Ist century B.C.; IG IX(1) 192 and 194, from Tithora,
carly 2nd century A.D.), he observes that manumitted slaves bound
by paramone clauses were completely free vis-a-vis all other persons
except for the manumittors; in relation to the latter, they were in a
state of incomplete freedom (ibid., 245—7). In the first inscription,
the female slave Soteris is required to remain with her manumittors
and do whatever she is ordered to do. This is followed by the penalty
clause that should Soteris not do as ordered, her manumittors may
punish her in any way they choose. So far the inscription follows
the common formula of sale-manumissions. But the next clause reads,
‘towards all the rest, let Soteris be free and untouchable ...’ (roti
3¢ 1ovg Aowmovg mdvtag £otw Totnpig élevbéipo . . . 1l 7-12)—mean-
ing all other persons. A similar phrase appears in the two inscrip-
tions from Tithora: ‘but to all the rest, let her/them be free’ (tolg
3¢ Aowmolg dmacwv hevBépa/on éotm/v; Il 21-2 and 202, respectively).
In fact, /G IX(1) 194 fully corroborates Krinzlein’s theory, because
right before this phrase, the paramone clause stipulates that the manu-
mitted female slaves remain and ‘keep being slaves’ (SovAgbovoon).
Krinzlein further supports his interpretation with another inscrip-
tion, /G VII 1780 (Thespiae, late 3rd century B.C), in which the
paramone clause contains an expression he translates as ‘let them have
freedom towards all’ (eiuev 8¢ [od]toic mavelevBepios 1. 7).

These four inscriptions can hardly be taken as representative of
all Greek manumissions. Moreover, Krinzlein’s interpretation of these
expressions can be questioned.'” Nevertheless, I find his suggestion

127 Koschaker (1931, 42), Ridle (1969, 144), and Albrecht (1978, 196) under-
stand novelevBepion as ‘complete freedom’, that is, the status of the manumitted
slave afler the end of the paramone, in contrast to the half-freedom before its end.
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most persuasive. It also accords with what we learn from sources
that mention or record manumission and from the use of manu-
mission terminology. We have seen that Neaera, despite her manu-
mission, had to remain with Phrynion and serve him. The wills of
Aristotle, Theophrastus, and Lycon imply that manumitted slaves
were not wholly free in relation to their manumittor. Manumission
inscriptions that include paramone clauses and other conditions reflect
the ambiguous status of manumitted slaves. The freed persons remained
with their manumittors, served them as slaves, and were liable to
corporal punishment and to revocation of their manumission should
they fail to do as ordered. On the other hand, they were given their
freedom, protected against re-enslavement by the manumittors’ heirs
or any other person, and had the right to go wherever and do what-
ever 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 a state of servile dependence on their manu-
mittors. Nor is the order in which the various clauses appear in the
manumission document of any significance for their status. Although,
over time, the various clauses of manumission documents (the dec-
laration of freedom, paramone clauses, the naming of witnesses and
guarantors, warning clauses) became more or less standard, the order
of these elements did not.

If we insist on legal terms, Pringsheim’s theory can be applied to
deferred manumission: 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. That
is why manumittors could treat them as if they were slaves. Partial
manumissions from Egypt (above, chapter 2.3.2) demonstrate this
aspect of manumission. We cannot explain them in legal terms unless
we assume that a distinction was made between ownership (partial
or total) and possession: any freed part was owned by the slaves;
but since their bodies could not be divided so that the owners could

The plural Aowrol in Pi., 1. 4(3).39 means ‘descendants’, and may well be used in
the same meaning in these inscriptions. In this case, it would mean freedom in
relation to the manumittors’ heirs, which does not seriously alter Krinzlein’s inter-
pretation. Likewise, if we understand this expression to mean ‘for the rest of the
time’ or ‘in the future’ (as, e.g., in PL, Lg, 709¢), it merely emphasizes the servile
position of manumitted slaves while in paramone.
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benefit only of those parts that were still in slavery, we can say that
their owners also possessed the free part. This notion is also corrobo-
rated by an inscription from Leucopetra (Petsas, no. 133, 1. 5-7),
in which the female manumittor reserves for herself the ‘use’ (ypfioig)
of the manumitted slave to the rest of her life.'® But socially, as
Hopkins (1978, 142 n. 19) remarks, ‘it is proper to see them as con-
ditionally freed’. Conditions attached to manumission, whether or
not combined with paramone, protracted slavery to a considerable
degree. If slaves were required to pay money, they actually worked
and saved money for another person; if they were required to remain
with their manumittors and serve them, they could not live and do
as they wished. If they were required to conduct funeral services or
sacrifice regularly to certain gods, they were bound to their manu-
mittors’ poleis; if they were required to hand over or leave behind
children, they were denied the right of free persons to have free
children.

Hence, from a legal point of view, it may not be proper to refer
to the manumitted slaves’ extended dependence on their former mas-
ters as slavery. But in social terms, since any dependence was con-
ceived of as slavish (see above, chapter 1.2), these freed persons’
position was slavery. We need only cite a passage from Menander’s
Heros, much quoted by scholars as evidence of the survival of debt-
bondage in Athens, despite Solon’s reforms. Tibeius, a manumitted
slave of Laches, had taken Gorgias and Plangon, who were born to
Myrrhine but abandoned after birth, into his house and raised them.
Since Tibeius died owing money to Laches, Gorgias and Plangon
came to stay (émuéver) on Laches’ estate to work off the debt (fr.
50, 1. 35-6). Daus, one of Laches’ slaves, fell in love with Plangon.
When Getas, another slave of Laches, asks Daus if she is a slave,
Daus answers ‘you might say so, in some way’ (0Vtog Novyfi, tpénov
twa; fr. 40, 1 20). Interpreting this passage according to Westermann’s
view, Gorgias and Plangon, as the fosterlings of a manumitted slave,
were free persons who voluntarily entered into a labour contract to
work off a debt. By Pringsheim’s theory, they were their own own-
ers, but agreed to transfer temporary possession of themselves to
Laches. In social terms, however, since they were bound by debt to

128 Cf. Cameron (1939b, 146), who suggests that chresis here merely involved para-
mone; Petsas, 185, who notes the distinction between this right, reserved for the
manumittor, and the transference of ownership to the goddess.
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another person and worked for him, they were ‘like slaves’. Moreover,
their status as fosterlings, as we have seen (above, chapter 3.2), was
not wholly free vis-a-vis Tibeius; and since he himself depended on
Laches, they also belonged in ‘some way’ to the latter.

Why, then, did slaves agree to these terms of manumission, if they
achieved only nominal freedom? The answer must be that they did
not have much choice. Although manumission was a transaction,
owners were the stronger party and could dictate the terms. Moreover,
they could simply refuse to manumit. Slaves, therefore, took what
opportunity they had, according to their resources, to attain free-
dom. Their freedom, admittedly, was not complete, but legally they
were free. As we shall see below (4.4), many manumission docu-
ments unequivocally proclaim their status as free persons in relation
to all people—except the manumittors. I add this reservation, because
our analysis of manumission terminology (above, chapter 2.3.1) reveals
that many, if not all manumitted slaves still belonged in some way
to their manumittors and were referred to as his/her apeleutheros many
years after their manumission. In fact, I believe that manumission
was always conditional. If many of our sources do not explicitly dis-
close this fact, it is perhaps because conditions were frequently agreed
upon between masters and slaves, without giving them publicity. The
elaborate inscriptions from Delphi and elsewhere are exceptional.
We do not know what conditions were stipulated in the hundreds
of manumissions recorded in catalogue inscriptions. Paramone clauses
may support my assumption. Many of them, as we have seen, are
formulated in a most vague way: ‘let X remain and do as ordered’.
The services to be rendered were presumably decided upon by own-
ers and slaves before manumission. Hence, the obligation to para-
mone was just a general way of describing what was agreed to
beforehand. Other manumissions, or, for that matter, Plato’s regu-
lation of master-slave relations in the Laws, specify conditions, some
of which forced the manumitted slave to remain with the ex-master.
Only when explicitly released from all former obligations could a
manumitted slave be called exeleutheros, completely free.'” By agree-
ing to gradual and conditional freedom, slaves achieved what, to us,
may seem like half-slavery. We should not, however, underrate the
Jeeling of freedom of a person who, for the first time in many years—

129 Even then people remembered his servile origin, as we shall see in chapter 6.2.
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or, in many cases, for the first time in his or her life—had a legal
personality and the status of non-slave.

This view can be corroborated by addressing the question of why
slave-owners granted freedom to their slaves and yet obligated them
to provide various services. The simplest answer, offered by several
scholars, is that owners sought to maximize their profit. They were
paid considerable sums for manumission, continued to enjoy the
slave’s services for the rest of their lives or for a limited period, and
sometimes obtained more money by releasing the manumitted slave
from the paramone obligation. Hopkins (1978, 147-9) suggests that
conditional manumission was a compromise between what the mas-
ter wanted and what the slave wanted. The master wanted to cap-
italize part of the slave’s value yet continue to enjoy his services; the
slave paid only a part of his market value, retained his or her socio-
economic security, and, by remaining in his manumittor’s house, was
protected against the risks and hardships of independence (cf. Beauchet
1897, 480). As we have seen, though, manumitted slaves were often
obligated to serve persons other than their former masters. This fact
should, at least, make us hesitant in accepting the profit motive as
the sole or primary one. Hopkins may be right in ascribing to slaves
feelings of apprehension about going out and fending for themselves
(as Epictetus, 4.1.33—7, attests), but this seems to overlook what must
have been a genuine and constant hope for a change of status.

Hopkins (1978, 162) also convincingly suggests that in the early
period of a more stable economy, most manumitted slaves remained
in the socio-economic roles they had fulfilled as slaves and continued
to depend on their former masters for patronage. The Roman conquest
upset the local economy and caused the migration of manumitted
slaves from Greece to Italy in search of a better life. Consequently,
masters, who ran the risk of losing the services of their former slaves,
secured them by contract. This theory can be extended to periods
and regions other than Delphi in the last two centuries B.C. As we
have seen, conditions were attached to manumission as early as the
fourth century B.C. (and probably long before) and in other parts
of the Greek world. What we see in the Delphic inscriptions is the
contractual development of a practice that I believe was very old
and widespread. In some places this practice may also have been
established by law, as Babacos (1964) suggests for Calymna. It is
there that the term apeleutheros most clearly manifests the continued
dependence of the manumitted slave. In 7C 177, for instance, the
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manumitted slave was required to remain, afler his paramone period,
as the apeleutheros of the manumittor’s children. But inscriptions from
other poleis also indicate that the manumitted slave was bound to
the ex-master even after the paramone. In Tithora (/G IX(1) 190) and
in Larissa (/G IX(2) 541, 542), the manumittor’s rights to his manu-
mitted slave’s services were anchored in law, as can be inferred from
the use of the term apeleutherosis and its relation to the former masters.
In /G XII Suppl., 368, from Thasus, the manumitted slave is required
to ‘remain for six moons (i.e., months), being apeleutheros and untouch-
able by any other person’. It seems, then, that deferred manumis-
sions and the continuing bond between ex-masters and ex-slaves were
deeply rooted in ancient Greek society. Hence, it was not only profit
that motivated slave-owners to stipulate conditions; it was the wide-
spread concept that a manumitted slave was still obligated to the
manumittor or—if the latter was willing to transfer his or her right—
to other persons.

4.3 The Prostates

Ancient lexicographers state that one of the manumitted slaves’ oblig-
ations was the registration of a prostates. 'This obligation—sometimes,
in fact, formulated as a right of the freed person—is mentioned in
several manumission inscriptions. The evidence concerning the prostates,
however, is deficient and confusing. According to the Athenaion Politeia,
ascribed to Aristotle, one of the duties of the Polemarch at Athens
was to bring to court charges of the kind called dike apostasiou (58.3).
The nature of this legal procedure is explained by Harpocration:
“This is a kind of a private law-suit, which manumittors could bring
against their manumitted slaves, if the latter left them or registered
another epistates and did not do what the laws require. Those who
are convicted must become slaves, and those who are acquitted
become then completely free.”'” Harpocration uses the word epis-
tates, which means ‘a supervisor’; in the Souda (s.v. dnootociov), the
person who must be registered is called prostates, literally ‘a protec-

13 Harp., s.v. dmootaciov: dlkn tig éott xord 1@v dmelevbepwbiviav dedouévn
10lg dmedevBepdoocty, édv dpiotdviol e ' adTdv 1 Etepov éntypdomvTon émiotdinv
Kol 0 kKeAEDOVOY Ol VOpoL i Toldowy. kol Todg pev aAdviag Sel Sodlovg elvart,
to0¢ 8¢ viknoavtog teléag fi0n EhevBépouc.
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tor’. Harpocration’s explanation and the apostasiou procedure will be
discussed in detail below, in chapter 5.1. What interests us here is
Harpocration’s statement that registering an epistates other than the
manumittor could lead to prosecution and that, if convicted, the
manumitted slave lost his free status and reverted to slavery. This
raises some important questions. First, what is an epistates and is this
word a synonym for prostates? Second, were the duties of the manu-
mitted slave’s epistates identical to those of the metic’s prostates, known
in Athens? Third, can we infer that Athenian law (perhaps
Demosthenes’ ‘laws of the apeleutheroi and of the exeleutheroi’) decreed
that the manumitted slave’s epistates must be the manumittor? If so,
what was the interest of the polis and manumittors in this kind of
law? It should be noted that the words rendered in my translation
of Harpocration as ‘manumittors’ and ‘manumitted slaves’ appear in
the Greek as the active and passive participles of the verb apeleuthe-
roun. Given that those who were acquitted became ‘completely free’,
can we assume that being an apeleutheros involved taking the manu-
mittor as a prostates and that acquittal made the manumitted slave
an exeleutheros, free of any further obligation to the manumittor?
Finally, what motive could the manumitted slave have for register-
ing another epistates? Later we shall also ask whether similar laws
existed outside Athens.

The words epistates and prostates have the same signification of stand-
ing over someone or something;'"' hence Harpocration may have
merely used a synonym of prostates. But Aristotle, in his Rhetoric (1408b
25), cites as an example of metrical speech the customary cry of the
herald in Athens: “Whom does the apeleutheros choose as an epitro-
pos?’'3? The word epitropos usually means ‘someone in charge of any-
thing’, ‘a trustee’, ‘a guardian’, and is known especially in relation
to minors (see above, chapter 3.1). Taken together, these three words

B! The primary meaning of prostates is ‘one who stands above’ or ‘before’; it is
applied in the sources to leaders, both military and political. In fifth-century Athens
it became a standard appellation of political leaders and—especially in the phrase
prostates tou demou—of those who championed, or were presented as advancing,
democracy. Fpistates, on the other hand, is usually employed in an administrative
context; note, however, that in /G XIV(l) 1317, from Rome, this word seems to
stand for the Latin patronus of manumitted slaves.

2 In his edition, Kassel suggests, as noted in chapter 2.3.1, that this line was
taken from Aristophanes’ comedy, Babylonians. If so, the word epitropos designated
the mediator of manumitted slaves as ecarly as 426 B.C.
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seem to indicate that the role of the person who had to be regis-
tered by the freed slaves was to protect, supervise, and represent
them.'™ But this generates other questions. Were these words used
interchangeably, or should we infer that in fourth-century (or per-
haps already in fifth-century) Athens this person was called epitropos?
If so, he may have differed from the prostates of the metics. Moreover,
according to Harpocration, this person was, by law, the ex-master,
whereas according to Aristotle’s example in the Rhetoric, the manu-
mitted slave could choose whomever he wished. Should we prefer
the earlier evidence of Aristotle to Harpocration’s late entry?
These questions are not easy to answer, especially because Har-
pocration does not clarify whether ‘what the laws require’ included
registering the prostates or whether this obligation was customarily a
matter of a private agreement between the manumittor and the man-
umitted slave. Calderini (1908, 330—2) and Radle (1969, 134-6)
believe that the law required a manumitted slave to register his or
her manumittor as prostates, in addition to other obligations. Ridle
(1969, 136—8) bases his view on Plato’s Laws (915a—c), where man-
umitted slaves are liable to seizure if they do not satisfy the obliga-
tions imposed on them. In Plato, these obligations are sanctioned by
law; moreover, the polis itself prosecutes manumitted slaves whose
property exceeds the fixed ceiling (see above, 4.2.2). However, it is
not clear whether Plato is reflecting the actual legal situation in
Athens. Harrison (1968, 185) argues that the law in Athens merely
required the manumitted slave to do whatever the manumittor stip-
ulated as a condition of manumission. In other words, the dispute
is whether Athenian law specified the manumitted slaves’ obligations
vis-a-vis their manumittors or merely stated that any private agree-
ment between the parties must be fulfilled, thus enabling manumit-
tors to sue their manumitted slaves for breach of contract. No evidence
of a manumittor prosecuting his manumitted slave for registering
another epistates (or a prostates or epitropos), however, has reached us,
except for the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’, which are believed to be records

135 See Anonymous in Rh. (Rabe), 190, 17-24, who explains that in the old times
epitropor were appointed for manumitted slaves, because the latter lacked the right
of free speech, enjoyed by the freeborn. He describes the role of the epitropos by
using the verb dvtumoteloBou, ‘to exert oneself about something’. Harrison (1968,
183 and n. 2) suggests that this herald’s cry may have been part of the procedure
of manumission in the theatre or of the apostasiou legal proceedings. Ridle (1969,
14), too, believes this line to have been part of a publicly executed manumission.
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of the verdicts in genuine or fictitious apostasiou trials. Even these,
however, are merely lists of names and do not specify the charges.

Let us try to solve the problem by examining the evidence and
roles of the prostates of the metics. The prevalent view is that man-
umitted slaves automatically assumed metic status; hence, evidence
about the metics’ prostates should be relevant to our subject. This evi-
dence enables a fair description of his role, although scholars have
been divided on this question too. The prostates of the metics is
attested in fifth- and fourth-century authors;"** according to the
Athenaion Politeia (58.2), a metic who did not register a prostates was
liable to prosecution (graphe aprostasiou). It is noteworthy that for both
metics and manumitted slaves, the act of taking a prostates is described
as registering'® and failure to do so was grounds for legal proceed-
ings. It is debatable, though, whether this prostates’ role was limited
to registering the metic as a resident in a deme'™ or also consisted
of legal and other assistance.'” Harpocration (s.v. dnpoctaciov) ascribes
to the prostates the role of representing the metics in all matters, both
private and public. The Souda (s.v. vépew mpootdnv) gives a similar
explanation. Of special interest is the Souda’s comparison (s.v. npdEevog)
between the proxenos, who was nominated by the citizens of one polis
to represent and help them in his own polis, and the prostates of the
metics. In fact, the sources do seem to imply that the prostates did
more than register the metics on the rolls of the deme."” If the role
of the prostates of the metics was the same as that of the manumitted
slaves, we may assume that the latter mediated between the freed
person and the political institutions, provided legal help, and registered

B See A., Supp., 963-5; S., OT, 411; Ar., Pax, 684; Ra., 569-70; D., 25.85;
Hyper., fr. 21; Isoc., 8.53; Clerc (1893, 260) argues that these sources cannot prove
that the role of the prostates as we know it was already established in the fifth cen-
tury B.C.

1% The Greek verb is émypdeesBor. In Isoc., 8.53, however, the verb is ‘take’,
‘take as one’s lot’ (vépew).

1% This is the view held by most scholars, at least for the fourth century B.C.
See, e.g., Wilamowitz 1887, 231-3; Clerc 1893, 269-70; Beauchet 1897, 581-2;
Francotte 1910, 204—-6; Whitehead 1977, 91; MacDowell 1978, 77-8.

157 So Calderini, 1908, 222; Busolt 1920, 294; Laroche 1943, 13-32; Harrison
1968, 192; Gauthier 1972, 132—6; Albrecht 1978, 213.

1% See particularly Ar., Ra., 56970, where the demagogues Cleon and Hyperbolus
are described as the prostatai of innkeepers in Hades. Cleon’s name, it should be
remembered, was the standard answer to the herald’s cry “Whom does the apeleutheros
choose as his epitropos?’ (Arist., Rh., 1408b 25). See also Ar., Pax, 684, where the
registration of a prostates 1s equated to choosing a political leader.
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him or her on the rolls of the deme. But according to Aristotle, the
aprostasiou prosecution was a graphe; that is, it could be undertaken
by anyone who so wished against a metic who failed to register a
prostates; a dike apostasiou process, by contrast, was initiated only by
manumittors against their manumitted slaves who registered another
person as their prostates. Why this difference, if the function of the
prostates was the same in both cases? Moreover, the prostates of the
metic had to be a citizen. What happened if the manumittor was a
metic? Was this right transferred to a citizen? Some of the prose-
cutors/manumittors in the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’ are metics; hence,
they could be a party in this legal proceeding. But we do not know
whether they prosecuted their manumitted slaves for registering others
as prostatar—indicating that metics could serve in this role—or on
other charges covered by this procedure.'”

A clue may be provided by the case of Pasion. His manumittors
were Archestratus and Antisthenes, who were bankers in the Piraeus
(D., 36.45-8). We would have expected Pasion to register them as
his prostatai and to be registered as resident in the deme Piracus. But
after Pasion had been granted citizenship, and probably before that,
he was registered in the deme Acharnae. A possible explanation
comes from Isocrates’ reference to the Athenian citizen Peithodorus
of the deme Acharnae, who ‘did everything for Pasion, both by
speech and by action’ (17.33). Peithodorus’ grandson and namesake
was an intimate friend of Apollodorus, Pasion’s son ([D.], 50.27). So
it 1s likely that the elder Peithodorus was Pasion’s prostates, that he
registered him in his own deme, and that friendly relationships devel-
oped between their families.'* If this conjecture is correct, the rights
of Pasion’s manumittors were transferred to Peithodorus, perhaps
because they were metics.'*!

1% This is also true if we accept that these were manumissions in the guise of
lawsuits. It is hardly conceivable that the Athenians, who were so strict about guard-
ing the citizen body against any non-citizen intruder, would have had so much dis-
regard for the proper use of their legal system as to let the law courts be used for
such a sham, and by non-citizens at that. On this subject, see further below, chap-
ter 5.1.

10 Cf. Davies (1971, 430—1), who suggests that the elder Peithodorus sponsored
Pasion’s naturalization.

" Pasion’s manumitted slave, Phormio, was registered in the Piracus and not in
Acharnae, although it is probable that Pasion was already a citizen at the time of
Phormio’s manumission.
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Let us look at another case. Neaera had been manumitted by two
Corinthian citizens. Since the money for her manumission came
mainly from an eranos headed by Phrynion, she remained with
Phrynion and lived with him in Athens. We do not know anything
about the laws concerning manumitted slaves in Corinth; it seems
clear, however, that Neaera’s manumittors waived any right to her
services, including being her prostatai. Was Phrynion considered to
be her prostates? Neaera ran away from Phrynion and escaped to
Megara; there she met the Athenian Stephanus, who—says Apollodorus
in his speech against her—stands for her’ (npotctator . . . adtfig; [D.],
59.37). Can we understand this verb, which is etymologically related
to prostateuein, as ‘serves as her prostates’® Both Phrynion and Stephanus
were Athenian citizens; hence, they could assume this role. But
Phrynion’s action against Neaera, after she returned to Athens with
Stephanus, suggests that he considered her to be his slave, for he
tried to seize and lead her away and, when Stephanus asserted her
freedom, prosecuted Stephanus for ‘taking (her) away into freedom’
(aphairesis eis eleutherian). Why did Phrynion treat Neaera as his slave
and not sue her for registering another prostates, namely Stephanus?
Since both men were Athenian citizens, there was no need for
Phrynion to transfer his right to be Neaera’s prostates. Was Phrynion’s
action against Neaera equivalent to dike apostasiou? The confusion of
apostasiou and aphairesis prosecutions is also evident in Hyperides® allu-
sion to the aphairesis procedure in his oration Against Aristagora in a
graphe aprostasiou (fr. 21), that 1s, against a metic woman on the charge
of failing to register a prostates. 1 shall return to this problem below,
in chapter 5.2; it should, however, be noted that Neaera (according
to the speaker, Apollodorus) pretended to be Stephanus’ lawful wife—
that is, a woman of the citizen class. Hence, Phrynion’s action may
have been intended to assert his ownership of Neaera; Stephanus
acted as a third party who protects a free person from unlawful
enslavement. It may be, of course, that the speaker Apollodorus
intentionally misrepresented the facts; his argument, after all, was
that Neaera was a foreigner who passed her children off as having
citizen status. But to further complicate matters, the Souda (s.v.
anootaciov) offers an additional explanation of apostasiou prosecution,
namely, that this proceeding was invoked against slaves who pre-
tended to be free persons.

The only way out of this tangle seems to be accepting that, in
Athens, manumitted slaves were required to register their manumittor
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as prostates, and that a metic manumittor may have been required
to transfer this right to a citizen.'*” The picture is not much clearer
outside Athens. Three literary sources attest to prostatai in Megara
(Lycurg., Against Leocrates, 21), in Oropus (Lys., 31.9), and in Cos
(Herod., 2.8, 10, 15, 37-9). But this evidence concerns metics; we
do not know what may have been the law in these poleis with regard
to manumitted slaves. Manumission inscriptions use both the sub-
stantive prostates and related verbs (mpoctoteiuev, mpootapev, TPocTa-
tedey, mpoiotachot). Hence, before we review the evidence, it is
essential that we investigate whether these verbs share the technical
meaning of the substantive. Since they usually appear in clauses that
state the means of protecting the manumitted slaves’ freedom (the
right of the guarantors or anyone who so wishes to prevent re-
enslavement), we might think that they merely convey the general
idea of protection. For instance, SGDI 4642 (Messenia, Ist half of
3rd century B.C.), states: ‘Anyone who so wishes may protect (tpocto.-
tevétw) Petraia, asserting that she is free, according to the law of
the polis’. In /G IX(1) 120 (Elatea, 150-130 B.C.), the formulation
is: ‘Permission is given to anyone who so wishes to take away and
stand for (cuAfiv kol mpototacOai) them and assert their freedom’
(elg ehevBepiov dparpeioBon). The words ‘according to the law of the
polis’, in the first inscription, may imply that the slave’s manumis-
sion had been performed according to the law and she was there-
fore legally free; or it may imply that the law allowed any person
to protect the manumitted slave’s freedom. If the latter reading is
correct, we may assume that in third-century B.C. Messenia, any
person could be the manumitted slave’s prostates.'” The second inscrip-
tion includes ‘standing’ for the manumitted slaves as one of three
verbs of protection; hence, it is not certain that here proistasthai has
the technical meaning of being a prostates.

To the best of my knowledge, in all manumission inscriptions these
verbs are always used with the phrase ‘anyone who so wishes’. On

12 Cf. Harrison (1968, 185 n. 2), who suggests that, in case the manumittors
were themselves manumitted slaves, their own prostatar served in this role. See also
Beauchet (1897, 506), who believes that a metic manumittor retained only the rights
to the manumitted slave’s services and hence could prosecute the later in an apos-
lasiou dike only for evading his or her obligations, but not for registering another
prostates.

5 Radle (1969, 51), on the other hand, argues that here the use of this verb
does not indicate the prostates.
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the other hand, when the noun prostates appears, it is usually with
explicit reference to a person or persons mentioned in the docu-
ment. For instance, in SGDI 2172, from Delphi, the relevant clause
reads, ‘and he (the manumitted slave) chooses his manumittors as
prostatar’ (1. 10—11). Another example from Delphi is SGDI 2251, in
which the manumitted slave is ordered to consider (véuew) as prostates
his manumittor and the latter’s descendants. Irom these different
uses I infer that where the verbs are used, the choice was left to the
manumitted slave; or—to judge by the wording—any citizen who
wished was permitted to help the manumitted slave. This free choice,
however, does not indicate that these verbs did not have the tech-
nical meaning of the substantive. /G IX(1) 120, from Elatea, cited
above, can be understood to mean that in addition to being the
official prostates of the manumitted slaves, a person who so chooses
has to act both physically'* and in court for the person he protects.

Reviewing the manumission inscriptions according to this distinc-
tion, we see that in Phocis the identity of the prostates was a matter
of choice. Many manumission inscriptions use the phrase ‘anyone
who so wishes’; many also stipulate that a person who chooses to
be a prostates recetves half the fine imposed on anyone who attempts
to re-enslave the freed person. Several inscriptions also stipulate that
anyone who chooses to act as prostates on behalf of the manumitted
slave will be immune from legal proceedings and punishment.'* In
IG TX(1) 34, the right to protect (mpoictacOor) is given to the god
Asclepius (to whom the slaves were consecrated), but also to his priest
and to any ‘chance person’ (mapatvywv). In IG IX(1) 36, from Stiris,
as we have seen (above, chapter 3.1), the female manumittor per-
forms the manumission through her prostates, but we do not know
whether she was a metic or a manumitted slave; nor is it clear
whether the prostates was her own manumittor or a citizen who vol-
unteered to perform this task. In Delphi, the situation is different.
The obligation to defend the manumitted slave’s freedom is imposed
on the manumittors, their heirs, the guarantors, and ‘anyone who
so wishes’ or ‘any chance person’. But the verb of protection is
ovAelv. This verb, which usually denotes the right to seize a person

"** For the verb 6vAfjv (cvAGv) in the context of manumission, see below, 4.4.

5 See, e.g., IG IX(1) 34 and 42 (from Stris), 66 (= BCH, 59 [1935], 202, no. 1,
from Daulis), 47 (from Hymapolis), 119-22 and 124 (from Elatea), 190 (from
Tithora).
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(usually a foreigner) and his or her property on account of a debt
or a threat on the part of the person seized, cannot be taken as
equivalent to prostateuen."* Sylein means only a physical action, in this
case, forcibly taking away the manumitted slave from anyone who
attempts to re-enslave him or her. Can we infer that the obligation
to take a prostates was not known in Delphi?

The two inscriptions from Delphi cited above (SGDI 2172 and
2251), however, do mention a prostates. In 2172, the manumittors
were citizens of Erineus, hence foreigners in Delphi; it may be, there-
fore, that this stipulation, unique in Delphi, was compatible with the
laws of Erineus. In the other inscription (2251), the manumittor’s
origin is not mentioned; he may have been a citizen of Delphi. But
it 1s interesting to note that the guarantor, Damon son of Dexondas,
was either the father or the son of the manumittor, Dexondas son
of Damon. Since this manumission is agreed to by ‘the sons (of the
manumittor), Damon and Agathon’, I believe that the guarantor was
the manumittor’s son. The protection clause reads: ‘If anyone attempts
to re-enslave Parnassus (the slave), the manumittor Dexondas and
the guarantor Damon are to vouch for the validity of the sale, and
likewise any chance persons are authorized to take Parnassus away
as a free person’ (Il. 16-20). Perhaps Parnassus was ordered to take
‘Dexondas and his descendants’ as prostatar because the manumittor
and the guarantor were father and son.'"” If I am right, it may be
that, although other inscriptions make no explicit mention of it, the
institution of the prostates was known at Delphi, but this person was
not necessarily the manumittor. Moreover, since the verb of pro-
tection is sylein, the prostates’ role may have been limited to physical
protection of the manumitted slave’s freedom.

In Boeotia the picture is no clearer. /G VII 1780, from Thespiae,
uses the same formula found in Phocis, except that the right to act
as prostates and to look after the manumitted slaves (npootateiuev
a0tdv kM [ém]pédecBon) is given not to any person, but only to the
guarantors. In /G VII 1778, from the same polis, however, the rel-
evant clause reads, ‘and Apollodora is to take whomever she wishes

6 For this verb (the more common form of which is cvAdv) and the corre-
sponding noun 10 cbAov, see Latte 1931; Bravo 1980.

7 T have rendered €yyovot by ‘descendants’, although properly it means ‘grand-
sons’. But it seems strange that Dexondas would name his grandsons as prostatai
rather than his sons.
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as a prostates’. This phrasing differs from what we have seen before
In two respects: it uses the substantive together with the grant of a
free choice and it leaves the choice to the manumitted slave and
not to ‘any person’. On the latter point, this stipulation resembles
the situation of the prostates of the metics at Athens; metics there (but
apparently not manumitted slaves) chose their prostatai. Albrecht (1978,
213) may be right in suggesting that Apollodora’s manumittors were
metics and that this is why the choice was left to her; otherwise the
manumittors would have been her prostatai. It should be noted, though,
that another manumission inscription from Thespiae (BCH, 25 [1901],
359-60, no. 1) makes no mention of the prostates or of the right to
choose one. A manumission inscription from Orchomenus stipulates
that ‘they themselves (i.e., the manumittors) nominate (literally, ‘con-
sider as’, vowdépev) as the prostates whomever they wish’ (BCH, 19
[1895], 161, no. 2). Albrecht (1978, 213) believes that in this case,
too, the manumittors were metics. But we have no way of knowing
what the rule in Orchomenus was. Judging by the fact that the man-
umittors kept for themselves the right to choose a prostates, perhaps
manumittors usually assumed this role.

Mention must also be made here of the inscriptions from Chaeronea,
in which persons who had been manumitted by consecration and
hence were called ‘sacred’ (hieror) manumitted their slaves in the pres-
ence, and presumably with the mediation, of the hierarchos (e.g., 1G
VII 3377; cf. above, chapter 3.1). It is quite likely that the hwerarchos
represented the fieror in all legal transactions and that his mediation
was prescribed by law. But the unique circumstances of these man-
umissions make it doubtful that we should consider the Ahierarchos to
be a prostates, as Albrecht (1978, 214-5) does. Albrecht further sug-
gests that this ‘prostates’ was an official because these manumissions
were consecrations effected in the Assembly. As I argue (above, 4.1),
the role of the Assembly was limited to the authorization of publi-
cation; the hierarchos was involved because the fieroi were in his juris-
diction. We do not know the norm in manumissions performed by
citizens: did the law require their manumitted slaves to take a prostates,
and, if so, was he usually the manumittor? One inscription (/G VII
3381) may shed some light on this issue: a woman, who is not
described as fueros, sets free a slave in the presence of her own man-
umittors. There is no way of knowing whether these manumittors
were her prostatai; it may be that, being a woman, they acted as her
kyriot in this transaction, as the law in Chaeronea seems to have
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required (see above, chapter 3.1). But it is precisely the role of the
kyrios which seems to essentially characterized the prostates in Athens,
and hence possibly also in other places.

An interesting case is found in an inscription from Beroea (EV,
145-6, no. 45, ll. 27-30), from the third century B.C. Attina, the
manumittor, orders the manumitted slaves to ‘consider (fyodvton) as
their prostatai the king, the queen, Machatas son of Theogenes and
his children, Damognetus, and lasonikus’. The mention of the king
and the queen is unique in the corpus of manumission inscriptions
from Beroea (see the comment of the editors); however, this clause
seems to mean they and the private persons are to act as the man-
umitted slaves’ protectors. The king is also mentioned in line 21 as
receiving half of the fine imposed on anyone who might attempt to
re-enslave the freed persons. The private persons are not known
from any other source and it is impossible to establish their relation
to Attina. It may be that being a woman, Attina could not act as
a prostates, but it is strange that, although both her sons (and the
children of one of them) are referred to in a warning clause against
any attempt by them to re-enslave the manumitted slaves or take
their property, neither of them is to be the prostates. Since this is the
only occurrence of the term in Beroea, nothing conclusive can be
inferred about the use of the prostates there.

In those poleis from which we have evidence, then, manumitted
slaves were not as a rule obligated to take their manumittors as
prostatai. Calderini (1908, 272, 331) and Réadle (1969, 138-9), how-
ever, believe that it was customarily the manumittor who performed
the role of the prostates, unless he explicitly waived his right, and that
where inscriptions do not mention this function, we must assume
that the manumittor tacitly accepted this role. If they are correct,
though, how does the renunciation of the right to serve as prostates—
in the case where the manumittor was himself a manumitted slave—
fit in with the manumittors’ rights to further services from their
manumitted slaves? As I argue (above, 4.2.2), manumitted slaves were
habitually obligated to their manumittors and remained bound to
them after manumission. Yet is seems that allowing manumitted
slaves to choose their prostates detracted from the manumittor’s rights.
If manumitted slaves could not serve as prostatai (as Albrecht believes)—
and surely women never could—didn’t the transfer of the right to
be a prostates divide the entitlement to the manumitted slave’s ser-
vices between two persons? In this case, manumittors could still
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expect their manumitted slaves to serve them, but did not protect
them against re-enslavement or help them in legal and other mat-
ters. It may also be that the prostates of a metic manumittor served
as prostates to the latter’s manumitted slave (cf. Harrison 1968, 185
n. 2). Another option is that metics or female manumittors trans-
ferred to other persons al/ their rights to their manumitted slaves’
services along with the right to be a prostates. In the face of our evi-
dence, it seems that these conjectures are all we can cautiously sug-
gest. It should be noted, though, that such a transfer of rights is
attested in deferred manumissions (above, 4.4.2).

The manumissions from Thessaly constitute another thorny case.
In many of the catalogue inscriptions, the name of the manumitted
slave is followed by a name in the genitive, which is sometimes the
same as the name of the manumittor, the manumittor’s father, or
one of several manumittors (e.g., /G I1X(2) 109a, 1. 13-15; 1232, 1L
12, 34—6). In other cases the name in the genitive is not identical
to that of any of the manumittors (e.g., /G IX(2) 109a, 1l. 16-18)."*
The identity of this person has been disputed. Some scholars believe
that he was the manumitted slave’s father, who was either a slave
in the same houschold or the manumittor himself (meaning that the
manumitted person was the manumittor’s child)."* Others believe he
was the manumitted slave’s prostates."”” Babacos (1962) suggests that
when the name in the genitive is the same as the manumittor’s, the
latter was both the father and the prostates of the manumitted slave.
He cites two manumissions in an inscription from Larissa (ibid., 499),
in which the name in the genitive is different from the name of the
manumittor and the manumittor is said to have appointed another
person as prostates (xoBeotaxdtog npoatdtav). In these two cases the

"8 A name in the genitive after the name of the manumitted slave also appears
in Delphi (SGDI 2080, 2265) and in Chaeronea (/G VII 3354). Calderini (1908,
197) and Babacos (1962, 496) claim that in the case of Chaeronea this was the
prostates. Albrecht (1978, 215 n. 74) argues that this is the name of the manumit-
tor’s father.

"9 For instance, when the inscription says: mopo Baxyiov tod Ztpdreovog 10D
dmelevBepwbiviog dmd Ztpdravog t0d Evopuépov (1G IX(2) 109a, 1. 13-15), it means
‘(the money paid) by Bacchius son of Straton, who had been manumitted by (his
father) Straton son of Euamerus’. But when the inscription states: Topo ZTpotovikov
100 Eév<ev>wvog 100 dmedevBepwbiviog amd Nukouéveog 100 'Egopudctov (ibid.,
1I. 16-18), the manumitted slave’s father was not the manumittor. See D-H-R, Ins.
Jur. Gr. 11, 311, no. 45; Rensch 1908, 65-7; Albrecht 1978, 215 n. 74.

150" See Foucart 1887, 369-70; Calderini 1908, 194-5; Babacos 1962; Ridle 1969,
139.
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manumittors were foreigners, which fact explains, according to Babacos,
the reference to a prostates.” When the name in the genitive is not
the same as that of the manumittor, he argues, the manumitted
slave’s father was a third person—perhaps the manumittor’s father
or his friend. Babacos infers that Thessalian law prescribed that the
manumitted slave’s father could serve as his or her prostates, whether
or not he was also the ex-master, but only if he was a free person
(ibid., 501). Babacos explains the absence of the name in the geni-
tive from many other Thessalian inscriptions as a reflection of local
practices: it is never mentioned in Hypata and Magnesia, only occa-
sionally in Larissa, but always in Lamia.

The name in the genitive is, indeed, intriguing. If it indicated the
manumitted slave’s father, who was not the manumittor, we must
say that manumission restored slaves’ social position and recognition
of their affiliation with a family group. This can also be said where
the name in the genitive is identical to the name of the manumit-
tor. But if Babacos is right, in Thessaly there were many manu-
mitted slaves who were their manumittors’ offspring. As we have
seen (above, chapter 3.2), in other poleis manumittors’ offspring were
often recognized as such or even adopted. In Thessaly, the use of
the manumittor’s name as a patronymic may reflect the same rela-
tionships. A case in point is the inscription from Phthiotic Thebes
(Lazaridis 1975, 647-8, no. 3 = Helly 1976, 157-8; see above, chap-
ter 3.2) in which Zosimus manumitted his two sons and stipulated
that they use his name (xpnpotilovto 8¢ motpog éuod). This stipula-
tion can be understood, according to Babacos’ theory, both as Zosimus’
recognition of these children as his lawful sons and as his nomina-
tion as their prostates. But if the sons of Zosimus, a citizen of Thebes,
were legally recognized as such, why did they need a prostates? Surely
recognition as his legal heirs made them citizens! Likewise, if in other
Thessalian poleis the name in the genitive indicated that the man-
umittor was the manumitted slave’s father, why did he serve as a
prostates? Either the name in the genitive and the expression ‘use
one’s name’ had nothing to do with the prostates, or we must assume
that in Thessaly even manumitted slaves who were acknowledged as

BUIG IX(2) 568, 1. 14-15, from Larissa, is a manumission by an Antiochean,
but the term prostates is not mentioned. Since this case contradicts Babacos’ inter-
pretation, he explains it as an exceptional one in which a foreigner was appointed
as prostates (1962, 499).
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manumittors’ children needed a prostates—and hence were not fully
free. The two examples from Larissa of the explicit mention of a
prostates, cited by Babacos (1962, 499), show at very least that this
institution was known there.

The expression ‘use one’s name’ (ypnuotilewv 109 . . .) also appears
in Calymna (7C 179, 185, 188, 192a, 198). Babacos (1964, 35-8)
argues that here, too, the meaning was that the manumittor was the
prostates. His explanation of the fact that there are only five exam-
ples of this usage is similar to his explanation of the Thessalian
inscriptions. In one case, at least (7C 198; see above, chapter 3.2),
the manumittor was a foreigner; that is why the manumitted slave
is required to ‘use the name’ of another person. The other cases,
he argues, indicate the manumittor’s assertion of his right to be the
sole prostates, since these are collective manumissions. Where inscrip-
tions do not mention the prostates, we must assume that this right
was taken for granted; just as in Calymna paramone was ex lege, so
was the manumitted slave’s obligation to take his manumittor as a
prostates. In other words, Babacos assumes that the law on manu-
mitted slaves in Calymna prescribed the manumitted slaves’ obliga-
tions vis-a-vis their manumittors, including taking them as their
prostatai. 'The laws on manumitted slaves in Calymna and other poleis
will be discussed in chapter 5.3. Here we should test Babacos’ argu-
ment by examining the inscription 7¢ 198. The manumitted slave
girl, Aphrodisia, was probably a threpte of her manumittor, Agathas.
It 1s stipulated that Aphrodisia remain with Agathas until the lat-
ter’s death. After the paramone, Aphrodisia should ‘use (the name of)
Nicomachus son of Philondas’. Roussel (1942, 221-2) believes that
the meaning here is that Aphrodisia will be adopted by the manu-
mittor’s husband." According to Babacos, on the other hand, the
man mentioned is the prostates, since Agathas, the manumittor, was
a foreigner (she is described as Antiochean). But is this the reason
for stipulating the ‘use of one’s name™ Could Agathas, being a
woman, serve as prostates at all? It seems more likely that Aphrodisia,
having been raised in the house of Agathas from infancy, was adopted
at manumission. The expression ‘use one’s name’ cannot be safely

152 Cf. SGDI 1935, from Delphi, which stipulates that the manumitted slave girl
will be the daughter of two persons, whose relation to the manumittor is not clear;
and SGDI 1803, also from Delphi, which stipulates that the manumitted slave girl
will be ‘considered to be the daughter’ of the manumittor’s daughter.
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taken as a reference to the prostasia. Moreover, the fact that none of
the Calymnian inscriptions contains explicit mention of the prostates
makes it difficult to speculate even about his existence.

The scanty evidence from Thessaly and the absence of evidence
from other poleis almost rules out reaching any conclusion about
the use and role of the prostates in the Greek world. Nevertheless, I
believe that the use of a prostates (who may have been designated by
other terms) was widespread. It is possible that some poleis enacted
that the prostates be the manumittor. When the manumittor was a
metic or a woman, this right was probably transferred to a citizen
(perhaps the metic’s prostates or the woman’s kyrios);"* the manumit-
tor may also have lost his or her other rights to the manumitted
slave’s services. In other poleis, any manumitted slave could choose
his/her prostates and any citizen could serve as one. I also believe
that manumitted slaves who were acknowledged as their children by
the manumittors did not need a prostates; in such cases, it is rea-
sonable to assume that they became citizens.

Finally, why was the prostates necessary? Manumitted slaves were
non-citizens; hence they needed a mediator in all their legal inter-
actions with the political and judicial institutions (see also below,
chapters 5 and 6). In this respect, they resembled citizen women
and children, who were represented by the kyrios and epitropos—two
words that (as noted above) describe well the role of the prostates. In
places where the prostates was the manumittor, this obligation further
enhanced the freed slave dependence on him. That is why the dike
apostasion. was a private prosecution: a manumitted slave who regis-
tered another prostates deprived his or her former master of his rights
(Clerc 1893, 288). But it was also in the polis’ interest. A manu-
mitted slave who registered another prostates could masquerade as a
freeborn metic and thus appropriate rights that may not have been
assigned to freed slaves (cf. Beauchet 1897, 489). Moreover, the oblig-
ation to register a prostates was essential to the protection of the cit-
izens’ privileged status: it served to demarcate the non-citizen from
the citizen and thus also constructed the citizen identity. This oblig-
ation also played to the advantage of the manumitted slaves, who
thus were protected against attempts to re-enslave them and may
have also been assisted by their prostatai in other matters.

155 Cf. Harrison 1968, 185 n. 2, on Athens.
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4.4 The Marks of Freedom

I conclude this chapter by referring to what should have been the
most important feature of manumission, the grant of freedom. In
the course of the previous sections, however, we have seen how
ambiguous the manumitted slave’s status was. The purpose of man-
umission was freedom; legally speaking, the manumitted slave was
free. This is made clear by the use of manumission verbs, which
usually precede any other clause in the document. This must also
be true for manumissions that were not published and were per-
formed within a small circle of family or friends. The manumittor
declared his slave free, either by using the unequivocal verb apeleuthe-
roun (sometimes exeleutheroun or eleutheroun) or by appending the predicate
eleutheros/a to the verb aphienai. When consecration- or sale-manu-
mission was employed, the suitable verb was, in some cases, followed
by a declaration of its purpose: ep’ eleutheriai or eis eleutherian."* In
other cases, and typically in the Delphic sale-manumissions, how-
ever, the declaration of freedom took the following form (after the
eponymous magistrates had been named): ‘On these conditions [manu-
mittor’s name] sold to [the god’s name| a female/male body, whose
name is ..., for the price of..., and received the payment in full,
according as [slave’s name]| entrusted the sale (ona) to [the god’s
name], on condition that she/he be free and untouchable by any-
one at any time.’

This declaration made the manumitted slave’s new status public.
Publication—whether among a small group, among the citizens of
the manumittor’s polis, or among all persons who might read the
inscription—was meant not only to protect the manumittor against
any challenge to the act by his or her heirs (see above, 4.1), but
also to let the world know that a certain person was free. That is

P4 T cannot understand Blavatskaja’s statement (1972, 44-5) that ¢p’ eleutheriai
signified complete freedom, without any dependence on the manumittor, and that
wherever this expression is used the manumitted slave was not obligated by a para-
mone clause. Suffice it to refer to several inscriptions that attest the opposite; e.g.,
1G IX(1) 349 and 350, both from Physceis and both read and used by Blavatskaja,
and many inscriptions from central Greece (e.g., /G IX(1) 190, 194, from Tithora).
Nor is her reliance on Westermann (1955, 35) correct, since Westermann does not
say that ¢p’ eleutheriai is equivalent to what he calls ‘outright’ manumissions, ‘the
completed and immediate separation of the former slave from any further control
on the part of his owner’.
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also why, at least from the second century B.C., copies of the orig-
inal manumission were made and entrusted to temple archives and
private citizens. The use of witnesses and guarantors had the same
purpose. Manumission inscriptions often instruct guarantors to act
on the manumitted slave’ behalf, should anyone challenge his or her
freedom. A typical protection clause, of the sort we find in the later
and more elaborate documents of central Greece and Macedon,
states that the guarantors, together with the manumittor, are to
actively protect the manumitted slave: ‘If anyone attempts to re-
enslave [manumitted slave’s name], the vendor [manumittor’s name]
and the guarantor [name| are to present the sale to the god as valid;
should they not present the sale to the god as valid, they will be
accountable (rpaktinog) according to the law of the polis’. A second
clause is often appended, inviting anyone who so wishes to help pro-
tect the manumitted slave: ‘And likewise, any chance person is autho-
rized (kyrios) to take [manumitted slave’s name] away (from anyone
who attempts to re-enslave him or her) as being free and (do it)
without any fear of punishment and legal proceedings’.'” The actions
that ‘anyone who so wishes’ may take are sometimes more detailed,
as in /G IX(1) 120, from Elatea, cited above, which states that ‘per-
mission 1s given to anyone who so wishes to take them away and
stand for them and assert their freedom’. As we have seen (above,
4.3), these duties were sometimes assigned to the prostatai.™®

The protection clauses in the consecration-manumissions from the
sanctuary of the Mother of Gods in Leucopetra do not refer to per-
sons who should or would protect the freed slave. Since the slaves
were consecrated, they became /fieror and had the goddess’ protec-
tion. That is why these inscriptions often state that the manumitted
slave is to belong to the goddess (either during or after the term of
paramone) or assert that no one is to have any power over the freed

159 Immunity from punishment and legal proceedings is usually formulated thus:
alduior €dvteg kol avumddikor mdoag dikog kol Coptog (e.g., SGDI 1710, 1. 13).

% In a manumission inscription from Susa (SEG 7, 15 = Robert 1969), the pro-
tection clause reads ‘and Bacchius, or any other person in his name, may not re-
enslave her in any way and on any pretext’ (Il. 8-11). In an inscription from Beroea
(EV, 1457, no. 45 [= SEG 12, 314]), the protection clause is very detailed: ‘the
manumittor’s son, Alcetas, his wife, and his children, and Daretas [another son?]
are not allowed to chain them [i.e., the manumitted slaves], their wives, their chil-
dren, or Spazatis [another manumitted slave], nor to re-enslave them, nor to seize
their property, on any pretext whatsoever.” This clause comes between the paramone
clause and the penalty clause.
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person, save the goddess (e.g., Petsas, nos. 12, 83; cf. above, 4.2.2).
But these inscriptions also state often that the consecrated slave is
not to be sold or given as security for a loan (e.g., ibid., nos., 5, 20,
83, 107). The inscriptions also warn against attempts to molest, drag
away, or lay claim to the manumitted slave; whoever attempts to do
so or to challenge the manumission is liable to fine, to be paid to
the goddess (e.g., ibid., nos. 10, 31, 71, 76).

This concern with protecting the manumitted slave’s freedom, how-
ever, also reveals the precarious position of manumitted slaves and
the potential difficulties in proving their new status. As mentioned
above (4.1 and 4.3), the free status of manumitted slaves was often
challenged and they were apt to be seized and re-enslaved. The only
means they had to fend off such attempts were the publicized man-
umission and its copies (if the manumission was engraved or writ-
ten on papyrus), the guarantors, and the witnesses. Moreover, the
grant of freedom was not an abrupt passage from slavery to free-
dom; it was a gradual process that sometimes never ended. If they
failed to fulfil certain conditions, manumitted slaves faced physical
and financial sanctions and might even be re-enslaved, despite the
grant of legally recognized free status. Protection clauses did not can-
cel out this situation. 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. For instance, in SGDI 1685, from Delphi,
the manumitted slave’s new free status is declared first, followed by
the protection clause. The same order is found in SGDI 1696, except
that the protection clause is followed by a paramone clause. But in
SGDI 1702, the paramone clause comes first, followed by the state-
ment that if the manumitted slave remains with her ex-master, as
ordered, her sale to the god (that is, her manumission) will be valid;
only then comes the protection clause. Do these differences indicate
that these slaves had different statuses after manumission? It seems
obvious that they did not, except perhaps for the first example, which
has no paramone clause. Second, in many cases, protection depended
on the ex-slaves’ fulfilment of the conditions attached to their man-
umission. For instance, the protection clause in SGDI 1702 reads:
‘Any chance person is authorized—if Technon remains for eight
years [as stipulated by the manumittor]—to take away (sylein) Technon
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as being free...” (I. 10—11). Likewise, in SGDI 1703, in which the
manumitted slaves are required to remain with Andronicus, the man-
umittor, until his death, the protection clause begins, ‘if anyone
attempts to re-enslave Soteridas and Sosicrates, afler Andronicus
dies...” (. 9-10)."7

The protection clauses seem to present a paradox: while still oblig-
ated 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. When they finally attained full free-
dom, they could prove it only by recourse to the guarantors, the
witnesses, and their manumission document; that is, by remaining
with or near the manumittor or living within a reasonable distance
of the place where a copy was kept or of the guarantors’ place of
residence. This must also be true in manumissions that do not con-
tain protection clauses: the only persons who could vouch for the
manumitted slave’s freedom were the manumittor, his relatives, and
the witnesses of the act. To make this point clear, we should remem-
ber that manumitted slaves were foreigners, xenoi. Unless they were
granted metic status (or some equivalent non-citizen status) in their
manumittor’s polis or elsewhere or—if they were of Greek origin—
went back to their home-cities and regained their citizenship there,
they were vulnerable to a challenge of their status. Interstate agree-
ments (symbola) in the Greek world often specified that the citizens
and all free residents of the parties to the agreement should be
immune from seizure. But in the absence of such an agreement, any
person, whether citizen, metic, or foreigner, was in a constant dan-
ger of being enslaved. In the next chapter I cite several cases that
demonstrate how difficult it was both to know a person’s exact legal
status and to prove it. Hence, protection clauses could be effective
only if the manumitted slaves were not completely disengaged from
their former masters. But in their manumittors’ poleis, the freed per-
sons’ servile origin was known; in other poleis, where they had bet-
ter chance of starting a new life, they were more vulnerable.

157 Cf. also SGDI 1716, 1717, 1804, 1855, 2065 (Delphi); /G IX(1) 39, 42 (Stiris).
In IG IX(1) 36, from Stiris, in which the manumitted slaves are ordered to remain
with the manumittors for the rest of the latter’s lives, it is stated that after the death
of the manumittors, ‘Parthena and Homilia may be free, #f they bury them [i.e.,
the manumittors|, and no one is to re-enslave them in any way and at any time . ..’
(. 9—11). This is followed by the protection clause. In Petsas, no. 129, from
Leucopetra, the manumitted slaves are to belong to the goddess and be immune
from re-enslavement affer the death of the manumittor.
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I suggest that we understand the recurrent terms in manumission
document, indicating the manumitted slave’s new status, in the same
way. Foremost among these terms is ‘free’ (eleutheros/ a), which is usu-
ally mentioned as the status of the manumitted slave affer he or she
fulfils any condition attached to the manumission (e.g., SGDI 1703,
1716, from Delphi). Many inscriptions, from different poleis, state
that the manumitted slave ‘may not belong to anyone in any way’
(undevi undev mpoonkovia/mpoonkovoav).’® In some cases, this for-
mula 1s more detailed, as in /G VII 3332, from Chaeronea, in which
the manumittor states that the manumitted slave is to belong ‘nei-
ther to me nor to anybody else’. Two other manumissions from
Chaeronea (3321 and 3322) contain paramone clauses as well. These
should warn us against assuming that this formula indicated the man-
umitted slave’s immediate and complete independence. In 3362,
though, this clause reads, ‘and he may not belong to anyone in any
way, as from this very day’ (dno tficde tic Nuépog), indicating that
the manumitted slave’s freedom took effect on the day of the pub-
lication of his consecration.” A similar term is anephaptos, ‘untouch-
able’, found in several places,'® sometimes in the related form
anepaphos.’® T render this term as ‘untouchable’, but it has other
shades of meaning that cannot be conveyed by a single English word.
Anephaptos 1s a negated adjective derived from the compound verb
ephaptern, which means ‘to bind on or to something’, ‘to claim as
one’s property’, or ‘to lay hands on’. The adjective anepaphos is a
similar derivative of the compound verb epaphan, ‘to touch’. A manu-
mitted slave described by one of these adjectives is thereby declared
to be free of any claim that may be laid upon him or her by the
former master, his heirs, or any other person. Thus the manumitted

% This term usually appears as a participle (of the verb mpoonxkewv, ‘to belong

to’), followed by the dative. See Lazaridis 1975, nos. 2, 4, 5 (Phthiotic Thebes); IG
V(2) 274 T (Mantinea); IG VII 3321, 3322, 3326, 3332, 3349-53, 3362, 3367
(Chaeronea); /G IX(1) 82c (Thermon); 189 (Tithora). Cf. also the recurrent clause
in the manumissions from Leucopetra (mentioned above): ‘no one is to have any
power (over him/her), save the goddess (e.g., Petsas,, no. 12: undévo eive xbpiov
A v Bedv névnv; no. 83: undevog é€ovciov Epovtog 1@ Ovopa(ty) 10 thg Beod).

19 But not necessarily on the same day of his consecration to the god, since, as
we have seen (above, 4.1), the process of consecration and recording the act took
some time.

%0 See, e.g., SGDI 1684, 1722, 1931, 2029 (from Delphi); SEG 23, 478 (from
Phoenice); Cabanes 1976, 449 (from Buthrotus); ibid., 463 (from Dodona).

161 See, e.g., 1G IX(1) 126 (from Elatea); 192 (from Tithora); /G IX(1) 3% 754
(from Amphissa); CIRB 74, 1123, 1126, 1127 (from the Bosporus Kingdom).
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slave may be described as ‘untouchable by anyone at any time’ (e.g.,
SGDI 1722; 1G IX(1) 3%, 754) or as untouchable by the manumittor
and his heirs (e.g., IG IX(1) 126; CIRB 74). But here, too, we should
not infer that this term conveyed immediate and complete freedom;
sometimes it appears in deferred manumissions (e.g., /G IX(1) 192).

In the inscriptions from the Bosporus Kingdom, anepaphos appears
together with the term ‘not to be insulted’ (&vernpéaoctog). This too
is a negation derived from the compound verb epereazein, which lit-
erally means ‘to insult’ or ‘to speak abusively’ of someone. In the
context of manumission, it seems to mean that the manumitted slaves
are not to be insulted by treating them as if they were still slaves.
This pair of adjectives typically appears in the formula ‘not to be
touched and not to be insulted by me [i.e., the manumittor] and by
any heir’ (e.g., CIRB 74); sometimes the collocation is found in
deferred manumission (e.g., CIRB 74, 1127). Manumitted slaves are
also declared to be ‘not subject to seizure’ (GveriAnmtog), a negated
adjective, derived from the compound verb epilambanein, ‘to take’, ‘to
lay hold of”, or ‘to seize’, and thus similar to anephaptos. This term
is found mainly in manumissions from the Bosporus Kingdom, usu-
ally together with ‘not to be annoyed’ (dropevéyAntog), derived from
the double compound verb parenochlein.'® These two usually appear
in the formula ‘not to be seized and not to be annoyed by any heir’
(e.g., CIRB 71) or ‘by me [i.e., the manumittor| and any heir’ (e.g.,
CIRB 73). The pair also appears in manumissions that contain con-
ditions (e.g., CIRB 70, 71). Again, the manumitted slave would be
immune to seizure and annoyance only after fulfilling his or her
obligations.

Other similar terms appear in the manumissions from Leucopetra:
anenkletos or anepenkletos (‘not to be reproached’, e.g., Petsas, nos. 5,
19, 22, 23), anhybristos (‘not insulted’, e.g., ibid., no. 14), and anaphaire-
tos (‘mot to be taken away’, e.g., ibid., no. 129). Moreover, two inscrip-
tions warn against exacting anaphora from the manumitted slaves
(ibid., nos. 20 and 83). The editors compare the use of the term
anaphora here with the inscriptions from Calymna (e.g., 7C 152, 153,
171), where it indicates the compensation paid by the manumitted
slave for violating the paramone obligation. The word apophora, it should
be remembered (see above, section 4.2.1) also signifies the payment

12 See CIRB 70, 71, 73; SEG 43, 510 (only anepileptos). This term also appears
in two manumissions from Leucopetra (Petsas, nos. 6 and 31).
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made by the ‘living apart’ (choris otkountes) of part of their profits.
Hence, since the prohibition on exacting anaphora appears in the
inscriptions from Leucopetra together with the warning against
attempts to sell or pledge them—that is, attempts to make a profit
by using them as slaves—it may be that this term meant there the
profits that might be gained hiring out slaves.

We have also seen (above, chapter 2.3) that the term apeleutheros
indicated the slave’s status after manumission and implied a contin-
uing bond with the manumittor. This is especially clear in the man-
umissions from Calymna. Several inscriptions include the stipulation
that the manumitted slave will be ‘the apeleutheros of no one’ (e.g.,
TC 153, 155),' or that he or she will be the apeleutheros only of the
manumittor (ibid., 170), only of the manumittor and her husband
(ibid., 171), or only of the manumittors’ biological children (ibid.,
177). These conditions mean that apeleutheros conveyed not only the
idea that a person was set free, but also that he or she still had
obligations to the manumittor or—at the latter’s option—to other
family members. In some of these inscriptions, this condition follows
a paramone obligation (ibid., 153, 155, 177, 178);'** hence, an apeleutheros
had obligations toward his or her manumittors over and above any
other conditions attached to the manumission, such as remaining
with the manumittor or handing over children. In this I disagree
with Babacos (1964), who—following Segré (7C pp. 175-8) in some
points—argues that in Calymna the law of manumitted slaves set
forth manumittors’ and their children’s rights to the services of their
manumitted slaves, particularly paramone. Hence, the statement that
the manumitted slave will be no one’s apeleutheros means that he or
she was to remain only with the manumittor for the rest of the lat-
ter’s life and be the apeleutheros of no other person; manumissions
that state that the manumitted slave will be the manumittor’s or the
latter’s children apeleutheros simply emphasize this right and usually
do not mention paramone. The inscriptions from Calymna, indeed,
often refer to the ‘laws of manumitted slaves (apeleutheror) (e.g., TC
176b) and to manumitted slaves’ exemption from legal proceedings

19 Cf. also TC 167-9, 176b, 181, 182, 189, 190, 196b.

1% Although 7C 178 does not contain the noun paramone or the verb paramenein,
the fact that the manumitted slave is ordered to care for their children in the event
of his manumittors’ death implies that a paramone for the length of the manumit-
tors’ lives was intended.
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concerning apeleutheroi (e.g., ibid., 168) and from the ‘leading away
(agein) of manumitted slaves’ (e.g., ibid., 198). All these expressions,
discussed below in chapter 5, imply that the rights of the manu-
mittors and the obligations of the manumitted slaves were established
by law. But as noted above, some inscriptions that make the manu-
mitted slave the apeleutheros of someone other than the manumittor
do contain paramone clauses. Hence I believe that the law anchored
the manumittor’s right to his ex-slave’s services, a right embodied in
the term apeleutheros, but not necessarily including paramone; the nature
of these services was decided by the manumittor himself.

Can we infer a similar situation in Thessaly from the often-men-
tioned ‘laws of the apeleutheror’ (e.g., IG IX(2) 1290), the right of
apeleutherosis (e.g., ibid., 541), and the formula ‘the apeleutheros of ...
in the manumission inscriptions (e.g., ibid., 78b, 415)? Since most
Thessalian manumission inscriptions are very concise, no safe con-
clusion can be reached. The fact that the evidence we do have
implies that these laws referred to the rights and obligations of both
manumittors and manumitted slaves strongly suggests that apeleutheros
status in Thessaly was similar to that in Calymna. Note that in /G
IX(2) 1290, from Pythion, the manumitted female slave and her
descendants are allowed, after the end of the paramone (which coin-
cides with the death of the manumittor), to purchase a house and
land and live wherever they wish, exempt from the laws of the
apeleutheroi, vis-a-vis the manumittor’s heirs and all other persons. This
inscription implies, I believe, that without such an exemption these
manumitted slaves would have been still bound to their manumit-
tor.'® This may also be the tenor of the manumission catalogues
from Epidaurus (e.g., /G IV(2) 1, 353) and Mantinea (ibid., 274 II),
in which the manumitted slaves are referred to as apeleutheroi. Perhaps
the same conclusion applies to /G VII 3318, from Chaeronea, in
which Agathocles consecrates his ‘own apeleutheros Daus . . . and he
may not belong to anyone’ (Il. 4-9; see also above, chapter 2.3.1).

15 A paramone ex lege has been postulated for Thessaly, too, by Helly 1976, 155
n. 26, following Babacos. The fact that in /G IX(2) 1290 the woman and her son
are granted the right to own real estate may indicate that the legal status of manu-
mitted slaves in Pythion was better than in other poleis. See also below, chapter
6.1. The text of this inscription has been revised by Arvanitopoulos (drch. Eph.,
1913, 167-8; 1924, 176), who suggests to restore lines 12-13 (following the grant
of the right to real estate) thus: ‘and marry any man she wants’. Cf. Babacos
1966, 80.
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As Agathocles’ apeleutheros, Daus belongs only to him. Manumitted
slaves continued, probably for the rest of their lives, to be ‘the
apeleutherot of” their manumittors—unless explicitly exempted. In some
places, the manumittees’ obligations were a matter of agreement
between them and their manumittors; elsewhere, they may have been
prescribed by law. But obligations were always and everywhere a
feature of the relations between manumittors and their former slaves.

Finally, we turn to the rights granted to manumitted slaves after
all conditions had been fulfilled. In Delphi, the manumitted slave is
often given the right to be his or her own master/mistress (e.g., SGDI
1807: xvpiedoa ovtocavtag).'® This apparently means that the man-
umitted slave is freed of all prior obligations. A similar expression
is found in 7C 198, from Calymna, in which the manumitted slave
is given the right to be ‘in her own power’ (avtegotorog).'”” Manumitted
slaves are sometimes also granted the right to dispose of their prop-
erty and to bequeath it (e.g., SGDI 2251)—in contrast, it should be
remembered, to stipulations that the manumittor inherit it. Most
important, they are given the right to live wherever they wish and
do whatever they want (e.g., SGDI 1686, 1749)—two of the four ele-
ments of freedom that Westermann discerns in the manumissions
from Macedon and Delphi (1955, 35). This clause has various word-
ings in different places. In Delphi, it usually takes the form ‘do what-
ever and depart wherever he/she wishes’ (e.g., SGDI 1719: nowodoa
0 ko BéANL kol dmotpéyovoa oig ko BéAny). In Calymna, manumit-
ted slaves were given the right to ‘sail in and out’ (éxnAelv éonhelv),
that 1s, to go and come as they wish, after fulfilling all their oblig-
ations (7C 194, 197, 198). This phrase, it should be noted, is a stan-
dard formula in honorific decrees to foreigners, indicating immunity
from arbitrary seizure. The manumitted slaves in CIRB 73, 1. 17-8,
from the Bosporus Kingdom, are granted the right to ‘turn unhin-
dered without any contest * (tpénecBot dv]emikordtog Gv[ev ndong
augio|Pntioems; cf. CIRB 70). It should be noted, though, that their
freedom of movement was limited by their obligation to serve the
prayerhouse (above, 4.2.2); hence, they could leave their manumittors’

1% Cf. SGDI 1818, 1866, 1867, 1870, 1920, 1978, 1984.

7 Tt is noteworthy that Diodorus Siculus (14.105.4) uses this term to denote
unconditional release of captives. The slave girl manumitted in our inscription may
have been adopted by her manumittor’s husband and hence free of all prior oblig-
ations (see above, chapter 3.1, and in this chapter, section 4.3).
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house, but not the city. In one manumission from Phthiotic Thebes
(Lazaridis 1975, 647-8, no. 2), the manumitted slave is free to ‘stay,
emigrate, or metotkein wherever he wishes” (évonpelv, dmodnuelv kot
uetowkelv). The verb melotkein is not necessarily used here in its tech-
nical sense of being a metic and may simply mean ‘dwell’, as in
Syl 1208, from Thespiae, which states that when the term of the
paramone is over the manumitted slave may not metotketn with the
manumittor’s descendants. It is clear that in the latter inscription
the manumitted slave was released of any further obligation to remain
with or near his manumittor’s family and that the verb is not used
in its technical sense.'® Moreover, the right to be a metic in any
given polis was usually granted by the polis and was not something
a private citizen could confer on others. But in light of similar rights,
granted to manumitted slaves in inscriptions from other polets, metotkein
may have indicated a legal status in the inscription from Phthiotic
Thebes. These rights, some of which were mentioned above,' how-
ever, designate the manumitted slaves’ status in the polis and vis-a-vis
other citizens—a subject I discuss in detail in chapter 6.1.

So we see that the act of manumission was both unequivocal—
in its declaration of freedom and its enumeration of rights—and
ambiguous—in its limitation of the manumitted slave’s freedom.
Moreover, it was diverse in its wording of the manumitted slave’s
obligations, but uniform in reflecting the manumitted slaves’ con-
tinued dependence on their manumittors. Most important, our sources
reflect the dynamic nature of manumission and the gradual acqui-
sition of freedom.

1% Vollgraff (BCH, 25 [1901], 359) compares this inscription to A., Supp., 609,
in which this right is granted to the Danaids, and argues that it means immunity
to any harm. But in the inscription the manumitted slave is given the right not to
metotkein. On Aeschylus’ play and its importance to the study of the status of non-
citizens in Athens, see Zelnick-Abramovitz 1998.

19 See, for instance, IG IX(1) 34, from Stiris, in which the manumitted slaves
are granted the right to politeuein (be citizens?) wherever they wish, and 82c, from
Thermon, in which the manumitted slave is given the right to be isoteles and enti-
mos (see also chapter 2.2). Note that these rights, which were usually granted by
the institutions of the polis, are included in private manumission contracts.



CHAPTER FIVE

LAWS AND LEGAL ACTIONS

In the course of the previous chapters we have encountered refer-
ences to laws, regulations, and legal proceedings concerning manu-
mitted slaves. In most cases, all we know about such laws and actions
is the fact of their existence. It is important, however, that we try
to determine their content and procedures, because they reflect the
involvement of the polis in what was otherwise considered to be a
private matter. This involvement implies that the poleis were con-
cerned with regulating the rights and obligations of manumitted slaves
and had an interest in establishing clear status distinctions. Laws and
the judicial system reflect status distinctions; moreover, they are often
used to construct the social position of the members of various sta-
tus groups.! Hence, laws and regulations can teach us about the
Greek concept of manumission and the status of manumitted slaves—
vis-a-vis both manumittors and the polis. This task, however, is not
easy. One of these legal procedures, the dike apostasiou, is known
chiefly from Athens and what evidence we have for it is scanty,
obscure, and disputed. Harpocration’s explanation of it was cited
above (chapter 4.3) and discussed with regard to the obligation to
register a prostates. In this chapter (5.1), other parts of Harpocration’s
explanation will be examined and analysed in the context of the so-
called phialai exeleutherikai, the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’. These lists are
generally assumed to be the fictitious or genuine verdicts of trials
issuing from dikai apostasiou. Yet their purpose and significance have
been long debated. Analysing the evidence and discussing the impli-
cations of this procedure for the status of the manumitted slave, I
offer another way of interpreting these inscriptions. Evidence that
may imply similar procedures in other places is then reviewed and
analysed.

Another legal procedure is the aphairesis eis eleutherian (it too men-
tioned in the previous chapters), also known mainly from Athens,

' See Hunter 2000, 23; Osborne 2000, 76-8; Golden 2000, 178.
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though there are some references to it in non-Attic manumission
inscriptions. This procedure, its evidence, and its implications for the
status of manumitted slaves are discussed below (5.2). These two
legal procedures, although initiated by private slave-owners, involved
the judicial system of the polis. Hence, the manumittors’ rights to
their manumitted slaves, the latter’s obligations towards the former,
and the actual legal status of residents of the polis concerned all cit-
izens. This concern is also attested by the many references—although
only from certain poleis—to the ‘laws of manumitted slaves’. In sec-
tion 5.3, I inquire into the possible content of these laws and dis-
cuss their significance for a study of the status of manumitted slaves.
As we shall see, manumitted slaves emerge from this discussion as
a social group of special concern to the polis and possessing an unsta-
ble but distinct status of dependent and not wholly free persons.

5.1 The Dike Apostasiou

As noted above, our evidence for the dike apostasiou 1s scanty. Apart
from a brief allusion in Demosthenes (35.47-9) and in the Athenaion
Politera (58.3),% our fullest information about this legal procedure
comes from late lexicographers. If we want to elucidate its mean-
ing, we should begin by again citing Harpocration’s explanation (s.v.
anootaciov, quoted above, in chapter 4.3): “This is a kind of a pri-
vate law-suit (dike), which manumittors (apeleutherosantes) could bring
against their manumitted slaves (apeleutherothentes), if they left them
(aprotdvron)’ or registered another epistates and did not do what the
laws require. Those who are convicted must become slaves, and
those who are acquitted become completely free.” The Souda (s.v.)
has an almost identical entry, except that it uses the word prostates
instead of epistates. But the Souda also has a second explanation;

? In D., 35.47-9, the speaker names all the legal procedures he would not be
able to use if his charge is rejected; among these possibilities he refers to the
Polemarch, who, according to him, ‘introduces dikar apostasion and dikai aprostasiow’.
The Ath. Pol., 58.3, states that the Polemarch brings to court dikai apostasiou, dikai
aprostasiou, and other private charges involving non-citizens.

5 Todd (1993, 190-1) translates this verb as ‘desert’, as is appropriate where
dpiotachort is used to indicate runaway slaves. This translation, however, may not
be appropriate in the case of manumitted slaves. I therefore render it, inadequately,
as ‘leave’, although this apparently was not the only meaning in this context. For
a discussion of its meaning, see below.
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namely, that this is a proceeding initiated by slave-owners against
their slaves who pretended to be free. This explanation, however,
seems to have confused the dike apostasiou with the graphe xenias—the
prosecution of persons alleged to be foreigners. Gernet (1955, 170
n. 5) suggests that the confusion in the Souda may have arisen from
the similar function of the apostasiou procedure and the ‘leading into
slavery’ (agoge eis douleian): both were meant to help ex-masters exert
their rights. As we shall see, however (5.2), the confusion is even
greater, because the agoge also resembled another procedure—the
aphairesis ets eleutherian. Pollux’s explanation (8.39) is similar to Harpo-
cration’s. Another variation (Lexicon Rhetoricum, 201 Bekker) is more
specific about the content of the laws: °...and if they did not do
what the laws require manumitted slaves to do for their manumit-
tors.” These explanations pose several difficulties that need to be
clarified. Before that, however, we should note two points. First, in
most of the aforementioned definitions, both ‘manumittors’ and ‘man-
umitted slaves’ are expressed in the Greek as participles of the verb
apeleutheroun. Demosthenes’ reference to laws of the apeleutheroi and
laws of the exeleutheror (Pollux, 3.83) implies the existence in Athens
of two legal categories of manumitted slaves. Hence, we may plau-
sibly assume that the dike apostasiou could be brought against apeleutheroi
but not against exeleutheroi. Moreover, Harpocration’s claim (to which
I shall return below) that those acquitted became ‘completely free’
may indicate that they became exeleutheroi.* Second, this procedure is
described as dike, a private prosecution. In Athens, prosecutions
classified as dike could be initiated only by the injured party or rel-
atives, whereas those classified as graphe (public prosecution) could
be brought by any citizen who so wished. Hence, only manumittors
or, presumably, their heirs could prosecute their manumitted slaves
by dike apostasiou. This is important, because it points to the private
nature of manumittor-manumitted slave relationships; offences classified
under apostasiou deprived ex-owners of their rights over their manu-
mitted slaves. But these relationships were also a concern of the polis.

A dike apostasiou, we learn, could be initiated on the grounds of
three offences: ‘leaving’ the manumittor, registering a prostates other
than the manumittor, and not doing what the laws require. The first
offence 1s obscure; it seems to be an etymological explanation of the

* For the difference between these two words, cf. above, chapter 2.3.
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word apostasiou, which 1s a derivative of the verb used by Harpocration,
aphistasthai, whose literal meaning is ‘to stand away/apart from’ and,
hence, also ‘to rebel’. The lexicographers do not explain what ‘stand-
ing away’ from or rebelling against the manumittor means; they may
have been ignorant of the nature of the offence. Hence, I use ‘leave’
as a general term for breaking whatever bound the manumitted slave
to his or her manumittor; if ‘standing away’ was an offence, then
‘standing near/beside’ was what the manumitted slave was expected
to do. This calls to mind the ‘service’ (therapeia) required from man-
umitted slaves in Plato’s Laws (915a—c), which included a monthly
visit to the manumittor’s house and rendering unspecified services
(see above, chapter 4.2.2). As noted above, it i1s possible that Plato
drew on Athenian practices and laws; in any case, the similarity is
striking, tempting us to assume that in Athens, ‘leaving’ or ‘stand-
ing away from’ the manumittor meant the violation of the condi-
tions that manumittors attached to acts of manumissions.’

Judging by Harpocration’s formulation, the three offences form
two sets: (a) ‘if they left them or registered another epistates/ prostates’;
(b) ‘and did not do what the laws require’. This grammatical struc-
ture implies a distinction between the manumitted slaves’ private
obligations (towards their manumittors) and their public obligations
(towards the polis). This distinction seems plausible, if we remember
that manumission, as well as the conditions attached to it, were a
matter of a private agreement. But in the version of the Lexicon
Rhetoricum (201 Bekker), as we have seen, the laws regulated the
manumitted slaves’ obligations to their manumittors. Both this and
Harpocration’s lexicon drew their material from the Attic orators;
there is no way of telling which of them is more accurate. If we
accept the Lexicon Rhetoricum’s version, we must assume that Athenian
law not only prescribed that manumitted slaves provide further ser-
vices to their manumittors, but that it also specified what these oblig-
ations were.® As noted above (chapter 4.2.2), Babacos asserts that
this was the case in Calymna. But if manumitted slaves’ obligations
to their manumittors were defined by the Attic law, why was this
procedure called dike, that is, a private procedure?

> Cf. Calderini 1908, 331; Gernet 1955, 171.

® See Gernet (1955, 171-2), who believes that the manumitted slaves’ obligations
towards their ex-owners were specified by the Taws of the apeleutheroi’, to which
Demosthenes refers (according to Pollux, 3.83), because there is no example from
Athens of conditions attached to manumission. See also below, chapter 6.1.
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The lexicographers and other later sources also inform us that
several Attic orators wrote speeches for prosecutors and defendants
in apostasiou trials.” Since these speeches are now lost, we have only
the names of the orators who wrote them and of the litigants for
whom they were written, plus here and there a brief citation that
adds very little to our understanding of the procedure. For instance,
according to Diogenes Laertius (2.52), Dinarchus wrote a speech in
defence of Xenophon’s manumitted slave. This evidence is puzzling,
since, according to Diogenes, the speech was written after Xenophon
moved to his estate in Scillus, granted to him by the Spartans after
394 B.C. It is unlikely that the suit was brought by Xenophon while
he lived in exile outside Athens. If he indeed sued his manumitted
slave, it must have happened after his return to Athens (ca. 366/5
B.C.). Dinarchus, however, was born about 360 B.C. and was only
five or six years old when Xenophon died (in 354 B.C.). Since
Diogenes also says that Xenophon’s sons were mentioned in the
speech, perhaps one of them was the prosecutor. If this was the case,
it implies that the rights to manumitted slaves could also be exer-
cised by the manumittors’ heirs.

What, then, was the exact meaning of the offence described as
‘leaving’ and what did the laws require? Were these the same laws
as those referred to by Demosthenes (according to Pollux, 3.83)? It
may be significant that immediately following his citation of Demos-
thenes, Pollux refers again to the dike apostasiou. But we can only
conjecture. The evidence that such prosecutions were brought against
manumitted slaves seems to be reliable; it is supported by the numer-
ous references to speeches written for prosecutors and defendants by
the Attic orators. It also seems safe to assume that in Athens manu-
mitted slaves were obligated by their manumittors to further services
of some kind and that laws were enacted to regulate the relation-
ships between former owners and former slaves or between the lat-
ter and the city. Outside Athens, manumission inscriptions that
mention ‘laws of manumitted slaves’ allude only very briefly to the
manumitted slaves’ obligations; inscriptions with elaborate stipula-
tions, on the other hand, usually do not mention laws. Hence it may
be that manumitted slaves’ obligations to their manumittors, both in
Athens and elsewhere, were originally a private matter, a matter of

7 See Beauchet 1897, 504; Calderini, 330—2; Harrison 1968, 185 n. 3. Cf. D.L.,
2.52; D.H., Din., 12.
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oral agreement between the parties. These obligations may have
included the requirement to remain with the manumittor, as attested
in other poleis and in the philosophers’ wills, the manumittor’s right
to the property of his manumitted slave, various services, and per-
haps the obligation to register the manumittor as the freed person’s
prostates—the only specific information we have of the Athenian polis’
requirements of manumitted slaves (see above, chapter 4.3). These
obligations, then, were variable and depended on manumittors” whim
and their relationships with their slaves.

The law prohibiting manumissions in the theatre, referred to by
Aeschines (3.41, 44), implies that manumissions in Athens became
so frequent by the mid-fourth century B.C. that laws had to be
enacted to enforce clear legal distinctions between citizens and the
growing population of manumitted slaves and define the rights and
obligations of the latter. The frequent allusions in our sources to
prosecutions of citizens alleged to be foreigners and the occasional
scrutiny of the citizen body (diapsephisis) point to a growing concern
with protecting citizenship.? This may have been the context for the
enactment of ‘laws of the manumitted slaves’.? I would suggest that
what had originally been a private agreement became a political
issue. The general obligation of manumitted slaves to provide fur-
ther services to their former masters was sanctioned by law. The
lexicographers’ obscure phrase ‘what the laws require’ reflects, I
believe, the intentionally obscure phrasing of the laws; the laws did
not dictate which obligations were imposed on manumitted slaves.'’
The different formulation in the Lexicon Rhetoricum, ‘what the laws
require manumitted slaves to do for their manumittors’, does not
necessarily contradict this assumption. This formulation is just as
obscure as the other and may refer to an undefined requirement

% This concern is already noticeable in the fifth century B.C., according to Ar.,
Vesp., 716-18 and schol.; Av., 11, 30-35, 764-5, 1526-7; Plut., Per., 37. For the
fourth century, see, e.g., Is., 12; Aeschin., 1.114-5; D., 39; 40; 57; Din., fr. 16;
Hyp., 4.3; [Arist.], Ath. Pol., 42.1-2; Plut., Phoc., 28, 34—6. Cf. Scafuro 1994; Hunter
2000, 20.

% Gernet (1955, 168) suggests that, since the dike apostasiou is not known earlier
than Isaeus, it must have been established only in the fourth century B.C. or, per-
haps, after the restoration of democracy in 403 B.C. and the revision of laws.

' Beauchet (1897, 490—1, 506) claims that the laws specified the manumitted
slaves’ obligations towards their manumittors. He likens these obligations to the
Latin terms obsequium and operae, which signified the manumitted slave and client’s
obligations to his former master and patron in Rome.
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that manumitted slaves comply with the manumittors’ stipulations.
These obligations remained a private matter, except for registering
a prostates. Athens did not regulate manumission per se; neither did
it impose a manumission tax. But Athens did regulate the status of
manumitted slaves by obligating them to serve their former masters
and by stipulating certain obligations towards the state (such as reg-
istering a prostates and perhaps paying special taxes, as metics did).
These laws made it possible for the polis to keep records of its non-
citizen residents.

The Athenaion Politeia (58.2) explains that all charges involving for-
eigners were brought before the Polemarch (cf. D., 35.47-9), who
divided them into ten groups and assigned each group by lot to one
of the ten tribes into which the citizens of Athens were organized.
The judges of each tribe referred the charges to arbitrators. It is not
clear whether this procedure was also used in apostasiou prosecutions,
because the text continues, ‘but he himself (a0t6g, i.c., the Polemarch)
introduces private prosecutions, those of apostasiou . . > (58.3). Rhodes
(1981, 656), noticing this difficulty, suggests emending ‘himself’ to
‘he’ (obtog) and proposes that the same procedure was used in apos-
tasiou proceedings. Harpocration (s.v. fiyepovie dikootnpiov), on the
basis of Isacus’ lost speech In Defence of Apollodorus, says that aposta-
siou trials were heard by a special court composed of the members
of the prosecutor’s tribe. The same information is given by Pollux
(8.91). Drawing on Plato’s Laws, 915¢, which refers to tribal law
courts that judge cases that were not decided by neighbours and
arbitrators, Beauchet (1897, 507) infers that the lexicographers were
right. But here Plato seems to be speaking only of trials on charges
of violating the law that foreigners and manumitted slaves must leave
the state within 30 days if their property exceeds that of the third
property class.

There are other puzzling questions. First, since the defendants in
the dike apostasiou were manumitted slaves, were they allowed to plead
in court or were they obligated to be represented by their prostata:?
This question also applies to metics, particularly if we assume that
manumitted slaves were assimilated to them. But the procedural
capacity of metics in Athens is a matter of dispute.'' Indirect evidence

"' In D., 25.58, the prostates of a metic woman is called to testify that she paid
the metic tax. A scholion to this passage (Dilts) explains that metics had to be rep-
resented in court by their prostatai. But in other orations of Demosthenes (nos. 32,
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may suggest that defendants in dike apostasiou could plead through a
third party: according to Harpocration (s.v. dwpaptopia), foreigners
could not use the dwmartyria procedure in a dike apostasiou. The dia-
martyria was the technical objection, brought by a witness during the
preliminary stages of the trial, to the effect that the prosecution is
legally unjustified. Hence, it can be inferred from Harpocration that
a citizen could use the diamartyria on behalf of the defendant (Gernet
1955, 171; Todd 1993, 135-6). Second, if we assume that defen-
dants had to be represented by a prostates, who represented them if
they were prosecuted for registering another prostates? The same ques-
tion applies to prosecutors who were themselves manumitted slaves
or metics. Metics do appear among the prosecutors in the ‘Lists of
Silver Bowls’, but we cannot tell whether or not they were repre-
sented by a citizen or what charges they were bringing against the
defendants.'”” Third, according to Harpocration, those convicted in
dikai apostasiou became slaves. Does this mean that they returned to
their former masters or that they were sold to others? A passage in
Demosthenes’ Against Aristogeiton (25.65) may support the latter pos-
sibility. The speaker says that Aristogeiton’s mother was sold, after
being convicted in a dike apostasion.”” Fourth, what was the legal sta-
tus of those acquitted? According to Harpocration, they became
‘completely free’ (telémg 710n €AevBépovg). I believe this means that
they were exempted from any further obligation to their former
masters'* and thus entered the category of exeleutheroi. The latter, as
we have seen (chapter 2.3.2) had more freedom, that is, they did
not belong to and were not dependent on their former masters—

33, 34, 56), metics plead without a prostates. Cf. Harrison (1968, 191-2), who sug-
gests that the involvement of the prostates may have been needed in the preliminary
proceedings. Todd (1993, 198) points out that there is no firm evidence for the
representation of metics by their prostatar in court. See also Whitehead 1977, 91.

12 As suggested above (chapter 4.3), a metic manumittor either transferred his
right to be a prostates to a citizen or his own prostates filled that role for the man-
umitted slave.

% Todd (1993, 191 n. 40) notes that the verb dmédocbe in D., 25.65, can be
interpreted either as ‘you (the judges) gave back (to the manumittor)’ or as ‘you
sold (into slavery)’. But Todd believes, with MacDowell (1978, 82), that conviction
in apostasiou cases did not lead to the sale of the manumitted slave but to his or
her being returned to the former master. He therefore suggests that here this verb
means ‘sell’ and that the prosecution in question was a graphe aprostasiou, brought
against metics who failed to register a prostates. See also Beauchet (1897, 509), who
claims that those convicted in dikai apostasiou were sold at auction and that the pro-
ceeds were paid to the former masters by way of compensation.

" Cf. Martini 1997; Todd 1993, 192; Klees 2000, 6.
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although an exeleutheros still fell short of an eleutheros. This assumption
is corroborated by the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’. The exeleutheroi, how-
ever, were not exempt from their obligations towards the state, which
I discuss in chapter 6.1.

The dikai apostasiou, as well as their outcome, reflect, I believe, the
concept of manumission as protracting the manumitted slave’s depen-
dence on his or her former master. The Athenian courts of law, sug-
gests Osborne (2000, 76-80), were a public non-violent mechanism
for establishing the social position of the parties. In general, dika
were struggles between parties of equal social standing; the court
verdict repositioned the winner within a small social group. In pub-
lic prosecutions (graphai), on the other hand, the social repositioning
resulting from a successful prosecution could involve more than a
small group. A special severe case of third-party prosecutions, says
Osborne, were those in which a reward was offered to prosecutors;
the size of the potential monetary reward and the potential gap
between the social position of the prosecutor and that of the prosecuted
threatened to make a successful prosecution into a serious social dis-
ruptive. A wealthy citizen who lost a case to a socially inferior person,
not only suffered a monetary loss, but also a loss of honour. Moreover,
to allow persons to prosecute and to serve as witnesses was to allow
them to compete for differential honour. That is why, he says, met-
ics were not allowed to prosecute in several types of graphe. Osborne’s
thesis seems to take no account of dikai apostasiou, in which the par-
ties were of an unequal social position;" it can, however, be recon-
ciled with this type of dike. ‘Leaving’ a manumittor was itself socially
disruptive. Manumitted slaves who evaded their obligations to their
manumittors destabilized the social hierarchy, by which they were
known to be inferior to and depended on their former masters and
to belong to a distinct lesser group among the non-citizen residents.
Evading obligations thus meant the loss of honour to the former
masters and a threat to the social order of the polis. A successful
prosecution in a dike apostasiou not only regained honour for the pros-
ecutor, but also re-established social order by removing the rebellious
freed person back to slavery. A prosecutor who lost the case may
well have lost honour, on top of losing the services of his manumitted

P It is, however, compatible (although Osborne does not mention it) with the
graphe aprostasiou, launched by a third party against metics who failed to register a
prostates. A loss in this prosecution could be socially disruptive.
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slave; the acquitted freed person, on the other hand, became legally
and openly an independent free non-citizen. The law court thus reg-
ulated the social position of the parties and the social order in gen-
eral by defining and redefining social and legal distinctions.

Let us now examine the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’, the phialar exeleutherika.
These inscriptions, /G 1I? 1553-1578, found on many fragments of
stone, have been the subject of different interpretations. Ever since
Wilamowitz (1887) restored the words molepopyodvtog (‘in the year
of the Polemarch .. .") and dno]otoaciov (apostasion) in the heading of
IG 1I* 1578, it has been maintained that these inscriptions record
the results of dikai apostasiou. 'This conclusion is strengthened by the
heading of /G II* 1560, which refers to judges (ot dwkoc[tai; 1. 4-5).
Lewis (1959; 1968) has studied and re-edited the fragments; he also
assembled and assigned them to separate inscriptions and steles and
dated them to ca. 333—-320 B.C. The inscriptions record, with var-
ious formulae, the names of more than 300 persons who (except in
IG II* 1576 and 1578, col. I) dedicate silver bowls (phialai) weigh-
ing 100 drachmae to the goddess Athena. The uniform weight implies
some sort of a state levy. This is made clear by the heading of /G
IT? 1560, in which the verb of dedication (dvotiBfitor; 1. 1) and the
Instruction to register names according to the law (Gvaypagew o
ov[buato --- k|erevo[vt]og 0V vo[pov; 1. 5-6) have been restored.
Hence it has been suggested that this inscription contains the law
that prescribed the payment of silver bowls and that it was enacted
about 330 B.C., probably at the initiative of the orator and politi-
cian Lycurgus (Diller 1937, 167-8; Lewis 1959, 234-7; 1968, 376).
1G 1I? 1560, therefore, is later than IG II* 1576 and 1578, col. I,
which do not mention the silver bowls. Two inscriptions also men-
tion a single date under which numerous names are grouped together;
the heading of /G II? 1578, for instance, mention the 15th of the
month Hecatombaion; another date is mentioned in lines 1219 of
the fragment edited by Lewis (1968). These dates indicate that the
procedures involved took place on different days. The phialai exeleutherikai
thus resemble the manumission catalogues from other poleis (Thessaly,
Mantinea, Epidaurus, and Buthrotus): they are concise lists of names,
grouped under different dates, and refer to manumitted slaves.

Most of the lists use the following formula: the name of the man-
umitted slave in the nominative case, his or her occupation, deme
of residence (oik®v/oboo év...), the verb that denotes acquittal
(mogedyew in various moods and forms), the name of the prosecu-
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tor in the accusative, his patronymic and deme (in the case of a cit-
izen), and—except for the earlier inscriptions—the notation that a
silver bowl of 100 drachmae was dedicated to Athena. Other inscrip-
tions, however, have a different order and grammatical structure:
the name of the prosecutor appears first, in the nominative case, fol-
lowed by his patronymic and deme, the name of the manumitted
slave in the accusative, his or her deme of residence, his or her occu-
pation, and the mention of a silver bowl; the verb apopheugein does
not appear. Several scholars have interpreted the second formula as
signifying convictions of manumitted slaves in dikai apostasiou; hence,
it has been assumed that all these lists record the results of genuine
trials.'"® The variants in wording and order have been explained as
the result of the inscriber’s negligence.'” It has also been argued that
the verb apopheugein is a technical legal term and cannot describe
manumission. The view that these lists record genuine verdicts may
explain why those who were acquitted (the first formula) appear as
already registered in demes that are not the same as those of the
prosecutors and why they have independent occupations. Acquittal,
according to Harpocration, made them completely free; that is, they
were exempted from all prior obligations to their manumittors. But
how can we explain the fact that those convicted (indicated by the
second formula), too, appear in the inscriptions as registered in demes
and working independently, when—according to Harpocration—they
should have been returned to slavery?

This difficulty has led other scholars to claim that the inscriptions
record manumissions disguised as apostasiou trials. Moreover, the idea
that so many manumittors prosecuted their manumitted slaves dur-
ing such a short period strikes them as improbable. Hence the preva-
lent view is that these were fictitious trials."® The fact that the
inscriptions display various formulae is explained by Lewis (1959,
237) as merely reflecting different styles. This is also the view of
Radle (1969, 20-1), who suggests adding the verb apeleutheroun, ‘to
manumit’, to the second formula. Westermann (1946, 94—-104), how-
ever, although agreeing that these were fictitious trials, suggests that

16 Thus Wilamowitz 1887, 110 n. 1; Clerc 1893, 288-92; Beauchet 1897, 511;
Todd 1901-2, 198-201; Robert 1946-7, 318; Lewis 1959, 237-8 (who nonctheless
has reservations).

17 Thus Clerc 1893, 288-92.

' Thus Diller 1937, 143; Lewis 1959, 237; 1968, 376; Harrison 1968, 183; Ridle
1969, 16-21; Albrecht 1978, 328-9.
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they were intended to release the manumitted slaves from paramone-
obligations, similar to the apolysis known from other poleis (see above,
chapter 4.2.2). The dedication of a silver bowl, he claims, was intended
to publicize this release as well as the fact of the original manu-
mission. The fictitious element in this procedure, he argues, is min-
imized by the fact that a release from paramone obligations was similar
in effect to an acquittal in dikar apostasiou. Krinzlein (1975, 264),
comparing these inscriptions with the case of Eumathes (Is., fr. 15),
who, according to the speaker, had been manumitted by his master
in the law court,” maintains that the inscriptions that use the first
formula (the manumitted slave’s name in the nominative) record
manumissions in court and have nothing to do with the dike aposta-
siou. The legal verb apopheugein, he says, was used because the dec-
laration of freedom was made in the law court. He also suggests
that the silver bowl was a manumission tax. We do not know what
the procedures were in Eumathes’ case; but it should be noted that
Isacus’ oration itself was delivered in a trial associated with another
procedure, the aphairesis eis eleutherian, which will be discussed in the
next section.

The view that these inscriptions record fictitious trials, however,
also has its weaknesses. First, if an acquittal in a dike apostasiou made
the manumitted slave completely free, manumittors who made fictitious
use of the procedure would have had to take its full implications
into consideration. Did more than 300 manumittors forfeit their right
to the services of their manumitted slaves?® Second, if we accept
this view, we must assume that the judicial system in Athens was
openly and deliberately used for non-judicial purposes. Moreover,
we must assume that the citizens co-operated in this sham and even
imposed a tax or a publication fee to make it publicly known.
Although fictions were also used elsewhere, such as the manumis-
sion by sale to a god, the case of these inscriptions seems different.
The sale of slaves to a god made use of an old and probably obso-
lete religious institution and could easily be presented as a means to
obtain divine sanction. The use of the law courts—the embodiment
of the sovereignty of the Athenian demos—for the same purpose
seems less probable. Were the 6,000 Athenian judges, chosen annu-

" On Eumathes’ case, see chapter 2.2, and chapter 4.4.
2 Cf. Todd 1993, 192.
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ally by lot, deliberately allotted to sit in fake trials? Surely Aristotle,
a severe critic of Athenian democracy, or a student of his would not
have failed to mention it in the Athenaion Politeta, which contains
seven chapters (63-9) on the Athenian legal system.?’ There also
remains the question of the reason for using a legal procedure for
the purpose of manumission.

Hence, despite the difficulties, I propose we accept the view that
these inscriptions record the verdicts of genuine trials. The various
formulae may indeed reflect different styles. The fact that so many
names are grouped under a single date in /G II* 1578, for instance,
does not necessarily mean that all these trials took place on one day.
In the manumission catalogues from Thessaly, for example, we see
that manumissions were registered only once a month. I suggest a
similar procedure for the publication of the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’.
This can be inferred from a special category of legal procedures in
Athens, the ‘monthly trials’ (dtkon €upnvor), mentioned in the Athenaion
Politera. Since the nature of these ‘monthly trials’ is important to an
understanding of the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’, we should examine them
in detail. The Athenaion Politeia (52.2) lists several categories of monthly
trials, among them charges concerning eranot (friendly loan-funds) and
slaves (andrapoda). All the charges mentioned in the text were brought
to court and judged by five citizens, chosen by lot, one from every
two tribes. These officials were called eisagogeis, from the technical
verb eisagein, which denotes bringing cases to court.” Most scholars
believe that the ‘monthly trials’ were summary legal procedures, in
which judgement was given within a month of the day the charges
were Initiated (e.g., Beauchet 1897, 100—101; Harrison 1971, 16,
154).% Cohen (1973, 38-40), on the other hand, argues that the
rapidity of these trials was due to the omission of the arbitration
stage that usually followed the submission of charges (lexis) and of

2l The latest event mentioned in Aristotle’s Politics is the death of Philip II of
Macedon, in 336 B.C.; hence, if the practice of using the courts for manumission
began only about 330 B.C., it could not have been known to Aristotle. It is, how-
ever, possible that such manumissions were practiced before their publication, which
the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’ represent, became compulsory. The Athenaion Politeia was
written in the late thirties of the fourth century B.C., but several additions had
been made to it in the early twenties; see Rhodes 1981, 51-8. Hence, both Aristotle
and the author of the Athenawon Politeia should have been aware of the use of the
law courts for manumission, had such practice existed.

2 For the eisagogeis, see Harrison 1971, 21-3.

% For the different interpretations, see Pringsheim 1950, 476.
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the preliminary hearing (anakrisis). The ‘monthly’ indictments, he sug-
gests, could be brought only once a month, on a specific date (prob-
ably the last day of the month), and were tried within a month, that
is, before the next date on which such charges could be submitted
(ibid., 31-4).** Hence more accusations could be handled in one day
and a trial date fixed without delay.

Cohen examined the ‘monthly trials’ in his study of the dikai empo-
rikai, legal procedures arising from commercial disputes, in which
both prosecutors and defendants could be non-citizens. These suits,
or similar procedures, were originally submitted to the nautodikai, who
also judged challenges to a person’s citizen status (graphe xenias).”
Sometime after 355 B.C., dikai emporikai were instituted as a special
class. In the Athenaion Politeia (59.5) they are among the charges
brought before the Thesmothetai, along with cases concerning the
mines and prosecutions of slaves who slandered free persons.” These
are not said to be ‘monthly’ and do not appear in the list of ‘monthly
trials’ in 52.2. But Harpocration, citing Demosthenes and Hyperides,
says that the ‘monthly trials’ included the dikar emporikai and the dika:
erantkat; the latter category does appear in Ath. Pol., 52.2. Pollux, too,
includes these two cases in his definition of the eisagogeis of the
‘monthly trials’ (8.101), along with the dika: proikos (concerning dowries),
also mentioned in Ath. Pol., 52.2. So there seem to be different ver-
sions as to which magistracy was responsible for the ‘monthly trials’
and different groupings of the relevant cases. Cohen (1973, 161-97)
suggests that, sometime after 355 B.C., the dikai emporikai were trans-
ferred to the eisagogers and included in the ‘monthly trials’ (even
though they are not mentioned in Ath. Pol., 52.2); sometime between
330 and 320 B.C., as Ath. Pol., 59.5, attests, these cases were entrusted
to the Thesmothetai. Cohen explains this last change as a result of
the grain shortage of 330—326 B.C.; anxious to control grain sup-
plies, the Athenians entrusted cases involving this serious issue to the
Thesmothetai, who handled charges of great concern to the com-
munity as a whole. Cohen (ibid., 16-34) also points out that several

# Cohen’s interpretation has been followed by MacDowell (1978, 231-2) and
Rhodes (1981, 583). It has been disputed by Gauthier (1974, 424-5).

% On the nautodikai, see Harrison 1971, 23—4; Cohen 1973, 162-76.

% That by the time of the composition of Athenaion Politeia the dikai emporikai were
in the Thesmothetai’s jurisdiction is also confirmed by D., 33.1, 23; 34.45; both
speeches date to shortly after 330. Cf. Rhodes 1981, 665.
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types of cases defined as ‘monthly’ were previously assigned to different
procedural categories, while others that are not defined as ‘monthly’
were probably handled as such. Thus the dike aikeias (concerning
assault), which is included in the list of the ‘monthly trials’ in Ak
Pol., 52.2, was under the jurisdiction of the ‘Forty’ (the tribal judges
who sat in cases involving up to 10 drachmae; cf. Ath. Pol., 53.1-2)
in 346/5 B.C., according to Demosthenes (37.33). The dike chreos
(concerning debts) was probably ‘monthly’ by 423 B.C., to judge
from Aristophanes (Nub., 1189-91, 1220—21). Hence, the category
of ‘monthly trials’ included different charges in different periods, and
the class of magistrates responsible for them probably varied over
the years.

We see that two of the ‘monthly’ cases mentioned in Ath. Pol.,
52.2 (dikar proikos and dikai eranikai) are referred to as such by
Harpocration and Pollux as well; but they also classify the dika: empo-
rkai as ‘monthly’, although they are not mentioned as such in the
Athenaion Politeta. Hence we should consider the possibility that there
were other charges that were included in the category of the ‘monthly
trials’” in some period, although no source says so explicitly.” Moreover,
some of the lawsuits mentioned in Ath. Pol., 52.2, are formulated
vaguely. The nature of the dika: eranikai, for instance, is not explained;
but it should be remembered that eranistai appear among the pros-
ecutors in the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’, probably because of the man-
umitted slaves’ failure to repay loans given them to purchase their
freedom.” Beauchet (1897, 513) explains the suits concerning slaves
(dikai andrapodon) as a claim of ownership of a slave. Harrison (1971,
22) and Rhodes (1981, 586), on the other hand, believe that this
category involved damage done by slaves. But the vague formula-
tion suggests that other slave-related charges may have been meant.”
Furthermore, lines 12-19 of the fragment edited by Lewis (1968,
372-3) refer to the location of the court in which apostasiou cases
were heard, to the trial procedures, and to five officials, from different
tribes, who were in charge of the water-clock and the ballots ( psephor).
As Lewis comments, it is strange that these officials, who seem to
have been chosen ad hoc for a one-day trial, were commemorated

7 Cf. Todd (1993, 3345 and n. 20), who notes that the list of charges in the
Ath. Pol., 52.2, may not have been full.
% For eranoi in the context of manumission, see above, chapter 4.2.1.

2 Cf. Todd 1993, 102.
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on the stone. Could these five men be the eisagogess, referred to in
the Athenaion Politeia (52.2) as responsible for bringing the ‘monthly
trials’ to court?

Although no safe conclusion can be reached, it seems plausible
that the dikar apostasiou, too, were included at some stage among the
‘monthly trials’. This procedure, moreover, may well suit the ‘Lists
of Silver Bowls™ they are registers of many verdicts, grouped under
several dates, and seem to have been brought to court by five cho-
sen officials. One may ask, of course, why the dike apostasiou is not
mentioned in Ath. Pol., 52.2, as falling into the eisagogeis’ jurisdiction,
but appears in chapter 58.3 as part of the Polemarch’s jurisdiction.
This difficulty, however, is not insurmountable. Chapter 58.3, as
noted above, lists all the charges that are introduced by the Polemarch.
It ends with the words ‘and all other (charges) that the Archon (intro-
duces) for citizens, the Polemarch (introduces) for metics’. Hence it
may be that ‘monthly trial’ charges involving metics and manumitted
slaves were also brought to the Polemarch.”® Perhaps dikai apostasiou
were transferred, at some date, from the eisagogeis to the Polemarch,
just as dikai emporikai were transferred to the Thesmothetai. Note that
in Ath. Pol., 52.3, the judicial responsibility for ‘monthly trials’ involv-
ing tax-collectors is given to the apodektar (receivers of state revenues),
although all other ‘monthly’ cases were entrusted to the eisagogers.
This suggests that several magistrates were responsible for the ‘monthly
trials’. If we classify the dikai apostasiou as ‘monthly trials’, it can help
us to understand the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’ and the large number
of names grouped under a single date. Nor should the fact that the
defendants appear as already registered in different demes confute
this interpretation. Since ‘monthly’ charges could be brought only
once a month, these manumitted slaves may have already registered,
under other prostatai, in other demes; after all, ‘leaving’ or ‘desert-
ing’ the manumittor was the cause of such prosecutions.

As noted above, the uniform payment of silver bowls weighing
100 drachmae implies that it was imposed by the state. Opinions
are divided, though, as to whether the payment was a manumission
tax’' or a publication fee.”” The latter view seems to me more prob-

% Rhodes (1981, 656), as noted above, suggests that the Polemarch used the
same procedure as the eisagogers did and referred to the ‘Forty’ even cases in which
non-citizens were involved.

3 E.g., Westermann 1955, 16; Krinzlein 1975, 264.

2 See Todd 1901-2, 201-02; Lewis 1959, 237; Harrison 1968, 183.
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able, for two reasons. First, publication fees, prescribed by law, are
also attested in other places (see above, chapter 4.1). Second, the
earlier inscriptions, which do not mention the bowls, seem to coin-
cide with the law, attested by Aeschines (3.44), that banned procla-
mations in the theatre, including manumissions. As I argued above
(chapter 4.1), this law was meant to prevent unauthorized publica-
tion, as was the case in other poleis, too (e.g., Chaeronea). Since
proclamations in the theatre were prohibited sometime between 336
and 330 B.C., the sudden appearance of these inscriptions about
333 may well have been the result of new state regulation of pub-
lication. In 330 B.C., another law prescribed the publication fee of
a silver bowl weighing 100 drachmae, as can be inferred from /G
IT* 1560, 1. 5-6. Moreover, the payment itself seems to be more
appropriate for a publication fee, which was often a fixed sum (e.g.,
15 staters or 22" denarii in Thessaly), than for a manumission tax,
which would probably have been proportional to the value of the
slave.” If we take the conventional rate of 100 drachmae = 75
denarii, the publication fee in Athens seems to have been a reason-
able sum. Still, how could manumitted slaves afford to pay it in on
top of the price they had paid for freedom? The occupations recorded
in the lists indicate that many of them were skilled workers. It may
also be that at least some of them had been choris otkountes while still
slaves, that is, they were ‘living apart’ from their masters.”* But this
assumption means that not all manumitted slaves could afford to
publicize the fact that they were ‘completely free’ or—as argued in
chapter 4.2.1—to buy their freedom in the first place.

Why were so many manumitted slaves prosecuted in little more
than ten years? The same question arises if we believe these inscrip-
tions to be manumissions in the guise of apostasiou trials. It is justified,
however, only if there is evidence of a lower proportion of slaves
who were manumitted or prosecuted in the years preceding and fol-
lowing these lists. Such evidence, though, is absent. Another ques-
tion is why were so many manumitted slaves acquitted? We have
no way to answer this question, but it should be stressed that nei-
ther do we know how many prosecuted freed persons were con-
victed. The plialai exeleutherikai record only those who were acquitted,

% In Rome, the tax on manumission was 5% of the slave’s value (e.g., Cic., At.,
2.16.1).
% So Diller 1937, 148. On the ‘living apart’, see above, chapter 4.2.1.
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the polis had no interest in recording the names of manumitted
slaves who went back into slavery. All the same, we can infer the
reason for these numerous prosecutions and the publication fee.
Although Athenian economy and politics, unlike those of many other
poleis, remained fairly stable in the fourth century B.C., the long
years of war had their effect. This can be inferred from Athens’
efforts made in this period to regulate its finances, especially in the
second half of the century. Lycurgus, to whom the law prescribing
the dedication of silver bowls is ascribed, played (in 336-324 B.C.)
a major part in controlling Athens’ revenues and expenses and helped
improve its economy by financing various projects with funds pro-
vided by private citizens. A law prescribing the dedication of silver
bowls is compatible with his policy. On the other hand, the grain
shortage and the economic hardship during the Lamian War may
have impelled slave-owners to manumit their slaves and manumitted
slaves to try to evade their obligations towards their former masters.
This could lead to the numerous dikar apostasiou, which—if indeed
tried on a monthly basis—could be decided in a short time and pub-
licized by state authority. The summary procedure of the ‘monthly
trials’ may have been the reason why apostasiou suits were included
in this category: manumittors wished to recoup their loss as quickly
as possible, while the state was interested in a rapid decision that
would enable it to distinguish still-dependent from independent
manumitted slaves. These lists, however, ended abruptly about 320
B.C. This may have been an outcome of the abolition of democracy,
following Athens’ defeat in the Lamian War (322 B.C.), although it
is not clear how and there is no evidence to support the hypothesis.*

Our evidence for similar legal proceedings outside Athens is scanty.
The ‘laws of manumitted slaves’ mentioned in manumission inscrip-
tions from Thessaly and Aectolia may have included something sim-
ilar. In Calymna, some inscriptions state that the manumitted slave
is to be exempt from the ‘regulations (or legal proceedings) relating
to manumitted slaves’ (dmelevBepotixe dixono; 7C 168, 182, 184,
201, 206b). As noted above (chapter 4.2.2), many manumission inscrip-
tions explicitly state that the manumitted slave is to be the apeleutheros
of no one® or only of the manumittors or their children,”” in addi-

% See Ridle 1969, 22-5; Kriinzlein 1975, 264.
% See TC 133, 155, 167, 168, 169, 176b, 181, 182, 189, 190, 196b.
7 See TC 171, 177,
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tion to paramone-obligations. It follows that, as in Athens, being an
apeleutheros meant that the manumitted slave was obligated to pro-
vide further services after manumission and that this obligation was
established by the apeleutherotika dikaia.*® Although these dikaia are not
specified, it seems safe to assume that they also defined the legal
procedures to be followed should the manumitted slave fail to pro-
vide the services required. This assumption is corroborated by the
reference to the ‘leading away of manumitted slaves’ (dmedevBepotirn
dyoyn) from which a manumitted female slave is immune after the
end of her paramone period (7C 198). This probably implies that man-
umitted slaves who failed to perform their obligations were liable to
be ‘led away’ by their manumittors and compelled to perform these
obligations. The formulation of this right of manumittors implies that
it was sanctioned by law.” It recalls Plato’s Laws, where the manu-
mittor is given right to lead away his manumitted slave if the latter
failed to perform his or her duties (Lg., 915a). Gernet (1955, 169-70),
believes that the act of leading the manumitted slave into slavery
(agoge eis douleran) did not much differ from the dike apostasiou. The
latter was the transposition of ‘private law’ procedures to the juris-
tic plane and it existed in many poleis. We are not told, though,
whether exemption from the apeleutherotika dikaia in Calymna con-
ferred on the manumitted slave a different status, similar to the
exeleutheros in Athens or elsewhere. But seeing that this exemption
and immunity to apeleutherotike agoge disengaged the manumitted slave
from his or her manumittor, a different status must have been created.

The apeleutherosis mentioned in manumission inscriptions from Thes-
saly (/G IX(2) 541, 542) and Tithora (/G IX(1) 190) also seems to
indicate a person’s right to the services of his or her manumitted
slaves. In elaborate manumission documents from other poleis, manu-
mittors explicitly state their right to act against their manumitted
slaves should the latter violate the conditions of manumission. But
this right seems to have been based on custom, not law, and is usu-
ally formulated as the right to punish the manumitted slave or to
revoke his or her freedom. Could this be done without recourse to
legal institutions? We do not know; but it is significant that only a
few documents state that any dispute arising between the manumittor

% See above, chapter 4.2.2, and 4.4. See also Babacos 1964.
¥ So Babacos (1964, 39), who interprets this phrase as the penalty imposed by
the apeleutherotika dikaia.
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and the manumitted slave is to be referred to arbitrators (e.g., SGDI
1696, from Delphi).

5.2 The Aphairesis eis Eleutherian

Another legal procedure, known mainly from Athens, is the aphaire-
sis ews eleutherian, which literally means ‘carrying a person off for the
purpose of freedom’. The term aphairesis is a compound noun derived
from apo-hawreisthaz; it is significant that, like the pairs of manumis-
sion terms apeleutheros/ apeleutheroun and exeleutheros/ exeleutheroun, this term
also appears in the form exairesis/ exaireisthai. In fact, Harpocration’s
more elaborate explanation of the procedure refers to exawresis: “when-
ever someone seized and led (agein) another person away as a slave,
and someone else carried (the latter) off, (alleging him) to be a free
person, it was possible for the one who seized the man as a slave
to bring a dike exaireseos against the person who carried the man away
to freedom.”* We learn from Harpocration that this procedure, like
the apostasiou, was classified as a dike, that 1s, a private prosecution.
We also learn that the prosecutor was not the one who asserted the
freedom of the person claimed as a slave, but the claimant.*' Harpo-
cration also mentions Hyperides (Agawnst Aristagora) and Isaeus (For
LEumathes), whose speeches either mentioned or concerned this pro-
cedure. Fragments of these two speeches have survived, in addition
to other evidence. Although the evidence all comes from the fourth
century B.C., this procedure could certainly have been used already
in the fifth century. We do not know whether in fourth-century
Athens these legal actions involved the physical seizure and carry-
ing off of persons or whether they were symbolic acts (as may be
inferred from Pancleon’s case, cited below); it is clear, though, that
by that time, both agein and aphairesis eis eleutherian were legal terms.

" Harpocration (s.v. ¢€onpéoemg dixn): omdte T1¢ &yor v d¢ dodAov, Emertd T
b

a0tV g EledBepov éEonpoito, ¢ERv 1@ dvtumolovpéve t0d dvBpdrov g dodlov
Aoyydvew €€anpéocng dikny 1@ eig v hevBeplov owtov e€oupovuéve. On dooipeotg
Harpocration just says: 18iog Aéyeton | elg élevBepiov.

I Beauchet (1897, 515) compares the person who performed the aphairesis to the
Roman vindicator or assertor libertatis. 1t should be noted that in Athens it is this asser-
tor who was prosecuted, although, according to Aristotle (Problem., 951b 6), it is far
worse to falsely claim that a free person is a slave than to assert that a slave is
free.
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In order to set Harpocration’s definition in its context, let us review
the evidence.

A speech in defence of the banker Eumathes (after 358 B.C.) was
written by Isaeus and delivered by Xenocles, who was Eumathes’
friend and client. According to the longer fragment of this speech
(fr. 15 = D.H., Is., 5), Eumathes, Epigenes’ former slave, had been
manumitted by the latter in the court of law. Dionysius, Epigenes’
heir, laid claim to Eumathes and tried to ‘lead him away’ (agein) into
slavery. Xenocles, in turn, ‘carried (Eumathes) off to freedom’; by
so doing, he was declaring that he knew Eumathes to be a free man.
Dionysius then brought suit against Xenocles. According to another
fragment of the speech (fr. 16 = Harp., s.v. @yer), Dionysius said:
“Xenocles caused me damage by carrying Eumathes off to freedom,
when I was leading him (Eumathes) into slavery, according to my
share’. We do not know whether this citation was taken from Isaeus’
oration for the defence or from Dionysius’ prosecution speech, but
it is clear that Dionysius acted by right of being his father’s heir.
But there are some problems with these fragments. First, Dionysius’
use of the verb ‘caused damage’ (EBAonye) raises the possibility that
he sued Xenocles in a dike blabes, that is, a charge for damage. Were
there two parallel suits, one concerning Eumathes’ status and decided
in a dike aphaireseos, the other concerning the damage allegedly caused
by Xenocles” carrying off Dionysius’ property? Harrison (1968, 179)
suggests that in such cases there was no distinction between the two
charges and they were heard as a single suit.*

Second, why did Dionysius try to re-enslave Eumathes? Judging
by fragment 15 (admittedly, the defendant’s claim), it seems that
Eumathes had been (or was pretending to be) free for a long period
before Dionysius tried to re-enslave him.*” Could a slave live and
work as a banker and pretend to be free for many years before his
master or his master’s heir acted to reassert his ownership? Eumathes
may have been a slave ‘living apart’ (choris otkon) who failed to pay
over to his master the profits of the business he managed for him.

2 For the dike blabes, see also Todd 1993, 279-82. Cf. Beauchet 1897, 519-20.

# Xenocles relates in his speech how he had entrusted a sum of money to
Eumathes before he went out to serve as a #rerarchos. When rumors reached his
relatives that he had been killed in battle, Eumathes returned the money to them.
When Xenocles came home he rewarded Eumathes by continuing to use his ser-
vices and even helped him establish a bank. For the date of Isaeus’ oration, see
above, chapter 2.2.
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Or perhaps Dionysius acted because Eumathes, his father’s manu-
mitted slave, was evading his obligations to himself. One of the two
definitions of dike apostasiou offered by the Souda (see above, section I)
seems to confuse these two types of proceedings: reassertion of own-
ership of a slave who pretended to be free, and the dike apostasiou.
Eumathes’ case—given that these fragments are all we have to go
on—could be interpreted either way. But even if Eumathes had been
freed by Epigenes, as Xenocles asserted, his case demonstrates the
precarious position of non-citizens and the difficulty of proving one’s
status.

A third question concerns the terminology used in the speech.
Xenocles describes his action with the verb exawreisthar, whereas
Dionysius refers to it by using aphaireisthai. This difference may be
due to personal preferences of different speech-writers (if Dionysius’
words come from a different oration) or to stylistic variation (if both
passages come from Isaeus’ speech). It is, however, possible that
Xenocles deliberately uses the prefix ex- to indicate that he was act-
ing on behalf of a completely free person, whereas Dionysius wished
to emphasize FEumathes’ continued dependence.

Another case of apharesis 1s referred to in [Demosthenes’| Against
Neaera (59.40-5). Neaera purchased her freedom partly with her own
savings and partly with the help of an eranos headed by Phrynion.
After her manumission, she came to live with Phrynion in Athens.
Later, however, she absconded to Megara with some of his prop-
erty. There she met Stephanus, with whom she returned to Athens,
living with him as his lawful wife. One day, Phrynion came to their
house and attempted to seize and lead (agein) Neaera away into slav-
ery. Stephanus reacted by ‘carrying (her) off to freedom, according
to the law’. Apollodorus, the speaker, adds that Phrynion made
Neaera provide sureties (katnyyomoev) to the Polemarch and that she
presented three witnesses, among them Stephanus. But the case never
came to trial, because Phrynion and Stephanus agreed to go to arbi-
tration. The arbitrators ruled that Neaera was free (eleuthera) and her
own mistress (kyria). She was also required to return to Phrynion
most of what she had taken with her when she ran away and to
live with Phrynion and Stephanus on alternate days. If Apollodorus’
description is accurate, we learn that a suit against someone who
asserted an alleged slave’s freedom was brought, like the dike aposta-
siou and all other charges concerning non-citizen residents, before
the Polemarch. We also learn that the person whose status was dis-
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puted had to provide bonds to the Polemarch, apparently to assure
that he or she would appear in court for the trial.**

Neaera’s case raises some questions. Neaera was a manumitted
slave—as Phrynion should have known, since he helped finance her
manumission: why, then, did Phrynion try to lead her away into
slavery? Stephanus’ reaction and the arbitrators’ decision imply that
Phrynion considered Neaera to be his slave. Evidently his financial
assistance had left Neaera his debtor; as such, she was considered
to belong to him until full repayment was made. But if so, why did
he not sue her in a dike apostasiou, like other heads of eranoi recorded
in the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’> We see again how blurred was the
line between these two proceedings; or, at least, between the situa-
tions that could lead to such prosecutions. Moreover, a claim to
enslave a person compelled the intervention of a third party (Xenocles
in the case of Eumathes, Stephanus in the case of Neaera); why,
then, did the alleged slave have to put up a bond, if the object of
the prosecution is the person who asserted his or her freedom?* The
uncertainty about the nature of aphairesis eis eleutherian is increased by
Harpocration’s citation of Hyperides’ oration, Agamnst Aristagora in a
Graphe Aprostasiou, as his source for the definition of the aphairesis pro-
cedure (fr. 21). The graphe aprostasiou was a prosecution of metics who
failed to register a prostates; hence Aristagora must have been a metic.
Why, then, is aphairesis mentioned? We do no know the context of
this prosecution and are totally in the dark about the reason aphairesis
is mentioned. Its use in a prosecution against a metic is in any case
puzzling.

Also puzzling is the information given in Isocrates’ oration, 7rapeze-
ticus (17.11-7; early fourth century B.C.), written for the son of
Sopacus, an influential person in the Bosporus Kingdom. While vis-
iting Athens both as a trader and a tourist, Sopaeus’ son deposited
six talents with the banker Pasion. Some time later, the Bosporan
king’s agents in Athens informed Sopaeus’ son that his father was
arrested for an alleged charge of conspiracy against the king and
that he himself must surrender all his money and return. On Pasion’s
advice, Sopaeus’ son denied the existence of the money deposited

* See Todd 1993, 212—4. Cf. also Harrison 1968, 179. Beauchet (1897, 516),
believes that these sureties were given to guarantee that the defendant, should he
or she lose the case, would pay the fine.

% Cf. Harrison 1968, 179.
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with Pasion. But when his father was released and he himself wished
to leave Athens, Pasion denied all knowledge of the money. To prove
his case, Sopaeus’ son tried to lay hands on Pasion’s slave, who was
working in the bank, and bring him to court as a witness. But the
slave, claims Sopacus’ son, was spirited away by Pasion—probably
because the evidence of slaves could be delivered only under torture.*
Pasion, however, accusing Sopaeus’ son and his friend Menexenus
of bribing the slave and hiding him, dragged Sopacus’ son before
the Polemarch and made him put up sureties. After some time the
slave was found by Menexenus, but Pasion asserted that the slave
was free (Gonpeit’ adtov ¢ éAedBepov) and, at Menexenus’ insis-
tence, put up a bond with the Polemarch. If the alleged slave was
free (perhaps manumitted), why did Pasion accuse Sopacus’ son and
Menexenus of stealing his slave? If the person was Pasion’s slave,
why was it Pasion who performed the aphairesis? And why did he
have to provide a surety, and not the slave? The answer to the first
question seems clear: because the slave had been found and could
be made to testify under torture, Pasion changed his line of argu-
ment. The answer to the second question may be that manumittors
were entitled—perhaps even expected—to act on behalf of their man-
umitted slaves against attempts to re-enslave them, as in the manu-
mission inscriptions from central Greece (see above, chapter 4.4).
The third question is more difficult, seeing that it was Neaera who
provided surety. Sopaeus’ son’s case, however, i1s one more example
of how difficult it was to decide a person’s legal status and of the
ever-lurking danger of a challenge to a person’s freedom.

This ambiguity is most clearly demonstrated by two other speeches.
The first was written by Lysias for an Athenian citizen who prose-
cuted Pancleon (before 387 B.C.). The speech is an answer to a spe-
cial plea (antigraphe) by the defendant, who had alleged that he was
a Plataean, and hence entitled to the rights of an Athenian citizen®
and should not be brought before the Polemarch, to whom the
speaker had submitted charges (of some unknown crime) against
Pancleon, believing him to be a metic (23.2). In Lysias’ speech, the
speaker tells the judges that, in the wake of the defendant’s special

16 On evidence of slaves, see Harrison 1968, 170-71; Todd 1990, 32—6; 1993,
96, 187.

7 The Plataeans, Athens’ allies, were granted Athenian citizenship in 427 B.C.,
after their city was sacked by the Spartans.



LAWS AND LEGAL ACTIONS 297

plea, he made inquiries and was told that Pancleon was the run-
away slave of Nicomedes, a citizen of Plataea living in Athens. A
few days later the speaker saw Nicomedes leading away (agein) Pancleon
and claiming him as his slave. Pancleon’s friends gave security that
they would bring Pancleon back on the following day, when Pancleon’s
brother ‘will carry him off to freedom’ (ibid., 7-9). The speaker
decided to come too so that he could learn the grounds for assert-
ing Pancleon’s freedom. But instead of the brother, a woman showed
up and claimed that Pancleon was her slave. Although both Nicomedes
and the woman were willing to let Pancleon go if someone asserted
his freedom, Pancleon’s friends carried him off and departed (ibid.,
10-11). The speaker remarks that Pancleon’s actions prove him to
be a slave; otherwise he would not have preferred to have his friends
carry him off (aphairesis) by force—rendering them liable to a charge
of assault—rather than ‘be carried off to freedom (again: aphairess)
according to the law” and receive justice from those who were attempt-
ing to enslave him. Since Pancleon knew he was a slave, continues
the speaker, he was afraid to put up bond (apparently before the
Polemarch) and await a trial concerning his status (ibid., 12).
Apart from the complex situation, in which a person was alleged
to be both a metic and the slave of two different persons, while he
himself claimed to be a free citizen, there are other difficulties with
this case. First, it seems strange that a brother could act in an
aphairesis process; was not his testimony suspected? Second, what was
the difference between the aphairesis that Pancleon’s brother was
expected to perform and that actually performed by Pancleon’s
friends? The first is described by the speaker as conforming to the
law and the other as ‘by force’. But even conceding rhetorical mis-
representation of the facts, was not aphairesis itself a violent act?*®
Perhaps the symbolic and legal act of aphairesis had to be performed
according to certain rules, which Pancleon’s friends did not abide
by. The only clue, which may also be suspected of rhetorical dis-
tortion, is supplied by the speaker’s allusion to guarantees; Pancleon’s
failure to provide sureties to the Polemarch could be taken as a
proof of his servile status. This brings us to the third difficulty: here,

# Cf. Isoc., 12.97, who says that most persons reduce other Greek cities to slav-
ery, acting no differently than those who ‘carry off to freedom’ (elg €AevBepiov
dporpovpévorg) other persons’ slaves, but in fact compel them to slave for them.
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as in Neaera’s case but unlike Pasion’s, it is Pancleon who is to pro-
vide the surety.* Moreover, in this speech the same speaker used
the verbs aphaireisthar and exaireisthai interchangeably.

The other speech, Aeschines’ Against Timarchus, refers to the pub-
lic slave (dnudorog) Pittalacus, the victim of an attempt by Hegesandrus
to lead him away to slavery (agem). Pittalacus was helped by the cit-
izen Glaucon, who ‘carried him away to freedom’. Legal proceed-
ings began; but since they were protracted, both parties agreed to
go to arbitration. This, too, was a long process, so Pittalacus reached
an agreement with Hegesandrus and all charges were dropped (1.62-3).
Why is Glaucon’s action described as ‘carrying off to freedom’, if
Pittalacus was known to be a public slave? Hegesandrus could not
have claimed that Pittalacus was pretending to be free. Did he claim
that Pittalacus was his own slave? We do not know; but it is strange
that, although he is a public slave, only a private person acts on
Pittalacus’ behalf. Moreover, an acquittal in an aphairesis procedure,
as we shall see, probably established the alleged slave’s freedom.
Would a successful trial have resulted in a declaration of Pittalacus’s
freedom, although he was a slave of the state? MacDowell (1978,
83) and Todd (1993, 192—4) suggest that public slaves at Athens
enjoyed a better legal position than privately owned slaves did. This
can be inferred from an entry in one of the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’,
in which [—]leides the public slave appears as the former owner of
a slave (IG II* 1570, 1. 78-9). But this does not explain why an
aphairesis was performed in a case of a public slave. It may be that
Todd is correct when he notes that although Pittalacus 1s described
as a slave, he may have already been manumitted; the orators often
refer to former slaves as if they were still slaves (see further in chap-
ter 6.2). Another possibility is that this procedure was not employed
to prove that a person was free, but to disprove another person’s
claim to him or her.”” One interesting detail appears in Aeschines’
oration: as in the case of Neaera, here, too, the parties had recourse
to arbitration. Hence, such disputes could be settled out of court.

What were the results of a trial in a dike aphaireseos? To judge by
Neaera’s case, an acquittal made the alleged slave free again. In
[Demosthenes], 58.19, the speaker argues that Theocrines owes 500

¥ But see Harrison’s remarks (1968, 179 n. 2).
% Beauchet (1897, 466) argues that in Pittalacus’ case, aphairesis was performed
to assert that he was a public and not a private slave.
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drachmae, a debt incurred by his father, who had falsely led away
to freedom (dgperopevog) Cephisodorus’ female slave; according to
this passage, if the defendant (that is, the person who ‘carried [another
person] away to freedom’) was convicted he paid a fine, half to the
prosecutor and half to the state.’® The alleged slave was probably
returned to the person who had laid claim to him or her.”> The
overall impression, however, is that aphairesis eis eleutherian was not a
well-defined procedure. As we have seen, it could be employed by
friends, former masters, and brothers; it could be performed on behalf
of manumitted slaves, slaves, and metics; finally, it is not clear who
had to put up a bond—the alleged slave or the person who per-
formed the aphairesis.”® Gernet (1955, 164—7) suggests that in the case
it was the alleged slave who put up a bond, the prosecution was a
dike douleias, that is, a prosecution evolving from the plaintiff’s claim
on the person of another. This prosecution, however, as Gernet him-
self notes (see above, 5.1), seems to resemble the dike apostasiou and
had the same results as the dike aphaireseos. However, the aphairesis
procedure demonstrates the fact that the act of manumission was
not always the decisive sign of a person’ freedom; it also helps explain
why, in some places, manumission documents were carefully drawn
and inscribed on stone. The aphairesis procedure, like the dike apos-
tasiou, illustrates the uncertain position of manumitted slaves even
more than it attests to the means of protection at their disposal. It
is significant that manumitted slaves could not act independently to
prove their free status against attempts to re-enslave them, but had
to rely on a third party; it seems that in case their free status was
challenged, they were considered to be slaves until proven otherwise.

Outside Athens, there is no solid evidence for a similar legal
process. The apeleutherotika dikaia in Calymna may have included legal
procedures by which manumitted slaves could avert re-enslavement.
The ‘laws’ or ‘laws of manumitted slaves’ in Thessaly and Aetolia
probably prescribed legal actions concerning the status of manumitted

> See Beauchet 1897, 519-20; Harrison 1968, 179-80 and n. 3.

2 Beauchet (1897, 520-21) argues, on the basis of [D.], 19.58, that this was not
always the case and that the assertor could decide whether to hand over the slave
or pay his or her value.

» Gernet further claims (1955, 167) that if the assertor succeeded in proving the
free status of the alleged slave, his action was regarded as legitimate; if, on the
other hand, he failed, he was considered to act aggressively and was liable to a dike
biaion, on the charge of violence.
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slaves. The protection clauses, inserted in manumission documents
in many places, imply that manumitted slaves were exposed to
attempts to re-enslave them. This issue was discussed above in detail
(chapter 4.4). Here it suffices to recall the right of e eleutherian
aphaireisthar given in IG 1X(1) 120 (from Elatea) to any person who
so wished, should the manumitted slave be seized and led away into
slavery. In this inscription, the right of aphaireisthar is appended to
two other rights. The first is splein, which here means the right to
seize the slave for the purpose of asserting his or her freedom. Since
in this sense sylein is similar to aphaireisthar, the latter term may have
had the technical meaning known from Athens. The other right is
proistasthai, the general meaning of which is protection; but here it
may refer to the function of the prostates. The right of sylemn, granted
to anyone who wishes to exercise it, also appears in most Delphic
manumissions. Moreover, many manumission documents state that
anyone who wishes to act on behalf of the manumitted slave will
not be liable to legal proceedings and penalties. But this statement
implies that ‘carrying a person off to freedom’ was usually considered
to be an illegal act, as sylein typically was unless authorized. This
may mean that, in these poleis, legal actions like the Athenian aphazresis
were not prescribed by law. Usually, the means of protection of
manumitted slaves were determined in the private manumission doc-
ument. There is, however, no evidence outside Athens of manumitted
slaves being prosecuted by their manumittors for failing to perform
their obligations, or of manumitted slaves ‘carried off to freedom’
by persons acting against attempts to re-cnslave them. We have the
written warning and protection-clauses—evidence that implies that such
situations could and did exist—but no example of their activation.’*

> As noted above (chapter 3.1), Schaps (1976) suggests that /G VII 3372, from
Chacronea, i1s a unique example of an actual claim on the person of the manu-
mitted slave—a claim later renounced in this inscription. Although it is tempting
to adopt this interpretation, Schaps does not explain how the woman and three
boys, who give their assent to a consecration-manumission previously performed by
Philoxenus from Orchomenus, were related to the latter. They may have been, as
Albrecht suggests (1978, 229 and n. 95), the manumittor’s aunt and nephews.
Albrecht, however, like Radle (1969, 129), understands this inscription as the nor-
mal consent by relatives to an act of manumission, given after the event.



LAWS AND LEGAL ACTIONS 301
5.3  ‘Laws on Manumitted Slaves’

As suggested above (section I), The Athenians may have first enacted
laws concerning manumitted slaves in the fourth century B.C. We
do not know the exact content of these laws, but what evidence we
have about the status of manumitted slaves vis-a-vis their manumit-
tors and about the legal actions concerning them enables us to reach
some plausible conclusions. The existence of the dike apostasiou implies
that the former master’s right to the services of his manumitted slave
was recognized and sanctioned by law (cf. Klees 2000, 7-8). Pollux
(3.83) cites Demosthenes on the laws of apeleutheroi and the laws of
exeleutheror and then goes on to mention the dike apostasiou. He seems
to have thought that this procedure was established by these laws.
If so, these two sets of laws corresponded to the two categories of
manumitted slaves: one (the apeleutheror) consisting of persons who
were still bound to their former masters by the general obligation
of protracted services, the other (the exeleutherot), of manumitted slaves
who had been released from this obligation, either by their manu-
mittors or by winning a dike apostasiou. These laws may also have
defined the Polemarch’s jurisdiction, the procedures for bringing
charges, and the procedure of aphairesis.

But if manumission was a private agreement, what was the polis’
interest in reinforcing manumitted slaves’ obligations to their man-
umittors? I can think of two interrelated answers. First, it should be
remembered that slave-owners comprised the citizen Assembly, that
is, the legislative institution of Athens; hence they may have been
motivated by the interests of a defined social group.” Second, a law
regulating the obligations of manumitted slaves provided the Athenians
with a means of controlling distinctions of legal status. A manumit-
ted slave in Athens, as the cases of Neaera and Pancleon (discussed
above) show, could easily pretend to be a metic or even a citizen.’
Institutionalization of manumitted slaves’ dependence on their man-
umittors served the interests of manumittors both as private persons
and as citizens of Athens. If slavery helped to define the full mem-
bers of the citizen group (see above, chapter 1.2), so did other legal

% The fact that metics were slave-owners, too, does not detract {from this state-
ment, because they belonged to the same social stratum.

% The complaint of Ps.-X., Ath., 1.12, that, in Athens, there is no way of dis-
tinguishing between citizens, metics, and manumitted slaves may support the evi-
dence discussed above.
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statuses. The manumitted slave’s protracted dependence on his or
her manumittor constructed the latter’s superior social position as
both the former master and the full eleutheros—a citizen with a defined
bundle of rights and privileges. Regulating publication of manumis-
sion was another means of social construction. By decreeing that any
publication of manumission had to be authorized by the Assembly,
the Athenians made sure that a freed person’s status would be reg-
istered in an approved site and made a matter of public knowledge.
Publication also served the interests of manumittors, who thereby
forestalled future disputes with their heirs over family property. But
not every manumitted slave could afford to pay for the publication
of his or her manumission or of the results of a dike apostasiou.
Manumitted slaves, however, like metics, were probably also required
to be registered on the rolls of a deme (in the lists of non-citizen
residents), apparently through the mediation of their prostates, whether
that person was the manumittor or—if the latter was a metic—
another citizen. Taking a prostates was one of the manumitted slaves’
obligations vis-a-vis the polis. These obligations, which are discussed
below, in chapter 6.1, were probably included in the laws concern-
ing apeleutheroi and exeleutheror in Athens.

Only a few other poleis provide evidence of laws on manumitted
slaves. Manumission inscriptions from Calymna often state that the
manumission is performed, or that the manumitted slave has rights,
‘according to the laws of the apeleutheroi™ or simply ‘according to
(all) the laws’.”® Babacos (1964), as noted in chapter 4.2.2, maintains
that the laws in Calymna did not regulate manumission itself, but
established the obligations of manumitted slaves vis-a-vis their man-
umittors and their families. These obligations, he argues, included
the payment by the slave for his or her manumission, the freed per-
son’s obligation to take a prostates, the manumittor’s right to inherit
the manumitted slave, and the paramone—from which the manumitted
slave could be released by handing over children to his or her manu-
mittor.*® As we have seen above (section 1), however, the manumittor
had the right to excuse the manumitted slave from these obligations.
Moreover, the inscriptions show that manumittors in Calymna were

7 See TC 158, 167, 169, 176b, 181, 189, 190, 196.

% See TC 158, 193.

» The obligation to hand over children was already postulated by Segré (7C,
pp- 175-8). Against this view, see Klaffenbach 1953, 459. Cf. also Klees (2000, 13).
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free to decide which obligations to impose, including whether to bind
the manumitted slave by a paramone clause, and to determine who
would enjoy their services. I would suggest, then, that, as in Athens,
the ‘laws of the manumitted slaves’ in Calymna prescribed only a
general obligation to the manumittors and left its specification to the
discretion of latter. Only one specific obligation seems to have been
defined by the laws—the obligation to register a prostates. Since manu-
mitted slaves usually became free non-citizens (unless granted some
privileges), they needed a mediator in their dealings with the polit-
ical institutions (see above, chapter 4.3). This was an obligation that
directly concerned the polis; other obligations were a matter of pri-
vate agreement between manumittors and manumitted slaves. It is
significant, however, that manumission and the general obligation
attached to it made the manumitted slave in Calymna an apeleutheros,
still dependent on the former master.

A similar picture is revealed by the manumission catalogues from
Thessaly, which frequently use the formula ‘according to the law’.%
Babacos (1966, 79-88) believes that, as in Calymna, the laws of
Thessalian poleis decreed the obligations of the manumitted slaves
vis-a-vis their manumittors, including paramone. Helly (1976), accept-
ing Babacos’ view, compares the formula ‘according to the law’ with
another formula, found in three inscriptions (to which he also pro-
poses emendations) that contain individual manumissions: ‘(the manu-
mitted slave) should not fall under the law(s) of the apeleutheroi to the
benefit of (names of heirs)’.®" This formula, maintains Helly, was
intended to protect manumitted slaves from claims to their person,
made by their manumittors and especially their manumittors’ heirs,
by right of the obligations decreed by the laws. In IG IX(2) 1296
A, from Azorus, the manumitted female slave is set free ‘by gift’
(apfixov EdevBépav dwpedv; 1. 30); so in SEG 23, 462 (= SEG 26,
670, 1. 5), from Doliche. Helly restores the same phrase in /G IX(2)

% See Helly 1976, 143. A distinction, however, should be made between the for-
mula ‘(name), the apeleutheros according to the law’ (or ‘[name] set free [name],
according to the law’) and ‘(name) gave the due payment of staters/denarii, accord-
ing to the law’. The latter formula indicates the payment due for publication; see
above, chapter 4.1.

ol i mintev drd 1OV (or Todg) dmedevbépwv vépov (or vépoug). The inscriptions
are /G IX(2) 1296 A, Il 31-2, from Azorus; SEG 23, 462 (= SEG 26, 670), 1L
12-15, from Doliche; 1G IX(2) 1290, 1. 13-6, from Pythion. For previous editions
and readings, see Helly 1976, 143-52.
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1290, 1. 5, from Pythion (1976, 151-2). He argues that the use of the
term shows that in all three cases the manumittors renounced their
right to payment; but so that their heirs would not be able to demand
payment in the future, a formula had to be inserted that exempted
the manumitted slaves from the normal legal requirement (ibid., 153).
Hence, Helly assumes that the laws of the apeleutheroi decreed, inter
alia, a payment to the manumittor and paramone, from which man-
umitted slaves could be released only by an explicit declaration.

Helly (1976, 153—4) also maintains that the variation ‘law’/‘laws’
has no special meaning and may merely reflect chronological differ-
ences.”” The three poleis in which these inscriptions were found
(Azorus, Doliche, and Pythion) composed a political unit—the Tripolis
of Perrhaebia—and their institutions were very similar. Helly notes
that all Thessalian manumission inscriptions begin by naming the
federal strategos and the local fagoi (chief magistrates) and mention the
uniform payment (which he interprets as a manumission tax). He
therefore postulates that there was federal legislation that prescribed
the obligations of manumitted slaves.”” The formula ‘according to
the law’ in the Thessalian manumission catalogues reflects this leg-
islation (ibid., 155). Helly supports his thesis by an inscription from
Phthiotic Thebes (mid-second century A.D.), published by Lazaridis
(1975). Two of the manumission acts in this inscription (nos. 4 and
5) contain the formula, ‘should not fall under the laws of the apeleutheror’.
In another act (no. 1), the text reads: ‘[and he shall be re]leased
from the apeleutherotika dikaia’, a formula similar to that found in
Calymna. The word ‘laws’ can be safely restored in act no. 6 of the
same inscription and in another fragmentary act.”

Helly’s interpretation seems plausible and accords with what we
have seen in Athens and Calymna. To his examples one may add
the inscriptions /G I1X(2) 541, 542, from Larissa, which mention the

% The two inscriptions which refer to a law (SEG 23, 462 = SEG 26, 670; IG
IX(2) 1290) belong to the second half of the second century B.C., whereas the
inscription that uses the plural (/G IX(2) 1296) is from 18/17 B.C.

% To this legislation he also ascribes IG IX(2) 1100b, from Magnesia, which
refers to the ‘laws of the Magnetes’.

" These manumissions are dated by the calendar of the Magnetes and not b
that of the Thessalians, as are other inscriptions from the same city. Helly (1976,
158) suggests that Phthiotic Thebes previously belonged to the Thessalian federa-
tion and then, in the middle of the second century A.D., was incorporated in the
federation of the Magnetes. He infers that the legislation of these federations was
not significantly different.
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word  apeleutherosis. As in the case of Calymna, however, I am not
convinced that the laws prescribed specific obligations. In SEG 23,
462 (= SEG 26, 670), for instance, the manumitted slave Alexander
is explicitly bound by a paramone clause for the rest of his manu-
mittor’s life (Il. 6-8). Only after the manumittor’s death will Alexander
be free and exempt from the laws of the apeleutheroi to the benefit
of the manumittor’s heirs. If the paramone was prescribed by law, why
was 1t mentioned in the manumission document? The same ques-
tion applies to IG IX(2) 1290, with its paramone clause. It seems, then,
that the Thessalian laws set forth the general obligation of manu-
mitted slaves to serve their manumittors, but left the enumeration
of these obligations to the discretion of the manumittors. As in
Calymna, we do not know whether manumitted slaves who were
exempted from these obligations were called exeleutheroi or by some
other appellation that indicated their different status. But it is significant
that in Thessaly, too, manumitted slaves with continuing obligations
were called apeleutheroi and that the legislation concerning manumitted
slaves referred only to them.

Can we infer similar legislation in other poleis? Our evidence is
too scanty to allow any safe conclusion. There are, however, some
hints. The manumitted female slave in /G IX(1) 82¢, from Thermon,
was granted the right to be wsoteles and entimos, according to ‘the laws
of the Aectolians’. As noted above (chapter 4.4), this phrase may inti-
mate a privileged legal status. If so, this inscription implies that the
Aetolian laws regulated manumitted slaves’ status in the polis (see
also below, 6.1); we cannot be sure, however, that they also pre-
scribed their obligations vis-a-vis their manumittors. /G IX(1) 190,
from Tithora, contains a protection clause that warns against attempts
to seize and lead off the manumitted slave, neither for re-enslave-
ment nor for apeleutherosis (1. 15-16). In the light of similar terms in
Calymna and Thessaly, it seems safe to assume that in Tithora apeleu-
therosis denoted the manumittors’ rights to their manumitted slaves’
services. We cannot be sure, however, whether these rights were pre-
scribed by law. In Thasus, a manumitted slave was required to
remain with his manumittor as an apeleutheros (IG XI1 Suppl. 368).
This wording recalls the manumission inscriptions from Calymna
and may imply that manumitted slaves’ obligations in Thasus were
formulated in some way or another. A similar situation is revealed
in two manumissions from Chaeronea (IG VII 3318, 3360), in which
slaves were consecrated as apeleutheror. These examples are, admittedly,
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few and not unequivocal. But to judge by the use of apeleutheros and
exeleutheros (and their corresponding verbs) in the literary and epi-
graphic sources, from the fifth century B.C. to the third century
A.D., in different parts of the Greek world (see chapter 2.3), it seems
plausible that in many—if not all—poleis, apeleutheroi were bound to
their manumittors by further obligations. This widespread termino-
logical distinction indicates a common concept of manumission and
may also imply that laws were enacted to regulate the status of
manumitted slaves according to this concept

As noted above, laws concerning manumitted slaves did not just
decree that the freed person had obligations vis-a-vis his or her manu-
mittor. They also prescribed the manumitted slaves’ rights and oblig-
ations vis-a-vis all the citizens, that is, the polis. In the next chapter,
I will examine manumitted slaves’ status in the polis and their social
integration with the citizenry.



CHAPTER SIX

THE REALITY OF FREEDOM

As we have seen, manumitted slaves constituted a distinct category
in the legislation of many poleis. To judge by the terminology, they
also formed a distinct status group. But the evidence about their
legal status and life after manumission is deficient. Manumission
inscriptions that state the slave’s status after manumission and, usu-
ally, after all obligations towards the former master were fulfilled (see
chapter 4.4), references to laws in a few places, and some brief allu-
sions in the literary sources, provide some information about freed
slaves’ status in some poleis. However, the evidence concerning their
integration into society and their social position is meagre. The scant-
iness of the information stems from several reasons. First, many
sources that might have contributed to our knowledge—such as trea-
tises on slavery, forensic speeches from Athens written for or against
manumitted slaves (see chapter 5.1), and historical accounts of poleis
and regions outside Athens—are lost. Whatever fragments have sur-
vived of these sources often provide us with nothing but a glimpse.

Second, manumitted slaves are seldom mentioned in the sources
as such. They are either referred to in funerary inscriptions and in
the literary sources that allude briefly to a continuing bond between
them and their former masters (see chapter 2.3.1), or cited as one
of the status groups in the polis. Little is known about the fortunes
of manumitted slaves; the sparse details we do have can hardly be
taken as representative. Moreover, no personal account by a manu-
mitted slave has reached us and there is nothing to suggest that
works of this kind existed in the Greek world. True, we have the
discourses of the Stoic philosopher Epictetus (ca. 55-135 A.D.), a
former slave, who preferred to teach the humble and whose words
on the plight of manumitted slaves (4.1.33-37) are often cited as
proof of the hardships of a freed person’s life. There is also the late
and apocryphal Life of Aesop, a fictitious biography of the famous
sixth-century B.C. fabulist, who had been a fellow-slave of Rhodopis
in the service of Iadmon or Xanthus of Samos (see below). But little



308 CHAPTER SIX

solid evidence can be extracted from this biography and other sources
about Aesop. It bears notice that Epictetus and Aesop, as well as
Bion (above, 2.3) and most of the other former slaves referred to in
the sources, were exceptional: they were lucky, talented, or rich and
they aroused the affections and respect of both their former masters
and other persons.

Third, in Athens, at least, some manumitted slaves settled in the
polis and were eventually registered as metics. As noted above (chap-
ter 2.3), the prevalent view is that all slaves in Athens automatically
became metics upon manumission. Although this view is weakened
by the terminological evidence, it may help us to elucidate the status
of manumitted slaves, because these two status groups shared some
common features. Still, this is of limited help with regard to the sta-
tus of manumitted slaves outside Athens. Within the limits permitted
by these obstacles, in what follows I shall attempt to sketch out the
status of manumitted slaves in the polis and their social position.

6.1  Obligations and Rights

The one thing we know for sure about manumitted slaves’ obliga-
tions vis-a-vis the polis, in Athens and in some other poleis, is that
they were required to register a prostates. This obligation was dis-
cussed in detail above (chapter 4.3); here we need only repeat the
main conclusions. The prostates of a manumitted slave, like that of a
metic, had to be a citizen. In Athens, and perhaps in some other
places too, this was the manumittor; if the latter was a metic or a
manumitted slave himself, the right to be a prostates was transferred
to another person or the manumittor’s own prostates performed this
role (women, of course, could not be prostatar). We have also seen
that, like metics, manumitted slaves in Athens came under the juris-
diction of the Polemarch. The evidence about other obligations is
scanty and ambiguous. Harpocration (s.v. petoixiov), relying on
Aristomenes (K.-A. fr. 16), Menander (in his Anatithemene [K.-A. fr.
33] and Didymai [K.-A. fr. 116]), and other unnamed comic play-
wrights, says that in Athens manumitted slaves, like metics, paid a
special tax, the metoikion, and another tax of three obols, ‘perhaps to
the tax-collector’. Hesychius (s.v.) and Pollux (3.55) give the same
information, except that, according to their definitions, metics, too,
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paid the three-obol tax, to the tax-collector (Hesychius) or to the
secretary (Pollux).!

This evidence poses some problems. First, since the extant frag-
ments of Aristomenes’ and Menander’s aforementioned comedies
cannot provide us with the context for Harpocration’s explanation,
all we have to rely on are these lexical entries. No earlier sources
support them. Second, if we accept that manumitted slaves were
required to pay the metotkion, we must also accept—as do most schol-
ars—that in Athens freed persons were automatically registered as
metics. Pollux, indeed, says that a metic is anyone who pays the
metotkion. 'This assumption, however, contradicts both the termino-
logical distinction between metics and manumitted slaves (see chap-
ter 2.3) and Aristophanes of Byzantium’s definition of a metic: ‘A
metic 1s anyone who comes from a foreign (country) and resides in
the polis, paying the tax according to the obligations imposed by
the polis. As long as he (stays) for several days, he is called parepe-
demos (‘a visitor’) and is exempt from taxes; but if he (resides) beyond
the fixed period, he becomes a metic and is liable to taxation.™
Harpocration, too, although he says that manumitted slaves paid the
metotkion, defines metics as immigrants from other poleis; he also states
that a metic is ‘not he who stays for a short time as a xenos (a for-
eigner), but he who makes his home there’’ Clearly manumitted
slaves are not included in these definitions, although they, too, may
be regarded (especially according to Aristophanes’ wording) as com-
ing from a foreign country.

Moreover, Aristophanes’ definition of the duration of residence
(‘several days’) is open to interpretations. Since the metokion was 12

! Harpocration, s.v. petoikiov (= Souda, s.v.): 11 8¢ xoi ol dodhot dpeBévreg Hnd
TV deomotdV £Télovv 1O petoixkiov, BAAOL Te TAOV KOpIKdY dednAdkoct, kol
"Apiotopévng. Mévovdpog & év "Avatifepévy kol év Alddpong mpog toig 1’ dpoyuais
kol tplofoldv enot tovtovg teAely, Towg t@® tehwvn. Cf. Hesychius, s.v.: télog
oVtwg éxoleito, O £tifecav tfi moler, Spoyucg dddeka, 1@ 8¢ teEAdVN TpLdBolov;
Pollux, 3.55: uétotkog 6 10 petoikiov cuvteAdv: 10010 & Av 1B’ 1@ dnuocie Spayuoi
Kol 1@ ypopupotel Tptdforov.

2 Ar. Byz., fr. 304 Slater: uérowcog 8¢ éotv dmdtov t1g md Eévng EMBdv EVOLKT]
T molet, TS?\.OQ TEADV elg anorawwevcxg rwocg xpswcg g molewg. emg HEv odv
OGOV nuepwv mxpamSnuog KoAglton Kol GteAng éotiy, £0v 88 LrepPfi 1OV Gpiopévov
xpovov, pétowkog fdn ywerou Kol unors?»nc;

3 Harpocration, s.v. ue‘touclov uétokog pév €oTv O sﬁ 81:8p0(g nOAEWS UETOLKDY
gv Etépa xol pn mpdg OAlyov dg Eévog émdnudv, dAld v ofknowv ot xotok-
moduevog.
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drachmae for a man (and six for a woman living independently),
scholars assume that it was paid in monthly one-drachma instalments
(half a drachma for a woman); hence, a foreigner who resided in
the polis more than a month (‘several days’) was required to regis-
ter as a metic and pay the metotkion.* It has been further argued that
the legal distinction between metics and transient foreigners was
blurred in the fourth century B.C. and that all foreigners who stayed
in Athens for more than a month paid the metoikion. This argument
relies on the significant increase in grants of privileges to foreigners
in the fourth century B.C.; in some cases, these grants exempted the
beneficiaries from the metotkion and other monetary levies. But many
of those fourth-century foreigners who received privileges—and even
citizenship—were not residing or did not intend to settle perma-
nently in Athens.” Most of them were political exiles, princes, and
other persons who rendered military and other services to Athens.
Their status as ‘metics’ or ‘citizens’ was merely honorary. It seems
safer to assume that legal distinctions continued to apply for those
who resided permanently in Athens and that a metic (in contrast to
an honorary metic) was anyone who decided to settle in Athens, was
willing to pay taxes, and received permission to register (with a
prostates) in a deme.® According to this broad definition, manumitted
slaves could also be registered as metics, if they settled in Athens;
in this case, they were required to pay the metoikion. In other words,
I believe that until the manumitted slave registered as a metic, he
or she was legally defined as apeleutheros or exeleutheros. Gaining metic
status depended not only on a decision by the polis, but also on a
non-citizen’s intention to settle in Athens.” Hence, some metics were
former slaves, but not all former slaves were metics.

As for the three-obol tax, no source earlier than Harpocration
confirms this information. Nor do we know whether this was an

t See Clerc 1893, 253; Gauthier 1972, 116-26; Whitechead 1977, 8-10, 1417,
76; MacDowell 1978, 77; Whitehead 1986a, 146.

> Cf. Zelnick-Abramovitz 1998. On political exiles, see Balogh 1943; Seibert 1979.

® Cf. Gauthier (1972, 122), who, noticing the difficulties in accepting that every
transient foreigner paid the metotkion, suggests that the duration-criterion may have
been a year.

7 Cf. Clerc (1893, 284), who notes that, by registering as metics, manumitted
slaves acquired a ‘condition publique’ and had direct relations with the city. See
also Whitehead 1977, 6-10. Klees (2000, 6, 10) claims that manumitted slaves,
whose manumission did not include a paramone-clause or those acquitted in aposta-
swou trials, were equated to the metics and paid the metotkion.
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annual or one-time levy.? Clerc (1893, 285-6), comparing it to the
15 staters paid by manumitted slaves to the polis of Lamia in Thessaly,
believes that the three obols in Athens were paid only once, as a
fee for registration on the metic rolls.” The payment in Lamia, to
which Clerc refers, is the fixed sum of 15 staters or 22'- denarii,
mentioned in many manumission inscriptions from other Thessalian
poleis—a payment that I have interpreted as a publication-fee (see
chapter 4.1). If, indeed, the three-obol payment in Athens was a reg-
istration fee, it is significant that Harpocration relies, among others,
on Menander, whose lifetime coincides with the ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’
(see chapter 5.1). Perhaps the three obols were paid for enrolment
in the demes, just as the 100-drachmae silver bowls were donated
for having the outcome of apostasiou trials engraved on stone. The
enormous difference between these two prices (100 drachmae are
600 obols) can be explained by the higher costs of engraving and
by the purpose of the law that prescribed the dedication of the sil-
ver bowls."” In sum, despite the absence of earlier evidence about
the three-obol tax, there seems to be no good reason for rejecting
the evidence of the lexicographers. If so, this payment, as Clerc
notes, was the mark of the manumitted slaves’ servile origin, because
it differentiated them from other free residents in the same way as
the metotkion distinguished metics from citizens. It should also be noted
that the three-obol levy and the metoikion were the only direct taxes
levied in Athens and that they were imposed on non-citizens (cf.
Whitehead 1977, 75-6).

In Athens, then, manumitted slaves differed from metics in at least
one or two points: they were obliged to register their former mas-
ters as their prostatai (unless these were manumitted slaves or metics)

# That the lexicographers themselves were uncertain as to the nature of this tax
is obvious from Harpocration’s hesitant ‘(paid) perhaps to the tax-collector’. Pollux
(3.55) says it was paid to the secretary; Hesychius (s.v. petotxiov), to the tax-collector.

? Busolt (1920, 984), on the other hand, believes that the three obols were paid
every year. So also Klees (2000, 8-9).

10°See above, chapter 5.1. The inscriptions recording the verdicts in apostasiou tri-
als may also have been only copies of those deposited in an archive (perhaps the
Metroon); if so, the required dedication of a silver bowl weighing 100 drachmae
may also have covered the fee for the parallel document written on papyrus or on
a wooden board (see Georgoudi 1988). See also Lewis’ interpretation (1968, 375-7)
of the fragment of an inscription, which he believes to be a list of all those who
performed liturgies in one year and dedicated 50-drachmae silver bowls. Lewis asso-
ciates this inscription, too, with Lycurgus’ efforts to increase state revenues.
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and they may have paid the three-obol tax. But if they decided to
settle in Athens—a decision, it must be remembered, that was often
the by-product of their continuing obligations towards their former
masters—they could register as metics. As metics, they were subject
to several restrictions.!! Manumitted slaves, like metics, could not
own real estate (and hence could not lend money on the security of
land or a house), unless granted this right (enktesis) by the Assembly.
They had no political rights—they could not attend and vote in the
Assembly or hold office. Moreover, in Against Neaera ([D.], 59.92),
Apollodorus (the son of the enfranchised manumitted slave Pasion)
says that newly enfranchised persons were barred from holding office
as archons or priests,'” but that the Athenians granted their descen-
dants every right, provided they were born to an Athenian woman
who was legally married. After Pericles’ law of 451/0 B.C., for a
woman to be legally married in Athens she had to be the daughter
of a citizen and her spouse the son of a citizen. Hence the children
born from the union of manumitted slaves (or metics) and citizens
were not considered citizens themselves. From the middle of the
fourth century B.C., non-citizens who married citizens were also
liable to heavy penalties. Again according to Against Neaera ([D.],
59.16), non-citizens convicted of living with an Athenian citizen or
a citizen’s daughter were sold into slavery and their property was
confiscated; in the case of a foreign woman, the Athenian citizen
living with her paid a fine of 1,000 drachmae as well. This law
reflects the Athenians’ fear of non-citizens infiltrating the exclusive
citizen body. But precisely the context in which this law is cited
reveals the gap between legislation and reality: Neaera, the manu-
mitted slave woman, had been living for years as the lawful wife of
the Athenian citizen Stephanus before Apollodorus, himself the son
of an enfranchised manumitted slave, decided to prosecute them."
I shall come back to this case and refer to the status of Apollodorus
himself below (6.2).

" For what follows, see in general Harrison 1968, 184-6, 189-99; Whitchead
1977; Lévy 1987; Todd 1993, 194-9. See also Hunter 2000, 15-23.

2 Cf. [D.], 59.106, where Apollodorus says that even the first generation of the
Plataeans granted Athenian citizenship could not serve as archons or priests. Aristotle
(Pol., 1278a 38) says that a person who has no share in the public honours (tipof)
is like a metic.

3 Cf. Patterson 1994, 199-202.
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We do not know whether manumitted slaves who registered as
metics differed from the latter in their other financial obligations. If
these obligations were identical, manumitted slaves were also expected
to perform liturgies. According to a scholion to Aristophanes’ Plutus,
953 (Dubner), metics could be choregor (that is, defray the costs of a
chorus for dramatic performances), but only at the Lenaca festival
(cf. Lys., 12.20). Demosthenes (18.20-21, with schol., Dilts) adds the
gymnasiarchia (supervising athletic training) and the /estiasts (providing
a public dinner for the citizens). There is also evidence that metics
could outfit and command a trireme ({rerarchia): Pampylus, Midas’
agent, commanded a trireme (D., 21.163); the banker Pasion,
Apollodorus’ father, was a trierarch five times (D., 45.85). We do
not know, however, whether Pasion performed this liturgy as a manu-
mitted slave, a metic, or a citizen."" Metics were also expected to
pay the eisphora, a special wartime levy (Lys., 12.20; Isoc., 17.41)."
It is less certain that metics were expected to make voluntary con-
tributions to the state (epidosers); but the available evidence suggests
that even transient foreigners could do so.'® Performing liturgies, pay-
ing the esphora, and making epidosets were a means to gain respect
and honour; but it is also obvious that only rich non-citizens could
afford them. Metics and manumitted slaves were not homogeneous
groups, economically or socially.

Privileged metics could be granted the ateleia, or exemption from
their financial obligations. Although most of the individuals (and
entire communities) who were granted this privilege were exiles, it
could be implemented only in Athens; hence the beneficiaries were
(temporary) residents in the polis."” Diodorus Siculus (11.43.3) says
that Themistocles proposed to exempt metics and artisans from taxes
in order to promote manufacturing in Athens. This evidence has

" Whitehead (1977, 80-2) claims that metics did not perform the #rierarchia. Cf.
Trevett 1992, 6. Passion became a citizen after 391 B.C. and before 376 B.C.
(Davies 1971, 429-35; Trevett 1992, 21—4). Apparently he performed his last trer-
archia as a citizen, if Davies (1971, 435) is correct in his interpretation of /G II*
1609, 1. 85-7. Cf. Davies 1969.

P See Thomsen 1964, 187-91; Whitehead 1977, 79; Klees 2000, 21. Cf. Syll.*
329 (306/5 B.C.).

1% See IG 1I* 351, 1. 11-15 (= Rhodes and Osborne, GHI, 4747, no. 94), dat-
ing to 330/29 B.C.; IG 1I* 791 (245/4 or 244/3 B.C.). See also Photius’ Lexicon,
s.v. Depid.

7 See, e.g., IG TI* 33 (390-380 B.C.), 109 (363/2 B.C.). Cf. Clerc 1893, 197.
On exiles in Athens, see Balogh 1943; Seibert 1979.
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been doubted, however (Whitehead 1977, 148 and n. 37), and we
do not know which taxes these metics paid in the first quarter of
the fifth century B.C. Another privilege granted to non-citizens was
the usoleleia, the right to pay taxes equal to those of the citizens. That
this was a privilege can be inferred from the fact that many grave-
stones bear the record that the deceased was an isoteles (e.g., IG 11
7862-7881) and from the fact that Demosthenes twice refers to
Theodotus, who had been appointed as a public arbitrator (daitetes),
as an usoleles (34.18, 44). It may be that this privilege exempted met-
ics from the metotkion and thus removed one of the marks of their
status (Harrison 1968, 189; Whitehead 1977, 11). In the Athenaion
Politeia (58.2), the wsotelets are one of the status-groups under the juris-
diction of the Polemarch. In Demosthenes’ speech Against Leptines
(20.29), in which he attacked Leptines’ proposal to cancel the ateleia,
the wolelers appear (along with the citizens and the xenoi) as one of
the groups that, according to Leptines’ proposed law, were not to
be granted ateleta. These two sources may imply that the #soteleia had
some legal significance. It is important to note, though, that this
privilege too was granted to metics or foreigners who rendered ser-
vices to Athens; hence, only rich and well-connected persons could
obtain it. It may be significant that Hesychius (s.v. icoteAng) defines
an soleles as an exeleutheros who had been exempted from the metoikion.
Since Hesychius (s.v. é€eletBepog) defines exeleutheroi as the children
of manumitted slaves, he may have thought that only the second
generation of freed persons could be granted this privilege.

Metics were also conscripted for military service in separate units
(Clerc 1893, 53—4; Whitehead 1977, 83—4). In this sphere, too, they
could be granted the privilege of serving in the same units as the
citizens. Again, however, it must be stressed that these restrictions
and privileges are recorded for metics; we do not know whether
manumitted slaves who registered as metics were subject to the same
restrictions and could be granted the same privileges. One privilege,
in fact the highest, certainly was also granted to manumitted slaves:
both Pasion and, later, his manumitted slave Phormio were granted
citizenship.'® But Pasion and Phormio, like any metic or manumitted
slave who was granted privileges, were rich and could ‘buy’ this gift
by their contributions to the city.

'8 For other enfranchised bankers, see below, 6.2; for granting citizenship to
manumitted slaves, see, in general, chapter 2.2.
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Metics and manumitted slaves, being xenoi in the polis, were also
subject to certain restrictions on their legal personality and proce-
dural capacity. First, as noted above, they were under the jurisdic-
tion of the Polemarch."” Second, the killer of a metic was prosecuted
in the Palladion, the court that judged cases of involuntary homi-
cide ([D.], 47.68-73).2° Third, metics could not file a graphe (public
prosecution) in some cases, including graphe xenias (against persons
alleged to be masquerading as citizens) and graphe hybreos (demand-
ing redress for an assault).”’ Moreover, unlike citizens, metics were
subject to summary arrest (apagoge) before trial.*> It has also been
argued that the law, including the restrictions on procedural capac-
ity, constructed the metic as an outsider (Hunter 2000, 23) and that
in court metics were peculiarly isolated and vulnerable, because they
had no links to the Attic land or houschold and to kinship struc-
tures (Patterson 2000). I shall go back to this view below (6.2); here
it should be noted that although under Athenian law metics (includ-
ing manumitted slaves) had a legal personality, they were stll con-
sidered to be xenoi, non-members, and, as such, unfit for the privileges
of citizens and always viewed with some suspicion.

The evidence for other poleis is scantier and more problematic.
Several Attic orators refer to metics as registering a prostates and pay-
ing the meltotkion in Megara (Lyc., 1.23, 145; D., 29.3) and Oropus
(Lys., 31.9). Since these orators refer contemptuously to persons who
left Athens to be metics elsewhere, it may be that they deliberately
ascribed Athenian practices to these cities. It may also be that these
two poleis, which were neighbours of Athens (and Oropus was for
a long time under Athenian control), were influenced by Athenian
law and practices. But it is significant that later inscriptions from
both places record grants of ateleta and isoleleia to non-citizen resi-
dents (e.g., IG VII 2-7, 11, 245, 246)—meaning that non-citizen res-
idents of Megara and Oropus usually did pay special taxes. These

' Tt has been suggested that this was a privilege, at least in the fifth century
B.C., because a mid-century decree (ML 31) regulating Athens’ relations with Phaselis
states that any legal dispute involving a citizen of Phaselis is to be judged before
the Polemarch (Todd 1993, 195-6, 332). For citizens of Phaselis, this may have
been a privilege, since it made their status closer to that of metics; but it should
be noted that this regulation differentiated non-citizens from citizens, thus under-
lining the lesser legal standing of the former.

20 See Harrison 1968, 196-8; Todd 1993, 196.

2l See Todd 1993, 196.

?2 See Whitehead 1977, 93; MacDowell 1978, 76; Todd 1993, 196.



316 CHAPTER SIX

sources, however, refer to metics (or some equivalent status); we do
not know whether manumitted slaves assumed this status there. The
same doubt exists concerning other poleis that granted soteleia.”” An
inscription dated to ca. 334 B.C. records the grant of citizenship
and other privileges to Pyrrhias of Sinope by the polis of Colophon
(Meritt, A7Ph, 56, 1935, 377-9, no. 3).** The inscription states that
while a metic in Colophon Pyrrhias performed liturgies, contributed
asphorai as requested, and fought together with the citizens. Hence,
the status of metics in Colophon in the fourth century B.C. seems
to have been similar to that in Athens. Here, too, however, we have
no evidence about manumitted slaves.

Manumission inscriptions, on the other hand, often provide evi-
dence about the ex-slave’s status in the polis. As we have seen (chap-
ter 4.4), such inscriptions usually contain clauses that assert the free
status of the manumitted slave. Although isolated and not always
clear, this evidence implies that in some poleis manumitted slaves
enjoyed a better legal status than in Athens. For instance, in /G
IX(1) 82¢, from Thermon in Actolia, the manumitted female slave
is given the right not to belong to anyone, according to the laws of
the Aetolians, and to be woteles and entimos (cf. above, 2.2). The sta-
tus of usoteles in Aetolia may have been the same as in Athens. The
term entimos 1s more difficult to understand, but it may denote cer-
tain privileges or even the right to serve in some public magistra-
cies. What is of interest here is that, although these privileges are
in accordance with the laws, they were granted to the manumitted
slave not by the polis, but by the manumittor—an impossible situ-
ation in Athens. However, in another manumission inscription from
an Aectolian polis, /G IX(1) 1%, 96a (from Phistyon, 213/2 B.C.), the
manumitted slave woman is stated to be eleuthera, anephaptos, and
aphorologetos. The first two terms were discussed above (chapter 4.4);
the third term, aphorologetos, means ‘exempt from taxation’ and thus
resembles usofeles in the first inscription. Again, it is surprising to find
that this privilege is granted by a private person and not by the
polis. The only logical explanation that occurs to me is that the
Actolian federal legislation accorded manumitted slaves a better sta-

# E.g., X., Hell., 1.2.10 (Ephesus), D., 23.211 (Aegina), IG XII(5) 647 (Coresia).
See Whitehead 1977, 77.

# See SEG 41, 986, for the identification of Hegesianax, who is named in line 1
of the inscription as an eponymous councillor.
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tus than they enjoyed in Athens, perhaps by virtue of the wopoliteia—
the equality of citizen rights enjoyed by members of the League—
which may also have conferred some privileges on non-citizen residents.
If so, it is possible that manumittors (or the manumitted slaves) were
allowed to record this privileged status in the manumission docu-
ment itself.

The peculiar status of manumitted slaves in Aectolia may also be
inferred from SGDI 2133 (182 B.C.), a sale-manumission performed
in Delphi by a citizen of Amphissa in the name of an Aectolian. It
is probable that the slave-owner was dead and his heirs had appointed
the Amphissan to execute his last wish (Albrecht 1978, 137 n. 184).
The manumitted slave, whose origin is Thessalian, is given the right
‘to be a citizen’ ( politeuein). 'This manumission inscription joins three
others in which the same right is either granted or denied. In IG
IX(1) 34, from Stiris in Phocis (2nd century B.C.), the manumitted
slaves are granted the right ‘to be citizens’ (politeuesthar) wherever
they wish. This is also the case in SGDI 1844, a manumission by
an Amphissan in Delphi (186 B.C.). In SGDI 1718 (158/7 B.C.), on
the other hand, the manumittor, a citizen of Lilaca who manumits
his slave woman in Delphi, warns her not to live outside Lilaea and
not ‘to be a citizen’, without his consent. Could manumitted slaves
become citizens by the mere decision of their manumittors? The
grant of citizenship, like that of ioteleia and other privileges, was the
decision of the polis, not of a private person. In these inscriptions,
then, the verb politeuein may simply mean ‘to go and live (elsewhere)’,
like metotkein in Syll* 1208, from Thespiae, and Lazaridis 1975, 647-8,
no.2, from Phthiotic Thebes (see above, chapter 4.4). But in SGDI
1718, at least, politeuern is distinguished from ozkein, ‘to live’ or ‘reside’.
Albrecht (1978, 209-13) argues that, since in SGDI 1844 the manu-
mitted slave woman is also described as a captive of war (alypudieo-
tov), she was born free and hence is being given the right to go
back to her home city (Chalcis) and resume her citizen status there.
He interprets IG IX(1) 34 in the same way, although it says noth-
ing about the slaves’ origins. But could a woman be a citizen? Or
is this verb used in these inscriptions in the general sense of joining
or belonging to a community? It should be noted that in SGDI 1718,
the manumitted slave, to whom this right is denied, is described as
Syrian; hence, she may not have even been Greek.

As Bielman (1989, 36) rightly observes, however, the fact that the
manumitted slave in SGDI 1844 is described as a war captive does
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not affect the nature of the deed, which is a typical sale-manumis-
sion. The individual in question was probably sold in the slave mar-
ket and bought by the manumittor. The latter recorded the fact that
she had been a captive of war, just as some manumittors recorded
the fact that their slaves had been bought at auction (see above,
chapter 3.2). However, it seems that in Aectolia manumitted slaves
could become citizens by the explicit consent of their manumittors
seems, in the light of the grant of other rights, as recorded in IG
IX(1) 82¢c and IG IX(1) 1% 96a (see above). Moreover, an inscription
from Thermon (/G IX(1) 12 9, third century B.C.) records the grant
of citizenship by the Aectolian League (xowvév) to a woman and her
descendants. So it seems that, in third- and second-century Actolia,
the legal standing of women and manumitted slaves was better than
it was in Athens. It is also possible, though we have no proof of it,
that the laws in Amphissa and Stiris allowed manumitted slaves to
become citizens. In SGDI 1718, from Lilaea, this right is denied to
the manumitted slave, who is also ordered to remain in the polis;
hence, the manumittor, wanting the freed woman to remain in his
service, prevented her from going away and from implementing what
may have been her right in Lilaea or elsewhere. Since, however, we
have no other evidence of the status of manumitted slaves in these
cities in the second century B.C., no conclusive inference can be
made.

It may, however, be significant that in Epirus, where the legal sta-
tus of women was higher (see above, chapter 3.1) and where sev-
eral manumitted slaves seem to have entered the families of their
manumittors as legally equals (above, 3.2), an inscription from Dodona,
dating to ca. 370 B.C. (SEG 15, 384 = SEG 37, 515, 1. 1-19), grants
citizenship to a woman from Arronus whose husband is already a
citizen.” Similarly, the manumission inscription /G IX(2) 1290 (=
Helly 1976, 151-2), from Pythion in Thessaly, grants the manumit-
ted slave woman and her descendants the right to purchase a house
and land wherever they wish. Ownership of real estate was the exclu-
sive right of citizens; non-citizens could obtain this right (enktesis) only
by a state decision (cf. above, the discussion about Athens). In this
inscription, however, we see again that a private person can estab-

» Lines 20-32 of the same inscription record another grant of citizenship. The
grantee may be another woman, if the words ®wtodg yeveal €€ "Appavov can be
interpreted as ‘to the wife of Phintes from Arronus’.
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lish the manumitted slave’s status in the polis. Another inscription
from Thessaly, /G I1X(2) 458 (Crannon, third century B.C.), grants
a woman citizenship and the right to own land (moAtteiov kot
év[x]toow). Although in this case it is the polis that grants these
privileges, it is possible that Thessalian federal legislation allowed
manumittors to bestow privileges on their manumitted slaves, per-
haps after obtaining the consent of the polis. Mention may also be
made in this context of manumissions which contain the phrase xenike:
(ept lyset), attested in both Epirus and Thessaly. I have suggested
(above, chapter 2.2) interpreting this phrase as indicating the grant
of a status similar to that of the wofeles. If T am right, this is another
case of a privileged status formally conferred by the manumission
document (but probably authorized beforehand by the polis).

The differences in the status of manumitted slaves in the various
polets may well reflect different concepts and attitudes. Although
freed persons everywhere were xenoi in the polis, their rights and
obligations varied according to the extent to which the citizens
guarded their prerogatives. In Phocis, Actolia, Thessaly, and Epirus,
as we have seen, women could transact business independently. It
is therefore possible that, as compared to Athens, fewer restrictions
were imposed on other non-citizens as well. It may seem strange
that in Athens, the large population of non-citizens who were engaged
in manufacture, trade, banking, and building—occupations of great
importance in a commercial centre like Athens—suffered more legal
restrictions than in the less advanced economics of Aetolia, Thessaly,
and Epirus. But it should be remembered that the bulk of evidence
concerning Athens comes from the classical period, whereas the
inscriptions mentioned above are later. Moreover, in agrarian and
less politically developed societies, manumitted slaves may have been
regarded as part of the community more than they were in a highly
developed political community, which set rigid demarcation lines
between members and non-members. Of course, as noted with regard
to Neaera, even in classical Athens the actual situation did not nec-
essarily follow the laws and legal procedures.

6.2  Social Position

To what extent were manumitted slaves integrated into society? This
question is not just an academic exercise. As we have seen, manumitted



320 CHAPTER SIX

slaves were free persons, but xenoi. They were no longer slaves, but
most of them were still bound to their former masters by various
obligations. They had acquired a legal personality, but one inferior
to that of the citizens. Moreover, whether still dependent on or totally
disengaged from their former masters, they had to fend for them-
selves. It 1s therefore both interesting and important to study the
extent to which manumitted slaves were absorbed in the society in
which they settled and whether their servile origin was ever forgotten.
As noted above, however, there is not much to build on; what evi-
dence we have concerns almost exclusively an elite group—if I may
use this expression in this context—among the manumitted slaves.
Let us start with our earliest evidence. Rhodopis and Aesop, we
are told (Hdt. 2.134-5), were fellow-slaves in the service of ladmon
of Samos. Rhodopis was later brought to Egypt by Xanthus of Samos.
Herodotus does not tell us who this Xanthus was; in other versions
of the story of Aesop, however, this man is said to have been Aesop’s
second or sole master. In Egypt Rhodopis worked as a prostitute. It
was there that Charaxus, Sappho’s brother, met her and bought her
freedom. Thanks to her charms, Rhodopis became so rich that the
Greeks later believed that it was she who built the pyramid actually
constructed by the pharaoh Mycerinus. Herodotus refutes this belief
and says she lived many years later, in the time of king Amasis
(570-526 B.C.) and that she spent only a tenth of her property to
buy iron ox-spits, which she sent to Delphi. In other versions, Rhodopis
is called Doricha and said to be the Doricha whom Sappho men-
tions in her poems (frgs. 7 and 5 PMG).* Strabo (17.1.33) recounts
an ancient version of the Cinderella story. Describing the pyramids
near Memphis, Strabo mentions a small but lavish pyramid that was
called ‘the tomb of the fetaira’, which, he explains, was built by
Doricha’s lovers. Once, while Doricha of Naucratis was bathing, an
eagle came and snatched one of her sandals, carried it to Memphis,
and flung it in the lap of the king, who was administering justice in
the open air. The king, stirred by the beauty of the sandal and by
the strangeness of the event, sent everywhere to search for its owner.
When Doricha was found, she was brought to Memphis and became
the king’s wife. According to Perry’s reconstruction (1952, 216-17),

% Cf. Athen., 13, 596b—d, where it is also said that Poseidippus wrote an epi-
gram on Doricha and often mentioned her in his desopia; Phot., Lex., s.v. "Podwmidog
ovéOnuo (= Souda, s.v.).
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Rhodopis-Doricha was manumitted not later than 575 B.C. Like
Neaera almost 200 years later, she had the good fortune to be charm-
ing and resourceful. Although the story of Rhodopis’ life is too leg-
endary and full of missing links to enable a fair assessment, it is
nevertheless important in reflecting prevalent ideas on the conduct
and fortune of female manumitted slaves.

Even more fanciful is the life of her fellow-slave Aesop. According
to Herodotus (2.134), he was killed by the Delphians. Many years
later, the Delphians, in atonement, proclaimed that they would pay
compensation to anyone who came to collect it; the only one to
appear was the grandson and namesake of Iadmon. Hence, con-
cludes Herodotus, Aesop too was a slave of Iadmon. We will shortly
encounter various versions of Aesop’s life; it is interesting, however
(if Herodotus’ story is true), that the heir of Aesop’s former master
received atonement for the murder of his grandfather’s ex-slave. In
classical Athens, as we shall see, a citizen was explicitly advised by
the expounders of religious law (the exegetai) not to prosecute the
murderers of his father’s former slave, because the dead woman was
neither his relative nor his slave ([D.], 47). All that can be safely
said about Aesop, on the basis of Herodotus and the fragments of
Eugeon of Samos’ Horoi Samion (which, according to Heracleides
Ponticus, was cited by Aristotle in his Samion Politeia),”’ is that he was
from Thrace, that he served Tadmon in Samos and was later manu-
mitted by him, and that he was a teller of fables. But Aristotle (prob-
ably on Eugeon’s authority) says that Aesop was Xanthus’ slave before
he became Iadmon’s.

According to the earliest complete version of the anonymous and
apocryphal Life of Aesop, probably composed in Egypt in the first cen-
tury A.D.,*® Aesop was a deformed and dumb slave of Phrygian ori-
gin who—because of a favour done for the priestess of Isis—was
blessed with the power of speech and the skill to devise stories. He
was sold to a slave-dealer, who brought him to Samos and sold him
to the philosopher Xanthus. Aesop’s sharp wit and tongue soon
aroused both admiration and indignation. He outwitted his master

¥ See also schol. to Ar., Av., 471 (Diibner); Souda, s.v. Alconog. The testimonies
are collected by Perry 1952, 216-17.

% This version is found in a tenth-century manuscript in the Pierpont Morgan
Library; it was edited by Perry (1952) and given the sign G. See also above, chap-
ters 1.5, 2, 3.1, and 4.1.
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many times and finally tricked Xanthus into granting him freedom
by helping the Samians against the schemes of Croesus, king of
Lydia. After several prosperous years in Samos, Aesop went off to
see the world; he visited Babylon (where he became a royal coun-
cillor), Egypt, and many other places, demonstrating his wisdom and
winning respect and fame. Finally he came to Delphi; but the
Delphians did not pay him the respect he was accustomed to, so he
publicly reproached them. In revenge, the Delphians accused Aesop
of stealing a golden bowl from the temple; he was condemned to
death and hurled from a cliff. That, according to Perry, happened
in 564 B.C. The story of Aesop, a deformed slave who outwits his
betters, seems to be a combination of the sly and energetic slave of
New Comedy and the Stoic idea of moral freedom. As Hopkins
(1993, 11-12) argues, ‘the Life of Aesop 1s a generic work...an
invented, generalized caricature of a slave’, whose relations with his
master and other persons ‘reflect the central tensions in the relations
between masters and slaves.” This story may also be said to reflect
popular ideas of misleading appearances and of the clever inferior
who humbles his betters, as well as the fears of former masters at
the prospect of becoming dependent on their ex-slaves. Hopkins
remarks (1993, 14) that it is small wonder that the story ends with
Aesop’s manumission and his murder by citizens: Aesop was too
resourceful and troubling to be left alive. Like Rhodopis, however,
Aesop’s story 1s a case of a slave fortunate enough to attract atten-
tion and respect. If his murder may be seen as punishment for his
success, his manumission was a prize for his talents.

Salmoxis, another semi-legendary figure, was—according to the
Greeks in the Hellespont and the Black Sea littoral—the slave of
Pythagoras in Samos (Hdt., 4.94—6). After he acquired his freedom,
says Herodotus, he acquired great wealth and went back to his native
Thrace. But the Thracians were a simple people, whereas Salmoxis
was used to Ionian ways and practices. He therefore built a hall
where he entertained the chiefs among his countrymen and taught
them about eternal life. Eventually (to make a long story short), he
was deified by the Getae (a Thracian tribe). Herodotus comments
that if there really was a man called Salmoxis, he lived many years
before Pythagoras.

Rhodopis, Aesop, and Salmoxis, all said to be natives of Thrace
and to have been slaves in Samos, exemplify various similar stories,

usually told of famous persons. The philosopher Bion (325255 B.C.),
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for example, is said to have been the son of a slave and a hetaira
(D.L., 4.46). His master, a rhetorician, gave Bion a good education,
set him free, and even bequeathed his property to him. Bion went
to Athens to study; later he wandered from city to city, supporting
himself by lecturing. Another philosopher of servile origin was
Menippus of Gadara, who lived in the first half of the third century
B.C. (D.L., 6.29, 95-101). He was a slave in Sinope, studied with
the Cynic Metrocles, bought his freedom, and became a citizen of
Thebes. The Souda (s.v. Kpdrng) has a dubious story about the Theban
philosopher Crates (365—285 B.C.), according to which Crates gave
money to the Thebans, stood by the altar, and declared himself free.

We can end this list of ex-slave philosophers with Epictetus (ca.
55-135 A.D.), who, as a slave of Epaphroditus (himself a freedman
of Nero),® was allowed to attend the lectures of Musonius Rufus.
After his manumission, Epictetus taught philosophy in Rome and—
when Domitian expelled the philosophers from Rome—in Epirus. In
the fourth book of his Discourses, discussing the meaning of freedom,
Epictetus describes the life of a manumitted slave after liberation.
This is a famous and often-cited passage, but it is worth quoting
again:

A slave prays to be set free immediately. Why? Do you think it is
because he is eager to give money to the collectors of the 5% tax?®
No, but because he imagines that until now, because he has not
obtained it (i.e., freedom), he is deterred and unlucky. If I am set
free’, he says, ‘immediately everything will be well; I shall be at no
one’s beck and call, I shall talk as an equal and of the same stand-
ing as everyone else, I shall go where I wish, I shall come from and
where I wish.” Then he is manumitted. And straightaway, having
nowhere to go and find food, he looks for someone to flatter, in whose
house he can dine. Afterwards, he ecither earns his living by bodily
labour®® and suffers the most terrible things, and even if he finds any
manger, he has fallen into a slavery more depressing than the first;
or, even if he gets rich, being a vulgar person he falls in love with a
young girl and, being miserable, cries and yearns for slavery. ‘What

# Another Epaphroditus (of Chacronea, lst century A.D.) was the slave and stu-
dent of Archias of Alexandria and later taught at Rome.

% In Rome, a tax of 5% of the slave’s value (vicensima) was exacted for manumission.

1 W.A. Oldfather, in his 1928 Loeb edition, understands this phrase as a
cuphemism for prostitution, comparing it to [D.], 59.20. But the literal meaning is
quite in place, rendering the concept that physical labour is slavery (cf. above, chap-
ter 1.2).
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trouble did I have? Someone else clothed me, gave me shoes, fed me,
and nursed me in my sickness; and I served him in small matters. But
now, poor me, how I suffer, being a slave to many more instead of

to one!” (4.1.33-7).

Epictetus, of course, means that true freedom and slavery are not
legal or physical conditions. He may also have described here the
actual plight of most manumitted slaves and the ‘harsh risks of inde-
pendence’ (Hopkins 1978, 148-9)—but certainly not his own situa-
tion. He was one of the few whose liberation did not bring him into
violent collision with the hard soil of reality.”> Epictetus’ words, how-
ever, reveal—behind the Stoic ideas—the common notions of slav-
ery and freedom, as we find them in other and earlier sources: slavery
is living for someone else, serving others, performing physical labour,
flattering the wealthy and powerful, and not being able to talk to
others on equal terms (see above, chapter 1.2).%

We know of other lucky freed slaves. Sicinnus, Themistocles’ slave
and the tutor (paidagogos) of his children, who was sent by his mas-
ter to the Persian camp before and after the battle of Salamis (Hdt.,
8.75, 110), not only obtained his freedom, but also—with Themistocles’
help—became a citizen of Thespiae (when the polis was accepting
new citizens) and a rich man. The former slave Pasion and his former
slave Phormio are the best-recorded examples of socially integrated
manumitted slaves in Athens.** We know very little about Pasion’s
life as a slave. His masters were the bankers Archestratus and Antis-
thenes (D., 36.43-8); it is possible that, like many bankers in Athens,
they were metics or even manumitted slaves. This, in any case, may
explain why Pasion, after manumission, registered as a metic in the
deme Acharnae and not in his manumittors’ deme, Piraeus. As sug-
gested by Davies (1971, 430; see above, chapter 4.3), Peithodorus of
Acharnae, with whom Pasion had a close relationship (Isoc., 17.33),
may have been Pasion’s prostates; Pasion’s son, Apollodorus, and
Peithodorus’ grandson and namesake were friends and philo: ([D.],
50.27). Pasion may also have been a ‘living apart’ slave (choris oikon;

3 For the hardships faced by newly freed persons, see Plaut., Cas., 293; Epid., 727.

% Cf. D.Chr., 14.3-4, 13: the common concept of being free (10 éAedBepov) is
to be subject to no one and to be able to do whatever one wishes. A slave, on the
other hand, is a person whom one may flog, fetter, kill, and generally treat as one
wishes (ibid., 12).

* On Pasion and his family, and on Phormio, see Davies 1971, 429-42; Cohen
1992, 81-106; Trevett 1992.
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see above, chapter 4.2.1), managing his masters’ bank in the Piraeus.
As a manumitted slave and, in time, a metic, he had his own estab-
lishment and soon became rich and well-connected. One of Pasion’s
clients was the Athenian strategos, Timotheus son of Conon. According
to Apollodorus, Pasion, wanting to have influence over Timotheus,
loaned him money without security or witnesses ([D.], 49.2-3).
Apollodorus describes the relationship between the Athenian general
and his father in terms of great significance: Pasion ‘served’ (brnpétnxe)
Timotheus; the latter promised to reciprocate Pasion’s services (xdpwv
anodawoetv; ibid., 27). These relationships were obviously based on
what Aristotle called ‘the useful philia’. Another friend of Pasion was
the Athenian Callistratus (ibid., 47). Pasion’s connections also spread
outside Athens: he had xenoi (guestfriends) in Lampsacus, Tenedus,
and many other places ([D.], 50.18, 56).

As a rich metic (D., 36.5), Pasion contributed esphorai (Isoc., 17.41)
and probably performed liturgies (above, 6.1). He acquired his for-
tune from the profits of his bank and his shield factory.” Because
of his generosity to the city, including the donation of 1,000 shields
(D., 45.85), Pasion was granted Athenian citizenship ([D.], 59.2),
apparently after 391 B.C. (Davies 1971, 430). In 373 B.C. (Davies
1971, 431-2), Pasion manumitted his slave Phormio and leased him
the bank (D., 36.4, 11, 37). We do not know whether there were
any conditions attached to Phormio’s manumission; but it is significant
that the lease document stipulated that Phormio was not to pursue
banking activity on his own account (D., 45.31). Moreover, in his
will Pasion left instructions that Phormio marry his widow, Archippe,
serve as Pasicles’ (Pasion’s younger son) epilropos, and manage the
bank and the shield factory until Pasicles came of age. This pro-
tracted bond between the former master and the former slave attest,
of course, the great trust Pasion had in Phormio; but it also reveals
a reciprocal relationship that started when Phormio was still a slave.
Years later, when Apollodorus sued Phormio, the speaker on behalf
of Phormio said that Pasion saw no other way to save the bank but
to make Phormio ‘a member of the household’ (oikelog). Thus Phormio,
who once, as a slave, was a part of the household, became one again
after obtaining his freedom. Phormio himself made a fortune from
the bank and owned ships (D., 45.64, 66). Like Pasion before him,

% He must have rented the factory while stll a metic.
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he had many connections with Athenian citizens. Stephanus was his
agent (D.; 45.63—4) and the trader Timosthenes his friend and part-
ner (D., 49.31). In return for his contributions to the polis, he was
granted Athenian citizenship in 361/0 B.C. (D., 36.48; D., 46.13;
Davies 1971, 436). In 347/6 B.C. he contributed a set of oars to
the polis (/G 1I* 1622, 1. 472) and was a trierarch before 334/3 (IG
IT? 1623, 1. 245). Phormio’s son by Archippe, Archippus, was also a
trierarch (Davies 1971, 436).

Pasion and Phormio were not the only bankers who rose from
servitude to riches and citizenship; the bankers Epigenes and Conon
were also made citizens (Din., 1.43; Osborne 1981-83, III, 78).
Banking provided the means of accumulating wealth and influence;
wealth enabled bankers to make generous contributions to the polis
and thus be rewarded with citizenship (Cohen 1992, 88-9). This
upward mobility of (former) bankers’ slaves, says Cohen (1992, 84),
was enabled by a variety of factors. One of these was the personal
nature of banks: bankers made the oikos, the household (in which
the bank was often located), ‘a mechanism for perpetuating a busi-
ness producing wealth for persons of largely servile and non-Athenian
background’. Slaves working in their masters’ banks performed highly
confidential functions. Because the bank often operated in the banker’s
residence, close personal relationships developed between slaves and
non-slaves. Hence bankers’ slaves had unusual opportunities for gain-
ing personal wealth and social acceptance. That is why, on his
deathbed, a banker might prefer to transfer control of the bank to
a highly regarded slave and even give this slave his wife in marriage
(Cohen 1992, 61-80). Pasion, who, thanks to his zeal (philergia) and
integrity (chrestotes), had inherited the bank of his former masters (D.,
36.43—4), transferred his business and wife to Phormio. But by betroth-
ing his wife to Phormio, Pasion created a baffling situation, at least
for modern scholars.

Pasion had married Archippe before he became a citizen. Hence
both of them were metics. What was Archippe’s status after her hus-
band was granted citizenship? Unlike Aetolia, Epirus, and Thessaly
(see above, 6.1), women were not granted citizenship in Athens. After
388 B.C., grants of Athenian citizenship were extended to the recip-
ient’s descendants, both male and (tacitly) female (Osborne 1981-3,
IV, 151-2); but nothing was said about the grantee’s wife. Moreover,
Pasion’s deathbed instructions (370/69 B.C.) that Phormio continue
his lease of the bank, marry Archippe, and serve as the guardian of
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Pasion’s minor son, Pasicles—were clearly illegal, because Phormio
was not a citizen (Osborne 1982, 126; Cohen 1992, 103—4). By her
marriage in 368 B.C. (D., 45.3) to a non-citizen, a xenos, Archippe
was breaking the law that her own son, Apollodorus, would cite ca.
340 B.C. in his prosecution of Neaera (D., 59.16). According to this
law (see above, 6.1), had Phormio been convicted of living as the
husband of a woman of citizen status, he would have been sold into
slavery and his property confiscated. Since both Pasion and Phormio
were well known in Athens, this marriage could not have been a
secret. In fact, in his prosecution of Phormio, Apollodorus challenged
its validity (D., 45.3; D., 46.23). The speaker defending Phormio (D.,
36) provides other examples of manumitted slaves who had married
their manumittor’s widow: the banker Socrates, a former slave, gave
his wife to his slave, Satyrus; the banker Socles, gave his wife to his
slave, Timodemus; outside Athens, Strimodorus of Aegina gave his
wife to his slave, Hermaeus (D., 36.28-9). It may be that this was
a custom among bankers, who wished to keep their establishment
in the hands of their wives, through their former slaves and man-
agers. But it does not explain how Archippe, the widow of an enfran-
chised banker, managed to live as the wife of a non-citizen and not
be prosecuted—not even by Apollodorus’ many enemies.
Whitehead (1986b) infers from Archippe’s case that the Athenians
were tolerant of the certain ambiguity in the status of women, espe-
cially the wives of naturalized foreigners. Carey (1991), on the other
hand, argues that Archippe remained a xene when married to both
Pasion and Phormio; when Pasion was granted citizenship she became,
in fact, his concubine ( pallake). But this view is acceptable only if we
agree with Whitehead that the Athenians were tolerant of such sit-
uations. It seems implausible that Apollodorus and Pasicles, and their
sons after them, could enjoy the rights of citizens unless their mother’s
status was of no legal relevance. This is also the view taken by Cohen
(1992, 105-6). He claims that, in practice, the issue of the wife’s
status would normally never be raised. Male family members pro-
tected their female relatives from public discussion; that is why
Apollodorus waited until after his mother’s death before he brought
the issue up in his prosecution of Phormio—and even then only sug-
gested that her status might have invalidated the marriage. Hence,
according to Cohen, the silence of the law left Archippe’s status
ambiguous. It may also be that the Athenians were well aware of
the legal problems concerning the wives of naturalized foreigners and
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that this is one of the reasons why new citizens were barred from
public magistracies. As the sons of a foreign woman, Apollodorus
and Pasicles (born before their father was granted citizenship) could
not serve as archons or priests—as Apollodorus himself reminds the
judges in his prosecution of Neaera ([D.], 59.92).

Neaera’s case is another example of the ambiguous status of cit-
izens’ wives. Although she was a manumitted slave and a foreigner
in Athens, Neaera managed to live for many years as the lawful wife
of Stephanus, have her sons registered as citizens, and her daugh-
ter married (twice) to citizens. Apart from Phrynion’s attempt to
bring her back to his house (a case of a dike aphaireseos that was set-
tled out of court), her status was never discussed in public until
Apollodorus’ prosecution of her.*® As Patterson (1994, 199) notes,
the irony in Against Neaera is that the prosecutor, the son of a for-
mer slave, calls the Athenians to guard their sacred purity and return
Neaera, herself a former slave, to slavery. The irony is even more
acute when we remember that Apollodorus contested the clause in
his father’s will that arranged for Archippe’s marriage to Phormio.
Apollodorus did not mean to dispute his mother’s status (and, indi-
rectly, his own), but to challenge Phormio’s right to the family prop-
erty. But by bringing up this subject he attracted attention to his
own ambiguous status and, hence, undermined his arguments. His
mother’s uncertain status and his attack on Neaera reveal the other
side of legal and social distinctions in Athens.

Apollodorus’ litigious character is revealed by the seven forensic
speeches he delivered (preserved in the corpus of Demosthenes’ ora-
tions). These speeches also reveal Apollodorus’ consciousness of his
servile origins and his endeavours to be ‘more Athenian than the
Athenians’ (Osborne 19813, IV, 196; Trevett 1992, 178). Apollodorus
sought to distance himself as far as possible from his servile and
commercial background. After his father’s death he moved to the
countryside ([D.], 53.4). He married the daughter of Deinias, of a
well-off family (D., 36.17; 45.55), and later gave his own daughter
in marriage to Deinias’ son ([D.], 59.2). He lived extravagantly (D.,

% In Menander’s comedy, some fetairai stay in the house of their master, appar-
ently as concubines. This is probably the case of Chrysis in Samia (Zagagi 1994,
114). Less clear is the status of Crateia in Misoumenos, who may have been manu-
mitted in the opening section of the play, perhaps with a paramone condition, or in
a later part (Zagagi 1994, 175 n. 94; Krieter-Spiro 1997, 53—4).
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36.8), performed the trierarchia four times, paid a proeisphora, and was
a choregos—with much lavishness ([D.], 50.54). Apollodorus himself
says that those who have been made citizens should perform litur-
gies as if they were returning a favour (D., 45.78). His speech against
Neaera ([D.], 39) reveals the wide knowledge he had acquired of
Athenian laws and history; in this speech he also shows his concern
for the sanctity of the Athenian citizenship. As a naturalized citizen,
Apollodorus feels he must embrace the ideology and conduct of a
citizen by birth. Most revealing is his attack on Phormio, his father’s
former slave (D., 45): he mocks Phormio’s bad Greek, stresses his
servile origins, and finally says to the judges (45.86):

Each one of you must consider what slave you have left at home, and
then imagine that you have suffered from him the same treatment that
I have suffered from Phormio. Do not take into account that they are
Syrus or Manes or the like, while this man is Phormio. The principle
is the same—they are slaves, and he was a slave; you are masters, and
I was master.

Although Phormio was long free, Apollodorus treats him as if he
were still his slave.”” Moreover, by addressing the Athenian judges
with these words, he is endeavouring to be identified with the Athenian
citizens and slave-owners in contrast to the former slave Phormio.
It 1s also significant that Apollodorus claims that Phormio, as his
father’s ex-slave, should not be too prosperous and should show
respect to himself. This concept of the proper position of manumit-
ted slaves is revealed by laws and legal proceedings, by terminology,
and by manumission documents. The parvenu Apollodorus embraced
this concept just as he embraced Athenian citizenship. In his speech
against Nicostratus, Apollodorus tells the judges that he had agreed
to a fine rather than the death penalty in his legal dispute with
Arethousius (Nicostratus’ brother) because he did not want people
to say that he—Apollodorus, the son of Pasion, and a citizen by
state decision—brought about the death of an Athenian.

Little is known about Pasicles, Pasion’s second son. He appeared
as a witness in support of Phormio in 349 B.C. (D., 45.37), but was
later involved in a legal dispute with him.* His son, Pasion, prosecuted

¥ Cf. the speaker’s admonition to Apollodorus that he should not hold Phormio’s
servile background against him, because he himself has similar origins (D., 36.48).

% Hyperides’ Against Pasicles (frgs. 134—6) and For Pasicles (frg. 137) may have
been the same speech; see Davies 1971, 442.
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his former slave, Hippolochus, in a dike apostasiou (IG 1I* 1570, 1L
42-4).

The opportunities open in Athens to bankers’ slaves and former
slaves to accumulate wealth and influence helped them achieve deeper
integration into society. Cohen (1992, 102) argues that the Athenians,
by granting citizenship to bankers, facilitated the creation of new
great households and their social integration. In the light of the evi-
dence concerning Phormio and Apollodorus, however, this may be
true only for their descendants; and it seems that Eumathes (Is., fr.
15) was not a prosperous banker. Many other freed persons who
worked and lived in Athens escape our knowledge, because they
were not rich or famous enough to attract attention and may have
lived on the margin of society. The ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’ show that
many manumitted slaves were engaged in manufacturing and trade;
they contributed to Athens’ economy and were doubtless socially
incorporated in the working populace. In this respect, they were
‘servile” and dependent, just like any person who engages in a phys-
ical work and labours under the control of another person (see chap-
ter 1.2). But we do not hear of them unless they are mentioned as
the apeleutheroi of others, usually in forensic speeches. Thus Milyas,
the former slave of Demosthenes’ father, is known to us only because
Aphobus challenged Demosthenes to hand Milyas over so he could
be tortured and give testimony; Demosthenes was compelled to declare
that Milyas is ‘our apeleutheros’ (D., 27.19) and to bring the testimony
of his mother and female slaves to this effect (D., 29.25-6). But even
as apeleutheros, Milyas seems to have continued to work in the fam-
ily business, just as Euctemon’s apeleuthera managed his tenement
house in the Piraeus (Is., 6.19).

Other freed slaves about whom we have evidence seem to have
become independent, although they too are referred to as the apeleutherol
of their former masters: Nicarete, Neaera’s first owner, was the
apeleuthera of Charisius of Elis ([D.], 59.18). Alcias, who leased a plot
of land from the speaker in Lysias, 7.10, was Antisthenes’ apeleutheros.
Not all known former slaves were economically independent. The
speaker prosecuting Euergus for perjury ([D.], 47) tells a touching
story about his old nursemaid. The speaker was in debt to Theophemus
because he had lost a suit initiated by Theophemus, in part because
of Euergus’ alleged false testimony. The speaker recounts how Theo-
phemus and his men broke into his house in the countryside while
he was away and, in the presence of his wife and children, carted
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off his furniture. Also present was his old nursemaid, who had been
manumitted by his father and gone to live with her husband, but
had returned to his house after her husband’s death because there
was no one else to look after her. When the old nurse tried to hide
a cup from Theophemus and his men, she was severely beaten and
later died (47.52-9). The speaker’s story presents affectionate ties
between the former slave woman and the son of her former mas-
ter. He describes her as well disposed and faithful (ebvovg kot miot;
47.55). When she returned to his house after her husband’s death,
old and with no one to care for her, he felt that he must not ignore
those who are in distress, neither a nursemaid nor a paidagogos (ibid.,
56). He also called in a doctor, when she was lying bruised and ill,
because Theophemus would not do so despite his demand (ibid.,
67). When she died he even went to the exegetai, those who expound
religious law, to ask what should be done, because she was a good
woman and had lived in his house (ibid., 68). But the exegetar advised
him not to prosecute, both because he himself was not present at
the incident and because the dead woman was neither his relative
nor his slave; he should only purify his house and bear the calamity
as calmly as possible (69—70). That is why, explains the speaker, he
could not prosecute Theophemus for murder; to make this point
clear, he even asks the court clerk to read the law on homicide
(72-3).

But this story is not unique; nursemaids naturally had particularly
close relations with their masters’ family, as the speaker’s words attest
(thid., 56; cf. Hunter 1994, 86-7). A similar case appears in Menander’s
Samia, 236—8, where Demeas says that the old nurse of his adopted
son Moschion had been slave, but now is free;* nonetheless, she still
lives in his house and seems to help with the housework. Moreover,
despite his tender words, the speaker in [D.], 47, only twice refers
to her as a nursemaid (tit0n; 47.55, 81); otherwise he constantly
refers to her by the word anthropos, ‘woman’, a word that usually
does not imply affectionate ties. It should also be considered that his
long description of the woman’s mishap and his efforts to restore
her health and later to avenge her death is intended to blacken his
adversary in the eyes of the judges and create a good impression of
himself. This is not to say that the nursemaid did not have a close

% For this interpretation of the phrase yeyovvl’ éun Bepdmorv’ and, generally, on
the nurse in this play, see Krieter-Spiro 1997, 34-5.
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relationship with the speaker; but the speaker may have exaggerated
her role in the family for rhetorical effect. A hint that this is the
case is his ofthand remark (47.56), after he explains that he could
not ignore her destitute situation, that another reason she re-entered
his house was that his wife did not want to be left alone while he
was off performing his trierarchy. He must have had warm feelings
towards his old nursemaid and may even felt morally obliged to help
her; she, for her part, returned to her former master’s house when
she was left alone. This story reflects affection, but also ex-slaves’
prolonged dependence on their one-time masters. All said and done,
she was still only a former slave, an anthropos, and her fate was that
there was no one to avenge her and prosecute her murderers.*
When trying to assess the place of manumitted slaves in society,
therefore, we must consider both their economic position and their
status as defined by law. We have seen that, in Athens, those who
were more deeply assimilated or had even been naturalized were
wealthy enough to contribute to the polis and to have influential
connections. But both they and other, less fortunate, former slaves
were still referred to as manumitted slaves, as persons who belong
or had once belonged to others. Thus the speaker in Lysias’ Agawnst
Agoratus tells the judges that they should know that the defendant (a
metic in Athens) is a slave and the son of slaves (§odlog xol éx
dovAwv), so that they may know what sort of man had caused the
Athenians harm; he goes on to explain that Agoratus is the son of
Eumares, who belonged to Nicocles and Anticles (13.64; cf. §18).
Agoratus’ servile origins were of no legal relevance to the case, and
the speaker’s allusion to it was intended to arouse the citizens’ inbred
prejudice against any non-Athenian, and especially a former slave.
His words recall those of Apollodorus about Phormio (D., 45.86),
quoted above. In another speech of Lysias, Against Nicomachus, the
defendant’s servile origin is brought up as a device to turn the
judges’ feelings against him. Nicomachus is said to be the son of a
public slave (30.2) and is later referred to as a public slave himself
(ibid., 5), although at the time of the speech he apparently was a
citizen." This prejudice is also evident in Demosthenes’ comparison

10 Cf. Patterson 2000, 100. On homicide law, according to [D.], 47, see MacDowell
1963, 17-20; Gagarin 1981, 56-7; Carawan 1998, 186.
1 Cf. Todd 1993, 193.
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of Aeschines’ conduct to that of manumitted slaves (24.124): the
latter, says Demosthenes, never show enough charis, gratitude, to their
former masters, but hate those who remember their former servitude.

Gernet (1955, 172) claims that, because manumitted slaves’ oblig-
ations were defined by law, their legal status was better in Athens
than it was in other poleis. But as we have seen, the legal restric-
tions, the ongoing obligations, and the prejudice against manumitted
slaves placed them in a distinct category. Socially, they may have
been assimilated: there is nothing to suggest that working-class for-
mer slaves were socially or economically different from working cit-
izens; the same can be said about rich and educated former slaves
vis-a-vis rich and educated citizens. But they always remained ‘the
manumitted slave of’ someone, even when registering as metics. As
Todd (1993, 173—4) remarks, the privileges granted to metics high-
lighted the depth of the gulf between them and the citizens. And
metics, including former slaves, were xenoz; they were outsiders and,
as such, always a threat to the sanctity of the household and the
polis. Patterson (2000) claims that the metics’ isolation, a result of
their lack of roots and ties to the Attic land and kinship structures,
jeopardized the exercise of their legal privilege and fostered the topos
of the dangerous xenos within. The metics’ standing in the courts was
hence peculiarly vulnerable. Since metics and former slaves lacked
the supporting net of kindred (the anchisteia), no one could prosecute
their murderers, as is shown by the case of the dead nursemaid dis-
cussed above.

The position of manumitted slaves in society thus reveals the
ambiguous attitude of the Athenians towards them, and this attitude
may well have been the same in other poleis. On the one hand,
manumitted slaves, like metics, played an important role in the eco-
nomic life of the polis; to use Aristotle’s terminology, they engaged
in the ‘non-liberal arts’. Hence manumission functioned as a cata-
lyst for commerce and manufacturing. It also served to emphasize
the collective free identity of the citizens. For the individual slave-
owner, manumission was a means both to replace an old and fee-
ble ‘tool’ with a new one and to benefit in exchange from the
continued services of the freed slave. On the other hand, manumitted
slaves were never wholly free. Neither wealth nor social integration
could wipe away the stain of servile origin. More important, neither
privileges nor even naturalization could make a former slave cease
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being the apeleutheros of another.” Judging by this attitude and by
Demosthenes’ reference to the laws of the exeleutheroi (Pollux, 3.83),
it may be that, in Athens, even exeleutheroi—manumitted slaves who
were completely disengaged from their ex-owners—were still referred
to as former slaves.

Manumission was a widespread, diverse, and dynamic phenome-
non. Its existence implies its advantages to slave-owners and poleis,
as well as to the slaves themselves. After being granted freedom, for-
mer slaves were indebted to their former masters and dependent on
them. But this debt had to be sanctioned by state laws, lest former
slaves attempt to renege on their obligations and infiltrate the citi-
zenry. Manumission, therefore, also reflects the continuous tension
between the advantages of manumission and the fear (always pre-
sent in Greek society) of the xenos. This tension, based on the reci-
procal nature of manumission, is reflected in the laws and legal
procedures, in the social and economic position of manumitted slaves,
and in the prejudices against them. It can also be detected in Plato’s
suggestion in the Laws to encourage foreigners to come and work
in the city but to limit the duration of their residence.

# Tt is worth noting that in Rome the emperor could grant to a manumitted
slave the right of ingenuitas, i.e., the right of being considered freeborn; see Suet.,
Aug., 74.1.



CONCLUSIONS

I began this book by citing Dio Chrysostom (14.1, 4) and Epictetus
(4.1.34) on the common concept of slavery and freedom. According
to this truism, freedom is the highest goal of mankind; its essence
being complete independence and the absence of any restraint.
Moreover, manumission is the immediate transfer from total depen-
dence to complete freedom and to equality. This concept, although
presented by two Stoic philosophers of the first and second centuries
A.D., seems to have been widespread among the Greeks as early as
the sixth century B.C. The ancient sources from the archaic and
classical periods also suggest that a free person is a citizen, a full
member of the community. And yet, a freeborn citizen might be
sometimes considered as slavish in his conduct and soul, if he works
for wages or depends on others for a meal. The same can be said
of a slave who obtained freedom; if he has to flatter rich men and
perform bodily labour, says Epictetus later in this passage (see above,
chapter 6.2), he falls into greater slavery than before. This wide-
spread concept undermines the accepted free-slave dichotomy; free-
dom, as well as slavery, had many shades. Moreover, this concept
reflects a reality in which legal freedom did not necessarily coincide
with social equality, and the ambiguous relations between the free
members and the non-members. Members of the free community
tend to guard their privileged status and close their ranks to any
intruder who is ‘less free’, while depending on these ‘less free’ and
on the completely non-free in order to maintain their superior position.

Slavery was thus an essential institution, but it also constituted a
threat—mnot only as a potential condition, into which any free per-
son might fall, but also as an impending socially subversive element.
Slaves were bought, bred, and exploited; they were admonished,
beaten, and sold. But they were also confided in, relied on, and used
for the most intimate chores. Moreover, female slaves were their
masters’ concubines and had children by them. The slave was an
outsider, yet, at the same time, a part of the household. These intri-
cate relations reveal another facet of the property relations that is
commonly thought to characterize slavery: slave-ownership consisted
of a social interaction, based on reciprocity and exchange. Or, as
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Aristotle argues (Pol., 1255b 13-5; NE 1161b 5): as a human being
the slave is capable of having philia relations with his master.

In this book, I have attempted to show that philia-relations can
be applied to manumission. To free a slave meant not only to alien-
ate family property, but also to disengage a member, though an infe-
rior one, from the otkos. Given that master-slave relations were essential
to the well-being of the household and enhanced the master’s sense
of superiority and position of power, manumission seems senseless.
From a broader point of view, it also threatened the entire com-
munity, in that it transformed a privately owned property into a
master-less non-member, who might attempt to appropriate what
belonged by right to the full-members. Moreover, as Patterson (1982,
209) observes, if the slave is merely property, there seems to be no
way by which he or she can be manumitted. Property cannot trans-
act with the owner, buy its freedom and acquire self-ownership. By
applying the concept of philia to master-slave relations, however, man-
umission can be explained as the protraction of these relations to a
different level. If we view the slave as a human being, capable of
creating and maintaining social relations, manumission can be seen
as a transaction, an exchange of freedom for past services and money.

But this exchange, as any other, is expected to create equality,
whereas manumitted slaves in the Greek world remained outsiders,
foreigners who had no share in the political rights. Moreover, the
evidence on manumission reveals that freed slaves were often oblig-
ated to remain with their former masters and work for them, or
required to fulfill other conditions which were stipulated in the man-
umission act. Slave-owners wished to recapitalize the value of old or
dispensable slaves, yet retain the latter’s services. The polis was inter-
ested in keeping social distinctions by sanctioning the former mas-
ters’ rights to their freed slaves’ services; and since manumitted slaves,
like other non-citizens, engaged in those kinds of work that were
considered ‘slavish’, manumission was to the advantage of the eco-
nomic life in the polis. Hence, manumission was a case of philia-
relations between unequal persons; and since the parties were not
equal, the manumitted slave was indebted to his or her ex-owner
until the debt was completely repaid or renounced by the creditor;
only then were the slaves free to go and live wherever they wished.
Manumission, one should also remember, was reversible; a failure
to fulfill the conditions of manumission made the act void, and the
freed person went back to slavery.
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This unique nature of Greeck manumission can be further clarified
by comparing it with manumission in Rome. As in the Greek poleis,
manumitted slaves in Rome were obligated to help and support their
former masters; they became the latter’s clients. But this social posi-
tion was traditionally applied not only to freed slaves, but also to
socially inferior individuals and families, who voluntarily created
patron-client relations with influential and more well-to-do citizens.
Moreover, manumitted slaves in Rome became citizens; hence their
support in elections could also be secured, and they had a share in
the political rights. Their obligations to their former-masters were
not stipulated in the manumission act; in fact, Roman manumission
did not recognize conditional manumission. By contrast, manumit-
ted slaves in the Greek world remained non-citizens, they were offered
freedom on the condition that they fulfill certain services, and hence
they remained half-way between slavery and freedom.

Manumission in the Greek world, however, might seem from the
relevant sources to be a multifarious, amorphous, and local phe-
nomenon. Yet, although the evidence derives from different places
and periods, and displays an array of manumission modes, condi-
tions, and appellations, it is nonetheless clear that manumission had
similar features and was based on a common concept in all the areas
where it is attested. A thorough analysis of the evidence has shown
that manumission was a widespread phenomenon and that it existed
from the archaic period to the Roman age. Manumission appears
in many forms: as a simple declaration of freedom by the family
hearth, at the owner’s deathbed, by a symbolic ritual; or, in public,
declared by a herald at the altar, in the theatre, in a sanctuary—
where it could take the form of a consecration or a sale to the god—
or before a magistrate. In some places, the evidence points to the
involvement of the polis that authorized the publication of manu-
mission acts. Whatever form it took, however, manumission was a
transaction between the owner and the slave or a third party (whether
human or divine). And what is perhaps its most important feature:
the terminology of manumission confirms the existence of a common
concept of the status of manumitted slaves. This can be sustained
by several facts. First, manumitted slaves are often distinguished in the
sources from other non-citizen residents; hence, we may deduce that
they formed a distinct social group. Second, the manumitted slave
is never called an eleutheros, a fully free person, except when this term
appears as a predicate, following verbs that denoted consecration or
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sale. A freed person was usually called apeleutheros or exeleutheros. Third,
these two terms are employed in the sources in a way which sug-
gests that manumitted slaves were subdivided into two distinct groups:
the apeleutheror, who maintained a persisting bond with their former
masters, and the exeleutheror, who seem to have been completely dis-
engaged from them. The fact that the same terms and their related
verbs were used in the same sense in different places, from the clas-
sical to the Roman periods, proves the uniformity of the Greek con-
cept of manumission.

The nature of master-slave relations and the concept of manu-
mission as exchange can be clearly seen by examining the recorded
manumittors and manumitted slaves. We can discern motives for
manumission, other than merely profit-seeking, by analysing these
two groups according to gender, age, and origin. Slaves were man-
umitted as a token of gratitude for past services, as an acknowl-
edgement by the owner of slave children as his offspring, and as an
expression of warm feelings towards fosterlings raised as slaves and
slave concubines. These motives, as well as the family ties attested
among slaves, again divulge the social aspect of slavery and manu-
mission. The act of manumission, nonetheless, was a transaction.
This is revealed by the use of witnesses, guarantors and warning
clauses, and by the conditions attached to manumissions. The more
elaborate manumission documents, which first appear in the third
century B.C., also reveal the deep concern of both slave-owners and
manumitted slaves with the validity of the document and with warrant-
ing the owners’ right to dispose of their property and the manu-
mitted slaves’ freedom. These documents were painstakingly formulated,
copied and deposited in archives or with private persons, in addi-
tion to their engraving in public places. Moreover, in many places,
publication, which was the most important safeguard against attempts
to re-enslave the freed person, had to be authorized by the polis
and paid for. The publication fee is yet another sign of the polis’
concern with controlling the population of non-citizens.

Conditions attached to manumission, too, point to its business-like
nature. Slaves were required to pay for their freedom, regardless of
ties of affection, which may have been formed between masters and
slaves. This very fact, however, further indicates that slaves were
more than property. Although lacking legal personality, they were
allowed to save money and use it, or could take a loan from a third
party, meaning that they could transact on their own. Other con-
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ditions found in manumission documents span from the vague oblig-
ation of the manumitted slave to remain with the ex-owner and do
whatever he or she were ordered to do (paramone) to more specific
obligations (such as the requirement to perform the manumittors’
funeral rites or to raise and leave behind children as a replacement),
and also the requirement to pay extra money. Some former slaves
were also forbidden to use their property or bequeath it, or to go
and live somewhere else. These conditions deferred freedom and
protracted the manumitted slaves’ dependence on their ex-masters.
In fact, to a certain extent, these conditions perpetuated slavery and,
hence, philia-relations between unequal parties. This is made clear
by several manumission documents that order the freed slave not
only to remain and do as told, but also to continue working like a
slave, often under the threat of corporal punishment.

Hence, although legally free, in social terms manumitted slaves’
actual position was semi-slavery, or half way between slavery and
freedom. As the inferior party to the transaction, slaves had little
choice and were forced to accept these conditions. The legal status
of freedom, as phrased in Dio Chrysostom’ discourse (see above),
was the greatest blessing, the object of long years of craving. In real-
ity, this freedom was partial. In many cases it was also gradual: the
slave first bought a deferred manumission and then paid extra money
to be released from the prolonged service. Many others, however,
were not able to buy their full freedom. The import of the term
apeleutheros—the protracted dependence of the freed person on his or
her manumittor—is thus corroborated by the contents of manumis-
sion documents. Moreover, manumitted slaves were often required
to remain and perform services for persons other than their manu-
mittors, thus indicating that deferred freedom, or the continuation
of dependence, was not only a means by which slave-owners maxi-
mized their profits; it also manifests the basic concept that the manu-
mitted slave is not a fully free person. His or her function was to
keep working for others; it was his or her natural social position to
be dependent on others. This concept is also demonstrated by the
obligation imposed on the freed person to register a prostates—a cit-
izen who represented and protected the ex-slave.

Despite the scanty evidence relating to this obligation, I believe
that the use of prostates was widespread. In some places, the law
required that the prostates must be the manumittor. When the latter
was a metic, a woman, or a manumitted slave, this right was probably
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transferred to a citizen. Although this obligation was beneficial to
manumitted slaves, it nevertheless reflects their inferior legal status
and—where the prostates was the manumittor—the freed persons’
continuing dependence on their former masters. In Athens, a manu-
mitted slave, who registered a prostates other than his or her manu-
mittor, was liable to prosecution as avoiding his or her obligations.
The obligation to register a prostates also suited the interests of the
polis by enabling the state to keep track of non-citizens and to pre-
vent them from misappropriating citizen rights. Hence, the register-
ing of a prostates was usually an obligation required by the polis.
Where the law required that the prostates is to be the manumittor,
this obligation was to the advantage of manumittors too. Freed slaves’
limited freedom is also paradoxically revealed by rights conferred on
them and protection clauses inserted in manumission documents.
Such clauses often grant the manumitted slave the right to go and
do as he or she pleases, unhindered and unmolested. Such clauses
also warn heirs and other persons against attempts to re-enslave the
freed slaves, and charge the manumittors, the guarantors, and any
other person who so wishes to act in defence of the slaves’ newly-
purchased freedom. Nevertheless, these rights and means of protec-
tion could be exercised only if the manumitted slave was completely
free, that is, disengaged from his or her former master and excused
from any ongoing obligation. Many manumission documents explic-
itly state that freedom and any right it entails can be implemented
only after all conditions are fulfilled. Since most manumitted slaves
were In a state of a continuous dependence on their former mas-
ters, they could not use these rights and means of protection. Or,
if they became completely free, they could use them only if they
stayed in the same polis and could produce their manumission docu-
ment as proof. In any other place, they were exposed to the danger
of re-enslavement. But this menace awaited them in the manumittor’s
polis as well, if the heirs, or the manumittor himself, laid claim to
their person.

This is made clear by legal procedures involving manumitted slaves,
attested mostly in Athens. The dike apostasiou was a legal prosecution,
initiated by ex-masters against their former slaves, if the latter failed
to fulfil their obligations towards them, registered another prostates,
or did not do what the laws require. According to Harpocration (s.v.
anootaciov), acquittal resulted in complete freedom; a convicted freed
slave, on the other hand, went back into slavery. This legal proce-
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dure demonstrates the dependent position of manumitted slaves in
Athens and their vulnerability. It also points to the polis’ interest in
the relations between manumittors and their manumitted slaves. First,
although manumission and the conditions attached to it were a pri-
vate agreement between slave-owners and their slaves, violation of
this agreement was regarded as public concern. Second, registration
of a prostates, as noted above, was an obligation required by both
the manumittor and the polis; metics, too (at least in Athens), were
required to register a prostates. Third, the vague phrase ‘what the
laws require’ implies the existence of a state regulation stipulating
the manumitted slave’s obligations. Of special interest is Harpocration’s
statement that acquitted defendants in a dike apostasiou became com-
pletely free. This evidence accords well with what is imparted, as I
argue, by the terminology of manumission: an apeleutheros was a man-
umitted slave with ongoing obligations towards his manumittor; an
exeleutheros was a manumitted slave with no such obligations. It seems
quite plausible, then, that acquitted persons in a dike apostasiou became
exeleutheroi. Moreover, a series of inscriptions, which are dated to the
years 330-320 and usually referred to as the phialai exeleutherikar,
records names of prosecutors and successful defendants in dika: apos-
tasiou, who dedicated silver bowls of 100 drachmae weight to Athena.
It is generally believed that these ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’ are the
records of manumissions in the guise of trials. However, I believe
that the numerous entries in these inscriptions record genuine legal
prosecutions, which were concluded in summary procedures, known
as ‘monthly trials’. This interpretation can explain the large number
of prosecutions recorded in the inscriptions—presumably grouped
under single dates—and the fact that the acquitted defendants appear
on the stones as residing in demes different from those of their ex-
masters’. These acquitted manumitted slaves, I therefore suggest,
became exeleutheror, completely free.

Another legal process evolved from a claim laid on the manu-
mitted slave by another person, who alleged the former to be his
slave and attempted to lead him or her away back to slavery. In
such cases, a third person could come to the rescue by ‘leading away
the alleged slave to freedom’ (aphairesis eis eleutherian). The claimant
then sued the third party in a dike aphaireseos. Although the evidence
on this process is ambiguous, it is evident that the status of manu-
mitted slaves was often challenged, and that in such a case they
could not defend themselves, but had to be represented by a third
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party. In other words, when a manumitted slave’s status was chal-
lenged, he or she were considered slaves until otherwise proven.
There is no direct evidence to these two legal procedures outside
Athens. Nevertheless, punitive clauses in manumission documents,
which threaten the manumitted slaves with the annulment of the
manumission should they fail to abide by the conditions, may imply
that, in such cases, manumittors led their former slaves back to slav-
ery. Conversely, protection clauses authorised manumittors or any
other person to help manumitted slaves, should anyone attempt to
re-enslave them. Outside Athens, it is not known whether attempts
at re-enslavement or breaches of manumission contracts brought
about legal actions; however, there is evidence on laws that were
enacted to regulate former masters’ relations with their manumitted
slaves and the latter’s status in the polis.

The existence of such laws in Athens, as note above, is implied
by Harpocration’s explanation of the dike apostasiou. Moreover, to
judge by Demosthenes (as cited by Pollux, 3.83), it seems that these
laws consisted of two distinct categories, one for the apeleutheroi and
the other for the exeleutheror. If this evidence is reliable (and there is
no reason to doubt it), not only did the laws in Athens regulate the
relations between manumittors and manumitted slaves, but they also
formulated the distinct status of each group of the latter. Laws con-
cerning manumitted slaves are also attested in several Thessalian
poleis, in Calymna, and in Actolia. However, despite Babacos’ (1966,
79-88) and Helly’ (1976) views that the laws in Thessaly and Calymna
specified the obligations of manumitted slaves towards their former
masters, I argue that they merely established the general obligation
of manumitted slaves to provide their manumittors with whatever
service the latter required, and that the specific obligations were con-
cluded between owners and their slaves in the manumission agreement.
This situation seems also to have existed in Athens. Harpocration’s
explanation of the offences covered by the dike apostasiou explicitly
distinguishes between the evasion of private and specific obligations
and the general requirement to continue and serve the manumittor.
The laws on manumitted slaves, however, also prescribed the manu-
mitted slaves’ rights and obligations in the polis and thus regulated
their legal status in the community. State regulation of legal status
is of great importance to the understanding of social ideas. It points
to the prevailing concepts of freedom, to the social boundaries, and
to the notions of community membership in different poleis.
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The evidence concerning manumitted slaves’ status in the polis,
however, is scanty and problematic. What we do know shows that
manumitted slaves were xenoi, foreigners; that is, they did not pos-
sess political rights, they could not own land, they were barred from
marriage with citizens, and, at least in Athens, they had to pay a
special tax. Manumitted slaves, who decided to settle in Athens, were
eventually registered as metics and, as such, paid the metoikion (the
poll task that distinguished metics from other foreigners and from
citizens), they were enlisted for military service, and—if they were
rich—they made monetary contributions and performed liturgies. If
they demonstrated particular loyalty and generosity towards the polis,
they could be granted tax exemption, equation of tolls, and even
citizenship. But unless granted citizenship, they were still considered
as non-members. On the other hand, evidence from some other
poleis, in Phocis, Aetolia, Thessaly, and Epirus, implies a better legal
standing for manumitted slaves. Some manumission documents from
these places confer on the freed persons the right to own land, equa-
tion of taxes, and perhaps also the right to be a citizen. The differences
in the status of manumitted slaves in the various poleis probably
reflect diverse concepts and political systems. It should also be noted
that in these places, unlike in Athens, women could transact (includ-
ing manumission) without a kyrios.

The precarious condition of manumitted slaves and the ambigu-
ous attitude of the citizens towards them can be best appreciated
when we weigh the evidence on freed persons’ legal status against
that about their social position. Manumitted slaves were never wholly
free. Although some of them acquired wealth and were socially inte-
grated, their servile origins were never forgotten. Our evidence refers,
perhaps inevitably, to former slaves who were skilled, clever and rich;
however, the fortunes of the greater part of manumitted slaves remain
obscure. But even privileged or naturalized ex-slaves were consid-
ered as outsiders or ‘new comers’. This social position may seem
strange in the light of manumitted slaves’ important contribution to
the economic life of the polis. Yet the limited freedom and inferior
position of manumitted slaves served the social and political inter-
ests of the citizens. Former slaves were dependent on their former
masters and provided them services of various kinds. This depen-
dence emphasized social distinctions and strengthened the citizens’
sense of belonging to a superior group. But this is precisely why this
very dependence was sanctioned by laws; it was designed to prevent
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manumitted slaves from avoiding their obligations and infiltrating the
citizen body. Hence, manumission also reflects the underlying ten-
sions between citizens and non-citizens, between the need of citizens
to make other persons dependent on them and the economic depen-
dence of the citizens on an inferior social group. These tensions,
therefore, both evolved from and reflected the reciprocal nature of
slavery and manumission. They are also high lightened by the con-
ditions attached to manumission, by the ambiguous status of manu-
mitted slaves who were the offspring or fosterlings of manumittors,
and especially by the terms employed to describe a manumitted slave.
The latter was not called eleutheros, free; this appellation described a
full member of the polis. A manumitted slave, on the other hand,
was either an apeleutheros, that 1s, a freed person who was still con-
sidered as belonging to another, or an exeleutheros, that is a freed per-
son who had no further obligations towards his or her former master.
It is significant that these two appellations are compounds of eleutheros,
but have different implications. The terminology of manumission, I
therefore believe, perfectly reflects the reality and the concept of
manumission, and these were shared by all Greeks at all times.
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apolysis  235-8, 284
apopheugein - 282—84
apostasiou dike 84 and n. 46, 104
n. 80, 122, 187 and n. 7, 248-9,
250 n. 133, 251, 253, 262, 273-92;
see also s.v. ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’,
phialar exeleutherikai, publication
aprostasiou graphe 2513, 280 n. 13
arbitration 234, 294, 295, 298
Archippe  325-8
archives 93, 201-4, 206, 264

arete 31, 42 and n. 59, 44, 54, 57

Aristophanes 33, 55-56, 109 n. 92,
287

Aristophanes of Byzantium 102 and
n. 77, 309

Aristophon 74, 152

Aristotle 8, 75, 109 and n. 92, 196,

224, 249-50, 285; on freedom, 34;
on philia, 8, 10, 37 and n. 47, 39,
43-4, 47, 52-4; on slavery, 9-10,
31, 34-7, 52-4, 59, 70 nn. 11-12,
152

Arsinoe 145, 216 n. 69

Artemis 89 n. 55, 160, 206

Asclepius 72, 82, 87-88, 89 n. 56,
97, 142, 146, 163, 170, 191-2,
2001, 225, 255

Assembly and manumission: in Athens,
49, 72, 188, 193, 302; in Daulis, 85;
in Elatea, 85, 188-90, 192; in
Locris, 90 n. 59, 181-2, 196; in
Oecanthea, 90, 182; in Physceis,
1434 n. 32, 182, 189; in Rhodes,
71; in Samos, 82, 86 n. 50; in
Tithora, 90 n. 59, 193 n. 20; in
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Tolophon, 90 n. 39, 182; see also
s.v. Council, polis, publication

ateknor  140—1

Athena 85, 89, 189, 201, 203, 282-3

Athenaeus 27, 28 n. 23, 35, 102, 122

Athenogenes 82, 96, 180, 186, 217,
218 and n. 71, 220

Athens, Athenians 42, 49-50, 6263,
66, 70 and nn. 11-12, 71-3, 81, 84,
98, 101, 104 and n. 80, 105, 114,
121-2, 141, 147, 180, 248-53,
274-90, 292-9, 301-5

Atrax 70, 146

Azorus 76, 153, 207, 303 and n. 61,
304

Beroea 117, 132 and n. 5, 139 n. 21,

142 n. 30, 143 n. 32, 147 n. 44,
155-6, 159, 162 n. 58, 1634,
passim

Bion 113, 308, 322-3

Black Sea 28 n. 23, 62, 174, 178;
see also s.v. Bosporus Kingdom

Boeotia 131-2, 135, 221, 256

bondsmen 9 n. 16, 28 n. 23

Bosporus Kingdom 64-65, 89 and
n. 56, 92, 111-2, 131 n. 2, 139,
152, 178, 195-6, 220 n. 77, 227
n. 92, passim

Boucation 207, 217 n. 69

Buthrotus 68 n. 7, 76 n. 33, 83,
89 n. 56, 114 n. 99, 131 n. 2, 136
n. 15, 140 and n. 25, 141, 146, 148
n. 45, 149, passim

Calydon 147 n. 43, 160, 161 and
n. 58, 166 and n. 66

Calymna 64, 73 and n. 20, 83 n. 45,
105, 114 and n. 100, 115, 134, 167
n. 67, 170, 175, 177, 227 and
n. 92, 228, passim

captives 28, 80, 100, 122-3, 173,
209, 317
Chaeronea 72 n. 15, 86, 89, 91 and

n. 60, 93-94, 117, 123 and n. 117,
131 n. 2, 134 and nn. 10-11, 135,
142 and n. 30, passim

Chaleion 135 n. 14, 136 n. 17, 141
n. 28, 144, 172

charis  40-5, 55, 152-3, 325, 333

Chius 62, 73 n. 21, 101 n. 75

choregos 78, 79

choris otkountes 104 n. 80, 215 and nn.
63-5, 216 and nn. 67-8, 218 n. 73,
269, 289, 293; see also s.v. slaves
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Chrysippus 34 n. 41, 37, 38, 10910,
129

citizens, citizenship 15-16, 21-3, 32,
38, 41-2 and n. 58-59, 70-71,
77, 90, 101-5 and n. 81, 121,
passim

clientes  110—2

Comedy as evidence 35, 55-56, 65

conditions of manumission 11, 114,
115 and n. 100, 145, 154, 157-8,
161, 173, 175, 179, 195, 207-48;
see also s.v. manumission,
obligations

copies of manumissions 11, 94,
201-7, 264, 266; sce also s.v.
manumission, publication

Coresia 104, 316 n. 23

Corinth 66, 209, 217, 253

Coronea 132, 136 n. 16, 238 n. 118

Cos 73, 92 and n. 65, 105 n. 81,
233, 254

Council and manumission: in Athens,
49; in Chaeronea, 89, 90 and n. 57,
123 n. 117, 142-3, 167, 189, 191-2,
221; in Elatea, 85, 188-90, 192; in
Orchomenus, 176, 192-3, 200; in
Rhodes, 71, 78; in Samos, 63; see
also s.v. Assembly, manumission,

publication
Crates 72, 323
Crounoi 142, 163, 170
Daulis 84, 131 n. 2, 145, 147 n. 44,

175 and n. 85, 188, 203, 255
n. 145

debt-bondage 16, 19-20, 23, 129, 173

Delphi 20, 35 n. 45, 64, 67-68, 71
n. 14, 80 n. 41, 87, 90 n. 59, 91
and n. 60, 94, 95, 97, 131 n. 2,
133-5 and n. 113, passim

Demetrias 198 and n. 37, 199 n. 41

demos 49 n. 69, 50, 89

Demosthenes 72 n. 15, 73 and n. 22,
74 and n. 23, 83, 85, 102, 105,
108, 116, 121-2, 147, 180, 185,
188, 214, 249, 274, passim

Dio Cassius 112, 121-2, 124

Dio Chrysostom 1, 34, 230

Diodorus Siculus 113, 147, 271
n. 167, 313

Diogenes Laertius 37, 75, 113, 277

Dionysius of Halicarnassus 59 n. 87,
111, 121

Dionysus 107 and n. 87, 142

dmos, dmoe 27, 30-31
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Dodona 76, 79-82 and n. 43, 88
n. 53, 131 n. 2, 137-8, 1401, 146
n. 42, 153, 169, 207, 228, passin

doero/a 28, 31

Doliche 76, 116, 124, 199, 207, 215,
303 and n. 61, 304

doulos, douleta 2728, 29 and n. 29,
30-35, 37, 56, 100, passim

Echinus 144, 198-9

Egypt 55, 61, 62, 63, 69, 75 n. 29,
76, 82, 86 n. 50, 87 n. 51, 89, 95,
100 n. 73, 105 n. 81, 124-6 and
n. 119, 131 and nn. 2-3, passim

eisagogers  285—6, 288 and n. 30

Elatea 80 n. 41, 85, 89, 131 n. 2,
143 n. 31, 188 and n. 11, 190, 192,
211 and n. 57, 254-5 and n. 145,
264, passim

Elephantine 168 n. 72, 172 n. 81

eleutheros, eleutheria  27—28, 29 and
n. 29, 30, 33 and n. 36, 34-35,
72-5, 80, 86, 88-89 and n. 56, 91,
95, 97, 99-101, passim

eleutheroun 100, 101 and nn. 74-5,
102, 105 n. 81, 106, 112

endogenes 27, 170; see also s.v. slaves

entimos 81, 272 n. 169, 305, 316;
see also s.v. status

Ephesus 70 n. 12, 123, 317 n. 23

Epictetus 1, 247, 307, 308, 323

Epidaurus 72, 83, 114, 194, 270

Epirus 64, 76, 89 n. 56, 132, 138,
1401, 149, 318-9, 323

epistates 84 n. 46, 248-50, 274

epitropeuern  195—6

epitropos 109 and n. 92, 132, 133 nn.
6 and 8, 196, 249 and n. 132, 250
and n. 133, 262, 325

eramtkar dikai 2867

eranos 66, 131 n. 2, 220-2, 231, 285,
287 n. 28, 294-5

e-re-u-te-ro/a 28, 29 n. 27

Erineus 145, 256

Eumacus 30, 32, 37, 55

Eumathes 73, 84, 13940, 186, 284,
293-4, 330

Euripides 55, 179 n. 92

evidence of manumission 2, 3, 8-10;
chronological distribution of, 62-3;
epigraphic, 61-2, 65, 67-8;
geographical distribution of, 62-3;
literary, 61-2, 65-7; in papyri, 61-2,
68-9
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exchange 6-7, 40, 43, 45-8, 50,
56-8, 75 n. 29, 214

exeleutheros 10, 51-2, 73, 100—1, 102
and n. 77, 103-6, 120-6

exeleutheroun  99—102, 105-6, 1206

flattery as slavery, 35 and nn. 43-4;
see also s.v. kolax

foreigners 11, 16, 38, 76-77, 79, 105
n. 81, 123, 141, 142 and n. 29, 246,
256, 266, 280; see also s.v. xenos

fosterage, fosterlings 124, 162, 167,
173-80; see also s.v. threptos

free, freedom 1, 15, 1627; as
independence, 33—4, 39; cultural,
32-3; modern definitions of, 9,
16-27; moral, 32-3 and n. 39, 101;
political, 17-19, 22, 32, 33 n. 36,
101; see also s.v. liberty

gift 40, 43, 45, 48, 50, 56-8, 75

n. 29
Gonnoi
Gordus
Gortyn

132, 199

124, 179 n. 91

113, 114, 168

graphe xemias 275, 286, 315

guarantors 11, 87, 90, 184-5, 194,
196 and n. 29, 202,-5, 229, 2556,
264, 266

guardians: of manumitted slaves, 109,
195, 196; of minors, 125, 132, 133
and nn. 6-8; of sale, 90, 97, 195,
203

Halus 131 n. 2, 148 n. 45, 199

handwriting 2047

Harpocration 84 and n. 46, 122, 139,
248-51, 273—4, 276, 279-80, 286,
292, 295, 308-9, 311 and n. 8

Helots, helotry 9 n. 16, 23, 28, 35,
38, 62, 63 and n. 3

Hera 66, 82 n. 44, 86 n. 50, 93, 116
n. 107

Heracles 92, 233

Herodotus 34 n. 42, 62-63, 71, 82,
209, 3202

Hesychius 103, 105, 308-9, 311 n. 8,
314

hetarra 82, 96 n. 69, 167 n. 68,
180-1, 209, 216-7, 323

hierarchos 94, 145 and n. 37, 197, 257

hieros/a 86 and n. 50, 89 n. 56, 91,
94, 117, 128 and n. 117, 145 and
n. 37, 233, 257, 264
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Homer on philia, 32, 39—40 and nn.
52 and 54, 41 n. 52, 55, 62, 100,
174; on slavery and freedom, 27
and n. 22, 29-30, 31 and n. 32, 32,
34 and n. 42, 39

Hymapolis  88-9, 135 n. 14, 188, 255
n. 145

Hypata 115, 199, 260

Hyperides 82, 96 and n. 69, 121,
186, 209, 217-8, 220, 238, 253,
292, 295

inscriptions: as means of publication,
119, 185 n. 2, 193 and n. 21; as
evidence, 61, 62; see also s.v.
manumission, publication

Isaeus 73 and n. 21, 84, 108 and
n. 89, 109, 139, 186, 214, 292-3

Isis 89 and n. 55, 95, 321

Isocrates 34 n. 42, 43, 252, 295

wsoteles 81, 103, 105, 119, 123, 272
n. 169, 305, 314-6

Jericho 117-8
Jews, Jewish 88-89, 112, 118, 168
n. 72, 171, 195, 220 n. 77, 2312

katadoulousthai  113—4

koinonia 44, 523

kolax 35 and nn. 43-4, 49 and n. 68

korasion, koridion 153, 155

kyrios, kyrieia 85, 131 and n. 3, 132
and nn. 4-5, 133 and n. 6, 134,
135 and nn. 13-4, 138, 190, 257-8,
262

Lamia 68, 83 and n. 45, 101 n. 75,
114, 120, 260, 311

Larissa 59 n. 87, 77, 83 n. 45, 114,
115 and n. 104, 144, 147 n. 44,
199 and n. 39, 248, 259, 260 and
n. 151, 261, 304

law courts 49, 73, 84, 86, 2812,
284; see also s.v. manumission

laws: of Pericles on citizenship, 15,
312; on manumitted slaves, 5, 8, 12,
73, 77, 83, 105, 1146, 120-1, 127,
188, 207, 237, 242, 248-50, 254,
260-1, 269-70, 273, 276-306; see
also s.v. apeleuthertkoi nomot

Lebadeia 92, 131, 134 n. 11, 142
n. 30, 157, 162 n. 58, 163, 188
n. 11, 197, 227, 228 n. 98

legal actions 5, 8, 12, 84, 105,
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274-300; see also s.v. aphairesis eis
eleutherian, apostasiou dike, procedures

Lemnos 30, 100 n. 73

Leucopetra 89 n. 56, 131 n. 2, 132
n. 5 133 n. 6, 134 n. 9, 136 n. 17,
142, 145 and n. 36, 150, 152, 154,
156, 158-9, 163 and nn. 59-60,
1646, passim

lbertini 103, 121 and n. 114

lbertus 117 n. 108, 121 n. 114

liberty 15, 16, 20; see also s.v.
freedom

Lilaca 145, 225, 317-8

‘Lists of Silver Bowls’ 73, 83—4, 86,
121-2, 131 n. 2, 140 n. 24, 141,
166, 181, 187, 191, 201-2, 2501,
273, 280, 282-90; see also s.v.
apostasiou dike, phialar exeleuthertkai,
publication

liturgies  49-50 n. 69, 313, 329;
see also s.v. status

Locris  90—1 nn. 58 and 59, 137, 142,
170, 182, 188, 190, 192, 1967

Lycaon 30, 100 n. 73

Lycon 75, 152, 185, 198, 209, 210
and n. 55, 226 and n. 91, 244

Lycurgus 282, 290, 311 n. 10

Lysias 108, 296

bysis 76, 80

Wtron, btra 80, 198-9, 209-12

bytrosis 76, 80

Macedon 9, 62, 64-65, 67 n. 5,
92-3, 132 and n. 5, 137, 149, 156,
159, 206, 264

Magnesia 105, 198 and n. 37, 260,
304 nn. 634
Mantinea 72 and n. 16, 75, 83, 87,

153, 186 n. 3, 194, 267 n. 158, 270
manumission: acquiescence clauses in,
135-40; and adoption, 162, 167 and
n. 67, 169, 178-80, 261; and philia,
57-60; collective, 131, 133, 136—40;
conditions of, 5-6, 11, 114, 115 and
n. 100, 136 n. 18, 145, 154, 157-8,
161, 173, 175, 207-48; economic
implications of, 138-51; evidence of,
2, 3, 8-10, 61-9, 127; function of,
59-60; meaning of, 1-2, 5-6, 15;
modes of, 5, 10, 66, 69-99, 127,
185-96; motives behind, 11, 59,
147-53, 157-70, 180, 183, 247,
partial, 125, 126 and nn. 119-20;
penalty clauses in, 115, 233-4;
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presence clauses in, 133-5;
procedures of, 11, 184—-207;
publication of, 11, 1846, 191-5,
197-202, 207, 263, 289; terminology
of, 5, 8, 10, 51-2, 63, 99-126; see
also s.v. acquiescence clauses,
adoption, conditions of manumission,
evidence of manumission,
manumitted slaves, modes of
manumission, philia, procedures,
sacral manumission

manumitted slaves: age of, 155-64;
and familial ties, 157, 163-70; and
legal actions, 5, 8, 12, 274-300;
gender of, 153-4; laws on, 5, 8, 12,
277-306; number of, 142 n. 28,
148-51, 1534, 158, 170-1;
occupations of, 319-34; protection
of, 11, 115, 197, 254, 264-6, 300;
obligations of, 8, 208-62; social
integration of, 12, 307, 319-34;
status of, 4, 12, 51, 66, 77, 80,
307-19; see also s.v. laws, legal
actions, manumission, obligations,
protection of freedom, status

manumittors: age of, 130-36;
‘childless’, 140—1; gender of, 130-5;
legal status of, 141-7; motives of,
11, 59, 147-53, 157, 158-70, 180,
183, 247; socio-economic position of,
147-51; see also s.v. ateknoi, motives
of manumission

Megara 254, 315

Menander 38, 56, 103, 152, 308-9,
311, 328 n. 36, 331

Messenia 64, 254

metics  4-5, 12, 38, 42 n. 58, 78, 81,
1034, 105 and n. 81, 119, 123,
128-9, 141, 144 and n. 33, 189
n. 16, 249, 251-2, 254, 257, 259,
279-300, 308-16

metotkion 103, 189 n. 16, 308-11

Midas 180, 216, 217, 218 and nn. 71
and 73

Miletus 28, 70 n. 11

Milyas 74 and n. 23, 85, 108, 147,
180, 185, 330

modes of manumission: before a
magistrate, 68-9, 76, 127, 186; by
consecration, 6, 10, 63, 66, 82
n. 44, 83, 86-94, 98-9; by
proclamation, 71-3, 76, 83, 127,
186, 188; by sale, 6, 10, 67, 71
n. 14, 86-91, 94-9; by testament,
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71, 74-6, 185-6; in court, 73, 127,
186-8; in family circle, 74, 127, 185;
partial, 125, 126 and nn. 119-20;
public, 70—1, 186; xenike:, 76-81;
see also s.v. manumission, sacral
manumission

monthly trials 285-8

Mother of Gods 142, 145, 146 n. 39,
153-4, 156, 159, 170 n. 76, 232,
264

motives of manumission 11, 59,
147-53, 157, 158-70, 180, 183, 247;
see also s.v. manumission,
manumittors

Mycenaean period 28-9, 31, 100

Naupactus 131 n. 2, 133 and n. 8,
136 n. 17, 142 and n. 30, 157, 158,
163, 171, 181-2, 196 n. 30, 214,
225, 227 n. 95, 231, 235 n. 113,
passim

Neaera 66, 82, 96, 108, 131 n. 2,
158, 174, 180, 209, 217, 221-2,
224, 244, 253, 294-5, 298, 312, 328

Nicias 66, 71, 72 and n. 15, 147, 178

obligations: of manumitted slaves,
92-93, 98, 100 n. 73, 103, 104 and
n. 80, 109 and n. 91, 115 n. 102,
116-7, 119, 122, 124, 136 n. 18,
166, 185, 195-6, 208-62; to repay
favours, 40, 42-8; see also s.v.
conditions of manumission, philia

Odysseus  30-2, 34, 37, 41 and n. 57,
55
Oecanthea 90 and n. 59, 141 n. 28,

182, 188 and n. 11, 189 and n. 15
Oecniadae 83 n. 45, 149 n. 47, 194
otketes 27, 37; see also s.v. slavery
otkogenes 27, 170; see also s.v. slaves
otkos 36, 43, 52, 54, 59, 137
ona 95-6, 176, 198, 207, 235, 263
Orchomenus 83, 94, 131 and n. 2,

134 nn. 10-11, 143, 1767, 188

n. 11, 192, 197, 200, 202, 212, 257

Oropus 88, 254, 315

orphanophylakes 133 and n. 8; see also
s.v. kyrios, manumittors

Oxyrhynchus  68-69, 75 n. 29, 131,

168 n. 70, 185
paidarion, paidion 153, 155, 159 n. 56,
217 n. 69
paidiske 155 and n. 54, 159 n. 56
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Panticapacum  118-9, 131 n. 2

papyri: as evidence of manumission,
55, 61-3, 68; see also s.v. evidence
of manumission

Pasion 71, 141, 147, 171, 180, 216,
252 and nn. 1401, 295-6, 312,
313 and n. 14, 314, 324-5

paramone 100 n. 73, 104 n. 80, 134,
135, 136 and n. 18, 145, 150, 157,
166 n. 66, 169, 182, 208-9, 211,
212 and n. 60, 219 and n. 75,
222-48

parotkor  104-5, 123

patron, patronage 41 n. 55, 479, 50
n. 70, 110, 118 n. 109

patronymics of manumitted slaves 78
n. 37, 120 n. 113, 259-60

payment: for freedom, 11, 72-3, 80,
154, 158, 181, 198-9, 208-22,
235-8; for publication, 83, 115
n. 104, 197-202, 289, 303 n. 60;
see also s.v. conditions, prices,
publication

peculium 50 n. 71, 214; see also s.v.
Rome

pelatar 345, 111

Peloponnesus 62, 64, 87

penalty clauses 115, 233—4; see also
s.v. conditions, manumission

Penestae 28 and n. 23, 35, 62

perwotkor 28, 63 n. 3

Pericles: funeral oration of, 41-2 and
nn. 58-9, 49; and law on
citizenship, 15, 312

Perrhaebia 83 n. 45, 304

Phaestinus 90 and n. 59, 141 n. 28,
188 n. 9, 189 n. 15

Pherae 83 n. 45, 114

philia, philos 8, 10, 32, 37, 39-58,
124, 134 and n. 10; and
manumission, 50—60, 119 and
n. 110, 180; and slavery, 32, 37,
39, 47, 5060, 179-80; between
unequals, 44, 47-50; motivated by
arete, 44, 48; motivated by pleasure,
44, 48; motivated by utility, 44, 48,
54, 57-8, 325

pliliar exeleutherikar 73, 83—4, 86, 187,
201, 222, 273, 282-90; see also s.v.
apostasiou dike, ‘Lists of Silver Bowls’,
publication

Phistyon 142, 145, 154, 170-1, 214,
217 n. 69, 227, 231, 316

Phocis 88, 188-90, 192, 2556, 317
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Phoenice 132, 163 n. 60, 267 n. 160

Phormio 71, 141, 171, 180, 214, 216,
252 n. 141, 314, 325-6, 328-9

Phrynion 66, 96, 221-2, 224, 244,
253, 294-5, 328

Phthiotic Thebes 153, 167, 198 and
n. 37, 260, 267 n. 158, 272, 304
and n. 64, 317

Physceis 90, 91 n. 59, 142 n. 30,
1434 n. 32, 182, 188, 189 and
n. 14, 191 n. 17, 263 n. 154

Piracus 72 n. 15, 167, 252

Plato 27, 31, 33, 37, 75, 109 and
n. 91, 178, 223-4, 228-9, 233, 234
n. 110, 246, 250, passim

Plautus 212 n. 59, 216

Pliny 174, 180

Plutarch 38 n. 50, 66, 71, 72, 110
and n. 93, 111

Polemarch 187 and n. 7, 248, 274
n. 2, 279, 288 and n. 30, 294-7,
301, 308, 314-5; see also s.v. legal
actions, status

polis  42-3, 52; and involvement in
manumission, 11, 70, 78, 82-5,
89-90, 127, 1812, 189-94,
273-306; see also s.v. Assembly,
Council, laws, legal actions

politeuern 272 n. 169, 317. See also
s.v. status
Pollux 27, 345, 51 n. 72, 73, 102,

105, 121, 279, 286, 308-9, 311 n. 8

Poseidon 63, 65, 72, 75, 87, 89, 98
n. 72, 194 n. 22

prasis ept ysee 81 and n. 42, 96, 108
n. 87, 218

prayer-house 89 and n. 56, 92, 195,
231 and n. 103, 232

presence-clauses 90, 133-5; see also
$.v. manumission, manumittors

prices: of freedom, 90, 95, 160-1, 170,
181-2, 199, 209-10, 211 and n. 56,
212 and nn. 59-60, 213, 2167,
235-38; of publication, 197-201,
202 n. 44, 288-9; of slaves, 212
and n. 59; see also s.v. conditions,
payment, publication

priests 20, 72, 74-5, 89, 94 and
n. 67, 134 n. 9, 148, 1947, 202-3,
255

procedures: of manumission, 11,
184-207; legal, 11, 185, 187-8,
273-300

Proschion

131 n. 2, 217 n. 69
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proshekein 75, 267 and n. 158; see also
s.v. protection of freedom

proskarterests 231, 232; see also s.v.
conditions

prostates  4-5, 11, 84 and n. 46, 104
n. 80, 109 n. 92, 146 and n. 40,
170, 187 and n. 7, 208, 242,
2486-62, passim

protection of freedom 11, 115, 197,
254, 256, 264—6, 300; see also s.v.
manumitted slaves

publication of manumission 11, 64-5,
71, 74, 86, 93, 99, 127-8, 1846,
191-2, 194-5, 197, 201-2, 207,
263, 302; see also s.v. Assembly,
Council, inscriptions, manumission,
sanctuaries

Pylos 9, 28 and n. 24, 31

Pythion 198 and n. 37, 228 n. 98,
270 and n. 165, 303 n. 61, 304,
318

ransom 80, 100 and n. 73, 123, 173,
209 and n. 54, 211
reciprocity 6-7, 32, 43-6, 48, 50, 56,

214, 325

Rhodes 70 and n. 12, 71, 77-8, 79
and n. 40

Rhodopis 63 and n. 1, 82, 171, 181,

209, 307, 320-1

Rome: implications of conquest by,
64-5, 110, 150, 197-8 n. 33, 213,
247, 337; slavery and manumission
in, 22, 24, 35 n. 45, 45, 49 n. 69,
50 nn. 70-1, 59, 102-3, 105,
110-2, 114 n. 99, 117 and n. 108,
118 and n. 109, 121-2, 126 nn.
119-20, 128, 132 n. 5, 177 n. 87,
199 n. 40, 278 n. 10, 289 n. 33,
292 n. 41, 334 n. 42
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