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MARIJANA RICL

Donations of Slaves and Freeborn Children to Deities in
Roman Macedonia and Phrygia: A Reconsideration

Tafel 7-12

This study is dedicated to the memory of
Fanoula Papazoglou (1917-2001)

Thirty-five years after their chance discovery, the long-awaited publication of
inscriptions from the temple of the Indigenous Mother of Gods in Lefkopetra has
appeared!. The importance of this source-material for the study of religion, society,
economy and legal practices of Roman Macedonia cannot be overstated. Various
adverse circumstances have long delayed the final publication of some two hundred
texts unearthed in 1965, We are very grateful to the editors for their patient work and
perseverance on the difficult path that led to the Corpus we now have before us.

The Corpus of inscriptions from Lefkopetra contains an informative Introduction
(pp. 19-78) on the discovery of the sanctuary and its legendary, historical, geogra-
phical, social, religious and economic background. It is followed by the Caralogue of
Inseriptions (pp. 81-206, 194 numbers), developed Indices, Concordances and excel-
lent photographs of all the preserved stones.

The temple of the Indigenous Mother of Gods was discovered by chance in 1965.
The find-spot was in the vicinity of the village of Lefkopetra, thirteen kilometres
southwest of Beroia. A salvage excavation directed by Ph. M. Petsas uncovered a
small tetrastyle prostyle temple (14.70 x 9.25 m)2. Most of its marble architectural
parts (three columns, architrave, doorposts of the entrance to the sekos) and diverse
movable objects (three marble sacrificial tables and their supports, four altars, several
stelae and plaques) were covered with inscriptions. The complete find was transferred
to the Museum of Beroia. The first publications by Ph. M. Petsas appeared in the late
1960s — early 1970s, and they immediately attracted the attention of the scientific
community. In the following years twenty-seven texts from the sanctuary were pu-
blished completely, and about seventy became partially known. Obviously, this was
very far from what was needed for a reliable assessment of the nature of legal trans-
actions conducted at this small but important sanctuary in the territory of Beroia,

More than ninety per cent of all the inscriptions from the temple of the Indigenous
Mother of Gods3 record donations of slaves and freeborn family-members? by their

! Ph, M. Petsas, M. B. Hatzopoulos, L. Gounaropoulou, P. Paschidis, Inscriptions du sanc-
tuaire de la Mére des Dieux Autochtone de Leukopétra (Macédoine) (Meherfpora 28), Athens
2000 (= Inscriptions Leukopétra).

2 Only three columns were found in sifi.

3 The rest are votive inscriptions on statues, altars, slabs with relicfs, jars and other objects.

4 There is only one such case, involving the son of a female donor (inscription no. 47).
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masters and relatives to the Goddess. Naturally, not all of the texts are equally well
preserved — about two-thirds of them (some 127) are in a satisfactory state of
preservation. The texts that have suffered the most are those engraved on individual
slabs and altars. Furthermore, one of the three columns found in sifu is preserved to a
little over half of its original height (1.87 m)>, so that it contains only eleven
inscriptions compared to twenty-nine on column no. I and sixteen on column no. 1I.
The lost fourth column, which stood in contact with the southern wall of the pronaos,
probably contained roughly the same number of texts as column no. II, which
occupied the same position on the northern side.

Inscriptions registering consecrations of slaves to Macedonian deities attracted my
attention in the carly 1980s. In 1993 1 published the final results of my rescarch,
partially based on the then-available inscriptions from Lefkopetra®. My conclusion
was that the act of donation conferred a limited form of {reedom on the donated slave,
in so far as, in addition to the obligation of residing with the former proprietor
throughout the life expectancy of the latter (the so-called paramone-provision), he
was burdened with the duty of serving in the sanctuary of his divine patron(ess) on the
so-called ,,customary/festival days* (£0yrov/eibiopévor Huépan/eoprat). The editors
of the new Corpus share the same view”. Today, after the publication of the whole
dossier from Lefkopetra, one feels obliged to test the validity of the original
hypothesis and to modify it if needed.

In 1993, six Macedonian inscriptions registering donations of slaves and featuring
the adjective/noun éAed0epog -o and the verb éhevfepdw played a decisive role in my
deliberations®. None of these inscriptions comes from Lefkopetra, where, it should be
stressed right from the beginning, the freedom of the donated slave is nowhere
mentioned®.

Before proceeding to an analysis of the clauses encountered in inscriptions from
Lefkopetra, a note on the nature of these texts should be made. The texts are of
unequal value for our study — many are simple and straightforward, lacking details,
while others offer abundant data on the whole donation procedure. Acts engraved on
stone are without doubt just longer or shorter excerpts from the original documents
deposited by the proprietors of slaves in the archives of the temple. Referred to as

5 The other two are both 3.48 m high withoul the base and the capital, their diameter
varymg from 0.41 to 0.47 m.

sza Antika 43 (1993) 129-144.

7 Cf. Inscriptions Leukopétra, pp. 33-35 on the whole controversy on the origin and the
nature of this practice.

8 Actually, there are only five such texts, since, as M. B. Hatzopoulos has kindly informed
me, the letters in one of the 1nscnpuons on the partially published altar from Metochi which,
reading from a photograph published in Ancient Macedonia 111, Thessalonica 1983 (fig. 13
appended to Ph. Petsas’s article), I deciphered as eksne[epav] odoav, should be read as
'Apeeonoav

9 In the partly broken and very effaced inscription no. 143, engraved on the support of the
sacrificial table no. 1I, at the end of line 4 the editors read AEAEY and propose to recognize in
these letters the beginning of the word éAevBepio or éhevBépa. If their conjecture were correct,
this would be the only inscription from Lefkopetra mentioning the freedom of the donated
slave.
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otA(A)oypagpiod, the inscriptions were not required to make the deed of gift legally
valid. As a result of this, we cannot form any reliable estimates on the number of
slaves donated to the Goddess during the whole period of her sanctuary’s functioning.
From the preserved texts we know of 178 persons donated in the 150-year period
from ¢. AD 170 to AD 31310, Moreover, the language of these inscriptions is that of
poorly educated individuals!! who are often incapable of giving clear and unequi-
vocal expression to their thoughts. Furthermore, after AD 212/3, when the proconsul
of Macedonia, Tertullianus Aquila, intervened by an dndépacig to regulate the custom
of donating slaves and children to local deities, most of the provisions contained
therein and probably repeated in the tablets deposited at the temple were left out in the
shortened versions on the stone. As a result, we are confronted with texts composed
by persons of lower social standing and inadequate education who omit many
important facets of the transaction taken for granted, referring us instead to the
ubiquitous but not very revealing phrase kot v anégactv v TeptvAiiovod
"AxOAo.

Nearfy a quarter of all the inscriptions pertinent for our purpose (thirty out of 127),
the majority of which were engraved after AD 212/3, are unremarkable ,,protocol*
statements of the fact containing the following elements: 1) the name(s) of the
donor(s); 2) the name(s) of the donated slave(s); 3) the names of the priest and/or the
temple curator; 4) one of the verbs or nouns commonly used in Greek deeds of gift
(xopilw, dwpéw, ddpov, dwped); 5) the clause stipulating that only the Goddess will
have power over the donated stave. These texts are consequently of very limited use
for determining the real nature and the consequences of donation-acts. What they do
suggest is that, at least in these cases, we are dealing with regular conveyances of
slaves to the Goddess performed with a view to supplementing the regular temple
personnellz. These conveyances probably took immediate effect, transferring
unrestricted ownership over the donated slave during the lifetime of the former owner.

The act performed by the 175 donors whose names feature in Lefkopetra is in-
variably defined as a gift or an offering of a slave (once, of a son) to the Goddess,

10 cf, Inscriptions Leukopétra, p. 62. The years represented by more than one datable
inscription (there are 118 such inscriptions all together) are 171/2 (possibly six inscriptions),
173/4 (two), 184/5 (two), 191/2 (four), 192/3 (six), 193/4 (six), 203/4 (possibly two), 208/9
(two), 210711 (six), 212/3 (three), 229/30 (four), 238/9 (four), 239 (four), 241/2 (two), 244
(two), 252/3 (possibly four), 254/5 ({four), 311 (possibly two). The remaining sixty-four in-
seri ;lalions contain no dates, but they would in any event not alter the situation significantly.

1 cr. Inscriptions Leukopétra, pp. 63-73.

12 Cf. no. 11: "Epuéc 'Eppadiovog xupilope veavioxov dvopon OddAnta, iepouévon
Avpniov Z[w]rdrpov; 32: Aedxov Aedxnvog Mntpi Ocdv AbvtdyBovi yopilopon nanddprov
Zastpov av €, iepopévng Kopviag ®ihiomg; 38: Titwowvl 'AkeEdvdpov Swpodpon Mntpi
Oedv nondioxny Neppdvav, énl tepelg Aidly 'Opeoteivy, Erovg exe’ oefaotol, 100 kol
apt’; 540 Avko 'Adhpov Mntpl Oedv ddpov 'Ayabéav, 8 moplé]dwxev iepertetovrog
Kaoodvdpov, p(ly) éxovrog [umdevog 7] é€ovoiav AIl[ - - - | BeoD; 67: Khewvopiovdg
"AnoArddwpog Mntpl Gedv Avtoxfovi Mokeddve Sodhov éyapiodunv év 1d nuo’
oef(oot®) Eny; 80: MomAia "Hpdxdeo Qi Avkroybovi kopdaiov Kpdrewov yopilope, S’
"‘EAiov 'Emiyévovg mpovoodvrog, Ev 10 8o’ oefaotd £rer, Aelov x’; 109: "Etovg Fro’
(6)eB(aoTd), T0D ket Pu’, Aetov A, Alovdotog iepddoviog Oedc AbtdyBovog, Swpodpat i)
Seonoivy pov Bpentdv pov "'AréEavdpov, dg éxdv .
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never as a manumission. This is expressed by the verbs yopilw (sixty-two occurren-
ces), dwpéw (thirty-two times) and dvotiBnu (eight times). The ,neutral” verb
otA(M)oypogée is found in six inscriptions (22, 26*13, 35, 44, 78+, 83). Other verbs
are used rarely — 8idwpt in three texts (106, 131, 143) and dnodidwpr and &ro-
koBiotnut each once (65, 9). The noun d®pov referring to the object of donation is
attested eight times (13, 16, 17, 25, 41, 54, 146, 158). The deed of gift itself is five
times called dwpea (6, 7, 31, 60, 104), four times mittdxiov (103, 106, 108, 115) and
once mirtdxiov Swpedg (99)14. Furthermore, in two cases the donated slaves are said
to have been ,,handed over* (the verb used is nopadidwpr) to the Goddess (54, 90%),
and the only freeborn person offered to the Goddess, Paramonos, the son of Ladoma
(47), ,.gave himself up willingly*: 6 npoyeypoppévog Iapdpovog nopfy kel coven-
£dwxev oLTOV.

As I have already indicated, the words formed from the stem €Aev6- are con-
spicuously absent in inscriptions from Lefkopetra, where we look in vain for a
nutdkiov (taBérda/ypoupdtiov) EhevBeplag (EAevBepdoeng/dnelevBepdoenc).
Clearly, due importance must be attached to this fact.

The purpose for which the slaves are offered to the Goddess (it does not appear in
the earliest preserved acts) is one and the same in all cases, albeit differently phrased:
to serve the Goddess. The verb used here is nearly always brmpetém!.

13 An asterix next to the number of inscription marks the text commented upon in App. 1.

On the mandatory public exposition of these murtaxie, cf. my article The Phrase kore-
xBetone tproxovBnuépov in an Inscription from Macedonian Lefkopetra, Texpipiee 5 (2000
[2001]) 155-160. Upon conclusion of the prescribed period of public exposition deeds of gift
were deposited at the temple together with all the documents proving the owner’s title to the
donated slave. Other technical terms appearing in inscriptions are dvn (3, 28, 33, 45%, 55, 69,
73, 93* — here, seemingly, a synonym for mittdxiov dwpeds, 98, 129), katoypoen (94), xeip
(51%*, 90*) and xe1poypogov (12%, 45%).

The ambiguity of this verb and of the corresponding noun vrmpétng was stressed by W.
Westermann (PAPhilosS 92 (1948) 58: ,,The Greek noun, hyperetes, with its corresponding
verb, hyperetein, ... express ... the indefiniteness of ‘servant’ and ‘lowly services’ ... non-slave
services". They appear in cult documents of diverse periods and regions, designating, as a rule,
the activity of lower cult personnel or, in the cult of Mithras, initiates of the second rank. A
confession-inscription from north-east Lydia (TAM V 1, 460; G. Petzl, Die Beichtinschriften
Westkleinasiens, EA 22 [1994] 68-69, no. 57. M. Ricl, La conscience du péché dans les cultes
anatoliens a l'époque romaine, Belgrade 1995 (in Serbian, with a French summary), 187-188,
no. 50, AD 118/9) informs us that the freeborn lady Trophime was summoned by the God to
serve is his sanctuary (xAnBeiow brod 1ob Oeod g brnpesiag xdpwv). Disregarding the order to
present herself swiftly in the sanctuary, she was punished by madness (uf BovAn@obow tayéog
npocerDely, éxoddoeto abThy kot paviivor énoinoev). Turning for advice to the Gods,
Trophime received the order to erect a stele with a report on her punishment and to inscribe
herself in the service to the Gods (fpdmoe 0dy Mntépo Taponviy kel "AndéAlwva Tdpoiov
kol Mijve: "Apteiddpou 'Aotmvov Kopeoo xotégovta kol éxédevoev ommAloypogndijvor
vEPESLY KOL Kortaypayon EavTi)y ic brpeoiay toig Oeols). This inscription is in many ways
of interest for our study. It is a product of a religious mentality kindred to the one reflected in
inscriptions from Lefkopetra and Macedonia in general, where deities likewise punish dis-
obedient worshippers (Inscriptions Leukopétra no. 35: dxhodpevog brd tiig Oeod; 65: moldix
Sivd kokd mdoyovreg dnd Mntpdg Oedv Adtdxbovog; IG X 2, 2, 233 (Pelagonia):
gvayAnuév[n Umd] "Aptéudog 'Egeciog). It seems that each member of village communities
in north-east Lydia could expect a summons to serve in the local sanctuary; for this reason,



Donations of Slaves and Freeborn Children to Deities 131

For the sake of clarity and the systematization of the vast amount of evidence ori-
ginating from the temple of Lefkopetra, we can, by applying as the main criterion the
presence or absence of a clause specifying the purpose of the donation, organize
nearly all of the donation-acts in three large groups. The first and the largest one
(fifty-six texts)1® contains the acts in which the purpose for which the slave was
donated to the Goddess is not specified. The fullest of these texts contain the
following clauses, not always in the order outlined here:

1. the date, according to the Augustan and/or provincial Macedonian era (no. 3:
(Eytoug £vo(g) draxooiaatod oefoctod, (1)od kol t’, ‘YrepPeptaiov ke');

2. the name(s) of the donor(s) and, occasionally, details on his/her/their legal
status, profession, place of residence or citizenship (Eddpectog NerxoAoidog
Beponiog);

3. the verb or noun that defines the nature of the legal act (xopioduny);

4, the complete (in most cases) name of the Goddess to whom the slave(s) is/are
offered (Mnpi Oedv AvtdxBovi);

5. the name(s) and other data regarding the donated slave(s), such as his/her/their
age, origin, etc. (xopéoiov dvopatt @ikictny, O¢ ET@v €');

6. the details of the public exposition and deposition of title-deeds to the donated
slave accompanied by the deed of gift itself, in the archives of the temple (0 xoi Thv
dvi xotebéuny eic téic dv[xdAog thig Oeod));

7. the clause ensuring the protection of the donated slave(s) and his/her/their
appartenance to the Goddess alone (no. 5*: todtov mopd tomov un vrplocbijve: dv
3¢ VBpeton TG napd Tomov, ddoer Mntpi Oedv —x.,0¢");

8. the names of the priests and/or curator of the temple who might later be in a
position to testify to the fact of donation (no. 7: é[ypde]n fi Swple]& adtn tepmpévon
AdpnAiov Zwrdtpov);

9. the mention of the dndgoacig issued by Tertullianus Aquila, proconsul of Mace-
donia in AD 212/3.

The purpose of all these donations is never explicitly stated, most probably be-
cause it was self-evident to all interested parties and already inherent in the main verb
of the donation. The protection clause, however (15, 27, 40: undéva. KUPLOTEPOY elve

temple officials kept lists (xotorypoged) with the names of these temporary brnpétor. The
same conditions prevailed in the Phrygian sanctuary of Apollo Lairbenos (Petzl, op. cit., pp.
130-131, no. 111 = Riel pp. 229-230, no. 110: xohaoBeig Lo 10D Oeod énel fleha peive
petde yovexde; Petzl p. 126, no. 108 = Ricl p. 236, no. 118: T. 'Avtadviog 'Arnel[Ad]g
BAawvvdevg, xoraoheig brd 100 Oeod toAldxig kod moAlolg xpovorg Sic 1o p(h) Povreche
Eowtdy npooerBely kod mopestdvorl 1@ poompie xahodpevoy ex - - - ; Petzl pp. 133-134,
no. 113 = Ricl pp. 238-239, no. 123: 1¢ 10 Vote[pnrévar] kol uh nopoyeyov[éve - - - ). It
should also be stressed that the verb npocépyopan, present in Trophime’s inscription and in the
one dedicated to Apollo Lairbenos by G. Antonius Apellas, reappears in an unpublished
donation of a slave from Metochi in Macedonia (Ancient Macedonia 111, Thessalonica 1983,
fig. 13: ... €' § mpocépymre tdg éB{povg Hpépog). In Lefkopetra itself, the verb auvépyopat is
used in the same meaning (46*, 58*, 61, 62).

16 Nos. 3, 5%-7,9-11, 13, 15, 26%, 27, 30, 32, 38-42, 44, 45%, 53*, 54, 57, 60, 63*, 65, 67—
69, 72, 73, 80, 82, 85, 87, 89, 90*, 92-94, 99-101, 103, 108-112, 115, 119, 123, 134, 137, 138,
146.
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A v Bedv; 30, 45%, 54: undevoc etépov E€ovaiov Exovtog A ThHg Oeod; 90*: todtav
8t 1®v cwpdtav 00delg Eote kOpiog §j wévn N Oede), clarifies at least the effect pro-
duced by the deed of gift on the slave’s legal status. The impression left by these
phrases, namely, that the slave is simply conveyed from one master to another, re-
ceives additional support from the clause prescribing the deposition of the donated
slave’s documents with the Goddess, as well as from other details which will be
commented upon in the following discussion.

The acts of the first group, by virtue of their brevity and formularity, offer little
information on the real nature of the legal procedure from which they stem. They
simply state the master’s decision to donate his slave(s) as a gift to the Indigenous
Mother of Gods and to ensure his/her/their protection from abuse by transferring the
ownership rights over the donated slave(s) to the Goddess, who will then take all
necessary precautions to assure the well-being of the slave(s). Donors sometimes
dwell on their motives for donating a slave to the Goddess, and these motives almost
without exception belong to the sphere of reli gion”, exhibiting, for the most part, no
connection with the slave itself, who features solely as the object used for furthering
the relations between the Goddess and her worshipper.

The rare inscriptions presenting an irregular phrase again leave the strong impres-
sion that the donated slave was simply transferred from human to divine master. In
one case (9), slaves ()18 are restored to the Goddess (& dmokatéstnon), in another
(41) they are listed as gifts after gilded greaves, on equal or even lower footing than
those objectsl9, in a unique case (53*) the Goddess is asked to track down a lost
(stolen?, runaway?) slave (10 k& AITIOYAONON = drodAwiov = dndrwAa) and keep
her to herself (10 o0t dtfj dvalntioeis), and, as already noted, in two inscriptions it
is expressly stated that the donated slaves have been handed over to the Goddess (54,
90*). Furthermore, two cases involve slaves dedicated to the Goddess in their early
infancy (45*: 6 &no nondiov kotwvopdxt dud o pn ropapelve adTH GAA téooapa;
90*: B¢ kol 4md Ppedv kotovopaca i Oed)20, and in another, already mentioned
(57), the donated slave was bought for the Goddess. Inscription no. 134 registers a
particularly clear case: one Glauka surrendered her slave Isidora to the Goddess 81
10 TV TNy adtig dedavicbot nopd tfig Oeod kol un dvvacBor drododvar.
Isidora certainly did not acquire liberty by this act — she rather became property of

7 Order received from the Goddess: 9 (?), 101; punishment sent by the Goddess: 65; ful-
fillment of a vow or a promise given to the Goddess: 45%, 53%, 87, 90*; a slave bought ex-
pressly for the Goddess: 57 (10 kai ydpoce Mntpl Oedv AltoxBovt; the editors have a diffe-
rent explanation: ,,la consécration est I'aboutissement du voeu fail lors de 1’achat de 1'esclave™);
gratitude for help offered to the donor's husband: 69; a lost slave to be sought out by the God-
dess and keplt for herself: 53*.

It is not certain that slaves are the objects of restoration, since the text is damaged in that
part.

19 In no. 41 two slaves are likewise mentioned after . . . blnépylovta] mévto which remain

a mzstery.
0 Other similar cases are found in the inscriptions no. 16 and 52.
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the Goddess in the full sense of the word2!. In this case there is no doubt that the
slave simply became the property of the Goddess.

As I have already noted, the donated slaves are treated as objects to be restored or
offered and handed over to the Goddess in order to fulfil a vow or a promise, to
express one’s gratitude for help received, to comply with divine orders or to cancel an
outstanding debt. Both contractual parties — the Goddess and the slave’s proprietor
— act according to their selfish interests in which the wishes or the fate of the donated
slave seem to play an insignificant role.

The clause ensuring the protection of donated slaves, appearing for the first time in
inscription no. 5* (May 170: todtov mapd tomov pi daprocBijve: dv 8& bpeion t1g
nopd Tonov, ddcoer Mntpl Oedv * ,a¢’), and in a more deyveloped form in no. 10
(171/2?: aiav g drpeion kal dmoondon, dwoel % (oye”), is indicative of the slave’s
future status. The most explicit statement of this sort, found in no. 13 (October 173:
undevog €ovoiay €xoviog mwAely 1 drocAlotprody kotd undéva tpdmov) dis-
closes that the essence of this prohibition-clause was that the slave was not to be alie-
nated from the Goddess, his sole master (cf. also no. 27, AD 191/2: k& undévo
KUPIDTEPOV eive T pf v Oedv), and that no one would be empowered to sell or
alienate him in the name of the Goddess. This proviso, aimed more at protecting the
rights of the Goddess than those of the donated slave, brings to mind Strabo’s
description of the condition of numerous iep6dovAol in Ma’s sanctuary in Pontic
Komana (XII 3, 34, C 558): the priest is their master, except that he is not empowered
to sell them [ToOT@V (sc. 1OV évotkodvtav) pev odv fiyepdv fv (sc. 6 lepede) kol T@v
v néMy olkodvtav iepododiov kdproc Tl 1od mrpdokev]?2,

Donors lay particular stress on the irrefutability of the Goddess’ power over the
donated slave: not only do they deposit the title of ownership over the slave, accom-
panied by the deed of gift itself, in the archives of the temple (3, 45*, 63*, 73, 90%,
03*, 94, 99, 103, 108, 115), but they also often refer to their slaves as being immune
from arbitrary seizure by third parties and not burdened by debt or mortgage (5%, 44,
60: dvé(re)vkAntoc; 6: dveniAnvrtocss, 10: dvomddnxoc).

21 The editors of the Corpus consider that Glauka mortgaged her slave to the Goddess in
return for ,,Ja somme correspondant a son prix“; even this conjecture does not alter the indubi-
table fact that the slave was surrendered to the deity and not manumitted.

Another parallel is found in the famous foundation of Antiochos I of Kommagene on
Nemrud Dag (IGLS I no. 1), in lines 171-189 referring to the hierodouloi consecrated by the
King: unBevi 8¢ Goov Fote pite Baoihel prite Suvdoter pite lepel wire Epyovit tovtove
iepodotlovg, ol éya Oeoig te kol tipede épaig katd doupdviov fovinowy dvébnka, pnde
pi meddog Exydvoug te éxelvov, oi[tiveg Gv £v Grava xpovmt Tobto yévog Srodéymvtat,
pite obtd kotadovidooobor unte elg Erepov dradhotprdoot tpdmm undevi pfte
kakdoal tve tobtev i tepondoot Aettovpyiog todmg, GAL EmpeheicBooay piv aotdy
'l£p£2"l§, énapovitocoy 8t Poacthels te kol dpyovreg ididtad te ndfv]rec.

The same adjective features in a manumission from Kalymnos (M. Segre, Memorie pub-
blicate a cura dell’Istituto Storico-Archeologico F.E.R.T. e della R. Deputazione di Storia
Patria per Rodi, 111, 1938, p. 55 no. 3): dveniAnuntog ndong drehevbepmtixhic dymyiic In this
case it signifies that the manumitted slave-girl was not to have the status of anyone’s freed-
woman after completing her paramone-period. Cf. C. B. Welles, Manumission and Adoption,
RIDA 3 (1949) 507-520.
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In two acts from the first group the future offspring of the donated slaves are
offered to the Goddess along with the slaves themselves (30: dwpodpe ... kopdoiov
Neixknv, og ét(@v) £, obv 1olg éntyevynOnoopévorg; 123: xo[pdoiov dv]opatt AY] -
- o]V 10ig émi[yevvopév]og). The same clause reappears in two more texts (14, 23).
On the basis of this clause we infer that the legal status of donated slaves was not
automatically inherited by their offspringz"'.

Attachment to the sanctuary and not manumission seems to have been the fate
reserved for the children vowed to the Goddess in their early infancy or later (16, 45%,
52, 90*): to be raised in the name of the Goddess does not imply being earmarked for
manumission, but rather for attachment to the Goddess under whose ,,auspices* one
grew up. Inscription no. 52 shows that such slaves were not sold, given as a gift or
subjected to mortgage by their owners prior to consecration (6v x[ai] o Bpépov
xatovopaco tff Oed, 8”6 0vdE éndAnco ovde éxopioduny oddE LrobAxnY
£0nxo).

To sum up, the first group of donation-acts from Lefkopetra, taken at face value,
contains no indication that the aim of the procedure was to bestow freedom on the
donated slave, unless we postulate an unstated motive and a serious dichotomy
between the form and substance of the texts23. I shall come back to this in the fol-
lowing discussion. For the moment, I conclude that the largest group of donation-acts
from Lefkopetra seems to register real transferals of slaves to the Goddess for reli-
gious or economic reasons. The deed of gift put the donated slaves (in two cases,
including their future offspring, as well) under the authority of the Goddess, their new
kvpia/déonotva. They were protected from abuse and separation from the Goddess
and no one was empowered to sell or alienate them in any way. They obeyed only the
Goddess and her power over them was uncontested. All the documents testifying to
their origin and legal status (deeds of sale, birth-registrations, receipts of repaid loans
for which they were used as a pledge, etc.), together with the deed of gift transferring
them to the Goddess, were deposited in her archives (ot dvkalon tfig @cod) by the
proprietor in the presence of temple officials. The deed of gift took immediate

24 Cf. the donation-act from Palatitsa (M. B. Hatzopoulos, BCH 111 [1987] 400 = SEG 37,
540, AD 216/7), where a slave-girl is donated to the Goddess together with her son, while her
future offspring is declared free: ... ya]piope xopéorolv ovoplott Texodvdoav, k[ nedlov
dlvépott 'Ohovr[16dwpov] 1o EE adriig yevn[0év« tadta yoplilope 17 [Oed 1dv Blotpdywy,
t[& 8¢ éntho]uro té €€ odeiig Emyevvd]peve Tve [Sravro #helVBepo. An inscription from
Edessa presents the opposite situation: the mother had been manumitted and the daughter dedi-
cated to the Goddess Ma (A. K. Vavritsas, Anc. Mac. IV, 1986, 6062, no. 13 = SEG 36, 620):
... KoToypipm Ol M "Avetkite xopdotoy ovopart 'Eppidvny, 1@y éx nendioxmg Tepriog,
H(v) eBdvav obitdg Ehevbépmoc. The relative pronoun referring to Tertia is mistakenly en-
graved as HE under the influence of the preceding genitive nondioxng Tepricc.

Delphic manumissions contain such a dichotomy, being fictitious sales of slaves to
Apollo, but other clauses present in their texts and referring to the ,,sold” slave as free to be his
own master, ,,unseizable", free to do what he wants (,,occupational mobility*) and go where he
chooses (,,spatial mobility") (¢¢’ dire eAetBepog elpev xod avégontog dmrd tévtov, notéwoy &
o, OéAn xat dmotpéyov oig ko BEAY), put the real effects of the procedure defined as a sale and
not a manumission beyond dispute. Cf. W. L. Westermann, American Historical Review 50
(1945) 215-217.
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effect20 and the slaves were handed over to the Goddess by their former owners.
What became of them after the completion of the whole procedure is not disclosed by
the inscriptions of the first group, beyond the fact that they were protected from abuse
and arbitrary seizure by third parties and obeyed only the Goddess27. This is roughly
the picture we shall see the other groups of inscriptions as well. The intention of the
masters seems to have been to keep the donated slaves permanently under the autho-
rity of the Goddess, not to manumit them.

In addition to the elements present in the first group, the second group of inscrip-
tions (thirty-five texts) contains a clause specifying the concrete purpose for which the
slave was offered to the Goddess28. This group can be further divided into two sub-
groups. The first one (seventeen teMs)29 contains the acts which specify that the
service to the Goddess on the ,,customary days® will be the sole obligation of the
donated slave and, ipso facto, the purpose for his consecration by the original
owner30, The service to the Goddess is expressed by the verbs vanpetéw (14, 16, 29,
34, 46%, 47, 52, 74, 128, 139), npoopéva (17, 20, 23, 34, 83, 98, 113) and
cuvépyopon (in conjunction with Urnpetéw) (46%), as well as by the noun brnpesio
(131). These texts, notable for the frequency with which they dwell on the reasons
behind the donations (in six out of seventeen cases), exhibit purely religious motives,
to the exclusion of all others. We find cases of vows and other promises (14, 47),
divine orders (34, 131) and slaves consecrated to the Goddess in their infancy (16,
52). It comes as no surprise that the unique case of a consecration of one’s own child

26 In none of these acts is there any trace of a paramone-provision binding the slave to the
former master for the latter’s lifetime. Nonetheless, some of the slaves are of a tender age (in
nos. 39 and 109 only three and two years respectively), which makes it hard to see of what use
they could have been to the Goddess if handed over to her immediately and not at some point in
the future after a paramone-period. I can envisage the following possibilities: 1. They could
have been looked after in the sanctuary itself [cf. the cases registered in the following in-
scriptions: H. Wankel, LK. 11, 1 (Ephesos), Bonn 1979, 18, edict of Paullus Fabius Persicus, c.
AD 44: opoiwng dnpociovg dodAovg, oftiveg Aéyovron Ppéen tod tuxdvrog Sropdpov
avovpevor 1 'Aptépndt kabiepody, v’ éx mpocddaev abtii(c) tpéemvion ol dodhor abrdv,
apéoket 1ol idiotg SodAorg avtovg nopéyety tpopds: M. Baran, G. Petzl, MDAI (1977-78)
307-308, no. 6 = SEG 27, 729, Teos: [To0dng napd 1ol Beoic étpden; IGRR I no. 1310,
Philae: tpegeig 8" eyt mdp dapig “lowdt evBES” ixduny - eipl &' €yd Zepiivog, Ponbog
GyoxAdvtod TMrohepaiov; E. Schwertheim, LK. 33 (Hadrianeia), Bonn 1987, 132 = R,
Merkelbach, J. Stauber, Steinepigramme aus dem griechischen Osten, Bd. 1I: Die Nordkiiste
Kleinasiens (Marmarameer und Pontos), Miinchen, Leipzig 2001, 08/07/01: tdv 8’ éBpeyev &
@ed]... 2. They could have been sold again by the sanctuary if the protection clause was not
applicable in all the cases; 3. A part of their family could have already been attached to the
sanctuary or manumitted through normal procedures of manumission, which would put them in
a poqmon to take care of their offspring.

T Cf. the gencral statement found in no, 93%, 11. 21-22: éotw 8¢ ens(t)t(x m(ﬂ)mg M Vi
nepéx, fiveve dviy i adfi uépe EBnxa eig 1dg dvrdhog Tiig Oeod, kord v dndlpojory
v TeproAhiowod 'AxdAra. ‘Qvi here probably stands for muttdxiov dwpeéic.

28 This type of conveyance is termed by R. Taubenschlag, The Law of Greco-Roman Egypt
in the Light of the Papyri, 332 B.C. — 640 A.D., Warszawa 1955, 64: donatio sub modo, i.e.,
donatlon with directions on the use of the gift.

9 Nos. 14, 16, 17, 20, 23, 29, 34, 46*, 47, 52,74, 83, 98, 113, 128, 131, 139.

30 Cf. conjunctions ive and rwg introducing these clauses in some of the texts (34, 46*,
58%,74).
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(47) belongs to this group. This act performed by his mother obviously did not bring
about Paramonos’ manumission, since he was a freeborn person. Instead, it tied him
to the Goddess, possibly making this tie official by assigning him the status of a
iepodoviog.

Just as in the first group, the donated slaves of the second group are destined to
serve the Goddess (in one case — no. 14 — with their offspring), their sole
mistress3!; they are also protected from sale, mortgage or imposition of financial
obligations (20: o0 mpabficovion 8¢ olte Gvagpoplv oicovoiy; 83: undevoc
tEovaiay Exovrog 1@ dvopadtt) 10 1iig Oeod punte nwAfjoe unte dvogpopy dpice
e Savie bmoBéabe). The period of their banpeoio is in most cases restricted to the
so-called ,,customary days and/or [estivals”, and the donated slave undertook the obli-
gation Lo be present in the temple in order to assume his responsibilities there (46%:
trwg toig e0iporfc] huépeg k' topdg avtiig ouvépynte k& drnpetdi). If we under-
stand this evidence at face value, we conclude that the deeds of gift become effective
immediately32, like the ones in the first group, with the probable exception of those
registering donations of slaves too young to be able to perform any duties in the
sanctuary3

The eighteen acts of the second sub-group display a greater variety in their
wording. Twelve of these34 couple the mandatory service to the Goddess on the
customary days (or the customary number of days) during every festival33 to the
service to the former owner for the latter’s lifetime3®, The masters who had made this
type of contract reserved for themselves the life-long usus (ypfioig) of the slave and
thereby retained a degree of potestas over his person. In one case, where a slave-girl
was offered together with her son (56), only the latter was obligated to reside with a
donor’s relative: this clearly shows that paramone, i.e., continuing bondage service
with the former owner, was optional and depended on the owner’s wishes and needs.

The motivation-clause is conspicuously absent in this group, featuring only in no.
75, where we find a female donor executing the évtoAad of her deceased husband.

It is a reasonable expectation that the texts engraved in close proximity to one
another on architectural members and composed at approximately the same time
should contain similar or even identical formulations. This fact helped me solve the
Hriddle® of inscription no. 59 engraved on column no. I in November 211. Lines 3-9
of this inscription read: <I>?» Zupcpopog HeTd The PnTpog uou Au‘iu},mg exo:ptca;.mv
rondiokny Zondpay £p' @ npoopeivn 1fi Mntpl Oedv tov 1fig Lwiig xpbvov, the
word @EQN having been squeezed in between the words MHTPI and TON and en-

31 In inscription no. 131 it is specified that the donated slave will serve the Goddess as a
flute- 2player (brmpeotay tég éBipovg Hinépag edineiy).

There is no doubt that this was the case at least with Paramonos (47).

3 No. 20: one year old (note the future tense of brnpetéw used in this case, as contrasted
wnlh the present forms featuring in other texts). The future form is also present in no. 52, where
the age of the slave is not specified, and in no. 128, donation of a ten-year old slave.

Nos. 19, 22, 33, 55, 56, 58*, 59, 61, 62,75, 79, 81.

5 The verbs used are benpetéw (19, 22, 55, 79, 81), npoopéva (33, 59), cuvépyopo (58%,
61, 62) and tEvmmperén (75). In no. 19 the future offspring of three female and one male slave
have lmposed upon them the same obligation.

6 The verbs used are npoouéva (53, 56, 62, 75,79, 81) and dnnpetén (19, 22, 33).
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graved as 84 My previous supposition was that the phrase 1ov ¢ Cwfig xpdvov
referred to the donated slave Zopyra, who would thus remain tied to the sanctuary for
the rest of her life. Now that we have inscriptions no. 58* (1l. 7-9: 8nwg cvvépymvron
taig £6{pong Huéparg 1ov tiig Lofig pov{N} [gxpdvov]) and 61 (Il. 9-11: [6rwg 7]
cuvépyovion [taic £]8{pne(c) Muépaic [mopd tov tlig Lofig [nov xpévov 7137),
engraved on the same column in the same month and a year thereafter respectively
(November 211 and November 212), I realize that the phrase in question actually
refers to the former owner of the slave and not to the slave himself38. Thus the notion
that the donated slaves were obligated to a life-long service to the Goddess is deser-
vedly put to rest.

Six more explicit acts from the same second sub-group help us understand the fate
of the slaves burdened with the obligation of paramone in their former master’s
house: the texts specify that after their master’s death the slaves will belong only to
the Goddess3? (12*: petd 8& v éunv tedevtiiv pndéva eive xdpiov A Ty Oedv
povnv; 43: petd 8& thy fpetépoy tehevtiy undéva elve kupidtepoy 1 Thv Oedv; 71:
petr 8& thy v tedevthv elve adtdv thig Qeod; 132: petd thy ted[e]o[thv adThc]
elve tiig Oe[0D])?0. I think we are justified in inferring that the same clause regarding
the authority of the Goddess over the slave is implied in all the texts where it is not
expressed, since it simultaneously provides protection from abuse for the donated
slave.

Inscription no. 21 is short and awkwardly formulated, but it contains the same
elements as the longer texts: paramone with the former masters — service to the
Goddess on the ,,customary days” — the Goddess as the sole mistress after the death
of the former masters: [N]eixcovoc tov Bpentov xapiCope Mmp‘t Osddv A{néxﬁow
p.aw ™myv eunv Takemnv x& 1h¢ ovpPiov pov t6g €0{pog Muépag katd nacov
toprivel.

To conclude, the donated slaves in the second group receive the double obligation
of remaining with their former master for the latter’s lifetime and of presenting them-
selves in the sanctuary on the customary (number of?) days to serve the Goddess.
After the death of their former master, they will belong to the Goddess. The deed of

37 This is my restoration based on other inscriptions.

Inscrlpuon no. 62 on the same column (November 212) offers the most explicit formula-
tion and clarifies the whole pnclure (1. 8-13): onmc_, (c)ovépymvran toig 0ipong n(u)eputg,
&) & n(p)oopawmmv por wap ' GAov 1o[v] g Lwiig xpévnv There are other texts in which
the possessive pronoun referring to the former owner is also missing in the paramone-clause
(25,31,37,55,62,75,76,79, 81, 84,91, 95, 107, 116-118, 132, 133).

39 Nos. 12%, 21, 43, 71, 76, 132. The service to the Goddess is expressed by the verbs
vmnpetée (12%, 71, 132) and npoopéve (43, 76), while their obligations toward the former
master are expressed by the verb npocuéve (12%,43, 71, 76, 132).

This would be a donatio mortis causae, where the apportionment is ineffective before
the death of the donor (Taubenschlag, [note 28] 204ff.). In contrast to the situation in Lefko-
petra, manumissions from Delphi (and most other places) specify that after the former master’s
dcalh lhe slave will be éLedBepog, kupredov adtocavtod kal toéwy § ke BEAY kol dro-
1p£‘ylmv oig xa BéAy.

This is how the editors understand this text: ,L"intérét de ce texte réside dans le fait qu’il
révele le sort des personnes offertes a la déesse: ils ont I’obligation de se rendre au sanctuaire
pour servir le culte des jours de féte, mais par ailleurs ils semblent étre libres®.
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gift in these cases did not become effective immediately, but was deferred until the
death of the original owner.

Nineteen texts42 of the third group, which I set apart solely because of their exter-
nal form, although in substance they belong together with the eighteen texts of the
second sub-group just analyzed, simply specify that the donated slave will remain
with his former master3 and omit all references to his service to the Goddess during
the paramone-period. All the same, fifteen of these nineteen texts* contain the pro-
vision that the slave will belong to the Goddess after his master’s death (cf. 129: eive
odtd T Oeod dvaeépeta). I think that there should be no doubt that the service to
the Goddess on the ,,customary days®, if not always expressed, was always implied,
for otherwise one does not see the purpose of donation-acts suspended for a long
period of time by the paramone-requirements of the slave in his former owner’s
house. During the paramone-period the Goddess probably had authority over the
donated slave only on the festival days, while after the former master’s death she
became his sole mistress®>,

If we take a closer look at the position occupied by inscriptions on the temple
building, we find a very disparate picture. On the column no. I, containing twenty-
nine acts, seven from the later second century and twenty-two from the first half of
the third century (AD 173-244), we see — side by side — acts from all three groups
outlined above. Only inscriptions nos. 70, 84, 91 and 95, engraved high on the column
between AD 220 and 241, and the texts no. 58*, 59, 61, 62 and 75 (already discussed),
engraved on its lower half between AD 212 and 229/30, show any consistency. The
first four texts belong to the third category outlined above, while the second five form
part of the second sub-group in the second category. Nearly a half of all the texts on
this column (thirteen altogether) contains no details regarding the donation procedure,
but merely record it.

On the column no. II, containing sixteen acts from the last two decades of the
second century and the second, third and fourth decades of the third century (AD
184/5-238/9), we encounter the same situation, with a marked preponderance of texts
simply registering the master’s decision: no system for placing inscriptions on the
stone is apparent, and it seems that each text was simply engraved on the available
surface on each occasion. Only three acts close in date and position on the column
(nos. 19, 22, 56, from AD 186, 189 and 210/1) exhibit the same structure.

Column no. III, the worst preserved of all the columns, contains eleven texts, four
dating from the last two decades of the second century (185/6, 187, 188, 192/3), one
dated to 254/5 and six without a date but probably engraved in the third century. Two

42 Nos. 25,31, 37, 51*, 70, 84, 86, 91, 95, 96, 105-107, 116-118, 129, 130, 133.

43 The verb used is invariably mpoopéve, except in nos. 133 ([xovoe tiyv] xpotv adro[d
tov] 1ob iy xpb[vov - -]) and 70 (Griva SovMe)doovary épol £¢’ Soov {@).

44 All the texts except 37, 86, 117, 118.

For the status of donated slaves during the paramone-period, cf. no. 26* discussed below
(Appendix 1). Not included in my classification are cighty-four texts — sixty-seven fragmen-
tary or otherwise problematic (nos. 1, 3, 8, 18, 24, 28, 35, 36, 48-50, 64, 66, 77, 78%, 88, 97,
102, 104, 114, 120-122, 124127, 135, 136%, 140-145, 147-149, 160*, 161, 163, 168, 169,
171-194) and seventeen votive ones (nos. 2, 150%-159, 162, 164, 165-167, 170).
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inscriptions close in date and position on the column (nos. 18 and 20) have the same
structure.

The fragmentary state of the left doorpost permits no complete analysis of the
disposition of inscriptions occupying its surface. It contains two acts securely dated to
the last decade of the second century (nos. 23 and 33 from AD 190 and 192/3), three
from the first half of the third century (nos. 55, 79 and 82 from AD 210/1, 230-232
and 234), and three without a preserved date (nos. 7, 77, 78*). Of the five dated texts,
three have the same structure (33, 55, 79).

The right door-post contains ten texts, three from the last two decades of the
second century (nos. 24, 34, 43, from AD 189/90, 192/3, 195/6), four from the first
and fourth decade of the third century (nos. 51%*, 52, 80, 85, from AD 208/9, 232, 234)
and three without a secure date (nos. 11, 49, 130). Again, no system can be detected in
the placement of the inscriptions on the stone.

The sanctuary of the Indigenous Mother of Gods, situated in the vicinity of the
present-day village of Lefkopetra, belonged to the territory of ancient Beroia. It was
managed by priests and curators chosen by the city from among its prominent
citizens. Its normal functioning depended on the existence of a regular budget and
temple-personnel. Some of the lower-ranked personnel were probably supplied by the
city of Beroia itself from among its public slaves#0 and others by individual donors.
Inscriptions engraved on the temple of Lefkopetra, on altars and steles dedicated to
the Goddess, are meant to immortalize these private donors and their laudable deci-
sion to supplement the personnel of their Goddess by offering her a slave from their
household or buying one especially for her needs. The purpose of the consecration
was not to emancipate the slave but to subject him to the authority of the Goddess, his
new mistress. In about thirty per cent of cases the consecrated slave was burdened
with paramone-obligations tying him to the original master for the latter’s lifetime,
except on the festival days of the Goddess when he had to take up his duties in the
sanctuary. Given all the infringements upon the consecrated slave’s spatial mobility,
choice of domicile and freedom of choice in general, his condition can hardly be con-
sidered to be that of a free person. Unfortunately, the legal status of the newly con-
secrated slave is never specified in preserved inscriptions. Instead, we find descriptive
phrases elvor odthyy g Oeod, undéva kvpidrepov eivor §) v Oedv, undevoc
£xovtog £Eovotav 1j v Oedv suggesting that the former owner abandoned all his
claims to the donated slave. On the other hand, seven iepé8ovAio1?” and one Mntpog

46 Ina recently found inscription from the Roman colony of Sirmium in Pannonia Inferior
we meet a former slave of the colony ceded to the local temple of Mater Dea, who after his
manumission by the Goddess became a Matris Deae libertus. Cf. my article A Matris Deae
libertus at Sirmium, ZPE 141 (2001) 287-296.

7 Mapio, iepddoviog Mntpde Oedv xad Avgvértpio: (no. 39, AD 193/4); Atovhoiog,
iepddoviog Oedg AvtdyBovog (no. 109, October 254); ['Enag]pddettog ®rhdron, Mut[polg
Oedv AdtoyxBovog (most probably a hierodoulos, no. 56, AD 210/1); Noo0éa, iep[6doviog
Mntpog Oedv AdtdyBlovog (no. 112, AD 277/8); Tpogepoe, iepddoviog Mntpog Oedv
AdtéyBovog (no. 113, c. AD 277/8); Oeoddn, etepddoviog Mntpog Ocdv Avtdyfovog, Ty mpiv
Zuvpdpov (no. 117, October 311); "A[pJidyvn{v}, Mntpdg Oedv teoddovAog (no. 151). The
classic work on the subject of (sacred) slaves is F. Bomer's, Untersuchungen iiber die Religion
der Sklaven in Griechenland und Rom, Teil 1I: Die sogenannte sakrale Freilassung in Grie-
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Oedv dnelevBépa feature among the donors of slaves and dedicants of votive
monuments, and it is a reasonable conjecture that all of them acquired their status by
having been offered to the Goddess by their former owners — the city of Beroia or
private citizens.

The legal and social status of slaves of gods in the Greek East varied considerably
in accordance with the local traditions and periods, so that we cannot group under this
same heading all the persons designated as iepd8ovAot, dodhol Oeod/Ocdc, iepoi in
literary, epigraphical and papyrological sources. What they all share, whether freeborn
or (former) slaves, is their link with their divine patrons. The nature of this link is not
always easy to define but a religious element can be discerned in several cases™.

In the sanctuary of the Indigenous Mother of Gods in Lefkopetra we find iepo-
SovAot and dmeAedBepor of the Goddess, and in other Macedonian sanctuaries

chenland und die (obAor) igpoi, Abh. Akad. Wiss. Lit. Mainz, 1960, 1, 1-207; an earlier, but
still useful study is Hepding's article in RE 8 (1913) s. v. hierodouloi. On iepot, cf. P. Debord,
Aspects sociaux et économiques de la vie religieuse dans I’ Antiquité gréco-romaine, (EPRO
88), Leiden 1982, 78-90.

48 No. 43, AD 195/6: Kpioniva, Mntpog Oedv dnehevbépo. Other cases of freedmen of
divinities from the Graeco-Roman world known to me are the following ones: 1) Agonis quae-
dam ... Lilybitana, liberta Veneris Erycinae, from Eryx (Cic. Div. Caec. XVII 55); 2) C. Iulius
Optatus Veneris libertus (rom Sicca Veneria, founded from Eryx and likewise renowned for its
cult of Venus/Astarte (CIL VIII 27580); 3) a freedwoman of Diana by the name of Rufu
(Dessau, ILS ad no. 3523: M. Orfio M. f. Fal. Rufa Dianaes Il(iberta) sibi et coiiuci (!) suuo (!)
JSecit), originating from the community around the sanctuary of Diana Tifatina in the vicinity of
Capua; 4) Septimius Asclepius Hermes, a freedman of Asclepius from Apulum in Dacia (CIL
T 1079: 1. 0. M. Iunoni Minervae et Aesculapio domino Septim(ius) Ascl(epius) Hermes, liber-
tus numinis Aesculapi, habens ornamenta dec(urionalia) col(oniae) Apu(li) et aug(ustalis)
col(oniae) e(iusdem) v(otum) p(osuit)); 5) a freedman (?) (his legal status is not stated) of a
Histrian deity venerated under the name of Minerva Polensis, Minervius Epaphroditus from
Pola, (Inscr. It. X 1, 592); 6) Flavius Constantius, Matris Deae libertus from Sirmium (cf. note
46); 7) a slave-girl in an inscription from Macedonian Kozani (A. Rizakis, I. Touratsoglou,

Envypapés "Ava Maxedoviog 1, Athens 1985, no. 59b, c. AD 108/9) consecrated to an un-
named local Heros, who npoopevel 1@ “Hpo xoi elvon élevBépav vood; 8) Dioskoros, dn-
eM(e0Bepog) 100 pe[ylotov/ydrov) Ood] Zapdnidog, a weaver working for the Roman army
(BGU VII 1564 = A. S. Hunt, C. C. Edgar, Select Papyri Il no. 395, September 9, AD 138,
Philadelpheia in Fayum; cf. Taubenschlag, [note 28] 97; J. Bingen, REG 1967, p. 350); 9)
liberti living in an unknown sanctuary and mentioned in Dig. XXXIII 1, 20, 1 as recipients of a
fideicommissum: Attia fideicommissum his verbis reliquit: ,, quisquis mihi heres erit, fidei eius
committo, uti det ex reditu cenaculi mei et horrei post obitum sacerdoti et hierophylaco et
libertis, qui in illo templo erunt, denaria decem die nundinarum, quas ibi posui®. Of all these
freedmen, C. Tulius Optatus, Septimius Asclepius Hermes and Flavius Constantius were former
servi publici ceded to municipal sanctuaries: upon their manumission, they became freedmen of
their divine masters, receiving simultaneously the nomen of the city that controlled the
sanctuary where they served.

9 The most recent study on Egyptian hierodouloi (R. Scholl, Historia [1985] 466-492)
concludes that they were free Egyptians involved in agriculture, trade and handicrafts. This was
already the conclusion of L. Delekat’s study on katoche and hierodouleia (Katoche, Hierodulie
und Adoptionsfreilassung, Miinch. Beitr. 47 [1964] 98-99, 106). Scholl denies them any part in
the cult, while Delekat makes an exception of hierodouloi who attained that status by an act of
self-dedication to a deity.
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dodhor/Sumat, tepddovor and dreletBepor of numerous local divinitiesS0, In my
study on the consecration of slaves in Macedonia®’ expressed uncertainty about the
differences in the social, economic and legal status of local dobAot @ebig, iepddoviot
and dnehedBepor Ocfic. 1 would be inclined now to assumc that the first two catego-
ries were identical: SodAor Oeoh/Oedc and 1epo§ou}»01 in Roman Macedonia and
elsewhere, as well as contemporaneous iepot in other Eastern provinces, were slaves
and freeborn pcrsons53 consecrated by their masters and blood relatives and trans-
ferred to gods by dedication. By virtue of this act, they legally became slaves of divi-
nities and were protected by their divine patrons; yet with respect to the public autho-
rities and private individuals they were considered personally free54. With this in
mind, it is only natural to find three cases in Lefkopetra where 1ep68oviot address the
Goddess as their 8éomotvad”. This ambiguous status — particularly since many of the
consecrated slaves were simultaneously in continuing bondage service (paramone)

50 Slaves of gods appear in a dedication-act from the temple of Artemis Gazoria in Skydra:
Torveny elv(on) SovAny tig @ebig (cf. note 71) and in the temple of Ma in Edessa (cf. note 66).
In the first sanctuary some consecrated slaves also acquired the status of hierodouloi (A.
Plassart, BCH 47 [1923] 182~-183). From a temple of Aphrodite in Pelagonia (1G X 2, 2, 178)
com«.s an inscription mentioning Spwat of the Goddess.

Cf note 6.

2 As we have just seen (note 50), both terms were simultaneously in use in the sanctuary
of Artcmm Gazoria in Skydra.

3 That freeborn persons could also become objects of consecration is confirmed by the
case of Paramonos, from Lefkopetra (no. 47). Since his father is not mentioned in the donation-
act, he might have been an illegitimate child, just like "Podwv 'Apteperciédoc iepddovhog
[rom Berket in Pisidia (G. E. Bean, AS 10 [1960] 82, no. 135). Hierodouloi @eodbty, 1) npiv
Zuvedpov, and possibly also ['Encg]pddeitog ®1hdrov (cf. note 48) from the sanctuary in
Lefkopetra were either slaves or children of Symphoros and Philotas — in my opinion, children
rather than slaves (contra the editors in their commentary of the relevant texts). Hierodouloi
with names accompanied by what could have been their patronyms are on record in several
Anatolian regions (TAM III 567, a particularly clear case: Kopdxn, Movowiov Bu(ydmp),
iepodovAn; SEG 19, 802; 829: Khadic Mdvov Wexddog, iepddovog IMhovtavog kel Kopng;
G. E. Bean, T, B. Mitford, Denkschr. Akad. Wien 102, 1970 (ETAM Il1), nos. 132 and 191 =
J.and L. Robert, Bull. épigr. 1972, 514, 522; TAM V 1, 483a; 593). On the consecrations
(xotoypepad) of freeborn children and grandehildren in the temple of Apollo Lairbenos in
Phrygia, cf. my article Les KATATPA®AI du sanctuaire d'Apollon Lairbenos, Arkeoloji dergisi
3 (1995) 167-195; M. Mirkovié, Mél. d’hist. et d'épigr. offerts a F. Papazoglou, Belgrade
1997, 1-33; T. Ritti, C, $imgek, H. Yildiz, EA 32 (2000) I-88. The new legal status of
freeborn children consecrated to Apollo Lairbenos is finally specified in one of the new
inscriptions published by T. Ritti (K 49) as that of a 1epdg; slaves subjected to the same
procedure acquired the status of iepot (xai eAetBepo).

Onesime, the slave-girl consecrated to Artemis Gazoria (cf. note 50) is So0An 1fig Oedig
in relation to the Goddess and a free woman with respect to everyone else: npog t[obg]
éxt(p}og éhevBépa wéxp(r v L], In her thorough study of the society of ancient Beroia,
A. Tataki expressed another opinion (Ancient Beroea: Prosopography and Society, [Meke-
tpore 8], Athens 1986, 484-496): she regards hierodouloi in Lefkopetra as former private
slaves donated under special conditions (e. g. undevdg £€ovoiay Exovrog nwAelv 1 dn(o)orro-
tprovv) or raised specifically to be offered to the Goddess; slaves donated without any of these
conditions joined the ranks of dodiot Qedg and could be sold by the sanctuary to increase its
income, or freed by the Goddess and acquire the status of drehedBepor Ot

The cases of Pasithea, Dionysios and Trypheros (cf. note 48).
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with their former masters — was the reason why their legal protection was deemed
necessary by public authorities: their arbitrary seizure and all other forms of alienation
are forbidden already in the earliest dated inscriptions from Lefkopetra, while the
right of xvpedewy (= possessio, not dominium)’ is relegated to the deity alone. As
already noted, during the proconsulship of M. Ulpius Tertullianus Aquila (AD
212/3)57 all the consecrated slaves in Macedonia were protected by his dnogpacig. By
this intervention of Roman authorities, arbitrary seizure, imposition of financial obli-
gations and mortgaging of dedicated slaves in the name of the Goddess were strictly
forbidden8. A fine of 1000 denarii for adult slaves and 500 for children was provided
for those who would dispute the right of the temple over the dedicated persons; it was
also stipulated that after the death of the former master the consecrated slave would
belong to the Goddess. All the relevant documents certifying to the lawful ownership
of the donated slaves had to be deposited in the archives of the temple the day the
donation was made and the mandatory public display of the donation-act itself was a
pre-requisite for its legal validity.

As far as freedmen of gods are concerned, there is no reason why their origin
should be less heterogeneous than that of (sacred) slaves of gods. Unfortunately, the
sources at our disposal enable us only to make conjectures of varying ingenuity, much
more than in the case of (iepd)dovAor. A good example is again the sanctuary of Lef-
kopetra, where the term Mntpdg Oedv dneledBepor must have been used for a
reason, to designate a category of people distinct from Mntpdg Oedv iepddovAor.
What particular quality made them distinct from the rest and, at the same time, far less
numerous? I can offer the following explanation®?. 'Anedet@epor Oedc can be
viewed as (1ep6)dovlol who owed this status to their consecration by the original
masters (regardless of whether the intention behind the consecration-act was to grant
them a limited form of liberty burdened with paramone-obligations in the house of the
former master and in the sanctuary, or simply to supplement the regular temple
personnel), and who were subsequently released by the Goddess from the obligations
imposed on them at the moment of the consecration. Even if we take the obligation of

56 Cf. Taubenschlag (note 28), 230.
57 On his family and career, cf. G. H. R. Horsley, S. Mitchell, 1.K. 57 (Central Pisidia),
Borm 2000, commentary on inscription no. 44.

8 The prohibition of these offences against dedicated persons suggests that they were a
common phenomenon prior to Tertullianus Aquila’s intervention.

Another view is the one presented by the editors of the Corpus of Lefkopetra, who con-
sider the word iepd8oviog in Lefkopetra as synonymous with greledOepog: from the view
point of the sanctuary, dedicated slaves were hierodouloi, from the view point of their former
masters apeleutheroi (cf. their commentary on no. 43). If that were true, wouldn't Crispina
refer to herself as (e.g.) AvpnAlov 'AckAnmadov dnelevBépo and not Mnzpog Oedv
anehevBépa? Christian authors often play metaphorically upon the antithesis SodAog —
amededBepog Kuplov: 1 Cor. 7, 22: 6 yop év Kupio kAnBeig dodhog dnededBepog Kupiov
gotiv; Ignat. Antioch. epist. Rom. 4, 3, p. 186: é&yd 8¢ péypr viv 8odAog, GAN' éav ndbow,
gneredBepog yeviioopot 'Incot Xprotod kai dvactioopc év avtd édedBepog. CF., on the
same note, A. Cameron, HThR 32 (1939) 148, note 15: , the use of dneAetBepog in that sense
(i.e. for slaves manumitted by the sacred process) would presumably be due to the influence of
the real status on the terminology; the term 809Aog 100 Oeod is more in keeping with the
fiction of sale or dedication to the god".
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staying in the sanctuary on all the ,,customary days* and serving the Goddess to be a
life-long bond uniting the slave to the deity, it is at least conceivable that some
(iepd)BovAot were granted exemption from this customary service (perhaps after their
former master’s death and in return for a payment to the sanctuary?), thus joining the
ranks of drededBepor Oebig and left free to worship their patroness without having the
obligation to present themselves in the sanctuary on all the ,.customary days“60. A
fragmentary stele from Lykian Oenoanda (second/first century BC) might be the
result of such a procedure in the local temple of Leto, but it is unfortunately too
mutilated to provide reliable testimonysl.

The donated slave, who is not a free person in the eyes of the law until the
Goddess decides to set him free, is nonetheless protected from abuse, sale, arbitrary
seizure and all forms of alienation from the Goddess, the protection being additionally
enforced by the threat of heavy fines against all possible transgressors. He formally
and legally belongs to the Goddess who keeps all his documents in her archives as
proof of her ownership. Although we cannot consider him legally free, no more so
than prior to his consecration when he was bound to a human master2, we can fully
understand how his new status constituted an improvement: it was inferior to that of
slaves liberated through Greek or Roman forms of ,secular manumission“63, but it
meant having a milder master and being personally free with respect to the world
outside the sanctuary. Finally, all the consecrated slaves could own and dispose of
their movable and immovable property as they wished®4,

60 This view is shared by F. Bomer (note 47) 92, n. 1: the consecrated slave-girl Onesime
(cf. note 50 here) will first be a §oUAn 1fi¢ Oedic, perhaps in a condition similar to that of
persons in paramone, and then, after some time, finally free, and J. and L. Robert, Bull. épigr.
1977, 270: ,la déesse prendra alors (i.e., after the death of the dedicant) I’enfant ou la fille,
quitte a ’affranchir si elle veut et quand elle le voudra®.

61 A. Hall, AS 27 (1977) 197 no. 4 = SEG 27, 932; cf. J. et L. Robert, Bull. épigr. 1978,
462:- - -1[ ... Ing®[......... J1[.. . Ant]d xai tloig téxvorg A1 [. . .. Elotw énfdpatog] i
71 Oeit] EAvoev dlnd nupal? poviig] wbtiic Sepd[pe. .| JPIT" kol unbevi éEéforw] |
sovkAioo Bio tpdne | unBevi- el 8& i, Evoyog | éote At xei I'0 téxvorg. J. and L. Robert
do not accept the editor’s restoration at the beginning of line 4 because there are no parallels for
the deity being concerned with paramone; this was the master’s concern in freeing or consecra-
ting a slave.

62 cr, Appendix I, commentary on inscription no. 26.

63 None of the hierodouloi securely dated in the period after AD 212 have the nomen
Aurelius, and this means that they were not granted the Roman citizenship by the terms of the
Constitutio Antoniniana. In other words, they were not classed as free inhabitants of the Empire
but as dediticii. Hierodouloi attested prior to 212 (nos. 39, 56) likewise have no citizenship,
since we do not find city-ethnics attached to their names. The Ephesian iepoi from 86/5 BC —
personally free but not citizens of Ephesos (Le Bas-Waddington no. 136 = Syll.3 742, 1. 45) —,
provide a parallel from 300 years before; closer in time to Macedonian tep68ovAor are the
hieroi attested at the sanctuary of Apollo Lairbenos (see below) who also belong to no civiras.

64 The status of (amél) Sir(a)qu ,consecrated slave” in Neo-Babylonian sanctuaries as out-
lined by A. T. Serventi (Aegyplus 34 [1954] 226) is reminiscent of the condition of slaves and
freeborn children consecrated to the Indigenous Mother of Gods in Lefkopetra: ,,(amél) Sir(a)qu
‘servo consacrato’, che godeva di un certo prestigio morale ¢ poteva essere agricoltore, pastore,
portinaio, ecc. Come $irgé i genitori potevano dedicare alle diverse divinita i propri figli € i
padroni i propri schiavi, che perd potevano trattenere presso di s¢ fino alla morte, dopo la quale
divenivano proprieta perpetua del dio e, come tali, erano contrassegnali a fuocho col marchio



144 Marijana Ricl

For at least some of the donated slaves, serving the Goddess meant participating
and helping in cult ceremonies, 65 but many were probably employed in menial jobs in
and around the sanctuary, on temple estates®® or in workshops®7 . Unfortunately,
many important details regarding the consecrated slaves’ future remain vague, the
most interesting one being the duration of their mandatory branpesio in the sanctuary.
In any case, it seems to have been the Goddess’ prerogative to determine their ulti-
mate fate by keeping them under her authority or liberating them from the obligations
imposed on them at the moment of their consecration.

It is well known that inscriptions registering donations of slaves to female and
male deities are found in other regions of Lower and Upper Macedonia®8. Addressed
to local forms of Artemis (Gazoria, Agrotera, Digaia, Eilythia), to Enodia, Ma,
Mother of the Gods, Nemesis, the Syrian Goddess, a local Heros and Dionysos, they
come from Edessa, Skydra, Kyrrhos, Palatitsa, Blagana, Beroia, Elimeia, Eordaia,
Lynkestis and Pelagonia. These legal acts are defined as donations, consecrations or
conveyances of slaves to divinities. The most common verb defining their nature is
xopilo, followed by Swpem dvarifnp and cml(}.)oypmpem New are kotorypdioo
(only in Edessa) and cpipnt (once in Skydra9), both absent from Lefkopetra, As
already indicated, the future legal status of the consecrated slave is defined in three
different ways, as that of a tepé8ovdrog, dovAn tiig Oedg and Ehevbiépa vood
respeclivclym. The deed of gift is termed koToypagh, Ypoppoteiov, MTTdKIOV THig
Swpedig, v, again with no allusions to an eventual manumission of the slave, and

del dio, Simdu o $intu". 1 have not been in a condition to consult R. P. Dougherty’s monograph
The su kiitu of Babylonian Deities (Y ale Oriental Series, Researches 5), New Haven 1923,

5 Cf. no. 39: a female hierodoulos serving as a Avyvéntpier, and no. 131: the donated
slave is Lo serve as an cvAnTg on the festival days.

6 An inscription from the temple of Ma in Edessa registering a gift of (wo plethra of
vineyard to the Goddess by her slave Stratto (A. E. Contoleon, REG 12 [1899] 172-173, no. 9;
P. N. Papageorgiou, 'AOnvé 12 [1900] 73, no. B 10; cf. A. Cameron, HThR 32 [1939] 143~
145; J. and L. Robert, Bull. épigr. 1977, 270, A. Tataki, Macedonian Edessa. Prosepography
(Medethpore 18), Athens 1994, PE 288, October 243): Ztpattd, SovAn Ocdg "Avikijrov Mag,
koToyplpo apnédov [rA)é0pa dbo nhelov 1 E[Aasc]oov ...] shows that parts of the immovable
property possessed by Macedonian sanctuaries have their origin in gifts of individual worship-
pers. Likewise, an inscription from Elimeia (Rizakis, Touratsoglou, [note 48] no. 22) records
the gift of two rows of vines to Zeus Hypsistos by a privately owned slave éx t@v nexou-
Aapiov. To express the notion of giving away, dedicating, the slave in this inscription uses the
verb dnovopdtw, which is reminiscent of the verb katovopudfm used in Lefkopetra of slaves
dedncalcd to the Goddess by their masters in early infancy.

7 A workshop is given as a gift to Apollo Lairbenos in a newly published inscription from
his sanctuary (see Appendix II below, commentary on inscription K43*).

At the moment, we have nearly eighty texts belonging to this category, of which some
twenty-three remain unpublished. Of these eighty inscriptions, thirty-one (nine still unpu-
blished) come from the sanctuary of Ma in Edessa. The same city boasts the oldest inscription
registering a consecration of a slave (o Parthenos, engraved between 200 and 150 BC (A. Pan-
ayolou P. Chrysostomou, BCH 117 [1993] 360-362, no. | = SEG 43, 388)

69 A. Plassart, BCH 47 (1923) 182-183: ... &pinm noaSioxny dvépart "Apréyvny Ot
‘Aptéudr Felopig tepddovdov ... The verb cupimn is common in the so-called ,secular
manumissions‘.

70 Cf. notes 50, 48.
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the reasons motivating the donors are almost exclusively of religious nature’!. The
(mostly home-born) slaves are proclaimed undisputed property of their masters /2, and
they are protected from violence, seizure and reduction to slavery by threats of heavy
fines. Compared with Lefkopetra, the percentage of slaves burdened with paramone-
obligations in the house of their former owner seems to be lower — only some ten
published acts contain this clause. Service in the sanctuary is even less frequently
mentioned (about six times in the published inscriptions). In a couple of cases it is
stipulated that (after the master’s death) the Goddess will be the sole master of the
slave (occasionally, with his offspring”?), to the exclusion of all city officials and
councillors74,

As already noted, the noun/adjective éAe0Bepog, -o and the verb hevBepdn
feature in five donation-acts of slaves from Macedonia. If we take a closer look at
these five texts, we realize that these words are used to contrast, not to supplement the
effects of the deed of gift upon the legal status of the slave. Such seems to be the
situation in the previously mentioned inscription from Palatitsa where a slave-girl is
donated to the Goddess together with her son, while her future offspring is declared
free: ... yo]ptlope xopdoio[v dvép]att Zexohvdow, k[t nedlov d]vopart "OAvvr[1d-
dwpov] 10 ¢€ adtiig yevn[Bév: tadta xapliCope i Oed 1dv Blotpdywv, t[& 8¢
énilolima 18 2 af[Vtfic dmyevvad]peva ive [Gnavto éAe]v0epa’S, and in an in-
scription from Edessa reflecting the opposite situation: the mother had been manu-
mitted on another occasion and the daughter is now dedicated to the Goddess Ma: ...
xotaypdeon Oeq M@ 'Aveixnto kopdoov ovopatt ‘Eppidvny, 1dv ek noudiokng
Teptiog, H(v) pBdvav odtog Ehevdépwoad. In the previously mentioned inscription
from Skydra the situation is the same: the consecrated slave-girl will be a slave of the
Goddess from the view-point of Artemis Gazoria herself, and a free woman with
respect to everyone else. It seems that this is how we should also understand the
infinitive éLevBepdoar in the inscription from Beroia adduced above’”, where the
language of the original deed of gift (1l. 4-5) ddpov Edwxev Oed "Aypotépy 'Ap-
tépidy, is paraphrased by the donor’s brothers (11. 15-17) as xal vdv fovAopévng 6od
tivog v 18iav Bpentapiov élevbepdoa.

7! Onesime from Skydra is the only slave that has ,,earned” her consecration to Artemis
Gazoria by being obedient to her masters (M. G. Demitsas, ‘H Maxebovia év pvnuefoic
oplwuévois kai Aibotg pBeyyopévoig, Athens 1896, no. 126 = Dareste, Haussoullier, Reinach,
IJGr 1 p. 250 no. 14): ... fEiocay ot Bpéyavieg, kaddg SovievBivieg brd Bpentapiov idiov
ovépatt 'Ovnoipoy ... c{vo)tibnpey Oed 'Aptéuidt Falwpiq .... This formulation shows that
the consecration, notwithstanding all the obligations it imposed upon the slave, was still con-
sidered as a reward and an improvement of his status.

72 Cf. Rizakis, Touratsoglou, (note 48) no. 116 (AD 265/6), 1. 10-12: tohtwv 00dic
xup[ie]bon, olt’ £nod kAnpovdpog olre Soviatic.

3 Papageorgiou, (note 66) no. 11; 1G X 2,2, 233.

74 Papageorgiou, (note 66) no. 11; P. M. Nigdelis, G. A. Souris, Texuripio 2 (1996) 69-81;
IG X 2, 2, 35 (my readings of 1l. 4-5); L. Gounaropoulou, M. B. Hatzopoulos, "Erntypapéc
Kdtw Maxeboviag I: Emypagpés Bepoiag, Athens 1998, no. 49, 11. 6-8: unfevog £tépov
oc{)rﬁé eEovoiav Exovtog, pnte dpxdvimv ufte Bovlevtdy.

75 Cf. note 24.

76 Cf. note 24.

77 Note 74.
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It should not be forgotten that the Macedonians were well acquainted with the pro-
cedure of the so-called ,,secular manumission“ (usually) involving paying a ransom by
the liberated slave. In fact, the earliest Macedonian manumission-act of this type,
preceding by about fifty years the earliest known consecration-act of a slave to a
deity, is preserved in an inscription from Beroia set up in the reign of Demetrios I1
(239-229 BC)78, and we now have another less elaborate act from about the same
time”9. That the same practice goes back at least to the reign of Antigonos Gonatas is
proved by a letter sent by the future king Demetrios II in 248 BC to Harpalos, the
epistates of Beroia80. In this letter Demetrios prescribed the type of votive offerings
required of new freedmen (l1. 9-13): o1 [éme]kev[B]epo[]lnevor mpdrepov patvovrat
@réA[oc dvariBleo[Ban] | elg 10 tepdv- émel odv [¢otv] me[pro]uoio elc Thiv] |
ypelov Ty 10d Oeod (Herakles Kynagidas), dvatifétocoy dvti | tdv @raldy
képate [x]od oxdeove. This type of manumission was in use in the Roman period as
well. This fact is confirmed by several epigraphic monuments from various Mace-
donian regions that either preserve the actual manumission-act, refer to one or record
the votive offering made by the newly liberated slave8l. Further evidence is provided
by the frequent appearances of drehedBepor/egehevBepikol of private persons, both
in the Hellenistic and the Roman period. We conclude that the two procedures invol-
ving slaves — consecration and manumission — were performed with different ob-
jectives, the first to supplement the temple personnel of prominent local deities and
ameliorate the slave’s position, the second to grant full freedom to deserving slaves.
That the consecrated slave’s new status was henceforth under official protection and
his forced re-enslavement by private or official persons strictly forbidden, is due not
so much to benevolence on the part of his former proprietor, as to his concern (o
protect the temple property from misuse and alienation. The consequence of this
concern was the ambivalent status of consecrated persons as slaves within the sacred

78 Gounaropoulou, Hatzopoulos, (note 74) no. 45.

79 Gounaropoulou, Hatzopoulos, (note 74) no. 46 (third quarter of the third century BC). A
Macedonian from Beroia, Asandros, son of Menandros, is found liberating his slave Euporia in
Del Ehi in 178/7 BC in return for a ransom of 200 Alexandrian drachmae (Syll.3 848).

0 Gounaropoulou, Hatzopoulos, (note 74) no. 3.

Gounaropoulou, Hatzopoulos, (note 74) no. 31 (second-first century BC): Anuijrprog,
Moppovidng, Evgpdvia, Zolg, Hopopdve, 'Ovioipog, 'Entkmoig, Edepoctvn, 'Agpo-
detoia, Beibug, "Abnvails, diedevBepmbévreg bnd Kpitwvog 1od Edtuyidov, "Hpoxl . .  JAf{
Kvvayidat oxbdeov ob Ak eig 10 adtd Spay. v'; ibid., nos. 32-33 (votive offerings to the
same divinity, first century BC), 48 (possibly an act of ,,secular manumission“, second century
AD?): [.... 'AXe]EGvBpa iépro [AfpnTpog] xoi Képng Nikn[v dpinot]v dmekevbépov [e060g
7] perd 1ov épdv [Bd]vatov); SEG 27, 258 (Kyrrhos, votive offering); Rizakis, Touratsoglou
(note 48), nos. 20, 30, 96 (votive offerings), 115 (manumission performed edynv “HpoxAfj
Kuvoryide), 124 (possibly a reference to a manumission); SEG 15, 415 (Amphipolis, AD
158/9): Zewnvpov Zewmvpaovtog kol BovkovBng kol 7 odvpiog Aavia ZeiBovpeog édev-
Bépwcov dodhov Kepdolrdwv, £tovg 1'; N. Vulié, Spomenik SKA 71, Belgrade 1931, no. 54
(Veles, third century AD): Advp(fiAior) TodAiiog xoi TovAie Zotopvive 1§ pntpl kel
"ANeEEvEp [, .. ] 1@ motpl kol Adp. Nikdraog [tolg] mdmmoig d16 10 cuv[tpdgov] pveiog
x&pwv doRxav e Zvpin[ve tov] Sovdrov 1 pvnpeip kobbg kol npénfer ?- { wupio]
éveteihoro, énel #AaBev Mtpo nafp’ adTod, tve T kobfkovra kb’ éviavtov tolg é8ipfong
huépoug) moifi T Bpeydion, dg kol péxpt vOv meroinkev. A citizen of Beroia emancipated his
slaves Eevikfj in Thessalian Gonnoi (IG IX 2, 1042, ¢. 10 BC).
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boundaries of the sanctuary and free men (but by no means citizens of any
community) in the outside world.

Appendix I

Notes on some inscriptions from Lefkopetra

Appendix [ contains notes on fifteen inscriptions from Lefkopetra, with new
readings and/or commentaries.

Inscription no. 5: “Etovg Po” cefactod (10d) xoi Oit’, pnivog Aciciov
oxtoxondexdrn - (May 171) | Zooipn Aovinvog, Belpotaia, oixodoa év Kuvéorg, IS
yopilete veaveioxoy dvilpatt ‘Epufiv dvévkAntov: | todtov ropd témov pn vn-
pioloBfive: v 88 bPpeion tig nopd | tdénov, Sooer Mntpl Oedv 19,0 . The editors
explain the phrase mopd ténov in line 7 as synonymous with &torov and translate the
sentence tobtov mopd témov pn bmpiocBive as ,,que personne ne le moleste
outrageusement. I would suggest translating the phrase in question with ,,at a wrong
place, out of place”. It refers to the sanctuary itself, whose holy territory brings
inviolability to all the persons connected with it, particularly priests and other indivi-
duals engaged in temporary or permanent cult service, both free and slaves82. The
phrase napd témov is used in this meaning by several authors (Polyb. frg. ex inc. libr.
191, Str. X, 2, 21; Arr. Diss. Epict. 111, 12, 13; Eusth. Comm. Il. 1, p. 345, 1. 25, Basil.,
De baptismo libri duo, p. 1600, 1. 36).

Inscription no. 12 registers a generous donation of fourteen/fifteen slaves made
by one Flavius Eutrapelos around 171/2. After listing the names of all the slaves
included in the gift, the donor continues (lines 10-13): xoi yeipdypapa (sc.
yapilope) t[o] brdpyovia ICA dgeilo dnvdpia xeida & droddot | Oede k& adTOV
dhka Hrgp ob SEdwKo T Yeida dnvépa. The letters ICA in line 11 were not
explained by Ph. Petsas, the first editor of this inscription. H. W. Pleket (SEG 27, 294)
later proposed to read them as ic @, and this proposal was accepted by the editors of
the new Corpus. The whole phrase that starts with ki and ends with dnvépo. is
translated by the editors as ,,et les reconnaissances de dettes, d’apres lesquelles je dois
milles deniers, que la déesse rendra, et Phélix lui-méme, pour qui j’ai donné les milles
deniers®. In their commentary they say: , Apparement Phlauios Eutrapélos avait
emprunté 1.000 deniers pour acheter Phélix. Ne pouvant rembourser cette dette, il
passa un accord avec le sanctuaire de la Mere des Dieux, selon lequel ce dernier
assumait I’obligation du remboursement, recevant en contrepartie la totalité des biens

82 Cf. R. Parker, Miasma. Pollution and Purification in Early Greek Religion, Oxford
1983, 175-176; A. T. Serventi, Sul personale dei templi neobabilonesi, Aegyptus 34 (1954) 226
(on Neo-Babylonian practice); A. Archi, PP 30 (1975) 338-339 (the Hittite period in Anatolia);
IGLS I no. 1 (the foundation of Antiochos I of Commagene); Petzl (note 15), 58, no. 49 = Ricl
185-186, no. 47 (north-east Lydia): [ ] iep6doviov Tpogipo[v Mn]tpog “Inta kai Ardg
ZoPatiov mowoog cupfvan Lrd é&ovoiag, xohaobig i Todg dpBaipodg dvéotnoa Thy
omAnv. An offence to the cult-personnel was considered as offence to the divinity and religion
in general.
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de Phlauios Eutrapélos®. It seems to me that ICA in line 11 should be read as oo and
understood as referring to yeipdypago t[&] brdpyovia immediately preceding it. The
donor is simply stating that he is depositing with the Goddess the number of docu-
ments equivalent to the number of the donated slaves. He obviously refers to the
documents proving his title to the donated slaves. I would then put a full stop or a
semi-colon after ioo and treat the following phrase as a separate clause dealing with
the donor’s debt of 1.000 denarii and its repayment by the Goddess. I am not quite
sure how we should understand Felix’s role in these financial transactions. Obviously,
the original loan was made on his account (bnép od 8é8wKa To yeidio Snvépia) and
it seems that now, after the Goddess has accepted to repay his master’s debt, Felix is
surrendered to her together with the rest of the slaves. Perhaps the missing verb is
again yapilope (xopilope k& adTOV PhAika Hrep ob Sédwxa Té yeilia Snvépior).

Inscription no. 26: "Etovg yxo’, émpelovpé{Aovpe} lvov Kopuviov ‘Tepovipov-
KA. | ITpoxhe omAiloypaed rendiokny | pov Edyéveav obv tékvorg ®idilim,
"ALéEavdpog, @idov, fiv Exaprodluny év 10 ec” oeP(aotd) el (173/4, 191/2). This
is a case of a stellographia performed eighteen years after the proprictor of the slave
drew up the original act of donation. The donated slave Eugenea — still referred to as
nondiokny pov by her mistress — is now registered together with her three children
— Philete, Alexandros and Philon. The children were most probably born after the
original donation-act, since the wording of the deed of gift from AD 173/4 adduces
only Eugenea as the object of consecration (Il. 5-6: fijv Exapioauny év 19 ec’
oeP(ootd) £ter). If this conjecture is correct, then we conclude that this specific
donation-act which, in addition to the duty of serving the Goddess, imposed upon
Eugenea the obligation of remaining with her mistress for the latter’s lifetime, brought
about neither her manumission nor that of her (then) future offspring. Instead, the
children are now included in the stellographia as well, and Eugenea herself is still
treated as a moudiokn whose offspring can be disposed of by her mistress as she sees
fit. I cannot agree with the editors that the stellographia was performed ,,sans doute &
la demande de cette derniere (sc. Eugénea)“. I would rather be inclined to look for the
motives behind the stellographia in the mistress’ wish to magnify her original gift by
adding to it three children born to Eugenea in her paramone-periodS3. If we accept
this conjecture, it is hard to detect any improvement in this particular slave’s condition
after her consecration, at least during her paramone-period with the original mistress.

Inscription no. 45: 'TovAie 'EvBodiovog, | Kvppeia, Buydinp Atovvlsiov 100
"EvBadinvog, | Kvppoiov Bovievtod, xalpilete Mntpl Oedv AdtdlyBovi non-
Séprov ov{d)paltt Zdpgopov, 6 drd naudiov kerwvopdkt Sio o | pi) nopopeive
abtf) GAAe 110 téooapa Tohtov 8E ked Ty | dviyy napéEopon 1fi Oed | kol xerpo-
ypagov £0° @ v | 6 viip pov dedoviopévog, | "ALEEuvSpog TTuppoddov, 115 ént x
pxe’, & kol dnédolkev 7 TovAio tod "EvBodinlvog Kelitdxy obv télkver, St
undéva 8t el E€ovoiov 1o npollyeypayppévou tondapiov | Ty Oeov. Eypdyn
£rovg | ode” oefaotod (199/200), mpovoodlong tév tig Oeod Avpniiag | Zanede.
The phrase in lines 8-10, d1é 10 un nopopeive ovth Ghho técoapo, is taken by the

83 On the status of persons under a paramone-requirement, cf, Welles (n. 23) 512, note 20.
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editors to refer to the death of four other slaves belonging to the donor (,,c’est parce
qu’elle avait perdu quatres autres jeunes esclaves qu’Ioulia avait ‘voué’ Symphoros a
la Mére des Dieux, dans 1’esprit que la protection divine le préserverait). I would
suggest that Julia’s family was heavily indebted, and that the other four slaves had to
be alienated, leaving only Symphoros with the mistress. Moreover, Iulia’s husband
used Symphoros himself as a security for a loan of 125 denarii repaid now by the
unfortunate lady.

Inscription no. 46 (Tafel 7) seems to register a case similar to the one presented in
no. 45

[ ]1[Mntpil @eidv Adto]xBover | [xopilop(?)]on [ef]drov nel[diov d]vdpatt
Kompdhov | [, .. ] mopéuevév pot TER[ | IN Srwg tolg £6ipot[c] | huépec k’ Eopt g
avtiig | cuvépynte k& brnpetfi- Uepopévng 'Opeoteivng, éntluelovpévng Zopedc.
In front of the = at the beginning of line 4 I see traces of an o. I propose to read in
lines 4-5 [6 pév]o(vy mapépevév pot me[dio]v: the only slave remaining in donor’s
houschold was offered to the Goddess.

Inscription no. 51 (Tafel 8): Ailia [Zlotnlpig petd todltopog adrtlopog
Autcviov 1P ®1dinrov Mntpi | Oedv Ald]tdylBovt x[opi]lope | mondiokny dvdlpott
“Yyiav, {11011 mpospevel | pot tov thig Lwliig pov yxpdévov: | petd 8 v telhevtiv
wov unl38éva xupidltepov elve fj | wévny mhy Oedly - todng 8¢ Tiilg moudiokng 20
kol % IP évoruBéuny peploptupopéivry, tepopélvng Aldiag ‘Povl2geivng, étouc |
po’ oefootod | 1od kol Fvr’ (208/9). The editors translate the text in lines 18-23 as
»si quelqu’un tente d’établir sur cette servante des droits par témoignage, qu’il
consacre 100.000 deniers; they first ,,correct the participle pepoptvpopévny to
nepoptupopévng and then explain the personal verb &vatiBéuny as a dialectal form
of the present infinitive dvatiBévan used as an imperative. On the photograph of the
stone in line 20 I do not see a denarius-sign, but a x and an ¢ in ligature (3%);
likewise, I see a v and an ¢ in ligature (N in the following verb dvatiBepoa.
Therefore, I propose to read koi xelp’ dvenBeunv pepaptupopévny and I translate ,,1
also deposited a witnessed / certified hand-written note (of purchase?)84 of this
slave“8, The form pepaprupnpévog is here attested for the first time, but the correct
form (éx)pepopropnuévog with the same meaning appears in some inscriptions and
papyri8®. A parallel for this use is provided by inscription no. 90* discussed below.

84 For this meaning of the noun yeip, cf. the omnipresent phrase 1 xeip 1181 xvpio fotm
ravrayfl (BGU 1T 981; IV 1160; XV 2479; ChrMitt 35; P.Fouad 39).

After an inspection of the squeeze of this inseription, M. B. Hatzopoulos kindly con-
firmed the reading proposed here.

86 TAM 11 247: b fipdov xoreoxedooey ... KoTd ouvx(bpnua 'IouMag Odnpavicg
ytyovog &nl dpyrepéog Avkivviov LtamesmSog. Zavdikob kn’, Suk tdv v Tla’cézpou;
dpyeioy, sxueuapwpnnavou xed elg 1o Mvapéav dpyele; BGU 11 619, 1 [xo]td
xatpoyp[(xnpov) 10 xod E[xue]uaptupnuwov Si1te dnpoctog onokoylag. BGU IV 1155:
m‘c'camou ueuapwpquevou 8t i’ dv dvijveykev l'lpwmpxog ouvxmpnoea)v P.Oxy. IX
1199: an, b 181oypmpm; npaocig mepiéyer, fig expoprupnBeiong br' Epod Sk 10b évrodbo
pynpoviov 1od ob1od (Etoug).
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Inscription no. 53: *AAéEwc "AleEiov, Kuvdong, | éxapiaduny xopdoiov dvol-
pott Zuveépovooy Mntpi Ocldv Abtoybovi, 10 k& AITOYAOPNON (= drodAolov =
aréAwAo) - 1o adth 687 dvelnthloelg. "Exapioéuny eiepwpévon | Betovpion
KaAAicTov). A parallel to this text is found on a bronze tablet from Asia Minor kept
in Geneva®8: "AvatiBnui Mntpl {CC} Oedv ypvod (&) dndrese ndvra, dote
dvalnthont abmy kol elg pécov EVEKKELY TavTe, Kol Tovg Exovieg koldoesbon
d&lmg thg abriic Suvape(w) kai pite eovt[v] katayélastov EoecBon. The verb
avalntéw appears in a confession-inscription from north-east Lydia in an ambiguous
context8?. Closer to the meaning implied in Lefkopetra would be the verb éx{ntée
winvestigate* present in another confcssion-inscripliongo. The lost slave-girl from
Lefkopetra is dedicated to the Goddess just like the gold objects in the bronze tablet
from Geneva. The expected divine intervention is in both cases a substitute for in-
adequate human justice and/or police intervention®!. Obviously, if the slave-girl turns
up, she will become property of the Goddess, not a free woman.

Inscription no. 58 (Tafel 9): "Etovg yno' (o)efaoctod, | 100 xoi Ovt’,
ArnelMdailov o (November 211), ATAog Aodxiog | véog éxapioapmy 1fi 15 Oed
nondiokny @hodv | kal nonddplov Agoviay, | Srnog cvvépywvton | 1ol é0{ponc
Auépaig | tov g Lofic pov {N} 10 [xpovov], yepig ndong | [ - - - 8?]noec
gxapiodunv: tepnte]doviog AiAil[ov Kaoai]ov. At the beginning of line 11 the
editors propose to supply [Eoptfic, 8]mwg, concluding that, if their conjecture is
correct, one needs to admit that the ,,customary days* were not limited to the festival
days of the Goddess. On the photograph of the stone I see the letters EQC at the
beginning of line 1192, The space available is too long to supply simply [$Bp]ewc. I
propose either [évoyAMic]lewg or [brepBéoleac, the first noun specifying that the
donated slaves will not be molested in the sanctuary (cf, no. 111: év]oyheior 8¢
a[d]tn), the second one obliging them to appear promptly in the sanctuary without
any delay93. The proposed reading of lines 7-11 is therefore 6nwg cvvépymvton Tl

87 1 would prefer to write &t
8 Chr. Dunant, MH 35 (1978) 241244 = SEG 28, 1568; cf. J. and L. Robert, Bull. épigr.
1980, 45; H. S. Versnel, LAMPAS 19, 4 (1986) 82-83; M. Ricl, Ziva Antika, Posebna izdanja 9
(1991) 201-206. This tablet could be the only specimen of a nittéxiov/mvaxidiov/réfro —
written complaint submitted by worshippers to various Anatolian deities to initiate a quasi-judi-
cial process. In their wording, these complaints reflect the form and terminology of petitions
and complaints in secular courts. Cf. M. Ricl, Asia Minor Studien XVII, Miinster 1995, 69-71.

89 Petzl (note 15), 18-19 no. 10 = Ricl 203-204, no. 75, Il. 5-6: xt dvalnticog 6 Oede
v idiov Svvopy.

90 Petzl (note 15), 43—44, no. 35 = Ricl 163-164, no. 21, II. 14-15: kai b Oede tEelhnoey
[kad] éxoddoeto kol SiépBerpe tobg [ém]Poviedoavtag abtolg. Note that this is also a case
of discovering unknown perpetrators (if Alexis’ slave was indeed stolen).

This is the editors’ comment on no. 53*: | La méme idée sous-jacente, & savoir que la
donation 2 la divinité puisse réparer ou prévenir une perte, se retrouve dans le document no 45%.

92 After an inspection of the squeeze of the inscription, M. B. Hatzopoulos accepts the
reading proposed here as possible (e-mail message).

The phrase yopic ndong bnepBéceng is often found in papyri, where it refers to the
prompt repayment of debts or execution of contracted works (ChLA XI 465 rp; P.Flor. 111 381;
P.Genova II 62; P.K&ln III 151; P.Lund. VI 3).
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£0ipong nuépang tov i Lofig pov {N) [xpévov], xopig ndong [brepBés-/
gvoyMiclenc. "Exapiodc[uny tepnte]doviog AtAifov Kaooi]ov.

Inscription no. 63, 11. 3-5: xatd x[£]Agvow 10D | kpatictov fy[epdlvoc pov
TepPtuAliavod "Ax[vAdo]v (AD 212/3). Contrary to the editors’ opinion, I am in-
clined to accept the suggestion made by G. D. R. Horsley and S. Mitchell 94 to under-
stand the letters MOY in line 4 as abbreviated from M(&pxov) Od(Aniov) rather than
as the possessive pov, all the more since the inscription was engraved during Tertul-
lianus’ proconsulship, when one expects to find his name written in full,

Inscription no. 78 (Tafel 10): this text is certainly one of the most intriguing ones
in the whole dossier. Unfortunately, it has suffered much damage, particularly in its
middle and lower parts, together with the front side of the left doorpost on which it
was engraved. Here is the reading proposed by the editors. Tfj kvp[i]g M[n]tpl Ocdv
Ab[16]lxBovi Kod[p]atog oikov[op]og | tfic Beporoiwy rdrewg | xaipiv- xabb[c]
éxédevPoag dyopdoe pe co[pldtla €k tig KAewv[. . . .] 10D | "AnoAAoddpolv 10D
'08]voélog "EAnida k& t[adtng B]ulyatépa HMoac@ifov] k& thig 1'° MacB[éag
no]dlov: [ted]tny olpoloy[d yopilesBor (?) £}midn élotnAoy[pdonto 7
rodiok(?)In k& I v T[ - - - ]93. In line 6 the editors propose to supply
KAewv[dpng], but remain perplexed by the preposition ék and the article. Here is their
commentary on the whole text: ,,il semblerait que Kodratos avait regu I’ordre
d’acheter Elpis, ainsi que sa descendance, parce que celle-ci avait été consacrée et que
’acte afférant avait été gravé (I’absence du verbe de la principale s’explique sans
doute par la confusion entre deux constructions: xofdg éxédlevooc dyopdoe pe et
xoBog Exéhevoog fiydpaoa; ayant commencé par la premiere, le rédacteur de 1’acte
n’a pas répeté le verbe dyopdfw a un mode personnel). 1l s’agit sans doute de la
fillete consacrée avec sa descendance eventuelle 2 une date imprécise, mais avant 212,
par Démétrios et Pasithéa (no 130). Cette identification est confortée par le fait que la
fille d’Elpis sur le présent acte porte le nom de la maitresse d’Elpis consacrée par
I’acte no 130. En outre, le fait que dans la consécration no 130 Elpis n’a pas encore
d’enfants expliquerait pourquoi dans le présent acte, alors qu’Elpis est achetée avec sa
fille et sa petite-fille (1. 5-10), plus loin, dans la réference a la consécration originelle
(. 10~13), il n’est question que d’une seule esclave (tavtnV, ) tondickn). On ne peut
que spéculer sur I’identité de la personne qui avait indiiment réduit en esclavage Elpis
et sa descendance et sur la raison pour laquelle le soin de son rachat a été confié a
Kodratos*“. I cannot agree with this interpretation of the document. First, in lines 67 I
identify the name of one Kleonymianos Apollodoros, who already appeared as a
donor of a slave in AD 216/796. Accordingly, I supply KAeov[vpialvod?? | "Aroiro-

94 Op. cit. (note 57) 74-75.
This inscription and the one engraved immediately below it by the same stonecutter (no.
79), whose text contains a reference to the curator Publius Aelius Peligenes (present likewise in
no. 75 securely dated in AD 229/30), are dated by the editors in AD 230/231/232.
96 Column no I, no. 67: KAewvupiavdg "Anorlédmpog Mntpt Ocdv AdtéyBovt Moe-
8éva Sodhov éxoproduny év td nuc’ cefl(aoctd) étt.
The tau read by the editors at the end of this line lacks all the traces of a crossbar; it is
most certainly the right oblique stroke of a nu.
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ddpo[v. The letters voewg preserved at the end of line 7 and the beginning of line 8
cannot belong to another name (the edd. supply ’AnoAlodmpo[v 10D "08Jvcélng), but
to a female noun agreeing with the article tfig in line 6 and most probably referring to
the funds used by Quadratus for the purchase of three slaves. These resources should
have a connection with Kleonymianos Apollodoros, either as a fund bequeathed by
him to the sanctuary or as the resources remaining at the end of his term of service in
an official capacity in the city of Beroia. It is also possible that the slaves in question
at one time belonged to him. In that case, we could supply ék tfig¢ KAeov[vpiolvod
"AmoAroSdpolv xupreldoencs.

In lines 9-10 the editors read k& 1fi¢ [NaocB[éag non)diov: [tadlmy ... I would
suggest that Pasithea’s child was not left nameless, since this is not the usual practice
in these inscriptions. A possible reading could be & tfig [TociB[éag mon]dioy
['Opéc]mv.

The three final lines of this inscription, commencing with 6poAoy® in line 10,
remain puzzling to me, beyond the fact that the procedure of stellographia is mentio-
ned in line 12. Perhaps the object of this specific stellographia was not Elpis, as pro-
posed by the editors®?, but the act of sale itself, through which Quadratus obtained the
slaves for the Goddess, and which was engraved on another stone: élotnAoy[pdentof
avin k& |ty [y Exer - - - nacov?]?

Acting upon a request issued by the Goddessloo, Quadratus, the otxovépog of the
city of Beroia, probably a public slave, proceeded to purchase three slaves out of the
funds left to the city (?) by Kleonymianos Apollodoros. This text shows that the
Goddess was used to supplementing her personnel by purchasing slaves on the local
market. I think that the story behind this purchase as outlined by the editors of the
Corpus cannot be accepted: there is no reason to suppose that Elpis was consecrated
at some point in the past, then unlawfully re-enslaved by an unknown person and
finally liberated again, together with her children, by Quadratus at the Goddess’
command. The slaves in question were simply bought by Quadratus out of the public
funds of Beroia and handed over to the Goddess to supplement her regular personnel.

Inscription no. 90, 1. 10-12: &g xai 810 xeLp0Og pepapTLPOREV(R)C, | HTig 866N
Tovhav® Anpntpile @ iepel. The editors translate these lines as ,,dont j’ai certifié
mon droit de propriété de ma main, (attestation) qui fut donnée a Ioulianos Démétrios,
le prétre®. The two last letters of the perfect participle read by the editors as pepop-
tupopév(oyg are carved in ligature as NC. Since I understand the participle as refer-
ring to the noun yeip in front of it, I propose the reading pepoptopopévin)c. A main
verb is possibly missing here, but the meaning of the phrase is clear — the mistress is
proving her legal rights over the donated slaves by a xeip pepoptopopévn, just like
the donor of slaves in inscription no. 51. I translate ,,who (= whose legal status is

98 (Cf. Suidas, 5. v. Secmoteia: ) xupievoic.

99 Their restoration of line 12 élotnAoy[pdento f matdiok(?)]n & is too long with its
twen(%—thrcc letters instead of the average eighteen-nineteen letters per line.

109 One would like to know how the order reached Quadratus (through priests or directly in
a dream?). In any event, it is not easv to imagine a deity commanding her worshipper or
dependant to buy slaves in order to proceed to their immediate emancipation, but such an order
becomes understandable if she wanted those slaves for herself.
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shown/proved) by a witnessed hand-written note given to lulianos Demetrios, the
priest®.

Inscription no. 93: in line 14, the editors print £&tév N, while on the photograph of
the stone I recognize the number as A 101,

Inscription no. 115 is badly effaced and difficult to read. In lines 4~5, where the
editors read ... mondio to yevvnBévto éx [ . JE[L]1 KAL. ... ... JKII, T read mondio
16 yevwnOévra 1 x Bpenftfic plov "Avtiyd[vng).

Inscriptions nos. 136 (Tafel 11) and 160 (Tafel 12) seem to belong to the same
upper part of a white-marble stele with incised pediment and acroteria, the first
fragment (no. 136) (dim. 0.14 x 0.09 x 0.03; 1I. 0.02, interl. 0.005) being the right
third, the second one (no. 160) (dim. 0.13 x 0.18 x 0.04; 1l. 0.015, interl. 0.005) the
other two thirds of the stele. The letters in the second line of both fragments are bigger
than the ones in the first line. As the text of the first fragment (no. 136) the editors
print [Mntpi Oedv Ad]toyBol[vt - - -] npooél[v - - tdg £Bipovc] Hué[pag), and as the
text of the second fragment (no. 160) they propose the reading Mntpi Ocdv
Ad[toxBo]lvitidr Adpniie [ . . . . JI [- - -]. At the end of the second line of the
fragment no. 136 I see on the photograph ITPOCH rather than ITIPOCM 102, Could this
be the rare male name IIpoofivng!93 belonging to the donated slave? Here is how I
would read the combined text of both fragments:

Mnzpi Oedv AdtoyBo-
vitdt AvpnAia Ilpoon-
vn-........... 10,

I1. 3-4 perhaps [vnv d@pov va 165 £6]ipfovg] | [hpépog -- -]

Inscription no. 150 (Tafel 11) is engraved on the partly preserved architrave
broken in two fragments and damaged on both sides. The editors read [ - - -
ntjomodviav tdv npon[OAm]v 1fic Beo[d - - - ] and translate ,,... (un tel et un tel)
ayant fait ... des propylées de la déesse. I would suggest another interpretation
involving the mpdmolot of the Goddess, since on the original photo of the architrave
made by Ph. Petsas and published as fig. XVI, I recognize the upper part of an
omikron after ITPOLL: [ - - - tlomocdrov 1@v npond[An]v i Oo[d - - - 1104, The

101 11 his e-mail message sent on January 9, 2001, M. B. Hatzopoulos informs me that the
squeeze of the inscription shows a nu.

2 Per e-mail message M. B. Hatzopoulos kindly informs me that he accepts my inter-
pretation on nos. 136 and 160 as fragments of the same stele; however, he remains convinced
that the last letter in line 2 is a mu.

103 ¢f. Euseb., Praep. Ev. X 3. 1; 1G 112 2124, col. 1. 1. 37; M. Segre, Iscrizioni di Cos 1,
Athens 1993, ED 153, face A I. 5.

104 1 his e-mail message sent on January 9, 2001, M. B. Hatzopoulos informs me that he
retains the reading published in the Corpus.
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poetic word mpémodog appears in several authors and inscriptions!95 with the general
meaning ,,minister, neokoros, prophet, (temple) servant”, and usually referring to
single individuals. It can also designate a group of people taking care of a sacred
place. This should be the meaning implied here: the people featuring on the architrave
as the dedicants were presumably the Goddess’ curators and members of the cult-
personnel, possibly including hierodouloi and freedmen of the Goddess. The closest
parallels to this inscription are the dedicatory stele IOSPE 12 175 erected by five
otpoanyol who built the roof of Apollo’s temple and restored other buildings around
it, and who refer to themselves as c@v onk@v nporoloy, and Strabo’s passage where
it is said that the people of Ardea take care of Venus’ sanctuary in Lavinium through
npdrodor (V 3, 5: ... 10 Acoviviov, Exov kowvov 1dv Activav iepdy 'Appoditg:
émipedodvion 8’ adtod Sik npondhwy "Apdeditan).

Appendix 11

Notes on some of the newly published inscriptions
from the sanctuary of Apollo Lairbenos

In Epigraphica Anatolica 32, T. Ritti published twenty-four new inscriptions from
the Phrygian sanctuary of Apollo Lairbenos!06. These inscriptions were discovered
by H. Yildiz and C. Simsek at the site of the sanctuary, on the Asartepe hill. Together
with the new finds, T. Ritti republishes twenty previously edited dedications (marked
by her as D1-D20)107 and forty-two conveyances (xataypogai) of slaves and
freeborn children (marked by her as K1-K42)108 from the same sanctuary, omitting
the confession-texts originating from this site. New dedications comprise eight texts
(D21-D28), of which four are engraved on bases (two only partly preserved) (D21,

105 Hdt. 11 63; E., Hel. 570; Str. V 3. 5; D.H. 1 76; Gal., In Hipp. Lib. Il epidem. Comm. 111
(Kiihn vol. 17a, p. 253, I. 2); Busth., Comm. Il. 111, p. 944, 1. 7: prepoloi defined as slaves wal-
king in front of their masters; Suidas, s. v. rpordAaov: Oelov eppnvémy; Hesych., s. v. mpd-
rolot- brnpétan, dovdo, veakdpor, tpogiitar; Phot., s. v.; Scholia in Aristophanem; Scholia
in Oppianun; Scholia in Pindarum, 1G XII Suppl. 184; W. Bliimel, IK 41 (Knidos I), Bonn
1992, 131; 1G VII 2522; IGUR 111 1150; SEG 27, 298; IGBulg. 111 1, 920; IG V 2, 472.

106 Op, cit. (note 53).

107 Of these dedications, D14 and D20a are anepigraphic reliefs, D15 and D18 fragments
of confession-inscriptions, D20 possibly comes from some other sanctuary in the same region,
and D20b is a dedication to Zeus Trosou included because of its find-spol in Bahadinlar.

108 Regarding the inscriptions first published in my article in Arkeoloji Dergisi 3 (marked
by Ritti as K25-41), [ have the following comments. I accept Riltli's readings and corrections of
K25 and K26. In K27, instead of my original reading el tig tovt01[g émxudéoer, Bioer] and
Ritti's proposed correction i 11g 10910 D[ro? - - -, Ooer], I now prefer £l t1g TovToV[g
xatadovhdoet, Bhoet] or el Tig TovTov [Epdwerar g dovAov, Bioel]. In K25 and K40,
[0)¢1L and W are obviously printer's mistakes and not my readings. In K41 I myself later
realized that the first word in line 3, which 1 transcribed as . TEAAXAN, should be read
[kaltéypoyoy.
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D23, D26, D27*109), one on a fragment of a column (D22"‘1 10), two on fragments of
monuments of unknown form (D24, D28), and one on the lower part of a block (D25).
There are sixteen new xotoypogoi altogether (K43-K57bis). In contrast to the
Macedonian sanctuaries, no inscriptions on architectural members from Apollo’s
temple have reached us, unless the preserved column fragments come from the temple
building itself.

On this occasion, it is the second group of texts addressed to Apollo Lairbenos, the
koTaypopald, that attracts our attention. Recording a procedure similar or identical to
that of Macedonian donations of slaves and children, these texts offer useful parallels
and sii{glnificantly supplement the information obtained from Macedonian inscrip-
tions* *1.

In the previously published donations of slaves and children from the sanctuary of
Apollo Lairbenos the nature of the whole procedure was expressed invariably by the
technical verb xotaypdew meaning, ,to convey, transfer by deed, register under
one’s name** ! 12, Three new texts published by Ritti supply significant additions to the
legal vocabulary current on this site: in inscriptions K44*, K46 and K52 we find the
verbs éxxopéonl 13, napaywpéo and xopifopon used in conjunction with kotoypéipw
(K44*; K46, 11. 3-4: éEe[ydpInoa kol napeydpnoey [kod xatélypowev; K52, 1. 4
gxapioduny kol kotéypoya). The verb éxywpéwm and the correlative noun éxydpnoig

109 This is how Ritti prints the text of D27: - - - - - I{----- Jrehdo[ - - ----- 11 [pe = ]
v gpdv? [---] I1[----- O)1Z émigepopévorg. In line 2 she proposes to read [Unep] @V Eudv,
while in line 3 one she sees a reference to ,,personne o cose che sopravverrano o saranno
transportate*. [ would supply ék] t@v éudv in line 2, and in line 3 [obv 10]ig émpepopévorc.
This text most probably contains a reference to a building erected by its dedicant together with
all the accompanying decoration. Cf. [tobg ordhAoug oy 10ig orvAofdrotg kol oneipog kol
toig ém[glepopévorg AevkoriBorg xatoyhdgorg (D. F. McCabe, The Princeton Project on the
Inscriptions of Anatolia, lasos doc. 164); tov veo[v 1iig ént)pavestdng Oedg “Hpog [oblv
101 [émgepolpévorg ig adtdv néov (ibid., Panamara docs. 46; 132); xai tdg nodidog obv
10lg émeepopévorg (ibid., Aphrodisias, docs. 1115 121; 164); 10v Popdv [obv toig - -
émplepopévorg kioot kei xéopfw - - ] (Le Bas-Waddington 768, Akmoneia); 10 npbvaoy éx
v 181wy xpnpdtev avébnkey oy 1@ énwpepopéve kbope navel (Le Bas-Waddington 1021,
Anclyra Sidera). Also IG XII 3, Suppl. 185; 244.

10 The object of dedication D22 is not preserved in the text. The editor reads (1. 7-8):
[én]éSako 10 & - - - - -~ - - J1[--]TYA(?) - - - -. Perhaps one should understand this as t68[e
70 | Sax]tvA[i81ov]? A ring would not be an object unsuitable for dedication, as evidenced by
inscriptions from other sanctuaries (IG I3 1, 341; IG I/III2 47; 1G V11 2424; L.Delos 6-7, 103;
I.v.Pergamon 72; E. Schwertheim, IK 33 (Hadrianoi and Hadrianeia), Bonn 1987, no. 1:
SaxtOAiov gpictov oy doo(o)g dbw). Other objects dedicated by worshippers to Apollo
Lairbenos are kepopeidog 8éxo xoi eig thy ypdowsty 10d nebvopatixod B’ (D1); tov
avdprdvro 100 'Adeikdxov "AndAdwvog (D3); 'AndAhov(a] Acippnvdv, Oeo[v] Enpavi
(D4); tiiv otodv (D5); tég Netkag (D6); t]ov Bopdv (D8); 1ov dvdperdvro oy 1 fdoet ...
kel prEANY dpyvpéay (D10); [dvBprd]via kol kovrdy kel - - - (D11).

U1 The earliest dated xotaypaghy is K5 (AD 124/5), the latest K52 (April 257).

12 cf. Ritti's phrases (p. 2): ,, Kotaypagr, nell'uso del nostro santuario, corrisponde al
significato di ,atto di cessione ad altri (in questo caso al dio) di un oggeto o persona’, e si pud
quindi correttamente considerare il suo esito concreto comme una consacrazione; p. 56: ,,trans-
ferimento di un bene alla proprieta altrui®.

113 T Ritti envisages the possibility that the form éxywpnoog also featured in the damaged
line 11 of inscription K43*, and in line 3 of K18 she proposes to supply cvyy]wpiiocet.
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are frequently used in inscriptions and papyri“4. They are equivalent to Latin
cedo/cessio meaning ,,give up, cede, surrender, relinquish all rights, convey; deed of
surrender®. TTapoxwpéw in these cases means ,,deliver, hand over, surrender. The
most complete phrase é€e[ydpInoa kol tapeydpnoev [xkoi katé]ypayev in K46 puts
the whole procedure clearly before our eyes: the master had first relinquished all his
rights over the slave, then handed him over to the God and finally had him registered
under the God’s name. In K52 the personal form &yaproépuny is clearly equivalent to
¢Eexmpnoa xal moapeympnoo, and in the majority of cases where only the verb
xotoypaew is used, we should now understand it as referring just to the final step of a
lengthy legal procedure of cessio. The choice of these particular legal terms for
expressing the nature of katoypoagai of slaves and children to Apollo Lairbenos
points in the same direction as the Macedonian donations of children and slaves —
their primary purpose was not to convey freedom on the donated slave, but to attach
him to the God and, at the same time, provide him with the status of a free person in
the human community outside the boundaries of the sanctuary. The conveyed slave
was put on an almost equal footing with the members of this civil community, short of
becoming its full-fledged member. Instead, he remained an integral part of the com-
munity around the sanctuary, the place of his registration from now on. Dedicated
children, on the other hand, being already legally [ree, did not obtain liberty, but the
status of iepo{ and the obligations stemming from it!!3. Their new status most
probably meant losing full citizenship-rights! 16,

In contrast to the situation in Macedonia, where there are only two cases of
freeborn children consecrated to goddesses by their parents, the number of
consecrated children is much higher in Phrygia [K1 (daughter), K4 (two sons and a
daughter), K5 (son), K8 (grandson), K11 (son?), K16 (daughter), K30 (daughter and
two sons), K49 (two sons)]. As far as the slaves are concerned, they are almost
invariably termed Opentot (also (1€)Bpepévor and tebpop(u)évor). OF the forty-four
or forty-five dedicated persons, about twenty-five are Opentoi. I must disagree with
Ritti’s traditional views on the status of @pentol as distinct from that of slaves!!7,
leading her (o an erroneous conclusions that we have only five female and one male
slave on record in all the katorypogori! 18 1t is true that the documents mentioning
Bpentotl are not always conclusive with regard to their legal status or their relationship

114 Cf. the relevant attestations assembled in my corpus of inscriptions from Alexandreia
Troaséll( 53, Bonn 1997), under no. 85.

115 cf, Ritti's commentary on pp. 39-40, note 60: ,Questi due testi (K29, K49) risolvono il
problema assai dibattuto in passato della natura guiridica delle xotaypagat del santuario,
escludendo, da un lato, che si tratti di semplici manomissioni con finta vendita al dio, a bene-
ficio esclusivo di schiavi, anche se figli dell’autore della registrazione (nati dal rapporto con un
partner di stato servile), e rendendo chiaro, dall'altro lato, che le persone oggeto della xoto-
ypacm‘kassumcvano lo status di iepot”,

116 Of all the parents and grandparents conveying their children and grandchildren to
Apollo, only the two tepoi in K8 and K11 are without an ethnic-name.

U7 Cf. p. 62: ,,...una condizione di inferiorita giuridica, la quale perd sul piano pratico, se
non su quello legale, rimaneva per molti di loro distinta dallo stato servile®; p. 68: ,,condizione
non pienamente servile®.

18 ¢f. p. 58.
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to other persons appearing with them. The reason for this is simple: the word 6pentdc
and its synonyms and correlatives are not legal terms but social terms indicating a
relationship between people and not their standing according to the law!19, The term
was familiarly in use to designate any child brought up by persons other than its own
parents, without regard to its exact legal status. Nevertheless, after an initial study of
evidence gathered from authors, inscriptions and papyri, I have a strong impression
that A. Cameron, to whom we owe the (still) fundamental study on Opentoi in Asia
Minor!20, has unduly emphasized cases of fosterage and adoption at the expense of
those of slaves and freedmen. In fact, in most of the twenty-one cases adduced for the
first category, fosterers are dependants of distinguished families (slaves and
freedmen) entrusted with the upbringing of their young masters (who are very rarely
called Opentol). Cameron himself acknowledges this. His second group of 6pentoi, in
which he recognizes adopted children, consists of eight cases. Of these, only one (IG
XII 5, 199, Paros) is beyond any doubt, as evidenced by the formula of adoption ka6’
vioBeotov. A recently published inscription from Bilhyni3121, although it does not
contain any of the above mentioned terms, is very interesting in this context, since it
presents us with three freeborn children given by their natural parents to friends for
adoption: ... tobg 8 &1épovg 1peig nEdog St EEexdmon Eni yEav, ddke pépv
gtépotor giloig mESog kaléovoiy, mavtag dpoevikols ... Most probably, all three of
them would be called Bpentot by their adoptive parents.

Cameron’s third group, embracing 8pentot of servile and libertine status, is actual-
ly the central one. Some Bpentoi are clearly slaves because their manumissions are
recorded, some have unmistakable slave names (d1hodéonotoc, drhoxdproc)!?2, and
others mention their masters or patrons. The word Bpentdg in this context designates
slaves brought up by their masters, regardless of whether they were house-born
slaves123, purchased slaves!24 or children rescued from exposure and reared in
slavery. In many of these cases, the word Bpentdg is freely used as a synonym for
odpa, toddproy, nondiov and other ordinary terms for slaves. Not being a legal
term, it was used of slaves even after their manumission 125,

It is generally thought that Opentol were distinguished from ,,mere §odAor“, but
caution is necessary here. True, there are cases where affectionate relations developed

19 y. Miiller’s proposal to read lines 3—4 of the mscnpnon published as no. 13 in the
corpus of Beroia (note 74) as xod tolg 16 od[pera xed w6 Opélupata nwrodor[v] (Chlron 31
[2()0] | 425; 445) does not seem acceptable to me. Perhaps it would be better to supply kel toic
v cm&umcz Kol té ki) porre nwiodot[v]?

120" @PENTOZ and Related Terms in the Inscriptions of Asia Minor, Anatolian Studies
Presented to W. H. Buckler, Manchester 1939, 27-62.

ls. Sahin, R. Merkelbach, EA 1 (1983) 57 = SEG 33, 1082 = Merkelbach, Stauber,
Steinepigramme aus dem griechischen Osten, Bd. 1I (s. o. Anm. 26), no. 09/05/34; cf. J. and L.
Robert, Bull. épigr. 1984, 468.

2 Significantly enough Opéntog and Euvao«pog themselves appear as slave names.

[G VII 3376: ov idrov Bpentdv Oy elye olkoyevii.

4 M. Segre, ASAtene 22-23, N.S. 6-7 (194445 [1952]) no. 183: the manumitted slave,
herself a Bpenm, Opéyer ... Bpepdriov Gplp)ev Sretée ... dyopaliovrev adtdy (sc. her
masters) Té Teondiee.

511GV 1, 1208: b Bpentde xod dnehedBepoc
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between masters and slaves brought up in their house, or even by masters them-
selves!20, but the same phenomenon can be observed in cases of ,,mere doDAor“, so
that we should not single out Bpentoi as a favoured class of slaves. Just like any other
slave, they could run away!27, be denied burial in the family tomb otherwise often
granted to slaves!28, or fall out with their masters 129, In any event, I would propose
to consider all the Opentoi appearing in inscriptions from the sanctuary of Apollo
Lairbenos as slaves.

Motives adduced by the masters or parents/grandparents for performing a xarto-
ypopny of their slave or child/grandchild invariably lead back to Apollo, i.e., to dreams
and commands sent by him. On the other hand, the future connection between the
God and the conveyed slave or freeborn child/grandchild, whose conveyance, as we
have already noted, meant for him the acquisition of the status of iepdg (xol
EhedBepoc) 130 (K29, K38) and iepdc (K49) respectively, is less prominent in the
Phrygian texts than in the Macedonian ones. We find no inscriptions mentioning their
service to the God or featuring the God as their sole master. Only in one case is it
stated that no human will have power over the conveyed slave (K29: undevog £xovtog
av[Bpad]nov é€ovsiav kot 100 'AlroAA]oviov d1d 10 obtwg huliv] SeddyxOon),
while in another the enslavement of the conveyed slave is expressly prohibited (K31:
undevog Exovtog t€ovatay dvtunely 1) ypopfi Tod fi pdyacBon g SovAng). The
situation with the paramone-obligations of the conveyed slaves is identical — this
clause probably features only in one awkwardly formulated text!3!, We are therefore
probably justified in assuming that all the other xatoypagal were of immediate
effect.

126 Cf, an Earl y Byzantine inscription from Macedonian Beroia (Gounaropoulou, Halzo-
poulos, [note 74] no. 445; M. Ricl, A Family Quarrel in Early Byzantine Beroea, Scripla
Classica Israelica 20 [2001] 97-104), where the mistress refers to her deceased Openth as 10
yAvxbtotdy plolv Opentépry, & éy[d dlvéBpewo bx[d] tig épde pdhog, Mepdvtiv. Her un-
limell death prompted the mistress to build a tomb for the whole family, including the Opert.

127 p,Oxy. 1 298: 611 ) Openth cné[8]po oe.

128 TAM 11 439: 10ic Ope(rytoi(c) uh £Eelv.

129 petzl (note 15), 29, no. 20 = Ricl pp. 215-216, no. 89: lovAin énapacapuévn Openth
idig 'Ovnoipy; op. cit. p. 54, no. 44 = Ricl pp. 219-220, no. 94: Oeodétn Mbxw[vi énnpd-
cato} Opent®, émdn dpdpfevog] tég xipog vt ékalkboa]to.

130 The same status is awarded to Makarinos, a slave consecrated by his masters to Arlemis
(Kos, second century BC): dwéBnxe ... moudiov ... édedBepov, iepov 1ag @cod (SEG 14, 529)
and to slaves from Central Greece liberated by the procedure of sacral manumission.

131 K9, 11 2-4: ¢¢" & (sc. xatoy[pdoo] k& GAny Bpenthy "Appialv)) drlEp 10 xolro-
Aerp(O)fivad pe brodihtw undepi[av] énifacwy. I translate ,under the condition that she is not
submitted to any attack/pressure that I be left behind (= that she leaves me behind)“, The
formula ép’ @ with the future indicative or aorist subjunctive is usual in Greek contracts for
expressing the condition of the contract.
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Inscription K43 involves one Apollonios, the son of Diodoros and grandson of
Menestratos (['AmoA]Adviog Atoddl[pov Mlevestpdron!32), a tepdc!33. He conveys
his te@papévog Ammianos to Apollo; together with him, he also conveys one
Ammiane (?) whose status is not stated (1. 3-8: xoto[ypde)o 'Appavdy, tov |
[Eu]ovtod tebpapéllvolv Oed 'Andrhwve | [Ae]punvd, xot[oy]lpdee | [8]E kol
‘Ap[proviv?]). In the subsequent lines he conveys to the God yet another Bpent, this
time acting together with his daughter Ammis who is also qualified as a tepd. (1. 8~
13: xaltaypdgovory [xad "Appi()]lav, thv odolav 1@v ouv]hepdv Ope[ntiv,
Opéy]lag petd: [f]g Ov[yorpdc] | *Appidols) 1epdilc)!34). 1 propose to recognize in
Apollonios and his daughter Ammis two ovviepoild, who brought up and owned
together the conveyed Openti), and who are now jointly offering her to the God.
Ammianos and Ammiane (?), on the other hand, were Apollonios’ own property, and
he therefore disposed of them alone, in accordance with his own wishes. Apollonios
and Ammis are both freeborn individuals who most probably acquired the status of
iepoi by having been dedicated to Apollo Lairbenos by their parents.

Next comes the most important novelty in the new texts. At the end, Apollonios
conveys to the God a weaving (?) workshop constructed in his (?) house (Il. 13-15:
k[od év 1fi] | oikig épyaotipifov xates]lkevaopévov ylepdraxdv]!30, T propose the
reading y[epSioxdv] attested in papyri.'37 This is the first attestation of immovables
being conveyed to Apollo Lairbenos. It is possible that Ammianos, Ammiane and
Ammia were skilled workers destined to continue working in the workshop producing
cloth for the sanctuary and for sale.

Inscription K44 is engraved on the upper moulding of the base containing texts
D23 and K43* Here is the reading proposed by T. Ritti: [ - --- - - Jewg?
Movivoet{o}og ‘Eppod, 1od | [kail? Zoloeipov "Eppnlnvog kol Acodeul[xeic,
o]ixkd(v) &v Novvde, e&exdpnoe | [thv Opertiv?] Mektivny, vac. P [#v]

132 Riuti restores ['AroA]Adviog Arddw[poc? M]eveotpdrov and understands the name as
»Apollonios Diodoros, figlo di Menestratos (oppure Apollonios, figlio di Diodoros Mene-
stratos)".

133 Other iepof figure in D9 (dedicant), K8 (author of a xaraypagi), K11 (author of a
kazoypogh), and three, possibly four confession-inscriptions (Petzl [note 15], nos. 109, 117,
118, 123 = Ricl, nos. 112, 109, 114, 122). The word tepdg is engraved above K43#, in larger
letters; it stands at the end of inscription D23.

Ritti reads xaltoypdgovoty [xed "Appi?]lay, Ty odslav - - - ] | iepdv Ope[nthy,
éxyopio?lloag petd tig Ov[yorpde] | "Appidolc) iepa. Cf. her comment on 1. 11-12: ,alle 1.
11712 l'integrazione del verbo éxywpém & decisamente molto congetturale e si ispira al testo dei
nn. K44* et K46",

135 Cf. 1. A. Papapostolou, ‘Apycnoloyikh) ‘Egnuepic (1973) 167-174: Ot suviepot 100
“"Hpwg Opdowve Eevopdytog (Pharai in Achaia). The same word appears only in Plutarch
(Amar. 753E), but with a different meaning, ,,having joint sacrifices™.

Ritti restores: k[oi? &v] | olxiq? épyasmpi[ov xates?]Ikevaapévoy y[ -- - - |. In her
commentary she envisages the possibility of reading v fj oixig, but proposes no restorations
for the missing word starting with gamma. For wool industries of Hierapolis, cf. H. W. Pleket,
EA 12 (1988) 25-37.

137 p.Mich. X1 620 = SB VIII 9898: épyaotipiov yepdra[xév]. Other workshops for the
production and treatment of textiles are often mentioned in papyri (P.Bon. 24 A; P.Dubl. 31;
P.Ross.Georg. 111 38; CPR XIV 11).
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nopnydpnoe {IC)? kol kotéypayey [koi] éxapéootov dwpedg xdpev), | [dt]apépe
TOYACPCIQN tecépov | ©° éncrgaverdtov Bedv. The first three lines of this diffi-
cult text are engraved on the crowning member of the base, the fourth one is care-
lessly added in differently shaped letters immediately below it, the next three lines
occupy the slanting part of the moulding, and the last line is engraved on the body of
the base, immediately above D23. The first three lines make complete sense, by sta-
ting the name, the citizenship and the place of residence of the donor. The last word
(EEeydpnoe) denotes the act of cession. The difficulties in reading and comprehension
start from line 4, where the letters change completely from square to round ones.
Comparing the form of lettering and the contents of other inscriptions on the same
base, I have come to the conclusion that the continuation of K44* could well have
been inscription K50 occupying an analogous position on the other side of the same
base. T. Ritti proposes the following reading for K50*: ‘HAelwv 'And[Ahovi Aor-
pNV@), | t@® mpooeiotd|[tt tfic Motedn]lviv (mo)hewe, kord é[rmirayhv ad?]itod 10d
Beod xopdo[i]lfov dvépoter Mepreivny, dfc é1dv] | névte, el 8¢ 1i¢ énexoléoer,
[Bficer eic] | tdv Beov mpooteipon »,Bo’ [xoa eig] | 10 tapeiov »,Bo’. If we combine
the first three lines of K44* with K50* we get the following text: [ ----- - Jewg?
Avovioer{a)og ‘Eppod, 1od | [kai? Zeloeipov, "Eppninvog kot Acodetl[keie,
o]ixd(v) &v Navvle, t&exdpnoe | ‘HAelp({v) 'Ano[Ahovi Aatppnvd], | @
npooetotd[tt g MoteAn]ivdv (ré)rewg, kotd E[mtayhv ab?]itod 100 Oeod,
xopéo[i]lPov dvépater Meptetvny, dfg étdv] | névte: el 8 1ig Enexadéoer, [Bhoer
eic] I tov Bedv mpooteipov * ,Po’ [koi eig] | 10 Topelov ,»,Bo’. In this manner, we
retrieve the name of the author of the xeroypoen K50* and its missing main verb
(£€eydpnoe). T. Ritti’s conjecture is that on top of the base there once stood a plinth
with the first lines of K50*, lost today (p. 40).

However this may be, the penultimate line of K44* as published by T. Ritti
remains a puzzle to me. The only thing that seems certain is the reference to ,.four
manifest gods“ in the last line. Perhaps the name of the conveyed slave is somehow
latent in the letters YAEPEIQN (or however they are to be read), about whom it is
specified that he belongs (Sagéper vel sim.) to the ,,four manifest gods* (7).

In lines 2-3 of inscription K45 Ritti reads the God’s epithet as Aappl[nv@. On the
photograph of the stone I see the letters AAIP in the second line, suggesting either
Aotppmvéd or Aouppnvd.

In lines 2-3 of inscription K56 Ritti supplies the name of the author of the xarto-
ypagny in question and his conveyed son (?) as NEHIZ]xwv. Could the real name be
Neixwov!38? The photograph of the stone was made at an inconvenient angle, but the
visible traces of letters seem to point to that name.

Marijana Ricl University of Belgrade
Cika Ljubina 18-20
YU-11000 Beograd

138 Another Neikon, son of Neikon appears in K1.
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