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PREFACE

The Greek gods are still very much present in modern consciousness,
whereas the ancient rituals have been long forgotten. Yet even though
Apollo and Dionysos, Artemis and Aphrodite, Zeus and Hermes are
household names, they have hardly been at the centre of the modern
study of Greek religion. From the most influential and innovative
students of Greek religion of the last half of the twentieth century,
Walter Burkert concentrated on myth and ritual, and Jean-Pierre
Vernant made his name with studies of the psychological and socio-
logical aspects of Greek culture. The gods were never the real focus of
their attention. In fact, their lack of interest continued a situation that
had already begun at the start of the twentieth century when classical
scholars started to turn their attention to ritual rather than myth and
the gods.

It is clear that a century of scholarly neglect of such an important
area of Greek religion cannot be remedied by the appearance of a
single book. That is why we have brought together a team of interna-
tional scholars with a view to generating new approaches to, rather
than providing a comprehensive survey of, the nature and develop-
ment of the Greek gods in the period from Homer until late antiquity.
Moreover, we have tried to go beyond the usual ways of handbooks
which traditionally concentrate on the individual divinities. Naturally,
the contributors look at specific gods, but they also pose questions
about the gods more generally: what actually is a Greek god? To what
extent do cult, myth and literary genre determine the nature of a divin-
ity? How do the Greek gods function in a polytheistic pantheon? What
is the influence of philosophy? What does archaeology tell us about
the gods? In what way do the gods in late antiquity differ from those
in classical Greece? In short, the aim of this volume is to present a syn-
chronic and diachronic view of the gods as they functioned in Greek
culture until the triumph of Christianity.

The chapters that make up the volume have their origins in



PREFACE X

a conference held in Edinburgh in November 2007 during Jan
Bremmer’s tenure as the Fifth Leventis Visiting Professor of Greek.
Our greatest debt has been to the A. G. Leventis Foundation and Mr
George David for the generous financial support that made both the
conference and its publication possible. The biennial professorship
and its accompanying conference have since the late 1990s become a
central feature of Greek studies in Edinburgh.

Many helped at the various stages of the book’s development from
idea to publication. In particular we would like to thank Jill Shaw,
whose efficient co-ordination of all elements of the conference con-
tributed to its success; Christopher Strachan, for allowing himself to
be persuaded to translate Claude Calame’s chapter from the original
French; Eline Veldt, who did so much editorial work on the chapters;
Douglas Cairns and Keith Rutter, whose experience on earlier volumes
has been invaluable to us; Marie McCallum, for preparing the index;
and, last but not least, Mairéad McElligott and Carol Macdonald, for
guiding the book through Edinburgh University Press.

Jan Bremmer
Andrew Erskine
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Introduction

THE GREEK GODS IN THE TWENTIETH
CENTURY

Jan N. Bremmer

When the first Indo-Europeans entered Greece in the early centuries
of the second millennium BC, they arrived not without gods. So much
is clear from comparisons with other Indo-European cultures. It is
much harder to know whom they brought and how they called their
gods. For reasons unknown, at an early stage the Greeks seem to
have dropped the term *deiwds, ‘god’, attested in nearly all branches
of the Indo-European family, which is a derivative of IE *dyew-/diw-,
which denoted the bright sky or the light of day.! Instead they opted
for theos, originally ‘having the sacred’, cognates of which have been
recognized in Armenian and, rather recently, in Lycian, Lydian and
Hieroglyphic Luwian.? The change must have happened at an early
stage of Greek history, as it had already taken place in Mycenaean
times, the oldest period for which we have evidence regarding the
gods of ancient Greece, as the frequent attestations of Linear B re-o0
show.

Traditionally, the Indo-Europeans located their gods in heaven, as
did the Greeks. In Homer, and thus surely going back to Mycenaean
times, the gods are the ‘heavenly ones’ or those ‘who occupy the broad
heaven’, whereas mortals live on the earth, but the expression ‘gods
and men’ with its variants must be equally old and is formulaic in
Homer.?> Another old element of speaking about the gods is the notion

For comments I am grateful to Andrew Erskine, Bob Fowler, Jose Luis Garcia
Ramon and, especially, Albert Henrichs.

1 M. L. West, Indo-European Poetry and Myth (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2007), p. 120.

2 C. Watkins, ““Hermit crabs,” or new wine in old bottles: Anatolian and Hellenic
connections from Homer and before to Antiochus I of Commagene and after’, in
B. J. Collins et al. (eds), Anatolian Interfaces. Hittites, Greeks and Their Neighbours
(Oxford: Oxbow, 2008), pp. 134-41 at 139-40.

3 Heaven: lliad 1.570; 3.364; 5.373, 867, 898; 7.178, etc. Earth: Odyssey 6.150-3;
Hes. Th. 372-3, cf. West, Indo-European Poetry and Myth, pp. 120, 126; R. Janko
on 1. 14.198 (‘gods and men’).
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that the gods had a different language from men, such as when Homer
(11. 14.290-1) tells us that an owl is called chalkis by the gods but
kumindis by men; the occurrence of this notion in Hittite, Old Irish,
Old Norse and Greek texts shows that it is already Indo-European
and must have been part of the poetic vocabulary of the invading
Greeks.*

In the first chapter of this volume Albert Henrichs has identified
three divine properties that set gods apart from mortals and define
their divinity, namely immortality, anthropomorphism and power.
Unfortunately, due to their administrative nature, the Mycenaean
tablets are totally uninformative about the nature of the gods, but
comparisons with other Indo-European peoples once again suggest
that these properties will have been there from the very beginning of
Greek religion, as will have been divine invisibility; in Mycenaean
times there may have even been an ‘invisible god’,” just as the later
Greeks worshipped an ‘unknown god’ (Acts of the Apostles 17.23).°
In any case, the gods certainly received a cult, as offerings, sacrifices,
but not bloody ones, and sanctuaries are well attested, although again
without many details of note.”

There can be little doubt that the Mycenaeans knew a number of
gods, if not as many as the thousand gods of the Hittites.® Yet there

4 See more recently C. de Lamberterie, ‘Grec homérique mdly: étymologie et
poétique’, LALIES 6 (1988), pp. 129-38; F. Bader, La langue des dieux, ou
Ihermétisme des poétes indo-européens (Pisa: Giardini, 1989); West, Indo-
European Poetry and Myth, pp. 160-2; A. Willi, Sikelismos (Basel: Schwabe,
2009), pp. 247-49.

5 J. L. Garcia Ramoén, ‘Anthroponymica Mycenaea: 5. a-wi-do-to [Awisto-dotos/
und die unsichtbaren Goétter im Alph.-Griechischen. 6. we-re-na-ko und Myk. */
wrén/: alph.-gr. °oonv, GonV’, Ziva Antika 55 (2005), pp. 85-97 at 86-91; West,
Indo-European Poetry and Myth, pp. 127-34 (‘Characteristics of divinity’).

6 P. W.van der Horst, Hellenism—Judaism—Christianity: Essays on Their Interaction
(Louvain: Peeters, 1994), pp. 165-202 (= ANRW 1I 18.2, 1989, pp. 1426-56);
A. Henrichs, ‘Anonymity and polarity: unknown gods and nameless altars at the
Areopagus’, ICS 19 (1994), pp. 27-58.

7 Offerings and sacrifices: J. Weilhartner, Mykenische Opfergaben nach Aussage der
Linear B-Texte (Vienna: Verlagder Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften,
2005); H. Whittaker, ‘Burnt animal sacrifice in Mycenaean cult: a review of
the evidence’, Opuscula Atheniensia 31-2 (2006-7), pp. 183-90. Sanctuaries:
A. Mazarakis Ainian, From Rulers’ Dwellings to Temples: Architecture, Religion
and Society in Early Iron Age Greece (1100-700 BC) (Jonsered: Paul Astrom,
1997); F. Rougemont, ‘Les noms des dieux dans les tablettes inscrites en linéaire
B’, in N. Belayche et al. (eds), Nommer les dieux: Théonymes, épithétes, épicléses
dans I’ Antiquité (Turnhout: Brepols, 2005), pp. 325-88 at 339-41; J. L. Garcia
Ramon, ‘Der Begriff des Heiligtums aus sprachgeschichtlicher Perspektive’, in C.
Frevel and H. von Hesberg (eds), Kult und Kommunikation (Wiesbaden: Reichert,
2007), pp. 17-38.

8 B. H. L. van Gessel, Onomasticon of the Hittite Pantheon, 3 vols (Leiden: Brill,
1998-2001).
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must have been enough to make the expression ‘all the gods’, which
we find in Mycenaean Knossos,” meaningful. And indeed, at present
there are more than forty names of minor and major divinities
known in the Linear B tablets,!? of whom about one-third survived
into the first millennium in the same form or as a variant: Ares,!!
Artemis, Dionysos, Diwia (below), FEileithyia, Enyalios, Erinys,
Hephaistos, Hera,'> Hermes, Mother of the Gods,!? Poseidon, the
Winds, whose priestesses are mentioned in Knossos, and Zeus. Other
names that survived into later times are Enesidaon, Erinys, Pacon
and Potnia, but they have lost their independent status: Enesidaon
probably became an epithet of Poseidon as En(n)osidas,'* as did
Erinys of Demeter (Paus. 8.25.5), and Paedn, although still inde-
pendent in the Iliad (5.401, 900), soon ended up as an epithet of
Apollo and Asklepios.!®> Potnia was a generic designation for god-
desses in Mycenaean;'¢ it survived in Homer as a formulaic epithet,
especially of Hera and ‘mother’, which occurs mainly at the end of
a verse.!” Finally, as the Linear B texts come from only a few places
in Greece, mainly Pylos, Knossos, Khania and Thebes, it is not sur-
prising that some old gods also survived elsewhere. In Homer we not
only find Helios, the sun god, but also Eos, the goddess of dawn,
both marginalized in the Greek pantheon, but of incontestably Indo-
European origin.'® Sparta worshipped Helen as a goddess, and her
myths strongly suggest that she goes back to the Indo-European

9 The expression is ancient, at least Graeco-Aryan, cf. West, Indo-European
Poetry and Myth, pp. 122, 127. On the relationships between the gods see
J. Gulizio, ‘Mycenaean religion at Knossos’, Pasiphae 1 (2007 [2008]), pp.
351-8.

10 See the detailed discussion, with full references, by Rougemont, ‘Les noms des
dieux’.

11 J. L. Garcia Ramoén, ‘Mykenische Personennamen und griechische Dichtung und
Phraseologie: i-su-ku-wo-do-to und a-re-me-ne, a-re-i-me-ne’, Pasiphae 1 (2007
[2008]), pp. 323-35 at 329-35.

12 J. de la Geniére (ed.), Héra: images, espaces, cultes (Naples: Centre Jean Bérard,
1997); J. N. Bremmer, ‘Hera’, in L. Jones (ed.), Encyclopedia of Religion (New
York: Macmillan, 2005%), pp. 3914-16; A. Willi, ‘Hera, Eros, Iuno Sororia’,
Indogermanische Forschungen, forthcoming.

13 For this complicated figure, which perhaps should be translated in Linear B as
‘Divine Mother’, see P. Borgeaud, La Mére des dieux ( Paris: Seuil, 1996).

14 Stesichorus S 105.10 Davies; Pind. P. 4.33, 173, Pae. 52d.41, 60a.6.

15 1. Rutherford, Pindar’s Paeans (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), pp.
13-17; F. Graf, Apollo (London and New York: Routledge, 2009), pp. 81-4,
139.

16 C. Boélle, Po-ti-ni-ja: I'élément féminin dans la religion mycénienne, d’aprés les
archives en linéaire B (Nancy: ADRA and Paris: de Boccard, 2004).

17 Hera: Il. 1.357, 4.50, etc. Mother: 1.357, 6.264, etc.

18 West, Indo-European Poetry and Myth, pp. 194-217 (Sun), 217-27 (Dawn).
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Sun-Maiden.' In Boeotia, Zeus’ consort was called Plataia, ‘Broad’.
As Prthivi, ‘Broad’, is also the name of Earth, Heaven’s wife in the
Vedas, it seems that this ancient pairing survived in a Boeotian back-
water.?’ Different invading groups of Greeks may well have brought
along or preserved different parts of their Indo-European heritage.
The above list shows that several major Greek gods are still absent
from the Mycenaean pantheon: Aphrodite, Apollo, Athena and
Demeter. As the last of these is also rare in Homer, she perhaps was
much older than our evidence suggests. Traditionally, her name has
been interpreted as ‘Earth Mother’ on the basis of Indo-European
parallels, but the first element of her name, *Dgq, is still much
debated.”! Athena may well have developed from the Mycenaean
‘Potnia of Atana’ (below), whereas the other two gods seem to have
been ‘imports’. Already early on, the Greeks themselves connected
Aphrodite with Cyprus, and modern research still considers this
island an important station in the transmission of Eastern influence
on the formation of the goddess.?? Finally, the origin of Apollo is
still disputed and, at present, his etymology cannot be considered
as assured. Although the Greeks themselves sometimes connected
Apollo with Lycia,>® the Lycian name for Apollo was Natr, as the
trilingual inscription of Xanthos now demonstrates.”* A connection

19 SEG26.457,458, cf. West, Indo-European Poetry and Myth, pp. 230-6; N. Laneres,
‘L’harpax de Thérapné ou le digamma d’Héléne’, in M. B. Hatzopoulos (ed.),
Phéonés charaktér ethnikos (Athens and Paris: de Boccard, 2007), pp. 237-69.

20 W. Burkert, Structure and History in Greek Mythology and Ritual (Berkeley, Los
Angeles, London: University of California Press, 1979), pp. 132-4; West, Indo-
European Poetry and Myth, pp. 174, 178, 181.

21 West, Indo-European Poetry and Myth, pp. 175-8; A. Willi, ‘Demeter, Gé, and
the Indo-European word(s) for “earth™’ Historische Sprachforschung 120 (2007),
pp. 169-94. This element can hardly be separated from the name of the goddess
Deio, whose name, as Andreas Willi (email, 2 June 2009) explains, probably is
‘derivative in -o (like other similar divine “sobriquets” in -®) based indeed on
Demeter’s name (i.e. the first “earth” part of it). With the -1- this may be slightly
less straightforward, but on balance I would still think that a connection must
have been there — at the very least folk-etymologically . . . Deio looks to me like
an artificial formation anyway, perhaps a poetic or cultic creation; and in such a
context, many deviations from the most “usual” formation patterns are of course
imaginable’; cf. J. N. Bremmer, ‘Rescuing Deio in Sophocles and Euripides’, ZPE
158 (2007), p. 27.

22 Od. 8.362-3; Hes. Th. 199; Sappho 22.16, 134 Voigt; Alcaeus 296b.1, 380 Voigt;
Hom. H. Aphrodite 2, 58-9; W. Burkert, Greek Religion (Oxford: Blackwell, 1985),
pp. 152-3; J. C. Franklin, ‘Cyprus, Greek epic, and Kypriaka’, in Y. Maurey et
al. (eds), Sounds from the Past: Music in the Ancient Near East and Mediterranean
Worlds = Yuval — Studies of the Jewish Music Research Centre 8 (Jerusalem:
Magnes Press, Hebrew University, 2010).

23 11.4.101, 119; Eur. F 700 Kannicht; Arr. Bith. fr. 34 Roos.

24 0. Corruba, ‘Cario Natried egizion t r “dio”’, in M. Fritz and S. Zeilfelder (eds),
Novalis Indogermanica (Graz: Leykam, 2002), pp. 75-84.
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with the Hittite god Appaliunas (attested c.1280 BC) is perhaps not
impossible, but that is as far as we can go.? It is clear, then, that from
the very beginning the Greek pantheon was a dynamic group of gods
and goddesses with winners and losers in the course of time.

There was probably a hierarchy among Mycenaean divinities, as
Poseidon is mentioned most and receives the greatest number of offer-
ings in Pylos. Rather surprisingly, he almost certainly had a wife,
Posidaeja (PY Tn 316.4), just as Zeus seems to have had a wife Diwia,
who survived in outlying Pamphylia,?® but who was already replaced in
Mycenaean times by Hera.?” Zeus and Hera even have a son, Drimios
(PY Tn 316.8-9), but he, too, is no longer attested in the first millennium.
As in classical times, some of these gods seem to have had an epithet,
an important part of the Greek divine personality, which is gradually
receiving long overdue attention.?® This is especially clear in the case
of Potnia, a generic epithet that was applied to different goddesses and
determined by a reference to a cult place or a specific characteristic. The
topographical title ‘Potnia of Atana’ (KN V 52.1) is comparable to other
topographical epithets, such as Apollo Delios or Aphrodite Paphia, and
the ‘Potnia of the horses’ (PY An 1281.1) looks very much like the later
Athena Hippia or Poseidon Hippios, ‘of the horses’. The most intrigu-
ing combination is Hermes Areias (PY Tn 316.7), which resembles the
later Athena Areia or Aphrodite Areia.”® But whereas in classical Greek
religion a goddess is always combined with the adjectival form of a god,
or vice versa,* this is clearly not yet the case in Mycenaean times.

From Homer onwards, these divinities, which remain hardly more
than names in the Mycenaean texts, become visible as individual

25 R. Beekes, ‘The origin of Apollo’, Journal of Ancient Near-Eastern Religions
3 (2003), pp. 1-23, overlooked by the unpersuasive R. Rosol, ‘Die Herkunft
des Gottesnamen Apollon’, Glotta 83 (2007), pp. 222-42; Graf, Apollo, pp.
130-42.

26 C. Brixhe, ‘Achéens et Phrygiens en Asie Mineure: approche comparative de
quelques données lexicales’, in Fritz and Zeilfelder, Novalis Indogermanica, pp.
49-73 at 54-5 (Pamphylia); Rougemont, ‘Les noms des dieux’, p. 337 n. 63 (Linear
B).

27 G. Dunkel, ‘Vater Himmels Gattin’, Die Sprache 34 (1988-90), pp. 1-26, also
claimed an Indo-European ancestry for Dione from Dodona, but note the objec-
tions of West, Indo-European Poetry and Myth, p. 192.

28 P.Brulé, ‘Lelangage des épicléses dans le polythéisme hellénique’, Kernos 11 (1998),
pp. 13-34, updated in Brulé, La Gréce d’a c¢oté (Rennes: Presses Universitaires de
Rennes, 2007), pp. 313-32; R. Parker, ‘The problem of the Greek cult epithet’,
Opuscula Atheniensia 28 (2003), pp. 173-83; Belayche et al., Nommer les dieux;
Geraf, this volume, Chapter 3.

29 For Aphrodite Areia see G. Pironti, Entre ciel et guerre: Figures d’Aphrodite en
Gréce ancienne = Kernos, Suppl. 18 (Liege: CIERGA, 2007), pp. 265-8.

30 R. Parker, ‘Artémis Ilithye et autres: le probléme du nom divin utilisé come epi-
clese’, in Belayche et al., Nommer les dieux, pp. 219-26 at 219-20, 225.



6 JAN N. BREMMER

characters by their names, epithets, cults, statues,®® myths,* which
create a divine unity whereas cult tends to diversity, and iconogra-
phies.?* Moreover, in the course of time, from this motley collection of
gods there rose a group of twelve Olympian gods, the Dodekatheon,
who were seen as representative of the complete Greek pantheon,* even
though each city pantheon had its own, slightly varying composition.3
As Tan Rutherford (Chapter 2) persuasively argues, this Dodekatheon
seems to recall the role of the twelve gods in Hittite religion via the
twelve Titans, who almost certainly were derived from the Hittites.?
But where and when did this development start? A hitherto neglected
testimony lends further support to Rutherford’s analysis and also
allows us to be more specific. In his poem about the entry of Dionysos
into the Olympos with the help of Hephaistos (Bremmer: Chapter 10),
Alcaeus uses the expression ‘one of the twelve’ (349¢ Voigt/Liberman).
This shows that around 600 BC the idea of a Dodekatheon was already
prevalent on Lesbos, an island where Hittite influence is indeed in
evidence.’” Via Lesbos, and perhaps other Ionian islands, the idea of
the Dodekatheon must have gradually spread to Athens and Olympia
where it becomes visible around 500 BC. At around the same time we see
the materialization of the concept of the hero as a class of supernatural
beings between gods and men, even though some figures kept hovering

31 Seemorerecently A. Larcher, ‘Gemalte Gotterstatuen: Ein Beitrag zur Ikonographie
der pompejanischen Wandmalerei’, in B. Otto and F. Ehrl (eds), Echo: Festschrift J.
B. Trentini (Innsbruck: Institut fiir Sprachwissenschaft der Universitdt Innsbruck,
1990), pp. 197-208; B. Alroth, ‘Changing modes in the representation of cult
images’, in R. Hagg (ed.), The Iconography of Greek Cult in the Archaic and Classical
Periods (Athens and Liege: CIERGA, 1992), pp. 9-46; T. Scheer, Die Gottheit und
ihr Bild (Munich: Beck, 2000); S. Bettinetti, La statua di culto nella pratica rituale
greca (Bari: Levanti Editori, 2001); P. Linant de Bellefonds et al., ‘Rites et activ-
ités realatifs aux image de culte’, Thesaurus Cultus et Rituum Antiquorum 11 (Los
Angeles: Getty, 2004), pp. 417-507; Lapatin, this volume, Chapter 7.

32 For the contribution of myth to our knowledge of the nature of divinity see
R. Buxton, Imaginary Greece (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), pp.
145-51.

33 The standard work is Lexicon iconographicum mythologiae classicae (Zurich:
Artemis, 1981-99); see also D. Grassinger et al. (eds), Die Riickkehr der Gitter
(Regensburg: Schnell and Steiner, 2008).

34 K. Dowden, ‘Olympian gods, Olympian pantheon’, in D. Ogden (ed.), A4
Companion to Greek Religion (Oxford: Blackwell, 2007), pp. 41-55.

35 V. Pirenne-Delforge (ed.), Les Panthéons des cités des origines a la Périégese de
Pausanias = Kernos, Suppl. 8 (Liége: CIERGA, 1998).

36 J. N. Bremmer, Greek Religion and Culture, the Bible and the Ancient Near East
(Leiden: Brill, 2008), pp. 77-8.

37 K. Tausend and S. Tausend, ‘Lesbos: Zwischen Griechenland und Kleinasien’, in
R. Rollinger and B. Truschnegg (eds), Altertum und Mittelmeerraum: Die antike
Welt diesseits und jenseits der Levante (Stuttgart: Steiner, 2006), pp. 89-111;
H. Mason, ‘Hittite Lesbos?’, in Collins et al., Anatolian Interfaces, pp. 57-62;
Bremmer, Greek Religion and Culture, p. 317.
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between the two categories, such as Herakles (Stafford: Chapter 12).3
It is only at this moment, then, that the classic image of Greek religion
with its gods, heroes and humans is fully in place.

I have started with this ‘prehistory’ of the Greek gods, as we hardly
realize any more that no modern history of Greek religion contained
such an overview before the appearance of Walter Burkert’s history of
Greek religion in 1977. But what did scholars make of the Greek gods in
the twentieth century? To answer this question, and thus to situate this
book in the historiography of the Greek gods,* I will take a brief look
at the, arguably, best four histories of Greek religion from the twentieth
century: those by Wilamowitz, Gernet, Nilsson and Burkert.

Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1848-1931), the greatest
Hellenist of modern times,* wrote an unfinished history of Greek
religion in two volumes in the very last years of his life and died while
correcting its proofs.*! It was the synthesis of a life-long, ever more
intensive study of Greek religion and mythology. Its first volume is
wholly dedicated to the older gods until Homer,* but its scheme of
pre-Hellenic, old-Hellenic and Homeric gods has become completely
outdated through the decipherment of Linear B. Yet it remains a
lasting insight that Greek religion is strictly local in character, even
though it has only recently led to local histories of Greek religion.*3 In

38 AsIhaveargued in Bremmer, ‘The rise of the hero cult and the new Simonides’, ZPE
158 (2007), pp. 15-26. The chronology has insufficiently been taken into account in
recent studies of the hero cult; cf. H. van Wees, ‘From kings to demigods: epic heroes
and social change, c. 750-600 BC’, in S. Deger-Jalkotzy and 1. Lemos (eds), Ancient
Greece (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2006), pp. 363-79; G. Ekroth,
‘Heroes and hero-cults’, in Ogden, A Companion to Greek Religion, pp. 100-14.

39 For a fuller picture see A. Henrichs, Die Gétter Griechenlands: Ihr Bild im Wandel
der Religionswissenschaft (Bamberg: C. C. Buchner, 1987) = H. Flashar (ed.),
Auseinandersetzungen mit der Antike (Bamberg: C. C. Buchner, 1990), pp. 116-62.

40 In addition to the many articles and books, authored and edited, by W. M. Calder
III on Wilamowitz, see R. L. Fowler, ‘Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff’, in
W. W. Briggs and W. M. Calder III (eds), Classical Scholarship: A Biographical
Encyclopedia (New York and London: Garland, 1990), pp. 489-522.

41 U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Der Glaube der Hellenen, 2 vols (Berlin:
Weidmann, 1931-2). For an excellent discussion of Wilamowitz as historian of
Greek religion see A. Henrichs, ““Der Glaube der Hellenen”: Religionsgeschichte
als Glaubensbekenntnis und Kulturkritik’, in W. M. Calder III et al. (eds),
Wilamowitz nach 50 Jahren (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft,
1985), pp. 262-305; see now also R. L. Fowler, ‘Blood for the ghosts: Wilamowitz
in Oxford’, Syllecta Classica 20 (2009).

42 In the light of history one can only read with admiration his protest against the
talk about ‘Rassenreinheit’ in ancient Greece; cf. Wilamowitz, Glaube, 1, p. 50.

43 Wilamowitz, Glaube, 1, pp. 46-7; see especially R. Parker, ‘Spartan religion’, in
A. Powell (ed.), Classical Sparta (London: Routledge, 1989), pp. 142-72, and
Athenian Religion (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996); M. L. Zunino, Hiera
Messeniaka: La storia religiosa della Messenia dall’eta micenea all’eta ellenistica
(Udine: Forum, 1997).
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the second volume Wilamowitz follows the further history of Greek
religion, in which the Panhellenic gods receive a more than 250-page
exposition, by far the largest in any of the modern histories, that
culminates in Plato. It is rather striking to see that theology is fully
incorporated into his narration, whereas the more recent histories,
although paying attention to the religious role of poets and phi-
losophers, never give the impression that this is seen as an important
part of Greek religion. It is surely symbolic that both Nilsson and
Burkert treat them towards the ends of their handbooks.* Naturally,
Wilamowitz discussed authors like Lucian (Dickie: Chapter 17) and
Pausanias (Pirenne-Delforge: Chapter 19), but he did not think of the
novel (Dowden: Chapter 18) and hardly spent any time on late antique
magic (Faraone: Chapter 20) and theurgy (Johnston: Chapter 21).
He rejected Christianity (Auffarth: Chapter 24), but had intended to
discuss the reasons for its victory. Unfortunately, his death prevented
him from completing that part, and we have only a few jottings left
which show how interesting this last chapter could have been.
Wilamowitz started his study with a long methodological chapter,
which in several ways has a surprisingly modern ring. In its very
first sentence, he already reacted against those that saw the Greek
gods as unchangeable with fixed characters. That is why he used the
expression Die Gétter sind da, ‘“The gods are present’ (that is, in the
world of time and place), as a kind of refrain in his introduction.®
This formulation may well have been in reaction to Walter F. Otto’s
(1874-1958) dictum Die Gdtter sind, ‘The gods exist’, as the latter’s
Die Gotter Griechenlands, in which he presented the Greek gods as
eternal and unchangeable beings, had appeared in 1929, the very
year that Wilamowitz had started his own book.*® Wilamowitz also

44 M. P. Nilsson, Geschichte der griechischen Religion (Munich: Beck, 1955), 1, pp.
741-83; Burkert, Greek Religion, pp. 305-37.

45 Wilamowitz, Glaube, 1, pp. 17-19, 23, 42. As Albert Henrichs (email, 2 June 2009)
comments: ‘What Wilamowitz tried to express is the fact that when seen with the
eyes of a (cultural) historian Greek gods do not live on Olympus or in some kind
of dream world or vacuum, but they exist in the historical here and now. The da
in the German phrase is not the equivalent of the Greek ekei, “there”, but conveys
the sense of an identifiable presence. Like the German die Gotter sind da, the
version “the gods are there” can also be used in an unmarked sense as an equiva-
lent of “the gods exist”, but it could also mean in a marked sense that “the gods
are (over) THERE”, i.e. pointing to a specific locale that need not be too near to
the speaker. The translation “the gods are present” would avoid that ambiguity.’

46 W. F. Otto, Die Gétter Griechenlands: Das Bild des Gottlichen im Spiegel des grie-
chischen Geistes (Bonn: F. Cohen, 1929). For Otto see A. Stavru, ‘Otto, Walter
F., in L. Jones (ed.), Encyclopedia of Religion, vol. 10 (Detroit: Thomson/Gale,
2005%), pp. 6932-5; Henrichs, this volume, Chapter 1. For the genesis of Otto’s
book see A. Stavru, ‘Postfazione’, in W. F. Otto, Gli déi della Grecia (Milan:
Adelphi, 2004?), pp. 309-25.
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noted that contemporary historians of religions had little interest in
the Olympian gods, just as they neglected the theological ideas of
the Greek philosophers.*” He rejected, like most historians of Greek
religion today, the then current usage of the terms totem, tabu and
mana.*® He had an eye for gender and realized that ancient religion
was especially a matter of group religion,* even though this insight
was neglected in most of his book, as he concentrated on the individu-
als whose ideas we can trace, which necessarily means a neglect of the
Greeks who did not belong to the select group of poets, philosophers,
historians and other intellectuals.

The term Glaube in the title shows that Wilamowitz very much saw
Greek religion as he saw the Christianity which he had rejected but
the vocabulary of which he frequently used, as when, in his words,
Pheidias’ statue of Zeus in Olympia (Barringer: Chapter 8) represents
the god as allmdichtig, ‘omnipotent’, and allliebend, ‘omniloving’.!
For Wilamowitz the gods only existed in so far as the Greeks believed
in them, a belief that had to be continuously renewed. His stress on
faith and feeling, Glaube and Gefiihl, fitted a time in which the reli-
gious experience of the individual became ever more important,> but
the concept of faith that is part of it is a relatively modern notion.>
He even went so far as to claim that we had to learn to believe as the
Greeks believed.>* This stress on believing meant that, to a large extent,
Wilamowitz neglected the cult of the gods, even though he was inter-
ested in the artistic representations of the gods; moreover, like many
nineteenth-century scholars, he sharply separated mythology from

47 Wilamowitz, Glaube, 1, pp. 10-11.

48 Wilamowitz, Glaube, 1, pp. 10, 24. For the history of religion of his time see
G. W. Stocking, Jr, After Tylor (Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin Press,
1995); C. Pignato, Totem mana tabu: Archeologia di concetti antropologici (Rome:
Meltemi, 2001), and H. G. Kippenberg, Discovering Religious History in the
Modern Age (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2002).

49 Wilamowitz, Glaube, 1, pp. 13-14 (religion), 36 (gender).

50 Wilamowitz, Glaube, 1, p. 36 (‘die Verehrung der Gotter Sache der Gemeinde’); cf.
Henrichs, ““Die Glaube der Hellenen™, p. 297.

51 Wilamowitz, Glaube, 11, pp. 172-3; cf. Henrichs, ‘““Der Glaube der Hellenen™’,
p- 292.

52 Cf. F. W. Graf, Die Wiederkehr der Gétter (Munich: Beck, 2004), p. 171. This
tendency may well have strengthened Wilamowitz’s reliance on K. O. Miiller’s and
Welcker’s vocabulary, cf. Henrichs, ““Der Glaube der Hellenen™’, pp. 291-3.

53 The rise of the terms foi, croyance, faith, belief and Glaube in the modern European
languages is still very much a terra incognita; cf. J. Wirth, ‘La naissance du concept
de croyance (XIle-XVIle siécles)’, Bibliothéque d’ Humanisme et Renaissance 44.1
(1983), pp. 7-58; S. G. Hall et al., ‘Glaube IV-VTI’, in Theologische Realenzyklopddie
13 (Berlin and New York: De Gruyter, 1984), pp. 305-65; E. Seebold, ‘Liebe und
Glaube’, Incontri linguistici 26 (2003), pp. 145-57.

54 Henrichs, “Der Glaube der Hellenen™’, p. 295.
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religion,* despite the former’s importance for a better knowledge of
the gods. In the end, his book is mostly out of date, even if it remains
an inexhaustible treasury of notes, suggestions, source criticism and
observations that are the fruit of his long and intimate knowledge of
Greek culture, from Homer to late antiquity.>

At the very moment that Wilamowitz was writing his history of
Greek religion, the same was being done by a Frenchman, Louis
Gernet (1882-1962),°” who was a pupil of Durkheim and not par-
ticularly interested in the gods.?® In his account of 300 pages the gods
receive only about 30 pages,”® and instead of being in the centre of
his book, as in Wilamowitz, the gods appear only around page 200.
Gernet starts with a discussion of the minor divinities, such as per-
sonifications of the earth (Ge), the sun (Helios), the Winds,® love
(Eros),®! but also groups of goddesses, such as the nymphs.®> After a

55 For the rise of the concept of religion, together with the denigration of mythol-
ogy, in modern times see J. N. Bremmer, “Religion”, “ritual” and the opposition
“sacred vs. profane”: notes towards a terminological “genealogy’’, in F. Graf
(ed.), Ansichten griechischer Rituale: Festschrift fiir Walter Burkert (Stuttgart and
Leipzig: Teubner, 1998), pp. 9-32 at 10-14.

56 Fowler, ‘Wilamowitz’, p. 510.

57 For Gernet see S. C. Humphreys, Anthropology and the Greeks (London:
Routledge, 1978), pp. 76-106, 283—7 (“The work of Louis Gernet’), and, on a much
better documentary basis, R. di Donato, Per una antropologia storica del mondo
antico (Florence: La Nuova Italia, 1990), pp. 1-130 (‘L’antropologia storica di
Louis Gernet’).

58 L. Gernet and A. Boulanger, Le génie grec dans la religion (Paris: Renaissance du
Livre, 1932). Gernet wrote the most perceptive review of Wilamowitz; see his Les
Grecs sans miracle (Paris: La Découverte, 1983), pp. 104-15 (1934'). However,
he rated other German historians of Greek religion higher: ‘on ne aurait le
[Wilamowitz] mettre en paralléle avec un Usener ou un Dieterich, voire avec un
Rohde’ (p. 105).

59 Gernet, Le génie grec, pp. 204-13, 221-41. It is typical that there is no chapter on
the gods in any of his three volumes with collected articles, except for a review
of the book on Dionysos (1951) by his friend Henri Jeanmaire (1894-1960): L.
Gernet, L’Anthropologie de la Gréce antique (Paris: Frangois Maspero, 1968),
pp- 63-89; note also his review of Otto’s Die Gétter Griechenlands in Revue de
Philologie 57 (1931), pp. 91-4.

60 For the worship of the Winds see A. Sacconi, ‘Anemoi’, SMSR 35 (1964), pp.
137-59; R. Hampe, Kult der Winde in Athen und Kreta, SB Heidelberg, Philos.-hist.
KI. 1967.1 (Heidelberg: Winter, 1967); K. Neuser, Anemoi: Studien zur Darstellung
der Winde und Windgottheiten in der Antike (Rome: Bretschneider, 1982).

61 For divine personifications and allegorizations see H. A. Shapiro, Personifications
in Greek Art: The Representation of Abstract Concepts 600—400 BC (Zurich:
Akanthus 1993); E. J. Stafford, Worshipping Virtues: Personification and the
Divine in Ancient Greece (Swansea: Classical Press of Wales, 2000); B. Borg, Der
Logos des Mythos: Allegorien und Personifikationen in der friihen griechischen
Kunst (Munich: Fink, 2002).

62 Nymphs: M. Halm-Tisserant and G. Siebert, ‘Nympha I, in LIMC 8.1 (1997), pp.
891-902; J. Larson, Greek Nymphs: Myth, Cult, Lore (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2001).
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section on the heroes, in which he was much more interested, Gernet
continued with the major gods, even though he noticed that it is not
easy to say what a god is.%® This is certainly true: even though all gods
are equally god, some are more god than others. Some have a cult,
others not; some an extensive mythology, others virtually none; some
many epithets, others a few or none, and so on. This leads Gernet to
the argument that a god is a systéme de notions.

In this system Gernet attaches great weight to the names and epi-
thets of the divinities in their cults, as they help to personalize them.
But it is their powers that make them into real gods, and not smaller
supernatural beings, even though the coherence of those powers is
complex and often hard to see for us, as must have been the case for
the Greeks. Gods are not limited to their local cult: there is always
a kind of divine surplus, so to speak. Moreover, there is a kind of
general quality that remains the same over many centuries: Dionysos
who gives the wine, Artemis who helps in childbirth, Hera who pre-
sides over the marriage. It is this interaction between the local and the
‘global’ that makes it so hard to formulate what a god is.

Gernet does not discuss the individual gods, but he does pay atten-
tion to Zeus, whose power is exalted by poets such as Pindar and
Aeschylus (Seaford: Chapter 9) but whose presence in cult is highly
limited. In the end, polytheism does not favour a strict organization
and there is always something unstable about the pantheon. The gods
are there, but they do not really play a very active role in the world.
They are more the symbolic guarantees of the social and physical order
than active agents in our daily life (but see Fowler: Chapter 15).

We enter a different world with the 1941 history of Greek reli-
gion by Martin Nilsson (1874-1967), the leading authority in Greek
religion during the middle third of the twentieth century.® His text,
‘that masterpiece of patient brilliance’,% was basically written at the
end of the 1930s, and the second edition of 1955 is updated rather
than revised in certain minor respects.®® Unlike Wilamowitz and

63 Gernet, Le génie, p. 222: ‘il n’est pas trés facile de dire ce que c’est qu'un dieu’.

64 On Nilsson see J. Mejer, ‘Martin P. Nilsson’, in Briggs and Calder, Classical
Scholarship, pp. 335-40; A. Bierl and W. M. Calder III, ‘Instinct against proof:
the correspondence between Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff and Martin
P. Nilsson on Religionsgeschichte (1920-1930)’, Eranos 89 (1991), pp. 73-99,
reprinted in W. M. Calder III, Further Letters of Ulrich von Wilamowitz-
Moellendorff (Hildesheim: Olms, 1994), pp. 151-78.

65 A. D. Nock, Early Gentile Christianity and Its Hellenistic Background (New Y ork:
Harper and Row, 1964), p. xiii.

66 M. P. Nilsson, Geschichte der griechischen Religion, 2 vols: I (Munich: Beck, 1941',
19552, 1967%), 11 (Munich: Beck, 1950, 19612). I quote from the second edition of
the first volume, the last edition to be revised by Nilsson himself.
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Gernet, Nilsson had fully accepted the approaches to the history of
religion current around 1900. This meant that he concentrated on
ritual instead of on mythology, but also accepted the evolutionis-
tic and comparative approach of Tylor, Frazer and others.” Cult
was the most important part of Greek religion for Nilsson. As in
Gernet’s study, the major gods appear therefore relatively late in his
Geschichte, only on page 385. And like Gernet, Nilsson starts with
the niederen gottlichen Wesen, ‘lower divine beings’, such as cen-
taurs, river gods, nymphs and Muses.®® After these, he first discusses
Minoan, Mycenaean® and Homeric religion before coming to the
major gods. In Nilsson’s opinion, the Homeric gods belonged more
to the Mycenaean than to later times. Moreover, the poets had made
the gods human, all too human, so that they could not be real gods.”
That is why the Homeric Gotterapparat is of less importance for the
study of Greek religion.”! This is not an entirely happy disposition,
as it misjudges the importance of Homer for the understanding of
the Greek gods. It is precisely their playfulness but also whimsicality
that is part of the Greek divine figure,”> however much philosophers
objected to it (Trépanier: Chapter 14).

Nilsson starts his discussion of the major gods with a few prelimi-
nary observations in which he argues that rites are now much more
important than myths. Their archaic character enables us to recognize
the meaning of a divinity in older times. In addition to the major gods,
there were the smaller ones, who were, according to Nilsson, much
closer to the people than were the major ones, who were closer to the
aristocracy. Among the gods Nilsson distinguished the older ones from
the younger ones, whom he put in second place. Admittedly some of
these were clearly younger, such as Aphrodite and Apollo (above), but
others, such as Ares and Dionysos, have now been shown to be just
as old as Zeus and Hera, whereas, on the other hand, Kronos with his
Titans is not old at all (above). In short, the distinction is not helpful.

67 See Nilsson’s interesting Forschungsgeschichte, which also clearly shows his own
sympathies: Geschichte, I, pp. 3-13. For the ‘ritual turn’ see Bremmer, “’Religion”,
“ritual”’, pp. 14-24.

68 Nilsson, Geschichte, 1, pp. 216-55.

69 Unlike Wilamowitz, Nilsson was an adept of the current theories on race; cf.
Geschichte, 1, p. 355: ‘Es darf aber nie vergessen werden, dass die Minoer und
die Mykender zwei rasseverschiedene Volker waren, und das setzt auch eine
Verschiedenheit ihrer Religionen voraus’.

70 For Homer’s anthropomorphism see now W. Burkert, Kleine Schriften I: Homerica
(Géttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 2001), pp. 80-94.

71 Nilsson, Geschichte, 1, p. 286-374.

72 For this playfulness see W. Burkert, Kleine Schriften II: Orientalia (G6ttingen:
Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 2003), pp. 96-118.
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In his discussion of individual gods, Nilsson impresses by his com-
plete mastery of the literary, epigraphical, iconographical and archae-
ological material. I do not think that there has been another historian
of Greek religion with such a wide knowledge of all available sources.
Yet knowledge is no guarantee for insight. This becomes immediately
apparent when we look at Nilsson’s discussion of Zeus. Although he
objected to the nature mythology of his youth, Nilsson did not escape
its influence and promoted Zeus into a weather god, who as such has
his throne in heaven or on a mountain. Here we already see things
go wrong. All the gods lived in heaven (above), which does not make
them all weather gods, and the mountains of his cults often served as a
symbolic centre of a region.” To turn all Greeks into rain-hungry peas-
ants undoubtedly reduces the power and stature of Zeus. Moreover,
rain is now also invoked to explain the myth of the Golden Fleece
because Hellen and Phrixos’ mother is called Nephele, ‘Cloud’, just
as the reported human sacrifice to Zeus Lykaios in Arcadia with the
concomitant transformation of a youth into a werewolf is explained
as Regenzauber, ‘rain magic’.”* Given the postulated connection with
rain, it is not surprising that, subsequently, Nilsson turned Zeus also
into a fertility god.”

Nilsson had a happier hand in Zeus Herkeios, ‘of the fence’, a god
so important that every Athenian candidate for an archonship was
asked whether he had an Apollo Patroos and a Zeus Herkeios (Arist.
Ath. Pol. 55.3). Nilsson clearly could identify with this protector of
the farm and the house, but he had less attention for the fact that this
Zeus is also the protector of the family as a social group.’® On the
other hand, he rightly associated Zeus Ktesios with the acquisition of
property and its preservation. He also extensively discusses the god’s
representation as a snake, whereas Robert Parker just mentions it:
Nilsson was clearly more content with the thought of a theriomor-
phic god than the present generation of scholars.”’ Zeus Meilichios

73 For Zeus, weather and mountains see R. Parker, Athenian Religion: A History
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), pp. 30-3.

74 Nilsson, Geschichte, 1, pp. 396-401. For the Golden Fleece and the werewolf
see Bremmer, Greek Religion and Culture, pp. 303-38 (‘The Myth of the Golden
Fleece’), and Bremmer, ‘Myth and ritual in Greek human sacrifice: Lykaon,
Polyxena and the case of the Rhodian criminal’, in J. N. Bremmer (ed.), The
Strange World of Human Sacrifice (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), pp. 55-79 at 65-78,
respectively.

75 Nilsson, Geschichte, 1, pp. 401-2, but note R. Parker, Polytheism and Society at
Athens (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), p. 416: ‘Zeus’ involvement with
agriculture is not very marked’.

76 Parker, Polytheism, pp. 16-18.

77 Nilsson, Geschichte, 1, pp. 403-6, cf. Parker, Polytheism, pp. 15f.
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is another manifestation of Zeus that was connected with wealth and
also represented as a snake. But once again Nilsson had no eye for the
fact that this Zeus was worshipped not only by individuals but also
by groups below the level of the polis, such as demes and families; in
fact, ‘the god is especially concerned with bloodshed committed both
against the family and by the family’.”® Nilsson also postulates, if on
tenuous grounds, a snake form for Zeus Soter, once again a god that
was closely connected with the political life of the community. This
is recognized by Nilsson, but it is the much less prominent side of the
god as protector of the house that he emphasizes.”

It is after these specific Zeuses, so to speak, that Nilsson discusses
Zeus in general as the protector of the moral, social and political order.
It is here that he mentions other epithets that point to Zeus’ connec-
tion with politics, such as Boulaios and Polieus, or social groups:
Patroios, Phratrios and Apatourios;® his association with suppliants,
also noted by Nilsson, cannot be separated from Zeus’ protection
of families.! It is only at the end of his discussion of Zeus that he
mentions Zeus’ connection with divination,®? both as god of signs,
especially in Homer, and as god of the important oracle of Dodona.
The order is understandable, even if the connection is not immediately
transparent. Can it be that divination was seen as one way to create
order in the confusion of everyday life?

I have chosen Zeus as an example of Nilsson’s approach because he
dedicated the greatest number of pages to this god, but also because
his analysis enables us to see best Nilsson’s qualities and prejudices.
Of all the modern authors of a history of Greek religion he is the one
who draws upon the greatest variety of sources with an unequalled
knowledge of all areas of Greek life. Yet at the same time, he is also
still very much a product of the later nineteenth century with its inter-
est in nature, ritual and fertility. In his introduction Nilsson explicitly
rejects Durkheim, and it is surely symbolic that immediately after
this rejection Nilsson mentions the importance of the invention of
agriculture; his comment that Gernet stresses the sociological points
of view will have hardly been meant as a compliment.®* Yet it is the
sociological approach that allows us to connect the worship of the

78 Nilsson, Geschichte, 1, pp. 411-14. For an excellent study of the god see
M. Jameson et al., 4 Lex Sacra from Selinous (Durham, NC: Duke University,
1993), pp. 81-103, at 103.

79 F. Graf, Nordionische Kulte (Rome: Schweizerisches Institut, 1985), pp. 181-3;
Parker, Athenian Religion, pp. 238-41.

80 Graf, Nordionische Kulte, pp. 32-3 (Patroios, Phratrios), 176 (Boulaios).

81 Nilsson, Geschichte, 1, p. 419, cf. Jameson, A Lex Sacra from Selinous, p. 119.

82 See also Graf, Nordionische Kulte, pp. 203—4 (Zeus Phemios).

83 Nilsson, Geschichte, 1, pp. 63—4 (Durkeim), 67 (Gernet).
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gods with specific groups and communities. It is in this respect that
modern scholarship has perhaps made most progress in its study of
the gods.?

Like Nilsson, Walter Burkert (b. 1931) prioritized ritual above the
gods, who appear only on page 191 in his 1977 handbook of Greek
archaic and classical religion.®> Yet we enter a whole new phase in the
study of the gods. Whereas the nineteenth century debated the priority
of monotheism over polytheism or vice versa (Konaris: Chapter 25),
Burkert’s handbook of Greek religion is the first to look at polytheism
as a system with its own characteristics.®¢ Yet the first scholar to do so
was Jean-Pierre Vernant (1914-2007).8” Taking his inspiration from
the work of Georges Dumézil (1898-1986), Vernant and his school
stressed that ‘the pantheon is a system, of which we should study
the structures instead of concentrating on divinities as individuals.
Which gods are paired and which are opposed to each other? What is
the precise mode of intervention? What logic governs their being?’®®
Burkert does not really follow this model.® In line with his love for
biology, he prefers to look at the Olympians as a family, which they
of course also were, a mode of organizing the pantheon that perhaps
went back to Indo-European times.”® Within this family Burkert
looks at the archetypal married couple Zeus—Hera and the brother—
sister pair Apollo—Artemis, but also at the tensions between the old
and the young, the Titans and the generation of Zeus. Yet the family
model only goes so far, as it does not explain, for example, the antago-
nism between Apollo and Poseidon or the coupling of Poseidon and

84 Fine examples of this approach are Robert Parker’s books Athenian Religion and
Polytheism.

85 W. Burkert, Griechische Religion der archaischen und klassischen Epoche (Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer, 1977). I quote from the 1985 English translation: Burkert, Greek
Religion. On Burkert see F. Graf, ‘Kultur als Macht und Schutzmacht: Zum wis-
senschaftlichen Werk von Walter Burkert’, Neue Ziircher Zeitung, 26-7 January
1991; Henrichs, this volume, Chapter 1, n. 27.

86 Burkert, Greek Religion, pp. 216-25.

87 On Vernant see di Donato, Per una antropologia, pp. 209—44; A. Laks, ‘Les origi-
nes de Jean-Pierre Vernant’, Critique 612 (1998), pp. 268-82; A. Paradiso, ‘Jean-
Pierre Vernant’, Belfagor 56 (2001), pp. 287-306.

88 As summarized by J. N. Bremmer, Greek Religion (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 19982, reprinted Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), p. 15.
Vernant first exposed his views in 1966; cf. Vernant, Mythe et société en Gréce
ancienne (Paris: Frangois Maspero, 1974), pp. 103-20 (‘La société des dieux’); for
more bibliography see Henrichs, this volume, Chapter 1, n. 21.

89 For a critique of this model see also Henrichs, this volume, Chapter 1.

90 W. Euler, ‘Gab es eine indogermanische Gotterfamilie’, in W. Meid (ed.), Studien
zum indogermanischen Wortschatz (Innsbruck: Institut fiir Sprachwissenschaft der
Universitdt Innsbruck, 1987), pp. 35-56; West, Indo-European Poetry and Myth,
pp. 191-4.
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Demeter in many places.”’ The family model also does not explain
why Athena Hippia invents the bridle and the bit, whereas Poseidon
Hippios dominates the horse: here the Vernant model with its stress on
different modes of divine intervention is more helpful.®?

On the other hand, Vernant himself never delivered on his own
concept” — in fact, it is still unclear what kind of ‘system’ we should
be looking for. As we noted, the pattern of an Olympian ‘family’ of
gods related by kinship is clearly not sufficient, but the sociological
approach to Greek religion has not yet shed any light on the ‘sys-
temic’ aspects of Greek polytheism either. The most promising way
for exploring cultic connections and interrelationships between gods
is probably the study of regional cults, but until now not enough
regional pantheons have been explored to draw more general infer-
ences on a Panhellenic scale. Yet, in the end, the polyvalent nature of
the Greek gods and their historical developments will always oppose
an all too strictly ‘systemic’ analysis.**

Moreover, neither Burkert nor Vernant has broached the problem
of the hierarchy in the pantheon. Which gods are more important,
why and how do we know? This is of course a complicated question,
but it is clear that Artemis, for example, was more important than
Hephaistos or Themis. Here we have to look at the location of sanc-
tuaries, the nature of the sacrifices (Georgoudi: Chapter 5), the myths,
the iconography and the divine relationship to the social and political
order. It is also important to realize that the Greek gods are not just
persons. In fact, the cerebral Frenchman Vernant has even denied that
the Greek gods were persons, whereas the Romantic German Burkert
sees them as ‘human almost to the last detail’.”> However, ‘power’ and

91 Burkert, Structure and History, pp. 127-8; Bremmer, ‘““Effigies Dei” in ancient
Greece: Poseidon’, in D. v. d. Plas (ed.), Effigies Dei: Essays on the History of
Religions (Leiden: Brill, 1987), pp. 35-41.

92 See the exemplary investigation of J.-P. Vernant and M. Detienne, Les ruses
d’intelligence (Paris: Flammarion, 1974), pp. 178-202. For a fine recent example
of this approach see A. Klockner, ‘Hera und Demeter — Die Miitter’, in Grassinger
et al., Die Riickkehr der Gétter, pp. 128-37.

93 See the discussions of Artemis and Dionysos in J.-P. Vernant, Figures, idoles,
masques (Paris: Julliard, 1990), pp. 137-246, and Mortals and Immortals, ed.
F. Zeitlin (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1991), pp. 195-257. The same
is true for his followers: L. Bruit Zaidman and P. Schmitt Pantel, Religion in the
Ancient Greek City, tr. P. Cartledge (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1992), pp. 176-214.

94 See the excellent observations of A. Bendlin, ‘Nicht der Eine, nicht die Vielen: Zur
Pragmatik religiosen Verhaltens in einer polytheistischen Gesellschaft am Beispiel
Roms’, in R. G. Kratz and H. Spieckermann (eds), Gétterbilder, Gottesbilder,
Weltbilder, 2 vols (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006), II, pp. 279-311 at 280-8.

95 Vernant, Mythe et société, p. 109: ‘Les dieux grecs sont des puissances, non des
personnes’; Burkert, Greek Religion, 183.
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‘person’ are two sides of the Greek divinities, which can come to the
fore at different times and in different contexts. When Athena defeats
Poseidon in a contest for Attica, the gods are represented as persons
by authors and artisans, but an Athenian would not have failed to
notice also that ‘intelligence’ defeats ‘brute power’. There is often an
abstract quality to the Greek gods, which must have made it easier
to divinize and personalize abstract qualities and allegories, such as
Themis, Dike, Eirene and Demokratia.’

In his analysis of the Greek pantheon, Burkert not only works with
the family model, but also applies the Olympian—Chthonian opposi-
tion, that is opposing the heavenly gods to those who belong to the
earth; moreover, with the latter he combines the category of the heroes
and the semi-gods Herakles, the Dioskouroi and Asklepios. This
organization is hardly satisfactory. The distinction between Olympian
and chthonic gods has been crumbling for a while now, as it is increas-
ingly realized that this is a late antique categorization, which, at least
in its extreme form, hardly finds support in the literary and archaeo-
logical sources.”” Moreover, the category of the heroes does not derive
from the worship of the dead tout court: at this point, Burkert is clearly
still influenced by older ideas that liked to stress the worship and fear
of the dead as an important factor in the origin of the hero cult.”® The
ideal organization of the pantheon has not yet been found.

Finally, in his often brilliant analyses of the individual gods Burkert
can build on previous collections of material, but has the advantage
of the decipherment of Linear B as well as the progress in new texts
and archaeological excavations of the decades since Nilsson wrote his
handbook. Yet his own ‘voice’ is often very audible in these investi-
gations. There is now much attention to the prehistory of the gods.
For example, in the case of Artemis we hear of her as ‘Mistress of
Animals’ and as goddess of hunting and hunters, a theme dear to
Burkert’s heart. Moreover, he now pays full attention to her ties with
Asia Minor, where she later developed into a city goddess (Petrovic:
Chapter 11), the Near Eastern influence on Greek religion being
another favourite theme of his.”” The then relatively new category of
initiation is also adduced to interpret Artemis’ supervision of girls

96 For the divine pecking order see Bremmer, Greek Religion, pp. 15-23.

97 R. Schlesier, Kulte, Mythen und Gelehrte (Frankfurt: Fischer, 1994), pp. 21-32;
R. Hiagg and B. Allroth (eds), Greek Sacrificial Ritual, Olympian and Chthonian
(Stockholm: Svenska Institutet i Athen, 2005).

98 Bremmer, ‘The rise of the hero cult’.

99 For a preliminary balanced assessment of Burkert’s results in this respect see
G. Casadio, ‘Ex oriente lux?’, in C. Riedweg (ed.), Grecia Maggiore: Intrecci cul-
turali con I’ Asia nel periodo arcaico (Rome: Istituto Svizzero di Roma, 2008), pp.
122-60.
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at the brink of adulthood. In addition, the complicated relationship
of some divinities with heroes or heroines (Calame: Chapter 13), as
of Artemis with Iphigeneia,'® is, less persuasively, explained on the
basis of sacrifice, another favourite theme of Burkert. In other words,
his is in many ways also a very personal, sometimes idiosyncratic
approach.

It is time to come to a close. It has been a long road since the
Renaissance rediscovered the Greek gods.!’! Looking back over the
twentieth century we begin to realize how different the approaches
have been and how much there still is to do. Just to mention one more
topic that deserves more attention than it has received in this volume:
gender. Why did so many more Greek males receive theophoric
names, such as Apollonios or Herodotos, than did women?'®> And
what can votive reliefs (Klockner: Chapter 6) and other artistic rep-
resentations tell us about the differences in worship between men and
women?'% It is not difficult to think up other questions. One of these
would be the problem of ruler cult and its relationship to the worship
of the gods (Erskine: Epilogue). Burkert ends his handbook with a
study of Plato’s Laws, which means that he does not discuss the hymn
that the Athenians composed for Demetrios Poliorketes. In this hymn
the Macedonian king is pictured as ‘present, joyous as befits the god,
beautiful and smiling’.!”* There are of course other, more frightening
images of the Greek gods. Yet it seems fair to say that is their appeal-
ing qualities that have always attracted the interest of lay people and
scholars alike. The twentieth century wrestled with the nature of these
often so elusive gods. We may have come somewhat closer to under-
standing them, but there can be little doubt that in this respect there is
still much to do in the twenty-first century.

100 For the myth of Iphigeneia see Bremmer, ‘Sacrificing a child in ancient Greece:
the case of Iphigeneia’, in E. Noort and E. J. C. Tigchelaar (eds), The Sacrifice
of Isaac (Leiden: Brill, 2001), pp. 21-43; G. Ekroth, ‘Inventing Iphigeneia? On
Euripides and the cultic construction of Brauron’, Kernos 16 (2003), pp. 59-118;
Calame, this volume, Chapter 13.

101 M. Bull, The Mirror of the Gods (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005).

102 For a good modern start in this field see R. Parker, ‘Theophoric names and
the history of Greek religion’, in S. Hornblower and E. Matthews (eds), Greek
Personal Names: Their Value as Evidence (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2000), pp. 53-79.

103 See also O. Borgers, ‘Religious citizenship in classical Athens: men and women in
religious representations on Athenian vase-painting’, Bulletin Antieke Beschaving
83 (2008), pp. 73-97.

104 For the hymn see most recently A. Henrichs, ‘Demythologizing the past,
mythicizing the present: myth, history, and the supernatural at the dawn of the
Hellenistic period’, in R. Buxton (ed.), From Myth to Reason? (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1999), pp. 223-48 at 243-7.



WHAT IS A GREEK GOD?

Albert Henrichs

The title of this chapter poses a fundamental question that demands
an answer. Different answers are conceivable, and which one we get
depends on whom we ask. If we could go back in time and put the
question to an ordinary Greek from the classical period, he might tell
us that ‘I know one when I see one’, thus relying on his own inner cer-
tainty and experience of seeing gods in dreams or waking visions. In
fact, ‘seeing the gods’ is one of the most ubiquitously attested forms of
divine-human interaction in antiquity.! Yet if we asked another, more
cautious, Greek, he might play it safe and say with Homer: ‘Gods are
dangerous when they manifest themselves clearly’ (yolemoi 6¢ Beoi
daivesOou Evagyeic, lliad 20.131).2

In fact, a remarkable answer to our question has survived from
the third century AD. It can be found in a hexametrical oracle of the
Klarian Apollo inscribed on an altar carved into one of the walls of
the city of Oinoanda in northern Lycia®:

I am grateful to Jan Bremmer and Sarah Nolan for their comments.

1 R. Lane Fox, ‘Seeing the gods’, in Pagans and Christians (New York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1987), pp. 102-67, 700-11.

2 Or does the verse suggest that gods are ‘difficult’ to recognize when they appear
to mortals? On the ambivalent connotations of yaAenoi in this passage and in
Hymn. Hom. Cer. 111 (yaAemoi 8¢ Oeoi Bvnroicy 6pdobar) see N. J. Richardson,
The Homeric Hymn to Demeter (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1974), pp. 185-6. W.
Burkert, ‘From epiphany to cult statue: early Greek theos’, in A. B. Lloyd (ed.),
What is a God? Studies in the Nature of Greek Divinity (London: Duckworth,
1997), pp. 15-34 at 21, paraphrases ‘gods may even be dangerous and are difficult
to behold’.

3 SEG 27 (1977), no. 933. The Oinoanda oracle was first published by G. E. Bean
in 1971. See H. W. Parke, The Oracles of Apollo in Asia Minor (London: Croom
Helm, 1985), pp. 164-9; Lane Fox, Pagans and Christians, pp. 168-77, 190-4;
S. Mitchell, ‘The cult of Theos Hypsistos between pagans, Jews, and Christians’,
in P. Athanassiadi and M. Frede (eds), Pagan Monotheism in Late Antiquity
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), pp. 81-148 at 81-92; A. Busine, Paroles
d’Apollon: Pratiques et traditions oraculaires dans I’ Antiquité tardive (Ile-VlIe
siécles), (Leiden: Brill, 2005), pp. 35-40, 447 no. 15, cf. 456 no. 85 (below, n. 10);
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adTOPUNC, AdIdOKTOG, AUNT®QE, AGTLHEAKTOG,
olvopo U ¥®wE®dV, TOAVMVLLOG, £V TVEL VainV,
0070 080¢" Hikea 6& Oeod uéeig dyyeAot NUETC.

‘Self-engendered, untaught, without mother, unshakeable,
admitting of no name, with many names, dwelling in fire —
this is god. We are but a small portion of god, (his) messengers.’

This pagan oracle offers an elaborate theological answer to the ques-
tion, first raised by Pindar, ‘What is god?’ (fr. 140d Snell/Maehler ti
0edc;). The neuter pronoun in the phrase totto 0edg reflects a concern
with precise definition as well as a tendency to replace the concept of a
personal god with a more abstract notion of divinity.* The god envisaged
here is an unnamed transcendent deity who is identified with the ethereal
fire. Aloof and mysterious, he is described in hymnic style with a series of
praise words inspired by negative theology and culminating in a pair of
opposites that simultaneously emphasize the god’s ineffability and the
abundance of his names.> By asking ‘What is god?’ rather than “‘Who is
(a) god?’, the oracle looks beyond the individual gods and offers a more
universal, Platonizing definition of divinity. Despite their elevated tone,
the epithets that characterize the highest god are conventional and have
parallels in Orphic hymns, magical papyri and several other theological
oracles.® Apollo, the putative source of these hexameters, explains the
gods of popular belief, himself included, collectively as emanations of

(footnote 3 continued)

C. Oesterheld, Gottliche Botschaften fiir zweifelnde Menschen: Pragmatik und
Orientierungsleistung der Apollon-Orakel von Klaros und Didyma in hellenistisch-
romischer Zeit (GOttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 2008), pp. 574 no. 25, 603.

4 For the use of the neuter pronoun in questions about the nature of god see below,
n. 10, and Cic. Nat. D. 1.22.60 roges me quid aut quale sit deus. On the theology and
style of the so-called ‘theological oracles’ from Klaros, Didyma and the Tiibingen
Theosophy, including the Oinoanda oracle, see most recently J. L. Lightfoot, The
Sibylline Oracles (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), pp. 38-44, 536-7.

5 A comparable early Christian example of negative theology combined with polar
predication seems to have gone unnoticed: Clem. Al. Strom. 6.5.39 = Kerygma
Petrou fr. 2a Dobschiitz (first half of second century AD) 6 ddparog, 6g & mavta
600, dxdonTog, B¢ TO MAVTO, YWEEL, Avemdenc, ob 1o mhvta émdéetol kol St &v doTiy,
AKoTOANTTOG, Aévaos, Gdbaptog, dmointog, O¢ T0 mavta Emoincev AdY® dvvapemg
avtod (‘the invisible, who sees all things; uncontained, who contains all; needing
nothing, of whom all things stand in need, and thanks to whom they exist; incom-
prehensible, everlasting, indestructible, unmade, who made all things by the
word of his power’). Cf. D. Carabine, The Unknown God: Negative Theology in
the Platonic Tradition: Plato to Eriugena (Louvain: Peeters, 1995), pp. 229-32 on
negative theology in Clement; Carabine ignores the theological oracles, including
the one from Oinoanda.

6 L. Robert, ‘Un oracle gravé a Oinoanda’ (1971), in Opera Minora Selecta V
(Amsterdam: Adolf M. Hakkert, 1989), pp. 617-39, at 610-14.
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the supreme being and as his ‘messengers’ (angeloi), a term that had a
familiar ring for Jews and Christians alike.” To describe these ‘angels’
as ‘a small portion of god’ is not as far-fetched as it sounds. Some seven
centuries before the Oinoanda oracle Diogenes of Apollonia used an
almost identical phrase to characterize the affinity of the human mind
to the divine.® By the imperial period, the notion that humans are ‘a
portion of god’ had become a commonplace in philosophical circles.’

A fuller version of the Klarian oracle was incorporated much later
into a Christian collection of pagan theological texts with the title
Theosophia (‘Divine Wisdom”).!° By giving a ‘theosophic’ answer to the
question ‘What is god?’, the author of the oracle acts like a quintessen-
tial 0goAdyoc. For more than a century, ‘theology’ has been considered
a bad word by historians of Greek religion reacting to its Christian con-
notations. But 6goAoyia is in origin a perfectly good pagan word that
first appears in Plato and that has a long history in later Platonism.'!
The basic meaning of the word is ‘talking about the gods/god’, Aéyew
nepl Oedv. Clearly this kind of talk — that is, verbalized reflections on
the ‘nature’ of divinity, mepi ¢pvoewg Oedv or de natura deorum — is a

7 Busine, Paroles d’Apollon, pp. 208-9.

8 Theophr. Sens. 42 = Diogenes of Apollonia 64 A 19 p. 56.3 DK 06 évtog ane
aioBaveTar pkeov dv poptov tod Beod (‘the air within us [= the soul] has perception
because it is a small portion of god’). Cf. W. Burkert, Greek Religion (Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 1985), p. 319.

9 Epict. Diatr. 2.8.9 od dndonocua &l 100 00D Exgig Tt &v GeonTdL NEEOG EKetvou
(‘you are a detached part of god; you have in yourself a certain portion of
god’).

10 Preserved in the Theosophia Tubingensis 13.106-8, ed. H. Erbse, Theosophorum
Graecorum fragmenta (Stuttgart and Leipzig: Teubner, 1995), pp. 8-9; cf. Busine,
Paroles d’ Apollon, p. 456 no. 85, and Oesterheld, Gottliche Botschaften, p. 575 no.
26. The three hexameters defining the divine essence are also quoted by Lactant.
Div. inst. 1.7 (Paroles d’ Apollon, p. 456 no. 80, Géttliche Botschaften, p. 575 no.
27), who reports the question addressed to the Klarian Apollo as “Who at all or
what is god?’ (quis esset aut quid esset omnino deus). On the Tlibingen Theosophy
(late seventh century) and its relationship to the lost Theosophia (c. AD 500) see
Lightfoot, Sibylline Oracles, pp. 39, 105-6.

11 Pl. Resp. 379a6 mepi Ooroyiog, cf. Empedokles 131.4 DK audi 6edv . . . Aoyov.
Philolaos 44 B 14 DK is the earliest attestation of 8eoAdyog, whether or not the
fragment is genuine (W. Burkert, Lore and Science in Ancient Pythagoreanism
[Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1972], p. 249 with n. 47). Theology
thrived in later Platonism; Proklos wrote a Theologia Platonica (Ilggi Ti|g xatd
IM\érove Ogoloyiag) as well as an Institutio theologica (Ztoyyeiowolg Beoloykn),
and Marsilio Ficino is the author of a Latin Theologia Platonica. Cf. M. Bordt,
Platons Theologie (Freiburg and Munich: Karl Alber, 2006); M. Abbate, 1/ divino
tra unita e molteplicita: saggio sulla Teologia Platonica di Proclo (Alessandria:
Edizioni dell’Orso, 2008); M. J. B. Allen et al. (eds), Marsilio Ficino.: His Theology,
His Philosophy, His Legacy (Leiden: Brill, 2002). The title of one of the chapters
in Abbate’s book is a Platonizing appropriation of Thales’ dictum (below, n. 14),
and a testimony to its polyvalence: ‘Il “Tutto” & pieno di dei; dagli deéi ipercosmici
agli dei encosmici’.
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mode of speech that came naturally to the Greeks and that found
expression in various forms of poetry, especially hymns, long before
the gods became the subject of philosophical discourse.!?

Thefirst Greek philosophers, the so-called Presocratics, were without
exception interested in the divine and contributed to the ongoing Greek
‘talk about the gods’.!3> What is arguably the earliest of these theologi-
cal utterances consists of three words that convey the most succinct
and poignant definition of Greek polytheism that has come down from
antiquity: wévto mAfen 0sdv — ‘everything is full of gods’.'* Ascribed
by Aristotle to Thales, the earliest Greek philosopher, the phrase
effectively encapsulates one of the most defining features of Greek
religion — the fact that the Greeks were polytheists who recognized
and worshipped a plurality of gods, something they shared with the
overwhelming majority of Mediterranean religions and cultures. The
dictum also implies the physical, indeed epiphanic, omnipresence and
ubiquity of the divine in all its manifestations, whether Thales’ gods
are to be understood as the gods of traditional belief, as I am about to
suggest, or as divine beings of a different order, that is, individual souls
or a universal life-force, as Plato and Aristotle thought.'

12 Ancient treatises titled Ilepi Oedv (cf. Cicero’s De natura deorum) are abundantly
attested, but modern discussions of the shared characteristics of Greek gods are
hard to find.

13 W. Jaeger, The Theology of the Early Greek Philosophers = The Gifford Lectures
1936 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1947); T. M. Robinson, ‘Presocratic theol-
ogy’, in P. Curd and D. W. Graham (eds), The Oxford Handbook of Presocratic
Philosophy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), pp. 485-98. On theology
as an integral branch of Greek philosophy see S. Broadie, ‘Rational theology’,
in A. A. Long (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Early Greek Philosophy
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), pp. 205-24; D. Frede and A.
Laks (eds), Traditions of Theology: Studies in Hellenistic Theology, Its Background
and Aftermath (Leiden: Brill, 2002); P. Meijer, Stoic Theology: Proofs for the
Existence of the Cosmic God and of the Traditional Gods, Including a Commentary
on Cleanthes’ Hymn on Zeus (Delft: Eburon, 2007).

14 11 A 22 DK as quoted by Arist. De an. 1.5,411a8, who takes it as a possible reference
to the cosmic soul (note his icwg, ‘perhaps’). The authenticity, intended meaning
and exact wording of the dictum ascribed to Thales are far from certain. Plato
cites it without attribution and with inverted word order (Leg. 10.899b8 v ivou
nMon mavta, cf. Epin. 991d4 Oedv eivar mévto mhéa). According to Aét. Plac. 1.7.11
=11 A 23 DK, Thales held ‘that the All is both animate and full of daimons’ (10 8¢
wdv Epyoyov Gua kai dopdvov mifjees). Representative discussions include Jaeger,
Theology, pp. 21-2 and 198-9 n. 10; W. K. C. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy
I (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1962), pp. 65-6; G. S. Kirk et al., The
Presocratic Philosophers (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 19832), pp. 95-8.
A monotheistic version of the dictum (‘Everything is full of god’, mévta 600 mhron)
is embedded in one of the theological oracles found in the TZibingen Theosophy and
in other texts from late antiquity; see Theosoph. Tubing. 43.365 Erbse (above, n. 10).

15 In the wake of Plato and Aristotle (preceding note), animistic readings of mévta
mAnen Bedv are popular. See R. J. Hankinson, ‘Reason, cause and explanation in
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The majority of modern interpreters believes that, in Werner
Jaeger’s words, the saying ascribed to Thales ‘cannot refer to those
gods with which the imaginative faith of the Greeks peopled moun-
tain and stream, tree and spring, any more than to the inhabitants of
Heaven or Olympus of whom we read in Homer.!¢ It is hard to see
which gods the author of our dictum might have had in mind once the
Olympian gods are excluded along with the deified aspects of nature.!”
Jaeger himself understood Thales’ gods as ‘mysterious living forces’
while admitting that ‘we know nothing of Thales’ concept of God’.!¥
In the Greek polytheistic system, the number of gods is potentially
infinite; it includes the conventional gods as well as any ‘new gods’
along with the less tangible gods envisaged by the philosophers.'® I
find it hard to believe that a statement that maximizes the number of
gods as well as their omnipresence would exclude the most accepted
categories of gods from consideration. Far from reducing Thales’
gods to a cosmic principle or turning them into ‘mysterious forces’,
I take ‘everything is full of gods’ as an emphatic assertion of Greek
polytheism in the fullest sense of the word.?

At this point some reflections on Greek polytheism and its treat-
ment in modern scholarship are in order.?' After all, Greek polytheism

Presocratic philosophy’, in Curd and Graham, Oxford Handbook of Presocratic
Philosophy, pp. 434-57 at 443, who relates Thales’ assertion to ‘the dynamism in
the world’, more specifically to ‘this sort of pan-psychism (if such it is)’.

16 Jaeger, Theology, pp. 21-2.

17 On the latter see J. Larson, ‘A land full of gods: nature deities in Greek religion’, in
D. Ogden (ed.), 4 Companion to Greek Religion (Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2007),
pp. 56-70.

18 Jaeger, Theology, p. 199, who is echoed by Robinson, ‘Presocratic theology’,
p. 485 (‘powerful life-principle’).

19 New gods: R. Parker, Athenian Religion: A History (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1996), pp. 152-98; W. Allan, ‘Religious syncretism: the new gods of Greek
tragedy’, HSCPh 102 (2004), pp. 113-55. On the gods of the philosophers see
above, nn. 11 and 13.

20 Against the prevailing animistic reading of Thales’ dictum, Gregory Frost-
Arnold offers a decidedly polytheistic and ‘Hesiodic’ interpretation, with which
I agree in principle (see his unpublished paper ‘On Thales’” “all things are full of
gods™’, at http://faculty.unlv.edu/frostarn/ThalesFull.pdf).

21 For various (re)constructions of Greek polytheism as a ‘system’ of interrelation-
ships and interactions among multiple divinities see Burkert, Greek Religion, pp.
216-25; J.-P. Vernant, ‘Greek religion, ancient religions’ (1975), in Mortals and
Immortals (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1991), pp. 269-89; M. Detienne,
ch. IX in M. Detienne and G. Sissa, La vie quotidienne des dieux grecs (Paris:
Hachette, 1989), pp. 159-264; L. Bruit Zaidman and P. Schmitt Pantel, Religion
in the Ancient Greek City (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), pp.
176-214; F. Graf, ‘Griechische Religion’, in H.-G. Nesselrath (ed.), Einleitung in
die griechische Philologie (Stuttgart and Leipzig: Teubner, 1997), pp. 456-504 at
495-500; J. N. Bremmer, Greek Religion (Oxford: Oxford University Press, with
addenda, 19992), pp. 11-26; R. Parker, Polytheism and Society at Athens (Oxford:
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is nothing but the sum total of all the Greek gods and their worship,
and any attempt to define Greek divinity must take into account the
distinctions between Greek polytheism and non-Greek forms of poly-
theism.??> Like ‘theology’, polytheism was a taboo word for scholars
of Greek religion until very recently. Already before the nineteenth
century the term had acquired decidedly negative connotations that
smacked of primitive cultures and comparative anthropology. The
politically correct word for the sum total of divine worship in the Greek
world continues to be ‘religion’, a Latin term of Protean versatility
that has remained remarkably uncontroversial through the centuries
and that creates a safe buffer between the polytheism practised by the
Greeks and the monotheistic propensities of its modern students.?* In
a signal acknowledgement of the most distinctive feature of Greek reli-
gion, its polytheism, Robert Parker rehabilitated the proscribed word
by giving it a prominent place in the title of his most recent book.**
Before we can attempt to give our own answer to the question
‘What is a Greek god?” we need to address another prejudice, which
Jan Bremmer touches upon in his introduction to this volume when he
mentions the general neglect of the Greek gods in the modern schol-
arship on Greek religion.? Indeed, for over a hundred years scholars
have paid infinitely more attention to cult and rituals than to the

(footnote 21 continued)

Oxford University Press, 2005), pp. 387-95; P. Brulé, La Gréce d’a coté (Rennes:
Presses Universitaires de Rennes, 2007), pp. 313-81. On the modern reception
of Greek polytheism since Nietzsche see A. Henrichs, ‘Gotterdimmerung und
Gotterglanz: Griechischer Polytheismus seit 1872, in B. Seidensticker and M.
Vohler (eds), Urgeschichten der Moderne: Die Antike im 20. Jahrhundert (Stuttgart
and Weimar: Metzler, 2001), pp. 1-19, and ““Full of gods”: Nietzsche on Greek
polytheism and culture’, in P. Bishop (ed.), Nietzsche and Antiquity: His Reaction
and Response to the Classical Tradition (Rochester, NY: Camden House, 2004),
pp. 114-37.

22 B. Gladigow, ‘Polytheismus’, in H. Cancik et al. (eds), Handbuch religionswissen-
schaftlicher Grundbegriffe IV (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1998), pp. 321-30.

23 On the problem of nomenclature in the study of what the Greeks called ta
tdv Bedv (‘matters concerning the gods’) see R. Schlesier, Kulte, Mythen
und Gelehrte: Anthropologie der Antike seit 1800 (Frankfurt: Fischer, 1994),
pp. 145-6; J. N. Bremmer, ‘““Religion”, “ritual” and the opposition “sacred
vs. profane”: notes towards a terminological “genealogy™’, in F. Graf (ed.),
Ansichten griechischer Rituale: Geburtstags-Symposium fiir Walter Burkert
(Stuttgart and Leipzig: Teubner, 1998), pp. 9-32. As has often been pointed
out, Greek lacks a proper term for ‘religion’ other than ‘piety’ (eboéfeia) and
‘worship’ (Bpniokeia).

24 Parker, Polytheism and Society at Athens. The term is gaining acceptance.
An international workshop on ‘Polytheism in Practice’ took place at Athens in
November 2008 under the aegis of the Swedish Institute. See below, n. 78.

25 On the paradigm shift from gods to rituals see Henrichs, ‘Gotterdimmerung
und Goétterglanz’; M. Konaris, this volume, Chapter 25.
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Greek gods. The neglect of the gods and the privileging of rituals over
the gods reflect a preference for the human participants in their actual
social and historical settings.?® Eminent scholars of Greek religion
who can be described as ‘ritualists’ of one sort or another form a close
line of succession from the late nineteenth century to the present day.
They include Hermann Usener (1834-1905) and his followers, Jane
Harrison (1850-1928), Eric R. Dodds (1893-1979) and Walter Burkert
(b. 1931) among others.?”’” Nobody can deny the central importance of
ritual for Greek religion and culture. Animal sacrifice with its complex
roots in the human struggle for survival and with its shabby treatment
of the gods is a conspicuous case in point.?

26 Recent works on Greek religion with a distinct emphasis on social struc-
tures and social history include Bruit Zaidman and Schmitt Pantel, Religion in
the Ancient Greek City (1992); Parker, Athenian Religion: A History (1996), and
Polytheism and Society at Athens (2005).

27 On Usener see J. N. Bremmer, ‘Hermann Usener’, in W. W. Briggs and W. M.
Calder III (eds), Classical Scholarship: A Biographical Encyclopedia (New Y ork
and London: Garland, 1990), pp. 462-78; R. Schlesier, ‘““Arbeiter in Useners
Weinberg”: Anthropologie und antike Religionsgeschichte in Deutschland nach
dem ersten Weltkrieg’, in Kulte, Mythen und Gelehrte, pp. 193-241. On Harrison
see Schlesier, ‘Die extravagante Ritualistin von Cambridge: Jane Ellen Harrison’,
ibid., pp. 123-44, and ‘Prolegomena zu Jane Harrisons Deutung der antiken
griechischen Religion’, ibid., pp. 15-192. On Dodds see E. R. Dodds, Missing
Persons: An Autobiography (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1977). On Burkert see
R. W. Cape and W. Burkert, ‘An interview with Walter Burkert’, Favonius 2 (1988),
pp. 41-52; W. Burkert, Kleine Schriften I: Homerica (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck
und Ruprecht, 2001), pp. 233-59; A. Henrichs, ‘Dromena und Legomena: Zum
rituellen Selbstverstandnis der Griechen’, in Graf, Ansichten griechischer Rituale,
pp. 33-71 at 63-68. The papers of the ‘Author’s Colloquium with Walter Burkert’
(Universitat Bielefeld, 22-4 November, 2007) will be published shortly in the series
MythosEikonPoiesis: A. Bierl and W. Braungart (eds), Gewalt und Opfer: Im
Dialog mit Walter Burkert (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2010).

28 On the practice and ideology of the sacrificial killing of animals in ancient Greece
see most recently J. N. Bremmer, ‘Greek normative animal sacrifice’, in Ogden, 4
Companion to Greek Religion, pp. 132-44; M.-Z. Petropoulou, Animal Sacrifice
in Ancient Greek Religion, Judaism, and Christianity, 100 BC to AD 200 (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2008), pp. 32-116; V. Mehl and P. Brulé (eds), Le sac-
rifice antique: Vestiges, procédures et stratégies (Rennes: Presses Universitaires de
Rennes, 2008); Georgoudi, this volume, Chapter 5. Because of its central role in
Greek culture, animal sacrifice looms large in contemporary discussions of Greek
religion. In 2007 and 2008 alone, four international conferences were devoted to
animal and human sacrifice in ancient Mediterranean and other cultures, with
emphasis on Greece: Sarah Hitch and Ian Rutherford (organizers), ‘Violent com-
mensality: animal sacrifice and its discourses in the ancient world’, University
of Reading, 11 May 2007; Chris Faraone, Bruce Lincoln and Fred Naiden,
‘The centrality of animal sacrifice in ancient Greek religion: ancient reality or
modern construct?’, University of Chicago, 11-13 April 2008; Renaud Gagné,
‘Representations of human sacrifice: Greece, China and Mesoamerica’, McGill
University, 8§ November 2008; Jennifer Wright Knust and Zsuzsanna Varhelyi,
‘What the gods demand: blood sacrifice in Mediterranean antiquity’, Boston
University, 19-21 November 2008. A case of overkill?
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As has often been observed, what people do in pursuit of their
religious beliefs is more consistent over time and more indicative of
social realities than what they say.?’ Yet for the Greeks themselves,
the rituals they performed were mere corollaries of their belief in the
existence and power of the gods. In their eyes, it was their gods more
than their rituals that formed the cornerstone of their religion. From a
Greek point of view, the gods not only existed prior to the rituals prac-
tised in their honour but were regarded as the ultimate raison d’étre
for these rituals. Indeed, Greek texts and vase paintings represent gods
like Apollo, Artemis or Hermes engaged in ritual performance as “first
inventors’ and as archetypal performers of rituals such as libation
and animal sacrifice, and thus as divine role models for the human
practitioners.*® The dominant modern view is the exact opposite. For
modern ritualists and indeed for most students of Greek religion in
the late nineteenth and throughout the twentieth century, rituals are
social agendas that are in conception and origin prior to the gods, who
are regarded as mere human constructs that have no reality outside
the religious belief system that created them. The answer that a Jane
Harrison might have given to the question ‘What is a god?” would
reflect her belief in the absolute priority of ritual — Greek gods were
for her personified projections of rituals.?! Under such a definition, the
divinity becomes identical with the ritual, and loses his or her distinct
identity.

The modern tendency to separate Greek rituals from the gods and
to treat them as self-contained manifestations of social realities finds
a measure of support in some Greek rituals that lack a specific divine
recipient or referent. But as the abundant religious record of the
Greeks shows, and as some of the chapters in this volume confirm,
most rituals of Greek religion are intimately connected with specific
gods. It is neither practical nor advisable to study the two entities
separately. Still, ritual continues to be privileged over the gods in
the contemporary study of Greek religion, in part because of the
pervasive influence of the work of Walter Burkert, who has done
infinitely more for our understanding of Greek ritual than for that
of the Greek gods. But it is not only the preoccupation with ritual
that has displaced interest in the gods. Other constraints apply and
further limit the extent to which Greek gods are studied. Whenever
they do receive full attention, they tend to be studied individually

29 Henrichs, ‘Dromena und Legomena’.

30 K. C. Patton, Religion of the Gods: Ritual, Paradox, and Reflexivity (New York:
Oxford University Press, 2009), esp. pp. 3—180.

31 Schlesier, Kulte, Mythen und Gelehrte, pp. 145-92 at 185.
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rather than collectively or generically. This explains why books and
articles on individual gods such as Zeus, Athena or Dionysos and
their function in Greek culture abound, whereas systematic studies
of Greek polytheism or of the cultural specificity of Greek notions of
divinity are nowhere to be found.*

Again, what is a Greek god? An answer that points us in the right
direction can be found in a famous passage from Herodotus in which
the historian of the Persian Wars once again exhibits his profound
awareness of religious phenomena.*? In his comparison of Greek and
Egyptian gods he considers Homer and Hesiod instrumental in the
formation of the Greek pantheon (2.53.2):

80ev 8¢ dyévero Exootog AV Dedv, eite O aisl Noav mavreg, Okoiol
€ TIveG TO €100, 0VK NMIOTENTO PEYOL OV TEMNV T Kod Y08 (g
ginelv Loyw. ‘Hoiodov yap kai ‘Ouneov niikinv tetpakociolot &tect
Sokém péo mpesPutépong yevéchou kai ov mAfost ovtol 84 giot ol
momoavteg Beoyoviny "EAAnct kai toict Beoiot tag Enmvupiog 60vTeC
Kol TIAG T Kol TéEYvog S1eEAOVTEG Kol £10ga aDT®dY GNUVOVTEG.

‘However, it was only the day before yesterday, so to speak, that
the Greeks came to know whence each of the gods originated,
whether all of them had always existed, and what they were like in
their visible forms. For I take it that Homer and Hesiod lived no
more than four hundred years before my time. They are the poets
who composed a theogony for the Greeks and gave the gods their
names and epithets, distinguished their honours and functions,
and indicated their visible forms.’

According to Herodotus, it was Homer and Hesiod who created the
Greek pantheon single-handedly and assigned distinct properties to
each of the Olympian gods, thereby recognizing them as individuals

32 See most recently K. Dowden (Zeus 2006); R. Seaford, Dionysos (2006); S. Deacy,
Athena (2008); F. Graf, Apollo (2009). All four books appeared in the same series,
‘Gods and Heroes of the Ancient World’ (London and New York: Routledge).
The series as a whole is a stark reminder of the widespread tendency to study the
Greek gods individually and in isolation from one another, as if they had lived
separate ‘lives’ that entitled them to their own biographies. For a critique of this
and other trends in the modern study of Greek polytheism see A. Henrichs, Die
Gotter Griechenlands: Ihr Bild im Wandel der Religionswissenschaft (Bamberg:
C. C. Buchner, 1987), repr. in H. Flashar (ed.), Auseinandersetzungen mit der
Antike (Bamberg: C. C. Buchner, 1990), pp. 115-62.

33 See W. Burkert, ‘Herodot als Historiker fremder Religionen’ (1990), in Kleine
Schriften VII: Tragica et Historica (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht,
2007), pp. 140-60.
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in their own right.** Needless to say, the origins of the Greek gods are
infinitely more complex than Herodotus could possibly have imag-
ined, and the Homeric gods are not the sole product of poetic imagi-
nation, as Hartmut Erbse thought.® But the characteristics which the
Homeric and Hesiodic epics attribute to the gods are external. They
identify the gods as individuals but neither define nor explain their
divinity; in fact they take it for granted. They tell us who is who among
the gods, but they do not reveal what it is that makes a god a god.
Like Herodotus, the vast majority of modern students of Greek reli-
gion have embraced what anthropologists describe as an ‘etic’ rather
than an ‘emic’ viewpoint; in other words, they comment on Greek reli-
gion as outsiders who are neither part of that culture nor particularly
partial to it and who do not share its belief system.*¢ Unlike the Greeks
themselves, scholars who engage in the study of the Greek gods today
are with few exceptions monotheists. It is fair to say that polytheism in
any of its past or present forms is intrinsically alien to them. Whether
they are Jews, Christians or agnostics, they are by definition reluctant
to identify with Greek attitudes towards the divine and instead adopt
conventional standards of scholarly objectivity that require a con-
siderable inner distance from the object of their study. Scholars like
Walter F. Otto (1874-1958) in Germany and the Hungarian-born Karl
Kerényi (1879-1973), who shared a belief in the experienced presence
of the Greek gods, deliberately ignored these rules and tried to iden-
tify in more intimate ways with the religiosity of the Greeks and with
their gods.?” Such scholars have always been the exception. Otto and

34 On the Panhellenic associations of this passage and its implications for Herodotus
as a ‘historian of religions’ see W. Burkert, ‘Herodot iiber die Namen der Goétter:
Polytheismus als historisches Problem’ (1985), in Kleine Schriften VII, pp. 161-72;
G. Nagy, Pindar’s Homer: The Lyric Possession of an Epic Past (Baltimore and
London: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1990), pp. 215-17 and 261-2.

35 H. Erbse, Untersuchungen zur Funktion der Gétter im homerischen Epos (Berlin
and New York: De Gruyter, 1986). For a fascinating Homeric theology based on
a strictly ‘Iliadic’ reading of the Olympian pantheon see G. Sissa in La vie quotidi-
enne des dieux grecs, pp. 25-155.

36 T.N.Headland etal. (eds), Emics and Etics: The Insider/ Outsider Debate (Newbury
Park, CA: Sage, 1990); J. W. Lett, ‘Emic/etic distinctions’, in D. Levinson and M.
Ember (eds), Encyclopedia of Cultural Anthropology III (New York: Henry Holt,
1996), pp. 382-83; A. Barnard, ‘Emic and etic’, in A. Barnard and J. Spencer
(eds), Encyclopedia of Social and Cultural Anthropology (London and New York:
Routledge, 1996), pp. 180-3.

37 Representative samples of their work on the Greek gods include W. F. Otto,
Theophania: Der Geist der altgriechischen Religion (Hamburg: Rowohlt, 1956), and
K. Kerényi, Antike Religion(Munich: Langen Miiller 1971, reissued Stuttgart: Klett-
Cotta, 1995). On W. F. Otto: J. Donnenberg, ‘Die Goétterlehre Walter Friedrich
Ottos: Weg oder Irrweg moderner Religionsgeschichte?” (dissertation, Inns-
bruck, 1961); H. Cancik, Antik, Modern: Beitrige zur romischen und deutschen
Kulturgeschichte (Stuttgart: Metzler, 1998), pp. 139-86; Henrichs, Die Gétter
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Kerényi in particular had to pay a high price for their unorthodoxy.
To this day, they are not taken seriously, and understandably so. I
am in no hurry to come to their rescue, but their legacy does serve as a
reminder that ‘emic’ and ‘etic’ methodologies produce vastly different
insights into Greek culture and especially Greek religion.

I can think of three divine properties that set gods apart from mortals
and define their divinity, namely immortality, anthropomorphism and
power.’® Immortality and divine power are closely linked like cause
and effect. If gods were subject to death, their power would be finite
and limited by their mortality. Paradoxically, though, Greek gods are
often portrayed as if they had to prove their divinity by exercising their
supernatural power (dpet) through acts of miraculous intervention.*
The notion of anthropomorphic gods is not a necessary prerequisite
for divine immortality or power. In fact the anthropomorphism of the
Greek gods makes their divinity a challenge for mortals while it offers
great opportunities for the immortals themselves. Ironically, the human
form which the Greeks shared with their gods often served as a reminder
of the distance that separated mortals and immortals. To the extent that
Greek gods seem to look like mortals, they are indistinguishable from
them, but numerous myths tell of occasions when this external resem-
blance turned out to be deceptive. After some reflections on the first two
properties, I conclude with a brief discussion of the third.

1 IMMORTALITY

First and foremost, Greek gods are immortal (&Bévator or aigv
g6vteg).* Immortality is the ultimate benchmark of their divinity.

Griechenlands,pp.139-41;0. Leege, ‘Dionysosindermodernen Religionsgeschichte’,
in R. Schlesier and A. Schwarzmaier (eds), Dionysos: Verwandlung und Ekstase
(Berlin and Regensburg: Staatliche Museen zu Berlin/Schnell und Steiner, 2008),
pp. 133-41 at 137-40. On K. Kerényi: R. Schlesier and R. S. Martinez (eds),
Neuhumanismus und Anthropologie des griechischen Mythos: Karl Kerényi im
europdischen Kontext des 20. Jahrhunderts (Locarno: Rezzonico Editore, 2006).

38 See A. Henrichs, ““He has a god in him”: human and divine in the modern percep-
tion of Dionysus’, in T. H. Carpenter and C. A. Faraone (eds), Masks of Dionysus
(Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press, 1993), pp. 13-43 at 18-21, where I
examine the specific divinity of Dionysos with the help of the same three criteria.
For a comparative perspective see L. R. Farnell, The Attributes of God = The
Gifford Lectures 19245 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1925).

39 On aretalogy as a genre and its status in the scholarship of the last hundred years
see A. Henrichs, ‘Der antike Roman: Kerényi und die Folgen’, in Neuhumanismus
und Anthropologie des griechischen Mythos, pp. 57-70, at 64-6.

40 Both epithets are Homeric (e. g. 7. 1.290, 520); cf. J. Strauss Clay, ‘Immortal and
ageless forever’, Classical Journal 77 (1981/2), pp. 112-17. On the nexus between
divine immortality and corporeality see Vernant, Mortals and Immortals, pp.
27-49.
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Subject to reproduction and birth but exempt from death, the gods
worshipped by the Greeks are imperishable but not eternal, unlike
the Judaeo-Christian creator god or the supreme being of later
Platonists. Differently put, Greek gods have a beginning but no end.
Hesiod explains their origins in his 7heogony, which embeds the
concept of divine generation in its title. Gods who suffer and die,
such as Dionysos Zagreus, are rare exceptions to the Homeric rule
that immortality defined as exemption from death is a prerequisite
for divinity.*' Typically, however, dying gods like Osiris (whose fate
served as a model for the Zagreus myth) and Adonis come back to life
and ultimately confirm the principle of divine immortality.*?

Modern preoccupation with the immortality of the soul and thus with
the divine element in mortals far outweighs interest in the immortality
of the gods, whose deathlessness is usually taken for granted without
further discussion by students of Greek religion.** The same pattern
obtained in antiquity. Whereas numerous Greek philosophers and
church fathers discuss the immortality of the soul, few ancient texts
dwell on immortality as a defining feature of Greek divinity. Two excep-
tions from drama, one from comedy and the other from tragedy, come
to mind. In the Acharnians of Aristophanes, an impostor rises to speak
in the Athenian assembly. When asked by the Herald to identify himself,
he gives his name as Amphitheos (46), which literally means that he is
descended from divine ancestry on his father’s and his mother’s side.*
He rattles offa bogus Eleusinian genealogy, in which he traces his lineage
back to Demeter and Triptolemos to support his claim, ‘I am immortal’
(51 éBavaroc ipi, cf. 47 and 53). Amphitheos’ claim is false, and his pur-
ported genealogy is a joke. The scene is so hilarious that it must have left
the audience rolling with laughter, but it confirms that immortality was
the defining quality of divinity, and inseparable from it.

A comparable construction of divinity, albeit in a more tragic vein,

41 The controversy over the origin and meaning of the Zagreus myth continues
unabated, with no resolution in sight. The earliest text that mentions the dismem-
berment and the rebirth (dvefiw) of Dionysos Zagreus is Phld., Piet. 4957-70
Obbink = Orph. 59 I Bernabé¢, on which see A. Henrichs, ‘Philodems De Pietate
als mythographische Quelle’, Cronache Ercolanesi 5 (1975), pp. 5-38 at 34-8. On
Dionysos as a ‘suffering god’ in Nietzsche’s Birth of Tragedy (1872) and elsewhere
see Henrichs, ““He has a god in him™’, pp. 26-9.

42 B. Gladigow, ‘Gottesvorstellungen’, in H. Cancik et al. (eds), Handbuch religions-
wissenschaftlicher Grundbegriffe 111 (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1993), pp. 32-49 at
42.

43 W. Jaeger, ‘The Greek ideas of immortality’, HThR 52 (1959), pp. 13547, is
typical in his exclusive concern with what he calls ‘the immortality of man’.

44 The comic coinage audifeog is modelled on audBaing (‘with both parents alive’), a
term often used in the context of ritual; see F. R. Adrados (ed.), Diccionario griego-
espaiiol 11 (Madrid: Instituto ‘Antonio de Nebrija’, 1986), p. 214.
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can be found in the closing scene of Sophocles’ Philoktetes, in which
Herakles appears as a deus ex machina to break the stalemate that
resulted from Philoktetes’ indecision (1409ff.). Herakles introduces
himself as an Olympian god who has acquired immortal distinction
(1420 &Bavotov dpetrv) through hard work and toil (1419 movog).
In fact most Greek gods were hard at work to justify their existence
and prove their divinity.*> Herakles’ existential status is notoriously
ambivalent, and he can be seen as the archetype of the human aspi-
ration to shed one’s own mortality and to become immortal. The
Sophoclean Herakles appears as a fully fledged god who lives on
Olympos and rubs shoulders with Zeus. In Euripides, Herakles doesn’t
know whether he is human or divine.*® Outside tragedy, in actual cult,
sacrifices are offered to Herakles both ‘as to a god’ (®¢ 8edt) and ‘as
to a hero’ (g flomt).*” Whereas gods are immortal, heroes are not. In
fact having died and being a corpse is the most basic prerequisite for
obtaining the status of a cult hero.®®

Immortality can be an ambivalent category that was already inter-
preted loosely in antiquity and that has created even more confu-
sion among modern scholars. Strictly speaking, immortality means
freedom from death, but the term is often used in a much diluted sense
as a reference to an eternal afterlife, that is, a life after death. In 1921,
Lewis Farnell published a book with the paradoxical and contradic-
tory title Greek Hero Cult and Ideas of Immortality.® The title belies
the fact that cult heroes are by definition dead and hardly in a position
to inspire ‘ideas of immortality’. Around the middle of the fifth century
BC, tomb epigrams for the first time propagated the notion that after
death the body goes into earth and the soul becomes immortal and
soars to the upper air (aither).”® Euripides echoes this sentiment in

45 R. Parker, ‘Gods at work’, in Polytheism and Society at Athens, pp. 387-451;
A. Henrichs, ‘Gods in action: the poetics of divine performance in the Hymns of
Callimachus’, in A. Harder et al. (eds), Callimachus (Groningen: Egbert Forsten,
1993), pp. 127-47.

46 Eur. HF 1258-65.

47 E. Stafford, ‘Herakles between gods and heroes’ (this volume, Chapter 12).
R. Parker, ‘og fiomt évayiCew’, in R. Higg and B. Alroth (eds), Greek Sacrificial
Ritual, Olympian and Chthonian (Stockholm: Paul Astrém, 2005), pp. 37-45;
A. Henrichs, ““Sacrifice as to the immortals”: modern classifications of animal
sacrifice and ritual distinctions in the Lex Sacra from Selinous’, ibid., pp. 47-60.

48 See A. Henrichs, ‘The tomb of Aias and the prospect of hero cult in Sophokles’, C/
Ant 12 (1993), pp. 165-80.

49 Farnell’s title served as the model for D. Lyons, Gender and Immortality:
Heroines in Ancient Greek Myth and Cult (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1996).

50 The principal text is /G I’ 1179 = CEG 1 no. 10 Hansen, lines 5-6 (Athens, war
memorial for the casualties at Poteidaia, 432 BC). See J. N. Bremmer, The Rise
and Fall of the Afterlife (London and New York: Routledge, 2002), pp. 7 and
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several of his plays,® and it often gets confused in modern scholarship
with true immortality, which is the privilege of the gods.

2 ANTHROPOMORPHISM

Xenophanes’ trenchant criticism of the Homeric gods is based on
the premise that the gods are human constructs who were created by
humans in their own image.>> Human notions of the divine, he argues
famously, vary from culture to culture and reflect each culture’s
self-image. If oxen or horses had hands and could draw with them
like humans, they would represent their gods in their own animal
shape.” The supreme being he envisages, ‘the greatest among gods
and humans’, is all eyes, ears and mind — ‘unlike mortals in body or
in thought’.>* In myth as well as cult Greek gods could assume non-
human shapes and appear as animals, for instance as lions, bulls,
horses, bears, birds or snakes. But the cases in which gods adopt
a theriomorphic form are negligible compared to the overwhelming
number of instances in which they appear in human shape.>

Like every other quality of the gods, their anthropomorphism
could be problematized if doing so suited a particular text or context.
In myth and literature, male and female gods sometimes deceive
mortals by assuming anthropomorphic identities which are not their

(footnote 50 continued)

137 n. 62 (list of relevant inscriptions); W. Burkert, Babylon, Memphis, Persepolis:
Eastern Contexts of Greek Culture (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
2004), p. 112.

51 Eur. Supp. 531-6, Erechtheus fr. 370.67-72 Kannicht, Hel. 1013-6, Chrysippos fr.
839.8-14 Kannicht, Phoen. 808—11, Or. 1186-8.

52 Xenophanes 21 B 11-12, 14, 16 DK. Cf. Jaeger, Theology, pp. 38-54, 208—15; Kirk
et al., The Presocratic Philosophers, pp. 16872, 179-80; Burkert, Greek Religion,
pp. 308-9.

53 Xenophanes 21 B 15 DK.

54 Xenophanes 21 B 23-4 DK.

55 On Greek gods appearing in animal shape see R. Buxton, ‘Metamorphoses of
gods into animals and humans’, this volume, Chapter 4; Burkert, Greek Religion,
p- 64. On Jane Harrison’s fetishistic fascination with theriomorphic manifesta-
tions of divinity see Schlesier, Kulte, Mythen und Gelehrte, pp. 166-70. With few
exceptions (e. g. Dionysos’ bovine epiphanies), divine theriomorphism is a feature
of myth rather than cult. On Wilamowitz’s life-long aversion to Asklepios as a
snake god see A. Henrichs, ““Der Glaube der Hellenen”: Religionsgeschichte
als Glaubensbekenntnis und Kulturkritik’, in W. M. Calder III et al. (eds),
Wilamowitz nach 50 Jahren (Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft: Darmstadt,
1985), pp. 263-305 at 298-301.

56 On the anthropomorphism of the Greek gods see Burkert, Greek Religion, pp.
182-9 and ‘Homer’s anthropomorphism: narrative and ritual’ (1991), in Kleine
Schriften I, pp. 80-94. For anthropomorphic qualities of divinity in comparative
perspective see Gladigow, ‘Gottesvorstellungen’, pp. 40-4.
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own. Athena in the Odyssey, the Demeter of the Homeric Hymn
and Dionysos in the Bacchae are conspicuous cases of divinities in
disguise.’” On the positive side, the anthropomorphism of the gods
had two closely related cultic consequences. The tangible physical
presence implicit in the human form enabled the Greeks to ‘see’ and
recognize their gods, thus making the concept of divine epiphany
possible; by the same token, the epiphanic experience must have been
instrumental in the creation of the earliest Greek cult images, as has
been argued by Walter Burkert and others.”® But once a particular
deity became iconographically identified with his or her cult image,
the relationship between god and image was reversed; as a result gods
were often believed to make their epiphanies in the likeness of their
statues.”

Epiphany is the physical manifestation of a divinity to a mortal,
either in a dream or in a waking vision.®® Without the anthropomor-
phic gods, the Greek epiphanic experience would be very different;
indeed, it might not exist at all. The numerous accounts of visual
encounters between gods and mortals illustrate how an intrinsically
passive divine quality — anthropomorphism — can result in powerful
modes of interaction between the two. This visual mode of reciproc-
ity is reflected in the standard terminology of sight that can be found
throughout the epiphanic record. As I have argued elsewhere in greater
detail, epiphany is a matter of seeing and being seen, of ¢paivesOor and

57 For Homeric examples see H. J. Rose, ‘Divine disguisings’, HThR 49 (1956), pp.
63-72.

58 Burkert, ‘From epiphany to cult statue’; S. Bettinetti, La statua di culto
nella pratica rituale greca (Bari: Levanti Editori, 2001), pp. 118-24;
B. Gladigow, ‘Epiphanie, Statuette, Kultbild: Griechische Gottesvorstellungen
im Wechsel von Kontext und Medium’ (1990), in Religionswissenschaft als
Kulturwissenschaft (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2005), pp. 73-84; K. Lapatin, this
volume, Chapter 7.

59 B. Gladigow, ‘Priasenz der Bilder — Priasenz der Goétter: Kultbilder und Bilder
der Gotter in der griechischen Religion’ (1986), in Religionswissenschaft als
Kulturwissenschaft, pp. 62-72; H. S. Versnel, “‘What did ancient man see when
he saw a god? Some reflections on Greco-Roman epiphany’, in D. van der
Plas (ed.), Effigies Dei: Essays on the History of Religions (Leiden: Brill, 1987),
pp. 42-55 at 46-7; T. S. Scheer, Die Gottheit und ihr Bild: Untersuchungen zur
Funktion griechischer Kultbilder in Religion und Politik (Munich: Beck, 2000), pp.
35-43, 115-30; V. Platt, Facing the Gods: Epiphany and Representation in Graeco-
Roman Art, Literature and Religion (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2010).

60 A. Henrichs, ‘Epiphany’, OCD? (1996), p. 546. See further Lane Fox, ‘Seeing the
gods’; N. Marinatos and D. Shanzer (eds), Divine Epiphanies in the Ancient World,
special issue, ICS 29 (2004); J. N. Bremmer, ‘Close encounters of the third kind:
Heliodorus in the Temple and Paul on the road to Damascus’, in Greek Religion
and Culture, the Bible and the Ancient Near East (Leiden: Brill, 2008), pp. 215-33
(with additional bibliography).
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{6¢iv.%! When Athena comes down from heaven in the first book of the
Iliad, she manifests herself to Achilles alone (oiwt parvopévn) — nobody
else sees her (t@v 6 GALmv 0d T1g 60010) — until he recognizes (£yvw) the
goddess.®? Epiphany thus becomes a litmus test for divinity, and at
the same time an opportunity to put one’s divinity to effective use.

It is important to remember that ‘epiphany’ is not merely or pre-
dominantly a literary device found in various genres of Greek litera-
ture from epic to tragedy and beyond, but even more so a real-life
event that numerous Greeks of all periods claim to have experienced
in the open air or in their sleep. In his pioneering work The Greeks
and the Irrational, E. R. Dodds distinguishes between dream visions
and waking visions of divine beings.®® The latter category includes
the encounters with individual gods that are conventionally referred
to as ‘epiphanies’. Yet as Henk Versnel has pointed out, the evidence
from cult, which is mainly found on inscriptions, ‘does not allow us
to draw a clear distinction between epiphany “proper” and dream
visions’.% Some distinctions are discernible, however, at least as far
as the Greek terminology is concerned. One of the earliest cultic
attestations of a divine epiphany, and the only one epigraphically
known from Athens, can be found on an inscription of the mid-
fourth century BC from the Athenian Acropolis: ‘Meneia made
this dedication to Athena after seeing the miraculous power of the
goddess in a dream’ (AOnvéor Mévewa avédnkev dyv idodoa doetiv
thig 00D). Athena is the deity who appears most frequently on the
tragic stage, at least in the extant plays. In fact, dream epiphanies of
Athena must have been so common in Athens that in Aristophanes’
Knights Kleon’s alias Paphlagon could claim that ‘the goddess
herself” (| 0e0¢ avtm) had appeared to him in a dream.®® Nothing
further is known about Meneia or her epiphanic episode, but the
nature of her vision emerges from her use of the formulaic phrase
opsin idousa, which occurs in inscriptions from the Asklepieion in
Epidauros as well as the temple of Athena on Lindos and is used

61 A. Henrichs, ‘To see and be seen: the poetics of sight in Greek encounters
with the divine’ (paper presented at Yale University on 25 March 2008). Cf. R. A.
Prier, Thauma Idesthai: The Phenomenology of Sight and Appearance in Archaic
Greece (Tallahassee: Florida State University Press, 1989).

62 1II. 1.194-200. See D. Turkeltaub, ‘Perceiving Iliadic gods’, HSCPh 103 (2007), pp.
51-81.

63 E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University
of California Press, 1951), pp. 102-34.

64 Versnel, “‘What did ancient man see when he saw a god?’, p. 48.

65 IG II/III? 4326 = SIG? 3.1151. On aretalogy see above, n. 39.

66 Ar. Equ. 1090-1 aA)" &yd ldov Svap, kai povddxet 1) 0ed¢ adtr / Tod Sfpov Kotoyelv
dutaivn Thovuyictav.
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numerous times by Herodotus as a technical term for dream visions
of supernatural beings.®’

Questions about its credibility attach to every single text recording
an epiphany, a dream vision or a similar person-to-person encounter
with the divine. By definition, questions of this nature do not admit
of plausible answers, in part because modern scholars do not believe
in the existence of the Greek pantheon or in the power and efficacy
of its gods. Authenticity, historicity and credibility are fundamental
criteria for truth and truthfulness, but they are intrinsically inappli-
cable to a belief system that promotes personal encounters with the
divine in the form of epiphanies. As Walter Burkert remarked with
reference to divine epiphanies in Minoan religion: ‘Epiphany occurs in
imagination.’®® This is of course the etical view of an outsider; the view
from within the culture was different.®

3 POWER

The most ubiquitous quality that defines a Greek god is divine power
(dOvopug).” Of all the divine qualities, it is by far the hardest to define,
in part because it does not manifest itself in the abstract and because its
concrete manifestations can take so many different forms. Like most
other religions, including all Mediterranean religions, Greek religion
imagines its gods as powerful by definition.”! As a generic attribute
divine power is inevitably taken for granted, not explained. I am not
aware of any actiological myth that tells us why the gods are so pow-
erful. But powerful they are, and their power is neither impaired by
disease or death nor constrained by anything other than the limitations
imposed on their own efficacy by their individual spheres of influence or
by the one divine agency that has the power to control the other gods
including Zeus, namely Moira.”

67 IG 1V 1%, 121 (healing records from Epidauros, fourth century BC), 10f., 15f., 25,
37, 49, 57 éyxabeddov/-Sovca/dykotaxolpadeica Sy gide, 118 Eda Syv idelv, 76
£ykafevdovTt obv avtdt Syic dpavn; Lindian Temple Chronicle, 99 BC (FGrH 532,
section D, dream epiphanies of Athena) 16f. 6 8¢ tav Sy iddv, 107 iddV Tav Syv;
Hdt. 1.39.1, 1.108.1, 1.201.1, 2.139.1-2, 3.30.2, 3.124.1-2, 5.55.1, 6.107.1, 6.118.1
and 6.131.2.

68 Burkert, ‘From epiphany to cult statue’, p. 27.

69 A. Henrichs, ‘Horaz als Aretaloge des Dionysos: credite posteri’, HSCPh 82
(1978), pp. 203-11, on Hor. Carm. 2.19.1 Bacchum in remotis carmina rupibus | vidi
docentem.

70 H. W. Pleket, ‘Divine omnipotence’, in H. S. Versnel (ed.), Faith, Hope and Worship:
Aspects of Religious Mentality in the Ancient World (Leiden: Brill, 1981), pp. 171-83.

71 On ‘Macht der Gotter’ in general see B. Gladigow, ‘Macht’, in Cancik et al.,
Handbuch religionswissenschaftlicher Grundbegriffe IV, pp. 68-77 at 75-6.

72 A. Henrichs, ‘Moira’, Der neue Pauly 8 (Stuttgart: Metzler, 2000), pp. 340-3.
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Within each god’s individual sphere of influence, his or her power is
unchallenged and absolute. As Aphrodite puts it in the prologue to
Euripides’ Hippolytos (7-8), each god wants a piece of the pie in the
form of cultic honours (zime is the key word here), but even as they vie
for recognition they do not infringe upon another god’s territory and
do not step on each other’s toes. By contrast, the Hesiodic succession
myth does not fit such a pattern of mutual tolerance and reconcilia-
tion of competing interests. In the generational struggle for succession
between father and son, divine competition turns ugly and violent when
Kronos castrates Ouranos with a sickle and swallows his own children
to stay in power, only to be dethroned ultimately by Zeus, who then
rules supreme as ‘the most powerful of the gods’ (Bsdv xpdtioTog, as
Pindar calls him).”® The Hesiodic account of Zeus’ rise to supremacy is
a story of a power struggle between gods on a grand scale. Its emphasis
on the violent transfer of divine power is exceptional in Greek myth,
and as we have known for some time, the succession myth had in fact
been imported from the Near East.™

Divine power does not normally manifest itself in confrontations
between gods and other gods, but in interactions between gods and
mortals. The gods demonstrate their supernatural power through
epiphany, dreams, visions and miracles, through rewards and punish-
ments, through interference with the natural order and through other
forms of divine interventions in human affairs. Each of these mani-
festations of divine power in action is abundantly attested in literary
texts as well as inscriptions from the archaic period to late antiquity.
These texts constitute a formidable record of divine activity that
shows us, in the words of Robert Parker, ‘gods at work’.”> Given the
absolute qualities that the Greeks ascribed to their gods, it is almost
paradoxical that so many of these gods had to work so hard to sustain
their divine status. Gods in action who demonstrate their supernatural
power include not only new gods such as Asklepios, Isis and Sarapis,
but also established ones such as Athena and Apollo. Gods who
perform miracles to corroborate their own divinity serve as a reminder
that the gods themselves are cultural constructs whose identities are
continually in formation. No all-encompassing or definitive portrayal
of any Greek god existed in antiquity, nor can it be found in modern

73 Pind. Ol. 14.14; Hes. Theog. 173-82, 459-91, cf. Aesch. Ag. 167-78.

74 See P. Walcot, Hesiod and the Near East (Cardiff: University of Wales Press,
1966); M. L. West, The East Face of Helicon (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997),
pp. 276-332; W. Burkert, ‘Prehistory of Presocratic philosophy in an orientalizing
context’, in Curd and Graham, Oxford Handbook of Presocratic Philosophy, pp.
55-85 at 60-2, 68-72.

75 Parker, ‘Gods at work’, in Polytheism and Society at Athens, pp. 387-451.
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scholarship. I am not convinced that Greek gods are ‘indescribable’,
as Robert Parker concludes in his recent book,”® but they are definitely
elusive and hard to pin down. Their power and ultimate inscrutability
are a large part of their mystique.

Yet, despite its diffuse nature and lack of definition, or perhaps
because of it, divine power in all its manifestations is the driving
force behind Greek polytheism in so far as it defines the relationships
between the gods and their modes of interaction with humans. In fact
Greek polytheism can be likened to a power grid in which the gods
function as energy cells that reinforce each other and deliver boundless
energy to an entire network of human consumers, for better or worse.

CONCLUSION

It follows that Greek gods ought not be studied singly and in isolation
from one another, but as interactive forces in a complex polytheistic
system in which the parts derive their functional validation from the
whole and vice versa. This point has rightly been driven home in Robert
Parker’s recent critique of the structuralist definition of ‘polytheism
as a system with a logic’.”” But as Parker points out, polytheism turns
out on closer inspection to be a system that is anything but logical and
transparent; rather, it is shot through with contradictions, inconsist-
encies and ambiguities. Apart from Fritz Graf’s Nordionische Kulte
and Parker’s study of Athenian polytheism, no adequate treatment
of Greek polytheism in context exists, and much remains to be done,
whether we define that context as a polis, a region, a literary genre, or
an ongoing cultural discourse ‘on the nature of the gods’.”

By way of conclusion, I submit that gua objects of scholarly inquiry
the Greek gods are cultural constructs that once existed in the eye of the
beholder (epiphany), in the heart of the believer (faith) or in the mind of
the contemplator (theology); that immortality, anthropomorphism and
power are the three cornerstones in the Greek construction of divinity;
and that these generic properties that are shared by all Greek gods have
been largely ignored by scholars of Greek religion, who tend to privilege

76 Parker, Polytheism and Society at Athens, p. 387.

77 Parker, Polytheism and Society at Athens, pp. 388-94.

78 F. Graf, Nordionische Kulte: Religionsgeschichtliche und epigraphische
Untersuchungen zu den Kulten von Chios, Erythrai, Klazomenai und Phokaia (Rome:
Schweizerisches Institut in Rom, 1985). For an eloquent vision of how the ‘systéme
polythéiste’ of Greek religion should be defined and reconstructed see M. Detienne,
‘Pour expérimenter dans le champ des polythéismes’, Métis 9-10 (1994-5), pp. 41-9.
Detienne was the first historian of Greek religion who broke with convention and
used the term polytheism in the subtitle of a book on Greek gods: Apollon, le couteau
a la main: Une approche expérimentale du polythéisme grec (Paris: Gallimard, 1998).
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the gods quaindividuals with their distinct ‘honours (tipai), skills (téyvar)
and visible forms (£id¢a)’, to quote again from Herodotus.” If it is true
that Greek polytheism constitutes a system of connections, correlations
and oppositions among a plurality of gods, and if it is also true that the
system as a whole derives its meaning from the interaction of a//its parts,
it follows that those generic properties of the gods cannot be ignored
without peril. Yet key concepts of a generic approach to the Greek gods,
including their immortality, anthropomorphism and power, receive
scant attention in standard books on Greek religion.

For the last time then, “‘What is a Greek god?” One might expect to
find a comprehensive answer in a 1997 book with an almost identi-
cal title that collects the papers of a colloquium on Greek gods in the
University of Wales.?’ The contributions to this volume deal exclu-
sively with individual or multiple gods in the concrete context of spe-
cific periods, themes, texts and settings. The ‘nature of Greek divinity’
is nowhere discussed, and the book never lives up to the lofty promise
of its title. Only one of its contributors makes a fleeting attempt to
define the essence of Greek divinity, and does so with recourse to the
notion of divine power: “Power”, indeed, is fundamental, for a pow-
erless god is a contradiction in terms.’8! Power is unquestionably a
fundamental denominator of divinity, but power alone does not make
a god, even though certain types of political power tended to go hand
in hand with divine aspirations and with formal deification.®? But
rulers who were deified in their lifetime would eventually die, at which
point their hopes of immortality faded, whereas humans deified after
death became quasi-gods despite their mortality. True immortality
is the ultimate mark of genuine divinity, which is inborn rather than
acquired. An immortality that is acquired second-hand never comes
without a glitch. As Sappho reminds us in the new Cologne papyrus,
Eos secured immortality for her mortal lover Tithonos, but she failed
to ask for eternal youth: ‘Yet in time grey age o’ertook him, husband
of immortal wife’ (40ovatav dxorrv).8? The case of Tithonos exempli-

79 Burkert, ‘Herodot als Historiker fremder Religionen’.

80 Lloyd, What is a God?

81 Lloyd, What is a God?, p. 43.

82 A. Henrichs, ‘Demythologizing the past, mythicizing the present: myth, history,
and the supernatural at the dawn of the Hellenistic period’, in R. Buxton (ed.),
From Myth to Reason? (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), pp. 223-48.

83 P. Oxy. 1787 fr. 1 + P. KéIn inv. 21351, first published by M. Gronewald and
R. Daniel, ZPE 147 (2004), pp. 1-8; see M. L. West, ‘The new Sappho’, ZPE
151 (2005), pp. 1-9, whose translation I follow. On the paradox of Tithonos’
immortal ageing, instead of the ageless immortality of the Homeric gods, see Clay,
‘Immortal and ageless forever’.
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fies that there is no substitute for true immortality, which is everlasting
and ageless, qualities beyond human reach: ‘Not to grow old, being
human, is impossible’ (dynoaov dvlpwmov Eovt’ od dvvatov yévesOar).3
Sappho concludes that she too cannot escape the ravages of her
advancing years. It is to be hoped that future students of the Greek
gods do not replicate the missed opportunities of their predecessors,
ancient as well as modern, and find a way to escape the burden of the
past.

84 Sappho in the Cologne papyrus (see preceding note).
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CANONIZING THE PANTHEON: THE
DODEKATHEON IN GREEK RELIGION
AND ITS ORIGINS

Ian Rutherford

1

It is surprising that an idea apparently so central to Greek religion as
the twelve gods or Dodekatheon can be traced back no further than
the late sixth century BC. This is when an altar of the twelve gods
was set up in the agora at Athens by the archon Peisistratos, son of
Hippias, and grandson of Peisistratos the tyrant, in 522 BC, during
the regime of Hippias.' It was a modest, square structure, situated in
the northwest corner of the agora, discovered during the construc-
tion of the Athens—Piraeus railway, and now bisected by it. The altar
of the twelve gods was the symbolic centre of the city: in one of his
Dithyrambs for Athens (fr. 75) Pindar calls on the gods who come to
the ‘incense-rich navel in holy Athens and the glorious, richly adorned
agora’, on the occasion of the ritual reception of Dionysos there at
the Dionysia festival. The striking word ‘navel’ (dudorog) suggests
Delphi, the navel-stone and exact centre of the earth, where two
eagles let go from the East and the West met.? Distance was measured
from the Athenian altar: Herodotus (2.71.1) points out that the dis-
tance from the city of Heliopolis in Egypt to the Mediterrancan Sea
was almost exactly the same as that from the altar of the twelve to
Olympia.® A verse inscription from the fifth century specifies the dis-
tance from the altar of the twelve to the Peiracus.* One gets a glimpse
of a well-organized measuring system. Peisistratos, who set the altar
up, may well have promoted it as the centre of the city and the refer-
ence point for measurements. His family seems to have been given to

1 Thuc. 6.54.6-7.

2 C. Sourvinou-Inwood, Tragedy and Athenian Religion (Lanham, MD: Lexington
Books, 2003).

3 Textsin C. L. Long, The Twelve Gods of Greece and Rome (Leiden: Brill, 1987), pp.
62-72.

4 IG1I2.2.2 2640; Long, Twelve Gods, pp. 64-5.
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acts of lasting cultural significance. It was his uncle Hipparchos, after
all, who was reputed to have attempted to canonize the performances
of the Homer poems.

Another early reference, from about the same period,’ is a passage
of the Homeric Hymn to Hermes where Hermes sacrifices two of the
cows he has stolen from Apollo (/. 120-9):

Then he went on from task to task: first he cut up the rich, fatted
meat, and pierced it with wooden spits, and roasted flesh and the
honourable chine and the paunch full of dark blood all together.
He laid them there upon the ground, and spread out the hides
on a rugged rock: and so they are still there many ages after-
wards, a long, long time after all this, and are continually. Next
glad-hearted Hermes dragged the rich meats he had prepared
and put them on a smooth, flat stone, and divided them into
twelve portions distributed by lot, making each portion wholly
honourable.

The recipients of the twelve places are not specified.® Hermes wonders
whether to include himself, but thinks better of it (//. 130-3).

Then glorious Hermes longed for the sacrificial meat, for the
sweet savour wearied him, god though he was; nevertheless his
proud heart was not prevailed upon to devour the flesh, although
he greatly desired. (tr. H. G. Evelyn-White, Loeb)

Olympia claimed to have an early tradition as well: Pindar writing
in 484 BC attests the existence of the altars of the Dodekatheon (six
in all, each for two gods) and the tradition that they were founded
by Herakles (Ol. 5, OI. 10.43-50).” No archaeological traces of these
have been found, but Pindar is unlikely to have invented them, and
they probably go back at least to the sixth century BC, so possibly
earlier than the single altar in Athens.® Contrast the arrangement of
altars in the shrine of the twelve, the ‘Dodekatheon’, at Delos, erected

5 R. Janko, Homer, Hesiod and the Hymns.: Diachronic Development in the Epic
Diction (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982).

6 This passage has been compared by J. Larson, ‘Lugalbanda and Hermes’, CPh
100 (2005), pp. 1-16, to a Sumerian text where a founding hero, Lugalbanda,
invents sacrifice and offers to four deities.

7 Long, Twelve Gods, pp. 58-62, 87-91, 155-7.

8 L. Weniger, ‘Olympischen Studien’, Archiv fiir Religonswissenschaft 20 (1920-1),
pp- 41-78 at 72-3, suggested it went back to the period around 580 BC when the
Eleans reorganized the festival (‘Als ein &uleres Zeichen bestehender Einheit von
Elis und Olympia wurden in der Altis die sechs Doppelaltire der Hautgottheiten
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around 300 BC, where there were four altars each for three gods.” The
arrangement of the twelve into four triads is found centuries later in
the Neoplatonists, who gave them the functions of being creative, life-
giving, protecting and harmonizing.'°

Cults of the twelve are known in many other places, for example at
Chalkedon,'! at Magnesia on the Maeander, and at Leontinoi in Sicily,
where there was a tradition (unverifiable, of course) that worship
of the twelve went back to its foundation by Megara and Chalkis
(eighth century BC).!? Sometimes the cult of the twelve is linked to
the cult of another deity or deities, as at Kos, where there was a single
priest for the cult of ‘Zeus Polieus and the twelve gods’ (an impor-
tant cult which housed Koan proxeny decrees);'® and at Thelpousa
in Arcadia, where Pausanias reports a cult of Asklepios and the
twelve. !4

On present evidence it is impossible to say where in Greece the
cult of the twelve developed first. Wilamowitz thought of Ionia, and
Levéque and Vidal-Naquet followed him.!® It seems particularly well
attested in Attica where, apart from the cult, there are also traditions
that the twelve gods acted as judges in various mythological trials,
such as in the contest between Poseidon and Athena for Attica.'® But
it is perfectly possible that Athens appropriated it from somewhere
else, and Olympia would be a good candidate.

A major change in the role of the twelve seems to have come about
in the fourth century BC. In book 5 of his Laws Plato’s Athenian sets
out how he wants to divide up the new polis of Magnesia (745d—e):
there are to be 5,040 shares of land (this being a perfect number:
24 x 32 x 5 x 7), each divided into 2, making 10,080 half-shares in all.
Some space is to be reserved for Hestia, Zeus and Athena — the three
poliadic deities — as in real cities, but the rest is to be divided between
the twelve gods, apparently as slices of a cake, making 420 full shares
or 840 half-shares for each, and each divine share is made the basis

beider Lander errichtet . . . Von diesen haben Athena, Poseidon, Dionysos und die
Chariten ihren Hauptdienst in Elis, die {ibrigen in Olympia’).
9 Long, Twelve Gods, pp. 182, 198-201.

10 Long, Twelve Gods, pp. 317-19.

11 Long, Twelve Gods, pp. 217-18; inscription: Long, Twelve Gods, T11D, pp. 56-7;
LSAM; R. Merkelbach, Die Inschriften von Khalkedon (Bonn: Habelt, 1980),
n. 13.

12 Polyaenus 5.5.2.

13 Texts in Long, Twelve Gods, pp. 91-5.

14 Paus. 8.25.3; Long, Twelve Gods, T12.

15 P. Levéque and P. Vidal-Naquet, Cleisthenes the Athenian (New York: Humanity
Books, 1996).

16 Long, Twelve Gods, p. 180 and T18.
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for a tribe. The argument is taken a stage further in book 8, 827b—d,
where there are to be monthly festivals for the twelve gods; one of the
twelve is Plouton, and chthonic offerings are to be made to him during
the twelfth month.!’

Plato’s Magnesia was not a real city, and no precedent for this is
recorded, but after Plato we begin to find echoes of it. In the homony-
mous Magnesia on the Maeander, where the cult of the Dodekatheon
played an important role, it seems not to be entirely a coincidence that
in the third century BC we find most of the tribes of the city apparently
named after members of the twelve gods.!® In addition, a number of
cities, starting from about the time of Plato, reformed their calendars
in such a way that each month corresponded to a different deity. The
earliest attested is Histiaia in Euboea, and later examples include
Demetrias in the Magnesian part of Thessaly, as well as Kassandreia,
Philippi and Amphipolis."

Thus, someone writing a history of the Dodekatheon would have to
distinguish two stages: first, its emergence in the sixth century BC, and
then a systematization in the fourth. Its origins may have had some-
thing to do with a desire to impose order on the pantheon, a particular
problem in ancient Greece, where groupings of gods varied greatly
from region to region and there was no central norm. A standardized
set of twelve gods could be thought of as a ‘representation of the pan-
theon’, which is common to all cities. Thus, it is an integrative feature,
almost a Panhellenic one.?

If so, you might think that the members of Dodekatheon would
always be the same, but in fact the members varied like every-
thing else in Greek religion. The most often cited group is:>' Zeus,
Hera, Poseidon, Demeter, Apollo, Artemis, Ares, Aphrodite, Hermes,

17 On the twelve gods in Plato’s Laws: G. Morrow, Plato’s Cretan City: A Historical
Interpretation of the Laws (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1960), pp.
434-7. Plato’s vision of the pantheon fused with the city plan probably owes a lot
to his own mathematical tastes: cf. the dodekahedric cosmos of the Phaedo.

18 Long, Twelve Gods, pp. 221-2; O. Kern, Die Inschriften von Magnesia am
Maeander (Berlin: Spemann, 1900), p. 212. Long, Twelve Gods, pp. 248-51, inter-
preting the procession of the Twelve decreed in 196 BC as a homage to the Roman
lectisternium.

19 C.Trimpy, Untersuchungen zu den altgriechischen Monatsnamen und Monatsfolgen
(Heidelberg: Winter, 1997), pp. 266-70. Histiaia: D. Knoepfler, ‘Le calendrier
des Chalcidiens de Thrace’, Journal des Savants 1989, pp. 23-59; Long, Twelve
Gods, pp. 179, 267-8. Histaia could have adopted it earlier, in the mid-fourth
century BC. The Roman ‘farmer calendar has a somewhat similar arrangement
(Triimpy, Untersuchungen, pp. 270-1). Eudoxus has been thought to be behind it
all.

20 Sourvinou-Inwood, Tragedy and Athenian Religion, p. 95.

21 See Long, Twelve Gods, pp. 140-1.
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Athena, Hephaistos and Hestia. Some are more secure in their posi-
tion than others. Hestia and Ares tend to be the first to be jettisoned
and we may find Dionysos, Herakles or Hades sneaking in. But the
variations are often even greater. One strikingly aberrant list is the
Olympic one, known from Herodorus, where the deities were arranged
in six pairs:??

Zeus and Poseidon,

Hera and Athena,

Hermes and Apollo,

the Charites and Dionysos,
Artemis and the river Alpheios
Kronos and Rhea

So there are five differences from the standard twelve: added are
Dionysos, Kronos and Rhea, the River Alpheios and the Charites
(Kronos obviously belongs there because of the Kronion, and Rhea
goes with him; the River Alpheios speaks for itself); absent are
Demeter, Hestia, Aphrodite and Ares and Hephaistos. The seven
deities common to this list and the ‘standard’ one are: Zeus, Poseidon,
Hera, Athena, Hermes, Apollo and Artemis.

The Olympian Dodekatheon is the best attested variant pantheon,
but there may have been others. At Chalkedon, the twelve established
by the Argonauts are reported by Herodorus (again) to have included
Hades, apparently replacing Ares.?> Hades—Plouton was also included
in Plato’s Laws. There may be another variant Dodekatheon at
Pherai in Thessaly, where Stephan Miller reconstructed an altar with
the heads of six named goddesses, which are plausibly taken as the
female side of a Dodekatheon, and which include Einodia (a form of
Artemis?) and also Themis.>*

However, while the members of the Dodaketheon may have varied,
the number twelve itself was a consistent, levelling factor.”® So in
Egyptian religion alongside the disorder of the pantheon, there was
also a group of nine gods, the Ennead, or Psdt, associated primarily
with Heliopolis, where it comprised a divine family: Atum, his chil-
dren Shu and Tefnut, their children Geb and Nut, and their children

22 Herodorus FGrH 31 F 34b, cited by a scholion on Pindar, O!l. 5.10 (Drachmann 1.
141-2).

23 FGrH 31 F 37, cited by schol. Apol. Rhod. 2. 531-2.

24 S. G. Miller, ‘The altar of the six goddesses in Thessalian Pherai’, CSCA 7 (1974),
pp- 231-56; Long, Twelve Gods, pp. 205-6.

25 Cf. L. B. Zaidman, and P. Schmitt Pantel, Religion in the Ancient Greek City
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), p. 183.
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Osiris, Seth, Isis and Nephthys. But several other cities claimed to
have their own version of the Ennead besides Heliopolis, and in one
respect these displayed even greater variation than the twelve gods in
Greece, namely in so far as these other Enneads did not always have
nine members: it was seven at Abydos, and at Egyptian Thebes two
groups of fifteen, one comprising major Egyptian deities, and the
other comprising local deities.?® As Erik Hornung put it in his survey
of Egyptian religion:?’

The purpose of these numerical principles, whether they use the
number two or three as their base, is to create order in the pan-
theon; for the Egyptians this is always a diverse, plural order.
Without abandoning the principle of plurality or excluding a
single deity from the pantheon its unmanageable multiplicity is
condensed into a number that can be comprehended.

And the same could probably be said for the Dodekatheon in
Greece.”

2

Why the number twelve? It might be obvious and too widespread
to need an explanation: there are twelve labours of Herakles, twelve
children of Aiolos; twelve members of the Delphic Amphictyony, and
twelve tribes of Israel; twelve months. On the other hand, the question
has been asked whether the Greek Dodekatheon is a borrowing from
another culture, and if so from which.

Herodotus seems to imply that the idea of twelve gods was first devel-
oped in Egypt (2.4.1-2), and he specifies that in Egyptian theology the
twelve are a second-generation group of gods derived from the eight
(2.43.3 2.46.1, 2.145.1). On the face of it, this is a problematic claim:
in Egypt the most common groups are the Ennead (as we have seen)

26 See E. Hornung, Conceptions of God in Ancient Egypt: The One and the Many, tr.
John Baines (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1982), p. 222. Even twelve members
are sometimes found: W. Barta, Untersuchungen zum Gétterkreis der Neunheit
(Munich: Deutscher Kunstverlag, 1973), pp. 69 and 65-73.

27 Hornung, Conceptions, p. 223; cf. C. Traunecker, The Gods of Egypt (Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 2001), p. 62: ‘For the ancient Egyptians, dividing the
gods and goddesses into numerical sets was a way to impose order on the imagi-
nary. The goal was not to enumerate its contents but, rather, to conceive a tidy
structure with a reassuring logic.’

28 Compare also the role of divine Heptads in Anatolian religion: V. Haas, Geschichte
der hethitischen Religion (Leiden: Brill, 1994), pp. 481-7; D. Bawanypeck, Die
Rituale der Auguren (Heidelberg: Winter, 2005), p. 18 n. 77.
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associated with Heliopolis, and the Ogdoad of Hermopolis, whose
Egyptian name is Achmin — ‘eight-city’.?” In Hermopolite doctrine
the primeval Ogdoad engendered the sun god, who was himself chief
god of the Ennead. Hence, J. Gwyn Griffith’s solution to the problem
is that by the Egyptian twelve Herodotus means an expanded version
of the Ennead, and in fact Enneads of twelve are attested.’® However,
while this solution helps us to understand what Herodotus says (and
one must assume that he is reporting the received wisdom that several
generations of Greek settlers in Egypt and the Egyptian temple staff
and translators had contributed to), it seems unlikely that the Greek
Dodekatheon originates with the Egyptian Ennead: a nominal set of
twelve could not be derived from a nominal set of nine.

One likely point of contact between Greek and Egyptian traditions
is that the Egyptians had the idea that different gods corresponded to
the different months of the year. As Long points out, this creates the
possibility that the idea of twelve month gods as we find it in Plato’s
Laws and in Hellenistic cities comes from Egypt.3! The Egyptian list
of month deities, attested from the fourteenth century BC, is:* (1)
Thoth, (2) Ptah, (3) Hathor, (4) Sachmet, (5) Min, (6) Rkh-w, (7)
Rkh-nds, (8) Renenutet, (9) Chons, (10) Chentechtai, (11) Ipet, (12)
Re-Harachte. Some of these gods are better known than others.
Trimpy has pointed to one specific parallel between Egyptian and
Greek traditions: the fact that the position of the goddess Sachmet,
as guardian of the fourth Egyptian month, corresponds to the
Magnesian month Artemision, which is roughly our November (i.c.
quite different from the normal position of festivals of Artemis in the
spring).3?

29 In the Book of the Dead, the number forty-two seems to be important, which
probably has something to do with the fact that there were forty-two nomes in
Egypt, and forty-two sacred books in some sources.

30 J. Gwyn Griffith, ‘The orders of gods in Greece and Egypt’, JHS 75 (1955), pp.
21-3; see also A. B. Lloyd, A Commentary on Herodotus, Book II, 3 vols (Leiden:
Brill, 1975-88), ad loc. Notice also that in Egyptian mythology the Ennead
acts a jury, as in Athenian mythology: D. Meeks and C. Farvard-Meeks, Daily
Life of the Egyptian Gods (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1996), p. 41; Barta,
Untersuchungen, pp. 31-35; Long, Twelve Gods, pp. 75-6.

31 Trimpy, Untersuchungen; Long, Twelve Gods, pp. 147-51; it is not certain
that Hdt. 2.4.1-2 refers to the month gods (cf. Long, Twelve Gods, p. 148;
C. Froidefond, Le mirage égyptien dans la littérature grecque d’ Homeére a Aristote
[Paris, 1971], p. 205 n. 73).

32 Long, Twelve Gods, p.339; 0. Neugebauer and R. A. Parker, Egyptian Astronomical
Texts (Providence: Brown University Press, 1960-), III 12-14 n. 2; J. Osing,
‘Monat, Monatsgétter’, Lexikon der Agyptologie 4 (1982), pp. 191-2.

33 Long, Twelve Gods, p. 339, Trimpy, Untersuchungen, pp. 273-75. Trimpy also
suggests that the sequence of gods corresponding to months 11, 12 and 1 in the
Egyptian and Greco-Roman calendars correspond.
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If there was influence in Plato’s lifetime, it could have come through
the mathematician Eudoxos of Knidos, who is said to have spent a
year in Egypt, and was interested in calendrical matters. On the other
hand, if we concede that influence from Egypt is possible in the fourth
century BC, I suppose it might have happened earlier as well: the fact
that Herodotus attaches significance to the distance between the altar
in the Athenian agora and Heliopolis (home of the Ennead) suggests
that comparison between groupings of deities in the two traditions
might already have been going on in the fifth century.

Another area where people have looked for the origin of the twelve
is Anatolia, and here we do find groups of twelve. In particular, there
is a type of relief from Lycia, dated to the Roman period, which
illustrate twelve figures arranged on either side of a central figure.
They are mostly from Komba in northern Lycia. Some have the
caption ‘dddexo Ocoic’.>* These differ from the Greek Dodekatheon
in that there is no sign of gender differentiation among the deities.?
In a Greek epigram inscribed on the late fifth-century ‘Xanthos Stele’
(elsewhere written in poorly understood Lycian), a certain Kheriga,
a local dynast, boasts that he has founded an altar of the twelve
there. In the context of the reliefs from Komba, this has suggested
to some that Kheriga’s twelve gods are really Lycian deities. Some
scholars have even claimed to find an expression in the accompany-
ing Lycian text of the pillar with the meaning ‘twelve gods’ (mahani
tusiiti; mahani = gods), although this could equally well mean ‘they
established the gods’.3¢

In any case, support for the existence of twelve gods native to
Anatolian has also been found in the extraordinary rock-chambers
at Yazilikaya (thirteenth century BC). The two chambers have rock-
cut figures denoting Hittite gods: in chamber A, which has forty-two
figures, and seems to represent the whole pantheon, the twelve appear
at the start of the procession of male gods on the right;3’ chamber B,

34 See B. Freyer-Schauenburg, Die Iykischen Zwdélfgotter-Reliefs (Bonn:
Habelt, 1994).

35 See L. Robert, ‘Les Douze Dieux en Lycie’, BCH 107 (1983), pp. 587-93.

36 TL 44(a)12, as restored in E. Laroche, ‘Les epitaphs Lyciennes’, in P. Demargne
(ed.), Fouilles de Xanthos V: Tombes-maisons, tombes rupestres et sarcophages
(Paris: Klincksieck, 1974), p. 146 n. 41, and ‘Les dieux de la Lycie classique d’aprés
les texts Lyciens’, in Actes du Colloque sur la Lycie Antique (Paris: Librairie d’
Amérique et d’ Orient Adrien Maisonneuve, 1980), pp. 1-6 at 2; ‘they placed the
gods’: C. Melchert, Lycian Lexicon (Chapel Hill, NC: self-published, 1993), p. 82.
So G. Neumann, Glossar des Lykischen: Uberarbeitet und zum Druck gebracht von
Johann Tischler (Wiesbaden: Harassowitz, 2007), s. tusiiti.

37 Haas, Geschichte, p. 488; V. Haas and M. Wifler, “Yazilikaya und der Grosse
Tempel’, Oriens Antiquus 13 (1974), pp. 211-26 at 223.
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where one of the deities has the form of a down-turned sword, seems
to have had a funerary or chthonic function, and here the twelve are
on a separate panel.’® In neither case do the twelve show signs of
gender differentiation. Further traces of a group of twelve gods are
to be found in Hittite rituals from the late second millennium BC,
where again the context is chthonic.* Taking this back a stage further
we might think of the ‘primeval gods’ or lower gods’ of Hurrian and
Mesopotamian origin — the so-called ‘Anunnaki’, who are invoked at
the start of the Kumarbi Cycle; in most accounts of the Anunnaki, at
least those from Hittite sources, there are precisely twelve of them,
arranged in six pairs of male and female.** Now, it has often been
claimed that the Anunnaki correspond roughly to the Titans of Greek
mythology, who are also twelve in number, divided equally into
male and female, perceived as deities of a previous generation and
associated with the chthonic realm. The correspondence is not exact,
because the present generation of gods in Hittite-Hurrian mythol-
ogy does not come to power by defeating the Anunnaki, and neither
Kumarbi nor the various adversaries that he creates for Tessub are
among them. Nevertheless, the correspondence between Anunnaki
and Titans is close enough for us to offer the hypothesis that in Greek
religion, the idea of a set of twelve gods was applied first to the Titans,
in imitation of the Anunnaki, and then transferred to the present gen-
eration.*! In that case, the presence of Kronos and Rhea among the
Dodekatheon of Olympia would not be an aberration but a trace of
the earlier arrangement.

If the twelve in chamber B at Yazilikaya are chthonic, the twelve

38 K. Bittel, ‘Bildbeschreibung’, in K. Bittel, Bogazkoy-Hattusa. IX: Das hethitische
Felsheiligtum Yazilikaya (Berlin: Mann, 1975), pp. 125-65.

39 See O. Gurney, Some Aspects of Hittite Religion (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1977), pp. 23 and 41, citing H. G. Giiterbock, ‘Religion und Kultus der
Hethiter’, in G. Walser (ed.), Neuere Hethiterforschung (Wiesbaden: Steiner,
1964), pp. 54-73 at 72 n. 91; H. G. Giiterbock, ‘A votive sword with Old Assyrian
inscription’, in Studies in Honor of B. Landsberger on his 75th Birthday, April
21, 1965 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965), pp. 197-8 at 198, and
‘Einschlagige Textstellen’, in K. Bittel, Bogazkdy-Hattusa. IX: Das hethitische
Felsheiligtum Yazilikaya (Berlin: Mann, 1975), pp. 189-92 at 191-2, referring to
CTH 449: A = KUB 35.145, B = KUB 35, 143. Haas, Geschichte, pp. 487-8; V. G.
Ardzinba. ‘The birth of the Hittite king and the new year (notes on the Hassumas
festival)’, Oikumene 5 (1986), pp. 91-101 at 96, etc. Another ritual which implies
twelve deities: D. Yoshida, ‘Das AN.TAH.SUM.SAR-Fest im Tempel der
Sonnengottin’, in Takahito Mikasa (ed.), Cult and Ritual in the Ancient Near East
(Wiesbaden: Harrasowitz, 1992), pp. 121-58 at 150 n. 88 (referred to by Haas,
Geschichte, p. 488 n. 175).

40 A. Archi, ‘The names of the primeval gods’, Orientalia 59 (1990), pp. 114-29.

41 SoJ. N. Bremmer, Greek Religion and Culture, the Bible and the Ancient Near East
(Leiden: Brill, 2008), pp. 73-99.
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in chamber A could be a representation of the whole pantheon (like
the Greek Dodekatheon or the Egyptian Ennead). Hittite schol-
ars have drawn attention to a Hittite magical text (the ritual of
Tunnawi) where an animal is described as having precisely twelve
parts, which, it is suggested, might indicate a notion of complete-
ness (compare Hermes’ division of the sacrificial animal into twelve
parts).*> A broader context for this association has been provided by
the Abkhazian Hittitologist Vladislav Ardzinba, who argues for the
practice of offerings to a group of twelve (or thirteen) month gods in
the Hittite tradition,* and points out the repeated appearance of the
number twelve in the so-called ‘hassumas’ (birth of the king?) festival,
for which he suggests an Indo-European background.* These claims
have been endorsed by the French Hittitologist Emilia Masson, who
traces them back to a hypothetical Indo-European mythology of the
twelve parts of the year.®

3

The Greek Dodekatheon, then, seems to recall the role of the twelve
gods in Hittite religion in two respects: first, in so far as behind the
Dodekatheon may lurk the twelve chthonic Titans, who arguably
continue the Anunnaki, and second in so far as the Dodekatheon can
be taken as a representation of the complete pantheon, a symbol of
totality. But in Greek religion, the idea of twelve gods also develops
specific associations that are not found elsewhere.*

42 Haas and Wifler, ‘Yazilikaya’.

43 Ardzinba, ‘Birth of the Hittite king’, p. 96, with reference to KUB I1.13, the so-
called ‘festival of the month’ (cf. J. Klinger, Untersuchungen zur Rekonstruktion
der hattischen Kultschicht [Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1996], p. 258 with text on
pp. 610-11, where the translation is omitted). Klinger, Untersuchungen, does not
comment on Ardzinba’s suggestion, though Haas, Geschichte, cites it. See also
A. Goetze, ‘Theophorous elements of the Anatolian proper names from
Cappadocia’, Language 29 (1953), pp. 263-77 at 266. See Haas, Geschichte, pp.
742-3, on the symbolism of groups of twelve gods in another Hittite festival.

44 Ardzinba, ‘Birth of the Hittite king’, p. 96, referring to V. N. Toporov, ‘O struc-
ture nekotorikh arkaischeskik tekstov, sootnosimikh s kontseptsei mirovoyo
dereva’, Trudi po znakovim sistemam 5 (1971), pp. 9-62 at 18, 24-33, 42-3. For
body parts of the animal, A. Kammenhuber, ‘Die hethitischen Vorstellungen von
Seele und Leib, Herz und Leibesinnerem, Kopf und Person. 2: Teil’, Zeitschrift fiir
Assyriologie 57 (1965), pp. 177-222 at 221.

45 E. Masson, Les douze dieux de I'immortalité: Croyances indo-européennes a
Yazilakaya (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1989); continued to some extent in E. Masson, Le
combat pour l'immortalité: Héritage Indo-Européen dans la mythologie Anatolienne
(Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1991).

46 See S. Georgoudi, ‘Les douze dieux et les autres dans ’espace culturel grec’,
Kernos 11 (1998), pp. 73-83.
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First, it is associated with acts of foundation. Thus, after the flood,
Deukalion is supposed to have founded an altar to the twelve gods,
according to Hellanicus. It turns up in colonization narratives as
well. In the story of the foundation of Sicilian Leontinoi by men
from Megara and from Chalkis, the Megarians take advantage of the
Chalkidians when they are performing a ritual for the twelve gods in
the agora, and exterminate them.*” Another case is Olympia. And it is
perhaps because of this association with foundation that we tend to find
altars of the twelve in the centre of cities, in Athens, and in Magnesia on
the Maeander, in the foundation story of Leontinoi and so on.

In a similar way, the Dodekatheon seems to have been used as a
symbol of foundational power by real dynasts, like Peisistratos the
Younger; so too the moment when Euboean Histiaia seems to have
introduced a calendar based on the twelve was one of intense politi-
cal significance: its synoecism in the mid-fourth century BC; and the
pattern of naming the months after the gods of which we see a spate
at the start of the third century is generally put down to Macedonian
influence.*®

Another important association is with Hellenism. Thus, when
Alexander the Great reaches the furthest point of his expedition, in
northern India, at the River Hyphasis, he is said to have built altars to
the twelve gods. Agamemnon did the same in the Troad.* Similarly,
Jason and the Argonauts dedicated an altar when they were passing
through the Bosporos on the way to Colchis, the symbolic crossing-
point between Europe and Asia.*

An even earlier association between the Dodekatheon and the limit
between Europe and Asia is found in the poetic text in Greek from
Xanthos in Lycia mentioned above, in which the local dynast Kheriga
(Gergis in Greek) boasts of his victories over Greek armies. We know
from other sources that this had something to do with Athenian incur-
sions in Lycia and Caria in the 420s. The poem begins:

8]& o0 T’ Ebpdnnv [A]oiog dixa mov[t]og Evep[e]v
0]vdeic T Avkiov 6THANV Toldvde AveOnK(e)v
d]mdeka Beoig dyodc &v kabopdt TeEpEVEL

47 That comes from Polyainos 5.5.2, cited by Long, Twelve Gods, pp. 95-6.

48 Trimpy, Untersuchungen, p. 270. Demetrios Poliorketes founded Demetrias
in 293 BC.

49 An altar of the twelve on Mount Lekton is said to be a ‘foundation of
Agamemnon’ (Strabo 13.1.48); there was also supposed to be one at a place called
Achaion Limen, the ‘Harbour of the Achaeans’, in Aiolis to the south (Strabo
13.3.5).

50 First in Apol. Rhod. 2.531-3.
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Ever since the sea divided Europe from Asia
none of the Lycians hitherto has dedicated such a monument
to the twelve gods in the pure temenos of the agora

Kheriga goes on to describe how he sacked cities with the help of
Athena, and slew seven Arcadians. Some have taken the reference to
the twelve gods in this text as further evidence that the twelve are of
Anatolian origin; one Anatolian expert, Laroche, even suggested that
the Lycian for ‘twelve gods’ might be identified in the Lycian part of
the Xanthos Stele (see above). In fact the association between twelve
and the agora looks very Greek and the epigram can be read in a dif-
ferent way: the beginning recalls the start of an earlier epigram set up
by the Athenians to commemorate their victories over the Persians at
Cyprus in 449 BC.%!

€ 00 7’ Edpodnnv Aciag Styo movtog Evelue
Kol Tolag Ovntdv Bodpoc Aeng Eméyet,
000V o To10VTOV EntyHovimv YEveT’ AvdQdv . . .

Ever since the Pontus divided Europe from Asia,
and leaping Ares hold the cities of mortals,
no such deed of men was produced on land . . .

This epigram is the definitive statement of European mastery over
Asia. As Peter Thonemann observes, in his epigram Kheriga is
appropriating the voice of this poem and reversing the significance.>
In that context, the reference to the Dodekatheon in the agora of
Xanthos in Kheriga’s poem can be read as part of the same discourse
of conflict between Asia and Europe: in the past, Greeks have had a
habit of founding altars of the twelve as they crossed into Asia, but
now the Lycian dynast appropriates that practice for his own ends. It
is thus much more likely that the Lycians were appropriating a Greek
association of ideas in this case, though the Greek Dodekatheon may
at an earlier point have been influenced by Anatolian practice.

51 This is no. 45 in D. L. Page, Further Greek Epigrams (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1981); Diod. Sic. 11.62.3.

52 P. Thonemann, ‘Lycia, Athens, Amorges’, in J. Ma et al. (eds), Interpreting the
Athenian Empire (London: Duckworth, 2009), pp. 167-94.
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GODS IN GREEK INSCRIPTIONS: SOME
METHODOLOGICAL QUESTIONS

Fritz Graf

Apuleius’ Psyche already knew that dedicatory inscriptions were the
quickest way to learn who the divine incumbent of a sanctuary was
— most dedications addressed the main divinity worshipped in a sanc-
tuary, so she quickly identified Juno as the incumbent of a sanctuary
she stumbled upon.! From their study of a growing number of ancient
objects, Renaissance antiquarians were familiar with the combination
of a divine image and a dedicatory inscription on its base, and the
author of the Hypnerotomachia Poliphili, among other things a delight-
ful document of early Renaissance antiquarianism, invented such epi-
graphical monuments of divinities that were relevant to his story. In the
study of ancient gods, however, inscriptions rarely played a large role.
Historians used epigraphical evidence mainly when describing local
cults: well before Lewis Farnell (1856-1934) in his Cults of the Greek
States printed the relevant epigraphical texts among his references,
scholars such as Sam Wide (1861-1918) combined epigraphy with the
literary and archaeological evidence. But not being epigraphers, these
authors used inscriptions mostly in a rather cursory fashion, and since
many of these monographs were written in the late nineteenth century,
before the collection of the Inscriptiones Graecae were available, their
usefulness is rather limited nowadays.? No scholar, as far as I know,

1 Apul. Met. 6.3: Psyche entered a shrine and ‘saw precious offerings and cloths
lettered in gold affixed to the trees and the doorposts, attesting the name of the
goddess to whom they were dedicated’ (videt dona pretiosa et lacinias auro lit-
teratas ramis arborum postibusque suffixas, quae cum gratia facti nomen deae, cui
fuerant dicata, testabantur; tr. E. J. Kenney). Apuleius is not the only author to
have noticed this; see Ov. Fast. 3.267f. and Bomer’s long note for more parallels.

2 Sam Wide published his De sacris Troezeniorum, Hermionensium, Epidauriorum
commentatio academica in 1888, IG 1V Argolis appeared 1902, 1V.1? Epidaurus
in 1923; his exemplary Lakonische Kulte came out in 1893, IG V.1 Laconia et
Messenia appeared in 1913. M. P. Nilsson, Griechische Feste (Berlin and Leipzig:
Teubner, 1906) excludes Attica, the one place with a completed IG corpus; it
would be desirable but very tedious to bring his footnotes up to date.
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has looked at the Greek gods uniquely through the lens of a corpus
of evidence characterized by its material conditions only, instead of
its content or literary genre. This chapter will explore whether it is
worthwhile to do so, and what the possible problems and gains would
be. I will focus on two closely circumscribed corpora, the inscriptions
of the small southern Ionian city of Priene, published in 1903 after
the German excavations of the mainly Hellenistic city, and those of
the equally small Thessalian city of Gonnoi, published by its excava-
tor, Bruno Helly;? some of these inscriptions will serve as jumping-off
points for more general questions.

In doing so, we will of necessity have to reflect on questions of
methodology. Perhaps the most important issue is how to make sense
of evidence that is very fragmentary both because we have lost the
vast majority of inscriptions and because most inscriptions lack the
comfortable discursive fullness of literary texts, with the possible
exception of the wordy documents issued from royal and imperial
chancelleries. After all, epigraphs were written by people and for
people who rarely felt the need to spell out the obvious and for whom
every letter meant time and money for the stonemason: inscriptions
assume a rich context of local knowledge, and they need more special-
ized labour than does writing a papyrus text. Our usual procedure is
to look for parallels elsewhere, in the inscriptions from other cities or
in fuller and more explicit literary texts. The underlying assumption
is that religious manifestations in the entire Greek world are uniform
enough to make such a comparison useful to fill in gaps. The assump-
tion is dangerous, as shown by a few prominent case studies that have
come to emphasize the local peculiarity over the Panhellenic uniform-
ity especially expressed in literary texts such as Hesiod’s Theogony or
the Homeric Hymns:* whoever deals with the actual manifestation of
Greek ritual and belief has to deal with a wide local diversity that is
not easily unified, as ancient authors already realized.’ On the other
hand, the Greeks themselves were convinced of an underlying unity
founded, in Herodotus’ famous words, by Hesiod and Homer, as

3 F. Hiller von Gaertringen, Die Inschriften von Priene (Berlin: Reimer, 1906);
B. Helly, Gonnoi, 1: La cité et son histoire; 11: Les inscriptions (Amsterdam:
Hakkert, 1973). More recent texts in SEG.

4 Most prominently C. Sourvinou-Inwood, ‘Persephone and Aphrodite at Locri: a
model for personality definitions in Greek religion’, JHS 98 (1978), pp. 101-21,
again in C. Sourvinou-Inwood, ‘Reading’ Greek Culture (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1991), pp. 147-88.

5 The local diversity is implied in antiquarian writings such as Plutarch’s Greek
Questions or Pausanias’ Perihegesis (on whose value for Greek religion see
V. Pirenne-Delforge, Retour a la source: Pausanias et la religion grecque = Kernos,
Suppl. 20 [Liege: CIERGA, 2008]).
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they were convinced of a basic linguistic unity of Greekness despite
the many local dialects — the dialectic of a common Hellenic language
and its multiple dialectal expressions might well be a useful model
on which to understand the tension between Panhellenic and local
religion:® the former is an elite and abstract construct mainly used in
the quest for identity, the latter is the result of the concrete experiences
of both the ancient performer and the modern researcher.

SANCTUARIES, PRIESTS AND MYTHS

Inscriptions are public documents, issuing from civic bodies as well as
from private individuals: often gods appear in them in their public and
civic roles. Gods own sanctuaries, have priests, and receive sacrifices
and dedications from the city, its officials and its subgroups, but also
from individuals, citizens, alien residents and foreigners.” Festivals
with their sacrifices, temples and priests contribute to the construction
of a divine persona and to that of the local pantheon, which in turn
helps define a divine individual. Myths, in our scholarly understanding
the single most important tool for constructing a divinity, are rare in
inscriptions: story-telling was almost never the purpose of these docu-
ments; with a few exceptions they at best allude to a story that was
told locally and, if we are lucky, is more fully preserved in the frag-
ments of a local history. Neither inscriptions from Priene nor those
from Gonnoi narrate or allude to a local myth, as some texts from
other cities do. Among these are the Hellenistic verses on the mythical
history of the city of Halikarnassos published a few years ago;? the

6 S. Price, Religions of the Ancient Greeks (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1999), programmatically announced the multiplicity in his book title.

7 Lucian. Sacr. 10, in a short evolutionary history of divine worship, insists on the
early local worship of gods: a first phase of purely natural worship is followed by
worship in city-states where ‘people regard the gods as their fellow citizens’.

8 Published by S. Isager, ‘The pride of Halikarnassos: editio princeps of an inscrip-
tion from Salmakis’, ZPE 123 (1998), pp. 1-23, and S. Isager and P. Pedersen (eds),
The Salmakis Inscription and Hellenistic Halikarnassos (Odense: University Press
of Southern Denmark, 2004), pp. 217-37; see also H. Lloyd-Jones, ‘The pride of
Halicarnassus’, ZPE 124 (1999), pp. 1-14; M. Gigante, ‘Il nuovo testo epigrafico
di Alicarnasso’, Atene e Roma 44 (1999), pp. 1-8; G. B. D’Alessio, ‘Some notes on
the Salmakis inscription’, in Isager and Pedersen, The Salmakis Inscription and
Hellenistic Halikarnassos, pp. 43-57 (mainly literary appreciation); R. Gagné,
‘What is the pride of Halicarnassus?’, ClAnt 25 (2006), pp. 1-33; J. N. Bremmer,
‘Zeus’ own country: cult and myth in The Pride of Halicarnassus’, in U. Dill and
C. Walde (eds), Antike Mythen: Media, Transformations and Sense-Constructions
(Berlin and New York: De Gruyter, 2009), pp. 125-45; F. Graf, ‘Zeus and his
parhedroi in Halikarnassos: a study in religion and inscriptions’, in A. Martinez
Fernandez (ed.), Estudias de Epigrafia Griega (La Laguna: Universidad, 2009), pp.
333-48.
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many founding myths used as political arguments in the East of the
empire by places eager to construct for themselves a Greek pedigree;’
and the information that Orestes brought an image of Artemis from
her temple among the Taurians, best known from Euripides’ Taurian
Iphigeneia as the cult legend of Halai Araphenides in Attica, but also
used to explain several other cults, such as the ritual of Artemis Orthia
in Sparta or the secret cult of Artemis on the island of Patmos.!® The
closest to such a local myth is the dream narration of one Philios from
Cyprus, in which he justified the worship of the hero Naulochos as a
guardian of Priene at the gate that received the main traffic from the
plain of the Maeander and the port city of Naulochos (1. Priene 196):

vvobelg @iltog Komolog yévog é&alapivog

vi0¢ Apictmvog Nadroyov idev dvap
Beouodpoove TE Gryvag motviag &L Gpaeect AeoKolc

Oyeot & év 116601 floma TOvde oéfetv
fivayov moAelwc pOAoKOY YOV T anéder&ov:

oV &veka idpvoev 1ovde Og10v diltoc.

In his sleep, Philios, a Cypriot from Salamis, son of Ariston, saw
in a dream Naulochos'! and the sacred ladies, the Thesmophoroi,
in white garments; and in three dreams, they ordered that this
hero be worshipped as a guardian of the city, and they showed the
place. For this reason, Philios placed the divine being here.

The term fjomwa toévde (1. 4) must refer to the same image of the wor-
shipped hero as the term tovde O€10v in line 6. He is otherwise unknown
to us and must be the eponymous hero of Priene’s port city. Demeter
and Kore, who order the establishment of his cult, had an important
sanctuary on the hillside above the city centre with dedications whose
iconography underlined female sexuality. But they also protected the
wealth of a community and the obligation to feed everybody; in an age
in which grain imports were important to supplement and bolster the
local harvests, a flourishing port city was essential.

Inscriptions document mainly cult, the interaction humans had with

9 See T. S. Scheer, Mythische Vorviter: Zur Bedeutung griechischer Heroenmythen
im Selbstverstindnis kleinasiatischer Stidte (Munich: Editio Maris, 1993).

10 Patmos: Kaibel 872; G. Manganaro, ‘Le iscrizioni delle isole milesie’, ASAA 41/42
(1963-4), pp. 293-349, no. 34. On the entire complex see F. Graf, 'Das Gotterbild
aus dem Taurerland,” Antike Welt 10.4 (1979), pp. 33-41.

11 M. Schede, Die Ruinen von Priene: Kurze Beschreibung (Berlin: De Gruyter,
19642, originally 1934), p. 17, suggests understanding Naulochos as the (well-
attested) name of Priene’s port city; it makes better sense to assume him to be its
eponymous founding hero.
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their gods, and thus point to the role the gods played in a community.
Priene’s civic divinity was Athena Polias, ‘the goddess who presides
over our city’ (I Priene 46.20). Alexander dedicated her temple, which
the city much later rededicated to her and the emperor Augustus; the
construction was completed with the help of the Ephesian Megabyxos,
son of Megabyxos and neokoros of Artemis.'> He belonged to the
Ephesian family that had been running the sanctuary of Artemis since
Persian times; his connections might have helped to secure Alexander’s
funding.!® Her sanctuary, situated on a terrace in the city centre above
the agora, received the vast majority of the decrees that honoured the
city’s benefactors: it was the main place for efficient public display.'4
The same is true for statues of outstanding people, although the only
example from Priene concerns an athlete who died abroad and whose
father dedicated his image in the sanctuary of Athena Polias — since
his grave was not in Priene, his memory could not be attached to a
local grave monument, and a statue in the central city sanctuary was
an efficient albeit somewhat unusual substitute, doubtless a tribute
to the father’s eminence.!> The sanctuary also exhibited the statues
of deserving former priestesses, as did the sanctuary of Demeter and
Kore, presumably the two most outstanding female priesthoods of the

12 Dedication of the sanctuary by Alexander I Priene 156, expansion to Athena
and Augustus 157 and 158; honorary decree of Megabyxos to reward him lav-
ishly for his help with the temple I Priene 3 (the crucial name of the goddess is a
certain restoration); the base of the honorary statue promised by the authorities
of Priene gives his function as vewkdgog tijg Agtéldog tig &v 'Edéowt, I Priene
231.

13 His father was the neokoros whom Xenophon entrusted with some of his booty,
Anab. 5.3.4.2 and 5.3.8.3. The name is attested several times for noble Persians;
cf. J. N. Bremmer, Greek Religion and Culture, the Bible and the Ancient Near
East (Leiden: Brill, 2008), pp. 353-6 (‘The spelling and meaning of the name
Megabyxos’). On the question of whether Megabyzos (sic, against the better evi-
dence that argues for -byxos) ever was a priestly title in Ephesos (eunuch priests
according to Strabo 14.1.23: at least the father of our Megabyxos cannot have
been a eunuch, which scholars have overlooked) or rather was a personal name
in the Ephesian priestly family, see J. O. Smith, “The cult of Artemis at Ephesus’,
in E. N. Lane (ed.), Cybele, Attis and Related Cults: Essays in Memory of M. J.
Vermaseren (Leiden: Brill, 1996), pp. 323-66 (most probably a personal name,
not a title) and L. LiDonnici, ‘The Ephesian Megabyzos priesthood and religious
diplomacy at the end of the classical period’, Religion 29 (1999), pp. 201-14
(a title, in a reassertion of the general opinion). The evidence favours Smith’s
reading.

14 For the archaeological record: Schede, Die Ruinen von Priene; N. A. Dontas
and K. Ferla (eds), Priene (Cambridge, MA, Harvard University Press, 20052,
originally Athens: Foundation of the Hellenic World, s.a.). What moderns call the
acropolis is a very steep hill that rises high above the city and was the site of the
city’s garrison.

15 I Priene 288; BCH 52 (1928), pp. 399-406. More commonly, the relatives built a
cenotaph; we do not know whether this was the case here as well.
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city. Other sanctuaries appear rarely, such as the precinct of Asklepios
or of Zeus Hypatos.!®

Honorary decrees for foreigners sometimes indicate the places of
display in their home cities, helping us to gauge the local importance
of a precinct, such as the sanctuary of Apollo Klarios in Kolophon or
of Artemis in Iasos, or of Athena in Alexandreia in the Troas.!” Only
rarely do these documents allow the free choice of place by decreeing
the display of an inscription or image ‘in the most visible (or the most
outstanding) place’, ‘év 1@t émdavestatol (Or EMONUOTATOL) TOTML .
This formula allows for presentation outside a sanctuary, although
this is rare and the sanctuary remained the most commonly used
space. For reasons unknown, an honorary decree from Priene is to
be inscribed on the wall of a portico in the marketplace ‘wherever
the architect thinks fit’ (1. Priene 107). The honoree must have had a
special connection with the agora that eludes us, or his fellow citizens
wanted to mark his eminent political importance, or they thought
such a place was more visible than the interior of a sacred precinct.

The same mechanisms play out in the smaller epigraphical record
of Gonnoi. Again, the main sanctuary was Athena’s, built on the
main city hill."® Dedications preserve her unspectacular cultic epithet,
Polias: inscriptions usually preserve the unspectacular item, unlike the
literary texts with their taste for the less common. Only once do we
hear about another place of exhibition: a decree for a foreign judge
was to be located in the sanctuary of Themis.!” As usual, we are not
given a reason for the location, but the connection between Themis
and a judge is suggestive.?

Other sanctuaries in Gonnoi that are attested through a combina-
tion of ruins and a high concentration of inscriptions were dedicated
to Artemis (inside the city) and to Asklepios (outside).?! The inscrip-
tions attest to more divinities, some with their priest, and there must
have been more sanctuaries, but their locations escape us. In some
cases, an individual altar might have been placed in a larger sanctuary:
a dedication to Apollo Agreus, the Hunter, comes from the acropolis.

16 Dontas and Ferla, Priene, p. 112.

17 Apollo Klarios: I Priene 57.7; lasos: I Priene 53.36; Alexandreia: I Priene
44.29.

18 For the excavated remains of the sanctuary on the main city hill (which dis-
appeared during World War II) see Helly, Gonnoi, 1, p. 30.

19 1.Gonnoi 69 (178 BC).

20 On Themis, with an emphasis on the literary record, see M. Corsano,
Themis: La norma e l'oracolo nella Grecia Antica (Galatina: Congedo Editore,
1988); J. Rudhardt, Thémis et les Horai: Recherches sur les divinités grecques de la
justice et de la paix (Geneva: Droz, 1999).

21 Helly, Gonnoi, 1, pp. 148-9.
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The choice might seem random to us, since no known story combines
Athena, Apollo and hunting; but the hunting gentlemen might have
belonged to the civic power and military elite that was focused on
Athena.

All this simply attests to the routine presence of space belonging
to the gods in a Greek city and to the extent of prestige each divinity
could display in a civic setting. Sanctuary space is well demarcated,
safe, neutral, and visited by crowds who might be bored enough to
read even a lengthy honorary decree. Sanctuary space also helped
to articulate the relationship between a divinity and the city, as we
can see in Priene, where the epigraphical record interacts with a very
full archaeological ground plan. Some sanctuaries were in the city
centre, close to agora and bouleuterion, the spaces for political and
economic interactions: those of Athena Polias and Zeus Olympios,
surprisingly perhaps also of Asklepios.??> Others, often those founded
and frequented by private associations, were tucked away in the resi-
dential quarters, such as the shrine of Egyptian gods with its inscrip-
tions, or that of Kybele, whose presence is attested iconographically
only. Others again were on the periphery: the sanctuary of Demeter
and Kore was above the city centre below the acropolis (a common
place for Demeter sanctuaries); the Hermaion was far outside the city
space, on the border of the territory, as was a sacred grove of Apollo
in Gonnoi;* and there was the cult of a protecting hero at Priene’s city
gate (above).

Everywhere, the space of the sanctuary is clearly marked off from
non-sanctuary space, and boundary markers designate its circum-
ference.?* The land inside belonged to the divinity, in two senses. On
the one hand, the god owned its real estate, both buildings and land,
and he could rent out his land for cultivation; the revenue helped to
pay expenses and even allowed the god to step in as the eponymous
magistrate in time of economic distress, when no mortal felt able to

22 On the problem of whether the sanctuary of Zeus Olympios originally belonged
to Asklepios see Dontas and Ferla, Priene, pp. 120-2: the identification is
based on I Priene 19, an honorary decree to be inscribed in the Asklepieion (gv
Tt Toeaotd[81] thg otodg Thig &v i AckAnmuimt) that was found reused in the
Byzantine fort near the agora (the second copy, on a marble stele in the sanctuary
of Telon, is lost). The city centre is otherwise an unusual place for an Asklepieion,
which is usually at the periphery and close to running water; see R. Martin and
H. Metzger, La religion grecque (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1976),
pp. 69-109; F. Graf, ‘Heiligtum und Ritual: Das Beispiel der griechisch-rémischen
Asklepieia’, in A. Schachter (ed.), Le sanctuaire grec (Geneva: Fondation Hardt,
1992), pp. 159-99.

23 Sanctuary of Athena: I. Gonnoi 93 B 11.

24 I Priene 168 col. I11.
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stand for an office whose heavy expenses were notorious. In such an
event, attested only for the cities in the Greek East, decrees were dated
after the god. Sometimes, his full name was given, as often in the list
of stephanephoroi in Miletos where Apollo appears several times —
not because Apollo was the city protector (this role fell to Athena
Polias with her central city temple), but because he was intimately
connected with the stephanephoroi and the structure of power in the
city.” Priene remains more laconic and usually dates more vaguely
&mi otedovndoov 1od 0£00.2° This god must be Zeus Olympios, with
whom the stephanephoroi of Priene entertained a close relationship,
‘receiving [as one decree put it] from the people the eponymous wreath
of Zeus Olympios’ (Aofdv mad 100 d\Hov TOV End@Vopov Tod Ao Tod
OMlvuriov otépavov) as their emblem of office, sacrificing to him at the
beginning of their tenure, and offering a dedication at the end.”” As yet
another stephanephoros, the god behaved like a human member of the
landed urban elite, except that he officiated so often that one needed
a specification in order to determine the year by naming his human
predecessor: £mi otedpavndpogov tod Beod tod peta Kigitov. Rarely (and
never in Priene), the god could even share the office with a human; one
hopes that they also shared the expenses.?®

On the other hand, the god’s space is more than just real estate
that guarantees a constant income to the temple. It has its own ritual
properties that call for specific behaviour: this again helps with the
ritual construction of the individual divinity. In most cases, the details
of the ritual are determined by tradition, and the worshippers do not
need a written reminder of what they had to do; they had learned it
from their parents. But there are the cases when the divinity stands
out from the rest of the pantheon as someone who demands special
behaviour; the boundary marker then contained a short sacred law to

25 On the temple of Athena see A. Mallwitz, ‘Gestalt und Geschichte des jiingeren
Athenatempels von Milet’, Istanbuler Mitteilungen 25 (1975), pp. 67-90; on
Apollo and the stephanephoroi see A. Herda, Der Apollon-Delphinios-Kult in
Milet und die Neujahrsprozession nach Didyma: Ein neuer Kommentar der sog.
Molpoi-Satzung (Mainz: Von Zabern, 2006).

26 I Priene 4, 2 (a. 332/328); 4.49 (327/326); 201 a 1; 202. Other examples e.g. from
Amyzon L. and J. Robert, Fouilles d’ Amyzon en Carie 1 (Paris: De Boccard, 1983),
nos. 14 (202 BC), 15 (201 BC), Herakleia under Latmos (Z. Priene 51; SEG 37.859
B 1), Didyma (I. Didyma 199 and often) or Iasos I.Iasos 36 (224/223 BC).

27 Sign of office: I Priene 114.21 (after 85 BC); sacrifice at the beginning of tenure:
I Priene 46, after tenure: I Priene 187-9; on the monthly sacrifices to Zeus
Olympios and Hera (and other divinities): I Priene 108 (see below n. 109). The one
female stephanephoros (who as ‘the first woman dedicated from her own money
the water reservoir and the aqueducts in the city’) does not mention the divinity to
whom she felt obliged, I. Priene 208; it might well have been Hera.

28 Amy:zon, no. 15 (201 BC).
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remind visitors of what was needed, most drastically on Chios: igov
ovk c0d0¢ (‘Sacred. No Entry’).? Neither Gonnoi nor Priene left such
a boundary marker in its epigraphical record; in Priene, however, a
small shrine had two inscriptions on one of its doorposts, one of them
the injunction:

glotvau €ig [10] ieov ayvov &[v] EaOTjtt Aevk[Tjt.]
Enter the sanctuary pure, in a white dress

The sanctuary was embedded in the grid of the residential quarter
where house abutted to house, with no open space between; this made
a boundary marker impractical and unnecessary. But still there was a
need to clarify the special conditions under which one should enter.
Here, one thinks of an Egyptian deity, in whose cult a white linen dress
was de rigueur.

There are more complex examples, but none from Priene or
Gonnoi. A stone from the sanctuary of Hypatos on Paros combines
border marker and special ritual injunction; it forbids entry to the
uninitiated, and to women.?! The god presided over an exclusively
male group of worshippers who performed their cult far away from
the city, somewhere on Mount Kynados; and they underwent a special
initiation ritual.

In some cases, sanctuaries and their divine owners appear in contexts
other than honorary decrees as well. Sanctuaries are obvious points of
reference in space, especially outside the city. In a territorial dispute
between Gonnoi and its neighbour Herakleia, a witness tells of sheep
grazing in Apollo’s sanctuary somewhere along the disputed border*
—obviously in a sacred grove: unlike a few other cities, Gonnoi did not
prohibit the use of a grove for grazing sheep.** More commonly, the
cities prohibited cutting down the trees or collecting the fallen wood,
which belonged to the god and was presumably used for sacrificial
pyres.>* The border between Priene and Mykale was defined, among
other things, by several shrines, of the goddess or heroine Mykale, of

29 LSCG 121 = I.Chios 11.

30 I Priene 205; LSAM 35.

31 IG XII 5,183; LSCG 109. It is a stray find without archaeological context,
and the assumption that the sanctuary was somewhere on the mountain rests
mainly on the name of the divinity.

32 I Gonnoi93 B 11.

33 Prohibition e.g. LSCG 91 (Euboia), 116 (Chios).

34 On the protection of trees in sacred groves e.g. LSCG 37 (Attica, Apollo
Erithaseios), 57 (Argos, Apollo Lykeios), 65.78-81 (Andania, Great Gods), 84
(Korope, Apollo Koropaios), 111 (Paros), 150 (Kos, Apollo Kyparissios).
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Hermes and of Athena Samia, and there is also a place named “Wall
of Zeus’, Dios Teichos, perhaps the remains of a Bronze Age wall with
a myth attached to it (I Priene 363). In a rare case, some sanctuaries
(the sanctuary of Artemis in Ephesos and of Dionysos in Rhodes) are
specified as the neutral meeting places of a foreign committee judging
a territorial dispute between Priene and Samos,® or as places of safe
keeping for money.3¢

Sanctuaries have priests, but a Greek city must have had more
priests than the sanctuaries we have documented through their
temples, to judge from the large number of priesthoods sold in one
short period in Hellenistic Erythrai, a city whose size was compara-
ble to Priene’s (I Erythrai 201). There must have been priests with
altars only, but no temples: doubtless the gods sometimes had to be
content with an altar in a larger sanctuary, or in an open space, and
not only in the countryside where we might most expect it, such as
Poseidon’s altar at Cape Monodendri on the coast of Miletos, or the
lonely altar that triggered the story of the Lycian peasants in Ovid’s
Metamorphoses.’” From Priene, we have an altar to Aphrodite
Epekoos, ‘She who listens’, without any sanctuary connected with it;
the excavators assume that it stood on the side of one of the city’s
main streets, there for all to see.®® A few of Priene’s priesthoods are
visible through the decrees that regulated their sale; they concern
Dionysos (for whom one priest is required to serve several cultic
forms of the god), the Egyptian gods, and Poseidon Helikonios.*
Deserving former priestesses of Athena and of Demeter and Kore
received statues in their sanctuaries. We do not know why these
priestesses and not others were chosen for such a commemoration,
but we can guess that Athena’s and Demeter’s were the two most
outstanding female priesthoods of the city: this reflects both their
Panhellenic role and the fact that the two sanctuaries were among
the most impressive of Priene.*

In Gonnoi, priests and priestesses are visible through their dedica-
tions only. They dedicate to their gods for public and private reasons.
A few dedications exhibit the linguistic form (the aorist participle

35 I Priene 37; the committee comes from Rhodes, and they specify that they also met
on the disputed land itself, and ‘in a garrison (¢podeiov) called Karion’.

36 I Priene 39b (Orophernes).

37 Cape Monodendri: V. B. Gormann, Miletos, the Ornament of Ionia: A History of
the City to 400 B.C.E. (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2001), p. 207;
Lycian peasants: Ov. Met. 6.325-6.

38 I Priene 169: ‘ein primitiver Strassenaltar’.

39 LSAM 36 (I Priene 195), 37 (I. Priene 174), 38 (1. Priene 201-2).

40 On the sanctuary of Athena, see Dontas and Ferla, Priene, pp. 86-11; of Demeter,
ibid., pp. 126-35.
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igpatevoag or iegatevoaca) that indicates a dedication at the end of a
term of office, twice from a priest of Asklepios, once from the priestess
of an unknown deity after her second term;*' we sense gratitude for
this achievement.*? Private reasons are behind the dedication of the
priest of Athena Polias (1. Gonnoi 151) and the priestess of Artemis
Euonymos (1. Gonnoi 167); another priestess thanks Artemis Eulochia
(presumably the goddess she serves) for help with her children
(1. Gonnoi 173).

SACRED LAWS

Prescriptions about correct ritual behaviour are not confined to
boundary markers alone; they are either the main topic or a part
of other documents as well, many of which originate as decrees of
the local assembly or of a private body organized around a spe-
cific cult.** Often, they were exhibited in the sanctuary with which
they were concerned, either in their entirety or in a relevant digest;
Pausanias saw such a law in the sanctuary of Hyrnetho in Argos and
summarized its main provisions.* Modern scholarship, going as far
back as the late nineteenth century, called such prescriptions ‘sacred
laws’, lois sacrées, leges sacrae. In so far as such prescriptions are not
just part of public decrees, laws, of which sacred laws then would
be a subcategory, the term is problematical and has recently been
questioned; but it has some heuristic advantage if only to help to
structure the mass of epigraphical texts, and should not be discarded
easily.®

Priene preserved three decrees like this. Two decrees of the assem-
bly regulate the sale of a priesthood, of Dionysos Phleos in one case,
of Poseidon Helikonios in another. The former is a well-preserved
excerpt of such a decree, with the title diayoadr Atovicov DAéov,
‘Ordinance of Dionysos Phleos’.#¢ It omits all technicalities such as
the date of the assembly, the officials, the mover of the decree and
the decision on its display; instead, it adds the name of the buyer
and the price he paid, things known only after the assembly had fin-
ished. The inscription thus served both as a record of the transaction

41 1. Gonnoi 197 and 198 (Asklepios), 210.

42 An uncertain case, AnnEpig 1914, 15.211.

43 Not necessarily identical with the distinction between polis cult and private
cult.

44 Paus. 2.28.7; Pirenne-Delforge, Retour a la source, p. 132.

45 See E. Lupu, Greek Sacred Law (Leiden: Brill, 2009?), and R. Parker, ‘What are
sacred laws?’, in E. M. Harris and L. Rubinstein (eds), The Law and the Courts in
Ancient Greece (London: Duckworth, 2004), pp. 57-70.

46 I Priene 174 = LSAM 37 (second century BC).
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and as a reminder of the rules under which the incumbent officiated;
since the office lasted as long as he lived, such a reminder had its use.
The second is preserved in two copies, a full decree and an excerpt.’
Neither of these two laws is interested in the divinity, but instead in the
duties and privileges of the future buyer of the priesthood. But since
the priest of Dionysos Phleos also had to perform the sacrifices for
Dionysos Katagogios and for Dionysos Melpomenos in the theatre,
we grasp a hierarchy among the different cults of Dionysos in the city,
which was reflected in the incidence of cult (sacrifices throughout the
year versus sacrifices connected with specific events such as theatrical
performances only) and perhaps in the organization of sacred space
(sanctuary versus an altar only in the theatre). This does not mean,
however, that a lesser hierarchical position makes a specific cult less
relevant for the city: the duty in the cult of Dionysos Melpomenos
was ‘to perform sacrifices for Dionysos Melpomenos in the theatre, to
burn incense, to lead the libation and to say the prayers for the citizens
of Priene’.* The occasion that assembled the people of Priene in their
theatre did not serve for entertainment only but was also supposed
to bring them divine blessings. Poseidon Helikonios in turn was wor-
shipped in the Panionion, whose administration was in the hands of
little Priene;*® the texts, identical except for the technical introduction
of the decree, again deal with the duties and privileges of the buyer
and refer to a decree of the Ionians on the cult that must have been
displayed in the Panionion.*

The very fragmentary third decree regards the priest of the Egyptian
gods from whose sanctuary it comes; the introduction is lost, but it
was most probably issued again from the public assembly to deter-
mine the details of the priesthood when it came up for sale. The gods
whose names are preserved are ‘Sarapis, Isis and the gods with them’;
one of them, as we can read later, was Apis. These immigrant gods
retained their Egyptian cult forms, to judge from the detail that ‘the
priest also provides an Egyptian who will help to perform the sacrifice
expertly; it is forbidden for anyone else to perform the sacrifice for the
goddess without expertise, except for the priest’. We know of similar
rules from elsewhere: part of the attraction of the Egyptian gods was

47 Poseidon I Priene 201 and 202; LSAM 38 (second century BC).

48 I Priene 174.15-19, 6boer 8¢ kai tag Ouoiog Tag &v T Bedtemt TdL Atovicmt tdt
Mehmopévar koi MPBavmtov EmONGEL Kol 6TovoaQyNoeL Kol Tag e0xas ebEetan VTTEQ TG
morewg i Homvéwv.

49 Regulations for the priesthood of the god: I Priene 201 and 202 (= LSAM 38);
see also I Priene 203; on the archaeological record: G. Kleiner, P. Hommel and
W. Miiller-Wiener, Panionion und Melie (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1967).

50 I Priene201.8-9. The decree guarantees the privileges and curses whoever attempts
to diminish them, which seems to point to tensions inside the federation.
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their exoticism, which might have promised special power.>! But it has
to be underlined that the city guaranteed this exoticism, if the decree
really was issued by the assembly; there was no dichotomy of values
between ‘Hellenic’ and foreign cultic identity.

THE MANY NAMES OF THE GODS

Greek gods, at least the major Greek gods, were worshipped in spe-
cific local forms, and these forms were defined by cultic epithets or,
in the Hellenizing term I prefer, by epicleses, ‘surnames’ or ‘names
of invocation’.>? In Priene, as we have just seen, Dionysos was wor-
shipped as Dionysos Phleos, Melpomenos, Katagogios, all served
by the same priest, but on clearly distinguished occasions. Dionysos
Katagogios is the god who presides over one specific festival, the
Katagogia, which celebrates his arrival from the sea;’* Dionysos
Melpomenos, ‘He who sings and dances’, received sacrifices and
prayers ‘for the city of Priene’ in the theatre, presumably during the
same Dionysia when the city announced public honours.>* These
cults then were narrowly confined, unlike the worship of Dionysos
Phleos, who dominated the local Dionysos cult to the extent that his
priest could simply call himself ‘priest of Dionysos’ (1. Priene 177). The
person who bought it for the quite astonishing sum of 12,002 drach-
mai was a leading member of the civic elite, a benefactor who served as
an ambassador, was father and father-in-law of priestesses of Athena
Polias, and valued the priesthood and the income it provided enough
to stipulate that his son should be his successor.>

Epicleses are very often easy to understand, and they very often
define a god’s function, as do Melpomenos and Katagogios. Phleos,
a widespread epiclesis in Ionia, is more opaque: ancient grammarians

51 I Priene 195 (=LSAM 36), 20-3. The Delian cult of Sarapis was in the hands of
an immigrant priestly family; the grandson of the founder experienced the helpful
(and, to his adversaries, devastating) power of the god; cf. H. Engelmann, The
Delian Aretalogy of Sarapis (Leiden: Brill, 1975).

52 T prefer this term, commonly used by Pausanias, to the more clumsy term ‘cultic
epithet’ to differentiate it from the poetic or literary epithet; I retain ‘epithet’ in
the latter sense only. Recent discussions of the topic: P. Brulé, ‘Le langage des épi-
cléses dans le polythéisme hellénique’, Kernos 11 (1998), pp. 13-34, and R. Parker,
‘The problem of the Greek cult epithet’, Opuscula Atheniensia 28 (2003), pp.
173-83.

53 I Priene 174.5; details on the Katagogia, ibid., 21-2 and, for Miletos, LSAM
48.21; still important is Nilsson, Griechische Feste, p. 416. In Priene, they are one
of the three festivals of the god, together with the Anthesteria and the Lenaia.

54 I Priene 174.15-19; Dionysia and honours, 1. Priene 47, 50, 53, 60.

55 Athenopolis, son of Kydimos, as benefactor I Priene 107, 177; ambassador
I Priene 138.6; priestesses of Athena Polias I. Priene 162.
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connected the name with pAéw, ‘to teem with abundance’, which they
explained with the synonym evkoapném, ‘to bring a rich harvest’ (Et.
Mag. 796.43): the god was connected with nature’s abundance, and
his major festivals in Priene must have been the Anthesteria and the
Lenaia, the latter connected with the first wine, the former with the
flowers of spring. Accordingly, the Ephesians combined his cult with
the cult of Demeter Karpophoros, ‘She who brings fruit’.>

Some epicleses are almost universal and represent a divine func-
tion all Greeks recognized and expected the divinity to perform, such
as Athena Polias, ‘She of the polis’, or Hestia Boulaia, ‘She of the
council’.’” Others are unique but easily understood, such as Eukarpia,
‘She of the rich harvest’, an epiclesis of Ge in Gonnoi (1. Gonnoi 203):
the word is well attested as a noun and as a personal name (Eukarpia
for women, Eukarpides for men) all over Greece, and poetry gives
the epithet to Aphrodite, Demeter and Dionysos.*® Thus, one could
expect it to go with Ge in more than one place, but this is not the
case, because the goddess does not receive much cult in Greek cities,
and often in unusual forms.” Sometimes, such epicleses build on
more common ones, such as the epiclesis Eulochia, given to the birth
goddess Artemis in Gonnoi as a variation of the more widely attested
Lochia; in unique cases like this, we cannot even know whether this
was an ad hoc change by a grateful individual or whether this was
Artemis’ cult name in Gonnoi.®

Other epicleses again are unique and defy our understanding,
such as Apollo Aisonios, attested in several private dedications from
Gonnoi.%! The epiclesis derives from the personal name Aison and
might thus point to an association or a clan cult funded by one Aison.
Apollo often presides over clan groups, and the fact that the oldest

56 I Ephes. 1595, see F. Graf, Nordionische Kulte (Rome: Swiss Institute, 1985), pp.
283-4.

57 Athena Polias: I Priene 157, 160, 161, 164; I. Gonnoi 147-51; Hestia Boulaia:
1 Priene 116.

58 Eukarpia in poetry: Soph. frg. 487 Radt (Aphrodite); Anth. Pal. 6.31
(Dionysos, together with Pan and Deo Chthonia in a prayer for fertility of flocks,
fields and vinyards), 7.394 (Demeter; epigram on a millstone).

59 The closest epigraphical parallel is Gé Pankarpos: I Lindos 456, first century
AD.

60 Eulochia: I. Gonnoi 173. Lochia: Athens IG 112 4547 (¢.400 BC, with other birth
divinities); Thespiai: P. Roesch, Les inscriptions de Thespies, fasc. I-VIII. Edition
électronique. Histoire et sources des mondes antiques (Lyon: Maison de 1’Orient
et de la Méditerranée Jean Pouilloux, 2007), no. 249 (¢.200 BC, Artemis Eileithyia
and Lochia); Larissa SEG 37. 487 (third century AD); Macedonia SEG 47. 902
(Karyochorion, first/second century AD, dedication after birth); Stobi 1 (1973) 152
no. 3 and 181 no. 7 (Stoboi, imperial period); Pergamon CIG 3562 and I. Pergamon
311; poetical Delphi BCH 80 (1956), pp. 550-4.

61 Alistin SEG 53 (2003). 529 and 530.
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dedication comes from a group (whose name is lost) could confirm
this if this group can be seen as somehow related to the overarching
group. All other dedications, however, result from a private vow and
do not help our understanding. From the fact that one dedication
is on the frame of a painting that depicts three or four figures in a
boat, one scholar concluded that this Apollo was a patron of seamen,
and he adduced another singular epiclesis of Apollo from Gonnoi,
Panlimnios, as affording a parallel.®> This latter can be understood
as ‘He of all harbours’, from Aunv, ‘harbour’, in a syncopated form
(instead of -Mpévioc), as we have Poseidon Epilimnios; or ‘He of all
lakes’, from Aiuvn, ‘lake, pool’ (although Mpvaiog would be better,
but there is 10 Aiuviov, ‘the small lake, the pond’); mav-, ‘all’, is difficult
in both cases. But there is neither a harbour nor a lake near Gonnoi
(although river harbours are more common in Thessaly than we would
think): thus, the epiclesis could also hide a geographical name, making
Apollo the patron of a locally focused group or association, or it could
come from the specific Thessalian meaning of Awrv as ‘open space,
agora’.% The discussion highlights our problems when dealing with a
unique epiclesis, not much context, and difficult linguistic choices.

In many cases, a specific epiclesis has a distribution that attests
to regional cultic specialisms. In Gonnoi, a group of sussitoi, ‘co-
banqueters’, offer a private dedication to Apollo Agreus, god of
the hunt; they must be landed gentlemen who hunted and dined
together, with the hunt defining local elites in the same way as it did
in Macedonia.® A similar hunters’ club is attested in Mylai, about
40 kilometres inland and upriver from Gonnoi, and Apollo Agreus
received an isolated dedication in Atrax, a few kilometres south of
Mylai. Again, local worship defines the perception and construction
of a divinity, although Apollo is patron of hunters also in literary
texts, together with his hunting sister.®> Dionysos Phleus or Phleos

62 SEG 29.515 Andorhowvi TTovaypviot Anpokeita Avtidyov.

63 Poseidon Epilimnios Hsch. s.v.; see also IG II? 1225.13 10 émiuviov; Steph. Byz.
ss.vv. gives a place Limnaia and two places called Limnai. For Aynv, ‘agora’, in
Thessaly, Dio Chrys. Or. 11.24 and IGI1X 2.517.24; Hsch. s.v. attributes this meaning
to the Paphians; more in J. L. Garcia Ramoén, ‘Der thessalische Name Spyragos,
spyros “Weizen(korn)” und att. pyros, pyrous agein “Weizen(korn) zu Wasser trans-
portieren’, in G. Schweiger (ed.), Indogermanica: Festschrift Gert Klingenschmitt
(Taimering: Schweiger, 2005), pp. 127-43 at 138-9; see pp. 136-7 for river harbours.
(I thank Jan Bremmer for directing my attention to the last explanation.)

64 I Gonnoi 159; the names (Antimachos, Aristodemos, Kritodemos) sound upper-
class. On Macedonia and the hunt see M. B. Hatzopoulos, Cultes et rites de
passage en Macedoine (Athens: Centre de Recherche de I’Antiquité Grecque et
Romaine, 1994), pp. 87-111.

65 Apollo Agreus and his syssitoi also in Thessalian Mylai, /G IX 2, 332; alone in
Atrax, SEG 35.491; unclear in the supplement in /G II? 5018; Agreutes in Chios,
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is attested in Priene, Chios and Ephesos, and the name recurs in
varying forms in late lexica, without clear provenance but with an
often repeated story that makes Phlious, the eponymous founder of
the Peloponnesian city, a son of Dionysos.% Phlious lies far out from
the narrowly circumscribed area where Dionysos Phleus is attested,
and one is tempted to assume that the Phlious story is a learned
improvisation, based on the similarity of the names.®” But the pattern
is not always as clear cut as this. Zeus is called Aithrios in Priene,
Byzantion, in a village near Kyzikos in Mysia and (perhaps; the
stone is broken) in Boeotian Thespiai.®® The aithér as Zeus’ domain
is as old as Homer, and the spread of the attestations might reflect
the idea of Zeus as the god of the clear sky, although at least in lit-
erature he was eclipsed by Helios, the natural denizen of the fiery
upper sky.®

The decree of Priene sheds some light on the question how the
Greeks understood what we perceive as a tension between the cultic
personalities of a god as defined by epicleses and the overarching
mythical personality expressed in his ‘proper’ name. In cult, we deal
with what are almost three gods, with specific cultic personalities; but
the citizens all lumped them together under one regulation, and the
priest could see himself simply as priest of Dionysos.

To an even higher degree, the same tension between particular cult
and overall divine personality is visible in the cases where the same
term is sometimes used as an epiclesis and sometimes as a divine
name, such as Hypatos in the Parian sacred law cited above. Hypatos,
‘Most high’, is much more common as an epiclesis of Zeus; his cult is
attested, among others, in an unknown town somewhere in western
Asia Minor whose judges served Priene and received an honorary

(footnote 65 continued)

I Chios 15 (see Graf, Nordionische Kulte, pp. 57-8). The siblings as patrons of the
hunt: Xen. Ven. 1.1, cf. 6.13 (Apollon and Artemis Agrotera) and Arrian. Ven.
35.3 (Artemis Agrotera, Apollo, Pan and other gods of the wilderness); Apollo
alone: Aesch. fr. 200 Radt (Herakles’ prayer before shooting); Anth. Pal. 6.152.
See also Suid. A 380.

66 OAéwv Ael. VH 3.41; dXiog Et. Mag. 539.32 = Herodian. De orthographia 4.14, cf.
Herodian. De prosodia 3.1; ®\odg Schol. Ap. Rhod. 1.115; ®Aedg Herodian. De
prosodia 3.1 and Arcad. De accentibus 145.

67 The alternation -e0¢/ -g(1)og is attested in Ionian, e.g. iépeog instead of iepevg in
Chios.

68 Priene: I Priene 184, 185; two dedications. Byzantium: A. Lajtar, Die
Inschriften von Byzantion (Bonn: Habelt, 2000), no. 19 (dedication, first century
BQC). Kyzikene: SEG 33.1052 = M. Barth and J. Stauber (eds), Inschriften Mysia
und Troas (Munich: Leopold Wenger Institut, Universitit Miinchen, 1996),
no. 1563 (dedication, second century BC). Thespiai: Roesch, Les inscriptions de
Thespies, no. 255 (third century BC).

69 11 15.192 (see Aristot. De mundo 400 a 19); Theocr. 4.43; Nonn. Dion. 8.50.
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decree in their local sanctuary of Zeus Hypatos (1. Priene 71). These
cases seem to offer themselves to two possible interpretations: as a
shorthand expression, or as the local attestation of a minor divinity (a
Sondergott in Hermann Usener’s model) that in other places was fused
with a major Olympian divinity.

Different cases might lend themselves to different interpretations.
Abbreviations are amply illustrated by literary texts, but also some-
times in other documents. In literary texts, the context ordinarily
makes it clear that we are dealing with an abbreviation for the full
combination of divine name plus epithet, such as the almost ubiqui-
tous Pythios for Apollo,”’ and the same often holds true for other
documents. When Delphic inscriptions talk about Pythios or Lykeios,
we can safely assume that they mean Apollo and not a Sondergott; and
when coins write Eleutherios or Klarios next to an image of Zeus or
Apollo, they abbreviate the obvious full name because of lack of space
— the latter coins were issued by Kolophon with its famous Klarian
oracle.”! The same holds true for a very fragmentary dedication from
Priene to Phytalmios. The epithet is rare and confined to Poseidon; if
his name has not been lost in the lacuna in the first line, the dedicator
abbreviated the name.”

Other cases are trickier, and do not allow for an easy solution.
Gonnoi and other Thessalian cities worshipped the goddess Ennodia,
‘Lady of the road’. In the cults of other cities, inside and outside of
Thessaly, she is called Artemis Ennodia, and in some literary texts,
she is even identified as Hekate.”? At the same time, the women of
Gonnoi worshipped Artemis FEileithyia, ‘She of the coming’, whose
name is used independently as often, as that of a minor deity special-
izing in childbirth.” Things, then, are untidy, and we should not let
ourselves by seduced into believing that the women of Gonnoi who
called Ennodia necessarily understood her to be either a form of
Artemis or of Hekate, or Eileithyia always as Artemis — or some did,

70 This is not to say that literary texts never present the problem: see Soteira
in Ar. Ran. 374, explained by the scholion as Athena; modern scholars do not all
agree.

71 Eleutherios: Metapont, Head 77; Klarios: Kolophon, Head 571.

72 I Priene 366, from Mykale; see also a dedication from los, /G XII 5, 15.

73 Ennodia: I Gonnoi 201; for the entire Thessalian file, see P. Chrysostomou,
H¢é Thessaliké thea En(n)odia hé Pheraia thea (Athens: Tameio Archaiologikon
Poron, 1998); Artemis Ennodia e.g. Demetrias (Thessaly) SEG 48, 658; Epidauros,
I1G 1V? 1. 273, 274, 500; Koptos (Egypt) OGIS 53 = A. Bernand, Les portes
du désert: Recueil des inscriptions grecques d Antinooupolis, Tentyris, Koptos,
Apollonopolis Parva et Apollonopolis Magna (Paris: Editions du Centre national
de la recherche scientifique, 1984), no. 47.

74 I Gonnoi 175-96. On Eileithyia as a birth goddess see T. H. Price, Kourotrophos:
Cults and Representations of the Greek Nursing Deities (Leiden: Brill, 1978).
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and others did not: Panhellenic identification might well be a matter of
education. Local perceptions can remain complex and ambiguous, or
outright untouched by such wider concerns.”

Still, a few trends can be glimpsed from a quick look at the epi-
graphical record, although much more systematic work would be
needed. Some epicleses have more tendency to stand alone than
others, such as the clearly functional Soteira (epiclesis of Athena,
Artemis, Hera, Hygieia etc.), or those of Zeus as god of weather and
mountain tops. An example is a sacred law from Chios that dealt with
the duties of the priest of Pelinaios.”® Hesychius explains the word
as an epiclesis of ‘Zeus on Chios’, whose highest mountain peak is
Mount Pelinaios, o ITeAwvaiov 6gog, in the north of the island; Chian
inscriptions do not attest to such a Zeus.”” I am not sure what this
means for Greek religious psychology — does it indicate a feeling that
some aspects of Zeus are so important or so unusual that one prefers
to keep them distant from him? Or does the case of Soteira point to
the feeling of the worshippers that they know who saved them and
that this fact, not the overall divine name, is what counts? A dedica-
tion from Roman Epidauros could confirm this. A patient dedicated
a statue ‘to my Saviouress (Soteira) and to Telesphoros’. We do not
know who Soteira was; the image, now lost, might have clarified
whether the dedicant meant Hygieia or Artemis, who are both attested
in the Epidaurian sanctuary, or yet another divinity.”®

Epicleses are also reflected in theophoric names, and since these
names are thought to be an indicator of a god’s popularity, their
frequency in a specific place can be important.”” The rarer the epi-

75 T doubt, however, that locals could shift between the possibilities in the space
of one inscription, as in the heavily restored /G XII:9,1193 Avcaviag Kwgitov |
[Agtépid Elvodion {I} | [@ecoarog] €k Daxiov | [ — — — — Joa IToAgpo|[ — — — — ] iépsia
avé|[onkev 'Ev]odiot. The coexistence of the two forms would be unique, not least
for a Thessalian; avéOnkev is a far better supplement in line 2.

76 SEG 17.377; LSS 129; 1. Chios 4, late fifth century.

77 Hsch. s.v. ; the mountain in Strabo 14.1.35 and St. B. s.v.

78 IG 1V? 1.570 (imperial period); Artemis: ibid. 277, 506, 516, and W. Peek,
Neue Inschriften aus Epidauros (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1972), no. 56; Hygieia
IG1V?1.419 (AD 297).

79 R. Parker, ‘Theophoric names and the history of Greek religion’, Proceedings of
the British Academy 104 (2000), pp. 53-79, referring back to J.-A. Letronne, in
Mémoires de I'Institut National de France (Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-
Lettres) 19 (1851), pp. 1-139, and E. Sittig, ‘De Graecorum nominibus theopho-
ris’ (dissertation, Halle, 1911). Neither Priene nor Gonnoi presents surprising
statistics. In Priene, as in other Ionian cities, Apollo is leading with 13.7 per cent
of all theophoric names, plus another 4 per cent for names with Pythio-, closely
trailed by Zeus, whose different forms (Dio, Zeno-) add up to about 13 per cent;
perhaps somewhat more surprisingly, the next divinity is Hera, with 6.9 per cent
of all theophoric names. Gonnoi was much less given to theophoric names and
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clesis, the more interesting its use in a personal name; widespread
epicleses such as the ones reflected in Pythodoros or Olympiodoros
barely deserve notice. A rare name is borne by Ouliades, son of
Apollodotos: the name derives from Oulios, a mostly Ionian epiclesis
of healing Apollo; as such, it is mainly, but not exclusively, attested
in the Greek East.?’ Paionios, another unique name in Priene that is
also predominantly Eastern, derives from Paion, another epiclesis of
healing Apollo, rather than from the independent Bronze Age (and
perhaps Homeric) god Paiawon.?! Other names reflect festivals, such as
Apatourios in Priene, Thargelios in nearby Herakleia;*> Apatouria and
Thargelia are festivals that are typical of lonians and Athenians, as are
the months Apatourion and Thargelion.®* One could imagine that a
birthday on a festival day might be responsible for the personal name;
but it is up to one’s personal taste to judge whether nine known bearers
of this name from Priene over three centuries strain probability or
not.

But it is impossible to use personal names alone to claim a specific
cult or festival for a city in which the cult is not otherwise attested. The
cult of Apollon Oulios is known for Miletos, Delos and Kos, and thus
could be called Eastern Greek, albeit not exclusively Ionian. The per-
sonal name QOuliades has a wider occurrence, in Athens, the Aegean
islands and western Anatolia, with a statistically significant peak in
the southwest, a distribution that has a firm centre and a periphery of
occasional occurrences.? Personal names travel with their bearers to

preferred aristocratic sounding ones; among the theophoric names, however,
Asklepios is easily in the lead.

80 I Priene 47.30; the Priene Corpus also attests Ouliades, a historiographer
from Samos, 37.120, another one from Herakleia, 51.8, and a third from an
unknown city in the region, 42.1. See also below, n. 84.

81 I Priene 144.30, see 313.240. On Paion/Paian and Apollo, see F. Graf, Apollo
(London: Routledge, 2009), pp. 81-2.

82 Apatourios: nine instances, 1. Priene 228; Thargelios: I Priene 15.

83 C.Triumpy, Untersuchungen zu den altgriechischen Monatsnamen und Monatsfolgen
(Heidelberg: Winter, 1997), pp. 10-24.

84 Delos and Miletos: Strabo 14.2.6; Kos: 4SA4A4 41/42 (1963/4), 159 no. 4. The
names: nine examples come from Athens, over 150 from the Greek islands and
western Anatolia, with a high concentration in the southwest (fifteen from Rhodes
alone, six from Samos, including a doctor, Ouliades son of Ouliades, honoured
on Amorgos; IG XII 7.231). In Velia, to complicate things, the philosopher
Parmenides is called Ouliades, which must make him the member of a local
medical guild; G. Pugliese Carrattelli, Tra Cadmo e Orfeo: contributi alla storia
civile e religiosa dei greci d’occidente (Bologna: Mulino, 1990, originally 1963),
pp. 269-80; see also J. G. Vinogradov, ‘Heilkundige Eleaten in den Schwarz-
meergriindungen’, in M. Dreher (ed.), Biirgersinn und staatliche Macht in Antike
und Gegenwart: Festschrift fiir Wolfgang Schuller zum 65. Geburtstag (Konstanz:
Universititsverlag, 2000), pp. 133-49, for the arrival of the name on the Black
Sea.
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a new city, where they might be handed down in a family in which the
grandfather and not Apollo the Healer is crucial for the tradition. The
Prienean Ouliades, son of Apollodotos, reflects a knowledge of Apollo
the Healer, whereas the Pisidian Ouliades, father of Midas, might
have been given a prestigious Greek name whose religious connota-
tion remained unknown.? The latter quite certainly does not allow us
to postulate a local cult of Apollo Oulios; the former might give us the
possibility, with all due caution.

A RARE CULT

In second-century BC Priene, a man and a woman dedicated a statue
of their father, ‘the priest of Basileus and the Kouretes’.3¢ A dedica-
tion to this same group by a priestess of the Kouretes has been found
in Volissos on Chios.}” The juxtaposition of these two texts with these
rare recipients of cult raises two intriguing questions.

One is the relationship between the two texts, and their origin — a
very basic question that sometimes attaches itself to epigraphical
documents. Either the two inscriptions attest to very similar cults in
Priene and on Chios, or they come from the same ancient city, one
being a pierre errante, one of those stones used as ballast by empty
cargo boats sailing up and down the eastern rim of the Aegean; a third
possibility would be that they are both pierres errantes. This third
possibility is the most unsettling one, but can be excluded. Although
the Chios stone was not found in situ, the Priene base was: it was
excavated on the agora near the stairs that lead to the sanctuary of
Athena Polias and was placed there, in a choice spot for exhibition.38
A decision between the remaining two possibilities is not easy. The
fact that in the Priene text Basileus and the Kouretes together have a
priest, while in the Chian inscription the Kouretes alone have a priest-
ess, does not necessarily militate against a common origin: in Didyma,
the Kouretes had both a priest and a priestess, as had the Korybantes
in Erythrai.?® Volissos is a harbour town; the Chian stone might well
have arrived from Priene.

The other problem is how to understand the cult group. The

85 Denkschriften Wien 102 (1978), 6 no. 1 B 10.

86 I Priene 186, Bootkeidng wkai Kodiwikn | tov odvt@dv matéeo | Amorroddmeov
IMocedwviov | iegntevovta Bactkel [kai Kobgnotv.

87 I Chios *1 (Hesperia 16, 1947, pp. 87-8). I summarize and amend my discussion in
Graf, Nordionische Kulte, pp. 118-20.

88 I Priene 186 gives as find spot ‘gefunden in situ an der NW-Ecke der Agora,
beim Aufgang zum Tempel’.

89 Priest: I Didyma 277 (c. AD 220/300); priestess: I Didyma 182 (c¢. AD 230),
370 (late imperial epoch). Erythrai: 1. Erythrai 207.
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Kouretes as recipients of cult must be the mythical beings and not the
sacred functionaries that are attested in Ephesian inscriptions dating
to the imperial epoch but with earlier antecedents.”® As such, they are
well attested in neighbouring Miletos.”! Building on this, it is tempt-
ing to understand Basileus as an abbreviated form of Zeus Basileus:
in myth, the Kouretes danced around the future king Zeus to protect
him from his father. Although the Priene base was located next to the
steps of the sanctuary of Athena, to the northwest above the agora,
the sanctuary of Zeus Olympios was not far away, bordering the
eastern limit of the marketplace; but this is a weak argument at best.
Zeus in such a group is attested in the region, which might again be an
argument against a Chian cult, Chios being rather outside the other
mainly Carian attestation, and an argument for reading Basileus as a
form of Zeus. Zeus Kretagenes, ‘born on Crete’, and the Kouretes are
combined in Hellenistic Mylasa.”> The new poem from Halicarnassos
locates the birth of Zeus there; his protectors danced around him,
and as a reward ‘Father Zeus made the sons of Earth famous ritual
attendants (mpdomorol) who are serving in the secret dwelling’.”
Halicarnassos, that is, has a mystery cult that centres on the local
Zeus and his protectors, the Kouretes; the first couplet of the epigram
defined the god as Zeus Akraios.®* The cult is legitimized by a local
version of Zeus’ birth and early childhood story, as the Ephesian cult
is legitimized by a local story of Artemis’ birth; other cities along the
Aegean east coast (Skepsis, Pergamon, Smyrna, Tralleis) have their
own claims on Zeus’ birth.%

It is intriguing, however, to find several other attestations of a being
named King, Bacilevg, in the wider region. There was a ‘sanctuary of

90 Collected in D. Knibbe, Der Staatsmarkt: Die Inschriften des Prytaneions (Vienna:
Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1981); see F. Graf,
‘Ephesische und andere Kureten’, in H. Friesinger and F. Krinziger (eds), 100
Jahre dsterreichische Forschungen in Ephesos (Vienna: Verlag der Osterreichischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1999), pp. 255-62.

91 Milet 1:2 no. 24 (= I Didyma 388); I Milet 1384; I Didyma 131, 182.9, 277,
388.3.

92 1. Mylasa 102. 107; Olymos: I. Mylasa 806.

93 Isager and Pedersen, The Salmakis Inscription, p. 217, lines 11-12.

94 On the epigram see above, n. 8. It needs to be stressed that ‘mystery cult’ simply
means a secret cult, admission into which is controlled by special rites; see
F. Graf, ‘Lesser mysteries — not less mysterious’, in M. B. Cosmopoulos (ed.),
Greek Mysteries (London: Routledge, 2003), pp. 241-62.

95 Artemis in Ephesos: Strabo 14.1.20. Zeus: Pergamon, in an oracle from Klaros:
Merkelbach-Stauber 6 no. 2; Skepsis in the Troas: only literary mentions: Dem.
Sceps. 18; Steph. Byz. s.v. Skepsis; Smyrna: Aristid. Or. 17.3 Keil, see also Or. 20.2
and Or. 21.3; Lydia/Tmolus/Sardes: lo. Lyd. Mens. 4.71; Tralles: Zeus Larasios,
coins in A. Laumonier, Les cultes indigénes en Carie (Paris: De Boccard, 1958), p.
505 with note.
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the king’, iepov Paciiéwmc, outside of Ephesos, at the mouth the river
Kayster, said to be a foundation of king Agamemnon.’® A citizen of
Miletos dedicated an altar ‘to the king who listens’, BaoiAel énnkoot,
in late imperial times.®’ The city of Kaunos, now miles inland, in antiqg-
uity a harbour city to the south of the Knidian peninsula, worshipped
a divine Basileus or Baciiedg Kadviog as a major city god.”® Each case
deserves its own study. The Ephesian sanctuary might have taken its
name from its founder, king Agamemnon, or from its superhuman
owner, or both. The Milesian dedication is late and isolated; the ‘king
who listens” might well be the Anatolian Men, as Pleket thought.”
The Kaunian case can be seen, in a synchronic perspective, as again
the problem of epiclesis vs. divine name, as in the cases of Ennodia or
Soteira using a noun that is clearly understandable: natives might or
might not have identified their local king with Zeus. In a diachronic
perspective and in a region of cultural contacts and overlays between
Greek and Anatolian traditions, scholars explained the name Basileus
by Greek interpretations of non-Greek facts.!'” This explanation
might find corroboration in the fact that the Kouretes were not the
only all-male mythical and ritual group in the region. Even if we dis-
regard the Rhodian Telchines, there are the Korybantes, whose cult
is attested in several cities of the region: a mystery cult is described
in several inscriptions from Hellenistic Erythrai, and much shorter
attestations come from Pergamon, Miletos, Halikarnassos, Bargylia,
Rhodes and Cos. In late imperial Miletos (or Didyma), Kouretes and
Korybantes seem to be interchangeable; in Pergamon and Skepsis,
we also hear of Zeus’ birth, doubtless as the myth for their cult.!*! At

96 Strabo 14.1.26 p. 642.

97 Basileus: Milet 1.7, no. 285 (see SEG 4.425). An imperial dedication from Miletos
is addressed to Pacilevg dva&, I Milet 1304. Anax is regarded as the first king of
Miletos, after whom the city was called Anaktoria, Paus. 7.2.5 and Steph. Byz.
s.v. Miletos; this makes it likely that the dedication should be understood as a
thanksgiving ‘to king Anax’; see Laumonier, Les cultes indigénes, p. 540 with n.
1, and Ehrhardt in his comments on 1. Milet 1034°.

98 SEG 14. 639 ¢ 13, d 4; 649 b 6; Fouilles de Xanthos VI no. 32 lines 7, 17, and no.
53 lines 7, 17.

99 H. W. Pleket, ‘Religious history as a history of mentality: the “believer” as
servant of the deity in the Greek world’, in H. S. Versnel (ed.), Faith, Hope and
Worship: Aspects of Religious Mentality in the Ancient World (Leiden: Brill,
1981), pp. 152-91 at 174 with n. 100; but see the objection of Ehrhardt in his
comments on 1. Milet 1034.

100 The classic study is Laumonier, Les cultes indigénes.

101 Erythrai: I Erythrai 201 a 64 and 72; 206; XII 6 2, no. 1197; E. Voutiras, ‘Un
culte domestique des corybantes’, Kernos 9 (1996), pp. 243-56; N. Himmelmann,
‘Die Priesterschaft der Kyrbantes in Erythrai (neues Fragment von LK. 2, 206)’,
Epigraphica Anatolica 29 (1997), pp. 117-22. Pergamon: I. Pergamon 68 (second
century BC; the relief shows two amphorai, signs of the Dioskouroi; on the
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present, this type of historicizing explanation has lost favour among
scholars, and it was never applied to Priene. What matters is the exist-
ence of these tensions and ambiguities. The inscriptions demonstrate
that on the ground more complex religious realities prevailed, and the
Greeks could live with such inconsistencies as, in other contexts, Henk
Versnel has pointed out.!?

FESTIVALS AND PRIVATE INTERACTION WITH THE GODS

Although there were many means of interaction between humans
and their gods, informal as well as formal ones, the privileged occa-
sion for interaction was the festival with its prayers and sacrifices.
Where no stone calendar is preserved, as is the case for most places
outside Athens, the festival record is very spotty and based on two
equally problematical sets of evidence: month names and direct
attestations of specific festivals. In most of the local calendars of
Greece, month names were based on festival names (even if the
Greeks did not always think so).!%* But since some month names and
festivals go back to the Mycenaean age, month names do not always
reflect the importance of a festival in historical times: some festivals
were introduced later but became highly popular, eclipsing earlier
ones.! The main festival in the Athenian month Hekatombaion
is not the shadowy Hekatombaia, but the Panathenaia; nor is
Boedromion characterized by the equally insignificant Boedromia,
but by the Eleusinian Mysteria; a festival Maimakteria that could
have given its name to the month Maimakterion (or, in Phokaia,
Maimakter) is unattested, although we have a Zeus Maimaktes, god
of storms.!®> Month names are highly unreliable guides to festivals
and gods. Outside the sacrificial calendars, the festivals that are
most visible in the epigraphical record are those that have a political

uncertain distinction between the two groups Paus. 3.24.5). Miletos: I Milet
1359. Halicarnassos: BCH 4 (1880), 399 no. 8 (priestess). Bargylia: I. Iasos 616. 22
(Kouretes and Korybantes). Rhodes: IG XII 1.8 and Parola del Passato 4 (1949)
73 (city of Rhodes); TitCamir 90 i 34 (priesthood of Kyrbantes). Cos: I. Cos ED
377 (priesthood). Strabo 10.1.21 p. 473 claims the birth also for the Troad, after
Demetrios of Skepsis.

102 H. S. Versnel, Inconsistencies in Greek and Roman Religion, 2 vols (Leiden: Brill,
1990-3).

103 See the decree from Ephesos, LSAM 31 = I Ephesus 24B (c.160 BC), which
claims as the best proof for the widespread cult of Artemis the omnipresence of
the month names Artemision and Artemisios.

104 The history of Greek festivals remains mainly unwritten; Nilsson, Griechische
Feste, is still the only systematic treatment of all festivals outside Attica, and the
task of updating its epigraphical evidence would be daunting.

105 Harpocrat. s.v.; Graf, Nordionische Kulte, p. 407.
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function or aspect; but local epigraphical habit defined what we can
learn.

Inscriptions from Priene mention the Dionysia, where honours were
announced; the city Panathenaia, with a procession led by the epony-
mous magistrate and the sacrifice of a white cow, vaguely following
the model of the Athenian Panathenaia, to which Priene also sent a
delegation; and the ‘customary sacrifice of Zeus Keraunios’ on 12
Artemision:'% none of these tells us anything about the divinity except
the name, although a festival of the Zeus of the Lightning is intrigu-
ing.!”” A decree also rules on the introduction of a festival Soteria,
named not after any saviour god but after the rescue from tyranny;
the sacrifice and prayers address all the gods who helped their city.!%
In addition, several Hellenistic honorary decrees from Priene list the
benefactions of a citizen who, when taking up the eponymous office of
stephanephoros, lavishly celebrated several city festivals. No festivals
are attested in Gonnoi, and honorary decrees comparable to the ones
from Priene are absent from the epigraphical record in Gonnoi; here
lavish elite spending was either frowned upon or found other outlets.

Wealthy stephanephoroi in Hellenistic Priene invited everybody to a
festival at the start of their tenure, thus creating an atmosphere of all-
inclusive city life and procuring as many grateful witnesses as possible
to their generosity. The honorary decrees that recorded their largesse
typically do not mention the divine recipients of the sacrifices: the
writers of the decree wanted to highlight the generosity of the honoree,
not his piety. The same inscriptions also record monthly sacrifices by
the stephanephoroi to Zeus Olympios, the god whose wreath they were
wearing, as well as to Hera, Athena Polias and the god Pan the Helper,
Apwydc:!'” T would like to assume that this group of gods also received
the sacrifice at the beginning of the tenure, but no inscription confirms
this. This cluster of gods puts a ritual emphasis not on the city but on

106 Panathenaia in Priene: I Priene 108.281, the praise of a stephanephoros because
of his procession at the local Panathenaia: mpoen[ounsvoey 8¢ kol &v tijt tdv [Tava-]
Onvaiov goptijt Pol Tiic ABnva[c d&lar. Panathenaia in Athens: I Priene 45, the
Priene copy of an Athenian honorary decree for the theoroi. Zeus Keraunios:
I Priene113.80-82 (sacrifice on 12 Artemision).

107 The god is attested all over Greece, but especially in the north and the (south)
east.

108 I Priene 11 (297 BC), instituted (16-18) to preserve the memory of the fight for
autonomy and freedom, and to demonstrate piety towards the saving gods (t1v]
1EOG T0VG Bg0VG ToVG cdicavtag N evoéfetav]).

109 I Priene 108 (11. 253-9 at the beginning of tenure, 1. 259-64 (at every first day
of the month to Zeus Olympios, Hera, Athena Polias and Pan Arogos); no.
109 (monthly sacrifices to Zeus Olympios, Hera and Athena Polias); no. 113
(monthly sacrifices to Zeus Olympios and Hera); no. 46 (monthly sacrifices to
Zeus Olympios, Hera, Athena Polias and Pan).
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its leading official. The principal divine recipient is not Zeus Polieus
but Zeus Olympios; Athena Polias, the main protectress of the city,
is only secondary. The invocation of Zeus Olympios stresses Zeus’
role as divine king, not as city protector, model for his function as the
protector of the king whose office the democratic stephanephoros was
thought to have replaced. Hera’s presence fits: she is the divine queen,
as the wife of the stephanephoros is the First Lady; in other places, the
wife of a leading official was very much involved in the benefactions
of the festival as well.''® This should warn us not to understand Hera
somewhat simplistically as the goddess of female and private life only,
on an Athenian model, or to project our oppositions of public and
private upon ancient societies; if anything, the combination of Zeus,
Hera and Athena recalls the Capitoline triad in Rome with its eminent
political role. Pan the Helper sits oddly in this group; he must have
been added in Priene after an intervention through panic and surprise,
as his Athenian cult was introduced after his intervention in the First
Persian War; but a story that would explain his role in Priene is not
attested.!'!!

CONCLUSIONS

As the study of the two cities has shown, inscriptions rarely talk
directly and extensively about the gods: hymns would do so and so
would miracle stories (aretalogies), which are both rare, and so would
the even rarer local historiography preserved in stone. It is most often
dedications that attest to how an individual perceived a local divinity;
but dedications are mostly short and confined to the most necessary
information: who dedicated to whom, and sometimes why. All other
inscriptions provide short and indirect glimpses only — through honor-
ary decrees that mention sanctuaries or special efforts by an honoree
for a cult, a festival or a sanctuary; through decrees on priesthoods
that spell out the conditions for the office that are relevant for the sale;
through sacred laws that regulate behaviour in a sanctuary. Not all
of these types of inscriptions are ubiquitous in Greece, and religious
benefaction takes local forms as well — in Gonnoi, officials do not
lavish money on festivals, and priesthoods are not for sale.

In either city, then, it is local custom and the local epigraphical
habit that define the window upon both public and private worship
that constructs local forms of divinities. It is a tantalizing window:

110 Most prominently in the activities of Epameinondas in Akraiphia, /G VII 2712.
111 On Pan the best treatment is still P. Borgeaud, Recherches sur le Dieu Pan (Rome:
Swiss Institute, 1979).
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one would like to believe that Gonnoi too had agoranomoi and gym-
nasiarchs who performed the cult of Hermes, or that in Priene women
too prayed to (Artemis) Eileithyia for help in childbirth, or hunters to
Apollo before a crucial shot, but in the absence of a habit of making
the respective dedications, this remains an unverifiable assumption
and, worse, runs the danger of circularity: the assumption is based on
a general hypothesis about Panhellenic uniformity of cult and belief.
Inscriptions can help, not to falsify such an assumption but at least to
modify it, by highlighting the local and regional characteristics that do
not easily fit into the Panhellenist hypothesis.
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METAMORPHOSES OF GODS INTO
ANIMALS AND HUMANS

Richard Buxton

Is the hoary old cliché ‘good to think with’ still good to think with?
In my view, yes. One concept that certainly is (and was) good to think
with is metamorphosis. In antiquity it was good to think with about
just two things, but because those two things are nothing less than the
limits of humanity and the nature of the gods, that is, I think, quite
enough to be going on with.!

Stories of metamorphosis which explore the limits of humanity
— stories which I am not going to discuss in this chapter — narrate
transformations of human beings as an alternative to death: pro-
longations of existence as laurel, wolf, spider, constellation. There
is plenty of scope for more investigation here, for instance in rela-
tion to why certain genres play down the notion of human exit via
metamorphosis, whereas others gleefully accept it; not to mention
the radical differences even within a single genre — I have in mind the
resolutely death-centred Iliad at one end of the epic spectrum, the
much more transformation-friendly Odyssey a little further along,
and, at the far end, the radically open, feverishly metamorphic world
of Nonnos. There is also room for more work on the interaction
between the metamorphic tradition, considered globally, and other
types of belief in the perpetuability of humanity through changed,
sometimes non-human forms, beliefs based on the assumed persist-
ence of the soul after death. All that, however, is for consideration
at another time.?

In the present chapter I shall discuss the other kind of metamor-
phosis, that of the gods. What, in particular, can the gods’ self-
transformations tell us about the nature of divine power, about the

1 The present chapter is a cursory presentation of some of the arguments set
out in much greater detail in my book Forms of Astonishment: Greek Myths of
Metamorphosis (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009). I am grateful to the pub-
lishers of that book for allowing me to develop those arguments briefly here.

2 All these issues are considered in the book referred to in n. 1.
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essential form of divinities, and about our role as interpreters of
these phenomena? In order to address these questions I shall examine
five examples of narratives which relate in some way to divine meta-
morphosis, narratives involving five different divinities. From each
example I shall draw one or two conclusions. Finally I shall offer some
more general remarks, attempting to relate the evidence which I have
presented to the time-honoured problem of how far Greek religion
was essentially anthropomorphic.

1

I begin with Athena in Odyssey Book 1. Having likened herself to
Mentes, the goddess urges Telemachos no longer to cling to child-
hood. After fulfilling this mission, the goddess departs from Ithaca
(319-23):

H pgv 6o’ d¢ etmods’ améPn yhowkdmg Adnvn,
Oovig &’ (¢ avomaio diémtato: . . ..

0 8¢ $poeciv Mot voncog
0aupnoev katd Oupdv: dicato yop Oedv sivar.

So spoke the goddess grey-eyed Athena, and she went away, ornis
d’ hos anopaia dieptato . . . and he noticed in his mind, and he
was astonished (thambésen) in his heart, for he thought it was a
divinity.

Controversy over the meaning of dpvigc & &g dvomaio diéntarto (ornis
d’ hos anopaia dieptato) is at least as old as the ancient scholia. The
disagreement even extends to accentuation and word division. The
Alexandrian scholar Aristarchos thought the reading should be
avomoua (anopaia), taken to be the name of a kind of bird; his rival
Krates took &v’ omaia (an’ opaia) to mean ‘through the smoke-vent in
the roof’. What I want to draw attention to here, though, is not these
differences over translation, but rather a comment by Dr Stephanie
West in the Oxford Commentary on Homer’s Odyssey, about the
smoke-vent option:

On this interpretation it is difficult to avoid the inference that
Athena is supposed to be transformed into a bird, not merely, as
some have thought, compared to one. Though diéntato [dieptato]
might be used of swift movement other than literal flying . . .,
it is absurd to imagine Mentes suddenly levitating towards the
roof and squeezing out through a chink in the tiles; we are surely
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meant to suppose that he suddenly vanished and Telemachus saw
instead a bird flying overhead.?

The commentator is quite prepared to entertain the possibility that
Athena might be represented as undergoing metamorphosis, but
draws the line at taking a further step in the direction of, as she sees it,
absurdity. That Athena should vanish is acceptable, that she should
levitate is not. The scene is interpreted — made sense of — via the
assumption of a blank space between Athena-as-Mentes and Athena-
as-bird.

I draw two conclusions from this passage and from the commentary
on it. First, the Homeric lines highlight the thambos, astonishment,
which Telemachos experiences when Athena leaves: thambos often
(but, as we shall see, not always) signals that the observers within a
narrative are astounded at the irruption of the sacred into the every-
day. Secondly, Dr West’s commentary on these lines highlights the
crucial role of the interpreter in identifying what is strange and what
is appropriate, in the attempt to make sense of what is being narrated,
sometimes to the detriment of a persuasive reading of a passage — as,
I would argue, in the case of this passage, in which what has occurred
may not actually be completely understandable or visualizable.

2

I turn now to my second divinity.

According to P. M. C. Forbes Irving, author of the best-known
contemporary study of Greek metamorphosis myths, certain mytho-
logical figures are especially prone to change their form: they are
‘shape-shifters’, and their defining characteristic is that ‘they undergo
a whole series of transformations rather than a single one’.* The
figures included by Forbes Irving in this category are Proteus,
Nereus, Metis, Nemesis, Thetis, Periklymenos, Dionysos and Mestra.
Unfortunately there are several flaws in Forbes Irving’s analysis, not
the least of which is to describe these figures collectively as ‘heroes’,
in spite of the fact that several of them are unequivocally divinities.
Moreover, it is highly questionable whether one can distinguish, as
Forbes Irving seeks to do, the self-transformations of those on this list
from the self-transformations of ‘the gods’ on the ground that, unlike

3 S. Westin A. Heubeck et al., 4 Commentary on Homer’s Odyssey (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1988), n. on 1.320.

4 P.M. C. Forbes Irving, Metamorphosis in Greek Myths (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1990), p. 171.
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those of the gods, their self-transformations ‘have strong sugges-
tions of magic’.> Leaving well alone the suggestion that magic can be
used as a discriminating characteristic here, I want instead to recall a
passage at the end of the Homeric Hymn to Apollo. The god for whom
the Hymn is composed mitigates his confrontation with a shipload of
unsuspecting Cretan businessmen by ‘resembling a dolphin in body’
(demas delphini eoikas, 400). The crew’s reaction to this ‘great marvel’
(mega thauma, 415) is one of silent terror, as the god/dolphin shakes
the boat around. Later he/it leaps off the boat ‘in the form of a star’
(asteri eidomenos, 441). Is this ‘just a simile’, as with the famous image
in Iliad 6.401 where the toddler Astyanax is likened to ‘a lovely star’?
But sparks fly off the star/dolphin-like-a-star/god-like-a-dolphin-like-
a-star, who/which then passes into a shrine, before shifting shape once
again (449-50) to that of a fine, strong youth. Where is this shrine? At
Delphi. And who is this divinity? Not Dionysos (for all &is propen-
sity to turn into dangerous things on a boat), but Apollo, my second
divinity. The unnerving encounter between the Cretans and the shape-
shifting sacred is ultimately smoothed when the god incorporates the
businessmen into his worship as celebrants of Apollo Delphinios.
But they have learned a timely lesson: that the elusive capacity for
serial metamorphosis may belong even to the most paradigmatically
anthropomorphic of gods. My conclusion from this example is that
I see no need to bracket off ‘shape-shifters’ into a special category.
Metamorphosis, even serial metamorphosis, is potentially a character-
istic of a/l the gods, including all the Olympians.

3

Thetis is my third divinity. Visual illustrations of her capacity to self-
transform, in a series of virtuoso attempts to elude the clutches of
her suitor Peleus, are among the most striking mythological images
in Greek art.® But the narrative tradition of Greek mythology is
irredeemably pluralistic and sensitive to context. Not everywhere do
we find the goddess to be a self-transformer; and the exceptions are
revealing.

When Thetis answers Achilles’ call in Iliad book 1, there are no bar-
riers to their mutual recognition. The goddess may emerge from the
water ‘like mist’ (éut’ omichlé, 359), but when she sits beside her son
and strokes him, he recognizes her instantly. Not only does she not
transform herself into a panther or a snake; she does not even change

5 Forbes Irving, Metamorphosis in Greek Myths, p. 171.
6 See LIMC VII, ‘Peleus’; VIII, ‘Thetis’.
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into a mitigating human shape. In book 18, she again comes out of
the sea to comfort Achilles, this time without the mediation even of a
comparison, let alone that of a metamorphosis; once more Achilles’
recognition is instantaneous: ‘My mother’ (méter emé, 79). In book
24, when Thetis prompts Achilles to accept the ransom for Hektor,
things are no different: there is no suggestion that Achilles’ recogni-
tion of his mother is anything other than immediate (120ff). Now one
of the most crucial expressions in the study of Greek mythology is
‘And yet . . . . Usually in Greek mythological narratives, divinities
who confront mortals do so through the mediating gambit of meta-
morphosis, in order to mitigate the effect of the electric energy which
they embody — a mediation which typically results in their being recog-
nized only when they leave. And yet not so here: so special is the Iliadic
Achilles that neither does Thetis transform herself, nor does Achilles
have difficulty in identifying her the moment she arrives, nor is there
the slightest sense of an imbalance in energy between the two. Usually
in Greek mythological narratives, the appearance of a divinity in un-
metamorphosed form arouses thambos among mortals who witness
the event. And yet not so here. The unique intimacy of the Iliadic
Thetis—Achilles relationship is expressed through Achilles’ lack of
astonishment — unlike the reaction of Achilles when Athena intervenes
in the quarrel between himself and Agamemnon in book 1: thambésen
d’ Achileus (Baupnoev 8 Aythede, 199). Achilles’ relationship with his
mother is far closer than that between him and any other divinity,
even Athena. My conclusion regarding the Homeric representation
of Thetis is, then, that we must always remember the importance of:
‘And yet ...’ .

4

My fourth divinity is Dionysos. Euripides’ Bacchae is dominated
by changes of form; and many of these concern Dionysos himself.
At the start of his prologue Dionysos establishes that he has ‘taken
the morphén of a mortal in exchange for that of a god’ (4); he re-
emphasizes this at the end of his speech: ‘I have taken and keep the
eidos of a mortal, and I have altered my morphén to that of a man’
(53-4). As the action unfolds, changes in the god’s form — either real
or imagined — multiply. For Teiresias, Dionysos’ divine power is a
liquid, who (or which) can be poured out as a libation in the form of
wine (284). To Pentheus, by contrast, what seems most striking about
the Stranger is his femininity (353; cf. 453ff.). With the entry of the
Servant (434), yet another perspective on the Stranger develops: he is
a wild beast (436).
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In the first confrontation between Pentheus and Dionysos, the
unrecognized god tells the uncomprehending mortal the precise truth
(477-8):

Pen. You say you saw the god clearly. What appearance did he
have?

Dion. Whatever appearance he chose. It was not I who decided
that.

Each new Dionysiac miracle confirms the power of the new divinity
to effect metamorphosis. After the shattering monosyllabic cry ‘Ah!’
by which Dionysos overturns Pentheus’ mind, for the god to change
Pentheus’ appearance is literally a formality, as the Theban ruler agrees
to dress as a woman (827-43). Pentheus resembles ‘in morphén’ one of
the daughters of Kadmos (917; cf. 925-7). His wits, too, are altered,
incapable as he is of distinguishing the Stranger’s human shape from
that of a bull (920-2).

The concept of metamorphosis guides us to the heart of the play’s
meaning, in relation to the distinction between humanity and divinity.
Dionysos’ form is mobile, fluid, unbounded: as the chorus expresses
it in the coda: ‘Many are the forms of divinity’ (pollai morphai ton
daimonion, 1388). Pentheus, by contrast, seeks not to dissolve order,
but to impose it; when he is induced to relax a boundary — that between
male and female — the result is by turns ridiculous and horrific. For the
mortal Pentheus, to become female (gunaikomorphon, 855) is to be
diminished, to be less than a man. But when Dionysos assumes new
forms — including that of a feminized mortal man (¢thélumorphon, 353)
— this constitutes not a diminution of his divinity, but an extra dimen-
sion to it: he is feminine as well as masculine. (Precisely the same is
true of Zeus, whose main role in this play is to be not just Dionysos’
father, but also his mother — sewing him into his thigh before the
second birth. If you are Zeus, to be a mother is not to be any less of
a father.)” My conclusion regarding Dionysos is that metamorphosis
does not diminish divine power, but enhances it.

5

My fifth and final god is Zeus. From the shower of gold, to the
swan, to the rather un-exotic form of Amphitryon, Zeus typically

7 See R. Buxton, ‘Feminized males in Bacchae: the importance of discrimina-
tion’, in S. Goldhill and E. Hall (eds), Sophocles and the Greek Tragic Tradition
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), pp. 232-50.
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uses metamorphosis to further his erotic ambitions. Metamorphosis
for erotic pursuit is of course a prime motivation for most of the
gods (and occasionally goddesses) to self-transform. When discussing
erotic metamorphoses practised by male deities, Frangoise Frontisi-
Ducroux, in her thought-provoking recent book L’homme-cerf et la
femme-araignée, intriguingly interprets the phenomenon in psycho-
sexual terms: ‘The sexual act — envisaged of course from the male
point of view — does not consist only of the penetration of the body
of the other person, but also of an escape from one’s own limits and,
in the process of mutual linkage, an experiencing of the diversity of
living things, even that of the elements.’® In other words, erotic meta-
morphosis is an image for the longing by the male to escape, at the
moment of coition, from the confines of his own form. I would like to
quote a passage which beautifully illustrates this point, in a way which
is more than simply speculative: as I shall show, the words of a text
back it up.

The story of Semele illustrates the truth that, when Zeus does not
self-transform in order to unite sexually with a mortal, disaster ensues.
In one particular version of the story, this truth is driven home the
more effectively because the catastrophe is preceded by an episode in
which Zeus does self-transform, serially, and in such a manner as to
be climactically successful without incinerating his partner. The teller
of this version is Nonnos, in book 7 of his fifth-century AD epic poem
Dionysiaca.

Struck by Eros’ arrow, Zeus lusts after Semele, whom he spies
bathing in the river Asopos. So begins a sequence of metamorphoses.
First Zeus becomes an eagle (7.210ff), through whose sharp eyes
he inspects his intended lover. Then, swift as thought, he comes to
her bed. For the love-making which will lead to the conception of
Dionysos, Zeus mitigates his full divinity in a riot of animal and veg-
etable metamorphoses which anticipate several features of the natural
realm over which the soon-to-be-born divinity will preside (319-35):

At one moment he leaned over the bed, with a horned head on
human limbs, lowing with the voice of a bull, the very imitation
of bullhorned Dionysos. Again, he put on the form of a shaggy
lion; at another time he was a panther, like one who sires a bold
son, driver of panthers and charioteer of lions. Again, as a young
bridegroom he bound his hair with coiling snakes and vine-leaves
intertwined, and twisted purple ivy about his locks, the plaited

8 F. Frontisi-Ducroux, L’homme-cerf et la femme-araignée (Paris: Gallimard, 2003),
p. 177.



88 RICHARD BUXTON

ornament of Bacchos. A writhing serpent crawled over the trem-
bling bride and licked her rosy neck with gentle lips, then slipping
into her bosom girdled the circuit of her firm breasts, hissing a
wedding tune, and sprinkled her with sweet honey of the swarm-
ing bees instead of the viper’s deadly poison. Zeus’ love-making
was prolonged and, as if the winepress were near, he shouted
‘Euhoi!” as he sired his son who would love that cry.’

As he ejaculates, Zeus shouts out the Bacchic cry of ‘Euhoi’ — a
striking Nonnian coup by which the father becomes the son whom
he is engendering. Zeus not only steps outside himself, as Frontisi-
Ducroux put it: at the moment of coition, he actually steps into the
next generation.

My conclusions from this section are: (1) here is another example
of serial metamorphosis on the part of an Olympian: this is not just
a characteristic of ‘the shape-shifters’. (2) Zeus is not diminished by
his transformations: they are an added dimension of his power. (3)
Extraordinarily — but there are few limits to the pluralism of Greek
mythology — Zeus here turns neither into non-anthropomorphic nor
into ‘mitigating’ human form, but into the identity of another god.
With typical Nonnian virtuosity, it is the god who is in the very act of
being conceived.

6

In the final part of this chapter I bring our stories of divine metamor-
phosis to bear upon the general question of anthropomorphism within
Greek religion.!?

Asking ‘how far are the beliefs of this or that religion fundamen-
tally anthropomorphic?’ can offer a useful way into many systems of
religious belief. For example, those of ancient Mesopotamia: while the
Mesopotamian gods are powerful, radiant, exalted, and awesome in
their perception and knowledge, their form is fundamentally human.
Or the beliefs of Hindu religion and mythology, where hybrid animal-
human forms of divinity are all-pervasive, and which teem with deities
(not least Vishnu) who self-transform into an appearance either
entirely or partially zoomorphic. Or the particularly complex case of
ancient Egypt. While deities appear in a variety of non-human forms,
none of these forms is identical or coterminous with the deity; rather

9 I have adapted the translation by W. H. D. Rouse, Nonnos: Dionysiaca (London
and Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1940-2).
10 For this question see also Henrichs, this volume, Chapter 1.
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they are signs or icons which represent merely one aspect of the deity.!!
For all the striking differences between Greek and Egyptian religion,
the following point constitutes a similarity: when an Egyptian divinity
adopts a particular, non-anthropomorphic guise, such a form does
not exhaust all the possibilities of the god’s being.

Where should we place Greece against such a background? Clearly
Greek belief did not univocally attribute anthropomorphic form to
its divinities: it is enough to cite the dissenting voice of Xenophanes,
in whose view, whereas mortals commonly believe that ‘the gods are
born, and that they have clothes and speech and bodies like their
own’, the true situation is quite different: in reality there is ‘one god,
greatest among gods and men, in no way similar to mortals either in
body or in thought’.!?> Nor is it hard to point to numerous examples
of non-anthropomorphic appearance on the part of divinities from
within the mainstream of Greek mythico-religious thought. Not only
was the Hesiodic Typhoeus a hybrid (‘out of his shoulders came a
hundred fearsome snake-heads’), but he also exhibited versatility
approximating to the capacity for serial metamorphosis: sometimes
his voices utter ‘as if for the gods’ understanding’, but sometimes they
sound like bulls, or lions, or hounds; or they hiss.!* The metaphori-
cal fringes of Olympos are populated by hybrid divinities: centaurs,
satyrs, Pan, dog-headed Lyssa, the snaky Erinyes. Nor of course is
it excluded that the Olympians themselves may be imagined non-
anthropomorphically. According to Pausanias (8.42.4), the Black
Demeter of Arcadian Phigalia ‘resembled a woman except for the
head; she had the head and mane of a horse, with representations of
serpents and other beasts growing out of her head; she wore a tunic
down to her feet; on one hand she had a dolphin and on the other a
dove’. And so forth.

Yet in spite of all this, anthropomorphism remains unquestionably
predominant. The question for us is: do the varieties of divine meta-
morphosis constitute an exception to this predominance of anthro-
pomorphism? My answer is that they do not. In so far as Greek gods
have an essence — a ‘home base’ — this must in most cases be taken
to be anthropomorphic, even if it is larger, more fragrant and more
radiant than the human norm. Many metamorphosis narratives talk
of the gods resuming their shape — a shape which is by implication
anthropomorphic. There is a classic case in Moschos’ poem Europa:

11 See for example F. Dunand and C. Zivie-Coche, Gods and Men in Egypt 3000 BCE
to 395 CE (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2004), esp. pp. 13-41.

12 Frr. 167 and 170 in G. S. Kirk, J. E. Raven and M. Schofield (eds), The
Presocratic Philosophers (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 19832).

13 Hes. Th. 824-5; 830-5.
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before mating with the maiden whom he had abducted after assum-
ing the form of a bull, Zeus ‘again took back his own shape’ (palin
spheterén anelazeto morphen, 163). Again, in the case of serial shape-
shifting, each ending of the sequence typically involves the resumption
of anthropomorphic form.!* Moreover, as we have seen, many cases
of divine metamorphosis are precisely into the form of human beings.

But lest by banging the drum of anthropomorphism I shall seem to
over-domesticate and so neutralize the strangeness of Greek religious
experience, let me recall a point I made earlier. Frequently, narra-
tives of divine metamorphosis show us that the gods were imagined
as having the potential to shock and alarm mortals by suddenly
bursting out of the confines of the expected, to create thambos. John
Gould rightly saw the Greek concept of divinity as a combination of
that which is human and that which is incommensurable-with-the-
human.!® The gods are bound to humans by ties of reciprocity, yet at
any moment they are liable to step out of the role of partner and into
that of the terrifyingly strange and alien power. Greeks constructed all
manner of frameworks by which to attempt to control their dealings
with the sacred. Ritual is the most obvious of these, with its panoply
of procession, libation, sacrifice, prayer, votive offering, each of them
implying respect for the gods, combined with a constantly renewed
affirmation of the ties which bind mortals to gods in a network of
mutual obligation. But the message of mythology is very often that,
in spite of all precautions, the power of divinity may break out, to the
benefit or for the destruction of mortals. Stories of divine metamorpho-
sis express this sense of danger and promise with literally astonishing
force. Such stories obliged myth-tellers and their hearers to confront a
world whose sacred powers were alarming and unstable — an effective
enough means of coping with life’s fundamental instability.

And yet . . . many — and perhaps the most moving — examples of
divine metamorphosis do not involve the gods taking on an alien and
unsettling shape. I began with the Odyssey; where else to end but with
the Iliad? In book 24 Hermes, for his meeting with Priam, chooses to
mitigate the awesomeness of divinity by appearing as ‘a young man,
a noble, with his beard just growing, the time of the bloom of young
manhood’ (347-8) — a younger version of the slaughtered Hektor so
achingly present in Priam’s thoughts. Eventually, his mission as guide
accomplished, Hermes takes his leave. But although he identifies
himself as an immortal god, there is no thambos, no miraculous bird-

14 Cf. Proteus in Od. 4.421.
15 J. Gould, Myth, Ritual, Memory, and Exchange: Essays in Greek Literature and
Culture (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), pp. 203-34.
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transformation, no disappearance, certainly no levitation, to take the
attention. He just goes (468-9):

So saying, Hermes left for high Olympos;
but Priam jumped down from the horses to the ground . . .

At the climax of this greatest of all poems, nothing must be allowed
to detract from the impending encounter between Achilles and Priam,
alone in their all-too-finite humanity.



5

SACRIFICING TO THE GODS:
ANCIENT EVIDENCE AND MODERN
INTERPRETATIONS

Stella Georgoudi

It is a commonplace to say that sacrifice constitutes the central act
of the worship of Greek gods and heroes in the Greek cities. One of
the likely reasons for this central position is the fact that many other
actions, such as processions, dances, prayers, athletic contests and,
more generally, festivals and the deposition of votive offerings, were
associated with sacrifices or performed in contexts which in some way
or other included aspects of sacrificial practice. As Michael Jameson
said, in a very concise manner: ‘Ritual activity was crucial for any
Greek social entity. Although we emphasize social and political func-
tions, for its members it might almost be said that the raison d’étre
of the group was the offering of sacrifice to a particular supernatural
figure or group of figures.’! It is then a little surprising that some
studies on the religion of the Greek polis do not put the sacrificial
question at the centre of their considerations.?

Another commonplace is to suggest that the sacrificial ritual func-
tions as a mediation between the worshippers and the divine or heroic
powers. These are very general statements with which everybody can
agree. The difficulties arise when we want to go further and try to
explore the significance of this act. Now, the first difficulty comes from
the fact that, for many anthropologists, ethnologists, sociologists or
specialists in ancient civilizations, the sacrificial act can be explained
by one general theory, capable of interpreting all civilizations through-
out time.

I am grateful to Jan Bremmer and Andrew Erskine for their precious remarks.

1 M. H. Jameson, ‘The spectacular and obscure in Athenian religion’, in S. Goldhill
and R. Osborne (eds), Performance Culture and Athenian Democracy (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1999), pp. 321-40 at 336.

2 Cf., for example, the otherwise excellent study of C. Sourvinou-Inwood, ‘What is
polis religion?’, in O. Murray and S. Price (eds), The Greek City from Homer to
Alexander (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990), pp. 295-322, reprinted in R. Buxton
(ed.), Oxford Readings in Greek Religion (Oxford: Oxford Univeristy Press, 2000),
pp. 13-37.
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The historiography of this theoretical position cannot be examined
here. It is sufficient to recall the names of some great scholars, such
as Edward Burnett Tylor, Robertson Smith, E. E. Evans-Pritchard,
Henri Hubert and Marcel Mauss, or E. O. James. Although there are
differences due to their particular methodological approaches, these
scholars are in agreement that a single explanation can account for
sacrificial ritual in different cultures at different times. Or, more pre-
cisely, they often emphasize one element of the sacrificial procedure, an
element on which they construct their general theory. Hence, sacrifice
has been regarded, for example, as ‘gift offering’ (Tylor), as a ‘meal
of communication’ with the gods, by the eating of the rotem (Smith),
as an act of ‘substitution’ (Evans-Pritchard), as a means of com-
munication between the human and the divine, associated with two
antithetical movements: ‘sacralization’ and ‘desacralization’ (Hubert
and Mauss, James). On the other hand, James Frazer, a prominent
member of the so-called ‘Cambridge School’, did not really develop
a general theory of sacrifice; nevertheless, the association he made
between ritual killing and the idea of ‘fertility’ was almost obsessive.

However, this way of thinking is not only characteristic of anthro-
pologists, orientalists and sociologists: many specialists in Greek reli-
gion have considered Greek sacrifice as being a homogeneous entity.
They have more or less tried to find one single explanation for various
sacrificial actions. The classic book by Walter Burkert, Homo necans,
remains a remarkable example of this tendency. Inspired by Karl
Meuli’s famous study, ‘Griechische Opferbraiiche’, and the theory
which Meuli called the Unschuldkomodie (the ‘comedy of innocence’),
Burkert emphasized the notions of ‘guilt’ and of ‘anxiety’, regarding
them as the fundamental concepts that one must use in order to com-
prehend all kinds of sacrifice.’

More recently, in his essay I/ sacrificio, Cristiano Grottanelli opts for
a ‘minimal definition’ of sacrifice, which interprets this rite in all cul-
tures.* Thus the sacrifice would consist in four fundamental actions: (1)
the acquisition and preparation of the victim; (2) the ritual killing; (3)
the renunciation of part of the victim’s body, removed from the human
sphere; and (4) the consumption of meat. But I am not sure that this
extreme generalization helps us to understand better the Greek thusia.
On the contrary, if we try to adapt the Greek evidence to this ‘minimal
definition’, we rather run the risk of distorting these same sources.

3 W. Burkert, Homo necans: The Anthropology of Ancient Greek Sacrificial Ritual
and Myth, tr. P. Bing (Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: University of California
Press, 1983; German orig. 1972).

4 C. Grottanelli, I/ sacrificio (Rome and Bari: Laterza, 1999).
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Nor, in 1979 when we published our book, The Cuisine of Sacrifice
among the Greeks, a collaborative project edited by Marcel Detienne
and Jean-Pierre Vernant,® did we escape the danger of generaliza-
tion ourselves. I do not want to underestimate the importance of
this work, which placed sacrifice at the centre of the Greek city, and
applied methods from structural anthropology, comparative religion
and philology in order to explain not only the complicated relations
between gods and humans but also various aspects of Greek culture,
such as marriage, women’s position in society, ways of viewing the
Barbarians, the status of domesticated and savage animals etc. Nor do
I intend to minimize the impact of this book, its innovative proposi-
tions, or the discussions that followed its publication. Since that time,
however, important progress in the fields of archaeology, epigraphy
and iconography has changed our perception of Greek sacrifice.

In the first place, we had interpreted Greek sacrifice on the basis of
the Prometheus myth, as it is told by Hesiod (Theog. 533-64; cf. Op.
42-58). Considering this myth as the text par excellence which founded
Greek sacrificial practice in general, we developed a theory of Greek
sacrifice focused on the motif of non-violence. We claimed that the
sacrificial practice of the Greeks tried in various manners to avoid any
sudden moves or abrupt gestures, in order to play down the violence
in the sacrificial ceremony, ‘as if from the very outset it were necessary
to disclaim any guilt of murder’ (p. 9). For this reason, we argued, the
animal selected as victim is led ‘without ties’, ‘without ropes’, ‘without
any constraint’ in a procession to the altar, in a completely peaceful
manner, ‘at the same pace as the future diners’.

In the second place, we had based our interpretation almost exclu-
sively on one type of sacrifice, the one that is followed by a sacrificial
feast. From our point of view, Greek sacrifice was essentially an act
of meat-eating, an act of roasting or cooking meat for the sake of the
sacrificers, while the gods receive only the bones, more precisely the
thigh-bones, burnt with fat on the altar. Consequently, we had put
aside many other sacrificial forms, as, for example, the immolation
of animals before battle, the killing of victims during divinatory or
purificatory sacrifices, or even the bloodless sacrifices which form an
integral part of Greek thusia.

On the other hand, starting from the very peculiar ritual of ox-
slaying during the Attic festival named Dipolieia (or Bouphonia) we
regarded this particular kind of sacrifice as the proof of the whole

5 M. Detienne and J.-P. Vernant (eds), La cuisine du sacrifice en pays grec (Paris:
Gallimard, 1979; tr. The Cuisine of Sacrifice among the Greeks, Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1989).
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theory of ‘bad conscience’ and ‘guilt’ in killing sacrificial animals
among ancient Greeks. In our book, we viewed this very strange and
absolutely singular ritual as a dramatization of the questions inher-
ent in all animal sacrifice, as being the extreme form of the ‘comedy
of innocence’ that Greeks played out whenever they sacrificed an
animal. The Athenians themselves, in the classical period, looked
upon this festival as something extremely old-fashioned, archaia, says
Aristophanes in the Clouds (984-5), joking about these two names
(Dipoliédé . . . kai Bouphoniéon).®

Moreover, if this sacrificial ritual concerns the killing of plough-
oxen, it tells us nothing about the morality of sacrificing cattle, sheep,
goats or pigs, all of which make up the most usual sacrificial victims in
Greece. Indeed, different narratives concerning the origin of sacrifice
of these animals have nothing to do with ‘guilt’ or ‘human culpability’
or the so-called ‘comedy of innocence’ (see below, n. 10). The example
of the Bouphonia is a good one to show the dangers of generalization:
from a particular sacrificial ritual that takes place in a particular context
and time, in a particular cult, we should not generalize and construct
a whole theory about animal killing in Greek sacrifice.” In addition,
we may say that, owing to the variety of sacrificial forms in the Greek
cities, there is almost no general statement about Greek sacrifice that
cannot be modified and even refuted by a contrary example.

Beyond the pitfall of generalization, we must focus once more on
another methodological error in the study of Greek sacrifice. Indeed,
many works on this subject often use Greek literature as evidence,
sometimes almost exclusively, without taking into consideration epi-
graphical, archaeological or iconographical evidence. For example, in
our book The Cuisine of Sacrifice, the contribution from inscriptions
is almost absent. Even the interesting analysis of iconographical mate-
rial by Jean-Louis Durand (pp. 87-128) remains prisoner of the Greek
sacrificial model that we had developed; that is, as I said before, the
Hesiodic model we believed to be applicable to sacrifices in the Greek
world as a whole.

This one-sided approach naturally leads to errors. For the above

6 On the festival of Dipolieia/Bouphonia, cf. R. Parker, Polytheism and Society at
Athens (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), pp. 187-91; see also below, n. 9.
With regard to four black-figure vase paintings, which are usually connected with
this festival, F. van Straten, Hiera kald: Images of Animal Sacrifice in Archaic and
Classical Greece (Leiden: Brill, 1995), p. 52, rightly observes: ‘the vase paintings
... are remarkably lacking in significant detail’.

7 On the ‘limited circulation’ of the ritual of Dipolieia, cf. J. Bremmer, Greek
Religion (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999%), pp. 41-2, and ‘Greek norma-
tive animal sacrifice’, in D. Ogden (ed.), A Companion to Greek Religion (Oxford:
Blackwell, 2007), pp. 132-44 at 142.
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reasons, we decided to revisit The Cuisine of Sacrifice and to recon-
sider a certain number of our positions in a recent collective book with
comparative studies on sacrifice in some Mediterranean cultures.® I
do not intend to repeat this discussion and the arguments developed
during the re-examination of these positions. I would just like to point
out some assertions, some ideas, that, by dint of repetition in different
studies on Greek sacrifice, have become almost self-evident formulae
accepted by many scholars. I will merely use two examples, treat-
ing each briefly, because I have dealt with them more exhaustively
elsewhere.

The first concerns the assertion, often made in our book The Cuisine
of Sacrifice, that the ‘concealment of violence’ is a central element of
Greek blood sacrifice. This statement is due to the common belief,
expressed by many scholars, that the instruments of death, not only
the knife (machaira) but also the axe (pelekus), were intentionally kept
hidden until the last moment, in order, as we said, ‘to disclaim any
guilt of murder’. Yet a reconsideration of the ancient evidence as well
as the archaeological and iconographic material, including not only
vases but also a number of votive reliefs, does not actually confirm
such a statement.’ In the same paper, I also discussed the idea, which
is now almost a cliché in Greek studies, that the victims should walk
towards the altar peacefully, freely, at the same pace as the future
diners, without being restrained by ropes or any other kind of desmoi,
or bonds. Once again, I think that, in our effort to fill out the theory of
the ‘concealment of violence’, we have somehow forced the evidence,
neglecting the question of the recalcitrant victims, as well as many
scenes of sacrificial processions where the animals are led to the altar
tied up with ropes fastened on their legs, horns, necks or tails.

The second example concerns the theory of the ‘consenting’ animal,
to which the theme of the ‘willing’ victim is closely related. According
to this idea, which is widely accepted by scholars, before killing the
victim the sacrificers put the animal in contact with pure water and
barley grain, in order to oblige it to shake its head. And this movement
would be considered by the Greeks as a signal given by the animal, as
a sign of agreement to its own death.

Once more, a careful examination of the ancient evidence does'”

8 S. Georgoudi et al., (eds), La cuisine et I'autel: Les sacrifices en questions dans les
sociétés de la Méditerranée ancienne (Turnhout: Brepols, 2005).

9 See S. Georgoudi, ‘L’“occultation de la violence” dans le sacrifice grec: données
anciennes, discours modernes’, in Georgoudi et al., La cuisine et I'autel, pp. 115-47
(pp- 134-38 on the Bouphonia).

10 See S. Georgoudi, ‘Le consentement de la victime sacrificielle: une question
ouverte’, in V. Mehl and P. Brulé (eds), Le sacrifice antique: Vestiges, procédures et
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by no means justify the great importance attached by many scholars
to ‘the whole fiction of the victim’s assent to its own killing’.!! As a
matter of fact, I do not think that we have to do with a very ‘essential’
and ‘meaningful’ modality of the sacrificial ritual. The conviction that
a ‘great number of texts’ refer to the ‘assenting’ animal is due to a
confusion between the ordinary sacrificial victims (which can appear
unwilling and recalcitrant) and another kind of victims, that is, the
‘sacred’ animals. In fact, certain of these hiera zéia, owned by a god or
a goddess, can sometimes walk to the sacrificial altar of their own free
will, without the intervention of humans, or obeying an order from
their divine proprietor.'?

The two examples very briefly discussed are mainly focused on theo-
ries about ritual killing involving human participants and sacrificial
animals. They are, obviously, also related to Greek gods and heroes,
the supernatural addressees of human gifts, the recipients of bloody
and/or bloodless sacrifices. I would now like to raise another ques-
tion concerning the gods and their involvement in the sacrificial ritual
more directly.

This question concerns the choice of sacrificial animals and is an
important question rarely taken into consideration by scholars: how
and why do Greek cities or individuals choose to sacrifice certain
animals to gods or to heroes and not others? What are the reasons,
the factors that determine this choice? To what extent do they differ
according to places and circumstances?'? When scholars do sometimes
touch on this question, they usually make general statements,'* or they
are more interested in constructing distinctions between ‘extraordi-
nary’ animals (for example, dogs) and ‘ordinary’ victims, belonging to
the ‘norm-group’ of bovines, goats, sheep and swine.!> Some scholars

stratégies (Rennes: Presses Universitaires de Rennes, 2008), pp. 139-53 (pp. 140-7
on ‘human culpability’ and the origin of animal sacrifice).

11 T borrow this expression from van Straten, Hiera kald, p. 102, who judi-
ciously remarks that ‘in the iconographical material . . . the formal sign of consent
of the sacrificial victim clearly was not an aspect of the ritual that was thought
particularly interesting or important’.

12 Cf. Georgoudi, ‘Le consentement’, pp. 149-53 with references. .

13 Cf. some first reflections, S. Georgoudi, ‘Quelles victimes pour les dieux? A
propos des animaux “sacrifiables” dans le monde grec’, in M.-T. Cam (ed.), La
médecine vétérinaire antique (Rennes: Presses Universitaires de Rennes, 2007), pp.
35-44.

14 Cf. E. Lupu, Greek Sacred Law: A Collection of New Documents (Leiden: Brill,
2005), p. 57: “The choice of animal evidently depends on the taste and sensibilities
of the recipient and the cultic context’.

15 Cf. F. Graf, “‘What is new about Greek sacrifice?’, in H. F. J. Horstmanshoff et
al. (eds), Kykeon: Studies in Honour of H. S. Versnel (Leiden: Brill, 2002), pp.
113-25 at 118-19. This kind of binary classification is also applied by scholars to
the sacrificial act as a whole. They propose, in fact, to make a distinction between
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emphasize one particular explanation for the choice of sacrificial
animals: the wealth of the sacrificer, for instance. Certainly, it is pos-
sible to delineate some general principles concerning the choice of
animal from our evidence. For example:

1. Greeks mainly sacrifice cattle, sheep, goats and pigs.

2. Male animals are usually sacrificed to gods and heroes, female
ones to goddesses and heroines (but it is well known that this
practice includes noteworthy exceptions).

3. Victims intended for public festivals are normally submitted to
examination (dokimasia), in order for them to be declared fit
for sacrifice, unblemished, undamaged and entire (holoklara).
They must not only be ‘selected’ (hiereia krita), but they must
also be the ‘most beautiful’ (kallista).'® But the usage of doki-
masia is neither absolute nor exclusive. Especially in the case
of animals offered by individuals, Greek cult practice allows
them sometimes to sacrifice to different divinities ‘any victim
whatsoever’ (hiereion hotioun), or ‘what every man possesses’
(ho ti kektétai)."

The list of these general principles can certainly be extended, but it
does not go far towards helping us identify the reasons why a particu-
lar sacrificial animal is chosen to honour a divinity, nor to grasp an
eventual privileged relation between a victim and a deity.

Many scholars, relying almost exclusively on literary sources, or on
some images, establish a kind of intimate association between certain
victims and certain divinities. For example, Zeus and Poseidon would
prefer bulls, Artemis and Apollo would take delight in stags and
goats, Hermes would accept rams and he-goats,'® Hera would like
cows, the virgin Athena would require unbroken cattle,! the fertile

(footnote 15 continued)
two general categories: on one hand, we would have what are called ‘normal’,
‘ordinary’, ‘regular’ or ‘standard’ sacrifices, based on ‘common practice’; and on
the other, what scholars qualify as ‘powerful actions’, ‘unusual’, ‘non-standard’ or
‘abnormal’ sacrifices, ‘highlight modifications’ or ‘deviations’ from the sacrificial
‘normality’ etc. However, I think that this kind of approach to Greek sacrifices
creates more problems than it resolves, and that it should be reconsidered in depth.

16 See P. Gauthier, ‘La dokimasia des victimes: note sur une inscription d’Entella’,
ASNP 14 (1984), pp. 845-8; Georgoudi, ‘Quelles victimes pour les dieux’, pp. 36-9
(with references).

17 LSS no. 83, 8 (Astypalaia); Paus. 8.37.8.

18 Cf. W. Burkert, Greek Religion: Archaic and Classical, tr. J. Raffan (Oxford:
Blackwell, 1985; German orig. 1977), pp. 64-6.

19 This is a recurrent observation inspired directly by Iliad, X.292-3 (boun . . .
admétén).
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Earth would be satisfied with pregnant animals, Dionysos would be
regularly associated (on vases) with a pig sacrifice’® etc. But this kind
of association is, I would say, artificial, as well as one-sided.

First of all, in order to distinguish — as far as this is possible — a par-
ticular bond between a victim and a divine or heroic power, it is not
sufficient to take into consideration the literary or iconographical evi-
dence only. It is also necessary to explore the ever-increasing quantity
of inscriptions, as well as the osteological material which has become
essential to the study of Greek religion during the last decades.?! Now,
it may happen, as in the case of Demeter, that our various sources
(literary, epigraphical, archaeological etc.) agree, more or less, on the
choice of the victim. As a matter of fact, they indicate the pig, particu-
larly the piglet, as a very usual animal in the cult of the goddess. But
this is rather exceptional. For the most part, the reality of cult prac-
tice in the Greek cities, as depicted through sacrificial calendars and
other epigraphical evidence, presents a very different and multifaceted
image, quite foreign to the stereotyped associations between gods and
animals, often inspired by the mythical tradition. This variety, most
evident in the inscriptions, is due, among other things, to the fact that
each Greek city informs its own pantheon, its own particular deities,
following a hierarchical mode proper to its history, to its traditions,
but also to its financial capacities.

Now that we are aware of this diversity of sources and of the variety
of cult practices among the Greek cities, we can go forward and suggest
some reasons or factors likely to influence not only the choice of sac-
rificial animals but also the quantity of victims on various occasions.
Thus, we can, for example, take the following into consideration:

1. The economic and budgetary reasons which constrain a city
to balance its annual expenses, taking into account the current
prices of cattle, the number of civic festivals to be celebrated
during the year, the different distributions of meat (of equal or
unequal character) decided by the People or other authorities
etc.

2. The importance assigned to certain cults and festivals within
the city for various reasons, as for instance the cult of Athena
Polias in Athens: the impressive number of cows sacrificed in
honour of the goddess on the Acropolis, during her festival of

20 Cf. S. Peirce, ‘Death, revelry, and thysia’, Cldnt 12 (1993), pp. 219-66 at
255f.

21 Cf. R. Higg, ‘Osteology and Greek sacrificial practice’, in R. Hagg (ed.), Ancient
Greek Cult Practice from the Archaeological Evidence (Stockholm: Svenska
Institutet i Athen, 1998), pp. 49-56.
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the Great Panathenaia, shows, besides other things, the major
role played by this cult in Athenian life.

3. The commercial capacities of a city to supply itself with
animals from abroad (especially for the public festivals), when
the internal market cannot satisfy the sacrificial needs of the
people.

4. Reasons of prestige that push a city or an individual, such as
the benefactor (euergetés) of the Hellenistic age, to choose
costly victims, bovines in particular, as undeniable proof of
their generosity and liberality towards the people, but also as
a manifestation of their piety towards the gods.

5. Reasons due to the ecosystem of a region, favouring the breed-
ing of certain animal species and not of others. As a significant
example of this fact, we can mention the case of the Ionian
city of Thebes (at Mount Mycale). According to a regulation,
every year in the spring, the shepherds and the goatherds of
the country must bring to the altar of Hermes Kténités (a
protector of the beasts) a certain number of lambs and kids.?
The choice of these sacrificial victims — the flesh of which will
be distributed to all the inhabitants of the city — is due in a
great measure to the nature of this region, which is very suit-
able for the breeding of smaller livestock, especially sheep and
goats.

6. Finally, the personality of the divine or heroic recipient, woven
through his or her own ‘history’ composed by myths, tales,
narrations and images, as well as by cultic uses. From this
point of view, the example of Hermes Kténités quoted above
is very instructive, because, beyond the ‘ecosystemic’ reasons,
the omnipresence of the ovicaprine species on the altar of the
god is certainly due also to the close relation between this
Hermes ‘of the beasts’ and the pastoral activity.

This enumeration could undoubtedly become longer; it is not
intended to be exclusive, nor is the order significant. Let us attempt to
answer a more precise question. How could we better apprehend the
‘intimacy’ between a divinity and a sacrificial victim that is sometimes
detected? By way of experiment, I would like to explore briefly the
sacrificial bond between Zeus and the piglet. Concerning the sacri-
fice of young animals, a rapid ‘statistical’ examination of the ‘sacred
laws’” of Sokolowski?* reveals that, whereas Apollo prefers lambs and

22 LSAM no. 39.
23 1 will confine myself to his three volumes: LSAM, LSCG and LSS.
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Dionysos takes pleasure in kids, Zeus, the greatest of the gods, seems
to be fond of piglets.>*

Modern scholars, mostly indifferent to ‘statistics’ of this kind,?
regard the sacrifice of pigs or piglets to Zeus as something ‘disconcert-
ing’ and try to find an unequivocal explanation of this fact.?® From
this point of view, the position of an important scholar such as Jane
Harrison is very indicative. A partisan of the sociological evolution-
istic current of her epoch, she thinks that ‘pigs came to be associated
with Demeter and the underworld divinities’ because these divinities
belong to a ‘lower’ stratum, to ‘a stratum of thought more primitive
than Homer’. The piglet, because it was a very cheap animal, was sac-
rificed by poor people to these old ‘chthonian’ deities. Consequently,
Zeus, a pre-eminently ‘Olympian’ god, a god ‘of the sky’, would have
nothing to do with pigs. If, exceptionally, he accepts a porcine victim,
it is because he is then perceived in his ‘underworld aspect’, as Zeus
Meilichios, Zeus-Hades.?” According to A. B. Cook, ‘the pig . . .
was an animal commonly sacrificed to Zeus in his chthonian capac-
ity’. From this point of view, the pig brought to the altar of Zeus
Meilichios, or of Zeus Philios, for instance, ‘is proof enough’ that
these gods are ‘Underworld” powers.?®

This one-sided theory reappears from time to time, in one way or

24 The piglet is sacrificed: to Zeus Epopeteus, Erchia, LSCG no. 18 T 204 (holocaus-
tic sacrifice); to Zeus Horios, Erchia, LSCG 18 E 28-30; to Zeus Héraios, Athens,
LSCG 1 A 20-1; to Zeus, Teithras, LSS 132 A 9-10; to Zeus Bouleus, Mykonos,
LSCG 96, 17; to Zeus Policus, Cos, LSCG 151 A 32-3 (holocaustic sacrifice);
to Zeus Machaneus, Cos, LSCG 151 B 10-13 (holocaustic sacrifice); to Zeus
Ataburios, Rhodes, LSS 109, 1-2. See also: a ‘choice piglet’ (choiron kriton, prob-
ably eaten), and a ‘bought piglet to be wholly burnt’ (choiron énéton holokauton),
sacrificed to Zeus Polieus, Thorikos, SEG 33.147 A 13-15, cf. Lupu, Greek Sacred
Law, doc. 1, pp. 132-3; “a piglet to Zeus’ (t6i Di choiron), Selinus, SEG 43.630 B
5-7, cf. Lupu, Greek Sacred Law, doc. 27, p. 381. In this context, I omit the specific
relation between Demeter and this animal. See, however, below.

25 The sacrifices of piglets are even omitted in his discussion of Athenian sacred cal-
endars by V. Rosivach, The System of Public Sacrifice in Fourth-Century Athens
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1994); cf. the correct remarks of K. Clinton, ‘Pigs in
Greek rituals’, in R. Hagg and B. Alroth (eds), Greek Sacrificial Ritual, Olympian
and Chthonian (Stockholm: Svenska Institutet i Athen, 2005), pp. 167-79 at 174.

26 However, it seems that other scholars are not interested in this kind of relation
between Zeus and the piglet. According to M. Jameson, ‘Sacrifice and animal
husbandry in classical Greece’, in C. R. Whittaker (ed.), Pastoral Economies
in Classical Antiquity (Cambridge: Cambridge Philological Society, 1988), pp.
87-119 at 98, for instance, these animals ‘were used primarily (1) as minor offer-
ings to figures who needed to be recognized in a larger complex of sacrifices . . . (2)
as the preferred victim for Demeter . . . (3) as victims for purification’.

27 J. Harrison, Prolegomena to the Study of Greek Religion (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, [1903] 1922%), pp. 12-31.

28 A. B. Cook, Zeus: A Study in Ancient Religion, vol. II (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1925), pp. 1105-7, 1161.
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another, especially when the piglet is burnt completely on the altar of
Zeus: as a matter of fact, certain scholars continue to consider every
holocaustic sacrifice as ‘chthonian’ by definition. Or, they are still
thinking of pigs as pre-eminently ‘chthonian’. It is not my purpose to
return here to the complex question regarding the notion of chthonios
and the so-called ‘chthonian’ divinities.? 1 only observe that, of all
these different Zeuses who regularly receive the sacrifice of choiroi (see
above, n. 24), not one can be reasonably qualified as being ‘chthonian’.
I could say the same for the well-known Zeus Meilichios, considered
by the majority of scholars as essentially a ‘chthonian’ god,*® whereas
others are more subtle in their approach. However, in my opinion, the
Zeus Meilichios to whom Xenophon offers the burning of piglets, as
a holocaustic sacrifice (ethueto kai hélokautei choirous), may have had
nothing to do with the Underworld.3!

Now, if these unilateral explanations seem rather inappropriate,
is it possible to find any relevant elements in the personal ‘history’ of
Zeus or in cult practice that would warrant a closer examination of
the sacrificial relation between the god and the piglet? At first sight, I
could suggest four facts, but a more thorough inquiry would certainly
modify or improve these reflections.

To begin with, we can recall the mythical and very significant rela-
tionship between swine and Zeus, more specifically in the case of the
Zeus born in Crete, where a sow had nourished the god as a child. This
kind and attentive nurse had suckled the divine newborn, taking care
to cover his cries by her own grunting, in order to keep the presence of
the baby secret and protect him from the wrath of his father Kronos.
It is true that, according to different mythical versions, other female
animals had also given their milk to the little Zeus. However, only the
sow is held in such high esteem by the Cretans, who considered this
animal as ‘much revered’ (perisepton), so much so that they did not eat
its flesh.3> Moreover, the Cretan city of Praisos offered sacrifices to the

29 Certain aspects of this question are discussed in Higg and Alroth, Greek Sacrificial
Ritual: more specifically, see the contribution of A. Henrichs, ““Sacrifice as to the
Immortals”: modern classifications of animal sacrifice and ritual distinctions in
the lex sacra from Selinous’ (pp. 47-58), with previous bibliography. Also note the
pertinent remarks of Clinton, ‘Pigs’.

30 Cf., for example, recently, Lupu, Greek Sacred Law, p. 3701 (Zeus Meilichios, as
a ‘kindly chthonian divinity’).

31 Xen. Anab. 7.8.1-6 (this question should be reconsidered).

32 Agathocles of Cyzicus FGrH 472 F 1 (ap. Athen. 375F-376A). Referring to this
passage, A. M. Bowie, ‘Greek sacrifice: forms and functions’, in A. Powell (ed.),
The Greek World (London: Routledge, 1995), pp. 463-82 at 474, writes: ‘the pigs
sacrificed unusually to Zeus on Crete’ were ‘killed but not eaten because a sow had
nourished the god as a child’; but there is no mention of such a sacrifice in this
text.
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sow (hiera rhezousi hui),> setting up, in this way, a real worship of an
animal — a fact most unwonted in Greek cult practice.’* Besides, it is
noteworthy that this sacrifice is considered by the people of Praisos as
protelés (‘offered before marriage’), a marriage that they hope will be
prolific, following the example of the sow, famous for her fecundity
(see below).

In the second place, the association between Zeus and the piglet
could be supported, even if indirectly, in the context of purification,
where the piglet is omnipresent. On the whole, Kevin Clinton is right
when he observes that the piglets, and other animals used in this
context, ‘were normally neither sacrificed nor directed to a particular
deity’.>> Nevertheless, Zeus, as the pre-eminent divinity of purifica-
tion, the only god worshipped, as far as we know, under the cu/t epithet
of Katharsios,’® could not remain extraneous to such a recognized
purificatory agent as the piglet, also called katharsion or katharma.’’
Besides, Zeus will be the first to perform purificatory rites on behalf of
Ixion, the first murderer. Zeus will also be the first to ‘cleanse’ the pol-
luted person (with his own hands, cheroin, says Aeschylus), sprinkling
him with the blood of a slain piglet (haimatos choiroktonou).®®

Thirdly, we can think of another kind of affinity which could favour
the proximity between Zeus and the piglet. As is well known, Zeus is
a god of abundance, sometimes holding the horn of plenty, the cor-
nucopia. He is a great dispenser of goods and of wealth, implying,
among other things, the fertility of soil, the fecundity of women.* I
would venture to say that with these qualities, Zeus becomes a very
voluntary recipient of porcine victims. He accepts with pleasure, on
his altars, the progeniture of an animal characterized as polutokon and
polugonon (‘producing much offspring’).*

33 Agathocles, ibid.

34 The sacrifice of an ox to the flies, just before the festival of Apollo at Actium,
had another object: to make these importunate insects disappear (Ael. NA 11.8).

35 Clinton, ‘Pigs’, p. 179.

36 Cf. R. Parker, Miasma (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1983), p. 139 and n. 143, with
references. Zeus can also intervene in the process of purification under other epi-
thets: for example, as Zeus Meilichios (Plut. Thes. 12.1), as Zeus Kappotas (Paus.
3.22.1), as Zeus Phuxios (Paus. 3.17.8-9) etc.

37 Cf. Clinton, ‘Pigs’, p. 169.

38 Aesch. fr. 327 Radt. This act will be imitated later by his son Apollo, for the
purification of Orestes, as is shown on some vases: R. R. Dyer, ‘“The evidence for
Apolline purification rituals at Delphi and Athens’, JHS 89 (1969), pp. 38-56. But
the piglet is not really an animal of Apollo.

39 Zeus is himself a divinity who ‘gives birth’. In the city of Aliphera (Arcadia),
he is honoured as Lecheatés (‘in childbed’), because ‘here he gave birth (zekontos)
to Athena’ (Paus. 8.26.6).

40 Cf. Clinton, ‘Pigs’, p. 178.
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Finally, this triangular relation between Zeus, the piglet and the
notions of fertility, fecundity and abundance grows stronger with the
presence of a fourth element, of another figure, that of Demeter, a
divinity connected beyond any doubt with all these notions, although
her manner of intervening within this sphere is not the same as that
of her younger brother Zeus. This goddess is also a very important
receiver of the porcine family; it is in her honour that people regularly
sacrifice on her altars or dedicate to her sanctuaries choiroi, piglets,
considered as a ‘sign of generation of fruits and men’ (eis sunthéma tés
geneseds ton karpon kai ton anthrépon), in the context, for example, of
the Thesmophoria.*!

Now, Zeus is often associated with Demeter within the agricultural
sphere, where the two divinities, acting in synergy, take care of the
fertility of the land, look after the ripening of the corn, watch over
the happy issue of the works in the fields.*> The sacrificial calendar
of Mykonos offers an excellent example of this association, to which
Kore is often attached, as is the case also at Delos and elsewhere. On
the tenth of the month of Lenaion, every year, three members of the
porcine species must be sacrificed to these three related divinities:
a pregnant sow giving birth for the first time (hun enkumona préto-
tokon) to Demeter, an adult boar (kapron teleon) to Kore, and a piglet
(choiron) to Zeus Bouleus. This public sacrifice is explicitly ordered by
the city huper karpou, ‘for the sake of the fruits’ of the earth.*

These, then, are some suggestions for a better understanding of this
rather strange complicity between Zeus and the piglet.** I certainly do

41 Scholia in Lucianum, p. 276, 19-28, Rabe. Pregnant sows appear frequently as
victims for Demeter, but this fact must be considered in the general context of the
sacrifice of pregnant animals, a question to which I hope to return in a work in
progress (Des bétes et des dieux: sacrifices et purifications dans le monde grec). For
the moment see J. N. Bremmer, ‘The sacrifice of pregnant animals’, in Higg and
Alroth, Greek Sacrificial Ritual, pp. 155-65.

42 The farmer of Hesiod prays, with the same object, to Zeus Chthonios and to
Demeter Hagné (Pure), when he begins ploughing (Hes. Op. 465-9). This Zeus
Chthonios is by no means a god of the ‘Underworld’, as scholars often say. He is a
Zeus of the ‘earth’ (chthon), perceived here as cultivated or arable land. Within the
same agricultural context, cf. also the cult of Zeus Georgos (‘Cultivator’, ‘Farmer’):
LSCG no. 52, 12-15 (Athens); or the cult of Zeus Karpophoros (‘Fruit-bearing’),
honoured with Demeter (Rhodes): D. Morelli, I culti in Rodi, Studi Classici e
Orientali VIII [Pisa: Goliardica, 1959]), p. 49. At Lindos, Zeus is even known as
Damatrios (ibid.). Moreover, in various literary (or epigraphical) sources, Zeus
is called Epikarpios (‘Bringer’ or ‘Producer of fruits’) and Karpodotés (‘Giver
of fruits’) and he is considered as karpdn aitios, the ‘cause of fruits’; cf. P. Brulé,
La Gréce d’a coté: Réel et imaginaire en miroir en Gréce antique (Rennes: Presses
Universitaires de Rennes, 2007), pp. 418, 433-6, 438, with references.

43 LSCGno. 96, 15-17.

44 Another aspect of this relation, the offer of a choiros as prothuma to the god,
in certain sacrifices, is beyond the scope of this chapter.
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not mean to suggest that the sacrificers are conscious of all these facts
when they kill or burn a choiros on the altar of the god. Moreover,
it is probable that this choice is sometimes dictated by plain budget-
ary considerations, as noted above. Nevertheless, what this example
shows is that the relations between gods and sacrificial victims may
also be constructed against a background composed of a variety of
elements, a kind of poikilia that likewise characterizes Greek sacrificial
practices in general.
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GETTING IN CONTACT: CONCEPTS
OF HUMAN-DIVINE ENCOUNTER IN
CLASSICAL GREEK ART

Anja Klockner

The encounter of humans with the divine, however it may be medi-
ated, is central for many religions.! The way people conceive these
encounters, the way they believe they perceive the divine, and the way
they react to this contact are culture-specific. In this chapter I discuss
as case studies some images referring to encounters of this kind, most
of them from the fifth and fourth centuries BC. I point out their signif-
icant characteristics and I try to analyse these characteristics, arguing
that different concepts of gods are reflected in different concepts of
their presence. These different concepts are portrayed as much in the
ways gods reveal themselves to humans as in the reactions of humans
to the divine appearance.

An example may illustrate the cultural character of these concepts.
In his famous marble statue of St Theresa in the Cornaro Chapel,
Gianlorenzo Bernini sculpted an image of a woman perceiving the
divine.? In this case, perception is interpreted as being totally pos-
sessed by the divine, as an ecstatic unio mystica. The result of this expe-
rience was, in St Theresa’s own words, burning love towards God. In
the world of classical Greek religion, this would be a rather strange
concept. Greeks getting into contact with gods or supernatural beings
usually do not show exaggerated reactions. If there is any emotion
described in our sources, it is rather respectful, sometimes even fearful,
reverence rather than joy — let alone love.

The sources which, until now, have been taken into account in
order to analyse the phenomenon of human—divine contact in clas-
sical Greece are often written ones. Concepts of epiphany have been
intensively discussed by many scholars, mainly from the viewpoint

1 The terms ‘god’, ‘deity’, ‘divine’ etc. are used in this chapter in a rather broad sense
and not restricted to the Olympian gods only.

2 Ecstasy of St Theresa: 1. Lavin, Bernini: I’ unita delle arti visive (Rome: Edizion
dell’Elefante, 1980), pp. 77-140 figs. 147-53, 164-79.
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of philologists and historians of religion.* On the other hand, the
contribution of archaeologists has been quite restrained. This has its
reason in the access to significant data. At first sight non-mythological
images of human—divine encounters are rare.

On vases, for example, which are an important source of informa-
tion on Greek religion, there are many images showing humans in
sacrificial processions and preparing sacrifice,* but usually this ritual
communication with the gods is not rendered as a direct encounter.
Admittedly, the deities are often depicted together with their worship-
pers in one visual narrative, but their inclusion has no visible effect on
the latter. Human reactions to divine appearance are rare, and praying
is not shown very often. The gods are frequently separated from the
humans, for example through architectural elements, and they hardly
ever take notice of them. In some cases, as on the well-known krater of
the Kleophon Painter from the third quarter of the fifth century BC in
Ferrara, they appear as statues, at least statue-like, and they are meant
to be understood as images of gods, not as really present.> Venerating
a god can cause him to be present in his image,® and statues are of
course potential places of epiphany. But this is not in the focus of the
vase paintings: the statues are nearly always depicted as lifeless works
of art.

However, there is a large group of images which until now have been
taken into account only superficially in this context: the votive reliefs.
They form a clear contrast to the aforementioned vases. These marble

3 B. Gladigow, ‘Prasenz der Bilder — Priasenz der Gotter’, Visible Religion 4 (1986),
pp. 114-33; H. S. Versnel, ‘What did ancient man see when he saw a god? Some
reflections on Greco-Roman epiphany’, in D. Van der Plas (ed.), Effigies Dei
(Leiden: Brill, 1987), pp. 42-55; B. Gladigow, ‘Epiphanie, Statuette, Kultbild:
Griechische Gottesvorstellungen im Wechsel von Kontext und Medium’, Visible
Religion 7 (1990), pp. 98-112, repr. in B. Gladigow, Religionswissenschaft als
Kulturwissenschaft, eds C. Auffarth and J. Riipke (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2005),
pp. 73-84; F. T. van Straten, ‘“The iconography of Greek cult in the archaic and
classical Greece (abstract)’, in R. Hagg (ed.), The Iconography of Greek Cult in the
Archaic and Classical Periods = Kernos Suppl. 1 (Athens: CIERGA, 1992), pp.
47-8; R. Piettre, ‘Images et perception de la présence divine en gréce ancienne’,
MEFRA 113 (2001), pp. 211-24 ; Henrichs, this volume, Chapter 1.

4 F. T. van Straten, Hiera kala: Images of Animal Sacrifice in Archaic and
Classical Greece (Leiden: Brill, 1995); J. Gebauer, Pompe und Thysia: Attische
Tieropferdarstellungen auf schwarz- und rotfigurigen Vasen (Minster: Ugarit-
Verlag. 2002).

5 Att. rf. volute crater, Kleophon Painter, Ferrara, Museo Archeologico Nazionale
44894 (T57CV P) (440-420 BC): LIMC 1I (1984), p. 220 no. 220 s.v. Apollon
(W. Lambrinudakis). Cf. W. Oenbrink, Das Bild im Bilde: Zur Darstellung von
Gotterstatuen und Kultbildern auf griechischen Vasen (Frankfurt: Peter Lang,
1997).

6 T. S. Scheer, Die Gottheit und ihr Bild: Untersuchungen zur Funktion griechischer
Kultbilder in Religion und Politik (Munich: Beck, 2000).
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slabs were dedicated in sanctuaries in large quantities, especially in
the late fifth and in the fourth century. Many of them not only show,
like the vases, mortals and immortals together in one visual narrative,
but they also show their direct encounter: the interaction between the
human and divine spheres.” Interaction is highly significant with
regard to the question of whether a depiction of a god is meant to be
an image or the god in personam. Indications of epiphany, which are
described in literature, are not suitable for images: heavenly scent and
radiance cannot be visualized, whereas size, beauty and splendour are
not distinctive, but conventional elements of divine iconography in
general. Specific pictorial strategies had to be developed to character-
ize gods as being present, and in these interaction played an important
role.

A relief from the Asklepieion of Athens may be taken as an example
(Fig. 6.1).% Six men - the inscription tells us the names of five of them,
they are doctors - are venerating Asklepios, Demeter and Kore. No
architectural framing separates the gods from the worshippers; they
are interacting with gestures. The gods are portrayed as being present -
not as statues, but personally present, recognizable to the worshippers
and recognizing them. It would be naive to understand these images
literally, but we should take them seriously, especially their attempt to
show the gods as if they were real.

The importance of human—divine interaction on the votive reliefs
can be explained by their function, which is narrative as well as docu-
mentary and representative. Visualizing the visit to the sanctuary not
only as prayer in front of statues, but as an encounter with the gods in
personam, demonstrates that the ritual communication has reached its
goal. The dedicants, erecting solid marble slabs adorned with images
of this kind, try to depict this encounter but also to perpetuate it in the
medium of the relief. Of course the reliefs do not mirror the actions in
the sanctuaries, but they transform them into images, based on icono-
graphic and typological patterns used in contemporary art.

Even if some images of the deities reflect common statue types, this
use of pictorial patterns does not imply that the gods are generally to

7 Cf. C. L. Lawton, ‘Children in classical Attic votive reliefs’, in A. Cohen and J. B.
Rutter (eds), Constructions of Childhood in Ancient Greece and Italy = Hesperia,
Suppl. 41 (2007), pp. 41-60 at 41: “The compositions themselves are idealized con-
structions, with the gods or heroes appearing to the worshippers as epiphanies in
their sanctuaries.’

8 Athens, National Musem 1332, from the Asklepieion of Athens (¢.350 BC):
N. Kaltsas, Sculpture in the National Archaeological Museum, Athens (Los Angeles:
J. Paul Getty Museum, 2002), pp. 224-5: cat. no. 472 with fig.; A. Comella, [ rilievi
votivi greci di periodo arcaico e classico (Bari: Edipuglia, 2002), p. 196: cat. no.
Atene 77 fig. 110.



GETTING IN CONTACT 109

.

B il Lifed ol

Figure 6.1 Votive relief from the Asklepieion of Athens: six physicians
venerating Asklepios, Demeter and Kore (Athens, NM 1332).

be understood as in statue form.® Only a few, mostly late, examples
depict the gods unequivocally as lifeless sculptures. A Hellenistic
votive in Venice demonstrates a fundamental difference in comparison
to the Athenian relief.!* It is dedicated to Kybele and Attis, who are
clearly marked as cult statues. They appear in overwhelming superior-
ity, rigid and without any contact with the humans. The worshippers
have to enter through a door into the temple, which stresses the dif-
ference between the human and divine sphere, while in the relief from
the Asklepieion they are both combined into one spatial unit. Here the
gods are shown as acting and partly also reacting to the humans, and
vice versa.

The dedication of the Athenian doctors is only one example of a
wide range of comparable images. Some gods have very specific modes
of presenting themselves to the dedicants. On the other hand, the dedi-
cants are also characterized in different ways. The contacts between
mortals and immortals are shown in various manners. Discussing

9 L. E. Baumer, Vorbilder und Vorlagen: Studien zu klassischen Frauenstatuen und
ihrer Verwendung fiir Reliefs und Statuetten des 5. und 4. Jahrhunderts vor Christus
(Bern: Stampfli, 1997).

10 Venice, AM 118: LIMC 111 (1986), p. 40 no. 389* s.v. Attis (M. J. Vermaseren
and M. B. de Boer).
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some significant examples, I want to start with the human reactions to
the divine appearance.

EMOTIONS AND GENDER

The reverence of the worshippers in front of the deities is shown in a
rather discreet way. Usually, the worshippers are praying in an upright
position, having raised their right hand. But sometimes body language
and gestures are more expressive. A fine example is a votive for Kybele
from Tripoli,'! dated to the second half of the fourth century BC.
Kybele is depicted in front of a group of worshippers, enthroned and
motionless. But it is obvious that the goddess is meant to be present at
this specific moment. Her sight causes clearly recognizable reactions
in the dedicants. Some of the women are leaning back the upper part
of their bodies, whereas the male dedicants are standing still firmly
upright. The women are shrinking back, which shows their fear and
their awe when face to face with the divine counterpart.

This can be taken as an iconographic rule in the votive reliefs. It is
mainly women who show emotional gestures towards the divinity’s
appearance, such as shrinking back, throwing themselves on their
knees or raising both hands instead of one in prayer. On a relief from
Chalkis, a woman is venerating Dionysos and Plouton in this manner
(Fig. 6.2).! Her reverence before the gods also causes her to lean
back slightly. A votive to Zeus in Dresden is a good example of the
different reactions of men and women in the presence of a god." It
contrasts the kneeling woman, who tries to touch the god, with the
self-controlled man, standing upright and showing his respect to the
god in a decently restrained way.

11 Tripoli, Archaeological Museum 5767: T. Spyropulous, ‘Néa. yAvmtd amoktipoTo
0V Agyaoroykod Movogiov Toumdrews’, in O. Palagia and W. Coulson (eds),
Sculpture from Arcadia and Laconia (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 1993), pp. 262
ss. fig. 7; A. Datsouli-Stavridi, Mntd tov Agyatoroyikod Movoeiov ToinoAng:
Mepurypadkog Katdhoyog (Athens: Megyopunvn. 1997), p. 35: fig. 15; M. Edelmann,
Menschen auf griechischen Weihreliefs (Munich: tuduv-Verlags-Gesellschaft,
1999), p. 218: cat. no. F 46.

12 Chalkis, Museum 337, from Karystos (after 350 BC): G. Daux, ‘Le relief éleusin-
ien du Musée de Chalcis’, BCH 88 (1964), pp. 433-41 fig. 1 pls. 19-20; E. Sapouna
Sakellaraki, Chalkis: History — Topography and Museum (Athens: Archaeological
Receipts Fund, 1995), pp. 89-90: fig. 54; Edelmann, Menschen, p. 74: cat. no. B
63.

13 Dresden,  Staatliche  Kunstsammlungen,  Skulpturensammlung  2602:
H. Protzmann, Staatliche Kunstsammlungen Dresden: Skulpturensammlung.
Griechische Skulpturen und Fragmente (Dresden: Staatliche Kunstsammlungen,
1989), p. 39: no. 18 fig. 18; Edelmann, Menschen, p. 242: cat. no. U 128; Comella,
I rilievi votivi greci, p. 223: cat. no. Scon. 14.
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Figure 6.2 Votive relief from Karystos: woman venerating Dionysos and
Ploutos, raising both hands in prayer (Chalkis, Museum 337).

Fearful reactions and striking gestures of veneration can depict the
stunning impression produced by the presence of the divine. They are
used to stress the god’s overwhelming appearance, but also to show
the unfortunate inability of women to face it with self-control. In the
case of these images, the concepts of the gender-typical behaviour of
males and females are at least as important as the concept of human
reaction to epiphany in general. The main aim of the votives is not to
show the dedicants in a state of fear or commotion. It is important to
show that they are venerating in a correct, fitting manner, according
to their age, gender and social status. They are not meant to prove
exaggerated devotion.
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CARING GODS

The various images showing the gods demonstratively turning them-
selves from their divine sphere towards their human counterparts
depict this movement with varying intensity. The deities and their
worshippers can be shown in close contact, referring to each other
with gestures. Some deities are even bending down to their worship-
pers.'* The votive stelai, seeming at first sight very schematic, are
sculpted with a meaningful variety, even if the sculptor has rather
modest abilities.

The closeness of the human—divine encounter finds its clearest
expression when a god touches humans. This kind of divine care
manifests itself most often in the reliefs presented to the healing gods
such as Asklepios and Amphiaraos.'” This may be rooted in the fact
that the numerous votive reliefs coming from the healing sanctuar-
ies are offerings intended to give thanks for successful healings. In
most cases, this presupposes a successful incubation — and successful
incubation includes epiphany. The whole ritual, a kind of divination
technique, aims at getting in direct, personal contact with the god and
his healing power.!® Some of the participants in this cult even claim
to have experienced for themselves the concrete intervention of the
god while asleep. It is not astonishing that such experiences find their
expression in images of a caring, touching god. But it is illuminating
to analyse how far this concept can be developed in visual art, and
what consequences this concept of a god has for his imagery. To sum
up: Asklepios is not only shown as caring, he is also shown as quite
similar to humans.

Asklepios is usually clad in the large himation, the typical dress of
the Athenian citizen. Like them, he leans on a long stick. On the votive
reliefs, he is often accompanied by his family, his wife and his children.
Both dress and the presence of an intact, stable family are unusual for

14 Cf. e. g. Kephisos on the votive of Xenokrateia, Athens, National Museum
2756 (late fifth century BC): Kaltsas, Sculpture, p. 133: cat. no. 257 with fig.

15 Cf. e.g. Amphiaraos looking after Archinos on a votive from Oropos, Athens,
National Museum 3369 (¢.400-350 BC): LIMC 1 (1981), p. 702 no. 63*; 710 s.v.
Amphiaraos (I. Krauskopf); Kaltsas, Sculpture, pp. 209-210, cat. no. 425 with fig.;
Comella, I rilievi votivi greci, p. 131: fig. 134. 216 cat. no. Oropos 5. On the double
nature of the healers as both heroes and gods see J. W. Riethmiiller, Asklepios:
Heiligtiimer und Kulte, 2 vols (Heidelberg: Verlag Archidologie und Geschichte,
2005).

16 F. Graf, ‘Heiligtum und Ritual: Das Beispiel der griechisch-romischen Asklepieia’,
in A. Schachter (ed.), Le sanctuaire grec (Geneva: Fondation Hardt, 1992), pp.
159-99; Reallexikon fiir Antike und Christentum 18 (1998), pp. 179-265 at 180, 183
s.v. Inkubation (M. Wacht). The presence of the gods is necessary for the success
of the incubation: Plut. De def. or. 5, 412 A.
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Figure 6.3 Votive relief for Asklepios and his family, venerated by a group
of adorants (Athens, NM 1402).

images of gods outside of the healing cults. This iconography assimi-
lates him to his worshippers. In a relief from the second quarter of the
fourth century BC, densely packed with figures, divine and human
family would be nearly interchangeable, if it were not for their dif-
ference in size (Fig. 6.3)." The hierarchic scale (‘Bedeutungsgrof3e’)
clearly demonstrates that this likeness means only approximation, not
equality.

But this remarkable trend towards rendering Asklepios as similar
to an Attic citizen goes even further. In a relief from the Athenian
Asklepieion the god is not sitting upright, as usual (Fig. 6.4).'%

17 Athens, National Museum 1402: LIMC 11 (1984), p. 883 no. 248* s.v. Asklepios
(B. Holtzmann); Kaltsas, Sculpture, p. 210: cat. no. 428 with fig.; Comella, I rilievi
votivi greci, p. 228: cat. no. Thyreatide 1 fig. 144; A. Klockner, ‘Habitus und
Status: Geschlechtsspezifisches Rollenverhalten auf griechischen Weihreliefs’, in
Die griechische Klassik: Idee oder Wirklichkeit. Exhibition Berlin — Bonn (Mainz:
von Zabern, 2002), pp. 321-4: cat. no. 217 with fig. The nudity of the sons of
Asklepios is also in sharp contrast to the habitus of the worshippers.

18 Athens, National Museum 1338 (c.400 BC): A. Klockner, ‘Menschlicher
Gott und gottlicher Mensch? Zu einigen Weihreliefs fiir Asklepios und die
Nymphen’, in R. von den Hoff and S. Schmidt (eds), Konstruktionen von
Wirklichkeit: Bilder im Griechenland des 5. und 4. Jahrhunderts v. Chr. (Stuttgart:
Steiner, 2001), pp. 130 ss. fig. 3; Kaltsas, Sculpture, p. 141: cat. no. 268 with fig.;
Comella, I rilievi votivi greci, p. 197: cat. no. Atene 83 fig. 99.
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Figure 6.4 Votive relief from the Asklepieion of Athens: worshipper
venerating Hygieia and Asklepios (Athens, NM 1338).

Instead, he has drooping shoulders and a rounded back. His feet are
not in front of the chair, but pulled back. Aged men sit in this same
way on contemporary Attic grave reliefs, for example on the stele of
Theodoros and Praxiteles.!® Asklepios is not only shown in the attire
and the attitude of an Athenian citizen, he is even shown like a feeble
and old one. But using the iconographic pattern of aged men to depict
a god cannot be taken as an indication of any kind of weakness.
Asklepios is shown like a dignified head of a respectable oikos. It is his
daughter Hygieia who turns herself to the worshippers, extending her
right hand towards his head and demonstrating the divine concern for
his needs.

This votive is not a singular piece; there are other comparable
images. They are all examples of a certain concept of epiphany, where
gods reveal themselves to their worshippers as caring. The gods are
giving their attention to them, and, in turn, they are venerated atten-
tively by single men, as this example shows, and single women, but also

19 H. Diepolder, Die attischen Grabreliefs des 5. und 4. Jhs. (Berlin: Keller, 1931), pp.
30-1: pl. 24, 1; Kloéckner, ‘Menschlicher Gott’, p. 133: fig. 4.
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by numerous families: every combination is possible. Nevertheless,
this strikingly narrow contact of men and gods is only one way to
represent human—divine encounters on the votive reliefs. Other deities
reveal themselves in a completely different mode.

THE TRANSITORY MOMENT

Another way to characterize deities as being present is to make them
move. This transitory moment is especially essential for the appear-
ance of nymphs. Some votive reliefs show the goddesses sitting or
standing quietly,?’ but on most of them the nymphs are dancing.’! A
well-known relief in Berlin can be taken as an example (Fig. 6.5).2
In rapid movement, the nymphs are passing by in front of the wor-
shipper; the cloth is fluttering around their legs. The image is like
a snapshot of a fluid sequence of movements. The nymphs do not
seem to take any notice of the worshipper, who is conspicuously
small compared to the tall deities. Another votive in Berlin is able
to demonstrate that the images are not combinations of incoherent
pictorial patterns, but are meant to take place in a unity of time and
space.?® The deities and the worshippers are together in the sanctu-
ary, which is characterized by the indication of the cave and the altar
made of irregular ficldstones. Again the deities are towering above
the humans, which characterizes their epiphany as an overwhelming
experience.

In the majority of the reliefs the nymphs are dancing alone, no
humans beside them. Only a few of them display worshippers as well,
which constitutes a significant difference from votives offered to other
deities. We notice a striking concentration on certain types of wor-
shippers. Especially in the early high-quality votives, such as the relief

20 Standing or sitting: R. Feubel, Die attischen Nymphenreliefs und ihre Vorbilder
(Heidelberg: Lippl, 1935), pp. 1-14 cat. I-VI; G. Giintner, Gdttervereine und
Gotterversammlungen auf attischen Weihreliefs (Wiirzburg: Tritsch,1994), pp. 10
ss., cat. nos. A 1, A 7-8, A 15-16, A 18, A 21-2, A 36, A 45, A 47, A 52, A 54.
Cf. e.g. Athens, National Museum 2012, found in the Vari Cave (330-320 BC):
Kaltsas, Sculpture, p. 218: cat. no. 452 with fig.; G. Schoérner and H. R. Goette,
Die Pan-Grotte von Vari (Mainz: von Zabern, 2004), pp. 71-4: cat. no. R 6 pl. 42,
1-2.

21 Dancing: Feubel, Die attischen Nymphenreliefs, pp. 15-44, cat. 1-27; Gilintner,
Gottervereine, cat. nos. A 2-6, A9, A 13-14, A 17, A 19-20, A 23-35, A 37-44, A
48-9, A 51, A 53.

22 Berlin, Staatliche Museen Sk 709 A: Comella, I rilievi votivi greci, pp. 221-2: cat.
no. Roma 4 fig. 86.

23 Berlin, Staatliche Museen 711 (from Megara): C. M. Edwards, Greek Votive
Reliefs to Pan and the Nymphs (Ann Arbor: UMI Dissertation Services, 1985), cat.
nos. 28, 50, 59, 71, 77.
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Figure 6.5 Votive relief with the dancing nymphs and Hermes, venerated
by a single worshipper (Berlin, Staatliche Museen Sk 709A).

in Berlin mentioned above, the worshippers are male.?* Furthermore,
in the inscriptions, apart from a few exceptions,?® only male dedicants
are named. This is conspicuous, because women as dedicators of
votive reliefs in general are of considerable importance and, more-
over, women participated in the cults of the nymphs.?® Families as
worshippers in reliefs for the nymphs are very rare and figure almost
exclusively in some late examples of rather poor quality.?’ This is also

24 Athens, National Museum 1329 (from the south slope of the Acropolis). 4465
+ 4465 a, 4466 + 4466 a (from Penteli): Comella, I rilievi votivi greci, p. 196, cat.
no. Atene 74 fig. 43; p. 217: cat. no. Pentelico 1-2 figs. 141-2; Athens, National
Museum 2646, from Parnes: Edwards, Greek Votive Reliefs, pp. 562—4: cat. no. 37,
Berlin, Staatliche Museen Sk 709 A: Comella, I rilievi votivi greci, pp. 221-2: cat.
no. Roma 4 fig. 86. Cf. the dedication to the Charites from Kos: Comella, I rilievi
votivi greci, p. 207: cat. no. Cos 2 fig. 83.

25 Dedication of the daughters of Kleonothos, Athens, National Museum 3529
(¢.400-350 BC): Edwards, Greek Votive Reliefs, pp. 388-92: cat. no. 7; dedication
of Dexippa, Rome, Museo Barracco (Hellenistic): LIMC 1 (1981), p. 25 no. 211*
s.v. Acheloos (Isler); Glintner, Gottervereine, pp.10 ss., p. 125: no. A43 pl. 9, 2. Cf.
Schorner and Goette, Die Pan-Grotte, p. 76.

26 E. Vikela, Attische Weihreliefs und die Kult-Topographie Attikas, MDAI(A) 112
(1997), pp. 167-246 at 171; Edelmann, Menschen, pp. 141 ss.

27 Athens, Agora Museum S 2905; Athens, National Museum 2796 (from
Vari). 3874 (from Ekali); Berlin, Staatliche Museen 711 (from Megara): Edwards,
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noteworthy, because families are the most common type of worship-
pers on the votive reliefs in general.?®

Obviously, in the case of the nymphs the act of veneration is a less
attractive subject to depict than apparitions of goddesses frolicking
through nature, who are conceived as friendly and frightening, as
helpful and dangerous at the same time. The transitory moment of
the dance stresses the suddenness of their epiphany. Apparently the
typical pattern of adoration is not apt to express the reaction caused
by the epiphany of the nymphs. In the images of the nymphs, interac-
tion, even contact between men and gods is avoided — as in the con-
struction of religious reality, where the direct encounter with nymphs
was imagined as potentially harmful. And obviously images of the
nymph’s apparition were not suitable for votives of women and fami-
lies, but mainly for men.”

Quite often the votives for Aphrodite render her epiphany as a
transitory moment too. The images depict the suddenness of her
appearance especially on the reliefs showing the goddess riding on a
goat.*® This iconographic pattern is used in other media of the same
time as well.3! But while these images take place in undefined time and
space, the images on the votive reliefs seem to stand for Aphrodite’s
revelation in a specific sanctuary. On a fourth-century slab from the
Athenian agora, which is unfortunately very much damaged, one
can see an altar under Aphrodite’s feet. This altar makes clear that
the image does not show the goddess hovering through the air in an
undefined place at some time or other, but rather that she is revealing
herself to the spectator at a certain moment and at a certain sacred
place in a fleeting movement — a transitory moment of appearance.*
Remarkably enough, families are almost totally lacking on votives for
Aphrodite in general. In most cases it is a single person who shows his
or her reverence towards the goddess. Various iconographic elements

Greek Votive Reliefs, cat. nos. 28, 50, 59, 71, 77. Cf. the relief of Adamas in the
quarry of Ag. Minas, Paros: LIMC VIII Suppl. (1997), p. 737 no. 8* s.v. Kouretes,
Korybantes (R. Lindner).

28 Edelmann, Menschen, pp. 90-164.

29 Klockner, ‘Menschlicher Gott’.

30 E. Mitropoulou, Aphrodite auf der Ziege (Athens: Pyli, 1975), pp. 7-14, nos.
1-5 figs. 1-5. See also Athens, Agora Museum S 1491. S 1944: C. M. Edwards,
‘Aphrodite on a ladder’, Hesperia 53 (1984), pp. 59-72 at 70-1: pls. 18 b—.

31 Mitropoulou, Aphrodite, pp. 14-34: nos. 6-35; LIMC 11 (1984), pp. 98-100 s.v.
Aphrodite (A. Delivorrias). See also Paus. 6.25.1: cult image in the sanctuary of
Aphrodite in Elis, bronze statue of the goddess riding on a billy-goat.

32 Athens, Agora Museum S 1797: Edwards, ‘Aphrodite’, pp. 70-1: pl. 17 b. Cf.
A. Klockner and C. Wulfmeier, ‘Eine Epiphanie der Aphrodite’, in Classical
Archaeology towards the Third Millennium (Alkmaar: Ter Burg, 1999), pp.
216-18.
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connect goddess and dedicators and stress the intimate character of
the encounter. These votives have been set up on behalf not of groups,
but of individuals, as certain aspects of her divine power are experi-
enced in a very individual way.

ENCOUNTERING THE HEROES

After this rough overview of different modes of divine epiphany, I
would like to concentrate now, as a certain contrast, on correspond-
ing images of heroes. It seems to be generally agreed that in late clas-
sical times the heroes were so enormously popular because they were
believed to be especially ‘near’ to the humans — easily approachable
in cult, supposedly not as removed as the traditional deities. To what
extent, however, can such ideas be traced in the imagery? Do the reliefs
for the heroes show specific modes of encounter with the humans or
are they orientated on the patterns used in the votives for the gods?

In this regard, the basis for our investigation is quite broad: votives
for heroes are very numerous. From the late fifth through the whole
fourth century BC they are by far the most popular votive reliefs of
all. As in the votives for the gods, the images stress that the heroes
are really present in the situation of veneration; not as statues, but in
personam. This presence is again mainly shown by action and move-
ment, by great attention to the worshippers and transitory moments.
Concerning the strategies of visual narrative in this regard, there are
no fundamental differences between votives for the heroes and votives
for the gods.

Votive reliefs for Herakles, for example, often show the care of the
hero towards his worshippers. He refers to them with gestures or touches
the sacrificial animals, demonstrating that the offering is satisfactory.
The importance of the transitory moment is particularly evident on the
numerous reliefs for equestrian heroes (Fig. 6.6).3* In Attica, contem-
porary equestrian statues are not documented,® and thus any allusion
to statues is out of question. The depictions of the riding heroes are
obviously not to be meant as images of them, but as sudden epiphanies

33 Cf. e.g. Athens, National Museum 2723 (¢.370 BC): Kaltsas, Sculpture, pp.
212-13: cat. no. 433 with fig.; Venice, Archaeological Museum 100 (late fifth
century BC): Comella, I rilievi votivi greci, p. 224: cat. no. Scon. 37 fig. 90.

34 LIMC VI (1992), pp. 1019-81 s.v. Heros Equitans (A. Cermanovic-Kuzmanovic
et. al.). Cf. e.g. a votive for Theseus in Paris, Louvre 743 (early fourth century
BC): M. Flashar et al., Theseus: Der Held der Athener (Munich: Biering and
Brinkmann, 2003), pp. 33-5. 46 cat. no. 10 fig. 33. The hero touches his helmet,
which gives the setting a momentary character.

35 H. von Roques de Maumont, Antike Reiterstandbilder (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1958),
pp. 14-21.
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Figure 6.6 Votive relief for an equestrian hero, venerated by a single
worshipper (Piraeus, AM 2041).

before their worshippers. The rearing up of the horse visualizes not only
the dynamic of the youthful hero, but also the momentary character of
his appearance. Its suddenness can be stressed by the fluttering cilamys
or a running attendant. Even the votives where the hero has already
dismounted from the horse show, although more subtly, a transitory
moment. The hero is not standing quietly, he is in action — in a sacral
action, because he is going to make a libation from the cup in his right
hand, which is filled by his female companion.

But we have omitted until now the largest group of hero reliefs of
all: the votives for a banqueting hero (Fig. 6.7).3¢ These stelai show a

36 R. Thonges-Stringaris, ‘Das griechische Totenmahl’, MDAI(A) 80 (1965), pp.
1-99; J.-M. Dentzer, Le motif du banquet couché dans le Proche-Orient et le
monde grec du VIle au IVe siécle avant J.-C. (Rome: Ecole Francaise de Rome,
1982), pp. 301-64, 453-528; van Straten, Hiera kald, pp. 92-100; J. Fabricius,
Die hellenistischen Totenmahlreliefs: Grabreprisentation und Wertvorstellungen
in ostgriechischen Stdidten (Munich: Pfeil, 1999), pp. 21-7; N. Himmelmann,
‘Symposionfragen’, in M. Sahin and I. Hakan Mert (eds), Ramazan Ozgan’a
Armagan (Istanbul: Yayinlari, 2005), pp. 149-61. On the cult of the heroes, their
sanctuaries and their iconography in general see ThesCRA 11 (2004), pp. 125-58;
J. N. Bremmer, ‘The rise of the hero cult and the new Simonides’, ZPE 158 (2007),
pp. 15-26.
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Figure 6.7 Votive relief from Megara: a banqueting hero and his
companion, venerated by a group of worshippers (Paris, Louvre Ma 2417).

heroic couple, venerated by adorants. The bearded, long-haired hero
reclines on a kline, which is customarily covered with a large cloth.
He wears a himation and often a polos, a cylindrical headgear. In
most cases, he turns his head frontally out of the image. Usually he
handles drinking vessels: a riyton in his right and a phiale in his left
hand. Wine is flowing from the one to the other. His consort, clad in
chiton and himation, sits at his feet. Frequently she spreads incense on
a thymiaterion, an incense burner, which stands on a side table in front
of the kline. This table is loaded with vegetarian food: fruits, bread and
cakes. Nearly always, there is a wine pourer serving the heroic couple.
On the left-hand side of the reliefs, the worshippers are approaching:
sometimes individuals and couples, often families. The wide range of
worshippers is similar to that in the votives of Asklepios.

As far as we know from the inscriptions, these reliefs were mostly
dedicated to various heroes and only a few of them to minor gods.
Often the heroes are left nameless and the votive inscriptions are
addressed only to ©® fjo®, ‘the hero’. The contemporary spectator
could nevertheless easily identify the addressees through the context
of the original setting. These settings, unfortunately, are almost
completely unknown to us. Only a few reliefs come from larger sanc-
tuaries, but most of them do not have a recorded find spot. Like the
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votives for the equestrian heroes, they appear to have been erected in
the numerous small hero shrines, which were ubiquitous in ancient
Greek cities and which were often very modest in size, design and
furnishing. Statues in such hero shrines were rare, and we know of no
sculpture of a hero in the pose of a banqueter.

When, from the end of the sixth century BC, votive reliefs became
customary as media of religious communication, there was a demand
for such offerings to the popular heroes, too. But in contrast to the
other addressees of these votives, no iconography was established for
the various local heroes. A suitable image had to be created — and the
image of the banqueting hero seems to have been a perfectly suitable
creation, since it was reproduced time and again, hundreds upon hun-
dreds with only minor variations. The reliefs use and transform tradi-
tional iconographic patterns from different sources. The pattern of the
reclining banqueter had been in use in Greek art since the late seventh
century BC in many media and for many deities and heroes, especially
Herakles, and for human banqueters too.3” The votives are construc-
tions of a heroic image, referring to luxury, delightful consumption
and the pleasures of dining,*® values which had been very popular in
contemporary discourse and which were important for the dedicants.

What is more, it has been argued that this visual narrative seems to
be perfectly apt for the hero reliefs for reasons of ritual. The offering of
food on a table and the invitation to the hero to participate in the pre-
pared meal play an important role in hero cult, especially in the cults
of the Dioskouroi and of Herakles.* Therefore the reliefs have been
interpreted not only as representing a banqueting hero, but as repre-
senting the hero participating in a banquet, which was dedicated to
him by his human venerators (theoxenia).*’* The Scholiast to Pindar’s

37 B. Fehr, Orientalische und griechische Gelage (Bonn: Bouvier, 1971); Dentzer,
Le motif du banquet, pp. 71-300; P. Schmitt Pantel, La cité au banquet: Histoire
des repas publics dans les cités grecques (Rome: Ecole Frangaise, 1997%); S. Wolf,
Herakles beim Gelage.: Eine motiv- und bedeutungsgeschichtliche Untersuchung des
Bildes in der archaisch-friihklassischen Vasenmalerei (Cologne: Bohlau, 1993).

38 Cf. Dentzer, Le motif du banquet; Fabricius, Die hellenistischen
Totenmahlreliefs; Himmelmann, ‘Symposionfragen’.

39 G. Ekroth, The Sacrificial Rituals of Greek Hero-Cults in the Archaic to the Early
Hellenistic Periods = Kernos, Suppl. 12 (Liege: CIERGA, 2002); G. Ekroth,
‘Heroes and hero cults’, in D. Ogden (ed.), 4 Companion to Greek Religion
(Oxford: Blackwell, 2007), pp. 100-14.

40 Thonges-Stringaris, ‘Das griechische Totenmahl’, pp. 62-8; W. Burkert, Greek
Religion (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1985), p. 213; M. H.
Jameson, ‘Theoxenia’, in R. Hagg (ed.), Ancient Greek Cult Practice from the
Epigraphical Evidence (Stockholm: Svenska Institutet I Athen, 1994), pp. 35-57,
on the banquet reliefs 49-53; J. Bravo, ‘Heroic epiphanies: narrative, visual,
and cultic contexts’, ICS 29 (2004), pp. 63-84; M. Seifert, ‘Uberlegungen zu
Weihreliefs in Athen aus klassischer Zeit’, Hephaistos 25 (2007), pp. 257-73.
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Third Olympian Ode describes the heroic guests invited to the theo-
xenia as 1@v émdénuovvtov, ‘the ones who are visiting’, which suggests
the idea of temporary presence. The ritual practice can be understood
as an instance of trying to bring about divine appearance. Against this
background, the images of the banqueting heroes have been read as
related to heroic epiphany*! — ideally suitable for supernaturals who
were conceived to be especially close to their worshippers.

Now, in the votive reliefs, the pattern of the banqueting hero is
undoubtedly used in the context of ritual. But does this mean that
the image also depicts a certain ritual, the theoxenia, well attested
in hero cult? This is problematic for many reasons, relating to the
iconography as much as to the structure of the visual narrative. The
characteristics of the banquet reliefs mentioned so far have no equiva-
lents in images of theoxenia which we can confidently regard as such.
These images are comprised of a group of vase paintings and reliefs
showing trapezai and klinai, ready for the Dioskouroi.*? The images
differ in details, but the structure is always the same. The humans are
involved in the final preparations or are standing around the k/ine or
the trapeza, waiting for the apparition of the deities. The Dioskouroi
are riding in quick movements through the air or have already dis-
mounted from their horses. They will arrive very soon, but are not yet
there; their epiphany is to be perceived in a few moments. The focus
is on the transitory moment. The Dioskouroi are shown as arriving,
but not as banqueting. The kline is ready for use, but not yet occupied.
The wine pourer, an animal sacrifice or preparations for it as on the
votive reliefs are never shown. This iconography differs significantly
from that of the banquet reliefs. It could be argued that new icono-
graphic patterns for a certain group of heroes had been developed
in these votives, independent of the pictorial tradition of the vase

(footnote 40 continued)

Sceptical towards the interpretation of the banquet reliefs as theoxenies: Dentzer,
Le motif du banquet, pp. 513-27; Fabricius, Die hellenistischen Totenmahlreliefs,
pp. 25-7. On theoxenia in general cf. Ekroth, The Sacrificial Rituals of Greek
Hero-Cults, pp. 136-40, 177-9, 276-86, 304-5; ThesCRA 11 (2004), pp. 225-9;
F. Holscher, ‘Gotterstatuen bei Lectisternien und Theoxenien?’, in F. Holscher
and T. Holscher (eds), Romische Bilderwelten: Von der Wirklichkeit zum Bild und
zurtick (Heidelberg: Verlag Archiologie und Geschichte, 2007), pp. 27-40.

41 Bravo, ‘Heroic epiphanies’, pp. 73-6.

42 LIMC III (1986), pp. 576-7 nos. 112-16, 118 s.v. Dioskouroi (A. Hermary);
E. Kohne, Die Dioskuren in der griechischen Kunst von der Archaik bis zum Ende
des 5. Jahrhunderts v. Chr. (Hamburg: Dr. Kova¢, 1998), pp. 128-33. See also a
still unpublished kalyx krater from Phtiotis in Lamia, Archaeological Museum,
Niobid-Painter (470-450 BC): E. Stamoudi in Agyawohoyikég Epevveg kar Meydha
Anpoocwe Egyo. Agyaworoykry Xvvévinon Egyooiag (Thessaloniki, Ymovyeio
MoMtiopov 2003), p. 164, fig. on p. 165; Bravo, ‘Heroic epiphanies’, p. 74: no. 41.
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paintings and the iconography of the Dioskouroi; that a totally new,
specific iconography for the theoxenia of these heroes was shaped. But
the visual narrative of the banquet reliefs gives us no such indication
in this regard.

It has to be taken into account that the banqueting reliefs show a
detail which is never found either in banquets of humans or in banquets
of other deities: they show the animal sacrifice as a pending action.
The servant preparing the sacrifice and the sacrificial victim appear
very often on banquet reliefs. To use statistics: they are depicted in
the banqueting reliefs more than twice as often as on reliefs for other
deities.* The servant guiding the animal to the altar seems to be very
important for the dedicators. Apparently the emphasis of the images is
put at least as much on the animal sacrifice as on the food on the table.
Again we can find a parallel in ritual practice, where the preparation
of a sacrificial table is often combined with animal sacrifice.** But
again we have to ask the question whether the images are depictions
of specific ritual actions. The images give no hint whatsoever that the
trapeza is of any importance for the worshippers - in sharp contrast
to the sacrificial victim, and also in contrast to the small number of
votive reliefs dedicated to other deities where a trapeza is definitely
prepared. On these votives, the dedicants are always rendered near the
table. And besides, the deity is never represented as banqueter.*> The
fact that the preparing of a trapeza is not a popular motif on votive
reliefs at all makes sense if we take into account the dedicators’ desire
for prestigious representation. In the semantic system of the votives,
a reference to a costly animal sacrifice confers more symbolic capital
than a reference to a rather modest offering of vegetarian goods.

On the banquet reliefs, the frapeza is not meant to represent a cultic
meal, offered by the worshippers, but as belonging to the sphere of the
heroic couple and their joyful existence. The table is clearly separated

43 For banquet reliefs with animal sacrifice see van Straten, Hiera kald, pp.
92-100.

44 Ekroth, The Sacrificial Rituals of Greek Hero-Cults, pp. 276-86.

45 A kneeling woman prepares a table for Pankrates, Athens, Fethiye Camii P § A
(¢.300 BC): E. Vikela, Die Weihreliefs aus dem Athener Pankrates-Heiligtum am
Ilissos: Religionsgeschichtliche Bedeutung und Typologie = Suppl. 16 MDAI(A)
(Berlin: Mann, 1994), pp. 22-3: cat. no. A 12 pl. 10. Cf. Athens, National Museum
3942 (early Hellenistic): Kaltsas, Sculpture, pp. 216-17: cat. no. 448 with fig. On
five late reliefs, Men is riding on a cock or a ram over a trapeza: LIMC VI (1992),
pp- 469-70 nos. 113-116*, 126* s.v. Men (R. Vollkommer). On two fragmentary
votives with a table, the sacrificial victim was perhaps represented on the missing
part of the relief. Cf. Athens, Acropolis Museum 2452 (A) (about 350 BC): C.
Wulfmeier, Griechische Doppelreliefs (Miinster: Scriptorium, 2005) cat. no. WR 4;
Athens, National Museum 1335 (after 350 BC): Kaltsas, Sculpture, p. 214: cat. no.
438 with fig.
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from the human sphere, and an altar is often used to mark the border
between both of them. This border can also be stressed by the figure
of the wine pourer. In comparison to the dedicants, he is sometimes
extremely large; on one example even the mixing vessel is towering
above them.* This follows the rules of hierarchic scale in general, but
it has a specific significance too. It demonstrates that the banquet is
taking place in an exclusively heroic sphere, obviously distinct from
the humans.

To sum up: the banqueting reliefs cannot be related iconographi-
cally to images of theoxenia. They do not focus on the ritual attempt
to make the heroes present, but on their actual presence, visualized
by the distinctive actions of the protagonists. Even if these images
seem to be quite static to the modern viewer, they are usually full of
transitory elements. Wine is flowing from the riyton to the phiale, the
heroine is burning incense and the wine pourer is very busy.

The heroes might have been so popular in classical Athens because
they were conceived as being ‘near’ to the worshippers. The images do
not stress this closeness, though; they create a marked distance instead.
The hero, together with the heroine and the wine pourer, is in his own
sphere, hardly ever taking notice of his worshippers. This seems to be
a significant characteristic of the images: while there are some deities
caring for their worshippers, or at least communicating with them, the
banqueting heroes are represented as rather unapproachable. Perhaps
this can be explained as an attempt to enhance their status, to bestow
more dignity on them by pictorial means.

At least as far as the images are concerned, it does not seem as if in
the late fifth and fourth century BC closeness between the human and
the divine sphere would have been a central category for the worship-
pers in general; it is only one of the different ways, but of course a
very impressive one, to articulate their encounter. Much more impor-
tant was to show that the worshippers not only venerated images of
gods and heroes, but met them in personam. The supernaturals are

46 Cf. e.g. Athens, National Museum 2426 (fourth century BC): J. N. Svoronos,
Das Athener Nationalmuseum III (Athens: Beck and Barth, 1908-37), p. 641 no.
376 pl. 151, 2. Marseille, Musée d’Archéologie Méditerranéenne 1600 (¢.350
BC): Dentzer, Le motif du banquet, p. 621: cat. no. R 467 fig. 688. Copenhagen,
Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek 1558 (¢.350 BC): M. Moltesen, Greece in the Classical
Period (Copenhagen: Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek, 1995), pp. 135-6: cat. no. 70 with
fig.; Comella, I rilievi votivi greci, p. 220: cat. no. Pireo 28. See also the frag-
ment of a banquet relief, Athens, National Museum 122: Svoronos, Das Athener
Nationalmuseum III, p. 680 no. 480, 8 pl. 253, 8; Dentzer, Le motif du banquet,
p- 610: cat. no. R 355 fig. 598; van Straten, Hiera kald, p. 317: cat. no. R 170. A
tiny servant, belonging to the worshippers, stands beside the altar. The k/ine and
the deities are excessively larger.
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characterized as being actually present mainly by the reactions of the
worshippers to their revelation or by their own actions. These actions
can be gestures as well as, especially on the votives of the nymphs
and the equestrian heroes, rapid movements, which stress the sud-
denness of their appearance. The votives do not illustrate what has
really happened in the sanctuaries, but they try to stress that some-
thing happened. And in imaging the gods as if they were present, they
demonstrate that the ritual communication was successful.
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NEW STATUES FOR OLD GODS

Kenneth Lapatin

According to the third-century AD Cilician poet and biographer of
philosophers, Diogenes Laertius, Stilpo of Megara was run out of
Athens in the late fourth century BC for insulting the city’s patron
goddess:

He used the following argument concerning Pheidias’ Athena:
‘Isn’t Athena, the daughter of Zeus, a god?” And when the other
said ‘Yes’ he went on, ‘But she isn’t Zeus’, but Pheidias’.” When
the other agreed, he concluded, ‘So she isn’t a god.” And for this
he was summoned before the Areopagos.

There, he attempted to defend himself, ingeniously arguing
that Athena was no god, but rather a goddess — a female rather
than a male. But the Areopagites would have none of it. All
of which, Diogenes concludes, led the atheist Theodoros of
Cyrene to remark sarcastically, ‘How did Stilpo learn that? Did
he lift her garment and contemplate her garden? (Life of Stilpo
2.116)

Earlier versions of this chapter were presented at the First Annual Meeting
of the European Association of Archaeologists in Santiago de Compostela,
September 1995; to participants in the Study Group on Religion and Myth in the
Ancient World at Boston University, October 1996; and at the ‘Images of God’
Ancient History Seminar Series, University of Oxford, May 1998. I am grate-
ful to the organizers and participants in these meetings for their hospitality and
many stimulating comments, particularly to D. W. Bailey, Simon Price, Jeffery
Henderson, Joanna S. Smith and Sarolta A. Takacs, as well as Nanno Marinatos
and Anne Stewart, who discussed the topic with me at an earlier stage. Thanks
are also due to A. A. Donohue, Laure Marest-Caffey, Sarah Iles Johnston, Aliki
Moustaka, Danielle M. Newland, Brunilde Ridgway, Andrew Stewart and Marina
Belozerskaya. I am especially grateful to Jan Bremmer and Andrew Erskine for
inviting me to participate in the Edinburgh conference and to publish this chapter
here, and for their suggestions for its improvement. None of the above, of course,
is responsible for any errors that remain.
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The garment of Pheidias’ Athena was made of gold, over a ton of
it,! but this last insult, apparently, did not concern the Areopagites.
At issue, despite Stilpo’s attempted diversion through grammatical
analysis, was the relation of the image to the imaged, and Stilpo’s
affront to the former had to be punished to restore honour to the
latter. (Theodoros, in contrast, apparently escaped with impunity.)

Some of the implications of this episode have been explored by
Andrew Stewart.” Against a traditional, but increasingly unpopular
view, he argued, rightly in my opinion, that Pheidias’ monumental
gold-and-ivory statue of the goddess did not cease to be venerated at
Athens after the independent radical democracy that had commis-
sioned it under the leadership of Perikles in the middle of the fifth
century BC had been overthrown and replaced by oligarchical rule
at the end of the Peloponnesian War and various other governmental
systems thereafter. There is plenty more evidence to support this posi-
tion, not least the appearance of representations (a term I prefer to
‘copies’, except in the case of a full-scale replica in Nashville, Fig. 7.1)
of the statue on official Athenian state document reliefs in the late fifth
and fourth centuries BC, on New Style tetradrachmai in the second
and the first centuries BC, and above all, on the two hundred or so
other objects that feature Pheidias’ Athena, from terracotta tokens to
gold buttons to brooches to votive plaques, mosaics and stone altars,
as well as the better-known statuettes. These date from the late fifth
century BC onward and have been found not only in Athens, but
throughout the Mediterranean world, and beyond.?

Today, Pheidias’ famous gold-and-ivory statue, which stood in
the principal chamber of the temple on the Acropolis we call the
Parthenon, is commonly called the Parthenos. Yet exceedingly few of
the numerous ancient authors who mention the statue use this term.
Among the earliest is the comic poet Philippides, at the end of the
fourth or the beginning of the third century BC, complaining of the

1 K. D. S. Lapatin, Chryselephantine Statuary in the Ancient Mediterranean World
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), pp. 64-5.

2 A. Stewart, ‘Nuggets: mining the texts again’, 4J4 102 (1998), pp. 271-3. Cf.
C. J. Herington, Athena Parthenos and Athena Polias: A Study in the Religion of
Periclean Athens (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1955).

3 See the still useful compendium of N. Leipen, Athena Parthenos: A Reconstruction
(Toronto: Royal Ontario Museum, 1971). See too K. D. S. Lapatin, ‘“The ancient
reception of Pheidias’ Athena Parthenos: the physical evidence in context’, in
L. Hardwick and S. Ireland (eds), The January Conference 1996.: The Reception
of Classical Texts and Images (Milton Keynes: Open University, 1996), pp.
1-20; Lapatin, Chryselephantine Statuary, pls. 154-65; and G. Nick, Die Athena
Parthenos: Studien zum griechischen Kultbild und seiner Rezeption (Mainz: von
Zabern, 2002).
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Figure 7.1 Modern full-size replica of Pheidias’ chryselephantine Athena,
in the Parthenon, Nashville, Tennessee, made by sculptor Alan LeQuire

of gypsum cement reinforced with chopped fibreglass mounted on a steel
frame, subsequently gilded and painted.

desecration of the temple by Demetrios Poliorketes, who ‘even intro-
duced his courtesans to the Parthenos’ (frag. 25.3 K—-A apud Plutarch,
Demetrios 26.5). But here the ambiguity between image and imaged,
statue and goddess, remains. (Indeed, such blurring was as old as
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Homer: in Iliad 6, Hecuba and the Trojan women bring precious gar-
ments before the statue of Athena so that their city might be spared,
but the goddess herself lifts her head in a gesture of denial still used in
Greece today, often to the confusion of tourists.) So far as I am aware,
the term Parthenos is applied unambiguously to Pheidias’ statue only
four times in surviving ancient literature: by Himerios in the fourth
century AD, by a scholiast to Demosthenes, and twice by Pausanias,
who does so with reservations, both times referring to the statue as the
‘so-called Parthenos’ (hé kaloumené) (5.11.10, 10.34.8); on other occa-
sions the late second-century periegete, who provides us with more
information regarding the detailed appearance of the image than any
other source, merely calls it ‘the statue’ (zo agalma) or ‘the statue of
Athena’ (to agalma tés Athénas, tés Athénas to agalma) (1.24.5, 1.24.7,
1.25.7). Diogenes Laertius, or his source, as we have seen, called it
‘Pheidias’ Athena’. In the fifth century BC Thucydides (and perhaps
Perikles himself?) called it ‘the statue’ (to agalma), and fourth-century
Athenian orators and temple inventories inscribed on stone also
referred to the image as ‘the golden statue’, ‘the golden statue in the
Hekatompenon’, ‘the statue of Athena’, ‘the golden statue of Athena’
or simply ‘the Athena’. Later authors also called it ‘the ivory Athena’
and the ‘gold-and-ivory Athena’.#

There is also a joke in Aristophanes’ Birds (lines 667-70), produced
in 414 BC, that would make little sense if the audience did not rec-
ognize Pheidias’ statue as a Parthenos, but the Athenians used many
epithets to describe their goddess.’ Characters in Aristophanes, for
example, also call her archégetés (‘leader’), glaukipis (‘owl-eyed’),
despoina (‘lady’), koré (‘maiden’), potnia Pallas (‘Queen Pallas’), klei-
douchos (‘key-holding’), médeousa (‘ruling’), pankratés (‘all-powerful’),
obrimopatra (‘daughter of a mighty father’), tritogeneia (‘Trito-
born’), phalaritis (‘cheek-pieces wearing’), philochoros (‘homeland-
loving’), poliouchos (‘city-guarding’), pulaimachos (‘fighter at the
gate’), phobesistrate (‘frightener of hosts’), chrysolonchos (‘golden-
speared’), gorgolopha (‘gorgon-crested’) and chrysolopha (‘golden-
crested’, which, I think, is a pun, referring to Pheidias’ chryselephantine
statue); and the goddess is also called polias (‘guardian of the city’).

This last epithet, of course, is today widely associated with the
ancient olive-wood statue that shared the Acropolis with the so-called
Parthenos and many otherimages of the goddess. Like Pheidias’ Athena,
the wooden statue is today usually referred to by an epithet (polias) far
less often employed in antiquity, when it was frequently just called ‘the

4 Lapatin, Chryselephantine Statuary, pp. 63—4 with full references.
5 For epithets see also Graf, this volume, Chapter 3.
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statue’ or the like. Ancient authors used a number of terms for it and
other statues: agalma, hedos, eidolon, xoanon, bretas and xulinon.® The
image is often distinguished as the old statue, the olive-wood statue,
and, of course, like Pheidias’ statue, is also frequently just called ‘the
goddess’.” It was eventually installed in the late fifth-century BC build-
ing on the north side of the Acropolis that we call the ‘Erechtheion’, but
Athenian inscriptions of the fifth and fourth centuries call ‘the temple’,
‘the old temple’ or even ‘the temple on the Acropolis in which is the
old image’. Only later does it come to be called ‘the temple of Athena
Polias’ .3 None of this is new, but there is a point to such nit-picking, for
the terms we use will shape our view of the material.” And although we
can never hope to recover completely ancient conceptions, we must be
careful to avoid merely imposing our own.

Diverse accounts are given of the old statue of Athena (the so-called
Polias). It was, according to various ancient authors, considered to
be one of the most ancient and holy images of the Greek gods; to
have fallen from heaven (Pausanias 1.26.6); to have been set up by
Erichthonios (Apollodorus 3.14.6); to have been a rude log refur-
bished by the sculptor Endoios (Athenagoras, Leg. Pro Christ. 17.3;
1G 117 1421-4a). When the Athenians evacuated their city in 480 BC,
they apparently took this image with them. Years later, as an omen
to Mark Antony, it reputedly turned from East to West and spat
blood (Dio Cassius 54.7.1-4). More regularly, it may have been taken
down to Phaleron annually to be washed as part of the Plynteria and

6 For the ancient vocabulary of statues of Athena see the following note. For
statues in general see e.g. P. Linant de Bellefonds et al., ‘Rites et activités relatifs
aux images de culte’, ThesCRA 11, pp. 417-507; T. S. Scheer, Die Gottheit und ihr
Bild: Untersuchungen zur Funktion griechischer Kultbilder in Religion und Politik
(Munich: Beck, 2000); S. Said, ‘Deux noms de I'image en grec ancien: idole et
icone’, CRAI (1987), pp. 309-30; K. Koonce, “Aydipo and gikov’, AJPh 109
(1988), pp.108-10; A. A. Donohue, Xoana and the Origins of Greek Sculpture
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988); A. Hermary, ‘Les noms del la statue chez
Hérodote’, in M.-C. Amouretti and P. Villard (eds), Eukrata: mélanges offerts
a Claude Vatin (Aix-en-Provence: Université Claude Vance, 1994), pp. 21-9;
M. Dickie, “‘What is a Kolossos and how were Kolossoi made in the Hellenistic
period?’, GRBS 37 (1996), pp. 237-57; L. Robert, Opera Minora Selecta: épigra-
phie et antiquités grecques, 7 vols. (Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1968-90), 2: 832-40.

7 B.S.Ridgway, ‘Images of Athena on the Akropolis’, in J. Neils (ed.), Goddess and
Polis: The Panathenaic Festival in Ancient Athens (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1992), pp. 120-7; J. Mansfield, “The robe of Athena and the Panathenaic
“peplos™, PhD dissertation, University of California at Berkeley, 1985, pp.
135-97; 1. B. Romano, ‘Early Greek cult images’, PhD dissertation, University of
Pennsylvania, 1980, pp. 42-57.

8 D. Harris, Treasures of the Parthenon and Erechtheion (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1995), pp. 201-2; and Mansfield, ‘Robe of Athena’, pp. 198-252.

9 See e.g. J. Bremmer, ‘Iconoclast, iconoclastic, and iconoclasm: notes towards a
genealogy’, Church History and Religious Culture 88 (2008), pp. 1-17.
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Kallynteria festivals. And every year at the Panathenaia it was given
a new peplos. Although some scholars have suggested that it was the
model for the familiar image of Athena on Panathenaic prize ampho-
rai, fourth-century BC Athenian temple inventories record that it was
adorned with a diadem or wreath, earrings, neckband and necklaces,
a golden owl, aegis and gorgoneion, and held a phiale,!® and thus has
also been identified on third-century BC coins.!'! Of course, each of the
ancient sources that provide this information has an agenda that was
far from art historical. There is no doubt of the venerability of the old
statue, but unlike the so-called Parthenos, we really don’t know what
it looked like.

None the less, the old olive-wood statue of Athena is a prime example
of what modern handbooks and specialist literature treating ancient
art, as well as religion, call a ‘cult statue’. While a commonplace, this
expression is rarely defined, and there is a tendency, I think, for each of
us to feel that, as the American Supreme Court Justice Potter Stewart
remarked apropos of pornography, ‘I know it when I see it.” But cult
statues, like pornography, are exceedingly difficult to pin down, and
this is not just because we are, by and large, unable to see them.

In her 1980 doctoral dissertation, ‘Early Greek cult images’, Irene
Romano defined a cult statue as ‘a sculptural image of a divinity which
served as the major representation and as the focus of worship of that
divinity at a particular shrine or sanctuary’, but she very quickly notes
that

cult images were not always clearly distinguishable from other
sculptural representations of gods or goddesses [and that they]
mostly looked very much the way that other divine representations
looked with the possible exception of the attributes in their hands
and special head apparel. What does distinguish cult images from
other representations of deities is their special setting and their
primary role in cult activities. Cult images were commonly given
the honor of a grand home in a temple or of some other special
setting . . . And, more importantly, cult statues were assigned a
primary role as the substitute for the deity at cult functions, such
as sacrifices and processions. A cult image was considered a most
sacred object, one which not only belonged specifically to the deity
but one which was also identified closely with the deity.!?

10 Harris, Treasures, p. 204.

11 J. H. Kroll, ‘The ancient image of Athena Polias’, Hesperia, Suppl. 20 (1982), pp.
65-76; see also Mansfield, ‘Robe of Athena’, pp. 135-97.

12 Romano, ‘Cult images’, p. 2.
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By this definition, both of the statues on the Athenian Acropolis, the
so-called Parthenos and Polias, are ‘cult statues’, but for many years
scholars have argued whether Pheidias’ Athena, and similar figures,
like the monumental gold-and-ivory Zeus he produced subsequently
at Olympia, were ‘true’ cult statues, like the old statue of Athena.
For no altar or priesthood is specifically associated with the Pheidian
statue on the Acropolis, and Athenian inscriptions that name the
recipients of sacrifices list Athena Polias (as well as an Athena Nike
and Athena Hygeia), but not Athena Parthenos. Thus some scholars
have maintained that Pheidias’ Athena had no cult, and therefore
could not be a ‘cult statue’. On the other hand, among the items listed
in inscribed Athenian inventories as being inside the Parthenon is a
table, presumably for offerings, suggesting the statue seems to have
been associated with a cult of some sort.'* Indeed, it would certainly
be odd if some sort of adaptation were not made to Athenian ritual
practice to accommodate the monumental new statue commissioned
by the Athenian demos at vast expense.

The problem here, however — and one much larger than the strict
application of the epithets Parthenos and Polias to the Acropolis
statues, but of a piece with it — is the attempt to understand ancient
beliefs and behaviour in terms of modern distinctions. The artificiality
of the category ‘cult statue’ is perhaps nowhere more evident, though
inadvertently so, than in Walter Burkert’s 1988 essay, ‘“The meaning
and function of the temple in classical Greece’, where the author takes
pains to provide ancient Greek terms for all of the concepts, objects
and religious acts he described: sacrifice, prayer, the dedication of
offerings, etc. For Burkert xoanon, bretas and hedos all denote ‘cult
statue’, but he, like Romano, has to concede that these terms are
also applied to other images, and he eventually must admit aporia,
concluding that ‘the distinction between cult image and votive image
seemed to be unclear and not even very essential’.!*

13 IG 1I/II1? 1413 lines 14-15; 1425, lines 134-5, Addenda p. 805; SEG 15 (1958)
120, line 6, see Mansfield, ‘Robe of Athena’, p. 232 n. 19; Harris, Treasures, pp.
110-11. In late antiquity the Athena Parthenos, or rather its replacement, appears
to have been the principal object of worship on the Acropolis; Mansfield, ‘Robe
of Athena’, p. 203. See also S. B. Aleshire, The Athenian Asklepieion: The People,
their Dedications, and the Inventories (Amsterdam: J. C. Gieben, 1989), passim,
with extensive bibliography at p. 308; D. H. Gill, ‘Trapezomata: a neglected aspect
of Greek sacrifice’, HThR 67 (1974), pp. 17-37; S. Dow and D. H. Gill, ‘The Greek
cult table’, 4J4 69 (1965), pp. 103-14.

14 W. Burkert, ‘The meaning and function of the temple in classical Greece’, in
M. V. Fox (ed.), Temple in Society (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1988), pp. 27-47
at 31-2, 43. See too P. E. Corbett, ‘Greek temples and Greek worshippers: the
literary and archaeological evidence’, BICS 17 (1970), pp. 149-58, for some of
the circumstances in which the interiors of temples were visible. For the roles
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Indeed, Alice Donohue has argued convincingly that the very
concept of the ‘cult’ image is a false one, having no basis in the ancient
Greek vocabulary, thought or practice.!> The modern emergence of
this idea, Donohue suggests, is explained by the influence of ancient
antiquarian and early Christian iconoclastic texts, and the importance
in modern classical scholarship of issues of idolatry and representa-
tion. Late antique authors deliberately conflated the Greek tradition
of image-making with Near Eastern religious practices, in which
statues, having been enlivened by specific rituals (for which we have
no evidence in Greece), were thought to house the spirit of the deity,
and therefore became the focus of worship, hence the idea of the
‘Kultbild’. That the Greek reception of statues like the so-called Polias
and Parthenos was considerably more subtle is made clear by the
Stilpo and other episodes recorded by ancient authors. Most of these,
however, are late, dating to the second and third centuries AD, but
Plato, writing soon after the erection of Pheidias’ Athena, remarked
in Laws (931a):

some of the gods whom we honour we see clearly, but of others
we set up statues (agalmata) as images (eikonas), believing that
when we honour these, lifeless though they be, the living gods feel
great good-will and gratitude towards us.

Here Plato clearly distinguishes between the image and the imaged
(as, incidentally, did Orestes in Aeschylus’ Eumenides (446) when he
says to Athena that he falls at the feet of her image (bretas), and as
did Admetos in Euripides’ Alkestis (348 ff.), when he complains that
he can embrace a statue, the form of his wife fashioned by craftsmen’s
hands, but not her). Plato states explicitly that the statues are lifeless
(apsychoi), but their veneration none the less brings joy to the living
(empsychous) gods.

A fragmentary fourth-century BC red-figure krater today in
Amsterdam depicts Apollo, inscribed to the right with his lyre, along
with Artemis, Dionysos and maenads, outside his temple in which
stands his statue, rendered in added white, armed with bow and phiale

of ‘artworks’ in structuring identity see e.g. B. Fehr, ‘The Greek temple in the
early archaic period: meaning, use and social context’, Hephaistos 14 (1996), pp.
165-91; and, for a later period, K. W. Arafat, Pausanias’ Greece: Ancient Artists
and Roman Rulers (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996).

15 A. A.Donohue, ‘The Greek images of the gods: considerations on terminology and
methodology’, Hephaistos 15 (1997), pp. 31-45. Cf. B. S. Ridgway, ‘“Periklean”
cult images and their media’, in J. M. Barringer and J. M. Hurwit (eds), Periklean
Athens and its Legacy: Problems and Perspectives (Austin: University of Texas
Press, 2005), pp. 111-18.
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Figure 7.2 Fragment of a calyx krater from Taranto, first quarter of the
fourth century BC, depicting Apollo seated playing a lyre outside of a
temple containing a statue of him standing holding a bow and a
phiale.

(Fig. 7.2).'® Nigel Spivey has suggested that this fragment might merely
show the god twice, inasmuch as Olympians might almost be ubiqui-
tous, travelling as they do at the speed of light, but this notion is belied
by another well-known vase, an Apulian krater now in New York,
that clearly separates an immortal, in this case a slightly bemused
Herakles, from his image, which is here receiving the finishing touches
at the hand of a painter (Fig. 7.3).!” Another vase where the distinction
between statue and god is clear is a Lucanian bell krater of ¢.420 BC
attributed to the Pisticci Painter that depicts a kouros-like statue of
Apollo standing on a pedestal, wearing a wreath, and holding a laurel
staff and a bow. Two large snakes are wrapped around the statue, at
whose feet is a dismembered boy. A woman wielding an axe and a man
raising his hand to his head in dismay face the statue. These seem to
be Laokoon and his wife. Behind them, looking on, is Apollo himself,
also with wreath, staff and bow, but depicted in contemporary, rather
than archaic style. A similar scene appears on a fragmentary vase of

16 Allard Pierson Museum, APMO02579: C. C. Mattusch, Classical Bronzes
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1996), pl. 2; W. Oenbrink, Das Bild im Bilde
(Frankfurt: Lang, 1997), p. 446, pl. 34, D7; J. N. Bremmer, Greek Religion
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 19992), p. 28.

17 New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art 50.11.4: Bellefonds et al., p. 424,
no. 40, pl. 99; Oenbrink, Das Bild im Bilde, p. 456, pl. 44, G3.
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Figure 7.3 Apulian column krater attributed to the Group of Boston
00.348, ¢.350 BC, depicting an artist painting a statue of Herakles; his
African assistant (lower left) prepares pigments at a brazier, while Zeus
(above) and Nike and Herakles himself (far right) look on.

about half a century later attributed to the Iliupersis Painter, now in
Ruvo.!® The relation between images and imaged is certainly one of

18 Basel, Antikenmuseum und Sammlung Ludwig Inv. Lu 70: E. Berger and R. Lullies
(eds), Antike Kunstwerke aus der Sammlung Ludwig. I: Friihe Tonsarkophage und
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concern to the Greeks, but there is no easy agreement among them.!
The joy that statues might bring to the gods is the reason why the
men of Orneai were able to satisfy Apollo by dedicating bronzes of
sacrificial animals at Delphi, rather than the living ones they had
unwisely promised to offer him daily (Pausanias 10.18.5), and why the
Areopagos punished Stilpo. The image serves to convey the essence of
the imaged. The gods, living, but invisible, feel good will and gratitude
(eunoia and charis) to those who honour their present statues. I will
return to some of the means by which statues were thought to please
the gods, but first, it is important to note one of the chief purposes
of the statues themselves. As Jean-Pierre Vernant has observed, they
exist ‘to make the invisible visible, to assign a place in our world to
entities from the other world . . . the[ir] aim is to establish a true com-
munication, an authentic contact with [the sacred power].?’ Indeed,
possession of the image consecrates a bond that unites the possessor,
whether individual or state, with the divinity.?!

Vernant, like many others, is well aware that the statue ‘does not
represent the god abstractly and conceived in and for itself’, but rather
‘expresses divine power insofar as it is handled and used by certain
individuals as an instrument of social prestige’.?> And if prestige is
gained and joy brought to the gods by the act of worshipping — or
perhaps better, ‘honouring’ — statues, how much more so by commis-
sioning and dedicating them. Greek religion, indeed Greek culture, at
its core, was something of a mercenary — or, if you prefer a more polite
term, a reciprocal — affair.>* At the very opening of the Iliad, when

(footnote 18 continued)
Vasen (Basel: Archiologischer Verlag 1979), pp. 182-5, 239-48; A. D. Trendall,
Red Figure Vases of South Italy and Sicily (London and New York: Thames and
Hudson, 1989), p. 19, fig. 8; Oenbrink, Das Bild im Bilde, p. 386, no. D13, pl. 35b;
P. Blome, Basel Museum of Ancient Art and Ludwig Collection (Zurich and Geneva:
Swiss Institute for Art Research/Paribas, 1999), pp. 64-5, fig. 180; J. Latacz et al.,
Homer: Der Mythos von Troia in Dichtung und Kunst (Munich: Hirmer, 2008),
p- 396, no. 141; Bellefonds et al., p. 506, no. 768, pl. 117. For the Ruvo fragments,
now apparently lost, see Bellefonds et al., p. 506, no. 768; Oenbrink, Das Bild im
Bilde, p. 385, no. D8, pl. 35a. See also bell krater on the New York market attrib-
uted to the Hippolytos Painter (Oenbrink, Das Bild im Bilde, p. 382, C9, pl. 440b)
that likewise depicts the goddess Artemis, with stag and spears, looking towards a
small statue of herself, with bow and arrows, standing atop a pillar.

19 Scheer, Die Gottheit und ihr Bild, pp. 35-43.

20 J.-P. Vernant, ‘From the “presentification” of the invisible to the imitation of
appearance’, in J.-P. Vernant, Mortals and Immortals: Collected Essays, ed.
F. I. Zeitlin (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1991), p. 153.

21 TIbid., p. 156.

22 Tbid., p. 156.

23 See also R. Parker, ‘Pleasing thighs: reciprocity in Greek religion’, in C. Gill et al.
(eds), Reciprocity in Ancient Greece (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), pp.
105-26.
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Apollo’s priest Chryses requires the god’s help to obtain the return
of his daughter, whom Agamemnon carried off, he reminds Apollo
of the bulls and goats he had sacrificed and temples he had roofed.
And then there is the well-known seventh-century BC bronze offering
to the same god, perhaps a tripod attachment, now in Boston, whose
boustrophedon inscription reads, ‘Mantiklos dedicated me to the far-
shooter of the silver bow as a tithe; do you, O Phoibos, give something
pleasing in return.’”* In both cases we see offerings to the gods, ana-
themata, as means of negotiation. They are not simply gifts or tokens
of exchange, but charged ritual objects, and in the case of images of
the gods, and perhaps even mortals, as opposed to gold bowls or new
temples, there is also an additional dynamic element, the potential
for interpenetration of image and imaged when the image asserts the
presence of its prototype, when the image, in short, is epiphanic. I will
return to this notion shortly.

Today, in the wake of Christ, we tend to associate piety with humil-
ity. To be sure, a few ancient authors (prior to the late antique icono-
clasts) did complain about ostentatious images, but their views do
not seem to have been widespread. Expense and impressiveness have
always been closely linked, and in antiquity, unlike today, these, rather
than meekness and poverty, were thought to increase spiritual content:
the more numerous or splendid one’s offerings to the gods, the more
one might expect in return from them. And, as Aristotle noted in the
Nicomachean Ethics (4.2), the more credit one would gain in the eyes of
others, mortals as well as divinities, peers as well as foes. Competition,
present in so many aspects of Greek society, was certainly not absent
when it came to erecting statues: the most obvious examples, perhaps,
are the splendid korai on the Athenian Acropolis.?

Such competitive emulation, alternatively called ‘peer polity inter-
action’, to use the popular jargon, was practised by states as well as
individuals: in the sixth century BC, Greek poleis constructed monu-
mental stone temples and filled them with precious offerings, among
them chryselephantine statues, up to life-size.?® This is not the time to

24 Boston, Museum of Fine Arts, 3.997: J. Boardman, Greek Sculpture: The Archaic
Period (London and New York: Thames and Hudson, 1978), p. 30, fig. 10; A. P.
Kozloff and D. Mitten (eds), The Gods Delight: The Human Figure in Classical
Bronze (Cleveland: Cleveland Museum of Art, 1988), pp. 52-7, no. 2; A. Stewart,
Greek Sculpture: An Exploration (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1990), fig.
11; N. Papalexandrou, The Visual Poetics of Power: Warriors, Youths, and Tripods
in Early Greece (Lanham: Lexington Books, 2005), pp. 84-6, figs. 31-2.

25 G. M. A. Richter, Korai: Archaic Greek Maidens (London: Phaidon, 1968);
K. Karakasi, Archaic Korai (Los Angeles: Getty Museum Press, 2003), pp. 115-41.

26 C. Renfrew and J. F. Cherry (eds), Peer Polity Interaction and Socio-Political
Change (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986).



138 KENNETH LAPATIN

Figure 7.4 Chryselephantine “Apollo” from the Halos Deposit, Delphi,
mid-sixth century BC. Delphi Museum.

rehearse the history and development of the chryselephantine tech-
nique. Suffice to say that there is ample literary and material evidence
for gold-and-ivory statues before Pheidias.?’” Best known today are
the badly burnt and much restored cache of statues from Delphi (Fig.
7.4), which were probably housed in a treasury rather than Apollo’s
temple.”® One might also cite an enigmatic ivory object mentioned in
an archaic inscription recording the outfitting of the Aphaia sanctu-
ary at Aigina, or an ivory ear from the Dionysos temple at Iria on
Naxos.”? Among the many lost chryselephantine statues mentioned

27 See Lapatin, Chryselephantine Statuary, pp. 22-60.

28 P. Amandry, ‘Rapport préliminaire sur les statues chryséléphantines de Delphes’,
BCH 63 (1939), pp. 86-119; and ‘Les fosses de I’Aire’, in Guide de Delphes: Le
musée (Paris: Ecole francaise d’Athénes, Sites et monuments 6, 1991), pp. 191-226.
See also Stewart, Greek Sculpture, pp. 72, 118, pl. 173; Boardman, Archaic Greek
Sculpture, fig. 127; C. C. Mattusch, Greek Bronze Statuary (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1988), pp. 177-9; C. Rolley, La sculpture grecque I (Paris: Picard,
1994), pp. 75-6, 268, figs. 5, 275. Colour photographs can be found in B. Petrakos,
Delphi (Athens: Kleio, 1977), figs. 20, 21, 26, 27, 30, 33.

29 AeginaMuseum 2412, IG1V, 1580: see Lapatin, Chryselephantine Statuary, pp. 55-6;
Naxos Museum 8718: Lapatin, Chryselephantine Statuary, p. 148, no. 35, pl. 146.
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50 UU

Figure 7.5 Handle of a walking stick from the tomb of Tutankhamun,
¢.1350 BC, depicting a Syrian with face, hands and feet of ivory and an
African with face, hands and feet of ebony. The bodies of both are of
painted and gilded wood.

by Pausanias is an Athena he saw at Aigeira: ‘the face and the hands
are of ivory and also the feet, the rest is of wood, decorated, for the
most part, with gold and colours’ (7.26.4); and another at Megara:
‘the statue is gilded, except for the hands and the feet; these and the
face are of ivory’ (1.42.4). These images are lost, but the handle of a
walking stick from the tomb of Tutankhamun (Fig. 7.5) provides an
impression of their technique, if not their style.*

Ancient inscriptions chronicle the high prices ivory commanded as
a raw material, and finished ivory products appear repeatedly among
precious objects recorded in temple inventories.*! In a society where

30 Cairo Museum no. 50uu = JE 61732: J. B. Pritchard, The Ancient Near East in
Pictures (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1954), no. 43; H. Carter and
A. C. Mace, The Tomb of Tut-ankh-Amen 1 (New York: Cooper Square, 1963),
pl. 70; R. Meiggs, Trees and Timber in the Ancient Mediterranean World (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1982), pl. 5b; M. Saleh and H. Sourouzian, Die
Hauptwerke im dgyptischen Museum Kairo (Mainz: von Zabern, 1986), no. 187.

31 Prices are collected in Lapatin, Chryselephantine Statuary; for a brief survey
see A. Oliver, ‘Ivory temple doors’, in J. L. Fitton (ed.), Ivory in Greece and the
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reciprocity of obligations underlay the relations between gods and
men,* spiritual and monetary values were closely linked. In the second
century AD, Maximus of Tyre recognized that ‘the Greek manner of
honouring the gods uses what is most beautiful on earth, in purity of
raw materials, in human shape and in artistic precision’ (Oration2.3).
The Elder Pliny (Natural History 8.31) and Pausanias (5.12.2), more-
over, state that the expense and rarity of ivory made it appropriate for
statues of deities; but along with gold — bright-gleaming and incor-
ruptible: ‘the child of Zeus’ according to Pindar (frag. 209 Macehler)
— it not only pleased the gods, but also effectively conveyed divine
nature to mortal eyes: for ivory is the whitest and hardest organic
material known; finer than the finest of woods, it is able to hold exqui-
site carved detail; its warm, glowing surface was thought to resemble
the most beautiful flesh, as in the Odyssey (18.190-6), where Athena
makes Penelope’s skin ‘whiter than new-sawn ivory’. And, like gold,
ivory was also considered to have magical qualities: recall the myths
of Pelops and Pygmalion.?? Artemidorus of Daldis, moreover, wrote
in the second century AD of the importance of the materials of statues
when they appeared in dreams (Oneirocritica 2.39): ‘Statues that are
fashioned from a substance that is hard and incorruptible as, for
example, those that are made of gold, silver, bronze, ivory, stone,

(footnote 31 continued)

Eastern Mediterranean from the Bronze Age to the Hellenistic Period, British
Museum Occasional Paper no. 85 (London: British Museum, 1992), pp. 227-32. A
range of ivory objects, including ivory shavings, stored on the Athenian Acropolis
is presented by Harris, Treasures, passim. See also IDélos 298 A, 181.

32 Seee.g.J. Gould, Myth, Ritual Memory, and Exchange (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2001), pp. 203-34 (‘Making sense of Greek religion’, 1985%).

33 Other Homeric passages in which ivory figures, including the famous simile at
Iliad 4.141-5 where Menelaos’ wounded thigh is likened to stained ivory, are col-
lected and analysed by J. B. Carter, Greek Ivory-Carving in the Orientalizing and
Archaic Periods (New York: Garland, 1985), pp. 7-21; see also H. L. Lorimer,
‘Gold and ivory in Greek mythology’, in Greek Poetry and Life: Essays Presented
to Gilbert Murray on his 70th Birthday (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1936),
pp. 14-33. For ivory as a luxury in the Bible see e.g. 1 Kings 9.26-8; 10.11, 18-20,
22; 2 Chron. 8.17-18; 9.10, 21; Amos 3.15; 6.4-6; Ps. 45.8; for Pelops, whose
shoulder, eaten by Demeter, was replaced by the gods in ivory, see Pindar, OI. 1.
The ivory shoulder is mentioned explicitly by several authors, e.g. Virgil, Georg.
3.8; Hyginus, Fab. 83; Ovid, Met. 6.404-11; Lucian, de Saltatione 54; Servius, on
Aen. 6.603; Tzetzes, Schol. on Lycophron 156. It was said by Pliny the Elder to
have been visible at Elis (Natural History 28.34), but Pausanias (1.13.6) notes that
it had, by his day, disappeared. The locus classicus for Pygmalion is Ovid, Met. 10.
243-97; see also A. Caubet, ‘Pygmalion et la statue d’ivoire’, in R. Etienne et al.
(eds), Architecture et poésie dans le monde grec: hommage a Georges Roux (Lyon:
Maison de I’Orient, 1989), pp. 247-54. See also R. L. Gordon, ‘The real and the
imaginary: production and religion in the Graeco-Roman world’, Art History 2
(1979), pp. 5-34 at 13, reprinted in his Image and Value in the Greco-Roman World
(Aldershot: Variorum, 1996), ch. I; Donohue, ‘Images of gods’.
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amber, or ebony, are auspicious. Statues made from any other mate-
rial . . . are less auspicious and often even inauspicious.”>

Ancient literary sources mention numerous early ivory images, as
well as the more famous wooden ones. Vernant and other scholars,
however, have posited a contrast between primitive, early images
of Greek gods that make present the invisible deity, and developed
anthropomorphic statues ‘conceived as an imitative artifice repro-
ducing in the form of a counterfeit the external appearance of real
things’,% a distinction between a religious image and a work of art.
The picture, however, is not so neat, although it is one that is to some
degree supported by the modes of discourse employed by late antique
and early Christian sources. The precise appearance of the old statue
of Athena and other allegedly primitive statues can only be imagined,
but classical literature, beginning with Homer, provides us with a clear
picture of how the Greeks conceived their gods: created in human
form, the Olympians were possessed of conspicuous physical beauty;
their bodies were perfect, without blemishes; their stature was greater
than that of mere mortals; their fragrance ambrosial. The gods are
consistently described as bright, shining, luminous. Though they may
disguise themselves and appear on earth in some other form,* their
radiance, more often than not, eventually reveals their true nature.’’
In the half-light of a temple or treasury building, the ivory flesh of
even the earliest chryselephantine figures, originally smooth and
luminous, represented the ethereal complexion of the gods; the reful-
gent gold of their hair and drapery consummated the awe-inspiring
epiphany visible to those who had purified themselves with ritual ablu-
tions, made preliminary sacrifices, and entered the sacred space of the
sanctuary, whether as participants in festival processions or private
supplicants.®

Vernant has, however, perceptively observed how the perfect bodies
of the Greek gods, anthropomorphic though they may be, effectively

34 Trans.J. Elsner, ‘Image and ritual: reflections on the religious appreciation of clas-
sical art’, CQ 46.2 (1996), p. 516 n. 9; reprinted with revisions as ‘Image and ritual:
Pausanias and the sacred culture of Greek art’, in J. Elsner, Roman Eyes: Visuality
and Subjectivity in Art and Text (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2006), pp.
29-48, trans. at p. 30 n. 9. See also S. I. Johnston, ‘Animating statues: a case in
ritual theory’, Arethusa 41 (2008), pp. 445-77, for a discussion of the importance
of the materials of statues as theurgic symbola ‘of a given ontological chain and the
god of the chain him or herself, reweav[ing] the sympathetic bonds by which the
cosmos was once created and by which it continues to be held together’.

35 Vernant, ‘Presentification’, p. 152.

36 See Buxton, this volume, Chapter 4.

37 See Donohue, ‘Images of gods’; Elsner, ‘Image and ritual’.

38 See Corbett, ‘Greek temples and Greek worshippers’.
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functioned to disassociate divinities from mortals through the effects
of contrast, opposition, incompatibility and mutual exclusion. Though
like us, they are what we can never be; and it is in our best moments,
when we are young, healthy and beautiful, that we approach them
most closely; thus Achilles and other Homeric heroes could be called
‘god-like’. Surely the exotic materials of chryselephantine statues
functioned in a similar distancing manner, whatever their style, even
before Pheidias. The beauty, charis, that was an attribute of the gods
was made visible through the intrinsic qualities of gold and ivory. The
fact that statues became stylistically more realistic in no way dimin-
ished their effectiveness in representing the divine, to judge from the
majority of ancient authors. Indeed, a principal characteristic of suc-
cessful images of the divine in the archaic and classical periods seems
to have been their ability to elicit wonder from, or to be recognized as
wonders (thaumata) by, their viewers by means of skilful craftsman-
ship that made them appear radiant, faster or more overwhelming
than other objects/beings.* Although Porphyry and other antiquar-
ians might have thought that archaic images were ‘more divine than
statues carved with greater skill’ (De abstinentia 2.18), the conserva-
tive Plato has Socrates remark that ‘Daidalos would look a fool if he
were to be born now and produce the kind of works that gave him his
reputation’ (Hippias Major 282a). If anything, in the hands of Pheidias
and his followers, stylistic advances enhanced the desired effect of
simulated epiphany, making present the invisible, revealing the true
nature of the gods. Thus Pheidias came to be credited with journey-
ing to Olympos and seeing Zeus with his mind’s eye before he made
his statue at Olympia, which was considered to have added something
to traditional religion (Quintilian, Institutio oratoria 12.10.9). What
Pheidias accomplished was to make physical the Homeric idea of the
gods, and thereafter the old images, although by no means obsolete,
were no longer entirely adequate.

Pheidias’ Athena was successful on various levels. In socio-political
as well as religious terms, the vast expenditure necessary for its con-
struction — the money, in fact, that it also served to display — commu-
nicated piety to the gods and terrestrial power to mortals. The statue’s
gold alone is variously reported to have weighed 40-50 talents. The
Athenian historian Philochoros (FGrH 328 F 121) provides a more
precise, and thus seemingly more accurate figure: 44 talents or some

39 R. Neer, ‘Early classical sculpture and the aesthetics of wonder’, in Abstracts:
American Philological Association 139th Annual Meeting, Chicago, IL, January
3-6, 2008, p. 67; Elsner, ‘Image and ritual’; Ridgway, ‘“Periklean” cult images’,
p. 113.
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1,137 kg. At late fifth-century rates that is the equivalent of 616 silver
talents or 3,696,000 drachmai. (If we accept that one drachma a day
was the average wage of a skilled craftsman or a soldier in the field,
this was enough to maintain a workforce or army of 10,000 men for
more than a year, non-stop.) At any rate, it is slightly more than
the 600 silver talents that Athens’ allies are reported to have paid in
annual tribute.*

The statue, moreover, presented to Athenians and allies, friends and
foes alike, a vision of the goddess, the divine power that supported the
polis, hitherto unavailable anywhere but in the mind’s eye. While the
Aiginetans, the Athenians’ great rival before the Peloponnesian War,
had won the palm for valour at Salamis and created a monumental
pseudo-chryselephantine statue to supplement their archaic ivory
image of Aphaia in a new temple, the Athenians outdid them, not
only in the size and sculptural decoration of the Parthenon, which is
over four times larger than the new Aigina temple and more opulent
than any mainland temple hitherto, but also in the use of gold and
ivory for the Parthenos, which stood an astounding ¢.12.75 m tall. The
Athenian project thus far surpassed that at Aigina, but the two are
parallel inasmuch as in both cases a small, old statue was supplemented
by a monumental new one. At Athens, however, both the precious
new image and the venerable ancient one eventually received their
own new temples.*!

The production of a chryselephantine statue on the scale of the
Parthenos posed unprecedented technical challenges. Statues up to
life-size might be rendered by assembling on a wooden core indi-
vidual components carved whole from single tusks, such as the limbs
recovered at Delphi and elsewhere. The massive flesh surfaces of the
Parthenos, however, could not be sculpted from solitary tusks, except,
perhaps, for fingers and toes: tusks are not that big. New processes of
unscrolling, softening and moulding ivory were needed.* Pheidias’
gold-and-ivory Athena Parthenos thus represents a technological revo-
lution, but it falls into a competitive pattern long prevalent in ancient
Greece. The Parthenos, however, raised the stakes.

Two late antique writers, Julius Paris and Januarius Nepotianus,
epitomizers of Valerius Maximus, preserve a curious tradition that
Pheidias desired to fashion the image of Athena of marble rather than
ivory, as it would be cheaper and last longer (and no doubt also be
considerably simpler to assemble), but the Athenian demos insisted,

40 Lapatin, Chryselephantine Statuary, pp. 64-5.
41 Ibid., pp. 61-2.
42 TIbid., pp. 68-78.
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Figure 7.6 Imperial coin of Elis depicting Pheidias’ Zeus at Olympia.

ordering him to be quiet and make the statue of ivory. Scholars have,
for the most part, ignored this story, and although it must, on some
level, be related to the traditions of Pheidias’ mistreatment at the
hands of the demos, it may not be wholly apocryphal. For rather than
the artist-genius insisting on carrying out his revolutionary and expen-
sive design against the inclination of the demos — recall Brunelleschi
and the Florentines — the sovereign demos here demands more from
the artist than he is initially inclined to produce. Indeed, the prestige
of the community was at stake. Pheidias, to his eternal fame, was able
to develop new technologies and fulfil this commission: the Athena
Parthenos represents, for the first time, the production of a chrysel-
ephantine figure on a colossal scale.

After Pheidias unveiled his A4thena, the construction of monumental
gold-and-ivory statues became a dominant mode of peaceful competi-
tion between states in the Greek world. If Athens had a monumental
chryselephantine statue, everybody wanted one. Following the success
of the Athena Parthenos, Pheidias was commissioned to produce
what became his most famous work, the grandiose chryselephantine
Zeus at Olympia. There, too, an older statue of the god is known to
have stood in a nearby temple. The new statue surpassed it, and even
the Parthenos at Athens, and came to be ranked among the Seven
Wonders of the World. It, too, is lost, and known today only from
workshop debris, ancient descriptions, and representations in other
media (Fig. 7.6).* So great was the desire of the inhabitants of Elis,
who controlled the Olympian sanctuary, to have a work to rival the
Athenian statue that they not only sanctioned the renovation of the

43 See e.g. Lapatin, Chryselephantine Statuary, pp. 79-86; C. Hocker and
L. Schneider, Phidias, Rowohlts Monographien 505 (Hamburg: Rohwolt, 1993),
pp- 83-98; W. Schiering, Die Werkstatt des Pheidias in Olympia. II: Werkstattfunde
(Berlin: De Gruyter, 1991); A. Mallwitz and W. Schiering, Die Werkstatt des
Pheidias in Olympia 1 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1964).
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interior of their new temple, which had been completed only shortly
before work on the Parthenon began, but also commissioned from
Pheidias and his pupil Kolotes two other chryselephantine statues for
their polis, an Aphrodite and an Athena.** We are best informed about
the Zeus, and here too there is evidence for more than a merely secular
function. Pausanias, in addition to providing a detailed description
of the statue’s subsidiary iconography, reported the presence of an
altar inside the temple in the second century AD (5.14.4). We do not
know when this feature was installed, but Pausanias lists this altar
second in his account of the thirty-seven altars at Olympia arranged
in the order (and thus, perhaps, importance) in which sacrifices were
made. Once again, a new statue, apparently constructed as the result
of emulation, none the less seems to have produced adjustments in
ritual behaviour.

Other Greeks were not to be outshone. The Megarians, whose
chryselephantine Athena seen by Pausanias has already been men-
tioned, commissioned an elaborate monumental gold-and-ivory Zeus
of their own from a local sculptor, Theokosmos, whom Pheidias is
said to have assisted. The Peloponnesian War precluded this statue’s
completion, but it remained visible inside its temple, half-built, for
hundreds of years, and seems to be depicted on later coins (Fig.
7.7).% The Argives, too, commissioned a large-scale chryselephantine
statue of their patron goddess, Hera, from the renowned sculptor
Polykleitos; surviving literary and visual evidence reveals that the
goddess was depicted very much as an iconographic counterpart to
Pheidias’ Zeus (Fig. 7.8).46 This new statue, like the earlier pseudo-
chryselephantine image at Aigina, shared the naos of a new temple
with a venerable old figure; in fact, the oldest known image of the
goddess, according to Pausanias (2.17.5), carved of wild pear-wood
and originally dedicated at Tiryns by Peirasos, son of Argos. Clement
of Alexandria (Protreptikos 4.41) also records the material of the older

44 On the renovation see W. Dorpfeld in E. Curtius and F. Adler (eds), Olympia
Die Ergebnisse der von dem deutschen Reich veranstalteten Ausgrabung . . . II: Die
Baudenkmdiler (Berlin: Asher, 1892), pp. 11-16; and especially F. Forbath, ‘Der
FuBboden im Inneren des Zeus Temples und seine Verdnderungen bei Aufstellung
des gold-elfenbein-Bildes’, in W. Dorpfeld, Alt-Olympia (Berlin: Mittler, 1935),
pp. 226-47. For Pheidias’ other Elian chryselephantine statues see Pausanias
6.25.1 and 6.26.3. Yet another classical chryselephantine statue in Elian territory,
an Asklepios by Kolotes at the port of Kyllene, is recorded by Strabo 8.3.4, but this
statue is likely to have been commissioned to meet the needs of a newly imported
cult, though it certainly also reflected the aspirations of the Elians. For all these
works see also Lapatin, Chryselephantine Statuary, pp. 79-98.

45 Tbid., p. 96.

46 Ibid., pp. 101-5.
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Figure 7.7 Imperial coin of Megara depicting Theokosmos’ Zeus
Olympios.

statue, as well as the tradition that it was made by Argos himself.
Whichever legendary figure produced it, this ancient wooden statue of
the seated goddess, like the old olive-wood Athena at Athens, clearly
retained its status. Although considerably smaller than Polykleitos’
enthroned Hera (and yet another chryselephantine figure with which
it shared the temple, a Hebe by Naukydes), it was displayed inside the
new naos raised upon a column.

If the Argives had two chryselephantine statues, and the Elians
three, the Athenians needed more. At Delos they installed seven
chryselephantine statues in a new temple constructed in the late fifth
century, next to an older temple containing the famous image of
Tektaios and Angelion that held the Three Graces in one hand. The
new statues are known only from archaeological and epigraphical
evidence, such as surviving fragments of their bichrome base with cut-
tings for installation. Only Leto is named in the inscriptions; Apollo
and Artemis too must have been present, but the identities of the other
four remain moot.#’

This, apparently, was not enough, and by the middle of the fourth
century BC the Athenians erected in Athens a new temple to Dionysos
alongside an older one in the theatre precinct on the south side of the

47 The seven statues on Delos, which supplemented the archaic statue of Apollo
(on which see Romano, ‘Cult images’, pp. 162-88), are recorded only in
inscriptions, e.g. IDélos 1409 Ba, II, lines 46-7; IDélos 103, line 51; 104, line
108. Blocks of the hemi-circular late fifth-century base on which these statues
stood within the temple of the Seven (also called temple of the Athenians)
are the only physical evidence that survives; see F. Courby, Délos. XII: Les
temples d’ Apollon (Paris: De Boccard, 1931); see also Lapatin, Chryselephantine
Statuary, pp. 105-9.
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Figure 7.8 Roman marble variant of Polykleitos’ chryselephantine Hera at
Argos, from Vasciano, Umbria. Preserved height 117.5 cm.
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Figure 7.9 Athenian New Style tetradrachm minted by Diokles and
Diodoros depicting Alkamenes’ Dionysos, mid-first century BC.

Acropolis. This housed a monumental chryselephantine statue that
Pausanias attributed to Pheidias’ pupil, Alkamenes. Here too, despite
the expensive and impressive nature of the image in the new temple,
only the core of the base of which survives, the venerable wooden
statue of Dionysos Eleuthereus continued to participate in the rituals
surrounding the celebration of the City or Great Dionysia: it was
carried in festival processions and present at the staging of Athenian
tragedies and comedies. The costly new image, again modelled on
Pheidias’ Zeus to judge from representations on coins and reliefs, was
none the less deemed necessary to the prestige of the god and polis
(Fig. 7.9).48

48 Pausanias 1.20.3. See also Lapatin, Chryselephantine Statuary, pp. 98-100. Yet
another ‘new’ late fifth-century Athenian chryselephantine statue may be indicated
by IG I® 64A (= IG I? 88), dated ¢.440-415 BC, which seems to record a competi-
tion for the design of an ivory object, apparently for the sanctuary of Athena Nike
on the Athenian Acropolis. J. A. Bundgaard, Parthenon and the Mycenaean City
on the Heights (Copenhagen: National Museum of Denmark, 1976), p. 130 with n.
304, rejects the possibility that this object might have been a door and argues that
it was to be an ivory temple statue. If so, this would fit the pattern outlined above,
as an archaic temple statue of Athena Nike is known from literary evidence and is
also mentioned later in this inscription. The inscription, however, is fragmentary
and it is far from clear that a new statue is being commissioned; it may well record
the refurbishment of the shrine for the old statue. Ivory ceilings, as well as doors,
for which see Oliver, ‘Ivory temple doors’, are recorded at a number of shrines.
Pausanias, moreover, mentions the archaic statue of Athena Nike outside the
context of his description of the Acropolis; it is possible that he did not see this
image. In any event, neither he nor any other ancient source refers explicitly to a
chryselephantine statue of Athena Nike. See Romano, ‘Cult images’, pp. 58-69;
Donohue, Xoana, pp. 54-7; and 1. S. Mark, The Sanctuary of Athena Nike in



NEW STATUES FOR OLD GODS 149

There are yet other examples of new chryselephantine statues for old
gods: at Patras, Pausanias saw a gold-and-ivory statue of Artemis that
the emperor Augustus had transferred there from Kalydon follow-
ing the Battle of Actium. This figure, which depicted the goddess as
a huntress, was said to be the joint work of the Naupaktian sculptors
Menaichmos and Soidas. In his explanation of the goddess’ epithet
‘Laphria’, moreover, Pausanias makes reference to an ‘archaic’ statue,
set up in mythological time by Laphrios, the son of Kastalios the son
of Delphos.* Thus, the gold-and-ivory image of Menaichmos and
Soidas was not the first temple statue of Artemis Laphria, but may
also have supplemented an earlier one at Kalydon.*® The precise date
of the new gold-and-ivory figure, and of the sculptors themselves,
remains the subject of scholarly controversy,’ but it is unlikely that
this commission preceded that of the Parthenos. In terms of cult,
moreover, we have still more information: Pausanias explicitly says
that the chryselephantine statue continued to be revered in the second
century after Christ.>

These are all examples of expensive new statues in precious materi-
als that were erected either in the same temples as old images, or in new
temples built expressly for that purpose, in the fifth and fourth centu-
ries BC, but statues were also commissioned even where no earlier ones
existed, as at Epidauros. The sudden explosion in the cult of Asklepios
in the fourth century BC transformed that sanctuary, today famous
for its theatre, into a serious competitor with other Panhellenic sanctu-
aries. A great building programme was undertaken, and Thrasymedes
of Paros was imported to depict the healing god in the Pheidian mode,

Athens: Architectural Stages and Chronology, AIA Monograph New Series 2 and
Hesperia, Suppl. 26 (Princeton: American School of Classical Studies at Athens,
1993), pp. 93-8, 108-10, 123-5.

49 Pausanias 7.18.8-10. For Pausanias’ use of the word archaios see J. J. Pollitt, The
Ancient View of Greek Art (New Haven: Yale University Press,1974), pp. 257-8.

50 Romano, ‘Cult images’, p. 369, notes the tradition regarding the early
image, but it is unclear from Pausanias’ account whether it survived to coexist with
the chryselephantine one. The periegete’s alternative explanation of the goddess’
epithet suggests that it may not have.

51 For a review of the problems, see V. C. Goodlett, ‘Collaboration in Greek sculp-
ture: the literary and archaeological evidence’, PhD dissertation, New York
University, 1989, pp. 107-8.

52 Pausanias 7.18.9: ‘To the Patrians Augustus gave, with other spoils from Kalydon,
the statue of Laphria, which even in my time was still receiving honours on the
Acropolis of Patras.” Following the history of the image, Pausanias describes the
annual festival, including the sacrifice of a variety of wild beasts to the goddess
(7.18.11-13). For the rarity of such sacrifices, in contrast to those of domestic
animals, see e.g. L. Bruit Zaidman and P. Schmitt Pantel, Religion in the Ancient
Greek City (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), pp. 30, 37.
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enthroned, with attributes and elaborate subsidiary iconography,®
not only because that mode so successfully fulfilled so many of the
needs outlined earlier, but also because it could best assert the inter-
national status of the sanctuary. Ultimately, like Pheidias’ Athena and
Zeus, Thrasymedes’ Asklepios established the standard iconography
for that god. These statues came to define the appearance of the gods,
they became the images of them par excellence, as is clear in Aristides’
vision of Athena as Pheidias had depicted her, as well as multiple
representations of that goddess in various contexts. Stilpo had got it
wrong. Pheidias had imaged Zeus’ Athena, not his own.

Other gold-and-ivory statues of the gods were produced in later
periods, serving various needs: when Vulca’s terracotta statue of
Jupiter Optimus Maximus Capitolinus at Rome was destroyed by
fire, it was replaced with a chryselephantine statue by a Greek named
Apollonios (Calcidius, in Platonis Timaeum 337). Pliny the Elder men-
tions an ivory Jupiter by another Greek, Pasiteles, and a Saturn in the
Roman Forum, which, like Pheidias’ statues, was preserved by minis-
trations of oil (Natural History 15.32.4; 36.40). The Roman historian
Suetonius, moreover, records that the emperor Augustus created the
most expensive images of the gods (Augustus 57), and although overall
specifics are lacking, the late antique Curiosum Urbis records over
seventy ivory statues of gods in Rome.**

The chryselephantine technique served to the manifest essence of
the gods, their other-worldly grandeur, beauty and power, and in that
sense they, like all Greek images, were epiphanic, or, if you prefer,
pseudo-epiphanic. Such images simultaneously demonstrated not
only the piety but also the wealth and prestige of their dedicators, be
they individuals or states, and this was no small matter in a competi-
tive society. Thus, when a new power rose north of Greece in the late
fourth century BC, it should come as no surprise that the chrysele-
phantine technique was adopted to assert its status. Philip of Macedon
and his son Alexander, however, took things one step further, adapt-
ing what we might call an iconography of the precious that had long
been, and would continue to be, associated with the divine to represent
themselves: they erected a chryselephantine family group at Olympia,
within a stone’s throw of Pheidias’ Zeus.> Philip and Alexander both

53 Lapatin, Chryselephantine Statuary, pp. 109-10.

54 H. Jordan, Topographie der Stadt Rom im Altertum, 2 vols (Berlin: Weidmann,
1871-1907), 11, p. 572.

55 Lapatin, Chryselephantine Statuary, pp. 115-19; and P. Schultz, ‘Leochares’
Argead portraits in the Philippeion’, in P. Schultz and R. von den Hoff (eds), Early
Hellenistic Portraiture: Image, Style, Context (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2007), pp. 205-33.
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appear to have assumed postures of superhuman status elsewhere, and
though the issues surrounding their claims to divinity and ruler cult
can be addressed far more competently by other contributors to this
volume, it is, I think, relevant that among their successors, Ptolemy
Philadelphos commissioned chryselephantine statues of his parents,
Ptolemy Soter and Berenike, as saviour gods (Theocritus 17.121-5).
We know of a few other Hellenistic monarchs with ivory portraits
(Pausanias 5.12.7; Ammianus Marcellinus 22.13.1). And then there
is Julius Caesar, who, according to Dio Cassius, was assassinated
because his image, set alongside those of the gods as well as the early
kings of Rome, roused Marcus Brutus to plot against him. Dio reports
(43.45.2) that an ivory statue of Caesar was exhibited in the circus on
the occasion of the Parilia, the festival celebrating the foundation of
Rome. It had been voted by the Senate after the Battle of Munda, and
although its messages of wealth, power and prestige might have been
just what were needed, the implications of divinity were intolerable.
Henceforth at Rome large-scale ivory portraits seem only to have been
erected posthumously, and though the iconography of the Pheidian
images continued to be employed by Roman emperors, as well as
Christ Pantokrator and American presidents, that is another story.
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ZEUS AT OLYMPIA

Judith M. Barringer

Olympia was the foremost sanctuary in honour of Zeus in the ancient
world, and although the god had many manifestations at Olympia,
none is so well known as the regal seated Olympian Zeus created by
Pheidias for the temple of Zeus in ¢.438-432 BC (Figs. 8.1-8.3).! Its size,
¢.13.5 m high, and material, ivory and gold, guaranteed its fame, and
it became the prevailing image of Zeus on coinage and in other media
thenceforth. More common throughout Olympia’s earlier history,
however, are dynamic, standing images of the god and other dedica-
tions to Zeus that emphasize his concerns with adjudication, oaths
and, above all, warfare. Military matters figured heavily at Olympia, as
they did at other Panhellenic sanctuaries, such as Delphi. However, the
emphasis upon warfare — weapons, victories, trophies, spoils — and its
close association with athletics is particularly pronounced at Olympia,
where Zeus was the chief god and the primary recipient of military
thank-offerings, as we know from inscriptions to the god, especially in
his guise as ‘Zeus Olympios’. At no other sanctuary in the Greek world
were athletic victory statues so prevalent, and their juxtaposition with
military monuments is, I would argue, intentional and designed to
underscore the similarities between athletics and warfare. While many

Ithank Andrew Erskineand Jan Bremmer for theinvitation tospeak at the conference
in Edinburgh, where questions from the audience helped develop this work further, as
well as K. Herrmann of the Deutsches Archidologisches Institut and X. Arapogianni,
the former ephor of antiquities in Olympia, for their support and permission to study
and photograph in the museum and on the site. The British Academy, the National
Endowment for the Humanities, and the Loeb Classical Library Foundation pro-
vided funding for work in Greece at Olympia and at the library at the American
School of Classical Studies in Athens, for which [ am very grateful. Finally, I wish to
thank Hans Rupprecht Goette, who supplied most of the illustrations, discussed this
subject with me, and read and offered helpful comments on the text.

1 The date is approximate and based on events in Pheidias’ career. See e.g. LIMC
8, 327, s.v. Zeus [M. Tiverios]; H.-V. Herrmann, Olympia: Heiligtum und
Wettkampfstiitte (Munich: Hirmer, 1972), pp. 154-5.
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Figure 8.1 Reconstruction of the Pheidian Zeus, ¢.438-432 BC, originally
located in Olympia, temple of Zeus.

gods had connections with warfare, and Zeus receives honours in this
regard elsewhere, such as at Dodona, Olympia seems to represent a
special case. This chapter will concentrate on images of warriors and
Zeus, and the military associations of the god and Olympia until the
end of the fifth century BC. Although this topic has been discussed
piecemeal elsewhere, this martial manifestation of the god in the
context of Olympia has never received full treatment.
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Figure 8.2 Plan of Olympia, ¢.450 BC.

Figure 8.3 Aerial view of Olympia from the east.
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IRON AGE OLYMPIA AND WARRIORS

The date of the inception of Zeus” worship at Olympia is difficult to
judge but terracotta and bronze votives with military associations are
among the earliest finds from the Iron Age site. The majority of the
thousands of bronze and terracotta votive figurines of the tenth to
eighth centuries BC were found in the black layer formed around the
area of the Pelopion when the ashes of the altar of Zeus were dispersed,
sometime between ¢.700 and 600. Pausanias indicates that the earliest
deities worshipped at Olympia were Ge, who had had an oracle in
the earliest times (5.14.10), Eileithyia (6.20.1-6),? then Zeus; because
most of the votive figurines were cattle and horses, we surmise that
these early gods were honoured as agricultural deities, and in the case
of Zeus as a weather deity. But some have argued that Zeus also was
regarded as a warrior god from this early period,?® as evidenced by just
over forty terracotta votive figurines from ¢.900 to ¢.600 BC recovered
from the site (Fig. 8.4a). Many of the figures are armed,* sometimes
only with a helmet, elsewhere also equipped with sword band, shield
and/or spear. Because of their uniformity, their numbers, and their
numbers at Olympia as compared with elsewhere,’ these have been
identified as images of Zeus, specifically in his aspect as Zeus Areios.’
Slightly later, helmeted male figurines of bronze raise their arms in
what may be gestures of epiphany,’ and these, too, represent a warlike
Zeus, according to some views (Fig. 8.4b).® This position has been

2 N. Kreutz, Zeus und die griechischen Poleis (Tibingen: Marie Leidorf, 2007),
p. 154; A. Moustaka, ‘Zeus und Hera im Heiligtum von Olympia’, in H. Kyrieleis
(ed.), Olympia 1875-2000: 125 Jahre deutsche Ausgrabungen (Mainz: Philipp von
Zabern, 2002), p. 302.

3 U. Sinn, ‘Die Stellung der Wettkdmpfe im Kult des Zeus Olympios’, Nikephoros 4
(1991), p. 43.

4 W.-D. Heilmeyer, Olympische Forschungen 7. Friihe Olympische Tonfiguren
(Berlin: De Gruyter, 1972), pp. 68-9.

5 E.g. Heilmeyer, Olympische Forschungen 7; E. Kunze, ‘Zeusbilder in Olympia’,
Antike und Abendland 2 (1946), pp. 95-113 at 102-3.

6 Heilmeyer, Olympische Forschungen 7, pp. 61-5; A. Mallwitz, Olympia und seine
Bauten (Darmstadt: Prestel-Verlag, 1972), p. 20. Contra: U. Sinn, ‘Das Heiligtum
der Artemis Limnatis bei Kombothekra’, Athenische Mitteilungen 96 (1981), pp.
25-71 at 38-9.

7 W.-D. Heilmeyer, ‘Friithe olympische Bronzefiguren: die Wagenvotive’, Berichte
tiber die Ausgrabungen in Olympia 9 (1994), p. 207 nos. 28-33; Mallwitz, Olympia,
p. 21, fig. 10.

8 E. Kunze, ‘Kleinplastik aus Bronze’, Berichte iiber die Ausgrabungen in Olympia
8 (1967), p. 213; Kunze, ‘Zeusbilder’, pp. 98ff. Contra: N. Himmelmann, ‘La vie
religieuse a Olympie’, in A. Pasquier (ed.), Olympie (Paris: La Documentation
Francaise, 2001), pp. 155-79; N. Papalexandrou, The Visual Poetics of Power:
Warriors, Youths, and Tripods in Early Greece (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books,
2005).
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Figure 8.4a Terracotta figurine Figure 8.4b Bronze figurine
of warrior, ¢.900 BC, Olympia with gesture of epiphany (Zeus?),
Museum. early eighth century BC, Olympia
Museum.

challenged and the figures identified as worshippers instead.” It seems
impossible to determine whether the figures are Zeus or worshippers

9 Papalexandrou, The Visual Poetics of Power, pp. 167-9, who interprets the figures
as worshippers, not gods. See also ibid., pp. 100-2, where Papalexandrou criticizes
Kunze’s methods and conclusions, and argues instead that most of the bronze
figurines designated as Zeus are not, and moreover, that most of these figures were
not free-standing bronzes but attachments to bronze cauldrons, which Kunze
recognizes (see E. Kunze, ‘Bronzestatuetten’, Berichte tiber die Ausgrabungen in
Olympia 4 [1940-1], pp. 116-25). Papalexandrou does not indicate awareness of
Kunze’s 1940-1 publication. Papalexandrou’s arguments, however, lose some of
their weight when he argues against Kunze’s underlying conclusion that the same
representational schema could be used for gods and men, for which the only evi-
dence offered is Homeric poetry. The visual arts tell a completely different story
— think, for example, of the controversy over kouroi and whether they represent
Apollo or not. Likewise, Papalexandrou is equally uninformed in his discussion of
Olympia’s earliest cults, among which he claims there is no fertility cult, when we
know that both Gaia and Eileithyia were worshipped, perhaps even earlier than
Zeus.
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with the current state of our knowledge. What is clear, however, is that
armed male votives were suitable gifts in the early Olympian sanctu-
ary. Further evidence comes from several male bronze figurines armed
as warriors, who are not identifiable as divinities by means of gesture
or attribute,'® and bronze chariots of the late ninth to early eighth
century, presumably once drawn by horses, which are now lost, and
ridden by armed figures, who wear helmets and belts.!! Such votives
contribute to the evidence to support the claim that Olympia and
its early deities, presumably Zeus if we can believe Pausanias, had a
strong military aspect.

THE EARLIEST IMAGES OF ZEUS

There is greater consensus in identifying Zeus among later geometric
bronze figurines of armed males, some of whom are beardless: they
wear helmets, usually have upraised arms for throwing a spear, a char-
acteristic pose for Zeus in the geometric period, and sometimes held a
shield to judge from the position of their left arms (Fig. 8.5a).!2

One of the early bronze warrior figurines was found under the
floor of the Heraion of ¢.600 BC,!3 which is the earliest monumental
building at Olympia in the historical period (Figs. 8.2-8.3, 8.5a, 8.6).
In spite of its appellation, it is now generally believed that the temple
was originally dedicated only to Zeus and that Hera was added to the
cult at Olympia only in the fifth century BC.'* When Pausanias visited

10 Heilmeyer, ‘Frithe olympische Bronzefiguren’, p. 207 nos. 19-27; Kunze,
‘Kleinplastik’, pp. 224-36; Kunze, ‘Bronzestatuetten’, pp. 106-7, Taf. 32:3-5.

11 E.g. Athens, National Museum 6190. See Heilmeyer, ‘Frithe olympische
Bronzefiguren’, pp. 195-8, 205 nos. 73-5 (note that no. 75 originally had two figures
in the chariot box), 207-8 nos. 53-60; W.-D. Heilmeyer, “‘Wagenvotive’, Berichte
tiber die Ausgrabungen in Olympia 10 (1981), pp. 67-71; Kunze, ‘Bronzestatuetten’,
pp. 10913, Taf. 34-5. I thank Andy Stewart for reminding me of these.

12 Heilmeyer, ‘Frithe olympische Bronzefiguren’, p. 207 nos. 34-8; Heilmeyer,
Olympische Forschungen 7, p. 71; Kunze, ‘Bronzestatuetten’, pp. 114-25, Taf.
32:3, 36, 38-46.

13 Kunze, ‘Zeusbilder’, p. 101; Kunze, ‘Bronzestatuetten’, pp. 119, 121-3, Taf.
42,

14 Moustaka , ‘Zeus und Hera’, followed by U. Sinn, ‘Olympias “Neue Kleider”: Auf
der Suche nach dem Kultbild des Zeusheiligtums’, in B. Bradt et al. (eds), Synergia:
Festschrift fiir Friedrich Krinzinger 2 (Vienna: Phoibos, 2005), pp. 361-2, and ‘Die
Stellung des Hera-Tempels im Kultbetrieb von Olympia’, in M. Bietak (ed.),
Archaische griechische Tempel und Altdgypten (Vienna: Osterreichische Akademie
der Wissenschaften, 2001), pp. 63-70. A. Jacquemin, ‘Pausanias, témoin de la reli-
gion grecque dans le sanctuaire d’Olympie’, in A. Pasquier (ed.), Olympie (Paris:
La Documentation Francaise, 2001), pp. 181-213 at 185-6, even argues that the
primary deities at the site were not Zeus and Hera, but Zeus and Demeter. Contra:
Kreutz, Zeus, pp. 154-5, 157, who believes that Hera may predate Zeus by cen-
turies; N. Riedel, ‘Zu Heratempel und Zeustempel in Olympia’, in W. Hoepfner
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Figure 8.5a Bronze figurine Figure 8.5b Zeus Keraunios from
(‘Steiner’sche Bronze’) of warrior Olympia, ¢.500 BC.
(Zeus?), ¢.680 BC, Olympia
Museum.

in the second century AD, he noted cult statues of Zeus and Hera in
the building and described the standing figure of Zeus as wearing a
helmet and as bearded (5.17.1)."° Nothing of these statues survives,

and G. Zimmer (eds), Die griechische Polis: Architektur und Politik (Tiibingen:
Wasmuth, 1993), p. 82; I. B. Romano, ‘Early Greek cult images’, PhD disserta-
tion, University of Pennsylvania, 1980, pp. 146-7.

15 Beardless images of Zeus do exist elsewhere at Olympia, according to
Pausanias, who records at least three at Olympia (5.24.6), one of which was
part of the offering of Mikythos, ¢.460 BC.
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Figure 8.6 Olympia, model of Altis, view from south, ¢.350 BC.

although the original base does.!® We have already discussed the pos-
sibility that the Hera cult may be a later fifth-century addition; let us
deal here only with the Zeus statue. What is the date of the image that
Pausanias saw? Pausanias calls the two statues anAd, suggesting their
antiquity even then, and since they stood on the original base, it is
possible that the statues date before the construction in 470456 BC
of the temple of Zeus,!” which became the chief structure in which the
god was worshipped. It may be that the Zeus cult statue, whether it
was the one Pausanias cites or not, was moved from the Heraion to
the temple of Zeus when the latter was completed, where it served as
the cult image until Pheidias’ creation of the chryselephantine kolos-
sos in ¢.435-430 BC (Fig. 8.1)."8 If this was the image that Pausanias
saw, then it predates the Pheidian Zeus.

MANIFESTATIONS OF ZEUS: HORKIOS, KERAUNIOS,
WARRIOR, ADJUDICATOR

Zeus the adjudicator or lawgiver is given special prominence at
Olympia with regard to its famed athletic games: athletes and trainers

16 See Romano, ‘Cult images’, pp. 139-43, who reconstructs the image as over
life-size and of wood; and A. Mallwitz, ‘Das Heraion von Olympia und seine
Vorgénger’, JDAI 81 (1966), pp. 310-76 at 325-7, for a discussion of the date of
the base.

17 E.g. Kunze, ‘Bronzestatuetten’, p. 123 n. 3, believes that the Zeus that Pausanias
sees in the Heraion belongs to the time of its construction, ¢.600 BC.

18 See Romano, ‘Cult images’, p. 144, for discussion and bibliography.
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took their oath of fair play in front of a statue of Zeus Horkios, the
Oath Zeus (Paus. 5.24.9-11), who wielded a thunderbolt in each
hand and is known from literature and objects elsewhere (e.g. lliad
7.411). Those who broke the oath and cheated were required to fund
bronze statues of Zeus erected on inscribed bases lining the path to
the Stadion (Paus. 5.21.2-4). The sixteen surviving ‘Zanes bases’ — the
earliest extant examples date from the fourth century BC — record
the occasion and the cheater, and served as a public warning to those
athletes about to compete (Figs. 8.2, 8.6). From cuttings on the tops
of the bases, we can deduce that Zeus stood in contrapposto, but we
can assume nothing more.

In the archaic and early classical periods, numerous bronze figu-
rines of a thunderbolt- or lightning-wielding Zeus (Zeus Keraunios)
appear at Olympia and elsewhere in Greece (Fig. 8.5b),!” and Elean
coins of the late archaic and classical period employed this type as an
image on their reverses.”’ The god was worshipped in this aspect at
his own altar at Olympia (Paus. 5.14.6), and this type of statue was
used for military thank-offerings at Olympia.?! While Zeus’ weapon
is not conventional, its power is devastating, and writers and artists
offer evidence that thunderbolt and spear were interchangeable for the
god. Pindar likens Zeus’ lightning bolt to a spear (0. 13.77), and Zeus’
thunderbolt was often used as a weapon (for example, in depictions
of the Gigantomachy). Indeed, it has been argued that images of Zeus
Keraunios are images of Zeus Areios,”> who was honoured at Olympia
by an altar (Paus. 5.14.6).

Zeus Areios is particularly intriguing in this discussion because
Ares is closely associated with Oinomaos, whose house at Olympia
was destroyed by the thunderbolt of Zeus. Oinomaos was the legen-
dary king of Pisa and is best known for his role in the chariot race
against Pelops, hero of Elis. As a result of Pelops’ victory, Oinomaos
was overthrown, and Pelops won the hand of Oinomaos’ daughter
and his kingdom. According to some mythological traditions, this
was the founding event of the Olympic games (Pind. O. 1.67-88),
though we should note that elsewhere, Pindar credits Herakles with
founding the sanctuary with spoils of war from Pisa (0. 10.43-60),
another link between Olympia and warfare. The chariot-race myth

19 See LIMC 8, s.v. Zeus, 324 nos. 62ff. [M. Tiverios]; W. Schwabacher, ‘Olympischer
Blitzschwinger’, Antike Kunst 5 (1962), pp. 9-17; Kunze, ‘Bronzestatuetten’, pp.
134-6, Taf. 51-2.

20 Schwabacher ‘Olympischer Blitzschwinger’.

21 See LIMC 8, s.v. Zeus, 331 no. 129 [M. Tiverios].

22 C.Kardara, ‘Olympia: Perithoos Apollo or Zeus Areios?’, Archaiologikon Deltion
25 (1970), pp. 12-19 at 13.
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mirrors a historical reality: the conquest of Pisa (Oinomaos) by Elis
(Pelops) in ¢.470 BC, which funded the construction of the temple of
Zeus in the Altis.?® The altar of Zeus Areios at Olympia was the loca-
tion where Oinomaos sacrificed before his races against the suitors
vying for his daughter’s hand (Paus. 5.14.6-7; there were thirteen
before Pelops raced and won), and ancient authors sometimes name
Areas as Oinomaos’ father (Diod. 4.73; Paus. 5.1.6). As for Zeus’
actions against Oinomaos, Pausanias (5.20.6) reports that Oinomaos’
house once existed in the area of the Altis, and that it was struck by a
thunderbolt (Paus. 5.14.7), which destroyed all but one column that
was covered by a shelter to protect and preserve it. In its place was
constructed an altar of Zeus Keraunios. Read in historical terms,
the destruction of the king’s house by a thunderbolt signifies Zeus’
destruction of Oinomaos’ presence at, or control of, Olympia. In other
words, the myth explains Pisa’s rule of the Altis, and its downfall to
Elis, whose control was favoured by Zeus. Pisa belongs to Zeus (Pind.
0. 2.3), and we have seen that Pindar credits Herakles with founding
the games from the spoils of war (0. 2.4). Thus, Zeus’ powerful thun-
derbolt obliterates Oinomaos’ house and power at Olympia. Because
Oinomaos was the son of Ares, Zeus’ actions might be viewed as an
appropriation and an explanation of his epithet as Zeus Areios.

Zeus’ intervention in Elean and Pisan relations is most visible on the
east pediment of the temple of Zeus, which was funded by Elis from
the spoils of war against Pisa (Paus. 5.10.2). The sculptural group
portrays the moment just before the chariot race between Pelops
and Oinomaos (Fig. 8.7).>* Zeus stands in the centre of the composi-
tion, his left hand grasping an object, now lost, which can only be his
thunderbolt. Here, we can recognize Zeus Horkios in his guise as an
adjudicator or as witnessing an oath of fair play taken by the competi-
tors. Details of the composition, however, also point to Zeus’ military
role. Pelops and Oinomaos both wear helmets, and both originally
held spears planted on the ground. Pelops also held a shield, as indi-
cated by the shield band remaining on his left forearm, and once wore
a bronze or metal cuirass, as evidenced by the holes for attachment

23 It is worth noting, however, that the myth existed prior to this military conquest;
it was depicted on the Chest of Kypselos at Olympia of the mid-sixth century
BC (Paus. 5.17.5-19.10), and there is also an earlier historical event that may
have inspired its use, the Elean defeat of Pisa in ¢.580-570, which gave control
of Olympia to Elis. See N. B. Crowther, ‘Elis and Olympia: city, sanctuary, and
politics’, in D. J. Phillips and D. Pritchard (eds), Sport and Festival in the Ancient
Greek World (Swansea: Classical Press of Wales, 2003), pp. 62, 64, who offers the
leges sacrae as evidence.

24 See now J. Barringer, ‘The temple of Zeus at Olympia, heroes, and athletes’,
Hesperia 74 (2005), pp. 21141, for a discussion of the temple’s sculptures.
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Figure 8.7 East pediment sculptures (central figures), temple of Zeus,
Olympia, ¢.470-456 BC.

on his torso.? Such armour is peculiar equipment for a chariot race
but makes sense in the context of Olympia, where Zeus was honoured
for the success he dispensed in warfare and in athletics, and written
sources attest that Oinomaos, son of Ares, carried a spear with which
to kill the unsuccessful suitors in the chariot race (e.g. Pind. O. 1.77).

THE ORACLE AT OLYMPIA

In addition to the myths and early offerings that attest to Zeus’ (and
Olympia’s) association with warfare, we can point to the oracle of
Zeus at Olympia, founded by Apollo. The oracle was regularly con-
sulted on military matters at Olympia in the fifth and fourth centuries
(e.g. Xen. Hell. 3.2.22, 4.7.2),° and some scholars have argued for

25 Some scholars believe that Pelops’ cuirass was a later addition to the original
statue. See Barringer, ‘Temple of Zeus’, p. 226 n. 44.

26 On the oracle, see A. Bouché-Leclercq, Histoire de la divination dans I'antiquité
(Grenoble: Leroux, 2003, reprint of the edition of 1879-82), pp. 499-503; Sinn,
‘Die Stellung der Wettkdmpfe’, who dates its inception at least to the eighth
century BC and notes its new prominence in the seventh century BC for west
Greek colonists (46ff.); H. W. Parke, The Oracles of Zeus: Dodona, Olympia,
Ammon (Oxford: Blackwell, 1967), pp. 164-93. Xenophon, Hell 3.2.22, says,
however, that the Eleans claimed in the fourth century that the oracle could not be
consulted about war against other Greeks; this apparently did not hold true earlier
— and not then, either, as is clear from Xenophon, Hell. 4.7.2. An earlier oracle
to Gaia was reported by Pausanias (5.14.10), and Mallwitz, Olympia und seine
Bauten, p. 65, speculates that the early oracle consisted of Gaia, Themis and Zeus.
See also Sophocles, OT 897-903; and Strabo 8.3.30, who places the oracle’s date
before the instigation of the games at Olympia. Cf. the oracle of Zeus at Dodona,
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its existence early on in Olympia’s history.?”’” The oracle was atop the
ash altar (Pind. O. 6.70), where readings were taken of the flames
in response to queries (cf. Pind. O. 8.2-8; see also Hdt. 8.134). As a
measure of its importance in the fifth century, Pindar ranks the oracle
and Olympic games at the same level of importance (O. 6. 8). Even
the games included a military aspect: the armed race, hoplitodromos,
which was added to the roster of athletic events at Olympia in c¢.520
BC to provide military training (Paus. 5.8.10),%® combines military and
athletic agon. Moreover, Pausanias (5.12.8) also reports that twenty-
five bronze shields used by the hoplitodromos participants, presumably
of equal weight and size, were kept in the temple of Zeus.

MILITARY VOTIVES: ZEUS TRIUMPHANT

Zeus’ association with warfare at Olympia and its success are further
documented by the many military votives offered to him, either thank-
offerings funded by spoils of war or propitiatory dedications. The
practice of a victorious polis dedicating a tenth part of the spoils of
war at Olympia had already begun in the late eighth century BC.?
War booty financed the construction of temples in Zeus’ honour, such
as the temple of Zeus discussed above and the Heraion dedicated by
the city of Triphylia, and of treasuries as thank-offerings. Pausanias
(6.19.13), for example, relates that the Megarian treasury was built
from spoils of war taken from Corinth, as indicated by an inscribed
shield on the gable.’® In addition to these larger structures, two
types of military victory monuments occur at Olympia (and at other
Panhellenic sites): tropaia — military trophies, presumably weapons
hung, nailed or fastened on a wooden support,®' and sculpted figural
monuments or sometimes pillars, created of stone and/or bronze, that
piously give thanks for Zeus’ assistance in warfare and, of course,
trumpet the success of the victorious forces.

(footnote 26 continued)
which is mentioned as early as Iliad 16.233-5, and is archaeologically attested as
early as the eighth century BC; ThesCRA 3, 31-2 [W. Burkert].

27 A. Moustaka, ‘On the cult of Hera at Olympia’, in R. Hégg (ed.), Peloponnesian
Sanctuaries and Cults (Stockholm: Svenska Institutet i Athen, 2002), pp. 199-205
at 201, states that the numerous tripods dedicated during the geometric period are
related to the oracle; Sinn, ‘Die Stellung der Wettkdmpfe’.

28 See Barringer, ‘Temple of Zeus’, p. 228 n.49.

29 H. Baitinger, ‘Waffen und Bewaffnung aus der Perserbeute in Olympia’,
Archéologischer Anzeiger (1999), p. 125.

30 H. Baitinger, Olympische Forschungen 29: Die Angriffswaffen aus Olympia
(Berlin: De Gruyter, 2001), p. 84.

31 Baitinger, ‘Waffen und Bewaffnung’, pp. 125-6.
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Although no trace of the wooden supports for tropaia is extant
to give us an accurate sense of their appearance, we know of their
depictions in other media, including transformations into marble
sculptures. However, the armour itself survives in abundance, par-
ticularly at Olympia, where thousands of pieces of defensive armour
and weapons — shields, helmets, greaves, spear points, over 500 arrow-
heads, arm guards, swords, daggers and breastplates — many inscribed
‘to Zeus’ and dating from the early seventh century to the end of the
fifth century, have been recovered (Fig. 8.8a).3> Traces of holes on the
blocks of the south wall of Stadion I suggest that armour was hung
here — not just the place with the greatest audience, but the location
of the athletic events save for the horse racing; this practice appar-
ently continued in Stadion II, and tropaia were also erected in the
Altis itself (Figs. 8.2, 8.3, 8.6).33 Pausanias (6.19.4-5, 7) also mentions
armour dedications from war booty in the Sikyonian and Syracusan
treasuries at Olympia, which date from ¢.480-470 BC (Figs. 8.2, 8.6).3*
Although dedicating armour at Panhellenic sanctuaries is not unusual
— Delphi has also produced many examples® — the armour recovered
at Olympia vastly outnumbers that from other sites. For example,
Isthmia has produced only a small fraction of that found at Olympia,
and all of this from the archaic period; no armour was found from
the period after ¢.470 BC, when fire destroyed the archaic temple,
in spite of the temple’s rebuilding afterwards. To give some hard
numbers: Isthmia received ‘at a minimum over 200 helmets’,*® while
Olympia has produced ¢.1,000 helmets and fragments of helmets, of
which Corinthian helmets, numbering about 600, comprise the largest
group.’” Isthmia has yielded scarcely a dozen swords and little body
armour,*® while Olympia had about 840 metal lance blades, dozens

32 Baitinger, Olympische Forschungen 29; Heilmeyer, Olympische Forschungen 7,
p- 63.

33 Baitinger, Olympische Forschungen 29, p. 81.

34 TIbid., p. 248.

35 Including a Cretan helmet and two Cretan shields, Persian shields from Marathon
and Plataia on the temple metopes, the Persian trophies displayed in the Portico
of the Athenians and in the west hall, a Corinthian helmet, and parts of shields. It
is not known whether Delphi had tropaia on its stadion walls, as was the case at
Olympia, or not. See M. Maass, Das antike Delphi (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche
Buchgesellschaft, 1993), pp. 132, 137-8.

36 A.Jackson, ‘Armsand armour at the Panhellenic sanctuary of Poseidon at Isthmia’,
in W. Coulson and H. Kyrieleis (eds), Proceedings of an International Symposium
on the Olympic Games (September, 1988) (Athens: Deutsches Archdologisches
Institut Athen, 1992), p. 141.

37 H.Frielinghaus, Olympische Forschungen 33: Die Helme von Olympia: ein Beitrag zu
Waffenweihungen in griechischen Heiligtiimern (Berlin: De Gruyter, forthcoming).

38 Jackson, ‘Arms and armour’, p. 141.
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Figure 8.8a Selection of bronze helmets, Olympia Museum.

Figure 8.8b  Gilt bronze Persian helmet, ¢.490 BC, Olympia Museum.
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of swords, and hundreds and hundreds of other pieces of offensive
weapons,® as well as ¢.200 greaves.*’ It would be hard to argue
that Olympia received more visitors than, say, Delphi, whose oracle
attracted vast numbers of religious pilgrims to the site, and literary
sources attest that Delphi received large dedications of weapons (e.g.
Hdt. 8.27), which have not survived. The role of chance in the survival
of objects is surely important in this dichotomy between Olympia and
Delphi — there are many wells packed with material at Olympia and
far fewer at Delphi, in part because of topography and natural dis-
asters (landslides at Delphi), but Olympia suffered many floods and
earthquakes that surely damaged some of its material. It seems that
the element of chance with regard to what has been found may not
be the only factor to account for such an overwhelming difference in
numbers.*!

Occasionally, an individual would make an offering, such as the
famed and successful Athenian general Miltiades, who dedicated a
bronze helmet (Olympia Museum B2600), as indicated by its inscrip-
tion.** But this is uncommon, and these individual votives may have
been part of larger civic tropaia.* Dedicated armour and weapons
were usually inscribed with the name of the victorious polis and the
defeated army, but the occasion for the dedication is rarely men-
tioned on the inscribed armour from Olympia, unlike that elsewhere.
At Olympia, dedications were made from poleis in Attika, Boeotia,
Ozolian Lokris, the Peloponnese and especially Magna Graecia, a
practice that may have been prompted by a colony’s desire to align
itself more closely with the Greek world.*

The defensive and offensive weapons were usually rendered unus-
able both at Olympia and other sanctuaries: cheek-pieces on helmets
were bent back, or defensive armour was pierced, usually from the
inside.* Explanations for why this was done range from the religious

39 Baitinger, Olympische Forschungen 29.

40 E. Kunze, Olympische Forschungen 21: Beinschienen (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1991).

41 U. Sinn, ‘Die Entwicklung des Zeuskultes von Olympia bei Strabo [VIII 3, 30
p- 353f], in A. M. Biraschi (ed.), Strabone e la Grecia (Naples: Edizioni scien-
tifiche italiane, 1994), pp. 147-66 at 160-1, and other scholars have remarked on
the extraordinary wealth of such monuments at Olympia and its having no parallel
elsewhere, but have not offered accident of survival as an explanation.

42 See e.g. Baitinger, Olympische Forschungen 29, p. 244; E. Kunze, ‘Eine Weihung
des Miltiades’, Berichte iiber die Ausgrabungen in Olympia 5 (1956), pp. 69-74.

43 Baitinger, ‘Waffen und Bewaffnung’, p. 137.

44 E.g. C. Ioakimidou, ‘Auch wir sind Griechen! Statuenreihen westgriechischer
Kolonisten in Delphi und Olympia’, Nikephoros 13 (2000), pp. 63-94.

45 E.g. Baitinger, Olympische Forschungen 29, pp. 89-90; A. Jackson, ‘Hoplites
and the gods: the dedication of captured arms and armour’, in V. D. Hanson
(ed.), Hoplites: The Classical Greek Battle Experience (London and New York:
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— the votive was made and could not be reused for any other purpose*®
— to the more hard-headedly pragmatic — the public and ready-made
arsenal for any army eager to fight was rendered ineffectual.*’ And
while some implements bear telltale signs of having been used in
battle, it is clear that a number of the armour votives were probably
not intended for practical use, because of their size or extraordinarily
well-preserved details of elaborate ornamentation. These votives were
presumably symbolic substitutes for enemy weapons or those of the
victors, thank-offerings to Zeus for the victory rendered.

Captured arms not only were erected on tropaia but also could be
affixed to other monuments at Olympia. We have noted the offer-
ings both in and on treasuries, and Pausanias (5.10.4) tells us that
the Spartans dedicated a shield, in honour of their victory over the
Athenians, Ionians and Argives at the Battle of Tanagra in 457 BC, on
the apex of the temple of Zeus, which is how we establish the terminus
ante quem for the structure (the roof had to be finished for this dedica-
tion to be made).*® Numerous dedications at Olympia of armour from
the Persian Wars are especially noteworthy, such as the gilt bronze
Persian helmet inscribed ‘“The Athenians dedicate [this], taken from the
Medes, to Zeus’, and fifty bronze arrowheads (Fig. 8.8b).#” Although
the specific battle is never noted on the Persian armour, the date (and
therefore the likely event) is deduced from the date of the find spot;
in the case of the conical bronze helmet, its deposition date is before
¢.470-460 BC, and the naming of the Athenians as sole dedicants
suggests perhaps the Battle of Marathon in 490, where the Athenians
played such an important role.’® The numerous Persian weapons found
near the late archaic and early classical stadion walls (ITTA: 465-455
BC) at the southeast side of the Altis may have formed part of a single
large tropaion to mark victory over Persians (Figs. 8.2, 8.6).!

The dedications of armour at Olympia appear to stop ¢.440 BC with
only a few exceptions (the Nike of Paionios, see below; Mummius’
dedication of twenty-one gilt shields, booty from the Achaeans, which

(footnote 45 continued)
Routledge, 1991), pp. 228-49 at 246; A. Jackson, ‘Some deliberate damage to
archaic Greek helmets dedicated at Olympia’, Liverpool Classical Monthly 8:2
(1983), pp. 22-7.

46 Jackson, ‘Hoplites and the gods,’ p. 246; Jackson, ‘Deliberate damage’.

47 Jackson, ‘Deliberate damage’, pp. 25-7.

48 W. Dittenberger and K. Purgold, Olympia 5: Die Inschriften (Berlin: Asher, 1896),
pp. 369-74 no. 253.

49 Baitinger, ‘Waffen und Bewaffnung’, pp. 128-9.

50 Baitinger, ‘Waffen und Bewaftnung’, pp. 126-7; W. Gauer, Weihgeschenke aus den
Perserkriegen (Tiibingen: Wasmuth, 1968), pp. 22-3, 42.

51 Baitinger, ‘Waffen und Bewaffnung’, p. 137.
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were affixed to the metopes on the temple of Zeus in ¢. 146 BC; see Paus.
5.10.5).°> After that, one finds votive deposits, outside but close to the
Altis, of metal bars — bronze and one silver — in fixed measures and with
dedicatory inscriptions, though no donor is named. These may have
been substitutes for the armour dedications and accorded in weight with
the intended armour dedication. Scholars have puzzled over this change
but have not reached consensus as to why it occurs. Siewert, for example,
points to growing Panhellenism at the end of the fifth century and a
concurrent distaste for tropaia celebrating victories over other Greek
poleis as a reason.>® But if so, why were elaborate victory monuments
erected without tropaia, which trumpeted one Greek city’s victory over
another? In addition to the prominent Nike of Paionios (Fig. 8.9a-b; see
below), we can also note the bronze trophy erected in the Altis by the
Eleans to celebrate their triumph over the Spartans at the end of the fifth
or beginning of the fourth century BC (Paus. 5.27.11, 6.2.8).

Whatever the reason for the cessation of armour votives at Olympia,
other sculpted, sometimes more elaborate, military victory monuments
dedicated to Zeus continued throughout the fifth century BC and into
the fourth. These bronze and marble statues stood in the Altis close
to the temple of Zeus. Our knowledge of these works depends heavily
on Pausanias’ account of the monuments at Olympia and on the
fragmentary remains, sometimes consisting only of an inscribed base.
Many of these military monuments were statues of Zeus himself, often
over life-size, but in most cases, we have little information about Zeus’
appearance (he is beardless in some instances). Herodotus (9.81.1) and
Pausanias (5.23.1), for example, describe the kolossos of Zeus (¢.4.5 m
high) facing eastwards, erected by numerous Greek poleis in honour
of the victory over the Persians at Plataia in 479.5* Like the many other
colossal statues of Zeus dedicated as military monuments at Olympia,
the statue itself is not extant but the poros base foundation (¢.3 m X.
1.90 m) and one course of the marble stepped monument are still in situ
5 m north of the southern embankment wall.> The shape of the base
suggests a striding Zeus, perhaps hurling a thunderbolt.’® Pausanias

52 On possible reasons for the termination of this practice, see P. Siewert, ‘Votivbarren
und das Ende der Waffen- und Gerdteweihungen in Olympia’, Athenische
Mitteilungen 111 (1006), pp. 141-8; Jackson ‘Hoplites and the gods,” p. 228.

53 Siewert, ‘Votivbarren’.

54 Gauer, Weihgeschenke, pp. 96-8.

55 F. Eckstein, ANAOHMATA: Studien zu den Weihgeschenken strengen Stils im
Heiligtum von Olympia (Berlin: Mann, 1969), pp. 23-6.

56 Himmelmann, ‘La vie religieuse a Olympie’, p. 159. Cf. the Artemision Zeus,
Athens, National Museum X15161; see N. Kaltsas, Sculpture in the National
Archaeological Museum, Athens, tr. D. Hardy (Los Angeles: J. Paul Getty
Museum, 2002), pp. 92-3.
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Figure 8.9a Nike of Paionios, ¢.420 BC Olympia Museum.
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Figure 8.9b Pillar of Nike of Paionios, ¢.420 BC, Olympia, Altis.

(5.23.7) also mentions an image of Zeus, a tithe from the booty gath-
ered by the Kleitorians from many cities, but nothing of this monu-
ment has been located. Additionally, we hear of a 3.7 m high Zeus
near the temple of Zeus dedicated by the Spartans as a propitiatory
offering for a war with the Messenians (5.24.3), and here, the inscribed
circular base of ¢.500-490 BC has been found but the statue does not
survive.”’ From booty taken in a war with the Arcadians ¢.363 BC, the
Eleans erected an 8 m high Zeus (Paus. 5.24.4), the largest of all bronze
Zeus statues at Olympia, according to the periegete — and once again,
the inscribed conglomerate base survives, although the statue does
not.”® The Chersonnesians from Knidos dedicated statues of Zeus
and Pelops from booty (Paus. 5.24.7), but the occasion for the dedica-
tion is unknown and no base survives, thus the monument’s date is
unknown. Other statues of Zeus were also funded by war booty: one
sponsored by the Thessalians from the spoils of their war with Phocis
(Paus. 5.24.1-2) in ¢.480 BC;* another dedicated by the Psophidians as

57 L. H. Jeffery, The Local Scripts of Archaic Greece, rev. with a supplement by
A. W. Johnston (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990) pp. 196, 201 no. 49, pl.
37; Dittenberger and Purgold, Olympia 5, pp. 367-70 no. 252.

58 Dittenberger and Purgold, Olympia 5, pp. 383-6 no. 260.

59 Baitinger, Olympische Forschungen 29, p. 247.
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a thank-offering for success in warfare (Paus. 5.24.2; date unknown);
and two dedicated by Mummius ¢.146 BC from spoils gained from
the Achaeans (Paus. 5.24.4, 8). Of the monuments mentioned here,
the original placement of only one, the Plataian Monument, is now
known to us (Figs. 8.2, 8.3, 8.6). But many of the extant bases carry-
ing images of Zeus are rectangular, suggesting a striding figure, and
from comparisons with images of Zeus elsewhere and in other media,
it is likely that he was portrayed as Zeus Keraunios, that is, with his
thunderbolt (cf. Fig. 8.5b). This sampling encourages us to think of
the Altis as heavily populated with bronze images of Zeus in various
sizes, but always life-size or larger, broadcasting the military success
of victorious cities.®

By contrast with these now lost bronze depictions of Zeus, the
marble Nike made by the sculptor Paionios and erected atop an
inscribed triangular marble pillar has survived very well (Fig. 8.9a-b).
The inscription and Pausanias (5.26.1) declare that the monument
honours the Messenian and Naupaktian victory over the Spartans
dated to 425 BC,%! while attachment holes and circular weathering
patterns testify to circular bronze shields that were once attached to
the pillar. When complete, the victory monument towered 10.92 m
high just to the south of the entrance to the temple of Zeus (the Nike
alone is ¢.2 m high) and was therefore impossible to miss for anyone
entering the temple or, for that matter, walking in the Altis.®> The
Nike seems intended as a response to the Spartan shield displayed
on the temple from the Battle of Tanagra in 457 BC; such inter-polis
rivalry is typical of monuments in Panhellenic sanctuaries, especially
Olympia and Delphi.®

Other military victory monuments employ the conceit of myth to
make their point. Pausanias (5.22.3-4) describes a dedication to Zeus
by the people from Apollonia, a colony from Corinth and Corcyra, in
Illyria (modern Albania), erected with a tithe of the spoils from their
conquest of Abantis and Thronion, which held lucrative asphalt mines,
a conflict dated in the first half of the fifth century BC.% Pausanias
names the sculptor as Lykios, son of Myron, and his account led to the

60 One can add statues of Athena and Nike offered as military victory monuments on
a smaller scale. See Paus. 5.26.6-7.

61 Dittenberger and Purgold, Olympia 5, pp. 377-84 no. 259.

62 A. Mallwitz and H.-V. Herrmann, Die Funde aus Olympia (Athens: Kasas, 1980),
pp. 189-91.

63 Another Nike funded by spoils of war was erected by the Mantineans, perhaps in
the middle of the fifth century BC. See Paus. 5.26.6.

64 For the monument, see M. P. Castiglioni, ‘Il Monumento degli Apolloniati a
Olimpia’, MEFRA 115 (2003), pp. 867-80; Ioakimidou, ‘Auch wir sind Griechen!,’
pp. 73-6; C. loakimidou, Die Statuenreihen griechischer Poleis und Biinde aus
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discovery of part of the base of the semi-circular monument opening
to the north — that is, towards the processional way, opposite the
south flank of the temple of Zeus — and the association of a dedicatory
inscription with it (Figs. 8.2, 8.3, 8.6).% The physical remains consist
of seven blocks of the limestone base and six blocks of Parian marble
with cuttings for attached bronze statues that formed the second step
of the monument. Together with Pausanias’ description, the blocks
indicate that the base, 13 m in diameter when restored, supported
thirteen over life-size bronze statues: Zeus seated in the centre, flanked
by Thetis and Eos (supplicating Zeus on their knees or standing), then
five pairs of opposed Achaean and Trojan heroes, and at the ends of
the base, Achilles on one side and Memnon on the other. Its place-
ment along and facing the southern path into the Altis, with its back
against the Bouleuterion used by the Eleans for their assemblies and
by Olympic athletes who swore their oath in front of a statue of Zeus
Horkios, is strategic. The warriors, presumably armed and standing
in active postures, were not actively fighting. Nonetheless, the impres-
sive, numerous, bronze, over life-size figures at this place would have
had a dramatic impact on the visitor.

The Achaean Monument, dating just after 480 BC,% stood directly
in front of the temple of Zeus on its southeast side, near the later Nike
of Paionios (Figs. 8.2, 8.3, 8.6, 8.10). Like the Apollonian Monument,
it used the theme of the Trojan War as the subject of its over life-size,
free-standing bronze figures on a long, curved base. Pausanias (5.25.8—
10) and the extant remains indicate that the monument depicted nine
Achaean heroes drawing lots from Nestor’s helmet to determine who
would meet Hektor in single combat (see Iliad 7.161ff.), with the
solitary figure of Nestor standing and holding the helmet on a base
6.55 m away from and opposite them. The inscription, according to
Pausanias (5.25.10), read: “To Zeus, these images were dedicated by the
Achaeans, descendants of Pelops, the godlike descendant of Tantalos.’
The occasion for the erection of this dedication is unknown, but I
think it likely that it was a military victory monument, considering
its theme, size, prominence, placement and expense, and the fact that

spdtarchaischer und klassischer Zeit (Munich: tuduv, 1997), pp. 92-7, 243-55, who
also offers a reconstruction of the group; Eckstein, ANAOHMATA, pp. 15-22.

65 The inscription, on Parian marble, was published by E. Kunze, ‘Inschriften’,
Berichte iiber die Ausgrabungen in Olympia 5 (1956), pp. 149-53.

66 A. Ajootian, ‘Heroic and athletic sortition at Olympia’, in G. P. Schaus and
S. R. Wenn (eds), Onward to the Olympics: Historical Perspectives on the Olympic
Games (Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 2007), pp. 115-29, relates the
monument to the selection of lane positions for athletes at Olympia; loakimidou,
Statuenreihen, p. 83, dates it ¢.460-450 BC, and see also the discussion on pp.
82-7,213-25.
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Figure 8.10 Olympia, Altis, foundation of the Achaean Monument, ¢.480-
475 BC.

the warriors were armed, according to Pausanias.®’” The monument,
with its over life-size bronze warriors, would have resonated with the
armour and tropaia dedicated all around the sanctuary. Because of
the sizeable distance between the two portions of the monument, it is
safe to assume that the viewer was intended to walk between them, to
become a part of this ensemble. In any case, we can note that at least
for the Apollonian Monument, the choice of heroes and warriors from
Greek myth to memorialize the victory of the Apollonians visually
and thematically liken the contemporary, actual military victory and
victors to those of the legendary past, thus exalting the Apollonian
warriors to the heroic realm.%

In the case of the victory monuments, which can be precisely
located, we can observe their clustering around the temple of Zeus,
particularly towards its south or east end so as to be visible to visitors

67 See loakimidou, Statuenreihen, p. 216, who also believes it to be a victory
monument.

68 1Ibid., p. 219, suggests otherwise: that the ideal vantage point is one that encom-
passes both parts of the monument in one view.
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entering the Altis along the main walkway and walking to the temple’s
east entrance side. Entering the Altis at the end of the fifth century BC,
seeing the enormous temple, hundreds of monuments of victorious
athletes and military victors, and glittering tropaia, would have been
an awe-inspiring experience. The message, echoed by the Nikai akro-
teria atop the temple of Zeus, was victory on the racing track and on
the battlefield, and it was Zeus who was to be thanked for it.
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ZEUS IN AESCHYLUS: THE FACTOR OF
MONETIZATION

Richard Seaford

1 THE GODS IN TRAGEDY

It is often emphasized that we must be careful to avoid seeing the
Greek gods through Christian spectacles. But the emphasis has, I
suggest, itself often distorted our view. Here, for instance, in an influ-
ential paper on the Oedipus Tyrannus, is E. R. Dodds:

We cannot hope to understand Greek literature if we persist in
looking at it through Christian spectacles. To the Christian it is a
necessary part of piety to believe that God is just. And so it was to
Plato and the Stoics. But the older world saw no such necessity.
If you doubt this, take down the Iliad and read Achilles’ opinion
of what divine justice amounts to (24. 525-33); or take down the
Bible and read the Book of Job.!

But what is this supposedly decisive opinion of Achilles? That Zeus
has two urns, from which he distributes to men either a mixture of
sorrows and blessings or mere sorrows. This idea, which occurs only
this once in Homer, does not in fact exclude the possibility that Zeus
upholds justice and punishes injustice. True, the Homeric Zeus does
not on the whole have such a role, at least as far as our conception of
justice is concerned. But what has been ignored until recently is that
he and other gods have a strong sense of the reciprocal obligation
imposed on them by (especially) animal sacrifices, even if they are
sometimes unable to fulfil it.> And we will be less inclined to dismiss

1 ‘On misunderstanding the Oedipus Rex’, in his The Ancient Concept of Progress
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1973), pp. 64-77 at 76.

2 See esp. Il. 4.48-9, 8.201-4, 20.297-9, 22.170-2; Od. 1.59-67, and the excellent
discussion by R. Parker ‘Pleasing thighs: reciprocity in Greek religion’, in C. Gill
et al. (eds), Reciprocity in Ancient Greece (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998),
pp. 105-25.
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this sense of interpersonal obligation as morally marginal when we
register its great importance — when compared to state institutions
or abstract principle — between Homeric mortals. The coherence of
Homeric society owes much to the code of interpersonal reciprocity.

Dodds was wrong not only in separating all justice from deity in
the ‘older world’, but also in supposing that the gods of tragedy are
those of the ‘older world’. The world of tragedy is not one character-
ized by gods who are, as in Homer, unwilling to see those mortals
suffer who have piously sacrificed to them. Rather, the sacrifices
that occur in tragic plots are generally perverted, as instruments of
intra-familial conflict. And at the heart of several tragic plots is the
failure to acknowledge the deity, whether by refusing to make offer-
ings or in some other way. As instances of refusal, Euripides’ Bacchae
and Hippolytos spring to mind, as well as the moment at which, in
Aeschylus’ Septem (700-4), the fratricide becomes inevitable in the
frenzied declaration of Eteokles that there is no point in sacrificing
to the gods. True, there are a few Homeric instances of mortals omit-
ting to sacrifice,® but the omission is briefly stated and unmotivated
— except that in one case it is because ‘he forgot, or did not think of
it” (1. 9. 537). In our tragic instances, by contrast, the omission is
deliberate, and is central both to the identity of the mortal and to the
plot.

Another mode of not recognizing deity is exemplified in the boast
of Ajax that he will win military glory without the help of the gods
and in his specific rejection of the help offered by Athena (Sophocles,
Ajax 767-75). By thus angering Athena, he causes his own downfall.
Oedipus too, albeit in the sphere of intelligence, boasts of his auton-
omy in solving the riddle of the Sphinx. Whereas the seer Teiresias had
nothing to offer from the birds or ‘known from the gods’, he, Oedipus,
‘stopped’ the Sphinx ‘by intelligence (gnoméi), not learning from the
birds’. Whereas such a victory is in mythology normally achieved by a
hero with divine support, Oedipus acknowledges no such support but
ascribes the victory to his own unaided intelligence. True, no explicit
connection is made here (as it is in 4jax) between pride and downfall;
but it is surely not coincidental that the two Sophoclean heroes who
combine supreme success with pride in their individual independence
are also the only two destroyed by the gods alone (without the help of
mortals). The solitary but supremely successful violence of Herakles
is followed by the same kind of fate in Euripides’ Herakles, and by
divinely willed destruction (albeit through the (unwitting) act of a
mortal) in Sophocles’ Trachiniai.

3 11.7.450, 9.534-5, 12.6, 23.863-4; Od. 4.352.
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The tragedies mentioned so far are those, or at least among those,
in which we most feel the ruthless cruelty of the gods. And in some
of them — Ajax, Hippolytos, Herakles, Bacchae — we may also look
askance at the personal (rather than principled) motivation of the
deity. It is as if the selfish wilfulness of the Homeric gods has pro-
duced, in tragedy, a new dimension of suffering. But this pessimistic
vision, unimpeded — we may proudly declare — by Christian spectacles,
sees only a small part of a large picture that was entirely absent from
Homer. The divine crushing of a new kind of mortal individual inde-
pendence goes with the transition to communal well-being. All the
tragedies that we have mentioned (except Oedipus Tyrannus) either
prefigure a communal cult or end with instructions for its actual foun-
dation.* If the behaviour of tragic gods is individualistic, it neverthe-
less belongs to the transition from the imagined individualism of the
heroic age to the communal cults of the polis.

The Homeric individualism of the gods in these four tragedies
was enhanced by their visible presence: Aphrodite and Artemis in
Hippolytos, Athena in Ajax, Dionysos in Bacchae, and Iris and Lyssa
(as agents of Hera) in Herakles. The god who presides over tragedy,
Dionysos, is one of the most visibly present in the polis. His image was
brought in procession to the theatre, where it stayed for the perform-
ances. In the one surviving tragedy in which he appears (Bacchae),
he participates centrally in the action (albeit in disguise for the most
part), and interacts directly with the mortals, to a degree unparal-
leled in any other extant tragedy except for the all-deity Prometheus
Vinctus and the full participation of Apollo, Athena and the Furies in
Aeschylus’ Eumenides.” True, in a majority of extant tragedies gods
appear on stage, but generally in the more remote roles of setting
the scene in the prologue or bringing the action to a conclusion ex
machina at the end.

Dionysos in Bacchae appears in person to establish his cult in
Thebes and to destroy Pentheus for rejecting it, but in the ending, when
criticized for his excessive anger, replies that ‘long ago my father Zeus
approved these things’ (1349). Zeus has played no part in the action,
but the appeal to his authority creates a sense of finality. Similarly at

4 R. Seaford, Reciprocity and Ritual: Homer and Tragedy in the Developing City-
State (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994).

5 Elsewhere in extant tragedy (except Athena conversing with Odysseus and Ajax
in the prologue of S. Ajax) the participation by a deity is less extensive and more
remote. C. Sourvinou-Inwood, Tragedy and Athenian Religion (Lanham, MD:
Lexington Books, 2003), pp. 459-511, argues for a progressive diminution of
direct interaction between gods and men, but oddly ignores Bacchae (the priest
is after all Dionysos in disguise), which I suggest represents in this respect early
tragedy on Dionysiac themes.
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the end of Hippolytos Artemis reveals that it was through fear of Zeus
that she could not prevent the killing of Hippolytos (1331). And at the
end of Eumenides Athena indicates that the new order depends on the
power of Zeus, whose victory it is. Gods and goddesses visible here in
the theatre appeal to the remote but powerful authority of the ruler
of the universe. Even in Sophocles’ Trachiniai, to return to another of
our selected tragedies, the conclusion seems willed by a remote Zeus
(1023, 1168, 1278).

In Homer too Zeus, in contrast to some other deities, remains physi-
cally remote from mortals, and has something like omnipotence. But
there are significant differences between the Homeric and the tragic
Zeus. Whereas in Homer Zeus has a participatory presence in the action,
even to the point of being seduced by Hera, there is no certain case of
his visible presence on the tragic stage (I will shortly come to what is by
far the most likely case). In Homer he is impressively anthropomorphic:
‘he nodded his head with the dark brows, and the ambrosial hair of the
king swept from his divine head’ (Z/. 1.528-30), words which were said
to have inspired Pheidias’ famous statue of Zeus at Olympia.® But there
is no evidence that the tragedians were similarly inspired. In what we
know of tragedy there is no description of his appearance.

Even in the descriptions in Aeschylus’ Suppliants of the sexual
contact between Zeus and the bovine lo, there is no reference to Zeus’
appearance beyond the fact that he had the form of a bull. The contact
itself is described in terms of ‘breathing’, ‘touch’, mixing’, ‘healing’
and ‘benign violence’.” Indeed, attention to the tauromorphism of
Zeus would combine oddly, in the same play, with the Zeus whose
mind has no boundaries (1049) and who effortlessly carries out his
thought, all of him (empas), while sitting in the same place (96-103).
And yet the odd combination does occur, on a corrupt papyrus that
may well be from Aeschylus’ Carians or Europa (fr. 99 Radt). Europa
is describing her rape by the tauromorphic Zeus.

An all-feeding meadow gave hospitality to the bull. Such was the
effortless theft of me from my aged father that Zeus perpetrated,
remaining where he was.

We are almost left with the impression that the bull is merely the agent
of Zeus.
Quite different from the Homeric anthropomorphism of Zeus is

6 For the statue see Lapatin, this volume, Chapter 7, pp. 144-5; Barringer, this
volume, Chapter 8, esp. Fig. 8.1.
7 Lines 44-5, 171, 295, 301, 313, 576, 1065-7.
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this Aeschylean Zeus who effortlessly carries out his thought without
moving. He resembles rather the Zeus of Xenophanes,? as well as the
Zeus who in the Derveni papyrus is equated with mind co-extensive
with the universe. Whereas Homeric Zeus shakes Olympos with his
nod (1. 1.528-30), Xenophanes’ god ‘shakes all things by the thought
of his mind’ (B 25 DK). As ubiquitous mind, Zeus remains personal
but has become non-anthropomorphic and abstract (and so invisible).
In a fragment (55 Radt) of Aeschylus ‘Zeus (is) aithér, Zeus (is) earth,
Zeus (is) sky. Zeus is all things, and whatever is higher than these.” On
this Lloyd-Jones, who like Dodds sees the tragic gods as belonging to
the old order, comments

For Aeschylus, as for Homer, Zeus is supreme above all other
gods; and it is hardly unnatural that he should express this by
saying that Zeus is equivalent in his own person to upper earth,
air and sky.’

But there is a radical difference between ruling over all other gods
and being the entire physical universe. Zeus in this fragment is non-
anthropomorphic and co-extensive with the universe, like ubiquitous
mind, but is also concrete and impersonal.

It is — paradoxically — in drama, in which we see the action before
us, that Zeus is sometimes ubiquitous and yet invisible. In Suppliant
Women this paradox is intensified by his sexual activity. What is its
meaning and its dramatic effect?

The Danaids have been pursued from Egypt to Greece by male
sexual desire, rather as their ancestress Io, with whom they seem to
identify, was pursued from Greece to Egypt by a gadfly as a result of
the sexual desire of Zeus. As patriarch, Zeus is on the one hand associ-
ated with the sexual suffering of women, but on the other hand is the
cosmic authority in whom the Danaids invest their hopes for a good
conclusion. Such a conclusion may well have been a new dispensation
reached at the end of the trilogy, after Aphrodite’s (surviving) praise of
sexual reproduction, and was probably prefigured by, for instance, the
Danaids’ positive evaluation, at the very end of Suppliant Women, of
Zeus’ sexual contact with Io: ‘he who freed lo from pain well detaining
her with healing hand, making violence benign’ (1064-9).

8 For Xenophanes see esp. B 14, B 23, B 24, B 25, B 26 DK; W. Guthrie, 4
History of Greek Philosophy 1 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1962),
pp. 379-83; R. Seaford, Money and the Early Greek Mind: Homer, Philosophy,
Tragedy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), pp. 211-12.

9 H. Lloyd-Jones, The Justice of Zeus (Berkeley and London: University of
California University Press, 1971), p. 86.
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But I cannot take this any further here. I will rather emphasize two
features of this tragic Zeus. One is his embodiment of transition. For
instance, the Danaid trilogy may in its overall movement have resem-
bled the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, in which Zeus is remote from the
action, gives his daughter Persephone in marriage to Hades, but must
eventually sanction a new dispensation obtained by female rejection
of the conditions of the marriage. We have seen how in tragedy Zeus
provides final sanction to transitions enforced by other deities, as if
those outcomes had to be guaranteed in a systematic universe. In all
these cases, including the Homeric Hymn, the transitions are from the
sufferings of great individuals to a permanent benefit for the commu-
nity. Tragic deity frequently embodies the transcendent power needed
to resolve, in favour of the polis but beyond controversy, the conflict
of the polis with the autonomous household.

The other feature of Zeus I select for emphasis involves a broad
methodological point. Where does the abstract (invisible) ubiquitous
Zeus of Suppliant Women come from? As an answer from within the
drama, I would suggest that the appeal to the unlimited mind and
power of an eternal and ubiquitous abstract Zeus to provide a good
conclusion can be related to the Danaids’ rejection of any temporal or
spatial limit to their current flight from marriage. This is not the place
to demonstrate this in detail, and it would anyway not answer our
question, for it illustrates the dramatic deployment of a pre-existing
conception of Zeus rather than accounting for the conception.

It may seem obvious that conceptions of deity derive in large part
from social processes, but it is a principle generally ignored in the
study of ancient Greek religion. In Homer positive interpersonal reci-
procity is more important to social cohesion than is the polis, and is
accordingly projected onto Homeric immortals. There are in Homer
virtually no polis cults for the gods to be concerned with, and their
approval of animal sacrifices is as channels for the receipt of human
offerings (i.e. within the code of interpersonal reciprocity). When —
unusually — one of them (Apollo) does express displeasure at the non-
performance of ritual (death ritual for Hektor), this is in fact quite
different from such divine displeasure and the consequent pollution
in Sophocles’ Antigone, for Apollo begins by reproaching the gods for
allowing such a thing to happen to a man who had given them animal
sacrifices (/l. 24.33-5), and Zeus, in expressing agreement, reiterates
the point (68-70).

In tragedy, conversely, divine concern with the transition from
individual suffering to polis cult goes with neglect of positive inter-
personal reciprocity. An extreme case is in Sophocles’ Trachiniai:
Herakles in agony invokes Zeus as he complains of the cruel charis
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(reciprocal good will, favour) he has received from the altars that he
was dedicating to Zeus when he put on the garment that is destroying
him (Sophocles, Trachiniai 752-6, 993-6). Correspondingly, between
mortals in tragedy interpersonal reciprocity is frequently violated, and
in the form of gift-giving is generally disastrous.'?

In fifth-century Athens interpersonal reciprocity as a form of social
cohesion remained important, but had been relatively marginal-
ized by the institutions and cults of the polis, as well as by the rapid
progress — from about the middle of the sixth century — of the first
ever all-pervasive monetization in human history. In a word, I regard
the abstract and ubiquitous Zeus, in Aeschylus and elsewhere, as a
synthesis of the traditional conception of Zeus with the cosmic projec-
tion of something historically entirely unprecedented, the ubiquitous
near-omnipotence of abstract monetary value. The closely interrelated
developments of polis-formation and monetization are both crucial
factors shaping the gods of tragedy.

2 THE SCALES OF ZEUS

After these brief generalizations, I now focus on a specific passage. I
propose a new interpretation of the conception of Zeus in Aeschylus’
famous Hymn to Zeus (Agamemnon 160-83), in the course of which
the effect of monetization on tragedy will be illustrated. Here is the
first of the three stanzas of the Hymn.

Zeus, whoever he is, if to be called by this name is pleasing to him,
thus do I address him. I am unable to liken (ouk echo proseikasai)
him to anything (or anything to him), putting everything on the
scales (pant’ epistathmomenos),'! except Zeus, if from my mind I
am to throw off genuinely (ezétumaos) the vain weight.

Central to the understanding of this passage are three considerations,
not one of which has been pointed out in any of the commentaries.

The first is that it is influenced by the divine scales in the /liad that
are operated by Zeus and determine victory in battle.!> They were
adopted by Aeschylus as a central theme in his (lost) Psychostasia, and
are invoked at critical moments in his Suppliants (403, 405, 823).

10 E. Belfiore, ‘Harming friends: problematic reciprocity in Greek tragedy’, in Gill et
al., Reciprocity, pp. 139-58; Seaford, Reciprocity and Ritual, pp. 389-95.

11 The verb episthmdomai occurs nowhere else. But cf. Ar. Lys. 797 talantoi mousike
stathmesetai. In the fifth century BC stathmon means a weight, and stathmos can
mean (among other things) a weight or scales.

12 11. 8.69-72; 14.99; 16.658; 19.223-4; 22.209-19.
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The second is that the context of this invocation in Agamemnon is
precisely appropriate for the evocation of divine scales. It interrupts a
narrative — of the sacrifice of Iphigeneia at Aulis'3 — that is structured to
emphasize opposition between equal forces. The omen that appeared to
the Atreidai as they set out for Troy, of eagles ‘sacrificing’ a pregnant
hare, is ambivalent. Every word of it could equally refer to the sacrifice
of Iphigeneia.'* And it is interpreted by the seer Kalchas as ‘favourable
on the one hand, inauspicious on the other’ (dexia men katamompha de).
For it prefigures the fall of Troy, but may demand ‘the other!> sacrifice’
(of Iphigeneia), which will create future conflict. ‘Such things’, conclude
the chorus, ‘did Kalchas cry out with blessings as fated for the royal
house from the birds on the way. In consonance therewith say woe, woe,
but may the good prevail’ (159 ailinon ailinon eipe, to d’ eu nikato).

Now it is at this very moment, in which the emphasized ambivalence
of the omen itself as well as of Kalchas’ utterance (‘with blessings’) is
reproduced (‘in consonance’) in the liturgical syntax of the refrain,'6
that the chorus breaks off the narrative to invoke Zeus and his divine
scales. It is as if the human crisis of equally opposed forces (equilib-
rium) requires one side of the divine scales to fall. In Suppliants, where
we have seen an abstract and ubiquitous Zeus, it is as Pelasgos is faced
with the dilemma of whether or not to defend the Danaids'? that the
Danaids refer to Zeus’ power to incline the scales (402-6); and it is
at the other crisis of the play, the point of the arrival of the aggres-
sive Aigyptiads, that the Danaids appeal to Zeus: ‘yours altogether
is the beam of the scales’ (823).!® In Homer, the Hymn to Zeus, and
Suppliants it is in a crisis, with things ‘in the balance’, that there is
recourse to the power of Zeus to incline the scales.

The third consideration is more complex, and requires careful
analysis of the invocation itself. We move from the traditional doubt
about the nature of the deity being addressed to the idea that he is

13 For the sacrifice see J. N. Bremmer, ‘Sacrificing a child in ancient Greece: the case
of Iphigeneia’, in E. Noort and E. J. C. Tigchelaar (eds), The Sacrifice of Isaac
(Leiden: Brill, 2001), pp. 21-43.

14 Ambivalent are autotokon (‘with its offspring’ or ‘his own offspring’), pro lochou
(‘before birth’ or ‘before the army’), ptaka (‘hare’ or ‘cowering’): W. B. Stanford,
Ambiguity in Greek Literature (Oxford: Blackwell, 1939), pp. 143-4.

15 Heteran, always mistranslated as ‘an other’. It goes with the ambivalence of the
description of the eagles’ sacrifice.

16 Repeated from 121 and 139.

17 ‘I am at a loss, and fear holds my mind, whether to act or not to act’ (379-80).

18 Elsewhere in Aeschylus reference to the inclination of scales is in some cases merely
metaphorical (Pers. 437, 440, Su. 605, 982, Ag. 349, 574, 707, 1042, 1272, Cho. 61,
240, Eum. 888). In other cases, in which the scales are inclined by a deity other
than Zeus (Pers. 345-6, Sept. 21, Ag. 251, cf. Cho. 61), we seem — as sometimes
happens in Aeschylus — to be somewhere between metaphor and cosmology.
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incomparable to anything else,!” and then — with the idea of weighing
— to the impossibility of equivalence. And so proseikasai turns out to
mean not so much ‘liken to’ as ‘regard as equivalent to’.>° And so the
meaning of the whole passage can be brought out thus:

Even if I put all things on the scales, they are not equivalent to
Zeus. For he outweighs all things, is beyond equivalence. That is,
the only thing equivalent to him is himself — if I am to throw off
the weight of anxious thought: it is only Zeus who can outweigh
(raise) the weight of my anxiety.

This is similar to the Homeric idea of Zeus inclining the scales. In
two passages of the Iliad (Z/. 8.69-72, 22.209-19) the fall of one side
of the divine scales is caused by the (respective weights of) the two
fates put on the scales by Zeus. In another (19.223-4) it is caused by
Zeus himself (klineisi). But in Aeschylus the manner in which Zeus
inclines one side is even less clear: all we are told is that he is beyond
equivalence with all things that might be put on the scales. That he is
imagined as sufficiently heavy or powerful to raise all such things on
the scales seems absurd. The conception is surely more abstract. But
what is 1t? Were the answer obvious, then the commentators would
have recognized that we have to do with scales.

3 ABSTRACT VALUE

The answer is not obvious, but with it everything falls into place.
This conception of Zeus has been consciously or unconsciously

19 There are accordingly none of the epithets, names or indications of the god’s
nature that are usually found along with the formula of doubt: examples and dis-
cussion in S. Pulleyn, Prayer in Greek Religion (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1997), pp. 96-115.

20 It can certainly have this latter meaning. To ouk eché proseikasai there is nothing
similar in Greek literature, except for the almost identical ouk eché eikasai (in the
optative ouk echoim’ an eikasai) in the next play of the very same trilogy. Orestes
says of the libations offered by Clytemnestra to the dead Agamemnon (Cho. 518)
ouk echoim’ an eikasai tade ta dora (ta dora should perhaps rather go with what
follows, but this does not affect my point). This is universally understood to mean
‘I do not know what to compare the offerings to.” But this would have no point
whatsoever. What it means is ‘I would not regard the offerings as equivalent.’
This simple and relevant point is then explained in Orestes’ next words: ‘They (the
offerings) are less than the offence. For even if someone were to pour out all things
(panta) in exchange for (anti) one bloodshed, it would not work.” That is why (a
fortiori) there is no equivalence between Clytemnestra’s offerings and the blood
shed. Similarly, putting all things (panta) on the scales is not equivalent to Zeus.
Eikazein could mean to estimate quantity or weight: PST 5. 522; P. Gurob 8. 14:
both third century BC. Cf. Eur. El. 559 (numismatic).
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influenced by the perceived omnipotence of abstract monetary value.
This omnipotence, favoured by the invention and rapid spread of
coinage, was a recent phenomenon in the polis of Aeschylus’ time. I
have elsewhere argued in detail that it was a vital factor in the genesis
of the Presocratic ideas of the divine as all-pervasive, semi-abstract
substance, and in the genesis and content of Athenian tragedy.?! Here
I extend the argument to include the Zeus of Aeschylus.

The scales, though operated by a person, may in pre-monetary
societies be the main instrument for the impersonal regulation of
exchange. And so their social authority may be projected onto the
cosmos, as in Egypt, which may have influenced the Greek cosmic
scales.??> However, with the advent of coined money, the impersonal
regulation and control of exchange seems to be performed by —
above all — abstract value. Commodities are still of course weighed,
but now so as to ascertain their abstract value. This abstract value
is new and mysterious. It is embodied above all in coins, which do
not need to be weighed. It is a single (homogeneous) thing, and yet
all the commodities that you may put on the scales will not outweigh
it. Along with this startling characteristic, it is also omnipotent.?’
And so it is easily imagined as divine, or rather the traditional idea
of (divine) omnipotence is easily influenced by it. In our passage of
Agamemnon the overall power of Zeus is still imagined as the power
to incline scales, but has been influenced by the transcendent power
of abstract value.

The passage embodies a synthesis of two distinct instruments of
evaluation. The same synthesis — of the traditional omnipotence of
the Homeric scales with the new omnipotence of money — is differ-
ently expressed a little later in the same play, in the image of Ares
at Troy as ‘gold-changer of bodies, and holding the scales in the
battle’ (437-9). In exchange for bodies he gives mere dust: cremation
is overlayered with the monetized exchange of large for small (gold
dust), with the implication that even war is fought for omnipotent
money.>*

21 R. Seaford, ‘Tragic money’, JHS 118 (1998), pp. 119-39, and Money and the Early
Greek Mind.

22 B. C. Dietrich, ‘The judgement of Zeus’, Rheinisches Museum 107 (1964), pp.
97-125; A. Setaiolo, ‘L’imagine delle bilance e il giudizio dei morti’, Studi italiani
di filologia classica 44 (1972), pp. 38-54.

23 Seaford, Money and the Early Greek Mind, pp. 162-5, 214-16.

24 For the familiarity of the idea to Aeschylus’ audience see Seaford, Money and the
Early Greek Mind, p. 158.
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4 ABSTRACTION AND THE MIND

The synthesis of old with new is also of concrete with abstract. The
concrete Homeric scales are, in the Hymn to Zeus, inclined by a Zeus
who has become, at least in part (as influenced by monetary value),
abstract. He is accordingly beyond equivalence with all concrete
things, and capable of outweighing the mental weight of anxiety. In
Homer the (concrete) kéres of the warriors are put in the scales, and the
victor is he whose kér is the lighter.?> But in Aeschylus’ Psychostasia
it is souls that are put on the scales. It may have been in this play that
the paradoxical idea of mental (and so invisible) weight inclining the
scales was born, to be then given new sense (weight as abstract value)
in our Hymn to Zeus. It is also the only tragedy for which there is
good (albeit disputed)®® evidence for the visible presence of Zeus. The
power of Zeus may be imagined as abstract and universal, like that of
money, and so invisible or remote. And so it is significant that even
in the Psychostasia, although Zeus does (probably) for once make
an (anthropomorphic) appearance, his power was not imagined as
anthropomorphic. Rather it was visibly expressed through, or subor-
dinated to, an impersonal instrument of commerce.

Invisible ubiquity (even to the point of uniting all things into itself)
is a power that seems to attach to monetary value, to post-Homeric
deity, and to the post-Homeric mind. And between these three similar
constructions there is mutual influence. Because I have argued this
elsewhere, I confine myself here to a single illustration. The Derveni
commentator cites Orphic verses in which everything is absorbed into
Zeus, and comments that

in saying this he makes clear that mind (nous) itself being alone is
always worth everything (panton axios), as if all else were nothing.
For it would not be possible for the present things to exist, if they
were without the mind.?’

5 DIVINE DIFFERENTIATION OF THE UNITY OF
OPPOSITES

The equilibrium of opposed forces at Aulis that prompts the Hymn to
Zeus embodies the tendency of Aeschylus, especially in the Agamemnon

25 11. 8.69; 22.212; cf. 14.99; 16.658; kér is sometimes translated ‘doom’.

26 Compare O. Taplin, The Stagecraft of Aeschylus (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1977), pp. 431-3, with Sourvinou-Inwood, Tragedy and Athenian Religion, pp.463-4.

27 Column xvi.9-12, ed. Kouromenos et al. Cf. Pythermos (sixth-century Ionian):
‘the things other than gold were after all nothing’ (PMG 910).
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and Choephoroi, to see the world as pervaded by the unity or confu-
sion of opposites. From numerous examples I select at random the
description of the storm that destroyed the returning Greek fleet as
a conspiracy of enemies, fire and sea (4g. 650-1), or Agamemnon
walking on the textile as a Greek being treated as a barbarian, a man
as a woman, a mortal as a god (4g. 918-25). This unity or confusion
of opposites is dangerous. For a good outcome opposites must be
differentiated.

The crisis of equally opposed forces at Aulis is also the beginning of
the cycle of violent revenge: the eagles’ ambivalent sacrifice requires
‘the other’ sacrifice of Iphigeneia that will in turn require the sacrifice
of Agamemnon. And indeed the violent cycle continues to unite oppo-
sites. Each killing is an act of justice that is also (from the view of the
victim) injustice, and the outcome is that ‘justice clashes with justice’
(Cho. 461). Each act of revenge is strikingly identical with its predeces-
sor.?® And so the way to end the cycle is to differentiate the killings®
—1in a trial that also produces the related differentiation (and reconcili-
ation) of male and female, Olympian and chthonic. Athena refers to
the trial as ‘separating this affair genuinely’ (Eum. 488). ‘Genuinely’
here is etétumaos, which was used of raising the weight of anxiety on the
divine scales, and should perhaps be translated ‘definitively’.

The unity of opposites is a crisis in which they must be differentiated
so as to be reconciled. Such differentiation requires divine intervention.
It is Athena who as an intermediary between the opposites establishes
the law court to differentiate (and reconcile) them. To say that ‘god
gave power to every middle (meson)’ (Eum. 530) is to affirm a divine
origin for the third (middle) entity by which universally opposites are
reconciled. This is a Pythagorean belief.* The crisis of equilibrium at
Aulis prompts resort to the Zeus who as a third party differentiates the
equilibrium between opposites by inclining the scales.

6 HERACLITUS AND PYTHAGOREANISM

The pervasion of the cosmos by the unity of opposites is an idea
associated also with Aeschylus’ contemporary Heraclitus, for whom
it is illustrated and embodied in the bow and the lyre, instruments as
simple as the scales.’! Heraclitus and Aeschylus are contemporaries,

28 As in the balanced and identical language used to describe successive acts of
revenge at Cho. 310-4.

29 They are ‘ not the same thing’: Eum. 625.

30 R. Seaford, Cosmology and the Polis: The Social Construction of Space and Time in
the Tragedies of Aeschylus (forthcoming), ch. 18.

31 B 51 DK harmonia is ‘backward-stretching, as of bow and lyre’.
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and their cosmologies are in my view both profoundly affected by
monetization. But there are two important cosmological differences
between them, both of which can be related to the difference that
whereas Heraclitus seems to have distanced himself from the polis and
its religious practices,* Aeschylus dramatizes myth in a polis festival.

The first difference is the obvious one that — despite our instances of
a semi-abstract Zeus — the gods in Aeschylus remain for the most part
personal, even anthropomorphic. The cosmos of Heraclitus, which
he describes as an ever-living fire, seems to have no place for personal
deity, at least beyond what is implied by a remark such as that ‘One,
the only wise, does and does not wish to be called by the name of Zeus’
(B 32 DK). We may note in passing that this remark also adapts the
traditional expression of doubt (about how to an address a deity) to
express a new conception of Zeus as a mental entity, and in this respect
resembles Aeschylus’ Hymn to Zeus.

The other difference between Aeschylus and Heraclitus is more
complex. For both thinkers the unity of opposites pervades the
cosmos. But for Aeschylus we have seen that it is dangerous, and so it
must — for the sake of permanent well-being — be transcended. A simple
example is from the Oresteia: violence produces counter-violence in a
cycle that seems (given that each violent act is indistinguishable from
its predecessor) unstoppable. But whereas for Heraclitus harmonia
inheres in opposition (B 51 DK) and the cosmic process of elements
being transformed into their opposites is eternal, we have seen that
the Oresteia moves from the unity of opposites in unceasing conflict
(as found also in Heraclitus) to the mediation of opposites by a third
party that produces a permanent solution to conflict. This latter idea
is characteristic of Pythagoreanism, which accordingly privileges the
third or middle (meson) in the construction of the cosmos.*?

I will develop this point by returning to the depersonalization of
deity. What might be the point of an impersonal Zeus in drama? I will
confine myself here to the Hymn to Zeus. The crisis of equilibrium
gives rise, in the way I have described, to the notion of Zeus inclining
the cosmic scales. These scales are the only impersonal agent of divine
power in Homer, as well as being — as scales — associated with com-
merce and so with monetary value. Moreover, the crisis of equilibrium
produces a mental burden, and the Psychostasia provided a precedent
for the idea of mental (invisible) weight inclining the scales. All this
conspires to make a receptive context for the accommodation of a

32 Politics: Seaford, Money and the Early Greek Mind, pp. 184-5. Religion: Heraclitus
BS5,B14,B 15 DK.
33 Seaford, Cosmology and the Polis, ch. 18.



ZEUS IN AESCHYLUS 191

mighty power that — because invisible and ubiquitous — was likely to
be imagined as divine, the power of money.*

But that is not all that the context reveals. The next stanza is as
follows.

He who before was great,

swelling with the boldness of all kinds of fighting,

will not even be mentioned as previously existing.

And he who next came into being

met his triaktér and is gone.

Anyone who with good will shouts Zeus in victory-song
will obtain understanding completely.

Ouranos was violently displaced as ruler of the cosmos by Kronos,
who was violently displaced by Zeus. The word triakter, besides
meaning the victor in wrestling by virtue of three throws,* cannot here
fail to evoke the third place in the cosmic succession. On the one hand
this is a cosmogony that is presented as a third element supervening
on two opposed elements, an idea redolent of early Pythagoreanism.
Also redolent of Pythagoreanism are the word triaktér’® and the invo-
cation, frequent in the trilogy, of Zeus the ‘third’.’” But on the other
hand Zeus, and the new impersonal omnipotence of money projected
onto him in the first stanza, is re-personalized as a wrestler (albeit of
cosmic significance). He is then, in the third and final stanza, described
as ‘he who put mortals on the road to understanding, who made pathei
mathos (learning by suffering) a rule’ (176-8). Whereas in the first
stanza mental anxiety is outweighed by Zeus, in the second and third
it is a mental state (understanding) that flows from his victory.

And so the Zeus who emerges from the Hymn combines anthro-
pomorphic victory and benevolence towards humankind with the
universal power that Greeks of the fifth century could not fail to

34 Seaford, Money and the Early Greek Mind, ch. 8.

35 Cf. Cho. 339 (and 1076); Eum. 589. Thomson in his commentary compares the
wrestling contest between Kronos and Zeus at Olympia (Paus. 5.7.10, 8.2.2).

36 See e.g. Aristotle, de Caelo 268a10; Philolaos 44 B 1, B 6 DK; Pl. Tim. 31bc. lon
of Chios (36 B 1-4 DK), who produced drama at Athens and knew Aeschylus
personally, wrote a work of Pythagorean content, entitled Triagmoi, that began
with the statement ‘all things are three’. The triagmos (a hapax) has been derived
from the rare verb triazé or triassé, which refers to winning in wrestling (by virtue
of three throws) and gives rise to triakter (also a hapax).

37 Seaford, Cosmology and the Polis, ch. 18; see esp. Fum. 758-60; Orestes, just
acquitted, refers to his salvation as ‘by the will of Pallas and of Loxias and of the
third Saviour who completes all things (fou panta krainontos tritou Soteros)’; cf.
Philochoros FrGH 328 F 87.
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sense in abstract monetary value. Impersonal omnipotence, required
by the chorus’ anxiety at the pervasive crisis of united opposites, is
accommodated in the first stanza and then in the second reassuringly
re-personalized. Similarly, the Zeus invoked in the final words of the
trilogy is as invisibly ubiquitous as it is possible to be while being a
person: he is ‘all-seeing’ (pantoptas).

The crisis of equilibrium (the unity of opposites) at Aulis initiated
—and continued into — the seemingly endless cycle of revenge that will
be ended with Athena founding polis institutions and with the victory
of Zeus (Eum. 974). The appeal to the Zeus who inclines the scales to
end the crisis of equilibrium moves from the human unity of opposites
to its divine differentiation, and so prefigures the overall movement
of the trilogy. And then the chorus endows the differentiating role
of Zeus with a remporal dimension, the irreversible differentiation of
opposites into phases: in the second stanza he replaces the primeval
succession of violent oppositions by permanent victory as third ruler,
and in the third he creates the transition from suffering (pathos) to
learning (mathos). And finally, at the end of the resumed Aulis nar-
rative, the eventual transition from pathos to mathos is reinforced
by the instant differentiation provided by the divine scales: ‘Justice
inclines the scales (epirrhepei) with learning (mathein) for the sufferers
(pathousin)’ (250-1).



10

HEPHAISTOS SWEATS OR HOW TO
CONSTRUCT AN AMBIVALENT GOD

Jan N. Bremmer

In a seminal 1978 article on Aphrodite and Persephone in Locri, the
late Christiane Sourvinou-Inwood (1945-2007) broke new ground
by raising the problem of the relationship between the local and
Panhellenic persona of a Greek divinity.! However, this is only one
aspect of Greek polytheism. In addition to the relationship between
the local and Panhellenic persona, we also have to think about the
relations between the various gods as they are reflected in the divine
pecking order: which gods are more important than others and how
we can distinguish these hierarchies.> By paying close attention to
the ways the Greeks represented the divine hierarchy, we may gain
insights into the manner in which they perceived and constructed their
own human world. As a small contribution to this project I would
like to offer some thoughts about Hephaistos, who is well known as
a maker of important and beautiful objects (see below), but neverthe-
less was not a very important god in historical times. I will be mainly
concerned with the manner in which the Greeks constructed his divine
persona and the means by which they indicated his low status. We
will conclude with some observations on possible inferences from
this divine representation for a better understanding of his human
worshippers.

Since the older studies by Malten, Wilamowitz and Delcourt,’ the

For information I thank Graham Zanker and for helpful discussion I am grateful
not only to Edinburgh audiences, but also to those in Reading (1999), Princeton
(2000), Athens (2001), Wellington (NZ) and Harvard (2002), and Columbus, Ohio
(2007).

1 See now C. Sourvinou-Inwood, ‘Reading’ Greek culture: Texts and Images, Rituals
and Myths (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991), pp. 147-88.

2 J. N. Bremmer, Greek Religion (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999%), pp. 14f.

3 L. Malten, ‘Hephaistos’, JDAI 27 (1912), pp. 232-64, and ‘Hephaestus’, in RE
8 (1913), pp. 311-66; U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Kleine Schriften V.2
(Berlin: Weidmann, 1937), pp. 5-35 (‘Hephaistos’); M. Delcourt, Héphaistos ou la
légende du magicien (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1957).
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god has not been totally neglected in recent times; witness the excel-
lent lemma in LIMC as well as brief studies by Alan Shapiro and Fritz
Graf;* but interest has not been booming, and a new contribution is
not out of place. Let us start with the oldest evidence. Most scholars
would probably begin with Homer and Hesiod, but in his excellent
study of Indo-European poetry and myth Martin West has recently
argued that divine craftsmen appear in several other Indo-European
mythologies and that we should consider whether they reflect a
common prototype. His conclusion is that the evidence for such a
prototype is not strong, but that two motifs stand out in the evidence
surveyed: ‘the making by a special artificer of the chief god’s distinc-
tive weapon, and the craftsman god’s association with the immortals’
drinking’.> Both motifs are indeed present in Hephaistos’ earliest
traditions, and the presence of ancient, pre-Homeric roots cannot be
excluded, as we will see shortly.

However, we move onto firmer ground when we turn to our oldest
literary evidence, Homer and Hesiod, where we already find the basic
ingredients of the god. We can perhaps systematize these into three
aspects. First, Hephaistos is the god associated with fire, which is
stereotyped as ‘the flame of Hephaistos’ (/. 9.468; 23.33; Od. 24.71).
He also uses fire to intervene in battle (/. 21.328-82; Hom. Hymn
to Hermes 115) and is even fire personified, as Plutarch much later
noticed, illustrating the usage of the name Hephaistos both as power
and as person with examples from Archilochus.® This association may
have been more widespread than we perhaps think, since it was pro-
verbial to say when fire crackled: ‘Hephaistos laughs’.’

Secondly, Hephaistos is the divine smith and builder. The latter
aspect is somewhat surprising, but he constructed the rooms of
his mother Hera (/l. 14.166-7) and father Zeus (14.338-9) as well
as the houses of the individual gods (1.607-8), including that of
himself, which was ‘imperishable, decked with stars’ and ‘of bronze’
(18.369-71). It may have been the handling of the latter metal

4 A. Hermary and A. Jacquemin, ‘Hephaestos’, in LIMC IV.1 (1988), pp. 627-54;
H. A. Shapiro, Art and Cult under the Tyrants in Athens: Supplement (Mainz:
Von Zabern, 1995), pp. 1-14; F. Graf, ‘Hephaistos’, Der neue Pauly V (Stuttgart:
Metzler, 1998), pp. 352-6, updated in ‘Hephaestus’, in Brill’'s New Pauly 6 (2005),
pp. 140-3. V. Maciadri, Eine Insel im Meer der Geschichten: Untersuchungen zu
Mpythen aus Lemnos (Stuttgart: Steiner, 2008), pp. 259-303, is better in collecting
evidence than in interpreting it.

5 M. L. West, Indo-European Poetry and Myth (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2007), pp. 154-7.

6 11.2.426, 9.468, 23.33; Od. 24.71; Plut. Mor. 23b, who compares Arch. frr. 9, 108
West?; note also Photius 1 301 Theod.: ‘Hephaistos: both the god and fire’.

7 Aristotle F 369a Rose’.
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that made him into a builder, even though only his own home is
described in any detail, but influence from the ancient Near East is
more likely: the Ugaritic divine craftsman Kothar also has to build
a palace for Yammu, the deified Sea.® Hephaistos is much more like
the traditional smith with respect to other objects that he is credited
with, such as the sceptre of Zeus (/I. 2.100-8), Diomedes’ coat of
mail (8.194-5), the weapons of Achilles (18.468-608), the handing
over of which to Thetis was already represented on the Cypselus
Chest (Paus. 5.19.8), the krater given by Menelaos to Telemachos
(Od. 4.617), the spears of Peleus in the Cypria (F 3 Davies/Bernabé)
and of Telemachos in the Telegonia (F 4 Bernab¢), the vine that
Zeus gave to Laomedon in compensation for the kidnapping of
Ganymede (Ilias Parva 6.3 D = 29.3 B), the armour for Herakles
(Hes. Sc. 123), the bronze amphora made for Dionysos, who gave it
to Thetis, who in turn gave it to Achilles for the burial of his bones
(Od. 24.75; Stesichorus F 234 Davies), the necklace that Zeus gave
to Europa (Hesiod F 141 Merkelback/West) and, last and least, the
sickle with which the Titans cut off their father’s genitals (Schol. Ap.
Rhod. 4.982-92¢). The motif of the supernatural maker of swords is
widespread,’ and we may perhaps surmise that such a claim was one
of the ways to enhance the value of a valuable heirloom or to stress
a sword’s unique quality.

Hephaistos’ connection with weapons remained alive in Athens
until well into the Hellenistic period;'” in fact, weapons were supposed
to have been invented on Hephaistos’ island, Lemnos.!! In this area,
Hephaistos clearly surpasses mortal smiths, since his own objects
can look very much like living creatures, such as moving tripods (/1.
18.373-7), walking servants (18.417-21), shivering leaves of vines
(Hes. Sc. 297), the guardian dogs of Alkinoos (Od. 7.91-4: a motif
Homer also derived from the ancient Near East)!? and the sharply

8 M. L. West, The East Face of Helicon (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), pp.
57, 86, 384, 388-9; for connections between Ugarit and the Greek world see also
G. Hoffman, Imports and Immigrants: Near Eastern Contacts with Iron Age Crete
(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1997), pp. 153-89; M. Dietrich and
O. Loretz, ‘Amurru, Yaman und die dgédischen Inseln nach den ugaritischen
Texten’, Israel Oriental Studies 18 (1998), pp. 335-62.

9 West, Indo-European Poetry and Myth, pp. 461f.

10 SEG 26.98; 32.336, 351.

11 Hellanicus FGrH 4 F 71b = F 71 b, *c Fowler; Hsch. s.v. Kabeiroi: karkinoi,
Tzetzes on Lyc. 227; B. Hemberg, Die Kabiren (Uppsala: Almquist and Wiksells,
1950), pp. 288-90.

12 C. Faraone, Talismans and Trojan Horses (New York and Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1992), pp. 18-35; West, East Face of Helicon, pp. 423f. Note also
the epigram (third century BC) for Philetairos who even surpassed Hephaistos
with his wondrous ‘works’ (SEG 38.776).
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crying women in Hesiod’s Shield (244).13 As a smith, Hephaistos will,
of course, live on for the rest of antiquity. Pytheas of Massilia even
recorded the story that in former days people could leave unworked
iron at Stromboli, where Hephaistos was supposed to have his subter-
ranean smithy, and the next day they could collect their swords and
pay for it.!* A late funerary epigram from Pisidian Antioch for an
anonymous smith still simply calls him a rechnités Hephaistou."

As a smith, Hephaistos is closely associated with the Lemnian
Cabiri, local mythological metalworkers whose cult was also prac-
tised on the neighbouring islands of Imbros and Samothrace.!®
In fifth-century mythography they are represented as his children
or grandchildren, and also epigraphically attested.!” Although the
Samothracian Cabirion postdates that of Lemnos, its later promi-
nence has virtually wiped out all references to the Lemnian Cabiri,
which perhaps explains the notice by Photius (k 3 Theod.) that the
Cabiri had fled the island because of the crime of the Lemnian women.
However, the excavation of the Lemnian Cabirion at Chloi, not far
from Hephaestia,'® Aeschylus’ tragedy Cabiri, and Hellanicus’ notice
that fire and weapons were invented on Lemnos (above, n. 11) well
attest the one-time prominence of these enigmatic Lemnians and their
‘high temple’, the celsa Cabirum delubra of the Roman poet Accius’
Philoctetes (apud Varro, LL 7.10 = fr. 2 Dangel). This combination
of a divine group with a more important chief points to a pre-Greek

13 See also M. Pugliara, ‘Le creature animate della fucina di Efesto: i cani, Talos e la
Sirena’, Ostraka 9 (2000), pp. 43-63, and Il mirabile e I'artificio. Creature animate e
semimoventi nel mito e nella tecnica degli antichi (Rome: L’Erma di Bretschneider,
2003).

14 Schol. Ap. Rhod. 4.761-5a, quoted by West, Indo-European Poetry, p. 296.

15 SEG 33.1981; note also 42.273bis for a decree of a synodos of smiths regarding a
lost statue of Hephaistos. For papyrological and epigraphical evidence of smiths
see A. Biilow-Jacobsen, ‘On smiths and quarries’, in H. Machler et al. (eds),
Akten des 21. internationalen Papyrologenkongress Berlin, 13.—19.8.1995, 2 vols
(Stuttgart and Leipzig: Teubner 1997), I, pp. 139-45, and G. Petzl, ‘Addenda und
corrigenda zu Ep. Anat. 30, 1998, 19-46’, Epigraphica Anatolica 31 (1999) pp.
102-3, respectively.

16 Samothrace: Hemberg, Kabiren, pp. 73-81, whose scepticism is unfounded; cf.
A. J. Graham, ‘The colonization of Samothrace’, Hesperia 71 (2002), pp. 231-60
at 249. Imbros: Hemberg, Kabiren, pp. 37-43. Lemnos: Hemberg, Kabiren, pp.
160-70; Maciadri, Eine Insel im Meer der Geschichten, pp. 331-44.

17 Mythography: Acusilaus FGrH 2 F 20 = 20 Fowler; Pherecydes FGrH 3 F 48; Hdt.
3.37; Hes. s.v. Kabeiroi (children). Epigraphy: 4SA4A4 111.4 (1948) 79-83, 105; SEG
45.1194.

18 For the Cabirion see most recently L. Beschi, ‘Immagini dei cabiri di Lemno’, in
G. Capecchi et al. (eds), In memoria di Enrico Paribeni, 2 vols (Rome: Giorgio
Bretschneider, 1998), I, pp. 45-59 (with bibliography of earlier publications), and
‘Gli scavi del cabirio di Chloi’, in Un ponte fra I'Italia e la Grecia: Atti del simposio
in onore di Antonino di Vita (Padua: Ragusa, 2000), pp. 75-84 at 77-9.
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background, such as we also find in Ionia and Caria, where the Cabiri
are often connected with goddesses like Meter or Kybele.!” The stand-
ing combination with Hephaistos is probably already a later, Greek-
influenced stage, since tradition also reports a goddess, called Lemnos,
as the mother of Cabiro and thus, most probably, the Lemnian repre-
sentation of the pre-Greek Great Goddess.?”

The number of the Cabiri varies, depending on the city or island
where they were worshipped,?! but in Lemnos they were considered
to be a triad. Other archaic associations of blacksmiths also count
several members. From the archaic epic poem Phoronis we know
of three, five or even fifty Dactyls, and on Rhodes we have nine
Telchines, nine being the typical number of an archaic Greek men’s
association.”” These Greek numbers clearly have a symbolic value,
which cannot be translated into precise archaic professional realities,
but we may reasonably assume that the association of Hephaistos
and the Cabiri reflected such a one-time group of blacksmiths on
Lemnos. In that case, Panhellenic myth had selected him from a local
group of blacksmiths for which it had no place. It would fit such an
origin that Photius (k 3 Theod.) explains the Lemnian Cabiri with the
plural ‘Hephaistoi’, which may have been a local name under which
Hephaistos and his children or grandchildren were known. Just as
Homer still knows Eileithyiai, but later times only one Eileithyia as the
goddess of birth,> so early times may have known Hephaistoi instead
of the one and only Hephaistos.?* A fairly early Hellenistic inscription
from Rhodes attests the existence of an association of Hephaistiastai
(SEG 30.1004). Is it possible that these were still such a group of
blacksmiths or metalworkers?

Thirdly, there is a conglomerate of motifs, which are interrelated in
so far as they help to characterize Hephaistos in indirect ways. Let us

19 F. Graf, Nordionische Kulte (Rome: Institut Suisse de Rome, 1985), pp. 115-20.

20 Hipp. Ref. 5.7.4; Steph. Byz., s.v. Lemnos; Hemberg, Kabiren, pp. 163-5. For her
temple see L. Beschi, ‘Culto e riserva delle acque nel Santuario arcaico di Efaistia’,
ASAA 83 (2005), pp. 95-219.

21 Hemberg, Kabiren, passim.

22 Dactyls: Phoronis F 2 Bernabé; Pherecydes FGrH 3 F 47 = F 47 Fowler; Soph.
F 366 Radt; Marmor Parium FGrH 239.11. Telchines: Strabo 10.3.22. Nine:
H. W. Singor, ‘Oorsprong en betekenis van de hoplietenphalanx in het archaische
Griekenland’ (dissertation, Leiden, 1988), pp. 18-34.

23 1l. 19.119; S. Pingiatoglou, FEileithyia; F. T. van Straten, ‘Tkonographie van een
mythe’, Lampas 17 (1984), pp. 162-83; W. Burkert, Greek Religion (Oxford:
Blackwell, 1985), p. 173 (Eileithyiae as the reflection of the neighbourhood
women); R. Olmos, ‘Eileithyia’, in LIMC 111.1 (1986), pp. 685-99.

24 This hesitation between one god and the group (Centaurus/Centauri, Silenus/
Silenoi etc.) is well noticed by Wilamowitz, Kleine Schriften V.2, pp. 34-5, who
overlooked the plural ‘Hephaistoi’.
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start with his roots. In the Iliad, the god is the son of Zeus and Hera,?
but in Hesiod’s Theogony he is the son of Hera only, just as the monster
Typhaon is; in other words, an illegitimate child.?® Evidently, the god
lacked a canonical pair of parents, which may point to a fairly recent
integration into the Greek pantheon,?” even though he is already well
established as a god in the Homeric epic, and Homer even mentions
his priest in Troy (//. 5.10). On Naxos, Hephaistos was reputed to be
the pre-marital son of Zeus and Hera, which is another way of slight-
ing his descent (schol. 1I. 14.296).

On the other hand, his geographical background is stable. From
Homer onwards, it is the island of Lemnos that is considered to be
his special homeland.?® Moreover, southwest of Hephaistia, one of
the two cities of Lemnos (Steph. Byz. s.v.), there was a volcanic hill,
the Mosychlos, where Hephaistos’ atelier was traditionally situated
and from where Prometheus was believed to have taken the first
fire.?® It is perhaps to this hill that we have to relate the traditions
that fire spontaneously came out of the earth in Lemnos.*’ The island
was not just any Greek island. Homer already calls attention to the
fact that the inhabitants of Lemnos, the Sintians, were agriophdénoi
(11.8.294). Their non-Greek nature is also stressed by other notices
that call them Thracians (Steph. Byz. s.v. Lemnos) or Tyrrhenians
(Etruscans).’! The latter notice is particularly interesting in the light
of Etruscoid inscriptions found on Lemnos, which, like the Cabiri
with their non-Greek name,* strongly support the suggestion that
Hephaistos came from a non-Greek background.® Although a ‘real-
istic’ detail, it will have reinforced the ‘marginal’ status of the god as
a relative outsider.

25 11.1.577-8, 14.338; 8.312.

26 Hes. Th. 927, fr. 343 MW; Hom. h. Apoll. 305-55; Stesichorus PMG 239.

27 So, rightly, Wilamowitz, Kleine Schriften V.2, p. 22.

28 11. 1.593; Od. 8.283ff; Hes. fr. 148(a) MW.

29 Hellanicus FGrH 4 F 71a; Antimachus, fr. 52 Matthews; Eratosthenes, fr. 17
Powell; Nicander, Ther. 469-73; Accius apud Varro, LL 7.10 (from Aeschylus or
Sophocles?).
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HEPHAISTOS SWEATS 199

As regards personal relations, in the /liad Hephaistos is married to
one of the Graces, Charis, a lower divinity (//. 18.382-3). Homer does
not specify her ranking in the order of birth, but the god Hypnos, who
in Iliad 14 is modelled on Hephaistos as we will see shortly,** receives
one of the youngest Graces as a wife (14.267, 275), indeed just as in
the Theogony Hephaistos marries Aglaie, ‘the youngest’ (946). This is
a subtle indication of the god’s lower status, as in Homeric society it
was customary to marry off the oldest daughter first.? In the Odyssey,
he is of course the cuckolded husband of Aphrodite, another divinity
low on the divine pecking order.*® The marriage is virtually unattested
outside Homer,?” and it is clearly not an indication of great divine
prominence.

What does it mean that the god sweats (//. 18.372, 414-5)? To the
best of my knowledge a history of sweating in Greece (or for that
matter elsewhere) still has to be written,?® but we may at least observe
that in Homer sweating is typical of animals, like horses (2.390, Od.
4.39) and deer (/. 11.119), of being wounded (5.796) or carrying the
shield strap (2.388) and, last but not least, of toiling like Sisyphus (Od.
11.599). The only other divinity who sweats in Homer is Hera, who
describes how she laboured to ruin the Trojans (/. 4.27). In none of
these cases is it ever said of a gentleman or lady of leisure, and it is
surely hard to imagine a sweating Zeus.

Why is Hephaistos lame? The quality is regularly mentioned in the
Iliad, even almost endearingly by Hera.* The precise nature of his
handicap is not quite certain in the text, since he is sometimes called
club-footed (kyllopodién), sometimes just limping (chélos); evidently,
the important thing is to stress that he is unable to walk normally.
The handicap must have been traditional, since already on half of the
representations before the middle of the sixth century his deformation
is clearly indicated.*” In the case of women, lameness evidently made
them a less attractive party, as Herodotus’ story of Corinthian Labda
illustrates (5.92). In the case of men, lameness was unacceptable for a
king, as the stories about the Athenian king Medon (Paus. 7.2.1), the
Cyrenean king Battos III (Her. 4.161) and, in full historical time, the

34 R.Janko on Il 14.256-61.

35 1l 11.740, 13.429, 21.143; cf. Janko on 13.427-33.

36 Bremmer, Greek Religion, p. 21.

37 W. Burkert, Kleine Schriften 1 (