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THE STATUS OF SLAVES MANUMITTED UNDER
PARAMONE: A REAPPRAISAL

Abstract: This paper reappraises the question of manumitted slaves’ status during
the time of paramoneé, that is, during the time they were obligated by the
manumission agreement to stay with the ex-master or anyone else he/she indicated
and perform services as ordered. I argue that the manumitted slaves’ status under
paramoné was servile (vis-a-vis their manumittors) and free (vis-a-vis other
persons).
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The paramoné as a conditional clause appended to acts of manumission is a well-
trodden subject. My justification for reopening the discussion is that this topic
raises some intricate and important questions of a legal and social nature which
have become and still are bones of contention. My intention is not to offer any new
and final answer; in the present state of our evidence—despite its richness—I do
not believe that definite answers are possible. What I wish to do is to reappraise the
problem and the solutions that have been suggested, and reiterate my belief that,
legal distinctions notwithstanding, statuses—or, to be more precise, social
positions—that were “in between” were acceptable and even common in the
ancient Greek world.

I start with a brief review of the nature and the chronological and geographical
distribution of the paramone.

The term paramoné refers to a condition attached to manumission, obligating
the manumitted slave to remain in the service of the manumittor, his relatives or
another person for a fixed period—ranging from a few months to the rest of the
beneficiary’s life (which was the more frequent condition)—after which the
manumitted slave was free to go and do as he or she wished; in many cases,
however, additional requirements were imposed.! More common was the verbal
form paramenein or simply menein, “remain” or “stay behind”, which is also our

I E.g. obligation to sacrifice to the gods: /G VII 3083, with Darmezin 1999, 325-331
(Lebadeia); obligation to perform funeral rites: FD III 3.333 and 6.40 discussed below
(no. 6b, 100 BCE, and no. 6d, 20-46 CE); SGDI 1545, 1546 (Stiris); obligation to raise
and/or hand over children to the manumittor: SGDI 1719 (Delphi); FD II1 6.38 (Delphi);
1G IX(1) 193 (Tithora); TC 176 (Kalymna); Hopkins 1978, 156; Tucker 1982, 233-4.
See also below.
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earliest evidence of this institution. Since the noun paramoné is not attested before
the third century BCE, some scholars argued that occurrences of the verb cannot be
taken as attesting to the existence of this institution prior to this time;? but the
contexts clearly show that we are dealing with the same practice.

The paramoné is known from many places in the Greek world and appears in
various forms and phrasings, beginning in fourth-century BCE Athens. Its most
developed and elaborate form is known to us from the numerous manumission
inscriptions emanating from second-century BCE to first-century CE Delphi, which
is why scholars tend to discuss and interpret paramoné on the basis of the Delphic
evidence. But many paramoné-documents come from other places and periods:
from north, west and central Greece, as well as from the Aegean islands, Asia
Minor and Egypt; from the third century BCE to the second and third centuries
CE.? Paramoné clauses are found in literary and epigraphic texts, appended to
various modes of manumission: from a simple declaration that the owner sets his
slave free (e.g. by using the verb deinu 8eciva, or deinu Seiva
Ehev0epov/élevBépav) to the consecration or even the sale of the slave to a deity for
the purpose of freedom (e.g. dvoriOnu / drodidmpm Seiva deivt gl hevdepiav / &’
Ehevdepia).

The verb paramenein usually appears in the imperative or as an Aorist
participle, thus indicating that “remaining” is the condition for manumission.
Where this condition is fully formulated the clause takes the form “X is to remain
with Y for the duration of such and such time”; it might specify the required
services, but often it only stipulates that the manumitted slave “do whatever he/she
is ordered to do, giving no reason for reproach”. As mentioned above, the most
elaborate documents come from Delphi, which fact tends sometimes to obscure the
diversity of formulations and places where this condition was imposed (see below).
The following is a typical Delphic document.

1) FDIII 3.329 (Delphi, ca. 100 BCE):
[dpx]ovToc Oco&év[ov t]od Dihontdrov, ka[t]a 6& Vobesiav Bapfdlov tod
Allax]i8[a], unvog Eir[aiov],

2 E.g. Gernet 1955, 172 n. 4.

3 See e.g. EKM 1. Beroia 45=SEG 12 314 (Beroia, 239-229 BC); P.Petrie? 3=Scholl
1990a, I 28 (Krokodilopolis, 237 BCE); 1. Buthrotos 1=SEG 48 683 (Bouthrotus, ca.
232-168 BC); IG IX(1)? 1:95 (Aitolia, Phystion, 204/3 BCE); IG IX(1)? 3:679 (Locris —
Physkeis, mid-2m cent. BCE); /G VII 3322=Darmezin 1999, 40, no. 34 (Chaironeia, 2nd
century BCE); A4S 27 (1977), no. 3 (Oinoanda, 2"/1st cent. BCE); /G IX(1) 126 (Elateia,
2nd cent. BCE; cf. Zachos 2007, 119 and n. 24); IG IX(2) 1290=SEG 26 689 (Thessaly,
Pythion, 150-100 BCE); IG IX,1%23:679 (Lemnos, 1%t cent. BCE); Tit.Cal. 202
(Kalymna, 14-54 CE); ZPE 125 (1999), 173-174 (Lykia? 214 cent. CE); SEG 47 1777
(Pisidia, after 212 CE).

4 On consecrating and selling slaves to deities as modes of manumission, see Zelnick-
Abramovitz 2005, 86-98, with bibliography.
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[BovA]evdvtov Aloxido tod Evideida, Netkwvog 100 Newaiov, émi toicde
av[o]ti[0nTt [KAe]-

[bpavtic Atv]ovog [@v]av Eiciddog én’ éhevbepia teiudc dpyvpiov pvav
&%o. BeParwtnp [ka]-

[ta Tovg vop]ovg tag mOMog Alaxidag Edkheida. mapopevdro 8¢ Eioiig
[KAeloudv[zer mdv]-

[za. oV tac {Jwac [xpldvov mdv moodoo 10 mtacoduevov miv oc Sodia.
£1 8¢ un mapap[évor] 5
[Eicwoc fi pn wloiéor [t0] Emraccdueviov], dEovotav éyétem Kieduovtic
émrewéov tpéafo @]

[ko 0éAn kol yoloéov xai 518é[wv] kol noAiéwv. & 8¢ T¢ épdrtorto
Eicid8oc émi kato[dov]-

[Mou®, BéBar]ov mapeyéto [t]® [0ed 0] BlePauwtip: k]dpiog 8¢ otw kol
dMoc cvriémv El0d[8a]

[EhevOépav dLduog] dv kol dv[vmdducog mdoag dlikac kol Coutag kabdg
Ko, GAdon. €1 8¢ T &[v]-

[Opdmi]vov [yévntlon mepi Khg[Spavtv, édev]0épo Eotw Eioiog pndevi

un0[v] mobrikovoa] . . ] 10
Eicwog[..c.7..]0[...c.ll.... 10]
notl yov mdvta mote[ . . . .c.13. . ... ]

[list of witnesses’ names]

When Theoxenos son of Philaitolos, the adopted son of Babylos son of Aiakides,
was archon, in the month of Eilaios, when Aiakides son of Eukleides and Nikon son
of Nikaios were the Councilors, on these conditions Kleomantis son of Dion
dedicates the sale of Eisias® for the purpose of freedom, for the price of two silver
minae. Guarantor, according to the laws of the polis: Aiakides son of Eukleides.
Let Eisias remain with Kleomantis as long as he lives, doing everything that is
ordered as a slave. Should Eisias not remain _and not do what is ordered, let
Kleomantis have the right to punish her in whichever way he wishes: beating and
binding and selling. Should anyone lay hold of Eisias for the purpose of re-
enslaving her, let the guarantor present the guarantee to the god. And let any other
be authorized to seize Eisias as free, being immune from penalties and not liable to
all lawsuits and penalties, when he seizes. When Kleomantis dies, let Eisias be free,
belonging to no one.....

379

Usually, but not always, manumission documents as this one contain a declaration
that the act of manumission—whether by selling (as in this document) or dedicating
the slave to a divinity, who is expected to release the slave, or by a simple statement

5

The phrasing here is unusual: it might mean that the slave was manumitted by sale
the contract itself was dedicated; or—which seems to me preferable—the slave

, but

was

manumitted by dedication but the agreement between the owner and the slave is

described as oné.
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using a verb like dginpui—is done for the purpose of freedom; the price is
mentioned; guarantors and witnesses are named, and there is a clause prohibiting
the re-enslavement of the manumitted slave and promising immunity to whoever
acts in protection of the newly-acquired freedom. Where paramoné-clauses are
added, they are usually followed by a penalty-clause—a general authorization of
the manumittor to punish the ex-slave or a more detailed one, should he or she fail
to remain and do as ordered. It goes without saying that manumission inscriptions
were only summaries of the original documents, which were deposited with private
persons and/or in sanctuaries.®

It should be noted that many texts, whether literary or epigraphic, suggest that
the manumitted slaves were obligated to remain in or close to their former masters
without specifically using the verb para/menein or the noun paramoné; the latter
obligation can be inferred from conditions that restricted the area where the
manumitted slave could live or obligated him or her to take care of the family’s
graves etc. In the present paper, however, I discuss only texts that explicitly use the
paramoné terminology. That is why Plato’s Laws, 914e-915¢ will not be treated
here despite clearly prescribing manumission with paramoné; but the verb or noun
do not appear in this text and, moreover, despite its probable reliance on Athenian
practices, it does not describe a real case of paramoné.’

It is the status of the manumitted slave during the period of the paramone that
is under debate; a related question is whether the slave was freed before entering
the paramoné or only after completing its term.

In what follows I briefly present and analyse some representative documents
which contain paramoné clauses; I will then review the main lines of interpretation
by modern scholars and finally state my opinion.

In Theophrastos’s will, cited by Diogenes Laertius, two slaves were to be freed
after remaining (parameinantas) and working faultlessly in the garden for four
years.

2) D.L.5.55:

oV 3¢ maidwv Moiwva pév kol Tipovo kol Happévovia §én Ehevdépoug
aeinul: Mavhv 8¢ kol Kooy mopaueivavtog €mn tértapa &v té khme xai
GLVEPYUGAUEVOLG Kol dvapaptiTong yevopdvoug deinu élevdépouc,.

And of my slaves I forthwith set free Molon and Timon and Parmenon; and I set
free Manes and Kallias on condition that they remain four years in the garden and
work together and that they conduct themselves unerringly.

6 On archiving manumission documents see Harter-Uibopuu 2013.
7 On Plato’s Laws as based on Athenian models but modifying them, see Morrow 1939,
97-1009.
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Note that three other slaves were to be freed immediately following Theophrastus’s
death.? Similarly, Lykon left in his will instructions to manumit his slave Agathon
after remaining (parameinanta) for two years, and the two litter-bearers after
remaining for four years.’

3) D.L.5.73:
\ ’ / b4 7z b ~ b / \ \
. ka1 AyaBova dbo € mapapeivavta aeeicbol EAevbepov: Kol TOVG
popeopdpovg Qperiova kai Ioceddviov téttopa £Tn Toapousivavoc.

Agathon is to be set free after remaining for two years, and the litter-bearers
Ophelion and Posidonios after remaining for four years.

The philosophers’ wills, as cited by Diogenes Laertius have been suspected by
some scholars as forgeries or, at least, as not reflecting Athenian practices since
Theophrastos and Lykon were foreigners.!? Yet these philosophers lived for many
years in Athens (as metics) and were slaveholders in that city; plausibly they
adopted the local practices. And as Klees rightly remarks, we should not infer that
paramoné did not exist in Athens on the basis of an argumentum ex silentio."!
Although no other evidence comes from Athens, it seems safe to infer from these
wills the existence there of paramoné in the fourth-century BCE, if not earlier.!?

8 Theophrastus also left instructions (D.L. 5.54) to let Pompylos and Threpte (probably
his fosterling}—"“who have long been free and have been of much service to me”
(Mopmbho 8¢ kol Opémtn mdhor Ehevdéporc odot kol Mulv wOMARY  ypelav
nopeoynuévorc), and who live near the shrine, the monument and the garden—keep all
they had received from him in the past, had acquired themselves, or will receive under
the will. Note that these two ex-slaves could not use whatever property they had without
Theophrastus’ explicit permission. It seems safe to infer that they too had been obligated
to a paramone-condition when manumitted.

9 See also 5.72, concerning Demetrius, “who has long been free” (8hevBép@ mdAon vtu).

10 Against the authenticity of the wills: Meyer 2010, 27 n. 69; less determined is Cohen

1998, 114 n. 47 (“the probably apocryphal philosophers’ ‘wills’”). Not Athenian

practices: Gernet 1955, 172, who argues on the basis of the absence of any other

evidence of paramoné in Athens and the fact that Theophrastos and Lykon were
foreigners.

Klees 2000, 11-12. See also Westermann 1946, 99-104; Todd 1994; and see now

Canevaro and Lewis 2014, 103-110, who make a strong case for the authenticity of the

wills and for understanding the above stipulations as referring to paramoné, while

arguing that slaves manumitted with paramoné-obligations created a distinct status, that
of “apeleutheroi with paramoné&” who were legally and practically free—except for
some contractual obligations (see also below).

12 Westermann 1955, 25 adduces Xen. Oec. 3.4, as a possible earlier evidence of
paramoné. In this passage, speaking about good estate management, Socrates 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 (¥vBa 0¢ Aghvpévoug xai £0éhovidg te &pydlecOar kol mopopévew);
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The engraved, legalistically formulated documents from later times and other
places may be responsible for modern reluctance to see in more loosely formulated
literary texts evidence of this practice. But all the important features are there:
slaves manumitted with an obligation to remain with their ex-owner and work for
him, before declared to be fully free. The fact that not all the philosophers whose
wills are quoted by Diogenes Laertius made use of the paramoné only strengthen
the impression that evidence from other places creates—that binding slaves by a
contract to remain and fulfil certain obligations was optional (at least in most
places).

Money, or equivalents, could buy release from paramoné (dmdlvoic) before the
appointed time. In the following example, Archelaos manumits his slave Kyprios
by sale to Apollo for three minae, on condition that Kyprios remain with Archelaos
until the latter’s death. Kyprios will then be free, but will have to pay the balance
(16 énihowmov) of the freedom-price, in three equal annual instalments of one-half
mina, to three persons, possibly Archelaos’s heirs (1. 5):

4) SGDITI 1749 (Delphi, 170-159 BCE):

dpyovrog KAémvog umvog Iortpomiov, dnédoto Apyéioog

OnPaydpa Aehpdc odpa Gvdpelov ot Svopo Kibmpiog 10 yévoe Kbmplov
1 Ao M ovt i TTubio, Tipdc dpyvpiov pvav Tpidv.

Beponwtip:  Aglixpding MvaociBéov. moapapewvdro 8¢ Kimproc mapd
Apyéroov 1ov toiicavt’ ontov uéypt ko Apyéhaoc Lo {iin {{dn}-

el 8¢ 1l ko mdOnt Apyéhaoc, EhedBepoc Eotw Kibmprog koi dmotpeyéto oic
Ko, 08Ant, ¢ xa 10 wdhoc yévnton mept Apyéhaov.

notomotelsd[t]o 8¢ 10 nfhowmov tdc Twdc dpyvpiov Tplo Muyveia
OnBaydpa nppvoiov, Awpodémt Auupvaiov, Apylon fuipvaeiov. 5
drotelodto 88 TodTo TO Gpydplov &V EviewTdl G’ ob Ko 1O mdhoc
yév[n]ran mepi Apyédaov. a 8¢ mva Eotm Tod 0eod. Tapeyito 3 Apyéhaog

kol O PePounwtip AegE[i]kpding PéParov tav @vav td Oedr &l 8¢ Tig
{pdmrorto  Kumpiov, xdpiog ¥otw ocvréwv kol adtocovtov kol O
TopaTLyYG-

vav og EredBepov &dvra. [list of witnesses’ names]

When Kleon was archon, in the month of Poitropios, Archelaos son of Thebagoras,
a Delphian, sold a male slave, whose name is Kyprios, a Kyprian in origin, to
Pythian Apollo, for the price of three silver minae. Guarantor: Dexikrates son of
Mnasitheos. Let Kyprios remain with Archelaos his vendor as long as Archelaos
lives. If Archelaos dies, let Kyprios be free and go wherever he wishes, when
Archelaos dies. Let him pay in addition the remaining of the price, three silver half-
minae: to Thebagoras half-mina, to Dorotheos half-mina, and to Archias half-mina.

however, the verb paramenein here does not relate to manumission but to the state of
slaves who are unchained yet do not attempt to run away.
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Let him pay this money within a year, from the time of Archelaos’ death.’3 And the
sale contract shall be the god’s. Let Archelaos and the guarantor Dexikrates
present the sale as guaranteed to the god; should anyone lay hold of Kyprios, let
anyone who seized him as free, whether he himself or any chance person, be
authorized (in doing so).

Sometime later Archelaos must have died, for we read that Kyprios has paid an
additional sum of one-half mina to Dorotheos, one-half mina to Thebagoras, and
one-half mina to Archias:

5) SGDITI 1750 (170-157/6 BCE):

dpyovrog Zevéa unvog Ocoteviov, notamédwke Kinplog Ampobém
nupvaiov, Onpaydpa Hupvoiov, Apxia npipvoiov, kabog ovtol £0806-
Knoav, 6 £6e1 avtov dmodduey, nel ko te mddn Apyéhaoc. pdpropeg:

[list of witnesses’ names] 5

When Xeneas was archon, in the month of Theoxenios, Kyprios paid in addition to
Dorotheos half-mina, to Thebagoras half-mina, to Archias half-mina, according as
they themselves agreed that he should pay, whenever Archelaos dies.

It appears that although Archelaos’s death conferred complete freedom upon
Kyprios, he had to attain the heirs’ consent and pay them additional sums, so that
his freedom cost four and a half minac—unless he had paid Archelaos only half the
price of his freedom and now paid the difference; the first document, SGDI 11 1749,
does not mention receipt of the payment, like the formula dnéyw 10 yphipa we find
in other documents (see below).'4

Four documents from Delphi allow us to trace the life of one female slave,

Eisias.

6a) FDIII 3.329 (Delphi, ca. 100 BCE):

[dpx]ovoc Oco&év[ov t]od Dihotdrov, ka[t]a 6& Vobesiav Bapfdlov tod
Allax]i8[a], unvog Eir[aiov],

[BovA]evdvtov Aloxido tod Evideida, Netkwvog 100 Newaiov, émi toicde
av[o]ti[0nTt [KAe]-

[bpavtic Atv]ovog [@v]av Eiciddog én’ éhevbepia teiudc dpyvpiov pvav
&%o. BeParwnp [ko]-

[ta Tovg vop]ovg tag mOMog Alaxidag Edkheida. mapopevdro 8¢ Eioiig
[KAeloudv[zer mdv]-

[za. oV tac {Jwac [xpldvov mdv moodoo 10 Emtacoduevov miv og dodia.
£1 8¢ un mapap[évor] 5

14

I understand év éviovtdt as modifying an action taken within a year, rather than
“yearly”.
A similar case is SGDI 1717 (Delphi, 170-157/6 BCE).



384

This dedication-manumission of the slave Eisias obligates her to remain
(parameinato) with her ex-owner Kleomantis until his death and “do everything
that is ordered as a slave”. The penalty clause enables Kleomantis, in case Eisias
breaches the agreement, to punish her in any way he wishes, including flogging,

Rachel Zelnick-Abramovitz

[Eicwoc fi pn wloiéor [10] mraccdueviov], déovotav gyétm Kieduovtic
émrewéov tpéafo @]

[ko 0éAn kol yoloéov xai 518é[wv] kol noriéwv. & 8¢ T¢ épdrtorto
Eicid8oc émi kato[dov]-

[Moud, BéBar]ov mapeyéto [t]® [0ed O] BlePouwtip: k]dplog 8¢ otw kol
dMoc cvriémv Ei0d[8a]

[EhevOépav dduoc] dv kol dv[vmdducog mdoag dlikac kol Coutag kabdg
Ko ovhdon. & 8¢ T d[v]- [Opdm]vov [yévmtlon mepi Khe[dpovty,

£hev]0épa ot Eloiog pndevi pndg[v] mobrxovcal . . ] 10
Eicwog[..c.7..]0[...c.ll.... 10]
notl yav mdvta mote[ . . . .c.13. .. .. ]

[list of witnesses’ names]

When Theoxenos son of Philaitolos, the adopted son of Babylos son of Aiakides,
was archon, in the month of Eilaios, when Aiakides son of Eukleides and Nikon son
of Nikaios were the Councilors, on these conditions Kleomantis son of Dion
dedicates the sale of Eisias'’ for the purpose of freedom, for the price of two silver
minae. Guarantor, according to the laws of the polis: Aiakides son of Eukleides.
Let Eisias remain with Kleomantis as long as he lives, doing everything that is
ordered as a slave. Should Eisias not remain _and not do what is ordered, let
Kleomantis have the right to punish her in whichever way she wishes: beating and
binding and selling. Should anyone lay hold of Eisias for the purpose of re-
enslaving her, let the guarantor present the guarantee to the god. And let any other
be authorized to seize Eisias as free, being immune from penalties and not liable to
all lawsuits and penalties, when he seizes. When Kleomantis dies, let Eisias be free,
belonging to no one.....

binding and even selling.'® We shall come back to this text later.

Some time later—perhaps after a year, since it was in the same month but

under a different archon—Kleomantis released Eisias from the paramoné:

15

The phrasing here is unusual: it might mean that the slave was manumitted by sale, but
the contract itself was dedicated; or—which seems to me preferable—the slave was
manumitted by dedication but the agreement between the owner and the slave is

described as oné.

For selling as punishment for breaching the paramoné agreement cf. FD III 3.337
(Delphi, undated), line 4: g€ovoiov éxétm Mevekpdieia elte ko 06An mOAElV OV
npoy[ey]pappévov Tt copdtav [toréovca gite kKoldlovoo kol mhayal]g kol [3]eopolg

Ka0dg ko 06An.
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6b) FD III 3.333 (Delphi, ca. 100 BCE):

dpyovrog Atokréog 10d Pihctiwvoe, unvog Eilatov, tdde ppovadv kol vav,
KAgdpavtig Atvevog

bl / ~ ~ b /7 \ 9 ’ ’ \ bl /’ \ bl ~
anélvoe tac mapopovac Eictada tav 18iav Opemtdy, Kol aneym to £V 10
TOPALOVE KATOYEYPOUEVOV YPTLLDL,

Kol TOv yeyevnuévov v 1d mapapova && avtac viov Nwdotpotov, Ov Kol
uetovopaco 0éost Khedpovty, Snoc Eovar EheBepot

bl \ \ ~ ’ \ \ \ /’ \ /
omo_Tovtoc Tob BeAtiotov kol pndevi undsv mobnkdteg KoTo UndEvo
tpdmov. &mi 64 kd 1 wddn dvOpdmivov Khedpovnic,

v \ / e P 9 ~ ’ / bl / \ b
fotwo[av] to katohedévte VT’ avtod mhvia <Tw>cVAg &v ypricel. Kol &l
i ko 1dbn Zwovra, Eotwo<ov> mdvra Eiowddoc k<a>i Kieoudvtiog, 5
o 8¢ undevi mpoonkétmoay Katd undév<e> tpd<mo>v: momncdriw 8¢
Eic10g 10 moti yav ndvro, kedng kol ol Aowol dvOpomot. [list of witnesses’
names|

When Diokles son of Philistion was archon, in the month of Eilaios, Kleomantis son
of Dion, doing this in possession of his senses and of sound mind, released from the
paramoné his own threpté Eisias, and I have received the money recorded in the
paramoné, and also the son born to her during the paramoné, Nikostratos, whom [
renamed, by adoption, Kleomantis, in order that they be firee truly and in good
faith, belonging to no one in any way. If Kleomantis dies, let all his remaining
property be in use of Sosyla. And if Sosyla dies, let it all belong to Eisias and
Kleomantis, let them not belong to any other in any way. Let Eisias take care of the
funerary rites as does the rest of mankind.

Eisias, who is here described as threpté (fosterling), is released in this document
from the paramoné obligation, possibly for an additional sum, since lines 2-3
mention that it was agreed upon and written in “the paramona”. 1 wonder whether
the paramona could be a separate document from the ona, the “sale”, mentioned in
no. 6a, line 3.7 Two other manumission documents from Delphi mention the
paramona as a document: FD III 3.337 (undated), line 6 (¢v td mapopova), and
3.365 (undated), lines 9-10 (ta &v] | ©d mapapovd). But in the first the word avd
(the agreement of sale to Apollo) is not mentioned at all, and the other is too
fragmentary to tell. On the other hand, in BCH 76 (1952) 646, no. 17 =SEG 12 252
(Delphi, early first century CE), a manumitted slave is released from the paramoné
and from “everything written in the ‘sale’” (4mo T®V &v TQ OVA KATOYEYPAUUUEVOY
ndvtov]). Therefore, it may well be that where the manumitted slaves were bound
to a paramoné clause, the term paramona was sometimes used as synonym of ona.
In any case, the term is here used for the actual agreement as well as for the period
of remaining in service, during which Eisias gave birth to a boy, Nikostratos, who
seems to be the biological son of her ex-owner Kleomantis, since the latter adopts

17 For other attestations of paramona as a document cf. e.g. FD 111 3.337; 3.365.
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him and gives him his name; this event was very probably the reason for the
apolysis, the release from paramoné. Note that the declaration of freedom in lines
3-4 is phrased as a purpose clause, following the declaration of adoption; this
phrasing seems to imply that full freedom was given only because the paramoné
was annulled. Another interesting feature of this document is the phrase tdde
@povav kai vdv (“doing this in possession of his senses and of sound mind”),
which is found in last wills and donations.'® This may suggest that Kleomantis also
included the stipulation of Eisias’ release and the adoption of her son in his will.

The next document, drawn some years later, shows Eisias already free, now
married and herself a slave-owner, manumitting together with her husband and with
the consent of her son Kleomantis, known to us from 6b, the slave girl Sostrata and
obligating her to remain with them and likewise any children born to her during the
paramone.

6¢) FDIII 6.39 (Delphi, 20-46 CE), lines 2-12:
dpyovrog Apioto[kréovg T]od Prhovik[ov, unvog Hpoxiov ... dnédoto
Apioti<o>v Edkeida kai Eiowig KA[g]opdvTiog, cuvevapeotéovto Kol
T0D
viod avtac Kieopdvtiog, 1@ Andihovi @ IM[vh{Jo oduo kopdoiov, N
Svopo Zwotpdra, Telpds dypupiov pvav TPIAV, Kol TOV TIHAV GIéYouey
TACOV.
2\ ~ J94 / ’

... £1 TO10OE MOTE TOPUUEVT) ZOCTPA- 5
10 Apio {cttiovi {Apiotiov} kai Bioiddt mdv<to> 1ov tdc {wac ypdvov
avevikMitwe, To1odoa wav 10 Emraccduevov.

b \ \ / ’ ~ \ b ’ b ’ b /
&l 8¢ un moifol Twotpd<to> wav 10 dmraccd[uelvov, ééovciav yérwcay
Apiotiov kai Eicioc dmmpé-

7 T I3 14 / A 7 5 A ~
oviec_tpdnw o ko & wv. Soo 8¢ ko yev<v>fi Twotpdra &v td TaC
nopapovac ypdve Eoto-

9 / 7z e -~ b \ 2\ / / k) 7’

oav EAeV0EP0 TOPAUEIVOVTO NUETY, EKTOC EQV UM TL BEA®VTL ApLoTinV

\ b \ ~ \ . /7 \ ’ /
kol Eiowc moriijcor mpog Evdelov. d0tm  8e  Xwotpdto  BpEeog
K\eopdv[et 10

/ / \ Y b / ’ \ b ’ ’
Bpgpoc dietée, kal Eotm EAevBEpa Xmatpdra, kabwg EnioTevce XOoTpaTa
0 0ed tov @vdv, 8¢’ wte hevbépav elpev kol Gvépom[tov] dmd maviov
TOV TavTa XpOVoV.

When Aristokles son of Philonikos was archon, in the month of Herakleios ...
Aristion son of Eukleides and FEisias of Kleomantis, with the consent of her son
Kleomantis, sold to Pythian Apollo a slave girl, whose name is Sostrata, for the
price of three silver minae, and we declare to have received the entire sum. ... on

18 See e.g. P.Petr. 2, 3 (Krokodilopolis, 238/237 BC), lines 13, 43. See also SEG 12 303
(Phystion, late second century BCE), line 4; and the grave inscription SEG 13 261
(Kynouria, third century CE), lines 5-6.
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these conditions, that Sostrata remain with Aristion and Eisias as long as they live,
giving no reason to complain, doing everything that is ordered. Should Sostrata not
do everything that is ordered, let Aristion and Eisias have the right to punish her in
whatever way they wish. Let all the children born to Sostrata during the time of the
paramoné be free after remaining with us, unless if Aristion and Eisias wish to sell
in case of need. Let Sostrata provide Kleomantis with a two-years old infant, and
let Sostrata be free according as she entrusted the sale contract to the god, on
condition that she be free and untouchable by anyone in all times.

The future children of Sostrata are declared to be free after ending their paramoné
term, but note that the owners retain the right to sell them during this period—in
this case, not as punishment for failing to remain (as we saw in no. 6a above).
Surely this must mean that any child born to Sostrata during her paramoné period is
considered a slave. How then should we understand the status of Sostrata herself?
Moreover, Sostrata is made to hand over an infant to her manumittors—probably
after ending the paramoné. Such a condition is frequently attested in the Delphic
manumission inscriptions and elsewhere.!?
Sostrata too was released from paramoné, as we see in the next document.

6d) FDIII 6.40 (Delphi, 20-46 CE):

£mi 8¢ dpyovtoc [Tdowvog tod Adumvog, unvog Thoiov, dmé-

Moe Apiotiov kol Towc Twotpdtav T mopauovac. £ 6¢ Tu mdOot
Apiotiov, To<h>cov-

1e¢ 10 motl ydv Khedpavtic kol Zootpdra o katodeip[0é]vio <O>m’
avtod Sedéclocav oo,

WEPTUPES e,

When Pason son of Damon was archon, in the month of Ilaios, Aristion and Isias
[=Eisias] released Sostrata from the paramoné. If Aristion dies, Kleomantis and
Sostrata should take care of the funerary rites and divide equally the property left
by him. Witnesses....

But although released from the paramoné, Sostrata was further obligated to take
care of the funerary rites for her manumittor Aristion, after which she was to inherit
him equally with Kleomantis, the son of Eisias. This may have been because

19 In IG VII 3322 = Darmezin 1999, 40, no. 34 (Chaironeia, 2nd century BCE), two female
slaves and the boy born to one of them are manumitted by dedication to Serapis, on the
condition that they remain with the manumittor’s mother for as long as she lives; the
document states explicitly that children born to the manumitted slaves during their
paramoné will be slaves of the manumittor (1o 8¢ yevwn@évta &€ adtdv &v 1@ ThC
nopoapovic xpéve ootwoay dodio Astéinmag The Abaviov, lines 10-13). For Delphi
see Tucker 1982, 233-236. On handing children see e.g. BCH 75 (1971), 311 no. 3
(Delphi, first century CE); FD III 3.273 (Delphi, undated); #D III 3.291 (Delphi,
undated); FD III 6.36 (Delphi, 20-46 CE).
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Aristion had no children of his own, or perhaps Sostrata was his biological
daughter.

Another example of a paramoné agreement and its annulment also comes from
Delphi:

7a) FDIII 3.32 (Delphi, ca. 148 BCE):
v 7’ ~ ’ \ /7 e bl ~
apyovtog Ogvtipov 100 Ocgutipov, punvog IMoavayvplov, ©¢ ANEIGGES
dyovt,
&v Aghgoig 8¢ dpyovtog Opacvkiéoc, pnvog Iowrpomiov, émi tolcde
anédov-
10 Téhwv kol KAnto, ovvevdokéoviog kol tod viod Xtpdrovog, Ttdt
k) /7 ~
AnOAM@VL T
IMvbiot cdpa Gvdpeiov ot dvops Xdcog, 10 yévog Kammddoko, Tiudq
apyvpioy
uvav Tpidv, kol tov Tnav Eyovil mdoov, kabng Eniotevce TMGOC T
Oedt 5
\ LA 9 4 7 b} / 5 N 7 5\ ’ \ 7
AV OVAV, £° o1te ELeVDEPOG ELIEV KOl AVEPUTTTOG GO TAVIMV TOW TAVTOL
7 /7 \ ~ \ /7 \ ¥ oy
xpovov. mopapewdto 8¢ Xdcog mopa Tédwve kol Kint® dypt o ko
{dwvn Téwv
\ \ / \ ’ b / \ / / k24
kot Kint® mowv 10 dvvartdv. el 8¢ ko pn moién, kvplot Ectmoav
dmuuéoveg
9\ I3 ol ’ \ \ ’, 5 \ 2 7 ’
QDTOV TPOTIML W1 KOOEA@VTL TAGY PN TOAEOVTEC. Emel € Kd TL TAHwVTL
Téwv xoi KAntd, dhedbepoc Eotw Tdcoc kol dvépamtoc dmd mdviov 10
\ ’ / \ \ \ /7 /7 /
TOV TTavTo Xpovov. Befarmtnp koto tov vopov OhdEevog Awpobé-
ov Augioced<c>. [protection clause and a list of witnesses’ names]

When Theutimos son of Theutimos was archon, in the Amphissan month of
Panagyrios, in Delphi Thrasykles was the archon, in the month Poitropios, on these
conditions Telon and Kleto sold, with the consent of their son Straton, to Pythian
Apollo a slave whose name is Sosos, Kappadocian in origin, for the price of three
silver minae, and they declare to have received the entire sum, according as Sosos
entrusted the sale contract to the god, on the condition that he be free and
untouchable by anyone for all times, Let Sosos remain with Telon and Kleto as long
as Telon and Kleto live, doing whatever he is able to do. Should he not do, let
(them) be authorized to punish him in whatever way they choose, except selling. If
Telon and Kleto die, let Sosos be free and untouchable by anvone for all times.

In contrast to document 6a above, in this one the slave owner specifically renounces
re-selling the slave as punishment for not abiding by the paramoné agreement.?°
Some time later—perhaps a year, since the months are the same but not the
archons—Sosos was released from the paramoné:

20 See also FDIII 6.6, line 15.
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7b) SGDII 2143 (Delphi, after ca. 148 BCE):

dpyovrog Odpp[v]og unvog Mavayvpiov Oc ApQloceic

dyovtt, &v Aghpolc 8¢ dpyovtog AaposTpdTonv pnvog

IMowtporiov, dnédoto TéAwv kai KAntd, cvvevdokéov-

10¢ 10D Viod Ttpdrvoc, T ATdAwvL T [Tudimt e

avdpeiov Ot Svopa Zdcoc 1O yévog Kannddoko, Tinds ép- 5
yoplov pvav Tp1dv, kabog Enictevse TMGOG T OedL TAV

dvdv, 80’ dure EhebBepoc eluev kol GvéQomtoc Gmd

ndvtov ToV mdvta ypdvov. Befarmtp kot TOV VOHOV Kol Ko~

10, 10 cVpBorov: DidEevoc Awpobéov Appioceic. & 8¢ mpo-

1epacio @va & yevouévo Todcov tdt Ardilowv Emi dpyov- 10
10¢ £v Aghpoic Op[a]ovkréoc kai T &v a1 VAL TOTYEypopé-

v doote mapapeivar Zdoov mapd Téhovae kol KAntd 6c

ko {dovn dreAng kol dppéva Eotm. [list of witnesses’ names]

When Tharrys was archon, in the Amphissan month of Panagyrios, in Delphi
Damostratos was the archon, in the month of Poitropios, Telon and Kleto sold, with
the consent of their son Straton, to Pythian Apollo a slave whose name is Sosos, a
Kappadokian in origin, for the price of three silver minae, according as Sosos
entrusted the sale contract to the god, on the condition that he be free and
untouchable by anyone all the time. Guarantor, according to the law and according
to the agreement: Philoxenos son of Dorotheos, Amphissan. The previous contract
which was agreed by Sosos and Apollo in the archonship of Thrasvkles, and the
additional clause in it stating that Sosos is to remain with Telon and Kleto as long
as they live, is annulled and void.

The second document actually replaces the original sale contract. We do not know
the reason for this, but note that the paramoné clause (7a) is phrased in milder
terms: Sosos is to do “whatever he is able to do”, and the penalty clause explicitly
excludes the possibility of selling him. Note also that the apolysis document (7b)
has no protection clause, although there are guarantor and witnesses.

Many other manumission documents contain paramoné with harsh penalty
clauses. See, for example, the following document from Physkeis in Locris:

8) IGIX(1)?3:679 (mid-2"! cent. BCE):

dywvobetéovtog Me]vdvdpov — — —{210D S¢ivoc}? {Zethnicum}>— —
— —, uNvog — — &Jnédoto Agvki[ag — — — —— ]

01 ABdvor tar TA]ddt odpa yovou[keiov én” £]-

Aevbepion, it dvopa Z]wod, 1o yévoe Tafppativ(?)],

[Tag dpyvpiov IMMM. mopauvdro [6¢ Tw]- 5
[ot mopd Agvkiov], dypt od ka (i Asvkio[c, mowod]-

[co 10 émtocod]uevov: &l 68 un mopapé[vor fi pn)

[mo10t 10 gmtocod]uevov, kdplog fotm Agvk[ioc]

— e
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[thrrov kol 36p(N)]av Tood, &1 un 1101 1L TO[V]

[Emroccopévelv Zacd: énel 8¢ ko dmo[0dvn], 10
[8revBépa Eotm Zwo]d. PeParwtp katd OV V[4]-

[pov . . .c.10. . .] IMorepdpyov. pdpTuopor — — — —

When Menandros was the president of the games....... , in the month..... Leukias
sold to Athena Ilias for the purpose of freedom a female slave, whose name is Soso,
Sarmatian in origin, for the price of three silver minae. And let Soso remain with
Leukias as long as Leukias lives, doing what is ordered; and should she not remain
or not do what is ordered, let Leukias be authorized to beat and flay(?) Soso,
should Soso not do what is ordered. After he dies, let Soso be free. Guarantor
according to the law [...] son of Polemarchos. Witnesses................

On the other hand, some manumission documents from Delphi stipulated that
disagreements between owners and slaves under paramone were to be settled by
arbitration. For example, in ca. 156-151 BCE Sosias son of Sosias manumitted his
female slave Nikaia and her son Isthmos by sale to Apollo (SGDI 11 1689). He
obligated them to remain with him until his death and do whatever he ordered,
otherwise the sale will be void (lines 6-8). Sosias further stipulated that “if Sosias
blames Nikaia or Isthmos for anything, this will be judged by three men, and
whatever they decide will be authoritative (g1 8¢ 11 évkodéor Twoiog Nikaia f
ToBud, mkpdévio &v dvdporc tploic & T 8¢ ko obtot kpivavt, Kbprov Eotwm, lines
8-9).2!

What then was the status of slaves in paramoné?

It is both fascinating and frustrating to see how the same evidence has produced
extremely conflicting views. I will now review the interpretations offered by
scholars, classifying them according to three main approaches, admittedly ignoring
some nuanced variations due to limitations of space.

At one end of the spectrum are those who argue that manumitted slaves under
paramoné were free. Indeed, when we look at the documents we almost always find
the declaration of freedom, witnesses, often also guarantors and protection clauses
that warn against attempts to re-enslave the manumitted slaves and empower the
guarantors and anyone who so wishes to act in defence of their newly attained
freedom, immune from legal action. Moreover, since in some documents the
clauses that specify the slave’s new status and the means of its protection precede

21 See also the very elaborate arbitration clause in SGDI 1696 (150-140 BCE), lines 9-11;
SGDI 1832 (173 BCE), lines 6-14; SGDI 1858 (168 BCE), lines 6-7;, SGDI 1874 (170-
157/6 BCE), lines 15-18; SGDI 1971 (150-140 BCE), lines 10-18. Whereas in all
previously mentioned documents the arbiters are three men chosen for this duty, in
SGDI 2049 (198 BCE), lines 14-16, the arbiters are the priests of Apollo together with
the manumittor; cf. SGDI 2072 (198 BCE), lines 23-25; SGDI 1694 (ca. 150-140 BCE);
but in the latter document the owner sells his slave to another person and stipulates that
she remains with the buyer until the latter dies, after which she is to be free.
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the paramoné clause, we may understand that the manumitted slaves were free and
that they agreed to the conditions stipulated by the manumittor as free persons.
William Linn Westermann, for instance, argued that manumission contracts make a
grammatical distinction between the declaration of freedom and the paramoné
clause, and that although slaves who committed themselves to paramoné
surrendered two elements of their freedom—namely, part of their freedom of
movement and their freedom of occupation—they remained free persons.?? He also
compared paramoné clauses in manumission documents to the labour contracts
with paramoné, known mainly from Egypt, which were entered into by free
persons.?3

A similar view was offered by Alan Edouard Samuel; he claimed that the
paramoné provision did not affect the status of the manumitted as free persons.
Samuel emphasized the manumitted slaves’ right to own property, to marry and
have children, and their protection against arbitrary arrest. He also asserted that the
original, technical, legal meaning of paramoné, which we find in labour contracts,
was only later applied to manumitted slaves without changing its legal nature.?*

David Lewis, in a forthcoming study of slavery in Greece and the Near East,
emphasizes the fact that manumitted slaves who were released from paramoné
obligations (examples of which we have seen above) paid for it with their own
money, hence they enjoyed legal title to their money and could be legal parties to
transactions. Therefore, he argues, freed persons under paramoné were legally free.
Moreover, arbitration procedures were available against threats of re-enslavement
and were equally binding on both the ex-master and the ex-slave: some documents
stipulated that disagreements between owners and slaves under paramoné were to
be settled by arbitration (see above).

Likewise, in a previous work, jointly published by David Lewis and Mirko
Canevaro, the authors assert that the slaves manumitted under paramoné by the
philosophers (see documents 2 and 3 above) “are no longer legally owned by
anybody ... they only have, for a certain term, contractual obligations towards their
ex-owners and their heirs”.?

Against this line of interpretation the following objections can be raised:
documents containing paramoné clauses show that despite the declaration of
freedom, the guarantees and the fact that the ex-slaves could buy release from the
paramoné, in many cases slaves manumitted with paramoné condition were
threatened with corporal punishment and with re-enslavement as though their

22 Westermann 1945; 1950; 1955, 35, 55-56.

23 Westermann 1948.

24 See also Waldstein 1986, 93-101; Bomer 1960, 40.
25 Canevaro and Lewis 2014, 109.
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freedom did not exist de facto.?¢ Children born during the paramoné period were
often considered slaves. The document /G VII 3322 from Chaironeia clearly states
that children born to the two manumitted female slaves during the paramoné will
be the slaves of the manumittor. Hence, the female slaves may be free but not their
wombs or their offspring. In the document no. 6c, cited above, we saw that the
children born to the manumitted slave during the paramoné period were considered
free, unless the owners decide to sell them—an ambiguous situation: their status
depended on the decision of the manumittor. As to documents stipulating
arbitration, it should be noted that no law courts were involved, or even Apollo’s
priests!

Comparison with the Egyptian labour contracts containing paramoné indeed
reveals similarities, for instance, the fixed term of service, the obligation imposed
on the worker to do as told and the penalty clauses. One might infer that, like the
Egyptian contractors, the manumitted slaves entered such contracts voluntarily and
hence were legally free. Moreover, one might wonder whether the paramoné
clauses in manumission documents were not actually, like in the Egyptian
contracts, payments of loans—in these cases, the money paid for freedom lent by
manumittors to those who could not raise the demanded sum; also, the apolysis
money might be interpreted as paying the remainder of the loan. Yet there is one
crucial difference: the penalty clauses in the Egyptian contracts do not contain a
threat to beat, sell or enslave failing contractors!?’

Also, the manumitted slaves’ right to own and accumulate property was often
curtailed by provisions that limited its size or gave the ex-owner the right of
inheritance.”® Freedom of movement was also often limited even after the
completion of the paramoné. This can be gathered, for example, from conditions
which obligated the slave to take care of his manumittor’s grave.?® As for the
protection against re-enslavement, such clauses applied vis-a-vis other persons, not

26 One manumission inscription from Kalymna, 7it. Calym. 155 (14-54 CE), obligates the
slave under paramoné to do all that she used to do when a slave (momcel 8¢ ndvta Ta
npoctaccoueva, oo kol Soviedovoa éroiet dypt Lodg avtdv; lines 9-11).

27 See Adams 1964, 43-44.

28 In SGDI 1696 (Delphi, 150-140 BCE), lines 12-13, it is stipulated that if the manumitted
slave dies, his property is to go to the manumittor, and the manumitted slave is not
allowed to bequeath anything to anyone else. In /G 1X(2) 1290 + B. Helly, Phoenix 30
(1976), 149-152 (Pythion, second half of the second century BCE), the manumitted
female slave and her son are given the right to own a house and other property wherever
they wish, hence such rights were not automatically given to manumitted slaves under
paramoné. [Arist.], Rh. Al., 1422b 9-13 may refer to the same practice.

29 See nos. 6a and 6d above, as well as FD IIT 3.329. See also /G IX 12 1:137A (Kalydon,
130-120 BCE), where paramoné is not mentioned, but the manumitted slave is obligated
to lay garlands on his manumittor’s son’s gravestone each month, for as long as he lives;
to do that he must have lived near the manumittor’s home or at least in the same polis,
hence his freedom of movement was restricted.

o
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against the manumittors, who often threatened the manumitted slaves with re-
enslavement. Such threats surely indicate that the manumitted slave under
paramoné was not free vis-a-vis his or her manumittor; the manumission could not
have been complete. Moreover, although the majority of the manumission
documents mention the guarantor (bebaioter) or—for instance, those of
Chaironeia—state that the manumission-dedication was done according to the
law,® we never hear of judicial procedures like the, admittedly disputed, Athenian
phialai exeleutherikai;?' and despite the frequent encouragement to guarantors and
anyone who so wishes to act against challenges to the manumitted slave’s freedom
(as in document 6a, lines 7-9, above), we have no evidence of actual recourse to
such a process, unlike the evidence of the Athenian aphairesis eis eleutherian, or
the vindication of the manumitted slave’s freedom (literally: “carrying to/for the
purpose of freedom™) by another person, when it is challenged.’? Admittedly, we
find similar phrasing in Delphic manumission inscriptions and elsewhere, which
might indicate similar procedures. For example, BCH 68/69 (1944/5) 111, no. 22
(Delphi, 146/5 or 145/4 BCE), lines 13-14, use the verb cvAdv, to seize (ov-
[[Xéov[t]ec Mévavdpov kol Thagipav o Ehevdépovg édvrag). In IG IX(1) 120
(Elateia, second century BCE), we even see the verb daipeicOon; lines 9-11 read:
kol [$&éoto 1@ Oéhovit ov]Miv kol mpoictacbar avtdc kol [elg élevBepiov
dparpeic]|Oor (“and anyone who so wishes may protect them [the freed females
slaves] and carry them for the purpose of freedom™).3? In all these cases, immunity
from prosecutions and penalties is given to those who act in defence of the
manumitted slaves. But we have no evidence of actual legal actions based on the
right of aphairesis eis eleutherian, hence we do not know whether manumitted
slaves outside Athens could indeed go to court or to arbitration.

Finally, if the manumitted slaves agreed to the obligations attached to
manumission as free persons, the obligations cannot have been stipulated as

30 E.g. IG VII 3322 = Darmezin 1999, 40, no. 34 (see above and nn. 3, 19), lines 14-15:

mv dvdbeoty Toovpévn Sia | Tod cuvedpiov kato OV vouov (“the dedication has been

made through the Council according to the law”)—a formula recurrent in the

Chaironeian manumission inscriptions.

Lewis 1959; 1968. For a recent edition and discussion of these long-debated Attic

inscriptions, which record manumissions in the guise of legal proceedings in diké

apostasiou, that is, prosecutions against manumitted slaves who neglected their
obligations towards their manumittors (Westermann 1946, 96-99) or the results of real

trials in such cases (Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005, 83-84, 289; Zelnick-Abramovitz 2013,

94-100), see Meyer 2010, who interprets the inscriptions as prosecutions against metics

in graphé aprostasiou for failing to pay the metic tax or to register a prostatés.

32 On this legal process see Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005, 292-300, and Sara Forsdyke in this
volume.

33 See also BCH 76 (1952) 645, no. 16 (Delphi, late first century BCE), line 7: xai dAlog O
napaTLXOV &v ghevdeplav dpaipe]ipevoc kdprog Eotor;, BCH 110 (1986) 450, no. 12
(Delphi, 20/19 BCE), lines 9-10; FD III 3.282 (Delphi, undated), lines 10-11; and many
other instances.

3
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conditions to freedom! Moreover, threats to re-enslave the manumitted slave
always presuppose that he or she fails to “remain” and fulfil other obligations as
stated in the manumission agreement. That is, as long as these persons are under the
obligation to “remain” they might legally become slaves again—a violent act,
which can be envisioned as occurring between two free persons only in a state of
war or as an act of piracy and usually punishable by law. And note that it is exactly
against such violent seizures that the procedure of cvAdv / dpaipeoic eic dhevdepiov
was made available in these same documents.

At the opposite end of the spectrum are those who interpret the restriction of
the slaves’ freedom of movement, property rights, and the right to have family as
evidence that slaves under paramoné were in servile status.>* Among the earlier
advocates of this view I mention Ludwig Mitteis (1891, 387-388) and Ludovic
Beauchet (1969, 495-496), who both describe manumission with paramoné as
suspended freedom. A recent and most vigorous exponent of this view is Joshua
Sosin (2015), who argues in a comprehensive article that paramoné clauses left the
slaves in slavery. Sosin envisions the following process in the Delphic sale-
manumissions: The owner promised his/her slave freedom, to be implemented only
after remaining in service (paramoné); in sale-manumissions, like those in Delphi,
the slave-owner made a contract with the god, but the slave had a role in framing
the contract, financing it and “entrusting” it to the god: the latter bought the slave,
but waived his right to use him or her during the period of the paramoné; during the
paramoné the right to use the slave—now the property of the god—was transferred
to the former owner; after the end of the paramoné period the god set the slave free.

This view is difficult to understand: If the slave remained a slave, what was his
role in formulating and financing the contract? How did he/she frame the contract,
financed it and “entrusted” it to the god? It is conceivable that slaves negotiated the
conditions of their freedom in light of their ability to pay for their freedom. But
they did so either by availing themselves of a third party or using the fictive sale to
a divinity;> Sosin does not explain how slaves framed, financed and “entrusted” the
sale contract to the god. If the god became the slave’s new owner, how should we
understand penalty clauses threatening slaves who failed to abide by the agreement
with the annulment of the transaction? Could their former, human owner, now only
in possession of the property, annul the transaction? If so, what was the god’s
interest? And could former owners punish slaves who were no longer their
property? Moreover, if only the ownership of the slave changed—with a promise of
future freedom—why bother at all to make such a contract? Why stipulate that a
slave would be free after serving a fixed period o—more often—until the death of
the ex-owner now possessor, if the slave, qua slave, in any case “remained” with
the person who possessed him or her? If the motive was monetary, a simple sale to

34 On such restrictions see above and nn. 1 and 28.
35 See Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005, 208-222.
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another person could achieve the same result. Aristotle (Po/l. 7, 1330a 32-33) was
probably correct in recommending manumission as an incentive for slaves to work
more diligently; but why not simply set the slave free instead of going to all this
trouble?3®

In short, cui bono? If slaves under paramone were free, why were they often
threatened with harsh, corporal penalty clauses? If they were slaves, why bother
with such complicated contracts?

We now come to those—and they form the majority—who take the middle way
and, with some nuances, interpret paramoné as conferring some halfway status, as
claimed, for instance, by R. Dareste, B. Houssoullier and Th. Reinach (1898-1904),
who defined a person in paramoné as “loco servi, non servus” (vol. 11, 273-275). In
contrast to Sosin, who claims that there was a transfer of complete ownership from
the slave-owner to the god, who then waived his right to use the slave thus leaving
the slave in slavery, Paul Koschaker (1931), using the idea of divided rights of
ownership, argued that during the paramoné manumitted slaves were half-free (p.
42), or had “geminderte Freiheit und nicht eine gehobene Sklaverei” (p. 45 and n.
5). The slaves, he argued, owned only half of themselves, while the manumittors
retained such rights as they saw fit; only after the end of the paramoné period did
they attain full freedom (pp. 46-49).37

One interpretation, which seems to me to be particularly helpful, is that of
Arnold Krinzlein, who differentiates between the manumitted slaves’ status vis-a-
vis their former masters and their status vis-a-vis other persons (pp. 245-257).33
Krénzlein based his conclusion on three inscriptions, all of which, following the
paramoné and penalty clauses, state that the manumitted slaves will be free in
relation to “all the others™ (pp. 127-129):

9a) IG IX(1)*3:754,1. 7-10 (Amphissa, 1° half of 1% cent. BCE):

émi 1olode dote nmopa[pé]vn Zotpic Nikaowmorel kai ‘Eppaio mowodoa
v 10 émrocodue[vov]: ... moti 8¢ tovg Aowmove ndvrog otw TeTNPIC
£hev0épa kail dvémapolc].

36 Sosin’s interpretation of the slaves’ condition after paramoné is also problematic, but T
cannot discuss it here. Suffice it to say that if slaves’ freedom of movement, or even
their right to attain citizenship in a certain area were restricted, as attested in the above
example, this cannot be described as “full freedom”.

37 Cf. Pringsheim 1950, 9-13, 184-212; See also Calderini 1908, 286; Sokolowski 1954:
176; Babakos 1964: 40; Radle 1969, 142-145; 1972, 308; Finley, 1982a; 1982b.

38 See Albrecht (1978, 200), who distinguishes manumitted slaves for whom paramoné
was stipulated as security for the payment for freedom, whom he defines as half-free,
from manumitted slaves for whom the paramoné was in lieu of a cash payment for
freedom, who retained their slave status until the end of the service period.



396

Rachel Zelnick-Abramovitz

On these conditions (the sale to Asklepios was made) that Soteris remains with
Nikasipolis and Heramios, doing everything she is ordered ... but in relation to all
the others let Soteris be free and untouchable.

9b) IG IX(1) 192, lines 19-22 (Tithora, early 2™ cent. CE):

nopuev<e>t 8¢ ‘Ovoocipdpov mavta tov g (wdg xpdlvov Newovéto
Newawvérov kol Atoxpita Tipm|vog, Toic 8¢ Aowmoic draocty Ehevdépa E6tm
Kol Gvé|Toagog.

Onasiphoron will remain with Nikainetos son of Nikainetos and with Diokrita
daughter of Timon as long as they live, but in relation to all the others let her be

free and untouchable.

9¢) IGIX(1) 194, lines 20-23 (Tithora, early 2™ cent. CE):

nopuev<e>l 8¢ Nwdow «oi Ztopyn wmdvfto tOv  1ac  Ldg
{A<voor>pop<ov>} 'Ovacipdpov ypdvov {Y} | doviedovoar, Toic 8¢
Lowroic Edetlepar §o<tmv>.

Nikasin and Storge will remain (with) Anasiphoros for as long as he lives, working
as slaves (literally: being slaves), but in relation to the others let them be free.

Although these inscriptions cannot be taken as representative and, as Sosin remarks
(2015, 353 n. 100), their late date may be responsible for their atypical formulation,
I find Krénzlein’s suggestion most persuasive.’® This is because, however we

interpret the status of slaves under paramoné, it is obvious that their condition
cannot be seen to be other than servile in relation to their manumittors: they had to
do whatever they were told, sometimes explicitly ordered to work as slaves, under
threat of punishment, sometimes corporal, sometimes threatened with re-
enslavement or sale to another person; their offspring, whether born before, during
or after the paramoné period were sometimes declared as slaves and, in any case,

39

Sosin 2015, who argues that the use of the Aorist tense for the imperative and participle
of the verb paramenein proves that the manumission is conditioned by the paramone
and follows it, interprets the expression toig 8¢ Aowolc in the inscriptions from Tithora
as “in the future”, i.e. after the paramoné (p. 352 n. 97), but he fails to note that in two
of these documents (9b and 9c) the obligation to remain is phrased as a Future
indicative: Tappev<e>T; hence, the paramoné and the freedom towards others were to be
simultaneous. Another case is an undated inscription from Thespiai in Boiotia, /G VII
1780=I. Thespiai V 214, which states in lines 6-9: eiuev 8¢ [0d]ltoic mavekevdepiav
nopapfet][vdvieot edvowcg, dve(v)kieito[ig] | yevopévoig Edtdxor dwg ka {[wet]. I agree
with Koschaker (1931, 42), Radle (1969, 144), and Albrecht (1978, 196), who
understand avekevOepia as “complete freedom” after the end of the paramone, against
Krénzlein’s (1981, 243) “let them have freedom towards all”’; the dative case is used for
the manumitted slaves themselves, who are to remain without giving any reason to
complain.
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even their free status had to be stated clearly; their freedom of movement and
occupation was sometimes limited even after the paramoné; in many cases, as we
saw above, they could not dispose of their property freely, and the ex-owners often
state their right to the property accumulated by the slaves—during and after the
paramone.

On the other hand, the declaration of freedom, the use of gods and sanctuaries
as conferring divine sanction on the manumission act, the appointment of
guarantors and witnesses, the unequivocal protection clauses, which empowered
guarantors, private citizens, and sometimes even the manumittors to act in defence
of the slave’s new free status, immune from legal action, clearly suggest that the
manumitted slave was legally free in relation to whoever was not the manumittor
and his/her heirs.*® Moreover, in contrast to the evidence showing the almost
complete power of the manumittor over his manumitted slave during the paramoné,
a few documents emphasise that ex-owners can punish their manumitted slaves “as
free persons”.4!

Before considering how the Greeks, with their clear-cut distinctions between
free and slaves, citizens and non-citizens, could accept such hybrid, incongruous
situations, I return to the question cui bono? For slaves, it may have been the first
time in many years or, often, the first time in their life that they had a legal
personality and the legal status of a free person. Slave-owners kept the promise
given to faithful slaves, concubines and the latter’s offspring, while retaining the
slaves’ services for a fixed time or until their death, and—most important—
protecting themselves against future claims by heirs, by anchoring the agreement in
a legal contract with a divine sanction.

Now, there is no doubt that Greek poleis, as scholars have recently objected,
did not legally recognize half-statuses. Clear-cut statuses are evident in texts
referring to political rights, inheritance rights, judicial procedures and penalties,
military service, taxes, distributions of donations etc.,*? even if in daily life such

40 Cf. Crone 1987, 67; and see Mulliez 1992, 39, on the contradiction between the legal
status of the manumitted slave and his/her real situation.

41 See e.g. SGDI 1714, lines 8-9: wbproc Eotw Apdpav Emtipéov Zoppdva tpdrot dt
0éhot dc Ehevbépa.

42 E.g. Ath. Pol. 57.3, 58.2-3; IG 112 380, lines 34-43 (Piraeus, 320/19 BCE); IG 1V? 1, 357
(a gravestone from Epidauros, after ca. 200 BCE): "Idoov KoAlikmvog dng[A]ed0epog
(“Tason the manumitted slave of Kallikon”); /G XII(5), 647, lines 9-11 (Coresia, third
century BCE): £om16v 8¢ tol¢ te moltog kai odg 1 mOMG kéKANKeV Kal TOVG UETOTKOVG
Kol tovg amerevBépovg doot to TéAn @épovowy eic Kopnoiav (“And the citizens and
those whom the polis invited will partake of the feast, and also the metics and
apeleutheroi, as many as pay taxes in Coresia”); and see also OGIS 338 (= I von
Pergamon 249, 133 BCE), lines 10-25, mentioning citizens, paroikoi, katoikoi, specific
ethnic groups, and mercenaries, freed slaves (exeleutheroi), and slaves; Syll3 742 (=
LEphesos 8, 86 BCE), lines 44-46, mentioning citizens, isoteleis, paroikoi, hieroi,
exeleutheroi, and xenoi.
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distinctions were often blurred.** But the relations between private persons and
their slaves were a private matter, and manumission—the same as slave-holding—
was a private matter. Conditions placed on manumission were decided at the
discretion of the manumittor; he or she just had to abide by the laws where such
existed, usually regarding the method of manumission and some general obligations
of the manumitted,** as reflected perhaps by the diké apostasiou in Athens or the
obligation to register a prostates in many places or, perhaps, the paramoné itself in
Kalymna.*> The manumission documents, including those with paramoné, are not
uniform; they display an array of conditions in addition to the obligation to
“remain”.*¢ This diversity should at least warn us against decisively concluding that
manumitted slaves under paramoné were either legally free or in slavery. In
contrast to the clear-cut legal distinctions in what concerns individuals’ relation
with the polis, relations within one’s oikos and daily social life show that such
distinctions were often blurred: hence the frequent prosecutions of “imposters” in
Athens, known from the forensic orations, from references to the diké apostasiou
and the graphé aprostasiou, and from the phialai exeleutherikai. A case in point—
discussed in detail by Sarah Forsdyke in this volume—is Lysias’ oration 23,
Against Pankleon, who was prosecuted on the charge that, though a metic, he
pretended to be a citizen, but during his investigation the prosecutor found out that
two different people were claiming him as their slave.

In conclusion, I am still convinced, as I have argued elsewhere,*’ that slaves
manumitted under paramoné were both free—in relation to other people and the
polis, and in servile status—in relation to their ex-owners. This ambiguous
condition is reflected in the variety of conditions, restrictions and punishments
attached to the paramoné obligation and especially, perhaps, in the undecided status
of children born to manumitted females during the paramone. This was not a
“juridical chimera”, as Sosin derisively calls it,*® but one manifestation of the social
reality.

rachelze@post.tau.ac.il

43 See Vlassopoulos 2007.

44 See Zelnick-Abramovitz 2009. On the polis’ intervention in Elateia see Zachos 2007.

45 So Segré, Tit. Calym., 177-178; Babakos 1964, and Samuel 1965, 294.

46 See Crone 1987, 67 on the flexibility of the paramoné, which made it popular among
manumittors.

47 Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005, 244-246.

48 Sosin 2015, 348: “The transactions did not create individuals who were half-free, both
free and slave, or any other juridical chimera”.
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