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PREFACE

A PERSONAL NOTE

To Michael H. Jameson, a true mentor, senior colleague and friend,
I owe my first introduction to the work of Robert Levy, whose monumen-
tal study of the symbolic organization of a traditional Nepalese city, has
given me both inspiration and insight into the ways we might approach
the study of ancient Greek religion. Mike (as M. H. Jameson was known
to his friends and colleagues) was also the first to articulate in print the
usefulness of Robert Levy’s anthropological work (1990) for the study of
ancient Greece. In his review article published in International Journal
of Hindu Studies (1997a), Mike acclaimed Levy’s work and recalled Moses
Finley’s (19754, 119) comment that “the comparative study of literate,
post-primitive, pre-industrial, historical societies. .. pre-Maoist China,
pre-colonial India, medieval Europe, pre-revolutionary Russia, medieval
Islam” were the most appropriate and useful comparanda “for the system-
atic investigation of uniformities and differences, and therefore for an
increased understanding of the society and culture of his own discipline,”
that is, of Classical antiquity.

It so happened that my own interest in ancient Greek religion has its
roots in my earlier study of Russian folk traditions and was inspired by the
anthropological field work I had engaged in during the course of under-
graduate studies in Russia, in 1988-1992. That encounter with the world
of folk legends, ancient religious beliefs, and their modern social settings
in the Russian countryside of the post-Soviet era left a deep impression
on me, and subsequently stimulated my thinking about the functioning of
oral traditions, the origins of folk beliefs, the rooting of collective memo-
ries, and the mechanisms of religious behavior.

The present book began in 1998 as a doctoral research project at Stan-
ford University. My object then was to study the functioning of religion
in one ancient Greek community, both territorially and politically dis-
tinct. The choice fell on Aigina because of my fascination with Pindar
and due to the fact that this composer of epinikia wrote more songs for
the Aiginetans than for representatives of any other ancient Greek com-
munity. The choice, originally based on the wealth of Pindaric evidence,
was strengthened by the conveniently well-defined territorial extent of
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this island-state, by the small size of its territory, by the availability of use-
ful epigraphic data, by the presence of several well-excavated sanctuaries,
and by the notoriety of Aigina as an arch rival of Athens in the 6th and
sth centuries BCE, the circumstance that led to a frequent appearance
of Aigina in the surviving historical sources that so often focus on Ath-
ens. Although there is a good amount of evidence on the religious life
of Aigina, it still begs the question whether “a good amount” is in fact
enough. I recall a conversation on this subject that took place in San Fran-
cisco in 1998 with Fritz Graf to whom I was just then introduced by Mike
Jameson. His main question to me then was about the evidence on Aigina:
is there enough for writing a “local history of Greek polytheism”? Robert
Parker’s (2011, ix) dire and dramatic recent warning also reminded me of
the dangers of overestimating what can be done with what is available:
“Scraps of information tempt, it is true, the bold explorer; that which is
almost knowable exercises a Siren-like lure; but the shores beneath the
Sirens’ cliff are scattered with the bleached bones of those who yield to it.”
My own diagnosis, after years of working with and on the island, is that
Aigina lies just on the border of what is knowable, and I have taken my
chances in trying to lift a veil on its religious history.

In the course of my PhD dissertation research, I spent a year (1998-1999)
in residence at the American School of Classical Studies at Athens, when
I frequently visited the island of Aigina and conducted numerous field walks
in order to understand its physical and social topography, as well as try-
ing to find answers to the puzzling topographic descriptions and historical
accounts left to us by Herodotus, Xenophon, and Pausanias, among others.
Subsequent visits to the island and conversations with the archaeologists
working there (E. Papastavrou, W. Gauss, G. Klebinder-Gauss, H. Goette)
improved my understanding of Aigina’s archaeological past and present.

The manuscript of the book was nearly complete in 2008 when it was
lost due to malfunction of a computer hard drive. It took me nearly three
years to restore, and in the process, revise and rewrite the book. Hence,
what is presented here is a multi-stage reworking of a doctoral disserta-
tion, begun more than a decade ago. Submitted to Brill for peer review
in the spring of 2011, the text could not yet benefit from the publications
of Parker 2011 and Versnel 2011, but the time for a final revision of the
manuscript generously provided by the publisher in 2012 allowed me to
incorporate cross-references to these two fundamental recent contribu-
tions to the field of Greek religion.

The focus on the functioning of religion in one ancient Greek state
over a period of some 400 years inevitably led to the reassessing of many
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old as well as current approaches to the study of Greek religion. Com-
monly used paradigms of interpretation had to be re-evaluated for their
applicability and usefulness vis-a-vis the Aiginetan data (textual, epi-
graphic, archaeological, and iconographic). Persistent questioning of the
tools and methods of the discipline called for an elaborate articulation
of my own views and approaches, resulting in an extensive Part I of the
book, which looks and acts very much like a short survey of key issues in
the study of Greek religion. I feel that this coupling of conceptual over-
view with a concrete case study serves a purpose: the former allows read-
ers to see ‘where I come from,’ in terms of the theoretical approach, and
the latter (the Aiginetan case study) serves as a constant reality check
on the theory. It is possible that this two-pronged exercise would prove
useful, either through its successes or through it failings, for other inquir-
ies that seek to explore the tension between the local and the panhellenic
in ancient Greek religion.

My reassessment of conceptual approaches currently employed in the
study of Greek religion stems from field experiences in cultural anthropol-
ogy (folklore studies in Russia), a background in Classical philology and
history, and a practical training in epigraphy and archaeology that has
taken place in the course of my engagement with the Aiginetan mate-
rial. It was inevitable that my interdisciplinary encounters, some of them
deliberately sought and some of them come by unexpectedly, would lead
to an advocacy of a combinatorial approach in the study of Greek reli-
gion. At the same time, there is an unmistakable and explicit adherence
to social-historical principles. I approach religion as a social phenome-
non, that is, as a medium of communication, which is both a product
of combined religious concerns of a given community and a producer of
effective and customary responses to their needs. Admittedly, this is a
pragmatic and utilitarian approach. Nonetheless it does not expect to find
in Greek religion either a tidy articulation of mechanisms at work or the
evidence of unfailing performance. I am interested both in the function-
ing of religion and in the historical development of religious structures.
The two aspects (functioning and development) entail the application of
synchronic and diachronic analyses, to which Parts II and III of the book
are respectively dedicated. Through the lens of synchronic analysis in
Part II, Aigina appears under a microscope in somewhat artificial isola-
tion from her neighbors, as if in a laboratory environment. Part III traces
the historical development of Aiginetan religious structures while taking
into consideration contemporary developments in the wider Greek world.
Part IV combines elements of synchronic and diachronic analyses, as it
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deploys a contextual perspective, where the religious world of Aigina is
seen through the lenses of regional and panhellenic religious interactions.
Parts II and III of the book contain a detailed evaluation of all available
sources on the religious life of ancient Aiginetans in the period roughly
between 800 and 400 BCE. In many cases, much space is given to the exer-
cise of disentangling complicated sets of data and accumulated layers of
misunderstanding, and to engagement with disputed interpretations. It is
my hope that these sometimes lengthy discussions of the evidence will be
useful to those who are interested in things Aiginetan, irrespective of their
concern for the methods of studying Greek religion. Overall, my greatest
hope is that the book will be useful as a resource on the Aiginetan deities,
local cults, and the religious practices of Aiginetans in the Archaic and
Classical periods.

Unless otherwise stated, all translations from foreign languages are my
own. Abbreviations of the titles of modern periodicals are given according
to AJA. Ancient sources (names of authors and titles of works) are cited
according to OCD and L], that is, in the Latinized form.

Ancient personal names and place names are given in common English
transcription if they are widely known (e.g., Achilles, Corinth) and in the
Hellenized form if they are less known (e.g., Karmé, Naukratis). When no
firm objective criterion could be applied, the choice reflects my personal
preference. For the names of Aiginetan divinities, I used only Hellenized
forms (e.g., Hekate, Herakles). The main principle was to use consistently
the same form, once it was chosen, throughout the book.

Termini technici are given in my text in the Hellenized transcription
and are italicized, but in quotes the original formatting is preserved.
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INTRODUCTION: GREEK POLYTHEISM






CHAPTER ONE

RAISING QUESTIONS

11 ‘GREEK RELIGION'—AN ACADEMIC CONSTRUCT?

In Ancient Greek, there were no words for ‘religion,’ ‘ritual,’ or ‘cult,* and
the Greeks preferred to call themselves Hellenes rather than Graikoi.?
Not least for these reasons, scholars of all conceptual orientations have
been baffled by the task of making sense of ‘Greek’ ‘religion.’ Jean-Pierre
Vernant declared that “in the checkerboard pattern formed by various
typological combinations [in Weber’s typology of religions] there is no
square in which to enter Greek religion. It hardly appears as a religion at
all,”® and Walter Burkert concluded that “an adequate account of Greek
religion is nowadays an impossibility in more ways than one.”*

1 We find in the Greek language words for ‘customs,’ ‘sacrifices,’ ‘prayers,’ ‘temples,’
‘hymns,” ‘priests,” ‘sacred things,” ‘gods,” ‘piety,” but not a word that could designate all of
these together under such a modern umbrella-term as ‘religion.’ Cf. Burkert’s (1985, 268—75)
chapter “Piety in the Mirror of Greek Language.” It is worth noting that all these terms—
religion, ritual, and cult—are of Roman origin, and came into English via Latin, Christian,
and, in general, West European usage. “Religion was such an integrated part of Greek life
that the Greeks lacked a separate word for ‘religion,’” as Bremmer (1994, 2) puts it. So
Jameson 1997b, 171. Classical authors used in particular the verbs sebesthai and khresthai
(see Gladigow 1990), as well as nomizein (Versnel 1990, 124-30) with respect to the gods: “to
revere, honor”, “to make use of, to have need of, to be subject to,” “to recognize.” The mod-
ern concept of ‘religion'—*“designating something apparently common to all peoples: their
avowal that they were obligated by supernatural powers to act in certain ways” (Langmuir
1990, 70)—developed by the 1700s, only after the Reformation (Bossy 1985, 170).

2 The term ‘Graikoi, whence the Latin Graeci, and the English ‘Greeks,’ is attested in
ancient Greek epigraphic and literary texts (Mar. Par. Au, Aristotle Mete. 352b2, Apollod.
1.7.3), but it is not entirely clear how ‘Graikoi’ and not ‘Hellenes’ came to designate ‘Greeks’
to the Romans. It may have been through their contact with western Greeks in Epirus and
Akarnania, or with Greeks of particular regional derivation (e.g., from the Boiotian Graia)
resident in southern Italy (Mellor 2008, 87). ‘Hellenes’ was a common indigenous term
used by the Greeks for self-identification at least from the 6th century Bc onwards (Hall
2002, 70, 125-134).

3 Vernant 1991, 274. “Greek religion is the only one that cannot be integrated into the
three-functional model...that Georges Dumézil has been able through comparatism to
recognize in all the religions of the Indo-European peoples” (Vernant 1991, 276). Also, in
the same vein: des Places 1955. Cf. Ogden 2007, 1.

4 Burkert (1985, 7) explains the reasons: “the evidence is beyond the command of
any one individual, methodology is hotly contested, and the subject itself is far from
well defined.” Parker (2011, viii) astutely adds on the matter of evidence: “But genuinely

» o«
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The absence of indigenous Greek terminology for the concept of reli-
gion, and the diagnosis reached by such eminent scholars as Vernant
and Burkert about the scale of the challenge before us, should make all
scholars of Greek religion particularly alert to the poignant observation of
Jonathan Z. Smith:

While there is a staggering amount of data, of phenomena, of human expe-
riences and expressions that might be characterized in one culture or another,
by one criterion or another, as religious—there are no data for religion. Reli-
gion is solely the creation of the scholar’s study. It is created for the scholar’s
analytic purposes by his imaginative acts of comparison and generalization.
Religion has no independent existence apart from the academy.>

In the present study, my aim is to put to a rigorous test the methods that
we, as scholars of Greek religion, employ in (re)constructing ‘religion’
from the available ‘religious data.’ I will be asking what can and cannot
count as ‘religious data, and what current methods can and cannot be
usefully employed in modeling a ‘religion’ on the basis of those data.
Although my focus will be on a concrete time and place, the island-state
of Aigina in the Archaic and Classical periods, a discussion and a critique
of current approaches to the study of Greek religion will be necessary to
explain why I retain some pieces of evidence and discard others, and why
I follow some interpretive strategies or analytical models and refrain from
others.

As a theological counterpart to the religions of one God, the notion of
‘Greek religion’ had been conceived already in antiquity, but it came into
its own, as a scholarly construct, only in the 18th century ce. Today, the
very challenge of the subject can perhaps be seen as a special opportu-
nity for reaching such insights into the workings of polytheism as are not
possible via the study of other Indo-European polytheistic traditions.”
Names given by scholars to the religious ideas and practices of the ancient
Greeks changed over time, as did the concepts and ideological values
attached to them. Called from antiquity until the 17th century polytheos

revealing evidence does not often cluster coherently enough to create a vivid sense of the
religious realities of a particular time and place. Amid a vast archipelago of scattered islets
of information, only a few are of a size to be habitable.”

5 Smith 1982, xi.

6 A broad re-evaluation of paradigms is also at stake in Parker 2011 and Versnel 2o1.

7 “In this sense, the misfortune of Greek religion, an orphan cut off from its Indo-
European roots, barred from the terrain of interpretation with which it should be possible
to reconcile it, gives the Hellenist his opportunity” (Vernant 1991, 277).
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doxa, polytheia,® idolatry,® pagan worship of many gods,'? in the last two
hundred years it has been referred to as Greek Popular Religion,!! or sim-
ply Greek Religion,? while at the same time some finer distinctions have
been made to designate beliefs versus practices,'® as well as ideas and
attitudes of individuals versus traditions expressed in communal myths
and cults.#

The change in appellations reflects the developing views and attitudes
of scholars and theologians. Since the days of Philo of Alexandria until the
Enlightenment, the notion of Greek religion remained largely unchanged:
it was the worship of many false deities instead of one true God. Colored
by Christian teleology, the inquiry never assessed Greek religion on its
own terms, but was rather preoccupied with finding the right place for
this phenomenon in the religious history of humankind. Hence, looking
back we find the interpretations of Greek religion, and of polytheism, as
either primordial, transitional, or degenerate forms of faith on the way to
the true enlightenment of Christianity.’® The picture began to change in

8 E.g., Philo of Alexandria, De Decalogo 65, De opificio mundi 171, De mutatione nomi-
num 205, etc. “Polytheism has been rediscovered only recently. This word was invented by
Philo of Alexandria to describe the opposite of the Divine monarchy defined in the first
commandment of the Decalogue. It only appeared in French with Jean Bodin in 1580, and
in English with Samuel Purchas in 1614 in the context of a polemic directed against the
“Papists” (Schmidt 1987, 10).

9 Eidololatreia (Origen Contra Celsum 3.73; Ps.-Iust. Mart. ad Graecos de Vera Religione
15); Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 3.12.89 defines idolatry as “the extension to numerous
divinities of what is reserved for the one true God,” cf. Protrepticus 4.

10 Bendlin (2001, 80): “die ‘heidnische’ Verehrung vieler Gottheiten.” “Paganismus, a sin-
gular religious environment, is a word invented by the fourth-century Christians so that
they can talk about ‘it’ in the same breath as they talk about Christianity and Judaism”
(Dowden 2000, 3).

11 Nilsson 1940. ‘Popular religion’ is used as a term distinguishing “the unreflective piety
of the ‘ordinary Greek’” (Rowe 1976, 51) from theological ideas of philosophers.

12 Farnell 1896-1909; Guthrie 1950; Martin and Metzger 1976; Dietrich 1974.

13 On the question of belief, and faith, and the (ir)relevance of these terms to Greek
religion, see Veyne 1988; Dowden 2000, 2 (‘believe in’ is a “peculiar piece of jargon which
we derive from New Testament Greek”); Sissa and Detienne 2000, 169—70; Versnel 201,
539-559 (Appendix IV “Did the Greeks believe in their gods?”); Parker 2011, 1-39 (chapter
entitled “Why believe without revelation?”).

14 Albert Henrichs (1985, 291) remarks on the significance of the term used by
Wilamowitz, “der Glaube der Hellenen”: “the faith of the Greeks” and the “religion of the
Greeks” were not synonymous for Wilamowitz, religion being a broader concept consisting
of the “religion of the heart” (i.e. religious feelings and ideas of individuals), and “religion of
the community,” i.e. cult. Of the broader concept of religion “faith” was but a “kernel.”

15 In late antique (patristic), medieval and Renaissance literature, the religion of the
Greeks was identified as idolatry, one of the three forms of false worship, together with
cosmolatry of the Chaldaeans, and zoolatry of the Egyptians. It was not until the 17th
century that Herbert of Cherbury (1639) introduced the idea of a comparative history of
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the 18th century. A series of ethnographic, archaeological, anthropological,
and linguistic discoveries powerfully transformed the landscape of Western
sciences by bringing onto the stage of academic inquiry the Indo-European
family of languages, Mediterranean prehistory and prehistoric archaeology,
anthropology of ‘primitive’ (aboriginal) tribes, and finally, the evolution of
species.!® These new fields of inquiry established a cross-cultural and inter-
disciplinary framework for the study of Greek religion and set the stage for
debates that still rage today. Although over the centuries, the subject of
Greek religion has earned its legitimacy as a scholarly construct, its precise
articulations continue to be many and varied.

1.2 RELIGION BETWEEN HISTORY AND ANTROPOLOGY,
SOCIOLOGY AND PSYCHOLOGY

Conceptually and methodologically, the study of Greek religion is a broad
church. The questions asked derive from a wide range of disciplines, such

religions, and following him Cudworth (1678, 11, 208) defined polytheism as “that is, such
as Acknowledged and Worshipped a Multiplicity of Gods.” With Cudworth, we witness
the abandonment of the word “idolatry” together with the frame of references it evoked,
and instead the adoption of the term “polytheism.” In 1757, David Hume’s The Natural
History of Religion replaced the theory of primitive monotheism with that of original poly-
theism, and already for Hegel, the Greek and Roman worlds constituted a necessary stage
in the transmigration of the Spirit, leading to the only absolute religion, Christianity. With
German Romanticism, the idea of polytheism as a debased form of original revelation
returned, but after the discovery of the so-called ‘savage people,’ theories of progress from
primitive times and primitive forms of worship (aniconic images, fetishism, animism,
etc.) to advanced forms were born. Benjamin Constant (1824-1831) placed polytheism in-
between fetishism and theism. The same three ages, fetishistic, polytheistic, monotheistic,
are established in Auguste Comte’s Cours de philosophie positive (1841). For a detailed dis-
cussion of these theoretical developments, see Schmidt (1987, 1, 19, 21, 32, 37-38), upon
whose study the above summary is based.

16 As a source of exempla (e.g., from Homeric or Platonic ‘religious worlds’) and as a
subject of inquiry, Greek polytheism stands at the center of the humanistic debate in the
West. A ‘New Age’ of scholarship on the history of polytheism began with the dawn of
western anthropology, when the discovery of the so-called ‘savage people’ provided new
comparanda for the ancient Greek and Roman data (see De Brosses 1760, 16). The succes-
sive publications of Darwin 1859, Lubbock 1865, Tylor 1873, Spencer 1876 marked a shift
towards evolutionism, that is, “from research on primitive times...to an inquiry into pre-
historic times. Henceforth, natural history and geology take the place which only a short
while before had been that of theology or the philosophy of history” (Schmidt 1987, 41).
In the fields of linguistics and philology, Franz Bopp, his first book appearing in 1816, laid
a foundation for the comparative grammar of Indo-European languages, and from then
onwards the comparative study of languages and religions proceeded on parallel tracks
(Ernest Renan and Max Miiller), and finally Miiller 1878 espoused a theory of the auton-
omy of religious facts, “a theory which aims at saving religion from the corrupting effects
of evolutionism” (Schmidt 1987, 45).
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as History, Anthropology, Sociology, Psychology, Ethnography, Philology,
and Archaeology. So that the ‘who/where/when’ of history are joined by
the ‘why’ and ‘how’ of psychology and anthropology, while philology and
archaeology determine the acceptable parameters of what we can and can-
not do with our data. Unfortunately, individual studies of Greek religion
have all too often in the past opted for only one or the other disciplin-
ary approach, inevitably producing one-sided results. Today, the echoes
of the 20th century’s methodological clashes between structuralists and
psychologists are slowly dying down, and enthusiastic endorsements of
interdisciplinary approaches have become commonplace.”” It is worth
noting, however, that the recognition of the need for complementary, that
is, interdisciplinary approaches to Greek religion had been formulated in
the contexts of those very clashes and by the proponents of those very
distinct schools of thought that had bequeathed to us the legacy of their
polarized views. Historical psychologist Jean Rudhardt seemingly argues
against structuralism, but in effect calls for a psychological dimension in
addition, not instead of structures:

no matter what importance I may attach to the study of structures that
shape a people’s character and outlook [esprit], I believe that we must go
beyond studying them alone. The aim must be to gain access to the subjec-
tive experience which is at least partially conditioned by the structures and
expresses itself through these.!®

At one time an avowed structuralist, Vernant, against whose approach
Rudhardt might be seen arguing, in fact endorses historical psychology:!°

The work of scholarship essential for reconstructing religious facts in all
their authenticity is incapable by itself of elucidating them. Other branches
of learning such as religious sociology and historical psychology are needed.
In other words, the research of the specialist, without abandoning its iden-
tity, must become one of religious anthropology. The continually repeated
perusal of the texts of myths, the careful deciphering of the structures of the
pantheon, the exact interpretation of rituals, should not be separated from
an inquiry of dual dimensions which would concern, in the first place, the
social roots and status within the group of the various kinds of beliefs and

17" See, e.g., Parker 201, ix: “we need ‘theory’ in the sense of a discussion shared by
archaeologists, literary scholars, and historians as to how, say, a Greek god is to be ana-
lyzed and described, and what a hero might be, or how a religious system that lacks sacred
texts and formal religious institutions can operate.”

18 Rudhardt 1981, 10.

19" Versnel (201, 26) discusses this shift in Vernant’s work to ‘psychologie historique.’
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believers, and in the second, the psychological world, the mental categories
of ancient religious man.2?

Echoing Vernant, Clifford Geertz aptly articulated the exercise that a reli-
gious anthropologist must learn to perform:

a characteristic intellectual movement...namely, a continuous dialectical
tacking between the most local of local detail and the most global of global
structure in such a way as to bring them into simultaneous view...2!

Historical psychology, anthropological history, ethnoarchaeology, social
history, religious anthropology,—to most historians nowadays, it is quite
apparent that a combination of disciplinary approaches is necessary for
the study of Greek religion. The means, however, by which Rudhardt advo-
cates “gaining access to the subjective experience” of the ancients,?? how-
ever, would be anathema to a cultural anthropologist such as Geertz who
advises against laying too much hope on psychological quasi-identification
with an informant. Rather Geertz would have us working to understand the
native’s “symbol systems.”?2 The challenge for ancient historians is much
more compounded, however, as we cannot time-travel and interview live
informants. Instead we have to work with surviving fragments of textual
and archaeological data that come with daunting limitations of what can
be reasonably and responsibly said about both “symbols” and “systems.”?*
And yet, as stated earlier, the field of Greek religion is a broad church, and
the ever-increasing movement towards interdisciplinary inquiries will be
certain to yield new and possibly unusual varieties of outcomes in future

20 Vernant 1991, 273.

21 Geertz 1983, 69. Geertz (1983, 57) uses psychoanalyst Heinz Kohut's concepts of
‘experience-near’ and ‘experience-distant’ for vivid illustration of the academic challenge:
“‘Love’ is an experience-near concept. .. ‘Social stratification’ and perhaps for most peoples
in the world even ‘religion’ (and certainly ‘religious system’) are experience-distant ... Con-
finement to experience-near concepts leaves an ethnographer awash in immediacies,
as well as entangled in vernacular. Confinement to experience-distant ones leaves him
stranded in abstractions and smothered in jargon.”

22 “On the subject of religion [the researcher] must turn him- or herself into a religious
devotee and imaginatively conceptualize the religion under study in precisely the same
way as the person who practised it daily ever since learning in childhood the obligations
it imposes. To achieve this emphatic identification there is no alternative to as it were
becoming the pupils of those whom we wish to understand. We must watch them living
and copy them in our imagination, because we cannot do otherwise...The procedure
may perhaps be illusory, and certainly it is always approximate, but there are no other
ways of approach” (Rudhardt 1981, 16, quoted in Bruit Zaidman and Schmitt Pantel 1994,
translated by P. Cartledge).

23 Geertz 1983, 70.

24 Note Parker’s (2011, ix) warning once again.
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treatments of the subject. All of this is surely to be welcome, as long as we
heed Jonathan Z. Smith’s advice:

the student of religion, and most particularly the historian of religion, must
be relentlessly self-conscious. Indeed, this self-consciousness constitutes his
primary expertise, his foremost object of study.?®

It is one of my main objectives in the present study to question the suit-
ability of methods and approaches that we/I apply in the study of Greek
religion: from what might seem like a minor issue, the iconography of
divine attributes, to a much larger issue, interpretive paradigms. I will dis-
cuss the present diversity of scholarship on Greek religion as conditioned
by three major factors: (1) the nature of available sources (textual, epi-
graphic, archaeological, iconographic), (2) the corresponding disciplinary
divides within Classics (philology, history, archaeology and art history),
and (3) the impact of deeply rooted interpretive paradigms.

1.3 A GREEK PuzzLE: ONE RELIGION AND MANY PANTHEONS

The usability of the term ‘Greek religion’ is compromised not only by the
absence of indigenous terminology and by the construct nature of any
religion (1.1), more significantly it is compromised by the socio-political
conditions of the ancient Greek world. The geopolitical fragmentation of
the Greek world meant that there were multiple centers of religious life
in ancient Greece.26 In the words of Jan Bremmer:

Every city had its own pantheon in which some gods were more important
than others and some gods not even worshipped at all. Every city also had
its own mythology, its own religious calendar and its own festivals. No Greek
city, then, was a religious clone.2”

In his characteristic fashion, Walter Burkert stated point-blank the ques-
tion that begs to be asked on the basis of such realia: “would it not be
more correct to speak in the plural of Greek religions?”?® But Burkert
himself and many other contemporary scholars, while recognizing the
religious variability in the Greek world, nevertheless see it as multiplicity
within unity.2® And yet this postulated unity continues to be frustratingly

25 Smith 1982, xi.

26 So Mikalson 2010, 47—49; Parker 2011, 70; Versnel 2011, 88-102.

27 Bremmer 1994, 1.

8 Price 1999 translates this question into his book title.

9 Burkert 1985, 8: “in spite of all emphasis on local or sectarian peculiarities, the Greeks
themselves regarded the various manifestations of their religious life as essentially com-

[N
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elusive. The most that scholars have been able to do is to present unity as
a composite of various aspects and dimensions, such as common Greek
language, common literary culture (Homer),3? panhellenic sanctuaries,
“typical Greek style of visual art,”3! “compatibility of various manifesta-
tions of religious life,”3? the same gods/gods of the same name,33 common
forms of worship (e.g., sacrifice, votive dedications, feasts, processions,
etc.), and common material attributes of a sanctuary (altar, temenos wall,
temple, cult statue).34 These are heterogeneous elements that contribute
in very different ways to the concept of ‘Greek religion.’

Many of the same elements are the building blocks of another difficult
concept, ‘panhellenism’, which in turn overlaps with the definition of ‘hel-
lenicity’ and bears on the issue of Greek national identity.3> Panhellenism
is a hard concept to pin down. It is a sort of cultural Esperanto, a recognized

patible, as a diversity of practice in devotion to the same gods was not questioned even by
Greek philosophy.” Bremmer 1994, 1: “Yet, the various city-religions overlapped sufficiently
to warrant the continued use of the term ‘Greek religion’.” Cf. Price 1999, 3: “The religious
system exemplified in the Anabasis was one common to all Greeks. The 10,000, drawn from
numerous Greek cities, were not just an army of Greeks, they were almost a Greek polis on
the move. Their practices and attitudes illustrate a religious system common to all Greeks.”
“Apollo is central to the Greek theological system...” (Davies 1997, 50). “The whole of the
Greek world, from one end to the other, does however, manifest, as it were, a particular
style of polytheism that has its own distinctive characteristics” (Sissa and Detienne 2000,
155). Cf. Vernant 1993, 100. Most recent and poignant articulation in Versnel 2011, ch. I and
ch. 11, 240—241. See also Parker 2011, 66-67.

80 Nagy 1994 [1990], 54. Cf. Burkert 1985, 120: “The spiritual unity of the Greeks was
founded and upheld by poetry—a poetry which could still draw on living oral tradition to
produce a felicitous union of freedom and form, spontaneity and discipline. To be a Greek
was to be educated, and the foundation of all education was Homer.” Vernant, in a rare
case of complete agreement with Burkert, echoes the same: “Had it not been for all the
works of the epic, lyric, and dramatic poetry, we could speak of Greek cults in the plural
instead of a unified Greek religion” (Vernant 1993, 100). See also a concise discussion of
Burkert’s and Vernant’s views in Versnel 2011, 31-32.

81 Burkert 1985, 8; Snodgrass 1998.

32 Burkert 1985, 8.

33 But cf. the cultic epithet Athena Athenén medeousa attested on Samos: IG I® 1494,
1495. The use of this epithet testifies to the effort to distinguish between local Athenas
and the Athenian Athena, a clear indication that for the ancient Greeks the sameness of
name was not equivalent to the sameness of identity. Versnel 2011, 6084 is the most up
to date and stimulating demonstration of how problematic the category of divine names
and epithets is.

34 Hall 2002, 192: “In other words, religious homogeneity was not something that could
be taken for granted, and ultimately Herodotus falls back on nothing more complex than
a basic ‘trinity’ of Hellenic religious markers: statues, altars and temples. Their absence
from Persian (1.131-32) and Skythian (4.59) religions is evoked implicitly to promote their
centrality within Hellenic religious practices.”

35 Walbank 1985 [1951] and 2000; Hall 2002, 205-220; Mitchell 2007; Perlman 1976;
Flower 2000; Morgan 1993.
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cultural code to which local Greek communities periodically bent their
epichoric voices in order to enable communication and competition with
each other. To concretize it, classical philologists, historians, and archae-
ologists point to panhellenic poetry and panhellenic sanctuaries as spe-
cific working manifestations of this code.36 Sourvinou-Inwood called it
“panhellenic religious dimension.”3” But like Esperanto, panhellenism is
an artificial entity, recognizable through its individual elements in many
historical Greek communities, but in its entirety found in none.

The notion of panhellenism, or else hellenicity, in modern scholar-
ship, is in large part due to the formulation of Herodotus 8.144 who tied
religious, linguistic, ethnic, and cultural characteristics in the definition
of to hellenikon. This definition, which contains a reference to the “com-
mon sanctuaries and sacrifices of the gods,” for many modern historians
of Greek religion continues to serve as ‘the’ indisputable evidence for
the unity of Greek religion,3® but Herodotean meaning in this context is
rather limited: the shared sanctuaries and sacrifices refer to specific set-
tings and times when and where the sharing occurred and do not refer
to any and all Greek sanctuaries and festivals everywhere.3® Shared
sanctuaries and festivals do point to the existence of religious ties between
the Greeks, but they should not be read as a stand-in for ‘Greek religion’
as a whole.

The greatest difficulty with maintaining the notion of ‘common Greek
religion’ arises when we turn away from such general categories as names

36 Nagy (1994 [1990], 52—54) borrowing his definition from Snodgrass understands
panhellenism as “the pattern of intensified intercommunication among the city-states of
Hellas, starting in the eighth century Bc, as evidenced in particular by the following insti-
tutions: Olympic Games, Delphic Oracle, and Homeric Poetry.”

87 Sourvinou-Inwood 2000a [1990a], 17-18: “panhellenic religious dimension... is artic-
ulated in, and through, Panhellenic poetry and the Panhellenic sanctuaries; it was created,
in a dispersed and varied way, out of selected elements from certain local systems, at the
interface between the (interacting) polis religious systems—which it then also helped to
shape. The Greeks saw themselves as part of one religious group; the fact that they had
common sanctuaries and sacrifices—as well as the same language and the same blood,
a perceived common ancestry, and the same way of life—was one of the defining char-
acteristics of Greekness (Hdt. 8.144.2). This identity was cultically expressed in, and rein-
forced through, ritual activities in which the participating group was ‘all the Greeks’ and
from which foreigners were excluded, of which the most important was competing in the
Olympic Games (Hdt. 2.160; 5.22).” Sourvinou-Inwood 2000b [1988] compliments her 2000a
[1990a] publication.

38 E.g., Armstrong’s (1986) continuous references to an undifferentiated “Hellenic piety”
are a poignant illustration of the problem. Cf. Lévy 2000, 12.

39 See Polinskaya 2010. The same opinion in Mikalson 2010, 223, of which I was not aware
when writing my own paper for the Penn-Leiden Colloquium on Ancient Values V.
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of gods, types of dedications, forms of worship, that is, from the categories
of la langue to the categories of la parole,*° to use an analogy with lan-
guage, namely, to specific articulations of religiosity in specific places and
at specific times as opposed to the overall potential of a given religion as
a medium of communication. Greece was never one,* but always many
places, loosely held together by linguistic affinity and what is sometimes
called ‘cultural tradition.#? Indeed, the geopolitical fragmentation of
the Greek world forced Burkert to draw a list of geographical locales
where ancient Greek was spoken in order to describe the subject of
his study.*3

Horden and Purcell see the extreme geopolitical fragmentation, in their
words, “tessalation of spaces,” as a particular characteristic of the Mediter-
ranean world:

[T]he zones and localities that jostle in the Mediterranean can be differenti-
ated in the intensity of their fragmentation. The nature of the diversity itself
is diverse. In any given locale, relatively more uniform tracts of plateau or
plain may mesh with terrace of valley-side, each hollow, dune and pool of
coastal lowland, may have its own identity.#4

40 Saussure 1960 [1916], 7—23.

41 Cf. Aristotle, Politics 7.6.1327b33 who laments that Greece is not a single political
state, or it would have been able to rule all nations due to its unique combination of spir-
itedness and intelligence. Cole 1995, 317: “There does not seem to be a simple explanation
that works for all Greek poleis at all times and in all places.”

42 Finley 1975b; Walbank 1985 [1951], 4: “distinction between Kulturnation and the
Staatsnation. These expressions are not wholly happy, but they sum up the thesis that a
nation need not necessarily be united under a single state to enjoy consciousness of its
own identity; nationhood, on this argument, is something which depends on the posses-
sion of several—but not necessarily all—of the following factors: a common habitation, a
common language, a common spiritual and intellectual life, and a common state or share
in a federation of states. The Greeks possessed sufficient of these in common to rank as,
and feel themselves, a nation; but without political unity, they must be regarded as Kul-
turnation only.” Walbank 2000 returned to the same issue almost five decades later. See
also Hall 2002, 189—220. Hall 2002, 193 points out that “the novelty of Herodotus’ definition
of Hellenicity in book 8 is that it seemingly relegates kinship to the same level as broader
cultural criteria—or, put another way, it promotes cultural criteria (including language
and religion) to the same level as kinship.” The cultural criteria that define Hellenicity are
moreover of the Athenian origin: “the construction of Hellenicity that emerges in the late
fifth century...represents instead what we may term an ‘Athenoconcentric’ conception
of the world” (Hall 2002, 203).

43 Burkert 1985, 8: “The proper subject of our study may therefore be defined as the
religion of a group of cities and tribes united by bonds of language and culture in Greece,
on the Aegean islands and along the coast of Asia Minor, together with their colonies from
the Black Sea to Sicily, Southern Italy, Marseilles, and Spain during the Late Geometric,
Archaic, and Classical periods—approximately between 800 and 300 BC.”

44 Horden and Purcell 2000, 8o.
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The size of individual fragments matters less than the fact of fragmenta-
tion, they argue, and each fragment is a microecology:

a locality (a ‘definite place’) with a distinctive identity derived from the set
of available productive opportunities and the particular interplay of human
responses to them in a given period.*5

Horden and Purcell’s “definite places” are the very topoi where the reli-
gious order of the Greek world finds its multiple anchors.#¢ And as our
evidence shows, the Greek inhabitants of ‘definite places’ of the Mediter-
ranean much more often than not used religious traditions to differen-
tiate between themselves rather than to underscore their unity.*” From
the earliest to the latest surviving ancient textual sources, we observe a
world where Greeks pitch their community gods against those of other
communities, punish their Greek neighbors for intruding in local religious
procedures, and insist on the singular truth of their epichoric myths.

To give just a few examples, we may recall the sources that illustrate
alliances between various Greek communities and different deities. In
some literary texts, as early as Homer, these alignments are represented
as military, wherein gods fight against each other on behalf of different
human collectives.*® In Attic tragedies, such alignments are even more
pronounced. For example, in Euripides, Heraclidae, 347—352, an Athenian
can say:

The gods we have as allies are not worse (feolot 800 xaxioow) than those of
the Argives, my lord. For Hera, Zeus’s wife, is their champion, but Athena
is ours. This too, I maintain, is a source of good fortune to us, that we have
better gods (Bedv duevévwy Tuyelv). For Pallas Athena will not brook defeat.

(Trans. D. Kovacs)

The same characteristic logic underlies the offer made by Eurystheus to the
Athenians (Euripides, Heracl., 10321036 ): gol pev ebvoug xal TéAel cwtypLog |
uétotxog aiel xeloopat xata xOovés, | Tols t@vde & xydvolat modeptwrarog. If
buried in Attic soil, he will be a defender of the Athenians and an enemy
of the Spartans. Likewise in Euripides, Electra, 671-675, Orestes and Elec-
tra pray to Zeus as to “my fathers’ god and router of my enemies”—a& Zed
matpdie xal Tpomal €yxfpdv éudv—and to Hera as the “ruler of Mycenae’s

45 Horden and Purcell 2000, 79-80.

46 “Fragmented environments and fragmented religion are linked” (Horden and Purcell
2000, 451).

47 Cf. Scott 2010, ch. g.

48 Gladigow 1983, 298-301.
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altars"—"Hpa te Buudv ) Muxnvaiov xpatels v 3o¢ yuiv. A reader unfa-
miliar with the subject of Greek religion could mistakenly conclude from
these statements that Athena was exclusively Athenian, and Hera exclu-
sively Argive, or that deities were not communal but personal patrons,
and that Zeus and Hera owed exclusive allegiance to the ruling dynasty
of Mycenae.

Even in non-military contexts, the same alignments between local dei-
ties and their communities prevailed. When representatives of several
cities assembled together for an event of common significance, each city
could maintain its religious distinctiveness by sacrificing to its own gods.
So, when the supporting parties gathered to inaugurate the foundation of
Messene, Arkadians provided the victims, Epaminondas and the Thebans
sacrificed to Dionysos and Apollo Ismenios, the Argives to Argive Hera
and the Nemean Zeus, the Messenians to Zeus of Ithome and the Dios-
kouroi, and their priests to the Great Goddesses and Kaukon (Paus. 4.27.6).49
This instance can be compared to the situation in Naukratis where some
cities built a common sanctuary, the Hellenion, together, and other cit-
ies built separate sanctuaries for themselves: Aigina to Zeus, Samos to
Hera, and Miletos to Apollo, that is, each to the major deity of their state
(Hdt. 2.178). Likewise, it is possible that when Xenophon (An. 5.5.5) says
that the Greeks of the Ten Thousand at Kortyora sacrificed and organized
processions and athletic competitions to the gods xata £vog he means
that each ethnos addressed their own set of deities rather than that each
group separately invoked the same ones.’° In the words of Burkert, “an
Arkadian will celebrate the Lykaia festival even when in Asia Minor.”5!
The same kind of testimony can be found among traditional forms of

49 I do wonder, however, how Pausanias could know so precisely, in the middle of the
2nd century CE, who sacrificed to whom on that momentous occasion some 450 years ear-
lier. Perhaps the neat attribution of deities to their respective worshipping groups is more
the work of Pausanias than of his unknown sources on this matter. And yet, we cannot
exclude the possibility that so it was.

50 An. 5.5.5-6 évtadba Euevav Npépag TETTAPANOVTA TEVTE. v 8¢ TadTaIG TTPATOV UéV Tolg
feols EBuaay, xal mopmag émoinoay xatd &vog Exaatol TV EMNvwy xal dy@vag yupuvixods.
“There [at Kortyora] they remained forty-five days. During this time they first of all sac-
rificed to the gods, and all the several groups of the Greeks, nation by nation, instituted
festal processions and athletic contests” (trans. O. J. Todd).

51 Burkert 1985, 176 with reference to Xen. Anab. 1.2.10-11: gvtadf Euewvev Npépag Tpels:
¢v alg Zeviag 6 Apxdg té Adxata Eduoe xal dy@va Ednxe t& 8¢ dBAa oo atAeyyideg ypvoal:
éecper ¢ Tov dydva xal Kdpog. Xenias the Arkadian was the commander of Cyrus’ mer-
cenaries in the cities (Xen. Anab. 1.2.1, 1.2.3). It would be interesting to know who were
the participants in the festival and the games, only Arkadians or other Greeks as well.
The celebration of the Lykaia was preceded by the arrival at Cyrus’ camp of a contingent
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religious communication, such as oaths. For example, a Smyrnaean, ca.
244 BCE, specifies that he or she calls upon their own local deities such as
the Sipylynean Mother and Apollo in the Pandoi, among others, to honor
their oath:

Opvdw Afa, Ty, "HAtov, "Apy, Abnvav Apeiav xal ™V Tavpoméiov xal (V]
My tépa v ZirvAvviy xail AméMe tov €p Iavdotg xal Todg dMovg Beodg mavtag
xal Tdoag xal v 100 Pactiéwg Zehedrov ToxYV.52

I swear by Zeus, Gé, Helios, Ares, Athena Areia and Tauropolos, and by the
Sipylynean Mother, and Apollo in the Pandoi, and by all other gods and
goddesses, as well as by the Fortune of King Seleukos.

In a similar example from Koropes, 2nd or 1st cent. BCE, a Koropean calls
specifically upon Apollo of Koropes to witness the oath.53 The cases of the
Sipylynean Mother, Apollo in the Pandoi, and the Koropean Apollo point
to a critical factor in our understanding of Greek religion: in different loca-
tions, not [only] generic (common) deities (Apollos, Artemides, etc.), but
specific local divine manifestations were in operation. The choice of local
deities as witnesses to an oath raises a question of cardinal importance
to our understanding of ancient Greek polytheism:54 what was the ritual
function of specifying a deity invoked by his/her affiliation with a certain
location?

1.4 LoOCAL DEITIES AND PANHELLENIC IDENTITIES

In the use of toponymic cultic epithets we come face to face with the cog-
nitive tension between local deities and panhellenic divine identities. The
use of the same names for gods in different locations of the ancient Greek
world is a complicated matter.5> The flip side of the usage of common
names is the local differentiation by toponymic epithets, for example,

of hoplites a thousand strong under the command of Sophainetos the Arkadian
(Anab. 1.2.9).

52 OGIS 1 229; Jacobi 1930, 18. Almost identical swearing formulae are found in the
examples from Khersonesos and Pergamon: SIG I3 360 = Jacobi 1930, 18, late 4th or early
3rd cent. BCE; [Perg 113 = OGIS I 266 = Jacobi 1930, 18, post 263 BCE.

53 JG IX 2, 109: 'Opviw Afa Axpaiov xai tov AméMw[va] tév Koponiov xal Ty Apteuw v
TwAxiav xal Todg dA[Aovg] Beols mavTag xal macag. “I swear by Zeus Akraios and by Apollo
of Koropes, and by Artemis of Iolkos, and by all other gods and goddesses.”

54 See Polinskaya 2012.

55 Graf 1996; Brulé 1998; Belayche et al. 2005.
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Athena the Ruler of Athenians, Ephesian Artemis, Sounian Apollo. Were
gods worshipped in different Greek communities and called by the same
names the same? If yes, why were toponymic epithets needed? If no, why
were the gods called by the same names? Is the sameness of name the
sameness of identity?

If we argue that local epithets signify different deities, we will also have
to account for such examples when the inhabitants of one location explic-
itly call upon a deity from another location (e.g., in Aeschylus, Eumenides,
Athenians call Athena from the Troad) as if they considered the two deities
to be the same. Yet another question is how to understand the presence
of two or three different cults and shrines for a deity of the same name in
the same state (e.g., Athena Polias on the acropolis of Athens, and Athena
Pallenis in the hinterland of Attica; or Athena Polias/Parthenos and
Athena Nike on the Athenian acropolis). In fact, the relationship between
the name and the identity of a deity or a hero/heroine in different parts
of the Greek world becomes a matter of dramatic exploration in several
Euripidean tragedies, e.g., Helen and Iphigenia in Tauris. The identification
of figures with the same name from different locations with one another
is a novel dramatic device in Euripidean tragedies opening up a long tra-
dition of dramas of lost and rediscovered identities in European theater.
Perhaps part of the solution lies in distinguishing between gods of poetry
and drama and gods of cult.56 Just as we would be mistaken to assume that
the Homeric pantheon of gods is that of every ancient Greek city, so we
would be mistaken to advance identical explanations for the handling of
the sameness of divine names in literature as in cults. Both in Homer and
in Attic drama, we find a careful distribution of deities between opposing
human sides, for example, Athena fights on the side of the Athenians,
and Hera on the side of the Argives in the Euripedean Heraclidae. In
the Iliad, however, we observe that Hera and Athena fight together on the
Greek side, and Aphrodite and Apollo on the Trojan side. In other words,
it is not a fight between an Apollo of the Greeks and an Apollo of the
Trojans, but between different deities attached to different human groups.
In fact, we never encounter in our literary sources an Apollo or Athena
of one Greek city fighting an Apollo or Athena of another city.5” In a

56 Mikalson (2010, 34-36) advises this route.

57 The cultic reality might present a possible exception: Versnel 2011, 107 (with bibli-
ography) discusses an inscription (I Ephesos 2, SEG XXXVI 1011) that, according to some
interpreters, documents a clash between the worshippers of (non-local) Ephesian Artemis
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dramatic or epic narrative, this would be indeed impossible. To introduce
two Apollos into the Iliad would ruin the unity of its dramatic world and
run contrary to the purpose of using each character as a distinct type. In
other words, the use of clearly defined deities in epic and drama is gov-
erned by the requirements and needs of literary genres. We should not,
therefore, draw a direct analogy between the usage of deities’ names in
poetry and in religious practices.

In the sphere of cults, the very existence of multiple sanctuaries of
homonymous deities in one location suggests that the Greeks did not
worry about the problem of split personality of a deity. That is not to
say that they did not perceive an ontological problem there,>® only that
they did not act on it. How the ancients may have answered the ques-
tion if confronted with it we can only guess, but perhaps we should be
equally careful about putting our own answer into their mouths. While
the reasons for the emergence of homonymous cults in different locations
(e.g., Apollo Delphinios in Athens and in Aigina) could be different from
the reasons for the emergence of several cults of a homonymous deity in
the same location (e.g., Apollo Apotropaios, Nymphegetes, Lykeios, Del-
phinios, Pythios, and Paion in the deme of Erkhia in Attica), it appears
that in both cases, ancient Greeks resisted the equation or conflation of
the cults of a homonymous deity. Instead, they told stories that offered
explanations for the singularity of each cult in a given location, and hence,
justified its right for a separate existence. For instance, Pausanias (2.30.7,
2.31.1, 2.31.4) recorded distinct local stories that explained the existence of
three sanctuaries of Artemis, each with a different epiclesis, at Troizen: of
Artemis Saronia, Artemis Saviour, and Artemis Lykeia.

For the study of Aiginetan deities, and of any local grouping of cults,
it is fundamental to take a position on how to treat the semantic poten-
tial of divine names and epithets for the assessment of social functions of
these deities in a local context. The relevant questions include:

at Sardis and the worshippers of the local Artemis, so presumably a clash between two
groups of Artemis-worshippers, each honoring a different Artemis.

58 See e.g., Callimachus, Hymn to Zeus 4-9: mbg xal vy, Auetatov o’csicropsv Né Auxadov; | v
5ow] poO\cx Bupdg, Emel yévog appnptatov. | Zed, ot pev Tdaiotaw év OUpEO‘l faot ysvscreal, | Zed,
0e 3 &v Apmam -rrorspm, TEO(TEP, sq)sucrav-ro | ‘va]-reg del Pedaran xal yap Tdgov, & &va, oelo |
Kpfjteg étextivavro: ab & ob Odveg, eoat yap aiel. Versnel (2011, 71) discusses a rare example
of a Greek (here Socrates) debating the issue of multiple Aphrodites in Xen. Symp. 8.9. See
further in Versnel 2011 on split personalities of deities.
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— Does a divine name (e.g., Zeus, Aphaia, Pan) signify a distinct set of
criteria applicable across the Greek world: visual (representation,
attributes), functional (roles = kai timai te kai tekhnai),>® discursive
(narratives), and ritual (customary sacrifice, prayer, votive, type of
sanctuary)?

— Does a divine epithet (e.g., Patroos, or Agoraios) signify a distinct (pan-
hellenic, regional, ethnic, local) set of criteria (any and/or all of the
above)?

— Does a combination of divine name and epithet (e.g., Apollo Patroos) sig-
nify a distinct (panhellenic, regional, ethnic, local) set of criteria (any
and/or all of the above)?

Representatives of the so-called 1'Ecole de Paris’ (inspired and for many
years led by J.-P. Vernant) answer ‘yes’ to the first question because they
argue that a common ‘mode of acting’ underlies the multiplicity of func-
tions found associated with a particular deity in the Greek sources:

The domain of each divinity is circumscribed, each has a specific mode
of acting...each sphere of activity is covered by a diverse set of divine
powers...In the domain of land, opposite Demeter, the divinity of culti-
vated and fertile land who invented corn, Athena who invented the plow
represents the application of technical wisdom to agriculture.6°

Although more than one deity could be associated with a particular sphere
of human concerns, such as war, marriage, agriculture, and so on, many
scholars of the Paris School would argue that each of these deities con-
tributes a different (and unique to them) mode of acting in that particular
sphere. So, the orderly and meaningful construction of the divine world is
maintained. It is these ‘modes of acting’ that carry panhellenic meanings
in association with specific deities, so that Apollo (whatever his local epi-
thet) would be found displaying his characteristic mode of acting, across
multiple local variations.6! “It is nonetheless clear that each divinity has

59 Hdt. 2.53.

60 Jost 1992, 33: “Mais, a y regarder de plus pres, le domaine de chaque divinité est
délimité, et elle y a un mode d’action propre... chaque domaine est protégé par un ensem-
ble diversifié de puissances divines...dans le domaine de la terre, en face de Déméter,
divinité de la terre cultivée et féconde qui invente le blé, Athéna, qui invente l'araire,
représente l'intelligence technique appliquée a I'agriculture.”

61 Jost 1992, 34: “Mais, il est vrai, en gros, que chaque divinité a, dans chaque domaine,
une puissance délimitée et limitée...En contrepartie, on constate que chaque divinité
intervient dans plusiers domaines; elle a, outre sa ‘spécialité,” une certaine polyvalence.”
As an example, Jost cites the multi-functionality of Athena in Attica and the solutions
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one personality that finds expression in a multitude of concerns,” as Jost
concludes.5? Other scholars, outside the Paris School, also struggle with
the singleness of name and diversity of identities: Davies designates the
latter a divinity’s ‘portfolio of functions,” which is similar to Jost’s unity of
personality with a multiplicity of concerns.53

A very different way of reading the evidence is proposed by Mikalson
and in a much more elaborate way, by Versnel 2011. Rather than looking
for ways to unify diversity through an identification of universal modes
of divine acting, these two scholars advocate a notion of dual/multiple
cognitive realities in Greek religious thinking. According to Mikalson who
comments on the differentiation between the representation of deities in
poetry and in cult:

The deities of Greek poetry, in a sense, both were (by name, physical
appearance, and sometimes function) and were not (by local cult myths,
rituals, and sometimes function) the deities whom each Greek personally
worshipped.54

This simultaneous “were and were not” mode is what Versnel (2011) iden-
tifies as the major ancient Greek way of coping with polytheistic reality,
in that Greeks were adept, it would seem, at shifting between different
registers, or foci, of consciousness,%> which allowed for widely varying,
often contradictory, views of divinity to co-exist because they were never
operative at once. As Versnel argues, the shifting foci of consciousness
(“a virtuoso winking process”) are key to our understanding of how the
ancient Greeks managed to prevent the different conceptions of divinity
from clashing and hence how they moved between one register of order
and unity to another:

proposed by Detienne and Vernant (1974) to distinguish not one but two distinct, yet com-
plimentary Athenas, or else (Vernant 1974) to find the “unity of the goddess” in her quality
of métis, “wisdom” which connects all her domains.

62 “Il est clair néanmoins que chaque divinité a une personnalité qui s’exprime dans
une multitude de préoccupations.” At the same time, Jost (1992, 34) admits that the
attempts of the Paris School representatives to drive back all the functions of one divinity
to one unique orientation (“il peut paraitre artificiel de ramener toutes les fonctions d'une
divinité a une orientation unique”) might (and do!) appear “artificial.”

63 Davies 1997, 2009; Dowden 2000. Parker (2011, 87) uses an analogy with concertina:
“every major god is a concertina that can be expanded or contracted.”

64 Mikalson 2010, 35-36.

65 Versnel 2011, go. Underlying Versnel’s epistemology here is the work of Wallace Chafe
1994 whom Versnel quotes on p. 83.
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there is no unity, there are unities, creating at a different level a new diver-
sity... multiple frames of reference, contexts and perspectives, each of them
serving to help create order in an otherwise confusing diversity.66

To restate the puzzle: the notion of common Greek religion postulated
on the basis of language, art, and literature, and such general categories
as forms of ritual, forms of dedications, names of deities, and types of
religious celebrations to which all Greeks were potentially admissible, is
offset by an overwhelming amount of evidence for religious differentia-
tion among Greek communities.5” As much as the Greeks of various com-
munities fought to differentiate themselves from others, that much more
they articulated their right to the favor of their own gods, and that much
more they appropriated, domesticated, localized them, and then pitted
them against their Greek neighbors. The latter, in turn, did the same
vis-a-vis their own neighbors unperturbed by the accusations of incon-
sistency that historians of Greek religion would mount against them mil-
lennia later.6® The distinctions that characterized each local community
are not neutralized by the fact that some communities may have derived
their local cultic calendars from a common source (e.g., we may note the
similarity between Ionian calendars),5% or that certain ethnic or territo-
rial groups came together to worship at a common religious center. Such
connections reflect two major ontological dimensions in human-divine
interaction: spatial, territorial contiguity between religious communities,
and a temporal continuity from generation to generation, via real or puta-
tive blood ties.

In sum, for a modern historian, the major challenge in the study of
Greek religion has to do with the apparent difference between the Greek
world conceived [of] as a cultural unity and the Greek world conceived
[of] as a geopolitical fragmentation. The distinction between culture and
social structure central to Merton’s functionalist theory is helpful here:
“culture provides people with normative guidelines, social structure refers

66 Versnel 2011, 146 and on p. 83: “I would suggest that various different conceptions of
the unity or diversity of gods with one name and different epithets or different residences
are stored in the mind of a person, but that it is the shift in context—literary, social,
regional—(or on the level of education) that triggers a specific focus.”

67 Cf. Schachter 2000.

68 Burkert 1985, 119—20; Guthrie 1950, 183; Rowe (1976, 48) emphasizes that modern his-
torians of Greek religion are still involved in the same exercise as was begun by Hesiod,
“that of attempting to mitigate, in a creative way, the apparent chaos and disunity of Greek
religious ideas.” See also Versnel 2000; 2011, 148.

89 Triimpy 1997.
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to an organized set of social relations. Culture informs people about what
is desirable and to be aimed at, whereas the very fact that they operate
within a social structure implies various opportunities and constraints.””°
Religion is an interface between culture and social structure, and in the
historical study of religion, it is essential to acknowledge both of these
dimensions. In Greek antiquity, the contrast between the presumed Hel-
lenic cultural unity and the documented social diversity has led scholars to
make a false choice between either culture or social structure in the study
of religion. Social structure provides an operating basis for religious life.
While culture supplies a general repertoire of religious ideas and practices,
and social structure determines how religion works, neither is operative
or comprehensible in separation from the other. Social structures in the
Greek world reflect its endemic geopolitical fragmentation, with which
religious differentiation has always walked in tandem, from early Archaic
down to late Roman times.” Every time we cross (mentally or physically)
a geopolitical boundary in the Greek world, we find ourselves inside a
different religious framework. The neighbors do not tell the same stories
about the gods of the same name, the disposition of divine figures in the
local landscape is different, and the group of divinities is never exactly
the same. In the context of geopolitical fragmentation of the Greek world,
perhaps the most tangible expression of religious diversity between states,
regions, and communities was the difference in the composition of group-
ings of deities worshipped in their respective local socio-territorial units.
The composition, functioning and historical development of one such
local group of deities—that of the island of Aigina—constitute the sub-
ject of this book.

Leaving aside the difficulties of defining religion in general,”> we might
proceed from the cautious premise that the character of any specific reli-
gion is determined by the basic conception of the divine in its relationship

70 See Baert (1998, 57) on Robert Merton’s contribution to the functionalist thinking
in social theory.

71 Alcock 1993, 172—214; Alcock 1994; Elsner 1995, 125-155.

72 E.g., Murray 1912, 18: “I shall not start with any definition of religion. Religion, like
poetry and most other living things, cannot be defined”; cf. Geertz 1973, go: “Let us, there-
fore, reduce our paradigm to a definition, for, although, it is notorious that definitions
establish nothing, in themselves, they do, if they are carefully enough constructed, provide
a useful orientation, or reorientation, of thought, such that an extended unpacking of them
can be an effective way of developing and controlling a novel line of inquiry. They have the
useful virtue of explicitness: they commit themselves in a way discursive prose, which, in
this field especially, is always liable to substitute rhetoric for argument, does not. Without
further ado, then, religion is...”
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to the world and mankind. The Greeks conceived the nature of the divine
as existing in multiple forms.”® The main implication of the polytheistic
character of Greek religion is that in every instance when we deal with an
account of a particular deity, we are hearing only one chord from a musi-
cal score, a chord that does not have an independent existence, but acts
as part of a larger whole.” These larger wholes are groupings of deities
worshipped by specific communities of the ancient Greek world.”

In contemporary scholarship, such groupings of deities are often iden-
tified as “pantheons,” and are inseparable from the concept of “polythe-
ism,” both of which are relatively recent constructs.”® There is however, a
nuance of substance, and hence of terminology, which is worth consider-
ing. The group of deities known in local cults and that which is known in
the local mythological tradition will not always be the same: there might
have been deities and heroes that played a role in local myths, but were
not worshipped in local cults.”” Such divine figures would inhabit the
mental world of a local worshipper, but not the physical world of his/
her local cultic practice. Such a mental world of the divine would thus
be broader and at the same time more abstract than that of the world
of cultic practice. In this way it would be similar to the divine world of
poetry, and a grouping of deities associated with the mental picture of the
local divine world could be appropriately called a pantheon: the totality of
deities within the cognitive world of a worshipper. It is helpful, however,
both in general and certainly for my study of the Aiginetan religious life,
to distinguish such a mental local ‘pantheon’ from the tangible group of

73 Euripides, Ba. 1388, Alc. 1159, Andr. 1284, Hel. 1688: pollai morfai tén daimonién...An
excellent survey of issues related to divine plurality is Versnel 2011, 239-307.

7 Such terms as ‘polytheism’ and ‘pantheon,’” both relatively modern creations, are
nevertheless useful as epistemological tools and should be used accordingly. Cf. Pirenne-
Delforge 1998, 7-10. Contra: Simon Price 1999, 11.

75 In the words of Walter Burkert (1985, 216), “polytheism means that many gods are
worshipped not only at the same place and at the same time, but by the same community
and by the same individual.” “Unlike Christianity and Islam, Greek religion was polytheis-
tic. This is not just a difference in quantity. In polytheism, the pantheon constitutes a kind
of system, where gods may complement one another or may be in mutual opposition...As
only the totality of the gods was believed to cover the whole of life, ranging from orderly
Apollo to bloodthirsty Ares, piety never meant devotion to only one god, although close-
ness of a shrine may have fostered a special relationship with a god or hero” (Bremmer
1994, 4)-

76 Bendlin 2001 and 2000.

77 Vice versa, we might hypothesize an existence of local cults without elaborate (or
any?) aetiological lore attached to them. Perhaps such a situation is imaginable when an
aetiology gets lost in transmission while the practice continues: “we do this because our
parents did this, but we are not sure what the reason for this custom is.”
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divine figures worshipped in local cults, which I will refer to as ‘a cultic
system’ or ‘system of cults’ (for further distinctions between pantheons
and cultic systems, see 6.1). To return to my main point of contention
here: in the past, studies of Greek religion all too often focused on isolated
specific deities or divine personalities,”® or on the correlation of deities
either in a poetic (e.g., Homeric) world or in an abstract composite pan-
theon, leaving unexplored the work of “many gods” within a local cultic
system. It is the latter that will interest me in the present work.

1.5 MODELS OF GREEK RELIGION

Most studies of Greek religion today operate with one of two established
models of Greek religion: the panhellenic or the local.” The panhellenic
model has been in use since the days of the mythological school to the
days of ritualism, structuralism and postmodernism. This model explains
local expressions of religious life as versions of the big picture (variations
on the main theme), as derivations of or deviations from the envisioned
common source. In the center is the envisioned common Greek religion,
and radiating from the core are all local variations that are viewed as deri-
vations of the core. The object of research in studies that rely on the pan-
hellenic approach is the core—common Greek religion, which is in some
sense a virtual entity constructed from pieces of evidence taken from
various parts and periods of the Greek world.8° As far as the panhellenic

78 “To give an account of Greek religion means listing numerous gods one after another;
the task of the history of religion seems to dissolve into the history of individual gods. The
fact that the Greek gods manifest themselves as individuals makes this seem quite natu-
ral, and the clarity of the resulting organization of the evidence confirms the procedure.
But there is always the danger that this will lead to a fundamental misunderstanding,
as if polytheistic religion were the sum of many individual religions” (Burkert 1985, 216).
Cf. Pirenne-Delforge 1998, 7-10. The same sentiment: Dowden 2000, xv: “In particular, I do
not feel that the trivial discussions of lists of gods, which so often pass for the section on
‘religion’ in book on this or that culture, are at all satisfactory.”

7 The views presented here were first expressed in my PhD dissertation (Stanford
University, 2001), and have also been aired at a number of conferences over the years, in
particular at two panels, which I had chaired at two consecutive Annual Meetings of the
American Philological Association: Regional Approaches to the Study of Religion in Ancient
Greece (co-organized with Stephanie Larson, in San Diego 2001) and Greek Religion: Models
Old and New (in Philadelphia 2002).

80 Morgan’s (2003, 107) criticism is well placed: “Clearly, therefore, if we are to avoid
perpetuating untested assumptions about the nature of contemporary society, later reli-
gious practice cannot be used as a filter through which to view evidence from the preced-
ing centuries.”
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model focuses on the study of the virtual reality of Greek religion, it does
not bring us closer to the understanding of what is on the ground, namely
the local variation.8! In the words of Robert Parker: “Comprehensive
accounts of Greek religion, the great ‘Histories,” are typically Panhellenic.
As syntheses of material from hundreds of Greek cities, each with its own
social structure, they obviously cannot attempt to relate these practices
very closely to particular social groups.”8? Herein lies one characteristic
problem of the Vernantian approach and its followers: while acknowledg-
ing the social rootedness of individual communities in local socio-territo-
rial circumstances they nevertheless see behind the variety of local cults
a universal (panhellenic) system of divine modes of acting, so that local
variability, no matter how striking, is never given a chance to undermine
the overall system or to suggest a possibility of different mechanisms at
work. It is this quality of the Paris School approach that Burkert particu-
larly objects to.83

In as much as the sociological approach has touched the study of Greek
religion, it has done so also under the spell of the panhellenic model. The
work of the late Christiane Sourvinou-Inwood had a decisive impact on
the discipline by redirecting scholars’ attention to the pervasive role of
historically attested social structures in the functioning of Greek religion.
Her emphasis on polis as a particular, characteristically Greek, form of
social organization engendered a new model of Greek religion that views
local practices as independent units partaking in the common panhellenic
dimension.8* The object of her study in the polis-centered model was a

81 Cf. Humphreys 1978, 20: “I do not wish to denigrate the work produced on ancient
religion in these years. The questions asked were certainly more profound than those of
the evolutionists, and the responses produced by scholars of the quality of Willamowitz,
Murray, A. D. Nock, Festugiere, Latte, and Nilsson provide material for a very important
chapter in the history of Classics in European culture. But I do not think that they have
bequeathed to us a method for studying ancient religious history.”

82 Parker 1996, 3.

83 Burkert 1985, 217: “The danger of this approach is, of course, that the historically given
reality will perforce be curtailed for the sake of the system and its logical structure.”

84 My critique of the polis-religion model began to develop in 1998 in the course of
dissertation research (see n. 79 above). The recent wave of revision and critique has been
stimulated by an untimely passing of Christiane Sourvinou-Inwood in 2007 and a memo-
rial symposium that was held at the University of Reading in her honor in 2008, entitled
“Perceptions of Polis-Religion: Inside-Outside.” The critique of the model of polis-religion
takes various forms: many emphasize the inability of the model to account for the role of
personal religion, exemplified, for instance, in the use of magical practices and practition-
ers, and of the place of such religious phenomena as Orphism, while others also point out
that the focus on polis ignores other socio-territorial, alias discursive, formations, such as
ethné, or private and sub-state religious associations: see Kindt 2009 and 2012; Bremmer
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concrete local unit of religious practice rather than the virtual Greek reli-
gion, however, her focus on polis alone as a specific form of social organi-
zation unnecessarily constrains the potential of the local model.8> Michael
Jameson poignantly articulated some of the problems of the polis-religion
model and proposed to replace ‘polis’ with ‘community: “It has been
observed that groups of people with common interests, but without for-
mal political status, will constitute themselves as a demos—ad hoc demoi,
we might call them... This process and indispensable ritual activity that
accompanied it seem characteristic of Greek society and not dependent
on the existence of a polis.”® This remarkable observation has not been
widely acknowledged or explored and deserves further attention. Another
underdeveloped aspect of Sourvinou-Inwood’s model is the lack of atten-
tion to the systemic character of religion. Although Sourvinou-Inwood
used the term “religious system” in reference to polis-religion, she did not
inquire into the components of the system or their mutual interlocking.
This is also a characteristic deficiency of many regional studies of Greek
religion that have so far produced predominantly descriptive accounts of
religious life in individual socio-territorial units of the Greek world. The
present study of the Aiginetan religious world will seek to steer away both
from the pitfalls of the panhellenic model and from the limitations of the
polis-centered model.

2010; Eidinow 2011; Pakkanen 2o11. The current critique of the polis-religion model is symp-
tomatic of a possible paradigm shift in studies of Greek religion, even if it is not yet clear
where it will take us. The networks model, which Eidinow 2011 advocates, will probably
help to loosen the constraints of the polis-religion model, but will not, I would venture a
guess, be able to serve in its stead. Other notions, such as, e.g,, “thin coherence” of culture
(Ober 2005), well integrated into the polis-religion critique by Kindt 2009, will do their part
in redefining the conceptual field of Greek religion. See also Parker 2011, 57-61.

85 On other forms of social organization in the Greek world: see Brock and Hodkinson
2000. Jameson 1997b, 172: “polis religion is not the whole story,” noting that “[n]or is it
evident that the religious life of free, native Greeks resident in communities that were not
poleis but belonged to ethne was much different.”

86 Jameson 1997b, 172-173.






CHAPTER TWO

DEFINITIONS AND APPROACHES

2.1 PREAMBLE: ‘WHERE I COME FROM’

The approach I propose to apply to the study of ancient Greek religious
life is indebted to many and various scientific and philosophical influen-
ces so that it would be wrong to label it in any narrow way, or to asso-
ciate it with any one particular theoretical framework. It is historical,
both because it seeks to account for the diachronic, and hence historical,
transformation of a local religious world; as well as in the sense that it
defines religious structures on the basis of their link to specific histori-
cal communities. My approach is also sociological in as much as it views
religion as a social phenomenon, which is a product, as well as a produ-
cer of meaning in the interaction between members of a community; it
is therefore a certain language of communication shared by a particular
social group. To be usable as a medium of communication, religion has
to operate according to agreed parameters, hence it has to be ordered
in a systematic way. Thus, my approach is sociological in two senses, in
acknowledging the link between a specific historical social structure and
religion, and in viewing religion as a systemic phenomenon.! These are
very broad characteristics of the approach and they bear further articu-
lation. In general, I apply a combination of deductive? and hermeneutic®
reasoning in an attempt to make sense of the available evidence in such a
way as to reach an analytical rather than a descriptive account of a Greek
community’s religious world.

1 This approach is, in principle, the Durkheimian view of religion (Durkheim 1965
[1012]).

2 E.g,, as understood by Karl Popper. Baert (1998, 184) explains: “For Popper, scien-
tists do not merely observe and then infer from that. Instead, they start with a problem,
from which they construct a feasible theoretical construction, which allows them to infer
deductively testable hypotheses. These hypotheses are tested through observation, and
theories are abandoned if they do not survive the test.”

8 As originally defined by Wilhelm Dilthey and recently elaborated by Habermas 1987
[1968], 140-160, 309—310; and Habermas 1988 [1970], 89-170.
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2.2 THEORETICAL PREMISES: A SYSTEM

Acknowledging, and even laying as a foundation, the premise that reality
is always infinitely more complex than any theoretical straightjacket we
might try to subject it to,* we at the same time cannot forget that indivi-
duals in any society are not radical free agents. Rather, complex webs of
social norms and value systems determine individuals’ responses to out-
side stimuli. It is in this context that I propose to view religion as a social
phenomenon, and a system as such, encoding acceptable parameters
(these could be quite broad) of ancient Greek behavior and imagination,
in as much as we can access these, for instance, through the analysis of
texts, visual representations, or spatial arrangements.

Granting that the notion of ‘system’ is inevitably an approximation of
reality, my understanding of social systems will rely upon the following
premises: that social systems are structured and may contain subsystems
that are also social in nature,® both the whole and the parts being subject to
change in an ordered fashion, where changes originating in one part affect
the whole system.6 Social systems are open,” functional,® constraining,
but not determinative categories vis-a-vis humans seen as active agents.?

4 Nietzsche is characteristically dramatic: “Ich mifdtraue allen Systematikern und gehe
ihnen aus dem Weg. Der Wille zum System ist ein Mangel an Rechtschaffenheit” (Gdtzen-
Didmmerung, oder, Wie man mit dem Hammer philosophiert = Twilight of the Idols, or How
to Philosophize with a Hammer, “Maxims and Arrows” 26).

5 Kernels of these ideas are present already in Durkheim (1965 [1912], 9): “Religion is an
eminently social thing. Religious representations are collective representations that express
collective realities; rites are ways of acting that are born only in the midst of assembled
groups and whose purpose is to evoke, maintain, or recreate certain mental states of those
groups. But if the categories are of religious origin, then they must participate in what is
common to all religion. They, too, must be social things, products of collective thought. At
the very least—since with our present understanding of these matters, radical and exclu-
sive theses are to be guarded against—it is legitimate to say that they are rich in social ele-
ments.” Talcott Parsons’ ‘action theory’ develops these notions. In addition, the view that
social systems are interconnected and might be in conflict is espoused by functionalists,
and neo-functionalists, such as Niklas Luhmann, who was Parsons’ student.

6 “All parts of the system and their changes can only be understood in relation to the
system as a whole...the converse also holds, namely, that the system is constructed by
processes and changes in its constituent components” (Th. D. Hall 1999, 7).

7 “Realists insisted that closed systems are rare in reality, and that open systems are
frequent, especially in the social realm. The existence of open systems means that various
generative mechanisms intervene and they might cancel each other out” (Baert 1998, 187).

8 See n. 5 and n. 22.

9 This view is common to neo-functionalism, Bourdieu’s genetic stucturalism, Giddens’
structuration theory and Habermas’ critical theory.
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And additionally, social systems circulate and exchange information and
energy.1°

Much scholarly effort has been expanded in attempts to grasp the order
and logic of Greek religion.!! Even when historians of Greek religion do not
explicitly espouse a systemic approach to the subject, or even when they
reject the notion that an order of any kind can be discerned within it, they
often use the term ‘religious system’ in reference to Greek religion. In this
pervasive use of the term we observe the influence of sociological think-
ing upon historical studies since the early 20th century. Most scholars of
Greek religion today use the term ‘system’ in reference to their subject,2
but only some apply the concept as a hermeneutic principle.l® Walter
Burkert states that in his book religion appears as “a supra-personal sys-
tem of communication.”* Similarly, John Gould used an analogy, preva-
lent in the 1960s—70s, between religion and language:

Like language, religion is a cultural phenomenon, a phenomenon of the
group (there are no ‘private’ religions, any more than there are ‘private’ lan-
guages, except by some metaphorical devaluation of the two terms), and
like language, any religion is a system of signs enabling communication both
between members of the group in interpreting and responding to experience
of the external world and in the individual’s inner discourse with himself as
to his own behavior, emotional and private.!>

While historians of Greek religion have occasionally used the term
‘system,’ as, for instance, Burkert, Gould and Sourvinou-Inwood did, they
have not made it the object of their study to inquire into the inter-related
working of all the components of a religious system.!6 Burkert’s definition
of religion as “a supra-personal system of communication” will serve for
me as an expedient formula for identifying the fundamental components,

10 Parsons 1966, ch. 2; Baert 1998, 52.

I Versnel 201, ch. 1 is dedicated to this issue.

12 Sourvinou-Inwood 2000, 13; Bremmer 1994, 2; Price 1999, 3; Auffarth 2001, 9o6.

13 Gladigow 1983.

14 Burkert 1985, 7.

15 Gould 1985, 4.

16 Ogden 2007 dedicates Part V of A Companion to Greek Religion to “local religious
systems,” but Deacy’s chapter on “The Religious System of Athens” focuses primarily on
the cult of Athena, and Dunand’s chapter on “The Religious System of Alexandria” just
offers a list of deities with a brief discussion of each; Richer’s chapter on Sparta is more
systemic in that he looks at a few cults, but also at the sacred topography and sacred
calendar, as well as at the interaction between the mortals and divinities such as heroes.
Jost’s chapter on “The Religious System in Arkadia” raises legitimate questions about the
utility of searching for a system of cults at the political and conceptual level of a region
rather than a city-state.
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or axes (Latin, pl. of axis), of a religious system. These axes are (1) parti-
cipants in communication, (2) the setting (time and space) of communi-
cation, and (3) the means of communication. In a polytheistic religion,
multiple deities, on the one hand, and worshippers (individuals and
groups), on the other, are the participating parties in communication;!?
sacred sites and religious festivals are the spatial and temporal settings
of communication; myths, rituals, prayers, songs, dances, and votive gifts
are means of communication. Each of these categories, together compri-
sing the five components of a religious system, can be presumed to be
social in nature, that is, to have a common value and meaning to specific
communities, besides any personal value and meaning it may hold for its
individual members.!® To determine specific interrelationships between
the religious categories that comprise the axes of a given religious sys-
tem constitutes the synchronic dimension of my historical study, even as
I recognize that any synchronic view of a system is necessarily an approxi-
mation, as no living biological or social organism can be presumed to be
in a perfectly static condition at any point in time. Several synchronic, as
it were horizontal, slices of historical reality will be examined (with a view
to their internal dynamics) corresponding roughly to the late Geometric
(ca. 800 BCE), middle Archaic (ca. 600 BCE), late Archaic/early Classical
(ca. 500—480 BCE) and the third quarter of the 5th century BCE down to

17 Tt is legitimate to question to what extent “communication” is in this case presumed
to be actual and to what extent—potential. For instance, if a person at any given moment
is not addressing a deity, is the deity still there, that is, in a specific given sanctuary? Per-
haps the answer was ‘no’ for the Greeks, otherwise there would be no need to summon a
deity to attend a festival or choral performance, as was a common topos of hymns to the
gods. Conversely, when an ancient Greek was praying, was a deity presumed to be always
listening? In fact, did both participants (deities and worshippers) need to be available,
present, for communication to happen? The answer apparently must be negative: time
gaps between messages/actions delivered either by a worshipper or by a deity and the
reception of or reaction to those messages were a norm rather than an exception. Prayers
were uttered in the hope, not in the certainty of divine hearing; votive gifts were made
both as thanks-offerings after a divine favor and as pre-emptive measures with a view to
the future. In other words, ancient Greek religious communication “worked” not so much
in ‘real time’ as in the ‘always’ of the divine time—extending into and therefore actionable
both in the past and the future.

18 As most works on Greek religion show, the following thought of Emile Durkheim
remains largely unheard by the Classicists: “But the problem concerning them [categories-
IP] is more complex, for they are social in another sense and, as it were, in the second
degree. They not only come from society, but the things which they express are of social
nature. Not only is it a society which has founded them, but their contents are the differ-
ent aspects of the social being” (Durkheim 1965, 488). Versnel 201 is rare among modern
scholars in combining the inquiries into the collective and personal aspects of ancient
Greek religion. See, however, Mikalson (2010, 169-184) who dedicates a full chapter of his
book to the matter.
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431, when the local population of Aigina was exiled en masse and the
island was populated by Athenian settlers, highlighting an interruption of
a continuous social and religious development that had taken place over
the preceding centuries. My study also includes the consideration of social
and religious activities on the island during the course of the Pelopon-
nesian war, mainly in order to dissociate them from the religious world
of the Aiginetans and so to mark the chronological end of my inquiry
ca. 404 BCE, which follows the return of the few surviving Aiginetans to
Aigina after the Athenian defeat.

Since “all parts of the system and their changes can only be understood
in relation to the system as a whole...the converse also holds, namely,
that the system is constructed by processes and changes in its constituent
components,”® and therefore in exercising a diachronic perspective, we
may expect to observe a change of one part triggering the processes of re-
adjustment in the system as a whole. The need to combine the synchronic
and diachronic analyses of religion is a well-recognized condition of many
religious studies today, and the former, often associated with structuralist
and functionalist approaches, is no longer seen as a barrier to the latter.20

Both in synchronic and diachronic studies of religious systems, the
notions of ‘system’ and ‘functionality’ go hand in hand. As Cipriani points
out, when scholars attempt to distinguish between various definitions of
religion, they identify those that are “functional” (based on what religion
does, e.g., provides strategies for survival, or for social cohesion) and those
that “tend to be substantive.” The latter formulation suggests that even
substantive definitions (what religion is) betray the recognition of the
functional nature of religion, that is, of what religion does.?! Functionality
of religion is understood in two ways, namely that religion plays a certain
function in society, and that religion as a system is a functional entity,
that is, its components fulfill certain functions that enable the meaning-
ful organization of the whole.?? Hence, my case study of a local religious

19 Th. D. Hall 1999, 7.

20 On the ability of the structuralist approach to account for historical change see, e.g.,
Sahlins 1981. Cf. Burkert 1979.

21 Cipriani 2000, 1-9.

22 The argument about the function of religion in society has been made since
the early days of functionalism (Malinowski), as well as by Parsons, and in the contem-
porary neo-functionalism of Luckmann and Luhmann. Radcliffe-Brown was the first to
introduce the concepts of social structure, social form, and social function. “He regarded
structure (and hence social structure) as an observable reality. The general concept
of structure refers to an arrangement of interrelated parts, and structures can be observed
in different realms. .. By a function, he meant the sum total of all relations that a compo-
nent has to the entire system in which it is embedded... The stability of structural form
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world (Aigina) will seek not only to identify the components of a religious
system (the ‘what’ of religion) and the interrelationships between them,
but also to reveal them at work, in their functioning mode (the ‘how’ and
the ‘what for’). We would need to trace, on the one hand, the interrela-
tionships between the presence of a particular deity in a local system of
cults and, on the other hand, the social preoccupations of the local com-
munity, the flow of social and ecological time, the lay of the land and the
social topography of the place.?3 I will therefore aim to find a correspon-
dence between the components of a system (in the synchronic perspec-
tive), and to register chain reactions between components as they change
through time in the diachronic perspective. The two perspectives together
will allow for a functional account of the Aiginetan religious system. At
the same time, while seeking to uncover its functionality, I intend to trace
how agency (worshippers and their motivations) shapes the dynamics and
practical relevance of the system.

2.3 ANCIENT GREEK REALIA: A MESOCOSM

Religion originates with people and operates among people.24 It follows
the changes of social conditions in a society whereby it is shaped and
practiced. It finds its expression in various dimensions of human life:
in the organization of time (calendar) and space (social topography), in
laws, family life and social organization (worshipping groups); in the ideas
about the world around them—in stories (myths), songs, and rituals. As
a social phenomenon, religion is linked to a particular society where it is
practiced. In ancient Greek history, approaches vary from viewing reli-
gion as an entirely separate social institution?s to viewing it as completely

is dependent on the ‘functional unity’ of the whole; that is, the mutual adjustment of the
different parts” (Baert 1998, 45—46). See also on this subject Emmet 1958 and 1966.

23 The recognition of a pressing need for such a combined approach is evident in mod-
ern scholarship on Greek religion, even though the exercise itself is not yet widely prac-
ticed (Bremmer 1994, 2 who refers to Bruit Zaidman and Schmitt Pantel 1992, 228). Robert
Levy (1990, 401—9) calls this interplay “the dance of symbols,” or “the civic ballet.”

24 This is not a statement about the origin of divinity: the latter, depending on a given
theology, could pre-exist religion, or exist beyond or even in spite of it.

25 For a more detailed presentation and critique of this attitude, see Morris 1993. “We
are all familiar with the most common result of psychological assumptions, which lead
historians to write books on Greek history that treat politics, warfare, economics, and so
on as major categories of analysis, but relegate religion and ritual to a chapter of their own,
away from ‘real’ events” (Morris 1993, 23).
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integrated, almost coterminous, with other social phenomena.?6 Many
interpretations of Greek religious phenomena are based on the choice of
either microcosmic or macrocosmic levels of social organization, e.g., an
individual ancient writer (Herodotus, Hesiod, or Sophocles), or Greece as
a whole. Each of these, for different reasons, fails to capture the operating
mechanisms of religion. The microcosmic level, which brings into focus
an individual worshipper, a single religious site, or a single cult, misses
either or both the social (communal) and the polytheistic nature of Greek
religion.2” The macrocosmic level, which often relies upon the view of
ancient Greeks as a social unity has no basis in political reality, as Greece
never achieved the status of a federal or any kind of centralized political
state,?8 and hence the Greeks in practical terms never constituted a single
political community.

In the Archaic and Classical periods, much of Greece was a network of
distinct socio-territorial units, some of which were autonomous political
units, others—political dependencies. Some of them were called poleis,
others were not.2? Some of them were citizen-states, where the ruling body
represented a predominant portion of population, the members of which
were functionally interchangeable; and others were agro-literate states,
where a small elite group ruled over a vast majority of agricultural popu-
lation, and members of those social groups were not functionally inter-
changeable.?° In addition, Ian Morris demonstrated that most of ancient
Greek states did not maintain a specific from of state throughout their
existence, but moved along the spectrum “back and forth between the
agro-literate state and the citizen-state during their histories, according
to the outcomes of specific social struggles.”®! Because not all Greek states

26 Cf. Sourvinou-Inwood 2000a [1990a] and 2000b [1988].

27 Julia Kindt's recent calls (2009, 2012) to include what she terms ‘personal religion’
under the broader umbrella of Greek religion are well taken, but her point that ‘personal
religion’ was left unaddressed by the polis-religion model goes too far in downplaying the
social nature of religion, which characterizes personal piety no less than communal. See
chapter 11 of this monograph for further discussion.

28 See Finley 1975b; Morris 1997, 91-105; although it can perhaps be argued that Athe-
nians tried to create a nation-state, or an empire, and employed such rhetoric (see Morris
2008).

29 See Brock and Hodkinson 2000; Nielsen 2002.

80 These are two basic models of state organization formulated by sociologists. In a
citizen-state, members of a community are interchangeable, top to bottom. In an agro-
literate state, “the ruling class forms a small minority of the population, rigidly separated
from the great majority of direct agricultural producers, or peasants” (Gellner 1983, 9).

31 Morris 1997, 98.
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were of the same type, and because many of the early Greek states shifted
along the spectrum of forms of social organization, it is inadequate to trace
all religious discourse to one particular form of social organization—the
polis, which itself was a complex notion that meant different things in
different contexts.32

If the notion of polis, taken by itself, is not adequate to the task of
describing the functioning of religion on the local level in ancient Greece,
an alternative must transcend the differences between various forms of
social organization attested in the Greek world (e.g., citizen-state such
as polis, ethnos-state such as Thessaly, confederacies, sub-state units
such as demes, etc.), and at the same time, reflect the vital link between
the social structure and religion. I propose to use the term designating
not a specific form but a corresponding level of social organization—
mesocosm—a level in-between the world of an individual and the world
of cultural macrocosm. The term ‘mesocosm’ was coined and used by
the cultural anthropologist Robert Levy in his seminal study of the social
and religious world of a traditional Nepalese city. Robert Levy conducted
his anthropological fieldwork in Bhaktapur over the course of four years,
1973-1976. As he explains in the Introduction:

[most of his study] is concerned with the elaborate “religious” life of the city,
the system of symbols that helps organize the integrated life of the city so
that it becomes a mesocosm, an organized meaningful world intermediate to
the microcosmic worlds of individuals and the culturally conceived macro-
cosm, the universe, at whose center the city lies.33

While acknowledging that Bhaktapur’s mesocosm is a product of multi-
farious historical and social transformations, Levy demonstrates that it
nevertheless exemplifies

the enormous comparative elaboration of a particular kind of symbolism in
Bhaktapur...a crucial resource for organizing a certain type of community
and society, a certain type of city—an “archaic city.”3*

Applied to the ancient Greek realia, the term ‘mesocosm’ not only allows
us to embrace in one category various forms of social organization attested

32 Jameson (1997b, 172) proposes to use the term ‘community’ rather than ‘polis.’ Davies
(1997a) identifies specific characteristics that together produce a distinctive portrait of a
Greek political community, which he calls ‘micro-state.’” See also Hansen 1993, 1995, 1997,
1998 (work of the Copenhagen Polis Centre).

33 Levy 1990, 2.

34 Levy 1990, 2.
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in ancient Greece, but also to emphasize the fact that the units operating
at the mesocosmic level are worlds of their own, ordered, meaningful, and
functional, but not isolated from one another.3® If we consider the orbit
of the Greek-speaking world as a cultural macrocosm, a variety of socio-
territorial units within it could be counted as mesocosms, from small vil-
lages, Attic demes, to small poleis on multi-polis islands (e.g., Keos) to
island-states such as Aigina, and so on.

Today, local studies of Greek religion largely remain at a descriptive
stage.36 The works of Graf, Jost, Osanna, Schachter, Giacometti and oth-
ers fall in line with the recognition (already evident in the works of Wide
and Picard) of regional and local diversity between the religious practices
of the Greeks,3” yet in addition to lists of data and a thorough discus-
sion of the evidence for each cult, they rarely offer a synthetic picture
of local religious life.3® Parker's Athenian Religion: A History (1996) is still
an exception. Primarily, local cults are discussed in terms of which deity
or deities were more important than others, but it is rarely asked why all
deities and cults attested together in a particular location are there at all, and

85 Cartledge et al. (1998) driven by the same desire as the present author to address
‘social order’ of ancient Greek communities use similar terminology (‘kosmos’) in tying
together the studies focused on the Athenian social world. Some socio-territorial units,
such as subdivisions of states, e.g., demes in Attica, would certainly qualify as mesocosms,
although that may raise a question about the status of Attica (territory)/Athens (state)
with respect to demes, i.e., whether we would have to operate with tiers of mesocosms:
a deme’s mesocosm within the mesocosm of Attica. Parker (201, xi) places demes at
“microlevel.”

36 As Parker (1996, 2) puts it: “Local studies tend to proceed piecemeal, cult by cult.”
I did not have a chance to consult the unpublished Habilitationsschrift of Auffarth (1994),
but more recent developments are in Richer 2007; Jost 2007. Giacometti (2005) focuses
on the deities and heroes of Metaponto, treating each separately, but does not offer a syn-
thetic discussion of how the whole ensemble of them relates to the polis as social organ-
ism. The latter appears, however, in Part III of the book, “La polis e i santuari panellenici,”
to be considered in religious interaction with Delphi, Delos, and Olympia. Casadio’s (2005)
useful overview of ‘local’ studies in Greek religion is appended at the end of Giacometti’s
study.

87 Giacometti 2005; Sporn 2002; Reichert-Siidbeck 2000; Zunino 1997 (with review by
Dillon 2000); Osanna 1996; Graf 1985; Schachter 1981; Jost 1985; Willets 1962; Picard 1922;
Wide 1973 [1893]); Wide 1888; Maybaum 1901.

38 Cf. Dowden 2000, 213: “It is no use just listing names and supposed functions [of
gods] ... Pagan Polytheism is in fact a very complicated ideology and we need a lot of evi-
dence to understand why their systems of gods were configured as they were.” Parker (2011,
236) adds another point of critique: “But the god-by-god approach of canonical histories
obscures diversity, while regional monographs lack the comparative diversity.” Prent (2005)
goes well beyond listing, applying diachronic analysis to the development of Cretan cults
and reaching illuminating insights, although a more differentiated approach to the diver-
sity of local religious mesocosms on Crete would no doubt reveal further complexities.
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how they relate to each other. These are the questions that will give shape
to the present study of Aiginetan cults. Some existing treatments from Near
Eastern studies, representing synthetic and multi-sided accounts of local reli-
gious life, can be taken as useful models. For instance, Kaizer’s study, The Reli-
gious Life of Palmyra (2002), sets the analysis of sanctuaries and cults within
the framework of the social history of Palmyra, correlating the “rhythms of
religious life” and the roles of worshipping groups, priests and benefactors.
Such an integrated account allows one to see the place of deities within
the social mesocosm and appreciate the mechanisms of their co-existence
within a pantheon and in the physical space shared with mortals.

2.4 LOCALITY: ‘DEFINITE PLACES’ AND LOCAL RELIGIOUS SYSTEMS

Sociologists advise us that the status of individual communities consists in
the relationship of people to people (form of government) and people to
land (territory occupied and used). For example, Aristotle’s definition of
polis emphasizes both these aspects: “for the state is essentially a form of
community, and to begin with there is bound to be a common locality: a
single city occupies a single site, and the single city belongs to its citizens
in common” (Trans. H. Rackham).3?

Horden and Purcell use such terms as ‘definite places,’ microregions, and
‘microecologies’ to refer tolocalities “with a distinctive identity derived from
the set of available opportunities and the particular interplay of human
responses to them found in a given period.”#® The tie between a people
and the land they occupy, generation after generation, results in a locally,
centered view of the world,*! and the world view of a local community is
necessarily centrifugal, or ‘concentric.’*? It is centered upon itself, and it
is the view from the inside out, a local perspective.”*3 In religious terms,
“local perspective” finds its expression in locally significant myths, locally

39 elmep ydp 0Tt xowwvia TIg V) TOAIG, EoTt 3¢ xowwvia ToMTAV ToMTelag (Pol. 1276b1). 1)
yép mohtela xowamvia tig €, xol TP@TOV AVryxn ToD TéTOL KoWWVEDY: & piv Ydp Témog €lg 6
T uidg méAews, oi 3¢ moATTat xovwvol Ths wids ToAews (Pol. 1260bgo—61a2).

40 Horden and Purcell 2000, 8o.

41 According to Eliade (1959), for ‘religious men,” ‘their world’ is always situated at the
center of the universe.

42 E.g., ‘Athenoconcentric,’ in Hall’s terminology (2002, 205).

43 The relativity and ideological implications of a ‘local’ perspective are poignantly
articulated by Goldhill (2010) in a paper entitled “What is local identity? The politics of
cultural mapping.”
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meaningful pantheon, local sacred topography, local sacred calendar,
and local mythology.#* In sum, local perspective pervades all aspects of
religious life at the level of mesocosm.*5 It has further implications for
polytheistic religions.

In a polytheistic society, local territory is inhabited not only by people,
but also by divine residents.#¢ Interaction between people, land, and gods
in ancient Greece resulted in clusters of cultic sites, which belonged to
distinct socio-territorial units. These three components, land, people, and
gods,*” and relationships between them (people to land, gods to land,
and people to gods) constitute what may be called ‘the polytheistic tri-
angle,’ the matrix of a polytheistic religious system.

Two ancient Greek terms vividly embody this fundamental three-way
interdependence: éyywplot (gods, heroes, daimones)*® and matp@ot (gods).
The literal meaning of enkhdrios is “in the chora, in the land,” although
by extension it also means “of the land.” Used substantively, it means “an
inhabitant,” to which a modifier “of the land” (tfjs y#c) is sometimes added
(e.g., in Soph. OC 871). Enkhérioi theoi, then, are gods of the land, where
the land is understood both as country and as physical earth, gods who
inhabit the land, the local gods.*® A cognate, epikhdrios, is also often used
in exactly the same sense as enkhdrios (Aristophanes, Clouds 601-2, calls
Athena 1) T’ émyplog uetépa Bedg | atyidog Nvioyog, moAtobyos ‘AbBdvar), but it
seems that the sense “of the land” rather than “in the land” is more preva-
lent in the usage of epikhdrios,5° and this adjective has a wider semantic

44 Similarly Parker 2011, 225-236; Versnel 2011, 116-119.

45 Versnel 201, 116 uses the term ‘mikrokosmos’ in this context. Useful insights are in
Christian 1989 and 1981. See also Miiller 2003.

46 Cole (1995, 297) makes the same point: “Each polis inhabited the same space as its
divinities. Citizens of the fourth century Kolophon knew from experience which of their
gods ‘dwelt’ in the town and which in the countryside, and it was natural for them to
consider that the polis belonged to all of them.” A growing appreciation of this aspect of
polytheistic societies is reflected in Labarre 2004, with particular relevance to the Greek
world in Pirenne-Delforge 2004. Cross-cultural comparanda: Werbner 1977.

47 1 note a coincidence of terms in Mitchell 1993, where these components are, how-
ever, viewed paratactically rather than integrally.

48 Enkhorioi daimones (Aesch. Supp. 482).

49 A synonym, more rarely used than enkhdrios as an attribute of gods, is entopios. Our
only example is Plato, Phaedrus 262d3: xai &ywye, & Paidpe, aitiduat todg évromioug feols.

50 Cf. in the sense of “local residents” in Herodotus 2.60.16: oi emtywptot Aéyovat, gaot
ol emiywptot. Also Hdt. 2.63. 19, Hdt. 4.8115, etc. As a characterization of deities: e.g., Hdt.
5.102.2 on Kybele at Sardis: ipov smxwpnqg feod Kufnfng; with reference to Delphlc heroes
Phylakos and Autonoos: Tou-roug 3¢ Tolg dbo As)\qom Aéyouat elvau Emiywplovg Fpwarg, PUAbV
Te xai ADTévoov, TGV T& Tepéved EaTt epl T ipév. One more time in Hdt. 9.119.3 about the
human sacrifice by Thracian Apsinthioi of Oinobazos to local god Pleistoros: OiéBagov pév
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field, therefore allowing for greater ambiguity. It is also more politically
charged than enkhérios.3 Epikhorios much more often than not is an
attribute of a group of people: their customs, armour, dress, what they
say, who they worship, how they live, and so on. By contrast, enkhdrios
emphasizes the place, khdra, the physical space where items or people
find themselves.5? This subject deserves closer investigation, for which
there is no room in the present study. Here it is sufficient to illustrate, e.g,
from Aeschylus, Suppliants 661—2, that he uses epikhdrios once, with refer-
ence to “local corpses,” that is “corpses of the locals”: tdvde méAv xevwaal,
und’ emywplots Epig| mrwupaaty alpatioat médov ydg. By contrast, when speak-
ing of deities, Aeschylus uses enkhdrios, e.g, in Aeschylus, Suppliants 482:
Bupods e’ dMoug Sapdvwy eyywpiwv. In Agamemnon 1645, the chorus
describes Klytemnestra as ywpag piooua xai 8ev €yywpiwv.

The connection with the land as a physical place and the divine pres-
ence in it are vividly illustrated by Thucydides 2.74.2—3 where the Spartan
king Arkhidamos addresses the enkhorioi (Plataean) gods and heroes on
the subject of the Spartan invasion of the land of Plataea:53

évtedfev &) mpdTov Mév &g émpaptuplav xai fe@dv xal Npwwy TOV éyxwplwy
ApxiSapog & Bactheds xatéa) Aéywy Gde: Ocol oot yhv Ty [MAarouida Eyete xai
Hpwes, EuvioTopes Eate 8Tt ute TV &pyy ddixwg ExAiévtwy 88 TAVdE TpoTEpwy
T Euvapoto,5* émi yhiv Tvde HAbopev. ..

vuv €xqebyovta & v Opnixny Opyixes ApivOiol AaBovtes Eduaav ITAeloTwpw Emywpie e
TPOTW TG TPETEPW, ToVG OE MET exelvov dAw TPOTwW EQOveEvTay.

51 As Goldhill (2010, 51-52) so aptly shows, the use of an attribute epikhdrios is never
neutral: epikhdrios positions the speaker/writer either with or apart from the audience. To
remark on something as epikhdrios is to notice a difference: between you (individual or
a representative of a certain group) and others. When Herodotus writes: “the locals say,”
he keeps himself apart. When Thucydides the Athenian writes that herms (hermai) are a
local Athenian thing (6.27) he addresses a non-Athenian audience of the present and the
future, writing for all time, ktéma es aiei.

52 Hesychius Lex. évywptor €x tod adtod témov dvteg; X Homer, Od. 3.178.3: TTogeiddwvt
Tadpwy] TO pév wg Eyywpiw Be®- etyudro yap 6 Tooedév év Tepatatd: Also scholia on Pindar:
0. 10. 58a Tipdoalg mépov Adpeod: TpwrTw TH AXpeld EQuaey g Eyywplw Be@: xal yap HeTd TAV
dwdexa Bedv Tpdral. opddpa 3¢ adToV TIMAL gdApIoL 58¢ dMwG AAPeld eindTwg WS Eyxwplw
€Buoe moTau®. petd 8¢ Tav Swdexa Bedv Todg Bupods émoinoe: Bupods yap Bpuoe Sidbpovg EE:

53 T offer discussions of this episode in Thucydides from two other angles in Polinskaya
2010 and 2012.

54 Synistores (“knowing along with”) theoi is a common expression in Greek literature:
Soph. Ph. 1293, Eur. Supp. 1174, etc.
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thereupon king Archidamus first brought the gods and heroes of the country
into a position of being witnesses by saying the following:3% “O gods and
heroes who hold the Plataean land (gé), be witnesses that we came to this
land (gé) not wrongly from the start, but only when these here [Plataeans]
had first abandoned the oath...”

As explicitly stated in this passage, the enkhdrioi theoi kai herdes are those
that hold the Plataean land (gé). For gods as owners of (ekhein is the verb
typically used) and residents in the land there are, of course, numerous
examples.® What is noteworthy in this passage is that the Spartans are
calling as witnesses the gods of the land where they happen to find them-
selves at the moment, the land of Plataea. This fact that the enkhdrioi theoi
can be detached from their primary protégés, the Plataeans, is paramount.
These are the gods who are the patrons of the land first and foremost
rather than of a people. They would potentially protect/oppose anyone
who comes into contact with the land under their control. Thus, long-
term residents of the land, the natives as current caretakers, naturally
have a primary claim to the support of the enkhérioi theoi, but should the
land be contested, should the natives be expelled, or new owners come
into the land, the enkhdrioi theoi can potentially change allegiance.57
This is very different from the gods who attach themselves not to land,
but to people understood as generational units. Patréoi theoi are literally,
the gods of the fathers, ancestral gods,8 but specifically the gods of patri-
lineal descent.>® The connection that is emphasized here is that between
gods and people, generation after generation. The two attributes, enkhdrios
and patrdos, are not necessarily functional opposites of each other. Instead
and more often they are complementary notions, and sometimes can be

55 Thucydides is fond of constructions that use the active voice of xafictnut with a
prepositional phrase introduced by é¢ and an abstract noun: ég dmévotav (1.82), & dmoplav
(7.75)- So, here: €¢ émpaptupiav. .. xatéom.

56 See, e.g., collections of references in Sissa and Detienne 2000, 137-150; Versnel 2011,
88-8g.

57 This seems to be the underlying rationale behind the debate over the Athenian occu-
pation of Delion (Thuc. 4.97-98), see Polinskaya 2010, 63—65.

58 There was a notion among the Greeks that the patréos deity among Dorians was
Zeus (Aesch. Fr. 162.3), and among Ionians—Apollo (Soph. Phil. 933, Plato, Euthed. 302d,
Arist. Ath. 55.3), but the cultic reality was more complex: see Parker 2005, 22 and nn. 64-65
for a more detailed discussion.

59 We should note that in the context of a civil war, Xenophon 2.4.21 has Thrasyboulos
remind the two sides of fighting Athenians (in 404 BC) that they are bound together not
only through patréoi, but also through matréoi theoi. Perhaps this is supposed to empha-
size how much deeper, i.e., on both possible sides, the Athenians are related to each other.
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identical. At the same time, they represent different aspects of human
relationships with the gods: enkhdrioi gods, heroes, and daimones are
the ones that people have to honor either due to being co-residents, or
due to a temporary presence (either peaceful or violent) in the land of
local deities; patréoi gods are the ones that a person has to honor because
they were honored by his father, and his father’s father.5° The two terms
embody an affiliation with gods as either guardians of the land, or guard-
ians of kinship groups. Patrdoi are the gods that follow the people even
when they abandon their traditional geographical area of habitation or
are exiled from it.5! Patréoi theoi travel with their people, enkhdrioi theoi
stay bound to their land.?

The continuation of the Plataea episode (Thuc. 2.71.4) illustrates the
conceptual difference between the enkhdrioi and patréoi. When the Pla-
taeans are pleading with the Spartans not to attack them, they make a dis-
tinction between their own gods whom they call enkhérioi and the Spartan
gods whom they call patréoi. The Plataeans are referring to the time in the
past when they took oaths together with the Spartans. The gods who were
then invoked as horkioi (witnesses and guarantors of oaths) were the Pla-
taean local gods and the Spartan ancestral gods:

uapTupag O¢ Beols Tovg Te Opxioug TOTE YEVOUEVOUS TTOLOVUEVOL Kol TOUG DUETEPOUG
TATPYOUG xal NUETEPOUS EyXwpious, Aéyopey DUty YAV v ITAatatido uy dduxelv
unde mapaPaivety todg Spxoug, éav 8¢ oixelv avtovépous xabdmep Iovoaviog
educaiwaey.

60 That is why the position of Polyneikes vis-a-vis Theban gods is so precarious in Eur.
Phoenissae: because Polyneikes left his native city, Thebes, and is now a resident of Argos/
Mycene, he cannot invoke the Theban gods as his enkhdrioi (608). In that capacity, he
has to appeal to the Argive gods instead (as he does in 1365), but he can still address
the Theban ones as his ancestral gods (as he does when bidding them farewell in 631-5)
because the fact that these were the gods of his forefathers has not changed. An excellent
exposition of the issues related to the notion of patréoi theoi in Attica can be found in
Parker 2005, 21-23.

61 There is evidence, however, that indicates a notion of gods abandoning a city when
it is sacked (see references in Versnel 2011, 101 n. 286), and here we might have another
example of seemingly contradictory notions in ancient Greek thinking, or else of shifting
foci of consciousness. If the latter, then the two planes of consciousness between which
we are asked to shift are that of deities as permanent residents in the land, on the one
hand, and on the other hand, as simple visitors to their various sanctuaries throughout the
Greek world. If the second register of consciousness is engaged, it is understandable how
the gods’ temporary departure is conceivable. A subsequent remedy is to invite gods to
return, for which we also have plentiful evidence in the Greek sources.

62 My thinking on this subject was helped to its articulation by a paradigmatic repre-
sentation of Lares and Penates in Italo Calvino’s Invisible Cities, in the chapter on the city
of Leandra.
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Why this distinction? Why could not the Spartans also swear by the Pla-
taean gods at the time? The answer must be that they had no right to.
Plataeans invoke a connection with the enkhdrioi theoi by virtue of being
co-residents in the Plataean land, but Spartans had no special tie to the
Plataean gods (that is, at the end of the Persian wars, in contrast to the pre-
sent episode when Spartans are contesting the Plataean special relationship
with their local gods). Being away from their own land the Spartans also
could not invoke the Spartan enkhdrioi theoi. Instead they invoked their
patréoi theoi, those who are connected to them as people and who retain
their special ties with them no matter how far from home Spartans find
themselves. These are the gods that “travel” with people wherever they go.
On another similar occasion during the course of the Peloponnesian war,
when Athenians found themselves far away from their own land, in Sicily
(Thuc. 7.69.2), they were exerted to fight well by an appeal specifically
and significantly to their patréoi theoi. Thus, each practical situation and
social context might invoke one of these two aspects of the human-divine
relationship, or both of them: the allegiance of deities to people through
ancestors, or the connection of deities to land, which they co-inhabit with
a particular community of people at a given moment.

In some contexts that pertain to deities, the senses of enkhdrioi and
patréoi can function in a complementary fashion, e.g., in Aeschylus, Sup-
pliants 704-6: “And may they worship forever the gods who possess the
land” (Bzodg & ol yav &xovaw, that is, enkhdrioi theoi), with “native daphne-
phoria and sacrifice of oxen [that are their gods’] ancestral honors.” The
juxtaposition of éyywplotg matpwialg followed by dagwyedporg Bovbitorat
Tipals compels taking dagwngdpolg Povbitolal as apposition to matpwialg
Tipals. This is an illustration of a case where people and land collapse
into one dimension, a unit ‘people-land’ that is bound up with a particu-
lar set of gods who are both enkhérioi and patréoi at the same time. In
other cases that illustrate situations where people are physically acting
at a distance from their native land (as we have seen in Thucydides and
Xenophon), only one category, that of people’s ancestral gods (patréoi) is
of use to them. Enkhérioi and patréoi are thus two complimentary aspects
of the three-way relationship between people, gods, and the land.

The spatial aspect of the human-divine relationship in a given loca-
tion determines that the sacred sites and cults of such local territorial
units function as parts of locally centered religious systems.53 In contrast

63 The term “local religious system” is often used as a matter of fact in modern
scholarship: Ogden 2007, 9. Mikalson (2010, 47) strikingly and correctly articulates what
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to Sourvinou-Inwood’s term ‘polis-religion’, the term ‘local religious system’
does not specify the form of political organization present in a particular
locale, but allows one to address religious systems of politically differ-
ent communities, existing at the mesocosmic level and exercising local
perspective. Whether local systems together also comprise some supra-
systems (e.g., ethnic, regional, or panhellenic) that are organized wholes,
or else a network, requires additional investigation, which is outside the
scope of this book. Sourvinou-Inwood stopped short of identifying ‘pan-
hellenic religious dimension’ as a system. Christoph Auffarth, however,
without referring to Sourvinou-Inwood, uses the same characteristics
to describe the panhellenic dimension as an “autopoietic system.”6 As
we have already remarked, a system at the panhellenic level can only be
envisioned as a virtual reality, a construct, as it will always lack a corre-
sponding social structure (see further chapter 11). Other models of inter-
relationships between local religious systems are possible, e.g., religious
systems of neighboring communities may intersect with one another or
interrelate in ways perhaps similar to ‘peer polity interaction’®® or ‘social
networks’ model.6¢ In this regard, boundaries of local religious systems
become an issue (see further, chapter 10).

In sum, the approach I propose here consists in investigating the organ-
izational and operational principles of Greek religion in their connection
to a particular social structure at the level of mesocosm. My local case is
the island-polity of Aigina. The components of local religious life, such
as local cults, worshipper groups, and such, will be viewed in relation-
ship to each other as comprising parts of the whole; and each compo-
nent will be viewed as a social phenomenon. Thus, my approach to the
study of Aiginetan religious life will rest upon the concepts of system,

a locally-centered religious perspective would have meant to an Attic demesman: “a resi-
dent of one deme would be, as it were, entering somewhat alien territory and a somewhat
alien sanctuary if he went to the god of another deme. The individuals’ family and ances-
tors had worshipped for centuries at their village’s sanctuaries, and he would not find in
another deme, people, deities, and priests as familiar to him as those of his own deme.”
With respect to the latter part of the statement, we ought to ask perhaps about the phra-
try membership and whether that affiliation could cut across the deme or tribal (phylé)
lines.

64 Auffarth 2001, 906: “So ist das Modell einer sich aus der Vielfalt der lokalen Reli-
gionen selbst schaffenden Gemeinsamkeit in der Verschiedenheit zu bevorzugen: ein
autopoetisches System, das durch ‘Mirkte’ wie die panhellenischen Spiele konkurrier-
end und angleichend kommuniziert. Griechische religion ist dann die Option, griechisch
zu sein.”

65 Renfrew 1986.

66 Cf. Malkin et al. 2009.
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location, and mesocosm.57 Further principles of my approach entail view-
ing people as social agents (community members), and places as not only
physical but also psychological dimensions where communal memories
and aspirations reside. Primarily, however, I shall study deities and their

social functions via fundamental connections to the local people and
the land.

67 These aspects of my approach to the study of local religious systems in ancient
Greece had been initially outlined in the PhD dissertation (Stanford, 2001) and were later
presented at several conferences: in particular, APA 2002.
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CATEGORIES, DATA, PARADIGMS

31 CATEGORIES

With rare exceptions, the exercise of systematizing, “making sense,” of
Greek religion has up until now consisted in designating one of the reli-
gious categories as central and subordinating the rest of religious phe-
nomena to it.2 To understand, to get at the core of Greek religion was to
explain one of these categories at work. Topping the list are the catego-
ries of myths,? rituals, or both together, as the most immediate windows
into the religious worlds of the Greeks, but I will discuss these catego-
ries in the order in which they represent the main axes of a religious
system: participants in communication, time and setting, and means of
communication.

3.11 Participants: Deities

Perhaps the most obvious religious category in polytheism, deities are
both individuals and social members. In other words, their characteristics
reflect both their self-standing personae, and their social roles vis-a-vis
other gods. Greek deities have been studied as individuals (e.g., Apollo)
and individual hypostaseis (e.g., Delphinios), as well as groups and classes
of deities, such as Homeric Gods, the Twelve Olympians, Chthonic deities,
Hero-Gods, and so on.* Predominantly, both the studies that focus on dei-
ties as persons and as classes of beings, follow a panhellenic perspective,

1 See Gould 1985.

2 Henk Versnel has long been advocating a different approach to the exercise of
‘making sense,’ namely to recognize a typically human cognitive mode of interaction with
reality that allows contradictory notions to co-exist and be operative within one cultural
and religious framework. His latest (2011) publication forcefully restates and advances
these ideas already present in earlier studies (1990, 1994).

8 There is, of course, an enormous amount of literature on myth in general, and on
Greek myth in particular, with a variety of definitions and interpretations. For an introduc-
tion to the subject and further bibliography, see Lincoln 1999.

4 See, e.g., such handbooks on Greek deities as Sechan and Leveque 1966; Simon 1980;
Sissa and Detienne 2000; “Gods and Heroes of the Ancient World” series published by
Routledge.



46 CHAPTER THREE

presuming that an Apollo is everywhere an Apollo, and a Chthonian deity
is everywhere Chthonian.

In the study of Aiginetan deities, I refrain from using such broad labels,
focusing instead on the local particulars in the characterization of each.
It is problematic to evaluate individual deities or individual cults in iso-
lation from the rest of cults in a given locale. A rigorously sociological
approach would shun an abstract conceptualization of deities and put an
emphasis on specific social contexts representing the religious worlds of
political communities, ethnic groups, religious sects, epic poems, and the
like. As discussed in 1.3-1.4 and 2.3—2.4, while there might be a pragmatic
convenience in using the term ‘Greek religion,’ the ‘Greek Pantheon’ is
nowhere to be found.

3.1.2  Participants: Worshippers

Members of any social group, and in particular residents within a defined
political territory, engage in religious acts in accordance with culturally
regulated parameters, which often prescribe particular worshipping roles.
Thus, the cultural role of ‘worshipper’ is a conscious mode of behavior
that can emphasize such dimensions of personal and social identity as
age, gender, membership of kinship groups, and professional affiliation.
Participation in worship defines specific worshipper-roles and worship-
per-groups that represent the second party in the communicative model
of religion (see 8.7 on Aiginetan worshipper-roles and worshipper-groups).
Worshippers are the center of Robert Parker’s book-long study on Athe-
nian religion identified by him as a neglected aspect of religious studies.?
The groupings of people assembled for the purposes of worship, in Par-
ker’s view, should take primacy in religious studies because they repre-
sent the social nature of Greek religion. This view somewhat simplifies
the ideas of Durkheim who observed that every component of a religious
system (e.g., deities, calendar) is social in nature, thus it is not sufficient
to address only the social organization of the body of worshippers in order
to account for the social nature of religion.®

5 Parker 1996. A broader comparative view can be found in Parker 2011, 236-264.
6 Durkheim 1965 [1912], 9.
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3.1.3 Time Setting: Festivals

The timing of religious practices is integral to the proper functioning of a
religious mesocosm. Hesiod, in Works and Days 769—770, remarks on auspi-
cious days for propitiating the gods,” and examples of sacrificial calendars
from around the Greek world testify to the importance of the temporal
dimension of religious life. Some scholars single out religious festivals as
the primary category of Greek religion. As Paul Cartledge states:

it would scarcely be an exaggeration to say that within this practical, social
frame of reference festivals were the single most important feature of classi-
cal religion in its public aspect. That religion, it could be argued, was above
all the totality of public festivals celebrated by each of the hundreds of poli-
tical communities® [Italics—LP.].

Such a cumulative formula could not adequately account for the social
reality of religious life in ancient Greece. If we imagine Greek religion as
the totality of all festivals celebrated throughout Greece, no single Greek
could ever be said to have practiced Greek religion. The fact is that for
each individual Greek it was a particular combination of his local festivals
together with select shared ones that made up his festival year, not the
rest of the festivals celebrated in other poleis, demes, or distant regions
by other Greeks.® As far as Aigina is concerned, unfortunately we have
no attestation of sacrificial calendars, and only a passing mention (Pindar
N. 5.44) of a local month “that is dear to Apollo,” the month Delphinios,
as explained by the scholia (which may or may not be the same month
during which the Nemean games took place). This month also gives us a
point for anchoring the sacrifice to Apollo Oikistes and Domatites in the
local calendar (see further in ch. 7.6.5).

3.1.4 Space Setting: Sacred Sites and Sanctuaries. Sacred Topography

Sacred sites and sanctuaries, both private and public, represent the spa-
tial settings of religious communication between worshippers and deities.
This dimension of religious life should not be underestimated. Land is one

7 The first, the fourth, and the seventh days of the month.

8 Cartledge 1985, 98.

9 Cf. Parker 1996, 2: “This tradition of hiving off ‘festivals’ as a separate object of study,
which goes back to antiquity, isolates them from the broader life of the society in which
they are performed. The festivals of various Greek states, torn from their place of origin,
float in a sea outside time and place, occupied only by other festivals.”
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of the three cardinal points in a polytheistic triangle, where deities and
people are the other two. Scholars who focus on sacred sites and sanc-
tuaries stress that ritual practice was of prevalent importance among the
Greeks, and therefore we would get the closest to understanding religion,
if we study the physical environment where rituals took place.l® While
privileging sacred topography as the absolutely central object of religious
studies unnecessarily skews the picture, a careful analysis of the relative
placement of sanctuaries within a physical and social landscape is indis-
pensable to the proper understanding of how ancient Greek polytheism
functioned.! It may also be the key to understanding the historical develo-
pment of local religious systems in ancient Greece (see further discussion
in chapters g9 and 10). For the purpose of reconstructing sacred landsca-
pes, the archaeological methodology of regional field-surveys opens the
door to viewing local religious phenomena against the better documented
ecological and social data.!? Another recent development potentially use-
ful for the study of local religious phenomena is the post-processualist
move toward landscape archaeology, especially prevalent in British pre-
historic studies,!® but also increasingly so in the United States, and other
European countries.!* Scholars of Greek religion also find network theory
increasingly useful in articulating the complex tiers of religious affilia-
tions among various Greek communities and locales.’®> On Aigina, the
location of only three sanctuaries and of one extended ritual complex
(Kolonna) are known with precision, and for several others a general
vicinity where they would have been situated is known. Knowledge of
the social topography of Aigina, i.e., the position of settlements, farms-
teads, cemeteries, harbors, quarries, and roads remains very patchy, as
no comprehensive surface survey of the island has yet taken place.!® The

10 E.g., Albert Schachter’s (1992) edited volume Le sanctuaire grec, as well as Placing the
Gods, edited by Alcock and Osborne (1994).

11 Alcock and Osborne 1994, with review by Cartledge 1996; Jameson 2004.

12 Horden and Purcell 2000.

18- Among others: Bender 1993; Tilley 1994.

14 See Rossignol and Wandsnider 1992.

15 Malkin 2005; Constantakopoulou 2007; Malkin et al. 2009.

16 An unpublished manuscript of Thiersch (post 1928), and the dissertation of Faraklas
(1980) are the only accounts of the archaeological surface remains on Aigina. Aiginetan
harbors: Knoblauch 1972, Hansen 2006, 5-18. Underground chamber tombs: Papastavrou
2007. Some other scattered reports of archaeological remains: Goette on the Archaic farm
at Bourdechti; Polinskaya 2009 on rupestral inscriptions and possible agricultural instal-
lations in the area of Sphendouri. See A4 1977—2003 for reports of rescue excavations.
Archaeological surveys have taken place in recent decades all around the Saronic Gulf: in
Attica, Argolid, Corinthia, Sikyonia, and Methana.
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present author has called for such a survey on a number of occasions,
and it is hoped that beneficial conditions will eventually present them-
selves for carrying it out. A better knowledge of the social topography of
the island would allow us to contextualize the placement of sanctuaries
within it (for now, see Appendix 2).

3.1.5 Means of Communication: Myths and Rituals, Myths versus Rituals

In the historiography of Greek religion, the subjects of ‘myths’ and ‘rituals’
have seen periods of relative isolation and polarization, and periods of
almost indissoluble conjoining.’” Some psychologists and anthropo-
logists tended to privilege myth in the study of religion as a medium
that expressed more than narrative sequences, but rather the very way
of being. In the words of Karl Kerenyi, “mythology...is a special sort of
activity ... The stuff of mythology is composed of something that is grea-
ter than the story-teller and than all human beings. . .8 Other classicists,
e.g., the Cambridge Ritual School placed the focus of religious studies on
rituals as the most substantial evidence for religious ideas.!® In the words
of Jane Harrison, the leader of Cambridge ritualists: “The first preliminary
to any scientific understanding of Greek religion is a minute examination
of its ritual.”?® Cambridge Ritualists shared with the founder of modern
sociology Emile Durkheim the view that “ritual precedes belief, that prac-
tical action precedes rational thought.”?! The view on the centrality of
ritual to religion remains strong,?2 and the classification of approaches to
the study of ritual as sociological, cultural, and psychological holds true
for religious studies in general.2 At the same time, the category of ritual

17 Recent discussion in Burkert 2002.

18 Kerenyi 1951. Cf.: “In a true mythologem this meaning is not something that could
be expressed just as well and just as fully in a non-mythological way” (Jung and Kerenyi
1963 [1941], 3). Malinowski (1926, 18) is more emphatic: “Myth as it exists in a savage com-
munity, that is, in its living primitive form, is not merely a story told, but a reality lived.”

19 “What a people does in relation to its gods must always be one clue, and perhaps the
safest, to what it thinks” (Harrison 1922, VII). Cf. Dowden 2000, 2: “Paganism was not credal,
but a matter of observing systems of ritual. Ritual too is a language, one which involvingly
defines the place of man in the world.”

20 Harrison 1922, VIL

21 Jones 1991, 117.

22 See, however, Versnel 2011, Appendix IV for a discussion of whether the idea of
‘belief” should be downplayed in favor of ritual pre-eminence in the Greek religious life.

23 Morris 1993; Burkert 1985, 120.
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does not stand in for all religion,?* nor are all rituals in the plural equal
to a particular religious system.?5 Any given ritual activates only select
and specific instances of each of the five main components (divine and
human participants; space and time of action; means of communication)
of a religious system.

An eventual shift from a highly polarized view of myths and rituals to a
conjoining of the two was only to be expected. John Gould argued for
a parallelism between the meanings of Greek myths and rituals and set this
parallelism as a proof of the orderly nature of Greek religion.2¢ Although
myths and rituals can act as parallel tracks in religious communication,
they can also serve their communicative functions independently of each
other.2” We should not expect that for every ritual or for every cult there
was a developed myth or even a simple aetiological explanation. Nor
should we expect that an existence of myth always presumes an exist-
ence of ritual. The two means of communication can, and often do, but
do not have to exist and act in tandem. Myths and rituals lead somewhat
separate existences, both in terms of origin and purpose, and sometimes
myths develop later. The myths and votive customs in the cult of Aphaia
on Aigina illustrate the point. The myth of a virgin Britomartis pursued
by Minos and jumping into the sea to escape him has no obvious narra-
tological link to the material presence of votive armor in the sanctuary of
Aphaia. This is not to say (not to be misunderstood) that myth and ritual
practice are typically incompatible, but that a scholar would not always
be able to predict a votive practice from a myth, and a myth from the
votive practice. If we knew only the myth, we would not necessarily antic-
ipate armor as votives, and vice versa, if we knew of armor votives, we
would not immediately envision a myth of a pursued maiden.

24 For an in-depth presentation of this view, see Rappaport 1999. Moreover, there are
reasons to think that ritual is not as universal in religions as some anthropologists have
tried to show. Robert Levy (1999) discusses cases of religious systems that either have a
small degree of ritualization, or, in fact, do away with ritual altogether, remaining the
visions of the sacred world nonetheless.

25 Cf. Vernant 1991, 279: “We wish to apprehend the nature of sacrifice in the meanings,
values, and functions it implied for the Greeks of the Archaic and Classical periods. This
ambition presupposes that sacrifice be resituated within the religious system of which it
constitutes one element, and that the system itself be restored to its right place within the
general body of the civilization to which it belongs.”

26 Gould 1985.

27 See Kowalzig 2007 for a recent discussion.
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3.1.6 Means of Communication: Gifts for the Gods

Material offerings represent a means of communication between worship-
pers and deities, in a given religious system.28 Offerings at cultic sites are
such that in every case they present both some similarities to cults from
other places, but also always display unique features. Interpretations of
local cults are often based on the analogy with other cults and cultic sites,
but in the last thirty years more sophisticated methods of interpreting
archaeological data have been developed. There is hope that we might be
able to say something more specific about the cult at a particular location
based on the material on the ground rather than by trying to attach a
whole set of features from another cult to some seemingly similar detail
of the cult in question.?%

3.1.7 Interrelating Categories

Every attempt at a synthetic account of Greek religion seeks to interrelate
various religious categories, but most of these attempts remain paratactic
and descriptive rather than analytical.3° As much as ‘Greek religion’ is a
concept that, at least nominally, has to embrace all of the Greek world,
and all periods of Greek history, a history of Greek religion will always
remain a catalogue of data, rather than a systemic view of the whole. Bur-
kert’s approach can be identified as ‘systematizing’ only on the level of
components, for example, when he calls pantheon a ‘semiotic system,’!
at the same time as he frustrates over the lack of order within it. The
overall Greek religion, as Burkert describes it, at no point appears as a
system, not even as a unity, nor can it possibly appear as such as long as
we are looking for it on the macrocosmic, that is, panhellenic level, and
yet some inconsistencies will not be eliminated even at the level of ele-
mentary units of polytheistic piety, such as individuals or households.32
From a socio-historical perspective, any privileging of one category of
religious phenomena over another leads to a singling out of elements,

28 See, e.g., Van Straten 1981; Linders and Nordquist 1987; White 1992. Parker (2011, x)
renders the issue in terms of ‘reciprocity,’ so that a hymn or a choral performance that is
meant to please, “delight” a deity would count as a ‘gift’ as much as a votive object.

29 Renfrew 1985; Simon 1986; Sourvinou-Inwood 1991; Pilafidis-Williams 1998; Baum-
bach 2004.

80 Before Burkert, Nilsson 1941-50 can be cited as an example of a comprehensive, and
still useful, history of Greek religion.

31 Burkert 1985, 124.

32 See on this Versnel 2011
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which only together constitute a functional whole. Already in 1960,
Brelich announced at the International Congress on the History of Reli-
gions that the primary task of a scholar of polytheism “is not to formulate
a strict definition, but to establish the morphology of polytheism.”33 While
distinguishing the categories of religious phenomena is an important
preliminary step to studying the whole, the choice of an appropriate level
of social organization is another. Before moving on to the discussion of
the latter, we have to address the opportunities and limitations inherent
in the nature of our evidence.

3.2 Darta

3.2.1 Material Evidence

Material evidence relates to votives, architecture, sculpture, types and
attributes of sanctuaries, and their topographic position. Scholars iden-
tify material objects in votive assemblages according to date, style, prove-
nance, decoration, and value, and on the basis of these criteria they draw
conclusions about the relative ‘importance’ (a rather vague characteristic)
of a deity to the community. They also indicate the clientele (local, regio-
nal, panhellenic, or international) of the cult, which is also taken to reflect
the function of a local cult and deity. Most of these interpretations rely on
some established or currently supported correlations of meaning: e.g., size,
expense, amount and quality of decoration are indicators of importance,
which are in turn commonly seen as correlatives of the civic centrality of
cult. These correlatives are taken to hold panhellenic significance.

One of rare exceptions to the common practice of the panhellenic
approach in the interpretation of material evidence is Sourvinou-Inwood’s
case study of the votive pinakes in the cult of Persephone and Aphrodite
at Lokroi,3* and another, of the iconography of a group of vases that yield
meaning when we recognize their specifically local, Attic, referents.3% The
former study exemplifies a search for local meaning of cult on the basis of
votive dedications. While it is possible to disagree with Sourvinou-Inwood

33 Brelich 1960, 125.

34 Sourvinou-Inwood 1991, 147-188.

35 Sourvinou-Inwood 1990c. Not all such correlative exercises prove successful: see a
number of attempts to read specific local meaning (into or out of) the Aphaia pediments
via comparison with Aiginetan choral lyric, as seen in several studies within the collection
edited by Fearn (2011a).
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about the particular meaning of some iconographic details,36 her prin-
ciple of searching for local meaning on the basis of local material is a
sound practice.

Sourvinou-Inwood argues that each Greek deity had a local and a pan-
hellenic personality, and hence in each local case we might expect to find
elements of both in the character of a deity.3” The mechanism by means
of which a panhellenic persona of a deity comes to be, and then comes
to be known throughout the Greek world, is an understudied issue. How
the panhellenic personality is affected by local personalities, and in which
form the two co-exist are the questions that require further understand-
ing. Meanwhile, independent of the issue of the panhellenic persona of
a Greek deity, the work of Sourvinou-Inwood and other scholars demon-
strates the possibility of arriving at an identification of social functions of
a cult on the basis of local material evidence.38

To illustrate this point, we can take a subset of material evidence, e.g.,
numismatic, used among others as an indicator of social roles of local dei-
ties. If a deity appears on local coins, she/he is considered to be a patron
deity of the state, the polis god/goddess par excellence. Jost, for example,
defines the civic role of Poseidon on the basis of his appearance on the
coins of Mantinea. Poseidon is represented on the Mantinean coins seated
(as Zeus usually is) holding a trident in the right hand, as a scepter would
be in Zeus' hand, thus displaying “the attributes of an authentic poliad
divinity.”39 Jost’s conclusion, however, even if correct in this instance,

36 In the following passage, it becomes clear that more than iconographic details them-
selves, it is the subjective use of the same descriptive term that constitutes the rhetorical
force of Sourvinou-Inwood’s interpretation: “Even if originally in some cults Aphrodite
and Hermes had been a married couple their relationship would have been transformed
into an illicit one under the impact of Panhellenic religion...It [representation of copu-
lating satyr and hind on a pinax] shows that bestiality too belongs to the cultic sphere of
Hermes and Aphrodite, the illicit lovers...the presence of the flute-playing girl in front
of Aphrodite may perhaps illustrate the goddess’ connection with the illicit aspects of
love, since the flute is associated with hetairai” (Sourvinou-Inwood 1991, 177). The attribute
“illicit” allows Sourvinou-Inwood to connect three strands of interpretation together, but
the applicability of the term to each case can be challenged.

37 Dedications of pinakes with scenes of abduction... suggest that Persephone “fulfilled
the role of protectress of marriage and weddings. ... also had a kourotrophic function... she
was presiding over the world of women and their concerns” (Sourvinou-Inwood 1993, 153).
“We can deduce the following about Aphrodite’s personality. First, the myth of her birth
from the sea, which was part of the goddess’ Panhellenic myth, was included in her per-
sonality-nexus at Locri. .. Her cultic association with Persephone is not due to a common
funerary aspect” (Sourvinou-Inwood 1991, 176). See also Redfield 2003.

38 E.g., Sinn 1987 and Pilafidis-Williams 1998.

39 Jost 1985, 291.
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relies on presumed panhellenic correlations of iconographic meanings
rather than on specifically local evidence for such correlation.

Spatial distribution of sanctuaries in a local landscape, if it can be repre-
sented through mapping, also supplies data for analysis of a local religious
system. This can be especially meaningful if sacred topographic data can
be correlated with the geo-morphological, demographic, and economic
data, so that religious structures are seen as an integral dimension of local
social life.40

3.2.2 Textual Evidence

Textual evidence is of varied nature: some are written compositions of
individual authors, others are products of anonymous folkloric tradition.
The differences in the nature of textual sources, that is whether they are
authored or folkloric, affect their historical value. Literary accounts, are
further differentiated by genre, which is significant because genres of lite-
rature signify specific types of audience, specific purposes, and specific
conventional representations. Narratives of folkloric origin often feed into
literature and themselves consist of stories belonging to specific genres.
Ancient oral tradition reached us only indirectly, via and in the context of
written accounts, a factor which is not always given proper consideration
in discussions, and especially, in interpretations of ancient myths.#! In our
textual sources on Greek religion, relevant data appear in the narrative
form of the following types:

(a) Factual descriptions of places of worship and cult objects, written
by direct witnesses or from the words of informants (e.g., much of
the Scythian realia were probably described to Herodotus by local
informants in Olbia rather than witnessed by him directly).

(b) Myths of origin (of deities, cults, and rituals): aetia explaining the
birth of a deity, foundation of cult, introduction of a certain ritual
practice.

(c) Myths of power: stories of deities or cult, most often illustrating a
deity’s power, and hence designed to convince or demonstrate the

40 Jameson 2004 was enabled by and based on the availability of the data collected
in a regional survey (Jameson et al. 1994). Lolos (2011) dedicates a chapter to the sacred
topography of Sikyonia, which is also enabled by a combination of survey results and tex-
tual evidence.

41 Burkert (1979, 3) warns: “a myth, qua tale, is not identical with any given text; the
interpretation of myth therefore is to be distinguished from the interpretation of text.”
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effectiveness of a deity (e.g., iamata at the Asklepieion of Epidauros,
or the Labours of Herakles).

(d) Exempla, or illustrations within historiographic, philosophical or rhe-
torical writings, and in scholia.

‘Factual’ accounts, type (a), require the testing of motifs, personal agenda,
the nature of the literary genre, historical circumstances, and performa-
tive occasions, when applicable. Analysis of these allows one to evaluate
the reliability of direct descriptive information on the religious subject.
The other types of narratives, (b), (c), and (d), raise fundamental ques-
tions about the validity of information they relate. Myths are stories with
a plot line, named characters, and often with some connection to a histo-
rical, that is, real and physical, cult place or ritual. Exempla can be nothing
more than a mention of a divine or heroic name, but they always imply
a fuller story that stands behind the name, and hence can be seen as a
reduced form of myths of origin and power.

3.2.3 Myths as Historical Evidence

The interpretation of myths is a vast field of study, and our concern here
is only to inquire if and how myths might be used as a source of infor-
mation about the social characters of deities in local cults. Can we rely
on myths to provide us with historical, factual, information about local
religion? The formulation of the question is not without problem, as “the
notion of historical content of a myth presupposes a distinction between
myth and history which is fundamental for us but anachronistic for the
Greeks...” and yet “modern research, from the eighteenth century, has
used Greek myth as a source of historical data.”*? The common percep-
tion that abides even today is that myth might contain information about
objects and phenomena that existed at some point in time at some place
on earth. Yet, the question of historical information in myths is quite dif-
ferent from the question of the historicity of events described in a myth.
The trouble with myths is that they pass off artificial constructs as natural,
wherein lies their enormous power of persuasion.*? The seeming paradox

42 Edmunds 1991, 91.

43 Roland Barthes is credited with articulating this characteristic of myths. In the words
of Ryder (2004), “Barthes describes myth as a well formed, sophisticated system of com-
munication that serves the ideological aims of a dominant class. Barthes’s notion of myth
is that of a socially constructed reality that is passed off as natural. Myth is a mode of
signification in which the signifier is stripped of its history, the form is stripped of its
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of the historical dimension of myths lies in their nature as phenomena
of language, and of narrative.** As such, myth falls within the realm of
other linguistic and textual phenomena, and within the field of related
genres of narrative, both oral and written, folkloric, that is, anonymous
and traditional, and literary, that is, authored and datable. The challenges
of identifying myth among other types of discourse, and then of using it
as a historical source are many.*

Myth is first and foremost a type of story, and as a story it obeys the
laws of story-making and story-telling. These laws are not subject to
the scrutiny of factual accuracy, or chronological consistency.#6 Brillante
has identified two major types of historical analysis of myth. One type
of historical approach “analyzes myth by focusing not on possible exter-
nal references, but rather on cultural elements that figure as an integral
part of the narration.”*” An example of this approach is Walter Burkert’s
interpretation of the fire-treated stake, which Odysseus uses to blind

substance, and then it is adorned with a substance that is artificial, but which appears
entirely natural. Through mythologies, deeply partisan meanings are made to seem well
established and self-evident.” Conspiracy theories, like myths, exercise a pervasive hold
on human reason.

44 Cf. Brillante 1991, 120: “Myth is presented as a form of meta-language in which the
first level of communication, of a denotative type, refers back to a higher level of organiza-
tion of meaning belonging to the order of connotation.”

45 Vernant 1991, 284—5: “The mythologist, therefore, is led to follow two lines of research
simultaneously: comparison of mythic narratives as presented in the oral tradition, and
comparison with all other kinds of literary works produced by the Greeks. It may be that
the prevailing concept of myth will consequently be put in doubt, although the main
problem is less one of comparing the myth as a whole with what is not myth than it is of
circumscribing exactly the disparities between various types of discourses: disparities in
vocabulary, patterns of construction, syntactic links, narrative methods, and techniques
of collating semantic values by use of a text...The Greek terrain, therefore, is one that
most strongly incites the mythologist to grapple with the overall problems of myth on the
textual level.”

46 Brillante 1991, 101: “the mythic past... does not show any interest in either relative or
absolute chronological order, and thus is by its very nature without historical interest.”

47 Brillante 1991, 109. Brillante (1991, 108, 109) observes that “the material of mythology
has appeared substantially composite in its nature and origin,” and quoting from Brelich
(1958, 59-69) he notes that “Brelich admitted the possibility that some mythic traditions
may have been formed around real facts,” in which case “the historical element is distin-
guished in that, and as long as, it preserves its own unrepeatable character;” in those cases,
however, “where the historical element has been totally assimilated into the traditional
forms of myth, it would lose, along with its specificity, also the possibility of being recog-
nized as historical.” “Brelich invoked the ethnological method, which he declared prefer-
able to the “philological” method and which is based on comparison,” whereby the myth
of Oedipus “may be easily interpreted in light of a general model that both in Greece and
in the Near East we find in the myths of royal succession” (Brillante 1991, 114, 118).
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Polyphemus, as a Paleolithic tool.#® In this reading, the story of Odysseus
and Polyphemus reaches back into the early dawn of humanity. Another
type of analysis

considers the mythic tale in the light of particular historical events that
might have left traces in the tale...Such an analysis aims rather at discov-
ering and considering separately a series of facts referable to determinate
historical conditions or events...the presence of historical memories of an
ancient past.4?

This type of analysis is most prone to misconstruing ancient history
because

myth is a stitching together of heterogeneous elements; a historical analysis
can point out its internal seams, helping to illuminate its formation, but the
myth itself cannot be used in the reconstruction of historical events.5°

Yet, some modern historians still take the story line, and especially the
sequence of elements within a story, as reliable historical information.
In his widely influential studies published in the early twentieth century,
Vladimir Propp clearly demonstrated how certain types/genres of folk-
loric narratives require certain elements to appear in them in a particu-
lar sequence.?! So, even while a story might be operating with historical
names of peoples (e.g., Athenians, Spartans),52 and might be mentioning
historical objects (e.g., a fire-burnt stake), the chain of events described
in the story may have nothing to do with historical reality and everything
to do with the laws of traditional oral narratives.

In narratives, I distinguish two types of components, fact-statements
and connectors, both of which are almost always historically unverifiable.
In the study of Aiginetan cults, this issue becomes crucial in the assessment

48 Burkert 1979, 33—-34-

49 Brillante 1991, 106—7.
0 Brillante 1991, 101; cf. Sourvinou-Inwood 1991, 217—43.
1 See Propp 1996 [1928].
2 The use of proper names immediately turns a potential fairy tale into myth: “A clear
and well-known indication of the difference between myth and fairy-tale is the appear-
ance of names. Proper names need not have a ‘meaning,” but they have a reference...In
this way Greek myths are connected with families, tribes, cities, places, rituals, festivals,
gods, and heroes: the story about abducted Helen, brought back by brothers, could be just
a general type of story; with Agamemnon of Mycenae, Menelaus of Sparta; the Argives,
Danaioi, or Achaeans fighting the non-Greek Trojans beyond the Hellespont, it is a myth
through which the self-consciousness of Greek versus barbarians first asserts itself. ‘Pro-
metheus’ is a character of myth because of the general importance of fire and technol-
ogy ... and because of the explicit reference to Greek sacrificial practice. If the reference is
deleted, myth turns into folktale” (Burkert 1979, 23—4).

[S NS
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of the Herodotean account in 5.82—91 (see ch. 9.2.3) on the origins of the
cult of Damia and Auxesia on the island. What I call ‘connectors’ are vari-
ous narratological means of stitching together the fact-statements of the
story. Connectors either stem from the ‘logic’ of the genre, i.e. they have
to do with story-building and story-telling, or connectors reveal ideologi-
cal motivations. In the latter case, motivations can be historical. A folk
story told in the 5th century BCE in a particular Greek state may pres-
ent a generic folktale with local details and motivations in the actions
of characters in such a way that it would make sense for the time and
place where the tale is told. Thus, factual statements within a story may
often be nothing more than elements of a generic folktale, while moti-
vational connectors might reflect the ideological interests of a particular
author, or group of people living at a specific and identifiable time period
and place.>® While fact-statements have an equal chance of being histori-
cal or not, nothing in the story itself can help determine if they are, and
only additional external evidence can tell one way or another. As in many
other areas, Sourvinou-Inwood has done pioneering work in bringing to
light this particular problem,5* and Brillante formulated the criteria for
using myth as a source of historical information: “the singularity and non-
iterability of the trace, and adequate parallel data from archaeology and
other historical sources.”5>

The questions of origin, meaning, purpose, and use of any particular
myth are all distinct matters. Answers to these questions can easily dif-
fer one from another. To determine the social function of a local cult
from a particular myth connected to this cult requires careful isolation of

53 Such motivations need not imply intentionality, i.e., that behind a particular tale
there is a deliberate aim to convince.

54 Sourvinou-Inwood 1990b, 215. “Thus, the notion that the elements under consider-
ation are ‘un-Apolline’ is simply a culturally determined judgment, the result of the fact
that we have been looking at Apollo’s personality and the oracle’s early history through a
series of distorting mirrors. .. partly created by our own constructs about his early history,
which are based on culturally determined assumptions about, for example, what consti-
tutes a logical connection between divine functions” (Sourvinou-Inwood 1990b, 223—4).
At the same time, Sourvinou-Inwood (1990b, 226—7) is not immune to the influence of
the powerful assumptions built into other common hermeneutic paradigms, e.g., struc-
turalist: “The Gaia-Apollo relationship has several meanings in this myth. First, through
the defeat of the female primordial goddess by Apollo the lawgiver and establisher of
order...Second, this relationship expresses the two deities’ complementarity ... The myth
is structured by, and expresses, the perception that at Delphi the chthonic, dangerous and
disorderly aspects of the cosmos have been defeated by, and subordinated to, the celestial
guide and lawgiver.”

55 Edmunds 1991, 92.
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fact-statements from connectors, and the crosschecking of each through
comparison with other textual, epigraphic, and archaeological sources. In
spite of these limitations, this exercise is less doomed to failure than a
search for the historical meaning of a myth.

Because a myth is a tale applied, as Burkert puts it, we can in most cases
ascertain the application of myth, that is, the purpose for which it is told.
At the same time, the social function of a local cult corresponds to a social
need and hence to the reason for the presence of local cult. Therefore, we
are often close to the object of our search for the social function of a local
deity when we identify the application, the purpose of myth-telling.56 It
is especially important to keep this correlation in mind when myths, or
other genres of folklore that convey information about local cults, appear
imbedded within such narratives as the ‘histories’ of Herodotus. The dif-
ficulty in evaluating the historicity of information provided by Herodotus
lies precisely in the near impossibility of separating the traditional forms
of narratives and traditional plots from historical details woven into them,
and on top of that, in identifying the degree of personal interference and
editing of the stories by the author himself. In such cases, when a mythi-
cal story comes down to us within a heterogeneous narrative, such as we
find in Herodotus,%” in addition to the criteria applicable to the historical
analysis of myth, we also need to consider the historical circumstances of
the composition, the agenda, and the motivations of the author who is
relating a myth within his narrative.

3.3 PARADIGMS OF INTERPRETATION

3.31 The Role and Power of Paradigms

Whether scholars operate with a panhellenic or a local model of Greek
religion when interpreting the data, they are also exposed to the meth-
odological influences of another kind: the pervasive and self-perpetuating
presence of epistemological paradigms, many of them long outdated, and
some heavily critiqued but still used. I use ‘paradigm’ as a convenient one-
word synonym for what otherwise might be called ‘models of interpreta-
tion.” In this way, the sense of ‘paradigm’ is close to its ancient meaning:

56 See n. 43 above.

57 In Herodotus, the term for stories of mythical or legendary nature, is logos. On logoi
and short stories in Herodotus, see Dewald 2002; Gray 2002. On myth and history in Hero-
dotus, see Sourvinou-Inwood 1991, 244-84.
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pattern, model, example. Under the umbrella term ‘paradigm’ I discuss
various kinds of interpretive models, which are different both from Kuhn’s
use of the term,% as well as from one another, e.g., an Evolutionary para-
digm can be found in operation across disciplines, while the Olympian-
Chthonian paradigm is confined to Classics. In spite of these differences,
the main reason for using the term ‘paradigm’ is to highlight how models/
modes/habits of interpretation exercise a ‘paradigmatic’ force in scholar-
ship. In this sense, the linguistic meaning of paradigm as in “paradigm of
noun declension” or “paradigm of verb conjugation,” presents itself as a
helpful analogy. When we see in a text a noun or verb with a particular
inflection, we can deduce from it the type of declension or conjugation
that word belongs to, so with these interpretive paradigms: an identifi-
cation of one element in the religious data as characteristic, triggers the
deployment of a fixed pattern/model of interpretation. The reason we
need to recount these paradigms here is to alert ourselves to their perva-
sive interpretive power as we turn to the study of the Aiginetan data. Most
of these are so deeply imbedded in the scholarly discourse that they have
acquired the status of unquestionable truths.>?

We need to revise many established ways of interpreting our evidence,%°
flagging and disembedding paradigmatic explanations within them, in
order to demonstrate that each interpretive possibility cannot be taken
as a matter of course, but should be independently evaluated for applica-
bility and appropriateness in each local case. In other words, local cases
should not be approached as illustrations of panhellenic idioms, but on
the contrary, we should ask whether local cases support the notion of a
panhellenic idiom. That is, it is not the local case that should be viewed as
a deviation from or a variation on the panhellenic idiom, but the panhel-
lenic paradigm should be viewed as a hypothetical construction subject to
constant testing and re-evaluation, while the local case should be viewed
as solid fact. For this reason, we need to spell out the indicators of these
pervasive paradigms in order to release the local data for the possibility
of fresh interpretations.

58 Kuhn 1962.

59 Cf. Sourvinou-Inwood 1990b, 222: “Thus the data are forced into perverse explanatory
patterns and linked by circular arguments, to produce interpretations which only appear
convincing when viewed through the perceptual filters of the culturally determined expec-
tations which generated them.”

60 A similar motivation is expressed in the Preface to Parker 2011
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3.3.2 Evolutionary Paradigm

Although largely abandoned, the evolutionary paradigm makes an occa-
sional, matter of fact appearance in scholarship. The evolutionary para-
digm envisions the history of Greek religion as a sequence of several stages
described through metaphors of nature: birth, adolescence, maturity, and
decay, or as a development from primitive to sophisticated levels. This
paradigm was dominant at the turn of the twentieth century, especially
in the studies of Gilbert Murray, Farnell, and other representatives of the
Cambridge School,®! and it was still central in the 1950s.62

The advances in cultural anthropology in the 1gth and 20th centu-
ries that followed the discovery of indigenous cultures of the Americas,
Australia, Oceania, and Africa gave rise to the notion of ‘primitivism’ as
a special stage in the evolution of the ‘great religions,” a stage that could
be understood through comparison with the indigenous religions of the
New World, and of the remote Asian and African colonies established by
the European powers. The general theories of the evolution of religious
ideas, from animism to anthropomorphism, from worshipping objects,
animals, or natural phenomena to worshipping deities in human form, or
God as an abstract concept not tied to any material form, carry the con-
notations of “low” and “high” types of religiosity,2 and these latter char-
acteristics are still operative in contemporary scholarship: “if in religion
an evolution from a lower to a higher level is assumed, belief in demons
must be older than belief in gods. In Greek literature no verification of
this is possible: hence the postulate of popular beliefs which fail to find
expression in literature or do so only at a late date.”®* The main problems
of the evolutionary paradigm lie in our arbitrary position as evaluators of

61 Murray 1912 and 1925.

62 See, e.g., Guthrie 1950, xiv: “When we delve into what we call the origins of Greek
religion, we must remember that we are recalling an age of what appeared to the Greeks
themselves as “non-Greek and foolish simplicity,” and that one of the most important ori-
gins of Greek religion was the superior mentality of the Greek. And just as there was an
age of infancy, when 6 ‘HMyvixév was not yet free from the swaddling-clothes of einfiy
NAiBog so also there came a later age, sometimes called an age of decline, though in many
ways it was anything but that—but an age, at least, when the exclusive character of the
Hellenic once again broke down.”

63 E.g., Farnell 1926. The so-called “low” aspects of Greek religion often carry negative
connotations in the studies of the early anthropologists-classicists, and even reveal a sense
of embarrassment on behalf of ancient Greeks, and an impulse to apologize, cf. Murray
1912, 16. See also Burkert (1985, 260) for the use of such attributes as “primitive” and “high”
in contexts referring to civilizations and cultures.

64 Burkert 1985, 179.
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progress, and in that designating something as “high” or “low,” “primitive”
or “advanced” does not in itself explain how religion actually functions.

3.3.3 Initiation Paradigm

The initiation paradigm has become a popular interpretive tool in stud-
ies of Greek religion since the first applications of the paradigm to the
Greek material appeared in press in the first half of the 20th century.55
This subject will become relevant, e.g., in the discussion of Apollo Del-
phinios on Aigina: whether this deity was in charge of initiations of young
men (see 7.6.5). The uses of the initiation paradigm in studies of Greek
religion fall in line with a wide cross-cultural application of the paradigm
in anthropological research, which adds to the clout of initiation theory
and indirectly reinforces its validity in Classics.®® In spite of some pointed
critique,5” many modern applications of the initiation paradigm in Clas-
sics lack a nuanced approach, and follow the common model of identi-
fying in ancient Greek rituals, narratives, and social practices the same
three-partite complex (separation-transition-integration) as was identi-
fied by Van Gennep for what he called “les rites de passage.”®®

The middle stage, transition, has proven to be the most expressive
for epistemological purposes, and nowadays such terms as ‘marginal,’
‘liminal,” and ‘peripheral’ in academic discourse rarely indicate a neutral
spatial position on the side, or on the edge;%9 they always imply the initia-
tion paradigm at work. Most importantly, a whole range of material and
textual features has been assigned the status of almost infallible indica-
tors of marginality, either in social status, space, or time. The pitfalls of
de-contextualized and ahistorical use of such signals of marginality, alias
liminality,”® are significant, and yet, so far, the critique of the paradigm

65 Jeanmaire 1979 [1939]; Dumézil 1929; Brelich 1960-61, 1962 and 1969. See Versnel
(1994, 48-60) for discussion of scholarly uses of the initiation paradigm.

66 The sheer number of conferences dedicated to the subject of initiation in recent
decades are a testimony to the overwhelming popularity of the paradigm, see Bianchi 1986;
Ries and Limet 1986; Moreau 1992, Dodd and Faraone 2003.

67 Versnel 1994, 48-74; Dodd and Faraone 2003.

68 Van Gennep 1909; Padilla 1999.

69 We should note, however, that some studies that use Van Gennep’s model of ‘les
rites de passage,’ in fact, do not address initiation, but other types of transitions culturally
marked as significant, e.g., New Year festivals and the like.

70 These are often the features that appear somehow abnormal in the context of any
particular culture. Initiation presumably requires separation from the norm with the pur-
pose of highlighting and ritualizing the subsequent return to the norm. Thus, in various
cultures, gender reversal in behavior, dress, occupations, temporary social license on what
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has had little effect on classical scholarship.”? Vidal-Naquet's interpreta-
tion of the myths and rituals associated with the Athenian ephebeia as
a case of initiation continues to provide a model for the application of
the initiation paradigm in scholarship on Greek religion, and as much
can be said about the influence of Burkert’s interpretation of Arrephoria
in Athens.”?

3.3.4 Olympian-Chthonian Paradigm (see also 4.3.2)

The Olympian-Chthonian paradigm is one of the most deeply rooted and
long-standing ones.”® The paradigm had been regularly applied to the
interpretation of Aiginetan cults in the past.”* Recently, the validity of
this paradigm has been challenged and then defended with a renewed
force.”™ The main determinants of the paradigm are the distinctive types
of sacrifices, ritual actions, and modes of worship (time, place) offered
to deities. Blood sacrifices (on a built altar) of animal victims, of whose
cooked flesh humans partake in a feast “shared” by gods, are ascribed to
the so-called Olympian deities and Olympian rituals. Conversely, while
unburnt food offerings deposited into a pit in the ground, or holocaust
sacrifices, which are not shared by gods and humans, since humans do
not use any part of the sacrificial animal, are associated with Chthonian
worship. In accordance with this paradigm, certain features of cult and
ritual are indicators of respectively the Olympian or Chthonian nature of
deities, and not only of rituals, for example, a sanctuary inside a sacred
grove “accords well with the Chthonian personality of the god.””®¢ The
topographic position of sanctuaries, as well as different categories of cult
objects can be viewed as such indicators: a temple is typical of Olym-
pian worship, while a cave, or tomb—of Chthonian. Any underground

is usually prohibited, dislocation from typical positions,—are all viewed as signals of ‘mar-
ginality,” and hence, of the initiation paradigm at work.

71 Versnel 1994, 48—74.

72 Vidal-Naquet 1986a, 106—128; 1986b; 1989. For recent critique, see Polinskaya 2003.
Arrhephoria: Burkert 1966, and 1985, 260—64.

73 See recent discussions in Mikalson (2010, 36—38) who re-labels Olympian deities
‘Ouranic;’ Parker 2011, 80-84, 283-286; Versnel 2011, 144-145 n. 432 and n. 433.

74 Thiersch 1928; Felten 2007b, 22.

75 Schlesier 1991/2 and 1997; Scullion 1994 and 2000. See also Henrichs 1991 and Hégg
and Alroth 2005 with review by Ekroth 2007.

76 Jost 1985, 288: “Pour Trikoloni on sait par Pausanias que le sanctuaire était entouré
d’un bois sacré, ce qui s'accorde bien avec la personnalité chthonienne du dieu, mais n’est
en rien son apanage.”
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ritual activity is identified as Chthonian.”” It is not always clear from our
evidence whether ancient Greeks perceived and/or ascribed a difference
in meaning to such differences in ritual or to a physical location of cult,
yet modern scholars often do not hesitate to assign specific meanings to
the distinction between the Olympian and Chthonian. It is still an open
question whether the modern paradigm of Olympian versus Chthonian
worship has an ancient correlative, and if so, what the correspondence
between the two is.”® In most cases, when a scholar uses a certain detail
of cultic data as an indicator of the Chthonian nature of that cult, such
identification does not really tell us anything more illuminating than what
we already knew before this label was attached. Robert Parker provides
a wonderful illustration of one less than helpful application of the para-
digm in connection with sacrifices for Zeus Polieus and Athena Polias
on Cos. The preliminary sacrifices to these deities involved a holocaust
of a piglet for Zeus and a sacrifice of a pregnant ewe for Athena. Both of
these sacrifices point out an association of the two deities with agricul-
ture, despite their “urban” epithets. The types of victims and the manner
of sacrifice would for some scholars immediately call to mind the identifi-
cation with Chthonian cult, however, Parker concludes: “To establish that
the cult of Zeus Polieus has an association with agriculture advances our
knowledge. To label it chthonian substitutes for that precise description a
vaguer one.””® I would refrain from labeling any cultic data Chthonian and
identifying a cult or local deity as Chthonian unless our ancient sources
use this term explicitly, in which case the evaluation of the term’s signifi-
cance in the given context would be well justified.

3.3.5 City-Countryside Paradigm

This paradigm attributes ideological significance to the relationship
between city and countryside in ancient Greece, and it is not the sole
property of Greek religious studies. Its origin is in the political, social, and
economic history of the Greek world.8° The paradigm reflects a distinction,

77 E.g., Gebhard (2002, 59) on the dining caves at Isthmia: “dining underground suggests
a connection with a chthonic deity.”

78 Ekroth 2002 strongly emphasizes the lack of evidence for a distinction between the
Olympian and Chthonian features in the Greek terminology of sacrifice for heroes.

7 Parker 20m, 286.

80 The early articulations of the paradigm can be found in de Coulanges (e.g., 1877,
177-187); also cf. Morgan (2003, 49) who discusses the early theories of urbanism. On the
political and economic dimensions of the relationship between city and countryside in
ancient Greece, see Hansen 1998.
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attested in our textual and epigraphic sources, between an urban center
and a state’s agricultural territory. This distinction, however, is neither
clearly demarcated in taxonomy, nor is it equally relevant to every ter-
ritorial and political unit of the Greek world. The definition of ‘city’ and
‘countryside’ varied regionally, as did the physical lay of the land, and so
the agricultural area of each socio-territorial unit was determined with
relation to a particular set of geo-ecological opportunities rather than in
absolute terms.

As far as the field of religion is concerned, certain connotations linked
to the notions of ‘city’ as an urban and political center have put their
stamp upon the classifications of sanctuaries and deities. The distinc-
tion between city and countryside is thus engaged in the production of
meaning in the field of Greek religion.8! The city has long been seen as a
focus of political life, of civic institutions, and hence, the cults and deities
located in the city, that is, inside city walls and especially on an acropolis,
or in an agora, have been termed the city, or civic sanctuaries/gods par
excellence. On Aigina, Apollo has been viewed in this way.82 The oppo-
site, that is, the connotations of untamed wilderness, insecurity, danger,
and pollution, have been attributed to the sanctuaries and deities located
outside city walls, in the countryside, and on borders of states.83 Many of
these value-laden oppositions, similar to those in the initiation paradigm,
rest on structuralist foundations.

The city-countryside paradigm underlies the classification of sanctu-
aries into urban, suburban (peri-urban), and extra-urban. Deities are
accordingly classified as city or countryside ones. Connotations of social
centrality and civic importance transferred onto the sanctuaries and dei-
ties located in the asty had long been a predominant view until Francois
de Polignac’s widely influential study shifted the attention of everyone
to the role of rural sanctuaries in the formation and definition of Greek
city-states.84 Polignac’s model, however, presumes that the roles of rural
sanctuaries, and hence of the deities worshipped there, are universal
throughout the Greek world, and as a consequence there is little room

81 'What meaning we assign to the position of sanctuaries vis-a-vis the city, varies
greatly: Malkin 1996.

82 Welter 1938c, 50; Walter-Karydi 1994, 133ff; Felten 2003b, 41 (still citing IG IV 2 as
evidence).

83 E.g., Bremmer 1994, 17; Jost 1994, 227.

84 Polignac 1995 and 1994. A more nuanced elaboration of his earlier ideas is in Polignac
1998.
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in his model for accommodating local idiosyncrasy.8> While the paradig-
matic connotations associated with city and countryside are still widely
accepted in contemporary scholarship,8® it can be shown that they are
not consistent throughout the Greek world,8” and that the fixed values
linked to the panhellenic distinction between city and countryside are
a poor tool in determining the meaning of any local deity or cult. While
sanctuaries might be classified as urban, suburban, or extra-urban, their
location does not constitute a sure indicator of the function of a cult
practiced there.88 Although the sanctuary of Aphaia was located on the
opposite side from the main settlement on the northwest coast of Aigina,?
and although the shrine of Zeus Hellanios was also at a great distance to
the southeast of Aigina-town, neither of these cults can be said to be any
less central to the Aiginetan religious system than the cults of Apollo and
Aiakos whose shrines were in the town.%°

3.3.6  Structuralist Paradigm

Structuralism has been perhaps the most influential conceptual and
methodological approach in the interpretation of ancient Greek narrati-
ves and rituals in the 20th century.”! Many decades since the deconstruc-
tionist critique has all but ousted structuralism from social and historical
sciences, it still continues to play a visible hermeneutic role in Classics.
The entry of structuralism into Classics was marked by the use of classi-
cal myth, that of Oedipus, as a paradigmatic illustration of the structu-
ralist method by its founding father, Claude Lévi-Strauss,®? although his

85 Cf, e.g, Jost 1994, 217-30.

86 E.g., Bremmer 1994, 17; Price 1999, 51-53.

87 E.g, Dignas (2003) argues against the blanket use of rural-urban dichotomy in
approaching the religious life in the Greek East.

88 Cf. Henrichs 1990; Polinskaya 2005.

89 Polignac 1995, 37, 46 views the sanctuary of Aphaia as extra-urban.

90 The view that Apollo, due to his location in Aigina town, was the polis god par excel-
lence, presumably more so than Zeus or Aphaia, is quite common among scholars who
write on the subject of Aiginetan cults.

91 Burkert (1979, 5 n. 1) highlights some scholarly summaries of structuralist theory,
such as Leach 1967 and Piaget 1970, but already in 1979 the task of collecting a full bib-
liography on the subject was daunting. Burkert on structuralism: “At present, however,
attention tends to focus on an ahistorical structuralism concerned with formal models
and confined to presenting in their full complexity the immanent, reciprocal relationships
within the individual myths and rituals.” On the structuralist interpretation of myth, see
Calame 1990. Parker (2011, 84-97) and Versnel (2011, 26—36) offer most useful summaries,
references, and critique of the approach.

92 Lévi-Strauss 1963 [1958], 213-16.
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“excursion into classics is not considered success even by the adepts.”¥3
The structuralist theory postulates an interplay between various types of
binary oppositions as the operating mode of human thinking, story-telling,
and ritualized behavior. Such oppositions include culture-nature, civiliza-
tion-wilderness, male-female, public-private, young-old, cooked-raw, and
such. For instance, on Aigina, some scholars wish to see the respective
roles of Peleus and Phokos in the myth of fratricide (see ch. 7.2.2) as a
structural opposition symbolizing the struggle for supremacy between
the powers of the earth (Peleus, son of Endeis, goddess of the earth)
and the sea (Phokos, son of Psamathe, a nymph).®* There is, however, no
trace of such connotations in the ancient sources.

Structuralism is often defined as a synchronic, systemic approach that
more or less ignores, or else is unable to account for historical changes. As
such, the structuralist approach is generally successful in answering the
question of “how” about a social phenomenon, but not “why” and “when.”
The approach, as the name implies, reveals the operating structures of a
story, ritual, or custom, making visible a certain “geometry” of culture.5 In
classical scholarship, some of the most influential work using the structur-
alist approach has been carried out by the French social historians of the
Paris School, especially by Vernant.%¢

Vernant argues that each deity within a pantheon acquires its mean-
ing from its place in the system of relationships with other deities. The
relationships between deities are configured on the basis of binary oppo-
sitions with ascribed sets of values. Whenever a researcher encounters
in his/her study one element of the prefigured binary opposition, e.g., a
ritual or a cult that takes place in the frontier region, he or she is power-
fully driven to assign meaning to the subject of the inquiry according to
the opposition frontier-center, parallel to wilderness-civilization, parallel
to chaos-order, and so on. The danger of such a generalized approach is in
missing the peculiarity of the particular, which, in the field of Greek reli-
gion, often means overlooking the locally-specific meaning altogether.%”

93 Burkert 1979, 150 n. 21.

94 Burnett 2005, 17-18; McInerney 1999, 127-147.

95 Sissa and Detienne 2000, 157; Malkin 1996, 75: “Empathy has given way to various
kinds of systems analysis (structuralist or other) and.. . to a kind of ‘geometric’ framework
of mind.”

96 E.g., Vernant 1983a. See also Vidal-Naquet 1986a.

97 See discussion in Polinskaya 2003.
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3.3.7 Biological Etholody and Psychoanalysis

Walter Burkert is one of very few classicists to promote the approach of
biological ethology. He holds that “biology has the advantage of present-
ing a clear-cut definition of ritual”:

characteristic features of ritual in this perspective are: the stereotyped pat-
tern of action, independent of the actual situation and emotion; repetition
and exaggeration to make a kind of theatrical effect; and the function of
communication... Ethology observes behavior with the double question
of ‘How come?’ and ‘What for?” Dealing with both history and function,
it can answer such questions without the ‘if I were a horse’ method. Thus
for interpretation of human ritual we may tentatively adopt the biological
perspective... 98

Burkert’s overall conclusion is “that conglomerate of tradition which
constitutes religion perhaps owes its particular form less to the cunning
of reason than to the cunning of biology ...”®°

For someone arguing from the biological point of view, any juxta-
position of Poseidon and Athena would signify “a telling constellation
of elemental force and technical wisdom,” and “the conjunction of
Poseidon and Apollo [would be] obviously experienced as a polarity of
old and young, of watery depths and youthful vigor.”%° Here, preconcep-
tions about the nature of specific deities lead to further inferences about
their role in cult, they often fail at the juncture with local evidence. In
such cases, Burkert attributes the failure to the generally contradictory
nature of Greek religious thought and behavior rather than to the misap-
plication of theory to data.

The psychoanalytical paradigm, here grouped together with the bio-
logical because both see the roots of religious practice in human physiol-
ogy, is perhaps the weakest in contemporary studies of Greek religion,
but it makes an occasional appearance, especially in the interpreta-
tion of mythological texts, and readily springs to the minds of scholars
whenever they deal with myths that describe violent and tragic family
relationships.10!

98 Burkert 1979, 36—37, 39.

99 Burkert 1985, 218.

100 Burkert 1985, 221, 222.

101 Sigmund Freud was, of course, the first to propose a psychoanalytic reading of Oedi-
pus Rex. Caldwell (1990, 1989, 1987) is the most prominent of the modern proponents of
the psychoanalytic approach in Classics.
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3.3.8 Conclusion

In the study of the Aiginetan religious world, I do not suggest that we
dismiss all existing paradigms altogether and start with a clean slate, but
rather that we stay alert to their pervasive influence and do not allow the
pressure of paradigms to obscure or distort and over-ride the concreteness
and peculiarity of local data.






CHAPTER FOUR

CONCEPTION OF THE DIVINE IN GREEK POLYTHEISM

41 THE SUBJECT MATTER OF THIS Book: FOCUs ON DEITIES

Deities are one of five fundamental axes of a religious system conceived of
as communication, but it is the only one without which the social phenom-
enon in question would not be classified as ‘religion’ at all. Any religion
is fundamentally about God, in the case of polytheism—gods. How this
religious category determines the character of a given religion, however,
can only be understood through the study of all five categories together in
their inter-related co-functioning. The focus on deities in this book, there-
fore, is an angle, a window through which I propose to observe, perceive,
reconstruct, and understand the working of the Aiginetan religious system
as a whole. The fragmentary and deficient state of our evidence will never
allow an ancient historian to achieve the same level of comprehensive-
ness as is possible for a modern anthropologist, e.g., for Robert Levy in his
study of Bhaktapur. At the same time, a systemic approach allows one to
establish an armature of an imaginary structure that provides spaces for
the surviving fragments to be fixed within, held together, as it were, by
conceptual wires, while in-between those fragments of data, spaces are
left for the missing pieces, some of which might get filled at some later
point with newly discovered data and some never filled at all. Employ-
ing the image of an armature, I am not thinking of a grid, rather I have
in mind the technique that a sculptor uses in creating a clay model of a
future full-scale piece: a wire armature that underlays a three-dimensional
figure.

4.2 CONCEPTION OF THE DIVINE IN GREEK POLYTHEISM

At first sight, the world of Greek gods presents a rather heterogeneous pic-
ture. Besides unitary individual deities recognizable from poetic sources,
such as Zeus, Hera, Hermes, and Ares, in cultic contexts, we encounter
peculiar double deities such as Artemis Iphigenia, or Artemis Hecate, and
Artemis Eileithyia. Some deities are worshipped in special pairs, e.g., at
Eleusis, Demeter and Persephone, or Persephone and Aphrodite at Lokroi.
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What of Nemesis, or Themis, personified abstractions, yet deities of cult
and not of poetic imagination alone? What of nameless gods and heroes,
just a theos, or a hérés? What of pantes theoi?! What do these diverse con-
ceptions tell us about the Greek view of the nature of the divine?
Immortality and superhuman power are two central characteristics of
divinity in Greek religion.? The power of polytheistic deities is, however,
of a limited kind. It is unlimited vis-a-vis humans,3 but limited vis-a-vis
other gods.* Accordingly, the mutual curbing of powers results in a cer-
tain distribution of powers among the deities in a particular polytheistic
religion. The association of a particular power or powers with particular
deities circumscribes the deities’ individuality and contributes to their
conception and often verbal and visual representation as persons.> Per-
sonhood is, therefore, at least in part, a direct result of the multiple num-
ber of deities, and of the limited nature of their powers in polytheism.
Incidentally, the immortality of polytheistic gods similarly leads to the
solidification of their images as persons: while humans go through vari-
ous physiological transformations in the course of their lives, and hence
change in appearance, gods always stay the same, both in their looks and
in their characters. The flip side of polytheism is that ‘the many’ are called
upon to account for the entirety, or else, the ‘oneness’ of the universe, the
fact which in cognitive terms calls for a need to correlate the many with
the oneness by creating connections between deities. As a result, polythe-
istic deities are highly aware of the presence of other deities in the uni-
verse they commonly inhabit. In the words of Brelich, polytheistic deities
demonstrate the need for “die durch Beziehungen zu anderen Gottheiten

1 See Jacobi 1930.

2 These characteristics are not universal and do not apply to all types of deities known
to mankind (Cf. Vernant 1993, 105). In the Eastern religious traditions, e.g., Hindu, or Bud-
dhist, it is not the mortality or power, but categories of ‘being’ or ‘not being’ that are cen-
tral (see Yandell 1999, 23-35).

8 We may consider, however, the peculiar issue of gods’ vulnerability before humans in
the Iliad Book 5: Aphrodite and Ares are wounded in the battle by Diomedes.

4 Brelich 1960, 127: “The deities of a polytheistic religion however always differentiate
themselves from each other, whereby the superhuman power of one deity limits that of
the other...”

5 Brelich 1960, 128-9: “These great gods must be complex and not simple figures. .. more-
over they must be in their large number—which is characteristic of polytheism that it
brings its experience of the world into a large number of forms—well contrasted; yet, in
order to avoid the disturbance of the unity of the world-experience, the deities must be
connected to each other and form an organic pantheon...The prerequisite of this rela-
tionship is that a deity is a person.”
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bedingte Einfiigung in ein Pantheon” (“the adaptation into a pantheon
through connections to other deities”).

Hence, the two main schools of thought on the nature of Greek deities:
that Greek gods are persons,® and that Greek gods are powers.” Jan Brem-
mer noted that poets typically represented Greek deities as personalities,
whereas in philosophical works we find an emphasis on the ‘power’ aspect
of divinities.? As two ontological planes of the same phenomenon, person-
alities and powers of gods and heroes in historical terms make us wonder
about the processes that led to the representation of Apollo in a poem
(e.g., Homer) and at various cult sites (e.g., Delphi). Did an underlying
sense of unity/modality of a divinity precede his/her multiple local mani-
festations, or were the local manifestations synthesized into an overarch-
ing notion of a particular deity?

Vernant conceives of the various epithets of a deity as signifying the
range of its powers, which are not incompatible and “define the contours
of divine sovereignty as conceived by the Greeks” and which only cumu-
latively constitute the distinctive identity of a deity in a pantheon.® In
order to arrive at the identity of a deity thus conceived one must collect
all the instances of that deity’s actions from all existing myths and rituals

6 Walter Burkert most prominently represents the view that Greek gods were to their
ancient worshippers quite definite and not abstract entities: “the Greek gods are persons,
not abstractions, ideas, or concepts; theos can be predicate, but a divine name in the tellings
of myth is a subject. .. The modern historian of religion may speak of ‘archetypal figures of
reality’, but in the Greek, locution and ideation is structured in such a way that an indi-
vidual personality appears that has its own plastic being. This cannot be defined, but it can
be known, and such knowledge can bring joy, help, and salvation” (Burkert 1985, 182—3).
It is noteworthy that Burkert chose the term theos as the subject of his statement. “God”
is the usual translation for theos, but in ancient Greek other appellations are known, and
their “godhead” in relationship to theos is important to address.

7 Jean-Pierre Vernant whose name flags not just an individual position, but a whole
methodological (if not even philosophical, almost in the ancient sense) school (I'Ecole de
Paris), holds that Greek deities are not persons, but powers. This view is the foundation
block of structuralist studies of Greek religion. Vernant (1991, 273) defines god as “a power
that represents a type of action, a kind of force. Within the framework of a pantheon, each
of these powers becomes distinct not in itself as an isolated object but by virtue of its rela-
tive position in the aggregate of forces, by the structure of relations that oppose and unite
it to other powers that constitute the divine universe.” Bruit Zaidman & Schmitt Pantel
(1994, 177) follow Vernant: “The gods, however, despite their anthropomorphic appear-
ance, were not persons so much as powers, ordered and classified according to the system
of Greek religious thought ... Each deity had its own name, attributes and adventures, but
they all owed their existence solely to the bonds that linked them in a systematic way to
the totality of the divine universe.”

8 Bremmer 1994, 23.

9 So Jost 1992, 34.
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associated with the deity of this name. The name of a deity thus plays an
anchoring role through time and place. John Davies envisions a differ-
ent process whereby a deity becomes an entity as a result of a particular
construction of its persona by a worshipper from a storehouse of avail-
able powers, or portfolios of powers,!° on a particular occasion. It would
seem that the name of a deity and the essence of a deity have a distant,
and almost arbitrary relationship. As a linguistic sign is of arbitrary but
conventional nature, so the relationship between the name ‘Apollo’ and
the meaning associated with it is dependent on the choices made by a
worshipper. In this conception, a god is anything a worshipper may want
it to be. Deities then exist as conceptual clouds of various potencies, as
portfolios of powers, and become persons through the medium of wor-
shippers who make selections from these mental portfolios that are in
their minds appropriate to the occasion.!

Thus, a polytheistic deity possesses characteristics of personhood,
power (or a certain portfolio of powers), and adaptability to the co-exis-
tence with other gods.’? Adaptability to the co-existence with other deities
when set in motion in the workings of a concrete pantheon constitutes
what Brelich called the dynamic “morphology” of polytheism, which he

10 “Such names [“Zeus’ or ‘Britomartis’ or ‘Siva’ or ‘Yahweh'] are indeed a shorthand for
portfolios or packages of attributed imagined powers, but they, and especially the over-
whelmingly anthropomorphic way in which the Greeks visualized their gods, can all too
easily tempt us to speak and think of them as ‘persons’ in ways which, if adopted incau-
tiously, send ontologically misleading messages. We have therefore to reach round the
name to the portfolio... The imaginary construct which Greeks and we call ‘Apollo’ was
seen as sufficiently multi-functional to provide a refuge and a reference-point for many
human conditions and situations. In that way, just as each of us, given a particular cul-
tural environment or a particular personal disposition, and with or without guidance from
priests and texts, constructs the God whom we need at a particular time from among the
inherited conglomerate of ideas of ‘God,’ so too Greeks could clearly each construct their
own ‘Apollo’ from available cults, myths, and iconography” (Davies 1997, 43-44). Versnel
(201, 317), it seems to me, suggests something similar: “It is my unfashionable impression
that in everyday religious practice individual Greek gods were practically never conceived
of as powers, let alone as cultural products, but were in the first place envisaged as per-
sons with individual characters and personalities. However great the impact that local
peculiarities may have had on the perceptions of believers, the mention of a divine name
or observing a picture or a statue would evoke a broad, universal image, a set of connota-
tions which, despite all incisive local differences, is typical of that specific god, pervading
both myth and ritual.”

11 Cf. references collected in Versnel 2011, 83 n. 225.

12 “Deities actually possess the stated characteristics: the personhood, the immortal and
active existence, the multiplicity of aspects, the differentiation from other deities and the
adaptation into a pantheon through the connections to other deities” (Brelich 1960, 130).
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identified as the primary focus for the historical study of polytheisms.!3
Within the group of the Aiginetan deities, we thus expect to find inter-
connections. What kind of connections can we expect? Will some explicit
indigenous classifications reveal them or are we to identify them through
a different type of analysis?

4.3 INDIGENOUS CLASSES OF SUPERNATURAL BEINGS
IN GREEK POLYTHEISM

4.31 Gods, daimones, Heroes, and the Dead

Both ancient sources and modern scholars disagree about the identifica-
tion of some Aiginetan cultic figures as goddesses or heroines (see 7.4.2
on Aphaia and 11.3 on Damia and Auxesia). It is important to understand
whether such designations carried semantic and/or functional value in the
local religious nomenclature. Indigenous Greek classifications of divine
beings into gods, daimones, heroes, and the dead claim Archaic pedigrees.
According to one tradition, it was Thales who first established the tripar-
tite division between gods, daimones and heroes.'* In an inscription from
Dodona we find 0eol Yjpweg Saipoves given as a group of divine powers
to whom prayer or sacrifice might be offered (“praying and sacrificing to
whom of the gods, or heroes, or daimones...we would be most better
off”) alongside with more common formulae, such “to whom of the gods”
or “to whom of the gods or heroes.”’> According to Plato, Symp. 202d-e,

13 “In reality the morphology, however, may not be a simple description of stated
traits—it is not so today even in the natural sciences. Each ‘morpheme’ also has a dynamic
dimension... Only after working out the morphology of polytheism—its basic tendencies
and its means of realization—can one turn to the historical problem of polytheism’s ori-
gins” (Brelich 1960, 129-30).

14 RETV(8), 201, s. v. Daimon (by Waser): “Philosophische Speculation fixierte die Rang-
folge: Oedg Saipwv Hpws dvlpwmog, die Plutarch (de def orac. 10 p. 415B) bereits bei Hesiod
findet, nach Athenagoras (leg. pro Christ. 21) Thales zuerst aufgestellt hat.”

15 On this inscription, see Farnell 1921, 77; Ll6te 2006, no. 8. Also with translation in
Parke 1967, 263: Tivt xa Bev Npdwv 1 Satudvewy || edxdpevol xat Bbovtes. There is only one
instance of this formula among the Dodonean inscriptions. Buck (1929, 63) gives this
inscription as the only example of the interchange of spirant 6 to ¢ (the text actually
spells @edv and glovteg), and takes it as the feature of the Thessalian dialect. His dating
is unclear “much earlier period” (Buck 1929, 59) than the time when the pronunciation of
@, 0, x as spirants prevailed in Attic). For a good discussion of questions posed to oracles
concerning divine identity, see Versnel 2011, 43-49.
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daimones occupy a position between mortals and immortals.'6 Our
knowledge of ancient Greek ideas about the distinctions between dif-
ferent types of divine beings is extremely meager. The two references
mentioned earlier point to the figures of philosophers as authors of
the classifications of divine beings. We cannot say if they were drawing
on contemporary folk ideas, (e.g., in case the Dodonean formula is an evi-
dence of this), or creating analytical categories unfamiliar to the folk cul-
ture. Nor do we know what other ideas on the typology of divine beings
and the relations between them Greeks may have had, not to mention
that such ideas may have been different in different parts of the Greek
world, or even in the minds of individual Greeks from the same region.
Although our corpus of evidence does not allow us to discern a general
widely accepted classification of divine beings, it does not mean that any
individual Greek, whatever his/her background or education, if asked
whether Aphrodite was a theos or a daimon would not have had an elabo-
rate explanation of why he/she would use one term and not the other, or
why he/she would use either or neither.

What we know today about the worship of gods, heroes and the dead
in the ancient Greek world suggests that the distinctions between these
categories were more often blurry than not.!” To our eye, heroes are often
indistinguishable from gods in cult, or in their scope of social functions.
A deity commonly called theos, e.g, Aphrodite, can also be called daimon
(Hom. Il. 1.222; 3.420). A hero, e.g. Achilles, could be worshipped as theos.!®
Heroes and the human dead as well overlap to a large extent, hence the
common confusion of ancestor worship, hero cult, and the cult of
the dead.!® Heroes include the heroized dead, that is, those mortals who
were elevated to the status of heroes post mortem.2? Daimones, however,

16 T{ odv &v, Epny, €in 6 "Epwg; Ovnté;
"Huiotd ye.
AMG Tl u;
“Qomep T mpdrepa, o, petakd Bwtod xal dbavdrov.
Tt odv, & Atotipe;
Aaipav péyog, @ Swxpotes xal Yop mav 0 Soupbviov petakd ot Beod te xai Bwyrod. ..
obrot & of Saipoves oMol xal mavtodamol elaw, el 82 Todtwy éoti xal 6 "Epws.
17 Cf. Boehringer 2001, 37-46. Excellent presentation of the issue is in Parker 2o,
103-116. See also a useful summary in Mikalson 2010, 38—46.
18 See Hommel 1980.
19 See Antonaccio 1993; 1995.
20 E.g., Theagenes of Thasos (Paus. 6.11), or the founders of colonies (see Malkin 1987,
189-266). See also Boehringer 1996 on the heroization of historical figures.
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represent the most problematic category in the group.?! Hesiod (Works
and Days 122—6) describes the origin of daimones in the race of men of
the Golden Age, who were transformed into the guardians over mortals,
good beings who dispense riches. Burkert suggests that daimones were not
a certain type of divine beings, but “a peculiar mode of activity”:

Daimon is thus the necessary complement to the Homeric view of the gods
as individuals with personal characteristics; it covers that embarrassing
remainder which eludes characterization and naming.2?

Apparently there was no clear-cut uniform application of the term among
the Greeks. Both gods and the dead could be considered daimones.?3

Both theoi and heroes were worshipped in sanctuaries, temené, hiera.
Temples were built mostly for the gods, but also for some heroes, e.g.,
Herakles and Amphiaraos. Altars were dedicated to the gods and heroes,
and even daimones (Agathos daimon?).2* Prayers were addressed to all
four types of supernaturals, and rituals, sacrifices of various types, as
well as offerings of food and drink were made to all, even if in a much
lesser degree to daimones. The differences are telling, however. Gods and
heroes were ordinarily represented in visual form, including cult images,
but daimones and the dead were not. Gods and heroes figure prominently
in myths, while daimones and the dead do not, at least in the surviving
body of evidence. We should, however, keep in mind the possibility that
there may have been a substantial body of folk tradition about daimones
and the dead,?5 as there is in other cultures where comparable types of
supernatural beings are known.

The scope of definitional and conceptual issues related to the ancient
Greek classes of divine beings highlights the distinction between per-
sons and powers central to the scholarly debate on the nature of Greek
divinities. The latter appears inadequate to capture the complexity of the
former. Heroes, although figures of worship and of superhuman abilities,
are of human birth, and as such are definitively persons. The relationship

21 Bremmer 1994, 11: “At an early stage of their history the Greeks replaced the Indo-
European word *deiwos with theos in order to denote the most powerful category among
the supernatural beings they worshipped ... Whenever they felt that a god intervened for
a short time, directly and concretely in their life, they spoke of daimon, which only later
acquired its unfavorable meaning.”

22 Burkert 1985, 180.

23 The dead are addressed as daimones in Hellenistic inscriptions (Burkert 1985, 181).

24 See Ekroth 2002.

25 Johnston 1999, 162—3.
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between a hero’s name and his persona is much tighter than that between
a god’s name and his persona or portfolio of powers. Daimon, being a
generic name, by definition lacks the attributes of personhood, while the
dead have characteristics of both persons and powers. The debate about
divine personhood and divine powers is then relevant only to the category
of theoi, which leaves out the other types of supernaturals recognized in
the indigenous terminology. Daimones and heroes must have been as
important a category of divine beings as theoi in Greek polytheism, only
our evidence gives us far fewer means for capturing their significance.

4.3.2 Olympians and Chthonians (see also 3.3.4)

There is another typology of Greek deities, variously labeled as etic or
emic—the distinction between the Chthonians and the Olympians. Some
early studies of Aiginetan deities (e.g., of Aiakos, Aphaia, and Hekate)
were heavily influenced by this distinction, which has acquired a para-
digmatic force?6 in the scholarship. Today, there are two opposing views
on the subject of Chthonian versus Olympian divinities, and Chthonian
versus Olympian cult. Renate Schlesier posits:

Ancient Greek polytheism was determined by the contrast between Olym-
pian and Chthonian religion. This postulate, coined in the 19th century and
still influential today, holds that the antithesis between the Olympians, or
the heavenly gods (Ouranioi), and the Chthonians, or the powers of the earth
and the underworld, developed into a quasi-archetype in ancient Greece.
On this point most scholars in the field agree, at least in general terms.?”

The sharp difference of opinions revolves around the question of the sub-
stance to which this antithesis should be attached: divine beings or rituals.?8
Some scholars insist that it is possible to distinguish between Olympian
and Chthonian deities because there is something in the character of a
deity that calls for a particular type of ritual procedure to be offered,?® for
example, a sacrifice in which gods and humans share the portions (fat and

26 E.g., Thiersch 1928.

27 Schlesier 1991/2, 38.

28 Scullion 1994, 76.

29 Scullion 1994, 77 “defends the view that the character of the recipient is a constitu-
tive element of ritual.” Scullion interprets the evidence collected in Jameson 1965 as jus-
tifying that “in this case we may speak of the god’s character as the determining factor.”
See also Otto 2005
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bones to the gods, and meat to the mortals) versus a holocaust sacrifice of
which humans receive no portion. Yet other scholars argue that the type
of ritual and how it is performed depends entirely on the motivations
and aims of the religious action, and not on the inherent character of a
deity, so that the same deity might be approached with either a shared or
a holocaust sacrifice depending on the motivations of the religious action
and the effects the worshippers hope to achieve in each case.3? Schlesier,
summarizing the approaches to this subject in modern scholarship,
concludes:3! “the ancient testimonies do not provide enough evidence
for a clear distinction between Olympian and Chthonian cult.” Scullion
insists that the distinction between the Chthonian and Olympian deities
is ancient, and therefore, valid, and that substantive characteristics of rit-
ual can be distilled and associated with specific deities.32 Parker’s critique
of this view has been poignant.33

It should be pointed out that the evidence has not been scrutinized
from all possible angles: leaving aside literary testimonia, it might be use-
ful to search for cultic use of the epithet kAthonios in epigraphic sources.
A very cursory survey of various forms of the adjective in PHI SGI suggests
that it was not at all evenly distributed across the Greek world, and that
regional patterns of use might emerge. Also, it would seem important to
understand the difference between the use of khthonioi as a corporative
appellation attested in literary and epigraphic sources (which seems to
suggest the conceptualization of a specific type of divinity) in contrast
to its use as a cultic epithet of individual deities suggesting that it was only
a particular aspect, perhaps one among several.34

While no one would argue that there were different types of ritual pos-
sibilities in offering sacrifices, prayers, and so on, it is a big leap to argue
that these varieties were clearly labeled, or that the labels were uniform
throughout the Greek world, or that specific terms (e.g. spondai vs. khoai)
had a clear and Greece-wide correspondence with specific rituals. It would
be worthwhile to investigate whether there is variability in use according
to location. Meanwhile, we may add that if the classification into theoi, dai-
mones, and heroes, (and the dead), and the classification into Olympians

30" Nock 1944; Graf 1980. Cf. two types of tritopatres (polluted and pure) in the Lex Sacra
from Selinous (SEG XLIII 360, Lupu 2009, no. 27).

81 Schlesier 1991/2, 38.
2 Scullion 1994 and 2000.
33 Parker 2005, 424.
4 Schlesier (1997) assembles relevant examples of both types of appellation in literary
and cultic contexts.
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and Chthonians were to be both considered indigenous, they would
clearly clash with each other, and the etic opposition between deities as
persons or powers would lose its point in the alleged dichotomy of the
Olympian and the Chthonian. Some such seemingly irresolvable contra-
dictions might turn out to be a by-product of modern scholarly theories
and would decrease or disappear if we move to historically attested social
worlds and concentrate on local groupings of cults.

4.3.3 Deities, Inc[orporated]

Another peculiar and typically Greek expression of polytheism is the
use of the plural form of some names and of various cultic epithets to
designate the plurality of the divine forms without specifying their exact
number. For example, on Aigina, we have such a plural cultic group: Koli-
adai (see 7.15). At Sikyon, we know of ®col Amotpdmatol, in Attika—@eol
TevetuMideg; Ool Methixtot at Myonia in Lokris; Ocot ITpa&idixat on Mount
Tilphossion, near Haliartos, and so on.3> Burkert calls them “societies
of gods” and sees their origin in the corresponding social groupings of
human individuals:

The real women of the neighborhood come together to assist at a birth—the
Eileithyiai are a reflection of this. When we read that women dressed up as
Erinyes to kill Helen this again must be reference to actual practice...The
institution of masked societies is so ancient and fundamental that one can
never discuss the ideas of the corresponding societies of gods without con-
sidering this cultic reality.36

The use of the plural form of divine names, it seems to me, more likely
reflects a polytheistic perception that the exact number of deities can-
not be known, or is ever changing (growing as would be the case with
the world of the dead and heroes). Sometimes, the uncertainty about the
number is coupled with uncertainty about the names, or identity, of dei-
ties (moMal popgal @V Satmoviwy, Eur. Ba. 1388, again springs to mind).
Pausanias comments on Theoi Katharoi at Pallantion in Arkadia: “The
people do not know their names, or knowing them are unwilling to pro-
nounce them.”

35 Farnell (1921, 71-94) discusses these in the chapter “Functional Heroes and ‘Sonder-
Gotter.”” Alongside the heroes with ‘functional’ epithets, Farnell critiques Usener’s theory
of ‘Sonder-Gotter’ as a historical stage preceding the development of personal gods of
Greek polytheism.

36 Burkert 1985, 173.
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Not only theoi, but daimones, and heroes as well, can be addressed
and worshipped in the plural form. Charondas (Prooemia to the Laws)
speaks of daipoves Eatiolyol.3” We observe the blurring of two indigenous
classifications again when we encounter khthéniai theai (probably with
reference to Demeter and Kore) and khthéniai daimones (with reference
to Moirai).3® In other words, one indigenous classification distinguishes
between theoi and daimones, and another allows the possibility of both
belonging to the Chthonian class. Dddeka theoi is yet another peculiar cat-
egory that expresses plurality, which is numerically specified (on dédeka
theoi, see more in 5.2).3°

4.3.4 Abstractions Personified

Besides the already mentioned emic typologies of divine beings, one other
phenomenon undercuts the distinction between deities as persons and
powers in the Greek world, and that is the cultic existence of personified
abstractions,*? such as Eros, Nemesis, Themis, Tyche, Eirene, Homonoia,
Demokratia.*! Personified abstractions stand outside the Greek emic clas-
sifications, those that distinguish between gods, daimones, heroes, and the
dead, and those that pitch Olympians against Chthonians, or designate
some deities as patréioi and others as enkhorioi. Personified abstractions
implode the person-power dichotomy; that is, from our modern perspec-
tive, they remain an unclassified or even declassified group in Greek divine
typologies, while to ancient Greeks they were theoi.*?

37 Thesleff 1965, 61, line 18. Cited in Stob. 4.2.24.

38 Schlesier 1997, 189: khthéniai theai: Hdt. 6.134.5, 7.153.8—cult on Paros and in Gela;
Moirai as ouraniai te khthoniai daimones: Lyr. adesp. (PMG) 100b from a lost tragedy of
Euripides.

39 See also Versnel 2011, Appendix I (“Grouping the Gods”), which deals with the issue
of pantes theoi and dédeka theo.

40 “Deification or daimonization of abstract forces” are better terms according to Parker
(1996, 235) who follows Reinhardt (1966) because “abstract nouns are never personified
without also becoming divine.” Cf. Parker 2011, 78: “All the forces that are powerful within
human life are in a sense divine; in Willamowitz’s famous formula, ‘god’ is a predicate, a
special power recognized in certain phenomena.”

4 Burkert 1985, 184-185: “The personification of abstract concepts is a complicated and
much disputed matter...the Archaic Greek personifications come to assume their distinc-
tive character in that they mediate between the individual gods and the spheres of reality;
they receive mythical and personal elements from the gods and in turn give the gods part
in the conceptual order of things.”

42 See Dietrich 1988; Stafford 2000 and 2007; Parker 2011, 77—79; Otto 2005; Reinhardt
1966; Nilsson 1960.
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The question of abstractions personified and whether we are to sup-
pose that they may have been figures of cult is relevant to the case study
of the Aiginetan cults because a number of Pindar’s Aiginetan odes start
with invocations to some such abstractions: “Qpa wétvia, xdpv§ Agpoditag
(N. 8.1), ®héppov Houyla, Aixag @ peylotémoht Bdyatep (P. 8.). These
abstractions appear as addressees of invocations and prayers which are in
every formal respect identical to the prayers offered by Pindar in the same
odes to actual figures of cult, such as Aiakos, the Aiakids, Zeus, Herakles
et al. This mix of undoubtedly cultic figures with what seems to be noth-
ing more than personified abstractions raises questions about the way we
should view both.

4.3.5 Classes of Meaningful Forms

Seeing that indigenous Greek classifications do not offer much clarity
for the understanding of inter-relations between different types of divine
beings, we may like to consult some cross-cultural comparanda. The work
of Robert Levy on the pantheon of Bhaktapur, a traditional Newar city in
Nepal, is one of the most comprehensive and conceptually sophisticated
studies of deities in a complex polytheistic culture, and it is of special util-
ity to students of the ancient Greek world.*? The pantheon of Bhaktapur
is one of a number of elements (others are, for example, spatial organiza-
tion, social hierarchies, festival year) that together make up the mesocosm
that is Bhaktapur, a living, “dancing”#* whole which is as much sustained
by the mental picture of the city envisioned by its inhabitants as by the
city in its physical aspect that provides loci and stimuli for the mental pic-
ture. Thus, Levy’s study is “an essay in comparative “mental organization”
as can be seen in questions “what is Bhaktapur that a Newar may know
it, and a Newar that he or she may know Bhaktapur.”

[These interdependent questions] serve admirably to indicate what I am
mostly after, with the qualification that “know” is too limited, and would
need to be expanded to “act in, be secure in, be sane in, be human in,” as
well as “resist, struggle against, reinterpret” or whatever words we may find
for those aspects of Man (who is of course generic Man) that turn out to be
dependent on the forms of the community in which an individual lives.*5

43 Levy 1990 and review by Jameson 1997a.

44 “For those who live in or are familiar with other kinds of cities, whose experience of
urban symbols is of a different kind, it may be useful to think, at the start, of the civic life
of Bhaktapur as something like a choreographed ballet” (Levy 1990, 16).

45 Levy 1990, 3.
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In Bhaktapur’s pantheon, which is the major symbolic system that contrib-
utes to the city’s existence as mesocosm, Levy distinguishes four “classes
of meaningful forms:"#¢ astral deities, ghosts, stone deities, and anthropo-
morphic deities (ordinary=benign, and dangerous). Individual “classes of
meaningful forms” stand apart from each other according to the catego-
ries of proximity, materiality, artifice, and ordinariness. Overall, the differ-
ences between the four classes of deities in the Newari pantheon are both
conceptual and physical. By contrast, indigenous Greek classifications, if
we are to consider the scattered evidence available to us as sufficient
grounds for making any kind of generalization, do not designate clearly
separate categories of divine beings. Still, useful comparisons between
Newari and Greek classes of divine beings can be made. At first sight, at
least two classes of deities in the Newari pantheon resemble the Greek
ones. Ghosts of the Newari pantheon in very general terms can be com-
pared with the Greek daimones, if only on the basis of the common trait of
immateriality, in the sense that neither are represented by idols, and that
neither are objects of cults or “communal religion.” In the Greek, however,
ho daimon might be used as just an alternative term for theos, with all the
accompanying characteristics of material representation, cult, and so on.
At the same time, another category of Newari deities, the ordinary deities,
especially benign, stand very close to the Greek theoi, sharing anthropo-
morphic appearance and most of the characteristics of personhood (on
this below). Overall, a developed hierarchy of classes of divine beings in
Greek religion is not apparent. It gives further weight to the characteris-
tics that are emphatically visible in the constitution of Greek deities—the
related characteristics of anthropomorphism and personhood.

4.3.6  Anthropomorphism and Personhood: Moral and Immoral

Anthropomorphism and personification are the two most important
Greek ways of objectifying the divine side in religious communication.*”
To continue comparison with the pantheon of Bhaktapur, we may note
that the divine beings of Greek pantheons that we are best informed
about stand very close to a particular class of Newari divine beings, the

46 Levy 1990, 276: “The classes of gods are distinguished by neither conventional icono-
graphic signs nor relation, but by discontinuous and ‘directly meaningful’ (rather than
‘conventional’) contrasts.”

47 Cf. Parker 1996, 235; Vernant 1983b.
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anthropomorphic gods.*® Here, Levy’s most interesting (for our purposes)
observations concern the nature of relationships between the Newari dei-
ties within the set of anthropomorphic gods (dangerous and benign), who
are “close to ‘full’ persons, as defined by the roles, needs, and possibilities
of a social community.”*® Anthropomorphism in the Bhaktapur’s pan-
theon is only one step removed from such ‘full’ personhood; in the Greek
world, the two are identical.

Levy defines ‘person’ as “a universal social invention, ‘someone’ as the
legal definition has it, ‘who is capable of having rights, and being subject
to duties and responsibilities.” ”5° In this sense, Newari benign gods look
and act very much like human persons.

They are embedded in and defined by social relations, out of which a larger
community of related divine individuals is built. Their relations to each
other are in part moral, matters of understood obligations and limits, and
in part passionate, [and they represent] aspects of ‘normal’ behavior, that
which is tolerable for humans. What they do not represent...is ‘insanity’
and other modes of operation and understanding of the mind peripheral to
the ‘person.’ This is done by dangerous deities in various ways...The dan-
gerous anthropomorphic gods vividly represent this non-moral realm pre-
cisely because they have some characteristics of persons—names, forms, and
anthropomorphic embodiments. They are radically peculiar and unaccept-
able persons, however, persons in flux. .. They are outside the constraints of
both logic and morality that are the essence of true persons.5!

In Greek religion, there is divine personhood even when human social
morality is overstepped. Our literary sources (e.g., Homer or Hesiod) show-
ing how deities deceive each other are a testimony to that. We should
not assume, however, without further testing, that local worshippers were
unconcerned about the ‘social morality’ of their local deities. The study of

48 The centrality of anthropomorphism in the Greek cults: “If it is true, in the words
of Burkert, that Xenophanes found listeners, but no adherents or disciples, and that his
theories had no impact whatsoever on the mainstream cult religion, this can be explained
above all by the fact that his god by its very nature was devoid of anything resembling
anthropomorphic personality in terms of either representation (image, myth) or com-
munication (cultic ritual, prayer)” (Versnel 2011, 265). Yet, there are aniconic images, and
many of those were particularly revered in antiquity. See Pausanias (7.22.4-5) on the field
of thirty dypot Aibot in the agora of Pharae, but aniconic images typically do not have any
sagas attached to them; to tell a story you need to give the character a name or a shape,
i.e,, an identity.

49 Levy 1999, 280.

50 Levy 1009, 282-283.

51 Levy 1990, 283—284.
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the Aiginetan pantheon, as of any other local case, should afford a chance
to touch on these questions. Such literary sources as Pindar show an
awareness of local sensibilities and could be a valuable source of insights
in this respect.52

52 Cf,, e.g, Pindar on Pelops (O. 1.26—45), or Neoptolemos (N. 7.34—47). In trying to
amend the foul stories of cannibalism, or theomachy, Pindar is perhaps forced to accom-
modate the sensibilities of his local audiences who may have been fine with the same
stories in an abstract sense or as happening somewhere else and with some other people,
but not at their place and not with their ancestors (see further discussion in chapters 8
and g).






CHAPTER FIVE

PANTHEONS AND MEANINGFUL GOD SETS

5.1 POLYTHEISTIC PLURALITY

Central to polytheism is the notion that the divine reveals itself through
a multiplicity of forms.! Originally, the adjective polytheos “designated in
the Greek poetic language that which falls to the share of the majority of
the gods: an altar or seat of many divinities (Aesh. Suppl. 424) or a divine
gathering visited by a large number of gods (Lucian fupp. trag. 14).”2 Then,
in Jewish and Christian literature beginning with Philo of Alexandria the
concept appeared in the expression doxa polytheos as a counterpart to
the doctrine of One God, and much later, in the sixteenth century, Jean
Bodin coined the term ‘polytheism’ as a French translation ‘polythéisme’
of polythedtes in the text of the neoplatonist Proclus.3

In a polytheistic society, the implications of the multiple number of
deities are pervasive and structuring: in the organization of time, space,
stories, and social groups. Through the multiplicity of divine forms, poly-
theism offers people a range of options for the handling of various life
problems, but the notion of ‘deity’ is complex:

there was no such thing as one fixed category of ‘god.’ Rather we are con-
fronted with a type of classification without sharp borders, more especially
with a so-called ‘polythetic class,” a concept first coined by Wittgenstein.
Such classes are like families to which all members belong, linked by “a
conceptual network of similarities overlapping and criss-crossing” without,
however, sharing all family resemblances.*

! When Euripides uses the expression moMal popgpal t@v Satpoviwv (e.g., Bacch. 1388,
Alc. 1159, Andr. 1284, Hel. 1688); ta daimonia may equally refer (conceptually, not gram-
matically) to the things divine and to the divine agency. Such understanding is especially
relevant in the Bacchae where both the plot and the message of the play hinge upon
Dionysos’ practice of taking on different forms of appearance.

2 Bendlin 2001, 80.

8 My summary is based on Bendlin 2001

4 Versnel (201, 261) describes the formulation of Wittgenstein (1958, 66—67).
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Henk Versnel invites us to consider the implications:

we now take a deep breath and bravely prepare ourselves for the conclusion
that hoi theoi is not always the same as hoi theoi, and for the even more ter-
rifying discovery that sometimes ho: theoi may be the same as ho theos. In
other words, (grammatical) plurality does not always imply ‘many,’ but can
refer to ‘oneness. .. paradoxically, both £o theos and hoi theoi may be indica-
tive of both a polytheistic and mon(othe)istic thought pattern.

Ancient Greeks, according to Versnel, consciously utilized the potential
for ambiguity inherent in any verbal communication and developed vari-
ous strategies, ‘experiments in oneness,’ “as, on the face of it, attempts to
redefine plurality or diversity of phenomena as being basically a unity.”® At
the same time, he demonstrates that these experiments never “ousted or
absorbed the Many,” that is, divinity understood as plurality. The ancients,
he prompts, developed strategies for negotiating plurality, which, how-
ever, should not be confused with modern scholarly attempts “ ‘to reduce
the complexity’ of their own object of study.”” All contemporary scholarly
views of Greek deities (with a partial exception of Versnel) employ etic
terminology, which when compared with the emic designations of divine
beings highlights important predilections in modern scholarship, predi-
lections that need to be illuminated. For instance, most discussions that
focus on ‘gods’ do so without specifying if they apply this term to all divine
beings of the Greek pantheons, or only to gods, theoi, proper.

We might also like to consider whether a person choosing to use a par-
ticular ritual or to approach one particular deity out of the available mul-
titude, could ever do so while closing one’s eyes to the existence of other
deities. Would a worshipper need only keep in mind a proper course of
interaction with a deity of his choice, or also worry about negotiating his
lack of attention to other deities at that moment?® No matter how we
answer the question about a possible anxiety involved in focusing one’s
attention on offering sacrifice to one/several deities at a time, but not to
all of them at once (although prayers and invocations regularly employ

5 Versnel 2000, 121. See also now 2011, 270-273.

6 Versnel 2000, 84.

7 Versnel 2011, 307.

8 In Greek literature, deities have a potential for being jealous and simply unpredict-
able (Odysseus forgets to sacrifice to Poseidon with disastrous consequences, Hippolytus
neglects Aphrodite, Pentheus does not accept Dionysos), but in cultic practice, various
other considerations stand behind worshippers’ perplexity as to which deity they are deal-
ing with (see a most helpful discussion in Versnel 2011, 43-60).
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the safety net formula “to all gods and goddesses”), we should be clear in
recognizing that

integration and adjustment mark, in a manner of speaking, the corner-val-
ues of religious transactions in the polytheistic systems: religious sense is
constructed not through the mere accumulation, but through the selection
of options—gods, cults, rituals and representations—from the potentially
inexhaustible supply.?

The process of choosing an appropriate course of action in any endeavor
constantly put a person living in a polytheistic society before a multitude
of divine forms, and hence presented him/her with a need to make a
choice.! In any given historical community, however, this multitude of
divine forms was passed down to each subsequent generation as a con-
nected set called in modern scholarship ‘pantheon.’ In ancient Greek
usage since Aristotle (Mir. 834a 12 (fr. 18 Ross)), ‘panthe(i)on’ referred to a
place, a sanctuary, temple, or altar, where all the gods were worshipped,
while “in modern research ‘pantheon’ stands for an ensemble (numeri-
cally limited in the religious practice) of the deities actively envisaged and
worshipped in a certain geographical and social realm.”

5.2 NUMERICAL PARAMETERS OF POLYTHEISM

In what forms do we find integration and adjustment among Greek dei-
ties? Often, there are small groups, of two or three deities, linked genea-
logically, as family groups. Apollo and Artemis, brother and sister, often
act as a pair. Also, together with Leto, their mother, Apollo and Artemis,
form a family triad. Groups of three deities are consistently found in vari-
ous religious systems and mythologies around the world. The question is
how much significance we should assign to such groupings. “Three seems
to be quite a common number and was even thought by Grimm to be
the basic, original model of polytheism, from which sets such as twelve
later emerged...”2 Is three a magical, hence intractable, number, or an

9 Bendlin 2001, 82.

10 The issue is relevant to a number of ancient polytheistic societies: cf. Hornung 1971;
Goedicke and Roberts 1975; Green 1989; Gladigow 1995.

I Bendlin, 2000, 265. Cf. another contemporary definition: “The gods were thus dif-
ferentiated from one another within a group that included them all, later known as a
pantheon, an organized team of contrasting powers with complementary abilities” (Sissa
and Detienne 2000, 146-7).

12 Dowden 2000, 220.
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informative combination that sheds light on the workings of polytheism?
Dowden puts forward three (ironically! or inevitably) possible answers to
this question. It might be that “three is a common number for religions,”
or alternatively, I would think, a matter of rhetorical habit and traditional
form for shaping an argument “for people who write about religions, like
Dumézil with his conception of the three ideological levels, ‘functions,
of Indo-European society.” Finally, both ancient and modern tendencies
to group deities or thoughts in triads may have something to do with the
way the human brain works, that is, with human cognitive capacities:
“three is sometimes held to be the maximum number of items that we
can focus on simultaneously.”® In much simpler terms, triads in myths
are often elemental family groupings, parents and a child, or siblings and
their parent.'#

Besides asking whether diads or triads serve any structural role in the
organization of pantheons, we might also like to ask whether there is a
certain limit to the size of a workable pantheon, a historical system of
cults on the ground and in operation. Some scholars suggest that the
number of deities in a pantheon is not random or accidental, but is once
again determined by human cognitive capacities. Burkert, considering the
‘modular’ literary (= panhellenic) Greek pantheon, remarks:

behavioral psychology has discovered that the football eleven represents an
ideal group for human co-operation, not too large and not too small; simi-
larly, the eleven to thirteen Olympian gods form a well attuned team.'

Anthropological researchers working in polytheistic communities of South
Asia and confronted with enormous numbers of divine forms known in
local cultures, discovered that individual members of these societies were
well aware of only a limited number of deities out of the general cultural
storehouse.’6 These limited groupings of deities constitute “meaningful
god sets,” as Roberts, Chiao, and Pandley call them.!” These scholars iden-
tified “meaningful god sets” in the “personal pantheons” of a Chinese and
a Hindu informant. Their findings are illuminating:

13 Dowden 2000, 220 gives no reference to the evidence that supports this assertion.

14 Leto, Apollo, and Artemis together in cult: at Herakleia Salbake in Caria (Fleischer
2000). Also: Dionysos-Hera-Zeus (on Lesbos).

15 Burkert 1985, 218.

16 Large numbers of deities are a common feature of most developed polytheistic cul-
tures: ... In Gaul these [lists of god-names] name 375 ... in Spain more than 300” (Dowden
2000, 219).

17 Roberts et al. 1975.
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although the Chinese informant knew in some detail about some sixty dei-
ties and the Hindu informant about more than one hundred, their “mean-
ingful god set” was, for each, fifteen deities. After examining some of the
aspects of meaning by which each informant compared, contrasted, and
sorted the members of his pantheon, they concluded that “meaningful god
sets appear to be symbolic small-group networks, with believers ordering
their thoughts about their gods in terms of a relatively small number of
major dimensions..."8

In Greece, the numerical referent itself became canonized practically as
another divine name “Twelvegods,” Dédekatheoil® Although the Twelve
were sometimes “spelled out,” so to speak, represented as a group of
specific gods, especially in art, they typically appeared in cult as a set of
unspecified twelve, an idealized set.2 We know, however, that on the
ground, various local pantheons neither always consisted of twelve dei-
ties, nor of the same ones. It is likely to be disputed whether “the concept
[of Twelve Gods] confirms that the Greeks had an implicit notion of a
distinction between major and minor gods (not their terms however—
they spoke just of ‘the twelve gods’),” as Robert Parker suggests.?! In his
opinion, such deities as Dioskouroi, Eileithyia, Hekate, as well as local riv-
ers, nymphs, and heroes would have been seen as minor or lesser than the
deities comprising the Twelve. It remains to be seen whether the study
of the local Aiginetan grouping of cults would reveal such a hierarchy of
major and minor deities, and if so, whether nymphs and heroes could be
identified as ‘minor’ figures within it.

‘Meaningful god sets’ is a useful concept not only in describing ‘per-
sonal pantheons,’” but in distinguishing between what may be called a
‘pan-cultural’ pantheon, a necessarily artificial collection of all the known
deities from all areas and time periods associated with a particular civi-
lization, and ‘meaningful god sets,” such as, I would argue, were the local

18 Levy 1990, 273.

19 “Ever since the seventh century, in Delos, Olympia, Athens, and Cos they seem to
have been known as the Twelve [gods]...Usually, however, the Twelve were divided
either into six couples or into four groups of three” (Sissa and Detienne 2000, 158). See
Will 1955 and 1951. Recent studies on the Twelve Gods: Georgoudi 1996 and 1998. See also
a useful summary with bibliography in Versnel 2011, 507-515.

20 Parker (2om, 71) speculates that the Twelve was “an arbitrary number doubtless sug-
gested by the twelve months,” which to me seems like a contradiction in terms. If the
number of deities is suggested by the pragmatic and historical matter of months, then it
is not arbitrary.

21 Parker 2011, 72. Cf. Sissa and Detienne 2000, 137: “the major pantheon consisted of
twelve deities in all.”
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Greek pantheons, or cultic groupings, for example, those of Attic demes,?2
or of the mono-nucleous island-state Aigina. ‘Meaningful god sets’ would
then be the sets of deities which have common significance and salience
for a local community. Robert Levy has shown that the concept is relevant
even when applied to complex urban environments:

the number of active gods in Bhaktapur’s urban pantheon that are of general
urban importance is also limited, although there are more of them than
fifteen. .. There are somewhat more than forty if the ghosts and spirits are
included... The quantity is probably small enough so that each deity may
carry a “full religious and cultural weight” for city dwellers. This is to argue,
following Roberts et al,, that the civic pantheon is a “meaningful god set” to
the city’s individuals, for the numerical constraint has something to do with
individual cognitive capacities.?3

These observations can be tested in interesting ways on Greek soil. For
instance, how many deities might be listed in a prayer, or oath, before
the “and all other gods” formula is attached to complete the supplication?
How many deities/cults do we know of in Attika, and how many appear in
the deme sacrificial calendars?2* Compared with the numbers of deities in
Hesiod and other catalogue poetry, there are much fewer deities known
in local cultic groupings; it leads one to think that either the process of
oral formulaic composition or else the medium of writing are necessary
to collect all of the deities together,?% hence it is likely that all these deities
cannot be present in a worshipper’s mind at the same time, and do not
constitute “active” pantheons.26

22 Mikalson (2010, 47) very aptly states that “in his everyday religious life the largest
pantheon of interest to a Greek would be the gods and heroes of his own city-state...but
we must imagine that many or even most of the individual cults in a large city-state such
as Athens had little relevance to the individual citizen.” Mikalson elaborates (pp. 49-50)
on the approximate number of deities that a demesman would worship and suggests (on
the basis of the Erkhia calendar and other calculations) that it would come to over 6o
divine figures.

23 Levy 1990, 273.

24 Mikalson (2010, 48-49) began answering this one.

5 Brillante 1991, 96.

26 Versnel (2011, 83) arrives at similar conclusions (relying on the works of Chafe 1980
and 1994) when he considers how an ancient Greek could cope with all potential Apollos,
Artemides, etc. His answer: an ancient Greek probably did not have to cope with all of
them at once, but only with a limited number that was relevant to that Greek.

[N
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5.3 PANTHEON: CHAOS OR SYSTEM?

A scattered and heterogeneous pantheon, a mythology of bits and pieces: if
this was the polytheism of the Greeks, how could these men, whose exact-
ing rigor in the realms of intellectual consistency is extolled, have lived their
religious life in a kind of chaos?2?

Depending on how a scholar understands the nature of Greek deities
(e.g., with respect to the characteristics of power and personhood), he
or she ends up seeing the relationships between Greek deities as either
intractable and chaotic or as predictable, even systemic. Burkert who pos-
tulates Greek deities as persons, notes that “a polytheistic world of gods
is potentially chaotic?® and offers few attempts to analyze its structures.?9
He attributes the existence of a panhellenic pantheon to the influence of
epic art.3°

Vernant, in contrast to Burkert, emphasizes that it is the structures
of the pantheon, not individual deities that should be the subject of
our study:

We have to identify in the pantheon the manifold structures and to detect
all the forms of grouping in which the gods are habitually associated or in
opposition. The pantheon is a complicated system of relationships in which
each god is a part of a variegated network of associations with other gods;
it surely has the function of a classificatory system, applicable to the whole
of reality—to nature and to human society as much as to the supernatural
world. It is, however, a system in which the main structures do not exactly
coincide and which has to be followed along its several lines like a table
with a number of columns and many entries. It is these structures of the
pantheon that are the subject of research, not the deities in isolation.3!

The issue of pantheons, and their orderly or chaotic structure has come to
the center of scholarly attention in the last decade in particular.32 Versnel
returns to this question multiple times in the course of his book.33 It can

27 Vernant 1991, 271.

28 Burkert 1985, 119.

29 See section 5.4 below.

30 Burkert 1985, 176: “the fact that a fixed group of Greek Gods was established at all
is due not least to epic art.” Cf. Cole 1995, 292: “polis religion, like the polis itself, was a
system without being systematic, adaptable to changing conditions and responsive to dif-
ferent types of institutions.”

81 Vernant 1991, 277-78, corrected transl. by P. Cartledge.

82 Cf. Parker 2011, 70-73, 84-100.

33 Versnel 2011, 29-35, 114, 116, 142149, 212.
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be said that the discourse on this subject is very much ongoing and is
bound to advance our understanding.

5.4 STRUCTURES OF PANTHEONS: HOw TO FIND?
PANHELLENIC TEMPLATES

The differences between the approaches of Burkert and Vernant represent
two main sides of ‘making sense of Greek religion:’ looking for explicit
indigenous expressions of relationships between deities, on the one hand,
and, on the other hand, of discovering and labeling, with etic terms, the
implicit relationships.

Both Burkert and Vernant, it should be emphasized, operate with the
panhellenic notion of Greek pantheon. The etic approach of Vernant relies
on the notion that a pantheon is systemic by nature: it must be if religion
is understood as a cultural system, a means of communication. Thus in
Vernant’s approach, one needs to penetrate behind the immediacy of a
single myth, or a single ritual or site, to the underlying schema. In order
to do that, Vernant and any other structuralist, needs to be free to collect
data from all instances of a deity’s appearance in myth, art, or cult, where
all includes all places (within the ‘Greek world’ broadly understood) and
time periods.3*

The emic approach of Burkert leads him to the denial of a systemic
order within the panhellenic assemblage of deities3® and to a sugges-
tion that “the language of polytheism can only be learned passively, as
it were,” and only “what is present at hand may be interpreted.” Looking
for emic indicators at hand, Burkert labels the latter “thought patterns,”
such as, e.g., “family of the gods,” “pairs of gods,” “old and young.”3¢ Many
of Burkert’s “thought patterns,” however, are Vernant's “structures,” or,
in the words of Sissa and Detienne, “partnerships,” and “... groupings of

” «

34 This is the general rule of thumb in the structuralism of Levi-Strauss. Cf. also: “Georges
Dumézil was suggesting that, in societies where there were dozens or even hundreds of
gods, any definition of a particular god needed to be differential and classificatory. A god
could not be defined in static terms, but had to be identified by the whole collection of
positions that he or she occupied at one time or another in the complete series of his or
her manifestations” (Sissa and Detienne 2000, 156).

35 Burkert 1985, 218: “Just as the Greek mind does not exist as a unified structure, so the
Greek pantheon cannot be regarded as a closed and harmonized system. Even if the sys-
tem could be described specifically for each place and time and even for each individual,
it would still remain unstable and full of gaps...”

36 Burkert 1985, 218—225.
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deities, in explicit hierarchies, and in configurations based on symmetry,
antagonisms, or affinities.”3” In other words, while Burkert stops at rec-
ognizing only explicit groupings, Vernant and his followers seek implicit
connections as well. The groupings that Sissa and Detienne have in mind
are discernible everywhere: in myths and cults, in spatial organization of
sanctuaries, in visual representations, and in the composition of religious
texts (prayers, oaths, curses, hymns, and so on).

But here we encounter the gap between structures at the panhellenic
level and at the local level. One may wonder whether every instance of
a group appearance of deities signals some underlying and presumably
universal enduring structure. For instance, do representations on vase
paintings have the same weight as groupings that appear in prayers or
curses? A quick run through some examples will prepare the way for my
discussion of interconnections among the Aeginetan cults in chapter 8.

Groupings of deities that are found in cultic settings, such as shrines
shared by several deities, or images of some deities found in sanctuar-
ies dedicated to others, are the most obvious place to start. The side by
side placement of cult statues within a sanctuary, e.g., the presence of
an image of Dionysos in the temple of Mnia on Aigina (IG IV? 787.9-10),
or visual representations of deities on altars and other cultic structures,38
e.g., Poseidon next to Apollo and Artemis on the Parthenon frieze, indi-
cate, in the words of Sissa and Detienne, “the elementary structures of
active pantheons...or, in Dumézil’s words, the “structural facts” (le fait
de la structure).”3?

While I agree that by observing various types of groupings in cul-
tic representations we learn something about the relations of deities
in a local pantheon, such groupings cannot be always taken literally.
First, they might be reflecting just one of a number of possible local

87 Sissa and Detienne 2000, 155-56. Further, p. 157, in the subchapter “Hunting for
Structures” (a telling title): “That certainly seems to the case of Greece, with its pantheons
and their geometric configurations that have been rethought constantly...” Outside the
Greek world: van der Meer 1989 on the Etruscan pantheon.

88 Sissa and Detienne 2000, 157: “the best way to apprehend polytheism in the Greek
world is to follow the method adopted by Pausanias when he described an open field dot-
ted with pillar-gods right next to a very rectangular, bearded Hermes, accompanied by a
little Hestia, in the public square of Pharae.”

39 Sissa and Detienne 2000, 157: By the “structural facts” Dumézil meant the carefully
arranged elements, the little structures of gods to be found on altars or used in some
sacrificial rituals...for example, there are altars that are consecrated to more than one
god...It [the altar at the Amphiaraion of Oropos] “is an altar for an entire pantheon, in
the midst of which the diviner Amphiaraos...is enthroned (Paus. 1.34.5).”
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configurations of the given data, rather than ‘the’ singular elementary
structure. Second, a particular placement of deities on an altar, or even
of cult statues within a sanctuary might be the result of some immediate
practical arrangements unrelated to “structural facts.” For example, con-
siderations of artistic, stylistic, or aesthetic value might influence a visual
representation, and non-religious pragmatic considerations of economy
of space or of social ranking of votaries might affect the relative place-
ment of votives. Groupings of deities in cultic settings can lend them-
selves to the analysis of structures of local pantheons, but they are not
necessarily the finite primordial structures themselves. An analogy with
language (la langue) and speech (la parole) as understood by structural
linguistics may help again. While a language possesses specific structures
that determine its functionality, speech acts represent only a particular
actualization of the language’s potential for intelligent communication. A
speech act might therefore be a window into the structures of a particu-
lar language, but is not coterminous with the structures themselves. The
latter exist only as abstract distillations of numerous individual acts of
speech and are identified and formulated as such by scholars. So, by anal-
ogy, a divine grouping in a sacrifice or a prayer might be an instance of
la parole, not the evidence of la langue.

Groupings of deities in ritual, such as a sacrifice, or a banquet in honor
of deities, nonetheless have a certain potential for revealing the structures
of local pantheons.*? In the Greater demarkhia of Erkhia in Attica, a sac-
rificial calendar produced in the 4th century BCE records that sacrifices
to the Nymphs, Akheloos, Alokhos, Hermes, and Ge are to take place in
the same location in the deme (Pagos = Rocky Hill) on the same day,
the 27th of Boedromion. In the same calendar, Dionysos and Semele each
get a sacrifice on the 16th of Elaphebolion, but these two are offered on
the same altar. When Bacchylides (13.94—96) mentions a local Aiginetan
chorus of maidens singing in honor of the nymphs Aigina and Endeis, we
may speculate a possibility that the two nymphs were worshipped in a
joint ritual on Aigina.

We also observe the grouping of deities in verbal ritual communications,
in various ritual texts, such as oaths and prayers (both of supplication and

40 Sissa and Detienne 2000, 162: “every time that a ewe was sacrificed to Artemis Orthia
of Argos, it was understood that Apollo should be offered a ram, presumably in his sister’s
sanctuary. Sacrificing to one god on the altar of another could indicate their respective
places in a hierarchy, possibly a hierarchy observed in one particular place, or on one
particular day.”
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gratitude)." For example, a vow of thanks inscribed on the wall of Temple G
at Selinous, 5th century BCE, lists Zeus, Phobos, Apollo, Poseidon, the Tyn-
daridai, Athena, Malophoros, Pasikrateia, and all other gods, but especially
Zeus.*? The groupings of deities in ritual texts, similarly to the groupings
in cultic settings, present special data for the analysis of structures of local
pantheons, but they do not necessarily spell out the structures themselves.

Some scholars have placed much stake on the potential of visual rep-
resentations to reveal structures of pantheons. So, Vernant 1983 has ana-
lyzed the side by side placement of Hermes and Hestia on the base of the
statue of Zeus at Olympia to show their structural relationship, and Sissa
and Detienne proposed to view the relief on the altar of Amphiaraos as
a case of “elementary structures of a pantheon.” Bremmer in turn points
to vase paintings.*® But a recent study by A.-F. Laurens, who searched for
cultic significance behind the visual representations of divine groupings
on Athenian vases, arrived at the conclusion that “these vases show purely
iconographic constructions.”** The particular groupings on vases testify to
the desire of vase painters to explore the potential and the limits of varia-
tion in the representative schemes, but always keeping in mind the need
for them to be recognizable, and hence in line with some conventional
modes of visual representation. Thus, in the view of Laurens, the varia-
tion in groupings of deities in vase paintings is better viewed as a product
of iconographic convention and originality rather than a reflection of the
underlying pantheon structures. I may add that it is not entirely unthink-
able that in some instances such a reflection could be present, but I agree
that it should not be presumed as a rule. Visual representations of deities
more often tell us about the conventions of visual representations than
about the meaning of deities in a local context. Like poetry, visual art
often has in mind a wider than local audience, and is therefore not always
helpful in revealing local structures.

In addition to the explicit groupings of deities found in cultic settings,
ritual communication, and visual representations, where the intercon-
nections between deities appear to reflect the peculiarity of local reli-
gious structures, scholars identify other groupings that appear to them to

4 E.g, in the oath of Athenian ephebes. See recent study by Brulé 2005.

42 ]G X1V 268.

43 Bremmer 1994, 15: “... we should also try to search for the, often hidden, hierarchies
within the pantheon. Here new possibilities have been opened up by a study of divine rep-
resentations. A fine example is a black-figured vase of the painter Sophilos (c. 580 BC).”

44 Laurens 1998, 61. See also Castaldo 2000.
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convey and reflect panhellenic, or even universal meanings. Such group-
ings are pairs of deities, and divine families. Both the proponents of the
systemic (school of Vernant) and the chaotic (Burkert) views of Greek
pantheons distinguish certain pairs (Burkert) or oppositions (Vernant) of
deities. Burkert usually does not spell out his hermeneutic methods in
defining the logic behind these groupings of deities, but often the reasons
are related to the biological-psychological nature of humans, as Burkert
perceives it.4> So, Aphrodite’s relationship with Ares “is developed more
as a polarity, in accordance with the biological-psychological rhythm
which links male fighting and sexuality.”*¢ Another mode of associating
divinities is, according to Burkert, based on the age factor (old and young):
“although not further explained in our texts, the conjunction of Poseidon
and Apollo was obviously experienced as a polarity of old and young, of
watery depths and youthful vigor.”4

Many scholars have noted that the model of ‘family’ is a peculiarly
impressive and effective mode of relating deities in Greek pantheons.
In John Gould’s words, “conceived as a metaphor of human experience
this is a brilliant stroke; the model of the family provides framework
within which we can intuitively understand both unity and conflict...”48
Emphasizing the influence of the Homeric vision of gods upon the Greek
religious ideas in general, Burkert observes that the model of ‘family’ is
more effectively employed in Greek pantheons than in other polytheistic
religions: “what does distinguish the Greek/Homeric family of the gods is
its compactness and clarity of organization...the Greek gods make up
a highly differentiated and richly contrasted group.”*® Relationships of
‘parent(s) to children,” and ‘siblings to siblings’ are the two most preva-
lent family relations used to connect deities in pantheons.’ Relation-
ships between grandparents and grandchildren are more rare, unless we
are dealing with a hero-cult where both the generations of children and

45 “The conglomerate of tradition which constitutes religion perhaps owes its particular
form less to the cunning of reason than to the cunning of biology...” (Burkert 1985, 218).

46 Burkert 1985, 220.

47 Burkert 1985, 222. Other pairings in Burkert (1985, 219, 221): “The coming together
of Hermes and Aphrodite appears not as an opposition but as natural complement: the
phallus figure and the naked goddess.” “In Athens Poseidon and Athena are the principal
deities. .. a telling constellation of elemental force and technical wisdom.”

48 Gould 1985.

49 Burkert 1985, 218.

50 See pertinent remarks in Mikalson 2010, 44.
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grandchildren are named after their ancestor and worshipped together
(e.g., Aiakidai on Aigina).

5.5 STRUCTURES OF PANTHEONS AND CULTIC SYSTEMS:
WHERE TO LOOK?

Glimpses of explicit connectedness through pairing, genealogy, or visual
representations offer only a disjointed picture of local groups of deities.
We still lack an insight into what makes them ‘meaningful god sets’ in any
given location. Bendlin’s critique is valid:

the systematics of an idealized Pantheon (panhellenic or Roman Imperial)
organized according to the logical points of view is able to clarify neither
the differences between the individual local pantheons, nor their historical
development.5!

Virtually every scholar of Greek religion states that each Greek city, bet-
ter to say, every Greek community, worshipped its own select group of
deities regulated by its own calendar of festivals and sacrifices, its own
mythology, and so on, but most view local religious life as a version of a
vaguely defined pan-Greek religion.52 Rather than seeking answers about
a local group of deities in the data related to other communities, or in the
panhellenic library, we may be better grounded and justified if we look
at other dimensions of the same local religious world, that is, at the local
myths, festivals, sacred topography, and worshipping groups. In the end,
‘deities’ as a group tie all the aspects of a local religious system together,
but the latter produces meaning through all its components, which are

51 Bendlin 2000, 266.

52 Sissa and Detienne 2000, 165: “Each city had its own strategies for coping with the
invisible and set up its own structures of deities, organizing complex local pantheons that
seemed as autonomous as the cities themselves in their desire for self-sufficiency and com-
pleteness. But just as cities, whatever their size, all seem to have presented the same mor-
phological characteristics, the divine powers, whatever their concrete form and whatever
their individual traits anchored in the specific details of their locality, all seem to have
been structured in the same general way, recognizable from one city to another and oper-
ating according to the same principles—abstract principles modified, on the one hand,
by the many nuanced variations of these microsocieties of deities, heroes, heroines, and
demons, and, on the other hand, by Pan-Hellenic declarations that paid lip-service to the
rival powers of the Twelve Gods. .. This was the polytheism with a framework sufficiently
pliable to accommodate the needs of small, rival, independent communities and, at the
same time, strong enough to constitute a world of forms that recognized its own particular
rules along with values that were shared by the whole of the Greek world.”
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interdependent.53 The structures of a local cultic system, therefore, can be
illuminated through the analysis of all components of the local religious
world taken together and viewed within the context of local demography,
geography, economy, and history. Social roles of local deities will there-
fore be determined by multiple social dimensions. Thus, only evaluating
the worship of each deity in its entirety and with the aim of determining
its social role in the local society can we approach the view of an inter-
related whole of social structures of local religion. In order to establish
how a world of deities ties into the greater local mesocosm, its political,
economic, and ideological life, we will need to analyze how specific cults
and deities respond and correspond to the community’s social needs.5*

53 With respect to Greek religion, Bremmer (1994, 2): “The table of contents of this
pamphlet may suggest to the reader that the following chapters are all independent sub-
jects, which have little to do with one another. Nothing is further from the truth. Gods and
sanctuaries, myths and rituals, gender—since they are mutually supportive, they should
ideally be treated together in one close-knit treatise. This is hardly possible, but it will
be one of our challenges to show the interdependent nature of Greek religion.” Bremmer
refers to Bruit Zaidman and Schmitt Pantel (1992, 228) who express the same opinion.
Neither carries out the task fully. Cf. Levy 1990, 16-18, 599—620.

54 Part III of Parker’s (2005) Polytheism and Society at Athens is dedicated to the analysis
of spheres of human concern that the Athenian deities serviced. He titles the correspond-
ing chapters 17 and 18 “Gods at Work I: Protecting the City” and “Gods at Work II: The
Growth of Plants and Men.” This is a very good example of how functional analysis of local
religion could be carried out, although Parker’s scale of analysis is perhaps still too big to
allow a rewarding close-up of the ‘elementary forms of religious life.’ Parker 1988 is a brief
excursus into the same issues, using Spartan material. As Jameson (1997b) and Mikalson
(2010, 47-50) rightly illustrate, the religious life of an Athenian was circumscribed by a
selection rather than a totality of all Attic cults, a selection that was determined by a com-
bination of affiliations: to a deme, a phylé, a genos, a phratry, and possibly, to some other
religious societies. These affiliations often cut across one another, and hence amounted
to a potentially complex picture of religious engagement on the part of many individual
Athenians. Parker’s approach (2005, Part III) is instructive in laying out the types of social
concerns the cults were there to address, and thus in mapping out a scope of divine func-
tionality, while within each category of functionality, the discussion is less synthetic, orga-
nized per exempla, not aiming to identify a functional microcosm or mesocosm, but rather
to reflect the variety of the attested possibilities.
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SOCIAL ROLES OF DEITIES IN LOCAL CULTS

6.1 ‘CULTS VERSUS ‘PANTHEON’

Cult, as well as ritual, is often viewed in opposition to myth, as some-
thing that involves ‘doing’ as opposed to ‘talking.’ Hence, a common use of
the phrase ‘cult practice.” Also, in common scholarly usage, ‘cult’ is what
humans ‘pay’ to deities and what deities ‘receive.’”? In my understanding,
‘cult’ is a form of interaction (cf. pay-receive) that encompasses all tradi-
tional means of communication with the divine: rituals, myths,® prayers,
dedication of votive offerings, oracular consultations, incubations for
healing, and so on. ‘Cult,’ like ‘religion’ is one of those etic terms applied
to the study of ancient Greek religious phenomena that would be hard for
us to do without.# As a stand-in for ‘worship,” the term ‘cult’ serves a use-
ful purpose: it designates an entirety of all modes of worship directed by
a distinct social group to a particular hypostasis of a deity at a particular
location, even if the Greeks themselves did not think of ‘cult’ in this holis-
tic way.® Accordingly, it would be inadequate to speak of a ‘cult of Apollo
in Greece,’ unless we mean to say nothing more than that a god by the

1 Bruit Zaidman and Schmitt Pantel 1989, 25: title of Part II is “Cult-practices” (les pra-
tiques cultuelles), although the authors do not define ‘cult’ anywhere in the book. Cf. Graf:
“Cult encompasses the entirety of ritual tradition in the context of religious practice”
(s.v. cult, Brill’s New Pauly 3, 980).

2 See, e.g., Mikalson 2010, 33; Parker 2011, 74, 79.

3 Cf. Larson 2007, 8: “In this book, ‘cults’ are understood to include both rituals and,
where applicable, corresponding myths.”

4 Christensen 2008, 21: “Despite the awareness that ‘cult’ is a scholarly, ‘etic’ term not
immediately recognizable to, e.g, the Athenians, it is still obvious that, perceived as ‘a
complex of religious activities concentrated on one or more deities or heroes and includ-
ing prayer, ritual, sacrifice, and dedication,” cult is there in all of the Greek, Roman and
Classical world” [Aleshire 1994, 12] ... To philologists, and therefore also to Classical archae-
ologists, “cult” appears just “to be there” in the archaeological material and the texts them-
selves. In this view, Greek and Roman religions are cults—i.e., regular worship of gods.”

5 Jameson (1997b, 180-1) observes: “In general the relations between the state and cults
seem to have been piecemeal, in part at least because the Athenians did not think in
terms of comprehensive ‘cult’ rather than the elements of festival, sacrifice, sanctuary,
property, and so on.” Christensen 2008 comments on the tendency in Classics to use ‘cult’
synonymously with ‘religion.” Cf. Mikalson 2010, 32: “most Greek gods. .. may be defined in
three ways, first by the name...; second, by the epithet...; third, by the designation of a
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name of Apollo was worshipped in Greece, but because different Apollos
were worshipped by different Greek communities in different ways, it
would be impossible to envision all this diversity as comprising any sort
of unity that could be designated ‘cult.’ For the same reasons, it would be
equally inappropriate to speak of a ‘cult of Apollo in Attica,’ or even of a
cult of Apollo at Erkhia because that would presume that all hypostases of
Apollo there (e.g., Delphinios, Apotropaios, Nymphegetes, etc.) are some-
how collapsible into one category. In using the term ‘cult,’ I therefore have
in mind to distinguish the elementary units of worship, for example, the
cult of Apollo Delphinios in the deme of Erkhia (where the social group of
worshippers are the demesmen of Erkhia, the location is Erkhia, and the
hypostasis of Apollo is Delphinios, whatever it means in this location), or
the cult of Athena Parthenos on the Athenian acropolis (where the social
group is all Athenians, the location is Attica, and the hypostasis of Athena
is Parthenos with all its specific local attributes).

The terms ‘pantheon’ and ‘system of cults’ or ‘cult system’ are often
used interchangeably in modern scholarship on Greek religion, but a
pantheon and a system of cults are not always coterminous.® I would
like to draw a fine, yet tangible line between the two concepts (see also
above, 1.3). We may conceive of a ‘pantheon’ as a group of divinities that
inhabit a worshipper’s cognitive/mental picture of the divine world, while
a ‘system of cults’ would be all divine entities known to a worshipper to
be active in his/her respective habitable world. ‘Pantheon’ would be the
realm of limaginaire. It is within that realm that poets such as Pindar and
Bacchylides would negotiate between panhellenic personae of deities and
heroes, that is, the “composite deities of epic poetry,”” and local divinities
of the same name, detectable in local narratives and in cultic settings. In
that imaginary realm, deities can flit in and out of the picture with ease,
as might be expedient under specific historical circumstances. In a given
location, some deities may have thus figured in local songs and stories,

place...Each of these elements—name, epithet, and locale—is of critical importance for
imagining the conception a Greek worshipper would have of this or any other god.”

6 Although Parker 2003 does not make the distinction in the same terms as I do (‘pan-
theon’ vs ‘cult system’) he articulates ‘cult system’ in the same way, that is, the physical
articulation of worship in cult installations used in ritual: “In Greece, divine functions
do not float in the air; they are fastened to particular altars and images and shrines. At
least one more principle is therefore needed in order to understand the cult system that
actually exists in Greece... Cult epithets... also differentiate cult sites on earth from one
another.” Cf. Jost 1992, 35—36, where ‘pantheon’ signifies ‘cult system.’

7 Mikalson 2010, 35.
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and therefore been present in the orbit of local imagination, but may
not have been worshipped in local cults.® At the same time, some local
cults may not have been accompanied by mythical traditions, and were
known to locals only through concrete and specific forms of ritual rather
than through myths. A pantheon would represent an integrated cogni-
tive picture of the local world of the gods, to which traditional narratives
and cultic realia made their relative contributions. As a locus of cognitive
dimension, ‘pantheon’ would be conceivable in dissociation from cults,
while a ‘system of local cults’ would refer only to deities known through
cultic practice. A local pantheon may therefore often have a larger mem-
bership than a local system of cults.® The discursive aspect of ‘pantheon’
in contrast to ‘system of cults’ is illustrated by the fact that we can describe
a Homeric pantheon, but not a Homeric system of cults.

6.2 SocIAL ROLES OF DEITIES

Herodotus 2.53 called them timai and tekhnai, “honors” [areas of influence]
and “special skills,” of the gods. Gods are specialists in certain arts and as
people do in society, so gods also are experts in and practice a certain type
of trade.1® Marriage, technology and crafts, trade, sports and hunting, agri-
culture, health and personal fate are some of the areas of human concerns
where gods have their works and honors.! While all scholars recognize
the correspondence between areas of human interests and divine ‘spheres
of activity,’ more sociologically oriented historians articulate divine activi-
ties as specialized roles or functions that ensure the proper working of

8 Parker (2003, 176) gives an excellent example of Hermes Dolios, “who is often spoken
of and invoked in Attic drama. In form and function Hermes Dolos certainly sounds like
an instance of the ‘cultic double name’: the epithet serves not to honour the god, but to
identify a relevant aspect of his personality. Yet no cult of Hermes Dolios is attested in
Attica. It looks as if in Attica Hermes Dolios existed only in speech. But he was surely still
a real power.”

9 Cf. Parker 20m, 98: “The divine world as perceived by a Greek was never limited to
the gods actually worshipped.”

10 Cf. a “socio-morphically differentiated Greek pantheon of gods” (Bendlin 2000).
Vernant 1980, ix: “a divine society with its own hierarchy, in which each god enjoys his
own particular attributes and privileges, bearing a more or less close, more or less direct
relation to the structure of human society.”

I Cf, e.g., Mikalson (2010, 47) who lists the areas of life, in which a Greek sought help
from his deities: “1) fertility of crops, animals, and human beings; 2) economic prosperity;
3) good health; 4) safety, particularly in the dangers of war and seafaring.”
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the social universe, that is, divine functions correspond to human needs.1?
In this section, I discuss the methodology of identifying the functions
of a particular deity in a local system of cults,'3 evaluating the influence of
various types of data and of the prevalent interpretive paradigms.

6.3 DETERMINING SOCIAL ROLES OF A LocAL DEITY

Our categories of analysis encompass all data pertaining to the representa-
tion and worship of a deity: name; cultic epithet; myth (aetion or another);
visual representation (i.e., indicative attributes), including cult statue; set-
ting of the sanctuary in the landscape; the sanctuary’s attributes (type of
altar, temple/no temple, water/spring, etc.); votive gifts; rituals and reli-
gious procedures (public sacrifice and feasting; private supplication; incu-
bation for healing or instruction; oracular consultation; service of a deity,
e.g. at Brauron). Brelich draws up a similar list that helps to determine
the Wirkungssphire der Gottheit, “deity’s sphere of activity.”# Each of

12 The use of the term ‘function’ usually betrays a functionalist approach to religion.
Whether used unwittingly or with the full awareness of its implications, the term is widely
used in contemporary scholarship. E.g., Mikalson 2010, 49-50: “we must remember that
each of these deities, god or hero, would have had a specific function to fulfill in our Athe-
nian’s life,” and “what seems a constant is the needs for which Greeks turned to their gods.
We should assume that the pantheon worshipped by each individual was believed to fulfill
those needs, however these gods and heroes might be named and worshipped in his city-
state and locality, however, their roles might be assigned, and whatever stories were told
of them in their cult myths.” Cf. Parker 2011, 77: “The relevant criterion is what the ‘god’
does, not what he is.” Also in Parker 201, 85: “But regular cult should have respected the
notion of a division of functions (not necessarily the same in every community),” and 86:
“In the Greek conception, therefore, individual gods had a portfolio of exclusive functions.”
Portfolio of functions is John Davies’ 1997 definition.

13 Jan Bremmer (1994, 21), for example, suggests that we may divide Greek deities into
‘orderly’ and ‘disorderly’ on the basis of their relationship to social order. Zeus, Apollo,
Athena and Artemis are “at the centre of social order;” Poseidon, Ares and Aphrodite,
although “necessary for the survival of the polis,” according to “the location of Poseidon’s
sanctuaries and the deviant nature of the sacrificial victims of Ares and Aphrodite” are
“more at the margin of the social order.” In addition, Demeter and Dionysos “were seen as
different and occupying an ‘eccentric’ position in the pantheon.” I question such universal
categorizations (see Polinskaya 2003 and 2005). See also Versnel 2011, 145 n. 433.

14 Brelich 1960, 129-130: “The names of gods, then their epithets and attributes, as well
as the multiple aspects and functions of the deity determine that deity’s personality. The
cult is, however, endlessly specific, e.g., with regard to the location and type of the cult
place, the time reserved for the cult in the annual calendar, in the run of a month and
day, the type of the victim, its sex and color, priesthood belonging to the cult, then above
all the various rites, dances, pantomime, games, processions, pilgrimages and other types
of sacred activities. Thus, the cult, which is different for each individual ‘great’ deity within
its pantheon, characterizes the complex divine personalities in a much richer way. The
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these correlated areas of manifestation of a deity has many aspects that
often become the focus of separate studies, but the discussion that fol-
lows here has one aim only—to determine how each of the correlatives is
used to arrive at the social functions or the sphere of action of a deity in a
local cult.

6.31 Name

In our study of the Aiginetan cults, this datum becomes particularly
important in the discussions of Damia and Auxesia (7.10) and Asklepios
(7.8). In an overwhelming number of cases, the name of a deity is not a
reliable indicator of a deity’s function (see also above 1.4). In other words,
the name alone, if that is all the evidence we have, tells us nothing certain
about the role of a deity in a given locale.!> Perhaps the only consistent
exception is the cult of Asklepios, which is invariably connected to heal-
ing. Asklepios is arguably the most homogenous figure of Greek religion.'6
Even if all the evidence we have is that there was a cult, or sanctuary of
Asklepios, we may be confident that it had to do with healing, at least in
the Classical period. Health or sickness are primarily concerns of indi-
viduals, and from the late 5th century onwards Asklepios is the premier
divinity to handle personal health cases.!” Health crises such as a plague
affecting the whole community trigger a different kind of thinking (e.g.,
when the cause of plague is pollution, the presence of a patricide, as in the
case of Oedipus; or a plague is the result of the sacrilegious treatment of
Khryses by Agamemnon in the Iliad) and might require a different, non-
medical remedy, and hence the interference of another deity, likely to be
different in different locations, for example, Apollo.

cult highlights their differences from each other and at the same time. .. their mutual ties,
into which deities enter in the organically united groups in the pantheon.”

15 Burkert 1985, 182: “One very conspicuous peculiarity concerns the divine names: it is
not only the modern historian who expects divine names to enshrine some meaning... By
contrast [with Roman], the names of the Greek Gods are almost all impenetrable...the
names of heroes are either, once again, to a large extent encoded... or else simply inexpli-
cable like Achilles or Odysseus. Clearly the object is to make the individuality of a person,
especially a person not physically present, stand out more memorably by giving him a
striking name...” Cf. Nagy 1999 on the name of Achilles. See also Graf 1996.

16 Burkert 1985, 214. Cf. Versnel 2011, 400—421.

17 Heroes and some other gods besides Asklepios are attested as doctors: e.g., hero
doctor in Attica (Kearns 1989, 172) and Apollo Iatros in several Greek settlements of the
Northern Black Sea (Ustinova 2009).
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6.3.2 Epithet

Cultic epithets come in many different shapes and forms and have many
different uses.!® Depending on the type, epithets represent a spectrum
from the entirely useless to the entirely useful for the purpose of determin-
ing the social function of a deity. Cultic epithets more often than poetic,
although there is an overlap between them, can be subjected to scrutiny
in search for the social role of a deity in a local context.’ The interpreta-
tion of cultic epithets is particularly poignant in the understanding of the
roles of Apolline cults (see 7.6.2, 7.6.5-7.6.8) and of Zeus (7.20.5 and 7.21)
on Aigina. Numerous attempts have been made to determine the mean-
ing of particular cultic epithets, either on the panhellenic or regional level,
but only strictly local studies have any hope in matching the epithet with
local meaning. Some epithets are simply unintelligible.?° In other cases,
the local implications of cultic epithets, for example, of Apollo as Delphin-
ios or Pythios cannot be securely linked to seemingly obvious referents,
such as dolphins, and Pytho/Delphi, due to the fact that some local cults
of Pythios predate the rise of the Delphic oracle, and in some cases, dol-
phins are nowhere to be found around the cults of Delphinios.?! We must
conclude that such epithets as Delphinios and Pythios possibly do not

18 Cf. Parker 2003; Mikalson 2010, 32—36 (p. 34 on epithets as indicating functions).

19" There is certainly a connection between poetic and cultic epithets, some taking their
origin in the other, but the purpose of epithets in poetry is entirely different from the
role of cultic taxonomies and hence cannot be reliable for the establishment of a deity’s
function. Bruchmann (1893) collects epithets from the literary sources. Further lists are in
RE (the epithets are given in Greek and placed alphabetically among the German entries)
and Farnell 1896-1909.

20 “Some [epithets] are unintelligible and for that very reason have an aura of mystery;
others result from the fusion of gods who at first were independent—Poseidon Erekhtheus,
Athena Alea...” (Burkert 1985, 184).

21 Fritz Graf 1979 argues that Delphinios does not have a connection to the sea, but
rather oversees integration of young males into the social body of citizens, mainly through
various rituals of initiation. Rather, in every location, Delphinios is likely to mean some-
thing locally specific. Although he cites the Aiginetan evidence, it does not wholly support
his case: the Aiginetan temple of Apollo was not located in the “most prominent part of
the city,” as previously thought, but was rather in the vicinity of a harbor. Making a point
that the temples of Delphinios were not near the sea is one of Graf’s arguments against
the marine function of this Apollo. In a recent PhD dissertation at KCL (2010), “The navy
in classical Athens: evidence from Athenian religion,” Chryssanthi Papadopoulou unam-
biguously demonstrates that Apollo Delphinios was a patron of the Athenian navy. The
Milesian Delphinion was also in the immediate proximity to the harbor, even if it was also
located directly north of the agora: Herda 2011, 70. We would be wise not to reject the pos-
sibility of local functional variation even for the cult epithet Delphinios.
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designate a common panhellenic function, and hence are unreliable indi-
cators of the social function of a local deity.

At the same time, other epithets might seem semantically, and so func-
tionally, more transparent:22

Zeus as rain god is ombrios and hyetios, as center of court and property
herkeios and ktesios, as guardian of the city is polieus, as protector of strang-
ers hikesios and xenios, and as god of all Greeks is panhellenios . .. As helper
Apollo becomes epikourios, and as averter of evil apotropaios. Athena pro-
tects the city as polias, oversees handicrafts as ergane, joins battle as proma-
chos, and grants victory as nike.23

When epithets refer to landscape features, such as Zeus Akraios, Aphrodite
Epilimenia, they might be indicative of a social function, even if indirectly:
a mountain top Zeus is primarily a weather god, and a coastal location
may indicate a concern with the sea and seafaring. Epithets that desig-
nate the geographical location of a prominent cult, for example, Apollo
Didymaios, Apollo Delios, Hera Argeia, tell us nothing about the function
of a deity, unless the local reference is to a cult whose social function is
well-documented via other types of evidence.?*

In those cases when epithets derive from rituals, which are in them-
selves denominative, for example, Hydrophoros, Daphnephoros, the social
meaning of cult is unobtainable from the epithet alone unless the meaning
of the local festival is known from other types of local evidence. By con-
trast, the character of the cult of Demeter Thesmophoros (see 7.11 for the
Aiginetan cult), and hence the semantic value of her epithet, are unusu-
ally, perhaps uniquely, uniform across the Greek world.?5 In this singular
case, even the epithet that apparently derives from a ritual, is informative.
Characteristically, such epithets as, for example, Polias, which seem to be
most directly pointing to the social function of a deity, are often equally
capable of designating either a broad social function of a patron deity of
the whole community, or a rather narrow function of a defensive deity

22 Cf. Versnel 2on, 61: “Epithets, as far as they are transparent, generally refer to specific
functions, qualities, rituals, genealogy, and above all places of origin and residence.”

23 Burkert 1985, 184. Cf. Parker (2011, 285-286) on Athena Polias of Cos where the epi-
thet Polias “hides” her agricultural function, which is, however, “revealed” by the type of
sacrifice (a pregnant ewe) offered to her.

24 Cf. Brulé 1998.

25 Burkert 1985, 242—46; Stallsmith 2008, 2009.
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of the citadel.26 Overall, epithets can be extremely helpful or entirely
useless at indicating a social role of a deity in cult.

6.3.3 Visual Representations

Identification of social functions of deities on the basis of iconography
depends on the conventional (scholarly) assignment of meaning to par-
ticular attributes of representation, and is potentially unreliable. The
assignment of meaning largely relies on a composite database, conven-
tional and panhellenic. Even when the meaning can be obtained from
verifiable ancient sources, it is all too often uncritically extended beyond
the original chronological and geographical boundaries. The presence or
absence of a beard, nudity, the seated or standing position, type of dress
or hair style, the nature of accompanying objects (e.g., torch, helmet and
shield, kerykeion, pomegranate, etc.)—all of these are conventional indi-
cators of identity and of social function of a deity in iconographic stud-
ies. Yet conventional meanings are highly questionable in local contexts,
not least because even in the panhellenic context they usually connote a
whole field of related meanings rather than something entirely specific.
So, a torch in the hand of a female figure might identify a deity as Artemis,
Demeter, Kore, or Hekate; a pomegranate depicted in the hand of a local
statue might symbolize erotic love, death, or rebirth, postmortem exis-
tence in general, as well as all or none of the above. Sourvinou-Inwood’s
study of the iconographic details on the terracotta votive plaques in the
cults of Aphrodite and Persephone at Lokroi is a powerful testimony
to the necessity of deriving the meaning as much as possible from the
local context itself rather than from conventional paradigms, or external
comparanda.?’

6.3.4 Topography of Sanctuary (see also 3.1.4)

The placement of sanctuaries in the natural and social landscape of ancient
Greece holds a firm position in studies on ancient Greek cults. Since
Philippson’s and especially Scully’s pioneering work, a number of postu-
lates have been established and largely accepted by scholars. First, the

26 “There are no epithets that unequivocally designate a tutelary divinity” (Cole 1995,
301-5).

27 Sourvinou-Inwood 1991. On the difficulty of decoding divine iconography, see refer-
ences to recent works helpfully assembled in Versnel 2011, 41 nn. 63—68, of which Metzger
1985 and Mylonopoulos 2010 are especially useful.
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placement of sanctuaries in the landscape is not random or accidental.?8
Second, there is rarely a single cause for the choice of place for a sanctuary.
Even when the choice can be linked to the “inherently numinous quality of
places” (mountaintops, caves, springs, groves),?® other additional reasons
must be sought, for not every mountaintop and not every grove of trees
hosted a sanctuary, but only some of them. Third, some scholars argue
that there is a panhellenic correlation between certain types of landscapes
and certain divinities.3? This type of argument relies on the notion of a
panhellenic divine personality, which should be presumed stable across
the various socio-territorial and geographical units of ancient Greece. In
contrast to the scholars who argue for a panhellenic stability of associa-
tions between particular types of landscape and particular deities, other
historians of Greek religion demonstrate that if such associations exist,
they are intelligible only in local contexts, that is, in specific local combi-
nations of both natural and socio-historical circumstances.?!

Many of the naturally or socially marked spatial locales have by now
become indicative of particular paradigmatic meanings, which by their
nature, once established, are often used without scrutiny. It is easy to
illustrate some such paradigmatic ascriptions of meaning linked to the
placement of sanctuaries in the landscape. Deities placed on the acropo-
lis are considered, city-gods par excellence, a connotation derived from
social structural theory (see 3.3.6). The placement of sanctuaries in rela-
tion to town, for example, the urban vs. extra-urban, so that the urban
signals normality, order, and primary civic function of a deity, while
extra-urban placement signals some deviation from the norm and civic
order (see 3.3.5) are sometimes taken to indicate the nature of cult.3?
Deities in the marshes or on the coast, for example, Artemis, are labeled
‘marginal,’ or ‘liminal,’ triggering the associations built into the initiation
paradigm (see 3.3.3). In a similar vein, deities placed at borders, or thresh-
olds of any kind are also seen as ‘marginal,’ equally evoking the transitional

28 See Scully 1962, 3.

29 Jameson 2004, 147.

30" Scully 1962; Polignac 1995.

81 Jameson 2004; Jost 1994. Cf. Scully 1962, 3—4: “So each Greek sanctuary necessarily
differs from all others because it is in a different place, and each varies from the others in
certain aspects of the forms of its temples and in their relation to each other and to the
landscape. This had to be so, because Apollo at Delos, for example, was not exactly Apollo
at Delphi, nor Hera at Paestum Hera at Olympia.”

82 For critique, see Polinskaya 2005.
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phase of the initiation paradigm.3® Placement in a cave is considered a
chthonic feature, and triggers the application of the Olympian-Chthonian
paradigm (3.3.4). Examples can be multiplied, but the point should be
clear, namely that, as many other analytical categories, the interpreta-
tion of sacred topography in modern scholarship suffers from a baggage
of ready-made connotations that can obscure or distort the interpreta-
tion of any particular local case, unless thoroughly tested against the local
evidence.

Another way to understand the placement of sanctuaries is to study
them in the context of a broader social landscape that shows such sets of
social data as settlement structures, networks of roads, sources of mate-
rials, position of harbors, markets and trading routes via land and sea.
Various digital mapping techniques using survey data allow us such con-
comitant visualization of different sets of data.

6.3.5 Attributes of Sanctuary

Sanctuary types in ancient Greece present a wide spectrum of possi-
bilities: open air, hypaethral, shrines, often without any architectural or
natural features apart from a peribolos wall; temené planted with trees;
temené with altars; sacred groves; caves, natural or modified; temené with
a temple and altar; springs, or pools of water, with or without an adjacent
altar, etc. A great variety of natural landscape features and man-made
structures came to serve as sanctuaries in ancient Greece. Although most
scholars today recognize the danger of assigning any particular arrange-
ment of sanctuary to any particular deity, some paradigmatic notions
are regularly applied. Full-scale arrangements with temenos, temple,
altar, and perhaps additional buildings (e.g., lodging facilities, athletic
facilities, theatres, treasuries, priests’ houses, adyta) are mostly expected
of the Olympian deities (see above on the Olympian-Chthonian para-
digm). Temené without temples, but sometimes with an altar, or trees,
or a combination of these, are more often expected of heroes. A tomb
is always indicative of a hero cult, but if Callimachus is right, Cretans
claimed to have had the tomb of Zeus.3* Cave- and spring-shrines are
associated with Chthonic deities, Nymphs, or heroes. Also, the presence
of water is often associated with oracles, healing, or Underworld. The
type of altar, whether 66mos or eskhara, regularly triggers the Olympian-

33 See Polinskaya 2003.
34 Callimachus, Hymn to Zeus 8-9.
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Chthonian paradigm; and the type of cult statue, aniconic as opposed to
anthropomorphic, wooden as opposed to bronze or marble, often sug-
gests to scholars the age of cult. Aniconic or wooden images also used
to be considered more ancient, which sometimes often suggests to
scholars “more primitive,” evoking the evolutionary paradigm.

Thus, the ascription of meaning to sanctuary types often derives from
the Olympian-Chthonian, or evolutionary paradigms, and is transferred
onto the character of deities worshipped at these sanctuaries. In such
modes of thinking, local cases inevitably result in the “exceptions to the
rule” argument, but they are better seen as rules unto themselves shaped
by local social factors.

6.3.6 Votives

Votive dedications have a broad spectrum of meanings and target domains.
They either

— reflect ritual (sacrificial animal, e.g., pig, bull, or sheep)

— represent worshipper (votive statues, figurines)

— represent deity (votive statues, figurines)

— represent desideratum (e.g., body parts to be healed)

— constitute personal items offered as gifts (armor, jewelry, clothes, attri-
butes of trade—musical instruments, medical instruments, writing
implements, etc.)

— constitute valuables (of precious metals, art objects, coins,—for public
display and social competition) offered as gifts3>

— represent implements of ritual activities, such as dining: pottery,
utensils

Van Straten proposed a similar classification of motifs represented by
votives: participants and concomitants (God, man, prayer, sacrifice),
occasion (initiation, course of life, contests, work, disasters and dangers,
illness), desired effect.3¢ Since votive objects contain a potential for multi-
ple meanings, their interpretation is very problematic. Even identification
of the cult’s addressee on the basis of votive statues or figurines is unreli-
able, as statues of various gods can be dedicated in any sanctuary.3” Not

35 Linders 1987; Langdon 1987.
36 Van Straten 1981.
37 Alroth 1987.
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only the types, but also the quantities are significant. If certain types of
votives predominate in assemblages, scholars consider them indicative of
the dominating concern of worshippers, and hence of the social functions
of a deity. Some votives, such as pottery and valuables, are of little use
for the establishment of a deity’s functions, others have higher potential:
desiderata such as body parts fashioned out of clay or metal or depicted on
votive reliefs in healing cults, may give direct indications of the worship-
pers’ concerns and hence of the deity’s Wirkungssphare. Personal items
might be indicative as well, as they often give indication of genders and
social occupations of worshippers. At the same time, votive figurines rep-
resenting deities entail the same uncertainty or ambiguity of interpreta-
tion as other visual representations of deities, as identifications often rely
on established panhellenic paradigms. The Aiginetan material, where we
have it (mainly from the Aphaia and Kolonna sites) aptly illustrates the
difficulties, and also the potential of votive data in suggesting the scope
of social roles of deities.

6.3.7 Rituals

Ritual arguably constitutes the most central means of communication
in any religious cult. Rituals are variously classified, and the typology is
well established in the field of Classics, so that scholars search textual
and archaeological data for indicators of the type of ritual on the basis
of established paradigms of panhellenic, if not wider cross-cultural sig-
nificance. Sacrificial rituals in particular have received much attention
in the scholarship on Greek religion.38 The manner of sacrifice (blood,
burnt, unburnt, holocaust or shared, libation, incense burning, and so
on), the timing, status (public or private), open or secret settings are all
signals for identifying types of rituals, and hence the nature of deities.
Once again, the particulars of rituals may signal distinctions that work
along the Olympian-Chthonian, or Initiation paradigm. For example, typi-
cally before any specific local circumstances are considered in a particu-
lar case, holocaust sacrifice is commonly seen as Chthonian, and rituals
involving role reversal or cross-dressing as initiatory. While some schol-
ars battle the established paradigms,3° by and large the latter continue to
determine interpretive methodology. Among the Aiginetan religious data,
explicit textual evidence on ritual is limited, and yet, there are informative

38 Burkert 1979, 35-58; Rappaport 1999. The overall bibliography is vast.
39 E.g., Ekroth 2002 has shown that ritual helps little in supporting the Chthonian-
Olympian distinction.
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references to choral performances in honor of local deities (Aiakos, Damia
and Auxesia, Aphaia, possibly nymph Aigina), and the archaeological, as
well as textual evidence of ritual dining, as well as of sacrifice (on altars,
ground-level platforms, and pits in the ground). These particular cases will
give us an opportunity to test how much panhellenic paradigms prove
illuminating or obstructive for our understanding of local meanings.

6.3.8 Worshipping Groups

In many cases, the evidence for particular cults, or for particular rituals
within a cult, clearly indicates the intended demographic, social, or status
group of worshippers. The most explicit evidence comes from inscribed
leges sacrae that often specify which groups are allowed/not allowed to
participate in a ritual, or enter a sanctuary. Prohibitions and limitations
of access commonly have to do with gender, marital, or civic status. When
known, prescriptions concerning the status of worshippers can help with
identifying social functions of deities. For instance, prohibition on male
participation in the Thesmophoria marks the cult as specifically female.
Conversely, specification of male kinsmen as participants in a ritual
points to a deity’s tutelage over patrilineal kinship ties. When youths and
maidens perform choral songs in honor of a deity, we might expect that
the deity in question would be concerned with the well-being of these age
groups, among other things.

6.3.9 Conclusions

Considering the variety and the specific nature of evidence on local
religious life in ancient Greece,*? the first principle, then, should be to
consider all types of available evidence together in order to suggest the
function of a local deity. Considered separately, each type of evidence is
bound to produce a distorted picture, as a number of interpretive possi-
bilities in each case often result in an arbitrary choice of one over others.
There are many hermeneutic difficulties in trying to distill the func-
tion of a deity from a particular generic type of myth, or from a set of

40 To summarize what has been said earlier: in local cases, we have to analyze textual
evidence of heterogeneous nature: direct ancient “documentary” testimonies about a local
cult (e.g., Pausanias’ remarks on the role of some local shrine that he visits), mythological
evidence preserved in literary or “historical” (Herodotus is both literature and history)
accounts; visual representations; inscribed dedications often recording informative epi-
thets; archaeological evidence, including architectural remains, sanctuary furnishings and
dedicatory material.
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iconographic features alone, or from a layout of architectural remains. The
nature of the evidence has to be accounted for in every case, and then the
results of analysis of each type of evidence should be joined together.*!

The second principle presumes that the function of a deity in a local
system of cults cannot be determined in isolation from other deities.*?
While the first step should always focus on one religious figure, and on
all we know or can learn about it, the second step should be to see if we
can determine the connections of this figure to other figures worshipped
by a particular community in a particular place. Such connections may
point to the spheres of influence shared by several divinities who thus
form a group characterized by one common feature—a shared function.
The opposite is also possible: connections may play out in a local myth as
conflict, and then a myth serves to outline the differences, i.e., the borders
between respective spheres of influence.

The real stumbling block in the process of determining the function
of a local deity is that one has to go back and forth between the local
and the external (regional, and panhellenic, literary and cultic) knowl-
edge. How much can one use any ‘outside’ knowledge before one would
effectively compromise the alleged ‘local’ perspective of one’s approach?+3
It is likely that the danger of compromise would vary from case to case.
My opinion is that such ‘work with the dictionary’ (checking for meanings
attested elsewhere) is unavoidable, and is simply the result of the frag-
mentary state of our sources. Ideally, if we could interview local ancient
informants, we would access the local meanings directly. Denied the pos-

41 Sourvinou-Inwood (1991, 217) calls separate sets of evidence “grids,” and also argues
for their separate investigation followed by the analysis that “allows cross-checks between
grids.”

42 The famous case study which strives to abide by this principle is Sourvinou-Inwood’s
“Persephone and Aphrodite at Locri: A Model for Personality Definitions in Greek Reli-
gion.” Unfortunately, Sourvinou-Inwood addresses only a small group of deities in the
Lokrian pantheon (primarily just two: Persephone and Aphrodite), as opposed to looking
for the role of Persephone in the local pantheon as a whole. Even if we agree that Perse-
phone had all the functions revealed by Sourvinou-Inwood associated with her at Lokroi,
we do not learn from Sourvinou-Inwood’s study whether they were hers alone, or some
other deity in the local pantheon was concerned with all or some of them as well, although
we do learn how Persephone’s and Aphrodite’s spheres of influence helped differentiate
their respective ‘personalities.’

43 In spite of vigorous denouncement of the contaminating influence of the panhel-
lenic perspective on our understanding of local divinities, Sourvinou-Inwood cannot help
but rely on panhellenic assumptions or otherwise generalized ideas about the meaning
of visual symbols and iconography. Reaching for the meaning of iconographic elements
on the dedicatory plaques, she is bound to appeal to “the Greeks in general,” “the Greek
mentality” (1991, 159), and such.
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sibility of time travel, we are bound to use the information that we have.
The greatest challenge for local studies is precisely the absence or frag-
mentary state of local sources, as a result of which we have to search in
the virtual dictionaries of Greek culture to gain at least a glimpse of pos-
sible interpretations. I accept that searching the ‘dictionary’ in this sense
is legitimate and in fact necessary; what is not legitimate, however, is to
proceed to the stage of making conclusions: we can keep some possible
interpretations (shown to be true in other better documented contexts) in
mind, but we cannot draw finite conclusions about our local case on the
basis of the ‘outside’ data.#*

Finally I wish to emphasize that designating a Greek religious datum as
‘local,’ I do not mean to say that we are in each case dealing with an abso-
lutely idiosyncratic phenomenon, for which there was nothing resembling
it anywhere in the Greek world. On the contrary, there were numerous
cults of homonymous deities in different locations of Greece where many
of their functions were similar. Thus, ‘local’ in my vocabulary does not
stand for ‘absolutely unique.’ Rather, and this is the third principle of my
approach: I understand ‘local’ as a relative term:*> what makes a particu-
lar cult ‘local’ is its special and marked position in the overall system of
local cults, and not some absolute sense of uniqueness. It is this contex-
tual, socially-bound meaning of local’ that we must aim at in studying the
functions of local deities.

44 Parker (2011, 226 n. 6) alerts us to the pitfalls of the practice: “Seeking parallels for
ill-known local cults from others better known elsewhere in the Greek world, such local
studies have, paradoxically, a built-in tendency to normalize and homogenize.”

45 Tt is appropriate to refer to Goldhill's insightful essay (2010) once again.
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AIGINETAN DEITIES AND CULTS:
SYNCHRONIC ANALYSIS OF SOCIAL ROLES

71 THE SUBJECT AND PRESENTATION

711 Aiginetan Deities: Order and Number

The concordance of evidence for the group of deities discussed in this
chapter is presented for an easy overview in Appendix 1. To avoid impos-
ing an a priori etic hierarchy by discussing Aiginetan deities in the order
of presumed significance to ancient worshippers (e.g., “Olympian” or
“poliad” first, and heroes, Nymphs and alike later), I instead use impartial
alphabetical order. If any hierarchy of relative “importance” within the
local group of deities should arise from the evidence, I will come back to
its evaluation in chapter 8. Another principle of selection in this chapter
is chronological: the focus is on those deities whose worship on Aigina is
attested in the second half of the 5th century BCE. My synchronic analysis
is anchored in this specific period. The evidence for the worship of the
same deities in the later and earlier periods is also presented in Appendix 1
and comes into discussion where necessary. Altogether, more than twenty
cults are discussed in this chapter. Homonymous deities worshipped under
different cultic epithets (e.g., Apollo Delphinios and Apollo Pythios) count
as distinct cults. Apollos are grouped together in one section for ease of
discussion, not to suggest a priory conceptual or theological unity. At the
same time, Damia and Auxesia, as well as Aiakos and Aiakidai count as
single cults, in spite of the fact that two or more divine figures are being
worshipped together. About sixteen cults are securely attested in the
5th century testimonia. The remaining cults (Artemis, Hekate, Kybele,
Pan, Thebasimakhos) might have been active in that period, but direct
evidence for them is lacking. The case of Athena remains uncertain. In
8.1, Aiginetan deities will be sorted differently: into two groups, according
to the ascertainability of their social roles. Finally, while not included in
Appendix 1, additional evidence pertaining to religious life on Aigina in
later periods (Hellenistic and Roman) and concerned with the deities that
are not attested before then is discussed in chapters 7.2—7.20 and 10.2—-10.3
where appropriate.
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7.2 Aiginetan Deities? Errata and Dubitanda

Before we can proceed to the study of securely attested deities, we need
to comment on several others that have been attributed to Aigina due to
errors or misinterpretation in the ancient and/or modern discussions.

Alkmaion (One of the Epigonoi)
On the basis of Pindar (P. 8.56—60), some scholars mistakenly postulate a
shrine of a hero Alkmaion on Aigina:

xatpwv 3¢ xat adTtég
Adxpdva ate@avolat BaMw, paive d& xal Duve,
yeitwy 8t pot xal xtedvwy QOARE Eudv
Oavtooey 1OvTt Yag dpupaAdv map’ doidipov,
MOVTEUUAT®WY T Epdato auyyovolal TEXVAL.

I too am glad

to pelt Alkman with wreaths and sprinkle him with song,
because as my neighbour and guardian of my possessions,
he met me on my way to the earth’s famed navel
and employed his inherited skills in prophecy (Trans. W. H. Race)

The understanding of this passage depends on the interpretation of the
poetic “I,” that is, on whether the ‘first person’ represents Pindar, the Aigi-
netan chorus, or the latter “imitating the victor’?! The ‘first person’ of
the ode speaks of Alkmaion as “my neighbor and guardian of my posses-
sions” (yeitwy 8tt pot xal xredvwy eOAaE Eudv). Such a highly characteristic
description of Alkmaion’s role presents him as an instance of ‘neighbor-
hero,’ geitén heros, as defined by Rusten.? This should be a reference to
a concrete geographic location where Alkmaion would have had a shrine
neighboring that of the epinician “I.” On Aigina, there is no evidence of
any kind, literary, epigraphic, or archaeological, that could indicate a con-
nection of Alkmaion to Aigina.

Letkowitz convincingly articulates the problem of postulating an Alk-
maion’s shrine on Aigina on the basis of Pythian 8: the passage in question
is one among many where Alexandrian commentators display a tendency
to hypothesize a cult behind any epinikian invocation of a mythical figure
or personified abstraction, most of the time without proper knowledge of
cultic reality, and often of geography. In addition, they “seem also not to

1 This is, as Lefkowitz (1991, 82) notes, one of two mutually exclusive explanations
offered by scholiasts.
2 Rusten 1983.
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have had a general understanding of the nature of hero-cults on the Greek
mainland.” Lefkowitz rejects “the speaking role of the chorus in P. 8” as
“another criticial fiction” and argues in favor of understanding the “I” of
the ode as Pindar himself, and of localizing Alkmaion’s shrine in Thebes:
there, “his father, Amphiaraos had disappeared into the earth, and he
himself had been victorious.”® In addition, the intimation in lines 59—60 of
a prophecy received by the “first person” of the ode from Alkmaion on the
way to Delphi would better fit a scenario of personal revelation. A motif of
such epiphany is typical in stories of individual, not group encounters (cf.
Hesiod’s encounter with the Muses; Pheidippides’ encounter with Pan).
The ‘first person’ in this passage is, therefore, most likely the poet, and the
herdon of Alkamaion mentioned in this ode should be sought in Thebes,
the native city of Pindar.*

Hera

In Erica Simon’s Die Gétter der Griechen, we read: “Auch auf den Inseln
Aigina und Samos brachte man der Hera Hekatomben dar.”> Simon’s
opinion, as well as that of other scholars,® comes from X Pind. P. 8.u3c:

“Hpag T' drydv’ émymptov: wg xal év Aiyivy Hpalwv dyopévay
xotd pipmaty tod &v "Apyet dydvog dmowol yap Apyeiwv. Aidvpog Ségnat ta
‘Exatépufota adtov viv Aéyetv émywplov dydva Atytwntév Sid v cuyyévelav.

Just so the Heraia are conducted on Aigina in imitation of the contest at
Argos because [Aiginetans] are the apoikoi of the Argives. But Didymos says
that this local contest of Aiginetans they now call Hecatombaia on account
of common ancestry [syngeneia].

The original passage in Pindar, P. 8.78-8o, is the list of victories won by
the Aiginetan athlete Aristomenes:

3 Letkowitz 1991, 84-85.

4 Cf. Lefkowitz 1991, 87-88: “The scholia of the Alcmeon passage, like the scholia on
P. 8 in general, thus prove to be a historical document not of the mechanics of choral
performance, but of the methods and capabilities of Hellenistic scholarship. We cannot
cout on the commentators for reliable information about the cult of Alcmeon in Aegina
or about the role of the choral speaker any more than we trust their suggestions on the
ode’s opening line about ‘political disturbances’ and the Persian Wars. Their hypotheses
about the Alcmeon passage would need to be verified by external evidence before we can
take them seriously.”

5 Simon 1980, 44 with reference to Zancani-Montuoro & Zanotti-Bianco 1954.

6 E.g., Ringwood 1927, 61-62; Nilsson 1906, 46; Calame 1997, 100 n. 31; Weilhartner 2010,
371-372: Hekatombaia and Heraia.
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év Meydpotg 8 Exelg yépasg,
Hux® T €v Mapabdvog, “Hpag T' dy@v’ émywplov
viaug tplocals, & Aplotdpeves, Sdpacaag Epyw:

It is the adjective éntywptov that has confused both the ancient scholiasts
and modern scholars. The adjective means “native, local.” The scholiast
decided that Pindar spoke of “a local [to Aigina] agdn of Hera,” but we
have no knowledge of a Hera’s cult on Aigina at any point in history. This
scholion is the only reference, and it would not be the first erroneous one
among Pindar’s scholia to be noted.” In our case, Pindar most likely refers
not to an Aiginetan agdn, but to the famous regional agén of Hera, the one
at Argos. “The local agon of Hera” is a paraphrase for the Argive Heraia.

The use of paraphrase as a reference to place is very common in Pin-
dar, and he often uses cultic references when he wants to give an indi-
rect, paraphrastic, description of a location, that is, he refers to a famous
local cult as a trademark for that locality. In Nemean 10.35-36, Argives
are not named directly but referred to as: "Hpag tov eddvopa Aadv, “the
brave people of Hera.” We know the reference is to the Argives because
the victor of the Nemean 10 is an Argive. So, in an analogous way “the
local agdén of Hera,” and “the brave people of Hera” could both refer to
Argos. The island of Aigina is often identified indirectly through a cultic
reference (“the well-fenced sacred grove of the Aiakidai”, or “the shining
star of Zeus Hellanios”). Other places, e.g., Thebes, are referred to as “the
tomb of Ioalaos” (0. 9.98-99) because the games Iolaia were celebrated
there. In a similar vein, “the local agon of Hera” most likely invokes the
Heraia at Argos.

In addition, the silence of other Pindaric epinikia on the subject of
Heraia is significant. In the thirteen surviving epinikia that Pindar wrote for
Aiginetan athletes (the largest number of odes written by him for athletes
from any single Greek city), he nowhere else mentions the Heraia. Also,
when prompted about athletic contests known on Aigina, other Pindaric
scholia provide two names: the Delphinia and the Aiakeia. If Heraia had
been another important competition on Aigina, I expect that some other
of the Aiginetan athletes celebrated in the twelve fully preserved Pindar’s
epinikia would have been mentioned as victorious in these presumably
local games, but Pythian 8 remains the sole reference. Both scholia to
P. 8.113c focus on the reason why Aiginetans would have the same games
as Argos: (a) Aigina was settled by the Argives; (b) Argives and Aiginetans

7 On problems with the scholia, see Letkowitz 1991, 147-160.
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are blood relatives. It seems to me that (a) relies on (b) and shows how
the later scholiast misinterpreted Didymos’ remark. As a result, we have
a chain of misunderstandings, which brought into existence, in scholars’
minds, an agén and a cult of Hera, which most likely never existed on
Aigina,® therefore, Calame’s attribution of the representations of maiden
choruses on some Aiginetan vases to the Heraia should be corrected (see
further discussion in 7.3.4).%

Nymphs

In Furtwingler’s publication of the Aphaia temple, a number of illustrations
refer to a sanctuary of the Nymphs (Pls. 12.1, 16.4, 24.2, 24.3), but without
any further explanations. Welter published photographs of several archi-
tectural members of this alleged sanctuary, and in a catalogue of deities
worshipped on Aigina listed sub “Nymphen” an inscription said to be at
the Aigina museum, but in a later edition of the same book this reference
disappeared.!® The architectural remains discovered by Furtwéngler were
of Hellenistic date. It would appear that the conclusion about the identity
of the shrine was based entirely on the speculation about its location and
on the nature of the site: cavity in a riverbank framed by columns (see
Fig. 1). The location of this riverbed is north of the hill surmounted by the
sanctuary of Aphaia (see Map 1). Whether the cavity framed by columns
was a shrine at all is not certain. We must also note that IG IV2 publishes
an inscription (1069) reported by Thiersch in his unpublished manuscript
(part II of his 1928 essay): a small marble block built into the eastern wall
of a collapsed house in the village Pagoni, inscribed Nymphdn, and dated
to the 6th or 5th century BCE. According to Thiersch, the inscription pre-
dated the Athenian Aoroi from Aigina (IG IVZ 792—804), that is, it was at
least of the 5th century. Thiersch’s opinion on the date would have been
based exclusively on the letterforms, which is an unreliable criterion. The
fact that the inscription seems to have reflected the Doric dialectal form

8 See also Polinskaya 2002, 404 n. 17.

9 Calame 1997, 100, n. 31: “It seems that the three early archaic (8th—7th cent.) rep-
resentations of female choruses found at Aigina, one of which (A1) shows a chorus of
nine women led by a player and a citharist, should be related to the Heraia.” The vases
in question: A1 (Berlin 31573, Staatl. Museen, CVA Deutschland 2, pl. 46—47 = Télle 126); A
48 (Berlin, Staatl. Museen, CVA Deutschland 2, pl. 85 = Tolle 129) and Aig. Mus. inv. 1750
(Kraiker 1951, 30, no. 68, pl. 5 = T6lle 128). The latter example is, however, a Geometric vase
of Argive production. For some reason, Calame does not cite A2, also from Aigina (Berlin,
Staatl. Museen, CVA Deutschland 2, pl. 48 = Télle 127).

10 Photographs: Welter 1938b, 525, fig. 40 and fig. 41; inscription: Welter 1938c, 122 (no
longer listed in the later, Greek edition, of the book: Welter 1962, 96).
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of the Gen. plural might be a useful indicator, and yet in the absence of
the stone and the impossibility to verify the reading, we have to be cau-
tious in assigning too much weight to Thiersch’s report. Pagoni is located
about 2km southeast of Aigina-town, and hence in quite a different place
from the shrine of the Nymphs surmised by Furtwéngler north of Aphaia.
At present, the evidence is too inconclusive to postulate a cult of the
Nymphs on Aigina in the Archaic or Classical period. This is a separate
case from the worship of the nymph Aigina.

Themis
Another Pindaric scholion (to Olympian 8) suggests that Themis Soteira
was worshipped on Aigina: ¥ Pind. O. 8.28¢c. &vfa cdteipa Adg Eeviov
Thpedpog doxeltar Ouig: &v §) Alyivy ) Oéuis ¥ tod A mdpedpog doxeltat
xai Bpnoxedetal.

This scholion comments on the lines 17—27 that describe Aigina as a
land hospitable to strangers:

... QoA peTov Alytvay TaTpav: (20)
&vBa gdtetpa Awdg &eviov
mapedpog doxeitar OLulg
gkoy’ dvBpdmmy. & Tt ydp moAd xal ToING PEmy,
6pBa Sraxpivat Qpevi ) Topd xaLpéy
Suomaiés: Tedpds 3¢ Tig dbavdtwy xal (25)
Tavd’ aAtepxéa Ywpav (25)
moavtodamoioy VmEaTage Eévolg
xiovar Satpovia . ..

in the wrestling match
he proclaimed long-oared Aigina as his fatherland,

where Themis, the saving goddess

enthroned beside Zeus, respecter of strangers, is
venerated

most among men, for when much hangs in the balance
with many ways to go,

deciding with correct judgment while avoiding
impropriety

is a difficult problem to wrestle with. But some
ordinance

of the immortal gods has set up this seagirt land
for foreigners from all places

as a divine pillar... (Trans. W. H. Race)

If it were not for the scholion we could unreservedly take a reference to
Themis along with Zeus Xenios, as a poetic paraphrase signifying justice
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to strangers. The scholion suggests that we should take Pindaric lines liter-
ally. The use of the same phrase in the context of another Pindaric ode,
however, militates against trusting the scholiast’s suggestion. Olympian
11.8 reads: Eeviov Adg doxeltan Béug. Oéuis in this context is an attribute of
Zeus, and is used in an abstract sense, not as a personified deity. In fact,
in the rest of scholion O. 8.28c, we encounter the same paraphrase: ¢yt
Tipdobot eEdyws v Tod Awdg Eeviov Outy, where Themis is understood as
an attribute of Zeus, not as a separate deity.!! Because it appears that the
phrase is a poetic formula referring to the practice of just conduct towards
strangers and because it is used in different Pindaric odes with reference
to different Greek locales, Aigina and Rhodes, there is no basis for taking
it as evidence for the cultic worship of Themis on Aigina.

[S]trobia/[Ma]trobia/Biastos
The cultic existence of [S]trobia, alias [Ma]trobia, alias Biastos, is almost
entirely a product of imagination on the part of frustrated epigraphists
faced with a unique inscribed silver stater, an Aiginetan ‘turtle: SEG XXX-
VII 252 (= SEG XL 300). Ashton reads the inscription: M{a)tpoBiog tol
atatépeg Alapol, Td Adtpa.l2 Manganaro reads: tpofiag tol otatépeg Atapol,
ta Abtpa!® Bicknell offers another reading: £TA ¢ BIAXTOI XTATEPEX
HIAPOI TA AATPA. “Sta- for Biastos, sacred staters, the payment.” Bias-
tos in the dative, he proposes, is a “hero or minor deity.”** The stater is
Aiginetan, but they were commonly used outside of Aigina, and since the
findspot is unknown, no matter who the recipient of the “sacred staters”
was, we have no evidence connecting them, or the figure they are dedi-
cated to, securely to Aigina.

In a recently published volume of testimonia for Aiginetan historical
and mythological realia, Weilhartner chose to list “Deities, Personifica-
tions, and Heroes” (“Gottheiten, Personifikationen und Heroen”) under

% 0. 8.28¢c: emawvel 3¢ adTods g @Lhokévous, Sid T Tapd @ TAQ xelobat xal ToModg
Orodéyeabart. Sid todto lmev Eoy’ dvbpmmawy, tva EE8xws xal dép mavrag dvbphmoug el v
Otuw doxeloba Evexa guhokeviag mop” Atywntag: Emeldy) T xexpiuévoy Tig TTpds Exaatov dEiag
adTols TpoTpapTUpEl. TodTO Yap MdAloTa GElwpatos dElov, O TaV TANTlaldvtwy ExdoTw THV
npémovoay xal mpbogopov éxdoTyw dmododvar Ty, Sid Tobto odv enot Tiudaodan ¢Edyws TV
o0 Awdg Eeviou Ouw.

12° Ashton 1987.

13 Manganaro 1990, 421—-22.

14 Bicknell 1990, 223—4.
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one title,'> which conveniently freed him from the necessity of deciding
who is who in that group. Indeed, the likes of Angelia (Pind. . 8.65-88),
Arete (Bacch. 13.182-192), Kharites (Pind. P. 8.18-39 + £ P. 8.22 (30-31);
Pind. N. 5.41-54 + X N.5.51-54 (94d); Pind. I. 5.17-22 + £ Pind. I. 6.57—70;
Pind. I. 81-5 + X Pind. I 8.15a(32a)), Eileithyia (Pind. N.7.6-10 + X N. 7.1(1a)),
Eukleia (Bacch. 13.182-192), Eunomia (Bacch. 13.182-192), Hesychia (X
Pind. P. 8.1(1a-b), Kleio (Pind. N. 3.64-84), Moira (Pind. N. 7.58-70), and
Nike (Bacch. 12.4-7; Pind. N. 5-41-54 + X), can be viewed as poetic per-
sonifications, or as divine figures, without a local cultic presence. The
lack of any additional data, besides those Pindaric references, prevents us
from determining whether any of these figures, invoked and addressed in
the Aiginetan epinikia, were indeed worshipped on Aigina. Kharites and
Eileithyai were at least widely represented in cults in other parts of the
Greek world.

7.2 AIAKOS AND THE AIAKIDS

7.21 Aiakos and the Aiakids: Together and Apart

The worship of Aiakos and the Aiakids on Aigina is attested in various tex-
tual sources, but no archaeological material associated with these heroes
has been uncovered on the island so far.!6 We are therefore bound to form
our understanding of the social roles of Aiakos and the Aiakids on Aigina
on the basis of literary evidence alone. I begin with a brief overview of
the evidence.

The mythological record portrays Aiakos as a son of Zeus and of the
nymph Aigina. Such parentage introduces the first notable complexity in
our understanding of Aiakos’ nature: he is a scion of two immortals, but
is not recognized in the mythological record as an immortal or a theos.
A scholion to Pindar Nemean 5.94 (=53—4) calls the sanctuary of Aiakos
a herdon. Pindar’s phrase “Aiakos and his children” (1. 5.35) comes in a
string of examples that explicitly refer to heroes (line 26: pawv dyadol

15 Weilhartner 2010, 371.

16 The known representations of Aiakos are of non-Aiginetan provenance: on vases
(3 examples, all late 4th century), on the facade painting of a Macedonian tomb in Lefka-
dia (early 1st cent.), and on a coin (Pergamon, 2nd cent. BCE). Aiakos is recognized as a
bearded old man, often seated on a throne, and sometimes leaning on a knobbed staff:
see LIMC 1, 3u-312, s.v. Aiakos, nos. 1-4 and 6. An image of a bearded male head on an
Aiginetan coin of the 2nd cent. CE has also been variously interepted as Zeus or Aiakos:
LIMC, s.v. Aiakos, no. 5; see also discussion of coins in Thiersch 1928, 142—-150.
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moheptotal), and Pindar's Nemean 512 unambiguously calls Aiakidai
heroes (éx 3¢ Kpévov xal Znvog fjpwag aixpatds @uTevbév- | Tag xal dmod
xpvaedy Nypnidwv | Alaxidag €yépatpev), while a scholion to this verse
gives an extended explanation (see Appendix 5 for text and translation).
Pausanias, however, avoids such characterization and obliquely refers to
the sanctuary of Aaiakos as “what is called the Aiakeion,” describing an
open-air enclosure marked by a wall with a decorated portal, and planted
with olive trees inside. Such an architectural set-up is often attributed in
modern scholarship to heroes, but we must be cautious in being dogmatic
here: the Greeks themselves may have had a more flexible notion of what
was appropriate to a deity or a hero in each particular case, or in fact
whether a figure of worship was one or the other.

The only architectural feature inside the enclosure was a low altar, not
far above ground.!” Finally, the sanctuary was believed to contain Aiakos’
tomb: “that this altar is also a grave marker (mnéma) of Aiakos is told
in secret” (Paus. 2.29.6-7).18 The latter testimony is the only one men-
tioning a tomb. Pausanias does not explain why such an ordinary sort of
information, that a hero’s shrine contains his tomb, should have been a
secret (from whom?), but perhaps here we detect a reflection of ambiguity
with respect to Aiakos’ divine status: somewhat more than a hero, but not
quite a god. Unlike Herakles or Achilles, Aiakos is never described as #érds
theos,'® and yet if he was unambiguously a hero, it would be only natural
to openly display his tomb. Since this knowledge was communicated with
a pious pretence to secrecy, in which nonetheless even a tourist Pausanias
was invited to participate, it suggests that in the Roman period Aiakos’
mortality and his claim to continued existence (e.g., as the Judge of the
Dead in Hades) may have been perceived as somewhat at odds.

There are two groups of Archaic/Classical Aiginetan myths that pertain
to Aiakos. One group of myths outlines a sphere of influence that is that of
Aiakos alone. He appears in these myths as a son of Zeus, a ruler of Aigina,

17 Buwpoég €0ty o0 ToAd dvéxwv €x TS yijs. Ekroth (1998), conducting a study of altars in
hero cults, came to the conclusion that a variety of altars were used in the Archaic and
Classical periods, and that the prevalence of a type such as eskhara, a low, sometimes hol-
low altar for the pouring of liquids, well attested in textual sources, might be reflecting a
change that took place from the late Hellenistic period onwards.

18 ()¢ 8¢ wal pvijua 0dtog & Paopds el Alood, Aeydpevédv oty &v dmopprity. This does not
suggest a mystery cult, however, qua Burnett 2005, 17: there is no evidence of any secret
rites.

19 Herakles: Pind. N. 3.22; Achilles: see Hommel 1980.
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and a man famous for his just and pious character.2’ Another group of
myths highlights the role of Aiakos as the father of Peleus, Telamon, and
Phokos, and the progenitor of the Aiakid clan. In textual sources, the term
‘Aiakids’ was broadly applied to several generations of the descendants
of Aiakos.?! Sons (Peleus and Telamon), grandsons (Achilles and Ajax),
and a great-grandson (Neoptolemos) of Aiakos are all called Aiakidai in
ancient sources.?2 Besides common descent, at least one son also shares
the distinctive personal characteristics of the father: according to Pindar
Isthmian 8.40, Peleus was selected as a groom for Thetis because he was
reputed to be the most pious (edoePéotatov) man in Iolkos.?? Likewise,
Aiakos’supplication to Zeus for the cessation of drought succeeds because
of his reputation for piety, not only because of his syngeneia with Zeus
(3w Thg auyyevelag xal Tig ebaefeiag, Isocr. 9.14-15). In Homer, Peleus is
a “ruler of many Myrmidons” (Il. 16.15), and an “aged horseman, a noble
counsellor among the Myrmidons, and their speaker” (yépwv immmAdta
InAeds | €cbAog Mupuidovwy PovAngdpos 18 dyopntys, Il 7.125-6). Aiakos
is also described as “best in counsel” (Pind. N. 8.7-8). Thus, because the
persona of Aiakos is entirely undeveloped in Homer, it is possible that at
least some of his personal characteristics as highlighted in the later tradi-
tion were lifted from his son Peleus’ characterization.

Mythological associations between Aiakos and his descendants appar-
ently had a counterpart in the cultic sphere. Pindar’s Isthmian 5 for the
Aiginetan Phylakidas presents a telling testimony. Lines 24-38 refer to
legendary heroes who made a name for themselves as good competi-
tors (Npwwv ayafol moAepiotal) and are now revered in cult. Among such
heroes, Pindar mentions Oineidai (sons of Oineus) in Aitolia, Ioalaos in
Thebes, Perseus in Argos, Kastor and Polydeukes in Sparta, and “Aiakos
and his children” (Aloaxod maiSwv T€) in Oinona, that is, Aigina. In what
follows, I will explore the possibility that the association of Aiakos and
the Aiakids went beyond literary context, and was mirrored in the cultic

20 Offspring of Zeus: mais Awsg (X Pind. N. 517b), Awsg éxyovos (Isocr. 9.14), Aloxov
Bapvopapdyw matpl xedvétatov (Pind. I 8.22). Justice and piety: eboefeia (Isocr. 9.14). King
and ruler: BagiAetg (Pind. N. 8.7), Bagthels xelpl xai BovAals dpiotos (Pind. N. 8.7-8) and
moMapyos (Pind. N. 7.85).

21 The term was even more broadly applied to various branches of the Aiakid family
adopted by different Greek communities as their mythological ancestors (see e.g., Hiller
2009), but the scope of the present study is limited to the Aiginetan Aiakids.

22 Homer calls both Peleus (I 16.15) and Achilles (e.g., Il. 11.805) the Aiakids. Pindar
(N. 7. 44—46) uses “Aiakidai” as a clan-name, calling even Neoptolemos, a great-grandson
of Aiakos, an Aiakid.

23 See HE 11, 637-639, s.v. Peleus (by L. Polinskaya).
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sphere. I will argue that the Aiakids were worshipped on Aigina as a group
rather than as individual heroes, and as a group had distinct cultic roles.
Additionally, I will analyze the testimonies of Pindar and Herodotus, as
well as other evidence, showing that the Aiakids were worshipped jointly
with their progenitor Aiakos, and were most likely honored together in the
same sanctuary and during the same festivals, at least by the late Archaic
period. In chapter 9, I present a hypothesis that in the early Archaic
period, Aiakos was worshipped on Aigina alone, while the religious asso-
ciation with the Aiakids was a later development. In this chapter we focus
on identifying the social roles of Aiakos and the Aiakids on Aigina in the
5th century BCE.

7.2.2 A Sanctuary or Sanctuaries?

A scholion to Pindar refers to a herdon or temenos of Aiakos.2* Pausanias
(2.29.7-8) visited what he called 16 Aidxelov, and he described the archi-
tectural reliefs on the gates of the Aiakeion, which were, it seems, the only
ornamentation of the precinct. The peribolos was made of white stone,
which some scholars interpret as marble,2> while others more cautiously
translate literally “white stone.”26

According to Pausanias 2.29.6—7, the Aiakeion was located in “the most
prominent part of the town” (év émaveatdtw 3¢ Tiig MOAEws T6 Aldxelov
xahovpevov),?” which was apparently between the “harbor where most
ships anchor” and the Hidden Harbor (see Map 2, Figs. 2 and 3, and

24 Cf. X Pind. N. 5.94 (=53—4): Aiaxod év 1@ npww and &v t@ tepével Tod Alood.

25 Marble was apparently often described in antiquity as leukos lithos: see Jockey
2006, 15.

26 Cf. Stroud (1998, 2) for whose argument about the Athenian Aiakeion imitating the
Aiginetan, it is particularly fitting to apply a strict literal reading as “white stone.” Such
reading allows to interpret Pausanias’ description as a reference to limestone, more specif-
ically, Aiginetan poros, with which I fully agree. So, also Fearn 2007, 89. Indeed, all Archaic
monumental structures on Aigina were built of the local poros stone, and only decorative
sculptural elements of temples may have used marble (so on Kolonna, fragments of pedi-
mental scultpture assigned to the late Archaic temple of Apollo, are of marble, while the
rest of the temple is limestone: Walter-Karydi 1987, 132 (see further discussion in 7.6.4)
Because most sculptures found on Aigina, including the Aphaia pediments, were made
of marble, which was a more flexible and durable carving material, we could theorize
that the sculpted portal of the Aiakeion could have used marble as well, while the rest
of the peribolos could have been built of poros. Both marble and poros, however, can be
described as white, and so we are without a conclusive supposition on what type of stone
Pausanias saw.

27 See section 7.6.3 for further discussion of this expression. Here, it would suffice to
note (contra Walter 1993 and Fearn 2007, 89) that epiphanestatos topos, “the most promi-
nent place,” does not refer to the highest or even just to a high ground, but to the “most
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Appendix 2 for the discussion of topography).28 The same expression, “the
most prominent part of the town,” was used in a first-century BCE Aigin-
etan inscription, where a long-standing misreading of line 37 (IG IV 2, now
corrected in IG IV2 750) placed an Apollonion in that location. Since the
sanctuary of Apollo was assigned to the Kolonna hill (see Map 2 and Fig.
3) on other grounds, most scholars attributed the Aiakeion to the Kolonna
as well, assuming that both sanctuaries were located in “the most promi-
nent part of the town.”?? This is certainly mistaken both on the basis of
Pausanias who places the Aiakeion and the Apollonion in different places,
and on the basis of IG IV2 750 that does away with the reading Apollonion
in line 37 in conjunction with “the most prominent part of town” (see fur-
ther in 7.6.3). The “most prominent part of town,” according to Pausanias,
was in the vicinity of harbors, apparently along the way, from the “harbor
where most ships anchors” to the Hidden Harbor,3° and we can expect
that several religious structures may have been located there, although
Pausanias mentions only a tomb of Phokos near the Aiakeion.3!

Earlier scholars also tended to think that during Attalid rule on Aigina,
Aiakos was made synnaos, ‘sharing a temple,” with Attalos, and that both
had a common sanctuary on Kolonna.3? This hypothesis is based on
the information provided in an honorary decree for Attalos I, dated to

important” location, which could be on level ground and at the same elevation as other
features of local topography.

28 Walter (1993, 54) and Walter-Karydi (1994, 132) correctly, in my opinion, place the
Aiakeion in that general area.

29 Felten 2007b, 27 and 29: “king Attalos, through his ancestor Herakles a descendant
of Zeus like Aiakos, received a cult together with his relative—certainly on the Kolonna
hill, and there survive the foundations of three cult buildings and an altar of this period
west of the Apollo temple.” Welter (1938c¢, 52) provides no explanation why he identifies
as the Aiakeion a structure with a wide propylon, cut into a terrace, to the southeast of
the Kolonna temple. Athanassaki (2011, 275-293), whose interpretations depend on the
assumption of proximity between the sanctuaries of Aiakos and Apollo, relies on this ear-
lier scholarship. See also 7.6.3 on the location of an Apollonion.

30 E.g., on Thasos, there were two harbors, a commercial and a military, the latter
equipped with shipsheds, and similarly to the one on Aigina called kleistos limén, “closed
harbor” (Ps. Skylax Periplous 67), and the agora lay immediately to the southeast of the
military harbor: see Grandjean and Salviat 2000, 53-57.

81 In other locations in the Greek world, we occasionally find agorai among public
spaces described as “epiphanestatos tés poleos.” An agora often accommodated multi-
ple religious structures, e.g., in Athens: those dedicated to Apollo Patroios, Hephaistos
and Athena, Mother of the Gods, Zeus Phratrios and Athena Phratria, and other deities
(Travlos 1971, 96—-99, 261273, 352356, 573-575); Zeus Agoraios on Thasos (Grandjean and
Salviat 2000, 76—77). Hérda in agoras: e.g., Theagenes on Thasos (Grandjean and Salviat
2000, 73—76); the hérdon of ‘Those in Thebes’ in Argos (Pariente 1992; Hall 1999, 52—55).

32 See n. 29 above.
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210—200 BCE (IG IV2 747).33 The decree was found in Athens, but is deemed
to originate in Aigina. Line 11 mentions making someone synnaon with
someone, while line 17 refers to syngeneia, kinship, of Herakles (whom
Attalids considered their heroic ancestor) and Aiakos. The main obstacle
to the hypothesis of a common sanctuary of Aiakos and Attalos is the use
of the term synnaos in the inscription, for, unless the term was used very
loosely, it could not refer to the Aiakeion, which contained no naos. If,
however, a brand new temple was built for Attalos in the late 3rd century
BCE, then perhaps Aiakos could have been made Attalos’ synnaos there,
but we are going too far into the realm of conjectures here. Suffice it to
say, however, that if indeed the religious innovations, which the decree
seems to have been instituting, were to make Attalos synnaos with some
deity on Aigina, on the basis of Herakles’ kinship with Aiakos (both being
sons of Zeus) and in a pre-existing local sanctuary, then Zeus would be
a better candidate than Aiakos, especially since the Attalids were most
likely behind the Hellenistic renovations at the sanctuary of Zeus Hellan-
ios on Aigina. In other words, there is no good ground for suggesting that
Aiakos was ever made to share his temenos in the “most conspicuous part
of town” with Attalos.

A final remark on the location of the Aiakeion: recently David Fearn
proposed that “the Aiakeion was built on the precise spot where Aiakos
made his prayer to Zeus to bring the drought to an end,” basing his opin-
ion on the reading of Isocrates 9.14-15.3* Isocrates, however, most unam-
biguously refers to the sanctuary of Zeus, not of Aiakos, as the structure
founded on the very spot where Aiakos had prayed: “Having gained their
desire, they were saved and established in Aigina a sanctuary common to
all the Greeks on the very spot where he [Aiakos] had made his prayer.” “A
sanctuary common to all the Greeks” is a reference to the shrine of Zeus
Hellanios and an aetion for the origin of the epithet Hellanios—a hieron
“common to all Hellenes” who came to plead with Aiakos. Thus, the refer-
ence in Isocrates is to the foundation of the sanctuary of Zeus and does
not help us to anchor the position of the Aiakeion.

33 An excellent photo of this inscription is in Walter-Karydi 2006, 41, fig. 22.

34 Fearn 2007, 104. This misreading is important for Fearn because he seeks to connect
the origin of the Aiginetan water supply with Zeus and Aiakos, on the one hand, and
to tie the Aiginetan aqueduct with an Aiginetan agora, on the other, so that the latter
becomes the site of both the Aiakeion and the Asopis spring. This complex hypothetical
construction has too many structural faults to remain standing.
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The reliefs of the gateway of the Aiakeion3® illustrated an episode
from Aiakos’ life that commemorated Aiakos’ personal achievement—his
success in supplicating Zeus for the cessation of a devastating drought:
gmelpyaapévol 3¢ elat xata v €godov ol apa Alaxdy ote U1 T@V EXvwy
otaAévtes. A marble panel in high relief (Aigina Mus. 752), dated to ca. 490
BCE, has been tentatively attributed to the Aiakeion.36 It depicts two over-
lapping chariots (only the legs of a man standing in the box of a chariot
are visible, and another chariot box overlaps the first in the foreground).
The subject of this panel (charioteer) does not seem to match the theme
of the Aiakeion’s reliefs, where we would not expect “those sent to Aiakos”
to be arriving in chariots. A charioteer would better fit an athletic or a
polemic context.

According to Pausanias, of all the Aiakids, only Phokos was honored
close to the Aiakeion (mapa 8¢ 6 Aldxelov Prxov Tagog €0TL TEPIEXOUEVOY
x0xAw xpVTidL, émixertan 3¢ ol Albog Tparyds).3” On the basis of Pausanias’
description, Jarosch-Reinholdt recently expressed an opinion that “a rough
stone” that topped the grave of Phokos, as well as the alleged grave itself,
may have been an actual grave of the Protogeometric period, because
“such unhewn stone stelae... can be generally demonstrated only in con-
nection with Protogeometric and with not very late Geometric burials.”38
It is too hazardous to propose such specific archaeological interpretations
on the basis of ancient textual descriptions, which cannot be expected
to be technically precise and especially when they mention such surface
remains as rough stones. A stone, being a portable object, could have
rolled down or been pushed out of the way in the process of some con-
struction on the site in an earlier period. Having landed on a small rocky

35 Thasos, with its uniquely well preserved city wall with gateways decorated with
reliefs offers possible parallels: the gate of a goddess in chariot (Grandjean and Salviat
2000, 95), the gate of Hermes (Grandjean and Salviat 2000, 98-99), the gate of Silenus
(Grandjean and Salviat 2000, 121-123), the gate of Herakles and Dionysos (Grandjean and
Salviat 2000, 129-132), the gate of Zeus and Hera (Grandjean and Salviat 2000, 132-139).

36 Walter-Karydi 2006, 4445, fig. 24.

37 Although it is not inconceivable, there is no evidence that the grave of Phokos was
a shrine or that it was located “in the centre of town,” contra Kowalzig 2007, 203. The
locations of the Aiakeion and Phokos’ grave are not established, except for a reference
in Pausanias “in the most prominent part of town.” Goette 2001 does not cite any ancient
evidence or modern opinion, but he must be relying on Welter 1938c, 52, when he refers
to “a circular building made of spolia, which is known as the heroon of Phokos,” located
to the west of the temple on Kolonna.

38 Jarosch-Reinholdt 2009, 66: “solche unbehauenen Steinstelen...sind im allge-
meinen nur im Zusammenhang mit PG und nicht allzu spiten geometrischen Griabern
nachzuweisen.”
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outcropping covered with earth, it could have later inspired an association
with a story of Phokos’ death. In other words, the monument may have
never been a grave of any period. An aetion usually appears to explain
something that already exists and may have nothing to do with the origi-
nal nature or purpose of the object or matter it explains. Thus, an idea
of a specifically Protogeometric grave underlying what was known as a
grave of Phokos in the 2nd century CE is unfortunately nothing but fanci-
ful. There are minimal references to Phokos in the local Aiginetan tradi-
tion, as we know it from our sources, suggesting that he played a lesser
role in the Aiginetan ideology than the other Aiakids.3® To return to the
Aiakeion: in the only surviving witness account of the sanctuary, that of
Pausanias, the Aiakeion seems to be void of the Aiakids.#? Pausanias also
mentions no cult statues of any kind associated with the Aiakeion.

At the same time, a reference in Pindar (0. 13.109) strongly suggests that
the Aiakids were worshipped together with Aiakos in the same temenos:
the phrase Aiodav T edepxeg dhaog, “a well-fenced grove of the Aiakids”
in line 109 is a topographic paraphrase for Aigina-island. This phrase con-
tains a reference to trees and to a fence, or wall (Epxos), and these two

39 A telling example is Bacch. 13.94-120 where the praise of Aigina is linked to the
union of Aigina and Aiakos and their progeny, Peleus and Telamon with their heroic sons,
Achilles and Ajax. Phokos is not mentioned at all in this heroic pedigree that brings glory
to Aigina. Explanations that rely on myth-historical symbolism are not appropriate: cf.,
Mclnerney 1999, 142-143 (“The offspring of Aiakos personified an elemental opposition of
earth and sea along the same lines as the Athenian legend of the competition between
Athena and Poseidon for the control of Attica”); Kowalzig 2007, 185, n. 15 (“Phokos by vir-
tue of his name does not remain a local”). There is an undue reliance on the meaning of
the hero’s name, phékos, “a seal,” as a means of explaining him as a “seal-like monster,” and
then interpreting a conflict between him and his-half brothers Peleus and Telamon (sons
of Erdeis/variant of Endeis—a land deity) as a struggle between “earth and sea” (Burnett
2005, 17-18). Also far-fetched are purely ideological and political explanations: “That the
Aiginetans hung on to Phokos, but sent the other two back to the places of their mythical
origin, could suggest Aiginetan involvement in what may have been competing claims to
Delphi during the ‘Sacred War’” (Kowalzig 2007, 203). This would suggest that the only
known Phokos in Phocis was the Aiginetan one, and the Aiginetans used their local myth
to exert an ideological pressure at Delphi, but in fact different heroes by the name of
Phokos were known in Phocis and at different times were linked to Aigina, Corinth, or
Thessaly and served different ideological purposes for different Phocian communities (see
Mclnerney 1999, 127-147). McInerney (1999, 145) even suggests that the process of borrow-
ing might have been the reverse: the original Phokos was a local “mythological character”
of the Parnassos region “who was carried from there to Corinth and Aigina.” Not likely,
in my mind.

40 The only other topographic reference associated with an Aiakid is a mole (y®pa) in
the Hidden Harbour of Aigina. Pausanias (2.29.10) relays local lore about its origin: it was
reportedly a foothold built by Telamon to plead his innocence before Aiakos in connection
with the murder of Phokos.
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details match exactly Pausanias’s description of the Aiakeion: a fenced-in
grove of olive trees: To0 mepiféAov 3¢ €vtog EAalan meQUXaTY éx TaAatod.H
Pausanias notes the old age of the trees. Olive trees survive millennia,*?
and it is conceivable that Pausanias could see in the 2nd century CE the
same trees that grew inside the Aiakeion in the sth century BCE.*3 The
grove could also have been periodically replanted or supplemented with
new trees if the older died. Thus, although there is no direct textual evi-
dence that Aiakos and the Aiakids shared a precinct, it is more than likely,
especially when we consider the evidence for their images.

7.2.3 Cult Images

There is no agreement among scholars as to whether there was a cult
statue of Aiakos on Aigina.** Textual and iconographic evidence sug-
gests that Aiakos was represented in statuary form as a seated old man.
In Nemean 8.13-16, Pindar paints a scene of supplication that can easily
be a reflection of cultic practice on Aigina: “As a suppliant I am clasp-
ing the hallowed knees of Aiakos, and on behalf of his beloved city and
of these citizens I am bringing a Lydian fillet embellished with ringing
notes, a Nemean ornament for the double stadion races of Deinias and
his father Megas” (Trans. W. H. Race). I take the act of clasping the knees
of Aiakos in supplication, whether literal or metaphorical in the case of
performance of Nemean 8, as drawing on the historical Aiginetan practice
of worshipping Aiakos. The reference to knees must mean those of a cult
image. It is not difficult to imagine a seated figure in the pose of a ruler/
king/father figure.*5

41 Trees inside temené are a familiar phenomenon: e.g,, an olive tree in the Erechtheion
on the Athenian acropolis, an oak in the Dodona sanctuary, cypresses at the sanctuary of
Zeus at Nemea.

42 Theophrastus Historia plantarum 4.13.5 mentions 200 years as a typical age; Pliny
the Elder tells of a Greek sacred olive that was 1600 years old; Rackham and Moody (1996,
80-81) cite a Cretan olive that dates back to Hellenistic times, based on the count of tree
rings. See also Isager and Skydsgaard 1992, 38; Foxhall 2007, 5.

43 Such ancient olive trees can be observed on Aigina today in the area of Eleonas, a
small inland glen separated by a mountain ridge from the sea and the village of Maratho-
nas on the west coast of the island.

44 E.g., Walter-Karydi 2006, 5: “There was no cult statue.” Stroud (1998, 87-88) is of the
opposite opinion.

45 Later Classical and Hellenistic visual representations, of which there is only a hand-
ful, sometimes represent Aiakos as a seated bearded old man holding a staff: e.g., LIMC, s.v.
Aiakos, nos. 2, 3, 4 (Aiakos seated, as a Judge of the Dead in the Underworld), and no. 6 (AE
coins of Pergamon, 1st cent. CE, Rev. inscribed AIAKOZX. Aiakos is a fully dressed bearded
figure, seated on a throne to the right.)
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While in Pindar’s Nemean 8.13—16, we have only a probable reference to
a cult statue of Aiakos, Herodotus provides us with much more solid evi-
dence for the existence of cult images and at the same time supports the
notion of a joint cult for Aiakos and the Aiakids. In describing preparations
of the Greek army for the Battle of Salamis, Herodotus 8.64 records the
decision to summon the local heroes of the Saronic Gulf, Aiakos and the
Aiakids, for help in the imminent battle: “Then the day came, and at sun-
rise there was an earthquake on the land and the sea. It seemed good to
them [Greeks who assembled for the battle of Salamis] to pray to the gods
and to invite the Aiakids to be their allies (émicaréoacbor todg Alaxidog
auppdyouvs). Since this seemed to them the best course, they did so. Having
prayed to all the gods, from the place where they were, they summoned
Ajax and Telamon from Salamis, and for Aiakos and the other Aiakids
they sent a ship to Aigina.”*® We should note that while Ajax and Tela-
mon were summoned from Salamis, a separate ship was sent to Aigina for
“Aiakos and the other Aiakids.” The latter must be Peleus and Achilles (see
further evidence below). We have a direct testimony in this instance that
the images of Aiakos and the Aiakids traveled together.47

The images of Aiakids (and perhaps Aiakos, although this is not clear)
traveled outside of Aigina on another occasion as well, summoned by
Thebans for help in the battle against the Athenians, also described by
Herodotus (5.80-81) (see discussion in the section that follows). From
the two episodes described in Herodotus, we must conclude that these
images were portable, of manageable size and weight, hence, possibly
made of wood.*® Since no separate cultic establishment for the Aiakids

46 fuépn te gylveto xal dpo to NAlw éyéveto Bv e TH YR xol Tf) faddooy. Edoke 8¢ ooL
ebEacbat tolot Beolot xal emucaéoacdat Todg Alaxidag cuppdyoug. wg 8¢ oqt Edoke, xal émotéouy
tadta. edEapevol yap mlot Tolot Beolal, avtdfev pév éx Zodapuivos Alovta te xal Tehapdva
émexaléovto, éml O¢ Alondv xal Todg dMoug Alaxidag véa améateov €¢ Atywav. On the morn-
ing of the battle, as the Greeks embarked on their ships (8.83), a trireme that had been sent
to fetch the Aiakids, arrived. Later on, Aiginetans claimed that the ship with the Aiakids
was the one that started the battle (Atywfjtot 8¢ v xata Todg Alaxidag dmodnunoacay &g
Alywav, tadmy elvar Ty dpEacow).

47 Nagy (1994 [1990], 177-178) speculates that it was the bones of Aiakos that traveled,
but they had to be images, because the anecdote in Hdt. 5.80-81 would otherwise make
no sense: only if Aiakids (and Aiakos) are statues, not relics, could they be “confused”
with men.

48 Stroud 1998, 87-88 (xoana, “the well-traveled images of the Aiakidai”) and Versnel
2011, 92 (“most probably, in imagine”). Nagy (2011, 77) offers a strange alternative: ‘I argue
that ‘the Aiakidai’ that were present at that earlier event were an ensemble of contem-
porary Aiginetan aristocrats who were re-enacting, in stylized choral poses, the presence
of their notional ancestors, the Aiakidai of the heroic age.” Cf. his earlier opinion (1994
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is mentioned anywhere in the sources, and Aiakos and the Aiakids act
together as religious icons on several occasions, we can be quite certain
that they shared a precinct on Aigina. Although we have no evidence of
any kind regarding a structure that may have housed their cult statues, we
have to assume that there was such a structure since cult images of Aiakos
and the Aiakids had to be housed somewhere.*°

Further confirmation of the joint cult comes from a reference in Pindar.
Lines 3036 in Isthmian 5 list several Greek locations where heroes are
honored (oefigépevor), beginning with the Oineidai in Aitolia (who receive
shining sacrifices), Ioalaos in Thebes, Perseus in Argos, Kastor and Poly-
deukes in Sparta, and finally, “the great-hearted spirits of Aiakos and his
children” (ueyadtopes dpyal Alowod maidwv te) on Aigina. Because Pindar
unambiguously refers to cultic honors of heroes in this passage, we must
take a reference to “Aiakos and his sons” as a testimony of their joint wor-
ship. That several generations of a heroic family are worshipped together
in one heroon is not that unusual in the Greek world,?° and it was cer-
tainly not accidental on Aigina, since Aiakos and the Aiakids derived their
mutual significance from a close association with one another.

7.2.4  Social Roles: Military Allies

Herodotus not only provides support for the existence of cult images of
the Aiakids, but also of their specific social roles: on two occasions Aiakos
and the Aiakids were summoned specifically to ensure military success.
Such a cultic role for heroes and gods is attested throughout the Greek
world, and described as a military alliance between mortals and immor-
tals, a symmakhia.5' To return to the episode described by Herodotus in

[1990], 177-178) summarized in the preceeding note. Indergaard 2011, 304: “cult statues
of the heroes.”

49 Cf. Stroud 1998, 93: “statues of the Aiakidai were probably kept in the Aiakeion.”

50 E.g., Kekrops and his daughters in Athens. Joint cults of heroic siblings are also com-
mon: Dioskouroi, the divine twins, were originally known as Tyndaridai in Laconia (Far-
nell 1921, 196-198). This is parallel to the Aiakidai, Atreidai, Oineidai, and Herakleidai.

51 Spartans sent the Dioskouroi to Lokroi to assist them in their conflict with Kroton.
Diod. Sic. 8.32.1-2: “Ott of Aoxpol Emepav elg Emdptyv mept ouppoyiog dedpevol. of O¢
AoxeSopdvior 6 péyedog Tiig Kpotwviatdv Suvdpews dxoldovteg, Womep dqogtodpevol xal
udves &v olitw cwdévtwy Aoxp@v, dmexpi®noav adtols auppdyous Sidévar Todg Tuvdapidag. ot 8¢
npeafels eite mpovoia Beod eite 6 Prybev olwvioduevol TpocedéEavto Ty Bondetay Top adTdY xal
XoMEPNTaVTES EaTpwaay Tolg Atoaxdpols kAivyy Emtl THg wog xal dmémievoay €mt v matpida.
We are not told in what form the Dioskouroi traveled to Lokroi, only that once the Lokri-
ans had obtained the desired help, they expressed their gratitude by laying out a couch
(kliné) for the heroes on the ship and sending them back to their homeland. It would seem
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5.80—-81: it pertains to the events of the war between Athens and Thebes
ca. 508 BCE. The Thebans inquired at Delphi how they should proceed in
their dealings with the Athenians and received an oracle that they should
entreat “their nearest” for help. The Thebans interpreted “the nearest” in
genealogical terms as the sisterhood of Theba and Aigina. They appealed
to the Aiginetans for help:

[the Aiginetans] told them [Thebans], who were asking for military assis-
tance, that they were sending along the Aiakids. When the Thebans had
made an attempt relying on the alliance of the Aiakids (xatd ™V guppoyinv
T@v Aloadéwy, Hdt. 5.64) and were roughly handled by the Athenians, the
Thebans having sent the Aiakids back returned them, but asked for men
instead.52

The ambiguity, which this anecdote plays out, derives from the dual mean-
ing of the term ‘Aiakids’ in this story: first, the Aiakids of old, the heroes,
and second, the contemporary Aiginetans, more distant descendants of
Aiakos.53 The Aiakids are contrasted with men, and the contrast implied
is apparently between live men and passive statues. If that is what Hero-
dotus had in mind, we have an ambiguity not only on the anecdotal, but
on a deeper theological level as well: was a cult-statue perceived only as
a representation of a deity, or was it a deity itself? The gap between the
representation of and the deity itself would allow to account for the fail-
ure of a statue to bring desirable effects without damaging the reputation
of a deity, but the wide-spread Greek practice of using statues with the
evident goal of bringing about material results suggests the opposite. It
seems the aporia was on Herodotus’ mind as well, but he did not attempt
to resolve it.

The convergence of several possibilities of interpretation that occur in
the process of communication between the Thebans and the Aiginetans is
the narratological lynchpin of the anecdote. First, Thebans ask Aiginetans

most likely that here we are dealing with cult images, as in the case of the Aiakids. On
divinities as ‘battle-helpers,’ see Speyer 1980, and on divinities as symmakhoi—references
collected in Versnel 2011, 93—4, n. 260, including those pertaining to Hdt. 8.64.2 and Diod.
Sic. 8.32.1-2. On “patriotic heroes:” Kron 1999.

52 of 8¢ ot aitéovat emucovpiny Tovg Alaxidoag cuuméumew Epacav. Melpyoapévewy de T@V
OnPaiwv xatd ™V cuppayiny @V Alwadéwy xat Tpnxéwns Teplepbéviwy Hmd T@V Alyvaiwy,
adrig ol OBador méppoavteg Todg prév AloaxiSag ot dmediSooay, T@v 8¢ dvSpdv édéovto.

53 Nagy (1994 [1990], 176—181) tentatively raises the possibility that Pindar uses the term
“Aiakids” in a narrow sense of a “closed and specially privileged group” of contemporary
aristocratic families who consider themselves direct descendants of Aiakos, but he con-
cedes that this is a difficult case to press.
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for unspecified military help. Second, Aiginetans send back their inter-
pretation: the Aiakids. Third, Thebans accept the interpretation and take
to the field relying on the help of the Aiakids. The connection between
the military nature of the difficulty that the Thebans were facing, and the
response of the Aiginetans indicate the social functions of the Aiakids. The
episode shows that both the Aiginetans and the outsiders believed that
the Aiakids could bring help in battle. Such cultic function of the Aiakids
is parallel to their mythological reputation as great warriors. While Aiakos
himself does not appear in myths as a warrior, for the battle of Salamis, he
joined the Aiakids in the capacity of a symmmakhos.

On the two occasions mentioned, Aiakids are expected to perform in
the role of gdupayol. These two cases firmly establish that one cultic func-
tion of the Aiakids (and perhaps Aiakos) was military assistance. Of the
Aiakids resident on Aigina as cultic figures, Peleus, Telamon, and Achil-
les, were most likely among the Aiakids who had their images summoned
for help in military affairs. We gain this insight from a list of deities in
the prayer, which appears in the final lines of Pindar’s Pythian 8. Pindar
calls on “Mother Aigina, Zeus, Lord Aiakos, Peleus and noble Telamon,
together with Achilles” to safeguard the polis of Aigina.>* Herodotus 8.64
tells us that Telamon and Ajax were summoned from Salamis to aid in the
Battle of Salamis, while a boat was sent to Aigina for “Aiakos and the other
Aiakids.” The latter must be “other” than Telamon and Ajax, yet Pindar’s
prayer in Pythian 8 on behalf of Aigina includes Telamon, but not Ajax, in
contrast to the father and son pair of Peleus and Achilles, who are both
addressed in this prayer. This is an indication that Telamon was cultically
localized both on Salamis and on Aigina, while Ajax was not.

An intriguing question arises from the evidence we have just discussed.
In two instances, Aiakids performed in the capacity of symmakhoi on
behalf of non-Aiginetans. That is, our evidence preserves the stories of
the Aiakids’ military performance outside of Aigina, on the international
arena, but not on the home front. We never hear that the historical Aigi-
netans won some battle due to the help of the Aiakids. Perhaps, this odd
absence is to be explained by the nature of our textual sources. Herodotus
was not interested in local points of view for their own sake, his interest
focused on the interaction of various local interests on the international
arena, and the way these inter-Hellenic interactions affected the state

54 Alywa ¢ida pdtep, Eevbépw atélw|moAy Tavde xduile Al xai xpéovtt abv Alax@|TInAel
e %x8yad® Tehapdvt a0y TAYIMEL
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of the Greek world in the face of the Persian invasions. We are left to
assume that if the Aiakids were willing to help outsiders, they were even
more likely to assist their own people, and this is perhaps to be surmised
from Pindar’s prayer in Pythian 8.98-100 to Aigina, Zeus, Aiakos, and the
Aiakids (specifically, Peleus, Telamon, and Achilles) to safeguard their
native island. For the Aiginetans, an opportunity to demonstrate their
power and “blessedness” with divine favors by lending the Aiakids to out-
siders may have been as important as the actual benefit of keeping the
heroes tied fast to domestic soil (see further 10.3).

The local mythological corpus and the two instances described by Hero-
dotus clearly show that the Aiakids were first and foremost worshipped
as warrior-heroes, capable of providing aid in military affairs. This cul-
tic function of the Aiakids is in line with their international fame: when
Zeus distributes good things to the mortals, he gives intelligence (nous)
to Amythaonidai, wealth (ploutos) to the Atreidai, and courage to the
Aiakids: dAxny pév yap Edwxev 'OAdpmioq Aloxidniol, (Hesiod, WM 203). In
this context, it can even mean more specifically “strength to avert danger.”>®
That Aiakos is summoned along with the Aiakids to assist in the Battle of
Salamis should not be necessarily taken as evidence of Aiakos’ military
functions, but as the indication that he was closely associated with the
Aiakids in cult and because he was an enkhdrios hero of the Saronic. Of all
divine figures, heroes have perhaps the strongest connection to the place
of their worship. Any hero is implicitly a patron and a guardian of the area
where he resides, or where his bones rest. As the Battle of Salamis was
to take place in the Saronic Gulf, it was only logical that Greeks should
take care to summon the local heroes, from Salamis and Aigina, to their
side, especially after an ominous earthquake on the morning of the battle.
Thus, the case of the Aiakids’ role in the Battle of Salamis underscores
their role as the hallmark heroes of the Saronic, the guardians of their
island and their people. The two cases together illustrate the double-sided
functionality of Aiakos and the Aiakids as both the local (enkhérioi) of
Aigina and the greater Saronic region (Hdt. 8.64) as well as the ancestral
(patréoi/matréoi) divinities for the Aiginetans (Hdt. 5.80-81), (see further
in 10.3).

55 LS/, s.v. ddoay 11
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7.2.5 Social Roles: Markers of Aiginetan Identity

The Aiakids were not simply military assistants to the Aiginetans and other
Greeks. They had broader functions on Aigina. Pindar gives us a strong
sense that Aiakos and the Aiakids served as representatives of Aigina, as
icons of her local identity (e.g., in P. 8.21-8; N. 3.64—6; N. 4.11-13, etc.).56 He
uses such paraphrases as “a tower-crowned seat of the Aiakids” (Aicodav
Nomupyov €dog N. 4.11-12) to refer to the island, and throughout his Aigi-
netan odes he equates contemporary Aiginetans with the Aiakids. The
Aiginetans of his day are, in his representation, the direct descendants
of Aiakos, and so all belong to the clan of the Aiakids. Aiginetans are the
Aiakids. The Aiginetan provenance of the Aiakids was undisputed by the
early 5th century, and perhaps earlier (see ch. 10.2 for further discussion),
despite the inbuilt potential for multilocality of heroes, whereby Telamon
could be worshipped on Aigina and Salamis, and Aiakos—on Aigina, and
Athens (although this potential was probably never realized, see 11.4). The
Aiginetans as heirs of the Aiakids, therefore, inherit the glory as well as
other characteristics of the latter, for example, the reputation for justice
and xenia, and as Pindar shows, they strive to be worthy of their ancestors
in athletic competition, as in other endeavors.

As markers of Aiginetan identity, Aiakos and the Aiakids were predict-
ably of great civic importance on Aigina.>” The sanctuary, the Aiakeion,
was located in “the most conspicuous part of town,” according to Pausa-
nias 2. 29.6—7. Such a topographic position might to some extent indicate
the civic importance of the cult. Regrettably, in the absence of archaeo-
logical evidence, we do not know with certainty where that “most con-
spicuous part of the town” was, especially since another source (IG IV?
750.36), discussed in 7.6.2, might be claiming it for a different sanctuary
or even a secular building. We cannot be sure that the “most conspicuous
part of town” was necessarily the town’s centre, or the agora,>® although
such conjectures are entirely plausible. Pausanias is strangely unspecific
in reference to the Aiginetan urban topography: harbors are the most
prominent topographic reference points, the rest of the descriptions are
relative to one another, and hence very loosely tied to landscape features.

56 See also Walter-Karydi 2006, 40-81.

57 Walter-Karydi 2006, 80—81; Fearn 2007, 89: Aiakids as an identity symbol for all Aeigi-
netans; Nagy 1994 [1990], 176-180: Aiakids as aristocratic prerogative/legacy. See also a
good concise summary in Hedreen 2011, 348—351.

58 As Fearn (2007, 105) takes it, and others following Fearn 2007, e.g., Nagy 2011, 74.
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Considering the poor state of our knowledge of the Aiginetan urban topog-
raphy, we should be careful not to be overconfident in our conjectures.

Pindar describes Aiakos as a poliarkhos (N. 7. 85), an epithet which in
the poetic context of myth might signify nothing more than that Zeus had
appointed Aiakos to rule Aigina as her first and only king, thus referring
to mythological times rather than to the cultic present, and yet the latter
possibility is not out of the question. Poliarkhos is very much similar to a
cultic epithet polioukhos, and “ruler of the city” could very well be describing
Aiakos’ social role as Aigina’s patron, progenitor, and identity marker. If
this is the purport of the epithet, however, it might seem to impinge on
the alleged social roles of Apollo on Aigina, as Walter-Karydi promptly
perceives and seeks to clarify: “Of course, the polis god Apollo would usu-
ally have represented Aigina on document reliefs ...”> Thus, she makes a
distinction: Aiakos was a polis ‘hero,’ while Apollo was a polis ‘god,’ but her
concern to keep the privileges of heroes and gods apart is unwarranted,
as both can potentially fulfill similar functions. Perhaps it is significant,
however, that Apollo is not given as much ‘poliad’ articulation in Pindar’s
Aiginetan odes as is Aiakos.

A somewhat unexplained awkwardness obtains in this relative silence
of Pindar and in his oblique references to Apollo on Aigina, e.g., when
he refers to the “epikhdrios month that Apollo loved” (N. 5.44). Only from
the scholia to this phrase we learn about the month Delphinios, sacred to
Apollo Delphinions, and about sacrifices to Apollo Oikistes and Domatites.
The latter reveal a central communal role for Apollo on Aigina, which
we could not have otherwise guessed from Pindar. Here, an unresolved
conflict of Aiginetan alternative traditions of origins might be suggesting
itself: Apollo does not figure in the Aiakid, and hence the Achaean (in
the Homeric sense), stemma of the Aiginetans, while another claim, that
of Dorian descent, plays a part in the Aiginetan fifth-century discourse,
in which there may or may not have been a role for Apollo (see further
in 7.6.5 and 9.2.1). Ancient historiographers were aware of and tried to
resolve conflicting traditions of origins, and one such attempt is worth
mentioning here. An Aiginetan historiographer of the 3rd century BCE,
Theogenes, in his work mept Alyiwg (£ Pind. N. 3.21) assigns to Aiakos
the roles of synoikist and lawgiver who civilized Aigina and provided it
with political order: “uef” @v [reference to Myrmidons, who are under-
stood to be the indigenous population of Aigina] cuvoixicavta tév Alaxdv

59 Walter-Karydi 2006, 41-42.
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Tolg &x Ilehomovwhoou ued’ éautod maparyevopévous, eEnuep@doat Te xal vépoug
dodvar xal avvta&y modrtua)v. Such a totalizing description of Aiakos’ roles
seems to leave no room for contributions by any other deity, such as, e.g.,
Apollo. This focus on Aiakos and his role in the creation of the Aiginetan
mesocosm might be a product of a particular strand of traditions that de-
emphaisized any non-Aiakid alternatives. Whereas even the fifth-century
poets, e.g., Pindar, seem to keep the Heraklid and the Aiakid origins of the
Aiginetans apart, Theogenes makes Aiakos (not Hyllos, e.g.) the leader of
the Peloponnesians who come to settle in Aigina. This is his answer to the
dual origin of the Aiginetans as Achaeans, on the one hand, and Dorians,
on the other: the Aiginetans are Dorians, but it was Aiakos who led them
to Aigina. Since most of Theogenes’s work is lost, we have no clue how he
could reconcile the indigenous status of Aiakos and his presumed leader-
ship of some group of settlers from the Peloponnese.

In sum, there is no reason to deny Aiakos a comparable degree of
‘poliad’ importance because he is “only” a hero,%° or to presume the over-
riding ‘poliad’ importance of Apollo only because he is a god and has an
urban temple, unlike Zeus whose sanctuary is on a far-off mountain, deep
in the island’s interior: Aiakos, Zeus, and Apollo, we should rather expect,
each played their role in the socio-religious mesocosm of the Aiginetan
community, whether as a poliarkhos, pater or oikistes, and each in his own
way, must have expressed pertinent aspects of Aiginetan social concerns.

7.2.6  Rituals and Festivals

Several rituals and festivals were associated with Aiakos and the Aiakids on
Aigina. One such ritual was the dedication of victory crowns by athletes.
Performers of Pindar’'s Nemean 8 present Aiakos with a gift (lines 13-16):
“on behalf of his beloved city and of these citizens I am bringing a Lydian
fillet embellished with ringing notes, a Nemean ornament for the double
stadion races of Deinias and his father Megas” (trans. W. Race). Even if
“Lydian fillet” should be understood in this context metaphorically, it
must be drawing on the contemporary custom of dedicating victory
crowns to Aiakos, as another Pindaric verse (N. 5.94) with accompanying
scholion suggests:6! “together with blond-haired Graces bring to the doors

60 Which is not to argue that “polis was its hero” (as Hall 1999, 51 rightly critiques).

61 mpoBipototy §Alood || dvbéwv modevta épe otepavapata oy Eanvbals Xdploow. X.
Pind. N. 5:94€ mpodipoiat 8¢ paaty Aloxod dvtl tod v 1§ Nppe Ttod Alwcod &v Alywy, odmep év
Tolg podipots dvdxetvtal of § "EmSatpou tod Oepiatiov Simhol atégavol. ¢. 1 oltwg: &v Alyivy
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of Aiakos the verdant wreaths of flowers.” A line in the Nemean 6.17-18
also refers to the practice of bringing victory garlands, but this time not
to Aiakos, but to the Aiakids: “that one, when he was an Olympic victor,
was the first to have brought the garlands from Alpheos to the Aiakids.”62
Dedication of victory crowns to Aiakos and the Aiakids must have been an
established custom, and we may conclude that the heroes were patrons
of athletic endeavors.%3

The festivals in honor of Aiakos can be also scrutinized as possible indi-
cators of his social roles. We know, mostly from Pindar and his scholiasts,
about an Aiginetan festival called the Aiakeia. This festival, judging by its
name, had to be in honor of Aiakos. It involved athletic competitions of
some sort: we hear that various athletes praised by Pindar in the epinikia
won in the Aiakeia.®* The fullest information we have is provided by a
scholion to Olympian 7.86 (=156) with reference to the victorious athlete
Diagoras of Rhodes: “and at Pellana, and on Aigina he won six times”
(IIENMavd T Atywd te vixdvd’ £Educig). I presume, the implication is that
the athlete won six times at each: at Pellana, and six on Aigina. Scho-
lia to Pindar (O. 7.156b) explain: “on Aigina—the Aiakeia, which others
call the Oi[nonaia], a contest with amphoras, which Callimachus men-
tioned in the Iamboi” (év &' Alyivy ta Aldxelar ot 3¢ Oi[vwvaia] dugpopityg
dywv, 0d Kadkipayog pépvnran év tols tdpupois (8o Schneider = 198 Pfeiffer)).
Whether Drachmann’s conjecture Oi[vavata] is right or wrong, Augopityg
agoén appears to be in apposition to the Aiakeia, explaining what the latter
means.%5 What the relationship between the Aiakeia and the Apgopityg
agon was requires further consideration.

€v ¢ Tepével 100 Alood Emtl TAVY TPOTUAWY dvaelpévwy adTd TAV aTedvwy. Stroud (1998, 93)
also takes this reference as evidence for the existence of a cult image of Aiakos.

62 xelvog ydp "OAvpmiévIXog v Aloxidalg Epvea mpdyTog (Evelxev) dm’ Adpeod.

63 Walter-Karydi (2006, 3—17) envisions a much more elaborate scenario, as part of
which victory crowns could have been dedicated by athletes on Aigina, but it is rather
hypothetical.

64 N. 5.78 and scholion; 0. 13.155 and scholion (I do not see any reason to consider the
latter scholion spurious.

65 A scholiast writing about the agdn in Pellana, a few lines before our reference, says:
156a: [eMdva te: v TleMvy Tf) Axoixf) évbmoe. xodeltar 8¢ 6 dyav Oe=o&éviar é3idoto 3¢
&Brov yAatve. (156b.) MeMdva T Alywvd te: o 16 Eyve vv- Eyviptoe 8¢ Tév Alarydpay 1 Te
e ol 1) Alywa €Edoeg vevuaudta. (156¢.) Teleital 8¢ év uév MeMvy T Axaiag dyav 6
xehodpevos Ocokéviar Tiveg 82, xal Ta “Eppaiar 16 8¢ GOASY éott xAalva. From these two succes-
sive scholia, it is clear that the appearance of "Eppaia in the second one is to be seen as an
expansion: “an agon called Theoxenia, which others also call the Hermaia.” If so, then we
should take the remark about Aigina in the same way: namely, that “Aiakeia, also called
Oi[noénaia), is dugopityg dywv, which Callimachos mentions in the Iamboi” At least, it
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Amphiphoritis, an agon in Honor of Heroes

Three additional sources describe the agon Amphiphoritis on Aigina.
Etym. Magn. describes it as taking place at the spring Asopis. The name of
the spring (Asopis = daughter of Asopos) would have been equated with
the nymph Aigina, at least by the late Archaic period. It points us in the
direction of Aiakid genealogy on Aigina (see 7.3.2). The same source also
explicitly states that the running competition was performed “in imitation
of heroes.” There is no evidence for the calendric date of the Amphiphori-
tis in this or in any of our sources.

Another source, a scholion on Callimachus, Diegeseis in Iambos 8.21—32
(Frag. 198 Pfeiffer = 8o Schneider) also provides a description of a run-
ning competition on Aigina called diaulos amphoritis, largely matching
the description of Etym. Magn., but adds at the end that the agén is also,
or alternatively, called Hydrophoria.

Apyw ot Eumvéovtog Mxoahov vétov. 'Emivixog TToAuxAel Alywnty vinoavtt
SiodAw Apgopity &v T matpidt. 0 & dywviopa Tobtor TPdG TH TEPMATL TOD
atadiov xeltal dppopeds mANpYs Bdatog, ép’ v Spapwy xevdg 6 dywvidopevog
SvohaBiv TOV dugopéa dvoduTTel, Tpogbdaoag 8¢ vixd ... 6 & dywv Ydpopdpla
xahelTat.

Victory ode for Polykleus, the Aiginetan, who won in the double race [called]
Amphoritis in his homeland. The competition is this: at the end of the sta-
dium lies an amphoreus filled with water, running towards which empty-
handed a contestant picks up the jug and returns, and having outrun [the
others] he wins... The contest is called Hydrophoria.

This “afterthought” in the scholion, the name of agén Hydrophoria, has
prompted numerous scholars to equate amphoritis with the Hydrophoria
attributed in another scholion (X Pind. N. 6.44(81b) to Apollo.6¢ What is
notable here is that the scholiast makes no mention of a spring Asopis,
or of any kind of spring. Instead the agdn takes place in a stadium, and
competitors run to the edge of the stadium to pick up an amphoreus full
of water. Apollonios Rhodios (296—193 BCE) describes in the last lines of

seems that Drachmann is taking amphoritis to be in apposition to Aiakeia, since he prints
it in lower case, as if it is not the name of the festival, but its type.

66 Bourboule (1949, 74), as so many others (e.g., Graf 1979, 18) identifies Augipopitng
with Hydrophoria and assigns it to the worship of Apollo Delphinios on Aigina. This iden-
tification helps her prove the marine nature of Delphinios (see more detailed discussion
in 7.6.5).
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the Argonautica a running competition on Aigina that also involved the
carrying of water:67

wetfev 8 dmrepémg Sid puuplov oldua taudvres (1765)
Alybws doctfjorv Eméayefov. ala 8¢ Tolye

0Opeing mépt Sfjpwv dpeppéa Snploavto,

8¢ uev dpuoadpevos pbain peta vijdd ixéabar:

Bppw Yap xpetd Te xol dometog odpog Emeryev.

&vl’ 1 vhv, mAnBovtag Emwpadov duelpopfiag (1770)
avlépevol, xoldgotawv dpap xat dydva médeaaty
xoBpot Muppidévewy vixng mépt npidwvrat.

It is inescapable that ‘Augipopityg described by the Etym. Magn. and the
running competitions described by Callimachus and Apollonios are the
same. Apollonios’ use of the noun dpgipopfiag (line 1770) is likely an allu-
sion to the name of this competition. Once again, Apollonios does not
associate the Amphoritis agdn with any particular landmark on Aigina.
Apollonios does not specify who of the Argonauts participated in the
race for water, but we know from his text (1.90—94) that two of the Aiakids,
Telamon and Peleus, were among the Argonauts.® There may well have
been a local Aiginetan tradition about the return of the Argonauts, which
Apollonios utilized, or the story of the Argonauts’ visit to Aigina was Apol-
lonios’ own mythography.6® Knowing of the competition in imitation of
heroes on Aigina, he may have invented this episode of landing to suggest
that the heroes were the Argonauts, Aiakids among them. Thus, he found
a convenient way to end the poem: bring his heroes home to mainland
Greece via Aigina (which was probably a common route from the Aegean
to the Isthmus, Eastern Peloponnese, and Central Greece in historical
times), and insert an aetion tying the mythological past with the present
(a narratological device much like the one used by Pindar in Olympian 8

67 “And thence they steadily left behind long leagues of sea and stayed on the beach
of Aigina; and at once they continued in innocent strife about the fetching of water, who
first should draw it and reach the ship. For both their need and the ceaseless breeze urged
them on. There even to this day do the youths of the Myrmidons take up on their shoul-
ders full-brimming jars. And with swift feet strive for victory in the race.” (Trans. R. C.
Seaton).

68 Of note is an inscription on an Attic skyphos, fr. Vienna, Univ. 53d—ARV?2 995, 117:
Achilles painter; CVA pl. 25.1-3, 440 BCE—AITT|NA : TEAA[MQON or -MQNIOX]. Cited in
LIMC VII, p. 854, s.v. Telamon: F. Canciani says that the image is of an unknown contest.

69 Bourboule (1949, 76) maintains the local nature of the aetion. Kerkhecker (1999, 201)
concedes that priority of composition and hence of influence (Callimachus or Apollonios)
cannot be established, but seems to speculate (p. 203) in favor of Callimachus.
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when he brings Aiakos back from Troy with the help of Poseidon who is
en route to his Isthmian sanctuary.

To summarize, we have Etymologicum Magnum, a scholiast on Calli-
machus, and Apollonios describing a running competition on Aigina that
involved the carrying of amphorae filled with water. Etym. Magn. con-
nects this competition to the Asopis spring, the scholiast—to a stadium,
and Apollonios provides no specific details of the water source. This dis-
crepancy between the sources about the topographic anchoring of the
Amphiphoritis agdn is potentially important with a view to differentiat-
ing it from another agdn attributed to the island of Aigina, the Hydro-
phoria. The latter is mentioned by another scholion (X Pind. N. 5.81 (144)
BMwG, UElS Emiywplog 6 AgApiviog uyv xaAodpevog, xad’ 6v TeAeltal AToMwvog
aywv Ydpopdpta xarodpevog). The scholion in Callimachus [198 Pfeiffer]
is the only ancient testimony that equates the Amphoritis agén with the
Hydrophoria, but the weight of the evidence is on the side of separat-
ing the two:7° the Amphoritis, as all sources describe, was conducted in
the imitation of heroes (Aiakids or Argonauts) and was connected with
the Aiakeia. There may well have been another agén, called Hydrophoria,
conducted in honor of Apollo, but the probability is very strong that the
single identification between Amphoritis and Hydrophoria was the scho-
liast’s mistake: the semantic similarity in the names of the festivals, could
have easily led to his confusion, especially if the scholiast was working
with and compiling several sources on local competitions on Aigina.

Tying together the various strands of testimonies, we see that
‘Augipopityns was celebrated in imitation of heroes (Etym. M.); it was still
current in the time of Apollonios; it was also called the Aiakeia (Schol.
Pind. O. 7.156). The Aiakeia, a festival in honor of Aiakos, judging by its
name, was therefore also a festival that celebrated the Aiakids, in which
‘Augipopitys may have been only one of several events. The nature of the
competition, namely that it was a footrace, cannot inadvertently indicate
the social role of cultic figures in whose honor the race was run: not every
running competition, even if young men were its principal participants,
is to be seen as initiatory in nature, nor should it suggest with certainty
that the deity honored was in charge of initiations.”? We may observe in

70 We should certainly keep apart not only Amphoritis and Hydrophoria, but also the
Aiakeia and Delphinia (Fearn 2011, 189 briefly speculates the idea): the scholia are unam-
biguous that the two sets of games were different and separate.

7 Graf 1979, 18: “Im Wettlauf haben die jungen Ménner eine gefiillte Hydria zu holen
und zuriickzubringen. Der Agdn, und ganz besonders der Wettlauf, ist haufiges Abschlussri-
tual initiatorischer Zyklen.”
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addition that our sources do not mention women as worshippers of
Aiakos and the Aiakids, however, there may have been a cultic and/or
festival connection between the celebrations in honor of Aiakos and those
in honor of the nymph Aigina, Aiakos’ mother, where women played a
part (see further discussion in 7.3.3).

7.2.7  Processional Songs for Aiakos—Pindar’s Paean 15 and Paean 6

Two additional Pindaric texts indicate a festival occasion in honor of
Aiakos. One is a fragment of Pindar’s poem that has been until recently
classified as Paean 15:

Twd’ &v duatt Tepmv®
(ot uév dddvatat
Iogetdavog dryovt’ Alox| ,
Nypedg & 0 yépwv Emetafr
mathp 3¢ Kpoviwv poA[
TpdS Supar Badav xepl [
tpdmedov Oedv em'dup[po
Tva ol aéyutat ety ve[xtap

Epyetat &' EvioavT
Umeptatoy [...Jova...

On this pleasant day the immortal mares of Poseidon lead ... and old Nereus
follows. Father Zeus. .. casting his eye...on the immortal table of the gods,
where nectar is poured out to drink. At the end of a year there comes...72

In 1992, Ian Rutherford reported his discovery of a marginal title to Paean
15 in a papyrus fragment, which allowed him to redefine the song as a
Prosodion in honor of Aiakos. Together with the third triad of Paean 6
(which Rutherford also shows to be a prosodion) this fragment gives us
the second example of prosodia to Aiakos. In the monograph on Pindar’s
Paeans, in 2001, Rutherford printed the marginal title as only containing
the words Aiginetais eis Aiakon, and argued that we have a specimen of
a prosodion on the basis of the verbs describing movement and used in
the present tense in the fragment. The present tense of the verbs also
suggested to Rutherford that the content of the song could not be rep-
resenting a mythological narrative. It is a “description of a sacred event

72 P. Oxy. 2441. The edition of the text and the translation are those of Ian Rutherford
(1992, 62).
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conceived as happening in present time.””® This observation led Ruther-
ford to suggest that the text we have was a scenario for a ritual drama.

The sacred event described in Paean XV seems to be thought of as a proces-
sion with at least two components: the mares of Poseidon leading, bringing
someone or other, and Nereus following. Perhaps these mythological figures
were represented by statues which were transported in a sacred procession
that was believed to reenact the mythical event.”

Rutherford speculated four possibilities for ritual processions in honor of
Aiakos, each less likely than the other.” The figure of Nereus, it seems to
me, is a diagnostic element: no other scenario but a hieros gamos for one
of his daughters, a nymph, could explain his presence in a procession.
Bruno Snell suggested three possible restorations for line 3: Alox[ov vel
Aiox[w Wopdd(et)ov vel Atywoy vel Aloax[iSa Oetwv.” Rutherford discarded
the last one as “less attractive” because of the title of the prosodion, that
is, in honor of Aiakos, rather than in honor of an Aiakid.””

I would argue, however, that the restoration Aiox[{da @etwv is the most
appropriate in the context, which must be a mythological event—a wed-
ding of Peleus and Thetis. I am not certain, however, that we should envi-
sion a ritual re-enactment of that myth. The present tense of the verbs can
perhaps be explained as a historical present of the mythological narrative

73 Rutherford 1992, 63.

74 Rutherford 1992, 63-64.

75 (1) A hieros gamos of Aiakos and Psamatheia, mother of Phokos; (2) a Theoxenia
feast in connection with a wedding; (3) a re-enactment of the procession (from Aigina
town to the Oros) of suppliants that had come to Aiakos in mythological times with a
plea for intercession with Zeus; (4) Aiakos’ return from the Underworld where he would
have spent half a year in the role of the Judge of the Dead: “Perhaps Aiakos was conceived
of as spending alternate parts of the year in Aigina and in Hades. His arrival will have
been celebrated in the Aiakeia in the games and a theoxenia, which Zeus, as his father,
will have been represented as attending, perhaps coming from his outpost on Mt. Hella-
nicus” (Rutherford 1992, 64—67). Scenarios (3) and (4) have to be ruled out as not fitting
a wedding. It is unfortunate, therefore, that they should find a receptive audience among
some scholars: Stroud (1998, 88) grants that “Rutherford (1992) has argued persuasively
that Pindar Fr. Pa. XV (= POxy 2441) was written for an Aiginetan chorus to perform at an
annual procession in which statues of Aiakos and Nereus were carried on a wagon from
the Aiakeion on Aigina to the sanctuary of Zeus Hellanios on Mount Hellanios.” Fearn
(201, 183) opts for Rutherford’s scenario (4) modifying it to “return of Aiakos from over-
seas,” also not intelligible vis-a-vis Pindar’s text.

76 Snell-Maehler 1987-1989.

77 “In SM’s apparatus it is also suggested that the chariot might be bringing Thetis for
Peleus, which I find less attractive, considering the title” (Rutherford, 1992, 63). Finding the
last restoration less attractive, Rutherford did not include it in the apparatus criticus of his
1992 edition, but did print it in the 2001 monograph.
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rather than a literal description of the movement of a ritual procession.
Before we can discuss the content of the fragment, it might be useful to
mention another grammatical and metrical possibility for the restoration
of line 3: Aidx[10a @¢t1, with final iota being long in the Dative sing. of this
category of third declension nouns.

A restoration involving the Aiakid Peleus and his bride Thetis fits per-
fectly well with the details of Paean 15. The fragment contains the details
that were traditionally associated with the wedding of Thetis and Peleus:
(a) Nereus is always present at the wedding, both in myths (Apollod.
Bibl. 2.13.4) and in visual representations, especially on vases;’® (b) a ban-
quet of the gods on the occasion of that wedding (Apollod. Bibl. 2.13.5) is
universally known in myth and art, and (c) the immortal horses were a gift
of Poseidon to Peleus.” Because the immortal horses were a gift of Posei-
don to Peleus, it would be logical to imagine him driving these horses
in a wagon to meet Thetis, rather than vice versa, hence the restoration
Afax[10a et would make better sense than Aiax[iSq Oetiv.

Rutherford did not think that the wedding of Peleus and Thetis could
be the theme of Paean 15 (prosodion for Aiakos) because of the marginal
title, which, in his opinion, was to signal a content focused on Aiakos
rather than on his son Peleus. Other Pindaric evidence, however, shows
that the motif of the wedding of Peleus and Thetis was most appropri-
ate for a prosodion in honor of Aiakos. In the Pindaric corpus, whatever
the genre of a particular composition, the structuring and the content of
honoring Aiakos derived from the same set of scenario elements: Aiakos’
birth from Zeus and Aigina, creation of Myrmidons from ants, building of
Trojan walls with Apollo and Poseidon, Aiakos’ reputation for piety and
justice, his siring of Peleus and Telamon (and Phokos), Peleus’ wedding to
Thetis, and the birth of Achilles. This is a collection of episodes mentioned
by Pindar in the context of praising Aigina and the Aiakids in various
epinikia. This is what we may perhaps call the Pindaric treasury of Aigin-
etan heroic lore.

The significance of Aiakos in Pindar is precisely in that he sired the
great heroes: Peleus, Telamon, and hence Achilles and Ajax. In that line
of events, two amorous unions were especially important: one—between

78 LIMC, s.v. Peleus, nos. 207, 211, 212.

7 JI. 23.277—278 tnmot dbdvartar; Apoll. Bibl. 3.13.5: xai 3idwot Xelpwv TInhel 36pu péAvov,
[ooedav 8¢ {rmovg Badv xal EavBév. dbdvatot 8¢ Hoav obtol. The difference in the gender
of horses (in Pindar, they are mares, and in Apollodorus, they are steeds) does not matter:

it seems to be typical of poetic usage that horses are female (LS/, s.v. inmog).
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Zeus and Aigina, another—between Peleus and Thetis. Other unions,
those of Aiakos with Psamatheia and Endeis, and of Telamon with Eri-
boia (Apoll., Bibl. 3.12.7) were not central to the Aiginetan heroic geneal-
ogy as played out in Pindar.8° Pindar recapped the unions of Zeus and
Aigina, and of Peleus and Thetis, three times each in his twelve surviv-
ing compositions for the Aiginetans. Once, in Isthmian 8, the two unions
are recounted in quick succession: lines 2122 and lines 38—48. These two
unions seem to be the key elements in the chain of events that brought
glory to Aigina and through Achilles to all Greece: Isthmian 8, therefore, is
an example of representing Greek history from the Aiginetan perspective,
and the missing lines of Paean 6 may have done the same.

In Paean 6, the third triad (a prosodion, according to Rutherford 1992)
opens with an invocation to Aigina-island and, as soon as the prosperity
(6ABog) of Aigina is proclaimed (l.134b), it turns into a story of Zeus’ union
with Aigina-nymph (dvepéato mapBévov Atywav...l136-37, tva Aexéwv
¢’ apufpétwv . 139-140). The connection is logical: Aiginetan prosperity
starts from the union of Zeus and Aigina. The mention of Mup[wdov in
line 142 seems to suggest that Pindar follows in chronological sequence
the mythological history of Aigina: the union of Zeus and Aigina led to the
birth of Aiakos, and the creation of people (Myrmidons) for Aiakos to rule
over, and then probably the births of Peleus and Telamon, and of Achil-
les and Ajax, were mentioned next, even if only in passing. In lines 155-6,
Pindar is still talking about Aiakos, and this suggests that the storyline
did not divert into separate sagas of Peleus or Telamon, but kept focus
on Aiakos. The conclusion of the prosodion is the praise of the Aiakids
and their homeland (lines 175-76). Thus we can see that a prosodion for
Aiakos would naturally allow the praise of Aigina and of the Aiakids, not
of Aiakos alone.

It is, therefore, attractive to restore the end of line 3 of Paean 15 as
Alax[18q Oetv or Aldax[18a O¢ty, as it fits perfectly well with Pindar’s pat-
tern of honoring Aiakos: to celebrate the wedding of Peleus and Thetis
is a way of honoring Aiakos. This event testifies to the divine interest in
the line of Aiakos and results in the birth of a glorious son, an Aiakid (as
Achilles is called in the Iliad, e.g., 9.191 or 11.805). We may like to ask: in the
context of what local festival could these prosodia have been performed?

80 ‘While these unions may have been important to contemporary Phocians or Sala-
minians, or Megarians, they are downplayed/de-emphasized in the Aiginetan discourse
of the time.
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It would seem logical that they should have been part of a festival in honor
of Aiakos and the Aiakids, so perhaps, during the Aiakeia or the Oinonaia.
If Paean 15 was performed at the Aiakeia, the theme of the wedding of
Peleus and Thetis (even if it could not tell us about the social functions
of the cult of Aiakos) would further confirm the hypothesis that Aiakos
and the Aiakids were closely associated not only in local myths, but also
in Aiginetan cult.

Choral performances in honor of other local deities are known on
Aigina, and help build a picture of a wider Aiginetan choral tradition.8!
Choral performances in honor of Aigina and possibly Endeis have been
suggested on the basis of Bacchylides 13 (see detailed discussion in 7.3.3).
Here, we should note that at least one scholar has proposed that the cho-
ral performance in honor of Aigina may have actually taken place at the
Aiakeia, and that both took place in the same location, in the vicinity of
the Asopis spring and the Aiakeion in the agora of Aigina.8? The associa-
tion of the two landmarks with an Aiginetan agora is hypothetical, as we
discuss elsewhere (7.3.2 and above 7.2.2), but it is not inconceivable that
the performances of choruses of parthenoi for Aigina and presumably of
male choruses for Aiakos could take place at the same festival. A possible
equation of the Aiakeia and the Oinonaia in the scholia points in that
direction.

7.2.8 Aiakos’ Mythical Personae: Justice and Piety

The image of Aiakos has two dimensions on Aigina. One dimension is
devoid of any presence of the Aiakids, it celebrates Aiakos on his own
merits. This dimension, as I argue further in 10.2, probably represents the
earliest stage of his cult on Aigina. The myths that portray Aiakos acting
in his own right and being glorified for his own deeds, rather than deriv-
ing importance from the fame of his posterity, underscore two points:
Aiakos’ descent from Zeus; and the fame of his fair justice. In this group
of myths, the fame of Aiakos lies in his syngeneia with Zeus and in his
own just character.8% The greatest recognition of his quality of justice
came from Zeus who heeded his prayer for the cessation of drought. This
was the event represented on the gates of the Aiakeion. Isocrates (9.191-2)

81 Cf. Fearn 2oub, 8.

82 Fearn 2007, 119.

83 This image of Aiakos the Just becomes proverbial and is attested into late antiquity,
e.g,, Libanius Ep. 1036.4. On the Pindaric representation of Aiakos: Hubbard 1987a.
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says that the envoys who came to plead with Aiakos on the occasion
believed that he was the right person to ask “because of his birthright and
his piety” and he concludes that “while he was alive, Aiakos enjoyed the
best reputation.”®* Aiakos’ kinship with Zeus and his reputation for piety
made him an effective petitioner before his father. The exile that Aiakos
imposes upon his sons Peleus and Telamon after their murder of Phokos
(Paus. 2.19.9) is also meant to illustrate his impartial sense of justice even
in the face of personal tragedy. Aiakos was so famous for his good judg-
ment that not only mortals sought his advice (e.g., in a dispute between
Nisos and Skiron, Paus. 1.39.6), but even gods relied on his judgment: Pin-
dar says in Isthmian 8.23 that Aiakos “completed judgments even for the
gods.”85 This statement in Pindar is the only reference, however, to Aiakos
passing judgments for the gods. Another sign of Aiakos’s privileged close
relationship with the gods is his invitation to join Poseidon and Apollo in
building the walls of Troy.86 The reputation for fair dispensation of justice
is also consistent with the secondary and non-Aiginetan view of Aiakos as
one of a Judges of the Dead in Hades (see below).

While Aiakos’ first claim to fame was his reputation as a fair judge, his
second claim to fame was the fathering of two heroes: Peleus and Telamon.
This constitutes the second dimension of Aiakos’s persona on Aigina—
being the progenitor of the Aiakids. This second aspect is given pre-emi-
nence in Pindar’s epinikia for the Aiginetan athletes because through the
Aiakids the genealogical line reaches all the way to Pindar's own time
and allows him to praise the contemporary Aiginetans as the modern-
day Aiakids. Thus, we have two images of Aiakos in literary sources: an
acknowledged authority in the dispensation of justice, and a progenitor of
a famous line of Greek heroes, whose descendants are the contemporary
Aiginetans.

Although the mythological fame of Aiakos was in the field of justice, we
have no evidence that Aiginetans or foreigners ever approached Aiakos in
cult for legal advice or counsel. Such consultations in ritual terms could
theoretically take the form of divination and oracle-taking, familiar in

84 d16 Thig ouyyevelag xal g edoePelag ths éxelvou ... Kal xat’ éxetvov tév ypbvov, Ewg v
KET’ dvBpiimay, petd xadkios &v 88ng Sietéheoey:

85 & xal Saupdveaat Sixag emeipave. Cf. also Pindar, Pa. 6.155: Zn[v Jmplv Etuyds Spxiov €€
&0- || [ ]8ixdoat, Teubner, ed. H. Maehler: é§ e8[vol' duéoavta @pevds Sn.; CE Aeacum iudicem
deorum (non mortuorum) et eius ius iurandum videntur referenda.

86 Pindar O. 8.31-46. Kowalzig (2007, 186) mistakenly writes that Aiakos was helping not
Poseidon and Apollo, but “Poseidon and Herakles.” See recent treatments of this Pindaric
passage in Athanassaki 201, 265-270 and Hedreen 2011, 334-336.
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all parts of the Greek world, and a prophetic function could potentially
be grafted onto the mythological reputation of fair justice, but we have
no hint that Aiakos ever passed judgments or advice except in mytho-
logical times.

Aiakos’ reputation for justice is nevertheless projected onto the whole
island and gives the latter one of its main characteristics, especially as it
concerns justice to strangers, for which we find many testimonies.8” It can
be said that, on the ideological plane, the hero’s characteristic reputation
for justice helps to endow the Aiginetan claims of being kind to strangers
with greater credibility, but Aiakos himself is not portrayed in our sources
as engaged in xenia, either in myth or in cult.®® A claim that the “Aigin-
etan xenia, its hospitality to strangers, is rooted in the myth of Aiakos and
Zeus Hellanios” appears to me very tenuous, especially as we are further
asked to accept that the myth of Aiakos’s prayer to Zeus for rain on behalf
of many/all Greek communities can be read to mean that “Zeus Hellan-
ios, into whose cult myth Aiakos built xenia, offered foreign merchants
legal hospitality.”8? The dimensions of ‘legal justice’ and ‘foreign trade’ are
simply not present in that myth.%° We may agree that in the ideological

87 Bacch. 12.4-6 (éc yap oABiov &eivotai pe métvio Nixa | vaoov Alylvag dmdpyet | eéAdévta
xoapfioot Be88patov méAw); Bacch. 13.95 (Séomowa mary&e[tvou xBovds); Pind. 0.8.25-27: teBuds
3¢ 15 dbavdrwy xal [tdvd dhepxéa xhpav | Tavtodamolow dnéotace Eévolg | xiovar datpoviow.
Figueira’s (1981, 322—329) discussion of Aigina’s xenia is still very useful.

88 Kowalzig 2011 makes several rhetorical leaps to argue otherwise: first, “Aiakos’ recep-
tion of the Greek leaders. .. in public ideology turns into the characteristic Aiginetan xenia”
(p- 147), then the clasping of Aiakos’ knees in N. 8 is taken to mean a transition from the
mythical times to “extending hospitality to the Greek world that mattered at the time” [of
Pindar] (pp. 147-8), and before we know it, a conclusion is drawn that “the hero’s hospital-
ity and his gracious ‘reception of strangers’ both stand out in what we know of Aiakos’ cult
on Aigina” (p. 149). Such a method of arriving at a prefigured conclusion through a series of
functional substitutions devalues the culturally specific content of the institution of xenia:
in Kowalzig’s argumentation every encounter, mentioned in the sources, between human
agents and Aiakos is identified as xenia, be it a reception of delegates or of worshippers.
The possibility of construing the encounters in any other way is not considered, whereas
other cultural models are in fact applicable, as I discuss below.

89 Kowalzig 20m, 151, 156. On these premises, Apollo, whose Delphinia games also
hosted foreigners, and Aphaia, who may have been visited by foreign merchants, should
be also “implicated” (Kowalzig’s favorite word) in xenia. Indeed, the assertion of Zeus’ and
Aiakos’ special roles on Aigina with respect to xenia is undermined by a simple fact of the
generic preoccupation of Greek gods with receiving worshippers.

90 Kowalzig’s (2011, 134-135) objective, informed by the ‘networks theory’ approach, is
to reveal “an ideology of connectivity” on Aigina, “a community whose self-perception
revolves around economic pursuits,” “an Aeginetan identity forged through the island’s
role in intermediary trade.” This objective becomes clear from her “confident claim
that the islanders’ self-acclaimed virtues of ‘justice to strangers’ and Panhellenism must
have been thoroughly interdependent, coming together in the myth of Aiakos and Zeus
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sphere and in the world of the Aiginetan (imaginaire, the mythical motif
of Aiakos’ justice in settling disputes (attested in our textual sources) and
Aiginetan claims of being hospitable to strangers (again attested in the
sources) could re-affirm each other and produce a combined image of
Aigina as an attractive place to do business. What I see no evidence for,
however, is “the broader claim... that Aiginetan religious traditions dem-
onstrate a ritualization of trading relations.” I address this claim in more
detail in 9.3 and chapter 10, here it will suffice to state that as far as Aiakos
is concerned, the cultic evidence on Aigina reveals no signs of his particu-
lar patronage of trade and commerce: the use of the Athenian Aiakeion as
a granary tells us about Athens, not Aigina (see further discussion in 7.2.11
and 11.4), and the participation of foreign athletes in the Aiakeia marks
Aigina as in no way different from other Saronic Gulf and Aegean states
that also hosted interstate games. Athletic games provided an outlet for
xenia and ‘connectivity’ to all states who served as hosts, and Aigina was
not unique in this regard.

There is, however, one more set of testimonia about the use of the
Aiakeion on Aigina and the mode of interaction with Aiakos that might
be indicative of his social role in cult. Apparently, Demosthenes, fleeing
from Athens, first sought refuge at the Aiakeion on Aigina,2 before mov-
ing on to the sanctuary of Poseidon on Kalaureia.?3 Yet, many sanctuar-
ies had the status of asylia, and perhaps any could potentially serve in
this capacity, since any sanctuary was a sacred ground, and the shedding
of blood on its territory would be prohibited.®* A sanctuary of Demeter
Thesmophoros on Aigina served, at an earlier date, as an asylum to a flee-
ing Aiginetan democrat (Hdt. 6.91), but did not save him. Because any
sanctuary could potentially serve as an asylum, we cannot assert on the

Hellanios. In the 5th century this was a strategic choice to bolster the island’s appeal to
a mobile maritime milieu, at the same time cultivating an image of connectedness that
allowed the island to remain the vibrant node of communication and commerce that it
had been in the 6th century” (Kowalzig 2011, 157-8).

91 Kowalzig 2011, 145.

92 Wells et al. (2003, 30) mistakenly refer to “Ajax’s sanctuary on Aegina” with reference
to this episode.

93 Plutarch, Demosthenes, ch. 28, and the Lives of the Ten Orators, 8 (Moralia, vol. 4).
Harland (1925b, 70) asserts that in 322 BCE, the Aiakeion also served as an asylum for
Hypereides, the orator, and his companions who had fled there on the approach of Anti-
patros. The passage in Arrian, Historia Successorum Alexandri, ch. 13, which Harland cites
in support, does not mention the Aiakeion, but simply says that Hypereides and company
fled to Aigina, without telling whether they fled to any particular place on the island. It
is nothing more than second-guessing on the part of Harland that they would have fled
to the Aiakeion.

94 See further in Sinn 1993.
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basis of these data that the protection of suppliants was one of Aiakos’
special functions on Aigina. At the same time, perhaps it was not entirely
accidental either that Demosthenes should have sought asylum at the
Aiakeion, the sanctuary of a hero who had by then become known in
Athens in the capacity of a fair judge, and the Judge of the Dead. Also,
we may note a peculiar consistency in the use of the terms ixéty¢ and
ixetedw in reference to Aiakos. Pindar, or the First Person of the Nem-
ean 8, clasps the knees of Aiakos as a ixétag (N. 8.13). In the stories of a
devastating drought, the envoys from Greece come to Aiakos as suppli-
ants: xaBuwetedoot Tov Alaxov (X Pind. N. 5.17), ixetetovtes adtév (Isocr. 9.
191-2), Aioxdv tév xetedoovta (Paus. 2.29). In Diod. Sic. (4.61.1-3) the verb
is xelevew, “to ask.” Finally, the verb xabedodpevos (Plut., Lives of Ten Ora-
tors (Demosthenes) 846E) implies the act of sitting in a sanctuary as a
suppliant, and then when Demosthenes moves to the Poseidoneion on
Kalauria, ixétys is explicitly used: xa8éZeto ixétys. Thus, although, we have
to be cautious with assigning the special function of the protector of refu-
gees to Aiakos on Aigina, it may have been common knowledge that the
proper mode of approaching Aiakos was in the role of a suppliant. Even
though neither Pindar, nor the athlete for whom Nemean 8 was written
were in any obvious danger, the choice of terms and the mode of address
to Aiakos was still a supplication.

Supplication, hiketeia, as a specific mode of ritual interaction with
Aiakos, is noteworthy. In his study of Prayer in Greek Religion, Pulleyn
argues that fhiketeia constitutes a particular form of communication with
the divine, distinct from the kind of prayers that are predicated on the
concept of xenia, which he terms xenia-prayers and which are most often
described in Greek as ebyai. The latter word, however, often serves as a
blanket term for any type of prayer. Pulleyn distinguishes a spectrum of
prayer-types: from xenia-prayers, to dpai and Aitai, to ixeteiat. In contrast
to the other types, hiketeia does not rely on the principle of reciprocity,
that is, an expectation of a favor in return for past sacrifices and offerings
to a deity.% Instead, in hiketeia “the petitioner more or less throws himself
on the mercy of the deity,” hiketeia is “a totally self-abasing” request.?6 In
addition, the hiketeia has a quasilegal nature, invoking not simply a per-
sonal relationship between a worshipper and a deity, that is, any particu-
lar circumstances of past kharis and xenia between them, but investing
the parties in a hiketeia with the situational rights and responsibilities

95 Pulleyn 1997, 26-31, 56-69.
96 Pulleyn 1997, 56 and 59.
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that each is compelled to abide by. Naiden persuasively shows that any
hiketeia consists of four steps: (1) approach, (2) gesture/address, (3) request
and argument, (4) judgement and response. It is the last step of the sup-
plication that places the burden upon the supplicandus to decide, which
often means to judge, whether to grant or reject a suppliant’s request.%”
Although Naiden deals with the mechanisms of supplication, in which
the deciding party was always a human court, assembly, or magistrate, the
same cultural practice must have informed how the hiketeia was under-
stood in poetic or mythological accounts where the decision-maker was
a deity.

Returning now to the case of Aiakos, we must conclude that it could
not be accidental that the ritual mode of communication with Aiakos was
consistently represented in our literary sources as hiketeia. It must be a
reflection of how the relationship between Aiakos and his worshippers
was construed. A relationship of xenia and kharis is built on sacrifices
and offerings, according to Pulleyn, and a ‘free prayer’, unaccompanied by
sacrifice, is typically offered only when a petitioner is unable to perform
a sacrifice at that moment. A hiketeia as a consistent mode of communi-
cation with a deity would suggest that there was a lack of opportunities
to establish a relationship of xenia, upon which a worshipper could rely
and refer to in cases of need. Indeed, we know nothing about sacrifices
to Aiakos, and are not even absolutely certain whether it was an altar
or a grave marker inside his temenos. At the same time, we know of the
practice of dedicating victory crowns to Aiakos and the Aiakids, and of
performing prosodia in his honor, both of which serve as types of offer-
ings. Hence, it would appear then that opportunities for establishing a
relationship of reciprocity with Aiakos were present if not aplenty.

Perhaps then the key to the role of Aiakos the Supplicandus is his repu-
tation for justice. As noted above, the fourth step of the hiketeia is an
expectation of a decision, preferably a fair and favorable one, from the
supplicandus. The suppliants of Aiakos (in myth and cult) would not have
simply looked for a warm welcome, they would have sought an effectual
intervention on their behalf, such as can come from a recognized and
respected authority on justice. This circumstance would benefit non-
Aiginetans especially, that is, those suppliants who may not have had a
chance to approach Aiakos ever before, and hence would have had no
chance to establish a relationship of kharis, upon which they could rely

97 Naiden 2006, 18-25, and chs. 2—4.



AIGINETAN DEITIES AND CULTS 157

in their time of need. Although Kowalzig argues that ‘commercial justice’
was a particular concern of Aiakos, she is not able to cite any evidence
that could show foreign tradesmen as suppliants of Aiakos, or local Aigi-
netans approaching Aiakos for commercial concerns. We are therefore
able to demonstrate a more generic, multi-functional ‘justice’ as Aiakos’
prerogative, while specifically commercial justice, if thereotically possible,
is not evident in the available sources.

7.2.9 Aiakos’ Mythical Personae: Effective Petitioner or Savior
from Famine?

In a recent study, Barbara Kowalzig sought to establish the cultic role of
Aiakos as a savior of Greece from famine: “Zeus Hellanios, with whose
help Aiakos rescued Greece from famine.” Instead of Zeus being the
savior, it is Aiakos who is construed in that role,®® for whom Zeus is but
a helper. The myth (discussed in more detail in 7.20.2), we should note,
in most surviving versions speaks of a drought rather than famine. It
may seem a logical extension,—drought leads to famine,—but to keep
the record straight, we should note that only two of our sources on the
myth of Zeus Hellanios, and not the earliest (Diod. Sic. 4.61.1 and Clem-
ent of Alexandria Strom. 6.3.28—29) mention famine (6 Audg). Otherwise
all other sources speak of drought (6 duyués): Isocrates 9.14-15; £ Pind.
N. 517b; £ Aristoph. Equites 1253; Paus. 2.29; Diod. Sic. 4.61.2), and also use
other more generic terms for misfortune (¥) ouugopd, Isocr. 9.14, T xoxa X
Pind. N. 5.17b, Isocr. 9.14, T dewd X Pind. N. 5.17b, 16 xaxév Paus. 2.29). The
sources that mention famine (6 Ads), that is, Diod. Sic. 4.61.1 and Clem-
ent of Alexandria Strom. 6.3.28—29, mention it only in conjunction with
drought (6 duyuds). Quite strikingly one scholion reports that opinions dif-
fered as to the nature of the affliction, one in fact saying that it was a flood
(6 xatouchvauds, X Pind. N. 5.17b), which is surely, the opposite of drought.
The discrepancy of opinions about the nature of affliction with regard to
which Aiakos interceded with Zeus, as well as the absolute prevalence
of drought as the form of affliction, are worth noting, since in Kowalzig’s
argument, it is famine, in particular, that becomes instrumental.

A famine typically results from a lack of food. In societies relying on
subsistence agriculture, the lack of food would most likely be due to a
poor local crop. The causes of that might be several: a drought is one of

98 Kowalzig 2007, 182.
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them, but not the only possible cause: a blight (disease) of some kind can
ruin a crop in stalk or damage the seed before it even sprouts. An unsea-
sonable hail in spring can beat the sprouted stalks, etc. It is worth noting
that ancient Greeks sometimes preferred to leave the speculation about
the causes out of the equation and just to state the fact that the land
was bearing no fruit for whatever reason. We may see such a formulation
in the Herodotean (5.82) story of how Damia and Auxesia came to be
worshipped at Epidauros: 'Emdavpiotat ¥) y#j xapmdv oddéva dvedidov ... and
when the statues had been set up, xai ¥ te 7} o@t €pepe xapmov. In those
states that cannot sustain themselves either due to poor land and climate,
or due to over-population, and must rely on imports of staple foods, e.g,
grain, a famine might be caused by an interruption or insufficient volume
of imports.

To return to the case in question: the cause of the problem here is actu-
ally specified—it is drought. It might appear to us a rather cumbersome
way to run a business: if you need a crop, and a crop needs rain, why
would you have different deities responsible for rain in one instance, and
for the fertility of the earth in another. But for some reason this is what
we find in the Greek world: it is Zeus who causes rain, and it is Deme-
ter who makes land fertile. Although, rain and crops, famine and fertility
are related, the Greeks did not appeal to Zeus for fertility, or to Demeter
for rain, but the other way around. We should not therefore lump fam-
ine, drought, and infertility together and expect that all deities involved
are equally responsible, or interchangeable in their roles: rather it would
seem that each cultic figure had a locally specific purpose. When Epi-
daurian land bore no produce, the solution was to appease Damia and
Auxesia. When there was a drought (or flood), the authority in charge
who could turn the tap on or off was Zeus. When it was necessary to get
Zeus to listen to the plight of the humans, Aiakos was the right medium.
Thus, it does not seem to do justice to our sources and to the way ancient
Greeks perceived the functioning of polytheism to say that Aiakos lifted
a drought and prevented famine. It was Zeus who stopped the drought,
and Damia and Auxesia, on another occasion, who caused land to yield
fruit. Aiakos, however, was a proper ritual medium, the only one who
could speak to Zeus and be heard. It would be incorrect to label Aiakos
“the drought-lifter,” since lifting droughts was Zeus’ prerogative. Aiakos,
more accurately, was an “effective petitioner” on behalf of the Greeks. All
our sources indicate that Aiakos obtained a favorable result from Zeus
by means of prayer and sacrifice (tobtov 8¢ ev&duevov, E Pind. N. 5.17b;
¢Eemoato Tov Ala, X Aristoph. Equites 1253a—b; 6 puév Alaxds émetédeoe Tag
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evyds, Diod. Sic. 4.61.1-3; Bdoag xal edEduevos, Paus. 2.29.7-8; ni&ato, Clem.
Alex. Strom. 6.3.28—29), that is, through the xenia mode of interaction
with a deity, which is in contrast to how Aiakos himself is approached
by humans, that is, through hiketeia. Thus, Aiakos’ ability to obtain ritual
results through Zuvyn and Ovoio emphasizes his intimate xenia-like rela-
tionship with Zeus.

We should also note that Aiakos is credited with establishing the cult
of Zeus Hellanios after rather than before the success of his interception
on behalf of the Greeks.?® Here we observe one of two distinct ways of
communicating with the divine: an expression of gratitude for a favor
granted. The other is when cult statues are set up, or gifts dedicated to
gods, in a hope of obtaining a favor. Our textual sources all portray the
foundation of the altar or sanctuary of Zeus Hellanios on Aigina as an
event, taking place after the desideratum had been granted, which should
therefore be understood as an expression of gratitude rather than, as was
the case with Damia and Auxesia, a stimulant for effecting a cure.

7.210 Aiakos’ Mythical Personae: Judge of the Dead

The earliest record of any association of Aiakos with the Underworld is
found in Aristophanes’ Frogs, staged in 405 BCE. There he appears in the
role of a doorkeeper of Hades. Aristophanes, it seems, was drawing on a
common perception of Aiakos in Athens, since Isocrates (9.15) also says:
“since Aiakos left life behind, it is said, that he sits beside Ploutos and
Kore, enjoying the greatest honors” (ered te pethMage tév Blov, Aéyetat
mopd ITAobTwvt xat Képy peyiotag Tiudg éxwv mapedpetew éxeivolg). It is not
uncommon to find in the folk traditions of the ancient Greeks specu-
lations of the post-mortem fate of heroes: already in Homer, Odysseus
inquires of Tiresias the fate of the Trojan War heroes in the Underworld. In
Pindar also, we hear of Herakles dwelling on the Isles of the Blessed. It
is, therefore, not surprising that such a tradition existed about Aiakos.
The peculiarity of Aiakos, however, is that unlike so many other warrior-
heroes, he deserved his post-mortem honors due to his piety. Aristophanes
was free to elaborate on the nature of Aiakos’ “honors” in the Underworld
in a comically denigrading way by portraying him in a menial role of
door-keeper.

99 Contra Kowalzig 2007, 182: “Aiakos’ cult foundation on behalf of the Greeks to lift
a drought.”
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Another contemporary (with Isocrates) and also Athenian testimony
comes from Plato (Apol. 41A, Gorg. 523E—524A), where Aiakos is portrayed
as one of the Judges of the Dead. About the same time or a little later,
Aiakos appears in that role on three Apulian vases.'° About 300 BCE,
Aiakos in the role of the Judge of the Dead appears on the facade of a mon-
umental tomb, the so-called “Great Tomb” in Lefkadia.l! The evidence of
these visual representations, together with Athenian textual sources, gave
rise to the scholarly view of Aiakos as a chthonic deity.192 Aiakos came to
be associated with the cult of the dead, and various theories of the gen-
esis of Aiakos in that role appeared. Thiersch refers to Rhode who says
that Aiakos as xAetdodyog, TuAwpdg, and wuAdptyS is earlier than Aiakos,
the Judge of the Dead.!93 Zunker also believes that in the 4th—3rd centu-
ries BCE Aiakos was considered an Unterweltgottheit in some parts of the
ancient world, e.g., Thessaly and Apulia, although his conclusion is simply
a literal interpretation of the findspots of the frescoes and vases that show
Aiakos in that role.104

I rehearsed our sources for the role of Aiakos in the Underworld in
order to demonstrate that they cannot be taken as evidence for a cultic
role of Aiakos on Aigina in the Archaic period or in the 5th century BCE.1%5
I also doubt that Aiakos was celebrated in this role in the Aiginetan nar-
rative tradition. The two main arguments are as follows: first, Pindar,
our most reliable source of information on the Aiakid saga at the end
of the 6th—early sth century BCE, never says anything about the fate of
Aiakos after death; second, our earliest evidence for Aiakos, the Judge of
the Dead, comes at the end of the 5th century and from non-Aiginetan
sources. In fact, all textual sources to this effect are specifically Athenian,
and all visual representations are 4th century or later, and probably influ-
enced by the former. In my opinion, all these circumstances suggest that
the image of Aiakos as the Judge of the Dead is of non-Aiginetan origin. It
would have been incompatible with the life-oriented image of Aiakos that
is otherwise known to us on Aigina. Since the image of the “underworld”
Aiakos nonetheless portrays him in a favorable light, I expect that Pindar

100 [JMC, s.v. Aiakos, nos. 1-3, vol. I, 311—12.

101 [IMC, s.v. Aiakos, no. 4, vol. I, 312.

102 Thiersch 1928, 141.

103 Thiersch 1928, 141; Rhode 1894, 28s.

104 Zunker 1988, 88.

105 T see no evidence to support Rutherford’s (1992, 66) claim that “according to later
mythographic sources Aiakos became one of the three judges in the underworld after
his death, and there is reason to believe that this myth is both at least as early as the
5th century and Aiginetan.”
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would have found a way to capitalize on that, if this motif were part of
the Aiginetan tradition in his time. The fact that he did not, firmly sug-
gests that Aiakos was not worshipped as a figure of the Underworld in the
fifth-century Aigina. In fact, we have no indication that Aiakos was ever
worshipped in this role on Aigina, but we cannot be certain about the
later centuries. How, when and why this image of Aiakos developed out-
side of Aigina might form a subject of another study. It is only necessary
to point out here that we have no evidence to suggest that the connection
with the world of the dead was a function of the cult of Aiakos on Aigina
in the period under investigation.

7.211  The Athenian Precinct for Aiakos

I maintain that Aigina was the only Greek location where Aiakos enjoyed
an active cult in the 5th century BCE. This view has to be reconciled with
Herodotus 5.89 who said that a precinct was laid out for Aiakos in Athens
as a way of summoning him to the Athenian side in the long-standing
conflict between Athens and Aigina. What we should consider is whether
the consecration of a plot of land to Aiakos meant the inauguration of reli-
gious rites in his honor. Herodotus does not say so. There is no archaeo-
logical evidence that the precinct in Athens was either the site of religious
activity from the outset, or had ever become that in subsequent decades
or centuries.!%6 At the same time, it is possible that the Athenians delib-
erately modeled their Aiakeion on the Aiginetan one, perhaps meaning
to make the anticipated transfer of cult more palatable and welcoming
to Aiakos. What gives us reason to believe that the Athenian Aiakeion
was modeled on the Aiginetan one is the archaeological and epigraphic
evidence from the agora of Athens, persuasively interpreted to this effect
by Ronald Stroud.1? As the Aiginetan one,1°8 the Athenian Aiakeion was
also a rectangular peribolos made of white stone. In addition, Stroud col-
lected intriguing evidence that suggests that the Aiakeion in Athens may
have been used not only as a granary, but also, in earlier years, offered its

106 See a detailed discussion of the Athenian Aiakeion in chapter 12.4.

107 Stroud 1998, 92. The walls of the structure in the Athenian Agora, which Stroud
identifies with the Aiakeion, seem to have been made of Aiginetan poros, a curious fact
noticed by Stroud in the excavation records of Thompson.

108 Pausanias 2.29.6—7 describes the Aiginetan Aiakeion as mepiBoAog TeTpdywvog Aeuxod
Aibov, “a quadrangular enclosure of white stone,” which is likely to have been local poros
stone, of which all Archaic structures on the Kolonna and at Aphaia were built. Pausanias
certainly does not say “white marble,” as Kowalzig (2011, 149) cites, apparently following
the Loeb translation of 1918.
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walls for the display of dikai, “whether notices of upcoming trials or judg-
ments/verdicts in trials already completed.” These dikai were apparently
painted with red paint in large letters on a plastered wall of the Aiakeion,
which faced the Agora. The building, which Stroud now identifies as the
Aiakeion, used to be identified as the Heliaia, or one of the law-courts.
Stroud seems to be sympathetic to Rutherford’s suggestion that the repu-
tation of Aiakos as a good judge may be behind the use of the Athenian
Aiakeion for the display of dikai.'%® This is the point of my particular con-
cern with the Athenian Aiakeion in this section (more in 12.4): whether
the use of the Athenian Aiakeion for the display of dikai might firstly be
a reflection of the worship of Aiakos as a patron of justice, and secondly,
whether we should see here a possible imitation of the Aiginetan practice,
and hence, a pointer to a special role of Aiakos there.

We should reiterate that it is not at all clear how the interior of the
Athenian Aiakeion was used in the 5th century BCE, and whether there
was any ritual performed in honor of Aiakos at any point in history, and
whether therefore we have any grounds for even speculating a connec-
tion between the use of outer walls of the Aiakeion and the meaning of
Aiakos as a mythological or cultic figure. In this context, I am concerned
about the legitimacy of applying the same arguments to Athens as are
suitable for Aigina, and vice versa.l’? In addition, we know nothing about
the reputation of Aiakos in Athens in the Archaic period. The earliest ref-
erence to Aiakos (in Aristophanes’ Frogs, some one hundred years after
the consecration of the temenos, in the late 5th century) presents him as
a figure of the Underworld, and not, as later in Plato, in a venerable role
as the Judge of the Dead, but in a menial role of a doorkeeper. Even if we
allow for the twisting effects of the comic genre, we cannot move beyond
speculations in determining whether Athenians revered Aiakos, the prin-
cipal hero of their principal enemy, Aigina, as a model judge at the time
when the Aiakeion was most probably established (ca. 506 BCE). In the
present state of our sources, therefore, there seems to be no indication
that Aiakos would have been honored as a patron of justice in Athens,
if he was ritually honored at all, and there is certainly no evidence that
the Athenian practice of posting dikai on the walls of the Aiakeion had a
parallel on Aigina. Rather, entirely independent of Aiakos’ mythological
or cultic significance, the Aiakeion’s proximity to the Monument of the
Eponymous Heroes in the agora where, according to numerous textual

109 Stroud 1998, 9g9-100.
10 Especially, in such an assertive way as Kowalzig 2011, 144: “Whatever dikai Aiakos
tried in his shrine...”
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testimonies, public documents were put on display in Athens, may have
led to the use of the available adjacent wall as an additional billboard
space for posting public announcements.

7.212  Conclusions

We have determined that Aiakos was worshipped on Aigina as the ancestor
of the Aiginetans, the progenitor of the Aiakids, the patron of Aigina as a
community, and patron of individual Aiginetans in their personal endeav-
ors, such as athletic competitions. Aiakos and the Aiakids were worshipped
together and shared some social functions. The Aiakids provided help in
military affairs, and were considered safekeepers of Aigina’s wellbeing on
par with Aiakos. The joint cult of Aiakos and the Aiakids was central to
Aiginetan civic identity. Aiakos’ mythical role as an effective interceder
with Zeus on behalf of the Greeks was mirrored in a customary mode of
approaching him in cult, the hiketeia. Whether Aiakos in his cultic role was
more specifically concerned with the patronage of government and dispen-
sation of justice, the roles that seem indicated in the Aiginetan mythical
tradition, we have no evidence to support at present.

7.3 NYMPH AIGINA

7.31  Overview

There are several types of data that suggest a cult for the eponymous
nymph Aigina, a consort of Zeus and mother of Aiakos, on the island of
Aigina. Firstly, Pindar directs prayers to Aigina along with other local cul-
tic figures, Zeus, Aiakos, Peleus and Achilles, in Pythian 8.97-100. While
I regard this invocation as an effective prayer, and not merely a poetic
device, as evidence for cult it is only suggestive, not definitive. It is not
difficult to imagine that there may have been on Aigina a cultic connec-
tion between the nymph and the Aiakids, because local myths celebrate
the genealogical link between them. She is Aiakos’ mother, and hence the
grandmother of Peleus, Telamon, and Phokos.

The epigraphic evidence is questionable. In 1951, Marabini published
a small article, reporting her find of a rock-carved inscription on Aigina,
which she read as Atywa maig.! She interpreted this inscription as evidence
for the cult of the nymph Aigina. I searched for this inscription on four

- Marabini 1949-51, 135—40.
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different occasions, in order to check the reading, and was not able to
find it. Even if Marabini's readings were correct, the suggestion that mafg
here stands for vOugy, as well as her proposed date of the inscription
(sth century BCE), appear arbitrary and without a reference to local Aigi-
netan comparanda.l?

In addition, a statuary group representing a fleeing maiden, some frag-
ments of which were found at the sanctuary of Aphaia, is thought to rep-
resent Zeus' pursuit of the nymph Aigina.l'® The iconography of a fleeing
maiden is well-established in Classical art, and there are several examples
of representations on Attic vases that feature Aigina, in particular. One
such depiction, on an Attic column krater of 460 BCE, is well chosen by
Walter-Karydi to illustrate a striking similarity between the position of
the female’s running feet on the krater and in the sculptural fragment
from Aphaia."* It is entirely possible that a sculptural group featuring
Aigina and Zeus, the parents of Aiakos, who was the first king of Aigina
and the progenitor of the Aiakids, the legendary heroes of Aigina, would
be displayed in a sanctuary on Aigina-island, and some scholars derive
far-reaching ideological implications from such a possibility.'> What has
not been considered, however, is that Aphaia herself was represented in
mythological tradition as a pursued and fleeing maiden, and a representa-
tion of her myth in sculptural form, and at her own sanctuary, is also a
distinct possibility (see futher discussion in 7.4.6). I would urge therefore
that the sculptural fragments at Aphaia cannot be securely identified as
representations of the Aigina-nymph.

7.3.2  Asopis Kréné on Aigina

A number of literary sources tell about the existence of a spring, or foun-
tain called Asopis, on Aigina. An agdn called dugipopityg, or dugopitys,
took place at the spring (see Appendix 2).16

12 Larson (2011, 145) accepts Marabini’s interpretation.

13 Ohly 1981, 68-70, fig. 23; 2001, pls. 163-169; Walter-Karydi 2006, 69—73, and n. 50.
Walter-Karydi (1987, 116, fig. 186) suggests that a head of a female figure looking back, of
unknown provenance, but currently in the Metropolitan Museum (1991.11.7) might come
from this group. This group is considered by other scholars to be one of the two earlier
pediments of the Aphaia temple. See recent discussions of the sculptural remains from
Aphaia, with bibliography, in Watson 2011 and Hedreen 2011.

14 Aphaia fragment: Aigina Mus. 695 + Munich Glyptothek 164, 123. Attic column
krater: New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art 96.19.1, Walter-Karydi 2006, 71, fig. 41.

15 E.g., Walter-Karydi 2006, 70—71; Watson 2011, 83 and 108.

16 The name of the festival apparently comes from the name of the jar used in the
running competition—Augipopels, or dugopels in shortened form (in Etym. Magn., the
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Etymologicum Magnum gives this explanation:

Approopitng: “OtL év Alylvy Edpapov mepl v Acwrida xpvyv 1pedoacdal
“0bev xal dywv dyetar dugipopityg Aeyduevos mapd Tolg Alywnratg, &v @ ol
éxeloe dywvildpevol Todg xepduoug Bdatog memANpwuévous dvahafBévtes xord
TAV WPV Tpéxoual Tepl ThS vixyg, pLAovelxolvTeg xatd KIUNaW TAV Npwwv.
Because on Aigina they used to run around the Asopis spring in order to
fetch water, whence a contest called Apgigopityg is conducted among the
Aiginetans, in which, competing to get to that place, and taking up jars filled
with water on their shoulders, they run for victory, contending in imitation
of heroes.

The name of the spring (xpvvy), where the Apgigopitg agdén took place
is Asopis, which means “the female child of Asopos.”!!” There is another
mention in our sources of “Asopian water,” which is almost certainly
located on Aigina (Pindar N. 3.4-5):

*Q métvi Moloo, pdtep dpetépa, AMooopal,
o ToAvEévay &v tepounvia Nepeddt

Ixeo Awpida vagov Alywav- B3att ydp
uévovt’ €’ Acwmien pelryopdwy TéxToveg
XUV veavial, cédev dma natduevot.

O Mistress Muse, our mother, I beg you,

come in the Nemean sacred month to this

much-visited Dorian island of Aigina, for by the

Asopian water are waiting the builders of honey-sounding

kdémoi, young men who desire your voice. (Adapted from trans. by W. H. Race)

The opening of Nemean 3 speaks of neaniai, young men, who are “the
architects of sweet-voiced kémoi,” and in this capacity are said to be wait-
ing by the “Asopian water,” which, in all likelihood, is a local Aiginetan
water source, because the explanatory ydp-construction follows immedi-
ately upon the place reference, Aigina. At the same time, the mythological
multilocality of Asopos leads to ambiguity. Scholia to Nemean 3.3—4 debate
what geographic region is implied by the topographic reference “Asopian
water,” and Didymos suspects that homonymous rivers known in different
areas as Asopos are to blame for the confusion. There could have been a
river Asopos on Aigina, but Kallistratos thinks that the Asopian water is
rather the spring Asopis:

entry follows right after Augipopityg and defines Apgipopeds as aopodg, 0dpia, xépauog,
QugopeDs.).

117 Stems in o drop o and use suffix ida (nom. -idh-", masc.), id (nom. -iv”, fem.) to form
patronymics and denominative proper names denoting descent from a father or ancestor
from proper names of persons (see Smyth 1984, 845.4).
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0 0¢ Aldupog dimmatiodal gnot Todg VTOUVNUATICONEVOUS Tf) Opwvupia TGV
ToTapdV: ol Ydp Acwmol mhelous, Ov Eva gnolv ebvar xal Tév &v Alylvy 6 8¢
KaMiotpatog Acwmida év Alylvy.

Kallistratos’ explanation offers an economic resolution of uncertainty,
as it confirms the Aiginetan toponym known from another source, sav-
ing us from the exercise of multiplying the unknowns. If however there
was indeed a river called Asopos on the island of Aigina, then a spring
in its vicinity could have obtained a related name without any external
mythological connection. In that case, either the local Aiginetan name
would have eventually triggered an association with the Boiotian Asopos,'8
or, alternatively, once the Boiotian derivation of Aigina, the mother of
Aiakos, was adopted into the Aiginetan tradition, an equation of the two
toponyms, the Boiotian and the Aiginetan one, would have been made.
Whichever way the name Asopis came to an Aiginetan spring, its associa-
tion with the Boiotian nymph Aigina is a strong conjecture. If Drachmann’s
restoration is correct, the alternative name of amphorites may have been
the Oinonaia,'® which would strengthen the equation of Asopis with the
nymph Aigina, since Oinona was the original name of the island.!2¢

18 Pindar, a native of Thebes, makes Aigina a twin-sister of Theba (I 8.17), both of
them daughters of Boiotian Asopos. Daughters of Asopos count between five (Paus. 5.22.6)
and twenty (Apollod. Bibl. 3.12.6) in our sources and bear topographic names (e.g., Theba,
Nemea, Tanagra). See Nagy 2011 on multiple localizations of Asopos.

19 Before the island acquired the name Aigina, it was called Oinona: Pind. N. 4.46,
N. 516, N. 8.7, I. 5.34, Hdt. 8.46, Strabo 8.6.16; Apollod. 3.12.6, Hyginus Fab. 52, or Oino-
pia (Pind. 1.8.21). Zeus brought the daughter of Asopos, Aigina, to the island Oinona and
renamed it after her: after abduction from Asopos, Zeus lay with Aigina on the island
Oinona, and she conceived Aiakos who was born on the same island (Pind. Pa. 6.134—
140, Apollod. 3.12.6). Roman sources mention the transformation of Zeus into flame (Ov.
Met. 6.13), or into eagle (Nonn. Dion. 7.122.210—214, 13.201-204, 24.77—79) in order to con-
summate the union. The subject of Zeus’s pursuit and rape of Aigina was popular in art
and is often identified in the scenes of Zeus pursuing a young female, but we know of only
two certain examples, both on vases, where the image of Aigina is accompanied by inscrip-
tions: LIMC, s.v. Aigina, no. 15 and no. 23. Sisyphus, the founder of Corinth, betrayed Zeus’
abduction of Aigina to Asopos, and for that he endures punishment in Hades, endlessly
rolling a stone up the hill (Apollod. bibl. 1.9.3, 3.12.6). Love of Zeus to Aigina may have been
the subject of Hesiodic Ehoiai (MW 205), it was treated in the poetry of Korinna, which
was known to Paus. 9.20.1-2. [Bacchyl. Fr. 9.45-65, fr. 13.77—99].

120 Drachmann explains Oinonaia as his own conjecture in apparatus criticus for line
21: ol 3¢ Otvawvauta scripsi: ot 3¢, ot ...... (lac.) B, ol 3¢ ol E, €a1 3¢ 6 CQ, €att 3¢ xal v, EaTt 3¢ xal 6
b. The conjecture has a basis in the ancient sources: see preceding footnote. That Oinonaia
could be an alternative name for Aiakeia is therefore explainable. Pfeiffer (1949, 195) ques-
tions Drachmann’s restoration Oivévata, which was, in his opinion, made “vix recte,” and
speculates that ot in the scholia must have been mistakenly written in place of v and we
should instead restore YSpogépta. Pfeiffer is, however, influenced by the already exposed
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The topographic position of Asopis on Aigina is unknown.!?! Privitera
has argued that the Asopis spring should be linked to the evidence for
an ancient aqueduct on Aigina, as the latter would have been the only
body of flowing water and of water supply on the island in antiquity. He
refers to a modern tourist guidebook and brief descriptions in the 1905
publications of Griber for his information on the matter.?2 An aqueduct
has also been noted in archaeological studies of the island by Thiersch
and Faraklas.!?3 Its course is shown on the map of Thiersch, included in
Furtwingler’s (1906) publication of the Aphaia temple (see Appendix 2).
According to Thiersch’s map, the aqueduct becomes traceable somewhere
east of Aigina-town, leading in a straight line eastward until it reaches
the foot of Mt. Dragonera, then following a river bed in a southeasterly
direction and stopping in the area of the village Kontos, south of Palaio-
chora (see Map 1). Hans Goette’s map (in IG IV?, p. 201) also shows the
aqueduct, but its eastern end does not extend as far as Kontos. None of
the scholars (Gréber, Thiersch, or Faraklas) report on extensive or com-
prehensive investigations of the aqueduct and provide any evidence for
its date.l?* The aqueduct therefore has never been properly investigated:
we do not know its exact point of origin,'?® and most importantly, have
no information whatsoever on its point of termination in Aigina town. On
this subject we can only speculate, but not assert. Finally, the date of the

confusion between amphoritis and hydrophoria in the scholia and seeks to reconcile the
present lacuna with them.

121 Nagy (2011, 74) provides a rather detailed topographic description (for the support of
which he refers to Privitera 1988 and Fearn 2007): “There was a comparable fountain-house
located in the city centre of Aigina, as we know from a reference in the Etymologicum
Magnum.” The latter source provides no topographic information, however. “The fountain-
house was supplied by the waters of a spring that flowed down from the mountainous
interior of the island through an underground aqueduct that extended all the way to the
city centre.” Certainly there is no evidence for the proximity of the Asopis to the Aiakeion
(as Fearn 2011, 188).

122 Privitera (1988, 65-66) refers to Leoussis 1980 and Gréber 1905a and 1905b.

123 Thiersch’s map in Furtwéngler 1906 and Faraklas 1980, 48—49, catalog site no. 22.

124 Thiersch (1928, 165) claims that it was Archaic and refers to a forthcoming publica-
tion of the Bavarian Academy (which was never published, as far as we know).

125 As Gréber and Leoussis describe, the origin may have been in the area of Kontos.
Thiersch (1928, 165) hints that a forthcoming publication would illuminate how the head-
station of the aqueduct was connected to the cult of rain-bringing Zeus of the Oros, but
as that publication never came to light, we do not know what arguments were going to be
brought to bear on the matter. If his arguments were similar to those advanced in favor of
identifying the hot springs near Souvala with the site of the Aiginetan Herakleion, simply
on the basis of a notion that Herakles was elsewhere in Greece connected with hot springs
(Thiersch 1928, 155), then we are not much worse for not having that promised publication
after all.
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aqueduct, as long as it remains unknown, should be a serious detterent for
anyone wishing to suggest that the ‘Asopian water’ mentioned by Pindar
or the Asopis spring, if they were one and the same, would have been fed
by that aqueduct. One possible indicator of a post-fifth century BCE date
is the fact that a late fifth-century inscription (IG IV?2 787) was found built
into the wall of the aqueduct, east of Aigina town. Unless the incorpora-
tion of this fifth-century stone block was due to a much later repair, which
simply used a well-cut block found in the vicinity, we would have to use
the inscription’s late fifth-century date as the ante quem non, and say that
the aqueduct would have been built later, after the Peloponnesian war,
during which IG IV?2 787 was most likely inscribed, and so could not be the
‘Asdpian water’ mentioned by Pindar, as claimed by Privitera 1988.

That an aqueduct, whatever its date, would have supplied a fountain
is plausible. That this hypothetical fountain would have been the Aso-
pis Kréné, whatever its date, is a conjecture, which is also possible, but
unprovable. More importantly, as we have no grounds at the moment to
ascertain the date of the aqueduct,'?6 and cannot be sure that the Asopis
Kréné would have been a fountain rather than a natural spring, we have
to leave the possibility wide open that it could have been outside of Aigina
town as much as inside.'?” Fearn is certainly wrong to claim that the aque-
duct brought water from the Oros, the site of Zeus’ sanctuary,'?® hence the

126 Of some comparative utility for us might be the results of a recent archaeologi-
cal survey in Sikyonia: Yannis Lolos (2011, 571-584) reports on his investigations of two
aqueducts in the territory of ancient Sikyon. Part of the Southwestern aqueduct was dug
underground: the tunnel “of unknown length,” but apparently stretching over several kilo-
meters, was on average 0.7 m wide and 1.7-1.8 m high and could be accessed by vaulted
openings on its sides (p. 574, figs. IIL10, IIL.1, IIL.12, IT1.21). Lolos suggests that the Western
adueduct, which also in places ran underground (up to 3m below the surface), is of “pre-
Roman date,” which is not a suggestion that it can be as early as Classical, but a cautious
hypothesis in favor of a Hellenistic rather than Roman date (pp. 583-584).

127 Such assertions as Indergaard’s (2011, 305: “Aiginetans... constructed in the sixth
century an underground water channel from Mount Panhellenios to a spring called Asopis
in Aigina town”) can do real damage if they continue to be cited without investigation,
as they compound the problem by piling one piece of incorrect information on top of
another: the date of the aqueduct, its source and its terminus are unknown, and we also
do not know if Asopis was in fact fed by an aqueduct; in addition, the mountain was never
called Panhellenios in antiquity. Indergaard refers to Fearn 2007, 102-105, and Fearn to
Privitera 1988, but what was only a hypothesis based on somewhat damaged data in Priv-
itera, snowballs into a seriously misshapen fact by the time we find it in Indergaard.

128 Fearn (2007, 102) attributes to Privitera 1988 the idea that the Aiginetan aqueduct
was bringing water to Aigina town from “the region of Mount Panhellenios.” Privitera
nowhere makes such a claim: he references Griber and Leoussis, who locate the origin of
the aqueduct east of Aigina town, in the area of Kontos, and so several miles to the north
of the Oros. Fearn appears not to be familiar with the claim made by Thiersch 1928, 165
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hypothetical interpretive constructions that build on the “divine origin for
their water” cannot stand. Besides wrongly siting the origin of the aque-
duct “in the region of Mount Panhellenios,” Fearn also suggests the loca-
tion of Asopis in the agora of Aigina-town, due to the fact that in Nemean
3 the reference to the ‘Asopian water’ (lines 3—4) is followed a few lines
later (lines 13—15) by a reference to maAaieatov elpav, “the agora of ancient
fame,” of the Myrmidons.!29

Nemean 3 is quite striking among the Aiginetan epinikia for its number of
local topographic references. In addition to the two already named, another
frequently discussed reference is to a “Thearion of Pythios” in line 7o,
which many scholars take as a hint at the place of ode’s performance.13°
It is notable that both in reference to the ‘agora of the Myrmidons’ and
Pythion’s Thearion, Pindar makes a point to connect the athlete Aristok-
leidas’ victory with its possible effect (“did not stain with dishonor” and
“linked to splendid ambitions”) on his city’s places of repute (“agora of
ancient fame” and “hallowed Thearion”). There are two ways to construe
this string of topographic references: either as somehow mapping out
a course of the procession honoring an athlete upon his return,'®! or as
indicating the place of the victory celebration, in which case the ‘Asopian
water,’ the ‘agora of ancient fame,” and the Thearion have to be seen as
linked in one area. Alternatively, all of these references can be spatially
unconnected, and serve as references to Aiginetan institutions, traditions,
and rituals, and so to the Aiginetan socio-religious mesocosm in general,
in relation to which the ode invites us to view the athlete’s victory. How-
ever much one might be tempted to hypothesize on the basis of the slim
fragments of evidence that we have, it is ultimately a very hazardous, but
even more importantly possibly misleading exercise, to speculate about
the location of ancient landmarks on the basis of textual references alone.
In the case of the three toponyms mentioned in Nemean 3, anyone wishing
to consider the “agora of ancient fame” as the site of the Asopian spring
would also have to decide in which of possibly two agoras of ancient

(speculating on the connection between the aqueduct and the sanctuary of Zeus), which
in any case has no evidentiary support.

129 efpy, ), according to LSJ, is old Ionic for dyopd, place of assembly. Mss. BDP read
dyopdv instead of eipav.

130 So, unless the ‘Asopian water’ and the Thearion are in one and the same place,
scholars would have to choose which of the topographic references they wish to privilege
as an indication of the ode’s performance: Fearn 2007, 115 opts for the Asopian spring in
an agora.

181 Cf. Walter-Karydi 2006, 3-17.
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Aigina that spring should be sited,'32 and whether the description of the
agora as palaiphatos is significant, since we learn from another source that
there was on Aigina the “so-called ancient city,” palaié kaleomené polis
(Hdt. 6.89). If Athens is any guide (it is for Fearn),!33 at least two fountain-
houses (the southeast and the southwest) were located in the Athenian
agora, and this should also serve as a caution against expecting only one of
everything in ancient Aigina-town: one fountain and one agora to match
the Pindaric references. Finally, we should address another topographic
connection that Fearn seeks to establish, that between the location of the
Aiakeion and of the Asopis spring: Fearn would like to see both of them
located in the agora, but the position of the Aiakeion “in the most promi-
nent part of town” (see 7.2.2 and 7.6.3) is also not indisputably identifiable
with an agora (and which of the two?) and hence we are still without a
firm footing for the location of either the Aiakeion or the Asopis Kréné.
As a final note on Aiginetan water-supply, we should mention that
archaeologists working at the site of Kolonna interpreted several plastered
blocks found laid against the late Archaic peribolos wall on the north side
of the Kolonna hill as remains of a fountain (see Fig. 4).13% The archaeo-
logical remains are extremely slight: several plastered blocks with uneven
surface, one of them bearing a round opening (0.6m) which is under-
stood to be a mouth of a well. Two blocks projecting from the peribolos
wall above are thought to have served as a frame for a water conduit,
but Hoffelner submits that it is not clear how the water would have been
brought to feed this fountain. At the same time, he speculates about the
conventional use of the well by means of a drawing rope. It is very dif-
ficult to establish on the basis of these archaeological features whether
there was a proper fountain at all. This water-source, perhaps simply a
well, seems to have serviced an open-air plaza occupied by an Archaic
building, identified by Hoffelner as Thearion, as well as by another small
auxiliary structure (see Fig. 5).135 We have no positive grounds for con-
necting this fountain or well, with the Asopis Kréné. It is possible that
Aigina-town could have been supplied with water through a number of
fountains, and/or alternatively, through underground cisterns for the col-
lection of rainwater, as well as through numerous wells that would have

182 JG IV2 791 mentions the “Greater agora” implying that there was a “Lesser agora”
as well.

133 Fearn 2007, 103.

134 Hoffelner 1999, 179, pl. 76.

135 Hoffelner 1999, 160-171.
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tapped into the underground water table.36 That most of what we know
about the Aiginetan water supply is connected to Kolonna is solely due
to the fact that Kolonna is the only part of the ancient Aigina-town that
has been available for systematic archaeological investigations. There is
no doubt that many more installations related to the ancient water supply
would be known to us if the area under the modern Aigina-town could be
excavated. As it is, we have only sporadic reports of such finds made as a
result of rescue excavations (see Appendix 2 for more details). To repeat
then: we do not know the location of the Asopis spring on Aigina, but we
can reasonably adduce that it was connected to the nymph Aigina, and
may have been the site of an athletic contest (Amphiphoritis), which, in
turn, may have been part of a religious festival, the Aiakeia. These details
supply good grounds for presuming that Aigina was not only a figure of
myth, but also a figure of cult on the island of her name.

7.3.3 Maiden Choruses for Aigina

Finally, we may have an indication that there was a tradition of maiden
choruses for Aigina, and perhaps for the consort of Aiakos, Endeis.’”
Bacchylides’ Ode 13 for the Aiginetan Pytheas who won a pankration
at Nemea describes, on the one hand, a young girl (1. 84) who praises
Aigina as she dances, and, on the other hand, maidens (mapfévot) who
sing (uéAmouat) “the queen of the land who welcomes all strangers, and
rose-armed Endeis” (ll. 9g4—96). Calame notes that Bacchylides describes
the chorus of girls as dyyidopog, “showing that the girls all come from the
same village or from the same region and thus confirming their geographic
association” [with Aigina-island].!38

In addition to the testimony of Bacchylides, a number of representations
on vases have been adduced to support the hypothesis of maiden choruses
on Aigina. These are the so-called early Attic, or proto-Attic vases, from
the so-called ‘Aigina-Fund’—a cache of ceramic fragments, said to have
originated from Aigina, that had appeared on the antiques market in 1916
and was first bought by a private collector, and then, in 1936, acquired by
the Antiquarium in Berlin.!3® The ceramic shapes are those used in funer-
ary contexts, or as grave markers (according to Sarah Morris), but could

1
1

@

6 Felten 2007b, 20.

7 Larson 2001, 145.

138 Calame 1997, 32 n. 51.

139 Eilmann and Gebauer, CVA Deutschland 2, Berlin 1, p. 5; Morris 1984, 5.
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also fit a sympotic context, if meant to hold liquids: amphorae, kraters,
hydriai, and a deep bowl with a stand. According to Morris, the fragments
represent the vase production of a specific Aiginetan short-lived (ca. 670—
660 to 640 BCE) workshop, of which she identifies several specific paint-
ers and styles. This workshop style is represented in the highest numbers
on Aigina,*0 “with a few exports: one to the Kerameikos, half a dozen to
the [Athenian] Agora and Acropolis, and two singletons to Eleusis and
Argos.”"™ The main difficulty for Morris’s hypothesis is the fact that “with
two exceptions, all Aiginetan vases are made of Attic clay, and one must
assume that clay was imported by the island to supply the proposed local
workshop ...” This possibility is difficult to square with the presence of
reasonably good sources of clay on Aigina itself from prehistoric times up
to the present.'*? She concludes that we must imagine “a group of artists
residing on Aigina, producing pottery of Attic fabric primarily for local
use.”!*3 It is an attractive possibility to view these fragments as represent-
ing production for the local market, but we have to recognize that it is not
an established fact, but a hypothesis based on a few conjectures. It is yet
another conjecture to propose that the scenes depicted on these vases,
possibly produced for local consumption, have local Aiginetan referents.
Calame has suggested that the scenes of dancing women on some of these
vases represent the Aiginetan Heraia, which is unlikely (see discussion
in 7.1), but he may have had in mind comparable vases from the Argolid,
in particular, from the Heraion of Tiryns.1** Power cited one vase (Aig.
Mus. Inv. 1750) as support for the local maiden choruses in honor of the
nymph Aigina.'*5 The divergence of opinions between Calame and Power

140 Morris 1984, 12: “Outside of Attica and Aigina only a single site has produced Middle
Protoattic pottery: the sanctuary of Hera near Argos. A conical stand was discovered at the
same time as the Ram Jug and classified as ‘local’ for many of the same reasons.”

141 Morris 1984, 19.

142 Cf. Gauss and Kiriatzi 2o11 on local sources of clay used by the Bronze Age potters.

143 Morris (1984, 21) cites Boardman (1954, 185 n. 16) who emphasizes that the artists
must have been Attic as well (“if the local fine ware industry in the eighth and seventh
centuries relied on clay from Attica it looks as though it imported its potters and painters
also, and their products remain Attic unless the influence of local styles can be detected
in their work”).

144 Baumbach 2004, 62.

145 Power 2000, 74: Aigina Museum 1750 = Kraiker 1951, 30 (catalog description sub
no. 68, pl. 5 (photos)) as evidence of the local choral ritual (one panel of the decoration
shows standing female figures, all facing in one direction, holding hands) and suggests
that it could be illustrating the choruses of parthenoi in honor of Aigina-nymph. Calame
(1997, 100 1. 3) connects the same vase and several others to a hypothetical festival of Hera
on Aigina (see 7.1.2 for my rejection of the hypothesis of the Aiginetan Heraia). Aigina
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brings out a significant snag in the chain of interpretation: even if the
vases are Aiginetan, and even if they represent a local ritual tradition,
they give no indication of the divine addressee, so that both Hera and
Aigina might be equally off the mark. Baumbach connects the examples of
Tirynthian vases, depicting processions of women holding branches and
“surrounded by a pattern of wavy lines” with the symbolism of water, and
argues on this basis that the provision of water was one of Hera’s func-
tions in the Argolid.146

Five vases from the ‘Aigina-Fund’ possibly represent dancing women.
The vase numbered A 1 in the Aigina-Fund,'#” is a hydria, whose neck is
divided into two decorative bands, the upper one showing nine women
in long skirts, facing in one direction, holding hands, and clasping upright
branches in their interlinked hands, so that nine branches appear in-
between female figures. The women are led by an aulos-player and a
kithara-player. Immediately below that decorative band, a second band
shows twelve men, all facing in one direction, but rather than holding
each other’s hands, each man holds his own hands clasped and stretched
in front of him. This group of twelve is preceded by an aulos-player.
Calame and Power refer only to the maiden chorus, possibly represented
by this vase, but the coupling of the maiden chorus with a male group of
some indeterminate nature, perhaps a male kdmos, is notable.148

The second vase, A 2 in the Aigina-Fund, is also a hydria,'*® whose
neck is decorated with a procession of eight women. It is not clear if they
are holding hands, and Eilmann and Gebauer, the publishers of the CVA

Mus. 1750 is a fragment of a Geometric vase of Argive production, found on Aigina: we
have no grounds to expect an Argive vase to represent a local Aiginetan ritual, and we
do not know if choral rituals for any deity were celebrated on Aigina in the Geometric
period.

146 Baumbach 2004, 62—63.

147 CVA Deutschland 2, Berlin 1 (Antiquarium), pl. 1, 1-3 (= Deutschland pl. 47). Inven-
tory acquisition number for the whole Fund is 31573. Figure 1 on p. 10 of the volume pres-
ents a line drawing of the decorative scenes on the vase.

148 If it was possible to prove that these vases were commissioned and produced spe-
cifically with the local Aiginetan audience in mind, or even more precisely, specifically for
an Aiginetan ritual context, we could then speculate about the significance of the female
and male groups portrayed together. E.g., while Bacchylides 13 refers to a maiden chorus
in honor of Aigina, Pindar’s N. 3.4—5 speaks of neaniai, young men, who are “the architects
of sweet-voiced kdmoi,” and in this capacity are said to be waiting by the “Asopian water.”
If both choruses were somehow connected to the setting of the ‘Asopian water,’ then the
depiction on this vase could support a hypothesis of male and female groups engaged,
each with a distinct role, in the same ritual context.

149 CVA Deutschland 2, Berlin 1 (Antiquarium), pl. 2 (= Deutschland pl. 48).
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volume in question, do not say that the women are dancing, as they do say
about A 1. The third vase is a krater, A 34 in the Aigina-Fund.!>? One frag-
ment from the upper half of the body of the krater shows four women fac-
ing in one direction. Eilmann and Gebauer (p. 20) speculate a total of nine
female figures, and here also they do not suggest it is a dance. The fourth
vase is a hydria, A 48 in the Aigina-Fund,’®! showing three women fac-
ing in one direction, holding hands with upright branches in-between, in
exact parallel to (A 1). Finally, the fifth vase is in the Aigina Museum.!52 It
is of Argive production, even though found on Aigina. If our iconographic
key for identifying a dance is a chain of hand-holding figures facing in one
direction, then A 1, A 48, and Aeg. Mus. 1750 are certain cases of a dance.
If Aeg. Mus. 1750 cannot be attributed to local Aiginetan production, then
it is hard to admit it as evidence for local maiden choruses.!>3 Baumbach
argues that it is possible to associate depictions on vases with rituals at
particular sanctuaries, and that the differences in depictions signify differ-
ences between local rituals:

[processional images from the shrine of Artemis Orthia] show boys as well
as girls, and the girls do not carry branches but musical instruments. Those
from the Apollo sanctuary at Amyclai depict boys. Those from the sanctuary
of Athena Alea at Tegea ... show boys and girls who both have their arms at
their sides and hold a shared robe. Finally, the ones from the Argive Heraion
are different as they depict both boys and girls.1*

If we were to follow Baumbach’s premise in associating specific features
of depictions with specific sanctuaries and deities, then we would have to
question whether the five vases found on Aigina, which we have adduced
as showing dances, in fact belong together, or at least whether they are
all referring to the same cult on Aigina, since there are marked differ-
ences between them: A 1 and A 48 are identical with respect to how they
show women, but A 1 also bears a depiction of a male procession. A 2 and
A 34 are too fragmentary to tell, but seem to show only female groups,

150 CVA Deutschland 2, Berlin 1 (Antiquarium), pls. 22—23 (= Deutschland pl. 68-69).

151 CVA Deutschland 2, Berlin 1 (Antiquarium), pls. 39, no. 3 (= Deutschland pl. 85).

152 Aigina Museum 1750 = Kraiker 1951, 30 (catalog description sub no. 68, pl. 5 (photos)).

153 Processions and dances of females are the characteristic features of Argive pictorial
decoration on Archaic vases (Baumbach (2004, 62) refers to Tolle 1964, 54), and therefore
should make us particularly wary of expecting it to bear reference to the local Aiginetan
ritual, although we could not exclude the possibility that it was brought to Aigina specifi-
cally because its pictorial motif was seen to be suitable to the intended use in the Aigin-
etan context.

154 Baumach 2004, 62.
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and Aig. Mus. 1750 shows a chain of women holding hands, but holding no
branches. Baumbach might well be wrong about the precise correspon-
dence between depictions and cults, but the differences in depictions
might still be significant.

For comparanda with our presumed Aiginetan vases showing proces-
sions or dances, we should consider another vase, which was not found
on Aigina, but in Attica, and yet belongs to the same group of Protoattic
vases as the Aigina-Fund.'5® This vase shows a remarkable similarity to
A1 and A 48, displaying on its neck a decorative band with a dancer in
the center flanked by three and four women respectively on each side,
holding hands, facing in one direction, and clasping upright branches. Fol-
lowing the same logic, we would have to say that the Attic vase shows a
local Attic ritual, and in that case the Aiginetan and the Attic rituals look
identical. Also for comparanda, we may adduce A 41, which is a stand for
another vase, and its upper band shows not a line of dancing women, but
rather a line of women holding basins on their heads: they are twelve in
number and facing in one direction, as if to show a procession.!>6 These
two examples (inv. 31312), possibly showing a choral female dance, but
found in Attica, and A 41, from Aigina, but showing a line of women bear-
ing baskets, and not dancing, taken together, may suggest a rather more
prosaic interpretation of this type of vase, namely that it was a convenient
subject to depict on the necks or upper registers of a vase: a succession of
human figures turned in one direction giving a pleasing balanced effect
and emphasizing by their circular movement the roundness of the neck
of the vessel. Dances or processions, seen as suitable decorative motifs
for pragmatic reasons would therefore be likely to be representations
of generic and not of specific ritual contexts. This consideration further
undermines the hypothesis of the depiction of Aiginetan maiden choruses
on these Archaic vases.

Another suggestion has been made about possible rituals associated
with the worship of the nymph Aigina: David Fearn interprets Simonides
507 PMG (fragment of a song, possibly an epinikion, in honor of the Aigin-
etan Krios) as a reference to a hair-cutting ritual for a kourotrophic deity,
and considers Aigina-nymph as a possible receiver of the hair offering.15
I am very skeptical about such hypothetical constructions, in which not a

155 CVA Deutschland 2, Berlin 1 (Antiquarium), pl. 40 (= Deutschland pl. 86). Hydria,
inv. 31312 (Alter Bestand).

156 CVA Deutschland 2, Berlin 1 (Antiquarium), pl. 30 (= Deutschland pl. 76).

157 Fearn 2011, 204—211.
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single element is firmly established (the Simonides fragment may or may
not be an epinikion, there may or may not be a reference to the hair-
cutting ritual in it, the ritual may or may not have to do with an ex-voto
to a kourotrophic deity, the deity may or may not be Aigina or Aphaia),
and on top of which a suggestion is made that the setting of the victory
song’s performance would have been the sanctuary of either Aigina or
Aphaia. It should be noted that Aphaia is never mentioned in Pindar’s
epinikia, and Aigina is only once invoked in a prayer on behalf of the
Aiginetan athlete. Fearn needs the Simonidean fragment to be invoking
a kourotrophic ritual in order to support his broader thesis that narrowly
aristocratic rather than “communitarian” agency is to be seen behind both
the production of choral lyric and the control of cults on Aigina.15® What
little we know about the worship of Aigina on the island of her name can
hardly be stretched to support such an elaborate proposition.

7.3.4 Conclusions

A prayer addressed to Aigina by Pindar for prosperity of the island of
Aigina, and the association of a running competition in honor or in com-
memoration of heroes with a spring Asopis, as well as the testimony of
Bacchylides on choruses of maidens for Aigina and Endeis suggest that
Aigina-nymph was worshipped on Aigina-island and was considered a
patroness of the land and its people. The equation of the Aiakeia, the
Oinonaia, and the Amphoritis, if correct, raises the possibility that rit-
ual celebrations of Aigina-nymph may have been part of, or related to,
the celebrations of Aiakos and the Aiakids. A more specific social role of
Aigina-nymph is impossible to determine on the basis of the presently
available evidence.

158 Cf. Fearn 2011, 210: “I would suggest that the epinician poem that Simonides wrote
for the youthful Krios was a way of celebrating relatively more widely ... not simply Krios’
victory itself, but in particular the link between his athletic prowess...and the more per-
sonal fulfillment of a ritual obligation to his kourotrophos. If this interpretation is plau-
sible, it provides an extra dimension to the use of ritual in Aiginetan epinician poetry:
one which allows privileged access to more personal aspects of the life of an Aiginetan
aristocratic family, but one which provides little evidence for a communitarian orientation
to the evocation of ritual in Aiginetan epinician poetry.”
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7.4 APHAIA

7.41 Overview

A range of archaeological, epigraphic, and textual data indicates that
Aphaia, whether a heroine or a goddess,!>® was a figure of cult on Aigina
in the third quarter of the 5th century BCE. Cult activity at the site of her
sanctuary is evident already in the Geometric period, and it continued,
presumably without interruption, until the exile of Aiginetans in 431 BCE.
Whether Athenians used the sanctuary during their hold of the island,
or only inventorized the property is not clear. Perhaps after the restora-
tion of the Aiginetans to their island at the end of the Peloponnesian war,
cult activity at Aphaia also resumed:'6° pottery finds of the early, middle
and late 5th century BCE,'¢! as well as lamps of the 4th and 3rd centuries
BCE attest to the fact that worship continued at the sanctuary, even if
it changed in character.!62 Also some construction and expansion of the
sanctuary occurred even in the 4th century BCE and later.16® The indica-
tion that the cult was still active in mid-2nd century CE is that Pausanias
(2.30.3) mentioned it as current rather than abandoned, although it is
certain that he did not visit the sanctuary in person. This chapter ana-
lyzes the evidence only with a view to the social functions of Aphaia. Fur-
ther historical and contextual considerations can be found in g.2.1, 9.2.2,
and 1..6.

The identity of Aphaia and the function of her cult and sanctuary are
still matters of debate among scholars—almost two centuries after the
discovery of her temple, and after decades of excavations and interpre-
tive work, primarily by German and British archaeologists. The evidence is
uneven in quantity and quality: rich archaeological data, some epigraphic
sources, and very little and late textual evidence. Archaeological material,
such as architectural remains, sculpture, and votive dedications, offer wide

159 As a daughter of Zeus and a mortal woman, Aphaia fits the category of heroines.
That she was originally neither divine nor immortal is reflected in Paus. (2.30.3) who says
that Artemis made Britomartis, whose epiclesis on Aigina is Aphaia, into a goddess: TadTnVv
uév Bedv émoinaey "ApTENIS.

160 Furtwéngler and Welter (1938b, 76) thought that the sanctuary fell into oblivion (“es
gerit in Vergessenheit”) after the exile of the Aiginetans from Aigina in 431 BCE because no
sculpture later than the Early Classical has been found at the site, but the absence of new
sculpture is not a secure indicator of the lack of ritual activity.

161 Williams 1987, 629—80.

162 Bailey 1991, 31-68.

163 Williams 1987, 678.
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room for interpretation, but serious methodological hurdles prevent us
from making the evidence speak clearly to the social functions of the cult.
Also, the textual evidence, unlike in other cases, for instance, of Zeus Hel-
lanios, only weakly indicates the social functions of the goddess. Although
we hear from Pausanias that Pindar wrote a song in honor of Aphaia, its
genre is unclear, and there is also no room for speculating a ritual proces-
sion from Aigina-town to the sanctuary of Aphaia on the basis of Pindar’s
prosodion for Aiakos, Paean 15 (see my discussion in 7.2.7).164

7.4.2  Mpythical Persona and Social Roles

I begin by discussing the textual evidence (see Appendix 5 for texts and
translation). Pausanias 2.30.3 and Antoninus Liberalis Metamorphosis 40
provide detailed accounts of the myth.!65 Several features of the story
resound in the two accounts: (a) Aphaia is an Aiginetan name of a foreign
deity; (b) Aphaia arrived from Crete; (c) on Crete she is called Britomartis-
Diktynna; (d) Britomartis was a virgin; (e) she was pursued by Minos, and
other men, and forced to flee by sea; (f) she was saved from pursuit with
a help of nets; (g) she came to different lands and was given different
names and worshipped as a goddess; (h) Britomartis was associated with
Artemis.

Both Pausanias and Libanius attempt to connect the name of Aphaia
with the verb phainomai “to appear, show oneself,” although Libanius is
better at connecting the storyline with the name: Britomartis “disappears”
(becomes aphanés) when she comes to shore on Aigina and that is why
she is called Aphaia (“who does not show herself”). The connection with
Artemis is played out in Pausanias as a common motif: a virgin who likes
running and hunting is a favorite of Artemis, but in Libanius, this con-
nection is somewhat confused. He mentions the sanctuary of Aphaia, on

164 ‘Watson (2011, 95) tries to build on the hypothesis of a procession from Aigina-town
to Aphaia.

165 Pausanias recognizes the signs of Britomartis' persona in several other cultic
instances, e.g,, in Sparta: Paus. 3.14.2: “There is a place in Sparta called Theomelida. In this
part of the city are the graves of the Agiad kings, and near is what is called the lounge of
the Crotani, who form a part of the Pitanatans...On returning to the lounge you see a
sanctuary of Artemis Issoria. They surname her also Lady of the Lake, though she is not
really Artemis but Britomartis of Crete. I deal with her in my account of Aigina” (Trans. W.
H. S. Jones). Johnston (1999, 217 and 243) catalogues Aphaia’s myth as a particular type, “a
dying maiden,” who in exchange for her death/near death experience receives honor in a
deity’s cult: becomes a cult statue, or a priestess.
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the one hand, and then a spot in the sanctuary of Artemis, which is con-
secrated to Aphaia.

In Attic literary sources, Diktynna is a surname of Artemis.1¢ Hellenis-
tic and Roman sources stress that Britomartis was a separate character
only later associated with Artemis.!6” This may be important for the evalu-
ation of our testimonies. For my investigation, both points are important.
On Aigina, Aphaia and Artemis each had a sanctuary, although we do not
know when the temple of Artemis came into being next to the temple of
Apollo in Aigina town (see 7.7.2). Antoninus Liberalis says that an image
of Britomartis appeared in the sanctuary of Artemis on Aigina, but this is
no evidence of chronology. In his time (perhaps 2nd century cg), the sanc-
tuary of Artemis was part of the physical topography of Aigina, and could
be incorporated as a topographic reference into any local story, but it is of
note that a connection to Artemis is registered both in the case of Aphaia,
and of her counterparts Britomartis/Diktynna on Crete. To sum up, the
mythological sources supply us with the characteristics of Aphaia as a
virgin and a newcomer from overseas. This information does not point
directly to the functions this goddess served on Aigina. We thus turn to
the archaeological evidence, which consists in the physical remains of the
sanctuary, inscriptions,'®® sculpture, small objects (presumably votive),
and pottery.

7.4.3  Cultic Setting: The Sanctuary

The remains of the sanctuary (see Map 5) include a temple (with a statue
base in the northwest corner of the cella,'®9 and floor cuttings indicat-
ing another base, throne, or table in the center of the cella), as well as
the remains of an earlier Archaic temple (displayed in the Museum on

166 Eur. Hipp. 145-50, 127-30; Eur. Iph. Taur. 126—27; Aristoph. Frogs 1355-62. It is abso-
lutely methodologically wrong to transfer, as Burnett (2005, 30) does, the characteristics of
the Attic Artemis Diktynna directly onto Aphaia: the same epithet is not a sure indication
of the sameness of social meaning in two different local contexts, and moreover, Diktynna,
appears as a Cretan counterpart of the Aiginetan Aphaia only as late as Pausanias, where
it can be a product of learned analogizing, and is never found in the earlier textual or
epigraphic sources from Aigina.

167 Callimachus, Hymn to Artemis 3.189—203; Diod. Sic. 5.76.3; Paus. 3.14.2.

168 The inventory of the sanctuary (/G IV2 1037; SEG XI, 28; Guarducci, EG 4.293-296), a
potentially precious piece of evidence, unfortunately does not provide us with any informa-
tion that could point to the social function of cult. The objects listed in the inventory of the
sanctuary are cultic, but not characteristic of specific social functions (see Appendix 4).

169 See Bankel 1993, pl. 54: his ground plan shows square dowel holes in the center of
the cella and a statue base in the northwest corner.
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site).1’0 The temple is connected by a ramp to the altar and surrounded
by a peribolos wall with a propylon. Two complexes of additional build-
ings are located to the southeast and west of the peribolos. Also, there
was an underground cistern for the collection of water a few meters from
the northeast corner of the temple.'”! In addition, there were some free-
standing architectural and sculptural installations: an Ionic column,'?? sev-
eral statue or column bases along the altar,!”® and possibly free-standing
sculptural groups. The inventory of the temple (IG IV2 1037) mentions an
amphipoleion and some items stored there. This may have been a spe-
cial building used for the storage of temple equipment. Finally, a major
part of the archaeological evidence consists in the surviving fragments of
pedimental sculpture that adorned the last (and still standing, in recon-
structed form) temple.

170 See Schwandner 1985.

171 The cistern was built adjacent to a small natural cave, which may have also served
as an access route for the construction of the cistern (See Fig. 6 and Map 5). The cave,
which was probably much smaller originally than it is now and grown bigger due to weath-
ering rather than to human activity (Furtwéngler 1906, 88), allegedly served as a depository
of some of the earliest votive material at the site (Thiersch 1928, 157). Thiersch used the
presence of the cave and the hill-top location of the sanctuary to argue that Aphaia was
a typical prehistoric hill-top deity, similar to those depicted on the Minoan seals: “as an
entrance to Hades it can be seen even less than as a place for offerings, but probably as
a hiding place, as a refuge for those pursued in the later Greek legend (Anton. Liber. 40),
above all as a secret, hidden dwelling of the mountain goddess of the most ancient, origi-
nal, pre-Greek conception” (Thiersch 1928, 159). Furtwéngler (1906, 88) stressed, however,
that the Aiginetan cave does not measure up either to the scale of the famous Cretan
caves, or to the votive gifts, which stem from their interiors, and explicitly denied any
cultic significance to the Aphaia cave, specifically stating that no votive material was
found there (“auch fanden sich keinerlei Votivgegenstinde hier”), contra Thiersch 1928,
157. Goette (2001, 342) makes a conjecture, presumably on the basis of IG IV2 1036, that the
cave was a shrine of Pan, but Furtwingler makes it clear that the present cave should not
mislead us: it is a product of erosion, not an original ancient installation.

172 Thiersch interpreted the presence of a colossal early Ionic column at Aphaia com-
parable with the Sphinx-column of Delphi, as evidence for the Chthonic nature of Aphaia,
to which her presumed dwelling in a cave supplied further support (Thiersch 1928, 162).
Thiersch believed that the Aphaia column supported a sphinx, but at the time of the clas-
sical temple the column was not up any more, while the sphinx survived as a symbol, and
moved to the acroterion of the new temple. Thiersch observed, however wrongly, that a
sphinx was a relatively rare acroterion-animal, and had to be preserved for its religious
importance for this place (see 7.6.4 for sphinxes on Kolonna). Thiersch’s view of Aphaia
is part of his bigger work on the Chthonic cults on Aigina, and his approach is thoroughly
conditioned by his acceptance of the dichotomy Olympian-Chthonian.

178 Fred Cooper (Typescript of the Mellon Lecture, Open Meeting of the American
School of Classical Studies, 27 March 198s, p. 7, provided to me by the author) has argued
that the bases supported a tetrastylon, which, in the case of Aphaia, consisted of “four
free-standing columns with or without an entablature above...Aphaia A, B, C, and the
Nike Base A are all re-used blocks.”
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It is primarily this last set of the archaeological data that has been the
focus of attention for art historians, archaeologists, and historians ever
since the discovery of the sanctuary of Aphaia in 1811174 When discovered,
the sanctuary was first identified as that of Zeus Hellanios, then as that
of Athena (because statues of Athena were found among the pedimen-
tal sculpture), and finally the epigraphic finds of the early 20th century
allowed proper identification of the sanctuary as that of Aphaia.l”> Before
we can move on to the discussion of the social roles of Aphaia that can
be gleaned from the archaeological evidence, we must address one long-
standing interpretation of the sculptural fragments and the statue bases
in the temple, which suggests that either Aphaia was at some point con-
ceived of as Athena, or that the temple originally belonging to Aphaia had
been at some point rededicated to a new deity, Athena, or that the two
were synnaoi, “sharing a temple.”

7.4.4 Material Evidence and the Athena-Hypothesis

Besides the pedimental figures of Athena, further sculptural remains led
Dieter Ohly to believe that Athena became the center of cult at Aphaia
at some point in time. Marble fragments of a right arm and a hand of an
acrolithic statue, found to the north of the temple,!76 were interpreted by
him as belonging to the cult statue of the early 5th century BCE. Four cir-
cular holes in the center of the cella floor indicated to him the location of
a statue base, or of a throne, presumably of the main deity of the temple.!””
Ohly interpreted the fragments of the right arm (flexed at a straight angle,
with a fist and fingers clasped around a missing shaft) as belonging to the
statue type of Athena Promakhos. In 1977, Ohly printed a photograph with
a reconstruction of the temple’s cella and Athena’s statue in the center.
Ohly also made a hypothetical connection between the cult statue and
the presence of Athena on the pediments of the temple (see Fig. 7). In his
opinion, Athena on the pediments of Aphaia appears as a patron-deity of
the Aiginetan heroes, the Aiakids, and in her central position there, she
must be understood as the protectress of the islanders. Acknowledging

174 Cockerell 1860.

175 Furtwingler 1906.

176 NM 4500; Ohly 1976, pls. 235-237.

177_Meanwhile, he interpreted the statue base placed against the back wall of the cella
as that of the original Aphaia (Ohly 1977, 16-17), presumably removed from her central
position in the cella when a new statue was introduced. In Ohly’s view this new statue
would have been that of Athena.
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the absence of any firm evidence in support of his hypothesis, Ohly granted
that Athena must have come to the sanctuary of Aphaia about 500 BCE as
a co-inhabitant, “Mitbewohnerrin.”78

Ohly’s hypothesis about the Aphaia-Athena sanctuary has taken root
in scholarly literature,1”® although an alternative interpretation has been
aired. Dyfri Williams suggested that since we have no evidence for the re-
dedication of the temple to Athena, we may be better off looking for an
image consistent with that of Aphaia. He proposed that a statuary repre-
sentation of Artemis, with a spear or an axe in her right hand, could fit the
anatomy of the sculptural remains.'8 The sculptural evidence therefore is
open to more than one interpretation. In addition, it should be said that
our efforts to match the image of Aphaia with the goddesses familiar from
elsewhere, although understandable, might be misdirected. Aphaia may
have had an iconography all her own: although elements of contemporary
sculptural typology could have been borrowed for her image, they need
not have carried the same meanings as the hypothetical prototypes.!!

The presence of Athena on the pediments is not a sure guide to the
identity of the cult figure. In the Archaic period, the central pedimen-
tal figure only occasionally represented the main deity of the temple,82
while in most cases the pediments tell a story of their own, and this is
most likely the case at Aphaia. In addition, Walter-Karydi has argued that
when the design of pedimental groups, in the Late Archaic period, began
to privilege a composition with a divine figure in the centre, the so-called
‘effective centre,” “it is Athena who is invariably the ‘effective centre’ in
all Late Archaic pediment groups known to date.”83 Walter-Karydi, there-

178 Ohly 1977.

179 E.g., Howie 1989, 67: “In the second part of the prayer, the reference to Zeus as hus-
band of Hera reminds the audience of Hera’s role as goddess of marriage and the reference
to Athena as kora is reminiscent of her role as kourotrophos. As a virgin goddess she is
well qualified to be one. ., and in Aigina she seems to have been identified with the local
kourotrophos goddess Aphaia...”

180 'Williams 1999.

181 On the methodological issues involved in the interpretation of iconography, see
6.3.3.

182 See Bookidis 1967.

183 ‘Walter-Karydi 2006, 74. She lists the following examples: on Aigina, in the west
pediment of the Apollo temple (Walter-Karydi 1987, 147)—the basis for identification is
very slight: a foot fragment that resembles one from the Athena of the West pediment of
Aphaia; west pediment of Aphaia, the first Aphaia East pediment; west pediment of the
Apollo temple in Eretria; pediment of a temple in the Apollo sanctuary of Karthaia on
Keos; pediment of the temple of Athena Pronaia in Delphi.
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fore, strongly argues against the identification of the ‘effective centre’ fig-
ure with the deity worshipped in a temple:

[t]he choice of Athena as ‘effective centre’ has rather to do with her person-
ality, as it was seen in those years, that is, as a goddess familiar with battle
but who was also prudent and wise ... Moreover, Athena is the Olympian
deity most often featured in Late Archaic, and not just Attic, myth images.
When, therefore, the ‘effective centre’ was devised—which changed the
arrangement of figures and placed pediment scenes under the authority of
the deity at the centre—Athena was the natural choice. She does not inter-
vene in the battle raging about her—significantly, these are never battles of
gods. She remains invisible and determines destinies. She is non-partisan
but it is she who decides the outcome. She is not involved in the action and
for this reason she appears always as standing, not striding figure.184

It is easy to see how a few of Walter-Karydi’s assertions might be chal-
lenged by other art historians, but the significant point that matters for
the Aiginetan context is that the appearance of Athena as the ‘effective
centre’ is not an isolated phenomenon, nor a uniquely Aiginetan one. The
Aiginetan sculptors may have been pioneers in devising or promoting the
‘effective centre’ and in placing Athena in that position, but the fashion
had apparently quickly spread.

There is much debate about whether the placement of Athena on the
Aphaia pediments may have had an ideological or political significance
vis-a-vis Aiginetan rivalry with Athens in the years 510—480, called by
Herodotus the “unheralded war,” and by some modern historians the ‘pro-
paganda war’ or the ‘cult war."8> Walter-Karydi's observations on the use
of Athena as ‘effective centre’ in late Archaic, and we may add, early Clas-
sical pediments, is useful, as it helps to put into perspective a tendency
to overemphasize the local political significance of art, a tendency, which
occasionally runs the risk of being myopic. In other words, Athena’s pres-
ence in the Aphaia pediments may have had to do with artistic choices
of the sculptors and/or with the political interests of the commissioners
of the temple. There is room for a combination of both explanations, that
is, that the artistic choice of Athena as an ‘effective centre’ left room for
further political elaborations of the pediments’ messages, through the use
of particular poses and gestures, as well as through the choice and place-
ment of the other figures in the battle scenes.

184 Walter-Karydi 2006, 7.
185 E.g., Williams 1987, 672—3; Athanassaki 2011, 281; Watson 2011, 110.
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There is almost a virtual agreement among scholars these days that the
Aphaia pediments represented the two Trojan wars,'86 and that they both
gave special prominence to the Aiakid heroes, even possibly shifting the
emphasis found in traditional poetic versions, such as Homer, to high-
light the roles of the Aiakids, such as Telamon and Ajax.!8” Most opinions
converge that Athena’s presence would have been read as a contestation
of her patronage over the Aiginetan arch-rivals, the Athenians, instead
emphasizing that Athena fought on the side of the Aiginetan heroes of
old, the Aiakids, and that such a message may have had a special poi-
gnancy and purpose in the 480—470s BCE, when the pediments were
crafted!®® (see further discussion in 11.6). Recently, a radically different
interpretation of the figure of Athena on the Aphaia pediments was pro-
posed by Guy Hedreen. He notes that “the compositions of the Aphaia
pediments have more in common with representations of the sack of Troy
than with depictions of the war as it was fought on the Trojan plain,”89
and from this premise, he develops an argument about Athena’s presence
in the pediments not as a representation of a goddess (visible or inivisble
to the figthers), but as a statue of herself that serves to mark the location
of the battle as Troy.1%° The implications of such an interpretation are
far-reaching, especially for the ideological readings of the pediments, to
which we shall return in chapter 11.6.

For our present concerns, namely to see whether the presence of Athena
has a bearing on the deity worshipped in the temple, we should answer
most emphatically in the negative.!®! In addition, there is no evidence for
equating Aphaia with Athena, or even for surmising a joint cult for the
two at any point in history. It must be noted that all inscribed votives
found at the site are addressed only to Aphaia, and never does Athena or
any other deity for that matter, make an appearance.

186 Furtwingler 1906, 308; Ohly 1977; Walter-Karydi 2006, 54—69; Wiinsche 2006.

187 The first expedition against Troy is portrayed as led by Herakles, with whom Tela-
mon comes as a companion. In Pindar’s Aiginetan odes, and in the Aphaia pediments, it
is argued, Telamon is given prominence over Herakles (see Indergaard 2o11). In the sec-
ond campaign, Achilles and Ajax are the most prominent Achaean heroes, both of them
Aiakids, according to the Aiginetan tradition, and Ajax is being identified on the basis of
a shield-design of an eagle, reconstructed through the study of paint remains (Brinkmann
and Wiinsche 2003, 84-113; Wiinsche 2006).

188 For this dating of the pediments, see discussion in Stewart 2008b.

189 Hedreen 2011, 354.

190 Hedreen 2011, 351-369.

191 So also Watson 2011, 91—92.
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7.4.5 Social Roles Suggested by Votive Dedications

Let us now consider the votive dedications. Votive dedications constitute
a potentially promising corpus of data for determining social functions of
a cult, as has been successfully shown in some instances.'92 At the same
time, the interpretation of votive objects is complicated by a number of
factors: a) faulty statistics in evaluating the numbers of votive objects en
masse and by specific categories, because these numbers often depend on
chance survivals; b) common assumptions about the meaning of visual
symbols in ancient Greek culture in general; c) the impossibility of deter-
mining a local meaning of visual symbols in the absence of additional
independent local data. These factors undermine the method of analysis
that suggests that we can determine the character of a deity by isolating
characteristic, that is, unusual, offerings in significant quantities.’®3 For
example, an intriguing situation can be observed with regard to the small
votive objects found at two major sacred sites on Aigina, Aphaia and Kol-
onna: nearly all categories of votives, including “unusual” pieces, are pres-
ent at both sites.19* The two sites are attributed to different deities, but
the similarity of votive assemblages associated with each should make us
wary about putting too much weight on the ability of votives to articulate
the specific nature of a deity, or else we have to entertain the possibility
that the functions of Aphaia and of the deities worshipped at Kolonna
overlapped in significant ways, which, in any case, is not impossible.
Keeping the interpretive limitations in mind, we should nevertheless
try to make sense of the votive material at Aphaia. Pottery constitutes a
large proportion of the finds from Aphaia, but as a generic form of ritual
utensils and dedications, it offers little in terms of indicating the specific
social roles of Aphaia, apart from indicating that ritual dining may have
taken place at the sanctuary.195 The pottery remains are also too fragmen-
tary to allow functional analysis of visual representations. Votive figurines,

192 Recent and useful study of votives in the sanctuaries of Hera: Baumbach 2004, with
a methodological discussion (1-10, 177-193), who demonstrates the potential of votives to
illuminate local characteristics of cult. Simon 1986 offers a less optimistic assessment of
votives. See also the now classical study by Sourvinou-Inwood 1978.

193 Sinn (1988, 149-59) used this approach in the study of the dedicatory material from
the historical period, and Korinne Pilafidis-Williams 1998 applied it to the prehistoric
votives at Aphaia.

194 Such objects include: pins and fibulae, rings made of wound-up metal strips, imports
of Oriental origin (e.g., Egyptian scarabs and figurines of fayence; or carved tridachna
shells), terracotta figurines of ‘kourotrophos’ type, fat-bellied demons, etc.).

195 Williams 1982; Sinn 1988.
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however, constitute a large group of material objects from the sanctuary.
The figurines were presumably brought to the sanctuary specifically for
religious purposes, and hence should speak to the nature of worshippers’
concerns more directly than largely generic pottery.

In the corpus of about 370 figurines at Aphaia, there are some 100 of
Geometric and Early Archaic date, of which 65 are animal-shapes, consti-
tuting the largest group of images in this period. This is typical of early
votives at most sanctuaries (e.g., Isthmia, Olympia, Kalapodi, Argive
Heraion, Samos).1°¢ The animals represented by figurines (mostly ceramic,
but also some bronze) are predominantly domestic, with a few examples
of those often hunted, such as birds, hare or deer, and turtle.? Along
with domestic species, those in the latter category are attested in Greece
as possible sacrificial animals. It is plausible therefore that figurines act
as substitutes for, or references to, a real sacrifice. Figurines of horses
and horseriders might be, in a region unsuitable to horsekeeping such as
Aigina, references to warrior or aristocratic status.!98

In the later Archaic and Classical periods, the largest group of votives
are human shapes, about 130, and practically all of them are female (only
10 are male). Numerous pieces of jewelry and elements of dress, such as
pins and fibulae, along with ointment vessels (about 70 just among the
terracottas) together with large numbers of female figurines suggest that
women constituted a large proportion of dedicants at Aphaia and perhaps
addressed the deity with an array of female concerns.'%® Weaving, a typi-
cally female occupation, may have been one of these concerns, since whorls
and loomweights were also found at the sanctuary.2°® A small number of
figurines, made of fayence, represent kneeling humans:2°! these would not
be of much note, if it were not for the evidence of kneeling cult images
in another sanctuary on Aigina, that of Damia and Auxesia. Whether we

196 Kalapodi: Morgan 2003, 119.

197 Earliest examples (Geometric) are ceramic cattle: Furtwingler 1906, 376—7, no. 43;
also bronze ox: p. 391, no. 1, pl. 117, 7. Horses: bronze (p. 391, no. 2, pl. 13, 2), ceramic (p. 378,
no. 57, pl. 108, 23 and pl. 111, 17; p. 383, no. 106, pl. 108, 24). Goats: p. 385, no. 121, 122. Rooster:
p- 391, no. 3, pl. 113, 1 (bronze); hens: p. 380, no. 70, pl. 111, 21; hen with chicks: p. 380, no. 71,
pl. 11, 19; duck: p. 380, no. 73. Doves and other birds: p. 380, no. 72, 74—79. Hare or deer:
p- 380, no. 69. Turtles: p. 383, no. 98—99.

198 As far as I know, Aiginetans are not attested among winners of chariot races in the
stephanitic games. Horserider figurine: Furtwéngler 1906, 378, no. 53.

199 Thiersch identified Aphaia as a “Beschiitzerin der Frauen,” a protectress of women,
and Sinn’s analysis of the votives also takes this idea as a basic notion.

200 Furtwingler 1906, pls. 118 and 119.

201 Furtwéngler 1906, p. 387, nos. 15-18.
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are to consider related functions of the deities on the basis of this singu-
lar feature of visual representation is a question, which is impossible to
answer at present. Thus, a brief survey of votives gives a rather general
characteristic of the cult.

A further collection of votive objects at Aphaia points to the sea.
There are nine votive ships,2°2 and an ivory eye, found by von Haller and
Cockerell in the cella of the temple, which may have decorated the bow of
a ship-model.293 Ship prows were sometimes dedicated in sanctuaries on
the occasion of a naval victory or survival at sea. We hear from Herodotus
3.59 that prows in the shape of boar-heads were dedicated in the sanctuary
of Athena on Aigina on the occasion of a naval victory against Samians.204
It has been argued that the passage in fact originally read “Aphaia” instead
of Athena (see discussion in 7.9.1).205 The small size of the Aphaia ivory
eye (0.118m in length, and o0.055m in height) does not support the idea of
a dedicated life-size prow, but perhaps a model of a ship.206

We should consider as a related body of evidence the dedications
made by two men, Aristophantos and Damonidas, who apparently were
engaged in long-distance overseas commerce, as their names appear on
imported Chian pottery of the 3rd quarter of the 6th century BCE found at
Aphaia.207 Possible dedications of Aristophantos alone were also found

202 Sinn (1988, 151) lists Inv. Nr. T 19—25, T 140, and T 328 and also describes three frag-
ments of female images (Inv. No. T 330, T 331, T413) as holding what he calls “flower-
decorated ship-shapes,” but this identification is certainly wrong (Kowalzig 20m, 166
repeats this misidentification). The elongated shapes on the chests of the figurines are
more likely the folds of a dress pinned with fibulae on the shoulder: cf. Baumbach 2004,
20, fig. 2.8 for a similar example and identification (“double clay band that indicates the
upper folds of the peplos”), also 47, fig. 2.82.

203 Furtwiéngler 1906, 426, ivory object no. 2, fig. 333. Furtwiingler (1906, 426) and Sinn
(1988, 152) speculate that a model of a ship could have been carried in a procession in
honor of Aphaia, celebrating her arrival to Aigina across the Aegean sea. Comparanda:
the Panathenaic ship (Parker 2005, 262) and the ship-wagon of Dionysos in the Athenian
Anthesteria (Parker 2005, 302).

204 Incidentally, ships and models of ships were common dedications to Hera in the
Samian Heraion: Baumbach 2004, 165-166.

205 Furtwéngler embraced a hypothesis of Kurz (1863) that this reference in Herodotus
originally referred to Aphaia, and was amended to read “Athena” by a scribe unfamiliar
with the name Aphaia, at some point in the line of manuscript transmission.

206 Sarah Morris (1984, 98) mistakes the size of the eye, but her reference in n. 43 to
Saatsoglou-Paliadeli 1978 is useful. I am not sure why the size of the eye continues to be
cited as large: e.g., Kowalzig 2011, 166. Surely, the size is relative to the purpose.

207 For the Chian pottery from Aphaia and identities of possible dedicants, see Williams
1983.
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in the town of Aigina,2°® as well as at the international emporion of
Naukratis,2%? while Damonidas might be restored as a name of a dedicant
on a limestone base found at Aphaia.?!° Presumably committing their own
persons and their trading goods to the dicey fortunes of seaborne travel,
they would have had every reason to propitiate deities concerned with
seafaring. Another dimension to the volume of pottery dedicated by Aris-
tophantos, in particular, has been suggested by Dyfri Williams, namely
that Aristophantos and Damonidas placed an order for a whole service of
kantharoi and donated them to the sanctuary of Aphaia for ceremonial
occasions: “all shapes are associated with drinking and the pouring of liba-
tions—chalice-kraters, chalices, kantharoi, mugs, cups, phialai and jugs.”?!!
Additionally, Williams speculates that the absence of painted dedications
and small numbers of Chian pottery at Kolonna suggest that “the traders
responsible for the Chian connection had their homes in the Eastern part
of the island or felt a particular responsibility for the cult of Aphaia.”?1?
Dedications by Aristophantos and Damonidas, both of them most likely
Aiginetans, as Williams argues on the basis of the script of their dedica-
tions, can be seen as representative tradesmen and seafarers, so both of
these occupations might be related to the sphere of Aphaia’s concerns.

In addition, both elements of the aetiological myth of Aphaia (her over-
seas journey from Crete and her salvation by means of nets, and the loca-
tion of her sanctuary on a hill above the harbour of Ag. Marina) underscore
the maritime dimension of Aphaia’s character. The ridge-top position of
the sanctuary overlooking the sea to the north and southeast (towards
Crete) makes Aphaia visible from the sea to any vessels approaching from
the named directions, and the safe harbour of Agia Marina is just south-
east at the foot of the hill crowned by the sanctuary.?13

To evaluate the dedications of Aristophantos and Damonidas from
another angle: here we have male worshippers approaching Aphaia.
Trade and seafaring are male concerns, and hence, it appears that Aphaia

208 A marble base found at the port of Aigina: Aigina Mus. Inv. 2461; Williams 1983, 184,
n. 52. An appropriate place in the harbour of ancient Aigina for dedications by merchants
may have been the sanctuary of Aphrodite (see chapter 7.5).

209 Ppossible dedications of Aristophantos on Chian and Attic pots in Naukratis:
BM. 1924.12-1.821 and BM.1924.12-1.830; Williams 1983, 184, n. 53.

210 Williams 1983, 184, n. 51: Aap[ovidag].

21 williams 1983, 184-186; Jarosch-Reinhold (2009, 57-58) uses this hypothetical role of
Aristophantos as a model for the role of her EIA aristocratic sympotic host at Kolonna.

212 Williams 1983, 183.

213 Contra Burnett (2005, 44) who seems to be unfamiliar with the Aiginetan topogra-
phy. To the east of Aphaia the view of the sea is blocked by a higher peak.
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serviced both female worshippers, whose dress pins and jewelry testify
to their presence, and male worshippers. The presence of male worship-
pers, and not only those concerned with trade, is also evident from the
dedications of military objects (shields, helmets, spear- and arrow-points,
and miniature-armour) that bespeak both warfare and hunting.2* These
dedications range from the Geometric to Classical periods.?!> The military
and hunting spheres, as concerns of Aphaia, might be also reflected in the
belligerent pose of the presumed cult statue, if a fragment of an acrolithic
arm belongs to her.216 Names of dedicants inscribed on pottery also reflect
the presence of men.2'” It may also be significant that the priest of Aphaia
was male, as we learn from the Archaic inscription /G IV?2 1038.2!8 Thus, if
we are to judge from the votives, men approach Aphaia apparently with
their male concerns in mind: seafaring, trade, war, and possibly hunting.
There are further smaller groups of votives that may be indicative,
although to what extent is debatable: a group of eight relief plaques (prob-
ably of local workmanship) representing standing females with hands
around their breasts, and a marble statuette of similar iconography.?1®
Such visual gestures are typically thought to symbolize fertility. Whether
they represent a deity or a worshipper constitutes a perennial question of
iconographic studies, but since similar reliefs also come from the Kolonna
site, they indicate that in any case they do not represent the function

214 Maass 1984, 263—80, especially 276. Spear- and arrow-points could be attributed to
hunting alone, but helmets and shields were typically used in warfare, although they make
an occasional appearance in visual representations of the hunt. When they do, the pur-
pose is to visually equate hunting with battle: Barringer 2001, 21-22. Miniature shields are
attested in the Samian Heraion (Baumbach 2004, 158) and are thought (Brize 1989-1990)
to be dedications by “young men who reached adulthood.”

215 The earliest piece is a fragment of helmet, which might be as early as Protogeomet-
ric, but as Maass points (1984, 274—275) out, dedications of armor in such an early period
are unattested. He suggests that the helmet may have been dedicated in the later period,
Geometric, as an heirloom. Other helmet fragments date in the 7th century.

216 Maass 1984, 277. Thiersch (1928, 157) and Reinach thought that the gdoua yuvaixds,
which appeared to the Greeks before the battle of Salamis, (Hdt. 8 84: Aéyetar 8¢ xal
Tdde, WG QATUa TPl Yuvaxds E@dvy, paveloav ¢ Stuxeeboacbal tote xal dmav dxodoar To
@V ENvwv otpatdmedov, dveldicaoay mpdtepov tdde: "Q Sapbviot, uéxpt xdoou Ett mpdpvyy
dvaxpobvoeade;), could be conceived as Aphaia.

217 Williams 1987, 629—8o.

218 Aigina Mus. 2412; IG IV2 1038; Furtwingler 1906, 367, fig. 292, pl. 25.

219 TInv. I, 203 and II, 158 (Furtwéngler 1906, 384, nos. 11 and 1n12). These two came from
the same mold as the relief plaques found at Kolonna (Margreiter 1988, 23 and 68-69, cat.
nos. 135-137). All pieces are attributed to the Aiginetan workshop of the 7th cent. BCE.
Marble statuette: Inv. S 151 Kore (Ohly-Dumm and Robertson 1988, 415-18, figs. 22—26, sec-
ond quarter of the 6th century).
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of Aphaia uniquely.?2° Another group of votives consists of thirteen so-
called “Dickbauch-Dédmonen” (“fat-bellied demons”).2?! According to Sinn,
of the known forty places where these votives appear, nowhere are they as
numerous as at Aphaia. Two latter groups of votives, females holding their
breasts and “Dickbauch-Ddmonen,” led Sinn to conclude that the main
function of Aphaia was that of Kourotrophos,?2? and that it was her pre-
dominant function in the period from the 8th to the 5th centuries BCE.223
The idea of Aphaia as Kourotrophos also allowed Sinn to bridge what
appeared to him as a gap between the female sphere and the evident pres-
ence of male worshippers at the sanctuary.?2* The same idea allowed Sinn

220 Higgins 1967, 49, 146.

221 Aphaia sanctuary, Inv. T 8-18, T 314, T 319. Two fat-bellied demons are also known
at Kolonna: Margreiter 1988, 25, 69, cat. nos. 151-152: Samian production of late Archaic
date.

222 Sinn 1988, 153. The fact that the “fat-belly demons” also appear in graves on Aigina,
as Sinn (1988, 153, n. 29) mentions, and also at the site of Kolonna, suggests that we should
be careful in identifying their symbolism in the cult of Aphaia as narrowly that of kourotro-
phos. Their symbolic and ritual meaning may have been more varied. More directly point-
ing to the function of kourotrophos is a figurine of a woman with child from the Classical
period: Furtwingler 1906, 384, fig. 316.

223 Already Furtwingler (1906, 380) spoke of Aphaia as a goddess of childbirth and
child-rearing. Pilafidis-Williams makes a good point of observing that the historical myths
of Aphaia portray her in a typical role of a virgin trying to escape sexual advances of a
male. This element of the myths perhaps indicates that Aphaia was conceived of as a vir-
gin goddess. “Like Artemis, Britomartis, Aphaia and Diktynna have not the asexual type of
virginity of Athena, but rather an erotic and challenging virginity. This virginity is clearly
one of the main attributes of those goddesses and of a kourotrophos, since a divine nurse
should be pure and free of any physical contact with men in order to raise a divine child.
Indeed, Artemis was often worshipped as kourotrophos and, as such, she merges with Eil-
eithyia, who herself as goddess of childbirth was thought of as a virgin” (Pilafidis-Williams
1998, 144). Incidentally, the association between Kourotrophos and Eileithyia, invoked by
Pilafidis-Williams, finds interesting reverberations in one of the most intriguing creations
of Pindar. Pindar’s N. 7 opens with an invocation to Eileithyia, and this is rather puzzling:
why should Eileithyia, a goddess of birth, and naturally, of female concerns, be present
in an epinikion for a boy? Kurke (1991, 71-82) sees this image as symbolic of an athlete’s
victory: a victory is like a new birth, or rebirth, for his family, from oblivion into fame.
But Eileithyia, is not simply mentioned as a symbol, she is said to have helped Sogenes to
come to fame. This is striking for several reasons: in epinikia, Pindar often mentions dei-
ties and heroes who help athletes win, but those are always figures of contemporary cult.
“Eileithyia” of N. 7 has always been taken as a poetic figure, not a figure of local cult, and
we otherwise have no evidence of an Eileithyia cult on Aigina. At the same time, if assis-
tance in birth was one of Aphaia’s functions, it would have been strange for Pindar who
wrote a hymn for Aphaia not to have referred to her directly. Also, other Aiginetan deties,
Damia and Auxesia, might be more closely connected with the functions of Eileithyia than
Aphaia. A reference in Pindar therefore remains a puzzle.

224 The link between female and male worshippers in the cult of Kourotrophos rests
on the interest of both sexes in the continuation of family: “Unter diesem Aspekt gerit
das Wirken der Kourotrophos dann auch in das Blickfeld der Ménner. In ihren obern aus
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to attribute to Aphaia the supervision of hypothetical rites of passage,
which he deduced from the presence of thin bronze strips interpreted as
hair-bands:225 Sinn thinks that locks of hair were dedicated to Aphaia as
part of some ritual of coming of age. The number of these bands, whatever
their purpose, is too small at Aphaia to suggest that they signal a primary
function of the deity.226 Sinn’s approach, which assigns definitive value
to unusual offerings, is not necessarily sound. For instance, an example
of a Panathenaic amphora is better viewed as a singular personal dedi-
cation rather than a reflection of Aphaia’s patronage of athletics.?2” The
combined majority of votives at Aphaia present a much more diverse
picture than could be covered by the designation of kourotrophos. There
are figurines of animal shapes, female figurines (only some of which rep-
resent or suggest nursing), female items of adornment and dress, as well
as of female occupations, such as weaving; military objects, and seafaring
symbols. More importantly, I do not see any reason to blend various and
distinct areas of Aphaia’s social concerns (e.g., female sphere, overseas
trade and travel, war and hunting) into one over-arching function, even if
the hypothetical (in the case of Aphaia) function of kourotrophos is con-
ceptually broad enough to accommodate them.?28 It seems rather more
reasonable to see kourotrophos as but one of Aphaia’s functions.

dem Befund erschlossenen Feiern im Heiligtum der Aphaia-Kourotrophos gedenken sie
das gliicklichen und wiirdigen Fortbestehens ihrer Familien, ihres Stammesverbandes”
(Sinn 1988, 158).

225 E.g., Furtwingler 1906, vol. 2, pl. 116, nos. 35, 38, 40, 41, 42. Elsewhere, even on
Aigina at Kolonna (Margreiter 1988, 16 and 65) where there are only three such examples,
these wound-up strips of metal are interpreted as finger-rings, and those of bigger size as
arm-bands.

226 Sinn (1988, 158, n. 54) is able to cite only five, or at most, seven examples. Burnett
(2005, 31) mistakenly cites “more than a hundred hair-clasps” at Aphaia: the German text
(Sinn 1987, 139) refers to the sanctuary of Artemis at Lousoi, not to Aphaia: “Entsprechende
Objekte [i.e., die Tiillen aus diinnem Bronzeblech] sind aus vielen Heiligtiimern bekannt,
so auch aus dem Artemisheiligtum von Lusoi. Die Gattung is dort in {iber 100 Exemplaren
vertreten...” (“The corresponding objects are known from many sanctuaries, as, for exam-
ple, from the sanctuary of Artemis at Lousoi. There [i.e., at Lousoi] this type is represented
by over 100 pieces...")

227 In 1811, Cockerell found a fragmentary Panathenaic amphora (A 26) on the offer-
ings table in the rear room of the temple. Beazley attributed it to the Nikoxenos painter
and dated it to 500—-490 BCE. If dedicated at the time of production, and not much later
as a heirloom, e.g., during the Athenian occupation of the island in 431-404 BCE, this gift
presumably would have come from an Aiginetan rather than a foreign resident. See Wil-
liams 1987, 639. A panthenaic amphora (in five fragments) is also known from the site of
Kolonna: Margreiter 1988, 31-32, 73, nos. 225—229, 2nd quarter of the 5th century BCE.

228 Watson (2011, 9o) follows Sinn here: “goddess for all Aiginetans,” “kourotrophos, a
goddess who cared not only for mothers and newborn infants, but also for those growing up.”
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As a final note, we should mention the presence of an under-lifesize
kouros statue, of island workmanship, among the sculptural remains found
at Aphaia. It dates to the middle of the 6th century BCE.22° Kouroi at sanc-
tuaries are typically seen as votive dedications. The presence of a kouros
might be seen by some as supporting the hypothesis of the kourotrophic
function of Aphaia, and by others as a prestigious dedication reflecting
the contemporary artistic tastes of the aristocracy. It therefore adds little
more certainty to the scope of Aphaia’s concerns already indicated by
other types of evidence.

Apart from votive gifts, there are no decisive data that could offer clues
to the identification of the social functions of Aphaia. The architectural
remains at Aphaia, and the pedimental sculptures shed little more light
on this issue. A complex of buildings southeast of the temenos, since
Furtwégler’s excavation, has been identified as a series of dining rooms.230
Dining facilities are not uncommon in sanctuaries, but there is no clear
indication that ritual dining was associated with only some deities, or with
a specific class of deities who shared a common social function.?3! At the
same time, the small size of the dining facilities suggests that they could
have been used only by a small group of people at a time and, hence,
not meant to accommodate a large group of worshippers that would be
expected during a public sacrifice and a feast of Aphaia. In the present
state of our evidence, the membership of the small groups of diners at
Aphaia cannot be ascertained, and therefore, the presence of the dining
facilities, does not by itself illuminate the special social roles of Aphaia. In
contrast to the inventory of Damia and Auxesia, the inventory of Aphaia
does not provide such characteristic details of worship or of a deity’s
character as we learn from the former: there, numerous iron dress pins
appear as indicators of a special votive type (also helpfully confirmed by
Herodotus), and several peploi deposited in the sanctuary suggest a ritual
of peplos-weaving and dedication possibly similar to that for Athena on

229 Tnv. 208; Ohly 1971, 520; Ohly-Dumm and Robertson 1981, 157-161, figs. 1-5.

230 Furtwingler 1906, 152, Southeast houses II-IV. The baths, if not the entire room
where they are located, may be as late as the 1st century Bce (Williams 1987, 679).

231 Sinn (1988, 154) cites Hadzisteliou-Price 1978, 206 in support of his hypothesis that
the evidence of ritual dining at Aphaia lends further support to his identification of the
cult as that of kourotrophos. But dining was associated with a far greater variety of deities
and heroes: Gebhard (2002, 71-74) discussing dining caves at Isthmia, cites other examples,
such as the Heraion at Perachora, Kabeirion at Thebes, Demeter and Kore at Corinth, et al.
To cite examples closer to home: archaeological remains of dining facilities on Kolonna, as
well as Thearion as a place of symposia (see chapters 7.6.8—7.6.9).
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the Athenian acropolis. At Aphaia, only various items of equipment are
listed, such as chairs, couches, containers, offering little insight into the
social functions of the deity.

7.4.6  What Can We Learn from the Pediments?

We return to the issues raised in 7.4.4. Perhaps the most difficult and con-
troversial, as well as the most discussed set of data connected with the
sanctuary of Aphaia are the pedimental sculptures. In this section, I dis-
cuss only the potential of the pedimental composition for shedding light
on the social functions of the deity (see further 9.2, 9.3, 11.6). The debate
still goes on about the date, the number, the sequence, and the meaning
of the pediments.?32 I side with the view that the sculptural remains repre-
sent just two pediments and, in addition, several free-standing sculptural
groups.?33 One of these groups, by some identified as an early East pedi-
ment, seems to represent a scene of pursuit. The bottom part of a female
statue survives, her feet in a running mode, the hem of her dress swept back
by the motion.23* The motif of a pursued maiden, sometimes described
as “the rape of” that mythological character is well known from visual
arts and the position of feet can be confidently matched with that motif
(see earlier discussion in 7.4.4). The identification of the fleeing maiden
with Aigina pursued by Zeus is primarily due to the known parallels on
vases. We might like to ask, however, whether we are not overlooking
a candidate that is much closer, Aphaia herself, who is depicted in all
our myths as a pursued and fleeing maiden. The subject of the sculptural
group ‘Aphaia pursued by Minos,” as an illustration of her myth, would be
a most relevant dedication/decoration for her sanctuary. I think this is a
strong possibility, even if it offers fewer opportunities for loaded ideologi-
cal interpretations of the whole decorative program at Aphaia than the
Zeus-Aigina pair does.23°

232 Ohly 1981, 46; 1992, 92—94. See Sinn (1987, 167) for a collation of relevant bibliogra-
phy and more recently Hedreen 2011 (an excellent balanced and justifiably conservative
presentation of the evidence and issues of debate) and Watson 2o011.

233 See Stewart 2008b. Kowalzig (2007, 209) who envisions four Aphaia pediments erro-
neously cites that one of the “earlier” pediments represented the birth of Aiakos; rather,
there was probably a group representing a pursued and fleeing maiden, a popular motif
in vase painting.

234 Ohly (1981, 68—70, fig. 23; 2001, pls. 163-169) ascribes four sculptural fragments to
this group: bottom part of a dress and feet of a running female, and three arm fragments.

235 See Watson 201, 94-13 (with references to Bankel 1993, 50-1 and Walter-Karydi
2006, 69—70 on the sculptural motif) for such attempts: “whether the group showing the
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For our purposes, it is necessary to determine whether the pediments
help to identify the social functions of Aphaia, i.e., the character of her
cult. A rigorous evaluation yields a negative answer. Apart from the iden-
tity of Athena as the central figure of both pediments, the identification
of other figures, and of overall scenes remains speculative. There are two
general interpretations: one postulates that the pediments represent
two Trojan wars, and the heroic ancestors of the Aiginetans, the Aiakids,
as participants;236 another argues that the pediments celebrate the return
of the Herakleidai, and hence, the Dorian ancestry of Aigina. The identi-
fications of the two Trojan wars hinge on several details: a lion-helmeted
warrior of the west pediment, who is viewed as Herakles (see Fig. 8); a
warrior in a pointed hat must be an oriental, and hence can be seen as a
Trojan or Persian; pictorial motifs on shields of warriors (e.g., ‘eagle with
a snake’ seen as a symbol of Ajax).237 Although the representations of the
Aiakids on this Aiginetan temple lend themselves to political interpreta-
tions, they help little with addressing the nature of Aphaia. Our mytholog-
ical accounts give no indication of a link between the Aiakids and Aphaia,
and hence their representation on the pediments, while possibly fitting
the character of Aphaia’s cult, is not what tells us about her character.
About the latter we rather learn from the votive offerings and the myths.
In addition, as has been already noted above, battle scenes, whoever the
participants, became a popular motif of pedimental decoration in Late
Archaic and Classical temples in general, and it would be wrong to suggest
that in each case they corresponded to, or even indicated the belligerent
nature of a deity worshipped in that temple, or a particular connection to
that deity’s patronage of war, of adult warriors, or of young men as future
warriors. In many cases, such potential may exist, but we cannot expect
that it was always intended or actualized. We will return to the Aphaia
pediments once more in chapter 11, where we explore the regional context
of Aiginetan religious life.

An alternative interpretation of the pediments, articulated by Sinn,
which leads to his identification of the Aphaia sanctuary as “a center of
a tribal community”, “Zentrum einer Stammesgemeinschaft,”?3® has a

rape of Aigina was intended for the east pediment or not, it was clearly considered appro-
priate for the sanctuary, and as the union of Zeus and Aigina led to the birth of Aiakos, the
group addressed the origin of the Aiakidai.” My discussion is below in 11.6.

236 Ohly 1977, 45tf.

237 Identification of Ajax based on the shield emblem: Wiinsche 2006; Brinkmann
et al. 2007, fig. 185.

238 Sinn 1987, 138—40.
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more direct impact on our understanding of Aphaia’s social functions,
and deserves a closer scrutiny here. Sinn focuses on the lion-helmeted
archer of the East pediment. Counter-arguing the notion that the lion-
helmeted figure represented Herakles, he suggested instead that it rep-
resents Herakles’ son, Hyllos, mentioned in the surviving fragment of
Pindar’s Isthmian 9 written for an unknown Aiginetan athlete. Sinn uses
this evidence to explain the presence of Athena on the Aphaia pediments
as a traditional mythological patroness of Herakles who also comes to the
support of the Herakleidai. As a next step in his arguments, Herakles/
Herakleidai and Aphaia become patron deities of the Aiginetans in their
Doric tribal identity as the descendants of Hyllos.239

The interpretation of the Aphaia pediments as a return of the Her-
akleidai is far from convincing. We know that Herakles had a separate
sanctuary on Aigina, and there is no indication of any sort that Herak-
les or the Herakleidai were worshipped at the site of Aphaia. That both
were important for Aiginetan identity leaves no doubt, but the connection
between Aphaia and Herakles at the site of Aphaia and in a supposed
tribal cult is based on a circular reasoning: Aphaia is a tribal deity because
Herakles/Hyllos might be represented in her pediments, and Herakles/
Hyllos would be likely to appear on the Aphaia pediment because she
is a tribal deity. In addition, why the return of the Herakleidai would be
represented as a clash with opponents dressed in oriental costumes is not
clear. For the hypothesis of a tribal cult to hold, one would need to show
independently (from the alleged connection to Herakles) and incontro-
vertibly that Aphaia was a deity of tribal Doric significance. Only then
can a hypothesis of the return of the Herakleidai as the theme of the pedi-
ments of Aphaia be entertained.

The plausibility of the return of the Herakleidai as a theme of the Aphaia
pediments is further undermined by the fact that the Aiginetans of the 6th
and 5th centuries BCE apparently did not draw genealogical connections
between themselves and the Herakleidai, even if they considered the latter
to some extent as founders of their state. Genealogically, Aiginetans saw
themselves as the Aiakids, and as autochthons (Myrmidons transformed
into men from ants). Perhaps in the political climate of the mid-5th cen-
tury BCE, however, the Aiginetans were eager to play all the possible cards
in their hands, and emphasize all the conceivable heroic connections of
their ancestors. It is in this light that we may see a play on the Doric

239 Sinn 1987, 150-8.
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ancestry via the Heraklids (Pind. . 9) that makes Aiginetans more closely
linked with the Spartans, whose backing the Aiginetans could have been
especially keen to secure after their defeat by the Athenians and a forced
inclusion into the Athenian alliance in 458/7 BCE, but such an isolated
piece of fifth-century evidence is too slim a ground to support a hypoth-
esis of the Aphaia sanctuary as a center of a Doric tribal cult.

7.4.7 Conclusions

The types of dedications at the Aphaia sanctuary, as well as literary
accounts, suggest a broad scope of social concerns for Aphaia, such as
seafaring, warfare, women’s concerns, childcare (kourotrophos), growth of
animals or hunting (depending on how we interpret animal figurines),
and possibly rites of passage. Any attempt to define Aphaia as a narrowly
specialized deity, be it a kourotrophos, or a female-fertility goddess, fall
short of the evidence. Some of Aphaia’s functions seem to have been asso-
ciated with a prehistoric cult at the site (especially in the Late Bronze
Age), and suggest a rare, but tangible possibility of a carry-over of cult,24°
yet even if there was a continuity, there was also a change and/or develop-
ment: if one can judge by the votive dedications, the scope of functions in
the purview of the historical Aphaia was much broader than that of the
local Bronze Age deity. The presence of Aphaia among the Aiginetan dei-
ties as early as the Geometric period, and a broad range of functions she
seems to have served, at least in the Archaic period, may have a causal
relationship (further discussion in 10.2.1).

240 Korinne Pilafidis-Williams studied Bronze Age archeological materials from the
Aphaia sanctuary in order to determine the type of the site and the type of the deity
they belong to. Focusing on “the more unusual offerings in a cult assemblage” (Pilafidis-
Williams 1998, 135), she demonstrated that this type of offerings at Aphaia consisted in
figurines of Kourotrophos: in the LHITIA2-LHIIIB period, “the deity at Aphaia was indeed
concerned with children and childcare” (Pilafidis-Williams 1998, 137). Other unusual figu-
rines that frequently occur at Aphaia (hedgehogs, bovines, oxcarts), in Pilafidis-Williams’
mind, support the sphere of a kourotrophos, but we must remain cautious about the cer-
tainty of the symbolic meaning we assign to these votives. Among the LBA votives, we
may note two boat models, which according to Pilafidis-Williams point to the possible
provenance of the deity in Crete, as much later sources of the historical period indicate.
The latter hypothesis requires that we assume continuity at the site of Aphaia not only
in cultic practices, but also in the oral tradition about the local deity stretching back into
the 12th century BCE. Perhaps it is safer to envision in the boat models not a glyptic illus-
tration of some aetiological myth, but a practical concern with seafaring, as we do in the
historical period.
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7.5 APHRODITE [EPILIMENIA|

7.5.1  Social Roles Suggested by the Material Evidence

Textual references to the cult of Aphrodite on Aigina are of Roman date
(Plutarch Greek Questions (301 E-F) and Paus. 2.29.6.), but the epigraphic
evidence dates to the first half of the 5th century BCE and gives a positive
indication of the presence of Aphrodite’s cult at that time.2#! I begin with
the discussion of the epigraphic evidence (see Fig. 9).

IG IV2 1005:

Agpodit- -
[E]miAtpey- -

The shape of the stone suggests that it is a fragment of an anchor stock.
Welter proposed that the object and the inscription were testifying to the
primary use as an anchor with the name of the ship inscribed: A¢podit[a
| 'E]mihipey[ia].242 Jeffery followed Welter in this identification and gave
the date ca. 475 BCE.2*3 Wolters suggested secondary use as a boundary
marker of a precinct and restored the text: Agpodit[ag| E]midipey[lag], while
Gianfrotta and McCaslin in passing mention the possibility of a votive
dedication.?** Haloff also restores the text as a dedication: Agpodit[at |
E]midipey[lot]. Pirenne-Delforge favors this opinion.?*5 The latter identi-
fication seems the most plausible, as several aspects of the evidence sup-
port this hypothesis.

The inscription appears on the central part of the stock, on the cutting
made to accommodate two parts of a wooden shaft. In the original use
the central cutting would have been completely covered by the shaft, and
nothing written on that part have been visible: therefore, it does not make
sense to have the name of a ship written on an anchor in such a manner
that the writing cannot be seen.246 Since the only part of ancient anchors
that usually survives is the stock, we may be misled in supposing that this
was possibly the only part inscribed, although the stone or lead surface

241 The photograph is published in Welter 1938a, 497, fig. 11.

242 Welter 1938a, 489—90 and 497-8.

243 Jeffery, LSAG, p. 113, no. 14.

244 Wolters 1925a, 4: boundary-stone of the precinct; Gianfrotta 1977, 288: dedication;
McCaslin 1980, 48—9 (= SEG XXXIII 260): since it is marble, it has to be votive.

245 Pirenne-Delforge 1994, 176.

246 See the position of the shaft relative to the stock in the reconstruction of an anchor
by Kapitaen (1984, 34, fig. 2).
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of the stock is indeed more suitable for writing than wood. The inscribed
stocks that survive always display writing to the left and right of the cen-
tral cutting,24” in which case we may safely assume that the inscriptions
were made while the wooden shaft was still in place. It does not preclude
the possibility that even then the stock as a whole could be dedicated to
a deity, only that the central portion of the stock would not be available
for writing. In some cases, however, the inscription runs through the cen-
tral part of the stock, as in the case of another anchor stock from Aigina
(IG TV2 1004): pé xive T03¢, “do not move this.” This would be possible only
when the shaft was removed, and the anchor stock reused for another
purpose. When the shaft was removed, and the whole surface of the stock
became available for writing, it was up to the inscriber to choose whether
to use the sides, the full surface, or just the central part for writing.

Stone anchors are particularly good candidates of secondary use because
they often break in the middle, in the area of the central cutting, and
hence cannot continue to serve as anchors. Secondary use is usually of
two types: votive dedication or sema (grave monument),2*® in each case
the occupation of the dedicant or of the deceased is likely to be linked to
the sea. Reuse as building material is also attested.24® Examples of anchor
stocks dedicated to various divinities are not infrequent,?5° and some-
times anchors are not only deposited in shrines, but also inscribed with
dedications.?! McCaslin argued that in our case the marble of the anchor
indicates votive use, but the use of marble cannot be a reliable indicator
of votive purpose. We know of examples of marble anchor stocks never
intended for dedication, where marble was chosen for the characteristics
of density necessary to create a heavy stock. This does not mean that in
secondary use the properties of marble did not continue to be valued,
only that the reasons were different.

247 Select examples: inscribed stone anchor stock from Corfu (IG IX, 1, 704), 6th cent.
BCE—on the side of the stock. Dedication to Zeus Meilichios from Croton—on the side of
stock. Gianfrotta (1977, 316-18) takes it to be secondary use, dedication. On the later lead
stocks (after mid. 4th cent. BCE), all inscribed on the side, see Moll 1929, 270 (Zedg “Ymartos,
Agppodite Zolovoa).

248 Kritzas (1985, 203-206) interprets /G IV2 1004 as a grave marker or boundary marker.
Felten et al. 2009, 43—49 publish a new example from Kolonna.

249 Gianfrotta 1977, 287: at Gravisca and Salamis (Cyprus). On Gravisca, see Torelli 1971,
44-67.

250 Gianfrotta 1977, 286: numerous examples in the inventories of Delos; also, in the
temple of Hera at Metaponto, in connection with the cult of Apollo Arkhegetas, dated to
the end of 7th—early 6th cent. BCE.

251 Gianfrotta 1977, 288, 290.
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In sum, the inscription made on the central part of the stock militates
against its primary use as an anchor. We are certainly dealing with reuse
here. Whether it was a whole unbroken stock that was used for the inscrip-
tion, or it was already damaged, is impossible to say, but we may note
that if it was whole, it later broke in an unusual way: at the sides rather
than in the middle. Both interpretations of secondary use, the earliest
as horos,?52 and the latest as dedication?3 are possible. We do not have
the endings preserved to see whether it was the Dative or Genitive case,
the former more common for dedications, the latter for horoi. In either
case, the inscribed anchor stock, IG IV2 1005, must be taken as evidence for
the worship of Aphrodite Epilemenia on Aigina in the 5th century BCE.

7.5.2 The Aiginetan Sanctuary and the Evidence from Naukratis

The find-spot of the inscribed anchor was cape Kolonna,?5* serving for a
short while as the basis for the identification of the Archaic temple on the
top of Kolonna as that of Aphrodite.?55 In fact, Pausanias (2.29.6.) tells us
that in his time (2nd century ck) the temple of Aphrodite was in imme-
diate proximity to the harbor “where most ships anchor:” mAnaiov 3¢ tod
Mpévos &v @ pdAtota dppilovtat vads oty Agpoditng. Even if the temple on
Kolonna was not that of Aphrodite, it is easy to explain how the inscribed
anchor stock could have traveled there from somewhere in the vicinity:
building materials or spolia from ancient structures would have been col-
lected, moved around, and constantly reused in new projects throughout
the centuries.

Although we do not know today the exact location of Aphrodite’s
temple on Aigina, the topographic description of Pausanias that places
the temple next to the harbor “where most vessels anchor,” and the epi-
thet Epilimenia, point to the marine character of Aphrodite on Aigina.
The coastal placement is characteristic of Aphrodite in her marine role
in other areas of Greece, including the Saronic Gulf.256 Aphrodite’s cultic
epithet is informative. It not only derives from the topographical position

252 Wolters 19254, 4.

258 Gianfrotta 1977, 288; McCaslin 1980, 48—9 (cited in SEG XXXIII 260).

254 Welter 1938a, 489.

255 Hirschfeld 1894, 964; Wolters 1924a, 71—2; 1924b, 460; 1925b.

256 Farnell 1896-1909, vol. 2, p. 636—7: “Harbours and rocky promontories were
named from her or gave her names.” Kolias in Attica. At Troizen, Aphrodite Kataskopia
(Paus. 2.32.3); at Hermione, Aphrodite Pontia and Limenia. Aphrodite Euploia elsewhere
(Farnell 1896—1909, 750, note 106h.)

a
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of the sanctuary, but underscores the role of this deity in conjunction with
the limén. Aphroditai in other parts of Greece might be placed on the
coast, but not all of them bear epithets referring to the sea.257

Perhaps one more piece of evidence can be viewed as related to the
cult of the Aiginetan maritime Aphrodite. One of numerous dedications
to Aphrodite found in Naukratis is a dedication of a certain Sostratos on
a Chian bowl, ca. 600 BCE:258 LOXTPATOX M'ANEOHKEN TH ®POAITHI.
Dyfri Williams believes that the dedicant is an Aiginetan merchant from
the famous family of merchants, to which the Sostratos of Herodotus
belongs.?5? If the dedicant is indeed Aiginetan, perhaps it is not acciden-
tal that his dedication is to Aphrodite and not some other deity, including
Aiginetan Zeus who had a separate sanctuary at Naukratis. It may be seen
as a pro itu et reditu type of dedication, referring back to the Aphrodite
at home who oversees successful maritime activities. If Sostratos prayed
to Aphrodite on Aigina for a safe journey, he would have every reason
to thank her, upon the arrival to Naukratis, for heeding his prayer. This
hypothesis can be considered only if we assume that by 600 BCE not only
Aphrodite’s temple, but some other(s) as well were already in place at
Naukratis; otherwise our suggestion loses strength, as we would have to
admit that there was no choice as to what deity to propitiate in Naukratis,
if Aphrodite was the only one there.?60 It must be noted that at least two
areas in Naukratis have yielded dedications to Aphrodite. Most dedica-
tions come from the southern, residential area of the settlement, where a
sanctuary of Aphrodite has been identified. Other dedications come from
the area currently identified as the Hellenion.26! Herodotus does not men-
tion a temple of Aphrodite, and Bowden explains that it is because Hero-
dotus is interested in the emporion and not the polis of Naukratis, that is,
two distinct areas of the settlement, the northern and the southern parts
respectively.262 Hogarth suggested that the Aphrodite worshipped in the
city sanctuary was “the goddess of light love,” testified by the large quanti-
ties of indecent terracottas and stone images at the site.263 This opens up

257 E.g., Aphrodite Kolias in Attica.

258 London 88.6-1.456; Boardman 1980, 122, fig. 139.

259 Williams 1983, 155-86.

260 Zunker (1988, 32 after Murray 1980, 238) and Boardman (1980, 133-38) prefer to
think that the sanctuaries of Samos, Miletos and Aigina in Naukratis were built during the
reign of Psammetikhos I (664—610 BCE).

261 Lloyd 1988, 224.

262 Bowden 1996.

263 Hogarth et al. 1899, 39.
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the possibility that Sostratos might have made an offering not to the mari-
time Aphrodite, but to a goddess of sexual love. In the end, the remain-
ing uncertainty about the Aiginetan affiliation of Sostratos, and about the
nature of Aphrodite in question, leaves us with little to be added to the
otherwise attested maritime profile of the Aiginetan Aphrodite.

7.5.3 The Aiginetan Aphrodosia

A textual testimony of the Roman date has suggested to some scholars
the worship of Aphrodite as a love-goddess on Aigina. Such is Halliday’s
interpretation of Plutarch Queastiones Graecae 44. The latter is an aetion
for the festival of monophagoi on Aigina (see full text, translation, and
discussion in 7.18.1). The part that is relevant to our discussion here is
the conclusion that secluded family celebrations and sacrifices to Posei-
don, commemorating the nostos of Homeric heroes, were followed by
the celebration of the Aphrodisia. No more detail is provided apart from
the indication of the sequence: feast of monophagoi ends, the Aphrodisia
begin. In his commentary on Plutarch QG 44, Halliday explains: “Aphro-
disia does not, therefore, necessarily imply a solemn feast to the goddess
Aphrodite, and here probably signifies no more than that the festival con-
cluded with a carousal... The merry-making and sexual license of these
festivals...”264 Halliday's interpretation is based on points of similarity
between our festival and the Choes or Anthesteria in Athens, leading him
to the conclusion that the period of isolation and restraint associated with
the festival of monophagoi must have ended with a celebration emphasiz-
ing the opposite values. The sequence of social restraint followed by social
license is known in religious festivals elsewhere in Greece, and offers one
plausible model for explaining the sequence of the feast of monophagoi
and the Aphrodisia on Aigina.

We should not, however, entirely exclude all other possibilities, such as
a more obvious connection of both Poseidon and Aphrodite to seafaring
in the Aiginetan context: the feast of monophagoi refers to the overseas
Trojan expedition that ended with numerous deaths, and it may have
been a somber (past-oriented) commemoration of the dead, while the
Aphrodisia may have focused on a constructive (future-oriented) propi-
tiation of a deity for favorable seafaring. In other words, both festivals may
have been linked to concerns with seaborne travel.

264 Halliday 1928, 185.
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Athenaeus XIII 588e is another textual source that has been summoned
in support of the Aiginetan Aphrodisia as a festival of sexual license.
Athenaeus speaks of a festival of Poseidon (possibly, but not certainly, cel-
ebrated on Aigina) as the time when Aristippus used to spend time with
a courtesan Lais. This indicates to Pirenne-Delforge a possibility that both
the Poseidonia and the Aphrodisia on Aigina were the time given to the
celebration of free love.265 The testimony of Plutarch about the somber
tone of the feast of monophagoi, and most importantly, the fact that it was
apparently limited to male kinsmen and householders, explicitly exclud-
ing outsiders, effectively precludes any possibility that this feast could
have involved celebrations of free love. Pirenne-Delforge’s interpretation
of Athenaeus could work only if in addition to a hypothetical licentious
Aphrodisia, we would postulate an as yet unknown festival of Poseidon
(not the feast of monophagoi) where cohabiting with courtesans was on
the menu. While the role of Aphrodite as a patroness of free love is widely
familiar in the Greek world and, therefore, not inconceivable on Aigina,
nevertheless Athenaeus could not be adduced in support of such a role
for Aphrodite on Aigina. After all, he explicitly refers to the Poseidonia,
not Aphrodisia, and the Aiginetan evidence for the worship of Poseidon
nowhere indicates such a social role for this deity (see further 7.18). We
must also consider the fact that Plutarch is a late source, and we cannot
be sure that the sequence of two festivals went as far back as the Archaic
and Classical periods. While the interpretation of the Aiginetan Aphro-
disia as a celebration of free love is possible, the alternative seems to me
no less viable, namely, the connection of both Poseidon and Aphrodite to
seafaring, reflecting respectively the deadly and the profitable potential
of seaborne travel.

7.5.4 Conclusions

In the 5th century BCE, Aphrodite’s social function on Aigina was related
to the sea, possibly catering to a wide range of clientele, either whose live-
lihood depended on the sea (fishermen, tradesmen), or whose business
took them on overseas journeys (navy, tradesmen, pilgrims). Whether the
Aiginetan Aphrodisia were also celebrations of free love cannot be firmly
established on the basis of the available evidence.

265 Pirenne-Delforge 1994, 177, n. 41
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7.6 APOLLO(S)

7.61  Overview

The evidence for the worship of Apollo on Aigina is textual, literary and
epigraphic, ranging from the 6th century BCE (epigraphic) to the 2nd cen-
tury CE. The applicability of archaeological evidence depends on whether
we can be certain of the identification of the sanctuary’s or sanctuaries’
location(s). The temple whose single opisthodomos column is still rising
over the Kolonna hill today is presently attributed to Apollo (see Fig. 3).266
Our textual sources, however, suggest the presence of several different
cults of Apollo on Aigina indicated by cultic epithets Delphinios, Pythios,
Oikistes and Domatites.267 The association of the temple on Kolonna with
Apollo, and with his specific hypostasis is far from being a settled matter,
and the place of the cults of Apollo in the local system of cults, and in
relation to each other requires a detailed investigation.268

266 Hoffelner 1999, 15-100; Walter-Karydi 1994, 131.

267 The epithet Thearios is not attested in ancient sources: it is cited by Hans Kaletsch
(Neue Pauly vol. 1, 321, s.v. Aigina) who must have transferred this information from RE
vol. 5, 1383, s.v. Thearios, which in turn relies on Gruppe (1897, 139) who has no other
evidence to go by than Pindar’s reference to a Thearion in N. 3.70 (on which see below).
See, Rutherford 2001, 334 n. 108 for the same mistake regarding Apollo Thearios. The epi-
thet Pythaieus is also unattested, but is suggested by Figueira (1981, 179-180, 319—21; 1993,
17-18) and accepted by Burnett 2005, 14-15 n. 9. On the suggestion that Apollo Agyieus was
worshipped on Aigina, see below. The epithet Patroios is known from a single inscription
(IG IV2 789), found in the southern suburb of Aigina town called Meptotds, identified as a
boundary marker and dated to the 5th century BCE: AnéMovog ITatp-|oto. The deity’s name
and epithet are in the genitive case, suggesting that it was either a horos or a dedica-
tion. The letters look Attic, and it is possible that the inscription was made by the Athe-
nians during their occupation of Aigina in the last quarter of the 5th century. This would
make good sense because Apollo Patroos was a prominent Athenian deity from whom
they traced their descent, whereas in Dorian communities it was more commonly Zeus
who was worshipped as Patroos (cf. Plato, Euthyd. 392d: Zebg Nuiv matpdog pév od xaAeita,
épxelog de xal ppdrplog xai Abvvaia @patple; Plut. Ale. 2: Yulv tols Abyvaiols. .. dpynyétis
Abijva xal Tatp@og ATéMwy éati; Farnell 1896-1909, vol. 1, 52-53).

268 T do not treat the subject of fifth-century Aoroi of Apollo/Poseidon in this chapter
as I consider them unrelated to local Aiginetan cults of Apollo (see Polinskaya 2009). The
relationship of Apollo to other Aiginetan deities in myths and cults, including the myth
about the struggle between Apollo and Poseidon for Kalaureia is treated in 7.18.1). The
broader question of relations between Apollo’s and Poseidon’s cults in the Saronic Gulf
is treated in 11.4.
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7.6.2  Cultic Identities and Sanctuaries: Apollo Aiginatas

Pausanias 2.30.1 is the only source that gives us an eyewitness account
of an Apollonion on Aigina: Naotl 8¢ 00 TOAD GAAMAWY APETTNNOTEG & UEV
AmoMwvog €Ty, 6 3¢ Aptéudog, Alovbow 3¢ adTOV 6 Tpitog. ATOMwWYL HEV
3 Ebavov yupvéy ot Téxwg ThS emiywpion.26° Two elements of Pausanias’
testimony are noteworthy: firstly, he reports one temple of Apollo on
Aigina, and one cult image inside that temple.270 Secondly, he mentions
no cultic epithet of Apollo. This is in contrast to the fact that he provides
surnames of Apollo in Hermione, Troizen, and other neighboring areas, in
each of which there were several sanctuaries of different Apollos. Appar-
ently on Aigina, Pausanias’ local guides described the temple simply as
that of Apollo, without an epithet. This would accord well with a situa-
tion where there was no need to distinguish between several Apollos. In
the Aiginetan inscription of the 1st cent. BCE (IG IV2 750), that is, some
two centuries before Pausanias, a festival Romaia dedicated to Apollo and
Roma is mentioned in line 33, but Apollo is still not distinguished with an
epithet: [Tt T]e AméMwvt xafl T]dt Popa[L

Yet several cultic epithets of Apollo are known on Aigina from other
sources.?”! The difficulty in reconciling the testimony of Pausanias with
our other sources may be resolved if we consider the identity of Aiginetan
cults from an outsider’s point of view (e.g., Pausanias), or in a foreign
context. There is a dedication to Apollo made in Etruria by a certain
Sostratos (SEG XXVI 1137), probably a merchant and possibly a member
of the famous Aiginetan family of merchants, whose namesake if not the

269 “The temples standing not far from each other are one of Apollo, the other of Artemis,
and the third of Dionysos. Apollo’s image is a xoanon, naked, of local workmanship.”

270 Imhoof-Blumer and Gardner (1964, 45, pl. L2) suggest that a coin (copper, autono-
mous, BM) represents an Archaic nude image of Apollo that might be a “copy of an early
work of Aiginetan art.” The same image is published by Head 1963, 145, pl. XXVI, nos. 4
and 5. In addition to the xoanon, there may have been other statues of Apollo at the sanc-
tuary, cult and/or votive. Pausanias 8.42.7 saw a bronze statue of Apollo, made by Onatas,
at Pergamon, for which there is also epigraphic (IvP VIII 1, 1890, 41, no. 48) and textual evi-
dence: Anthol. Gr. I 14.30 (Palat. IX.238). We have no evidence, however, that that bronze
statue was transported to Pergamon from Aigina. Since Onatas was an Aiginetan sculptor
and Aigina was in Pergamene possession from 209 to 133 BCE, this suggestion advocated
by Welter (1938c, 108) is plausible, although Onatas worked on the inter-polis level and his
works could be found all over the Greek world, while Pergamon was in control not only of
Aigina, but also of Andros and Euboian Oreus, from the time of the Second Macedonian
War.

271 Delphinios: X Pind. N. 5.44(81), Pind. P. 8.61-67(88-96), £ Pind. P. 8.88 and X Pind.
P. 8.91. X Pind. O. 13.155; Oikistes and Domatites: £ Pind. N. 5. 44(81); Pythios: N. 3.70(122),
¥ Pind. N. 3.122.



AIGINETAN DEITIES AND CULTS 205

man himself is mentioned by Herodotus 4.152.3.272 The dedication was
made on an anchor stock reused as a drain cover,?”® found just outside
the Greek sanctuary of Aphrodite, Hera, and Demeter at Gravisca (port
of Tarquinia).2’ The dedication reads: Amé | (A)Aov | og Al | ywa | o & |
L. Yoot | patog | €moie | o€ ho[. “I am of Apollo of Aigina. Sostratos made
the...”?75 This inscription is dated on the basis of letterforms to the end
of the 6th century or the first quarter of the 5th century BCE.

Another possible Aiginetan dedication to Apollo at Gravisca is a graffito
on an Attic kantharos of 520—510 BCE: Edapyog 1’ a[véBexe tédt ATéMov]1.276
On the basis of this additional evidence, Harvey suggested that there may
have been a separate Aiginetan sanctuary of Apollo at Gravisca where
Sostratos made his dedication.?”” Alternatively, it is possible that a dedi-
cation to Apollo Aiginatas was made in the precinct of Aphrodite, Hera
and Demeter.

The content of the Sostratos-inscription is highly illuminating. The pur-
port of the epithet Aiginatas is best understood in its geographic context.
In Etrutia, Sostratos operated in the international community of Greek

272 Johnston (1972) submits that a very common type of a mercantile mark XO on Greek
imported vases in Etruria in the period between 535-505 BCE should be attributed to the
Herodotean Sostratos. His fig. 1 (p. 419) illustrates a graffito on the Attic column crater that
he believes to be in Aiginetan script. Johnston 2000, 16: “the important historical point
here is not perhaps that the identity is secure [that is, whether the Graviscan Sostratos
is the same as Herodotean], but more that this SO appears to have been responsible in
some way for the transport from Athens to Etruria of more pots than any other known
individual; on the assumption, still to be proved, that most cargoes were mixed at this
period, that statistic should indicate that SO is likely to have been overall a major player
on the trading stage and therefore plausibly associated with Herodotus’ man.” See also
Harvey 1976, 213.

273 Initially identified as an aniconic image of Apollo Agyieus: Torelli 1971, 57-8, and
supported by Harvey 1976, 206; restated by Torelli 1977. Johnston (2000, 15) leaves room
open for this interpretation, but favors Guarducci’s view that we are dealing with a reuse of
an anchor stock, reinforced by the layout of the text across the stock. Johnston does point
out (16 n. 3) that the unfinished nature of the text is however difficult to explain unless it
was originally inscribed on a longer piece of stone, in which case “in a previous state more
than half an anchor did duty as an Agyieus. I have a hard time imagining a scenario where
what is clearly an anchor stock comes to be designated as an Agyieus and then that deity
is dedicated to Apollo Aiginatas.

274 Johnston 2000, 15: “The find spot suggests that it stood at the entrance to the
sanctuary.”

275 The possible meanings of the genitive are discussed in Harvey 1976, 206, n. 1.

276 Torelli (1977, 405) notes that the graffito might be in either Attic or Aiginetan script.
Johnston 2000, 25 (“script almost certainly Aiginetan”); his catalog no. 54 gives the text as:
Edapyos u” af...... vt

277 Harvey 1976, 213.
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merchants, primarily natives of Ionia.2’® Various Greek deities were wor-
shipped in the Greek part of town, as dedications to Aphrodite, Hera, and
Demeter indicate.?” The use of a place reference in the epithet shows
that a presumed native of Aigina, Sostratos, was relying on his Aiginetan
divine patron for help in overseas expeditions. It also implies an effort on
his part to make it unmistakably clear which Apollo was the addressee of
his dedication. This is well understood in the international context where
traders from different Greek locations may each have appealed to their
own local gods in rituals and prayers.280 Sostratos, presumably an Aigin-
etan, appealed to Apollo in his local Aiginetan hypostasis.

Apollo Aiginatas is emphatically the Apollo of Aigina, the epithet Aigi-
natas expressing the basic patronage of the deity over the island.?8! By
using the epithet Aiginatas, Sostratos clearly designated the specific Apollo
who was the patron of Aigina, not an Apollo, patron of some other Greek
polis.282 This specific Apollo was the one to whom Sostratos may have
prayed before taking up the long sea voyage to Etruria and would have
offered a dedication of gratitude for safe return. In fact, a dedication of a
certain Sostratos, possibly the same person as at Gravisca, is known from
Kolonna: Léatp[atos. The script is Aiginetan, early 5th century BCE.283

The dedication to Apollo Aiginatas at Gravisca illustrates the social
role of Apollo as patron of the Aiginetan community, and more narrowly,
judging by the use of an anchor stock for dedication,?8* and its location,

278 Torelli 1971, 63—7.

279 Johnston 2000 is the full publication of graffiti.

280 Cf. Xen. Anab. 5.5.5: within one army, different Greek contingents form religious
processions kata ethné.

281 Such designation is akin to the use of the epithet Athendn Medeousa with Athena on
inscriptions outside of Attica, e.g., in the so-called Themistocles decree, SEG XXII 274.

282 Contra Felten 2003b, 41, I do not think that Apollo here is invoked in the capacity
of a Stadtgottheit. The epithet is geographic rather than political.

283 JG 1IV? 758 (SEG XLVIII 370). Aigina Mus. inv. I 13 = P82, found on Kolonna, built
into Byzantine wall. Marble. Ed. Pr.: Walter-Karydi 1987, 103—5, Pl. 41, 60. Walter-Karydi
(1987, 105) speculates that the statue was an equestrian portrait of the famous Sostratos
(Hdt. 4.152.3), but Hallof (IG IV2 758) disputes both the attribution and the statue type.
The name Sostratos is also attested on Aigina in the Roman period (/G IV? 835) illus-
trating either its general popularity or the endurance of a particular local clan for many
centuries.

284 Reuse of anchors as votives, grave markers, or boundary markers is well-known
through additional Aiginetan examples, including a recent new find in the Westkomplex
on Kolonna: half a marble anchor stock was found secured in an upright position next to
a pillar base: Felten et al. 2009, 43—49. Felten et al. (2009, 49) express an intriguing idea
that this reused anchor stock may have marked a cenotaph for those who had died at sea,
since it was set up in the area which had been identified in previous excavation seasons
as a center of either ancestor or gentilicial cult.
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a long overseas journey away from Aigina, Apollo Aiginatas had some
concern for the wellbeing of seafarers, apparently including merchants
in their overseas expeditions. This role of the Aiginetan Apollo could be
suspected also at Adria (a Greek emporion in the Po valley, nowadays the
lower Canal Bianco in the province of Rovigo), where a few dedicatory
graffiti for Apollo in Aiginetan script have been found and where Colonna
postulates an Aiginetan sanctuary of Apollo.285 At the same time we need
not expect an Aiginetan sanctuary wherever we find Aiginetan dedica-
tions outside of Aigina: the gifts could have been made in local shrines of
other deities.286

Significantly, the dedication of Sostratos does not mention any other
epithet, such as Pythios or Delphinios, and the medium (a reused anchor
stock) is comprehensible as a dedication of a maritime object by a sailor
or merchant to a patron deity.?8” The epithet Aiginatas, however, reso-
nates well with the testimony of Pausanias who refers to Apollo on Aigina
without a distinguishing cultic epithet. A simple reference Aiginatas, used
outside of Aigina, makes the best sense in a scenario with only one major
referent at home, who would be locally known simply as Apollo, while
abroad, he would be naturally named the “Aiginetan” to distinguish him
from Apollos, patrons of other cities. Thus, we may tentatively conjecture
that the temple of Apollo seen by Pausanias on Aigina was that of Apollo
Aliginatas, simply the Apollo of Aigina, explicitly marked with this geo-
graphic descriptor only in foreign contexts.288

7.6.3 Where Was the Apollonion Seen by Pausanias?

The location of the Apollo’s temple mentioned by Pausanias is inside
Aigina-town, close to the Hidden Harbor (Paus. 2.30.1), the theater and the
stadium. Unfortunately, no evidence has come to light so far that could
unequivocally pinpoint the site of that temple.28° There were three har-
bors in Aigina-town, as archaeological investigations have shown,?%° one
north of cape Kolonna, and two to the south, but Pausanias mentions only

285 Colonna 1974.

286 An Archaic graffito on a Corinthian amphora from Caere possibly indicates an
Aiginetan trader’s or visitor's presence, but not much else (SEG LIV 413, lemma 54.871).

287 It is unnecessary to suspect in this case an aniconic representation of Apollo
Agyieus.

288 For Torelli 1987 and Walter-Karydi 1994 and 2000, Apollo Aiginatas is Pythios.

289 Felten 2001, 127; Graf (1979, 6) while identifying the Aiginetan Apollo as Delphinios,
mistakenly cites Welter (1938c, 49) as allegedly locating the Apollonion in the agora.

290 Knoblauch 1972; Walter 1993, 54, city plan on p. 48.
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two. The precise locations of the theater and the stadium are not known,
but both have been placed on maps of the ancient city hypothetically,
according to archaeologists’ understanding of Pausanias’ topographic
references and some indications in the landscape east of Kolonna (see
Appendix 2 for references and discussion).

The current scholarly consensus has it that the remains of an archaic
temple at cape Kolonna are to be identified with the Apollonion.2?! The
main basis for the identification has until the present been an honorary
decree of Roman date (69 BCE), the last lines of which provide instruc-
tions for the setting up of the stele. In the edition of IG IV 2 lines 33-38
read as follows:292

[Tovg B¢ emi-
HeAnTaS atdhay Mbiv[av monoacBal, év at ypo-
@]noetan t6de 6 Paglo[ua xal dvastad-
oe]tal el TOV EmpaveioTalTov TOTOV TAG
7] OAL0g, TTapd TO AToMwv[tov. T6 3¢ Yevs-
MEvov dvdAwua 36tw 6 Tafpiag.

If this stele had been found in situ, for example, on the Kolonna hill, and
bore the text of IG IV 2, that is, read wapd & AmoAA&v[tov in line 37, we
would have a firm link between the place and the deity. As it is, the stele
was not found in situ,2®® and moreover the reading Apollonion in line 37
is by no means secure. Perhaps there were more letters visible on the
stone in the late 19th century when Fourmont made his transcription,
upon which Miiller and then Fraenkel based theirs,2%4 but today with the
naked eye and with the help of a squeeze and photos, it is not possible to
read more than the following letters in lines 3637 (see Fig. 10):

291 Qriginally (Wolters 1925a, 3) the temple was attributed to Aphrodite on the basis
of IG IV2 1005 = SEG XI 18, and the testimony of Pausanias 2.29.6. Welter (1938a, 489-90,
497-8) was the first to do away with an Aphrodision on Kolonna by interpreting IG IV2
1005 as the name of a ship, although such interpretation cannot be sustained (see 7.5.1).

292 “The officials in charge (hoi epimeletai) are to make a stone stele, upon which this
vote will be written and will be erected in the most prominent place of the city, by the
Apollonion. The treasurer is to disburse funds for the incurred expense.” This edition
allows a wide fluctuation in the number of letters per line, e.g., 36 letters in 1. 34 and 23
letters in L. 38, although the width of the stone remains the same. Fraenkel in IG IV, p. 4
noted the problem: “Latitudinem versuum paulo inaequaliorem apparet fuisse.”

293 In the church of “B. Virginis dicta BiéAov.”

294 The text, first published by Miiller in 1817, was transcribed by Bekker from the note-
books of Fourmont. Boeckh CIG II 2140 worked from the same notebooks. Miiller, Boeckh,
and Fraenkel (/G IV 2) do not claim to have seen the stone themselves.
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]ou gig Tov émig[- ca. 2-|EIXT|
]6Atog, mapa 6 A[- ca. 4-5-]ON|[

The restoration of line 36 is secure on the basis of numerous parallels,
epiphaneistatos tés polios being an idiomatic expression,2%% but in line 37
a wide band of erosion or damage running the entire length of the stele
makes the end of the line illegible. In the new edition of the same inscrip-
tion (IG IV?2 750, here dated 82 BCE), Hallof reads lines 36—37 as follows:

Boe]Tat €ig Tov EmpaveioTat[ov TomOV
TAg T|6AL0g, Tapd TO dyopa[v]opL[ov. TO 3¢ ye-]

The reading mapa 6 dyopa[v]éwi[ov. faces the same problem as the earlier
reading mopd T AmoMwv[iov because the 4-5 letters following the initial
alpha are simply completely obliterated. A building called agoranomion
is not otherwise attested on Aigina, although the office of agoranomos is
that held by the honorand of the inscription, and so the placement of the
honorary inscription near the office building of the honorand would be
appropriate. It is another question, however, whether we would expect to
find an agoranomion in the “most prominent place of the city,” but if the
latter was an agora, then the agoranomion would make good sense.

Epigraphic sources indicate such epiphanestatoi topoi inside sanctuaries,
or in agoras.2%¢ Agora itself is not typically called the most prominent part
of the city, although one imagines it could be. Curiously, Pausanias uses
the same expression to describe the location of the Aiakeion on Aigina.
His epiphanestatos topos is located on the way between the Harbor “where
most ships anchor” and the Hidden Harbor, while the temple of Apollo
lies further down his route. Indeed, it is possible that the “most prominent
part of the city” was the area between the two southern harbors, perhaps
occupied by an agora, or two agoras,?9” where both the Aiakeion and the
structure implied in IG IV?2 750 line 37 could have been located. If so, it is
notable that Pausanias does not explicitly call that area agora, and does
not mention an agora on Aigina at all.

295 The expression, epiphanestatos topos+ Gen. of a noun, is common place in inscrip-
tions from 4th century BCE onwards and in contemporary textual sources. Inside sanc-
tuaries: e.g., IG IV 63 év 1@ émpaveotdt®d Tomw T00 lepod Tod Aaxdamiod, IG V 265 &v 1@
émipavestdtd Tod iepod TéMw, CID 4130 év 1 i[epw]l Tod AméMwvog tod IMublov &v @
EMpaveaTdt® Téme, SEG XLVIII 784 T0d Atdg Tod 'OAupmiov év ¢ émipaveatdt® témey. In the
agora: IG 112 1227 &v 1§ Empavestdtd Thg dyopds TOTW.

296 See n. 295.

297 JG IV2 791, found on Kolonna, dated 2nd-1st cent. BCE, is apparently a boundary
marker separating a property of Zeus and the Greater Agora.
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Most scholars since Welter have relied on the restoration AmoMwv|[tov
proposed in IG IV 2 and took at face value that the sanctuary of Apollo was
situated “in the most prominent part of town,” which they identified with
the elevated promontory crowned by the remains of an archaic temple—
Cape Kolonna.2%8 Welter noticed the curious coincidence of terms in IG
IV 2 and Pausanias, and he resolved the puzzle by placing both sanctuar-
ies, that of Aiakos and that of Apollo, on Kolonna.?%® This is, however,
impossible if we trust the topographic description of Pausanias: the two
sanctuaries were in different places.3%0 In the usage of Pausanias, the
expression epiphanestatos topos does not mean “the highest place,” or “the
most visible” place,3%! rather it means “the most important place,”3°2 thus
it is possible that Pausanias does not refer to Kolonna, which is regularly
described as the acropolis of Aigina in the publications of the Austrian
archaeologists working at Kolonna (see Appendix 2). The same must also
be true about the use of epiphaneistatos in IG IV 2 (= IG IV? 750) line 36,
namely that it referred to the most important, not necessarily the highest
place in town. Alternatively, the two sources may have had a different
idea of what “the most important part of town” was, in the 1st century BCE
and 2nd century CE respectively.

The testimonies of Pausanias and IG IV2 750 could be reconciled
if we restored Aiakeion in 1. 37 (mapa t0 A[IAKEI]JON), since the space
between the alpha and —ON- after the gap easily accommodates 5 let-
ters of which two would be iotas, but we cannot press this conjecture too
hard, as other solutions are epigraphically possible. An official inscription
of the Hellenistic period, from Aigina, but found in Athens, IG V2 749
(159 BCE-144 BC),303 which also gives provisions for display in a public
place, was to be set up in the Attaleion. Line 46 is almost fully preserved
and reads:

&g a]tAny, Ny atadijvat &v Attadeint, TO 3¢ YEVOUEVOV GVAA[w-

2
2

©

8 Welter 1938b, 50; Felten 2003b, 41.
9 Welter 1938b, 52.
300 Cf. Walter (1974, 6) who points out the same.
801 So taken by Felten 2001, 129.
802 The word émipavéataros is used in Pausanias 22 times, always in the sense of “most
conspicuous,” “most important” (e.g., Paus. 118.4, 118.9, 2.19.3, 2.23.4, 2.26.8, 2.29.6, etc.).
303 Cf. Welter 1938¢, 108.

©
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Attalid rule ended on Aigina ca. 133 BCE, and we have no evidence as to
what happened to the Attaleion3%4 after the transfer of authority to the
Romans. Since the transfer of Aigina from the Attalids to the Romans was
a peaceful affair (Attalos II bequeathed Aigina to Rome in his will), the
Romans may have had no reason to demolish the Attaleion. Would an
honorary decree have a reason to be displayed at the Attaleion some half
a century after Aigina had ceased to be under the Attalid rule? The read-
ing Attaleion in IG IV2 750 line 37 is epigraphically possible. Furthermore,
other restorations, for example, arkheion, might also be considered.305

We must conclude that IG IV? 750 does not help to identify the site
of Apollo’s sanctuary both because the restoration of line 37 is far from
certain and allows several possibilities, and because the expression “the
most prominent part of the city” is not topographically specific, poten-
tially applicable to several different locations in Aigina town. Under these
circumstances, Pausanias remains our only source for the location of
Apollo’s temple on Aigina.

Pausanias, as it seems, reached the Apollonion after he had passed “the
most prominent part of the city” and the Hidden Harbor. The study of
ancient harbors in Aigina town showed that in the Classical period the
harbor immediately south of Kolonna was enclosed by a thick wall on
all sides,3% containing perhaps as many as 56 shipsheds and with only
a narrow gateway facing the sea to the west.3%7 Such design was clearly

304 ‘Whether Attaleion should mean a sanctuary or a palatial residence of Attalos is not
certain. Archaeological evidence of this building has not been found: Welter (1938c, 39)
identified an Attaleion in the western part of Kolonna, but his assertion cannot be sus-
tained on the basis of archaeological analysis (Pollhammer 2002, 108 n. 74). Pollhammer
(2002) argues that the Hellenistic reinforcement of the permiter wall of Kolonna as a
defensive wall should be understood as a deliberate policy of the Attalids to designate
the religious center of Aigina as their stronghold. That Attalos was made synnaos with
some Aiginetan deity seems evident from an honorary decree for Attalos I, of 210—200
BCE (IG II? 885 = IG IV2 747 line 1n1), as argued by Allen 1971 (accepted by Figueira 1993,
396—397). Allen 1971, 7-8 and 10 dates the decree to the reign of Attalos I and argues that it
would have been enough to have an agalma of Attalos I placed in the Aiakeion for Attalos,
for the latter to be called synnaos of Aiakos, but he does not discuss the reference to an
Attaleion in IG IV2 749. The latter inscription dates to the reign of Attalos II (159-144 BCE),
however, and the Attaleion may not yet have existed in the reign of Attalos I. In neighbor-
ing Athens, a priesthood was instituted for Attalos I (IG II% 5080), and a phylé was named
after him in 200 BCE (Polyb. 16.25.9).

805 Cf. IG XII 61.8 (dvartebenev 8¢ xai mpd tod dpxeiov); ID 1500; ID 1507 (év & dpxeiwt T@V
umopiov EMIUEANTAV).

306 This was probably the wall demolished by the Athenians after the Aiginetan defeat
of 457 BCE (Thuc. 1.105.2, 1.108.4).

307 Welter 1938b, 482; Knoblauch 1972, 74-80: the shipsheds were on dry land; Hansen
(2006, 9 n. 17) with reference to a communication from Dr. Kalliopi Baika: sixteen shipsheds
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intended for military vessels, well deserving the name of a Hidden Harbor.
If the identification of the Hidden Harbor is correct, then the cluster of
three temples (Apollo, Artemis, and Dionysos) should be indeed expected
on the Kolonna hill, immediately to the north of the Hidden Harbor.308
Judging from the fact that Pausanias lists Apollo’s temple first and
provides information on the cult image, the naos of Apollo was probably
the most impressive of the three. If so, then it probably is the surviving
temple complex on top of Kolonna (see Map 2). It is worth reiterating,
however, that, tantalizingly, to this day, there is no direct evidence for
this hypothesis. The sequence of temple buildings that preceded the last
and still visible temple, as well as the placement and dating of other cul-
tic installations that may have been associated with the temple remains
unclear. Hoffelner distinguished three consecutive temple buildings and
three altars at the site, on the basis of his interpretation of architectural
remains in situ, loose architectural fragments found at the site of Kolonna
and surrounding areas, sculptural remains, as well as on the basis of roof
tiles.399 Hoffelner's reconstructions have been accepted as mostly sound as
far as he assigns individual architectural pieces to specific structures, but
they remain in many ways hypothetical as they concern the association
of reconstructed buildings with their possible placement on the Kolonna
hill. In sum, there seems to be enough reliable data to show the existence
of an early Archaic temple (Hoffelner's Apollo I, dated to ca. 600 BCE,
disputed by Cooper) of Doric order, with unfluted columns, whose foun-
dations have not been identified,?!° another Archaic temple (Hoffelner's

on the north side and fourteen on the south, possibly twenty-six shipsheds more in the
harbor, for a total of fifty-six.

308 Welter 1962, 29; Walter in Wurster 1974, 6; Walter 1993, 54; Hoffelner 1999, 101.

309 Hoffelner 1999, 15-100. Mattern (2001) rightly complains that the preserved and
reconstructed parts are not clearly differentiated in fig. 137 (Hoffelner 1999, 127), which
makes one take as factual what is only hypothetical.

810 Cooper (2001, 124) accepts the reconstruction of the facade, but disputes the attribu-
tion of roof tiles to the same roof (terracotta fragments from a Laconian acroterion disk
do not go with a decorated Corinthian eaves tile). Also, Cooper (2001, 125) suggests that
ignoring parallels with early Archaic architecture of the Corinthia and Argolid, Hoffel-
ner “earnestly and incorrectly moves Apollo I 30 years before the construction of the
first temple of Aphaia (570—560).” Mattern (2002, 603) assesses the reconstruction as “in
vielen Punkten hypothetish.” Gauss (2000, 140) points out that the foundations of ‘Apollo-
temple I, as reconstructed by Hoffelner, would run into the remains of Archaic houses
(dated to ca. 550 BCE) that show no traces of the foundations of a temple presumably built
ca. 600 BCE.
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Apollo 11, dated to 575-550 BCE) also with unknown foundations,3!! a third
temple, the remains of which are still standing at the site, and whose
position is therefore certain (Hoffelner’s Apollo III, dated 520-510 BCE),312
and a fourth temple of Classical date (Hoffelner’'s Artemis temple, dated
470—460 BCE, disputed by Cooper), not to be associated with foundations
south of ‘Altars I/II/III.3!8 Pollhammer’s study of the n-shaped structures
located at a distance of 28m southeast of the Apollo III, which Hoffelner
identified as Altars I, II, and III, convincingly demonstrates, through the
analysis of stratigraphy, that the latter were remains of other structures,
some of much later date, mainly Hellenistic.3* Gauss has shown that the
positions of Hoffelner's Apollo I and II are stratigraphically impossible,
and that the alleged parts of the foundations of Hoffelner’s Artemis tem-
ple cannot belong together (see Map 3). Remains of the archaic temple
with one opisthodomos column still standing that can be seen at Kol-
onna today belong to the temple built around 520-10 BCE, according to
Hoffelner.3!5 It has also been recently shown that what used to be identi-
fied as an apsidal house, of Early Iron Age date, which according to some
excavators at Kolonna had stood at the site as a predecessor of the later
Apollo temple,316 was something quite different. On the basis of a care-
ful stratigraphic analysis, Walter Gauss demonstrated that a stretch of a
curving wall recorded in the plans and photos of the excavations of 1967/8

81 Hoffelner 1999, 43, 64, 96; see also Wurster 1974. Cooper (2001, 125) assigns to this
temple the Corinthian eaves tile that Hoffelner assigned to Apollo I. Mattern (2001, 604)
thinks that the members of a “thin foundation layer” under the Apollo-temple III and
probably belonging to its predecessor are in fact not found in situ. Gauss (2000, 143) dis-
putes Hoffelner’s reconstruction of ‘Apollo-temple II' foundations on the basis of stra-
tigraphy: they would run below the level of prehistoric houses, which is chronologically
impossible.

812 The roof of this temple was repaired in the 4th century BCE: Hoffelner 1999,
99-100.

313 Cooper (2001, 125) dates it “several decades later” on the basis of a hawksbeak mold-
ing with a profile of a cyma recta above a projecting fillet.

814 Altar I, according to Cooper 2001, 125, is built of the reused blocks of Apollo II and
I1I, and so cannot correspond to Apollo I. Mattern (2001, 606) notes that the masonry
deviates from that typical for altars, that its sloppy style of construction is strikingly dif-
ferent from the architectural members of Apollo-temple I, and its date is hardly possible
to determine, although it lies in “an early period” (in eine frithe Zeit). ‘Altar III': Mattern
(2001, 606-607) points out the secondary use of blocks and says that their original date and
purpose are not clear. He also observes that ‘Altar III' lies lower than ‘Altar II,’ that there
is a difference in stratigraphy between the Apollo-temple III and ‘Altar III,” and concludes
that “insgesamt kann die verlockende Interpretation der m-formigen Befunde als Altire
daher nicht tiberzeugen.” Pollhammer 2003, 167-169.

815 Mattern (2001, 604) finds Hofflelner’s date convincing.

316 Hiller 2003, 17 and n. 45.
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should be reassigned to the Middle Bronze Age period.3!” His arguments
from stratigraphy and masonry are very convincing.

To sum up, the identification of the surviving Archaic temple on
Kolonna with Apollo rests entirely on the interpretation of Pausanias’
topographic references. Not a single piece of an incontrovertible archaeo-
logical evidence, such as, e.g, an inscribed votive dedication, has been
found at the site to confirm the identification.3!® Several inscribed bases
and offering tables that have been found at Kolonna have lacunae in
places where a deity’s name would be mentioned, and no fragments of
inscribed votive pottery have been found at the Kolonna site so far.31 In
fact, as Jarosch-Reinholdt concludes from the study of Geometric pottery
at Kolonna,32° the early history of the site (10-8th cent. BCE) stands out
for its remarkable absence of votive gifts of any kind (until the middle
of the 8th cent. BCE), and instead shows a wealth of sympotic pottery,
suggesting a very particular kind of social and possibly ritual activity at
the site (further discussion in g.2.1). Once again, however, we must stress
that due to the high probability that Kolonna was used as a cultic centre
dedicated to the worship of several deities throughout antiquity, sorting
out when the worship of each one of them began poses an almost entirely
insurmountable problem. Altogether, the uncertainty about the position
of early Archaic temples at the site of Kolonna, as well as their identifi-
cation with specific deities, coupled with the absence of epigraphic evi-
dence, allow only rather general statements about cultic activities at the
site, and make it particularly difficult to say anything about the worship
of Apollo there with any certainty. Since the location of the Apollonion
is not absolutely certain, we should refrain from using it as an indicator
of Apollo’s social functions. For example, the role of a Stadtgottheit has
been assigned to the Aiginetan Apollo in part due to the assumed associa-
tion with Kolonna,3?! considered by excavators as the acropolis of Aigina.
Following the same logic, Felten interpreted Apollo Kitharoidos in a

317 Gauss 2005.

818 Cf. Felten 2001, 127.

819 Only one fragment of Geometric pottery from Kolonna, with a painted inscription,
has been interpreted as a possible dedication: Boardman 1954, 183ff,, pl. 16, 1 (Athens, BSA
coll. = LSAG, 112, 403, 406): [Av?]oovog 'Emiat[apov avébexe?], ca. 710—700 BCE. The point
made about the shape of the ceramic fragment suggesting that it was a pinax is well taken,
and indeed it could have been a votive, but the divine addressee is unknown. Jarosch-
Reinholdt (2009, 75) speculates that it may have been a warrior’s dedication to Apollo.

320 Jarosch-Reinholdt 2009, 57-72.

321 Welter 1938c, 50; Walter-Karydi 1994, 133; Felten 2003b, 41 (still citing IG IV 2 as
evidence); Walter-Karydi 2006, 41: “the polis god Apollo.”
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document relief from Aigina as a symbolic representation of the Aiginetan
polis.322

7.6.4 Material Evidence at Kolonna: Deities and Their Social Functions

Material objects from the site of Kolonna, resulting from diagnostic and
systematic excavations up to the early 1990s, have been published. New
finds have since come to light and are in preparation for publication. Here
I discuss the earlier publications. In the latter, although in many cases
places of finds are indicated as “the sanctuary of Apollo,” this designation
in itself betrays a pre-conceived notion of the bounds and extent of the
sanctuary, as well as of its owner. We cannot be always certain that the
finds should be associated with the activities inside the temenos, for they
may have resulted from the transposition of material around the Kolonna
site or even from elsewhere in town or further afield during the multiple
stages of the use of the site: they may thus relate to activities that took
place on Kolonna, but not necessarily in relation to the worship of Apollo.
This poses a significant methodological question: is it possible to find
signs of Apollo’s cult in a mixed assemblage of objects?323

Votives

Some small finds from the site of Kolonna have been published, but most
of them come from old excavations and have no record of findspots.324
The assemblage of the Archaic period is similar to that found at Aphaia:
fibulae, jewellery, figurines, carved Tridachna shells. None of the published
finds are numerous, represented by only half a dozen examples per type.325
The earliest (10th—7th cent. BCE) terracotta figurines are animal shapes

322 Felten 2003b, 41; Walter-Karydi (2006, 41-42) makes the same statement with refer-
ence to Aig. Mus. 1427.

828 Jarosch-Reinholdt (2009, 70—72) asks the same question with regard to pottery finds
of the Geometric period from Kolonna (10-8th centuries BCE) and argues that there is a
continuity in the use of the Kolonna site, from Early Geometric down into Archaic times,
as a place of gatherings and feasts, and this type of ritual feasting fits well with what
she considers to be Apollo’s specific cultic profile, hence, she postulates the possibility
of recognizing Apollo worship through the assemblage of symposium and feasting pot-
tery in particular. A change that is noticeable in the middle of the 8th century BCE, when
some new types of pottery, and a greater differentiation in pottery’s provenience, become
noticeable on Kolonna, has to do with a social change in the oversight of ritual activity,
but does not signal a change in the divine addressees of worship (72—-76).

824 Margreiter 1988, 11.

325 These finds will surely be supplemented by those stemming from the excavations
of the West Complex, which started in 1999 and still continue.
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similar to those at Olympia and Samos where they are also among the
earliest.326 The earliest human figurines are examples of local production,
and of Corinthian, East Greek and Cypriot imports.327 A distinct type of
matrix figurines, also attested at Aphaia, is considered to be a particular
local type.328 The 6th and early 5th centuries are dominated by East Greek
productions and mostly represent standing and sitting korai, but two fat-
bellied demons are among the group, as at Aphaia, and one kouros, while
masks and protomes are also of females.32% The terracotta figurines of
the Classical and Hellenistic periods are almost exclusively representa-
tions of females.330 The lack of exact provenience for the small finds from
Kolonna prevents us from associating these finds with the main temple.33!
The predominance of female figurines might tempt an identification of
the divine addressee with Artemis (see ch. 7.7), or Demeter (see 7.11).332
Several cults and their associated ritual structures were located on Kol-
onna, but without a precise archaeological context, or a votive inscrip-
tion, we could never be certain who their divine addressee was in each
case. Recent excavations in the Westkomplex and on the South Hill at
Kolonna, however, uncovered stratified deposits that allow a much more
precise reconstruction of ritual activity in those areas, for example, in the
West Complex, an ancestor or a gentilicial cult, characterized by the use
of stone pits with omphalos-lids (eight have been recovered so far), and

826 Margreiter 1988, 21 and pl. VIL

827 Aiginetan production: torso of a male (Margreiter 1988, Pl. 7, no. 121); Corinthian:
Margreiter 1988, Pl. 7, nos. 122—4; Cypriot: Margreiter 1988, Pl. 7, nos. 127—9: wheel-made
figurines, 7th century BCE.

328 The front is matrix-formed, but the back shows the potter's wheel marks: these
figurines were attached to the neck of a vessel: Margreiter 1988, Pl. 8, nos. 133-134, and
nos. 135-136 were votive plaques. The same type at Aphaia: Furtwéngler 1906, 384, nos. 111,
Pl 111, 2 and 3 (fragments of 2 plaques, Inv. I, 203 and II, 158).

829 Margreiter 1988, 24—6, Pl. 10. Felten (2003, 44—45) attributes them to the cult of
Demeter Thesmophoros.

830 Margreiter 1988, 2730, Pls. 12-16.

331 Although Margreiter often refers to the objects as coming “aus dem Apollon-Heilig-
tum”, e.g., p. 27 with reference to his catalog nos. 167-171, this reference is simply a conven-
tional reference to Kolonna in general, while the catalog entries indicate the objects’ origin
as “alter Bestand” and hence an ignorance of precise findspots (cf. Vorbemerkung, p. n).
For those finds that have provenience, we should note that several figurines, e.g., catalog
nos. 177-182, came from the area on the south side of Kolonna hill, the area which may
have been an extension of that in the West Complex identified in recent archaeological
investigations with multi-faceted ritual activity (see Felten et al. 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006,
2007, 2008, 2009, 2010).

332 Felten 2003b.
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accompanied by dining activity from the Archaic period down to the Hel-
lenistic (see further discussion in 8.7).333

Sculpture

Walter-Karydi lists thirty-five sculptural fragments under the heading
“Pedimental sculpture from the sanctuary of Apollo,”33* however some of
the pieces were found not even on Kolonna, but in town, e.g.,, a torso of
Herakles (no. 67), which may have thus come from a different sanctuary
outside of Kolonna. Many other fragments are recorded as coming from
“Apollo sanctuary” in general, and are old finds, without context. Walter-
Karydi originally identified two fragments of sculpture (a head of Athena,
and a figure of a dying warrior) with the pediment of the Hoffelner’s
Archaic Apollo-temple 1,335 but later re-assigned them to a Classical tem-
ple of Artemis.336

Walter-Karydi attributes a limestone fragment no. 66 to an over life-size
Gorgon and fragments nos. 67, 67a, 68 and 69 to warrior figures coming
from the pediments of Hoffelner’s Apollo-temple II (based on the rough
picking of the back side).337 All fragments are limestone, which is one
of the reasons for grouping them together. Even if taken as a group, the
fragments could have come from any Archaic temple, not necessarily that
of Apollo.

The alleged pedimental sculptures of the late Archaic temple
(Hoffelner's Apollo-temple III) are of Cycladic marble, which serves as
the primary criterion for attribution to pediments because the rest of
the temple was made of limestone.33® The sculptures were made in the
round and dated to 520-510.33° The attribution of sculptures to pediments
is difficult. Only one fragment (no. 85) was found in the opisthodomos
of the temple, and therefore was assigned to the west pediment.34 Of
the twenty-one published fragments, two (nos. 81 and 83 = Aigina
Mus. inv. 708 and 988) represent Amazons and suggest the theme of

333 See note 320 above.

834 Walter-Karydi 1987, nos. 65-101, with no. 65 (unbekannter Bau).

335 Cooper 2001, 125; Mattern 2001, 604.

336 Walter-Karydi 2006, 64—65.

837 Walter-Karydi 1987, 129-132; and in her contributions to Hoffelner 1999, 64.

338 Walter-Karydi 1987, 132: “Die marmorsorte ist ein erstes Kriterium, um Bruchstiicke
aus der alten Grabung im Agina-Museum oder solche, die in unserer Grabung (seit 1966)
auf dem Hiigel gefunden wurden, den Giebelfiguren zuzuweisen.”

339 Walter-Karydi 1987, 132 and 146.

840 Walter-Karydi 1987, 132.
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Amazonomachy for one of the pediments. Felten argues that a team of
horses could fit an Amazonomachy, the one involving Herakles as por-
trayed on Attic vases, or another, ‘anonymous,’ Amazonomachy, not
attested in the surviving sources.3* A suggestion that Athena stood in the
center is based on the foot fragment (no. 85) which is similar to the posi-
tion of feet on the west pediment of Aphaia.3*2 Felten argues that both
pediments represented scenes of combat.343

The reconstruction of some figures as Herakles and Telamon is very
tenuous as it is based on assumptions of what must be expected and on
the evidence from Aphaia (where identifications of individual figures and
of the overall themes of the pediments are also hypothetical).3*4 In addi-
tion, there is no certainty that the Apollo temple would have had to be
in connection with the decorative program of Aphaia, especially since
the pedimental sculptures there were possibly much later (ca. 475 BCE,
according to Stewart 2008b).345

Notable among the sculptural remains at Kolonna are figures of sphinxes
of which there may have been five or six.346 Three of them may have been
mounted on columns. They belong to the Archaic and Classical periods,
and are paralleled at Aphaia, where, in addition, acroteria of the temple
were also sphinxes.?*” Sphinxes were popular acroterial decorations in

341 Walter-Karydi 1987, 147 (frgs. 88-101 in the catalog and fig. 220) is not clear on that,
but Felten (2007, 106) asserts that fragments of horses without a doubt belong to one of
the pediments.

342 Walter-Karydi 1987, 147; Felten 20074, 106.

343 Felten 2007a, 110.

344 Walter-Karydi 1987, 148: “Es liegt nahe, dass die Amazonomachie in einem archais-
chem Giebel jene des Herakles war, in einem &ginetischen fehlte wohl Telamon als
Gefdhrte nicht. Trifft dies zu, dann kann der Ausschreitende rechts als Herakles ausgewi-
esen ist, nur Telamon sein.” So Hedreen 2011, 351-354.

345 Stewart 2008b dates both the temple and the pediments to the 470s.

346 Sphinxes: (1) Archaic, Aig. Mus. 753 (= Walter-Karydi 1987, no. 2), fragment of a
backside, Cycladic marble, (alternatively, of a lion, not sphinx); (2) Archaic (2nd quarter of
6th century), Aig. Mus. Z189 (= Hoffelner 1996, 15), fragment of body and wing, terracotta;
(3) Archaic (2nd half of 6th century), Athens NM 77 and AP 865 (= Walter-Karydi 1987,
no. 27), Cycladic marble, body and head complete, paws and wings missing; (4) Classical
(1st half of 5th century), Aigina Mus. 1429 (= Walter-Karydi 1987, no. 51), upper right side
of body, Cycladic marble; (5) Classical (1st half of 1st century), Aigina Mus. 1383 (= Walter-
Karydi 1987, no. 52), complete except for front paws and wings, Parian marble. Hoffelner
(1996, 10-15) interpreted Aigina Mus. Agig as a drum of a column that supported a sphinx.
With this hypothetical one, as well as (4) and (5), there may have been three sphinx-
columns (Hoffelner 1996, 14), and three additional votive sphinxes. Walter-Karydi 1987 lists
her no. 47 as another possible sphinx head: it is now in the collection of Boston Museum
of Fine Arts (1973.209) and is reported to be from Aigina, dated ca. 480 BCE.

347 Walter-Karydi 1987, nos. 48-50 (Miinchen Glyptothek 91, 159, and one without a
number), all Cycladic marble. A terracotta sphinx at Aphaia is indicated by a paw fragment
attributed by Furtwingler (1906, 385, no. 123, fig. 318) to the Propylon.
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the Archaic period,34® but in general there is no clear understanding of
the religious significance of sphinxes in an ancient Greek context, apart
from the view that they symbolize a connection with the world of the
dead, and trigger the application of the Chthonian interpretive label.34° In
sum, we must conclude that in spite of its richness, much of the material
evidence from Kolonna cannot be associated with specific deities or cults,
at least on the basis of what is presently known, and cannot help with
mapping out the social roles of particular deities.

7.6.5  Cultic Identities and Sanctuaries: Apollo Delphinios

It seems certain from the testimony of Pausanias and the dedication to
Apollo Aiginatas by Sostratos in Etruria that there was one temple of
Apollo, and perhaps one predominant hypostasis of Apollo on Aigina,
but the epithets Pythios, Delphinios, Oikistes and Domatites known from
other textual sources suggest that some cultic arrangements, sanctu-
aries or at least altars, have to be expected for multiple Apollos on the
island. The information on the Aiginetan cultic epithets of Apollo derives
from Pindaric scholia to Nemean 5.81(44) and Nemean 3.122(70).25° In
Nemean 5.44(=81) Pindar lists the occasions of victories of an Aiginetan
athlete Pytheas:

a Nepéa uév dpapev
uels T €mywptog, 8v @iAng’ AT wv.

Nemea stands firm for him, and the local month that Apollo loved (Trans.
W. H. Race)

348 Bookidis 2000, 392—4.

349 Thiersch 1928, 161-163.

850 Tt is worth noting that Pindaric scholia postdate the period I am investigating by
200-300 years: “In the third century BCE, the text was edited by Aristophanes of Byzantium,
and an explanatory commentary was written by Aristarchus in Alexandria. Other scholars,
like Aristarchus’ student Aristodemus, added interpretations; in the first century Didymus
wrote a commentary, disputing Aristarchus’ interpretations on many points. Over the next
centuries these scholars’ contributions were preserved, elaborated, and finally condensed
and complied into our present scholia to Pindar” (Lefkowitz 1991, 72). As Lefkowitz (1991,
78) points out, Pindaric scholia reflect the aesthetics of Hellenistic poetry and prejudices
of late Greek education, rather than any specific knowledge about the historical circum-
stances of Pindar’s compositions. “It could be argued that no other scholia leave such a
confused impression of the poetry that they were meant to explain. Pindar’s lyrics, because
of their density and complexity, apparently elicited from their Alexandrian commentators
more guesswork (eixacia) than the texts of the epic poets.” Cf. Friankel 1961. It is remark-
able that Alexandrian scholiasts “never observe that in the vast corpus of epic several
versions of a myth might be current simultaneously,” and hence “any perceived departure
from standard accounts of myth or history could be regarded as anomalous (&Aoyog) or
idiosyncratic (1d106)” (Lefkowitz 1991, 154-155).
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The scholiasts explain the phrase peig T'émywptog, the “local month” as
follows:

(a) Among Aiginetans, the month Delphinios is sacred to Apollo Delphinios,
in which, it is said, the Nemean Games also take place. For, they say, this
month is beloved of Apollo; and it might be this month, in which Aiginetans
sacrifice to Apollo Oikistes and Domatites according to Pythainetos (FHG IV
487). (b) Alternatively: a local (epikhdrios) month is the month called Del-
phinios, during which an agén of Apollo called Hydrophoria is celebrated.
Therefore in a like manner, also this [month] Delphinios is fitting for [the
athlete] Pytheas.35!

Both scholia (a) and (b) give the name of the local month as Delphin-
ios; scholion (c) explains epikhdrios month as patrios: xal 6 matplog del
mop’ Alywiatg uy, 6v 6 AméMwv gpidnaev. Scholion (a) adds an explana-
tion that the month is sacred to Apollo Delphinios, and the two scholia
report different religious occasions in this month: (a) a sacrifice to Apollo
Domatites and Oikistes; (b) an agén of Apollo called Hydrophoria. I think
we can detect in scholion (a) two layers of information: a layer of fac-
tual data (regarding the sacrifice to oikistes and domatites), attributed to
Pythainetos, and a layer of opinion (“and it might be this month”) added
by the later scholiast or compilator, concerning the timing of the sacrifice.
The information about the timing, is therefore, just that, an opinion and
can be treated as fallible.

Paradoxically, the only festival which the scholia do not report as cel-
ebrated in the month Delphinios is the Delphinia. Perhaps the attribution
of the latter was obvious, and the scholia focused on providing the less
obvious information. Still, it is strange, because Nemean 5.44(81) refers
specifically to an athletic event, and neither sacrifice to Oikistes and
Domatites, nor Hydrophoria fit well, although the latter is described as
an agon. The festival Delphinia is, however, attested on Aigina and it may
have taken place in the month Delphinios (X Pind. O. 13.155(109): xal év
Alytvy & Aedgivia xal Aldxela). This scholion comments on the lines xat
Méyap’ Aioaday T’ edepxeg dAaog that describe the places where Xenophon
of Corinth had won athletic victories. It is important because it communi-

351 g Nspsoz psv ocpapav lJ.Elg T Emywplog: a. Tap’ Alywitalg AE)\QJW[OQ }mv dyetat As:)\qomov
ATtéMwvog pbe, €v § wwg cpncl ysysvncrecu & Néuea. ITepdijobor ydp ot oV }mva Tobtov Omo
700 AéNwvos. xa €l &v & iy obtog, v @ Bdovaty AlYWY]TO(l ATEMwvL omcmq xal Swpartity,
xafd ot Mubaivetog (FHG IV 487). b. ocng, uels émywplog 6 AgAgiviog uv xadoldpevog, xad’
8v tehetran AméMwvog dyav YSpopdpla xohotpevos. dpolwg odv, griow, fppootar t¢ Mubéy xal
obtog 6 Aehgiviog. c. 6 8¢ vods. 1y pév yap Nepéa xal mpooyjpuoportal adtd mpds T vuedv del, xal
6 matplog del Tap’ Atytwtaug piy, 8v 6 Amé v €piinaey.
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cates the scholiast’s knowledge of different local agones.352 On Aigina he
knows of two: the Delphinia and the Aiakeia.353 Another Pindaric passage,
Pythian 8.61-67(88-96) refers to a pentathlon of Apollo on Aigina:

T 3" Exatafdle. .. oixot 8¢ mpdabev apmaréav Soav
mevtaediiov
abv optals Dpals emdyoryes.354

Scholion to Pindar Pythian 8.88 explains: év Alyivy 3¢ mpod tod évixnoe
Ta AeApivia AméMwvog dy@va.355 Schol Pind. P. 8.91 adds that Delphinia
was a pentathlon in honor of Apollo: Té6t yappdtwy wg Tod AptoTopévous,
mplv AaPetv ta IT06wr, vevimxétog €v oiww, Toutéotv €v Alylvy dydva
lepdy AméMwvog mévtadov. dyetar 3¢ &v Alylvy Aedpivia AméMwvt.356 In
Olympian 13.109(155) and Pythian 8.61-67(88—96), references to Aigina are
specifically references to athletic competitions, which the victors of the
odes had won. It is very likely, although not absolutely certain, that the
Delphinia took place in the month Delphinios and gave it its name,357 as
was common throughout the Greek world for a major religious festival of
the month to give that month its name.3%® Pentathlon suggests that the
athletic scope of the Delphinia was much greater than that of the Aiakeia

352 Some scholars consider this scholion a late fabrication.

353 No other competition is mentioned: the notion that the Heraia were celebrated on
Aigina (see X. Pind. P. 8.113¢ and Simon 1980, 44) is in my opinion faulty (see Polinskaya
2002, 404 n. 17).

854 « . and at home in your festival you gave him victory in the pentathlon” (Trans.
F. Nisetich).

855 “Before this he [the athlete] won in the Delphinia, the agon of Apollo.”

856 “This Aristomenes, before he took the Pythian prize, had won at home; there is on
Aigina an agdén sacred to Apollo, a pentathlon; that is, the Delphinia are conducted for
Apollo on Aigina.”

357 A month Delphinios is known only at two other locations, Olous on Crete, and
Thera (Triimpy 1997, 186, 195, 197). Perhaps we should not expect a simple and neat corre-
spondence between names of festivals, months, and deities: the accumulation of religious
and social facts over time in a given community could result in a rather complex ritual
mix. In Miletos, e.g., the festival of Apollo Delphinios was called the Hebdomaia, and it
took place in the month Taureon, during which, on the 10th of Taureon, some contests
called Hamilleteria took place (Herda 2011 and the Molpoi Decree (447/6 BCE), Milet 1,
no. 133, LSAM 1955, no. 50). Whether the Aiginetan month Dephinios coincided with the
month during which the Nemean Games were conducted, as suggested by the scholion on
N. 5.44 (= 81) is not absolutely certain (although Fearn (2011, 189) has no doubts). When
N. 5.44 says “Nemea and the local month, which Apollo loved,” the conjoining need not
be understood as temporal. The scholiast takes it so, but he may have been mistaken.
We may as well read Pindar as saying that Nemea, on the one hand, and the local month
Delphinios, on the other, are the times and places when and where the athlete had won,
that is, the two games need not have fallen in the same month.

358 Triimpy 1997.
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where we know only of a footrace. The two agonistic festivals together
imply the presence of considerable athletic facilities on the island, includ-
ing those for training and lodging. The stadium is attested in the Roman
period, but must have existed much earlier.

The epithet Delphinios is known from many Greek states. The method-
ological question that arises from this circumstance is whether this epi-
thet carries the same (cultic) social meaning everywhere. Many scholars
assume so and seek to harmonize the evidence from disparate time periods
and locations to produce a single image of a distinct cultic identity. There
is a long-standing debate about the origin and nature of Delphinios.3%°
According to one view, Delphinios was a marine deity, a patron of sailors.36°
Alternatively, or additionally, the marine role of Delphinios derived from
his role in Greek overseas expansion, which always involved an over-
seas journey.36! Bourboule further outlined the “nature of Delphinios
as animal leader [in the form of a dolphin—IP.] of the Greek seafarers
during the remote times of the foundation of the Greek colonies on the
coasts of the Aegean, the Euxine and the Mediterranean.”362 Another
view, more recently developed by Fritz Graf, sees the primary function
of Delphinios in initiation.363 Common to these views is the notion that
the epithet maintains integrity of meaning through time and space and is
independent of specific local conditions. For instance, Fritz Graf argued
against the notion that Delphinios was worshipped in seaside areas, and
wished to emphasize that as a deity in charge of initiation, an institution
linked to the introduction of youth to the adulthood of civic life, Apollo
Delphinios was often found in the agora. With regard to the location of
the Delphinion on Aigina, Graf, as others before him, relied on the res-
toration Apollonion in line 37 of IG IV 2 (amended to agoranomion in IG
IV2 750) and interpreted the “most prominent part of town” as “the center

359 The work of Photeine Bourboule presented a summary of opinions expressed on
this subject by 1949. Some old opinions that lump Delphionios, Pythios, and Pythaeus into
one persona, are thoroughly outdated: e.g., Wide 1973 [1893], 88: “Wir sind also zu dem
Schlusse berechtigt, dass Apollon dehgiviog, Apuxdaios und mubateds (wddiog) mit einander
identisch waren. Und so findet in Lakonien dasselbe Verhiltnis statt, wie in Attika, dass
Apollon Delphinios mit dem Pythios zusammen fillt.” Nilsson 1955 and Graf 1979 were
subsequent major contributions. Most recent summaries of the current views on Apollo
Delphinions are in Graf 2010, 88—94 and Malkin 2011, 175-182.

360 Nilsson 1955, vol. I, 554f.

361 So Farnell 1896-1909, vol. I, 148 (Delphinios, as well as other marine cults of Apollo);
also Bourboule 1949, 57-61.

362 Bourboule 1949, 57-61 and preface (pages not numbered).

363 Graf 1979.
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of town.”364 In fact, whether in the agora or elsewhere in town, the place-
ment would have been in immediate proximity to the harbours, and could
not eliminate (if one was to argue on the basis of sanctuary’s location)
the Delphinios’ association with the sea on Aigina. The same is true for
Miletos, where the Delphinion was located in the agora, but at the same
time, in the immediate vicinity of the harbour. Herda has recently argued
for multi-functionality of the Milesian Apollo Delphinios,365 which is
surely correct: connection to the sea need not be seen as contradictory to
Apollo’s political role, in Miletos, or elsewhere, as long as there is locally
specific evidence to back up such a view. Pausanias testifies that the Apol-
lonion on Aigina was close to the Hidden Harbour. In any case, we should
not expect a cultic epithet, widely attested throughout Greece, to inform
us of the meaning of cult in a particular ancient Greek location; we must
rather seek the meaning of that cult in its local context.366

According to scholion to Pindar Nemean 6.44(81b), the Hydrophoria
contest took place in the month Delphinios: “Alternatively, a local month
is the month called Delphinios, during which an agén of Apollo called
Hydrophoria is celebrated.” Every scholar has so far equated the Hydro-
phoria with the agdn augipopityg (see discussion in ch. 7.3.3), creating
confusion in the interpretation of the cults of Apollo and Aiakos.367 The
equation is based on the scholion to Callimachus Diegesis in Iambos 198
(col. 8), which describes an agén Amphoritis, and adds at the end that it
is also called Hydrophoria.

Hydrophoria festivals are known only from very few places in the Greek
world.368 For example, the Athenian Hydrophoria involved a ritual proces-
sion to a place near the Olympieion and the casting of oil and flour into
the chasm in the ground.3¢® No race with jars was apparently involved.

364 Graf 1979, 6.

365 Herda 2011

366 Philippe (2005, 261) in a short article, which strangely ignores Graf 1979, observes
that our sources present at least three types of Apollo who appear under the epithet Del-
phinios (“On pourrait donc se trouver face a trois Apollons Aghguwiot distincts”), and that
it is local conditions that confer upon Delphinios a particular character (“mais des spéci-
ficités locales ont pu venir s’ajouter a cette denomination commune, conférant a différents
Apollons Delphinioi un caractere propre”).

867 E.g., Ringwood 1927, 61.

368 At Didyma, there was a religious office of Aydrophoroi.

869 Paus. 1.18.7 describes a chasm in the precinct of Olympian Gé at Athens, along
which the water of Deukalion’s flood had drained, and into which Athenians cast every
year wheat meal mixed with honey; Plut. Sul. 14.6; Apollonios of Acharnai, FGH 365 F4 “a
feast of mourning at Athens for those who were killed in the Flood;” Parke 1977, 117.
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The evidence of the scholion in Callimachus stands alone in making the
equation between the Amphoritis and Hydrophoria on Aigina. I strongly
suspect that it is due to a similarity in meaning between the words
amphoritis and hydrophoria, each calling to mind vessels for (amphoreus
and hydria) and acts of carrying water, that the equation had suggested
itself to the scholiast. It is preferable, therefore, to keep the two agdnes
apart. Am(phi)phoritis, I argue, was most certainly an agén in honor of
heroes, while Hydrophoria is attributed to Apollo, and the nature of this
latter agén is unknown.370

The attempts to reach the meaning of the epithet Delphinios through
etymologizing (connection to Delphi or dolphin) go back to antiquity, but
they speak to the origins of cult rather than to its social function in a
given local context. Dolphins play almost no role in the mythological or
symbolic discourse of the Aiginetans. Of the sea creatures, it was rather
sea turtles that were chosen as a symbol of the island, as they appear on
Archaic Aiginetan coins and give them their characteristic name.3”! Only
once in our extant corpus dolphins appear as a simile for the Aiginetans
in a poetic context, Pindar Isthmian 9.6—7: olot &’ dpetdv Sehgives &v mévTw.
Such comparison is not surprising in maritime communities, and it would
be a stretch to speculate any particular connection with the meaning of
Delphinios on Aigina.

Although the epithet Delphinios in and of itself does not indicate a
specific local social role for Apollo, we may at least say that the attestation
of athletic contests, that is, the Delphinia and the Hydrophoria, if indeed

870 Graf (1979, 18 and n. 141) misinterprets the scholion to Pind. O. 13.155. The scholion
names two different festivals on Aigina: Delphinia and Aiakeia, while Graf takes them to
be the same, adds Hydrophoria and amphiphoritis to the mix, and suggests that the lat-
ter was the technical name of the agén Hydrophoria that took place during the festival
Delphinia-Aiakeia. In fact, Apollo and Aiakos were not associated in cult on Aigina, Del-
phinia and Aiakeia were unrelated festivals, and Hydrophoria and amphiphoritis are not
likely to be the same agdn (see 7.3.3). Since we have no evidence that Hydrophoria on
Aigina was a racing competition for young men, it cannot support the argument in favor
of seeing Apollo Delphinios as a patron of male initiations. See also Versnel 1994; Dodd
and Faraone 2003 on the interpretive limitations of the initiation paradigm.

871 After 480 BCE Aiginetan coins known as “turtles” change their appearance from sea
to land turtles. Cf. Walter 1993, 39: “Sie wihlten die Meerschildkrote als Zeichen ihrer
unbestrittenen Macht auf dem Meer (Abb. 32). Mit dem geschlagenen Bildtypus wurde
das Metallstiick erst zur Miinze. Von 404 v. Chr. an trug die Miinze das Bild der Land-
schildkréte.” There is a type of Aiginetan coins, however, that shows both the turtle and
the dolphin: on the obverse, a land turtle, on the reverse—an incuse square of Aiginetan
pattern, and in one of its three divisions—a dolphin (Head 1959, 40: period III B (400-336
BCE) no. 39, Pl 23, no. 39).
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the latter was an agdn, in connection with Apollo on Aigina indicate that
Apollo Delphinios, among his other roles, was a patron of athletics. It is
possible that several Panathenaic vases found in the excavations at Kol-
onna were also dedicated to him for Aiginetan victories in Athens.372

7.6.6  Cultic Identities and Sanctuaries: Oikistes and Domatites

Apollo obxiotiis and dwpartityg received a sacrifice on Aigina probably
in the month Delphinios, according to scholia to Pindar Nemean 5.44a.373
Oixiotiig means “a settler, a colonist,” or someone who charts the constitu-
tion of a city. Deities and heroes are sometimes worshipped in this capac-
ity. Herakles is known as oikistes in some cities of Magna Graecia, e.g.
Kroton. Awpartitg is a much rarer word and is apparently attested only
as a cultic epithet (LS/, s.v. dwpartityg). The word means ‘belonging to the
house.” Besides the Aiginetan Apollo, Poseidon in Sparta was worshipped
under the title Swparteitag, at least in the Roman period.374

On Aigina, Apollo Domatites must have had something to do with the
welfare of individual households. This notion does not exclude the pos-
sibility of a public dimension to the cult, similar to the case of Apollo
Patroios in Athens. Oikistes, however, points primarily to the commu-
nal role of Apollo. In colonial contexts, the term designated a founder of

872 Margreiter 1988, catalog nos. 225-229. The dating in the first half of the 5th century
BCE, based on stylistic features, leads Margreiter (1988, 32) to the conclusion that the dedi-
cants must have been Aiginetan.

873 Ely &v indicates that the scholiast was not absolutely sure.

874 Pausanias (3.14.7) describes a sanctuary of Poseidon Domatites near the Aéréon of
Alkon in Sparta, in the area of the Running Course. In addition, a Laconian inscription of
Roman date (IG V (1) 497 = CIG 1446) mentions Karneios Oiketas and Poseidon Domatei-
tas. Pausanias speaks of the worship of Karneios at Sparta (3.13.3) and says that originally
a deity in its own right, Karneios was later identified with Apollo. Also intriguing are the
epithets, Oiketas for Apollo, and Domateitas for Poseidon, as they point to the sphere of
the house. Yet, the two deities are honored with a public cult in Roman Sparta, and Posei-
don at least has a public sanctuary. It is conceivable that the Spartan Karneios Oiketas and
Poseidon had both public and domestic dimensions. E.g., Attic Apollo Patroios and Zeus
Herkeios were worshipped both in public and domestic cults: Arist. A¢h. Pol. 55.3; Hedrick
1988; in Rhamnous, a public sacrifice to Zeus Herkeios (IG 112 2943+2944+). On Poseidon
Domateitas at Sparta: see Hupfloher 2000, 130. The priesthoods of Karneios Oiketas and
Poseidon Domateitas were among the six hereditary (kata genos) priesthoods enjoyed by
the family of Tib. Claudii and both men and women served as priests (IG V 497 lists a male
priest, IG V 589 lists a female one, both apparently from the same family). The fact that the
same person served as a priest or priestess of Karneios Oiketas and Poseidon Domateitas
does not mean that the two deities were joined in cult. The sanctuaries of Apollo Karneios
and Poseidon Domateitas were separate, located by the Running Course, although at dif-
ferent points in that area: Paus. 3.14.6—7.
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colony who was often honored with cult. Heroes, eponymous and panhel-
lenic, such as Herakles, were sometimes worshipped as divine founders
of cities, and human founders were honored with cult posthumously.375
Apollo played a special role in Greek overseas expansion, both in his
capacity as oracular god (apoikists regularly consulted Delphi before set-
ting out) and as a leader, Arkhegetas, as if he himself led them on their
expeditions.376 Are we then to think of Apollo Oikistes on Aigina as a
founder of the city? This would seem to clash with another local tradi-
tion of origin according to which Aiakos was the first resident and king of
Aigina for whom Zeus created a population from ants, the Myrmidons.37”
Alternative, but co-existing traditions of origin/foundation are, however,
not uncommon in Greek poleis: different strands could develop at differ-
ent periods in response to the ideological needs of the day. So, Athenians
in the late 5th century BCE found it ideologically profitable to claim a
triple origin, as autochthons, Ionians, and ‘children of Athena,” and thus
had to develop elaborate genealogical and mythological explanations to
reconcile all three traditions.378 The testimony of Plutarch Alc. 2 (Wpiv Tolg
Abyvalots. .. dpxmyétis Abijva xal matp@og AméMwv Eati) seems to imply
that in Attica Apollo could be seen as an ancestral god (patroos) and lit-
erally an ancestor, the progenitor of the Athenians in his capacity as the
father of Ion, and Athena construed as the founder (Archegetis) of the
Athenian polity.37? Similarly on Aigina, Zeus, through Aiakos, could have
functioned as the progenitor of the Aiginetan Aiakids, who represented
the Aiginetan claim to the Achaean heroic legacy of the Trojan war, while
Apollo, as the oikistes, could have been construed as the founder of the
Aiginetan polity. However, X Pind. N. 3.21 quotes Theogenes of Aigina, an
epichoric historiographer, as attributing to Aiakos all political functions of

375 Malkin 1987.

876 In the Sicilian Naxos, founded in 734 BCE, the cult of Apollo Arkhegetas may have
had a pan-Sikeliote significance (Thuc. 6.3.1). Malkin (1987, 18) cites Lampros 1873 who
“emphasized Apollo’s aspect as founder (particularly in mythological context),” and saw
“the oikist as a reflection of Apollo.” Cf. also Bourboule 1949, 61: her comparison is even
more far-reaching, as in her view both Apollo Delphinios on Aigina and Apollo Karneios
in Sparta are related through the function of Apollo as “leader of wandering tribe until
they reach their final place of installation” who “saved them and granted them permanent
dwelling places in the new country.” This is part of Bourboule’s argument about the origin
of animal epithets reflecting the function of animals as leaders of people in search of a
place to settle. Apollo in the shape of a ram and a dolphin shows the way for those in
search of a dwelling.

877 The Homer Encyclopedia s.v. Myrmidons; [Hes.] MW 205, cf. X IL. 1.180.

378 Loraux 1993; Hall 1995, 51-56.

379 Theseus as synoikist had a further political role.
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a synoikist, lawgiver and founder of political order (see 7.2.5). Here again,
we should note a peculiar absence of Apollo from the Pindaric Aiginetan
epinikia. It would seem that an all-encompassing emphasis on the Aiakids
somehow disallowed Apollo’s presence. Yet, a particularly slanted ideo-
logical view in Pindar’s poetic commissions was not necessarily the whole
story. As the epithets Oikistes and Domatites suggest, Apollo had a stake
in the Aiginetan politeia as well, while the autochthonous strand was also
present in Aiginetan mythology via the Myrmidons, transformed by Zeus
from ants into people (see further discussion in 8.2 and 11.4).

Thus, it is conceivable that on Aigina the worship of Apollo Oikistes
reflects a tradition conceptualizing the foundation by settlers from the
outside, while the legend of Aiakos, son of Zeus, and of his Myrmidons
postulates an indigenous link between the famous heroic line and the land
of Aigina. The two traditions play different roles in the local ideology and
therefore complement rather contradict each other. There is a historical
tradition about the settlement of Aigina by the Argives (Paus. 2.29.5) and
alternatively by the Dorians from Epidauros (Hdt. 8.46). Zeus and Aiakos,
the progonos of the Aiginetans, could co-exist side by side with Apollo
as organizer of the Aiginetan political community, possibly to be linked
with the tradition of the Dorian settlement of Aigina. Theogenes’ version
(X Pind. N. 3.21) that makes Aiakos the leader of the settlers from the Pelo-
ponnese only exposes a poorly patched up rift between the alternative tra-
ditions. Pausanias 2.29.5 reports (speculates, would be more correct) that
the pre-Dorian population of Aigina received and mixed with the Dorian
newcomers:380 pofpa Apyeiwv T@v 'Emidavpov opold Anipévty xataoydvtwy,
SraPaoa ég Alyvay xal Atywytalg Toig dpxalol yevéuevol aivolxot, T6 Awpléwy
€0y xal pwwv xateaThoavto €v Ty wWow. Quite apart from the question of
historicity, we recognize a discursive strategy in this account that could
be trying to reconcile alternative traditions of origin. The meaning of the
epithet Oikistes is probably best understood in the sense of ‘charterer of
the constitution,’ that is, founder of a polity, rather than as founder of a
colony. In this sense, the epithet reflects the role of Apollo as patron of
the city and of the Aiginetan political community as a whole. It is then
in the capacity of a communal patron that Apollo Oikistes and Domatites
received a sacrifice, whether public, private, or both, on Aigina. If it was

380 Figueira 1993.
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public, it probably took place in the main sanctuary of Apollo, perhaps on
a special altar for Oikistes and Domatites.38!

7.6.7  Many Apollos

Does the possibility that the sacrifice to Apollo Oikistes and Domatites
may have taken place in the month Delphinios mean that Aiginetans
equated Oikistes and Domatites with Delphinios?382 It is conceivable,
since Delphinios could be viewed as Apollo the Founder, yet there is no
unequivocal evidence for such an equation on Aigina. Possibly the cult
of Apollo on Aigina was in origin that of Delphinios, giving his name to
the month, but accrued additional social meanings over time. Even more
likely, however, is that the month Dephinios was the focus of several festi-
val occasions that emphasized different social aspects of the local Apollo.
Where would these sacrifices have taken place? We have established ear-
lier on the basis of Pausanias and the epigraphic evidence that there was
one temple of Apollo on Aigina. This temple may have been located in
a temenos where other cultic installations both for Apollos and for other
deities were situated: prominent sacred areas often attracted a large num-
ber of different cults, so that multiple altars and images of deities could be
found together, for example, in the Altis at Olympia. Multiple stone altars
have in fact been found on Kolonna,383 as well as a monumental altar

381 At Olympia, Pausanias (5.14.4—5.15.12) describes sixty-nine altars of different deities
inside the Altis. On Thasos, an altar of Hera Epilimenia (/G XII Suppl. 409) stood just south
and outside of the propylon of the Posideion (Grandjean and Salviat 2009, 97).

382 Farnell (1896-1909, vol. 4, 148) thought so because in his opinion the connec-
tion of Delphinios to the sea was not due to his innate marine nature, but to his role in
colonization.

383 Altars: (1) Possible fragment of an altar table, brown poros, Inv. Nr. A 402 (associ-
ated with Apollo temple I by Hoffelner 1996, 25); (2) Altar table: fragment of an ante,
poros, Inv. Nr. A 30 (620-570 BCE, contemporary with Apollo temple I: Hoffelner 1996,
26-7; (3) two side pieces of an altar, poros, Inv. Nr. A 3 and A 34, 570—60 BCE (Hoffelner
1996, 27-30); (4) Fragment of crowning of an altar, Ionic style, Cycladic marble, ca. 520
BCE (Inv. Nr. A 271, Hoffelner 1996, 30—32); (5) Fragment: molding and wall piece of an
altar, poros, 520510 BCE (Inv. Nr. A 43, Hoffelner 1996, 32—3). (6) Triglyph altar, poros, late
Archaic /Early Classical (without Inv. Nr., Hoffelner 1996, 33—5); [6]+(7) Side-piece /crown-
ing of altar, brown poros (Inv. Nr. A 297). Hoffelner (1996, 35—7) suggests that (6) and (7)
go together and present an attractive reconstruction. (8) Side-piece of an altar, Cycladic
marble, 470/60 BCE (Inv. Nr. A 2, Hoffelner 1996, 37—40). Hoffelner (1996, 40) speculates,
based on the dating, that the altar belonged to the temple of Artemis on Kolonna dated in
the same period (Hoffelner 1994; Hoffelner 1999, 101-115); (9) Offering table with eight divi-
sions, Cycladic marble, ca. 475 BCE (without Inv. Nr.) inscribed: AIETOX AN[E®EKE...]
O[2 EIOJIE (= IG IV2 759).
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in the southern section of the site.38* Also, numerous votive bases and
pillars,385 as well as stone basins and perirrhanteria,38¢ might be repre-
senting more cults and divine addressees than any particular Apollo. The
presence of several altars dated to the same period suggests contempora-
neous worship of several deities at the site of Kolonna.

Alternatively, sacrifices to Oikistes and Domatites could have taken
place elsewhere, not necessarily in the same sanctuary with Delphinios.
Attic comparanda suggest that sometimes names of months were derived
from insignificant festivals (e.g., Hecatombaia, Metageitnia, Boedromia—
all festivals of Apollo) of the Athenian calendar, which also had no con-
nection to specific shrines in the city.387 “In contrast, the Pyanepsia and
the Thargelia were prominent feast days of Apollo with important cer-
emonies, but even they were not closely linked to particular temples.”388

In addition, on the same feast day, sacrifices to different Apollos
could take place at different locations within a deme or polis, as we see

384 Hoffelner (1999, 117-126) postulates three consecutive altars associated with Apollo-
temples I/II/III, but the structures have since been re-identified as parts of the Hellenistic
fortification wall (Pollhammer 2003 and 2004). A monumental altar in the South Complex:
Felten et al., 2003, 57—9; Felten et al., 2004, 116-8; Felten 2007b, 27.

385 Votive pillars (published in Hoffelner 1996): two Doric capitals, ca. 600 BCE (the
earliest known), one capital of a pillar from the 1st half of 5th century. Votive bases: (1)
rectangular, marble, ca. 500 BCE, inscribed: LOXTPA[TOX] (Inv. Nr. i3 (P82) = IG IV2 758,
Hoffelner 1996, 21, Walter-Karydi 1987, no. 60); (2) rectangular, poros, inscribed: [...] KAI
EME, late 6th cent. (Inv. Nr. 125 (A916), Hoffelner 1996, 23—24 = IG IV2 757); (3) rectangu-
lar, Cycladic marble, second half 6th cent. BCE (Mus. Inv. 2461), inscribed: APIXTO[...],
(Hoffelner 1996, 24 = IG IV2 1016); (4) rectangular, Cycladic marble, (Inv. Nr. 120), end of
6th cent. BCE, inscribed: [... ANE]OEKE[N], (Hoffelner 1996, 24 = IG IV2 756).

386 Stone containers: three stone bowls, one each of Archaic, Classical, and Hellenistic
date (Hoffelner 1996, 45-6, all stray finds). Marble round platters (twelve with flat rim
and six with rounded rim), mostly dated 6th-sth centuries BCE (A199 and S27 are Hel-
lenistic) seem too shallow for washing, and Hoffelner (1996, 51-52) speculates that they
may have served as baskets (kanoun), or trays for spices. Perirrhanteria were mostly found
in the Archaic fill east of the temple, in wells on the south side, as well as on the east
and south sides of Kolonna, and hence their attribution to the Apollonion specifically is
not firm (Kerschner 1996, 63). Thirty-seven ceramic perirrhanteria have been published:
one from the 2nd half of 7th cent. BCE; one ca. 600 BCE; four of the 1st quarter of the 6th
cent., nine from the middle, second half of late 6th cent., seven from the 5th cent., fifteen
for 5/4th cent. Kerschner 1996, (63—75) publishes a catalog and discussion of the ceramic
specimens from Kolonna, with discussion of comparanda from elsewhere (76-86). In addi-
tion to ceramic, there are fourteen stone perirhanteria, of which one was (according to
the account of Thiersch) dedicated to Athena. Kerschner (1996) also publishes a catalog
of stone perirrhanteria (87-89) and discussion (89—94), an essay on metal perirrhanteria
and a discussion of various uses of all types of perirrhanteria, as well as of louteria and
kordopoi (100-130).

387 Parke 1977.

388 Parke 1977, 185.
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in the sacrificial calendar of Frkhia.38° In the month Gamelion, on the
7th, there were sacrifices to Apollo Delphinios (presumably at the Del-
phinion) and to Kourotrophos (at the Delphinion), and to Apollo Lykeios
(at Erkhia); then, on the 8th, there were three more sacrifices to Apollo:
Apotropaios (at Erkhia, towards (= on the road to?) Paianians), another
to Apotropaios (at Erkhia), and to Apollo Nymphegetes and the Nymphs
(on the same altar, at Erkhia). Thus, in one month on two consecutive
days sacrifices to different Apollos took place at different locations and
hence on different altars in the territory of the Attic deme of Erkhia. In
the month Thargelion, on the 4th, six sacrifices took place, two of them
for Apollos: Pythios at Erkhia and Paion on the Rocky Hill at Erkhia. It
is not entirely clear from the calendar whether different Apollos (e.g.,
Delphinios and Lykeios) could receive sacrifices on the same altar; but it
would appear that when that was the case, it was specifically mentioned,
and we should thus assume that in all other cases sacrifices took place
on different altars. Different altars do not, however, always signify differ-
ent sanctuaries. Some areas in the territory of Erkhia seem to have been
sacred to many deities, e.g., the Rocky Hill (Il&yog), where sacrifice for
Hera Telkhinia, Zeus Epopetes, Nymphs, Akheloos, Alokhos, Hermes, Ge,
Apollo Paion, and Zeus (without epithet in contrast to Epopetes) were
offered at different times of the year. Clustering of altars and dedications
in certain areas of a Greek state’s territory is well attested.390

It is also evident from the calendar of Erkhia that the same Apollo, e.g.,
Apotropaios, had multiple altars located in different places of the deme
territory. On Aigina, cape Kolonna may have been such a sacred area with
temples, altars, votive pits, and rooms for ritual dining dedicated to the
worship of different deities. Recent excavations in the West Complex and
South Hill on Kolonna have revealed both the architectural arrangements
and material evidence commensurate with the notion of cape Kolonna as

389 Epigraphic Museum Inv. No. 13163; SEG XXI 541; BCEH 89, 154-172; BCEH 89,
180—-213.

390 Rupestral inscriptions and cuttings for votives in a structure near the temple of
Apollo Karneios on Thera: IG XII 350-363, and near the same temple, but not inside the
mentioned structure—additional rupestral votive inscriptions—IG XII 364—383 (see also
Inglese 2008). Inside the sanctuary of Athena Pronaia at Delphi: three built altars and
three free-standing inscribed monolithic altars (to Zeus Polieus, Athena Ergane, and Ath-
ena Zosteria), and two inscribed altars next to the temenos wall—to Hygieia and to Eil-
eithyia (Pendazos 1984, 80-83). Hill of the Nymphs in Athens also hosted a number of
cults: Lalonde 2005, 81-93.
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a center of ritual activity beyond the Archaic temple at the top.39! Jarosch-
Reinholdt interprets the ceramic, architectural remains, and grave sites
on Kolonna as evidence for the co-existence of different types of cults on
Kolonna: divine, gentilicial, hero, and tomb cults, and the use of Kolonna
continuously, over time, as a place of gatherings (Versammlungsort) from
the 10th century onwards.392

In light of these considerations, the information provided by the
scholion to N. 5.81 is plausible and allows for a variety of scenarios: in one
and the same month Delphinios, Aiginetans could have conducted a pen-
tathlon of Apollo at the Delphinia festival; a sacrifice to Apollo Oikistes
and Domatites; and an agén Hydrophoria. These could have occurred on
different dates of the month, or on the same day at different locations,
or on different altars (e.g., the presumed sacrifice to Delphinios and the
attested sacrifice to Oikistes and Domatites) in the same sacred area; and
as part of one and the same festival, or during different festivals. As dis-
cussed above, the temple on Kolonna was most likely that of Apollo with-
out a surname, mentioned by Pausanias. An additional reason why it may
have lacked a specific epithet in the context of Aigina could be because it
lay in the sanctuary where various hypostases of Apollo were worshipped
and represented, which together reflected a multi-functional patronage of
the deity over various aspects of the well-being of the Aiginetan polity.

Some further material objects from Aigina have been related to the wor-
ship of Apollo. For example, an upper part of a document relief (Aigina
Mus. 1427) dated to ca. 400 BCE shows two presumably divine figures on
either side of a tripod: on the left is a standing female draped in a cloak,
resting her right arm on a spear and holding a cornucopia in her left hand.
On the right is a naked male figure, holding a phiale in his right hand and
a bow in his left. It seems that a headband is tied around his head. Walter-
Karydi identifies the male figure on this relief with Apollo who represents
Aigina as a “polis god.”®93 The image of Apollo that Pausanias saw in the
Aiginetan temple was also naked, and a bow could indeed symbolize the
Far-Shooter, and yet it is not certain that the male, and not the female
figure should be taken to represent Aigina in this case. Another document
relief from Aigina (Nat. Mus. 1475), dated to the 2nd half of the 4th century
BCE, represents a seated female deity holding torches, approached by a

391 See excavation reports: Felten et al. 2003, 49-51; 2004, 100-118; 2005, 21-3; 2006,
2007, 2008, 2009, 2010); Felten 2003a; Felten 2007b.

392 Jarosch-Reinholdt 2009, 66-67.

393 Walter-Karydi 2006, 41—42.
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male figure (a hero?) leading a horse (see Fig. 11). In this case, the state of
Aigina is thought to be symbolized by a female deity (see further discus-
sion in 7.13.3). It is not inconceivable that in different periods of Aiginetan
history, different deities were chosen to symbolize the island, but that
makes it only harder, in the fragmentary state of our sources, to determine
which representation was current when. For this reason, the document
relief cited above is ambiguous as to which deity (female or male) should
be seen as the representation of Aigina.

Felten recently argued that among other Apollos at Kolonna, we should
also envision an Apollo Agyieus represented by a conical marble block,3%4
such as xwvoetdyg xiwv that a scholion to Aristophanes Vesp. 875 describes
as sacred to Apollo and in fact as literally being Apollo. xwvoetdyg xiwv is
a “cone-shaped pillar” rather than a cone in modern geometric terms. A
cone, as in a pine-tree cone, is rounded at the bottom and rounded and
pointed at the same time at the top. This is the shape that we see in visual
representations of Agyieus, a pillar rounded at the bottom, sometimes
swollen in the middle. Also, on most representations collected in LIMC
(II'11 and II 2.1, s.v. Apollon Agyieus 1-27) and showing worshippers (e.g.,
nos. 10, 12, 19), the pillar is taller or as tall as the worshippers. In our case,
the truncated marble pillar of conical shape is only 0.567m high and could
not have been higher than 0.8 altogether, so well under human height.
The lack of a rounded cone-shaped bottom, of any middle swelling (in
fact, the side lines are perfectly straight) and the small height of the object
should caution against the identification with Agyieus. We may be dealing
with a more mundane object, such as a support for a perirrhanterion.

7.6.8  Cultic Identities and Sanctuaries: Apollo Pythios and the Thearion

In physical details, the evidence for Delphinios and for Oikistes and
Domatites stands quite apart from the evidence for another Apollo on
Aigina—Pythios. Thearion is the only place on Aigina explicitly associ-
ated in our sources with Pythios. Therefore, the way we understand the
function of Thearion would determine the way we understand the role of
Pythios on Aigina.

The main evidence comes from Pindar, Nemean 3.67—-70 (=114-124):

Bod 3¢ vixagbpw alv AptatoxAeida mpémel,
0¢ Tavde vaagov exAEL TPoaebnxe Abyw

394 Felten 2003b, 41—42.
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xal gepvoy dyAaaiat ueplpvalg
TTubiov Bedpiov.

A shout (song) is due to the victorious Aristokleidas
who linked this very island with the talk of good repute
and [linked] the sacred Thearion of Pythios39% with splendid endeavors.

Scholia to Pindar Nemean 3.122 give three definitions of 8edptov.

A

(a1) €otwv év Alywy Iubiov AméMwvog lepdv, €v @ ol Bewpol diytdvto of Td
Bela uAdoaovtes. Bewpol yap olov Beogdhaxes. (a2) Ol 8¢, &1t &v b IMubiov
AréNawvos lep olxog éatt xahodpevog Bedptov Sid 6 Todg dpyovrag of xakobvrat
fewpol, evtadba Startdodat. (b) IMubiov Bedprov: témog &v Alywy dyudatog, Evba
T& qupméata. elpnTat 3¢ 4o TV Bewpdv TAV ig ATEIWVA TEUTOUEVWY.

(a1) On Aigina, there is a sanctuary of Apollo Pythios, in which theéroi who
guard the sacred matters (1& O¢io, whether objects or rituals) congregate/
spend time, thedroi are guardians (theophylakes) of the sacred matters [or:
of the god]; (a2) others say that in the sanctuary of Apollo Pythios there is
a house called Thearion after the officials called thedroi who congregate/
spend time there; (b) Thearion of Pythios. A public place on Aigina where
symposia take place, so called after the theéroi sent to Apollo.

Scholia define Thearion as a sanctuary (hieron) of Apollo Pythios where
thedroi spend time (a1); a building (oikos) in the sanctuary (hieron) of
Apollo Pythios where thedroi spend time (a2); or alternatively, a public
place (topos démosios), named after the office of theéroi where sympo-
sia take place (b). Even a cursory comparison between the evidence for
Apollo Delphinios (the month Delphinios during which sacrifices take
place, the games Delphinia, a sacred pentathlon) and the evidence for
Apollo Pythios (a sanctuary, Thearion, thedroi- sacred officials, or dele-
gates) leads to the conclusion that the two cultic arrangements were quite
distinct, without a noticeable overlap. It is therefore reasonable, in fact,
inevitable to envision separate sanctuaries, for Delphinios and for Pythios.
Separate sanctuaries for Delphinios and Pythios are known from Attica,396
and multiple temples of Apollo situated in one city are attested in many

395 @ediptov in this case has to refer to a building, as scholia show, and not a social
institution, which would be called a 6zapia. Therefore I agree here with Nisetich (1980, 243)
who translates “Apollo’s Thearion” against Race (1997, 29) who translates “the hallowed
delegation of the Pythian god.”

896 In Athens, in the deme of Erkhia, precincts of both Apollo Delphinios and of
Apollo Pythios were known, and there were three other sanctuaries of Apollo in the city
of Athens.
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parts of the Greek world.3%7 On Aigina, there seems to have been only one
temple of Apollo, however.

The association of Thearion with Apollo Pythios on Aigina is absolutely
and umabiguously clear from Pindar Nemean 3.70.3%8 In spite of certain
differences between the three scholia that explain what Thearion was,
they agree in two aspects: (1) that Thearion had something to do with
Apollo Pythios, and (2) that it was a place for official (state/communal)
business (civic, religious and/or sympotic) executed by thedroi, however
their precise roles are to be understood. Since scholia to Nemean 3.70
mention Thearion as the only building sacred to Pythios on Aigina, and
rather consistently do not define it as a temple (naos) of Pythios, we have
no grounds for assuming the existence of a temple for Apollo Pythios on
Aigina.3% In fact, the third scholion that describes Thearion as a public
area, not even a sanctuary, might at least be reflecting the most current
use of the building, as a setting for symposia, in the Hellenistic period,
from which our scholia derive (see below, 7.6.11). If we were to view the
testimony of scholia as complementary rather than mutually exclusive,
we could arrive at an image of a building much like a prytaneion in Ath-
ens or at Olympia, that is, a seat, residence, or sympotic/dining facility of
civic and/or cultic officials.

7.6.9 Have We Found the Thearion?

The information provided by the Pindaric scholia, namely that the Thearion
was used as a sympotic hall, allowed archaeologists working at Kolonna to
propose a candidate for the Thearion at the site of excavations. A number
of inscriptions referring to public feasts (demothoiniai) were found at the
site of Kolonna. These inscriptions appear on architectural blocks reused
for the construction of the Late Roman (3rd cent. CE) wall on the northern
side of Kolonna (see Fig. 12), and date between 175 and 250 CE.

397 Three temples of Apollo were located within the city-walls of Hermione, accord-
ing to Paus. (2.35.2): one without a surname, another of Apollo Pythaeus, and another of
Apollo Horios. Examples can be multiplied.

398 We cannot surmise an Apollo Thearios, or Pythaieus instead; the scholia are unani-
mous, and other circumstantial evidence also points to Delphi (e.g., Thearion, father of
Sogenes, the honorand of Pindar’s N. 7, and the role of Neoptolemos at Delphi as depicted
in that ode)—on this see further this chapter.

899 Oikos can mean temple, although in the context of this scholion, oikos is more
likely a building that is a gathering/presiding place for officials, archontes, rather than a
temple.
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Inscriptions appear on stone blocks that were part of an Archaic build-
ing of the Doric order (I will refer to it as the Building with Inscribed
Walls) that most likely stood somewhere on Kolonna until its members
were taken for the construction of the Late Roman wall.#%0 It is clear from
the fact that some inscribed blocks are placed upside down in the Roman
wall that the inscriptions were made on the original building, and not after
the blocks were built into the Roman wall. Klaus Hoffelner brought these
inscribed architectural blocks into association with a course of Archaic
foundation blocks that runs along the north face of the Late Roman wall
with inscriptions (Inschriftenmauer). The presence of Archaic founda-
tions in situ, of Archaic blocks reused in a later construction in immedi-
ate proximity, and the content of the inscriptions that record public feasts
convinced Hoffelner and other archaeologists working at Kolonna that
the Archaic building to which the inscribed blocks and possibly the foun-
dations in the immediate vicinity belonged should be identified with the
Thearion mentioned by Pindar.*%! On the basis of a single characteristic
block and a related calculation of other dimensions Hoffelner restored the
shape of the building as a two-room square construction (see Figs. 5 and
13).402 The precise shape of the building remains a hypothesis: the block
Q85 used by Hoffelner for his reconstruction is inscribed. The hypothetical
placement of this block in Hoffelner’s reconstruction makes the inscrip-
tion face the inside of the dining chamber.#93 This is difficult to accept,
since the purpose of the public display of the inscription would not be

400 Parallels for inscriptions carved on walls of public buildings (according to Felten
1975, 53 1. 3): Treasury of Athenians at Delphi (FdD III, 2); West Hall in Magnesia (O. Kern,
die Inschriften von Magnesia, n-69, nos. 16—-87): here inscriptions appear on the interior
walls of the hall; at Miletos: on the antae of the Propylon and the wall of City Hall (Milet 1,
2, 10S. 3, 4, 5). In Magnesia and Miletos, inscriptions are of Roman date.

401 Parallels for inscribed lists of officials, as noted by Felten 1975: thedroi at Thasos (IG
XII 8, 271-330; Etudes Thasiennes 111, 239—286); demiourgoi from Kamiros (Clara Rhodos VI,
371-384, no. 2a—h; Annuario N. S. 11-13, 1949-51, 145-157).

402 Hoffelner 1999, 160-171. The placement of the Hakenquader block Q85 determines
the reconstruction of the ground plan of the building. The block has three connecting
sides, according to Hoffelner (p. 162) one of which is W 0.613m, while the width of other
two sides is 0.555m and o0.525m, respectively. The fact that we have some eighty wall-
blocks that are about 0.555m wide and only five blocks that are ~0.6om wide suggests that
those eighty blocks constituted the bulk of building material and had to form the walls of
the structure. The blocks with ~0.6om width would have formed the antae, which would
have required a much fewer number of blocks and hence, this would explain why a smaller
percentage of those survives. Hence the orientation of Q85 is with the 0.613m-wide side
pointing out, to form the antae wall. This orientation places the inscribed surface of the
block on the inside wall of the inner chamber.

403 Mattern (2001) finds that problematic.
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fulfilled. It is more likely that the inscribed surfaces would have faced the
outside, or the porch,*%4 in which case the proposed reconstruction would
have to be revised. Since several theories have been advanced about the
Thearion and the role of the theéroi on the basis of these inscriptions,
I proceed to discuss them here.

7.610 The Hiera Pentapolis and Apollo Pythios?

There are fifteen inscriptions from the Building with Inscribed Walls that
record public feasts,*%5 in six of them a pentapolis is mentioned, and one
mentions hiera pentapolis (IG IV?2 835):

dryady t[xm
Adp(nhog) Zwatpatog (EwatpdTou)
pwlortvoog
xai xaAéoag ™V
5 lepdv mevrdmo-
A xad olxétag
mAgiovag.

Felten suggested that this Aiera pentapolis, a “sacred union of five poleis”
was a cultic association around the cult of Apollo Pythios with its center
on Aigina,*°6 but nothing in the texts suggests a connection to Apollo. It
is also most likely that the pentapolis was based on five Aiginetan com-
munities, rather than uniting Aigina and four other poleis from outside of
Aigina.*97 It is also possible that in this context pentapolis metonymically

404 Tt is not certain that the block had anathyrosis on the three sides indicated by
Hoffelner: the block is built into the Late Roman wall in such a way that makes it impos-
sible to conduct an inspection of surfaces on all sides. It is the bottom of the block that
forms the face of the Late Roman wall. If there were no anathirosis, then we could suggest
an alternative placement of Q85: rotated 180° with respect to the orientation proposed
by Hoffelner and placed in the southwest corner of the porch. In that case, the inscribed
surface would appear on the inner side of the south anta. Comparanda: The inscriptions
of the Propylon in Miletos appear on the outer and inner sides of the antae. Mattern
(2001, 608) also doubts the orientation of Q85 with letters facing inside the inner cham-
ber on the same grounds of poor visibility, and mentions “teilweise erhaltene farbliche
Unterlegung.”

405 Such commemorative inscriptions are known from other parts of the Roman
empire as well: IEph 790 [td] €£ &[foug,] |éomidoovt[a petd]|dyveias t[odg]|mdvrag
[—]|dtt[—]|émt  dpx[évtwv]|M(dpxou) Adp(nAiov) ’Epw[t—]|bpvewdod [xal M(dpxov)
Adp(niov) ]| Edtuyiw[vog]

406 Felten 1975, 51-52.

407 Walter-Karydi (1994, 134-135) argues for a union of five Aiginetan communities
similar to the Marathonian tetrapolis in Attica. Figueira 1981, 320—21 (followed by Bur-
nett 2005, 14-15 and n. g) also believes that the five poleis were Aiginetan communities,
but centered on the worship of the Argive Apollo Pythaieus (so Walter-Karydi 2006, 82),
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applies to a group of people, not cities, who were representatives of some
sort. Unless the reasons are stylistic and not semantic, the epigraphic for-
mula seems to separate as two distinct acts “dining” and “calling together.”
Dining is either announced without the mention of parties benefitting
from it, or ‘all citizens’ and ‘all women’ are named as beneficiaries: “every
citizen” (IG IV?2 836), “every citizen and every woman” (IG IV2 841).408 The
“calling” (invitation) is addressed to the ‘pentapolis and to oiketai pleionai’
(“many/most householders,” IG IV2 835 and 841). In this telling example,
pentapolis seems to be used in reference to a body of officials in contrast
to the general body of citizens or local residents,*%° and not to a union of
geographically disctinct communities. In addition to the public feast that
the organizer Aurelius Heraklas son of Bassos gave, IG IV2 838 also lists
donatives to the Boule, “according to custom,” given presumably on the
same occasion as the public feast.#1° The Boule in question must be the
local Aiginetan Boule, hence again, the actions of the feast organizer seem
to be focused on the local Aiginetan community. No indication of other
Greek states participating is evident.

The local character of the Aiginetan pentapolis is supported by