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THE MurTiPLE HONOURS OF ENSLAVED PEOPLE
IN ANCIENT GREEK SOCIETIES

Kostas Vassopoulos*

N HIS FAMOUS BOOK Slavery and Social Death, Orlando Patterson presented a link

between slavery and honour that has proved highly influential with scholars working
in many disciplines, periods and areas.' Patterson argued that dishonour was an essential
element of slavery in its various global permutations, alongside natal alienation; the lack
of honour was a defining element of what it meant to be a slave. Over the last decade,
a series of studies have started to critically re-examine the value of Patterson’s concep-
tual scheme;” this chapter, alongside the other contributions to this volume, aims to
extend this rethinking and challenge the validity of Patterson’s essentialist linkage of
slavery with dishonour. My main argument is that this identification is highly mislead-
ing and one-sided. It is beyond dispute, of course, that dishonour was a condition that
was often inflicted on slaves. Patterson’s approach primarily focuses on the perspective
of the masters and the slaveholding societies they lived in; from that perspective, his
approach is undoubtedly useful. At the same time, however, slaves constructed and
exhibited various forms of honour, on the basis of their various coexisting identities;
finally, the various relationships in which slavery was inscribed did not result solely in
the dishonouring of slaves, but could also employ forms and conceptions of honour in
ways that are radically different from what Patterson’s approach makes us assume.

In order to approach the honour of enslaved persons, we need to make some clari-
fications with regard both to slavery and to honour. Slaves were undoubtedly the
property of their masters; in addition, ancient political communities generally accorded
hardly any rights to slaves and excluded them from most activities that were intimately
connected to male free status.” It is the cumulative consequence of these two factors that
makes slavery and dishonour so deeply intertwined. If honour is, among other things,
a right to respect, as Frank Henderson Stewart has argued,* it follows that slave status

Translations are principally drawn from Bathrellou and Vlassopoulos 2022; other translations are the
author’s unless otherwise indicated.

Patterson 1982.

For early criticisms of Patterson’s approach, see Franklin 1983; for more recent and more systematic
engagements, see Brown 2009; Bodel and Scheidel 2016.

For slavery as property, see the exhaustive treatment in Lewis 2016; 2018. For slavery and exclusion from

activities associated with the free, see Mactoux 1988.
Stewart 1994: 21.
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as such had no right to respect, and accordingly no honour. But enslaved persons were
not defined exclusively on the basis of their slave status; they were also defined through
the various relationships they constructed or participated in.” Relationships with their
masters were obviously important; these relationships could give rise to honour and its
attendant claims — see Canevaro in this volume. But equally important were relation-
ships with other free people apart from their masters, with other slaves, as well as within
the various communities on the basis of kinship, occupation, ethnicity and cult that
slaves participated in. Within these relationships, slaves played a variety of roles. Some
of these roles were linked with their status as slaves: they worked as cultivators, servants,
artisans or in positions of trust and authority.® Other roles were independent from or
relatively detached from their status as slaves: enslaved persons were often members of
families and kinship groups and performed roles as parents, spouses, lovers, siblings,
relatives or children; they were members of ethnic communities or occupational and
religious associations. If slaves had no right to respect on the basis of their slave status,
things might have been quite different with regard to the other roles that slaves played.

In order to conceptualise this issue, it is worth employing the distinction between
recognition respect and appraisal respect proposed by Stephen Darwall.” Recogni-
tion respect consists in ‘a disposition to weigh appropriately in one’s deliberations
some feature of the person in question and to act accordingly’.® Recognition respect
could be paid to legal status, and from this point of view slaves could have no claim
to respect. But recognition respect could also be accorded to the other roles played
by slaves; it could, for example, be accorded to their roles as spouses or parents, as we
shall see below. Recognition respect could also be paid to the occupational roles that
slaves performed; in fact, in the case of slaves who lived and worked on their own
as artisans or traders, the transactions they entered could not have worked efficiently
unless other persons prioritised according recognition to the occupational roles of the
enslaved persons rather than paying attention solely to their status as slaves.” Appraisal
respect has as its objects ‘persons or features which are held to manifest their excel-
lence as persons or as engaged in some specific pursuit’.'” This kind of respect could be
paid to valuable features exhibited by slaves (loyalty, love, trustworthiness) or to feats
that enslaved persons performed in the course of playing their roles as e.g. artisans,
holders of positions of authority, or members of cult groups. In other words, once we
take into account not just slave status, but also the relationships that involved enslaved
persons, we are in a position to discover the multiple honours of enslaved people in
antiquity. In this chapter I shall examine three major examples of such relationships:
between masters and slaves; relationships between free and slave; and relationships
within the communities that slaves created or participated in.""

®> Vlassopoulos 2022.

® For a detailed examination of these slave roles and how they figured in the identity of Roman slaves, see
Joshel 1992.

7 Darwall 1977; see also Darwall 2013b.

¥ Darwall 1977: 38.

? See the excellent discussion in Canevaro 2018.

' Darwall 1977: 38.

""" For a detailed analysis of these relationships, see Vlassopoulos 2021: 113—46.
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The arguments of this chapter require two important caveats. The first is that they
focus primarily, but not exclusively, on male slaves. Slavery, like everything else, was
a highly gendered experience; what applies to the honour of male slaves might apply
in significantly different ways to the honour of female slaves. Given the nature of the
sources examined below, the focus on male slaves is largely unavoidable; I hope to
examine in a future contribution the extent to which the arguments presented here in
regards to male slaves can be also applied to female slaves. The second caveat concerns
the focus of this volume on the relationship between honour and slavery in the Greek
world. As I have argued elsewhere, the traditional identification of Greek slavery
with slavery in classical Athens can no longer stand.” The history of Greek slavery
must finally embrace the history of slave systems in the Hellenistic and early imperial
Greek-speaking Eastern Mediterranean. In this respect, I employ in this chapter Greek
sources from the Hellenistic and early imperial periods. At the same time, Greek slave
systems, in particular in the early imperial period, were seriously affected by the impact
of Roman slaveholding practices, legal systems and ideologies. There is no space in
this chapter to examine the complex implications of this entanglement; I hope again
to be able to examine the issue in a future contribution.

Masters, Slaves and Honour

Let us start with the relationship between masters and slaves. There is no doubt that this
was commonly conceived as an instrumental relationship in which slaves existed in order
to fulfil the needs and wishes of their masters. The fact that slaves were property and had
almost no claims towards their masters that Greek legal systems felt obliged to protect
made the master—slave relationship extremely asymmetrical in principle.” Violence and
the threat of violence were often sufficient tools for regulating this relationship, as numer-
ous ancient sources attest."* But it is important to point out the existence of sources which
point in a different direction, since they have important implications. I start with a passage
from pseudo-Aristotle’s Economics (13442227, trans. Armstrong):

dov @V 8¢ €16M 6V0, Emitpomog Kai £pydTng. Emel 68 OpdUEV OTL Ol TOISEION TOLOVG TIVAG
7010061 TODC VEOUG, AvayKeIoV Kol TOPUGKEVAGAUUEVOV TPEPEY Ol T ELeVBépia TdV
£PYOV TPOGTOKTEOV. OUIAIa 8¢ TPOC dovAOVG MG pnte VPPIlew €av unte avidy, Kol Tolg
HeV EAevbep®TEPOLG TIUTC HETASIOOVOL, TOTG O™ EPYaTOIG TPOPTG AT 00C.

Of slaves there are two kinds; those in positions of trust, and the labourers. And
since it is a matter of experience that the character of the young can be moulded by
training, when we require charging slaves with tasks befitting the free, we have not
only to procure the slaves, but to bring them up for this. In our intercourse with
slaves we must neither suffer them to be insolent nor treat them with cruelty. A

"2 Vlassopoulos 2021: 166-99.

" For slaves and Greek states and legal systems, see Ismard 2019b.

" See e.g. [Plut.] On the Education of Children 8f-9a. For violence and ancient slavery, see Klees 1998:
176—217; Hunt 2016b; Lenski 2016.
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share of honour should be given to those who are doing more of a freeman’s work,
and abundance of food to those who are labouring with their hands.

Pseudo-Aristotle points out a major distinction among slaves: between the majority
of slaves who worked as labourers under the direct control and supervision of their
masters or their representatives, and a minority of slaves who operated in positions of
trust and authority. He proposes that a form of recognition respect should be paid to
slaves in positions of trust and authority who perform tasks associated with free status.
How this conception worked in practice can be examined in a third-century CE peti-
tion from Oxyrhynchus in Egypt (P. Turner 41 = Bathrellou—Vlassopoulos 1.18):

Avpniio [po]tépy[e] @ kol "Hpovi otpa(myd) O&u(puyxitov) mapa Av[pInAliog]
Zopamriadog g kai Atovvcapiov Bv[ya]tpog Amorhopdvovg tod Kol Zopomapi®yog
€&nyntevoavtog thg Avivoém(v) Tolemg [xm]pic kupiov ypnuatilodong dikaim TEKvov.
£xovco, TPATEPOV TOD TOTPOG OV S0VAOV OVOLATL ZapOmimve. Kot TODTOV Vopicaso Undev
QoDAOV TL Stampd[E]acOar ¢ elvai pov maTpricdv Koi memotedcOor v’ £pod T HUaETEpO,
0DTOg 0VK 010° dmeg &€ EmTPIPhic VeV GALOTPIO PPOVAGAC THC TOPEXOUEVIG ODT® VT’
€100 TIUTGS Kol yopnyiog T@V avayKoimv mpog diattoy DPEAOUEVOS TIVOL, GO TOV NUETEPDV
ped’ dv adTd xoteokevasa ipotiov kol SAA®Y Kol GV Kol adTdg £0VTEH TEPIETOW|GUTO 8K
TV NueTépov Aadpy amédpa. MepmymOsica 8¢ ivon Todtov &v 1@ Nopov énow[in] . . .

To Aurelius Protarchus, also called Heron, strategus of the Oxyrhynchite nome,
from Aurelia Sarapias, also called Dionysarion, daughter of Apollophanes . . . I
have a slave, formerly of my father’s, Sarapion by name, who I thought would
commit nothing wrong, since he was my paternal slave and had been entrusted
by me with our affairs. This man (I don’t know how — on the provocation of
others) adopted an enemy’s attitude towards the honour and provision of the
necessaries for life I gave him. He stealthily took some of our things, together
with some clothes I had prepared for him and some others and some other
stuft, which he helped himself to from our belongings, and secretly ran away.
I got wind of the fact that he was at Chairemon’s house, in the hamlet of

15
Nomou . ..

Aurelia Sarapias petitions the strategus with regard to the flight of her slave Sarapion.
She appears perplexed by the fact that the slave chose to flee and steal some of her
belongings, despite the fact that she had provided him with life’s necessities and had
treated him with honour. Given that she describes Sarapion as ‘entrusted with her
affairs’, it is reasonable to assume that he had a position of trust and authority; this
seems to accord with pseudo-Aristotle’s distinction we examined above. But what did
honour consist of in this instance, and what was the point of a mistress treating her
slave with honour? A helpful hint in this respect comes from Artemidorus’ Inferpreta-
tion of Dreams (2.9 = Bathrellou—Vlassopoulos 1.27), in a discussion of lightning as a
symbol indicating drastic changes in the lives of the dreamers:

" See Llewelyn 1992: 55-60, 1997: 9-46.
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10 Kepavvodshat . . . SoVA®V PEV TOVG un &v TioTel dvtag Ehevbepol, ToVg O¢ €v mioTel
6vtag 1 Ty mopd Toig deomOTANG 1] TOAAL KTHHOTO EYOVTOS AQALPEL TG TioTEMS KOl TG
TG KOl TV KTNUATOV.

Being struck by lightning will result in the manumission of those slaves who are
not in a position of trust; but slaves who are trusted and honoured by their masters

or own many possessions will be deprived of those.'

Artemidorus distinguishes between two groups of slaves: the first group without
privileges, presumably the majority, and a second privileged group, consisting of
those who have honour, trust and possessions from their masters. We can interpret
these honours bestowed by masters on their slaves in two ways, which are mutu-
ally compatible. Honour consists of the positions of trust and the possessions that
masters gave to their slaves; these privileges are the visible manifestation of how
masters honour their slaves. But we can also argue that honour, and the other privi-
leges, are construed as rewards; they constitute what masters offer to their slaves as
recognition of their meritorious acts or faithful service. This is clearly expressed in
an important passage from Xenophon’s Oeconomicus (14.8=9, trans. Marchant), in
which Ischomachus discusses how he treats his slaves:

odc 8’ &v aicOavopal, £pn, SHng Kol £b TAcYoVToC £Tt ASIKETY TEP®UEVOUC, TOVTOVG (G
avnkéctoug mheovékTtac dvtag 1idn Kol Tiic xprioeng dmomavm. odg & dv abd Katauddm
un T TAéov e Lovov Sid THY Stkolocvny Ematpopévong dtkaiovg elvat, GALY Kai ToD
gmawveiobot Embopodvrag Hi' Epod, tovtolg domep ElevBépoig 1N ypdpot, od pdvov
TAOLTI{®V GAAG Kol TGV OGS KOAOVG T€ Kayahog.

And if T find any attempting to persist in dishonesty, although they are well
treated, I regard them as incorrigibly greedy, and have nothing more to do with
them. On the other hand, if T discover that a man is inclined to be honest not only
because he gains by his honesty, but also from a desire to win my approbation, I
treat him like a free man by making him rich; and not only so, but I honour him
as a gentleman."’

Ischomachus distinguishes clearly between material rewards and honour; while he is
dealing with slaves, who have no claim to recognition respect on the basis of their
slave status, he is still willing to accord appraisal respect to certain slaves for their feats
and appropriate moral disposition.

This observation highlights an important wider point. Slavery could certainly
be construed as a relationship of property, as a permanent and dishonourable sta-
tus, or as an instrumental relationship; but in all ancient societies there also existed
alternative modalities, that conceptualised slavery in very different and often quite

' For Artemidorus and slavery, see Annequin 1987; Klees 1990; Chandezon 2018.
"7 For detailed discussion of the use of rewards and other slaving strategies in Greek slavery, see now Porter
2025.



184 KOSTAS VLASSOPOULOS

contradictory ways."® Slavery could be perceived as a highly asymmetrical but recip-
rocal relationship of benefit and reward, assimilated to other asymmetrical reciprocal
relationships like patronage: masters benefited from the services of their slaves and
were grateful for them; slaves benefited from the benevolent protection of their
masters and expressed their gratitude and respect. This is the phenomenon of mas-
ter—slave paternalism, so effectively described by Eugene Genovese in respect to the
antebellum US South."” This modality of reciprocity of benefactions and rewards
is presented by a Milesian inscription from the imperial period (SEG xlvi 1475 =
Bathrellou—Vlassopoulos 12.34):

TiBéprov TovAov: Titov Aapavod Acia[g] apyepéms, viov Kopvniio @pod<yr> Aapuovov
1N eapurio TOV id10v KOpLOV.

Tiberius Julius Frugi Damianus, son of Titus Damianus, high priest of Asia, of the
tribe Cornelia; the familia [honours] its own master.

It is worth noting the Roman context of this inscription, both in the use of Latin words
(familia) and in the Roman citizenship of the master. It is of course already remarkable
to see a community of fellow slaves performing an honouring act in relationship to its
master; but it is equally worth stressing the elite status of the master, who occupied the
prestigious position of high priest of the imperial cult in the province of Asia. Slaves
could gain honour by their association with a prestigious master in comparison with
slaves owned by ordinary masters; this is in important respects the raison d’étre of this
particular inscription. I will give two further examples which illustrate the significance
of masters for the honour acquired by their slaves. My first example is an imperial-
period inscription from Bithynia (I.Iznik 1201 = Bathrellou—Vlassopoulos 5.30):

ayodf] Toym" €rovg P’ [M] Oxamvd[v] koun £teiunoev Aopdgopov tiig kpatiotng K[A]
(avdiag) Eiddog {4} oikovopov torapdvt Kol €ikocy Kol mpoedpig kol Katevuyf{v} o
Biov, kol v yvvaikav avtod IMotopudade apetiic xbpv kol @ukovdpiog, S TO Hudg
Tatpoved<c>0at VO aVTOD ACLVKPITOG.

With good fortune. In the year 12, the village of the Okaenoi honoured Doryphoros,
the estate manager of the excellent Claudia Eias, with a stele, portraits, seating in the
first row and prayers, for the duration of his entire life. Also his wife Potamias, for her
virtue and her love for her husband. [The reason for this honour] is that he has been
an outstanding patron for us.

Doryphoros is described as the estate manager (oikonomos); the fact that the estate
owner Claudia Eias is recorded with her Roman nomen, while there is no nomen men-
tioned for Doryphoros, suggests that he was still a slave and not a Roman freedman,
though the argument cannot be conclusive. It is fairly obvious that the village of the

8 For modalities of slavery, see Vlassopoulos 2018a; 2021: 148-54.
'Y Genovese 1974.
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Okaenoi honours Doryphoros because of the important role he plays in the estate of a
woman who was probably a major landowner in the area; it is the honour and prestige
of the mistress which shaped the honour received by the slave. The Roman citizen-
ship of this female landowner in a Greek-speaking area is a characteristic example of
the entanglement between Greek and Roman ideologies and practices of honour.

Another interesting example is offered by an imperial-period inscription from
Lydia (TAM V.1 442 = Bathrellou—Vlassopoulos 7.9):

Ebrtuyog TovAiag Tapiiing 6odAog Tpaypatevtig oLV Kol Tf] yovouki Emxtydvn edynyv Oep
viod Newmnj[t]ov Mnvi A&lettnvd 610 10 6<0>0fvor avtov Kt Tod 0god dcbevodvra.

Eutychos, slave business agent of Ioulia Tabille, together with his wife Epigone,
(offer this) to Men Axiettenos as fulfilment of a vow on behalf of their son Niketas,
because, when ill, he was saved by the god.

In this particular case, the manager mentioned by single name explicitly states that
he is the slave of a Roman mistress, thus supporting the interpretation for the earlier
inscription. The reference to the mistress has no link to the rest of the inscription,
which records the fulfilment of a vow made by the slave and his wife for the health
of their son; it is therefore likely that it is the prestige of the mistress which explains
why she is mentioned in this otherwise unrelated document. Eutychos could acquire
honour by being associated with his important Roman mistress.

Free People, Slaves and Honour

We can now move to the second relationship, that between free and slave. Prima
facie, it is again fairly evident that there is a major disjuncture between the hon-
ourable free and the dishonourable slaves. This disjuncture can be illustrated with
multiple examples: free people were punished with monetary fines for punishable
offences, while slaves faced physical punishment for the very same offences;* slaves
were excluded from eminently honourable activities, such as participation in the gym-
nasium and in pederastic relationships;”' in societies in which kinship was one of the
major structuring elements for the free population, slave kinship was legally invisible.*
Freedom allowed women access to an honourable way of life, to the extent that eleu-
thera (free woman) ultimately became a synonym for wife; slavery had the opposite
consequences for dishonoured female slaves.”

One could multiply examples ad infinitum; but at the same time, it is impor-
tant to introduce a number of significant qualifications. The major one is that the

See e.g. the regulations in IG II? 1362 from fourth-century BCE Athens.

See e.g. the gymnasiarchal law of Beroia: EKM 1, Beroia 1, 21-32; see Mactoux 1988; Gauthier and
Hatzopoulos 1993; Roubineau 2018.

For kinship in Athens, see Humphreys 2018. For slave kinship, see Martin 2003; Mouritsen 2011a;
Schmitz 2012; Simonis 2017.

* Harper 2016b.
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identification of the free/slave distinction with the honoured/dishonoured distinc-
tion did not apply to all Greek communities in the same way and did not hold
under all circumstances. Being a slave was not associated in all Greek communities
with exclusion from honour and honourable activities. I will take as an example
the case of marriage, as it is particularly relevant for the concept of dishonour and
social death, as conceived by Orlando Patterson. In patriarchal slave-owning societ-
les marriage is not always an activity associated with honour; it could be inflicted
on slaves irrespective of their actual will, as the biography of Malchus so eloquently
illustrates (Jerome, Life of Malchus 6). This is undoubtedly an important side of the
coin; at the same time, not only is the offer of marriage an honour in itself, but mar-
riage restrictions between groups with different social status and prestige emphasise
the significance of honour for marriage practices. It would follow that marriages
between free and slave should be unthinkable, and that was of course the case in
many ancient, medieval and early modern societies; classical Athens would again be
a characteristic example of this phenomenon. But in other societies, this was clearly
not the case, as one finds in the ancient Near East or in medieval Muslim societies,
where mixed marriages were permitted.” As regards the Greek world, the clear-
est evidence for mixed marriages concerns the regulations in the fifth-century BCE
law code of Gortyn. Gortynian laws could show a fairly clear distinction between
the relative honour of free and slave individuals: while the rape of a free person by
another free person was punished by a fine of 200 drachmas, the rape of a slave by
a free person was valued at only 5 drachmas (IC IV 72 II 2-9); the ratio of 1:40
expresses eloquently the relative honour of each group.” But at the same time, other
regulations in the code (IC IV 72 VI 56-VII 10 = Bathrellou—Vlassopoulos 12.26)
point in a different direction:

[’ & dohoc] Emi Tav EhevOépay EADOV Omviet, EAevbep” Epey T0 TéKVAL. 0l € K™ & ELevOEpa
£mi TOV d0AOV, O0N" Epev T0 Tékva. ai € K™ g TG avTdg HaTpog EAevbepa kol SoAM TEKVOL
yévetay, € K amobavel & pitep, of kK €L kpépaTa, Tove Ehevdépove Exev. ai 8 Ehevdépot g
€KoEleV, TOVG EMPAAAOVTOVG AVOIAEDOL.

If the slave goes to a free woman and marries her, their children are to be free; but
if the free woman [goes to] the slave, their children are to be slaves. And if free
and slave children are born from the same mother, when the mother dies, if there
is property, the free children are to have it; but if there should be no free children,
her relatives are to inherit it.

The law aims to regulate the legal status and inheritance rights of children from mixed
marriages; mixed marriages as such are not the issue here, and consequently we do not
know anything else concerning the circumstances in which such marriages would take
place.” T want to emphasise two aspects; the first is that mixed marriages are simply

* Westbrook 1998; Ali 2010; Vlassopoulos 2018b; (forthcoming).
» See Lewis 2018: 150-3.

* For property rights as the main issue of these regulations, see Lewis 2013.
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taken for granted, without the need to offer any context or qualification; the second
is that the mixed marriages mentioned here concern relationships between male slaves
and free women. Given the patriarchal structure of ancient societies, relations between
free males and female subordinates were accepted in many of them; what was rather
unusual was relationships between free females and male subordinates, which were
usually seriously frowned upon, if not actively prohibited.” Whatever the social back-
ground behind the Gortynian regulation, it is fairly evident that either legal status did
not carry sufficient dishonour to obstruct slaves from entering into marriages with free
women, or the dishonour of slave status applied only within certain limits, and did not
affect social practices outside these limits. This chimes in well with Aristotle’s observa-
tion (Pol. 2.2, 1264a17-22) that Cretans allowed to their slaves everything they allowed
to themselves, with the exception of participating in the gymnasium and the possession
of weapons.

The existing evidence does not enable us to tell whether other Greek cities allowed
slaves access to honourable practices such as marriage, as was the case in Gortyn. But
we can be fairly certain that Greek cities could opt to put aside the dishonour associ-
ated with slavery in certain contexts and for certain purposes. I do not want to enter
here the debate as to whether the Athenian law of hybris recognises slave honour, an
issue discussed extensively by Canevaro, and by Fisher in his chapter in this volume. I
turn instead to the case of public slaves, recently analysed superbly by Paulin Ismard.*
Some decrees record honours for Greek public slaves; an interesting case concerns an
Athenian fragmentary honorary decree from 302/1 Bce (SEG lix 117, trans. Lambert).
The first fragment of the decree records the following:

[éml NucorAéo Jug dipyovtog émi tijg Aswvr[idog dekdtng] mputaveiog Nt Nikmv Ocod[dpov
Mw0Oev]g Eypopp<a>tevev: Movvydv[og Tpitnt pet | gikdoos, devtépan Kol ik [0oTit
g mplutaveiog ExkAncios @V mpoé[dpwv Emeyn]elev Twoictpatog Aviipdav[ov
Knt1106?] xai cuvpdedpor Avciotpat[og ..... PJhogpav Ay, Hynuov Avay, Ni|[o.....
Alhar, Dpovpiong ‘Oabd, Bonbog Oop, [......Jog ABpo, Avtikiiic Elevotl, O@d6dm[pog Oiva]
1, ®1Aivog Aiyih £doev Tt Su[mt....]idne Xapitwvoc Muppt einev: n[epi GV Av]TipdaTng
0 dnuod[oliog €60&ev v T[d1 Muwt Evv]opa iketevety, €nedn Emk[pdme npdltepdv te
ovumep@Oeis Emt otp[aTomédov]| VINPETHoWY T GTpaTNY®dL AlemcOével K]gi TOV TOAMTOV
TOig otTpaT[eVOpEVOLS Kal] Tapépeve mhvta TOV Yp[OVoV]

In the archonship of Nikokles, in the tenth prytany, of Leontis, for which
Nikon, son of Theodoros of Plotheia, was secretary; on the twenty-eighth of
Mounichion, the twenty-second of the prytany. Assembly. Of the presiding
committee, Sosistratos, son of Antiphanes of [Kettos?], was putting to the vote,
and his fellow presiding committee members: Lysistratos of [-]; Philophron of
Atene; Hegemon of Anagyrous; Niko[-] of Halai; Phrourides of Oa; Boethos
of Thorikos; [-]os of Athmonon; Antikles of Eleusis; Theodoros of Oinoe;
Philinos of Aigilia. The People decided. [-]ides, son of Chariton of Myrrhinous,

7 See e.g. Evans-Grubbs 1993.
** Ismard 2017.
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proposed: about what Antiphates the public slave is deemed to have made
a lawful supplication, since Epikrates both previously was sent to join camp
to serve the general L[eosthenes?] and those of the citizens on campaign and

remained the whole time . . .%

The second fragment of the decree in its original state would have recorded the hon-
ours voted for Epikrates, but its preserved part makes it impossible to tell what exactly
was voted; but it specifies that Epikrates was a public slave (deémosios), something left
unspecified in the first fragment.”” But the main issue of these two fragments is quite
clear: the Athenian assembly accepts the supplication of one public slave in order to
honour another public slave.

How should we explain this apparent discrepancy between the honours voted to
public slaves and the dishonour associated with slave status? Some scholars have argued
that public slaves possessed a special status that distinguished them from ordinary slaves,
which explains peculiar practices like public honours.” The telling piece of evidence
against such arguments is the fact that public slaves are punished in precisely the same
ways as ordinary private slaves. The legal status of public slaves was the same as that
of other slaves; but for certain purposes, Greek cities opted to put aside the free/slave
distinction and treat them as if they were free. In other words, Greek cities punished
public slaves as slaves, and honoured them as if they were free.*

The setting aside of the distinction between free and slave for certain purposes can
be observed in various aspects of social and economic life. In cities like Athens many
slaves lived and worked on their own and only surrendered to their masters a fixed
or variable proportion of their earnings. These slaves effectively operated as indepen-
dent producers and resembled free persons in many respects.” This form of slavery
could only operate if people involved in social and economic exchanges with these
slaves treated them primarily on the basis of their personal characteristics and occupa-
tional identities, rather than on the basis of their slave status.” Furthermore, free people
would have treated such slaves as agents in their own right and would have had expec-
tations of them in terms of the slaves’ ability to sustain such interactions, and vice versa.
Accordingly, free and slave participants in such interactions would adopt what Stephen
Darwall has described as the second-person standpoint, even if this only applied to these
particular interactions. As Mirko Canevaro has argued, societies like Athens operated
with multiple spheres of honour, some of which were distinct from each other, while
others were overlapping. Slaves could acquire honour in particular spheres as a result
of their personal characteristics or occupational activities; but while free people could
relatively easily have their claims to honour transferred from one sphere into another,
and from the social, economic and cultural exchanges of the interaction order into the

? See Oliver 2009; Ismard 2017: 70-3.

For another honorary decree for a secretary of the treasurers who was also probably a public slave, see
I.Eleusis 182.

*' E.g. Hunter 2006.

* Ismard 2017: 57-79.

¥ Kamen 2016; Porter 2021a.

* Darwall 2006.
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institutional order of the state, such a recognition of honour claims across different
spheres and orders was impossible or particularly difficult for slaves.”

Slave Communities and Honour

This brings us to relationships within the communities that slaves created or partici-
pated in. The identities of enslaved persons did not depend solely on their status as
slaves; they also constructed alternative identities and communities on the basis of

family, kinship, profession, ethnicity and cult.”

The honour of enslaved persons often
revolved around these communities, rather than their slave status in itself. Let us start
by examining slave communities in which slave status formed an important common
element. We can start with communities which were based on the fact that all slaves
belonged to the same master, as illustrated from an inscription from second-century CE

Lydia (TAM V.1 71 = Bathrellou—Vlassopoulos 12.33):

KoM yov @apriog I'. T(ovAiiov) Kovadpdatov t[0] Ov v Oepuaic Oncémg kdUN Tiig
Moxkaddnviig éteipnoav Emttovydvovto fipoa ETdv 1, Tpovoncapévev Exttuv[yé]vovtog
ToTPOG Kol UNTPOc Zmtnpidog.

The collegium of the familia of Gaius Julius Quadratus, based in Theseus’ Thermai,
a village in Mokaddene, honoured Epitynchanon, hero, eight years old; his father
Epitynchanon and his mother Soteris made provisions [about this].

In this case, the community of fellow slaves gathered together to honour one of their
members who died particularly young; the slave mother and father of the deceased
played their own prominent role in this act of honouring. The transliterated Latin terms
employed in this Greek inscription (familia, collegium) and the fact that the owner of the
slaves was a Roman citizen underlines a significant fact: communities of fellow slaves
belonging to a single master are much more prominent in Latin epigraphy than they
are in Greek epigraphy; this is an issue to which we shall return in the comparative
section of this chapter.

Another inscription from imperial-period Lycia allows us to observe the features
for which a community of fellow slaves honoured one of its members (TAM II 466 =
Bathrellou—Vlassopoulos 7.11):

Kolokaipo avopl ayabd fipor ol cvvéovrot EAmionedpog, Hpaxdiong, Zooylog,
NoavkAnpucog, Mapiov, Képdwv, Ebyapog, Metafolik(0c) puveiog Evekev Tov ayodov kol
QULOKVPLOV Kol TROQAVE G<v>d [pa].

To Kalokairos, a fine man and hero. His fellow-slaves: Elpidephoros, Heraklides,
Zosimos, Nauklerikos, Marion, Kerdon, Eugamos, Metabolikos, in memory,
(honouring) a fine and distinguished man, who loved his master.”

* Canevaro 2018.
* Vlassopoulos 2022.
¥ Trans. Bathrellou and Vlassopoulos 2022: 171.
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Kalokairos receives appraisal respect for his moral virtues (agathos) and his achieve-
ments (prophanes), as well as for his loving stance towards his master (philokyrios): the
inscription illustrates how aspects that brought honour in the master—slave relationship
could be linked with aspects that brought honour within the communities based on
the master—slave relationship.

We can now move to slave communities of family and kinship; a particularly illu-
minating example 1s a funerary inscription from first-century ce Lydia (SEG x1 1044 =
Bathrellou—Vlassopoulos 1.16):

‘EAkavig Eteipnocey Apépiuvov tov £anTiig dvopa: Apépyvog tov matépa” Tépmovaso TovV
id1ov V1oV Newcodmohg N poun AréEovopog kai Anpntpia kol Tépmovoa OV AdeAPOV*
Aiylohog 0 Opéyog Tdpog tov mevbepdil® ol cuvyevelg koi cOVOovAOL ETeiumoay
Apépivov. xoipe.

Helikonis honoured Amerimnos, her husband; Amerimnos [honoured] his father;
Terpousa [honoured] her own son; Neikopolis the grandmother [honoured
Amerimnos]; Alexandros and Demetria and Terpousa [honoured] their brother;
Aigialos the foster-father [honoured Amerimnos]; Gamos [honoured] his brother
in law; the relatives and the fellow-slaves honoured Amerimnos. Farewell!

The inscription illustrates a family joined by the wider kinship group and other related
individuals in order to honour Amerimnos; it includes the mother, grandmother,
foster-father, siblings, wite, children, brother-in-law and other relatives; in fact, it is
only the reference to fellow slaves that makes it possible to identify the deceased as a
slave. Despite the fact that many ancient societies considered slaves as natally alien-
ated and socially dead, inscriptions like this make it obvious that families and kinship
groups created honour communities for ancient slaves; they created kinship roles,
whose performance brought honour and recognition.

Alongside kinship communities based on ascription, slaves also participated in elective
communities based on occupation, ethnicity and cult. While some of these communities
consisted exclusively of slaves and former slaves, others had a mixed composition that
included citizens, metics and slaves. Given the nature of our sources, it is often easier to
see the dedications made by members of these communities rather than processes involv-
ing honour within them. I start therefore with three inscriptions that give us a sense of’
the membership of these various communities. My first example is a fourth-century BCE
dedication from the mining area of Laurion (IG II* 2940 = Bathrellou—Vlassopoulos 2.1):

[Tulpév[vor Mnvi av]éblecalv ér’ edtuyiong Epavictol oide Kadovg Mavng Katiilog
Attag Aptepidmpog Mdmc Xmaiog Zayydpiog ‘Eppoiog Tifetog “Eppog.

The following eranistai offered this dedication to [Men Ty]ra[nnos| for good fortune:

Kadous, Manes, Kallias, Attas, Artemidoros, Maes, Sosias, Sangarios, Hermaios,
Tibeios, Hermos.*

¥ See Lauffer 1979: 185-8; Vlassopoulos 2011b: 470—1.
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The foreign names of most members of this eranos imply strongly that they were slaves
or former slaves; the fact that the inscription comes from the mining area of Laurion
strengthens this assumption, and makes it likely that these individuals worked in min-
ing; the fragmentary nature of the inscription makes uncertain what was the name of
the deity mentioned, but the combination of legal status, foreign ethnicity, profession
and cult illustrates well the mixture of elements from which such communities were
composed. My second example is another fourth-century BCe dedication from Athens
(IG 112 2934 = Bathrellou—Vlassopoulos 7.19):

ol mAvvilg Nopeoig ev&apevol avébecav kol Oeoig miow Zoaydpog <Z>OKOTPOL
Zdrompog Zoayopov Odirog Agvkn Zokpdtng [Tolvikpdtovg Amroriodvng Evmopicovog
Yoociotpatog Mavng Muppivn Zwciog Zoctyévng Midoc.

To the nymphs and all the gods, fulfilling a vow, the washers set up this tablet:
Zoagoras, the son of Zokypros; Zokypros the son of Zoagoras; Thallos; Leuke;
Sokrates, the son of Polykrates; Apollophanes, the son of Euporion; Sosistratos;
Manes; Myrrhine; Sosias; Sosigenes; Midas.

Four of the individuals mentioned in this inscription are recorded with name and father’s
name; they were presumably free people, probably a combination of metics and citizens.
The remaining individuals are mentioned by name only, and some of them have typi-
cal foreign names often associated with slaves (Manes, Midas); it is likely, therefore, that
they were slaves or former slaves.”” On the one hand, the inscription makes clear the
distinction between the honourable free people, who mention their kinship links, and
the natally alienated slaves; on the other hand, all these people are brought together
by their common occupation (as washers) and the dedication to the deities involved
with their professional activities (nymphs). My final example is a fourth-century BCE
epitaph from Laurion (IG I12 10051 = Bathrellou—Vlassopoulos 7.2):

Athrag petadledc. [Iovrov an’ Eveteivov IMagiaymy peyddopoc Atdtog g yaiog TnAod
odU’ avénovoe TOvav. TEvNL S ovTig Epile” [Tuhapéveog &° amo pilng eip’, 0¢ AythAtiog
xepl dapeic £0avev.

Atotas the miner. Great-hearted Atotas, a Paphlagonian from the Black Sea, put his
body to rest from toils, far away from his land. No-one could rival him in his craft.
[ am from the stem of Pylaimenes, who died subdued by the hand of Achilles.*

Atotas describes himself as a miner, and the inscription comes from the mining area
of Laurion; it is therefore highly likely that he was a slave, or a former slave. Atotas
expresses his pride in his Paphlagonian ethnic identity, his professional skills and his
moral features. This is an excellent illustration of how the members of slave communi-
ties thought of themselves; it was personality, ethnicity and occupation that provided

¥ On slave names, see Vlassopoulos 2010; 2015; Lewis 2017.
¥ Trans. Bathrellou and Vlassopoulos 2022: 164—5.
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the grounds on which slaves constructed their honour claims. A reflection of such
claims can be found in contemporary Athenian comedy, as in the following passage
from Menander (Asp. 238—45 = Bathrellou—Vlassopoulos 8.23), relating a dialogue
between two slaves:

TPANEZOMNOIOE:  KokOg Kak®]g Gmdroto Toivoy vij Aia
T016]vJ[€ T]emoNK®G, ATOTANKTE YpLGioV
£x®v 1060010, TOId0G, KEL OEOTOTNL
1T dmokopilmv; kovk Amédpoc; moTamdc T[0T’ &l
AAOE: DpOE.
TrarL: 000&V 1epdV" AvdpOYLVOG. NETS pdVoL
ol O@pdukég Eopev avopeg ol pev on ['érau,
"Anollov, avopeiov TO ypTipa” Totyopodv
YELOLGLV Ol LOADVES TIULDV.

WAITER: Be damned to perdition then, by Zeus, since you've done such a
thing, you idiot. You had so much gold, and slaves, and you’ve
returned bringing them back to your master? And you didn’t run
away? Where on earth are you from?

Daos: From Phrygia.

WAITER: A good for nothing! A ladyboy! Only we, Thracians, are men! Oh
Apollo, the Getai are the manly sort! That’s why the mills are full
of us.*

The Thracian waiter criticises the Phrygian Daos as a coward, for choosing to return
the property of his dead master to his relatives, instead of running away with it; he
instead expresses pride in his Thracian ethnicity and its associated masculinity and
bravery. While his further comment about the mills being full of Getai as evidence of
Thracian bravery is obviously comic, this passage is likely to parody the pride of slaves
in their ethnic identities.*

Towards the end of the fourth century BCE mixed communities based on occupa-
tion, ethnicity and cult started to adopt the polis model in order to form their assem-
blies, elect their magistrates, organise festivals and processions and reward members
and benefactors; this formalisation created new kinds of documents, in particular hon-
orary inscriptions created by these mixed associations.* We can start with two docu-
ments from Attica in the middle of the third century Bce (SEG II 9).

émi IMolvedktov Gpyovtog émpentai- Evtvyidng, OdAloc. ypoppatevs Bértpayoc.

tapiog Kmjoummoc.

Translation from Bathrellou and Vlassopoulos 2022: 48-9. For these last two passages, see also Mazzinghi
Gori’s chapter in this volume.

-
S

* On mill slavery in Athens, see Porter 2019b; on the ethnic identities of Athenian slaves, see Hunt 2015;
Canevaro and Lewis (forthcoming).
' Arnaoutoglou 2003; Gabrielsen 2007.



THE MULTIPLE HONOURS OF ENSLAVED PEOPLE 193

émi Tépwvog Empentol Atdtiog, Anuntprog, [Ioppoc. ypoppoateds Apyénolic. topiog
Batpoyog.

€nt Aropédovrog E[mueintat]” Eévov, Apein[ohg?], ®Giiog, A— — —

ént Kvdnvopog émpeintai Tifetog, Aptépmv, OGAROG. YpopUaTens ApyEmore. Topiog
Kpamce.

én” Edpurkeidov” ypoppateds Blatpayog]. tapiog Kp[dmc].

In the archonship of Polyeuktos: superintendents: Eutychides, Thallos; secretary:
Batrachos; steward: Ktesippos.

In [the archonship] of Hieron: superintendents: Diotimos, Demetrios; secretary:
Archepolis; steward: Batrachos.

In [the archonship] of Diomedon: superintendents: Xenon, Amphip|[olis?], Thallos

In [the archonship]| of Kydenor: superintendents Tibeios, Artemon, Thallos;
secretary: Archepolis; steward: Krates.

In [the archonship] of Eurykleides: secretary: Batrachos; steward: Kr[ates].

This inscription records the annual magistrates of this association. The document does
not record the legal status of the magistrates or even their fathers” names, and con-
sequently it is impossible to be certain about their status.** But the appearance of
foreign names, like Tibeios, and of names rarely attested for citizens, like Artemon,
makes it likely that some of these individuals were slaves or former slaves; given that
ancient Greek uses the same word for magistracies and honours (timai), it is remarkable
that such individuals could receive such honours within an association.” The second
inscription comes from the island of Salamis (SEG II 10):

0e00y0ar tolg Oaocmtolg €movécal ovToLS Kol oteavdoatl £kootov avT®Y BoAlod
oTePavmL GpetTig Eveka kol dkatoovvng: PoOuov Empedntny, Ovioipov EmpeAnty,
Qoehiovo EmpeAntmy, tapiov Adkipov, ypaupatéo Ztpatokiiiv EAevciviov.

It was decided by the members of the thiasos to praise the following people and
offer to each of them a palm wreath for their virtue and justice: Rhythmos, the
superintendent; Onesimos, the superintendent; Ophelion, the superintendent;
Dokimos, the steward; Stratokles from Eleusis, secretary.

With the exception of Stratokles, who is identified as an Athenian citizen from the
deme of Eleusis, the status of the remaining honorands remains uncertain; but the
presence of names like Ophelion and Onesimos, which are common for slaves, and
Rhythmos, which is never attested for a citizen, makes it likely that many of these

46

individuals honoured were slaves or former slaves.” But a conclusive case of a slave

honoured by an association can be seen in a first-century BCE inscription from Rhodes
(I.Lindos 11 630 = Bathrellou—Vlassopoulos 7.22):

* For these issues, see the comments of Arnaoutoglou 2011.
* See Vlassopoulos 2010; 2015; Lewis 2017.

* For slave names in classical Athens, see Vlassopoulos 2010; 2015.
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ABovOdmpog £yyevig THadelc VIO ZOTNPLICTAV AVGIGTPATEIS®>V ¥PVGEML GTEPAV®L Kol
OoArivart, xpnote yoipe.

Athanodoros, a slave born in Rhodes (engenés), has been honoured by the Soteriastai
around Lysistratos with a golden and an olive wreath. Good man, farewell!

In this case, an association of Soteriastai that was brought together by a certain
Lysistratos has honoured a second-generation slave who was born on the island of
Rhodes; the inscription is silent with regard to the reasons for the honour, but the
golden wreath implies that it must have been significant.*

To sum up: we have examined a series of examples that illustrate how the vari-
ous communities that slaves participated in could bestow honours on their enslaved
members on the basis of a variety of roles and features that these slaves exhibited.
Recognition and appraisal respect for enslaved persons focused on their alternative
identities and roles, rather than on their slave status as such.

Comparative Perspectives

These observations need to be examined within a comparative framework; in this
respect, I wish to make two important comparative points. The first comparison con-
cerns the role of honour in Greek and Roman societies, respectively. There were of
course major similarities in how honour operated in both Greek and Roman societ-
ies. But there were also important difterences that so far have not been sufficiently
explored from a comparative point of view.* One important issue concerns defer-
ence: the vertical recognition respect that social inferiors owe to social superiors.* It
is worth pointing out the limited role of deference in Greek societies, as it appears
through a number of examples: the limited form of rituals of social deference already
in the more hierarchical Homeric world;” the limited scope that Greek forms of
address allowed for social deference;” the fact that Greek texts, like the Characters of
Theophrastus, are highly critical of individuals who are willing to show too much
deference.” On the contrary, deference was a key aspect in Roman social struc-
tures: among multiple examples, one can mention the daily salutatio of clients to their
patrons; the escorts that accompanied important persons on their public outings; the
social inferiors’ uncovering of the head, dismounting and kissing of the hands or knees
of social superiors, when they encountered them in public spaces.*

These differences have important implications. They obviously affected the extent
to which and the ways in which slavery and slaves figured in rituals and practices

Y7 Boyxen 2018: 138 n. 73.

The work of Ted Lendon has been fundamental in this respect: on honour in the Greek world, see
Lendon 1997; 2010; on honour in the Roman world, see Lendon 2001; 2011; Jacotot 2013.

For aidés, a Greek word whose semantic framework includes deference, see Cairns 1993a.

% Van Wees 1992: 69-71.

o Dickey 1996; compare with Dickey 2007.

52 Lane Fox 1997.

» MacMullen 1990: 190-8; Lendon 2001: 59; O’Sullivan 2011: 51-76.
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of deference. In fourth-century BCE Athens Demosthenes found it outrageous that
Meidias moved around with an escort of three or four slaves;** in fourth-century cE
Rome Ammianus Marcellinus (14.6.16—17) railed against the huge slave entourages
of the senatorial elite. But despite the commonality of the critique, it is fairly obvious
that there were major differences in terms of how slaves were used to create prestige
and deference for their masters in the Greek and Roman worlds.” This is of course
relevant for the cases in which slaves acquired honour through their association with
eminent masters; the difference in how deference operated in Greek and Roman
societies meant that Roman slaves had a much wider scope for benefiting from the
honour due to their masters.

This observation brings us to issues of temporal and spatial variation. Readers
might have observed that a substantial number of the examples I have employed in
this chapter come from Greek inscriptions from Asia Minor dating to the Roman
imperial period. This is not accidental, as it is almost impossible to find relevant
epigraphic evidence on honour and slavery deriving from earlier periods and the
Greek mainland. It is of course possible that a major explanation for this skew is the
epigraphic habit; the Roman imperial period is the point at which the epigraphic
habit was employed by the widest spectrum of social groups, in comparison with
all earlier periods of antiquity. It is therefore not surprising that there will be more
epigraphic evidence for slaves in that period.* It is equally possible, though, that
the phenomenon has a geographical skew: the concentration of evidence in Asia
Minor might reflect local permutations of the three dialectical relationships we
have examined.

However, it is also possible to examine a third possibility: that there was a devel-
opment over time in the processes that related to the multiple honours of enslaved
people. We can be certain that ‘the associative phenomenon’ was one such major
development in the course of antiquity: the growth of voluntary associations based
on religion, occupation and ethnicity and their formalisation from the fourth cen-
tury BCE till late antiquity created new ways of seeking and awarding honour that
affected wider sections of the population; this is certainly the case, e.g., with the
association inscriptions from Hellenistic Athens and Rhodes we examined above.”
It is possible, therefore, that the growth of the associative phenomenon created
new opportunities not only for creating and acquiring various forms of honour by
enslaved people, but also enhanced the possibility of displaying it publicly through
feeding the growth of the epigraphic habit. At this stage in our understanding, I
consider the epigraphic, temporal and spatial explanations as equally plausible and
mutually compatible explanations. It is only the full collection of the evidence and
its study within the spatial and evidentiary parameters that will enable us to come to

* Dem. 23.206-7.

> Lépez Barja de Quiroga 2020.

% MacMullen 1982.

" For associations and honour, see Arnaoutoglou 2003; Tran 2006b; Gabrielsen 2007; Verboven 2007;
Dondin-Payre and Tran 2012; Frohlich and Hamon 2013; for associations and slavery, see Hasenohr
2003; Hasegawa 2005; Zoumbaki 2005; Tran 2006a; Borbonus 2014; Shaner 2018.
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firmer conclusions about long-term changes in the history of the multiple honours
of enslaved people in antiquity.*®

This brings me to my second comparative point. Scholars exploring slavery in the
early modern New World have gradually uncovered the rich history of ethnic slave
communities and the impressive rituals they devised for selecting their leaders. Once a
year in various places (e.g. Brazil, New England, New Orleans), when the free com-
munity elected its leaders, the slave community would organise elaborate pageants in
which they elected their own leaders. These leaders were either slaves of important
masters, or were distinguished for their personal characteristics, like bravery and bodily
strength. They would often play the role of mediators between slaves and masters, or
between the slave community and the free community; for example, slaves who had
absconded and feared punishment from their masters would request the intercession
of their slave leaders. The slave kings of Congo and of other slave nations in Brazil
and Cuba are justly famous;” but particularly important is that even in societies where
slaves were relatively few, like New England, we also come across the election of
slave governors and kings.”’ It should be obvious that such positions constituted the
supreme honours that enslaved people could receive in New World societies.

From a comparative point of view, it is quite remarkable that there is hardly any-
thing comparable in our current knowledge concerning enslaved people in antiquity.
Whether this disparity is real or apparent, and how to explain it, if it is indeed real,
1s a difficult question. It is of course possible that future research will uncover more
relevant evidence; it is equally plausible that the nature of our evidence for ancient
slavery might make phenomena like that of the slave kings of Congo less visible in our
existing sources; it is also conceivable that we need to search elsewhere for equivalent
phenomena in antiquity; but we cannot exclude the possibility that there was really
nothing comparable in ancient societies, whatever explanation we devise to account
for such a difference. But the study of the honour of enslaved people in antiquity
needs to consider seriously the implications of such serious comparative study.

Conclusions

The above discussion has hopefully highlighted the limits and inadequacies of Patterson’s
essentialist linkage between honour and slavery. Once we take into account the variety
of relationships that slaves participated in, we can move beyond the dishonour associ-
ated with slave status. While slave status was accorded no recognition respect in most
ancient societies, there were multiple contexts in which enslaved persons were accorded
recognition respect for their various roles and appraisal respect for their positive features

w
3

The full collection of the evidence is currently taking place for the creation of a digital prosopography
of enslaved persons, as part of an ERC-funded project (2023-8), titled SLaVEgents: Enslaved Persons in
the Making of Societies and Cultures across Western Eurasia and North Africa, 1000 Bce=300 ck. For further
information about the project, see https://www.ims.forth.gr/en/project/view?id=272 (last accessed
26 September 2024).

De Mello 2002; Walker 2004; Kiddy 2005.

% Piersen 1988: 117—40.
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and achievements. Masters could use recognition and appraisal respect for a variety of
purposes in their relations with their slaves, while slaves of important masters gained
recognition respect from this association. While ancient political communities usually
accepted no claims to respect on the basis of slave status, in a variety of contexts they
were willing to put aside considerations of status in order to accord appraisal respect to
slaves for their features or achievements. Finally, enslaved persons could acquire recogni-
tion and appraisal respect from the various communities they participated in. These con-
clusions open up questions concerning temporal and spatial differences and disjunctures
among ancient communities, as well as long-term changes in the multiple honours of
ancient slaves. The current state of our understanding and knowledge of ancient slaver-
ies does not allow us to answer such questions; but a comparative perspective can be

particularly illuminating for future work.



