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Offering an original and innovative combination of case studies on the material aspects and cross-cultural transfers of magic and religion, this book brings together a range of contributions that cross and connect sub-fields with a pan-Mediterranean, comparative scope. Section I investigates the material aspects of magical practices, including first editions and original studies on papyri, gems, lamellae containing binding curses and protective texts, and other textual media in ancient book culture. Several chapters feature the Greco-Egyptian Magical Papyri, the compilation of magical recipes in the formularies, and the role of physical book-forms in the transmission of magical knowledge. Section II explores magic and religion as nodes of cultural exchange in the ancient Mediterranean. Case studies range from Egypt to Anatolia and from Syria-Phoenicia to Sicily, with Greco-Roman religion and myth integrated in a diverse and interconnected Mediterranean landscape. Readers encounter studies featuring charismatic figures of Magi and itinerant begging priests, the multiple understandings of deities such as Hekate, Herakles, or Aphrodite, or the perceived exotic origin of cult statues, mummies, amulets, and cursing formulae, which bring to light the rich intercultural networks of the ancient Mediterranean, and the crucial role of magic and religion in the process of cross-cultural adaptation and innovation.
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Prologue — A Kind of Magic

A Tribute to Christopher Faraone

Ancient magic never fails to fascinate; the arcane mysteries of the ancient world continue to intrigue investigators, drawing renewed attention from many different perspectives and approaches. From new surveys and overviews to specific studies of curse tablets and gem amulets, exciting developments have continued to fuel an interest in the study of magic in the ancient world. This volume, designed to honor our good friend and esteemed mentor Christopher A. Faraone, opens a window into ongoing innovations and trends in the field. We have sought contributions that showcase two particularly fruitful and exciting approaches to the study of magic: the material aspects of magic, and magic and religion as nodes of cross-cultural exchanges in the Mediterranean. Both are topics of current and ongoing interest in the field, as well as areas in which the colleague we are honoring has made distinctive contributions.

This volume was conceived not only as a tribute to Chris Faraone, but also as a token reflection of all the inspiration and guidance he has provided for all of us over the years, in so many ways. It is hard to capture in words the influence that Chris has had upon us all, the enchanting quality of his guidance, the charm and fascination that he brings to any conversation. If, as some of the scholars in this volume have theorized, magic belongs to the “realm of the marvelous” or is characterized by the “extraordinary,” then Chris does seem to perform a kind of magic, since his work as a mentor and colleague certainly is both extraordinary and marvelous. He stands out not only as a pre-eminent scholar, but also as an amazing inspiration of scholarly work in others, and this volume provides some indication of the kind of scholarship he has stimulated and encouraged. This collection of essays draws together work from a number of scholars who have been touched by the “kind of magic” that Chris works in various ways. The scholars contributing to this collection span the gamut from junior scholars with recent degrees to now well-established senior scholars who were launched on their careers by his mentorship to colleagues who have worked alongside him in many projects. All of these scholars have enjoyed collaborating with him and sharing in his enthusiasm for the exploration of the ancient Mediterranean world as a place of dynamic interactions between religious cultures.

This collection, however, falls short of showing the true range of scholarly activity that Chris has inspired. Our initial call for contributions from Chris’s students and colleagues produced a huge array of papers, with topics ranging from Near Eastern precursors of Greek religious phenomena to 19th- and 20th-century receptions of Greek myth and tragedy. The scholarship of Chris is large enough to contain such multitudes and to inspire such a scope of investigations, but our discussions with publishers quickly made it clear that we would have to focus the volume more narrowly. One of the most painful parts of the process was cutting out some of the fascinating papers offered by contributors that, to our minds, demonstrated so vividly the extraordinary range of Chris’s work and mentorship. We want especially to thank the colleagues who generously offered to contribute to this scholarly homage to Chris but graciously withdrew their papers to enable us to concentrate the volume on a limited slice of Chris’s areas of scholarly expertise. In particular, we want to extend our appreciation to Daniel Richter, Peter Struck, Andrew Foster, Brien Garnand, Jacobo Myerston, Sarah Nooter, Jonathan Hall, and Fritz Graf.

In this volume, then, we take as our focus a kind of magic, collecting studies that take their cue from Chris’s explorations of the material aspects of what might be called magic and from his investigations of the multicultural dynamics of religious practice in the ancient Mediterranean world, offering a glimpse of the rich variety of strategies for cultural translation and transmission of ideas and practices connected to the divine. The contributions concentrate on two lines of exploration central to Chris’s research that have been of recent interest in the scholarly community. In the first section, Materials, we include essays that show the significance of the material or physical composition in understanding the magical or religious practice of the ancient Mediterranean. This focus on materiality includes scribal practices of composition as well as the conventions of artistic fabrication of the material components of magical or religious practice. In the second section, Cross-Cultural Contexts, we bring together contributions that show how magical and religious practice can function as nodes for cultural exchanges, involving innovations, adaptations, re-interpretations, misprisions, or other results of multicultural dynamics across the ancient Mediterranean networks, branching into the broader Near East.

Naturally, several of the essays touch on both of these themes to varying degrees, just as Chris’s work frequently involves both, but we have sought to arrange them to highlight these themes, while the reader who is perusing the volume as a whole will appreciate the dialogue between materials and topics in both sections. Some of the chapters deal with the practitioners and their practices of what might be labeled as “magic,” examining who they were and what they did, as well as when and how they carried out their work. Several essays involve the Greco-Egyptian Magical Papyri, examining the materiality of the written magical formularies and the role of physical book-forms in the transmission of magical knowledge. Other studies address magical practices from other regions throughout the Mediterranean, objects and examining the interconnection between the material aspects and the text, in studies of the symbolic resonances of gems, the deposition contexts of lead lamellae containing binding curses, and even bronze amulets whose writing shows their origin in handwritten manuals.

Christopher Faraone has been an important pioneer in the two lines of inquiry explored in this collected volume. Faraone’s early study of “voodoo dolls” was ahead of its time in 1991, but the “material turn” is now a major trend in the scholarship on magic and religion. Faraone’s recent work continues to focus on the materials and materiality of magical objects, practices, and even texts. The Greco-Egyptian Magical Formularies (GEMF) project that Faraone is currently directing (with Sofía Torallas Tovar in collaboration with other colleagues), for instance, is predicated on the need to re-examine the materiality of the papyri instead of just the idealized text, while his series of volumes on “Curses in Context” gathers studies of the specific local and material conditions in which magical curses were produced. However, it is perhaps his work on the magical gems that has been most influential in the field, and his innumerable articles and 2018 monograph, The Transformation of Greek Amulets in Roman Imperial Times, have been formative in this emerging area of study, as has his work with the online Campbell Bonner Database of magical gems (for a list of Chris Faraone’s works, see the Epilogue of this volume).

As the “material turn” has made its way into the study of Classical antiquity, other studies on ancient magic have begun to catch up with Chris’s early turn to this approach. To offer only a few examples, a 2009 conference in Rome, spurred by the spectacular discovery of the defixiones in the fountain of Anna Perenna, produced a volume on the contexts of magic, with a special focus on the archaeological and material aspects. Boschung and Bremmer in their 2015 volume pursue an ambitious program to rescue the material contexts of curses from the Classical world, while Wilburn’s 2012 Materia Magica focuses in detail on three specific material contexts. Parker and McKie (2018) focus on materiality and the embodied experience of magic in the Roman world, while Houlbrook and Armitage (2015) address artifacts connected to magic in ancient and medieval times, in a wide geographical scope, from Ireland to Accra. One of the most recent general publications on magic, Frankfurter (2019), devotes a whole section to studies attending to archaeology and materiality, and Chris has continued to contribute with the 2022 volume of essays he edited with Sofía Torallas Tovar on the materiality of magical handbooks on papyrus.

In addition to his contributions to the material turn, much of Chris’s work has been directed at illuminating the multicultural interactions that form the religious background for magic in the ancient Mediterranean. His voluminous scholarly output on these topics, as well as his teaching, mentoring, and administrative energies, have fostered and encouraged a whole generation of study of the ancient Mediterranean as a place of dynamic interactions between religious cultures, whether reflected in epic poetry, mythology, or magical and religious practices. To allude only a few representative pieces of his work touching on various topics, he has written (often in collaboration with scholars from other fields), on formulae against thieves shared by Punic and Greco-Roman curses, on biblical names in Greek amulets, on the Egyptian origins of wax effigies found in classical late antiquity, on the Near Eastern inflection of Greek traditions about “wandering wombs,” on the possible parallel between the Egyptian and Greek goddesses Maat and Metis, and on sympathetic magic in Greek and Near Eastern oath rituals, among other topics. More importantly, the same open, multicultural background frames all of his inquiries, regardless of whether the comparative aspect is featured in the title of his works or not. He has taught a generation of scholars to break down the cultural boundaries imposed by disciplines between ancient Mediterranean religions and to think beyond the limited range handed down by ideas of Classical exceptionalism or disciplinary inertia. An institutional reflection of this effort is Chris’s fostering of the Committee of the Ancient Mediterranean World, which provided the interdisciplinary environment from which the work of several contributors to this volume emerged.

Both in his own scholarship and in the work he has fostered as a mentor, Chris Faraone has thus contributed to the ongoing scrutiny of the interconnections among ancient Mediterranean religions, mythologies, and magical practices. While Walter Burkert’s works on myth and religion (e.g., Burkert 1979, 1992, 2004) and Martin West’s more mythological-literary oriented comparison (e.g., West 1966, 1971, 1997) set the stage for this approach, Faraone has played an important role in its expansion. This model challenges the perceived linguistic barriers between Indo-European and Semitic-speaking cultures, and it further stimulates dialogue across often siloed disciplines or topics characterized by hyperspecialized scholarship. More recent works have also focused on Indo-European cultures across Europe and Asia (Lincoln 1999, 2018), or on biblical and early Christian sources (e.g., Bremmer 2008), and this line of enquiry has incorporated new research from different areas of expertise on the Near Eastern side. As this approach has gained methodological variety and acumen, many of these new voices include scholars whom Chris has advised or mentored, including several contributors here (e.g., Bachvarova 2016; Blakely and Collins 2019; López-Ruiz 2010, 2021; Moyer 2011).

The first several essays in the present collection focus on the corpus of papyrus texts long known as the Greek Magical Papyri (Papyri Magicae Graecae or PGM) that Chris has, in collaboration with Sofía Torallas Tovar, been re-editing as the Greco-Egyptian Magical Formularies (GEMF). Their new edition, undertaken as a project with a large international team of scholars, pays particular attention to the material aspects of the papyri that were neglected in earlier editions. In this volume, Richard Gordon examines some of the more elaborate formularies as carefully planned compilations of knowledge, focusing on the physical arrangement of the texts as well as their ideological construction within the context of Egyptian scribal practice in the Roman Empire. Sofía Torallas Tovar narrows the focus to a single papyrus formulary, GEMF 31/PGM I, and examines the scribal practices within the text, from paragraphos marks to linguistic patterns, that provide evidence for the way this formulary was compiled. Korshi Dosoo likewise focuses on scribal practices in these formularies, specifically the marginal notes and corrections, attesting to further use of the books, which have received little attention in previous editions. The next two chapters look at practices of timekeeping in these magical formularies: Kassandra Miller surveys the rhetorical force of the particular terminology used for designating time to argue that the users were freelance practitioners, rather than drawing their authority from temple positions, while Raquel Martín Hernández analyzes the construction and placement of calendrical calculations for the cycles of the moon within two papyri (GEMF 74/PGM VII and GEMF 55/PGM III) to conclude that the calendars were added into the formularies for the practitioners’ use with procedures other than those for which the calendars had been designed.

The remaining texts in the first section examine other material aspects of practices often labeled as magic, such as astrology, divination, amulets, and curse tablets. Ian Moyer explores the physical practice of setting out astrological calculations on pinakes to show their iconic and indexical functions in consultation contexts with clients, and Kenneth Yu demonstrates the ways that the material practices of writing affect Artemidoros’s presentation of traditional dream divination knowledge in his Oneirocritica. Sandra Blakely investigates the magnetic iron rings of Samothracian initiates, using a materiality approach to show the resonance of magnetism within the ancient cultural context and arguing that the magnetic force of the rings might have been imagined as directing the winds to keep sailors safe on the sea. Finally, Celia Sánchez Natalías shows how the physical layout of the text of a curse tablet from Hadrumetum provides further levels of significance to the operation of the curse.

In the second section of the volume, the focus shifts from materiality to the cross-cultural context of religious and magical practice in the ancient Mediterranean. Bruce Lincoln offers a fresh look at the problem of the Persian ritual practitioners called Magi and their relation to what the Greeks called magic, arguing for the recognition of a more active role for the Persian ritualists in marketing their own expertise. Radcliffe Edmonds uses the prescriptions for ritual begging in the recently discovered set of Greek ritual norms for a Syrian goddess in Thessaly to shed light on the ways the label of magic can be applied in polemical contexts to otherwise normative ritual activities, just as, in other contexts, apparently foreign or peculiar rites can be normalized. By examining the role of iconography in cross-cultural interpretations of religious traditions, Carolina López-Ruiz shows how Greek and Syro-Phoenician peoples made sense of each other’s religious mythologies and practices within the frameworks of their own cultural understanding. Drawing on evidence from Hittite rituals and narratives involving the sun goddess, Mary R. Bachvarova argues for an Anatolian antecedent to help make sense of Hekate’s peculiar role within the Homeric Hymn to Demeter.

The remaining chapters in this section involve cross-cultural exchanges with specific material points of focus. Roy Kotansky traces the journey of a type of amulet, not only across the Mediterranean from the Levant to Sicily, but also across media from papyrus manuals to inscribed bronze amulets. Megan Nutzman looks to the ways that the rabbinic tradition handled the similarities between the tefillin and other amuletic practices within the multicultural context of the ancient Mediterranean, while Janet Downie explores the resonances of the mummified corpse, showing how this uncanny Egyptianizing object reflects contemporary Roman imperial ideas about body, spirit, and the afterlife.

By focusing upon two specific rubrics, the materiality and cross-cultural background of religion and magic, this volume contributes a cohesive set of new studies that engage with and develop the work that Christopher Faraone has done in the

larger field of religion and magic, and in Classical and ancient Mediterranean studies more broadly. In the Epilogue, Clifford Ando reflects upon the scholarly work and legacy of Christopher Faraone, teasing out some of the features that make his work so engaging and productive of further scholarship. The volume thus provides not only a fitting tribute to our friend and mentor, but also, we hope, an appealing overview of the kind of magic that Christopher Faraone can work, inspiring and stimulating new work through the model of his own extraordinary and marvelous scholarship.

[image: ]Figure 0.1 Christopher A. Faraone with one of his favorite magical recipes. Córdoba, Spain, April 2023. Source: Photo by Susan Faraone.
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Section I Materials






1 Mustering Knowledge in the Longer Greco-Egyptian Formularies

Richard Gordon

DOI: 10.4324/b23088-2



The general subject of this contribution was prompted by the appearance of the first of three volumes entitled Greek and Egyptian Magical Formularies [GEMF], a grand project conceived by our honorand, Christopher Faraone, and directed with inexhaustible energy, steely commitment, and good humor by him and by Sofía Torallas Tovar. We may safely say that, if it were not for Chris’s organizational talent and ability to tap the generous funds of the Neubauer Collegium for Culture and Society of the University of Chicago, the ambition of replacing and updating Karl Preisendanz’s heroic effort of 1928–1931 ‒ which, unlike GEMF, took more than 20 years to achieve even the first volume, suffered from repeated setbacks, both financial and world-historical, and whose final volume, planned for 1941, was a casualty of Allied bombing ‒ would never have been realized. The narrower topic, on the other hand, the configuration of knowledge in the longer Greco-Egyptian magical formularies that I designate as “ambitious,” was suggested by the relatively recent interest in the range of different modes in which technical and, more generally, scientific knowledge was conceived and presented in Greco-Roman antiquity.

Although instructions for carrying out ritual procedures (praxeis) that score high on the marvel-index are not usually considered alongside scientific, technical, and more broadly compilatory literature, the ambitious formularies face analogous problems of presentation, scope, and control, extending to issues of authorial voice and implied readership. I thus approach the Greco-Egyptian magical papyri as a problem in ordering and evaluating masses of relatively disparate information, and in so far comparable to lengthy compilations in other branches of knowledge.1 This contribution is confessedly no more than kite-flying, but I hope that an alignment with technical compilations, if not miscellanies, may suggest some wider considerations about ordering and implied authorship beyond the now well-established fact that, given the limiting effect of the physical process of accumulation of information under ancient technological conditions, the longer formularies were created by assembling pre-existing formularies of lesser scope, based on yet smaller collections as well as individual sheets, a process that might, at any rate in the case of the four late Demotic examples, include translation.2 An analysis of the material construction of such ambitious formularies thus provides insights into the way the composers and users of such compilations structure and organize knowledge.


1 Dieleman 2006 already saw the value of focusing on the organization of medical and magical handbooks in Classical Egyptian, Hieratic, and Demotic. His main interest, however, was in the continuity of scribal traditions and the innovations we find in the Demotic magical books.



2 E.g., Dieleman 2005, 103–183; Dosoo 2022; LiDonnici 2022; Gordon and Martín Hernández 2022; Sarischouli 2022.
 



Ordering Knowledge in the Roman Empire

The emergent field of the ordering of knowledge in Greco-Roman antiquity is not (yet) a discipline and must be thought of rather as a loose project area encompassing many different themes, approaches, and topics.3 One significant area is the process of transposing highly technical materials, such as mathematical, musical, or astronomical/astrological knowledge into other idioms (and languages) – examples here might be technical ekphrasis, Latin agrimensuration, or attempts at versification of planispheric information for a leisured readership such as Aratus’s Phainomena (already in the early Hellenistic period) or the ‘Carmen astrologicum’ by Dorotheos of Sidon in the later first century ce.4 Another is the progressive development of technical terminology in a variety of fields.5 The process of canonization in a number of genres opens up central issues such as the establishment of discursive authority, the localization in time of such authority, and the sidelining of alternative versions and traditions.6 At a more theoretical level, efforts have been made to account for the particularistic character of Roman forms of Welterfassung over a wide range of apparently disparate fields,7 to recalibrate the sometimes baffling “otherness” of such knowledge by viewing the issue as mainly one of typical cognitive procedures and different world-classification,8 and to explore the interrelation between ancient cognitive procedures and bodily senses, emotions, and physical realities.9 No more than a couple of these hares can be pursued here. I shall be particularly concerned with the value attributed to aggregation, the rhetoric of authority, the range and type of knowledge claimed, and the type of information networks the authors, editors, and scribes aspired to be part of.


3 As main point of reference, König and Whitmarsh 2007, 3–39. An older collection of papers by Kullmann et al. 1998 is still worth consulting. Meanwhile, Pliny‘s Historia Naturalis and Strabo’s Geography have become veritable hubs of activity in this direction.
 


4 Website: Ekphrasis: Cuomo 1998; agrimensores: Roby 2014; versification: Gee 2013; Boehme and Hübner 2011; Volk 2009.
 


5 See the work produced by the various Seminari di studi sui lessici tecnici greci e latini, e.g., Radici Colace and Caccamo Caltabiano 1991; Radici Colace et al. 2010.
 


6 König and Woolf 2017; Agut-Labordère and Versluys 2022.
 


7 E.g., Riggsby 2007.
 


8 Lehoux 2012.
 


9 Habinek 2007; Anderson et al. 2018.




The Greco-Egyptian Formularies

The aims of a formulary, here understood as a sizeable collection of instructions and supplementary or paratextual information required for the performance of different rituals for private use,10 are threefold: to store information of a kind deemed useful for the successful performance and reproduction of a graduated variety of marvels at the interface of the divine and the human;11 to manipulate this information in such a way as roughly to standardize the mode of presentation; and to communicate it as effectively as possible to the implied reader ‒ and, no doubt, a restricted number of actual readers, both of whom are supposed to be competent players in this cultural niche.12 My focus here is more or less exclusively on the following 11 texts, which I classify as ambitious for different reasons, mainly because of the sheer number of different praxeis they include, but, in the case of GEMF 30–31, on account of their probable inclusion in the “Theban Magical Library” and their devotion to high ritual realism.13


10 Compare Dosoo and Torallas Tovar 2022b, 66: “A magical formulary is a manuscript containing the information required to carry out a ‘magical’ ritual – either the formula to be spoken or written alone, or the formula accompanied by ritual instructions.” This definition is too restrictive for my purposes here, since I am only concerned with large collections.
 


11 On the complex construction of the world presented in the magical papyri as divine, esp. Pachoumi 2017a, 11–1; Canzobre Martínez 2020.
 


12 Esp. Dieleman 2019, 296–304; also Fraser 2015, 116–123.
 


13 By ‘high ritual realism’ I mean the assumption or claim that religious ritual in itself, if properly performed by authorized persons, can bring about change(s) in the real world beyond those envisaged by standard pragmalinguistics, individual subjectivity, and the placebo effect.
 

	A) Seven texts certainly or probably from the “Theban Library”:14 	1) Three bilingual Demotic and Greek rolls dated second–third century CE (GEMF 15/PGM XII; 37 praxeis, mainly in Greek; 16/PGM XI: 98 praxeis, almost all in Demotic; 17/PDM Suppl.: 14 praxeis, all in Demotic with a note in Greek).
 	2) Two Greek rolls, the first (GEMF 30/PGM VI + II: 3 praxeis) dating late second/early third century CE; the second (31/PGM I: 7 praxeis) late third century CE.
 	3) Two fourth-century CE Greek codices (GEMF 57/PGM IV [with Old Coptic items linked to material in GEMF 16]: 53 praxeis; 60/PGM XIII: two versions of a Kosmopoiia with extensive other material).


 	B) One early third-century CE bilingual roll in Demotic and Greek (GEMF 18/PDM LXI/PGM LXI, 16 praxeis, mainly in Demotic; provenance unknown).
 	C) One third–fourth century CE roll in Greek and Old Coptic (GEMF 55/PGM III/P.Mimaut; 19 praxeis, provenance uncertain).
 	D) One fourth-century CE Greek roll from the putative “Hermonthis archive” (GEMF 72/PGM VII; 77 praxeis).
 	E) One fourth-century CE Greek roll with numerous “performative images” (GEMF 68/PGM XXXVI; 19 praxeis; bought in the Fayum).



14 I follow the assignments by Dosoo 2016a, 255–258 and Dosoo and Torallas Tovar 2022a, 12; but the editors of GEMF 31/ PGM I (who include Torallas Tovar) state that its origin is unknown. The praxis-count is based on the list at GMPT xi-xxii.


It must, however, be noted that this list does not include what must have been an extremely early ambitious compilation in Greek, GEMF 2/PGM CXVII/SM II 71, dated to the second half of the first century BCE, which now consists of a few wretched fragments but whose roll is calculated to have been 4m in length. I advert briefly to this text later.

There can be little doubt that the primary mode in which magical practice in the Greco-Egyptian tradition was formulated was the individual procedure.15 The textual representation of such procedures could never amount to anything more than a pis-aller, an accommodation to satisfy the desirable goals of communication over distance and time. We can conceptualize such procedures in three rather different forms: as an ideal scheme or project in relation to a specific aim or object, as a performance, and as a written text. The first two of these are for us purely notional in the present case, for only the last has been transmitted in the form of media containing individual praxeis, either as prescriptions or as “activated” texts employed in a specific case with named persons, whether beneficiaries or targets.16 In practice the three forms are constantly reassembled, in as much as the written text is in practice only temporarily stable, as concepts and aims alter in one direction or another, and performance, especially when based on memory, introduces variations based on the practitioner’s experience and skill.17 Good examples here are the two versions of the same ritual including a Kosmopoiia in GEMF 60/PGM XIII;18 the process of expansion by agglutination suggested by Faraone in the cases of GEMF 57/PGM IV 1390–1495 and 1716–1870;19 the changes effected in different versions to the text of the philtrokatadesmos most familiar as GEMF 57/PGM IV 335–406/433;20 and three versions of a request for a dream-oracle from Bes in GEMF 72/PGM VIII 64–110, 74/PGM VII 222– 249 and 62/SM II no. 90, which may be different adaptations of an earlier model-praxis.21 At any rate, at the level of the individual recipe, there can be no question of fixing a tradition, let alone of canonization or memorialization.


15 On the phenomenon of instructions for praxeis preserved on single media (papyrus sheets, ostraca, and occasional amuletic gems) and their possible relation to longer formularies, e.g., Faraone 2022b; Dosoo and Torallas Tovar 2022a, 70–73.
 


16 Dieleman 2019, 298–304, provides a succinct inventory of the areas of competence claimed by the formularies taken as the surviving remnant of a largely submerged knowledge-practice. Dosoo (2016b, 702–706), based on a much longer time-scale (Pharaonic to late Coptic), discerned 57 distinct aims among his 96 formularies of all lengths, which he reduced to 14 main groups + non-magical miscellaneous and alchemical. Nowitzki 2021, 136–375 provides an exhaustive account of aims in PGM texts, based on selected individual praxeis.
 


17 Cf. Naether 2015, 202; Love 2016, 228–233 (on “practitioner-clients”).
 


18 Gordon and Yuen-Collingridge 2022, 266–270.
 


19 Faraone 2022a, 377–393.
 


20 Best appreciated from SM I nos.46–51; also Martinez 1991, 6–20. I cannot discuss here Faraone 2002.



21 Martín Hernández 2015, suggesting that GEMF 72, 64–110, might be a deliberate adaption of 74, 222–249 (in Gordon and Martín Hernández 2022, 316, however, she is more skeptical – they are merely “analogous“). Note also Dosoo and Torallas Tovar 2022a, 41, treating them as possible cases of conscious collection of variants of the same ritual.
 

Whatever the case with the materials from the later Coptic mini-archives, it is beyond doubt that the longer formularies of GEMF, which, with a single exception, date from between the mid/late second and fourth centuries CE, are the work of trained scribes.22 Moreover, the great majority of the individual praxeis they contain (or at any rate their Vorlagen) display theological and ritual knowledge originally only available within the House of Life.23 Egypt too was the only place where there existed an adequately dense network of competent practitioners in this tradition, whether or not directly connected to the temple,24 that was capable of amplifying and adapting such texts within specific cultural milieux and then recording them in a standardized manner, and in all likelihood it was only there that circulation networks, perhaps even a limited market, in such productions were established.25 Here we might see a fairly close parallel to the spread of competence in astrology, which certainly began with the recycling of relevant materials from Mesopotamia by ὡρολόγοι or ὡροσκόποι occupying a variety of positions in Egyptian temples, but later spread from them to other groups of literate practitioners capable of using technical information presented in the form of ephemerides, sign-entry almanacs, and other tabular information.26 The practice of circulation – evidently also to a limited degree beyond Egypt27 – stimulated a measure of competition that encouraged diversification of aims, elaboration of theological detail and the invention of historiolae, and the confidence to appropriate and experiment with non-Egyptian traditions, both Greek and Judaic.28 These were the necessary preconditions for the creation of ambitious formularies, at any rate of the type known to us from the “Theban Library” archive.29


22 For the Demotic formularies in particular as scribal products of scriptoria looking back to much older traditions while incorporating new style Greco-Egyptian materials, Dieleman 2005, 2006, 89–91, 98–100; 2011, 75–78; Hoffmann 2015, 74–78; Love 2016, 223–282. The exception is GEMF 2/PGM CXVII/SM II 71, dated to the second half of the first century BCE; though now desperately fragmentary, it was probably a roll of 4m in length (Dosoo and Torallas Tovar 2022b, 79–80).
 


23 Dieleman 2005, 388–294; Love 2016, 227.
 


24 On probable connections between practitioners in the Fayum and in Thebes, e.g., Dosoo and Toral-las Tovar 2022a, 42 n.188.
 


25 Dieleman 2019, 305–307; for a useful model: Suárez de la Torre 2017, 139–141. In general, we may state that the efforts of individual practitioners prior to 300 CE whose compositions have been found at scattered sites outside Egypt did not find their way into circulation networks but died with them (for a possible exception, Wilburn 2021, 51–52; Faraone 2022a, 380–383). The cases of Carthage and Hadrumetum in this regard are extremely suggestive, inasmuch as their models of charioteer and venator curses are never evidenced at any site elsewhere.
 


26 Baccani 1992, 51–54; on the various types of tables recovered just from Oxyrhynchus, exhaustively Jones 1999, 1: 1–228; primary tables: 2: 48–369 (nos. 4148–4235). The same probably applies to the early Greek alchemical tradition: Fraser 2018; Dufault 2019, 93–140.
 


27 Faraone 2022a, 380–382, is right to stress that the Amathous group of curse tablets (DT 22–37 = Mitford 1971, nos. 127–142, third century CE) and in particular those written on selenite (Wilburn 2021), are “Greek” in tenor, but they also show awareness of the typical techniques of resort to foreign epithets and developed sequences of voces magicae, so there is nothing to prove that they are not themselves inspired by Greco-Egyptian models, even though they are not slavish copies of them. We have only to think of Julius Africanus’s pastiche of a hexametrical magical hymn in the Kestoi (P.Oxy 3.412 = PGM XXIII), which likewise substitutes Greek deities for Egyptian ones (except for Anubis, Osiris, and Phre, already well-known in the Greco-Roman world), to be convinced that such models were circulating on a limited scale in the Mediterranean by the early second century CE.
 


28 Esp. Suárez de la Torre 2012.
 


29 On the “Theban library,” esp. Dosoo 2016a; Dosoo and Torallas Tovar 2022a, 11–31.
 


30 The extant fragments of this formulary recall those of the equally early “Philinna papyrus” (GEMF 3/PGM XX; cf. Faraone 2000, 196–202; 209), but bear no resemblance to the Hellenistic pseudo-Democritean tradition associated with Bolos of Mendes (e.g., Gaillard-Seux 2009; Węcowski 2011) or the fragments attributed to Nigidius Figulus, the “Pythagorean” (cf. Rawson 1985, 94; 291–292; 309–312; Volk 2017, 342–347). For a suggested model of the early transmission, focusing on the creation of the late Demotic formularies, Dieleman 2005, 285–294. The ever-cited NT passage Acts 19.19 is irrelevant in this connection: there is no evidence that the word τὰ περίεργα there has anything to do with what we call “magic.” In the sole parallel passage cited by LSJ (Plut. Alex. 2, 665d), the word refers to the “outlandish” Orphic and Bacchic rites of Thracian women.
 


31 I avoid Faraone’s term “anthology” (2000, 209–211), which he understands as an essentially Hellenic genre.


In the light of the apparently quite different, high-quality – almost professional – and very early fragments of GEMF 2/PGM CXVII/SM II 71, however, to which I have already alluded, we must allow for the existence, at any rate in the late first century BCE and the early first century CE, of a different model of production, involving minimal theological knowledge of the kind current in the Egyptian temple and a much greater input of what, for want of a better term, we may call ‘Greek-style’ magical production (whatever the identity and social roles of the actual composers), although, in the almost complete absence of evidence for what such written procedures might have looked like at that time, we can hardly say more.30


Presentation of Knowledge in the Greco-Egyptian Ambitious Formularies

The most obvious feature of our ambitious collections is that they are characterized primarily by the detailed and often effortful, but indiscriminate, provision of a good deal of information of a specialized kind for practical use. But if we direct our attention to the presentation and implied status of this knowledge, we can perhaps widen the issue. I propose to order my brief discussion under three inter-related heads: aggregation, the status of the knowledge claimed, and the type of networks that may have been involved.


Aggregation

If we think of our selected texts as compilations or miscellanies,31 the question arises as to whether there is a compilatory ambition of some sort at work aside from the purely pragmatic? Granted that in the remote Pharaonic past, Egyptian temple scriptoria produced lengthy compositions, such as pEbers, pKahun, or pEdwin Smith Surgical, devoted to medical/surgical remedies, and that the Book of the Temple, which included details of prescribed rituals, continued to be copied from the Middle Kingdom until well into the Roman period and even translated into Greek,32 does the idea of creating a new Greco-Egyptian type of miscellany have any relation to the wider imperial context, i.e., Roman-period miscellanies and scientific works? If so, what shape might such acknowledgement take?


32 Website: Medical: Westendorf 1999; Fischer-Elfert and Hoffmann 2020; Book of the Temple: Quack 2002, 43–46.
 

Over the past few years, a number of scholars have raised the possibility that ambitious formularies, especially those of the late third and fourth centuries, might have served not so much as repositories of practical information as repositories of sacred knowledge whose cultural value lay precisely in the affirmation of the power of ritual to enlarge human agency in specific situations where need was felt. More broadly, although individual sheets – and even small collections – surely did serve as practical repositories, such ambitious formularies also offered compendious examples of what high magical practice, as a religious endeavor in a polycultural world, might comprehend.33 The impulse to create them would thus be the “archival imperative” to prevent items of knowledge – and knowledge stored solely in cultural niches is always precarious – from simply disappearing through the accidents of history.34 It must be admitted that we have really no idea of the numbers in which such ambitious texts were produced, whether they were exceptional, rare, even extremely unusual productions, which I think most likely, or whether they were considered within scriptoria as a recognizable genre or mode of presentation. It seems at any rate rather unlikely that individual examples were ever produced in multiple copies – they must surely always have been individually commissioned (which naturally means that the component sub-formularies might indeed be multiplied, just as in the case of their smallest units, individual sheets circulated between practitioners). The very creation of such compendia, however, rare or not, itself raises the question: What, if any, are the limits of the “effective word”? How are they established? Does this particular compendium encompass those limits?


33 E.g., Fowden 1986, 176: GEMF 57/ PGM IV “savour[s] more of the library than the workbench”; LiDonnici 2022, 193–194. This view of GEMF 57 was reinforced by many contributions to the Neubauer conference “From PGM IV to GEMF 57: New Approaches to the Great Paris Magical Codex” held in Chicago 13–14 Oct. 2022.
 


34 On the notion of precarious knowledge confined to cultural niches and the threat of Wissensverlust in the context of early-modern occultist writing, esp. Mulsow 2012, 11–23.


One answer that occurred was in effect to use memorialization to historicize the practice. This seems to be the route taken by the late-Demotic formularies, which assemble materials from much earlier documents in one or other form of Egyptian alongside more recent ones, and combine them with translations from the new Greco-Egyptian styles of practice, as well as transcriptions of examples in Greek.35 These miscellanies, which are in fact the earliest in date of the surviving examples of ambitious compendia (again with the exception of GEMF 2/SM II 71), attempt to harness deep time in their effort to suggest an actual expansion of the limits operative at any one time. More often, it seems, the selection of different sub-formularies, each with its own overall style and choices, the fruit of wide reading and proficient expertise, was understood to provide the implicit frame of the efficacy of the practice, as well as to validate the individual items so selected for memorialization. This is especially the case with GEMF 57/PGM IV, of which LiDonnici writes: “The patterns [between and within the five major blocks] suggest discrete interests, and perhaps backgrounds, behind the groupings within the manuscript.”36


35 Esp. Dieleman 2005; 2006; 2019, 305–312; cf. Quack 2004 on the adaptation of Greek names of spirit-powers into Demotic.
 


36 LiDonnici 2022, 193. At the conference alluded to in n.33 above, Raquel Martín Hernández suggested some new criteria for establishing sub-groups within the five main blocks.
 

The process of aggregation here might be quite complex. GEMF 16/PDM-PGM XIV, the London-Leiden Demotic papyrus, the longest surviving Greco-Egyptian magical text, dating from the late second or early third century CE, provides a good example. The model of its compositional history developed by Dosoo distinguishes 18 distinct blocks of material, to some extent grouped by theme, and involving a main scribe and additional input by two “invited scribes.”37 These blocks can be viewed as falling into three main groups: the complete recipes written on the 29 columns on the recto; supplementary recipes, annotations, and additions that are grouped with, and are thematically connected to, these “original” texts; and some complete recipes added somewhat haphazardly to the verso and odd blank spaces of the recto.


37 Dosoo 2022, 196–200 with Fig. 5.11.
 

We find a somewhat different hybrid strategy in somewhat earlier late-Demotic/Greek language text of just over 600 lines from the “Theban Library” (GEMF 15/PDM-PGM XII), written on the verso of a papyrus roll whose recto contains a Demotic text, The Myth of the Sun’s Eye, written c. 100 CE. The Demotic sections of this text (the first two columns survive only as small fragments) seem to have been copied mostly by the same main scribe (M1) as was responsible for GEMF 16/PDM-PGM XIV, indicating that it derives from the same scribal environment.38 The most recent examination of the writing suggests the 13 columns of Greek were written first, at 180 degrees to the sections that were to be reserved for the Demotic and in another hand (M2), evidently one more practiced in writing Greek. The text contains in all 27+ recipes, spread over an original 20 columns;39 18 of these items are in Greek (some with a title by a different hand in Demotic), 9+ were written in Demotic, in some cases with Greek additions, distributed in GEMF columns i*-iii and xvii-xx, i.e., both before and after the Greek columns.40 In all, five different scripts are employed: Greek, Demotic, alphabetic Demotic, hieratic, and cipher. Sarischouli has suggested that, viewed abstractly in terms of language, the text contains three major sections, A: Demotic, B: Greek; C: mixed, of which the first probably was composed of two sub-units she terms ‘blocks’, the second seven sub-units, and the third again two.41 Examples such as these indicate the care that might be taken to suggest the deep historicity of this type of ritual practice as well as its capacity to adapt and modernize itself. The validity of the practice is thus not simply referred to the past but implicitly viewed as an open-ended, even expansive form of human agency.


38 Dieleman and Sarischouli in GEMF, vol. 1, 67.
 


39 One item (GEMF 15.449–492/PGM XII 401–444) is not a recipe in the conventional sense but a highly interesting list, entirely in Greek, of supposedly secret cover-names used by the hierogrammateis to mislead the ignorant (cf. discussion in Dieleman 2005, 186–203; 256–257). The context, however, is ineptly claimed to be rituals εἰς θεῶν εἴδωλα, “for divine images.”



40 Most clearly set out in Sarischouli 2022, 323 Table 8.1, and 349 Table 8.2.
 


41 Sarischouli 2022, 320–324; she provides the details within each block on 324–348.
 




Your Knowledge, Our Knowledge

The theme of aggregation raises another potentially interesting issue already adumbrated at the beginning of the previous section, namely the suggestion made by König and Whitmarsh that the apparent rise in the number of known texts of the Early and High Empire that can be classified as compilations of knowledge assembled from earlier sources, among which we can include the Greco-Egyptian formularies, cannot be divorced from what one can loosely call the political project of empire, that is, the imposition of a single system of control over a large landmass containing many different cultures, in effect, a form of “globalization” typical of large agrarian empires. One of their suggestions is that miscellanies, as they developed in the Roman imperial period into an attractive literary fashion, aspired to form empires of knowledge, taking control of materials admittedly scattered in space and time, but asserting an implicit coherence though the very fact of their aggregation – a coherence, however, that was left to the implied reader to intuit.42 Moreover, the imperative mood so characteristic of the genre of the recipe might be thought of as an adaptation for private use of the imperious style of the subscriptions (rescripts), edicts, letters, and instructions issued by emperors, magistrates, and provincial governors,43 the authors of the several recipes arrogating to themselves the power of commanding the actions of their addressees in much the same authoritative manner.44 How far then is there an implicit competition here with those public pronouncements? The thought might run: if you can alter the world, then so can we – and perhaps, at least at our level, more effectively? For our knowledge transcends that of the political world: it operates on a cosmic level, is capable of influencing the very lords of creation ‒ ours is indeed the truer knowledge.45


42 König and Whitmarsh 2007, 3–8; 20–24; 35–39. They owe the notion of “empires of knowledge” to Flemming 2003.
 


43 A nice example is in Caracalla’s letter to the praefectus expelling rural refugees from Alexandria in the aftermath of the riots in 215 CE: τοὺς δὲ ἄλλους ἔγβ[α]λλε . .. “get rid of (all) the others . . .” (P.Giess. 40 ii, 19 = Hunt and Edgar 1956, 90–93 no.215). Commands might of course be conveyed in many other forms than the imperative or (in Greek) optative, for example, by using declaratives, direct or indirect.
 


44 As Bourdieu never tired of pointing out, the felicity conditions of the utterance of a performative include the speaker’s possession of the authority to change the world in the case specified (e.g., Bourdieu 2001, 108–109). It is obvious (to us) that the authors of these praxeis could only fulfill the implied contract to change to the world – at any rate with a fair chance of success – in cases in which trance etc., whether self-induced or induced in a medium, was in question. That is surely one reason why this form of praxis looms so large in these longer formularies.
 


45 On concepts of universal, omnipotent cosmic and hypercosmic (solar) deity, Fauth 1995, 89–114.
 


46 The best account of all these tropes is Dieleman 2005, 254–280; cf. Suárez de la Torre 2014 and Faraone 2022a, 375–376 on pseudonymity.
 


47 On secrecy and “initiation,” Dieleman 2019, 293–300; 314–315; Frankfurter 2019, 635–656.
 


48 Nephotes is said to be of a status that allows him to address the Pharaoh Psammetichos, who is urged to try the praxis himself (GEMF 57/ PGM IV 154–165); the form seems to be a corruption of the epithet Neferhotep, “the utterly gracious,” found as a divine epithet, but also as name of three kings (13th dynasty) and of several persons including ḥm-nṯr priests, i.e., of consorts of male deities (LÄ 7, 371 s.v.; LGG 4 p. 218 s.v.§E). Οὐρβικός: GEMF 15.367/PGM XII 318. Like Nephotes, the name perhaps represents the post-classical Egyptian epithet Ḥr-bἰk, “Horus-the-falcon” (GEMF vol. I p. 109 n. 240), represented as a falcon with the double crown, which was only current in the Ptolemaic-Roman period, e.g., at Dendera (cf. LGG 5 p. 253).
 


49 On GEMF 15.455–492/PGM XII 408–444, Dieleman 2005, 189–203. Westendorf 1999, 1: 494, cf. 51–52, however, reckons that the expression ‘hair(s) of a hamadryad’ sounds as though it stemmed from the vernacular.


The formal techniques whereby individual praxeis were valorized are too familiar to require rehearsal here.46 They include one or more of the following: implying that exact observance on the part of addressees/performers of purity and other rules associated with temple priests will ensure the fulfillment of the promise entailed in the high ritual realism historically ascribed to performance in the House of Life; injunctions to secrecy and classification as “mysteries”;47 pseudo-personal transmission to a single addressee treated as a pupil; “packaging” individual recipes by referring their authority to their source in a specific holy site, such as a temple library, a stela, or from among “sacred books”; to successful performances in the past by named individuals such as “Nephotes” or “Ourbikos”;48 to books or letters by authors enjoying high symbolic capital, above all within Egyptian society (kingship, senior temple offices including medical care, administrative positions within the state). The quest for Pharaonic authority can be traced even in tiny details, for example, the use in the mid-third-century CE bilingual Demotic and Greek formulary discussed earlier of “cover names” such as “hair(s) of a hamadryad” for dill, found already in pBrooklyn 47.218, ll. 48 and 85 (the ‘Snake Book’), which dates from the Saitic period (664–525 BCE).49

With regard to König and Whitmarsh’s central topic of the relation to the imperial imaginaire, we can say that the local only becomes thematically significant once globalization is already underway. We have seen how loudly the Greco-Egyptian formularies call attention to their provinciality. At the same time, an awareness of the wider imperial context does on occasion become explicit, as the return of the repressed, most famously in Pachrates’ Compulsive Procedure, where the preface reports that the emperor Hadrian, presumably during the months he spent in Egypt with Antinous in 130 CE, was so impressed with “the power of Egyptian sacred magic” that he ordered a double sportula to be given to the προφῆτηϲ of Heliopolis.50 More usually, however, the imperial context is present in the purely implicit form of cultural hybridity, which is not just a matter of individual prowess or competence but also a continuous, albeit implicit, acknowledgement of the imperial contexts – not just Ptolemaic, Roman, and Judaic, but also Late Egyptian, in its own way imperial too. Inasmuch as they assemble numerous hybrid procedures within the same text, the ambitious collections amplify a tension between the foregrounded indigenous and the unthematized Other, an unresolvable tension typical, we may think, of provincial literature in the imperial period.


50 GEMF 57/ PGM IV 2441–2621 at 2446–2455. On Hadrian, Antinous, and the subsequent cult, briefly Opper 2008, 168–193 with illustrations; on fictional introductions: Faraone 2022a, 373–374.
 




Implicit Networking

It has been argued that the long-term political interest of the center lay precisely in encouraging diversity within the subject provinces, by creating new political and cultural geographies, including the formation of new local elites.51 Despite the special status of Egypt in terms of administrative authority,52 there can be no doubt that the emergence of the 20 local nome centers that became metropoleis in the Severan period was furthered by Roman encouragement of the accumulation of productive land in private hands, partly by commutation of temple lands: this land was often held in small scattered parcels, but the owners lived in the metropoleis.53 The sheer range of Greek literature that was still being copied under the Empire even in a relatively small town such as Oxyrhynchus on the Bahr el-Jussuf, 60 km south of the Fayum oasis, attests to the existence of numbers of relatively well-off book owners, often linked to one another in networks, extending as far as Alexandria, who had books copied and sent to them, and often inserted notes in the margins.54 By extension, such evidence attests to the probable existence in Egyptian metropoleis – to say nothing of Alexandria (and we know that many members of the Alexandrian elite had land-holdings scattered all up the Nile) – of reading circles around important figures who defined themselves to a significant degree as involved in literary pursuits.55 Such developments surely represent the adoption by local elites in Egypt of one mark of distinction typical of the major cultural centers of the Mediterranean world, above all Rome itself.


51 Ando 2010, 18–20.
 


52 On the legal, social, and cultural aspects, Jördens 2013.
 


53 Jördens 1999; Tacoma 2006, 69–152.
 


54 Johnson 2010, 179–199.
 


55 Johnson 2010, 203.


It was surely this impulse within the social elites of the metropoleis that made it meaningful and indeed necessary elsewhere within this social order to demonstrate competence in recognizably Greek literary terms when selecting praxeis for inclusion in ambitious collections. One obvious sign here of such ambition is the profusion of determinative adjectival compounds in the magical papyri, the great majority of which are actually found in the most ‘literary’ of these collections, GEMF 57/PGM IV.56 Endocentric adjectival compounds are a well-known feature of pre-Socratic philosophical writing, especially in Empedokles, but under the Empire they become typical of relatively pretentious religious discourse too, such as the Orphic Hymns, the Chaldaean oracles, or astrological handbooks, to say nothing of late-antique Greek epic (the Oppians, Quintus of Smyrna, above all Nonnos’ “huge proliferation of epithets”57). Particularly noteworthy in the present connection are adjectival compounds containing four or more syllables.58 The longest such coinage is the gargantuan ζηνοπερατοκοσμοσμολαμπροβηλοπλουτο ‹δοτής›, an epithet of Aion Helios at GEMF 15, 224/PGM XII 175.59


56 Pachoumi 2017, 184–189, lists 107 such adjectives also found in LSJ, and, on pp. 190–192, 36 others not recorded even in the Supplement.
 


57 Whitby 1994, 107.
 


58 Cf. Maravela 2015, 72–73.
 


59 Both PGM and Daniel 1991 ad loc. print a much longer epithet, the former inserting the plausible conjecture ‹δοτής›; Sarischouli ap. GEMF ad loc. gives the version I print, except for the addition of the conjecture.
 

If determinative adjectival compounds are the clearest sign of literary ambition in our longer formularies, another well-known feature is the metrical sequences. Of the 32 examples within them, 14 occur alone in GEMF 57/PGM IV, which again emphasizes its literary pretensions.60 Moreover, among the hymns in this codex are the only examples in iambic meter, typical of Greek efforts in this area, and the only examples of metric invocations of a compound Lunar-Hekatic deity within the entire set.61 There are currently three main models of the creation of these metrical sequences: 1) that in their present form all were composed as a bricolage of different cultural sources (including Judaic) by Egyptian experts with a profound knowledge not only of Egyptian theological traditions but also familiarity with Greek hymnic forms;62 2) that they originated in Greek cultic practice, since they are mainly modelled on Greek hymnic forms, but have been thoroughly adapted into their new context, to the extent that their metrical form is often obscured;63 and 3) that the modern collection of ‘hymns’ by Preisendanz (PGM, vol. 2, improved by Heitsch 1963, no. LIX 1–14) was created by reconstituting texts of different kinds (to say nothing of the removal of all the voces that occur in the formularies themselves), yet individually these texts differ in many ways from normative Greek hymns, and, as living texts subject to repeated manipulation, can only be called ‘magical’ in terms of their medium of transmission.64 It is, however, worth underlining the fact that these compositions have no close parallels outside the context of the formularies and a handful of ‘applied’ texts, which implies both a diversity of aims in writing in metrical mode and a relatively narrow social field of composition, precisely one directly interested in the appropriation and revitalization of an Egyptian temple tradition via the international language of literary communication in the Empire, namely Greek. Composing in meter or incorporating existing metrical efforts as a supplement to prose suggests a horizon of aspiration well beyond the dully pragmatic.


60 Faraone 2022a, 371–373; Blanco Cesteros 2020, 279–281. Pachoumi 2017, 178–179 acknowledges only 26.
 


61 Faraone 2022a, 373.
 


62 Bortolani 2016, 379–392; cf. Tissi 2015, 156–163, who argues that there is no inherent implausibility in the thought that Egyptian temple personnel were sufficiently literate in Greek to have composed them.
 


63 Petrović 2015, 245, 267; magical hymns as true ἀγάλματα: 259–260; as an example of Greek magical hymns: Herrero Valdés 2019.
 


64 Blanco Cesteros 2020, 278–279.


Three other well-known features of ambitious formularies can be adduced briefly to widen this picture. The first is the evident interest in deploying astrological knowledge as a significant secondary source of learned authority. Many of these references are mere correlations with lunar movements, but the range is in fact wider.65 Here we may cite the extract in the Great Paris codex (GEMF 57/PGM IV) taken from a complex discussion in a “deluxe” horoscope of the contribution of different planets to a calculation of expectation of life;66 the conjunction of the Moon and Sun in Aries and the ingestion of the images of the hours 7 and 8 in Version A of GEMF 60/PGM XIII 31–37, and the divine respondent in Version B (709–11) who will divulge to the practitioner the nature of his daimon, and his horoscope, where he will live, and where die;67 and ‘Demokritos’ Sphere’ for working out whether a patient will live or die.68 This deployment suggests that the milieux in which the longer formularies were composed were not far removed from that of practicing astrologers, of whose activities the astronomical/astrological papyri from Oxyrhynchus have left such striking evidence.69 Much the same can be said of the inclusion of occasional medical and alchemical recipes.70 No less interesting is the incorporation into the longer Greek formularies (and already in the late-Demotic/bilingual examples that preceded them) of praxeis that demonstrate a more than passing knowledge of Judaic lore, attesting to a complex network of two-way contacts, presumably in the first instance with Jewish circles in Alexandria and perhaps elsewhere in the Nile valley,71 but also via correspondence or circulation of texts at a distance.72


65 Website: Moon: e.g., GEMF 15 356–359/ PGM XII 306–309; generally, Gundel 1968; at present, however, there is no penetrating synthetic examination of the role of astrological knowledge in the magical papyri.
 


66 GEMF 57/ PGM IV 835–849 with Vett.Val. Anth. 6.5–6. Zellmann-Rohrer forthcoming.
 


67 Cf. Zago 2010, 264–265.
 


68 GEMF 15.400–413/ PGM XII 351–364.
 


69 On the various types of tables and horoscopic calculations at Oxyrhynchus, n. 26 above. For deluxe horoscopes, Jones 1999, 1: 47 with his nos. 4245, 4276–4286; famous documentary examples: P.Lond. 1.98 and 130 (Neugebauer and Van Hoesen 1959, nos. 95 and 81); literary: ibid. no. L75 (mainly from different sections of Vettius Valens).
 


70 Medical recipes: Rodríguez Moreno 2002; de Haro Sanchez 2012. Alchemy: two alchemical papyri, copied in the same hand as was responsible for GEMF 60/ PGM XIII, formed part of the ‘Theban Magical Library’ (P.Leid. I 397 and P.Holm.): Dosoo 2016a, 256–257; 258; also Zago 2010, 164–167; 184–184; 247 n.4; more generally on the interface between alchemy and magic, Fraser 2018; Edmonds 2019: 269–313.
 


71 On the two fragmentary magical recipes in Aramaic from Oxyrhynchus (fifth-sixth century CE), Harari 2017, 257–258.
 


72 Fernández Marcos 1985 and esp. Quack 2017; on borrowings within Jewish magic from external sources, including formal layouts and translations, Bohak 2008, 227–290.


All these cross-currents hint at the character of the networks of which the authors, editors, and copyists of these formularies formed part, again hinting at the ambition to renew the inheritance of grand compilation from the Pharaonic past. From this point of view, the occasional insistence on secrecy takes on a different aspect, as an affirmation that these longer formularies are indeed necessarily rare and unusual, forming an essential part of their owners’ or editors’ claim to distinction in this cultural niche.



Conclusion

Ambitious formularies can be approached from many points of view. Here the main focus on these material collections has been threefold: on their role as archives, in preventing singular or individual praxeis within the knowledge-practice of Greco-Egyptian high ritual realism from simply disappearing through the contingencies of history; on the nature of the claims to authority within this revitalized knowledge-practice; and on the possible influence of the imperial context upon the impulse to (re-)create the format of the long formulary outside the narrow confines of the Egyptian temple. However, the open-endedness of some compendia, the technique of adding recipes as the occasion arose, might also be understood as an implicit acknowledgement of the limits of human knowledge in the face of the indeterminacy of the Other World. “Wonder . .. register[s] the line between the known and the unknown.”73 In effect, the prediction “You will be amazed,” together with its adjectival analogues,74 serve as an insistent reminder that the praxeis gathered in the longer formularies (and indeed the alchemical texts) belong not to the realm of the pragmatic-practical, as the recipe format insinuates, but to an enterprise, founded on theatrics, fantastic narrative, pseudo-history, and sheer bluff, constantly pushing at the limits of the possible.


73 Daston and Park 1998, 13.
 


74 Edmonds 2019, 184–185; 2020.
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Magical knowledge, recipes, rituals, and prayers have been collected and arranged in formularies or handbooks throughout history, systematizing traditions of knowledge. Few such collections survive from the ancient world, with the notable exception of an early, large, and coherent corpus of magical papyri preserved thanks to the arid and hot climate of the Egyptian desert. This corpus, known in the trade as the “Greek Magical Papyri” (or, more accurately, the “Greco-Egyptian Magical Formularies”), includes almost a hundred handbooks, some complete and many in fragments, from the second century BCE to fourth–fifth century CE.1 These papyri are an extraordinary source of information on the circulation of magical knowledge in antiquity. This is fortunate, because we would not otherwise have much information about early magical books and their use and production in the Greco-Roman period. We have only scattered references in surviving ancient literary and historical texts about the use and transmission of magical knowledge and books.2


1 The corpus of Greco-Egyptian Magical formularies, first collectively edited by Preisendanz at the beginning of the 20th century (Preisendanz 1928–1931; 2nd ed. 1973–1974) were enlarged by the further edition of Supplementum Magicum (Daniel and Maltomini 1990–1992). See now GEMF, Faraone and Torallas Tovar 2022a.
 


2 Faraone and Torallas Tovar 2023.
 

Among the magical handbooks on papyrus, no less than 20 items are composite handbooks, i.e., in the form of compendia, they contain multiple recipes and prescriptions. Other smaller pieces contain individual recipes copied on sheets that circulated individually or in small archives.3 In the past, scholars have treated these formularies as an undifferentiated group of “Greek Magical Handbooks” that come from the same general place and era (late Roman Egypt). In recent years, however, there has been increasing appreciation of these handbooks as the product of scribal compilation, a process in which smaller formularies were joined together into longer handbooks.4 Moreover, in the latest years, the materialist turn has drawn attention on the books as material artifacts, providing a new analysis and interpretation of the interface of text and object. Thus, the papyri, including the magical among all the other genres, are examined as material objects, rather than as mere vehicles of texts. The object and its life become relevant witnesses of the textual production and readership. In the case of the magical formularies, the material and scribal dimensions provide an insight into the process of gathering and organization of knowledge. This approach to the magical formularies has shaped the project that I have shared for the last seven years with Christopher Faraone. This chapter showcases the kind of work – material and textual – that we believe provides a new insight into the process of transmission of magic knowledge.


3 On the circulation of magical handbooks in different formats, see Dosoo and Torallas Tovar 2022b; Faraone 2022.
 


4 For a collection of essays on this approach, Faraone and Torallas 2022b. On compilation in particular, in the same volume Dosoo and Torallas 2022b, Faraone 2022, and Gordon 2022.



It is the actual material process of compilation of magical knowledge into larger collections that interests us in this chapter. The process involving choice, organization, and copying of technical literature in antiquity has already been mentioned, with relevant bibliography on the current trends, in this volume (see Gordon, Chapter 1). How can we perceive, reconstruct, and understand, albeit partially, the procedures by which the scribes actively compiled these texts? Standing as we do at the other end of the process and attempting to analyze the surviving product of a complex textual tradition, we need a method with which to try to perceive within the object the discrete units from which it was assembled, so to speak, in order to recognize how it was assembled, and to understand the scribal process of choice and compilation.5


5 The term ‘scribe’ is used here in a very broad sense, as anyone who copied a particular text, without considering whether it is a professional copyist or a private writer, or anything in between. On the work of the scribe, see Yuen-Collingridge 2021, and the whole volume Ast, Choat, Cromwell, Lou-govaya, Yuen-Collingridge 2021. This type of transmission of knowledge and textual tradition has its parallels too in other fields of technical knowledge, such as medicine and alchemy.
 

This is not an entirely new approach to the structure and production of the Greco-Egyptian Magical Formularies. Already in 2003, Lynn LiDonnici showed, for example, that the longest of these handbooks, the Great Paris Magical Codex (GEMF 57/PGM IV), was composed of several blocks of text that seem to have been copied from earlier handbooks.6 What LiDonnici calls the “point of arrival, the completed texts of the large formularies as they stand now,” is the product of a process of choice, arrangement, and recopying. Each single formulary represents a collection of sources that some individual or group determined to bring together, either for practical or private use or for archive and reference. Raquel Martín Hernández and Richard Gordon have followed suit with their analysis of the composition of GEMF 74/PGM VII.7 These studies have contributed to the emergence of a methodology that proceeds from the observation that the end products or “point of arrival,” that is, the surviving longer texts, still retain many of the qualities of their source materials, because of the way that scribes automatically copied not only the actual text but also various para-scribal marks and abbreviations, as well as linguistic variation.8


6 LiDonnici 2003 (republished now in Faraone and Torallas Tovar 2022b) pioneered this method in her analysis of the compositional patterns in PGM IV, now GEMF 57.
 


7 Martín Hernández 2015 and Gordon 2019. See also Gordon and Martín Hernández 2022.
 


8 Dieleman, esp. 2010, 2011, studies extensively the scribal practice in the Demotic Magical formularies.


In this chapter, I propose to examine GEMF 31/PGM I in the light of the methods just described.9 Through an initial analysis of textual contents, I proceed to a material and scribal examination, in which I note the paratextual markings and rubrics that organize the text, the various scribal devices (which may be inherited from the antigraph, i.e., the manuscript from which the copy is made), and the linguistic characteristics of the text, including variant readings and eventual traces of language contact.10 For this purpose I focus on two of the seven sections of the formulary, the “Letter of Pnouthis” (ll. 43–195) and two procedures for “invisibility” (ll. 223–231 and 247–262). The identification of the textual and linguistic phenomena featured in these texts can reveal a layered and perhaps chronological development, which in turn allows us to distinguish different sources for the final collection. In this process of identification of these individual traits, I assume that the scribes or compilers copied almost automatically, without questioning, the scribal devices, as well as the spellings they find in antigraphs.11 These “unobtrusive indicators,” to adopt Gordon’s terminology, are insignificant formal elements that the scribe copied “without noticing” and would not try to harmonize throughout the different sections being copied. As a result, they can be taken as cumulative indications of originally separate antigraphs, although it is difficult to establish the lineage of these copies, or to determine how many “generations” of manuscripts back these pre-texts were combined into one.


9 For images of the papyrus, see the Berliner Papyrusdatenbank: https://berlpap.smb.museum/01590/
 


10 On paratextual markings, see Martín Hernández 2015, for the magical papyri, and Mugridge 2016, 71–91, for literary and biblical papyri. On language contact in Egypt, e.g., Thompson 2009; Fournet 2009; Torallas Tovar 2010a, 2010b; Vierros 2012, 2014, Dahlgren 2017; Torallas Tovar and Vierros 2019.
 


11 Gordon 2019.
 

Before moving to the specific sections of GEMF 31, I want to note the external indications for the process of compilation as mentioned or referred to in some of the magical formularies that have reached us. GEMF 31/PGM I refers to compilation practices in ll. 51–54:


νῦ]ν δὲ ἀπέπεμψα τήνδε τὴν βίβλον, ιν’ ἐκμάθῃϲ, [ἔχει γὰρ δύναμι]ν Πνούθεοωϲ λόγοϲ πείθειν θεοὺϲ καὶ πάϲαϲ τὰ[ϲ θεάϲ. ἀπέγραψα] δέ ϲοι ἐντεῦθεν περὶ τῆϲ παρέδρου λήψεωϲ [ἔϲτι δὲ ἡ τοῦ παρ]έδρου παράδοϲιϲ. But [now] I have sent off this book-roll, so that you may learn (it) thoroughly, [because] the formula of Pnouthis [has a power] to persuade the gods and all [the goddesses]. And from there, [I have copied] for you (material) concerning the acquisition of a paredros: [This is] the traditional lore [about the] paredros.12


12 A πάρεδροϲ, literally “someone sitting by,” is a spiritual assistant. Ciraolo 2001; Scibilia 2002; Pachoumi 2011; Pachoumi 2013; Pachoumi 2017, 35–61.



References to compilation in other magical handbooks may be found, for example, in GEMF 16/PDM XIV 670–671 (a second–third century CE bilingual Demotic-Greek formulary), where the antigraphs or the library at the disposal of the scribe are mentioned.


Here are (the words) of the name of the Great One of Five which should be recited to every spirit, there being nothing stronger than (it) in the books (ḥr nꜣ ḏmꜥ.w)


In GEMF 15.449–455/PGM XII 401–407, another bilingual second-century CE roll, the Greek part of the text preserves the claim that a list has been “translated from the holy [writings], which the temple scribes used.”


ἑρμηνεύματα ἐκ τῶν ἱερῶν μεθερμηνευμένα, οἷϲ ἐχρῶντο οἱ ιερογραμματεῖϲ. διὰ τὴν τῶν πολλῶν περιεργίαν τὰϲ βοτάναϲ καὶ τὰ ἄλα, οἷϲ ἐχρῶντο, εἰϲ θεῶν εἴδωλα ἐπέγραψαν, ὅπωϲ μὴ εὐλαβούμενοι περιεργάζωνται μηδὲν διὰ τὴν ἐξακολούθηϲιν τῆϲ ἁμαρτε[ί]αϲ. ἡμεῖϲ δὲ τὰϲ λύϲιϲ ἠγάγομεν ἐκ τῶν πολλῶν ἀντιγράφων καὶ ἐ ̣κ ̣ κρυψίμων πάντων.

Interpretations translated from the holy (writings), which the temple scribes used. Because of the curiosity of the masses, they (i.e. the scribes) inscribed the (names of the) herbs and other (things), which they used, on statues of gods, so that they (i.e. the masses), since they are incautious, may in no way meddle (i.e. in these things) as a result of (their) failure. But we have brought together the solutions (i.e. to these puzzles) from many copies and (from) all kinds of secret (writings).13


13 Translation by Sarischouli, in Faraone and Torallas Tovar 2022a, 119. See Sarischouli 2022, 243.
 


It is not clear why these references are made in these formularies; perhaps they are meant to provide the text with authority. Even if the claim to prestigious origin is invented to enhance the authority of the collection, the fact that such a claim would be worth making indicates that such compilation is a recognizable process. We are on safer ground with the references to alternative recipes, which indicate that the practice of collation from different sources was a frequent practice. They are indicated by ἄλλο in Greek (e.g., GEMF 57/PGM IV 1323, GEMF 74/PGM VII 202 and 207), or ke in Demotic (e.g., GEMF 16/PDM XIV 476, 489). Without any claim of authority, they are meant to provide alternatives to the recipes.

The formal scribal elements that were mentioned previously include, on the one hand, the marginal markings for the subdivision of the text, that is, the paragraphoi and the titles and rubrics, and on the other the scribal features: the various formats in which the voces magicae are copied,14 that is, with or without diacritics, or marked by a supralinear stroke, or separated by high stops or colons; or in abbreviation, for example the well-known voces: αβλαθ/ακραμμαχ/.15 The rendering of a very frequent phrase that closes magical logoi, ἤδη, ἤδη, ταχύ, ταχύ, “now, now, quickly quickly,” could be fully spelled out (ἤδη, ἤδη, ταχύ, ταχύ) or abbreviated by using a numeral to indicate that each of the words had to be pronounced twice: ἤδη β⸗ ταχύ β⸗ or even ἤδη ⸗ ταχύ ⸗.16 In addition to the abbreviations and monograms that they share with other genres of literature on papyri, the handbooks frequently use symbols and monograms specific to magical texts: the well-known delta-iota sign, 𐅉, standing for δ(ε)ῖ(να), “so-and-so”, used as a generic name marker;17 a lambda superposed to an omicron, , for the term λόγοϲ, frequently used to refer to formulas to be pronounced during a ritual; a square or circle with a dot inside, , for ὄνομα,18 also frequent in the references to the names of supernatural beings invoked in the formulas. The cosmic elements, like the sun () and the moon (), also had specific symbols, perhaps inherited from astronomical and astrological traditional scribal practice. All these signs, symbols, and abbreviations can appear in irregular formats or with special renderings that might betray their origin in different textual sources.19 Other scribal indicators that can be used to determine specific origins for the blocks of formularies are the use of nomina sacra.20


14 On voces magicae, Brashear 1995, 3429–3438 (a glossary at 3576–3603); also Scholem 1965 and Jackson 1989; Tardieu, Van den Kerchove and Zago 2013.
 


15 See GEMF 72/PGM VIII 61 and Torallas Tovar forthcoming, on the analysis of this formulary.



16 Numerals in Greek are the letters of the alphabet, α to θ for units, ι to π for tens, and ρ to ω for the hundreds, with some additional signs. This final clause closing magical formulas finds a parallel in the use of similar expressions in prayers. See Mihálykó 2019, 21.
 


17 See Moorhouse 1963, Dieleman 2010, esp. 132–134.
 


18 For the sign ὄνομα, see Preisendanz 1928–1931, Vol. 2, 269–270, Daniel and Maltomini 1990– 1992, II 74, n. 2. Ganszyniec 1922, 229 suggests that this sign derived from the cartouche that encircled the names of kings and deities in Egyptian hieroglyphs, though it is more likely just a stylized version of the first letter of the Greek word, the dot and/or overline representing the second letter.
 


19 For the incidence of non-standard abbreviations, see Gordon 2019, 113.
 


20 Hurtado 2000; Hurtado 2006, 95–134; Overcash 2019.
 


GEMF 31/PGM I

GEMF 31 (Figure 2.1) is a short roll (H. 33.2 × W. 80.2 cm), which seems to have been made from a single sheet of papyrus, remarkably without any kolleseis, kept today in two fragments at Warsaw (Muzeum Narodowe, columns i–ii) and Berlin (Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung, columns iii-v).21 Although Brashear believed that it did not belong to the Theban Library on the basis of the format, Dosoo has argued that it does.22 Based on its paleographical characteristics, the roll has been dated to the second half of the third century.23 The text is distributed across five columns, featuring 347 lines written in Greek (except for two lines in Coptic, ll. 251–252), and it complies with the basic standards of book production at the end of the Roman period: written on the recto of the roll, along the fibers, keeping equal distribution of lines and columns, and using lectional signs.


21 On formats of magical formularies, see Dosoo and Torallas Tovar 2022, specifically on rolls, pp. 79–83. Dieleman 2019, 289–292. Ancient papyrus rolls were produced by gluing together sheets of papyrus with a width of ca. 15–30 cm, with 15–23 cm being the most frequent width. On this see Johnson 2004, 89–91. Turner 1977, 44, describes a 44.4-cm-long sheet as the largest he knows. There is meager evidence of sheets/rolls of papyrus produced with a width greater than this. See Dosoo and Torallas Tovar 2022, 83.
 


22 Brashear 1995, 3404; Dosoo 2016, 255. See also Dosoo and Torallas Tovar 2022, 11–17.
 


23 See Nodar Domínguez in Faraone and Torallas 2022a, 382, and Nodar Domínguez forthcoming, where he discusses previous dates assigned to the papyrus and a full paleographical description. See also Nodar Domínguez 2022.


[image: A roll made of a single sheet is made flat, and the seven thematic blocks numbered from one to seven are marked on the sheet, such as the recipe to obtain a paredros, the letter to Pnouthis to obtain a paredros, protection, invisibility, memory, invisibility, and Apollinean invocation.]Figure 2.1 Schematic representation of GEMF 31/PGM I, marking the seven thematic blocks collected in the formulary.Source: Illustration by the author.

The text is composed of seven procedures. It begins with two recipes for gaining a supernatural assistant (πάρεδροϲ), which occupy the largest part of the handbook (ll. 1–42 and 43–195); the first is aimed primarily at divinatory goals and the second for a wide array of purposes.24 There follows a prayer for protection (ῥυϲτική; ll. 195–222), used perhaps in connection with the previous recipe, and then two short invisibility procedures (ll. 222–231 and 247–262), which provide instruction for the production of an ointment that allows one to be “unseen” by others.25 These two recipes are separated by a short one used for enhancing the memory (ll. 232–247).26 The papyrus ends with an elaborate recipe for creating a miniature shrine, dressing in priestly garments and laurel branches, invoking Apollo to come and give oracles, which contains two hymns in dactylic hexameters (ll. 262–347). Although it is difficult to prove, I argue that some evidence exists that these seven procedures may have been copied from seven different sources.


24 These occupy a large proportion of the total of the formulary. On this kind of procedure, see above fn. 11. On multipurpose praxeis, Gordon 2022, esp. 409–412, on the second paredros procedure.
 


25 LiDonnici 1999; Phillips, 2009. See also Dieleman 2019, 302. Apollonius Rhodius, Argonautika IV 40 may corroborate this idea: Medea flees stealthily from the palace by using spells to open doors while remaining unnoticed.
 


26 At least four procedures for enhancing memory in the Greco-Egyptian Magical Papyri, see Dieleman 2019, 298. On the importance of memory in antiquity and the enhancement procedures in Greco-Egyptian and Jewish sources, see Swartz 1996, esp. 43–47.
 

The recipes are separated by simple paragraphoi, i.e., short horizontal lines inserted to the left of the first letters of the line, thus marking the division.27 There is only one exception of a more elaborated coronis-like marking to the left of the beginning of the second paredros-procedure, the letter of Pnouthis (by ll. 43–45). The main sections often feature paragraphoi for further division into subsections. The use of an unvarying system of division markings does not provide enough evidence to prove a uniform origin for the formulary.28 Indeed, the titles suggest otherwise, and they already provide some clues about the possible sources, since they show different practices. The first section carries the title at the end (l. 42 ιερογραμματέωϲ πάρεδ· “the paredros (i.e recipe) of . .. the temple scribe”), while the second, in epistolary format, announces the content in a narrative way:


27 Martín Hernández 2015 has analyzed the marginal division marks, i.e. paragraphoi, in GEMF 74/PGM VII, for which she is preparing a new edition forthcoming in Faraone and Torallas Tovar’s third volume of GEMF. On the use of paragraphoi in literary rolls, see Turner 1971, 12 and 18, and Johnson 2004, 22 and 29.
 


28 Compare the variety of markings in GEMF 74/PGM VII discussed by Martín Hernández 2015, 156.
 


29 On marketing language in magical papyri, see Dieleman 2005, 254–284 and Martín Hernández 2017, 23. On the issue of authority, see Gordon 1997 and 2012, 151–152.
 


30 For an example of a recipe without a title, see GEMF 73/PGM IX, written on a single sheet of papyrus.



[ἀπέγραψα] δέ ϲοι ἐντεῦθεν περὶ τῆϲ || παρέδρου λήψεωϲ [ἔϲτι δὲ ἡ τοῦ παρ]έδρου παράδοϲιϲ·

“[I have copied] for you (material) concerning the acquisition of a paredros: [This is] the traditional lore about the paredros.”


The following sections carry titles at the header of the section, but with different styles: section 3, the protection procedure, features a narrative title:


ἔϲτιν οὖν τοῦ π ρωτοφυοῦϲ θεοῦ κ ̣ αὶ πρωτογενοῦϲ ῥυϲτική (l. 195) ̣

“This, then, is the protective prayer of the first-begotten and first-born god.”


The remaining sections carry titles at the beginning, featuring two different presentations. Some of the titles are placed at the center of the line and allowing extra space from the body of the text in some kind of extended interlinear space. This is the case with the titles of the protection procedure (l. 197 ῥυϲτική), the memory procedure (l. 232 μνημονική), and the Apollinean invocation (l. 263 ἀπολλωνιακὴ ἐπίκληϲιϲ). Other titles were inserted at the end of the last line of the previous procedure, with a paragraphos to the left of the line.29 This is the case for the titles of the two invisibility procedures (l. 222, ἀμαύρωϲιϲ ̣ ἀναγκαία and l. 247 ἀμαύρωϲι δοκίμη. μέγα ἔργον·). Interestingly, these two rubrics provide some kind of marketing language: “indispensable procedure,” and “tested, great work,” which might be an additional argument to propose a common source for them. This varying practice in the rubrics for the recipes already indicates that they may have been extracted from different sources. Alternatively, we may infer that some of them were added by the scribe of GEMF 31 from sources that did not carry any title.30


The Second Paredros-Procedure

Analysis of the scribal features in the sections or blocks of GEMF 31 demonstrates sufficient differences to suggest the compiler used diverse sources for each of them. Within some of the sections, one can also identify distinctive styles and scribal features that point to further breakdown in the structure of the text. Let us take as an example the second paredros-procedure, known as the “Letter of Pnouthis,” which is one of the longest sections in the formulary.31 It starts off in the middle of column i, nicely marked with an elaborate paragraphos, and finishes by the middle of column iii (ll. 43–195). The “Letter of Pnouthis” opens with an introduction in epistolary format, fictionally written by the sacred scribe Pnouthis to Keryx, followed by ritual instructions.32 After an internal paragraphos (all internal paragraphoi are marked in Figure 2.2 with arrows) comes the first set of descriptions of the virtues and uses of the paredros, which spans the bottom of column I and the start of column ii, followed by three logoi: two of them to be spoken to the sun seven times (ll. 132–141 and ll. 142–148), the third one, marked by the third paragraphos, to the moon (ll. 148–156). The third logos starts in column ii and continues on to column iii, where more ritual instructions follow, containing yet one more logos, and after a fourth paragraphos follow the “things spoken next”, the questioning of the paredros and the instructions for departure and release of the spirit.


31 Described and commented on by Gordon 2022, 409–412.
 


32 See also GEMF 57/PGM IV 154–163. On epistolary format in magical texts, see López Jimeno 1990 and Johansen forthcoming. On epistolary fiction, see Costa 2001; Rosenmeyer 2001.
 

The three logoi, presented consecutively, are a good example of compilation, since they show evidence of having been copied from different scribal sources. First, and most prominently, they use three entirely different ways to write the word λόγοϲ: the first one uses the symbol lambda omicron, , as described earlier; the second one writes the two first letters one beside the other, λο, without any mark of abbreviation; and the third one uses the full word λόγοϲ twice, not abbreviated. Secondly, the first and the third λόγοι present slight differences in the presentation of the voces magicae: the first one uses diaeresis on the iotas and no interpunction between the voces, while the third one has only one instance of diaeresis and features interpunction. Thirdly, the second logos uses developed symbols, i.e., it features phonetic additions:33 l. 144 οωροϲ for (Ἡλί)ωροϲ. Moreover, the first and the second logoi use developed numerals (i.e., written out in full words, l. 143 πρὸϲ  ἑπτάκιϲ ἑπτά, and cf. l. 132), while the third one has one numeral that is expressed with Greek letters (l. 162 γραμμάτων ιε ̅, “eleven letters”). And finally, in the first and the second logoi, the instructions precede the magical names, while the third has a different disposition, with instructions following the first set of voces and a second formula, indicated with the word λόγοϲ, written out in full.


33 Phonetic additions are letters added to the monogram or symbol to reinforce their meaning. This appears also in the second section analyzed here. See below.


To add to these scribal features, the third logos, to be pronounced to the moon, features some specific variant spellings that suggest a different source of the text or may help distinguish where the antigraph of the text or its scribe might have come from. The confusion of lambda and rho (also known as lambdacism) found in this section is a very typical variation of texts from the area of Fayyum, both in the Egyptian dialect used there and in Greek texts produced in the same area, and could point to an antigraph from that region:34


34 Also in GEMF 57/PGM IV 2046, 2118, 2144; GEMF 72/PGM VΙΙΙ 40–41. See Torallas Tovar and Martín Hernández 2020; Peust 1999, 130; Gignac 1976, 102–107.


[image: Three rectangles with internal blocks shaded in different patterns describe the representation of texts, with the arrows pointing at elaborate, second, third, and fourth paragraphos. The first rectangle with two internal blocks describes epistolary introduction and ritual instructions; the second rectangle with the first two blocks describes virtues and uses of the paredros, and next three blocks describe three logoi; and the third rectangle with two blocks describes questioning and release.]Figure 2.2 Schematic representation of the second paredros-procedure and its subsections, occupying columns i–iii of the roll.Source: Illustration by the author.


ll. 145–146: χειρὶ κλατῶν πόλον καὶ μάϲτιγα, κύκλῳ δὲ αὐτοῦ δράκοντα οὐλοβόρον

“with a hand grasping a globe and a flail and in a circle (around) him a serpent biting-its-own-tail.”


The term κλατῶν stands for κρατῶν and οὐλοβόρον for οὐροβόρον, but corrected by a second hand to the form with a rho.



Invisibility and Memory Procedures

I now turn to the following section in the papyrus, the two brief invisibility procedures (ll. 223–231 and 247–262), which appear separated by a memory procedure (ll. 232–247). While the texts are too short to extract many conclusions, a few features are worthy of comment. In terms of division markings, the titles of the two invisibility procedures include some kind of marketing strategy, and they are inserted at the end of the last line of the previous procedure, including a paragraphos in the left-hand margin. The memory procedure, however, presents a title centered in the line and allowing a slightly larger interlinear space with the first line of the procedure, and lacks the paragraphos. This format for the title also appears in the protection procedure in the previous column. The division markings already connect the two invisibility procedures, suggesting that perhaps they originated in the same source, while the memory procedure may have been copied from a different source.35


35 The use of a centered title in the protection procedure (ll. 195–223) directly before the first invisibility procedure might also connect this section with the memory procedure, although they do not share the exact same scribal features. The protection procedure presents two sets of voces magicae with different styles, one with diaeresis and interpunction, while the second one, closer to the memory procedure, uses no diaeresis and has some long strings without word division. The use of symbols is regular in the protection procedure.
 

As for the scribal features, it is remarkable that both invisibility procedures exhibit a similar style in the presentation of the voces magicae, using diaeresis on the iota and word division without interpunction, although the voces themselves seem to be quite different.36


36 The first procedure presents some voces magicae that seem semitic, along with others that are mainly vowels, while the second has the ioerbeth-logos or typhonicos logos (see Martín Hernández 2019) and a section in Old Coptic. I think it is also relevant here to note that the vowel voces in the first section of the papyrus (ll. 13–19) have been set up in triangles – γράφε δὲ ποι]ήϲαϲ δύο κλίματα, “write drawing two inclined slopes,” while the use of patterns for the vowels does not appear in the rest of the papyrus, perhaps indicating different sources. Vowels are frequently used in both oral incantations and in written formulas. Cf., for example, at GEMF 58/PGM V 82–90 a similar pair of triangles pointing up, which are called “holy names” and invoked to identify a thief. They also appear in a rectangle at GEMF 76/PGM X 40–50, where they are called “sacred names.”
 

Applying a linguistic analysis, both invisibility procedures present textual corruptions. These are some examples, followed by emendations suggested by Preisendanz [Pr], Schmidt [Sch], Parthey [Pa], and Phillips [Ph]:37


37 See Faraone and Torallas Tovar 2022a, 382.


	λαβὼν ϲτέαρ ἢ ὀφθαλμὼν νυκτιβαῦ 	223 ὀ	φθαλμὸν | νυκτιβαῦτοϲ Sch
 	καὶ φακνίνου 	224 	ὀμφακνίνου Pr: ϲφαγνίνου Sch
 	φεναινεϲθαι, 	258 	ἐμφαίνεϲθαι Pr: φαίνεϲθαι Pa Ph


By contrast, the memory procedure positioned between them is written in correct Greek without any remarkable variations.

The memory procedure also has a few features that stand out in comparison with the rest of the formulary. The numerals are expressed with Greek letters; the symbols have special uses: the onoma is used twice for the plural (⊡⊡), and the abbreviation for ζμύρνη (‘myrrh ink’) has an additional phonetic complement (μ); the magical names carry no diaereses and no interpunction whatsoever.

I offer the preceding as examples of the insights that the application of this methodology can provide into the process of compilation. Scribal characteristics can help us posit different origins for various sections within a given papyrus. The identification of some linguistic deviations or even scribal practices, such as the use of numbers spelled out or using Greek letters, the use of iota adscript, and similar features can provide further arguments to distinguish sources. Some linguistic features, such as the specific spelling variations, especially the confusion of voiced and voiceless stops, or the confusion of liquids, may point to an environment with a strong presence of language contact (see following discussion).




Conclusions: The Compilation of GEMF 31/PGM I

In a recent article, Alberto Nodar Domínguez characterizes the GEMF 31 scroll as a text copied with great care and attention. Despite showing a certain lack of professional skill, the scribe makes use of the main resources of Roman-era scriptorial training. Nodar Domínguez indicates that “the content of this handbook is fairly limited, suggesting perhaps the special needs of the owner.”38 He further characterizes the compilation as one produced with a private and practical purpose:


38 Nodar Domínguez forthcoming, and also in Faraone Torallas Tovar 2022a 382, introduction to GEMF 31.
 


All these facts accord well with the picture of a formulary produced for rather private purposes, as opposed to preserving the knowledge there contained for, so to speak, a universal reader that might at some point consult a long-lasting book, such as were those containing scientific literature. Our scribe, and, most importantly, the recipient or recipients of the formulary, for it is presumably to them that the amount of care shown in the copy, however great or small it is, is directed, represent the kind of social circles interested in this rather practical side of magic.


The material examination of the papyrus, both in paleographical observations as well as the details of scribal practice, opens a window into the mind of the scribe at work. Adding to Nodar’s characterization of the nature and practical purpose of the collection in this papyrus, I have observed the alignment of certain types of procedures, indicating that the scribe and/or user could have been a professional or semi-professional practitioner of magic, a ritualist, rather than an occasional user or customer.39 In spite of not harmonizing the scribal devices,40 especially titles and rubrics, the scribe collected procedures with a purpose in mind. First, we find two procedures for obtaining the assistance of a paredros.41 The continuous assistance of a supernatural being for all kinds of issues seems more likely to be needed by a professional practitioner than by a private and occasional user. The abilities described seem perfectly familiar “for a competent magician.”42 The following procedures could also align with this idea. The invocations of a spiritual assistant are followed by a protection procedure that may be connected to them and seems fitting for a ritualist frequently exposed to the numinous. The memory procedures indicate how essential it was for the practitioners to remember the exact words to be pronounced during the ritual, the prayers, the voces magicae, and the hymns.43 The two procedures to attain invisibility, provided by the ingestion of some kind of potion, do not render the practitioner actually invisible, but rather, as LiDonnici describes it, they are granted instead “the ability to be un-noticed or unrecognized,”44 and thus are able to perform freely. In all, this formulary seems to be a starting kit for “how to be a wizard.”


39 Of course, one cannot exclude the possibility that the scribe was merely interested in collecting knowledge, as Gordon 2022, 396, suggests, indicating that it is not “consistently organized.” However, the lineup of specific recipes is calling for an interpretation beyond compilation.
 


40 As Gordon 2022, 396 points out.
 


41 The second paredros procedure is a “multi-purpose praxis” (Gordon 2022), but that does not contradict the purpose identified for the handbook as a manual for a professional practicer.



42 Gordon 2022, 412.
 


43 Other memory procedures GEMF 30.64–67/PGM II 17–20; GEMF 55/III 424–466, 467–478.
 


44 LiDonnici 1999, 230.



Bibliography


	Ast, Rodney, Malcolm Choat, Jennifer Cromwell, Julia Lougovaya and Rachel YuenCollingridge, eds. 2021. Observing the Scribe at Work: Scribal Practice in the Ancient World. Leuven: Peeters.

	Brashear, William M. 1995. “The Greek Magical Papyri: An Introduction and Survey: Annotated Bibliography (1928–1994).” Aufstieg und Niedergang der Römischen Welt II.18.5. Berlin: De Gruyter, 3380–3684.

	Ciraolo, Leda J. 2001. “Supernatural Assistants in the Greek Magical Papyri.” M. Meyer and P. Mirecki (eds.) Ancient Magic and Ritual Power. Leiden: Brill, 279–295.

	Costa, C.D.N. 2001. Greek Fictional Letters: A Selection with Introduction, Translation and Commentary. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

	Dahlgren, Sonja. 2017. “Outcome of Long-Term Language Contact: Transfer of Egyptian Phonological Features onto Greek in Graeco-Roman Egypt.” PhD. University of Helsinki.

	Daniel, Robert W. and Franco Maltomini. 1990–1992. Supplementum Magicum. Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag.

	Dieleman, Jacco. 2005. Priest, Tongues and Rites. The London-Leiden Magical Manuscripts and Translation in Egyptian Ritual (100–300 CE). Leiden: Brill.

	— 2010. “What’s in a Sign? Translating Filiation in the Demotic Magical Papyri.” A. Papaconstantinou (ed.) The Multilingual Experience in Egypt from the Ptolemies to the ‘Abbāsids. Ashgate: Aldershot, 127–152.

	— 2011. “Scribal Practices in the Production of Magic Handbooks in Egypt.” S. Shaked, Y. Harari and G. Bohak (eds.) Continuity and Innovation in the Magical Tradition. Jerusalem Studies in Religion and Culture 15. Leiden: Brill, 85–117.

	— 2019. “The Greco-Egyptian Magical Papyri.” D. Frankfurter (ed.) Guide to the Study of Ancient Magic. Leiden: Brill, 283–321.

	Dosoo, Korshi. 2016. “A History of the Theban Magical Library.” Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists 53, 251–274.

	— and Sofía Torallas Tovar. 2022. “Roll vs. Codex: The Format of the Magical Handbook.” C.A. Faraone and S. Torallas Tovar (eds.) The Greco-Egyptian Magical Formularies. Libraries, Books and Individual Recipes. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 64–120.

	Faraone, Christopher A. 2022. “The Traffic in Magical Spells: Single-Sheet Formularies as Prompts for Oral Performance.” C.A. Faraone and S. Torallas Tovar (eds.) The Greco-Egyptian Magical Formularies. Libraries, Books and Individual Recipes. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 420–453.

	— and Sofía Torallas Tovar, eds. 2022a. Greek and Egyptian Magical Formularies: Edition, Translation and Commentary (vol. 1). Berkeley: California Classical Studies.

	— and Sofía Torallas Tovar, eds. 2022b. The Greco-Egyptian Magical Formularies. Libraries, Books and Individual Recipes. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

	— 2023. “What Is a Grimoire?” Oriental Institute. News and Notes 252, 18–19.

	Fournet, Jean-Luc. 2009. “The Multilingual Environment of Late Antique Egypt: Greek, Latin, Coptic and Persian Documentation.” R.S. Bagnall (ed.) The Oxford Handbook of Papyrology. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 418–451.

	Ganszyniec, Ryszard. 1922. “Über Agathosdaimon.” Archiv für Religionswissenschaft 21, 229–231.

	Gignac, Francis Thomas. 1976. A Grammar of the Greek Papyri of the Roman and Byzantine Periods. Vol. I: Phonology. Milan: Istituto Editoriale Cisalpino.

	Gordon, Richard L. 1997. “Reporting the Marvelous: Private Divination in the Greek Magical Papyri.” P. Schäfer and H.G. Kippenberg (eds.) Envisioning Magic: A Princeton Seminar and Symposium. Leiden: Brill, 65–92.

	— 2012. “Memory and Authority in the Magical Papyri.” B. Dignas and R.R. Smith (eds.) Historical and Religious Memory in the Ancient World. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 145–180.

	— 2019. “Compiling P. Lond I 121 = PgrMag VII in a Transcultural Context.” L.M. Bortolani, W.D. Furley, S. Nagel and J.F. Quack (eds.) Cultural Plurality in Ancient Magical Texts and Practices: Graeco-Egyptian Handbooks and Related Traditions. Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 91–123.

	— 2022. “The Rationale of Multi-Purpose Praxeis in the Formulary Tradition.” C.A. Faraone and S. Torallas Tovar (eds.) The Greco-Egyptian Magical Formularies. Libraries, Books and Individual Recipes. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 395–419.

	— and Raquel Martín Hernández. 2022. “GEMF 74 (PGM VII): Reconstructing the Textual Tradition.” C.A. Faraone and S. Torallas Tovar (eds.) The Greco-Egyptian Magical Formularies. Libraries, Books and Individual Recipes. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 289–317.

	Hurtado, Larry W. 2000. “The Earliest Evidence of an Emerging Christian Material and Visual Culture: The Codex, the Nomina Sacra and the Staurogram.” S.G. Wilson and M. Desjardins (eds.) Text and Artifact in the Religions of Mediterranean Antiquity: Essays in Honour of Peter Richardson. Waterloo, ON: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 271–288.

	— 2006. The Earliest Christian Artifacts: Manuscripts and Christian Origins. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans.

	Jackson, Howard M. 1989. “The Origin in Ancient Incantatory Voces Magicae of Some Names in the Sethian Gnostic System.” Vigiliae Christianae 43, 69–79.

	Johansen, Jordan. Forthcoming. “Epistolary Magic in GEMF 31 and 57.” C. Faraone and S. Torallas Tovar (eds.) New Approaches to the Great Paris Magical Codex (PGM IV/GEMF 57). Berlin: De Gruyter.

	Johnson, William A. 2004. Bookrolls and Scribes in Oxyrhynchus. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

	LiDonnici, Lynn R. 1999. “The Disappearing Magician. Literary and Practical Questions about the Greek Magical Papyri.” B.G. Wright (ed.) A Multiform Heritage. Fs. Robert A. Kraft. Atlanta: Scholars’ Press, 227–243.

	— 2003. “Compositional Patterns in PGM IV (= P.Bibl.Nat.Suppl. gr. No. 574).” Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists 40, 141–178. [Reedited in Faraone and Torallas Tovar 2022b, 169–192.]

	López Jimeno, Amor. 1990. “Las cartas de maldición.” Minerva 4, 121–144.

	Martín Hernández, Raquel. 2015. “A Coherent Division of a Magical Handbook: Using Lectional Signs in P. Lond. I 121 (PGM VII).” Segno e Testo 13, 147–164.

	— 2017. “La selección de encantamientos en un libro de magia: Sobre la autoridad acreditada en el PGM VII.” S. Crippa and E. Ciampini (eds.) Languages, Objects, and the Transmission of Rituals: An Interdisciplinary Analysis of Ritual Practices in the GraecoEgyptian Papyri (PGM). Venice: Ca’Foscari, 21–36.

	— 2019. “More Than a Logos. The Iωερβηθ logos in Context.” C. Sánchez Natalías (ed.) Litterae Magicae. Studies in Honour of Roger S. O. Tomlin. Zaragoza: Pórtico, 187–209.

	Mihálykó, Ágnes. 2019. The Christian Liturgical Papyri: An Introduction. Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck.

	Moorhouse, A.C. 1963. “The Origin and Use of Ο, Η, ΤΟ ΔΕΙΝΑ.” Classical Quarterly 3, 9–15.

	Mugridge, Alan. 2016. Copying Early Christian Texts: A Study of Scribal Practice. Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck.

	Nodar Domínguez, Alberto. 2022. “The Paleography and Dating of the Magical Formularies from Roman Egypt.” C.A. Faraone and S. Torallas Tovar (eds.) The Greco-Egyptian Magical Formularies. Libraries, Books and Individual Recipes. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 121–165.

	— Forthcoming. “Considering PGM I as GEMF 31: Exploring Form and Purpose of a Magical Formulary.” Symbolae Osloenses 97.

	Overcash, Benjamin. 2019. “Sacred Signs in Human Script(ure)s: Nomina Sacra as Social Semiosis in Early Christian Material Culture.” A. Nodar and S. Torallas Tovar (eds.) Proceedings of the 28th International Congress of Papyrology, Barcelona 2016. Barcelona: PAMSA/UPF, 422–428.

	Pachoumi, Eleni. 2011. “Divine Epiphanies of Paredroi in the Greek Magical Papyri.” Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 51, 155–165.

	— 2013. “The Religious-Philosophical Concept of Personal Daimôn and the Magico-Theurgic Ritual of Systasis in the Greek Magical Papyri.” Philologus 157, 46–69.

	— 2017. The Concepts of the Divine in the Greek Magical Papyri. Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 35–61.

	Peust, Carsten. 1999. Egyptian Phonology: An Introduction to the Phonology of a Dead Language. Göttingen: Peust und Gutschmidt.

	Phillips, Richard. 2009. In Pursuit of Invisibility: Ritual Texts from Late Roman Egypt. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

	Preisendanz, Karl. 1928–1931. Papyri Graecae Magicae: Die griechischen Zauberpapyri. Leipzig: Teubner. Revised by Albert Henrichs. Stuttgart: Teubner, 1973–1974.

	Rosenmeyer, P. 2001. Ancient Epistolary Fictions: The Letter in Greek Literature. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

	Sarischouli, Panagiota. 2022. “GEMF 15 (= PDM/PGM XII) Production and Use of a Bilingual Magical Formulary.” C.A. Faraone and S. Torallas Tovar (eds.) The Greco-Egyptian Magical Formularies. Libraries, Books and Individual Recipes. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 318–363.

	Scholem, Gershom G. 1965. “On the Magical Formulae AKRAMACHAMAREI and SESENGEN BARPHARANGES.” Jewish Gnosticism, Merkabah Mysticism and Talmudic Tradition. New York: Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 94–100.

	Scibilia, Anna. 2002. “Supernatural Assistance in the Greek Magical Papyri: The Figure of the Parhedros.” J.N. Bremmer and J.R. Veenstra (eds.) The Metamorphosis of Magic from Late Antiquity to the Early Modern Period. Leuven: Peeters, 71–86.

	Swartz, Michael D. 1996. Scholastic Magic. Ritual and Revelation in Early Jewish Mysticism. Princeton: Princeton Legacy Library.

	Tardieu, Michel, Anne Van den Kerchove and Michela Zago, eds. 2013. Noms barbares 1: Formes et contexts d’une pratique magique. Turnhout: Brepols.

	Thompson, Dorothy. 2009. “The Multilingual Environment of Persian and Ptolemaic Egypt: Egyptian, Aramaic and Greek Documentation.” R.S. Bagnall (ed.) The Oxford Handbook of Papyrology. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 395–417.

	Torallas Tovar, Sofía. 2010a. “Greek in Egypt.” E. Bakker (ed.) Blackwell’s Companion to the Ancient Greek Language. Malden: Wiley-Blackwell, 253–266.

	— 2010b. “Linguistic Identity in Graeco-Roman Egypt.” A. Papaconstantinou (ed.) The Multilingual Experience in Egypt: From the Ptolemies to the Abbasids. Farnham and Burlington: Ashgate, 17–43.

	— Forthcoming. “The Composition of GEMF 72 and 73 (PGM VIII and PGM IX) and Their Scribal Features.” C. Sánchez Natalias (ed.) The Transmission of Magical Knowledge in the Graeco-Roman World, Stuttgart: Franz Steiner.

	— and Raquel Martín Hernández. 2020. “Interferencia lingüística entre egipcio y griego en los textos de los papiros mágicos. Una aproximación.” L. Conti, R. Fornieles, M.D. Jiménez López, L. Macía and J. de la Villa (eds.) Δῶρα τά οἱ δίδομεν φιλέοντεϲ. Homenaje al profesor Emilio Crespo. Madrid: UAM, 291–302.

	— and Marja Vierros. 2019. “Languages, Scripts, Literature and Bridges between Cultures.” K. Vandorpe (ed.) Companion to Greco-Roman and Late Antique Egypt. Malden: Blackwell, 485–500.

	Turner, Eric G. 1971. Greek Manuscripts of the Ancient World. Oxford: Clarendon. Second edition enlarged by P.J. Parsons, 1987.

	— 1977. The Typology of the Early Codex. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

	Vierros, Marja. 2012. Bilingual Notaries in Hellenistic Egypt: A Study of Greek as a Second Language. Brussels: Koninklijke Vlaamse Academie van België voor Wetenschappen en Kunsten.

	— 2014. “Bilingualism in Hellenistic Egypt.” G.K. Giannakis (ed.) Encyclopedia of Ancient Greek Language and Linguistics. Leiden: Brill, 234–238.

	Yuen-Collingridge, Rachel. 2021. “Observing the Scribe at Work.” R. Ast, M. Choat, J. Cromwell, J. Lougovaya and R. Yuen-Collingridge (eds.) Observing the Scribe at Work: Scribal Practice in the Ancient World. Leuven: Peeters, 1–8.









3 He Means 'Rose'


Marginal Notes in the Greek Papyri of the Theban Magical Library


Korshi Dosoo

DOI: 10.4324/b23088-4




Christopher Faraone’s writings have had a profound effect on the study of ancient magic, but I have often found myself returning to one article, “Handbooks and Anthologies” (Faraone 2000), a rich piece which demonstrates his strengths as a scholar – his simultaneous attention to textual content, materiality, and the place of individual texts and manuscripts in larger histories of the transmission and transformation of ritual practice. One of the manuscripts he describes here is GEMF 3/PGM XX, known as the “Philinna Papyrus,” among the earliest surviving Greek magical handbooks, dated palaeographically to the first century bce or ce. A fragment of a roll, it features several metrical healing charms, which, as Faraone demonstrates, contain echoes of verbal formulae already attested in the oral traditions of fifth-century bce Athens.

Yet alongside its fascinating content, he points out that the manuscript shows signs of intervention; one user has added the notes [πρὸ]ϲ κεφαλῆ[ϲ πόνο]ν (“for headache”) and κεφα(λή) (“head”) in the left and upper margins respectively, highlighting a spoken formula intended to cure headaches. Faraone suggests that this provides


evidence that one of the owners of this papyrus did indeed use the collection for more practical purposes. ... These apparently later additions to the manuscript were undoubtedly inscribed to provide quick access to this one spell which cures headaches and they strongly suggest that at least one owner of the papyrus had specially indexed this headache charm with regard to its use – the telltale sign of a practical handbook. We should not, therefore, assume that scholars and practicing magicians are mutually exclusive categories, especially when we recall (many of us from common experience) that headaches are the peculiar bane of the scholarly life.1


1 Faraone 2000, 211.



His observation opens an interesting perspective onto the lives of magical handbooks, those “living books” which were not only copied, but also interacted with – read, referred to, excerpted, corrected, and supplemented. Many of the surviving magical papyri contain such annotations, but none of these has received the attention Faraone has accorded GEMF 3. These interventions, almost invisible when we read the magical papyri only as reprinted texts, reveal themselves clearly when we examine them instead as material artefacts, whose physical layout reveals the processes of scribal creation and interaction. As a small tribute, I offer here a study of this marginal but fascinating phenomenon.



Thinking About Marginalia

Most of us have never, I think, carried out a magical ritual, but nearly everyone who reads this will have taken notes, sometimes even in the margins of books they are reading. Today this is considered a questionable practice, at best, if carried out on one’s own books. At worst, it is “the Crime against the book,” as Jackson calls it in his study of modern marginalia.2 Yet marginal notes have a long and noble history; in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries friends and lovers would share books which they had filled with their own comments, transforming the solitary experience of reading into a shared one.3 Marginalia could be the occasion for philosophical flights or spontaneous poetry inspired by the printed text, some of which was itself published in collections of marginalia.4 Until the 19th century, books were often printed with marginal notes, a practice which developed into the footnote as annotations were displaced from the margins at the sides of the text column to the bottom of the page.5 This practice of pre-printed marginalia was a descendant of the much older practice of manuscript annotation, which can be traced back (at least) to Greco-Roman Egypt. As Kathleen McNamee has carefully demonstrated, many papyri bear the marks of students and scholars, who might copy notes drawn from commentaries and lexicons into the margins of literary texts, a development of the text-critical practices of the scholars of the Library of Alexandria; copyists, like later printers, might prepare fresh copies of literary texts complete with marginal notes to help readers understand difficult words or mythological references.6


2 Jackson 2001, 74, 234–258.
 


3 Jackson 2001, 64–72.
 


4 Jackson 2001, 7–8, 72–73.
 


5 Lipking 1977; Jackson 2001, 18, 55–56.
 


6 McNamee 2007, 23–30 et passim. Cf. recently Reggiani 2023 on annotations in medical papyri.
 

The magical papyri, one textual genre among many which survive in the papyri of Greco-Roman Egypt, are the products of a complex process of transmission which remains to be fully understood. The type I focus on here are the formularies or handbooks, which contained magical recipes, sets of formulae and instructions for carrying out magical rituals. These take many forms, from small sheets containing single recipes to large book-rolls and codices containing dozens of them.7 It is likely that most scribes of magical texts were not their composers, but rather copied them from older exemplars. It is uncertain who the copyists were – professionals employed to copy the manuscript, practitioners, or interested readers who copied their own texts –8 but in either case, the complex nature of textual transmission might create the need for annotations. Copyists might correct copying errors, and ritual practitioners might add notes to help them understand unknown words.


7 For a discussion of the formats of magical manuscripts, Dosoo 2022.



8 For these questions, Dosoo 2022.
 

I define marginal notes as any text written in the margins of a column of text – above, below, or alongside. Much of the text placed here is not so different from edits which might be made in the body of the column – corrections, for example, often appear in margins, but are more often placed in the line above the text they correct; in this case, a marginal correction differs from a supralinear correction only in its placement, and a full study of all scribal interventions would have to consider them together. Nonetheless, for the sake of space, I will restrict my attention here to marginal notes. There is some justification for this in the fact that the decision to place text in the margin, rather than in the main column, is a meaningful one – a note in a margin draws greater attention to itself than does a supralinear line, and so the decision implies something about writers’ conceptions of mise en page and their interventions in it.



Classifying Marginalia

As part of her study of annotations in literary papyri, McNamee offers a typology of such notes,9 but her typology is by necessity genre specific, and so here I offer my own, based on the types encountered in magical papyri. I divide marginalia into four categories, three of which are then subdivided into more specific subcategories. The categories, in rough order of commonness, are 1) annotations, 2) corrections, 3) supplements, and 4) additions.


9 McNamee 2007, 129–130.
 


Annotations

Annotations are perhaps the archetypal form of marginal note; they add information to the text without significantly altering its content or meaning. The first subcategory among these is the gloss, an annotation which clarifies the meaning of a word or phrase. Next is the assessment, which offers a comment on the quality of the text; in the examples I look at here, these are positive assessments, and so could be referred to more specifically as commendations, but I prefer to use the more general term, which would also cover negative assessments (deprecations), some examples of which are found in later medieval Greek magical manuscripts.10 Next is the added title, which can be subdivided into added recipe title and added section title; as the name suggests, these represent titles, or descriptions which can be construed as titles, which mark entire texts or sections of texts. The marginal note “head” in GEMF 3, mentioned at the beginning of this discussion, would be one example. The final two types of annotation are rarer; comments are closer to the type of commentary or marginal note one might find in literary texts, discussing the textual history or content of a text in a more discursive way than the other types of annotation. Finally, the sign of attention is similar to an added title, in that it draws attention to a text or part thereof, but consists of a sign which has a semantic value but not lexical meaning – that is, like the manicules (pointing fingers) of medieval and early modern manuscripts, they can be understood but not read.


10 E.g., Sächsische LB A151 fol.1v, a fifteenth-century euchologium, which includes a prayer containing several angel names for a child with learning difficulties, with the marginal note: “Lord, burn whoever first wrote these lies; for we have the names of only four angels conveyed by the Holy Scripture”: Afentoulidou 2021, 85.




Supplements

Supplements intervene more radically than annotations, adding text which is to be read as part of existing recipes. These supplements can be divided into two subcategories: added formulae and added instructions, which are self-explanatory. These are in some ways similar to added titles, but while titles simply draw attention to and define sections, supplements alter the performance of a ritual. At the same time, they do not intervene as radically in the existing text as corrections; they supplement the recipe without altering the existing text.



Corrections

Corrections can be divided into four subcategories. The first is the pure correction; the text copied into the main column of text is incorrect, and a marginal note corrects it. The other types are subtler. Insertions are similar to supplements, in that they add new text, but insertions represent the addition of text which was omitted due to an initial copying error, and which must be read in order to correctly understand the text. Clarifications are still more subtle; the text in the main column is not wrong, per se, but some aspect of its copying makes it ambiguous, and so a marginal note is added to clarify how it is to be read.



Additions

Additions are similar to the supplement in adding new textual content, but rather than supplementing an existing recipe, they add an entirely new one, which may or may not be related in some way to the pre-existing textual material.




The Theban Magical Library

Here I restrict myself to the manuscripts of the archive known as the Theban Magical Library, likely brought together and deposited by an individual in the fourth century of our era. It consists of 10 manuscripts containing magical and alchemical recipes, dating to between the second and fourth centuries CE, and purchased by Jean d’Anastasy (or, more likely, his agents) in Luxor before being sold or donated to various European collections between 1827 and 1856.11 Three of its earliest manuscripts (GEMF 15/PDM-PGM XII; 16/XIV and 17/Suppl.) are written in a combination of Greek and Demotic, implying that, in its earliest stages, at least part of the archive was produced, owned, and used by individuals trained in the Egyptian temple priesthood; the later use of Old Coptic in one of the fourth-century codices may be further evidence for this, but is less decisive.12 Of the 10 manuscripts, three seem to contain no marginalia, as I define it here – these are P.Leid. I 39713 and P.Holm,14 both alchemical codices, and GEMF 17/PDM Suppl.15 All of the other seven contain some form of annotations. I will focus on its five Greek manuscripts with annotations.16


11 For more extensive discussions, Dosoo 2016; Dosoo 2022.
 


12 For a recent overview of the Old Coptic texts of GEMF 57, Love 2016, 271–272, 279–282; further discussion in Dosoo 2022, 14–15, 26–27.
 


13 Halleux 1981, 5–109.
 


14 Halleux 1981, 5–78, 110–151. GEMF 59/PGM Va, a loose leaf with a short magical text inserted into the codex, could be considered a marginal note (addition), but I exclude it here, since it does not seem to have occupied a blank space in the codex as originally produced.
 


15 Although the text on the back (GEMF 17.187–220) may have been written at a later moment, and might thus be considered an addition.
 


16 I have discussed GEMF 15, the most extensive of the bilingual Demotic-Demotic rolls, elsewhere. For the hands of and relationship between these manuscripts, Dosoo, Nodar and Sarischouli forthcoming.
 

The following discussion focuses on the marginalia in these five manuscripts and will thus be somewhat technical. I will provide broader conclusions at the end, but it is worth noting the diversity of the nature of the marginalia found in these manuscripts. GEMF 30/PGM VI+II and 31/I are two rolls of similar length, while GEMF 57/PGM IV, 58/V and 60/XIII are lengthy codices of similar formats, yet the quantity and type of notes added are very diverse. GEMF 30 and 58 both add titles to aid the reader in navigating their many recipes and recipe subsections, suggesting a user who intended to practice their rituals, but the latter also adds recommendations of names, and in one place a supplement which seems to refer to GEMF 57, implying a deeper engagement with the content beyond simple comprehension or even mechanical performance. GEMF 60 uses the most marginalia of the five manuscripts to correct a complex text whose originals, or antigraphs, seems to have already preserved multiple readings and textual corruptions. GEMF 31 and 57 both contain only one marginal note each, respectively a gloss and a supplement (or addition) which nonetheless imply copyists interested in understanding, and perhaps also using, the texts.


GEMF 30/PGM II + VI17


17 Cf. Chronopoulou 2017.


GEMF 30 (Figure 3.1) is a book-roll 116cm wide and 24cm high, with five columns on the recto preserving a single divination procedure which calls upon the sun god to appear in a vision. To the verso has been added a receipt, apparently mentioning oil and alkanet, in a different hand; I will not discuss this in further detail here, since the content is not yet fully understood.18 The manuscript dates to the late second to early third century.


18 Published in Wessely 1888, 150; Kenyon 1893, 83.


[image: A photo of a book roll shows five segments of papyrus with written texts, some with drawings of symbols at the beginning, and some of the portions are damaged.]Figure 3.1 a) GEMF 30/PGM II + VI 157–59, b) ll. 73–76, c) ll. 111–114, d) ll. 127–130, e) ll. 135–141.Source: © British Library Board: Papyrus 47 and © Staatliche Museen zu Berlin – Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung, Scan: Berliner Papyrusdatenbank, P 5026 R.

The first marginal note of GEMF 30 is beside column 2, to the left of ll. 57–59 (Figure 3.1a), apparently in the same hand as the main text:

	ἡ | ποίηϲιϲ | αὕτη 	"this is the procedure"


This is an annotation, specifically an added section title, marking the point in the recipe where the text shifts from an invocation to Apollo to providing the instructions for the ritual, a point also marked by a forked paragraphos. The same title is used further down in the running text of same column, at l. 67. On the one hand, the note repeats an in-text title, but makes it more visible; on the other, shifts it to an earlier position, where the scribe apparently felt it to be more appropriate. The second, in-text, section title in fact marks the true beginning of the instructions for the ritual process, describing how the dream oracle is to be carried out from its beginning, starting with the purification of the practitioner’s bed. The formula which precedes this is interspersed with parenthetical ritual precisions, the last of which is written after the end of the formula, where the marginal title has been added. Thus, the in-text title in the column marks a structural shift from formula to ritual instructions, but the added marginal title indicates where the formula, with its parenthetical comments, ends, and only ritual instructions follow. This complex structure is of a type called by Jacco Dieleman an “integrated recipe,” in which instructions and formulae alternate in a way which can easily become confusing.19 It is this confusion which seems to have prompted the copyist to add the marginal section title. This annotation, and the similar ones that follow, are not simply mechanical additions, but rather imply that the copyist was set on understanding, and thus perhaps performing, the ritual contained in this complex text.


19 Dieleman 2011, 111–116.
 

Further down the same column, to the left of ll. 73–76, the main scribe has added a drawing of a symbol, referred to in-text as “this character” (τὸ[ν] χαρακτῆρ̣α τοῦτον, ll. 73–74) (Figure 3.1b). While this is technically in the margin, I do not consider it a marginal note; rather, the margin is simply used as a space in which to draw the character – elsewhere in the papyrus, images are inserted at the end of columns (e.g., in column iv), or in the blank spaces left between lines of text (between ll. 214 and 222 in column v).

A “ghost annotation” is found left of column ii, at ll. 91–92; Preisendanz noted various possible restorations, but the discovery that PGM VI was the first column of PGM II has allowed the problem to be resolved;20 in fact, ll. 45–46 in column I extend significantly to the right, so that their ends are visible on the part of the roll preserved as PGM II.


20 Preisendanz 1928, 23 note to l. 45; for the joining of PGM II + VI, Chronopoulou 2017.


The next real note, another added section title, appears as the first of three annotations to column iii, left of ll. 112–114 (Figure 3.1c):

	ἄλλωϲ | ποί|ηϲιϲ 	alternative procedure


Again, this added section title repeats a title which appears in the text itself (l. 111), marking a variant on the ritual procedure presented earlier. Here, the position of the note does not shift the section change to a different point, but simply serves to make it more visible.

The next marginal note of column 3 is to be found left of ll. 128–130:

	α̅ | κλῆ|ϲιϲ 	“first invocation”


This note is another added section title, and like the first annotation, it coincides with a point at which a forked paragraphos marks a section division. As already noted, the complex structure of the ritual is not entirely clear, so that it is difficult to be certain how to interpret this title. The initial letter was read by Preisendanz as a delta, which would give “fourth” rather than “first” invocation, but the letter form seems to be an angular alpha, lacking the flat base the scribe uses for delta. The invocation indicated by this title is to be spoken at dawn, whereas the encounter with the deity seems to take place at night, during sleep, so it is possible that this is, in fact, the first invocation to be spoken, as part of the systasis or ritual of conjunction which creates the initial connection between practitioner and deity.21 In this case, the note would serve to clarify this – it is, after all, unexpected that the first invocation would appear so late in the overall structure of the text, perhaps as a result of a complex history of compilation; this section could be understood as part of the “alternative procedure” marked by the previous annotation.


21 Dosoo 2014, 276–282, 381–384; García Molinos 2020.
 

On the right side of the column, at l. 127 (Figure 3.1d), is a small sign. Merkelbach and Totti understood this as the sign of Taurus, although this constellation is not mentioned here,22 and the zodiacal signs do not seem to be attested before the ninth century CE – in papyri the sign’s name (ταῦροϲ) is rather written in its full or abbreviated Greek form.23 It might be understood as a diple (>) followed by an antisigma (ͻ), used in some papyri as a critical sign indicating a point at which a textual revision is to be introduced;24 its function would therefore be as a sign of attention pointing to the added section title (for the “first invocation”) on the left.


22 Merkelbach and Totti 1990, 61.
 


23 Neugebauer 1943, 123–125, pl. 2–3; Neugebauer and van Hoesen 1959, 1.
 


24 McNamee 1992, 30–31, n. 30; cf. the combination in P. Oxy. 18.2174 fr. 16 col. i 8–16.


The last marginal note is also in column three, to the left of ll. 135–141 (Figure 3.1e):

	τοῦ | ἡλί|ου ἀ|νατέλ|λον|τοϲ | λέγε 	"say as the sun is rising"


Again, this note is found to the left of a section marked with a forked paragraphos, accompanying an invocation entitled a χαιρ(ετιϲμόϲ) (“greeting formula”), which greets the sun. The instructions to speak the formula as the sun is rising is thus appropriate, but it is not immediately obvious how to classify this note. It might be understood as a supplement (added ritual instructions), but since the previous formula was also to be spoken at dawn, and this one follows it immediately, the instructions to speak it at sunrise might be understood as already implicit, in which case this note, like the previous ones, could instead be understood as an added section title, that is, highlighting the formula to be spoken at dawn for easy reference. My preference is for the latter, which would follow the normal practice of the scribe in adding marginal notes.

GEMF 30 is a richly annotated papyrus, containing at least five annotations in as many columns. I have suggested that all of these can be understood as added section titles or marks of attention pointing to section titles. These serve to make the complex ritual contained in the manuscript easier to navigate, highlighting changes of content. Most of these are already signaled in the main text column – either with integrated titles or paragraphoi, but the marginal titles are much more visible at a brief glance. It is possible that the scribe who initially copied the manuscript added these “pullout titles” in order to help a different individual, the intended user, but they are somewhat idiosyncratic – there are points in the text where there is a paragraphos without an accompanying marginal section title, and the added titles do not consistently reproduce the in-text titles. My impression, therefore, is that these are rather working notes by a copyist who intended to use the manuscript and therefore annotated it to facilitate this use.

[image: A photo of a segment shows papyrus with written text in five columns.]Figure 3.2 GEMF 31/PGM I 246–250.Source: © Staatliche Museen zu Berlin – Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung, Scan: Berliner Papyrusdatenbank, P 5025 B R.



GEMF 31/PGM I

GEMF 31 (Figure 3.2) is a papyrus roll 80 cm wide and 34 cm high, written in five columns on the recto, containing seven recipes, primarily for acquiring assistant spirits (paredroi), divination, and improving one’s memory. The hand and general format are similar, but not identical, to that of GEMF 30, although the palaeo-graphic analysis of the editors of GEMF suggests a slightly later date, albeit still in the third century.25


25 Nodar in Faraone and Torallas Tovar 2022a, 382.
 

A marginal note is found in the fourth column, to the right of l. 249, part of a recipe for invisibility (ll. 232–247; Figure 3.2).26 The note reads as follows:


26 Phillips 2009, 97–109.
 

	τὸ ῥόδον λέγει 	“he means the rose”


The editors of GEMF suggest that this text may be written in a different hand from the main text; the letterforms are broadly similar, while displaying some slight differences – for example, I have not found the initial τορ ligature elsewhere in the manuscript. Nonetheless, the overall impression is that, as the editors suggest, the text was written by the main scribe at a second moment of writing.27 The line to which the note refers reads as follows:


27 Nodar in Faraone and Torallas Tovar 2022a, 382.



τρί|ψαϲ ϲὺν ἐλαίῳ ϲουϲίνῳ καὶ βοτάνην ἀγλαοφωτίδοϲ τρί̈ |βων . .. grind (it) with oil of lily and the aglaophōtis-plant, as you grind . . .


The note thus serves as a gloss, explaining one of the terms within the main column. As Richard Phillips discusses in his edition of this text, the gloss likely refers to the ἀγλαωφῶτιϲ rather than the lily (ϲούϲινοϲ).28 The structure of the note follows a common pattern found in literary glosses, specifically in its use of λέγει “he means,”29 which, as Phillips points out, is also often used in the text of the magical papyri (in particular GEMF 15/PGM XII and 60/XIII)30 to offer alternative names for ingredients, perhaps implying the integration of earlier marginal glosses into the main text.31


28 Phillips 2009, 101–102.
 


29 McNamee 2007, 60, 158, no. 78, 317 Pae. 9.35, 318 note c, 501 n. to 5.3.9.
 


30 Phillips 2009, 103.
 


31 For such phenomena, Brinkmann 1902 (1991); Daniel 1991, xv, xviii-xix, xxi-xxii, xxvi; cf. Wildberg 2013 for a similar hypothesis in the case of the Corpus Hermeticum.
 

While the purpose of glosses is to clarify, this one seems to introduce a mistake; the clearest description of the ἀγλαωφῶτιϲ (“brightly-shining”) plant, found in Dioscorides’ De Materia Medica, equates it with the παιωνία, the peony (Paeonia sp.), rather than the rose (Rosa sp.).32 Mistakes in marginal notes are found in literary papyri,33 so it is possible that we are dealing with a simple error here, but there may be another solution. Ἀγλαωφῶτιϲ is a rare word in Greek; the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae lists 12 attestations in 8 works, including the magical papyrus discussed here, and it does not appear in documentary papyri at all, nor, interestingly, does παιωνία or other synonyms (γλυκυϲίδη, ϲεληνόγονον).34 It thus seems that peonies were not well known or readily available in Egypt;35 the rose, by contrast, was grown in Egypt by the third century bce.36 Interestingly, (Pseudo-)Thessalos, in his De virtutibus herbarum prescribes the use of the juice of the ἀγλαωφῶτιϲ together with that of the rose as a topical treatment for tertian and quartan fever, attesting to an association between the plants.37 The visual similarity of peonies and roses may have led the annotator (or the source) to confuse or conflate the two, or understand the rose as an acceptable substitute for peony. The rareness of peonies in Egypt raises questions about the geographic origins of this text, and others prescribing the use of peonies, which cannot be fully answered here. It is possible that such texts were composed in Lower Egypt, perhaps Alexandria, where imported flowers might have been more readily accessible, or even outside Egypt. The appearance of this surprising gloss in this manuscript could thus be understood as another index of its Upper Egyptian provenance, relatively distant from the Mediterranean.


32 Dioscorides, De Materia Medica 3.140; Phillips 2009, 102–103. Cf. Lincoln in Ch. 10.
 


33 McNamee 2007, 28–29.
 


34 Search in the database papyri.info on 24/5/2022.
 


35 Paeonia species remains are not among the plant remains found in Egypt listed in de Vartavan and Asensi Amorós 1997. I thank Valérie Schram for her help in verifying this information.
 


36 De Vartavan and Asensi Amorós 1997, 225; Keimer 1945.
 


37 Thessalos, De virtutibus herbarum 2.2.2 (Friedrich 1968, 207.5–8).


[image: A photo of a segment shows papyrus with written text in five columns.]Figure 3.3 GEMF 57/PGM IV 1–4.Source: © Bibliothèque Nationale de France, Paris. Suppl. Gr. 574.



GEMF 57/PGM IV

GEMF 57 (Figure 3.3), the “Great Magical Papyrus of Paris,” is the largest surviving Greek magical manuscript from antiquity, a collection of over 50 texts contained in a single quire papyrus codex of 72 pages dating to the fourth century. As Lynn Lidonnici has argued, the manuscript likely represents a planned copy made from a number of pre-existing exemplars whose structure is reflected in the blocks of similar content which run throughout.38 Nonetheless, one text might qualify as a later added note.


38 LiDonnici 2003.
 

The first folio of the manuscript seems to have originally been left blank to serve as a protective cover, apparently the normal practice for the codices of the Theban Magical Library.39 On the upper part of p. 2, the inner part of this folio, four lines have been added, a short formula consisting primarily of voces magicae without any clear connection to the rituals on the facing page (Figure 3.3); while the hand of these is similar to that of the rest of the codex, it displays certain distinct letterforms, suggesting that it was written at a different moment.40


39 Dosoo and Torallas Tovar 2022b, 92–96.
 


40 Cf. LiDonnici 2003, 152.
 


ϲαφφαιορ βαελκοτα · κικα · τουταρα · εκεννκ λιξ· ὁ μεγαδαίμων καὶ ὁ ἀπαραίτητοϲ [.?] ιψενταχουχεωχ ·41


41 In Preisendanz 1928, vol. 1, 66, the text is printed as Coptic, but there are no Coptic characters or recognizable Coptic vocabulary.




Saphphaior Baelkota Kika Toutara Ekennk Lix the great daimon and the inexorable one . .. Ipsentakhoukeōkh


This could be classified as an addition, specifically an added formula, or else a supplement, if it was intended to go with a particular ritual already copied into the manuscript. One possible solution would be to understand it as a supplement to PGM IV 3007–3086, an exorcistic ritual attributed to an author named Pibekhis. Line 3029 of the manuscript refers to the ιψεντανχω λόγοϲ (“Ipsentankhō formula”) which is to be recited, but which is not provided in the text itself. The formula here, ending with the similar ιψενταχουχεωχ, with the first part underlined, might be understood to provide this formula; the angel called upon to appear in Pibekhis’ ritual is likewise described as “implacable” (ἀπαραίτητοϲ, l. 3025). If this is the case, the formula has a slightly unusual name – formulae (λόγοι) are usually referred to by their incipit, or first word, rather than their last.42 We may also note that the scribe does not provide the other formulae referred to elsewhere in the same text (ακραμμ λόγοϲ, l. 3030; βαφρενεμουν λόγοϲ, l. 3072), although both of these formulae do appear elsewhere in the manuscript, perhaps rendering a note unnecessary.43 If this text is to be understood as a supplement, there is no clear physical relationship between it, on p. 2 (folio 1 recto), and the text which it supplements on p. 65 (folio 33 recto), and no symbol to direct the reader. Rather, the writer of the note would have to be aware of the connection between the texts, perhaps implying that they were also the user of the manuscript, who would have a deep enough knowledge of the contents to find the required formulae even without any kind of index. This conclusion must be proposed tentatively, however; the complexity of the recipes of GEMF 57, and the fact that an apparently pre-existing exemplar was copied by a single scribe with few interventions has suggested to other scholars that it was a work intended to be read for edification rather than practical use.44


42 For the ιψεντανχω logos cf. SM II 42 A l. 19, 45 l. 42, with the commentary ad. loc.
 


43 A formula which likely corresponds to the ακραμμ λόγοϲ is at ll. 982–983; the βαφρενεμουν λόγοϲ is found at ll. 398–399, 408–414.
 


44 Lidonnici 2003; Faraone 2022.




GEMF 58/PGM V

Like GEMF 57, GEMF 58 (Figure 3.4) is single quire codex, originally 16 pages, with a blank first folio lost; each page is 28.4cm high and 12.3cm wide. The manuscript, which can be dated to the fourth century, contains 10 recipes, primarily for divination, including the detection of thieves, but also one recipe for subduing demons, and a binding curse.

[image: A photo of two segments of papyrus with written text and some texts in the upper right margin of the first segment is damaged.]Figure 3.4 GEMF 58/PGM V a) ll. Supra 1, 1–3, b) ll. 12–16.Source: © British Library Board: Papyrus 46 (1).

The first annotation occurs on the first surviving page, the original third page (Figure 3.4a). In the damaged upper margin, we read a sequence of voces magicae, apparently in the main hand, but in smaller script:


]̣ε̣φιαζαλεα̣ρ̣β̣α̣[


The motivations for this note are complex; lines 13–16 below contain a sequence of voces magicae used as part of a divination procedure for summoning the god Sarapis. Two supralinear additions are given, above ll. 14 and 16, apparently variations on the same sequence (Figure 3.4b):


Above l. 14: ακραβαεωεφιαζαλεαρβαμενοθιηω ϲαμαϲ φρητι

Above l. 16: ακραβαεωεφιαζαρεαρβαμενοθιηω ναμιϲ φρητι


These are corrections to the sequence in l. 14–15, which reads;


οδαφαρ · υακιαβωθ· εφια· ζελεαρθαρ · μεθομηω ϟ λαμαρμερα


It seems that the scribe considered the sequence to be mistaken from the second word to the sign resembling a modern koppa, which would mark the point at which ϲαμαϲ/ναμιϲ φρητι is omitted. Nonetheless, these two attempts at correction did not, apparently, reproduce the intended text correctly, prompting a third correction as a supralinear addition. This is signaled in the text by the abbreviation αλλ αν (ἄλλ(ωϲ) ἄν(ω) “another above”), written twice above l. 13, pointing the reader to the addition; the second time it is crossed out as superfluous.

[image: A photo of three segments of papyrus with written text and some texts in the upper right and left margins of the second segment is damaged.]Figure 3.5 GEMF 58/PGM V a) ll. 96–98, b) ll. Supra 151, 151, c) ll. 159–161.Source: © British Library Board: Papyrus 46 (2), (3).

The second marginal note occurs on p. 3 (originally p. 5), to the right of ll. 96–98 (Figure 3.5a). Although it is probably written in the main hand, the script is once again smaller and more cursive.

The note has been read as follows:




	Goodwin:
	(no reading)



	
	l. χρηματιϲμὸϲ Θεοῦ, παραδοῦναι κλέπτην “oracle of god, to hand over a thief”45



	Kenyon:
	☧ | θ | μιϲγα κλ (no interpretation offered)46



	Preisendanz:
	☧ | ̅ πι | κλ



	
	l. χρήϲιμον ὄνομα πιάϲαι τὸν κλέπτην
“useful name for catching the thief”47





Both Goodwin and Preisendanz assume that the note refers to the preceding text (ll. 70–95), which offers a ritual for identifying a thief, but in this case its placement – at the end, and next to a different recipe, would be unexpected. It is in fact placed next to the title of the famous Stela of Ieou the Painter (ll. 96–172).


45 Goodwin 1852, 39.



46 Kenyon 1893, 68.



47 Preisendanz, 1928, vol. 1, 184, n. l. 86.


I propose the following reading:


☧ |  ̅ | μεγα | κλ

l. χρηϲτή· ὀνόματοϲ μεγάλου κλῆϲιϲ

“good: invocation of the great name”


The reading of the initial sign – the chi-rho – is quite certain, and this is most readily understood as an assessment, specifically a commendation; the sign is familiar from the annotation of literary papyri.48 The following sign is, as Preisendanz recognized, a familiar abbreviation for ὄνομα (“name”) and its declined forms, consisting of a square box with a supralinear stroke ( ̅ ). The third word is best understood as an abbreviation for a form of μέγαϲ, while of the various words beginning with κλ- in the magical papyri, κλῆϲιϲ seems most appropriate (cf. the marginal notes of GEMF 30 above). The phrase “great name” (ὄνομα μέγα) occurs several times in the corpus of magical papyri,49 while the description would be apt; the following text is an invocation of a powerful deity, specifically mentioning his “true name” (τὸ ὄνομα τὸ ἀληθινον, l. 115), Istrael.


48 McNamee 2007, 19–21.
 


49 For other references to the ὄνομα μέγα, e.g., GEMF 15.13, 14–15/PGM XII 153, 154–155; 55/III 274; 60/XIII 183, 520, 534, 549.
 

This note thus serves as a combined assessment/commendation and added title, with the two separate functions indicated by the different treatment of the two parts – the commendation written with a large, standard abbreviation, and the title in a smaller and more idiosyncratic series of abbreviations.

The most complex marginal note in GEMF 58 is found in the upper margin of p. 5 (original p. 7, above l. 151), a second note to the Stela of Ieou the Painter (Figure 3.5b). I propose the following reading, drawing on but modifying that of Preisendanz:50


50 Preisendanz 1928, vol. 1, 187, n.l. 160; Preisendanz proposes to read αιη αιω̣ι η[υ]ιαη αηι ωωη αιηουευω [ca. 12] ιωη οαυ αεη υωυω· γί(νεται) γρ(άμματα) μθ̅ ψῆφ(οϲ) θϙθ. ̣ [Ἐϲτὶ δὲ ταὐ]τὸ ἐν τῇ ἀναζωπυρήϲει τοῦ κανθάρου, γρ(άμματα) μθ. ζήτει οὗ κ(εῖται) ἔτυμ[ον τὸ ὄ]ν[ομα].



αιηαιω̣ιη̣[υ]ιαηαηιωωηαιηουευω[ca. 8]

⸕̣ ιωηοαυαεηυωυω μθ̅ ψηφ/ /θϙθ̣ [ca. 6]

[ca. 3]το εν τη αναζωπυρηϲει του κανθαρου  μθ ζητ ουϗ γ̣̅του μ̣[.] . . .

l. αιηαιω̣ιη̣[υ]ιαηαηιωωηαιηουευω[ca. 8]ιωηοαυαεηυωυω· γίνεται γράμματα μ̅θ̅ ψῆφοϲ θϙ̣θ. [Ἐϲτὶ δὲ ταὐ]τὸ ἐν τῇ ἀναζωπυρήϲει τοῦ κανθάρου. Γράμματα μ̅θ̅. ζήτει οὐκέτι. γ̣̅ τοῦ μ̣[η]ν̣ό̣ς̣

aiēaiōiēuiaēaēiōōēaiēoueuō[ . .. ]iōēoauaeēuōuō. Total: 49 letters, sum: 9,999. [It is] the same (name) in the revivification of the scarab. 49 letters. It does not require anything else. Three times a month.


Within the context of this page, the function is relatively simple. It provides a name mentioned but not provided in the text (at l. 160) to be copied onto a piece of papyrus and placed on the forehead while reciting the ritual. As is often the case in magical texts, the complexity of the name has led an earlier copyist, at some point in its textual history, to add a note on the number of letters and their total, both to highlight their significance, and to allow its correct copying to be verified. From this perspective, the note thus serves as a supplementary formula. At l. 160, where the name is referred to, the scribe has added a second marginal note to the right:

	⸔αν 	(ἄνω) 	“above”


The symbol to the left is an ancora, a lexical sign which functions like a modern asterisk or footnote, linking the line to the text above, where the ancora was probably repeated in the damaged side margins; the symbol is well known from literary papyri, where it serves this same function.51 Note that here the tail of the ancora points in the direction of the reference, following normal usage.


51 McNamee 2007, 11–13.
 

The second part of the note is more complex. There is no scarab mentioned in the text of the Stela of Ieou. One is mentioned in a later recipe, called the Ring of Hermes (Ἑρμοῦ δακτύλιοϲ, ll. 202–292); this is a representation of a scarab to be carved on an emerald and worn on a ring to reveal secret knowledge. This scarab is empowered during a ritual which involves putting it in unguent while speaking a formula. The annotator might have wanted to indicate that this formula was a useful supplement to the other ritual. Yet there is no clear place in the instructions for the name to be used, and it is not clear why the process would be referred to as re-vivification (ἀναζωπυρέω), a word which only appears in two other places in the published magical corpus.52 It seems probable, as Richard Wünsch already recognized,53 that this refers in fact to the ritual contained in a different manuscript, GEMF 57, the “Great Magical Papyrus of Paris,” one of the two locations in which ἀναζωπυρέω appears. Within the long and famous ritual for mystical ascent known as the Mithras Liturgy, a scarab is killed and placed in rose oil to produce an ointment to be used in the ritual. Later in the text, it is referred to as the “great mystery of the scarab revivified through the 25 living birds” (τὸ μέγα μυϲτήριον τοῦ κανθάρου τοῦ ἀναζωπυρηθέντοϲ διὰ τῶν κ̅ ε̅ ζῴων ὀρνέων, ll. 795–797); the ritual itself is said to be carried out three times a year (later modified to once a month). The formula to be spoken to the scarab while it is in the oil includes a sequence of vowels shorter than, but reminiscent of, that in the annotation discussed here: ιε ια η εη ου εια (l. 765).54 These coincidences strongly suggest a connection, but its nature is less certain; does the annotator here mean that the name associated with the Stela of Ieou doubled as a fuller version of the name to be used in the Mithras Liturgy, and that it should in fact be used three times a month instead of three times a year? If so, this would again require the user to be thoroughly familiar with both documents, knowing where to look in each codex in order to carry out the ritual. A second possibility is that the name is given here only to be used in the Stela of Ieou, and the copyist simply notes the fact that it is the same as that used in the Mithras Liturgy three times a month; this note would then indicate a faulty memory, since the name and the frequency of use are both similar, but not the same. A third possibility is that the owner had a second copy of the Mithras Liturgy in which these details corresponded more closely to the versions in GEMF 58. Whatever the case, the note serves as a supplement – an added formula – but while the first part also serves to provide added instructions, the second provides a comment. This cryptic annotation proves to be surprisingly important: it strongly supports the idea that both GEMF 57 and 58 belonged to a single archive (the Theban Magical Library), whose owner not only possessed, but also used, both of them.


52 The third instance is in GEMF 60/PGM XIII 739, in which a seven-letter name is said to “revivify” (ἀναζωπυροῦν) all the practitioner’s books, perhaps referring to the name’s capacity to empower the various rituals listed thereafter. In GEMF 15 vo col. xiii 6–8/PGM XII 367–369, we find a reference to ritual to “vivifying” (ζωπυρεῖται) figurines, carvings, and statues – this cognate term may imply that it could be possible to use ἀναζωπυρέω to refer to giving power to a carved scarab, but the initial ἀνα- would seem to imply that the scarab was previously alive.
 


53 Preisendanz 1928, vol. 1, 187, n.l. 160
 


54 Cf. also ϊεεοο ϊαϊ in l. 788.


The next note is also found on p. 5 (original p. 7), to the left of l. 173, below a forked paragraphos dividing the Stela of Ieou from the following recipe for finding thieves invoking Hermes (Figure 3.6a). The scribe has added in the margin:

	αλ 	(ἄλλη) 	“another”


The function of the recipe is not the same as the previous one, as we might expect from the normal use of the phrase “another” in magical texts.” “Another”

[image: A photo of three segments of papyrus with written text and some texts.]Figure 3.6 GEMF 58/PGM V a) ll. 172–173, b) ll. Supra 333, c) l. 356.Source: © British Library Board: Papyrus 46 (3), (5).

[image: A photo of a segment of papyrus with a drawn circular shape and written text]Figure 3.7 GEMF 58/PGM V 356.Source: © British Library Board: Papyrus 46 (5).

here may rather refer to the invocation (κλῆϲιϲ) rather than the function of the ritual. The annotator may have wanted to make it clear that a new recipe began here; although the beginning of the recipe is marked with a paragraphos, paragraphoi may also mark new sections rather than new recipes.55 Interestingly, the same addition (αλ) actually appears in the main column of text itself, immediately before the title (l. 159, perhaps added subsequently to the initial writing; Figure 3.5c), but this would have been less visible than the title added in the margin.


55 E.g., at ll. 64, 89, 122, 126, 148, 159, 236 (all without diple), 301 (with diple).


The next marginal note of GEMF 58 is found on p. 10 (original p. 12). Above the column (above l. 333) we read a sequence of voces magicae preceded by another ancora (Figure 3.6b):


⸕ϊαεω βαφρενε[μ]ουν οθιλαρικριφιαε̣[υ] εαϊ φιρκιραλιθο νυομενερφαβωεαϊ κ̣[οινά]


This belongs to a curse ritual contained in ll. 304–369, which aims to prevent a man or woman from marrying (Figure 3.7). The ritual involves wrapping an iron ring in a sheet of papyrus and burying it in a grave; before this is done, the outline of the ring is traced on the sheet, and various voces magicae written within and around the shape. One of the groups of voces is a sequence to be drawn within the outline of the ring; it is present in the drawing at the bottom of the page, but not given in the running text. Its circular writing might make it difficult to read, and the copying is imperfect – a nu is corrected to alpha-iota at the end, just before the word κοινά, “(the) usual,” indicating the point at which the name of the victim or a specific request is to be added. The note in the upper margin thus replicates this text, making it easier to copy. The addition of this correction – best classified as a clarification – is indicated by two further marginal notes. To the right of l. 355, where “the full 59 (letters)” (τὸν ν̅θ̅ ὅλον)56 of the name are mentioned in the main text, the scribe has added the note (Figure 3.6c):


56 That is, 59 letters when the last letters are read as αι rather than ν, and the word κοινά, “(add the) usual,” is excluded.


[image: A photo of two segments of papyrus with written text and some text in the corners is damaged.]Figure 3.8 GEMF 58/PGM V a) ll. 421–423, b) ll. 458–459.Source: © British Library Board: Papyrus 46.

	αν 	(ἄνω) 	“above”


At the left of this same line, the scribe has added an ancora (⸕).

The next marginal note is found in the left margin of p. 12 (original p. 14), left of ll. 422–423 (Figure 3.8a):

	☧ |  	l. χρηϲτόν· ὂνομα 	“good: name”


Like the note on p. 3, this would seem to be another assessment, giving a commendation of the magical name contained within the text, a divination procedure invoking Hermes. The note might refer to the name beginning Υεϲεννιγαδων, which begins at l. 424. Marking it as particularly good may have been a way for the annotator to readily find and use it in other rituals.

The final marginal note of GEMF 58 is found on p. 13 (originally p. 15), to the left of l. 459 (Figure 3.8b), immediately after a paragraphos separating the recipe of ll. 440–458 from that of ll. 459–489. The former of these is a divination procedure labelled simply “another” (ἄλλη, l. 440). The note, an added title for the second recipe, reads:

	αλ 	l. ἄλλη 	“another”


The recipe itself is not another divination procedure, however, but rather an invocation which the final lines tell us can be used for many different purposes – to unbind fetters, make invisible, send dreams, or give favor. “Another” thus likely refers again to the invocation, added, as at l. 160, to clearly indicate the beginning of a new recipe began here.

With seven marginal notes, GEMF 58 is one of the most highly annotated surviving formularies. These notes are quite varied in function, making recurrent use of certain signs (⸕, ☧,  ̅ ) and abbreviations (αλ, αν), which would have been transparent to most readers. At the same time, these notes raise important questions. In a few cases, the notes are so complex – even apparently referring to other manuscripts from the same archive – that it is difficult to believe that anyone except the person who wrote the annotations could have used them with ease. Likewise, the supplementation with formulae not present in the body of the text (in particular above l. 333) raises questions about the nature of the material being copied: was the formula present in the text, but omitted in the original copying process and added later, or was the text being composed or edited together as the scribe wrote, so that the supplementary formula had to be added from a different source than the main text? In either case, this implies the copyist was doing more than simply reproducing a pre-existing exemplar, but rather engaging with it – choosing to exclude, move, or add content. Such an engaged practitioner is also implied by the note linking GEMF 58 to GEMF 57, which suggests that they were both used together.



GEMF 60/PGM XIII

GEMF 60 is a large codex, 27cm high by 16cm wide, 32 pages long, which can be dated to the fourth century.57 The manuscript is largely written in the same hand as the alchemical codices, P.Leid. I 397 and P.Holm. + GEMF 59/PGM Va, although from l. 937 (on p. 21) a second hand takes over. Both hands, it seems, have extensively annotated the manuscript. The text consists of three long magical treatises attributed to Moses, the first two of which represent variant recensions of a work called his Eighth Book.58


57 Images of the full manuscript may be consulted online at www.rmo.nl/en/collection/search-collection/?term=&department=&object=&period=&material=&place=&inventory=ams+76 (accessed 23/3/2023).
 


58 For the structure of the manuscript, Klutz 2011.


The first possible marginal addition is found on p. 1, above and slightly to the left of the very first line:

	Θεόϲ | Θεοί 	“god, gods”


This is written in the first hand, also responsible for the main text here. Morton Smith, in a note to the Betz translation of the magical papyri, suggests that this reproduces the writing of Θεοί at the beginning of official inscriptions in the Athenian sphere of influence, proposing that the addition of the singular “god” implies that “the magician has access to a higher power, and to conform to the fashion which, by the time this text was copied (under Constantine’s successors), favored monotheism.”59 Yet there are examples of the singular form from as early as the fourth century bce,60 and an exact parallel from Delphi in the 120s CE provides an example of “god, gods” well before the time of Constantine.61 The meaning of the phrase is not entirely clear, but it seems to serve as an invocation of the divine powers at the beginning of a text,62 perhaps somewhat like the later Christian use of the cross.63 I am unsure whether this should be considered as a marginal note or part of the original writing; the text proper begins in the following line with its own title (βίβλοϲ ἱερά, “holy book”) with an upper margin of a size typical for the copyist, suggesting the former. This putative addition should probably be considered as a unique instance of a category not otherwise encountered in these manuscripts, either cosmetic or religious in intention, mimicking an official inscription.


59 Betz 1992, 172 n. 1.
 


60 Larfeld 1907, 436–437.
 


61 Colin 1930, 131–132 n. 83.
 


62 Wagman 2015, 70–71.
 


63 Choat 2006, 116–118.


On p. 4, in the margin above l. 130, is found the most complex note in the manuscript, written largely in the second hand:


(m1) {πρ}

(m2) πρῶτον ἐφάνη Φῶϲ Αὐγή δ‹ι›’ ἥϲ ἔϲτηϲε τὰ πάντα ἐγένετο δὲ θεὸϲ κάτ‹ω› οὗτοι γὰρ εἰϲί οὕτωϲ εἶχε τὸ αντιγραφ(ον)

{Fi} “First appeared Light-Radiance, through whom all things were established, and became a god (below); for these are . . .” The original had it like this.


The note consists of three parts; the first is the first line, containing the first two letters of πρῶτον, subsequently abandoned; this seems to be written in the first hand rather than the second. The second part consists of a citation of part of the text that follows, the story of the creation of the deity “Light-Radiance” (Φῶϲ Αὐγή). This is then followed by the statement that the citation was found in the original (ἀντίγραφον) from which the copy was made. The note here seems to be a correction of or comment on ll. 163–166 (cf. ll. 473–477):


ἐγεννήθηϲαν θεοὶ ζ̅ οἵτινεϲ τὸν κόϲμον περιέχουϲιν | ἄν‹ω› οὗτοι γάρ εἰϲιν οἱ προφανέντεϲ κακχάϲαντοϲ πρῶ|τον {πρῶτον} αὐτοῦ ἐφάνη Φῶϲ‧ Αὐγή κ(αὶ) διηύγαϲεν τὰ πάντ̅ (α) | ἐγένετο δὲ θεὸϲ ἐπὶ τοῦ κόϲμου κ(αὶ) τοῦ πυρόϲ‧

“7 gods were produced, they who encompass the world – above – for these are the ones who appeared first. When he (the god) laughed for the first time, Light-Radiance appeared and shone through all things, and became god over the world and fire.”


The relationship between these two versions is complex; it seems we are dealing with a marginal note from the antigraph, which has been retained in the present copy. Before the words οὗτοι γὰρ εἰϲί (“for these are”) in each copy is found a reference to the other version; the version in the upper margin refers to the version below (κάτω), and the version in the main block refers to the version above (ἄνω). Yet the reference in the main column is copied by the first hand as part of the continuous text, not as a marginal note, whereas the version in the upper margin was added later by a second hand. As Brinkmann already recognized,64 the solution lies in the last part of the note, which tells us that the note is copied from “the original.” The “above” copied into the main text would likely have been a marginal note in the original – a habit common, as we have seen, in GEMF 58. The original would therefore have likely contained the same marginal note above the column, perhaps ending at εἰϲί. A similar phenomenon occurs at l. 179, where the same words (εἶχε τὸ ἀντιγραφ(ον)) mark the insertion of a marginal note into the main column of text.65


64 Brinkmann 1902 (1991), 92–93.
 


65 Brinkmann 1902 (1991), 92; Preisendanz 1931, vol. 2, 96, n.l. 179.
 

The copying of a note from the antigraph into the margin rather than incorporating it into the text may seem surprising, but it was quite common in literary and legal texts.66 The fact that it is copied in a different hand poses a problem, but not an insuperable one. It seems that the original hand began writing the note, so perhaps we should imagine the two copyists as working more or less simultaneously. The first scribe finished copying the main column, and began to copy the marginal note, but deciding not to complete it, passed it to the second scribe, who copied the entire note, perhaps while the first scribe moved on to copy another page.


66 See n. 6 above.


The function of the note is complex, and this may explain why it was not incorporated into the main text. There are two main divergences in the two versions. The first is in the description of Light-Radiance’s activity – was it through this being that all things were established (δ‹ι›’ ἥϲ ἔϲτηϲε) or illuminated (διηύγαϲεν)? Some support for the primacy of the former reading is provided in the parallel version in l. 476, which says that Light-Radiance “separated” (διέϲτηϲεν) all things, but it is likely that the three versions grew out of an attempt to rationalize a copying error (probably tau for gamma, or vice versa). More significant is the fact that this description of Light-Radiance precedes the statement that the seven gods appeared first in the marginal version but follows it in the main column. The parallel version in ll. 473–477 maintains the order of the version in the main column: full description of 7 gods > description of Light-Radiance, versus the order implied in the marginal note: creation of 7 gods > description of Light-Radiance > statement that 7 gods appeared first. This latter structure would make less sense – the seven gods are introduced one after another, beginning with Light-Radiance, so that introducing only Light-Radiance before stating generally that the seven gods came into existence would lead to a confused structure; perhaps it was for this reason that the note was retained in the margin rather being incorporated into the main text.

The next marginal note (l. 150, p. 4) is one of a series of corrections in the main hand, marked to the left margin by a diple followed by a mid-point. The correction reads as follows:


αθι >·


The correction refers specifically to the magical name which begins βιαθι-, written towards the end of the line; the theta is corrected from another letter (it is difficult to be sure which). The correction thus serves as a clarification, confirming that theta is the correct reading.

The next marginal note occurs above l. 214, at the top of p. 6; it seems to be written in the main hand:


τῆϲ θεο·ϲοφίαϲ ἀνεύρετον πόηϲον τὴν βί‹β›λον “. .. the divine wisdom, make the book unfindable”


The text is a correction, specifically an insertion, with the point of insertion marked to the left of l. 234 by a kind of diple. A second sign, resembling an Arabic numeral “3”, is inserted at the exact point:


πληϲθεὶϲ τῆϲ θεοϲοφίαϲ  “when you have been filled with the divine wisdom . . .”


The text in the body thus omits the important instructions for what to do; presumably here we are simply dealing with an instance of miscopying which required correction.

The next note is a similar insertion in the lower margin of p. 8 (below l. 344):


 ἄκουε μοχλέ εἰϲ δύο γενοῦ κλει\δ/ών διὰ τὸν67 | αϊααϊνρυχαθ· ἀνάβαλε γῆ


67 Preisendanz 1931, vol. 2, 104, l. 331, restores τ(ὸ) ὄν(ομα), but this seems unnecessary.



[image: A photo of three segments of papyrus with written text shows the middle segment having more columns.]Figure 3.9 GEMF 60/PGM XIII a) ll. Super 345, 345–346, b) ll. 390–391, sub 391, c) ll. 876, 860–862 (sub 876).Source: ©Rijksmuseum van Oudheden. Leiden. I 395 = AMS 76.

The text is to be inserted into l. 331, as marked by a similar diple. The point of insertion is signaled by the use of catchwords in the marginal note:


ἄκουε μοχλέ (text to be inserted here) ἀνάβα‹λ›ε γῆ


The full passage, part of a formula to open locks, can be translated as follows: “Listen, lock; break in two, bolt – by Aiaainrukhath – cast up, earth!”

The next marginal note, also in the main hand, appears in the upper margin of p. 9, above l. 345 (Figure 3.9a):


ϊτα Κυνὸϲ ἄϲτρου ἀνατολήν ϊτα τὴν τῆϲ ϲώθοϲ (l. εἶτα (twice), ϲώθεωϲ)


Once again, we are dealing with an insertion, and although the insertion point is not marked in the text with a diple in this instance, the copyist again uses catchwords (even if the repetition of ϊτα makes this less clear); it is found in l. 390 (Figure 3.9b):

	ϊτα (text to be inserted here) τὴν τῆϲ ϲώθεωϲ ἐπιτολήν 	(l. εἶτα)


The full passage thus reads: “. .. then after the rising of the Dog Star, then the appearance of Sothis,” describing two of the moments of the year at which the deity described as the “falcon-shaped crocodile” (κορκόδειλοϲ ἱερακόμορφοϲ, l. 386) greets the god.

The next marginal note is also on p. 9, and likewise in the main hand; it appears to the left of ll. 356–357:

	κρίνι|νον 	“lily”


Here we are dealing with another insertion; at this point a list of seven flowers corresponding to the seven planets is given, but the list as it is copied in the main column contains only six; this might have been due to a mistake made during the process of copying of the antigraph, but an incomplete list in the antigraph might also have been corrected by comparing the parallel list (in a different order) found in ll. 24–26.

Two more unconnected notes appear on p. 9. The first is an annotation to l. 378, part of a description of the process of systasis using the gods of time. The main hand has added a diple next to l. 378, and then an annotation to the left of ll. 378–380:


κ(αὶ) τὸν | τῆϲ | ἡμέραϲ


This insertion was not complete, however; the scribe instead repeated a longer version of the text in the bottom of the page (below l. 391):


ϗ τον ϲτηϲ ϲημεραϲ ϗ τον επαναγκον αυτων | ϊ εξ αυτον

l. καὶ τὸν τῆϲ ἡμέραϲ καì τὸν ἐπάναγκον ἀυτῶν ἵνα ἐξ αὐτῶν


The text is to be inserted at l. 378, the point indicated by the repetition of the last words in the insertion (ἵνα ἐξ αὐτῶν):


ll. 377–378: ἐπικαλοῦ τὸν τῆϲ ὥραϲ θεόν (text to be inserted here) ἵνα ἐξ αὐτῶν ϲυϲταθῇϲ


The whole passage thus reads “Invoke the god of the hour and of the day, and their compulsive formulae, so that you may be brought into systasis by them.”

The second hand added a further note below, separated from the previous one by a paragraphos:


τὴν τροπὴν τοῦ κόϲμου πρῶτον τὴν καλουμένην πρό‹ϲ›θεϲιν


[image: A photo of a segment of papyrus shows written text with symbols before some columns on the left side.]Figure 3.10 GEMF 60/PGM XIII 474–494.Source: © Rijksmuseum van Oudheden. Leiden. I 395 = AMS 76.

This text is another insertion, to be added in l. 388, although no diple or similar sign marks it. The original text in l. 388 read:


κατὰ τροπὴν (text to be inserted here) πρόϲθεϲιν


Without the insertion of the text, the phrase might be translated as something like “increase according to an alteration.” Corrected, the whole phrase becomes “the first turning of the cosmos, called ‘increase’,” a description of another of the moments at which the falcon-shaped crocodile greets the sun god.

Like that of l. 150, the next note serves as a short correction to a copying mistake. At l. 407 on p. 10, the scribe originally wrote αφερει for ἀφαιρεῖ, correcting the epsilon to alpha-iota by a supralinear insertion. The note – αι – serves as a clarification, confirming that alpha-iota is the correct reading.

The note to l. 434, on the same page, serves as another example of the same phenomenon. The scribe originally seems to have written ϊδα, before correcting this to ϊϲ τα for εἰϲ τά. The marginal note, ιϲ, confirms that iota-sigma is the correct reading.

An interrelated sequence of annotations appears on pp. 11–12, next to a narrative sequence in which the creator god laughs seven times, creating the seven primordial gods (Figure 3.10). The annotations begin in l. 472, where the primary hand has written:


απονθ


Preisendanz suggests reading ἀπ’ ὀνόματοϲ θεοῦ,68 although it might be preferable to read the plural, ἀπ’ ὀνομάτων τῶν θεῶν “by the names of the gods.” Presumably this would mark the beginning of the section where the seven primordial gods and their names are introduced. The form of the abbreviation (unmarked abbreviation of ὄνομα, raised theta) is somewhat unexpected; an alternative could be to understand an abbreviated word beginning απον- and containing a following theta. We might restore, for example, (οἱ) ἀπον(εμη)θ(έντεϲ) (scil. θεοί), “the appointed (gods),” but the verb ἀπονέμω is not otherwise attested in the magical corpus, and so the suggestion must remain tentative.


68 Preisendanz 1931, vol. 2, 110 n. l. 472.


There follows a sequence of the numbers 1–7 (α-ζ) written in the left margin, each marking the point in the text describing the laughter of the creator god, which creates the primordial gods, 1 (α) marking the first laugh which creates Light-Radiance, and so on. The numbers are specifically written on the line where the ordinal adverb or number (e.g., πρώτωϲ “first,” etc.) appear in the text; these correspond to ll. 475 (α), 479 (β), 486 (γ), 491 (δ), 494 (ε), 507 (ϛ), and 522 (ζ). It is interesting to observe that this is the second time this narrative appears in the manuscript; the first copy is found in ll. 161–206, but this earlier copy does not include annotations numbering the appearances of the gods. Although it must remain uncertain, a second group of marginal notes, a series of diples, may provide a partial explanation. Found at ll. 484–485 and 489, these signs coincide with points at which the two versions show considerable divergence, and thus may indicate that the annotator was carefully comparing the two versions. The addition of the marginal numbering would thus have facilitated the comparison of these two sections.

The three groups of annotations, though interrelated, seem to serve different functions. The note “from the names of the gods”/“the appointed gods,” as well as the numbers may be understood as added section titles (annotations); by contrast, the diples may serve as signs of attention, marking, but not explicitly commenting on, passages which did not correspond to those in the parallel.

The next note occurs on p. 12, between the numbering of the appearances of the primordial gods, but serves as an annotation to the secret palindromic name of the fifth god, Moira, given in ll. 505–507; the annotation is to the left of ll. 506–507:


πολου  ιϲχυρον “very powerful name” l. πολύ (ὄνομα) ἰϲχυρόν


As in the similar case of GEMF 58.96–98 and 422–423, this seems to be an assessment (again a commendation), highlighting this name as particularly powerful, and thus, perhaps, suitable for use in other rituals.

The next two marginal notes are both found on p. 16 at l. 716; these are simple corrections, clarifying the intended readings, as in the cases of ll. 150, 407, and 434 discussed earlier. Near the beginning of the line, the scribe intended to write καὶ τάϲ, but apparently wrote κ. ταϲ; the unclear letter seems to have been corrected to an alpha, but the word was still incorrect, and so alpha-iota was added in the left margin to clarify the reading.69 In the following line, the scribe intended to write εὐϲεβείαϲ, but instead began επ, perhaps anticipating ἐπακούει later in the line. An attempt has been made to correct this by writing ϲυ above the π, but since this was both incorrect and, because of the small interlinear space, unclear, the scribe has added ευϲε in the left margin.


69 Daniel 1991, 63, n.l. 20, suggests that αι is intended to correct παρωρακενε to παρωρακέναι. While possible, it would not match the general practice of the scribe to use marginal notes to confirm corrections made in the main column. He reads κ. as ϗ, but the form seems different from that used elsewhere in the manuscript.
 

Later on p. 16, at l. 736, the number 12 ( ι̅ β̅ ) has been written in the left margin. The annotation refers to a mention in the same line of τοὺϲ ι̅ β̅ (τρια)κοντ(ά) ρχαϲ – “the twelve thirty-day rulers,” referring to the gods responsible for each of the twelve months. The iota of ι̅ β̅ in the column seems to have been corrected – perhaps from a mistaken initial writing of γ (3), i.e., τριάϲ (“three”) in anticipation of τριάκοντα (“thirty”). Again, the correction in the text remains ambiguous, and so a clearer writing in the margin serves as a clarification.

The next marginal note is found to the left of l. 859 on p. 19. As part of a spoken formula, the practitioner is to speak the vowel sequence ι οο υυυ ωωωω ααααα εεεεεε. In the original copying, the final part of the sequence – seven etas – was omitted. The scribe began to correct this by writing several etas above the line, but after writing three, apparently realized this was impractical given the small amount of interlinear space; these etas are cancelled with small supralinear dots. The copyist then wrote η ζ̅ (“eta – seven times”), again in the interlinear space, but this text – by necessity very small – was apparently felt to be insufficient, and so the same text was written to the left of the column, serving as an insertion.

The next note, also on p. 19, is another correction relating to the reciting of the vowels. In the main column, at l. 865, the copyist has written βλέπων η τὴν γῆν. In a note to the left of the column, at ll. 865–866, the scribe has corrected this to:

	ἐϲ τὴν γῆν 	“towards the earth”


The next note is also on p. 19, but in the bottom margin, below l. 876, where the second copyist has written (Figure 3.9c):


ἐπικαλοῦμαί ϲε ὡϲ ὁ λίψ ϲτὰϲ πρὸϲ τὸν | λίβα λέγε η ιι οοο υυυυ ωωωωω αααααα | εεεεεεε ἐπικαλοῦμ/ (l. ἐπικαλοῦμαι)70


70 Preisendanz 1931 incorporates these lines as ll. 860–862 of the main text.


“I invoke you as the south!” Standing facing the south, say, “ē ii ooo uuuu ōōōōō aaaaaa eeeeeee, I invoke . . .”


Once again, this relates to the instructions for reciting the vowels; the papyrus repeatedly instructs the practitioner to say “I call upon you as the . . .,” calling upon the invoked being as a sequence of cosmic entities and abstractions – here (at ll. 855–865) the cardinal directions – followed by the instructions to stand facing (ϲτὰϲ πρὸϲ) that entity or direction and recite the seven vowels. In the body of the text, however, only three directions are mentioned – east, north, and west. The second scribe has thus added here the instructions to recite to the south as well; the repetition of ἐπικαλοῦμαι at the end indicates that this is to be continued with the following direction, the west.71 Once again, therefore, we are dealing with an insertion.


71 The diagram in the papyrus at ll. 836–841 tends to confirm this reading order, since it would be the result of reading clockwise from east.
 

The last marginal note occurs on p. 21, at l. 938; in the left margin we find:

	α ̅ 	“once”


The note refers to a correction in the text in ll. 937–938, in which the name βορκαφριξ is written twice and crossed out the first time. The note, a clarification, seems to instruct the reader to read the name only once.

It may seem unsurprising that GEMF 60, one of the longest magical codices, contains the most annotations of any manuscript looked at here, but this was not a foregone conclusion; GEMF 57, considerably longer, contains, according to a generous definition, only one. In fact, although GEMF 60 has the most notes, most of these are corrections, including clarifications or insertions, generally added by the main scribe in order to correct mistakes made in copying this complex text. The secondary scribe has added insertions at three points, but always in the upper or lower margins, never at the side of the column. In at least one case (above l. 214), we can see a marginal note being carried over from the exemplar, likely because it was not readily incorporated into the main text. This manuscript also shows the sign of the deepest “scholarly” attention in the Theban Magical Library, in the series of annotations to the creation of the seven primordial gods in the second version of the narrative (ll. 472–522). If these interventions show more than the work of a copyist simply reproducing a text, they are less suggestive of practice than some of the other annotators we have looked at here. In other words, the copyist-user(s) seem concerned with understanding and correcting the text, but there are fewer signs that they were navigating it to find and use recipes; the only indication that might suggest this is the note “very powerful name” in ll. 506–507.




Conclusions

Here I have considered an archive of 10 manuscripts, of which seven have some kind of marginal notes. This is quite a high frequency, compared to the approximately 5% of literary texts found with annotations,72 although this percentage would likely be higher if it included marginal corrections, as I have here. I do not think that this proportion would be quite so high across the entire corpus of Greek formularies, but several other striking examples of annotated manuscripts deserve further consideration.73 A summary of the marginal notes in the five manuscripts examined here is given in the appendix (see Table 3.2 there).


72 McNamee 2007, 2, 11.


Table 3.1 Types of Marginal Notes in the Theban Magical Library


	Manuscript
	Annotations
	Supplements
	Corrections
	Additions
	Total





	GEMF 30=PGM II + VI
	5
	1
	0
	0
	6



	GEMF 31=PGM I
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1



	GEMF 57=PGM IV
	0
	1
	0
	1
	2



	GEMF 58=PGM V
	5
	1
	2
	0
	8



	GEMF 60=PGM XIII
	4
	0
	17
	0
	21



	Total
	15
	3
	19
	1
	38







73 E.g., GEMF 25/P.Oxy. 3.433; GEMF 34/PGM LXII; 38/CXIXa-b; 74/VII.


As this study shows, the quantity of marginal notes does not correspond to the size of the manuscript – the largest manuscript, GEMF 57, has only one note, and GEMF 30 and 31, roughly the same size as one another, have five and one respectively. The notes are rather an indication of the relationship between the copyist or user and the manuscript, with all the idiosyncrasies this implies.

The types of marginal notes registered (Table 3.1) confirm this impression. Annotations are the type of note most frequently encountered across the five manuscripts, yet GEMF 31 and 57 have, respectively, one and none, while GEMF 60 has a huge number of marginal corrections. The copyist-user(s) of GEMF 30 primarily used marginal notes to add section titles, making the manuscript easier to navigate, while those of GEMF 60 used them to correct the highly complex text of which two versions were copied, part of a larger strategy of correction which also makes use of deletions and interlinear insertions.

In terms of their physical nature, we may note that the left margin seems to be the preferred position for marginal notes (21/35 examples); this makes sense from the perspective of a language read from left to right, as the note thus catches the reader’s attention before they read the line to which it relates. When the text is on the right, this often seems to be because the textual content to which it relates is found at the end of the line, although the scribe of GEMF 58 seems to have had a slightly different practice, placing the marginal notes on the outer edge of the codex pages.

The manuscripts often use a range of paratextual signs known from the annotation of other Greek genres, such as the diple and ancora. These are not used consistently across the corpus, but rather seem to represent particular scribal strategies or training. Many of the notes are in fact rather idiosyncratic, requiring a deep understanding of the text and its practices, and even of other manuscripts from the same library. This seems to be an indicator that at least some of the copyists were interested users rather than professionals mechanically reproducing (and occasionally correcting) a text. One type of note in particular – the assessment – seems to provide confirmation of this; these assessments are generally commendations of a particular divine name, a practice that implies the intention to use these names in other rituals – if the commendation was of the ritual as a whole (perhaps comprehensible as a sales technique), why single out the particular names? The few pieces of evidence we possess for the practice of recipes from handbooks – for example, the Louvre effigy which shows the use of a single figure where the recipe describes two74 – imply that ritualists often showed some creativity in following written instructions, and these marginalia may provide another piece of evidence for this.


74 Faraone 2002, with further bibliography.


As Faraone suggested in the article with which I opened, the margins of magical manuscripts provide a privileged window into the relationship between copyist or user and manuscript; a liminal point outside the body of the text in which it could be prodded and poked and pruned and polished – corrected, highlighted, and spoken back to.



Appendix: Summary of Marginalia in the Greek Manuscripts of the Theban Magical Library

Table 3.2 Summary of Marginal Notes in the Theban Magical Library


	Manuscript
	Position
	Category
	Subcategory
	Position
	Hand





	GEMF 30=PGM II +VI
	ll. 57-59
	Annotation
	Added section title
	Left of column
	Main



	“
	ll. 112-114
	Annotation
	Added section title
	Left of column
	Main



	“
	ll. 127
	Annotation (?)
	Sign of attention (?)
	Right of column
	Main (?)



	“
	ll. 128-130
	Annotation
	Added section title
	Left of column
	Main



	“
	ll. 135-141
	Annotation/Supplement
	Added section title/Added ritual instructions
	Left of column
	Main



	GEMF 31=PGM I
	ll. 232-247
	Annotation
	Gloss
	Right of column
	Main (?)



	GEMF 57=PGM IV
	ll. 1-4
	Addition/Supplement
	Added formula
	Upper part of blank page
	Main (?)



	GEMF 58=PGM V
	Supra l. 1
	Correction
	Correction
	Upper margin
	Main



	“
	ll. 96-98
	Annotation
	Assessment + Added title
	Right of column
	Main



	“
	Supra l. 151; l. 160
	Supplement + Annotation (?)
	Added formula + added instmctions or commentary
	Upper, right margins
	Main



	“
	l. 173
	Annotation
	Added title
	Left of column
	Main



	“
	Supra l. 333; l. 355
	Correction
	Clarification
	Upper, left, and right margins
	Main



	“
	ll. 422-423
	Annotation
	Assessment
	Left of column
	Main



	“
	l. 259
	Annotation
	Added title
	Left of column
	Main



	GEMF 60=PGM XIII
	Supra l. 1
	Annotation
	Cosmetic addition (?)
	Upper margin
	Main



	“
	Supra l. 130
	Correction
	Correction
	Upper margin
	Secondary



	“
	Supra l. 150
	Correction
	Clarification
	Left of column
	Main



	“
	Supra l. 214; l. 234
	Correction
	Insertion
	Upper margin
	Main



	“
	Sub l. 344; l. 331
	Correction
	Insertion
	Lower margin
	Main



	“
	Supra l. 345
	Correction
	Insertion
	Lower margin
	Main



	“
	ll. 356-357
	Correction
	Insertion
	Left of column
	Main



	“
	ll. 378-380. sub l. 391
	Correction
	Insertion
	Left of column, lower margin
	Main



	
	Sub sub l. 391
	Correction
	Correction
	Lower margin
	Secondary



	“
	l. 407
	Correction
	Clarification
	Left of column
	Main



	“
	l. 434
	Correction
	Clarification
	Left of column
	Main



	“
	ll. 472, 475, 479, 486, 491, 494, 507, 522
	Annotation
	Added section title
	Left of column
	Main



	“
	ll. 484-485, 489
	Annotation
	Sign of attention
	Left and right of column
	Main



	“
	l. 506-507
	Annotation
	Assessment
	Left of column
	Main



	“
	l. 716 (αι)
	Correction
	Clarification
	Left of column
	Main



	“
	l. 716 (ευсε)
	Correction
	Clarification
	Left of column
	Main



	“
	l. 736
	Correction
	Clarification
	Left of column
	Main



	“
	l. 859
	Correction
	Clarification
	Left of column
	Main



	“
	l. 865-866
	Correction
	Correction
	Left of column
	Main



	“
	Sub l. 876
	Correction
	Insertion
	Lower margin
	Secondary



	“
	l. 938
	Correction
	Clarification
	Left of column
	Main
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Among the private Greco-Roman ritual procedures collected in the fourth-century CE handbook GEMF 57/PGM IV is an impressively multifunctional recipe. Its author claims that it:


. .. ἄγουϲα ἀϲχέτουϲ . .. κατακλίνει γενναίωϲ καὶ ἀναιρεῖ ἰϲχυρῶϲ, ὀνειροπομπεῖ καλλίϲτωϲ, ὀνειραιτητεῖ θαυμαϲτῶϲ καὶ ἐν πλείϲταιϲ ἀποδείξεϲιν ἐθαυμάϲθη οὐδεμίαν ἔγκλιϲιν ἔχουϲα τούτων.

... attracts those who are uncontrollable . . ., inflicts sickness excellently and destroys powerfully, sends dreams beautifully, accomplishes dream revelations marvelously and in its many demonstrations has been marveled at for having no failure in these matters.1


1 GEMF 57/PGM IV 2441–2447.
 


In case the reader is not yet convinced of the procedure’s potency, the author then reassures us that “Pachrates, the prophet of Heliopolis, revealed it to the emperor Hadrian, revealing the power of his own divine magic (ἐπεδείξατο Παχράτηϲ, ὁ προφήτηϲ Ἡλιουπόλεωϲ, Ἁδριανῷ βαϲιλεῖ ἐπιδεικνύμενοϲ τὴν δύναμιν τῆϲ θείαϲ αὑτοῦ μαγείαϲ).”2 The ritual handbooks from late Ptolemaic and Roman-period Egypt collectively known as the Greco-Egyptian Magical Papyri are full of formularies with openings like this, which boast of their procedures’ versatility and efficacy and appeal to a diverse array of cultural icons (such as the Egyptian prophet Pachrates and the Roman emperor Hadrian), who can vouch for their success. Radcliffe Edmonds has analyzed these rhetorical strategies and, building particularly upon the work of Edward Love and Heidi Wendt, has made a compelling case that the contemporary users of these handbooks were probably freelancers, rather than temple priests, who sought to attract the interest of fellow practitioners within a competitive, multicultural marketplace by broadcasting this simple message: our ritual procedures work; try them “and you will be amazed.”3


2 GEMF 57/PGM IV 2447–2450.



3 Edmonds 2020; This formula recurs so frequently in the PGM corpus that Edmonds incorporates it into his article’s title: “And You Will Be Amazed: The Rhetoric of Authority in the Greek Magical Papyri.” Cp. Love 2016; Wendt 2016. I am here adopting the terminology of Love 2016, 223–224, who distinguishes between the “past,” “potential,” and “contemporary” practitioners that might have engaged with PGM IV and other handbooks, which were assembled and used over more than a century by a variety of unknown authors, redactors, compilers, and practitioners. For a long time, the prevailing theory was that, because the procedures are so multilingual and steeped in scribal traditions, the practitioners could only have been Egyptian temple priests. For articulations of this theory, see, e.g., Ritner 1995; Faraone 2000; Frankfurter 2002; Dieleman 2005; Fraser 2015. For recent critiques, see Love 2016; Wendt 2016; Edmonds 2020.
 



The present chapter builds upon Edmonds’ analysis by highlighting another rhetorical strategy that PGM contributors often use to promote their material: they employ the language of “hours” to enhance claims about their own expert knowledge of ritual timing and about the duration and speed of their rituals’ results. We see an example of this in our multipurpose formulary, which concludes its opening advertisement by boasting: “For it [i.e., the recipe] attracted in one hour; it made someone sick in two hours; it destroyed in seven hours, and sent the emperor himself dreams . . .! (ἦξεν γὰρ μονόωρον, κατέκλινεν ἐν ὥραιϲ βʹ, ἀνεῖλεν ἐν ὥραιϲ ζʹ, ὀνειροπόμπηϲεν δὲ αὐτὸν βαϲιλέα . ..!).”4 This chapter considers what made claims like this rhetorically powerful, what kinds of cultural models informed their development, and how they might affect our understanding of PGM practitioners’ social status. I examine as case studies three procedures from GEMF 57/PGM IV5 – lines 296–466, 1596–1715, and our 2441–2621 – that feature claims to ritual timing, duration, and speed, respectively. I suggest that the contributors to PGM IV, in constructing these time-related rhetorical strategies, drew inspiration from a range of multicultural sources, including Pharaonic temple traditions and strategies commonly used in Greco-Roman technical writing of the Imperial period. In conclusion, I also address how this analysis might help us to evaluate Edmonds’ proposition, that the practitioners using these formularies were freelancers rather than temple-affiliates.


4 GEMF 57/PGM IV 2450–2453.
 


5 GEMF 57/PGM IV = P.Bibl.Nat.Suppl.gr. No. 574; Anastasy 1073 (1857); Trismegistos no. 64343.



Defining Our Terms

Before we begin our investigation proper, it is important to define some of our central terms. First, what are the Greek Magical Papyri (PGM) in general? Second, what makes GEMF 57/PGM IV, in particular, an excellent case study? Finally, in the times and places in which the PGM contributors were working – which is to say, Roman Egypt – what was meant by the term “hour” (hora in Greek; wnw.t in Middle Egyptian and Demotic; ⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩ in Coptic), and what kinds of tools, or “clocks,” existed to measure these hours?


What Is the PGM?

The term PGM, which stands for the Papyri Graecae Magicae (or Greek Magical Papyri), refers collectively to handbooks, produced in Egypt during the late Ptolemaic and Roman periods, that contain formularies for and activated examples of private ritual procedures.6 These procedures use a combination of spoken or written formulae, charged objects, and ritual actions to achieve personal rather than communal goals.7 Though the title PGM, an inheritance of Preisendanz’s publications in the 1920s, centers the koine Greek material within these handbooks, they also contain blocks of material in Demotic Egyptian, Old Coptic, and hieratic, as well as individual words, phrases, and formulas in a variety of other languages.8 The handbooks thus reflect the multilingual, multicultural milieux of Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt, and the most recent edition is entitled the Greco-Egyptian Magical Formularies (GEMF). Paleographic studies, like that of LiDonnici, have revealed that no handbook has a single “author” who composed and organized all of its procedures.9 These handbooks are actually compilations composed by a variety of individuals over long periods of time, and thus, in what follows, I do not attempt to uncover the authorial intent or “original” date and context of individual procedures.10 Instead, I explore the resonances they may have had for practitioners and clients active in Roman Egypt. I ask, what about these procedures’ use and articulation of time concepts – “hours,” in particular – might have appealed to Roman-period users, and why?


6 Formularies provide recipes or instructions that a practitioner could consult when assisting a client. Activated materials are the results of those ritual instructions and can include amulets, figurines, curse tablets, etc. For an introduction to the PGM and its manuscript history, see Dieleman 2019.
 


7 Dieleman 2019, 284.
 


8 Preisendanz 1928.
 


9 LiDonnici 2003.
 


10 The procedures themselves were developed as part of a shared community of practice, with individual practitioners adopting and adapting models from one another. They seem often to have exchanged procedures in loose-leaf form and organized these into handbooks only rarely. See, e.g., the conclusions that Love 2016, 279 draws from the Kellis archive.
 



Why PGM IV?

PGM IV/GEMF57 is a codex, dated to the fourth century ce, that contains private ritual procedures written in Greek and Old Coptic and is now housed in the Bibliothèque Nationale in Paris. It is one of 10 papyri and codices11 that Korshi Dosoo has declared to be a “more or less certain” part of the so-called Theban Magical Library, an archive of Late Roman handbooks discovered in the vicinity of Thebes and collected, sold, or otherwise distributed by Jean d’Anastasy.12 PGM IV is an excellent case study for our purposes because it contains a relatively large number of hour references, as well as examples of each of the procedure-types that, across the corpus of ritual handbooks, most frequently engage with hours.


11 Including GEMF 31/PGM I, GEMF 30/PGM VI+II, GEMF 57/PGM IV, GEMF 58/PGM V, GEMF 59/P.Holm + PGM Va, GEMF 15/PDM-PGM XII, GEMF 60/PGM XIII, GEMF 16/PDM-PGM XIV, GEMF 17/PDM Suppl., and P.Leid. I 397.
 


12 Dosoo 2016, 263.




What Is an "Hour"?

Because the majority of the texts in the PGM corpus, including most of PGM IV, are written in koine Greek, the term that translators most frequently render as “hour” is the Greek word hōra (ὥρα), a term with a long history and wide semantic range.13 During the Hellenistic period, when sundial and water clock technologies began to emerge in the Greek-speaking world, this term was repurposed to denote the measurable, countable units into which these tools could subdivide the day and/ or night. Greek- and later Latin-speakers recognized two kinds of numbered hours, though one was far more commonly used than the other. “Equal” hours, more or less of the kind we use today, were the exclusive province of “scientific” writers; in everyday life, people used seasonal hours of the day and/or night. The length of a seasonal hour was derived by dividing either the time between a given sunrise and sunset (for daytime hours) or a given sunset and sunrise (for nighttime hours) into 12 segments that were equal to one another on a given day, but which varied in absolute length according to the time of year.


13 In the Archaic and Classical periods, hōra could refer specifically to a “season” of the year (spring, summer, autumn, winter), to a general point or span of “time,” or to a time that was particularly seasonal – which is to say, an “opportune moment,” In this sense, the term hōra can be synonymous with another Greek temporal concept, kairos. On kairos, see especially Sipiora and Baumlin 2012.
 

By the second through the fifth centuries CE, when the contributors to these magical formularies were active, sundials and water clocks measuring seasonal hours were widely available in a range of styles, sizes, and formats. Inhabitants of urban centers, in particular, would have been surrounded by “clock time,” in public squares and marketplaces, in bathhouses and sanctuaries, and – if they had sufficient means – in their homes and on their persons.14 Thus, practitioners using the formularies who were operating in Roman Egypt would have been familiar with a range of hourly timekeeping devices and practices that were not coded as culturally “Egyptian,” but were instead part of the general temporal milieu of the Roman Empire.


14 On these hourly timekeeping tools, see especially Gibbs 1976; Schaldach 1998, 2006; Hannah 2009; Bonnin 2015; Graßhoff et al. 2015; Talbert 2017; Miller 2023, 15–31. Some of our ancient literary sources reveal that these clocks, like the ones in our modern-day spaces, could be so prevalent as to become sources of anxiety. The Imperial-period encyclopedic writer Aulus Gellius, for example, quotes a passage from a Plautine comedy called Boeotian Women in which a “parasite” (i.e., someone who fills his belly by crashing dinner parties) complains: ut illum di perdant, primus qui horas repperit, /quique adeo primus statuit hic solarium! /qui mihi conminuit misero articulatim diem. /Nam me puero venter erat solarium /multo omnium istorum optimum et verissimum: /ubi is te monebat, esses, nisi cum nihil erat. /Nunc etiam quod est, non estur, nisi soli libet; /itaque adeo iam oppletum oppidum est solariis, /maior pars populi aridi reptant fame. (“May the gods damn that man who first figured out /how to tell the hours, and first set up a sundial here /to chop my days up into sorry little pieces. /For when I was a boy, my belly was my sundial /by far the best and truest of them all: /whenever it commands, you eat – /except when there’s nothing to be had. /Now, though, even the food that’s there /can’t be eaten unless the sun allows. /These days, the town is so stuffed with sundials /that most people creep along shriveled up with hunger” Aul. Gell. NA III.3.5).


However, it is important to note that in Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt, sundials and water clocks were not entirely new technologies. The hour (wnw.t in Middle Egyptian) had long played an important role in Pharaonic temple rituals, and tools for tracking these hours – including not only sundials and water clocks, but also star tables that indicated the nighttime “hour” by means of rising asterisms – are attested in Egyptian cultic contexts as early as the second millennium BCE, long before related technologies began to appear in the Greek-speaking world.15 Greco-Roman hourly timekeeping was thus, from the start, in dialogue with Pharaonic Egyptian, as well as with ancient Mesopotamian,16 precedents and, in what follows, we see how the forms of hourly timekeeping that appear in PGM IV and other handbooks adopt, adapt, and syncretize elements from these various cultural frameworks.


15 See especially Symons 2020 (on Egyptian sundials and star tables) and von Lieven and Schomberg 2020 (on Egyptian water clocks).
 


16 As early as the third millennium bce, Babylonians developed a system in which the period between one sunset and the next was divided into 12 units of fixed, equal length called bēru. This term is often translated as “double-hour” because it is roughly equivalent to 120 modern minutes. Bēru were important precursors to the “equal” hours used by Greek astronomers, who were greatly influenced by Babylonian astronomy. Seasonal hours, however, do not appear in extant Mesopotamian material until quite late, and may well have been the result of cultural exchange with Greece and Egypt. For discussion, see Rochberg-Halton 1989. On short time in Mesopotamia, see Steele 2020.





Hours and Time-Related Desires in PGM IV

Many formularies within PGM IV, and elsewhere in the corpus of private ritual handbooks, betray the desires of practitioners (and/or their clients) to gain control over time. Some procedures are especially aimed at acquiring and applying specialist knowledge about ritual time, such as when to perform a ritual action to ensure its success. Other procedures are instead focused on the timing of ritual results; in particular, they want those results to happen quickly and last a long time. We could say, then, that procedures in the PGM corpus sometimes use time to influence ritual and sometimes use ritual to influence time. To explore this dynamic between timing – particularly hourly timekeeping – and ritual, I will now examine three case-study procedures and focus on three kinds of time-related claims: to expert knowledge of ritual timing, to the extended duration of the ritual results, and to the speed of ritual efficacy. In each case, I will consider the rhetorical impact of using “hours” and explore the multicultural models – drawn particularly from Pharaonic-era temple ritual and from contemporary, Imperial-period technical writing – that likely informed practitioners’ engagement with hourly frameworks. Ultimately, I will also address the implications of this analysis for our understanding of practitioners’ professional status, as freelancers and/or temple-affiliates.


Knowledge of Ritual Timing in GEMF 57/PGM IV 1596–1715

The procedure within PGM IV with the densest cluster not only of hour references in general, but of numbered hour references in particular, opens with this title: “This is the consecration for all purposes: Invocation to Helios (Ἔϲτιν δὲ ἡ κατὰ πάντων τελετὴ ἥδε. Πρὸϲ Ἥλιον λόγοϲ).”17 This procedure involves appealing to the sun god so that he might consecrate a stone amulet, bestowing upon it “glory and honor and favor and fortune and power (δὸϲ δόξαν καὶ τιμὴν καὶ χάριν καὶ τύχην καὶ δύναμιν).”18 In order to persuade Helios to grant this request, the practitioner must demonstrate his specialist knowledge of the animal forms and secret names that Helios adopts at each of 12 numbered hours. For example:


17 GEMF 57/PGM IV 1596–1597.
 


18 GEMF 57/PGM IV 1615–1616.
 


ὥρᾳ αʹ μορφὴν ἔχειϲ αἰλούρου, ὄνομά ϲοι Φαρακουνηθ· δὸϲ δόξαν καὶ χάριν τῷ φυλακτηρίῳ τούτῳ. ὥρᾳ βʹ μορφὴν ἔχειϲ κυνόϲ, ὄνομά ϲοι ϲουφι· δὸϲ ἰϲχὺν καὶ τιμὴν τῷ φυλακτηρίῳ τούτῳ, τῷ λίθῳ τούτῳ καὶ τῷ δεῖνα. ὥρᾳ γʹ μορφὴν ἔχειϲ ὄφεωϲ, ὄνομά ϲοι Αμεκρανεβεχεο Θωύθ· δὸϲ τιμὴν τῷ θεῷ τῷ δεῖνα.

In the first hour you have the form of a cat; your name is pharakounēth. Give glory and favor to this phylactery. In the second hour you have the form of a dog; your name is souphi. Give strength and honor to this phylactery, [or] to this stone, and to NN. In the third hour you have the form of a serpent; your name is amekranebecheo thōyth. Give honor to the god NN . . .19


19 GEMF 57/PGM IV 1649–1655.
 


This passage engages with the temporal framework known as dodekaoros (literally “the twelve times”) that divides the sun’s daily journey from sunrise to sunrise into 12 “hours” and associates each hour with a particular animal form as well as, in some cases, a constellation and zodiac sign.20 Lines 1596–1715 contain one of several formularies within the corpus that utilize this framework, and other formularies employ distinct but related frameworks that help practitioners to identify the entity in charge of a particular numbered hour of the day or night.21 What factors underlie this interest in identifying the deity, or form of a deity, that governs each hour? As the work of Alexandra von Lieven and Attilio Mastrocinque indicates, the dodekaoros and related frameworks have deep roots in Pharaonic Egyptian ritual, and during the Ptolemaic and Roman periods, these Egyptian precedents become syncretized with other traditions and adapted for different contexts.22 In what follows, I demonstrate how the practitioners of these PGM procedures made use of the Pharaonic tradition of marking the form of Re at each hour not as a strategy for tracking astrological data, but rather as a rhetorical demonstration of their specialized knowledge.


20 These appear to be “double-hours” (i.e., 120-minute units, like Babylonian bēru), such that 12 of them cover the 24-hour cycle of day and night. For discussion, see Mastrocinque 2020, 38–39.
 


21 Cf. GEMF 55/PGM III 494–611 and 69/XXXVIII 1–26. See also, GEMF 74/PGM VII 862–918.
 


22 von Lieven 2010, 2018; Mastrocinque 2020.


In the New Kingdom (Dynasties 18–20; 16th–11th centuries bce), royal tombs began to be decorated with a series of texts structured around the 12 hours of the day or night and, for this reason, these texts have come to be called Stundenrituale or “Rituals of the Hours.” Stundenritual texts – including the Books of the Day and Night, the Amduat, and the Book of Gates – track the sun god Re’s daytime journey across the sky and/or nighttime journey through the body of the sky goddess Nut.23 Each of these texts is visually framed by the overarching body of Nut and can include captions, hymns, and illustrations for each daytime or nighttime hour, which is represented both as a goddess and as a physical space that Re must traverse.24 During this period, texts also begin to posit that Re’s name and physical form shift hour by hour over the course of the day.25 The hourly timekeeping structure was also extended to nightly vigils for Osiris known as the Osirian Stundenwachen, and we have attestations of a specific role within the Egyptian priesthood, that of the ỉmy-wnw.t (literally “he who is in the hour”), who was responsible for keeping track of the hours of the day and night for the purposes of ritual timing.26


23 Of the Books of the Day and Night, von Lieven notes that “it is a matter of contention whether they are one book, of which the nightly part is attested much more often, or whether they are two originally separate books” (von Lieven and Schomberg 2020, 54). For an overview of these and the following texts, see Hornung 1999. Amduat and Book of Gates focus on the nocturnal hours only.
 


24 von Lieven and Schomberg 2020, 54.
 


25 von Lieven 2010.
 


26 For Stundenwachen, see Pries 2011; Winkler 2021, 108–109. In the New Kingdom, the term ỉmy-wnw.t seems to replace the Middle Kingdom term wnwty n . . .. Egyptologists disagree over whether this earlier priestly role also involved hourly timekeeping. See Daoud 1993, 263.
 

Roman-period dodekaoroi tap into these deep-rooted temple traditions, but incorporate elements from other traditions in ways that reflect the multicultural, syncretistic environments in which the PGM practitioners were working. They integrate elements from Babylonian astrology, such as the concept of the fixed-length “double-hour” and, in some cases, the 12-sign zodiac. Roman-period dodekaoroi are also related to, but in significant ways distinct from, the astrological doctrine known as “time rulership,” which appears several times within the PGM and has its roots in Babylonian traditions. As Stephan Heilen has explained, the most common formulation of time rulership posits that:


each hour of the day is assigned a specific planet according to the sequence of the planetary spheres in the geocentric universe, starting from the outermost sphere, that of Saturn, and moving down to the sphere of the Moon. This descending order (Saturn, Jupiter, Mars, Sun, Venus, Mercury, Moon) was the rule in ancient enumerations of the planets. Thus, the first hour of the first day [of the astrological week] is ruled by Saturn, the second by Jupiter, the third by Mars, and so on until the seventh hour is ruled by the Moon. Then the series starts over, with Saturn ruling the eighth hour, and so on.27


27 Heilen 2020, 243.



Thus, while dodekaoroi are concerned with the various forms adopted by a single deity over a period of 12 equal hours, time rulership models are concerned with which of several deities has command of a given seasonal hour. We can find examples of the time-rulership scheme described by Heilen within the so-called “Mithras Liturgy” as well as in other PGM handbooks.28 A variation on the standard scheme, without explicit reference to the seven luminaries, also appears at GEMF 74/PGM VII 862–918, which is titled “Lunar offering of Claudianus and [ritual] of heaven and the north star over lunar offerings (Κλαυδιανοῦ ϲεληνιακὸν καὶ οὐρανοῦ καὶ ἄρκτου τε‹λετὴ› ἐπὶ ϲεληνιακῶν).” This procedure addresses the moon goddess “Mistress Selene the Egyptian (κυρίαν ϲελήνην Αἰγυπτίαν)” – an apparent syncretism between the Greek Selene and the Egyptian Isis-Hathor – and asks her to send forth the astrological “angel” (ἄγγελον) that has been appointed over each of the 12 hours of the night.29 It is clear, then, that PGM practitioners had in their temporal “toolboxes” a range of 12-hour schemata, including dodekaoroi adapted from earlier Egyptian cult as well as time-ruler models adapted from Babylonian traditions. Furthermore, we see that these various 12-hour frameworks do not simply appear in invocations to Re, as they do in Egyptian temple ritual, but are also addressed to Hellenic sun gods (e.g., Helios) and to lunar and astrological deities.30 In short, we see that PGM practitioners have appropriated elements of temple tradition and adapted them to suit new deities and engage with new cultural traditions.


28 Cp. GEMF 57/PGM IV 542–547. See, e.g., GEMF 60/PGM XIII 30 and 54, within the Eighth Book of Moses.
 


29 GEMF 74/PGM VII 870; VII 899–900. Note that, here, we simply have the 12 seasonal hours of the night rather than, as in the dodekaoros, the 12 double-hours of day-and-night.
 


30 Helios is the addressee of GEMF 57/PGM IV 1596–1715, GEMF 55/PGM III 494–611, and GEMF 69/PGM XXXVIII 1–26.
 

But how would a dodekaoros like the one included in GEMF 57/PGM IV 1596– 1715 have been used in practice? Attilio Mastrocinque – relying on a passage by the third-century CE church father Hippolytus describing the beliefs of a “heretical” Christian sect called the Peratae – has argued that dodekaoroi were used primarily to cast genethlialogical horoscopes (i.e., horoscopes for individuals based on the date and time of their birth). As Alexandra von Lieven has pointed out, this astrological use of the dodekaoros becomes possible because of “contact with the Mesopotamian concept of the double hour” and because astrologers such as Teucer of (Egyptian) Babylon (first c. bce) “reinterpreted [the system of the Sun god’s changing forms] as a reference to paranatellonta [i.e., simultaneously rising constellations], maybe because they did not know better or alternatively because they did not like the older system.”31 Von Lieven’s account here raises the possibility that, by the Roman period, there were at least two different ways of understanding the dodekaoros: (a) as an astrological, perhaps horoscope-casting, tool that connects the Sun’s daily movements to signs of the zodiac and other asterisms or (b) in a manner more similar to Pharaonic ritual texts and images, as a guide to the sun god’s changing forms, names, and in certain cases attributes over the course of the day, perhaps for the purposes of timing ritual interventions.


31 von Lieven 2018, 136.


While interpretation (a) becomes popular during the Roman period – clearly depicted, for example, on the Tabula Bianchini and the Daressy Zodiac – it is noteworthy that, although the dodekaoroi in the PGM corpus are very interested in the sun god’s hourly forms, they do not connect those forms to signs of the zodiac, an essential step for casting genethlialogical horoscopes.32 In fact, none of the PGM dodekaoroi appear in procedures that mention horoscopes at all, nor do these hourly frameworks seem to be put to practical timekeeping or astrological use. In PGM IV 1596–1715, for example, the practitioner recites the sun god’s forms and names at each hour as part of his opening invocation, in order to impress the god with his specialist knowledge and credentials and to encourage the god to bless his phylactery. A similar logic underlies the use of the dodekaoros in PGM III 494–611, which introduces the framework by explaining:


32 See Boll 1903, 299–305, pl. V, and Neugebauer and Parker 1969, 103, pl. 40.
 


ἐπάκουϲόν μου ἐν παντὶ ᾧ [ἐπιτελῶ] πράγματι καὶ ποίηϲον πάντα τὰ τῆϲ εὐχῆϲ μ[ου ἐντε]λ̣έϲτατα, ὅτι οἶδά ϲου τὰ ϲημεῖα καὶ τὰ [π]αράϲ[ημα καὶ μ] ορφὰϲ καὶ καθ’ ὥραν τίϲ εἶ καὶ τί ϲου ὄνομα.

Hear me in every ritual which [I perform] and grant all the [petitions] of my prayer completely, because I know your signs, [symbols and] forms, who you are each hour and what your name is.33


33 GEMF 55/PGM III 495–500.
 


This procedure is designed not to produce a horoscope, but rather to achieve an encounter with the sun god. Likewise, we see that the dodekaoros in PGM XXXVIII 1–26 is conscripted in a rite of compulsive attraction. Therefore, I claim that these PGM practitioners have adopted and adapted interpretation (b) of the dodekaoros (the Pharaonic type) in order to claim a form of specialized knowledge similar to that of temple priests.

Elsewhere in the PGM, we encounter procedures that do not engage directly with the dodekaoros or another 12-hour system but are nonetheless interested in linking ritual elements to specific numbered hours of the day or night. Two Demotic procedures, for example, dictate that particular actions are to be performed “until the time of the seventh hour of the day” or “at the time of the third hour of the night,” and the Greek portions of PGM IV itself include, in their ritual instructions, phrases such as “on the day of Zeus in the first hour” or “while the sun is in midheaven, at the fifth hour.”34 References of this kind are not evenly distributed throughout the corpus’ formularies, suggesting that, although hourly timekeeping was commonly used in Roman-period daily life, this mode of timekeeping was not applied to ritual contexts across the board. Instead, references to numbered hours tend to cluster in spells that, like PGM IV.1596–1715 and the other dodekaoros procedures (vel sim.), seek to facilitate an encounter with a celestial deity. While, even in these cases, that deity is still typically a sun god like Helios or Re, individual numbered hours also appear in rituals addressed to the moon and to the asterism known then as the Bear and now as the Big Dipper.35 They also crop up in procedures which are addressed to underworld deities with astral aspects, such as Osiris, Typhon, or Anubis, which most likely draw upon the tradition of Osirian Stundenwachen and extend elements of that ritual structure to syncretistically related deities.36


34 GEMF 16/PDM ΧΙV 73 (a divination procedure by means a vessel): n pꜣ ṯ (wnw.t) 7.t n pꜣ hrw; XIV 1147 (a rite of compulsive attraction): n pꜣ ṯ (wnw.t) 3.t n rhwe. GEMF 57/PGM IV 9: ἡμέρᾳ Διὸϲ ὥρᾳ αʹ (the phrase “day of Zeus” makes reference to the doctrine of hour-rulership; see note 38); 57/IV 174: μεϲουρανέοντοϲ τοῦ ἡλίου ὥρᾳ πέμπτῃ.



35 E.g., GEMF 74/PGM VII 875; GEMF 34/LXII 2 and 13.
 


36 E.g., GEMF 57/PGM IV 9; IV 174; 68/XXXVI 136.
 

How specialized was the knowledge of hourly timekeeping and its application to such ritual procedures? In Pharaonic Egypt, to our knowledge, temple priests alone used hourly timekeeping tools to structure ritual actions. By the Roman period, however, as we have seen, sundials and water clocks were no longer specialist tools sequestered in temples but had become widespread across the Empire. Thus, it was not the general act of hourly timekeeping that distinguished the PGM practitioner from the layperson. Instead, what qualified the PGM practitioner to perform ritual procedures was his ability to apply specific hourly frameworks, derived from temple tradition, to their appropriate ritual contexts.

Procedures such as PGM IV 1596–1715 respond to practitioners’ desires to gain control over and present themselves as specialists in ritual timing. The dodekaoros and other 12-hour frameworks within the PGM could be used either for logistical purposes (i.e., to determine the best hour of day or night to perform a specific ritual action) and/or for rhetorical purposes, as in PGM IV 1596–1715 where the practitioner displays his specialist knowledge as an act of persuasive credentialing.37 Because the practitioner knows the forms and names of the sun god at each hour, so the reasoning goes, he deserves the sun god’s assistance in his rite. We have seen that 12-hour ritual frameworks have a long history within Pharaonic ritual tradition and how, within the PGM, these older ritual frameworks are adapted to fit the needs and interests of a new multicultural environment.


37 E.g., the chart at GEMF 74/PGM VII 155–167, which gives the “days for divination and the times (Ἡμερομαντίαι κ[αὶ] ὧραι)” in a 30-day cycle.




The Desire for Eternity in GEMF 57/PGM IV 296–466

Hours are also frequently used in the PGM corpus to channel another kind of time desire: namely, the desire for long-lasting ritual results. In these contexts, the word “hour” typically appears without a number and within certain formulae in certain genres of text. Most frequently, we see this kind of time desire appear in violent, compulsive rituals of attraction, in which a pining client hopes to secure his target’s affections for the rest of their days. PGM IV 296–466, titled “Wondrous spell for binding a lover (Φιλτροκατάδεϲμοϲ θαυμαϲτόϲ),” is one such procedure. While the invocation, intended to be both written and spoken, concludes with the standard Greek phrase “let her, NN, carry out her own sex acts with me, NN, for all the time of eternity (τὰ ἀφροδιϲιακὰ ἑαυτῆϲ ἐκτελέϲῃ ἡ δεῖνα μετ’ ἐμοῦ, τοῦ δεῖνα, εἰϲ τὸν ἅπαντα χρόνον τοῦ αἰῶνοϲ, emphasis added),” elsewhere in the text concepts such as “eternity” or “forever” are more commonly represented with lengthy phrases depicting these durations as the sums of their constituent parts, including hours.38 I suggest that these rhetorically powerful expressions echo rhetoric used in earlier Egyptian texts and demonstrate a translation of that rhetoric not only from Egyptian into Greek, but also from public into private contexts.


38 GEMF 57/PGM IV 405.
 

PGM IV 296–466 provides two examples of such expressions. In the first, the speaker demands, “drag her, NN, by the hair, by her heart, by her soul, to me, NN, at every hour of life, day and night until she comes to me (ἀλλ’ ἕλκε τὴν δεῖνα τῶν τριχῶν, τῶν ϲπλάγχνων, τῆϲ ψυχῆϲ πρὸϲ ἐμέ, τὸν δεῖνα, πάϲῃ ὥρᾳ τοῦ αἰῶνοϲ, νυκτὸϲ καὶ ἡμέραϲ, μέχρι οὗ ἔλθῃ πρὸϲ ἐμέ).”39 The speaker could have said something like “drag her continuously until she comes,” but he instead breaks down the concept of “continuously” or “without end” into a series of individual hours that accumulate to form a series of days and nights. Even earlier in the text, we see a formula that appears in other compulsive rites of attraction, as well, and takes this idea of a serially-expressed eternity to an even higher resolution.40 In the opening of the invocation, the speaker:


39 GEMF 57/PGM IV IV 379–380.
 


40 Cf. SM I 46.5, 47.5, 48J.5, 49.14.
 


παρακατατίθεμαι ὑμῖν τοῦτον τὸν κατάδεϲμον, θεοῖϲ χθονίοιϲ . .. ἐνιαυτοὺϲ ἐξ ἐνιαυτῶν, μῆναϲ ἐκ μηνῶν, ἡμέραϲ ἐξ ἡμερῶν, ὥραϲ ἐξ ὡρῶν.41


41 GEMF 57/PGM IV 335–345.
 

entrust[s] this binding spell to you, chthonic gods, . .. for years issuing from years, months from months, days from days, hours from hours.


Here a concept that could have been expressed in a single word like “eternity” is articulated through a series of smaller temporal units, listed in descending order of duration.

This phraseology is rhetorically potent. A single word like “eternity” can flatten the concept into one, homogeneous span. A serialized eternity, in contrast, emphasizes how each component part of that eternity, down to the shortest hour, will be individually felt and experienced.42 The idea of expressing the unmeasurable, uncountable concept of “eternity” through a series of discrete, smaller numbers and/or units, typically in descending order, also has deep Pharaonic roots. Miatello offers examples from as early as the First Intermediate Period (2181–2040 bce) of temple decorations that depict Pharaoh enthroned in the Sed-temple pavilion and holding an amulet composed of a series of hieroglyphs representing tens-units in descending order.43 The pendant depicted in the Sed-festival lintel of Senusret III, for example, has the series 1,000,000; 100,000; 10,000; 1,000.44 By the Ptolemaic period (roughly coinciding with the dates of the earliest PGM handbooks), this kind of formulation had evolved to incorporate temporal units, including hours. For example, an inscription on a wall in the temple of Monthu at Karnak, which depicts Ptolemy III Euergetes and his wife Berenike facing the god Khonsu-Thoth, reads as follows:


42 A similar kind of rhetorical potency can be found in the phrase “immediately, immediately, quickly, quickly,” which occurs frequently across the PGM corpus in a variety of procedure-types and languages (as ἤδη ἤδη ταχὺ ταχύ in Greek, ys ys tkr tkr or ys sp-2 tkr sp-2 in Demotic Egyptian, and ⲧⲓⲟⲧⲓ ⲧⲓⲟⲧⲓ ⲧⲓⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩ ⲧⲓⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩ in Old Coptic). In this phrase, the repetition and deictic force spin the single concept of “now” out into a staccato series of urgent instants.



43 Miatello 2016.
 


44 Miatello 2016, 101.
 


ḏd-mdw (j)n kꜣ.wj nṯr.wj mnḫ.wj m ḏ.t ḥn.tj nḥḥ ḥb.w-sd ḥḥ.w rnp.tw šn.w ꜣbd.w ḥfn.w ḥrw.w ḏbꜥ.w wnw.w ḫꜣ.w ꜣ.tw šnt.w ḥꜣ.tw mḏ.w ꜥn.t wꜥn.t wꜥ.t jw tn.w m nṯr.wj ḫꜥ.wj ḥr srḫ ḫn.t kꜣ.w ꜥnḫ.w ḏ.t

Words recited by [Khonsu-Thoth]: the two ka of the theoi euergetai shall be in the eternity, the eternity of the eternity, Sed festivals of millions of years, half millions (?) of months, hundreds of thousands of days, tens of thousands of an hour, thousands of a moment, hundreds of a second, tens of a single quarter of a second. You are the two gods who appeared on the throne in front of the ka.w, the ones who live eternally.45


45 Trans. Miatello 2016, 106, with modification.
 


Likewise, in an inscription from Dendera accompanying a depiction of Seshat and Thoth,46 Thoth tells Pharaoh:


46 Chapel of Osiris east No.1, northeast wall.
 


km ḏ.t ḥn.tj nḥḥ ḥḥ.w rnpt.w=k šn ꜣbd.w=k ḥfn.w ḥrw.w=k ḏbꜥ.w wnw.w=k ḫꜣ.w ꜣ.(t)w=k šnt.w ḥꜣ.tw=k nsw.t jw=k rnp.tw n spd.t n p.t

For all eternity, the eternity of the eternity, millions of your years, half million (?) of your months, hundreds of thousands ‹of your days›, tens of thousands of your hours, thousands of your minutes, hundreds of your seconds, your kingship shall be the years of Sothis of the sky.47


47 Trans. Miatello 2016, 107.



In these inscriptions, we see a serialized eternity being wished for an Egyptian ruler’s reign or for his or her ka-spirit. In the PGM, by contrast, variants of this formula, like the ones included in PGM IV 296–466, are articulated in Greek and at the personal, private level, typically to express a desire for a forced, sexual relationship that never ends. Thus, this phraseology provides an example of transference across cultures and social contexts.



The Desire for Speed in GEMF 57/PGM IV 2441–2621

The final temporal desire I explore is the desire for rapid results. In many cases, PGM authors recruit “hours” to enhance their expressions of urgency and speed. Within PGM IV, for instance, we see phrases like “O NN god, appear to me this very hour (δεῦρό ‹μοι›, ὅ τιϲ θεόϲ, ὄφθητί μοι ἐν τῇ ἄρτι ὥρᾳ),” “Send up to me the phantoms of the dead /forthwith for service in this very hour (ἀναπέμψατέ μοι τῶν νεκύων τούτων εἴδωλα πρὸϲ ὑπηρεϲίαν ἐν τῇ ἄρτι ὥρᾳ ἀνυπερθέτωϲ),” and “ Hear, hear, great god . .. on this very day, on this night, at this hour (ἄκουε, ἄκουε, ὁ μέγαϲ θεόϲ . .. ἐν τῇ ϲήμερον ἡμέρᾳ, ἐν τῇ νυκτὶ ταύτῃ, ἐν τῇ ἄρτι ὥρᾳ).”48 Each of these phrases requests immediate action from a divine entity. But in these contexts, the term hōra is divorced from measurable clock time; it could just as easily be translated as “moment” rather than “hour” and does not imply consultation of a sundial or water clock.


48 GEMF 57/PGM IV 236–237; 1467–1469; 1560–1582.
 

However, as we saw at the start of this chapter, PGM IV also contains a procedure that does use clock time to address the desire for speedy results. In the preface of the procedure found at PGM IV 2441–2621, as the reader will recall, we encounter the following boast about the ritual to come: “it attracted in one hour; it made someone sick in two hours; it destroyed in seven hours, and sent the emperor himself dreams . . .! (ἦξεν γὰρ μονόωρον, κατέκλινεν ἐν ὥραιϲ βʹ, ἀνεῖλεν ἐν ὥραιϲ ζʹ, ὀνειροπόμπηϲεν δὲ αὐτὸν βαϲιλέα).”49 Here, the contributors to the procedure are not addressing a divinity, as part of the ritual itself, but are instead addressing a fellow ritual practitioner in the hope of persuading him to select this recipe over others. But we might still expect this author to claim, as in the previous examples, that his recipe will produce results “this very hour” or “this very moment.” Instead, the author of PGM IV 2441–2621 describes results that will require the practitioner or client to wait a specified number of hours. What persuasive purpose might this strategy have served? In the final section of this chapter, I will argue that, here, the contributors to PGM IV 2441–2621 trade the rhetorical benefits of immediacy for the rhetorical benefits of numerical precision, which include the implication that this procedure has been empirically tested. I also propose that, in the case of this strategy, the proximate model is not Pharaonic temple tradition but rather the strategies that Greek “scientific” writers of the Imperial period used in order to promote themselves in an agonistic marketplace.


49 GEMF 57/PGM IV 2450–2453.


First, let’s consider the rhetorical effect that a claim such as “This recipe destroyed in seven hours!” might have upon a reader. How, a fellow practitioner or client might ask, could someone know that this procedure destroyed in exactly seven hours (not eight, not ten!) if he had not witnessed the process for himself – and perhaps even used a clock to time it? The specificity of these numbers creates the impression of personal autopsy and experience, which leads readers to the assumption that this procedure has been tested. As a tantalizing corollary, it further suggests that the recipe-writers’ claims about the procedure could themselves be tested by future practitioners or clients. We might think about the modern-day advertising strategy of promising “results in three days or your money back!” though the PGM practitioners never take the extra step of offering a refund. In short, we see here that precise hourly timekeeping offers the contributors to PGM IV 2441–2621 a useful way to accomplish three things: 1) to advertise their procedure’s rapid efficacy, 2) to project an image of their own empiricism, and 3) to tempt future users with the possibility of testing their claims.

Roman-period and late-Antique authors of technical medical and alchemical literature seem to have exploited the rhetorical benefits of temporal precision, as well. For example, the influential physician Galen uses numbered hours to produce similar rhetorical effects, particularly in fever case histories where he indicates the precise timing and duration of febrile crises and interventions.50 In On the Method of Medicine, before launching into a particularly detailed set of fever case histories, Galen explicitly states the importance of personal autopsy and experience in performing good medical science:


50 A particularly lengthy and detailed example can be found at De cris. IX.680–683 Kühn.
 


ἀμείνω δὲ τῶν παραδειγμάτων ἐϲτὶν ὧν αὐτόπται γεγόναμεν· ὡϲ εἴ γε πάντεϲ οἱ διδάϲκειν ἢ γράφειν ὁτιοῦν ἐπιχειροῦντεϲ ἔργοιϲ ἐπεδείκνυντο πρότερον αὐτὰ, παντάπαϲιν ἂν ὀλίγ’ ἄττα ψευδῶϲ ἦν λεγόμενα. Νυνὶ δ’ οἱ πλεῖϲτοι διδάϲκειν ἄλλουϲ ἐπιχειροῦϲιν ἃ μήτ’ αὐτοί ποτ’ ἔπραξαν μήτ’ ἄλλοιϲ ἐπεδείξαντο. Τοὺϲ μὲν οὖν πολλοὺϲ τῶν ἰατρῶν οὐδὲν θαυμαϲτὸν ἀμελήϲανταϲ ἤθουϲ χρηϲτοῦ δοξοϲοφίαν μᾶλλον ἢ ἀλήθειαν ϲπουδάϲαι. Τὸ δ’ ἡμέτερον οὐχ ὧδ’ ἔχει.

Better than examples are the things which we have personally witnessed. Since, if all those who try to teach or write about anything were to offer proof of them beforehand, no doubt far fewer things would be said falsely. But now, most men try to teach others things that they themselves never did nor demonstrated to others. Thus, it is no wonder that many physicians, having no care for good practice, are eager for the pretense of wisdom rather than the truth. This, however, is not the case with me.51


51 Meth. Med. 608–609 Kühn. Translations of Galen are my own.
 


Galen seems to think that his readers will find claims to personal autopsy persuasive and that offering precise details, like the exact hour at which a febrile crisis arrived, will be taken as persuasive evidence that Galen has witnessed (and successfully intervened in) such fever progressions. But Galen’s temporal precision, like that of PGM IV 2441–2621, also accomplishes other goals. As I have argued in detail elsewhere,52 it paints a picture of Galen as a meticulous specialist who values both logical rationalism and observational empiricism. He knows exactly when to consult a clock during his clinical interventions and how to translate that temporal data into effective diagnoses, prognoses, and therapeutic regimens. Galen also occasionally uses numbered hours to emphasize the speed and efficiency of his fever treatments. In On the Method of Medicine, for instance, he opens a patient case history in the following way:


52 Miller 2017, 2020, 2023.



τὰ δὲ κατὰ τὸν ἕτερον, ἤδη ϲοι δίειμι. . .. ἐθεαϲάμεθα δ’ ἡμεῖϲ αὐτὸν μετὰ τὴν δευτέραν νύκτα τὰ μὲν οὖν ἄλλα πάντα τῷ προειρημένῳ παραπληϲίωϲ διακείμενον, ἐναργῆ δὲ τὰ τῆϲ ϲηπεδόνοϲ τῶν χυμῶν ἔχοντα γνωρίϲματα. Φλέβα τοίνυν αὐτῷ παραχρῆμα διελόντεϲ ἄχρι λειποθυμίαϲ ἐκενώϲαμεν. ἐφ’ ᾗ διαλιπόντεϲ αὔταρκεϲ ἐθρέψαμεν, μελικράτῳ μὲν πρῶτον, μετὰ δὲ ὥραν ἐκείνου μίαν πτιϲάνηϲ χυλῷ. Καὶ πάντ’ ἐπέπρακτο ταῦτα πέμπτηϲ ὥραϲ ἐντόϲ.

The things done for the other patient I will now recount for you. . .. I saw him after the second night and, while in all other respects he was in a condition similar to that of the man I described earlier, it was clear that he had signs of putrefaction of the humors. Therefore, after I opened a vein for him right away, I drained [his blood] to the point of fainting. From that time, having waited a sufficient interval, I nourished him, first with melikraton, and an hour after that, with barley-gruel. All of these things had been done within five hours.53


53 Meth. Med. 613–614 Kühn.
 


The assertion that “all these things had been done within five hours” both emphasizes the efficiency with which Galen performed his interventions and depicts Galen as someone who keeps careful track of medical timing.

The authors of Imperial-period and late Antique alchemical treatises also use temporal precision for both practical and rhetorical effect.54 While, to my knowledge, none of the extant treatises uses hours to boast specifically about its procedure’s rapid efficacy, they do offer detailed instructions about when and how long to perform certain steps. For instance, in his treatise The Beneficence and Good Fortune of What Has Been Created and the Success of Labor and the Long Length of Life (Εὐποία καὶ εὐτυχία τοῦ κτιϲαμένου καὶ ἐπιτυχία καμάτου καὶ μακροχρονία βίου), the first- or second-century ce alchemist Moses includes instructions such as “bring up its sublime vapor from the first hour until the tenth hour (ἀνένεγκαι τὴν αἰθάλην αὐτοῦ ἀπὸ ὥραϲ πρώτηϲ ἕωϲ ὥραϲ δεκάτηϲ),” “roast it for three hours (φρύγε δὲ ὥραϲ γ’),” and even more precisely, “grind the husk produced from the burnt reagent into a fine powder for one half hour (λειώϲαϲ πίτυρον ἐκ τοῦ ἀποϲειρωθέντοϲ εἴδουϲ ἥμιϲυ ὥραν α’).”55 Readers get the impression that these very specific times and durations result from extensive empirical testing and that only a true specialist, such as Moses, has the requisite knowledge to perform these processes correctly. The fact that this rhetorical strategy, of using numbered hours to enhance claims to speed, efficacy, and specialist knowledge, appears across multiple genres of Greco-Roman technical writing, suggests that the contributors to PGM IV 2441–2621 and similar texts were operating within a similar discourse community, perhaps within a similar kind of professional environment.


54 As, indeed, do the authors of astrological treatises. See Heilen 2020.
 


55 Paris B.N. gr. 2327, fol. 268v; CAAG Vol. II 300.8, 302.4, and 303.17, respectively.





Conclusion: Temple Time or Freelance Time?

By investigating the use of “clock time” and the term “hour” within PGM IV and other Greco-Egyptian private ritual handbooks of the late Ptolemaic and Roman periods, I hope to have shed light on some of the practical, rhetorical, and psychological concerns that hours and hourly timekeeping satisfy within these texts. We saw how PGM procedures use the language of hours in order to articulate expressions of and desires for rapid and long-lasting ritual results and privileged knowledge of ritual timing. These claims, in turn, would have helped practitioners to distinguish themselves from laypersons and professional rivals and thereby to attract more business. But who were these practitioners? To what extent should we imagine them to have been affiliated with Egyptian temple complexes or, as Edmonds suggests, as freelancers operating within a competitive marketplace?

I submit that the picture we have assembled here – by looking at how contributors to PGM IV used the language and frameworks of hourly timekeeping to make assertions about ritual timing, duration, and speed – is consistent with the idea that they were, indeed, freelancers. While the contributors to PGM IV sometimes claim a temple-like authority by referencing elements of earlier Egyptian cultic tradition, such as the changing forms of Re over a 12-hour period or the concept of a serialized eternity, they extract these traditions from their original and institutional contexts, reinterpreting them for private ritual use and recombining them with elements from other cultural traditions. In the Roman period, the wider availability of sundials, water clocks, and knowledge about hourly timekeeping also meant that timekeeping practices once limited to the temple priesthood were now more democratized.56 Beyond the temple walls, freelance practitioners could now easily time ritual elements either by using their own portable or domestic clock or by popping out to the local marketplace or bath house to consult a public one. Furthermore, we have seen that the formula identified by Edmonds, “and you will be amazed,” is not the only rhetorical trope to recur across the genres of medical, alchemical, and private ritual literature; appeals to temporal precision are used in similar ways across these genres, suggesting that, at least to the contributors of PGM IV, we can persuasively apply Edmonds’ conclusion that:


56 Quack 2002 discusses other “democratizations” of Pharaonic temple traditions during the Ptolemaic and Roman periods, e.g., the belief that one becomes a form of Osiris or Isis after death.
 


Such a practitioner cannot rely on an established institution to provide authority for the kind of practices he advocates but must win over his audience in a competitive market, whether for medical expertise, alchemical wisdom, or magical power.57


57 Edmonds 2020, 42.



The cumulative impression that we receive from PGM IV is of a set of practitioners who were familiar with adapted elements of temple ritual, but also needed to promote themselves and their products within an agonistic professional landscape.58


58 The fourth-century date of the manuscript may provide further support for this interpretation. Love 2016, 235 has argued that “the early 4th century ce manuscripts [of the Theban Magical Library or TML] were much less likely . .. to have been produced by individuals who were associated – whether directly or indirectly – with a temple priestly milieu. It is more likely that these individuals had some genealogical or socio-economic connection, therefore benefitting from a transfer of skills from the earlier ‘owners’ of the late 2nd and/or early 3rd century ce manuscripts which were preserved in the TML.”
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Raquel Martín Hernández

It is not unusual to find indications of the importance of performing a specific magical practice at a crucial astronomical moment in the texts of the corpus of Greco-Egyptian magical papyri. The procedures written on the magical formularies often contain references to the efficacy of the rite whenever it is performed at a particular astrological moment; especially when the moon is in a particular phase, at a particular time of day with respect to sunrise or sunset, or when one of the seven planets passes through one of the signs of the zodiac. However, the astrological and astronomical references found in this corpus are not particularly sophisticated, and the practitioner did not need to have advanced knowledge of astrology and/or astronomy. The observation of the solar or lunar cycle along with the consultation of calendars would be sufficient for the correct performance of the rite according to the recipes for most procedures.

This chapter focuses on two calendars, called “the cycle of the moon,” preserved in two different magical formularies: GEMF 74/PGM VII and GEMF 55/ PGM III. These calendars indicate which is the best moment of the lunar cycle around the ecliptic to perform different kinds of magical rituals.1 A philological and material study of these papyrus formularies reveals aspects of the calendars and the history of their transmission that previous studies have missed. I first present a study of the most complete “cycle of the moon,” that is preserved on the recto side of GEMF 74/PGM VII, followed by the study of its copy on the verso side of the same document, with a special focus on its arrangement and material particularities. Secondly, after relocating several unconnected fragments of the papyrus roll, I propose a new edition of the “cycle of the moon” of GEMF 55/PGM III and compare the proposed readings with the calendars preserved in GEMF 74/PGM VII.


1 The ecliptic is the area of the celestial sphere through which the apparent path of the Sun passes during a year. “If you were to watch the sky at sunset over the period of a whole year, making a note of the stars which appeared just after the Sun, by the end of the year you would have made a map of a line through the heavens known as the ecliptic,” Barton 1994, 86. See also Edmonds 2019, 247.



A close examination of the material aspects of the calendar texts within their papyri reveals that they provide a fairly simple and practical system that tracks the position of the moon within certain zodiacal signs, without the complexities often found in the astrological manuals. The rewriting of the calendar in GEMF 74/ PGM VII on the outside of the papyrus roll further indicates that the practitioner may have felt the need for quick consultation of the calendar without unrolling the papyrus, while the re-positioning of fragments in the GEMF 55/PGM III calendar helps to uncover its unusual organization by the order of planetary domiciles.

Finally, I examine how these calendars are integrated into the tradition of katarchic astrology and argue that its use is too restricted. The calendars in both formularies do not coincide with each other, and the ritual procedures mentioned in them do not match the assortment of procedures in these formularies, suggesting that they were copied from different sources and added into the formularies.


The "Cycle of the Moon" in GEMF 74.364–379/PGM VII 284–299

GEMF 74/PGM VII is an “ambitious collection” of magical procedures written in Greek on an amphigraphos book-roll, that is, a formulary of magic written with a continuous text on both sides of a papyrus roll.2 This papyrus was bought on May 12, 1888, by E. Wallis Budge for the British Museum and since 1998 it has been housed at the British Library in three different frames. The papyrus was first published by two different scholars independently in 1893, F. G. Kenyon and C. Wessely, and it was then re-edited as PGM VII in 1928 by Preisendanz and his collaborators.3 The roll is completely written in Greek, and its content is very miscellaneous, intended to provide a range of solutions to the everyday demands of the owner’s clients, such as medical remedies, aggressive purposes, amulets for protection, and even a lot-divination text.


2 I use the term “ambitious collection,” coined by R. Gordon 2019, 102, to refer to magical formularies with different procedures for multiple purposes intentionally collected in a single book. On the difference between opistrographos and amphigraphos (or true opistographos) book-roll, see Dosoo and Torallas Tovar 2022, 111–114.
 


3 All the information about the purchase and the images of the papyrus are available at the British Library’s website: www.bl.uk/manuscripts/FullDisplay.aspx?ref=Papyrus_121.
 

Among all the recipes it contains, GEMF 74/PGM VII preserves an interesting number of calendars to be taken into account when performing a particular procedure or to consult depending on what kind of ritual you want to do on a particular day.4 Here I explore the calendar entitled “the cycle of the moon” (κύκλοϲ ϲελήνηϲ GEMF 74.364–379/PGM VII 284–299), both in its material and textual particularities, and examine whether the calendar has any relation or connection to the magical procedures preserved in the formulary that would make it ‘applicable’ in its own context.


4 GEMF 74.228–240/PGM VII 155–166 also preserves the calendar entitled ἡμερομαντεία καὶ ὥραι (“days and hours for divination”), a calendar that stipulates the parts of each day of the lunar month during which the previous divinatory procedure, the so-called Homeromanteion, can be performed. GEMF 74.352–363/PGM VII 272–283 sets out a list of months, starting with Toth, that is, the first month according to the Egyptian calendar, and followed by different numbers. There is no rubric that allows us to know whether the list informs the practitioner about the auspicious or inauspicious days for the performance of rites. Hopfner, in OZ vol. I sec. 829–830 argues that the calendar stipulates the unsuitable days to perform magic based on the comparison with the Homeromanteion calendar, in which only six days are considered unsuitable (μὴ χρῶ) for consultation. As a point of comparison, the text of GEMF 58/PGM V 245–246 lists only the days 7, 9, 10, 12, 14, 16, 21, 24 and 25 from the rise of the moon as suitable for performing the rite, while on the rest of the days the procedure cannot be performed.
 


5 PGM VII, col. viii.
 


6 GEMF 74.352–363/PGM VII 272–283.
 


7 The type of arrangement in a list, which appears on other occasions in this same papyrus, has been studied by R. Gordon 2019, 114, as an “unobtrusive indicator” to be taken into account when searching for the previous texts from which the scribe is composing his book-roll. These indicators are, in Gordon’s words, “ ‘unconscious’ features of the text, whose unobtrusiveness meant that the scribe simply accepted them as he went on with his work.”
 


8 On the popularity of these calendars in antiquity, see below.
 


9 The preceding calendar starts in Thoth, the first month according to the Egyptian and Alexandrian calendar. The Alexandrian calendar started on August 29th or 30th and, therefore, the month of Virgo. On Egyptian calendars, see Parker 1950, esp. 8, for the Alexandrian calendar.
 


10 We should understand a regular division of the ecliptic into 12 signs of 30 degrees each, that is, the “sidereal zodiac.” The lunar month, understood as the length of time it takes for the moon to complete one revolution of the zodiac, was well known by the time and commonly used in astrology. See, e.g., Manilius, Astronomica, 2.687–774, esp. 2.719–721: “Thus each sign occupies in every constellation two and a half of its degrees, making a total of thirty degrees exacted from the whole zodiac,” and 735–737, “Whatever the sign in which the count gives out, that sign’s dodecatemory shall the moon be then occupying; subsequently she will occupy the remaining dodecatemories, each one in its turn, according to the established order of the signs” (translation G.P. Good). This calculation can also be found in Greek and Roman sources that are not technical treatises on astronomy. See, e.g., Vitruvius, On Architecture 9.1.5–6: “Now while these twelve signs possess each the twelfth part of the firmament, and continually turn from east to west. . .. The moon runs through its orbit from the sign in which it began, on the twenty-eighth day and about an hour more, and returning to that sign completes the lunar month” (translation F. Granger), or Philo, Somn. 2.112–113, “The sun and the moon, they say, ever revolve along the circle and pass through each of the signs, though the two do not move at the same speed, but at unequal rates as measured in numbers, the sun taking thirty days and the moon about a twelfth of that time, that is two and a half days” (translation F.H. Colson and G.H. Whitaker). Examples of “cycles of the moon” from other cultures can be cited for comparison, as the Qumran papyrus 4Q318 lines 1–6a. According to Jacobus 2015, 46, “the section describes the moon’s journey through the zodiac for the month of Adar only. The first zodiac sign of the moon in Adar is Aries, on days 1 and 2 of the month. On days 3 and 4, it is in Taurus and on days 5, 6 and 7, it is in Gemini. This pattern of the moon in the same sign for two days, then another two days, then three days, is recurring.”
 


11 Martín Hernández 2018 (ed.pr.).


The “cycle of the moon” is located in column x of the recto side of GEMF 74,5 following a calendar indicating the suitable or unsuitable days to perform magic.6 The column is completed with an invocation written in spiral form around the schematic drawing of an ibis. The whole column, which is basically composed of lists, is the narrowest in the manuscript and is located in the center of the book.7 The “cycle of the moon” shows what kind of magical practices can be performed depending on the position of the moon with respect to the zodiac.8 This calendar starts in Virgo, that is, the zodiac sign corresponding to the beginning of the Egyptian year.9

Since no phase of the moon is indicated in the text, we must understand that this calendar corresponds to the sidereal cycle of the moon, that is, the time interval that the moon takes to orbit 360 degrees around the Earth with respect to the ecliptic. The moon moves through the 12 signs of the zodiac in 27 days, 7 hours, and 43 minutes, so it takes approximately 2 ½ days per month to pass through each of the signs of the zodiac.10




	GEMF 74 364-379/PGM VII 284-299





	 
	κύκλοϲ [ϲ]ελήνηϲ. 
	Cycle of the moon. Moon in Virgo: any thing is rendered obtainable.
	 



	 
	ἐν παρθέ[̣ .:] παναλω☾ιον πεποιημένον
	365



	15
	ζυγῷ: νεκυομαντια
	 



	 
	ϲκορπίῳ: πανκακώϲιμ
	In Libra: necromancy.
	 



	 
	τοξότῃ: πρὸϲ  καὶ  ἐπίκληϲιν ἤτοι ἐπιλαληματ
	In Scorpio: anything inflicting evil.
	 



	 
	αἰγοκέρῳ: ὅϲα λβέγειϲ θαέλειϲ ἐπὶ καλειϲτον

	 



	 
	In Sagittarius: for invocation or incantation (addressed) to Sun and Moon
	 



	20
	υδρηχόῳ: εἰϲ φίλτρον

	 



	 
	370



	 
	ιχθῦϲ: εἰϲ πρόγνωϲιν
	In Capricorn: whatever you want, you gather it for the best.
	 



	 
	κρειῷ: ἔμπυρον ἤτοι ἀγωγιμ
	 



	 
	ταύρῳ: εἰϲ λύχν/ἐπιλάλη μ
	 



	25
	δίδυμοι: χαριτήϲιον
	In Aquarius: for aphrodisiacs.
	 



	 
	καρκίνῳ: φυλακτήρια
	Pisces: for foreknowledge.
	 



	 
	λέων: κίρκα ἤτοι καταδέϲματ
	In Aries: (for) burning or attraction procedures.
	375



	 
	



	 
	 
	In Taurus: for incantation to a lamp.
	 



	13 l. (ϲελήνηϲ) || 14 παρθέ[νῳ] We: παρθ[εν/] Κe:
παρθέ[νῳ] dub. Pr || 14 παναλωιον Ke Pr: παναλκιον
We, l. Πανάλκιμον in app.: l. Πανάλωτον dub. Pr in
app. || 15 ποιη[μ]ενον Ke || 17 l. Πανκακώϲιμ(ον) We
Pr || 18 l. (ἥλιον) | l. (ϲελήνην) || 19 l. ἐπιλαλήματ(α) ||
20 l. ὅϲα θέλειϲ λέγειϲ || 21 επικαλ⟦.⟧ειϲτον Pap, l. ἐπὶ
κάλλιϲτον We Pr: l. Επικαλειϲ τον ‹θεον› vel ‹ηλιον›
Ke || 24 l. Κριῷ | l. ἀγώγιμ(ον) || 25 l. Λύχ(νον) |
l. ἐπιλάλημ(α) || 28 l. Καταδέϲματα
	Gemini: favor-procedure.
	 



	In Cancer: protective amulets.
	 



	Leo: rings or binding procedures.
	 





The two calendars in GEMF 74, column x, the calendar of unsuitable (or suitable) days to practice magic and the “cycle of the moon,” were copied again, very likely by the same scribe, on the verso of the same papyrus, in a very odd position regarding the organization of the text.11

The recipes on the verso of GEMF 74/PGM VII were written in different moments. They were articulated, firstly, in 10 columns that the principal scribe arranged in the center of the book-roll, leaving both extremes of the papyrus blank.12 At a later moment, different hands inserted additional texts in the sections that had been left unwritten, with procedures very similar to those already written in by the first scribe.13


12 Perhaps to protect the text when the papyrus was rolled up. This technique is not exclusive to this papyrus. For the use of rolls, see Dosoo and Torallas Tovar 2022, 112, n. 199.
 


13 On the distribution of the text, see Gordon and Martín Hernández 2022. On the paleography of GEMF 74/PGM VII, see Nodar Domínguez 2022.
 

The fragments that make up the remains of the column in which the “orbit of the moon” was written on the verso side were not edited by either Kenyon or Preisendanz. Only Wessely offered a reading of some of the letters visible in the fragments, although their order is not correct in his edition.14 Thus, only an approach to the fragments from their material and textual perspective is able to offer not only the identification of the text, but also arguments for the study of its practical use.


14 Wessely 1893, 41. GEMF 74, verso col. i.
 

What is especially strange about this text is its odd placement with respect to the rest of the written columns on the verso side – the column was written upside down. Accordingly, if we follow the direction of the script, the text would actually be located at the end of the book-roll, which contradicts, a priori, the idea that this column was an unsuccessful attempt to start the papyrus (Figure 5.1).15


15 As it is the case, for example, of GEMF 15/PDM XII, for which see Dieleman 2005, 32, and Diele-man and Sarischouli 2022, 65 (GEMF 15, introduction).
 

In addition, the handwriting of this column seems to be that of the principal scribe.16 The similarities between the remains of this column and the text in GEMF 74 column x allow for two possible interpretations:


16 A complete discussion on the handwriting in Martín Hernández 2018.


	1) The column offers a different version of the calendars taken from another manuscript or sheet. Magical formularies frequently collect alternative recipes due to the desire to accumulate all knowledge that the magician considers useful.
 	2) The column seems to offer an exact copy of the calendars in column x. If so, the question would be what the purpose of the repetition was, since there do not seem to be any parallels in other books of magic, as far as I am aware. Regardless of whether or not they were exact copies, I surmise that the calendars were repeated on the outside of the papyrus roll in order to be consulted when the formulary was rolled up.


Moreover, the fact that the column appears in a position isolated from the main content of the book-roll and runs in the opposite direction is intriguing. Korshi Dosoo has suggested to me that the inverted orientation of the text may stem from a practical choice. The scribe copied 10 columns with magical recipes on the verso side, flipping the papyrus for its long axis (Figure 5.2a). However, when he wanted to copy the “orbit of the moon” on the verso side, he folded the papyrus along the vertical axis of the volume, so that the blank part of the verso would be next to the text written in column x (Figure 5.2 b). Then he could have proceeded to copy the text easily. When copying the text in this way, the column would have been written in the opposite direction when compared to the rest of the verso of the papyrus, which, as it has been already said, is written by flipping the papyrus along its long axis.

	Verso side cols. i, ii and iii
 	Direction of the writing


[image: A schematic representation of texts on papyrus fragments is seen, with the main scribe marked with dots in the first column and an arrow towards the left. The second scribe is marked with horizontal lines in the second and third columns and two arrows towards the right.]Figure 5.1 Schematic representation of the order of writing of the first columns of GEMF 74 verso. Source: Illustration by the author.

[image: A schematic representation of texts on a papyrus bookroll on the recto side with a horizontal line in the center and a circular arrow around the bookroll with the text “long axis”; and a folded bookroll from the left side along the vertical axis.]Figure 5.2 a) Flipping the papyrus to proceed copying the verso side; b) folding the papyrus to make a copy of the text in column x on the verso side. Source: Illustration by the author.


To sum up, GEMF 74/PGM VII preserves in column x one calendar of suitable or unsuitable days to perform magic and one “cycle of the moon,” that is, a calendar showing what kind of magical practices can be performed with best results depending on the position occupied by the moon with respect to the zodiac in each month. Physical examination of the papyrus as well as Wessely’s first edition of part of the fragments enables us to identify the text of the column and assert that these calendars of column x (or similar ones) were copied by the principal scribe of the papyrus on its verso. The strange position of the copy, upside down with respect to the rest of the text previously written by him, can only be noticed by looking at the fragments as physical pieces of papyrus, and this examination has led us to conclude that the calendar was written by the principal scribe on the verso side of the papyrus in a later moment of the composition of the book. Probably, he wanted to have a copy of the calendars in column x in a part of the volume accessible even without unrolling it. This feature also informs us about the recurrent consultation of calendars while performing magical rituals and the actual practical use of these formularies.



The "Cycle of the Moon" in GEMF 55/PGM III

GEMF 55/PGM III, also known as the “Mimaut Papyrus,” is another magical amphigraphos book-roll. The papyrus was bought by Jean-François Mimaut in Egypt in 1837, and it is housed at the Louvre Museum (P. Louvre N 2391). Its provenance is unknown, but it is dated to the fourth century ce based on paleography. The whole book-roll is preserved in fragments that are stored in four different frames. The longest of these fragments was first edited by Karl Wessely.17 The other fragments were published and studied by Samson Eitrem in 1923, who established its order (frame 4, 2 and 3), although expressing some doubts about it. Karl Preisendanz edited the whole papyrus in 1928 as PGM III establishing a different order (frame 1, 2, 3 and 4), and the papyrus has been studied since then, maintaining this very order. Many years after, E. Love published an article in which he sustained the idea that the whole papyrus was, in fact, two different books, based mainly in the folding pattern of the different fragments.18 A new material and textual examination of the papyrus has led me and Sofía Torallas Tovar to reject previous reconstructions of the papyrus and establish a new order of the fragments. The text in its new order will be edited in the forthcoming second volume of GEMF as GEMF 55.19 In the following, I will refer to the new numbering of the columns according to the new order.


17 Wessely 1888.
 


18 Love 2017.



19 Martín Hernández and Torallas Tovar, forthcoming. Provisional results of the research were presented by S. Torallas Tovar and me in the Introductory lecture to “Samson Eitrem Memorial Lectures on Ancient Religion, Magic and Papyrology,” Oslo University (November 2022).
 

[image: A photo of seven papytus fragments belonging to the calendar with written text arranged.]Figure 5.3 Roman-period papyrus (“Mimaut Papyrus”) probably from Thebes, Egypt. Digital relocation of fragments. Source: © 2012 Musée du Louvre/Georges Poncet.

The papyrus roll seems to have been written by two different scribes. A principal scribe first wrote the recto side (except the lower part of GEMF 55, column iv) and the beginning of the verso side.20 A second scribe completed the parts left blank on both the recto and the verso, probably at a later point in time. The content of the formulary is, as usually happens in “ambitious collections” of magical texts, quite miscellaneous, although a tendency to accumulate procedures for particular purposes can be noticed. Procedures for the practice of divination through the direct vision of the solar god, and procedures for memory to remember the god’s words are particularly popular in this formulary. Along with these texts, the Mimaut Papyrus has transmitted the “great ritual of the cat,” which, as its rubric says, is effective for all purposes.


20 Col. iv in GEMF corresponds to col. x in PGM.


The text that interests me here, a “cycle of the moon,” was added by the second scribe at the end of column iv on the recto side, filling in the gap that had been left blank by the first scribe. This calendar is very similar to the cycle of the moon on GEMF 74.

The material study of GEMF 55/PGM III led to the rearranging of some of the fragments belonging to the calendar, so that the former edition by Preisendanz must be revisited (Figure 5.3). Thanks to a careful material study of the papyrus, I was able to fit the pieces in their original position by looking at the fibers and traces of ink, as well as by a philological study of the text both in recto and verso. The edition I present in this article notably improves the previous edition in various places, as I explain in the commentary, and enables us to formulate a new hypothesis about the apparently odd order of the zodiac signs, that they follow the order of planetary domiciles.

In the following lines I present the edition made by Preisendanz followed by mine with a translation of the text and some comments.

Edition by Preisendanz:


[κύκλοϲ]. ϲελήνη ἐν[ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ἤ π]αρθέν|ῳ πανά[λωτον, π]οίει λεκαν[ομαντεία]ν, ὡϲ θέ[λε]ιϲ, ἐν [καρκίνῳ πα]ραιτίαν, | ἀερομαντεῖο[ν ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣]ϲ, ἐν διδύμο[ιϲ καθά] μματα[ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ἐν] ζυγῷ | πρόϲκλ[ηϲιν ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣]νων ἀπόλυ[ϲιν ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ν]εκυομαντ[είαν, | ἐν ἰχθ[ύϲιν ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣] οιω ἢ ἀγώγ[ιμον], ἐν τοξ[ότῃ ἐπι]τηδίαν, | ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ἐν αἰ]γοκέρῳ ἱκᾳ[νόν ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ | ἐν [ ] [ ] |


Edition by Martín Hernández:


[κύκλοϲ ϲελήνηϲ.] ϲελήνη ἐν [π]αρθέ νῳ π̣ανάλ̣ω̣[τον ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ π]οίει λεκανο[μαντείαν, προ]γνώϲειϲ, ὀν[ε]ιραιτητά, ἀ]ερομαντε[ίαν ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣] ⲻ ἐν διδύμο[ιϲ ποίει (?) περιά]μματα. ⲻ ἐ[ν] ζυγῷ πρόϲκληϲ[ιν ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣]νων ἀπόλυ[ϲιν. ⲻ ἐν ταῦρῳ (?) ν]εκυομαντ[είαν] . [-]ἐν ϲχọ[ρπίῳ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ⲻ ἐν κ]ριῷ ἔμπυ[ρον ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣]ⲻ ἐν τοξότῃ δίαλ-̣ ̣ ̣ ̣[ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ ̣ⲻ ἐν α]ἰ̣οκέρῳ κα̣[ταδέϲματα (?) ̣ ̣ ̣]ον ἐν ὑδρ̣[ο]χόῳ ] ̣ο ̣[ ]vacat


Translation:


Cycle of the moon. The moon in Virgo anything is obtainable . .. perform lecanomancy, predictions, oracles by dreams,

aeromancy . .. In Gemini perform (?) amulets. In Libra, invocation . .. liberation. [In Tauro (?)] necromancy In Scorpio (?) . .. In Aries burning-attraction procedure . .. In Sagittarius. . . . .. In Capricorn curses (?) . .. In Aquarius . . .


Commentary: With regard to the format, both the calendar and the rest of the magical procedures written by the second scribe at the end of column iv overflow the margins of the column previously written by the first scribe (Figure 5.4). Although it is difficult to know what the real reason is, this formatting may be due to two possible reasons:

	1) The scribe wants to insert a particular set of procedures, calculates the space, and seeing that it is not possible for him to keep the same layout as there was, he exceeds the margins to fit all the text.
 	2) The scribe tends to write wider columns than the first scribe, which can be easily verified by looking at the columns written by him on the papyrus verso.


The “cycle of the moon” is written continuously, occupying the width of the column. For each new entry, that is, before each zodiac sign, the scribe introduces a forked paragraphos to note that a new entry starts. Although a list format such as the one present in GEMF 74 is more practical for consultation, the practice of noting each new entry with a textual mark (except before Aquarius in the visible remains) indicates the scribe’s concern to make the text easy to consult.

	1.1 κύκλοϲ ϲελήνηϲ.] is reconstructed in the lacuna by comparison with GEMF 74/ PGM VII. ϲελήνη, the subject of the following sentence, appears written in full, without making use of its symbol, ☾, as it appears in GEMF 74/PGM VII.21
 ϲελήνη ἐν [π]αρθέ|νῳ With the new relocation of the fragments, now it is clear that the calendar starts with Virgo and not with another different sign, coinciding with GEMF 74/PGM VII.22

 	1.2 π̣ανάλ̣ω̣[τον is reconstructed according to traces preserved and by comparison with GEMF 74.23 However, the traces before –αν seem incompatible with a π.
 The list of different divination procedures probably corresponds to the practices that can be made with better results during the pass of the moon through Virgo or another zodiac sign lost in the lacuna (maybe Leo (ἐν λέοντι), which would be the shortest and fits the length of the lacuna). The reading ὀνειραιτητά seems now clear, and the word in the singular (ὀνειραιτητόν) is well attested in the corpus for dream oracles.24 ὀνειραιτηϲίαν, dream-request, which appears in GEMF 31/PGM I 329, could be another possibility.

 	1.3 Α reconstruction ἀ]ερομαντε[ίαν ̣ . . .], instead of the former reading ἀερομαντεῖο[ν, fits better in my opinion the traces of ink in the papyrus.25 The term ἀερομαντεία, which is attested in Latin, aeromantia, does not appear in the corpus of magical formularies.26 However, it is attested in Byzantine texts.27
 Περιά]μματα. The former reading καθά]μματα would again be a hapax. I hypothesize περιά]μματα by comparison with GEMF 74, in which χαριτήϲιον appears associated to Gemini. Furthermore, περιάμμα is not a hapax in the corpus of Greco-Egyptian magical papyri, as it appears in GEMF 58/PGM V 1 and GEMF 27/PGM XXIIa 6. Following this reading, the paragraphos and a new sign, ἐν ζυγῷ, can be read in the papyrus without problems.




21 The use of the symbol ☾ for ϲελήνηϲ in GEMF 74/PGM VII as well as the number of abbreviations at the end of the line may be used to facilitate the arrangement of the text in a very narrow column.
 


22 Pérez Jiménez 2017, 85 offers a different punctuation of the text assuming that the zodiacal sign comes after the practice and not before. Such a punctuation must be discarded by attending to the paragraphoi, not noticed in the edition by Preisendanz, that appear before the preposition ἐν + zodiac sign to mark the starting of a new sentence.
 


23 In GEMF 74, 365 the scribe wrote παναλωιον, which was amended with doubts by Preisendanz as πανάλωτον.
 


24 GEMF 57/PGM IV 2497, GEMF 74.302, 330, 440, 820, 859, 953/PGM VII 222, 250, 359, 664, 703, 795, GEMF 72/PGM VIII 64, GEMF 15/PGM XII 190, GEMF 61/PGM XXIIb 27, 32.
 


25 A reading κ]λερομαντε[ίαν . . .] for κληρομαντείαν could be possible (I thank Michael Zellmann-Rohrer for the suggestion). However, a scribal mistake (ε for η) would have to be hypothesized.
 


26 Isidorus, Etym. 8.9.13.
 


27 See Demetrius Cydones, Paraphrasis questionum summae theologicae Thomae Aquinae: Re religione, 95.3.40 and Nicephorus Gregoras, Explicatio in librum Synesii De insomniis, p. 82.26.


	1.4 According to GEMF 74/PGM VII, νεκυομαντεία must be performed when the moon is in Libra. Libra, however, appears in the preceding line associated with other practices. I reconstruct, with doubts, ἐν ταύρῳ in the lacuna based on the proposed order of the zodiac signs that will be explained later.
 	1.5 According to the arrangement of the zodiac signs that will be discussed later, I might tentatively offer a reading ἐν̣ ϲχọ[ρπίῳ for ἐν̣ ϲκọ[ρπίῳ.28
 ἔμπυρον. The reading ἐν κ]ριῷ ἔμπυ[ρον matches better the traces of ink than the reading ]οιω ἢ ἀγώγ[ιμον] in Preisendanz’s edition, and it corresponds with GEMF 74/PGM VII.
 Διαλ- (or maybe διαν-) should be the beginning of the magical practice for Sagittarius. Διάλυϲιϲ (separation/liberation) might be imagined. The noun is a hapax in the PGM, but the verb appears in GEMF 15/PGM XII 64 and 170. A noun διάνοιξιϲ, “mystical revelation,” could be also hypothesized. This noun is not attested, however, in the corpus of PGM, but it appears with this meaning in texts in the fourth century ce.29

 	1.6 The reading ἱκανόν was proposed by Preisendanz. The traces of ink are very faded and the proposed ικ- could be read as a κ-, as the scribe usually separates the two traces of the κ. If so, a magical practice like κατάδεϲμοι or καταδέϲματα could be read, as it is attested in GEMF 74 for Leo.
 The reading ἐν ὑδροχόῳ, or ὑδρηχόῳ as the sign is spelled in GEMF 74/PGM VII, does not appear in Preisendanz᾽s edition, but it now seems a safe reading with the new placement of the fragments. This new entry, however, was not introduced with a paragraphos.




28 For confusion of χ and κ in the papyri, Gignac 1976, 86.
 


29 See Apoll.Laod. Ps. 118.130.
 

Drawing on these new readings and on the comparison with the cycle of the moon preserved in GEMF 74/PGM VII, we can offer some conclusions and hypotheses regarding this particular calendar and highlight some of its peculiarities.

According to the new edition, it is now clear that the calendar starts in Virgo, just as the calendar in GEMF 74 does, which coincides with the starting of the year in Egyptian calendars.30 Despite the length of the lacunae, it seems that one procedure is normally listed for each zodiac sign. However, sometimes more than one is written, as happens in GEMF 74 for Sagittarius, Aries, and Leo. Nonetheless, an exceptional accumulation of practices appears at the beginning of the cycle of the moon in GEMF 55/PGM III. If our reading is correct, at least four divination procedures are listed for Virgo or perhaps for another zodiac sign that is lost in the lacuna. Furthermore, the calendar of GEMF 55 does not coincide with the calendar preserved in GEMF 74, although some coincidences can be observed for Virgo and maybe for Aries.


30 On Egyptian calendars, Parker 1950.


Table 5.1 Classification of Zodiac Signs


	Aries
	Masculine, tropical, fiery



	Taurus
	Female, solid, earthy



	Gemini
	Masculine, bicorporeal, airy



	Cancer
	Female, tropical, watery



	Leo
	Masculine, solid, fiery



	Virgo
	Female, bicorporeal, earthy



	Libra
	Masculine, tropical, airy



	Scorpio
	Female, solid, watery



	Sagittarius
	Masculine, bicorporeal, fiery



	Capricorn
	Female, tropical, earthy



	Aquarius
	Masculine, solid, airy



	Pisces
	Female, bicorporeal, watery





A similar phenomenon can be observed in other calendars transmitted in magical formularies. GEMF 74.228–240/PGM VII 155–166 preserves the calendar for days and hours in which the Homeromanteion, a lot-divination procedure based on the oracular power of some Homeric verses, can be performed.31 The papyrus P.Oxy. 56.3831 preserves the beginning of this divination text along with the instructions of use and the calendar. The calendar, however, does not coincide with that on GEMF 74, either in the days and parts of the day that are noted as favorable or unfavorable for consultation or in their designation.32 Moreover, as with the “cycles of the moon,” the calendar associated with the Homeromanteion of GEMF 74 is written in list form, in three columns, while that of the Oxyrhynchus papyrus is written continuously.


31 See note 5.
 


32 See, e.g., the four first days of the two calendars: GEMF 74: α ἕωθεν, β μεϲημβρίαϲ, γ μὴ χρῶ, δ ἕωθεν (day 1: in the morning; day 2: at midday; day 3: do not consult; day 4: in the morning). P.Oxy. 56.3831: α ὅλ(ην) ἡμέραν, β μεϲούϲηϲ, γ μὴ χρῶ, δ ἀπ’ ἡοῦϲ (day 1: all day, day 2: at midday; day 3: do not consult; day 4: in the morning).
 

But the most intriguing issue in the cycle of the moon of GEMF 55 still remains: the curious arrangement of the zodiac signs. Contrary to what is normal in other “selenodromia,” the zodiac signs do not follow their usual order, i.e., the order on the ecliptic (whatever the first sign is). Due to the current state of preservation, we can only propose some hypotheses about the arrangement of the zodiac signs.

According to the ancient astrological Greco-Roman sources, the signs of the zodiac could be grouped together in many different ways; e.g., a) female and masculine signs, b) tropical, solid, and bicorporeal signs, c) fiery, earthy, airy, and watery.33


33 See, e.g., Vettius Valens 1.2; Ptolemy, Tetr. 1.12–13. Discussion in Bouché-Leclercq 1899, 149–157.


The new edition of the text does not confirm an arrangement of the signs based on any of these divisions. An arrangement of masculine and feminine signs cannot be maintained; even if we play with the lacunae and the lost signs, a consistent order seems impossible. An arrangement made by modalities or quadruplicities, that is, by tropical, solid, and bicorporeal signs, does not work either. Aurelio Pérez Jiménez, based on Preisendanz’s edition, hypothesizes an arrangement of the signs by their association with the elements (fire, water, air, and earth). This arrangement, however, is not consistent throughout the text, as the Spanish scholar already not-ed.34 In fact, no sign of water appears in the text (although, obviously, this could be due to the text’s lacunae).


34 Pérez Jiménez 2017, 86.
 

We might, however, hypothesize an arrangement according to the domiciles of the zodiac, that is, the ruling planet associated with each sign (Figure 5.4).35


35 See Barton 1994, 96–97 and 108–109.
 

[image: A schematic representation of a circular astrological chart is seen, with night on the left side and day on the right side. The chart is divided into twelve segments, with signs and names for each zodiac.]Figure 5.4 Planetary domiciles according to Ptol. Tetr. 1.18.36Source: Illustration by author.


36 Same distribution in Sextus Emp. Math. 5.35–36.


Thus, Virgo is the first sign, and it is the daytime domicile of Mercury, followed by Gemini, which is the nighttime domicile of Mercury. Gemini is followed by Libra, the daytime domicile of Venus. Taurus, which would be the nighttime domicile, does not appear, but it can be reconstructed in the lacuna. Scorpio, the daytime domicile of Mars, can be reconstructed, with doubts, at the beginning of line 5. Then Aries, which is the nighttime domicile of Mars, appears written in the text. Sagittarius follows, the daytime domicile of Jupiter. Pisces, the nighttime domicile, would follow, and it could be reestablished in the lacuna. Capricorn and Aquarius, the domiciles of Saturn, are written in the penultimate line. Finally, the signs of the luminaries are missing: Cancer, the domicile of the Moon, and Leo, the domicile of the Sun, could have been written in the last line of the text, but this line is practically lost.37


37 It is interesting to compare the strange arrangement of the “cycle of the moon” with that of the Dodekaoros in GEMF 55/PGM III 500–535. See Mastrocinque 2020, 45. See Chapter 4 by Kassandra Miller in this volume.
 

Although it is risky due to the fragmentary state of the text to claim that the arrangement of the zodiac signs in the order of the domiciles was the one chosen to write this “orbit of the moon,” it nonetheless provides a plausible explanation. I have not been able to find calendars with such an arrangement of zodiac signs in astronomical or magical sources. However, a sculpture of the birth of Mithras from Housesteads (Hadrian’s wall) offers an interesting parallel. Surrounding the figure of Mithras emerging from the egg is a representation of the zodiac, and the arrangement of the signs corresponds to the planetary houses.38


38 See Barton 1994, 200–201 and Plate 15. In this case, Leo and Cancer, the domiciles of the Sun and the Moon, appear on the top, while in our calendar (if the reconstruction is correct) would be located at the end.
 



The Transmission of Katarchai in Antiquity and the "Cycles of the Moon"

It is important to reflect on why these calendars were written in these magical formularies. Are these “cycles of the moon” of general application, listing any kind of magical rites that practitioners could perform and could be transmitted in different formularies and/or papyrus sheets, or were they introduced in these formularies on purpose considering the procedures written on them? Besides, as these calendars only list magical practices, does their transmission depend only on magical formularies? Could they be transmitted in other kinds of books?

Calendars to select the most convenient moment to start a certain activity, to make a certain decision or to know the development of something that has happened depending on the position of the moon with respect to the zodiac are well known.39 These calendars fall into the group of katarchic astrology (katarchai), or “inceptional/electional astrology,” i.e., calendars in which the position of a planet (normally the luminaries) with respect to the signs of the zodiac dictates whether the matter to be started will go well or badly. Ancient sources tell us of the obsession of many people with consulting these and other similar calendars.40 As an example, in one papyrological testimony, the observance of the position of the moon with respect to a particular sign of the zodiac (the moon in Sagittarius) is recommended to the addressee of a letter to ensure that the business he is about to start will have the best result.41


39 On katarchic astrology, e.g., Jones 2007, 313–314 and Gordon 2013.



40 See, e.g., Ammianus Marc. 28.4.24 “Many of them, who deny that there are higher powers in heaven, neither appear in public nor eat a meal nor think they can with due caution take a bath, until they have critically examined the calendar and learned where, for example, the planet Mercury is, or what degree of the constellation of the Crab the moon occupies in its course through the heavens” (translation J.C. Rolfe), or Juvenal, Sat. 6.570–576: “But remember to avoid ever running into the kind of woman who you’ll see holding in her hands a well-thumbed almanac like it was a clammy ball of amber. She doesn’t consult anyone else, but these days is consulted herself. She will not accompany her husband when he heads for camp or for home if the calculations of Thrasyllus detain her” (translation S. Morton Braund).
 


41 Ed.pr. by A. Jones and P. Schubert P.Oxy. 65.4483. See Masola and Reggiani 2013.
 


Elis to his most esteemed Karpos, many greetings. Remember the order of the three plates, two big ones and [one small one?]. Meet (or: make a contract with) your friend when the Moon will be in Sagittarius, at the fourth hour: it arrives there on 12 Thoth, and will be still there on 13 and 14, till the seventh hour. Meet (or: make the contract with) your friend during this time. Farewell. (translation by G. Masola and N. Reggiani)


Katarchic astrology and ephemerides texts usually survive in later compilations attributed to a single author, such as Dorotheus of Sidon, Vettius Valens, Marcus Manilius, Maximus of Ephesus, or even Orpheus.42 On initiatives (Περὶ Καταρχῶν) by Maximus of Ephesus transmits a good number of katarchic calendars of the moon that provide a good point of comparison with the “cycles of the moon” attested on the magical formularies. In these texts, the position of the moon with respect to the zodiac is taken as a basis for making different decisions. Each calendar deals with a very practical matter of people’s lives, such as to know when to buy a slave, when to do business or start a travel safely, the best day for getting married, or how a disease will progress.43 See, e.g., Maximus, Περὶ Καταρχῶν, Epitome 4, 1–8:


42 See, e.g., OF 732–745, 760, 765, 766, 778, 779, 780, 781a and b.
 


43 Maximus, Περὶ Καταρχῶν, Epit. 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6.



Περὶ ὁδοιπορίαϲ ϲελήνηϲ Κριῷ· ὁ ἀποδημήϲαϲ ταχέωϲ ὑποϲτρέψει. ϲελήνηϲ Ταύρῳ· ὁ ἀποδημήϲαϲ ἀβλαβῶϲ καὶ μετὰ κέρδουϲ ὑποϲτρέψει. ϲελήνηϲ Διδύμοιϲ· ὁ ἀποδημήϲαϲ ἐπὶ πολὺν χρόνον ἐν τῇ ξένῃ διατρίψει. ϲελήνηϲ Καρκίνῳ· ὁ ἀποδημήϲαϲ χρονίϲει μὲν ἐν τῇ ξένῃ, χαίρων δὲ καὶ ἐνδόξωϲ ὑποϲτρέψει πράξαϲ εὐτυχῶϲ.

On traveling When the moon is in Aries. He who travels will return soon.



When the moon is in Taurus. He who travels will return unharmed and with profit.

When the moon is in Gemini. He who travels will remain for a long time in a foreign land. When the moon is in Cancer. He who travels will remain for a long time in a foreign land but will return with joy and a great reputation after having experienced success. (translation by R. Martín Hernández)


Although we know that katarchic astrology was very popular in the Roman period, we know little about how these calendars were transmitted. When ancient sources tell us about people consulting these calendars, are they talking about consulting books or just single sheets that contained a particular calendar? As we are well informed, magical knowledge was transmitted not only by large compendia, but also by papyrus sheets with one or two good recipes,44 so a similar diffusion of katarchic astrological poems and calendars seems plausible.


44 See Dosoo and Torallas Tovar 2022.
 

The “cycles of the moon” of the magical formularies, although very similar to the katarchic calendars, differ from them in their limited focus. The texts on initiatives, such as those preserved in the work of Maximus, are designed to be consulted in situations of risk, in circumstances of life that generate great anxiety, on the same occasions in which people usually consult oracles or used different divinatory procedures such as cleromancy.45 However, the “cycles of the moon” preserved in these two magical formularies are very restricted in scope; they seem to be calendars for professional use, probably restricted to the environment in which they are going to be used by professionals in combination with tables for calculating the planetary position at the moment of consultation.46


45 On oracular consultation on traveling, marriage and slavery, e.g., see Eidinow 2007, 72–104. On cleromancy and business and travels, see Graf 2005.
 


46 Examples of these tables are preserved in P.Oxy. 61.4152–4161.


The divergence in the practices associated with each zodiac sign in the different calendars indicates that they come from different sources. The magical rites and procedures preserved in the “cycle of the moon” in GEMF 74/PGM VII are varied and cover a wide spectrum of rituals for various purposes. Likewise, this formulary is very miscellaneous, and it contains procedures that cover all types of practices reflected in the calendar except necromancy, so we can think that it was included in this form for a specific purpose: to be useful, precisely, for the user of this book of magic. However, the technical names associated to the different practices in the calendar do not always match with those offered in the rubrics of the rest of the book; some of them are hapax (παγκακώϲιμον, ἐπιλάλημα and κατάδεϲμα), while others general terms used in other magical formularies but not in this one (πρόγνωϲιϲ and ἔμπυρον). Then, the calendar, like the rest of the procedures, was probably copied out from a previous source and not composed ad hoc for this formulary.

Regarding the “cycle of the moon” in GEMF 55/PGM III, confident assertions cannot be made because of its fragmentary state. However, it seems clear that the procedures collected in the book do not match all the categories of the calendar. The formulary is mainly devoted to collecting prognostic procedures of different kind, but recipes for lecanomancy (λεκανομαντεία), dream-request (ὀνειραιτητόν), aero-mancy (ἀερομαντεία), cleromancy (κληρομαντεία), and necromancy (νεκυομαντεία) are not included. Other technical names for naming procedures that are listed in the calendar do not appear in this magical formulary either, such as περιάμματα, πρόϲκληϲιϲ, and ἔμπυρον.

Therefore, these calendars do not completely match the procedures transmitted in the books, so they were probably copied from earlier sources. The calendars list all kinds of magical practices to cover as many practices as their customers might demand, but the formularies in which they are embedded do not necessarily contain procedures from all these categories. We can wonder whether the “orbits of the moon” were compiled in monographic or focused collections, transmitted in ambitious collections – as the examples analyzed – or in single sheets with tables to calculate the exact position of the Moon, but the lack of parallels prevents us from answering this question.47


47 On compilation and transmission of magical knowledge, see Chapter 1 by Richard Gordon and Chapter 2 by Sofía Torallas Tovar in this volume.


In conclusion, thanks to the material analysis of the papyri, the autoptic revision of the materials and the reorganization of fragments, we have been able to shed some more light on our knowledge of the “orbits of the moon” transmitted in these magical formularies.

The analysis of the handwriting and the way the text was copied again on the verso of GEMF 74 has allowed us to hypothesize that the text was copied out by the principal scribe of the book-roll with a possible practical intention, so that the calendar could be consulted without the need to unroll the book. This idea sheds light on the frequency of the use of these calendars. Moreover, the direction in which the text was copied out on the verso is consistent with the idea that the scribe folded the papyrus in order to copy as faithfully as possible the calendars copied already in column x, which is a further argument in favor of an exact copy rather than an alternative copy made using another text or book.

Regarding the “orbit of the moon” in GEMF 55/PGM III, the reorganization of the fragments has allowed us to offer a more complete revised edition of the text, which leads us to suggest a possible explanation of the special organization of the signs of the zodiac that had not been possible until now.
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According to a tale in the Alexander Romance,1 Nectanebo II (360–343 BCE), last Pharaoh of the last Egyptian dynasty, fled the Persian invasion and found his way to Pella in Macedonia, where he assumed the guise of an astrologer and provided his services to Olympias. In the course of his interview with the queen, Nectanebo produced a finely carved pinax, a board embellished with gold, ivory, ebony, and silver, that was engraved with the Sun and Moon, the twelve signs of the zodiac, and the 36 decans. From a small ivory box, he produced eight stones: seven precious and semi-precious gems, each representing one of the seven “stars” (the Sun, the Moon, and the visible planets), together with a white marble marker to indicate the horoskopos, the point of the zodiac rising on the eastern horizon. He arranged these stones on the pinax to represent an astrological nativity: the configuration of the stars in the heavens at the moment of birth. The astrological consultation that ensues is part of a fantastical and scurrilous story in which Nectanebo seduces Olympias and fathers Alexander the Great. The Pharaoh’s equipment, however, would have been realistic enough for late Hellenistic and Roman-imperial-period readers. Several astrological tablets resembling Nectanebo’s pinax have been discovered in Egypt and elsewhere. More elusive, however, are the precious stones that would have been set out on the pinax as the Sun, Moon, and planets. No stones have been discovered with pinakes in archaeological contexts. Such valuable stars may well have “wandered” away to other purposes when the board was discarded, and one appealing suggestion is that some of them eventually found their way into modern collections of engraved gems conventionally described as “magical,” especially those inscribed with images of divinities associated with the Sun, Moon and planets.2 As Christopher Faraone has shown us, however, the explosion of engraved “magical” gems in Roman imperial times is only the most visible and spectacular evidence of an earlier and more varied tradition of using materials, whether inscribed or not, as amulets for protective, curative, and other ritual purposes owing to their special properties, and his work has refocused our attention on the broader contexts of materiality and practice in which magic gems were used.3


1 Ps.-Callisthenes, Alexander Romance 1.4. For this study, I rely primarily on the earliest version of this complex text (recension α). Dating it is difficult, however, since scholars have argued that recension α was assembled from multiple redactions from the third century bce to the third century ce. The consultation episode and another astrological episode are based on a form of horoscopic astrology that emerged in Ptolemaic Egypt in the late second or early first century BCE, so this narrative was likely composed at the end of the Hellenistic period or sometime in the Roman imperial era. See Jouanno 2002, 13–55 and Stoneman and Gargiulo 2007, LXXIII–LXXXVIII.
 


2 Evans 2004, 14–22. Also Monaca 2002.



3 Faraone 2011, 2018.
 


In the following chapter, dedicated to a brilliant scholar, teacher, and mentor, I would like to take up these ideas and apply them to a reconsideration of the elusive stones on the pinakes of astrologers who practiced their craft in Egypt and other lands surrounding the Mediterranean in late Hellenistic and Roman imperial times. In order to reconstruct the function of the stones on a pinax, and whether astrologers would have considered it necessary, desirable, or even relevant to use inscribed “magical” gems, I would like to re-situate them in the sites and practices of astrological consultation, and in the astrological ontologies of their times and places. I first review the evidence for pinakes, which were often portable, circulating around the Roman Empire and used by astrologers in a variety of open and secluded contexts. I then briefly reconsider whether inscribed gems may have been used as the “stars” on these mobile pinakes. Next, I place this equipment in the context of astrological consultations and in the ontologies of astrologers and their clients. I shall argue that whether or not they were engraved, the stones that astrologers set out on pinakes helped to situate the client in relation to the stars, and to establish a frame for interpreting signs from the heavens.4 In this context, the “stars” functioned primarily as icons and indices of celestial bodies and so could mediate the semiosis of the stars themselves across multiple cultural and ontological contexts.


4 The theory that astrological pinakes and stones were used in a form of cleromancy (Boll and Bezold 1926, 191–200, revived in Stoneman and Gargiulo 2007, 480), is not impossible, but I will not pursue it. It appears to be based on misreading texts such as Ptolemy Tetrabiblos 3.3.4, a late antique Hermetic treatise (CCAG I 167–170) referring to the astrological “lots” (κλῆροι), and etymological speculations that these lots were positions randomly cast using dice. There is no positive evidence of this, and subsequent research has shown that the lots were calculated positions in the earliest texts on Hellenistic horoscopic astrology (e.g., Nechepso and Petosiris; Heilen 2015, 1158–1182), and in early horoscopes on ostraca and papyri (Greenbaum 2008), with the Demotic-Hieratic horoscopes published by Escolano-Poveda 2022; Winkler 2022a, 2022b.
 


Pictures of the in Motion: Pinakes and Stars in Egypt and Beyond


Placing the Pinax

Like the fictional Nectanebo in the Alexander Romance, some of the surviving astrological pinakes may well have migrated from Egypt to other parts of the Mediterranean world, carried by travelling astrologers.5 And like astrology, this equipment was cosmopolitan in the heterogeneous origins of its materials, but took on Egyptian elements and then circulated in a range of contexts and sites of practice.6 In the oldest and most detailed version of the consultation between Nectanebo and Olympias in Macedonia (recension α), the pinax shows some signs of the distinctively Egyptian contributions to Hellenistic and Roman astrology. It is worth quoting the passage in full (Alexander Romance, recension α 1.4.5–7):


5 On Egyptian characteristics of pinakes, Abry 1993a, 63–139; Evans 2004, and below. Hübner 2020, 302 notes the itinerant nature of astrologers, citing, e.g., Vettius Valens (Anth. 4.11.4; 9.15.11).



6 Ivory, ebony, and various gems came through Egypt from other locations, and were often worked into finished goods in Alexandria. See, e.g., Tomber 2008, 57–87; Sidebotham 2011, 236–239.
 


Ἅμα δὲ τῷ ταῦτα εἰπεῖν προενεγκάμενοϲ πίνακα πολυτίμητον βαϲιλικόν, ὃν ἑρμηνεῦϲαι λόγοϲ οὐ δύναται, ἐξ ἐλέφαντοϲ καὶ ἐβένου καὶ χρυϲοῦ καὶ ἀργύρου, τριχάρακτον ζώναιϲ, ἐπὶ μὲν τοῦ πρώτου κύκλου δεκανοὺϲ ἔχοντα τοὺϲ λϛ´, ἐπὶ δὲ τοῦ δευτέρου ζῴδια τὰ ιβ´, ἐπὶ δὲ τοῦ μέϲου ἥλιον καὶ ϲελήνην, ἔθηκεν ἐπὶ δίφρου· εἶτα γλωϲϲόκομον ἀνοίξαϲ ἐλεφάντινον ὡϲαύτωϲ, μικρόν, ἐκκενώϲαϲ τοὺϲ ἑπτὰ ἀϲτέραϲ καὶ τὸν ὡροϲκόπον ἐξ ὀκτὼ λιθοτέχνων † μετάλλων ϲυνέθηκε τὸν τηλικοῦτον οὐρανόν ἐν ὀλίγῳ κύκλῳ περιφωτίϲαϲ, προθεὶϲ τὸν ἥλιον κρυϲτάλλου λίθου, τὴν ϲελήνην ἀδάμαντοϲ λίθου, τὸν Ἄρεα αἱματίτου λίθου, τὸν Ἑρμῆν ϲμαράγδου λίθου, τὸν Δία αἰθερίτου λίθου, τὴν Ἀφροδίτην ϲαπφείρου λίθου, τὸν Κρόνον ὀφίτου λίθου, τὸν ὡροϲκόπον λυγδίνου λίθου. Καὶ εἶπεν· ‘Λέξον μοι βαϲίλιϲϲα ἐνιαυτόν, μῆνα καὶ τὴν ἡμέραν καὶ τὴν ὥραν τῆϲ ἑαυτῆϲ γεννήϲεωϲ.’ Τῆϲ δὲ εἰρηκυίαϲ ὁ Νεκτανεβὼϲ ψηφίζει τὴν ἑαυτοῦ καὶ τὴν αὐτῆϲ γέννηϲιν, εἰ ϲυναϲτρεῖ. ἰδὼν δὲ εὖ κειμένην τὴν ἀϲτροθεϲίαν φηϲί· ‘Τί θέλειϲ ἀκοῦϲαι βαϲίλιϲϲα’.

As (Nectanebo) spoke, he drew out a costly and royal tablet (pinax), which words are unable to explain; it was made of ivory and ebony and gold and silver, divided into three zones; on the first circle it had the 36 decans, on the second, the 12 signs of the zodiac, and in the middle, the Sun and the Moon; and he placed it on a stool. Then he opened a case, likewise of ivory and small, and having emptied out the seven stars and the ascendant (horoskopos), made of eight worked stones † (?), he laid out the firmament – so great! – in a tiny circle, and illuminated it all around, setting forth the Sun of rock-crystal, the Moon of diamond, the Mars of haematite, the Mercury of emerald, the Jupiter of ethereal stone, the Venus of lapis lazuli, the Saturn of serpentine, and the ascendant of white marble. And he said, “Tell me, queen, the year, month, day, and hour of your own birth.” When she had spoken, Nectanebo calculated his own nativity and hers, to see if their stars were in a favorable alignment. Seeing that the casting of the stars was well-disposed, he said, “What do you wish to hear, O queen.”7


7 Translations by the author unless otherwise noted. On the corrupt passage marked †, see further below.



Nectanebo’s pinax is inscribed not only with the zodiac but also with the 36 decans. Like the zodiac, the decans divided up the zone of stars through which the sun, moon, and planets move, but unlike the Mesopotamian zodiac, the decans had a deep history in Egypt. They were used in Demotic Egyptian predictive texts, and sporadically in Hellenistic and Roman astrology.8 Reading planetary motions for predictive purposes had well-known Mesopotamian antecedents, but Nectanebo’s small marker for the horoskopos is, arguably, a token of horoscopic astrology, which developed in late Ptolemaic Egypt.9 The literary portrait of Nectanebo’s tools and astrological system was anachronistic for a scene set in the middle of the fourth century BCE, but by the late Hellenistic and Roman imperial period, the Egyptian touches would resonate with any reader versed in astrological lore. Indeed, another legendary Egyptian king, the Saïte Pharaoh Nechepsos (i.e., Necho II, 610–595 BCE), was considered one of the most ancient authorities on astrology within and beyond Egypt.10 The associations between Nectanebo and astrology appeared not only in the Alexander Romance, but also in related Egyptian literature, at least by the Roman period. A late first/early second-century ce fragment of a Demotic version of the Dream of Nectanebo from the Tebtunis temple library appears to include the use of a pinax.11


8 Quack 2018, 97–98. On decans, Gundel 1969.
 


9 Greenbaum and Ross 2010, 153–161; Quack 2018, 98–99. There is some evidence for the astrological use of the ascendant in Hellenistic Mesopotamia (Brown 2018, 414–420), but this is debatable.
 


10 Stoneman (Stoneman and Gargiulo 2007, XXXII, 479–480) has argued that Babylonian natal charts as early as 410 bce are evidence that this passage could date to the earlier Hellenistic period, but those texts do not use the ascendant in the same way (see n. 9 above). The fragments of Nechepsos, originally collected by Riess 1892, have been revised and expanded by Heilen 2011, 31–34; 2015, 39–52. On Nechepsos as the Saïte king Necho II, Ryholt 2011. For Nechepsos as an Egyptian authority, Moyer 2011, 228–235, 241–247; also Quack 2018, 110–120, who rightly questions the unity of the Nechepsos and Petosiris tradition.
 


11 Ryholt 2002, 223–225, following a suggestion by Quack. Note that “pinax” also occurs in other Demotic sources, including ostraca from Narmouthis (Medinet Madi) and GEMF 16/PGM-PDM XIV.
 

A few examples of pinakes like the one carried to Pella by our literary Nectanebo have been discovered, most of which were easily portable, while others were less mobile. Their engraved surfaces often bear Egyptian images and celestial coordinate systems, but they have been found in a range of places. The most spectacular of these are the two second-century ce wood, ivory, and gilt pinakes excavated from a well in Grand, France (Figure 6.1).

Each tablet, like Nectanebo’s pinax, bears images of the Sun and Moon at the center, as well as zones representing the zodiac and the decans. The boards also indicate the five-part division of each zodiac sign known as the Egyptian “terms.” These details have suggested Egyptian manufacture, or at least inspiration.12 The tablets could fold up like a chessboard and were small and light enough to be carried by an itinerant astrologer. Fragments of another pinax composed of ivory plaques and dating to the late Hellenistic period have been discovered in the Nakovana Cave on the Dalmatian coast in southern Croatia, and it too would have been lightweight and portable.13 Astrological tablets were also made of other materials, such as marble or glass, with varying degrees of portability and durability. A marble tablet discovered on the Aventine in Rome in 1705 (the Tabula Bianchini), and dated to the second century ce, must have weighed at least 10 kg – not very practical for an astrologer to carry around!14 A lost marble pinax from Egypt, which survives only as a squeeze made in Cairo at the end of the 19th century, was somewhat smaller and so presumably lighter, perhaps ca. 3 kg (Figure 6.2).15 Painted and gilded glass astrological plaques, such as the disk discovered at Dush in the Kharga Oasis, Egypt, were relatively small and light (18 cm diameter) and could also have been used by astrologers for consultations, although they may have been too delicate for itinerant or intensive practice.16


12 Abry 1993a, 137 and passim.
 


13 Forenbaher and Jones 2011.



14 In addition to two zodiac bands, it also included the decans, the Egyptian terms, and the Egyptian dodekaoros. Its original dimensions were 39.5 x 39.5 cm. Assuming a thickness of ca. 2.5 cm, it would have weighed at least 10 kg. Gury 1993, 129–130, pl. VI-VII; Heilen and Greenbaum 2016, 130 and Fig. V-2.
 


15 The plaque was 19–20 cm diameter, but the thickness has not been recorded. Daressy 1901 and 1916, 25 and pl. II; Heilen and Greenbaum 2016, 130–131, Fig. V-4.
 


16 In addition to the Dush plaque, there is a square glass plaque found in a house at Tanis (32–33 cm square, 0.4 cm thick). See later discussion. Another possible pinax, a fragment of a faience zodiac disk from Meroe (Lacovara 2005), has been identified by Winkler 2021, 123, n. 181. The original disk was ca. 18 cm in diameter and 1.8 cm thick, so quite portable. Such glass plates may have served decorative purposes. In Petronius, Satyricon 35, for example, Trimalchio serves his dinner guests an astrological course on such a decorated platter.


[image: Two wooden-framed wooden tablets with engraved semicircles with the sun in the center of the left-side tablet and the moon in the center of the right-side tablet. The center of both tablets is surrounded by zones representing the zodiac.]Figure 6.1 Astrological tablet (pinax). One of two second-century ce diptychs discovered in Grand (Vosges), France (diptych A is pictured). Wood, ivory, gilt, and pigment. H: 18.6 cm, W: 28 cm. Tablette zodiacale, © Musée départemental d’art ancien et contemporain, Épinal. Source: Photo L’œil Créatif.

[image: A flat circular tablet is represented with three concentric circles divided into twelve segments and zodiac signs in each segment.]Figure 6.2 Squeeze of an astrological pinax engraved on a marble plaque in Cairo. Source: Photo Daressy 1916, pl. 2. Diameter: ca. 19–20 cm. Institut français d’archéologie orientale – Le Caire.

Nectanebo appears to have plied his trade in the palace at Pella, but scholars have noticed that among the few pinakes discovered in situ, some were in or near sanctuaries, a possible location for consultations between astrologers and clients. This is the case for the tablets from Grand (Vosges), found in a sanctuary of Apollo,17 and the Nakovana cave appears to have served as a sanctuary for an unknown Illyrian god.18 The fragments of the glass disk from Dush in Egypt were found in and around the Roman-period temple of Sarapis and Isis.19 Indeed, the strongest evidence for the practice of astrology at temples is to be found in late Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt, as attested, for example, by the astrological ostraca found at Medinet Madi, texts from the temple library at Tebtunis, and those associated with Dime (Soknopaiou Nesos).20 While some aspects of astrological lore and learning may have been kept secret in an Egyptian temple context (see following discussion), the actual consultations most likely took place in the open parts of a sanctuary.21 It was there that other forms of divination were commonly practiced, whether by means of processions, written “ticket oracles,” talking statues, dream incubation, or other mechanisms.22


17 Abry 1993a, 39–45.
 


18 Forenbaher and Jones 2011.
 


19 Nenna 2003, 356.



20 On astrologers in Egyptian temples, Winkler 2021. On the locations of astrological texts, Winkler 2018, 298–299. On the Medinet Madi ostraca, found in a small structure within the temple sanctuary, Ross 2006, 2007, 2009; Menchetti 2009. On astrology at Tebtunis, Winkler 2021, 125–130. The astrological papyri recovered from Oxyrhynchus (Jones 1999) were from rubbish heaps, so there is no known context of use.
 


21 Evans 2004, 37 provides a vivid (but misleading) portrait of a consultation in a darkened room of a temple.
 


22 For oracular procedures at Egyptian temples of the Roman period, Frankfurter 1998, 145–197, who outlines a continuity between temple “ticket oracles” and lot oracles such as the Sortes Astrampsychi, probably employed by professionals at temples or in homes (also Naether 2010, 126–136).


[image: A drawing of a double-layer circular band that is divided into twelve segments and some portions of which are invisible.]Figure 6.3 Drawing of graffito on the terrace of the Khnum temple at Elephantine. Diameter: 23.5 cm., after Jaritz 1980, pl. 37. Source: Illustration by author.

Suggestive evidence for the place of astrological consultations at Egyptian temples can be found in a graffito inscribed on the parapet of a terrace overlooking the Nile in front of the Khnum temple on Elephantine Island. This graffito, a circular band divided into twelve parts, resembles the layout of a pinax (Figure 6.3).

The scholars who gathered and studied the graffiti on the parapet at Elephantine identified this image as a zodiac, but suggested that it was a votive of some kind.23 The location, however, suggests that this 12-part circle could have served much like the gameboards found inscribed on pavements and other horizontal surfaces in public areas in Egypt, around the Mediterranean, and elsewhere.24 The parapet at the Khnum temple consists of a low wall, along the interior of which was a lower course of stones that could serve as a bench. The graffito was carved on this bench, so an astrologer may have sat there and laid out a client’s “stars” on the circle. Since it was located just below a small naos built onto the parapet, it was an easily identifiable place – perhaps a regular spot for consultations. Other graffiti on the terrace parapet show that visitors and locals marked their religious observances at the temple, but also used this open area for other social and economic purposes.25


23 Jaritz 1980, 60–61, 84.
 


24 Evans 2004, 12 suggests this possibility but does not provide examples that resemble pinakes. For graffiti game boards, Bell 2007; Bell and Roueché 2007; Roueché 2007; Purcell 2007, 91–92. Graffiti game boards were also common in Egypt, but the known examples do not match the Elephantine graffito. On these, Crist et al. 2016. Also Dijkstra 2020, 65–66.
 


25 The graffiti include references to places of business and for meetings of an association. Jaritz 1980, 72–73, 78–79.
 

In this respect, the temple terrace at Elephantine was similar to other open places in urban settings of the wider Roman empire, whether agorai, fora, or the public parts of sanctuaries. These were common places for clients to meet with astrologers, such as the “Chaldaean” Diophanes in Apuleius’s Metamorphoses (2.12–14), who plied his itinerant trade in public, sometimes surrounded by a crowd, moving between Corinth and the Thessalian town of Hypata.26 Though the equipment of such mobile “street astrologers” is never mentioned, they could have carried a pinax and “stars” or just the stars alone if a graffito pinax was available. More ephemeral charts could also have been drawn in sand or dust.27 Drawings of charts on papyrus or ostraca are extremely rare, and almost all known horoscopes on these materials are simply lists of the basic data of a chart. These lists were presumably prepared by the astrologer in the course of calculating the chart and perhaps passed on to the client for future reference, but for the purposes of displaying and interpreting a chart for a client, some other visual means, such as a pinax, must have been used.28


26 On astrologers working in public, Gury 1996, 238.
 


27 Claudian, Panegyric on the consulate of Fl. Manlius Theodorus 124–134; also Hübner 2020, 314 n. 96.
 


28 The one known exception is P.Oxy. 2.235 (TM 44932). For illustrations, see Neugebauer and Van Hoesen 1959, 18, Fig. 9; Barton 1994, 94, Fig. 11; Evans 2004, 11, Fig. 3. Similar images have been found in graffiti at Dura-Europos and Abydos, but they served a different purpose. Evans 2004, 10–12.
 

The public consultations of “street astrologers” or learned priests in public parts of temples are, of course, only one context in which stars and pinakes could be employed. More up-market practitioners, such as the literary Nectanebo, could bring their skills and tools to the homes of wealthy and powerful clients.29 Domestic settings would have been common sites for the practice of astrology, whether by a professional for a client, or by a devotee who cast charts for personal use.30 A glass zodiac plaque, similar to the one found at Dush, was found in a house that had been destroyed by fire in the second half of the second century CE at Tanis.31 There are also two references to pinakes in the Greco-Egyptian magical papyri, both of which suggest an individualistic practice, likely in a domestic setting. The second-century CE Demotic Magical Papyrus of London and Leiden (GEMF 16/ PGM-PDM XIV) provides instructions for a dream divination ritual, in which a pinax and stars is placed near the head of the practitioner before going to sleep, presumably at home.32 A more fragmentary Greek magical text, also of the second century ce (GEMF 13/PGM CX), likewise seems to describe a revelatory voice that comes to the practitioner, who is instructed to set out “stars” on a pinax.33 This important evidence will be discussed later, but two documentary texts from Egypt provide further hints about the possible contexts in which stars and pinakes circulated. In a second-century ce letter from Philadelphia in the Fayyum, a doctor named Heroios promises to send a pinax to his unknown addressee.34 The word here could simply mean a horoscope in written form or a table of astrological data, since the word pinax, did come to have these meanings.35 Nevertheless, a tablet or board was possible, and the medical profession of the sender suggests another way in which these tools could be used: iatromathematics – or astrological medicine. Another letter, found among the ostraca of Mons Claudianus, includes a request sent from a certain Heron to Apollonios in the early second century ce, asking that a pinax and stars (τὸ πινάκιον καὶ τὰ ἀϲτέρια) be sent by means of one of the water carriers who serviced the remote quarry and garrison in the Eastern Desert.36 These individuals may have had some official connection to the administration of this military outpost, which allowed them to make use of the aquaria. Perhaps they were soldiers or administrators stationed there. Were they also astrologers, practicing the craft among their colleagues?


29 On “street astrologers” at Rome, Ripat 2011, 123–128, 134–135. On places where astrologers met clients, Hübner 2020, 310–311.



30 For literary references to astrologers receiving clients in their homes, Gury 1996, 240–241.
 


31 Petrie 1889, 48–49; Gury 1993, 115, 129, 132; Nenna 2003, 367–368 (but note that Petrie found the plaque in house 44, not the house of Bakakhuiu); Evans 2004, 10.
 


32 GEMF 16.93–100 (PDM XIV 93–114/PGM XIVa 1–11); also Dieleman 2005, 123–126, 313–314; Greenbaum and Ross 2015, 119–123.
 


33 P.Wash.Univ. 2.73 (TM 63925). Evans 2004, 4, 15, 22; Greenbaum and Ross 2015, 114.
 


34 BGU 7.1674 (TM 27605). The writer says that he will send the astrological pinax (τὸ πινάκιν . .. τὸ ἀϲτρολογικόν, line 8) in the future, since the ship or fleet (?) was already laden and no longer taking anything else. (ἐπεὶ ἐβάρηϲα ἐν ἄλλοιϲ εἴδεϲι τὸν ναυτικὸν καὶ οὐκέτι οὐδὲν ἐλάμβανε, lines 9–10). This suggests an object with more bulk than a single papyrus sheet or an ostracon.
 


35 Greenbaum and Ross 2015, 112–119.
 


36 O.Claud. 4.803 (TM 118455).




The Nature of the "Stars" on the Pinax

If the “stars” that Heron requested were sent to him, they would have travelled the roads of Egypt’s Eastern desert, as did precious stones that originated from the Eastern Desert itself, or the Indian Ocean trade via the Red Sea.37 Some of these stones could well have been carved into “magical” gems in Alexandria. Were such gems sent back to Heron to be used as stars on his pinax? This is a tempting idea, and the shared connections between astrology, “magical” gems, and Egypt are part of J. Evans’ argument that such gems could be used as the stars on a pinax. As Faraone and others have argued, however, the connection between Egypt and magical gems has been overemphasized at times, and there is, in fact, no positive evidence for their use as stars on pinakes.38 The one textual passage that could be taken as evidence for this is corrupt. In the episode from the Alexander Romance discussed previously, the phrase describing the stars and horoskopos as made “from eight worked stones” is a reconstruction, and the parallel passages in other recensions of the Alexander Romance refer only to the materials of the stars and the horoskopos.39 Indeed, all other textual references to the markers placed on the pinax, refer to them simply as “stars” (Greek ἀϲτέρεϲ/ἀϲτέρια; Demotic Egyptian syw.w), and it is unclear whether they were made of stone, metal, or some other material, or whether they were engraved in any way. These texts include a later passage in the Alexander Romance, the magical papyri noted earlier, and the Mons Claudianus ostracon with Heron’s request.40


37 For gems from Pharaonic through Roman times and their origins, Harrell 2012. On Indian Ocean trade, Tomber 2008, 57–87; Sidebotham 2011, 236–239.
 


38 For workshops in Alexandria, Rifa-Abou el Nil and Calligaro 2020, 251–253. Gordon 2011, 40–43 notes evidence of workshops in Italy and Roman Britain. Owing to the wide diffusion of Ptolemaic-Egyptian images in the Mediterranean, Faraone 2018, 148–152 also doubts that all Egyptian images were necessarily produced in Egypt.
 


39 James Evans 2004, 4–5, 2016, 156–157, interprets the corrupted phrase as “eight artfully worked stones” and as evidence that engraved gems were used on pinakes. Kroll 1926, 5, notes that the text of the phrase τοὺϲ ἑπτὰ ἀϲτέραϲ καὶ τὸν ὡροϲκόπον ἐξ ὀκτὼ λιθοτέχνων † μετάλλων as printed in his edition is a reconstruction. According to Kroll’s critical apparatus, the primary manuscript of recension α has τοὺϲ ἑπτὰ ἀϲτέραϲ καὶ τῶν ὡροϲκόπων ἐξιϲοτέχνων. Kroll’s reconstruction is based on a 10th-century ce Latin translation by the priest and ambassador Leo, and a similar phrase in a German translation of a sixth- or seventh-century ce Syriac translation. Kroll’s reconstruction is retained without further comment in Stoneman and Gargiulo 2007, 12. A word with an element derived from τέχνη (art, craft) may lie behind the garbled text in A, but this need not imply an image; it could simply be shaped or polished. For an engraved gem, one might expect a derivative of γλύφω (cf. e.g., GEMF 31.68/PGM I 68; GEMF 15.322, 258/PGM XII 210, 273; GEMF 18.194/ PGM LXI 32).
 


40 Nectanebo later performs another consultation using the pinax and stars, and Alexander asks “Father, these things you call stars (ἀϲτέραϲ), do they appear in the sky?” Alexander Romance (recension α) 1.14.
 

To be sure, many examples of gems engraved with astrological imagery have been identified, and engraved gemstones could be used in small-scale divinatory rites.41 Several considerations, however, make it difficult to connect images on engraved stones with the astrological functions of stars and pinakes in our textual evidence. In the first case, the majority of the indisputably astrological images on gems represent constellations of the fixed stars – that is, the signs of the zodiac and the decans that were engraved directly on the pinax, rather than the “wandering stars” that would be placed on the boards. As Faraone has pointed out, the most common astrological image on magical amulets is the decan figure of Chnoubis, prescribed by Nechepso as a cure for stomach ailments.42 Figures of Capricorn, Cancer, Scorpio, Leo, and other zodiac signs are also attested, and it is possible that these could indicate the star whose domicile or rulership was in that sign. On a pinax, however, this would be a confusing duplication of symbols.43 Many gems engraved with images of the Sun and Moon are attested, and these could have been used to represent the two luminaries, but the five planets are less straightforward. Evans has suggested that gems engraved with images of Zeus (in the guise of Sara-pis), Kronos, Ares, Aphrodite, and Hermes could have served as the planets Jupiter, Saturn, Mars, Venus, and Mercury.44 This is certainly possible, but in some linguistic and cultural contexts, these names and divine associations would not necessarily be accepted as universal. In Egyptian texts, for example, the names of the planets usually associate them with a different set of divinities, which are rarely equivalent to the Greek planetary divinities.45 Several ancient texts do link the wandering stars with particular stones and their special properties, but those few that provide instructions for engraving them do not always prescribe images of the Greek planetary gods. For example, in a treatise composed in the first century CE or earlier and attributed to the mage Damigeron and later to the Arab king Evax, the images on the stones vary. The “Median stone,” associated with Venus, is inscribed with an image of Venus or Aphrodite, but the “Arabian stone,” associated with Mercury, is inscribed with a “cynocephalus” or baboon, while the ostrachitus, associated with Saturn, is inscribed with a crocodile-headed man, and the ceraunius, associated with Jupiter, is inscribed with a long-haired goat.46 These last three images all appear to derive from the iconography of Egyptian divinities (Thoth, Sobek-Geb, and Amun), who have been used to translate Greek gods associated with the plan-ets.47 Such Egyptian imagery did appear on engraved gems,48 but whether such gems were ever used as “stars” is no more certain than in the case of gems engraved with Greek gods.49 At best, the possibility of Egyptian divine imagery widens the range of possible objects among which to search for our missing stars. If engraved gems were used, the imagery would likely vary according to practitioner and cultural context.


41 For overviews of astrological imagery on engraved gems, see Lancellotti 2003; Mastrocinque 2003, 377–398; Michel-von Dungern 2011; Heilen and Greenbaum 2016, 131–134; Evans 2016, 157– 160. For the use of engraved gems in divination, see Monaca 2002 and Faraone 2020.



42 Faraone 2018, 152–155.
 


43 On zodiac signs representing luminaries or planets, Lancellotti 2003, 122, and the discussion of Damigeron and Evax later.
 


44 Evans 2004, 14–22.
 


45 Quack 2018, 85–93; 2019. On this point in relation to the pinax, see Matthey 2012, 264–267.
 


46 The original text, which antedates Pliny’s Natural History, survives in a Latin translation, to which two different introductory epistles have been affixed (Halleux and Schamp 2003, 215–228). The equation between stones and stars is based on the planetary rulers of zodiac signs. Text in Halleux and Schamp 2003, 232–233, for discussion 219–221.
 


47 Quack 2001, 2018, 91.
 


48 See discussion in West 2011.
 


49 Heilen and Greenbaum 2016, 131 are more cautious about identifying engraved gems as markers used on a pinax.


That the stars on a pinax were each made of different materials is more certain, but scholars have searched in vain for a consistent set of correspondences between stars and particular stones. The stones in the Alexander Romance, for example, do not match those in the magical papyrus from Oxyrhynchus (GEMF 13/PGM CX):


κείϲθω δὲ ἐπὶ τοῦ πίνακοϲ ἀϲτέρεϲ οἱ κατὰ φύϲιν χωρὶϲ  καὶ ☽ · ἤτω δὲ ὁ ἥλιοϲ χρύϲεοϲ, ἡ δὲ ☽ ἀργύρεοϲ, ὁ δὲ Κρόνοϲ ἐκ λίθου ὀψ[ιανο]ῦ, [ὁ] δὲ̣ Ἄρη̣[ϲ] ἐκ μηλ[ο . . . . . . ϲαρ]δόνυχοϲ ἤτ̣ ω̣ ̣· ἡ δὲ Ἀφροδεί̣ τη ϲαππιρίν[η πε] ρίχρυϲοϲ ῥαντιϲτή· ὁ δὲ Ἑρ[μηϲ] καλλάϊνοϲ, ὁ δὲ Ζεὺϲ ἤτω. . . .νου λίθου ὑπὸ [δ]ὲ ̣ κρυϲ[τάλ]λου· ὁ δὲ ὡροϲκόποϲ ὁ κατὰ ̣ ̣

Let the stars be set upon the board (as they are) by nature except for the Sun and the Moon. And let the Sun be gold, the Moon silver, the Saturn of obsidian stone, the Mars of quince-yellow onyx, the Venus lapis lazuli sprinkled with gold, the Mercury turquoise; let the Jupiter be of sky-blue stone, and (let it be set) beneath a crystal; and the horoscope, (which is) by [nature(?)] . . .50


50 GEMF 13.2–13/PGM CX 2–13, trans. Faraone and Torallas Tovar 2022, 50.
 


The Sun and the Moon are represented by precious metals rather than by stones, while the stones and perhaps the horoskopos are set down “according to their nature.” This may refer to an idea of “natural” correspondences between planets and stones and/or to a convention that the “stars” on the pinax are usually made of such stones (rather than metals). Regardless, only the Venus of lapis-lazuli corresponds to the stone that Nectanebo uses. This is not surprising, since there is considerable variation between ancient lists connecting stones and planets. If there was some broad coherence in the correspondences between materials and stars, it was perhaps in their colors. Mars, for example, is commonly connected with hematite or other reddish stones, matching the color of the planet. Golden materials are often connected with the Sun and silver-white colors with the Moon.51 Such color associations parallel the use of stones and other materials as amulets, whose special properties or targets are often signaled through color.52 But again, color does not provide a completely consistent set of associations. As with amulets, properties such as the name of the stone, beliefs about its origins, or other characteristics could provide direct or indirect connections with the planets.53 The substance of the markers placed as stars on the pinax, like any images engraved on them, would have varied, making them difficult to identify in the material record.


51 Packman 1988, 88–89; Halleux and Schamp 2003, 219–222. Vettius Valens, Anthologiae 1.1.1–47 does not mention specific stones associated with the wandering stars, but he does mention metals and colors. He gives a different set of color associations at 6.3. Ptolemy indirectly connects colors and planets (Tetrabiblos 2.10).
 


52 E.g., Mastrocinque 2011; Faraone 2018, 93–100.
 


53 Theophilus of Edessa connects Jupiter with “every white stone,” but in Damigeron and Evax, Jupiter is linked to ceraunius (Greek κεραύνιοϲ), which is believed to occur where lightning has struck the ground. Halleux and Schamp 2003, 222, 249. Evans 2004, 15 notes that stones engraved with images of Aphrodite are often blue.





Stars and Pinax in Practice and Ontology

The stars on a pinax may well have resembled amulets in their material and imagery, and there is evidence of astrological principles used in the manufacture of some amulets, and in the magical formularies from Egypt.54 As noted earlier, Evans has suggested that magical gems were used as stars on a pinax in order to invoke the gods to assist the astrologer, but he does not propose details on how this would work.55 In a recent study, Faraone has shown that recipes in the magical papyri did use engraved gems for divination, but in most cases the goal was to induce a god to send an oracle in a dream, through a miniature or domestic version of a temple incubation rite, in which the stone played the role of a cult statue. Such miniature cult images could also be used in the context of other rites, such as lamp divination. The larger methodological point of Faraone’s study is the utility of tracing the ritual technique (not just the divinities represented), in order to understand the role of the object in the rite.56 The same applies to the stars on the pinax, and can be extended further: to understand their nature and role on the pinax, they should be situated in the context of astrological consultations and in the ontologies of astrologers and their clients. In these ritual frames, the pinax and the “stars” were tools that the astrologer used to interpret and to communicate what celestial bodies indicated about past, present, and future events (for a visual reconstruction, see Figure 6.4).


54 E.g., GEMF 74/PGM VII 795–845; GEMF 58/PGM V.1–52; GEMF 68/PGM XXXVI 320–332; the so-called Eighth Book of Moses (GEMF 60/PGM XIII; Klutz 2013) refers to astrological principles in its rites for overcoming fate. For magical texts involving daimons and astrological practice, Greenbaum 2016, 195–209.
 


55 Evans 2004, 12.
 


56 Faraone 2020.
 


The Pinax in Practice

There are numerous accounts of astrological consultations in Greek and Latin literature of the Roman period, but the passages from the Alexander Romance are the only texts that describe the use of the pinax and stars in a consultation.57 Unfortunately, the extant technical manuals on astrology make no clear reference to pinakes and stars as physical equipment. These works are more concerned with techniques of calculation and interpretation than the embodied practice of explaining a chart in the presence of a client.58 When referring to charts, there are, nevertheless, occasional hints at the visual dimension of reading the signs given by the stars. The second-century ce astrologer Vettius Valens usually refers to the chart as a “nativity” (γένεϲιϲ), but he also uses the term thema (θέμα), which carries the connotation of something that is “set” in the heavens or “set” down for inspection. In one passage, Valens contrasts himself with charlatans who overstate their claims and he depicts an ideal astrological consultation as a serious and logical proceeding that begins when the astrologer has set down the thema (9.6.9–10):


57 Gury 1996 and Hübner 2020 review literary evidence for astrological practice. Aside from the Alexander Romance, the only other description of a similar apparatus comes from Nonnos of Panopolis, Dionysiaca 6.15–108, where Astraios uses a spherical model of the heavens, perhaps an armillary sphere (e.g., Jones 2016, 31, Fig. 1–8, checklist no. 14) or another spherical device (e.g., Devevey et al. 2009).



58 Practice was perhaps learned through apprenticeship. On the students of Valens, Hübner 2020, 309–310.


[image: A digital reconstruction of a tablet with an engraved figure on each corner is seen. The figures are facing towards the five concentric circles that are divided into twelve segments, with the sun and moon in the inner circle and engraved figures on other layers.]Figure 6.4 Reconstruction of a pinax and stars, based on the Grand tablets, and Alexander Romance 1.4.5–7. Positions shown are those of the horoscope in P.Mich. 3.152 (28 Aug. 184). Ascendant/horoskopos: ca. 18° ♋; Sun: 3° ♍; Mercury: 12° ♍; Saturn: 15° ♍; Venus: 7°♎; Moon: 20° ♎; Jupiter: 2° ♈. Source: Illustration by author.


ἀγαπητὸν γὰρ εἰ, θέματοϲ τεθέντοϲ, νήφοντι λογιϲμῷ κατὰ τὸ τῆϲ ϲυγκρατικῆϲ καὶ κεντρικῆϲ ϲυϲτάϲεωϲ ἄρξαιτό τιϲ ἑρμηνεύειν μὴ διὰ πλήθουϲ λόγων, ἀλλὰ διὰ βραχέων εἰϲ ἀλήθειαν εὐθυνόντων. Οὗτοϲ δόξειεν κυβερνήτηϲ μὲν βίου, ϲύμβουλοϲ δὲ ἀγαθὸϲ καὶ ἀτρεκὴϲ προφήτηϲ εἱμαρμένηϲ καθεϲτάναι.

For it is preferable if, once the chart has been set down (θέματοϲ τεθέντοϲ), with sober reasoning, and according to the arrangement of the combinations and positions, one were to begin to interpret, not through a multitude of words, but with brevity leading to the truth. Such a man would seem to be a guide to life, a good advisor, and a sure prophet of fate.


Valens and other astrological writers also commonly refer to visual inspection of the chart, the positions of the stars in it, their aspects to one another, and so forth.59 The reason for this is surely that the complexity of this information, especially the geometric relations of aspects between planets (oppositions, squares, and trines, etc.), would have been much clearer in a visual format than in the bare lists of positions commonly found in horoscope papyri and ostraca. Over time, the use of a visual tool may have led to a metonymic usage of the term pinax. Later astrological writers, such as Rhetorius (sixth/seventh century ce), came to refer to the chart or nativity as a pinax.60 This suggests the conflation of a nativity with the equipment used for laying it out and interpreting it, just as in artistic contexts the word pinax (tablet) could refer to the picture painted on a tablet. The visual nature of the chart and the act of inspection by the astrologer became encoded in this extended usage of pinax.


59 E.g., Vettius Valens, Anthologiae 3.3.3, 4.20.12, 7.2.2; Dorotheus, Fragmenta (ed. Pingree, p. 357 line 10; 392 line 33).
 


60 Greenbaum and Ross 2015, 118–119.
 

Despite such hints at the visual dimensions of reading charts, the materiality of the pinax and the practical details of its use are otherwise frustratingly absent from ancient astrological handbooks. Perhaps the “furniture” of day-to-day practice went unnoticed in texts whose primary purpose was to explain calculation techniques and interpretative doctrines to other specialists, students, and educated élites. On the other hand, the absence of pinakes may correspond to a more intentional divide between the technical knowledge of astrology and the embodied moment of consultation with a client. There is some evidence that an astrologer’s knowledge was supposed to be kept from the general populace. Valens, for example, begins the seventh book of his Anthologiae by extracting an oath from his readers to keep his words a secret, and he also speaks of the secretive nature of his rivals.61 Secrecy and esotericism are, of course, commonplace in the rhetoric of authoritative knowledge in astrological texts as in other texts on ritual or divination,62 but they may also have played a role in the actual practice of consulting with clients and teaching astrology. A Demotic ostracon from Narmuthis includes an admonition, probably copied as an exercise, concerning correct practice in the sanctuary:


61 Oath of secrecy: 7.1.1; 9.1.19; secretive rivals: 8.5.14. Also Firmicus Maternus Mathesis 2.30.14.
 


62 E.g., Gordon 1997, 144–145.



k.t-md.t (n) rs ẖn tꜣ s.t ꜥꜣ(.t) ı͗ .ı͗ r⸗k sẖ ı͗ .ı͗ r⸗k pꜣ y⸗k pynkꜣ pꜣ y⸗k gꜣ y-rḫ n.ı͗ m⸗w ꜥn r-tm dı͗ .t ı͗ r pꜣ y ḫl gm pꜣ y⸗k gꜣ y-rḫ.

Another matter related to being watchful in the Great Seat (i.e., the sanctuary): When you write and arrange your pinax and your calculations, do not allow the young man/boy/servant (ḫl) to discover your calculations.


This injunction may have concerned consultation, teaching, or both, but the implication is that the calculations behind a chart were secret knowledge, while the pinax was open to public view and accessible to those of a lower status than the astrologer-priest.63 One of the special skills of astrologers was calculating past, present, and future positions of the stars and other astrological data, but this work was not to be shown to the client – only the results. As many scholars have pointed out, moreover, detailed interpretations of a chart were not usually laid out in written form. Predictions, much less the techniques by which they were determined, are rarely found among astrological papyri and ostraca, in contrast to the frequent post factum discussions of the outcomes (apotelesmata) of example charts in astrological treatises. Consultations between an astrologer and a client, it appears, were generally face-to-face meetings in which the positions of the stars were displayed using a pinax or other visual aid, and predictions and advice were delivered orally.64


63 O.Narm.Dem. 2.82.1–7 (TM 50213). See Winkler 2021, 104–105. The word ḫl can have several meanings, but it indicates someone of lower social status who should not be privy to such knowledge.
 


64 There are some exceptions, such as the idiosyncratic Old Coptic Horoscope (P. Lond. 1.98/TM 23938), Neugebauer and Van Hoesen 1959, no. 95), and the astrologer Pammenes, whose clients consulted him by messenger from Rome while he was in exile (Tacitus, Annals 16.14). Gury 1996, 241; Ripat 2011, 126–7, 135.
 

To some scholars, the pinax and stars, as used in these face-to-face consultations, served to heighten the psychological impact of the encounter, to dazzle or even to manipulate the client.65 If engraved “magical” gems were used as stars on the pinax, this could further enhance the sense of wonder and power at the disposal of the astrologer.66 Olympias, as we saw, marvels at the beautiful pinax and stars that Nectanebo dramatically produces, and this moment touches off a narrative of deception and seduction that ends with the trickster Pharaoh apparently unable to predict his own death at the hands of the young Alexander.67 Ancient literature is filled with similar portraits of the deceptive astrologer and other dubious prophetic figures, and no doubt there were many who preyed on those desperate for some knowledge or advice to guide them through uncertainties. The pinax and stars could well have served as tools of such a trade. On the other side of the ledger, there were those astrologers who, like Valens, attempted to distance themselves from flashy astrological charlatans and impostors, and who professed an earnest certainty in the efficacy of their knowledge. For the latter, a pinax and its stars were not tools of mystification, but tools of simplification. They were a visual representation of the knowledge indicated by the stars that could (legitimately) be provided to clients and explained to them, knowledge that was unburdened by complicated, and perhaps secret, technical details. Much has been made of the complexity of techniques and doctrines in the astrological treatises, and indeed, when taken in aggregate, the array of refinements and subtleties generated in parsing out the elements, subdivisions, and elaborations of the chart, layered one upon another, is bewildering in its collective weight of variants, discrepancies, and even contradictions. Scholars have argued that this complexity had two primary affordances for astrologers, clients, and the system of astrology as a whole. Complexity in a treatise could serve as a claim to mastery of the art, and virtuoso displays of detailed knowledge in a consultation, whether in an open or secluded place, could be used in a competitive marketplace to secure and retain clients, whether the competition was between astrologers or between astrology and other forms of divination. Complexity could also offer wiggle room for the astrologer, and the system of knowledge as a whole, by providing endless possibilities for escape: exceptions and alternate explanations that protected the astrologer and the client from threats to their own confirmation biases.68 These are, of course, the modern, social-scientific explanations of outsiders. Valens, his colleagues, and his clients did not dwell in the same world as modern scholars. They may well have recognized that complexity contributed to a rhetoric of authority and mastery (even if Valens and others do criticize obscurity in astrological writing), or that some astrological interpretations could be incorrect, but it seems unlikely that they would have explained complexity to themselves or to others as a failsafe to prevent the collapse of their entire epistemological and ontological system. Astrological writers, who were well aware of variant traditions and techniques, even ones that were contradictory, reported them without hesitation, and seem to have taken them as the results of accumulated efforts, more and less successful, to understand and explain what the stars indicated about human lives.


65 Abry 1993b, 147; Gury 1996, 255–256 adopts the disparaging perspective of ancient sources on astrologers; Evans 2004, 12–14, 37 is more sympathetic to the experience of the client.
 


66 Evans 2004, 22.
 


67 Ps.-Callisthenes Alexander Romance 1.14.



68 Barton 1994, 134–142; Gordon 1997, 141–144; Struck 2016, 17–18 interprets the “murky” interpretative schemes of astrology both as a refuge from failure and as a frame for the associative and correlative cognition of “intuition.” The latter may be more helpful in understanding the function of a pinax and stars in an astrological consultation.


In contrast to the complexity of astrological treatises, the pinax and stars set before the client look more like a means to simplify and explain. After all, clients were usually seeking clarity rather than complexity. They wanted answers to such basic questions as “How long shall I live? Whom shall I marry? Is this a good time to go on a voyage or start a new endeavor?” In the practice of consultations, the materiality of the pinax responded to this need for clarity and objectification. Even the most elaborate examples such as the Grand tablets and the Bianchini tablet do not include every possible subdivision of the zodiac (dodekatemoriai, for example, are not attested on any pinakes), and most known examples are fairly simple. The Daressy pinax included only the zodiac and the dodekaoros; the glass and faience plaques from Egypt included only the zodiac; the graffito from Elephantine includes only one band of 12 unmarked spaces that could represent the zodiac, the dodekaoros, or the 12 places of the dodekatropos. To judge by these pinakes, along with the surviving horoscopes on papyri and ostraca, most astrologers would not have brought the full weight of astrological complexity to the consultation. Indeed, the pinax may have served as a buffer between the client’s need for clarity and the complicated, esoteric knowledge of the astrologer. It provided a simplified visual and material focus, a distillation of astrological information; in short, a map or miniaturization of the heavens.



Signs from the Heavens: Stars, Stones, and Astrological Ontologies

The limited evidence for the use of stones or other markers on the pinax also suggests a simplified picture: astrologers did not use them to represent every possible element of a horoscopic chart. What was and was not included can help clarify how the markers placed on the pinax functioned in a consultation to orient the astrologer and the client to the heavens and to what the stars were communicating. Both the Alexander Romance and GEMF 13/PGM CX list markers for the Sun, Moon, Mercury, Venus, Mars, Jupiter, Saturn, and the horoskopos. In horoscopes recorded on papyri or ostraca, however, it was fairly common also to include the calculated positions for the Lot of Fortune and the Lot of Daimon, and other Lots as well, though less frequently.69 The Lot of Fortune was especially important, since it was used in techniques for calculating the length of life. Some have suggested that the Lot of Fortune actually was included among the markers on a pinax and that it could take the form of an engraved gem bearing an image of Tyche or Fortuna, many examples of which survive from antiquity.70 One also wonders whether a marker representing the Lot of Daimon could take the form of a gem engraved with an image of Agathodaimon. The evidence as it is, however, does not mention the Lots of Fortune or Daimon among the “stars” on the pinax. One reason may be that both Lots were derivative positions, easily demonstrated on the basis of the relative distances between the Sun, the Moon, and the horoskopos, and so not marked with a stone or token, but simply pointed out in the course of consultation.71 In a birth chart or nativity, moreover, these lots were closely associated with the person born (the native). In most cultural and ontological contexts, they indicated the position of beings who nurtured, guided, or protected an individual from the moment of birth throughout their life.72 As such, a native’s Fortune and Daimon, just like the native, were subject to the influences of the stars whose positions and mutual relations actually were shown on the pinax. As the astrologer sat with the client, and explained a natal chart, the client’s Fortune and Daimon were, like the client, interpolated into the network of astral relations visible on the pinax. Seen in this perspective, the pinax and the stars placed on it were tools through which the astrologer could observe and articulate the copresence of the client, the (heavenly) stars, and the client’s fortune and daimon at a particular time. These tools, in other words, helped the astrologer to establish an indexical ground in the frame of the consultation by displaying spatial and temporal coordinates, and materializing a field of interactions that included the astrologer and client (and perhaps related beings), and the stars indicated on the pinax.73 The process of articulating these coordinates could also serve a meta-communicative function, indicating the nature of communication and providing cues for interpreting messages within the context of the consultation: messages between the astrologer and the client, but also the signs given by the stars.74


69 Greenbaum 2008; see also the Demotic horoscope ostraca from Athribis, although there is debate over whether the calculated positions are of places or lots (Escolano-Poveda 2022; Winkler 2022a, 2022b).
 


70 Evans 2004 20. Alternatively, gems showing Tyche, especially with a rudder, have been considered markers for the horoskopos. Heilen and Greenbaum 2016, 134; Evans 2016, 157.
 


71 For a formula and diagram, see Greenbaum 2016, 307–309. The position of these lots could have been shown on a pinax by taking the distance from Sun to Moon, or Moon to Sun, and using fingers or a compass to transpose the distance from the ascendant to the lot.
 


72 See Greenbaum 2016 for a thorough treatment. A vivid illustration of this is found in Plutarch, Life of Antony 33 in which an Egyptian astrologer explains that Antony’s daimon is afraid of Octavian’s.



73 This framing is indebted to W. Hanks’s account of Maya shamanic consultations (2000).
 


74 On metapragmatic discourse and framing, Silverstein 1993; Bateson 1972, 178–192.
 

This framework of communication between the client, the astrologer, and the heavens raises again the question of the status of the “stars” on the pinax: whether or not they were “magical” gems, and in what way the latter could have functioned as the stars on a pinax. In short, were these stars equivalent to miniature statues of the gods? To answer this question requires first raising the issue of astrological ontology, or rather ontologies, for there were different worlds in which an astrological consultation could take place. While some intellectuals may have suspended judgment on causation and merely observed correlations, most astrologers and clients lived in a world where the stars had the capacity to affect other parts of the cosmos (including humans) through their physical properties, or through agentive and semiotic capacities as sentient beings in their own right (e.g., as divinities), or by mediating the powers of higher beings in a network of distributed agency.75 The communicative frame of an astrological consultation, in part indicated by the pinax and the stones placed upon it, presupposed and/or stipulated that there were signals coming from the stars that could be decoded, and that various bodies in the heavens or the cosmos as a whole could communicate by signs.76


75 The range of possibilities is very well summarized in ontological terms by Lehoux 2012, 159–167; see also the overviews of Barton 1994, 102–113 and Edmonds 2019, 244–247.
 


76 As noted earlier, this is one of the metapragmatic functions of the pinax and stars: it indicates the frame of communication, which includes beings other than the astrologer and the client. This picture of the efforts of ancient astrologers to understand the communication of the cosmos is indebted to Kohn 2013.
 

Whether or not the stars or the whole cosmos possessed a sentient and cognitive nature, they were not quite the same as humans, and their means of communication and modes of semiosis were marked by this difference. The stars on the pinax reflected this. To use the terms of the philosopher and semiotician Charles Sanders Pierce, verbal language and conventional symbols were secondary to indexical and iconic modes of semiosis in reading the signs of the stars.77 In the context of any astrological consultation, and in any cultural situation or ontology, a particular stone on a pinax served as an index, in as much as that stone, placed on a particular section of the board, pointed to a stellar object in its celestial position relative to the fixed stars of the zodiac, the decans, and so forth. A stone of a particular type or color, say a red hematite for Mars, could also serve as an icon, if the stone was seen as resembling the star in the sky. Even a round shape could be generally iconic. In a cultural and/or ontological context where the planet Mars was identified with the god Ares, and the stone was engraved with an image of the god and/or a textual inscription, it would function as a symbol in the sense that the symbolic relation between sign and object would depend on an established system of conventions. In most cases, all three of these modes of semiosis operated at the same time. The critical point, however, is that indexicality and iconicity appear to have been the primary semiotic modes by which the stars and the pinax represented the signs in the heavens, and these signs were primarily iconic and indexical until further interpreted (in a symbolic mode) by the astrologer for the client. The question is whether “magical” gems inscribed with images of the Sun, Moon, or a planetary divinity would serve an additional purpose beyond their iconic, indexical, and symbolic functions. That is, would such an engraved gem serve as an embodiment, extension, or medium of a divinity or of its agency, in a way that was analogous to the functions of engraved magical gems in other rites? In those ontologies in which the stars were divinities, or parts of a divine, sentient, and reasoning nature, could “magical” stones on the pinax exercise power or speak?


77 Broadly speaking, Pierce’s icon, index, and symbol distinguished three categories of signs based on the mode of relationship between the signifier and the signified: the icon was based on similarity, the index on contiguity or correlation, and the symbol on conventions within a systematic relational structure (such as a language). For helpful discussions of this terminology and its relevance to the differences and continuities between human and non-human semiosis, see Deacon 1997, 69–101; Kohn 2013, 7–9, 27–68.


Evidence to clarify that question can be found in the two ritual texts discussed earlier, in which pinakes and stars appear to be used in the course of divination rites. In GEMF 13/PGM CX, the “nature” of the stone and metal tokens appears to be important, and each is of a specific material, suggesting one or more semiotic and/or “magical” relations to the stars. The precise ritual context is not entirely clear, but some kind of communication is suggested: “a voice of . .. comes to you in conversation” (lines 1–2). To whom this voice belongs is not preserved, but given the presence of pinax and stars, and that something is to be “examined” (ϲκεπ[τέον, line 16), it seems probable that the conversation involves a reading of the stars on the pinax. The procedure was most likely an astrological consultation, in which the “voice” of some being came to the practitioner. This conjecture is made more plausible when compared to the procedure preserved in Greek and Demotic in GEMF 16/PDM-PGM XIV, which is much more detailed. In this case, the tablet is used in a “petitioning of the god” (pḥ-nṯr), which is also described as a “casting for inspection” (sš-mšt) that is accomplished by Imhotep. The practitioner is to prepare a stool in a pure room or niche, set before it a small altar, make offerings, and perform an invocation. Though the ritual instructions are in Demotic, the invocation is in Greek, and is addressed to a solar divinity, who is entreated to send an archangel, presumably identified with Imhotep.78 A pinax and the stars are placed on the altar, and the matter about which the practitioner inquires is written on a new papyrus, then placed on the pinax. The practitioner is then instructed to lie down without speaking to anyone. The text says that the god will come in the form of a priest wearing linen and sandals and will speak face-to-face. Since the altar and pinax are to be placed near the head, it appears that this revelation comes in a dream. The text claims that the god will either “tell you your stars, whether they are good for your business” or “set down your stars for you, they being good for your business.”79 The ritual, in short, focused on katarchic astrology: inquiry into the most propitious times for initiating some undertaking. The Demotic text allows different interpretations of the role of the god and the “stars” in this rite, but the possibilities are not limitless. If, before reclining, the practitioner had set the stars on the pinax in particular positions – that is, the configuration of the stars at a time proposed for the business written on the papyrus – then Imhotep could have read the stars and provided a positive or negative evaluation of the chart, a yes-or-no approach common in Egyptian oracular procedures. Alternatively, the stars could have become an instrument for the god to use in “telling” or “setting down” the best stars for the practitioner’s business. In either case, the god, speaking face-to-face with the practitioner in a dream vision, plays the role of a consulting astrologer, a fitting role for Imhotep, a master of astrology, among other fields of knowledge.80 The astrologer-god, in short, either interprets the stars on the pinax or arranges them in a particular configuration to indicate a good time for the proposed business of the practitioner-client. These stars could well have been engraved magical gems, similar to those placed near the head in other dream divination rites, but the language of this ritual suggests that they did not function as miniature divine images for a domesticated temple incubation. Rather, the stars functioned as signs mediating communication between the practitioner and the god. This interpretation of the rite does not necessarily “disenchant” the stars on the pinax, whether engraved gems or unadorned materials. The stars may not be a direct index of divine presence like a statue, but they are used as a special means of communication between human and divinity and become a focal point of copresence and spatial-temporal orientation just as in the discursive field established through an astrological consultation with a pinax, but in this case the astrologer is a god.


78 On the linguistic aspects of this text, Dieleman 2005, 123–126; on the invocation and its solar imagery: comments by Dosoo et al. in Faraone and Torallas Tovar 2022.



79 The key phrase in Demotic is ḫr i͗r⸗f ti͗ i͗w nꜣ y⸗k syw.w n⸗k i͗w⸗w wḏꜣ ẖr pꜣ y⸗k š-sḥn (l. 114). Johnson, GMPT translates: “It sends your stars to you whether they are favorable for your business”; Dieleman 2005, 313–314 translates: “It tells you your stars, whether they are favorable for your business”; The translators of GEMF 16 render the phrase: “It sends your stars to you, if they are beneficial for your business.” These all translate the subject as “it,” presumably referring to the rite, but it is equally possible that the subject indicated by the masculine singular suffix pronoun (⸗f) is “he,” i.e., the god, as it was just above in l. 112: ḫr i͗r⸗f sḏe wbe⸗k n rꜣ⸗f wbe rꜣ⸗k . . . “He speaks to you with his mouth opposite your mouth . . ."According to the CDD, the compound verb ti iw (causative “make/cause to come”) can mean “send, tell, proclaim,” “put,” or “throw.” See also Coptic ⲧⲁⲟⲩⲟ, “send, utter, proclaim, recite” (Crum 441b-442b; I thank Korshi Dosoo for this observation). Since the text emphasizes a face-to-face encounter with Imhotep, one might translate the aorist ḫr ir⸗f ti iw as “he places” or “he tells” the stars in this rite.
 


80 Astrological treatises were attributed to Imhotep/Asklepios and the god’s astrological associations are attested in late Ptolemaic temple inscriptions at Deir el-Bahri, Qasr el-‘Aguz, and elsewhere. Moyer 2011, 245, 250–251


If the prior interpretation is accepted, it would be a very special limit case for the mediating capacities of stars on a pinax. Nevertheless, it may help shed some light on the status and functions of the precious gems or metal markers used in more conventional astrological consultations. The role of the astrologer was to use technical knowledge and (in some cases) special equipment to represent and interpret signs from the stars. Consultations, however, were not simply rites in which the astrologer delivered inexorable decrees, and much scholarly work in recent decades has shown that ancient astrology was not necessarily a deterministic system. An astrologer who was also skilled in other ritual practices could, for example, use elaborate rites, such as those in the “Eighth Book of Moses” (GEMF 60/PGM XIII), to overturn or avoid the power of fate, and many other ritual practices drew positively on the power of the stars in order to achieve the ends of a practitioner or a client. The astrologer, however, need not have employed such techniques. An astrological consultation was a framework for negotiating, or at least navigating, astrological fate, and time was the field for strategic maneuver. This was especially so in katarchic astrology and in the other techniques used to judge the waxing and waning influence of beneficent and maleficent stars in a human life. The stars on the pinax, in other words, could represent not only what the stars had indicated at a person’s birth but also what the stars indicated in present and future moments as the astrologer moved them about the board in accordance with calculated celestial positions.

An extended simile used by Vettius Valens to describe the variable power of chronokrators, the stars ruling different periods of life as indicated by a birth chart, gives some insight into the role that the pinax and stars may have played in such strategic consultations:


Παραπληϲίαν δὲ ἄν τιϲ εἰκάϲειεν ταύτην τὴν ἀγωγὴν τῇ διὰ λευκῶν καὶ μελαινῶν ψήφων μαρτυρίᾳ· παίγνιον γὰρ ὁ βίοϲ καὶ πλάνη καὶ πανήγυριϲ. Καὶ γὰρ φιλόνεικοί τινεϲ ἄνδρεϲ δόλον πανοῦργον ἀλλήλοιϲ μηχανώμενοι, κινοῦντεϲ τὰϲ ψήφουϲ διὰ πολλῶν εὐθειῶν, κατατίθενται εἴϲ τιναϲ χώραϲ προμαχεῖν προκαλούμενοι. Καὶ ἐφ’ ὅϲον μὲν ὁ τόποϲ ἄφρακτοϲ τυγχάνει, ἀνεμπόδιϲτοϲ φέρεται ὁ πεϲϲὸϲ κατὰ τὴν τοῦ κινοῦντοϲ θέληϲιν, φεύγει τε καὶ μένει καὶ διώκει καὶ ἀντιτάϲϲεται καὶ νικᾷ καὶ ἡττᾶται πάλιν· ἐπὰν δὲ δικτύου τρόπον ὑπὸ τῶν ἐναντίων περιφρουρηθῇ, ἀδιεξόδουϲ τὰϲ εὐθείαϲ ἔχων καὶ μεϲολαβηθεὶϲ ἀπόλλυται. Καὶ οὕτωϲ ἑκάτεροι, ὁ μὲν ἡδονὴν καὶ τέρψιν, ὁ δὲ χλεύην καὶ λύπην ἀπαράμονον κατεργάζεται· ὁ γὰρ πεπονθὼϲ τὸ ἀνιαρὸν μετ’ οὐ πολὺ διά τινοϲ μεθόδου ἀναλαβὼν χαρὰν ἀντιπαραδίδωϲι τὸ λύπηϲ βάροϲ τῷ προδεδωκότι. Τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον καὶ ἐπὶ τῆϲ τῶν ἀϲτέρων δυνάμεωϲ νοείϲθω.

One might compare this teaching (i.e., on chronokrators) to aspects (lit. bearing witness) in a game of white and black pebbles. For life is a game, and a roaming, and a festival. And rivalrous men contrive wicked treachery for one another; moving pebbles along many straight lines, they put them down in certain places summoning each other to the defense. And for so long as the place happens to be unguarded, the stone is carried along unhindered according to the will of the one moving it, and it flees and remains, it pursues and is opposed, it wins and is defeated again; but when it is blockaded by the opposing stones, in the manner of a net, and the straight rows are without escape, it is seized and lost. In this way, one of the players gains pleasure and delight, and the other momentary mockery and grief. For the one who suffered the distress, not long after, having regained his joy through some means, hands back the burden of grief to the one who had given it previously. In the same way, one should consider the power of the stars.81


81 Vettius Valens, Anthologiae 6.2.20–23 (Pingree, p. 235).



Valens describes the ups and downs of the power of the chronokrator in a period of life as similar to the varying positions of a game-piece on a board and its relations to the other pieces that may allow it free passage, hinder it, or capture it. The mention of the term μαρτυρία “witness” at the beginning of this passage links the gaming metaphor to a discussion of the positions and aspects of the ruling star in the section immediately preceding, and suggests that Valens may have had in mind the image of a pinax with stars moving about on it. Words related to μαρτυρία are common technical terms in Greek astrological texts for the “aspects” between stars (oppositions, squares, trines, and so forth), and aspects are also described using terminologies of “seeing” or “beholding” other stars, or (perhaps drawing on a haptic theory of sight) casting their rays at one another. Two maleficent stars, both in aspect to a star from either side, may even “besiege” another star. Such personified aspects and inter-visual dispositions between the stars would be among the configurations manifested on a pinax. In the logic of Valens’ simile, it is at first the chronokrators who seem to move the pieces about on the board and experience the joys and frustrations of various positions, but in the succeeding passage, through a kind of syllepsis, the person whose chart is under consideration experiences these ups and downs, since the varying power of the chronokrator indicates a person’s fortunes and scope for action at different moments. In the frame of an astrological consultation, these stars were moved around on the pinax by the astrologer, but in their indexical function, the positions had to correlate with the heavens, so the astrologer and the stones were simply transmitting signs made by the stars in the heavens. The stones on the pinax, mobile and variable, embodied in miniature form the configurations of the heavens. They served as a material medium by which the client and the astrologer could see and attempt to read the signs and actions of the stars by moving the markers on the board to positions determined by the heavens. This visual conspectus could allow for intuitive or inspired perceptions and judgments even in an extraordinarily complex, technical, and rule-bound discipline as astrology. In some ontological contexts, moreover, the process entailed an attempt to discern what the stars or gods were indicating and what powers they were exerting at any given time, allowing the client and the astrologer to navigate their benevolent and fearsome glances, and make the best moves in any given state of play.




Conslusion

The stars on the astrologer’s pinax were mobile. Whether manufactured in Egypt or in other parts of the Roman Empire, they travelled with itinerant specialists who carried them to a range of regions and places. They were used, at the very least, by astrologers in Egypt, the Dalmatian coast, Rome, and Gaul, in or near the sanctuaries of the gods, in other open places in towns and cities, or in private meetings in the homes of clients or astrologers. Astrology in the Roman Empire was a cosmopolitan form of divination, both in its wide circulation and in its intrinsic orientation to the celestial order of the cosmos, rather than to more localized phenomena. Even so, any given attempt to consult the stars with the help of a pinax took place in a specific time and location, in an idiosyncratic cultural and ontological context, and between particular personae, which in many cases included the celestial entities whose signs, intentions, and actions the human interactants were trying to read. This variation, combined with the mobility and value of gem-stone or metallic stars, has contributed to the difficulties in locating and identifying such objects in the material record. In the absence of a contextualized discovery alongside a pinax, the stars may continue to be elusive. Even were such a discovery made, it is debatable whether the choice of materials or engravings would reveal much about their use. It has proved more productive to follow Chris Faraone’s methodological approach and refocus attention on the broader materiality of the stars and their use in a particular context of practice: the astrological consultation. In that context, the primary function and special property of the stars on a pinax, whether they were precious stones, gold, silver, or more mundane materials, whether they were marked or not, was as signs. Since the astrologer placed the stones or other markers on the pinax in order to help orient human interactants to the stars, their primary function was indexical – but in this case, they were pointing to a distant presence, rather than an immediate one. Indeed, the indexicality and iconicity of the stars on the pinax would have been relatively more stable across different cultural contexts than a symbolic mode of semiosis that connected the markers to divinities via engraved images or inscriptions. In special ritual circumstances, such as the divination rite in GEMF 16/PGM-PDM XIV, the stones could mediate acts of semiosis that originated with the stars or gods. Even in more ordinary consultations, as astrologers and clients sat in front of a temple or in a house and scrutinized the stars on the pinax, the objects themselves, selected according to properties of resemblance, and placed according to the positions of their celestial counterparts, could become extensions of the semiosis of the heavens, and so guide the interpretation of the astrologer and the understanding of the client.
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   7 The Limits of Textuality in Artemidoros' Oneirocritica*
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Artemidoros’ Oneirocritica, an expansive five-book handbook of dreams written over an extended period sometime between the mid-second to early third century ce, is the only document of its type to survive from the ancient Greek world.1 The text has received renewed scholarly interest in recent years, variously treated as a source for the social history of Antonine Rome, the history of psychology, ancient sexual and social mores, ancient conceptions of selfhood, and matters of rhetoric and hermeneutics.2 Relatively less attention has been paid, however, to the authorial strategies and technical dimensions of the handbook.3 In this chapter I examine how the textual aspects of the Oneirocritica intersect with Artemidoros’ conceptualization of divination. It is my contention that the material and organizational aspects of the book, reflecting Artemidoros’ effort to stabilize his handbook as a fixed and definitive text, throws important light on ancient Greek dream divination and ancient ideas about writing apropos of specialist knowledge.


1 For fragments and testimonia of other ancient Greek dream divination handbooks, Del Corno 1969. Recent editions and translations of Artemidoros include Harris-McCoy 2012 and Hammond and Thonemann 2020. Important recent volumes on Artemidoros: Weber 2015 and Chandezon and du Bouchet 2012 and 2014. On dreams in Greco-Roman antiquity, early Christendom, and late antiquity: Davies 2019; Hanson 1980; Oberhelman 2008. On ancient divination generally, Bouché-Leclercq 1879–1882; Bremmer 1997; Holton 2022, esp. 149–194. Pomeroy 1991, 58; Downie 2014, 97 et passim highlight the unusual nature of Artemidoros’ handbook. See generally Harris 1989, 127 and 173; Harris 2009, 134, on the limited readership of dream divination manuals: “the whole genre of Oneirocritica fail a major test of their popularity: the long list of Greek literary papyri found in Egypt contain no dream-books at all (whereas palmomancy, the art of reading hands, is represented).”
 


2 Social history: Del Corno 1982; Walde 1999; Bowersock 2004; Kirbihler 2014; history of psychology: Price 1986; sexuality: Winkler 1990, 17–44; identity: Struck 2005; rhetoric and hermeneutics: Downie 2014.
 


3 Exceptionally Harris-McCoy 2015; Kasprzyk 2010.


I begin by showing how Artemidoros exploits scribal technologies to organize his handbook, focusing especially on the programmatic prefaces of the Oneirocrit-ica: he understands that writing enabled the stabilization, ordering, and transmission of technical knowledge, but he also worried that his work, once textualized, would be susceptible to scrutiny and manipulations. Notably, he enlists the metaphor of text as body to structure his handbook and arranges data according to circumscribed themes marked off by precise recurrent formulae, two of several strategies of textual organization that reveal Artemidoros’ consideration of the production of his handbook as a material object. Ensconced in the world of texts, Artemidoros represents himself not only as an oneiromancer but also as an expert in textual practices.


In the second part of this chapter, I argue that Artemidoros’ calculated ambivalence to writing appropriates longstanding philosophical and literary polemics of texts as material and scholarly objects, drawing ultimately on Plato and Alkidamas’ normative arguments about the problem of books for expert discourses. Clarifying Artemidoros’ intellectual allegiances will illuminate his tendentious outlook on texts and his strategic positioning of divination alongside adjacent technical discourses that were similarly coming to grips with the implications of textuality. Having recourse to Galen for comparanda, I suggest that the Oneirocritica reveals how practitioners of divination – much like experts in medicine – exploited the technological potentials of texts to articulate and systematize technical knowledge while being cautious not to appear overly dependent on them. A kind of disingenuous prejudice against books constituted, I maintain, a hallmark of the pepaideumenos and cornerstone of the Second Sophistic and of the classical sophistic tradition of which it is heir.4


4 For a brief but effective discussion of Artemidoros’ place in the Second Sophistic, Reardon 1971, 248–254.
 


Some Practical Considerations of the Oneirocritica as a Handbook

Artemidoros claims in the preface to Book 1 of the Oneirocritica that he composed his detailed handbook on dream divination for fellow diviners – “not only his contemporaries but also men in future generations (οὐ μόνον τὴν ἡμῶν αὐτῶν ἀλλὰ καὶ τῶν μετέπειτα ἐσομένων ἀνθρώπων, praef. 1.1).” He also hopes to refute skeptics “who attempted to destroy divination as a whole or in part (τοὺς ἀναιρεῖν ἐπιχειροῦντας μαντικήν τε αὐτὴν καὶ τὰ εἴδη αὐτῆς, praef. 1.3).”5 The handbook therefore serves not only to catalogue divinatory knowledge but also to lend legitimacy to oneiromancy. It becomes apparent early on that Artemidoros understands the competitive enterprise of divination as inseparable from textual discourses, with all the material and organizational manipulations that a written work entails. It is therefore difficult to concur with Peter Thonemann’s recent assertion that “Artemidorus was not a bookish man.”6 In fact, the parallels that Artemidoros draws between the diviner and the grammarian are central to his textual practices and self-understanding as an expert in divination. He tells us in the third book of the Oneirocritica, for example, that he collected (ἀθροίσας) every book on the subject of dreams, refining (ἐξειργασάμην εἰς λεπτὴν) and taxonomizing (διαίρεσιν) them with precision. The textual and editorial terms with which Artemidoros characterizes the practice of the oneirokrites resemble those of the grammatikos or kritikos. Artemidoros’ attention to the textual and literary dimensions of divination may explain why he focuses on oneiroi (enigmatic dreams that require elucidation) rather than enhypnia (literal dreams that signify something about present reality and have no proleptic significance).7 In other words, Artemidoros privileges dreams that elicit hermeneutic practices similar to those brought to bear upon poetic texts.


5 Artemidoros characterizes his relationship to detractors with the metaphor of war (ἀντιτάξεσθαι, praef. 1). He states in praef. 4, moreover, that he composed this additional book to respond to critiques of fellow diviners. My translations throughout unless otherwise indicated.
 


6 Thonemann 2020, 140.



7 The same argument is made in Synesius’ essay De insomniis 149A-B. For an overview of types of classifications of dreams in antiquity, Kessels 1969.
 

Even though Artemidoros displays theoretical interests in oneirology, he is predominantly concerned with providing interpretations of the countless dream narratives that he read in other divinatory handbooks or heard delivered in agoras and at festivals across Roman Greece.8 Accordingly, he develops hermeneutic strategies of selection, organization, and arrangement to conduct this ambitious encyclopedic task.9 He makes clear that the Oneirocritica proffers heuristic examples rather than comprehensive or exhaustive data, as the following passage spells out (4.84): “But know that it was never my intention to tell you the outcomes of dreams but rather to collect the solutions (ἐπιλύσεις) for each line of inquiry (ζήτημα), and outcomes that belonged to each.” Artemidoros’ reference to ζήτημα and ἐπιλύσεις affiliates the Oneirocritica with the Peripatetic problemata (“questions-and-answers”) mode, perhaps to amplify his claims of ingenuity and to exploit Aristotelian authority. Further, while Artemidoros’ predecessors, such as Aristander of Telmessus and Alexander of Myndus, allegedly produced divinatory treatises that centered on single subjects with scarce theoretical consideration, he himself professes to gather dreams of all sorts while also extracting general principles from them for the study of dreams.10 Throughout the handbook, Artemidoros develops textual strategies and procedures of dream interpretation, such as the application of the logic of similarity and difference (2.41; 5.76), etymology (4.80), and word puns. He also constructs sweeping symbolic classifications, as when he associates the upper regions and right side of the body with nobility, and the nether regions and left side of the body with subordinates (1.21.2; 1.42.2; 2.10.2; 4.25).


8 Praef. 1 and praef. 5 reveal his method of gathering and compiling data from other compendia.
 


9 At praef. 1, Artemidoros confesses that he panicked at the “scale (τὸ μεγαλεῖον) and magnitude (τὸ πλῆθος) of the required research.” His compilation must therefore be selective (2.44).
 


10 Antiphon of Athens focused on squids and octopuses (2.14), Aristander of Telmessus on teeth (1.31), Apollonius the Attalean on mice (3.28) and tongues (1.33), Alexander of Myndus on onions (1.67), thunderbolts (2.9), and swallows (2.66), and Melampus on portents and signs, although it should be noted that the latter as well as Phemonoe (2.9 and 4.2) are likely legendary. The dreams in Book IV of the Hippocratic On Regimen focuses overwhelmingly on environmental and cosmological imagery.


The image of the human body is a principal metaphor that structures the Oneirocritica and underscores the material dimension of the work. Artemidoros figures his text as a human body to at least two significant ends. First, he deploys the metaphor to foreground the completeness and aesthetic beauty of his text, construing the Oneirocritica not merely as an encyclopedia to be mined but as a philologically sophisticated and deliberately organized work.11 The semblance of integrity also marks the Oneirocritica as the final authority on the techne of oneiromancy (2.70; cf. 3.66).12 The analogy of text with body permeates the following passage, which explains why Artemidoros supplemented the first two books with a third:


11 On Artemidoros’ views of philology, Kasprzyk 2014, esp. 291–292; Thonemann 2020, 125–140.
 


12 Cf. 1.82: “None of the necessary items is lacking nor has anything essential been stated to excess.” Since we possess only one extant fragment of a Greek oneirocriticon (P.Oxy. 31.2607), our ability to determine the form and content of rival handbooks, such as those of Geminus of Tyre, Demetrius of Phaleron, and Artemon of Miletos, is limited. Cf. Prada 2016, 2015, esp. 290, on the possible influence of Egyptian oneiromancy on Artemidoros as well as arguments to the contrary. It is difficult to determine if dream handbooks in this period generally adopted scrolls or codices, though the latter becomes widespread in the third and fourth century ce, especially for technical topics, for which see Roberts and Skeat 1983; Reggiani 2019, 178–179; Reggiani 2010, 107–108.
 


It seemed to me that something was missing from my entire approach, but that nothing should be added (προσγράφειν) to the two books already written, because it would be like an addition (προσπλακέν τι) to a healthy and gorgeous body (ὑγιεῖ σώματι καὶ εὐμόρφῳ). And even if the addition were also gorgeous, it would ruin its former beauty. And so, compiling (συναγαγὼν) separately, one-by-one, each of the things I had left out, doing so randomly and not in organized chapters, I have created this book for you, so that nobody might discover an entry point or means to compose a work of this sort.

(Praef. 3)


The metatextual remarks in this passage amount to more than aesthetic reflection. Artemidoros’ conceptualization of the text as a perfect body constitutes a prohibition against supplementing or disassembling the handbook.13 The metaphor thus functions as a strategy of persuasion to forestall potential readers, present and future, from rearranging the collection, perhaps hoping to maintain control over the reception of his text and the evolution of his techne. This point is reinforced in the following passage (2.70):


13 Cf. 4.84: the work is described as sufficient and complete (ἱκανῶς καὶ ἀνενδεῶς). On the principle of comprehensiveness in Greek didactic literature, Hunter 2008, esp. 172–175.
 


And I implore those who come upon my books neither to add (προσθεῖναι) nor delete (ἀφελεῖν) any of their contents. For if someone were able to add (προσθεῖναι) something to my material, he could easily create his own books. And if some of the items written down in these books seem superfluous, let him use only those things which are pleasing and not remove (ἐξαιρῶν) the rest of my books.14


14 These fears are echoed at 3.66. Cf. Deut 4:2, “You shall add to the word that I command you, nor take from it.” Cf. Talmud Bab. Qidd. 49a, Tosefta Meg. 4.41, and Iambl. Myst. 7.5: “And it is necessary that ancient prayers, like sacred places of sanctuary, should be preserved ever the same, with nothing of alternative origin either removed from (μήτε ἀφαιροῦντάς) or adding (μήτε προστιθέντας) to them.”
 



15 Niehoff 2011, 26.
 


16 See, e.g., Kirk 2021 on the generativity of ancient lists and compilations, and König and Woolf 2013 on the logic of postclassical miscellanies.
 


17 For this organizational principle in medical and iatromedical texts, Faraone 2010, esp. 106–111. Quintus Serenus’ Liber medicinalis, a poem of healing recipes, is organized a capite ad calcem.


The verbs προστίθημι and ἀφαιρέω (“add” and “delete”) are routine scholarly exegetical terms, suggesting Artemidoros’ acquaintance with traditional philological practices and his interest in aesthetic and textual issues in addition to those of divination.15 What stands out in this passage are the parameters that Artemidoros sets for his readers, which foreclose textual practices common to ancient compilatory literature, a point that I develop later.16 In other words, Artemidoros addresses his rivals not quite as competing diviners, but as critical readers invested in the examination of texts.

The body metaphor serves a second crucial function, as it provides a taxonomical framework for organizing Artemidoros’ dream interpretations, which unfold according to the composition of body and its natural sequence of growth and decay. Over the course of hundreds of dreams associated with the human body in Book 2, Artemidoros proceeds gradually from head to toe. This corporeal arrangement hearkens to the organizational method of magical and iatromagical handbooks that organize spells around discrete body parts and their interrelations.17 This mode of ordering, moreover, permits Artemidoros to assemble all dream images related to the ears and eyes, for example, into miniature catalogues within this massive compendium, thus improving usability of the text (1.24; 1.26). Notably, the features of the face and hands constitute the bulk of this section on the body, perhaps signaling the especial importance of physiognomic and chiromantic handbooks for Artemidoros.

Artemidoros turns to the human lifespan as another related mode of classification (’Ανθρωπίνη γενεὰ κατ’ ἐνίους, 2.70), framing Books 1 and 2 with dream images of birth and babies and infants on the one end (e.g., 1.13–1.17), and those related to old age and death on the other (2.49–69). While the book as body metaphor yields a spatial mode of textual arrangement, the life cycle provides Artemidoros with a temporal structuring framework. These organizing tropes assist the reader in anticipating the progression of types of dreams in the handbook and to shuttle back and forth between entries with relative efficiency. Thus, he exploits the divisibility of the human body as well as the distinct moments of a human life to map out and lend coherence to the dreams in the first two books. The attention that Artemidoros pays to both the physiological and temporal dimensions of the body fortify the idea of the text as a unified and finished composition, dissuading the reader from editing, pilfering, or abridging the handbook.

Beyond metaphors of the body, programmatic statements elsewhere call attention to other textual strategies for ordering the work. The following passage, for example, lists the topics included in the first book while marking its departure from other oneiromantic handbooks that commence with dreams about the gods (1.10):


We will not begin, as the ancients did, from the gods, even if we should appear to act impiously, but we will begin with regard to the necessary sequence of things (πρὸς τὸ ἀναγκαῖον τῆς ἀκολουθίας), first of all from birth, then being raised, then the body in order and the parts of the body that grow and fall off and increase or decrease in size and change into a different form or substance. And then about the teaching of all types of arts and labors and pursuits, then about youth, exercises [according to type], contests, the bath and bathing of every kind, about every food, liquid and solid, about perfumes and crowns, about [sexual] intercourse, about sleep.


It would be misleading to suggest that the deferral of dreams involving the divine in the Oneirocritica is tantamount to an opposition to polis religion or to the traditional gods. Rather, the emphasis is on Artemidoros’s organization of dreams according to the structure of the body rather than by means of theogonic or mythological models. It is reasonable to assume that Artemidoros’ adoption of a method of textual organization associated with the hallowed medical tradition would enhance the authority of the Oneirocritica. In a subsequent passage Artemidoros reaffirms his departure from his predecessors when enumerating the topics in Book 2:


And the second book [is] about waking, greeting, every adornment, male and female, climate and things concerning the climate, hunting, fishing, sailing, farming, justice, civic government and benefactions, military service, honoring the gods and the gods themselves, and death.

(1.10)


Artemidoros relegates dreams related to the gods to the end of the book alongside themes of a more terrestrial sort, and he takes pride in the systematic nature of the handbook. In fact, he discredits his forerunners by maintaining that they copied each other’s works, that their coverage was limited, and that they did not proceed “from experience” (ἀπὸ πείρας, praef. 1; ἀπὸ πείρας, 2.32; ἀπὸ τῆς πείρας 4.20).18 Indeed, Artemidoros claims that he synthesized and completed materials that his predecessors had left underdeveloped (καὶ ὅσα σπερματωδέστερα καὶ οὐκ ἐξειργασμένα οἱ παλαιοὶ συνέγραψαν, ἐξειργασάμην εἰς λεπτὴν καὶ ἀληθῆ διαίρεσιν, praef. 4). We gather from Artemidoros’ assessment that the average divinatory handbook was less comprehensive and less capacious than the Oneirocritica and that their contents were mostly sifted from a hodgepodge of other written texts rather than from direct inquiry. In Book 3, Artemidoros reiterates that his handbook unfolds not haphazardly but in a conceptually logical way (3.66):


18 However, claims of observation and experience in the text may be exaggerated, for which see Vinagre 2014, 35–36.



So that each of the things signified will be easy to follow, I have written down each item in sequence (ἐν τάξει) and in an orderly fashion (κοσμίως) and to the extent possible, didactically (ὡς μάλιστα . .. διδασκαλικῶς). And just as grammarians, when they teach children the meanings of individual letters (τῶν στοιχείων), also advise how they must put them all together (ὑποτίθενται), so too, I will now gather together (ἐπισωρεύσω) some brief and easy to follow suggestions to supplement the material previously provided, so that my books might be easily understood by all. Since, for those who already have experience and much practice, this treatise is easy to follow and capable of teaching what each thing means.


The marked term κοσμίως in this passage recalls the related construction κατὰ κόσμον (“in due order”) found in the Homeric Hymn to Hermes (433) and other early texts to describe the proper order of narration, and a guiding concept in such astronomical texts as Manilius’ Astronomica and the Phainomena of Aratus.19 The pedagogical parallel that Artemidoros draws between the explication of dreams and the grammarians’ lesson in composition is striking. For just as readers must respect the sequence of letters in comprehending a text, so too are students of divination compelled to follow the specific order of Artemidoros’ interpretations.20 Thus, Artemidorus implores Cassius Maximum to concentrate on the “logical sequence” (ἀκολουθίᾳ) of his undertaking (praef. 2). He discourages his readers from proceeding arbitrarily through the text but to proceed along the preestablished trajectory that he has set out for them.


19 Hunter 2008, 161–163.
 


20 The same metaphor is enlisted at Manilius, Astronomica 2.755–760.


Artemidoros’ concern with order and classification is especially pronounced in passages where he provides fine-drawn taxonomies of dreams within overarching topics (2.9):


Following this subject is the subject on fire. Concerning which it is proper (καλῶς ἔχει) to use a double division (διπλῇ τῇ κρίσει): that which concerns heavenly and divine fire, and that which concerns terrestrial fire and fire that is useful.


Whether the difference that Artemidoros draws between divine and mundane fire represents a theoretical or a textual scheme of division is ambiguous: it is theoretical if it compartmentalizes the world in a metaphysically meaningful way, but it could also be textual if the division is meant to be heuristic and motivated by considerations of textual organization or mise-en-page. Artemidoros does not specify the precise connotation of the crucial word καλῶς – that is, whether the division is “fitting” according to oneiromantic theory, philosophical argument, or physical layout of his work – but what does emerge is the fundamental imbrication of divination and textual-material concerns.21


21 See the use of normative aesthetic terms such as τάξις, ἀκολουθία, and εὔμορφος in praef. 3. For a long-range view of the overlap of divination and literary criticism, Struck 2005 and Seppänen and Lampinen 2019.
 

The sense of coherence implied in the body metaphor is reinforced by other textual strategies. In the following passage, Artemidoros cross-references different parts of his handbook to highlight the interconnectedness of its constitutive parts (4.35):


If someone should imagine that he is sailing and then disembarks from the ship and walks around upon the sea, interpret (κρῖνε) the sailing and the wandering around upon the sea separately. And you will find sailing in the second book (ἐν τῷ δευτέρῳ βιβλίῳ) and wandering about the sea in the third (ἐν τῷ τρίτῳ), on the basis of which you should draw your interpretation.


Artemidoros attends to the readerly experience of his text, indicating where, in other sections of the handbook, one might discover related discussions about specific topics. That is, he urges readers to trace arguments sustained across different sections of the handbook, thereby encouraging them to enact, through their physical handling of the manual, the coherence and internal consistency of the text.22 The interpretive mode of explicating textual obscurities by marshalling parallels in the same text is credited to ancient literary scholars, such as Aristarchus, who treated the Iliad and Odyssey as consistent in diction, style, and ethos, such that a difficulty in a Homeric passage could be elucidated by other Homeric passages (following the principle of “explaining Homer by way of Homer,” Homeron ex Homerou saphenizein). This hermeneutic principle strengthens the conceit of the book as an autonomous and unified body, since it implicitly equates the physical text with its author.


22 Other instances of intratextual references: 2.66, 2.67, 3.10, 3.40, 4.19, and 4.24.


In addition to these broader organizational methods, one can identify other subtle signposts in the handbook that indicate Artemidoros’ book-centered preoccupations. For instance, he repeats succinct formulae and other linguistic markers to maximize readability, allowing users to skim the text efficiently to retrieve pertinent information. In the fifth book, Artemidoros consistently introduces dreams and their outcomes with “a certain man/woman/child imagined . .. (ἔδοξέ τις/ἔδοξέ τις γυνὴ/ ἔδοχέ παῖς . . .),” an easily recognizable phrase that permits readers to jump from one datum to the next in a relatively swift fashion. Another recurrent formula that introduces new thematic groupings is a neuter plural subject with an adversative δὲ (“but”): e.g., τὰ δὲ μικρά (“things that are small”); τὰ δὲ ἐργατικὰ (“things that labour”); τὰ δὲ νυκτερινὰ (“things nocturnal,” 4.56). This formula demarcates discrete categories, presumably facilitating presentation and searchability. Although we can only speculate how these formulae would look graphically, it is notable how frequently this construction appears in other technical texts for organizing data – for instance in the Hippocratic Coan Prenotions.23 Finally, I observe the systematic use in the fourth book of the indefinite pronoun ὅσα and its cognates to guide the reader through the varied themes: “whatever is braided (ὅσα πέπλεκται, 4.5),” “whichever craftsmen (ὅσοι τεχνῖται, 4.9),” “whatever sprouts and grows slowly (ὅσα μὲν βραδέως φύεται καὶ βραδέως αὔξεται, 4.11),” “whatever is tall (ὅσα μακρά ἐστιν, 4.11),” “whatever is solid (ὅσα δὲ στερεά, 4.12),” “whatever the sea signifies (ὅσα ἡ θάλασσα σημαίνει, 4.53).”24 The frequent deployment of these formulae lays bare the deliberateness with which Artemidoros produced the work as a textual object and his attention to its usability.25 The art of divination and metatextual discourses, I suggest, converge such that the authority of Artemidoros is measured as much by his success in producing a well-organized text as by his eminence in prognostication.


23 Hippoc. Coac: τὰ δ’ ἐπιρριγέοντα (“the [diseases] which chill,” 20); τὰ δὲ συνεχέα ῥίγεα (“continu-ous chills,” 21); τὰ φρικάσαντα καὶ ἀνιδρώσαντα κρισίμως (“shivering and reaching a crisis with sweating,” 24).
 


24 For other examples and discussion, see Harris-McCoy 2015, 28.
 


25 Rawson 1991 (orig. 1978), 324–351 discusses classification methods in Roman handbooks, with suggestive observations on order and subdivision in Greco-Roman books more broadly.
 

Artemidoros’ attitude to the textual medium is immensely ambivalent, however. On the one hand, he recognizes the pragmatic advantages of books, which facilitated the transfer of vast quantities of collective divinatory knowledge onto an object that could be scrutinized, systematized, and defended by readers across space and time. On the other hand, Artemidoros maintains that the textual rendering of oneiromantic data distorts or reduces the social and religious complexity of divinatory encounters. Thus, he underscores the limits of his handbook by recalling skills that the text cannot teach. The interpreter must apply his own resources (οἴκοθεν παραεσκευάσθαι) and natural intelligence (οἰκείᾳ συνέσει, 1.12; φύσεως ἐντελὴς, 1.12) to account for the contingent and constantly shifting circumstances of a client’s case.26 In the preface to the first book, for example, Artemidoros valorizes direct inquiry with the client, and the notion of wisdom (σοφία, praef. 4) plays a central role in his conception of divination as a knowledge practice. It is perhaps for this reason that he claims to draw inspiration from the divine, namely with the guidance of Apollo (2.70).27 Despite Artemidoros’ textual self-consciousness, then, he retains a view of divination as “performative wisdom”.28 Arguably, Artemidoros endorses these performative aspects of divination to limit the autonomy of the text, which must ideally be supplemented with improvization and direct experience (1.12).29


26 Downie 2014, 102: “Oneirocriticism thus requires knowing the details of the dreamer’s life-circumstances, but it may also require recognizing that such personal narratives are in constant motion.” Cf. Synesius, De somniis 17–18, which decries the use of books in oneiromancy and emphasizes the importance of the circumstances and experiences of dreamers: “Whole heaps of books (βιβλία) of such observations have been written by certain people. I find them all ridiculous (καταγελῶ) and think them of little use (ὀλίγον ὄφελος ἥγημαι, 151B).”
 


27 Cf. Manilius 1.19, where Apollo is also claimed as divine sponsor.
 


28 I borrow the phrase from Reggiani 2019, 169, who writes about the textualization of oral medical prescriptions: “Even in written form, however, medical prescriptions maintain their oral aspects, not only in the textual clues . .. but also in a set of graphic and layout features.” Cf. Reggiani 2018, esp. 130–131.
 


29 Cf. Manilius, Astronomica 2.761–763. Artemidoros complicates Hunter’s general claim (2008, 174) that, in contrast to didactic poetry, which does not aim for comprehensiveness, “in using the handbook, we give up active participation in the acquisition (or confirmation) of knowledge and entrust ourselves to the guidance of an expert.”
 


30 On the political and mythological implications of oracles in Aristophanic comedy, Yu 2017.
 


31 López Férez 1992.
 


32 Artemidoros writes in praef. 4 that other dream interpreters scrutinized his handbook, criticizing what they perceived as lacunae (cf. also 2.44).


Artemidoros fears, above all, that envious rivals and amateur readers would procure and tamper with his work. He intimates that it was common for professional dream-interpreters to alter each other’s handbooks, a claim that keys into enduring anxieties about the textualization of divination in Greek thought. Recall, for instance, Aristophanes’ parodies of written oracles on the comic stage: in the Knights (996–1089), the poet depicts the disreputable characters Paphlagon and Sausage Seller wielding scrolls of oracles in an attempt to outperform each other, while in the Birds (960–989), a self-serving chresmologos parades on stage with a book of oracles of Bacis (λαβὲ τὸ βυβλίον, “here’s the book”).30 Both plays suggest that the integrity of divination could be compromised by oracle peddlers who gained access to divinatory knowledge through the medium of the book. Distressed that his handbook might fall into the hands of hucksters, Artemidoros instructs his son to keep the text from the multitude (πολλοῖς κοινωνῇ) and to refrain from “commissioning copies” (ἀντιγραφεῖν, praef. 4).31 This injunction is curious, since most Greek technical or subliterary texts were treated as open-ended works to be supplemented, excerpted, and rearranged according to the user’s needs. In attempting to obviate such textual modifications, Artemidoros could assert control over his text’s reception and stabilize a tradition that was hitherto collective and in flux. Furthermore, the reader who possessed the Oneirocritica could lay claim to the comprehensive knowledge contained therein and declare membership to a privileged group in direct descent from Artemidoros. In what follows, I will argue that Artemidoros’ ambivalence toward textuality is part and parcel of his literary self-representation and taps into a tenacious and long-held philosophical and rhetorical bias against texts for the maintenance and transmission of expert knowledge.



The Ideology of Textuality in the Oneirocritica

I have shown that Artemidoros is suspicious of writing for at least two reasons. First, he fears that if diviners found themselves without the crutch of texts, they would be unable to defend themselves against opponents.32 Second, the proliferation of writing and books in divination opened up a customarily exclusive field to a vaster demographic. For this reason, Artemidoros extols the oral and social aspects of prognostication to safeguard his techne from rivals who might claim expertise by alternative means – that is, through the use of texts alone. Artemidoros is not alone, however, in his antagonism toward texts apropos of technical knowledge. Galen, a contemporary of Artemidoros, raises similar issues that pertain to my reading of the Oneirocritica.33 Galen recognized that books mediated intellectual friendships and facilitated scholarly conversations across vast expanses of space (Peri alupias, 35–37), but he is equally chary about texts becoming the primary vehicle by which medical knowledge was transmitted. In On My Own Books, for example, Galen testifies to the carelessness with which his works were treated, many of which were altered or circulated under falsified titles.34


33 Artemidoros compares dream divination to medical knowledge, asserting that dreams are “entirely proper from the medical point of view and do not contradict medical expertise (4.22).” He also recommends that his son study medicine. On the similar interpretative methods in divinatory and medical knowledge, Petit 2014, 161–162, 164–167, and Hankinson 2005. For a discussion of divination in relation to other forms of expert knowledge, Kasprzyk 2014.
 


34 On the bibliographic concerns of Galen, Handis 2013, esp. 366; Zadorojnyi 2013, esp. 389–398.
 

In a particularly telling passage, Galen recounts an episode he witnessed at a Roman book market concerning the authenticity of a purportedly Galenic text:


I witnessed a dispute as to whether a certain book for sale was by me or someone else. The book bore the title: Galen the doctor. Someone had bought the book under the impression that it was one of mine; someone else – a man of letters – struck by the odd form of the title, desired to know the book’s subject. On reading the first two lines he immediately tore up the inscription, saying simply: ‘This is not Galen’s language – this book has been falsely titled’ (ψευδῶς ἐπιγέγραπται τουτὶ τὸ βιβλίον).35


35 Lib. Propr. 19.8–9 Kuhn. Trans. Singer 1997.
 


This passage attests to the potentially perilous fate of ancient books, even those produced by the most distinguished writers. Galen describes a situation in which he lost control of works that he had originally shared among colleagues, but that began to circulate indiscriminately and eventually suffered mutation and misattributions.36 Once Galen located these editions, he restored them and gave them distinct titles to guarantee their authenticity:


36 Mistitling was rampant in antiquity, for which see Blum 1991, 147. Galen records a disagreement over whether a certain περὶ διαίτης ὑγιεινὸν was to be attributed to Hippocrates, Philistion, or Aris-ton (Peri alupias, 26).
 


Some of my predecessors gave such works the title of Outlines, others Sketches, or Introductions, Synopses, or Guides. I simply gave them to my pupils without such inscription, and it is for that reason that when they later fell into other hands, they were given a number of different titles by different persons. Those which were sent back to me for correction I decided to inscribe with the title “for beginners.”37


37 Gal. De libr. propr. p. 93.10–12 ff.



Artemidoros, I would suggest, was concerned that the Oneirocritica would suffer a similar textual fate. Consequently, he lays great stress on the integrity of his handbook and exhorts his addressees to safeguard his work. The research of Galen and Artemidoros surely profited from the written medium and access to libraries and book markets, but both authors also grappled with the potential textual and sociological problems that writing could engender in respect to their technai.

Scholars have recently noted the overlapping generic forms of ancient medical and divinatory compilations.38 Galen’s De indolentia, written after the 192 ce fire of the Palatine libraries that destroyed his most prized writings and instruments, offers insight into how pharmacological collections (and perhaps divinatory handbooks) were composed, consulted, and circulated. Galen writes that his pharmaceutical texts were produced on parchment codices (διφθέρας πυκτάς), a format not atypical for medical works of the imperial period and which allowed new pages of recipes to be inserted into the book.39 As Matthew Nicholl has argued, compendia of medical prescriptions were accretive, continuously amassing data from collections of other reputable doctors and responding to evolving scientific research. In other words, medical-pharmacological compilations invited additions and modifications over time.40 It is reasonable to assume that like pharmacological receptaria, divination handbooks were also conceived as compilatory texts intended to undergo similar processes of selection, accumulation, and rearrangement.41


38 See bibliography in fn. 33.
 


39 See Gal. PA, 33 with Nicholl 2010; Reggiani 2019, 178.
 


40 Reggiani 2018, 130, 139; 2019.
 


41 It is probably no coincidence that, like the Oneirocritica, medical compendia such as the Michigan codex were organized thematically by, e.g., medicines, parts of the body, or maladies.


Galen and Artemidoros intervene in these traditional understandings of compilatory literature, exhibiting a novel impulse in ancient technical writing. Neither Galen’s pharmacological texts nor the Oneirocritica is, strictly speaking, the product of a single author but miscellanea that comprised elements of texts of multiple scholars over generations. However, both writers attempt to put a strong authorial imprint on their personal collections and to prevent further textual intrusions and manipulations by other compilators. They treat their compilations not merely as technical works but as worthy literary objects superior to those of their predecessors, both theoretically and aesthetically. Thus, Artemidoros’ boast to have produced the oneiromantic text par excellence is a momentous assertion in the ancient history of dream divination, and the Oneiro-critica constitutes a decisive text in the crystallization process of divination as a domain of knowledge.

It is important to note that Galen and Artemidoros reflect a broader Second Sophistic tendency to identify the limits of books for literary and cultural education (paideia). Lucian’s On Book Collectors, which repudiates bibliophiles who are absorbed by the materiality of books but who in truth are culturally and morally bankrupt (4), provides an instructive example:


You are always unrolling them and rolling them up, gluing them, trimming them, smearing them with saffron and oil of cedar, putting slip covers on them, and fitting them with knobs, just as if you were going to derive some profit from them (τι ἀπολαύσων, 16).


On the surface, Lucian’s satire throws light on the transformation of the book into a fetishized object among elites of the Imperial period,42 but when read with other Lucianic works that equate bibliophilia with pedantry (e.g., Lexiphanes), one develops the impression that his critique of books buttresses more profound claims about who has a stake in paideia. In other words, Lucian’s deprecation of books is tantamount to a sociopolitical critique of rival claimants to paideia who pursued cultural knowledge and wisdom through books alone. Lucian stresses that books are secondary to experientially rich engagements with Greek cultural heritage and to oral practices that are traditional to paideia (17). For Lucian, those who collect books without cognizance of “the merits and defects of every sentence or how to judge the canon of good” are no better than a “donkey that listens to the lyre and wags his ears” (4). By contrast, bona fide pepaideumenoi are culturally disposed by nature and possess “all the works of antiquity almost at the tip of the tongue” (7).


42 Johnstone 2014, 370–373, discusses changing perceptions of books as prestige objects in the Hellenistic period.
 

The second-century CE intellectual milieu to which Lucian, Galen, and Artemidoros belong was one in which books were perceived to begin encroaching upon the traditional responsibility of teachers and pedagogues as repositories or conduits of specialist knowledge. As Maud Gleason and others have shown, the symbolic capital that paideia afforded was premised on one’s ability to display cultural learning through virtuoso performances before audiences of other upper-class men.43 The transposition of paideia from spaces of public speaking to the silent pages of books would be seen to disavow a praxis critical to the proper formation and self-presentation of the pepaideumenos.


43 Gleason 1995; Anderson 1989.
 

These Second Sophistic attitudes towards the textual medium descend in fact from time-honored polemics about the ramifications of writing. Plato’s Phaedrus is the locus classicus for the opprobrium that classical Greek writers heaped on writing in respect to specialist knowledge. It is in this dialogue that Socrates famously refers to writing as a pharmakon, that is, both a poison and a remedy, as well as a verbal incantation, as Chris Faraone has reminded us.44 The problem of writing for Socrates (or Plato) is foregrounded in a celebrated passage about the origins of writing near the end of the dialogue. Plato – or rather, the supreme Egyptian deity Thamus to whom Theuth (i.e., Thoth) presents writing – is quick to emphasize the flaws of the scribal invention. He argues:


44 Faraone 2021, 119–153.



You offer your pupils the appearance of wisdom (δόξαν σοφίας), not true wisdom, for they will read many things without instruction (ἄνευ διδαχῆς) and will therefore seem to know many things, when they are for the most part ignorant and hard to get along with, since they are not wise, but only appear wise.

(275a7–275b5)


This bleak articulation of writing introduces themes that reappear in later Greek authors, including Artemidoros. Since writing is a technology extrinsic to humans (οὐκ ἔνδοθεν, 275a5), Socrates argues, it cannot actually fortify one’s mental faculties. Artemidoros recapitulates this observation when acknowledging the limits of his handbook: the Oneirocritica is not the definitive statement on dream divination, but only provides “bare-bones outcomes” (ψιλὰς τὰς ἀποβάσεις) that guide users who already possess experience and training (τριβῆς τε καὶ γυμνασίας).45 Just as Plato minimizes the role of writing for philosophy, so Artemidoros recognizes the limits of the Oneirocritica for imparting divinatory expertise. For Plato, the consequences of writing are not only cognitive but also ethical, since texts make people unduly confident in their abilities to gain knowledge through texts alone.


45 Praef. 5.
 

Socrates then compares the textual medium to iconography, so as to highlight its inertness: both media, he argues, “preserve a solemn silence (σεμνῶς πάνυ σιγᾷ, 275d4–5)” and invariably convey the same thing (ἕν τι σημαίνει μόνον ταὐτον ἀεί, 275d7-e1) irrespective of the recipient’s disposition, intelligence, or genuine interest in the subject matter. Although writing gives the appearance of being lifelike, it is unable to adapt to diverse and changing circumstances, nor to the interlocutor’s competencies. By contrast, orality is exalted for its vitality and ability to adapt to the exigencies of the moment (276A) and to the needs of the speakers (276E; 277C).46 So, too, Artemidoros emphasizes orality as the preeminent pedagogical mode, reminding amateur dream-interpreters of the importance of traveling, communicating with locals, and discovering the customs specific to them (ἔθη τὰ τοπικὰ). Only by combining textual and ethnographic modes of inquiry could diviners hope to produce accurate dream interpretations.47


46 Cf. the Platonic Seventh Letter, where writing is described as devoid of life and ancillary to orality (341E).
 


47 Artemidoros acknowledges near-universal customs and practices (κοινὰ ἔθη), such as the worship of gods, the care of children, and needs such as sex, sleep, and food, but also cultural differences. Cf. 1.3 and 1.8 on common customs in relation to local customs, and 1.9, 4.4, and 4.59 on the importance of learning the cultural background and individual circumstances of each client.


Plato’s contrast of orality and textuality, however, is in fact governed by another opposition, namely between intellectuals who philosophize through dialectic and those who exploit texts to traffic philosophical knowledge without the mediation of a philosophical guide. Plato’s trenchant critique of writing is, then, simultaneously a defense of the mediating role of the Socratic philosopher in the circulation of philosophical knowledge. Textuality challenged Socratic dialectic and traditional modes of philosophical expertise by fostering intellectual practices that diverged from the premises of Socratic philosophy. Put in stronger terms, the technology of writing potentially undermines the philosophical guide as the traditional transmitter of sophia.48 If texts alone conveyed philosophical truth, then the pedagogical models and structures of knowledge intrinsic to philosophy (as Plato envisaged them) could be circumvented.


48 See similar self-conscious reflections to this effect in Artemidoros at 4.84.
 

The sociopolitical implications of writing as set out in Alkidamas’ On Those Who Write Written Speeches is even more pertinent to my analysis. A contemporary of Plato, the sophist Alkidamas defends orality and impromptu speech against writing, arguing that competence in writing and reading is easy to acquire, whereas the delivery of unscripted speeches entails a degree of intuition, as one must seize the crucial moment (kairos) and adapt one’s speech to the fickle mood of the audience (27–28). Further, he submits that the process of writing is cumbersome and restricts thought, while speech – conceptualized as endowed with life – can be a help in people’s hour of need (9–10). Like Plato, Alkidamas compares writing to bronze statues, stone monuments, and depictions of animals, submitting that they delight the eyes but offer no utility since they cannot respond to contingency (27–28). At its best, writing is but an impotent representation of spoken speech; at its worst, it beguiles and seduces viewers into misrecognizing representation for reality.

Alkidamas aligns orality and spontaneous speech with authentic discourse, the standard that distinguishes the adept from those who exploit texts to masquerade as experts. Alkidamas not only opposes two modes of communication but hier-archizes rival producers of knowledge. In fact, he frequently frames his argument through a juxtaposition of two types of people with contrastive talents and dispositions in public speaking (24) and denounces those who employ written speeches to feign cleverness (σοφίαν, 1). He cautions readers against educators who ply their wares but cannot teach without their writing tablets and books (γραμματεῖον καὶ βιβλίον, 15). Textuality permitted newcomers to challenge the traditional stakeholders of Greek oratory, who prided themselves in epistemic values related to intuitive judgment and spontaneous discourse.49 Alkidamas seems cognizant of the sociopolitical transformations wrought by the technology of the book for public speaking. Thus, by minimizing the role of texts in the acquisition of rhetorical knowledge and authority, and by reaffirming the supremacy of orality, Alkidamas upholds a specific intellectual order that delegitimizes those (such as Isocrates) who depended on texts for the delivery of speeches.


49 On the social and political capital of diviners, Chandezon et al. 2014, 297; Nice 2005, esp. 95–98.


Although writing with different preoccupations in a different context, Artemidoros echoes Alkidamas’ worries about the social and intellectual ramifications of writing. The Oneirocritica may help the diviner get on his way but cannot capture the complex and variegated realities of actual live consultations. What is more, Artemidoros construes the art of prognostication as no less eristic than philosophy or oratory (e.g., praef. 2), and he is often at pains to distinguish his legitimacy as a diviner among upstarts who rely on books and proffer dream interpretations mechanically rather than extemporaneously. Artemidoros embeds the art of dream divination in the sociocultural context of paideia in his overt resistance to writing, a hallmark of the bona fide pepaideumenos and red thread conjoining the first and second sophistics. In this respect, Artemidoros accrues authority by virtue of the views about texts that he shares with his revered classical counterparts. Although ancient paideia was no doubt fundamentally reliant on textualized learning, Artemi-doros plays up the classical image of the rhetorically sophisticated pepaideumenos.



Conclusions

Although it may be difficult to determine how ancient Greek divination handbooks were fashioned or deployed in practice in their original circumstances of creation and circulation, it is evident that the art of dream interpretation, already by the Roman period, was inextricably linked to textual practices as well as to the physicality and materiality of texts. It would thus be misleading to conceptualize the textual and the divinatory dimensions of oneiromantic handbooks as autonomous or distinct. For Artemidoros, the conceptualization of technical knowledge and his reflections on the possibilities and limits of texts were mutually constitutive. I illuminated, for instance, textual strategies that Artemidoros developed to produce an authoritative handbook for managing a veritable morass of information and to help readers navigate the complexity of dream divination in practice, such as the analogy of text with the body, as well as various grammatical constructions and modes of subdivision and classification.

I set this argument in its broader intellectual context and alongside fraught and enduring ideological debates about writing for the articulation of technical knowledge, be it philosophical, oratorical, medical, or oneiromantic. As I showed, the Oneirocritica is not unique in its ambivalence toward texts, as Galen, inter alios, expressed similar considerable anxiety about the instability of written works for the domain of medicine. All five writers discussed in this chapter distanced themselves to different degrees from textuality, advocating instead a reorientation to intuitive judgment and extemporaneous thought. All, to varying degrees of explicitness, sensed the threat of bibliophile parvenus to social institutions in which public speaking was traditionally critical to the attainment of material profit and social prestige. Finally, I argued that the similarities in concern about textuality in Alkidamas and Artemidoros is not coincidental but represents Artemidoros’ strategic and self-aware glance back at an older sophistic tradition, one to which his own is deeply indebted. Artemidoros may well be sui generis in many respects as it relates to ancient oneirocriticism, but his handbook constitutes a salutary reminder that our reflections on Greek divination (as a practice and as a theory) should not be divorced or abstracted away from the material, sociological, and discursive realities in which it was fundamentally implicated.
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The inexplicable is always potentially magical.

— Joan Evans1


1 Evans 1922, 13.
 


The mysteries of the Great Gods of Samothrace were one of the best-kept secrets of the ancient Greek and Roman world: a cult of initiation, its procedures so sealed by secrecy that even the identity of its gods was unclear. Among its most enigmatic traditions has been the notion of a magnetized iron ring acquired in connection with initiation, a tradition preserved in a handful of Roman and late antique authors, and hinted at by some 32 rings, Samothracea ferrea, which have been recovered from the site.2 Twentieth-century researchers appealed to Plato to argue for an amuletic force to the rings. Plato compares the inspiration of the Muses to a magnetic force moving from a single stone through one iron ring after another, causing them to hang suspended in a chain (Ion 533d-e). If magnetism was the movement of a divine force from one body to another, the rings were wearable, portable tokens that would keep initiates connected to the island, its gods, and the protection at sea they afforded.3 Magical studies which rely on texts and images make that designation a tall order. The recovered rings are thoroughly corroded, so that none of the images, texts, and signs that have been central in the studies of amulets are preserved, nor do any ancient writers suggest what these may have been. No ancient texts suggest any protection derived from the rings or any combination of actions involved in their use. In the first century bce, Lucretius provides the most detailed account of the rings, but as a paignia, a dinner party trick. This falls short of confirming a ritual function for these objects, even shorter of casting any light on their ritual logic.4 While Lucretius’ account confirms that the rings were tokens of the island, any protective function would derive from broad associations: the location of the rites on the island, the cult’s reputation for maritime protection, and familiarity with both the protective force of amulets and their materialization as rings.5


2 Blakely 2011, 61–62.
 


3 Blakely 2018a, 210–211; Hemberg 1950, 110 n. 2; Cole 1984, 30, 117 and n. 278; Dimitrova 2008, 140–144; Lehmann 1975, 25.
 


4 Davidson 1995, 592; Dickie 2003, 172–173.



5 Nagy 2012.
 


The materiality turn offers a more nuanced evaluation of Samothrace’s rings, both as magical objects and as tokens of the mysteries; indeed, it is precisely the absence of images and inscriptions that positions the rings to contribute to growing discussions on materiality and magic. As artifacts, the rings were deemed significant at first discovery for the correspondence they offered between text and site. This correspondence is a rare match for Samothrace, one which exemplifies the subordination of the material to the textual that most inspired and drew the ire of materiality theorists. From a materiality studies perspective, the apparent match between text and object is the start, not the conclusion, of analysis. That analysis begins with a survey of the critical tenets of materiality which most bear on magnetic materials: agency, entanglement, miniaturization, the permeability of the concrete and transcendental, the significance of manufacture and environment, and a focus on raw material. These provide a framework for exploring Greek and Roman conceptions of magnetism, including its deployment in charms for healing, seduction, persuasion, and wonders, all focused on bodies and social interactions and none offering a ritual logic appropriate for Samothrace. Lucretius, however, offers a model of magnetism as microscopic winds, which is semantically appropriate for the creation of maritime safety. A material-focused analysis positions these miniaturized winds in three distinct environments: the legendary magicians of the island’s toponyms, the ecosystem of Samothrace’s iron production, and the incantatory landscapes of magical formulae. Taken together, these suggest a ritual logic for the Samothracian rings as mechanisms for the magical control of the wind. The investigation casts significant light on three tenets of materiality approaches: landscapes as local knowledge systems, the material mediation of cultures in movement, and the recovery of indigenous ideologies.6 Materiality studies seek to recover emic perspectives which cannot be accessed through purely literary or historical means: the insights they offer for the Samothracian rings are consistent with that principle. The distance from our subject culture, and the limitations of our sources, mean that conclusive proof of an amuletic function remains elusive. It is hoped, however, that this investigation may constitute a deeply felt thanks to Chris Faraone, who has encouraged and modeled the exploration of materials as rewarding as their investigations are intricate.


6 Douglas and Ballard 2022; Sansi-Roca 2005; Pietz 1987.



Materiality, Magnets, and Ritual Praxis

It is difficult to find a corner of the humanities or the social sciences that does not claim its own “materiality turn,” a determination to bridge the investigations of the material and cultural worlds and to create an interdisciplinary ground for the exploration of history, identity, and ideologies. These turns emerged from 1990 onward but are rooted in much earlier generations of anthropology and sociology.7 Karl Marx, Bronislaw Malinowski, and Marcel Mauss foregrounded the role of the material in the active construction of social relations: fieldwork in Oceania has played a key role in the models that emerged, as analyses of the Kula ring foregrounded the social relations mediated through the movement of ritual gifts.8 The most recent materiality turn has demonstrated the difficulty of putting these goals into practice. Disciplinary divides seem in many ways reified through the different approaches to materiality each discipline brings to bear, and many studies critique the ultimate failure to bridge theoretical proposals with material evidence.9 Within historical archaeology, Astrid Van Oyen notes that matter continues to be “socialized,” reduced to signs of social structures and interactions, or written out of historical narratives completely.10 And within the archaeology of religion, Caitlín Barrett, Yorke Rowan, Sonia Hazard, and other authors note the resilience of tendencies to foreground ideologies over material evidence.11


7 Bremmer 2015, 9 and n. 8; Hicks 2010.
 


8 Nolet 2020.
 


9 Hicks and Beaudry 2010; Miller 2005, 1–50.
 


10 Van Oyen 2017; Gardner 2017; Versluys 2017.
 


11 Barrett 2015; Rowan 2011; Hazard 2013; Morgan 2017; cf. Frankfurter 2019b.
 

A material approach to ritual holds significant promise, however. Materiality theories begin with a rethinking of the dualisms of nature and culture, human and non-human; they position the investigator at the divide between material and immaterial worlds at which the concept of the divine operates.12 That rethinking is achieved, in significant measure, through the recognition of agency in inanimate objects, which yields an entanglement of human actors and material features – including images, icons, and religious architecture – which is core to ritual experience. Such objects are conceptualized as channeling or communicating with a divine spirit or power.13 Key in the conceptualization of these objects is the innately wondrous potentiality of raw material, from animal parts to metals and semi-precious stones.14 Forces which manifest while remaining invisible are among these wonders: thus scent, as Alfred Gell has demonstrated among the Umeda of New Guinea, may function as a synecdoche for the bridge between the material and transcendent realms, and the capacity for action at a distance rendered supernatural the composite objects of the Anna Perenna deposit in Rome.15


12 Munteán et al. 2016, 26.
 


13 Hodder 2011; Miller 2005, 1–50; Palka 2021; Bremmer 2015, 13; Gordon 2015, 136.
 


14 Gordon 2015, 148; Frankfurter 2019b, 662; Faraone 2011.
 


15 Gell 1977; Gordon 2015, 163.
 

The quest to access these powers moves the entangled participant beyond discrete objects to the larger environment, conceptualized as buzzing with forces which could be discovered, appeased, persuaded, and directed.16 Human agents harness these through multiple means. One is attentiveness to the landscapes of production: artifacts condense, miniaturize, and render haptic the entire associative and semantic package of the landscape in which they were manufactured and out of which their raw materials came. This is a semantics of entangled spaces, consonant with the role of geoethnographic categories in the ancient analysis of works of art.17 A second strategy is miniaturization, which enables a haptic engagement with entities and forces removed in space and time. The miniaturized object triangulates the material of which it is made with the bodies of the actors and the natural forces which may operate at ecosystemic or cosmic scale. That change in scale renders the ordinary extraordinary, opening gateways to fantasy or alternative realities. It also affords a capacity, simultaneously playful and powerful, for control of the referent through physical manipulation of the miniature, including combinations, engravings, and subjection to the same rituals as human actors.18 And a third form of access arises from the placement of crafted objects in ritual contexts, where priestly authorities control access to the complex semantics of materials and their indwelling forces.


16 Frankfurter 2019b, 661–663.



17 De Angelis 2008, 79.
 


18 Foxhall 2005; Jervis 2019, 73–107; Bailey 2005, 33–38.
 

Such manipulations, performances, and interactions with artifacts are part of the social relationality enabled through material objects. Objects do not simply symbolize social relations: they enable them, in culturally embedded ways.19 They also signal unequal access to divine power, and so provide a visual marker of the boundaries within and between groups which ritual praxis articulates. The crossing of ethnic and cultural boundaries has long figured in the discussion of Greek and Roman magic, with the focus overwhelmingly on the incorporation of the exotic from Egypt and Mesopotamia as well as imaginary realms. Studies inspired by the object biographies of Arjun Appadurai and Igor Kopytoff foreground the capacity of material to facilitate cross-cultural encounters, as objects move through the conceptual universes, social organizations, and identities of different groups.20 The most glaring of such encounters are those arising from the movement of ritual objects and “fetishes” from indigenous contexts of use, such as West Africa and Oceania, into racially lopsided museum displays.21 The distinctions between Greek and Roman perspectives on the rites are accordingly critical to evaluating the evidence for the rings as amulets that assured maritime promises.


19 Miller 2005, 3; Pitts and Versluys 2021, 369; Ingold 2012; Munteán et al. 2016, 3.
 


20 Douglas and Ballard 2022; Bell and Geismar 2009.
 


21 Gnecchi-Ruscone and Paini 2017, 15–16; Thomas 2021.
 

Magnetized stones, as conceptualized in the Greek and Roman Mediterranean, intersect these materialities at multiple points: the dissolution of human and nonhuman binaries; agency, entanglement, relationships and performance; and the semantic density of raw materials, particularly those which manifest the operation of invisible and ecosystemic forces. The magnet’s agentive qualities were acknowledged from Thales of Miletos onward, in conceptions that the stone had a soul, and its designation as “living iron”: a fourth-century CE papyrus codex describing the preparation of amulets calls it the “breathing stone,” μάγνητα τὸν πνέοντα, and the end of magnetic power is described as a stone “breathing its last” (ἐκπνεῖν).22 The magnet is credited with gender, affection, intention, feet and hands, so that it is able to hold iron in its “embrace.” Gregory of Nazianzen concluded that magnets could even bear offspring, so that the full human sexual cycle was manifest even in inanimate realms.23 Its desires could turn to food as well as sex: Eubolus, Claudian, and Nemesios invoke it as a paradigm of a healthy appetite.24


22 Thales, DK 11 A 22; Hopfner 1974, 335; Radl 1988, 90, 224; Pliny, Natural History 36.25, 34.42; Kyranides Elemen. 7.21.24; Ausonius, Moselle 316; Wünsch 1905, 39, GEMF 57/PGM IV 2630, σκευὴ φυλακτηρίου τῆς πραγματείας λαβὼν μάγνητα τὸν πνέοντα ποίησον ὡς καρδίαν καὶ ἐνγεγλύφθω Ἑκάτη . .. καὶ φόρει περὶ τὸ σῶμα. Similarly in 57/IV 2877, φυλακτήριον τῆς πράξεως λαβὼν λίθον σιδηρίτην ἐν ᾧ ἐνγεγλύφθω Ἑκάτη τριπρόσωπος. 57/IV 1722 recommends an image of Aphrodite, λαβὼν λίθον μάγνητα τὸν πνέοντα γλύφον Ἀφροδίτην; Fritzsche 1902.
 


23 Gregory Nazianzen 1.244; Sotacus in Pliny, Natural History 36.127–128; Claudian, Carmina Minora 29.22–51; 48 Halleux and Schamp 1985, 99 and n. 1.
 


24 Athenaios of Naukratis, 5.1.26; Claudian, Carmina Minora 15–20, Radl 1988, 98, 105; Nemesios of Emesa, 508C, 509A.
 


25 Faraone 2021.
 


26 Halleux and Schamp 1985, 308; Hippocrates, Diseases of Women 243; Soranus, Gynecology 3.10; Dioscorides, De Materia Medica 5.130.
 


27 Orphic Lithica 13, θούριος Ἄρης (307) ἠΰτε παρθενικὴ γλαγερόχροα χερςὶν ἑλοῦσα (309); Halleux and Schamp 1985, 98–100, Orphei Lithica Kerygmata 10, Halleux and Schamp 1985, 153; Giangrande 1993.
 


28 Orphei Lithica Kerygmata 11, Halleux and Schamp 1985, 154, an image repeated in GEMF 57/ PGM IV 1722–1723. Orphei Lithica 13, Halleux and Schamp 1985, 98–99; Evax-Damigeron 30, ps-Hippocrates 36.
 


29 Lowe 2016; see GEMF 57/PGM IV 1807–1810, 3142, for magnets placed inside such figures; cf. the animated statues created by Hephaistos and by the Telchines, Faraone 1992, 18–35; 94–113; Blakely 2006, 215–226; Dickie 2003, 165.
 


30 Rufinus, Historia ecclesiasticae 1027.15–1028.1; Augustine, City of God 21.6, 4. 80–93, 6.54– 60; Quodvultdeus De promissionibus et praedictionibus dei 38; cf. Ps-Prosper Aquitanus 834C, Pliny, Natural History 34.42; Ausonius, Moselle 314–317; Radl 1988, 102, 106, 108–109; Lowe 2016, 254.


Magnets mediate human relationships in entangled ways: they manifest a social agency, shaping and reshaping interpersonal exchanges in which they are involved. The amiability between magnets and iron translated into medical uses as well as magical charms targeted at love, rhetorical persuasion, and interpersonal concord.25 Magnets could aid conception, stop abdominal bleeding, and cure gout.26 The Orphic Lithica compares the magnet to a fresh-faced virgin who extends her arms to embrace her first lover, and iron to Ares who rushes forward.27 A magnet engraved with the image of Aphrodite grasping a man’s robe in one hand and an apple in the other would fill anyone with desire, but magnets could also render their wearers charming, persuasive, and pleasant, and assure the profitability of exchanges with powerful people.28 Magnets were also situated in the battleground between early Christianity and the supernatural forces that filled the ecosystems of traditional religion. The “ensoulment” model echoes in Christian complaints of statues animated through magnetism, which convinced the onlookers of daimonic power.29 Rufinus complained bitterly of one such cult statue, suspended in the air in Sarapis’ temple in Alexandria; Augustine as well as his student Quodvultdeus worried about the impact of such magnetic mirifica or μηχανήματα on the souls they sought to save from traditional religions.30 Practical application of the magnets reflect the same cultural eagerness for a marvel, though they read at times like early science fiction. Silius Italicus claims Ethiopians used magnets to draw iron out of the mines; the Roman d’Eneas describes a battlement fitted with gigantic magnets which turned its iron-wearing attackers into helpless flotsam stuck to its surface.31


31 Silius Italicus, Punica 3.265–67; Anon. Roman d’Eneas 427–40; Lowe 2016, 248–249; Blakely 2011, 63.
 



Rational Magnets and Magical Daimones: Lucretius, Nigidius, and Roman Samothrace

The ritual and performative deployments of magnets in magical papyri and historical accounts fall short of suggesting an immediate application to the maritime safety which Samothrace promised. Metaphors that confirm their maritime relevance, however, saturate our sole surviving description of a Samothracian ring in use. This comes from Lucretius, who wrote for a Roman world which acknowledged and celebrated the Samothracian promise. He was committed, however, to rationality and to de-mystifying the world, making him an unlikely source for the explication of a magical token associated with the rites which Romans had embraced as their own. His model of magnetism differs in two important ways from those which have appeared in the evidence for magical magnets: it is mechanistic rather than daimonic, and it describes the magnet’s ability to repel rather than attract. The mechanistic model of magnetism was centuries old when Lucretius wrote. In the fifth century bce, Empedokles claimed that magnets were the manifestation of visually imperceptible pores and emanations; his contemporary Demokritos expanded on the model.32 The magnet’s power to repel as well as attract was also familiar from the fifth century onward. In the third century bce,33 Posidippos of Pella described this dual capacity as a wonder, a θαυμάσιον, rendering a poem about the stone a worthy inclusion in his epigrams celebrating semi-precious gems and pearls.34 Marcellus Empiricus coined the term antiphyson, “blow back,” to describe the phenomenon in terms of tiny winds.35 This stone figures in the Orphic Lithica in a test for marital fidelity: such a stone, hidden beneath the mattress, will make a faithful wife cuddle up to her husband, but cast an adulterous one onto the floor.36 Lucretius did not invent the models of magnetism he describes: he did, however, bring them to bear on the mysteries familiar to his fellow Romans.


32 Empedokles, DK 31 A 89; Demokritos added that the force and speed of the attraction may be determined by the fineness and concentration of atoms, Demokritos, DK 68 A 165; cf. Diogenes of Apollonia, DK 64 A 33; Radl 1988, 201.
 


33 On the dual nature of magnetism: Euripides Oeneus Fr. 567 Nauck, Fr. 567 Kannicht.
 


34 Epigram 17; Pajón Leyra and Sánchez Muñoz 2015, 30 and n. 5; on the designation as “Lithika,” Bastianini et al. 2001, 29; cf. Hunter 2008, 457–470. Posidippos seems to anticipate Claudian’s praise of the magnet, Radl 1988, 98; Lowe 2016, 251 on their value.
 


35 Marcellus Empiricus, De medicamentis 1.63, magnetis lapis, qui antiphyson dicitur, qui ferrum trahit et abicit; Esposito 2002.
 


36 Orphei Lithica 13, Halleux and Schamp 1985, 99; cf. Dioskorides 5.130; Evax-Damigeron para. 30.6; Ps-Hippocrates para. 36.


Roman enthusiasm for the Samothracian rites is visible in votives and inscriptions at the sanctuary itself as well as in the city’s own topography and monuments.37 The first Roman votives appear in the sanctuary in the late third century bce; the first clearly named Roman initiate is included in an inscription of the second century bce. Over a quarter of the island’s known initiates came from Rome, represented on 64 of the extant 171 inscriptions recording initiation. By the first century ce, Roman presence on the site was so well established that a stele restricting non-initiates from entering the sanctum sanctorum of the Anaktoron was written in both Latin and Greek. While Romans were initiated alongside Greeks, their use of the rites and the myths differs significantly. By the second century bce, Roman authors began to manifest a mythographic creativity in connecting the rites of Samothrace to the founding strata of Roman identity.38 The Penates were given a Samothracian origin, taken by Aeneas from the island enroute to Italy; mythographers moved the Samothracian prince Dardanos to Italy, so Aeneas’ theft of the Samothracian gods ultimately enables their homecoming.39 The Trojan Palladium was given a Samothracian genealogy; Tarquinius Priscus was identified as a Samothracian initiate, and the Capitoline temple he built identified as the house of the gods he brought from the island.40 The priesthood of the Salii was tied to the island, in claims that it was founded by a Samothracian man named Saon or Salius;41 the Roman camillae were derived from the “Kasmilos” who figures in the island’s mythologies.42


37 Popkin 2015, 343–345; Dimitrova 2008, 151–200, 244; Cole 1984, 87–103, 1989, 1578–1588.
 


38 Blakely 2021.
 


39 Dionysius Halicarnassus, Antiquitates Romanae 1.68.2–4.
 


40 Plutarch, Camillus 20.607; Macrobius, Saturnalia 3.4.7–9; Tertullian, Ad nationes 2.12.5 = Varro, ARD fr. 207; Cole 1989, 1565.
 


41 Website: Salii: Critolaos, BNJ 823 F 1; Servius, in Aeneidem 2.325, 8.285; Festus (ed. Mueller, pp. 326, 329; ed. Lindsay, pp. 438–439); Plutarch, Numa 13.7
 


42 Varro, de Lingua Latina 7.3.34
 

Topographic, imperial, and domestic spaces reflect the imprint of this Samothracian enthusiasm. Altars to the Samothracian Gods sat on the spina of the Circus Maximus, and the island’s gods were celebrated at key points in the pompa triumphalis.43 Spaces both private and public acknowledged the interventions of Samothracian gods. Aemilius Regillus vowed and M. Aemilius Lepidus completed a temple to the Lares Permarini in celebration of their victory against Antiochus; the temple of the Penates sub Veliis, as depicted on the Ara Pacis, evokes the Samothracian Altar Court; and further architectural quotations of Samothracian monuments have been identified in the theater of M. Aemilius and the temple of Hercules Victor.44 Striking evidence comes from Oplontis, where the proud owner of the Villa di Poppaea commissioned wall paintings for his atrium which invoked the island in a flurry of images: Dioscuri, the Nike, bucrania and paterae echoing the island’s Arsineion, torches appropriate for nocturnal rites, and gear for both ritual ablutions and theatrical performance. The décor is at once mysteric and triumphal, appropriate for the upwardly mobile Romans who encountered the rites as they supported Rome’s eastward expansion in the second century bce.45


43 Cruccas 2019, 16–26
 


44 Popkin 2015; Zevi 1997.



45 Cruccas 2019, 71–104.
 

Among the literati of Lucretius’ circle, another distinctively Roman pathway emerges in connection with the rites – a philosophical one, determined to understand the mysteries in terms of natural science. Cicero wrote that the rites had more to do with natural science than with the gods; Varro, that the island’s gods were earth and sky, a conclusion he came to through exploration of the material evidence of altars and images.46 As these were the most primordial of gods, they were also the most appropriate for Roman devotions. Unparalleled among Greek authors, these philosophical speculations should be listed among the creative adaptations of Samothrace for the Roman consumers. They are consonant in spirit with Lucretius’ commitment to de-mythologize the world and to provide an exposition of its physical nature, both terrestrial and astronomical. His sole reference to Samothrace is his discussion of the iron rings. It is part of his discursus on magnetism, the longest and most difficult section of the entire Epicurean poem on the nature of things, De rerum natura. The magnet exemplifies Lucretius’ concern to make comprehensible the invisible powers which bind the world together, but he deployed the metaphor with caution as well as conviction and seems to model his approach, as well as his model of magnetism, on Empedokles. Lucretius’ caution arises from the poetic allure of metaphors, which threatened to derail the rationalizing, demythologizing project of his poetry; part of his solution was to use metaphors grounded in empirical data.47 That commitment to demystifying the world renders him a most unlikely source for a confirmation of amuletic, daimonic, or mysteric powers: he embraces, accordingly, the mechanistic model of magnetism as pores and emanations.


46 Cicero, de Natura deorum 1.42.119; Varro, De Lingua Latina 5.10.57–58; Van Nuffelen 2010; Blakely 2021.
 


47 Garani 2007, 151, 166–167; Gladhill 2016, 69–96; Johncock 2016, 66–67, 77–90, 127, 170.
 

Magnetism was so central to Lucretius’ project that he brought to it all three of the metaphors for binding that inform De Rerum Natura – pleasure, weaving, and liquids. The same “voluptas” that characterizes Venus and figures in his prologue characterizes magnetism when it draws the iron closer with the verb ducere (907). The “tightly woven” magnet recalls weaving metaphors for oil, atoms, limbs, and clouds,48 and an “oozing” influence binds his chain of rings together. That liquid movement manifests a universal principle: the atomic sprinkling and flowing that binds the universe together arises from the discharge and reception of particles by objects through the openings, foramina, on their surfaces. These effluences move (921–58) as “aestus,” waves or currents.49 At 6.1030–1031, Lucretius develops the maritime aspect of his imagery: the air pushes the iron forward and thrusts and drives it on, as the wind drives ships and sails: hic, tibi quem memoro, per crebra foramina ferri/parvas ad partis subtiliter insinuatus/trudit et impellit, quasi navem velaqeue ventus.50 Lucretius then turns to the Samothracian rings to demonstrate the magnet’s power to repel:


48 Johncock 2016, 127, 171.
 


49 Garani 2007, 157–160.



50 Johncock 2016, 211.
 


Sometimes also the iron recedes from this stone. 1041being accustomed to flee and follow in turns.I have even seen Samothracian iron dance,and at the same time iron filings go mad in a bronze 1045bowl, when this magnet stone was applied underneath;so eager seems the iron to escape from the stone.When the bronze comes between, all this quarrel is caused.because doubtless when the current from the bronze 1050has come first and taken possession of the open channels of the ironafterwards comes the current from the stone tofind all frill in the iron, and no way to swim through as it had before.And so it is constrained to dash against itAnd beat with its wave upon the iron texture 1055And in this way it repels it from itself.and through die brass drives away that which without it often sucks inHerein refrain from wondering that the effluenceFrom this stone is not sufficient to drive other things in the same way.51 1057Fit quoque lit a lapide hoe ferri natura recedat 1041interdum, fugere atque sequi consueta vicissim.Exultare etiam Samothracia ferrea vidiet ramenta simul ferri furere intus aenis 1045in scaphiis, lapis hie Magnes cum subditus esset:usque adeo fugere a saxo gestire videtur.Aere interposito discordia tanta creaturpropterea quia nimirum prills aestus ubi aerispraecepitferrique vias possedit apertas, 1050posterior lapidis venit aestus et omnia plenainvenit in ferro neque habet qua tranet lit ante,Cogitur ojfensare igitur pulsarequefluctuFerrea texta suo; quo pacto respuit ab seAtque per aes agitat sine eo quod saepe resorbet 1055111 hid in his rebus mirari mitte, quod aestusWon valet e lapide hoc alias impellere item res.


51 De Rerum Natura 6.1041–1057. Text and translation from Bailey 1947, 568–569.



Lucretius suggests that the bronze bowl interrupts the force of attraction which ordinarily would draw both the Samothracian iron and the filings to the magnet: this would mean that in his model the iron is not magnetized at all. His description, however, suggests that the ring was magnetized and hence fled, and indeed that the iron filings had absorbed the ring’s magnetization.52 The passage has accordingly been interpreted as evidence for a magnetized Samothracian ring, particularly when combined with later testimonia of the island’s magnets.53 His focus on the repelling of iron invokes Posidippos’ antiphyson rather than Plato’s chains of magnetized rings, though he invokes the latter at 6.906–916. Most striking is the continuation of the maritime imagery established at 1030–1031. The effluences from the bronze and the magnet are described three times as aestus, “waves” or “currents” (1049, 1051, 1056), and their inability to move through the bronze bowl is described as “swimming,” tranet (1053). A storm sequence in lines 1053–1055 combines the liquid and the textile imagery which inform the poem as a whole. The magnetic wave/fluctus buffets the iron’s fabric/texta, whose pores have been filled with the aestus of the intervening bronze dish; pulsare in line 1053 recalls the discutit of 6.1003, where the iron’s force is described as semina sive aestum qui discutit aera plagis, “seeds or an effluence which with its blows parts asunder the air.”54 This liquid presentation of magnetic force ties the discussion of the magnet into Lucretius’ other metaphors, including rivers, glue, grape juice, spring water, and purple dye.55 In its vivid portrayal of storms and violently moving air, however, it gestures dramatically to the Samothracian promise that initiates would be protected from storms at sea.


52 Sedley 1999.
 


53 Etymologicum Magnum s.v. Magnetis, Isidorus Origines 19.32.5, Pliny, Natural History 33.1.23, Hemberg 1950, 110 n. 2.
 


54 The same violent imagery informs Lucretius’ account of the first heat of the day at 2.152: aerias quasi dum diverberat undas, “dashes asunder, as it were, the waves of air”; Johncock 2016, 211.
 


55 Wallace 1996.
 

That promise was not obscured by Rome’s mythic and topographic inventiveness for Samothrace. Quite to the contrary, Samothrace’s maritime promises seem to have informed the late Republican temple of the Lares Permarini. Collaboration among Romans and Greek cities in pirate fighting expeditions, and the pursuit of Mithridates VI, King of Pontus, seems to have brought Romans to the cult. A second- or first-century bce inscription from Samothrace records the initiation of Chians who are engaged in pirate fighting expeditions: the third side of the stele records Roman initiates. Eukodia Skarlatidou has dated these to the Mithridatic wars of 80–60 bce, when Greek cities joined with Rome in the fight against the Pontic king.56 Plutarch reports that Lucullus stopped off in Samothrace to be initiated during the course of these engagements in 73 bce,57 and Cicero recounts the cynicism of Diagoras regarding those who hoped for salvation from storms at sea because of their initiations at Samothrace.58 The most articulate expression of Samothrace’s maritime promises, however, comes from Lucretius’ contemporary, a man who was as engaged in magic as Lucretius was in rationalization: the “Pythagoricus et magus” Nigidius Figulus.59 A learned man of the senatorial class, Nigidius’ drive for the magical engaged him in the investigation of the natural world. His goal seems to have been to make accessible, to his Roman contemporaries, the zoological and physiological knowledge of Aristotle and Theophrastus on the one hand, and the more recently arrived, popular lore from the wisdom traditions of the empires of the eastern Mediterranean on the other.60 Cicero writes that he carried on a keen and diligent search after things which nature kept concealed, a fascination which seems linked to his eventual expulsion from Rome.61 His books, mostly lost, included studies of extispicy, augury, and dreams, as well as animals, constellations, and winds.


56 Dimitrova 2008, 125; Skarlatidou 1990–1991.
 


57 Plutarch, Lucullus 13.1–2.
 


58 Cicero, De Natura Deorum 3.37.89
 


59 Jerome deemed him “Pythagorus et magus,” Chronicon p 156 Helm; cf. Apuleius, Apologia 45.5; Dickie 2003, 168–183; Mayer-Olivé 2012; Della Casa 1962.



60 See Lincoln, Chapter 10 in this volume.
 


61 Cicero, Timaeus 1; Dickie 2003, 168–172.
 

Nigidius waded into the Roman fray on the identity of the Samothracian gods not by suggesting cosmic forces or familiar Roman gods, but by focusing on two divine forces from the Greek traditions: the Dioskouroi and the Idaian Daktyloi.62 For Nigidius, the katasterism of the divine twins was the narrative of Samothracian initiation, the secret of the rites which may not be spoken. Their translation into celestial powers had both moral and meteorological force, as they rid the seas of pirates and saved mariners from storms. Nigidius’ claim for the Dioskouroi on Samothrace is an exceptional confirmation of Roman enthusiasm for the maritime promises of the rites. Of his ideas regarding the Daktyloi, far less is preserved, only their syncretization to Lares and Kouretes.63 But his interests in the daimones may be deduced from his contemporary Diodoros Siculus, who emphasizes their identity as magicians who, during their sojourn on the island, amazed the locals with incantations, initiations, and mysteries (ἔπῳδὰς καὶ τελετὰς καὶ μυστήρια). Samothrace is where they taught these incantatory skills to Orpheus, who then introduced the mysteries to Greece.64 Diodoros’ source was Ephoros, who preceded him by some three centuries. These powers provide a natural point of fascination for a magos and a further perspective on the iron rings of which Lucretius wrote. These daimones were known as the inventors of iron and also as magicians: named for the fingers of the hand (daktyloi), they offer a natural pun for the notion of iron rings.65 This connection is deepened by the tradition that one of their number, Kelmis, was trapped inside iron and so provided a narrative for the model of magnetism as living and breathing, imbued with agency and emotion. Clement of Alexandria, writing in the late second century ce, called this imprisonment fratricide and claimed that it was the heart of the mysteries which Ephoros, some 500 years before, had credited to Kelmis’ kinsmen.66


62 Blakely 2018b.
 


63 Nigidius Figulus F 70 Swoboda.
 


64 Diodoros Siculus 5.64.4, BNJ 70 F 104; cf. Strabo 7 fragment 50: BNJ 548 F 2b; Nonnos, Diony-siaca 3.234–242. Chris Faraone has proposed that the epoidai referenced here could be the secret names of the gods, indeed a Samothracian spell; Mnaseas claims the Kabeiroi were named Axieros, Axiokersa, and Axiokersos: Faraone 2018, 192–196.
 


65 Pherekydes BNJ 3 F 47; cf. Phoronis PEG fr. 2, Sophokles, TGF fr. 337; Stesimbrotos, BNJ 107 F 12a, 12 b; Strabo 10.3.22; Blakely 2011, 63.
 


66 Zenobius 4.80; Clement of Alexandria, Protrepticus 2.14–16; Blakely 2006, 228–239.




Daimones, Iron, and Landscapes of Production: Manufacturing Meaning on Samothrace and Beyond

Ephoros’ magicians, however temporary their stay, reshaped Samothrace’s ritual, political, and economic landscape when they introduced the mysteries. The rites were dynamic factors in the ebb and flow of human movement and cultural investment on this mountainous island, which lacked the mineral resources of its neighbor Thasos or the agricultural fields and fine harbors of nearby Lemnos. A closer look at the intersection of such traditional stories with natural resources, regional institutions, and local technological knowledge systems is a critical component of materiality studies. Charles Kolb, Colin Richards, and Fredrick Damon offer models for such analyses, built from ethnographic research in Maya ceramic ecologies and Polynesian and Oceanic canoes.67 The place from which the raw materials are taken, as well as the social realities surrounding harvest, transformation, and manufacture, shape the mnemonic force and the social agency of objects. The manufacture, for example, of adzes, ropes, and twine used in large ritual Polynesian canoes create “webs of interdependence”: the canoe’s agency shapes the social rhythms of gathering, processing, and transporting the materials even before construction begins. Cosmological-scope narratives and performances may be part of the process. Colin Richards describes the cosmogonic chants performed at the felling of trees for Maori canoes, and Joel Palka cites the anthropogenic myths entangled with the clay used to create votives, counters, and playing pieces in ancient Near Eastern contexts. The resulting artefacts become articulations of the creation of life at scales that are cosmic in the imagination, more than local in the telling.


67 Palka 2021; Kolb 2020; Arnold 2017; Richards 2008, 212–213.
 

Three landscapes are relevant to the rings that signaled the Samothracian rites: ritual authorities rooted in the island, local technological knowledge systems, and the incantatory landscapes of magical formulae. Three different magical authorities appear in the island’s legendary record. The first are the Daktyloi whom Ephoros, Diodoros Siculus, and Nigidius placed in the history of the island’s institutions.68 The island is not their home, but rather one stop on a longer itinerary from Trojan Mount Ida to Crete, where they are associated with another prominent peak of the same name. Their “finger” name, combined with their dual status as the creators of iron and the daimon trapped within it, makes them metonymic with the rings. Those rings provide an ideal response to the aesthetics of secrecy, which insist that possession of a secret be advertised, while its contents remain unrevealed. The multiple ancient hypotheses about the nature of magnetism were balanced by a trope that viewed it as the exemplum of the unknowable and hence incapable of disclosure.69


68 Blakely 2006, 13–32, 78–98.
 


69 Blakely 2011.


Samothrace was also a theater of action for Hekate and for Dardanos. They share with the Idaian Daktyloi a rootedness in regions beyond the island, but toponymic functions ground them in the island’s territory. Samothracian Hekate bears the toponymic epithet Zerynthia, which is both pre-Greek and specific to the region. She appears first in the third century bce, when Lykophron refers to the Zerynthian cave on the Samothracian shore where dogs were sacrificed to the goddess (Alexandra 77). She keeps this epithet on the mainland where she is Zerynthian Hekate, the Queen of the Strymon. Apollo receives the epithet in his sanctuary near the mouth of the Hebros, Aphrodite for her celebrations in Thrace.70 The Strymon and Hebros rivers were major arteries into Thracian territories, suggesting that Zerynthia provided a common ritual ground for the Greeks and Thracians whose economic collaborations were mutually beneficial. Dardanos, the legendary Samothracian prince, similarly connects the island to a vital port of call. Born on the island, he fled to Troy when his brother offended the goddess; there he established the mysteries of the goddess on Mount Ida from which the Daktyloi trekked to the island. He gave his name both to the island, when it was called Dardania, and to the people of Troy.71 He is also, however, a magician of prodigious reputation. Three Imperial period Roman authors name him alongside the master wizards Ostanes, Typhon, Damigeron, Julianus, and Baebulus: the authors are Apuleius, a rhetorician and author of the second century ce who defended himself against charges of magic; Tertullian, a late second-century ce Christian and polemicist; and Arnobius, a fourth-century convert and apologist.72 Demokritos of Abdera, according to Pliny, studied magical books he took from Dardanos’ grave; Fulgentius knew these as books of demonological content.73 Wolfgang Fauth, Tanja Sheer, and others have argued that the prince and the magician are one and the same and that the island’s mysteries were fundamental to his reputation.74


70 Hemberg 1950, 84, 103; Blakely 2020, 316; Scholia vetera to Lycophron Alexandra 77; Paraphrasis antiquior Lycophronis 72–78; Nikander, Theriaka 1.458–64; Nonnos, Dionysiaka 3.61–76; 4.183–185; Stephanus Byzantinus, Suidas, Etymologicum Magnum s.v. Zerynthia; Scholiast to Aristophanes Pax 277–278.
 


71 Dardania as Samothrace, Pausanias 7.4.2–3; Stephanus Byzantius s.v. Samothrake; Eustathios, Commentarii in Dionysii Periegesin 524, GGM II 317; Conon BNJ 26 F 1 tale 21; Apollodoros, Bibliotheca 3.12.1; Scymnus Periegesis 676–95, GGM I, 222–223; BNJ 548 F 2a; Stephanus Byzantius s.v. Dardanos; Nonnos, Dionysiaca 3.180–203. Diodoros Siculus 5.48.3, BNJ 548 F 1; Lycophron, Alexandra 72–80; Dionysius of Halicarnassus Antiquitates Romanae 1.61.2–4; Scholia Laurentiana to Apollonius Rhodius, Argonautica 1.916, BNJ 546 F 1a; Scholia Parisina to Apollonius Rhodius, Argonautica 1.915–916; Homer, Iliad 20.215–16; Vergil, Aeneid 7.195.206–207.
 


72 Apuleius, Apologia 90, p 100, 10 Helm; Tertullian, De anima 57; Arnobius, Adversus Nationes 1.52.I.
 


73 Pliny, Natural History 30.9; cf. Fulgentius, Expositio Virgilianea continentiae 86, 2; Fauth 1993, 60.
 


74 Fauth 1993; Scheer et al. 2006.


On Samothrace, Hekate and Dardanos combine their substantial reputations for magical power with toponymic rootedness and practical strategies for economic wellbeing, marking ports and providing the familiar gods and common rites which enable trade across cultural boundaries. This blend of symbolic and practical action also informs iron production on the island and its territories on the Thracian mainland. Magnetite and iron were both known by the names of the places from which their ores derived. These ores vary widely from one region to another. Pliny, citing Sotacos, names five different varieties of magnetite characterized by their geographic origin; Robert Halleux and Jacques Schamp note that the terms for magnets in antiquity seem to be ethnic designations, such as Magnesia, Herakleia, and Lydia.75 Iron is among the most ubiquitous but difficult of ores, as it requires significantly higher temperatures for processing. The temperatures may be lowered through the use of flux, but the appropriate flux will vary based on the particularities of local ores. This renders iron processing more reliant on local knowledge than that for copper, silver, or gold. Iron was a significant component of local economies on the southern Thracian shore: it also played a significant role in articulating boundaries of identity between local cultural groups, as well as Thracian and Greek and Roman arrivals. Maria Kostoglou has demonstrated that local continuity in metallurgical techniques is paired with regional distinctions, as each community maintained its own metallurgical style in ores, fuels, and technologies.76 While these articulations are not explicitly weighted with ritual, or infused with the tabu and ritual that characterize Māori canoe production, the social agency of iron production – its status as an actor in social interactions – is clear.


75 Etymologicum Magnum s.v. magnetis; Zenobius 4.22; Sotacos in Pliny, Natural History 34.2.41– 43; 36.128–130, 146; 37.35; Halleux and Schamp 1985, xvii; Melfos et al. 2011.
 


76 Kostoglou 2010, 2013; cf. Doonan and Mazarakis Ainian 2007.
 

Samothrace was one of the places credited with the invention of magnetism, and the rings which bore its name would have been created there. Several magnetite mines are located on the southern Thracian shore near Samothrace’s mainland territories; magnetite is also present in two geological formations on the island, one along the slopes of Mt. Phengari and the other immediately to the west of the sanctuary and quite near the sea. Mineral traces of this material have been detected in a line from the shore to the site and in a stream which would have moved the material down the mountain slope. Annual rainfall would have brought this toward the sanctuary, where small grains of magnetite were detected in survey. More extensive evidence for magnetite appeared in analyses of the surficial sediments in the Samothraki Plateau.77 The sediments along the island’s northern coastline are exceptionally rich in titanium and iron, with contents of up to 9.2% for both. Euphemia Photos has demonstrated that titanium-rich magnetite sand of this type, the product of decomposition of the Thasos gneiss and Vrontou granite respectively, was the source for iron slags from Thasos and the eastern Macedonian mainland between the Strymon and Nessos rivers.78 The processing of these sands was the most typical form of iron smelting in the region from Chalkidike to the Greek settlements on the Black Sea, and offers a possible model for the production of iron at the Samothracian sanctuary. A fragment of iron was found in 1953 in the fill of the Roman road southeast of the Hieron. The fragment shows signs of the crucible in which it was melted, suggesting production in the area; thin sections confirmed that this was iron and revealed possible magnetization.79 Artisans and iron workers, laboring on Samothrace, could thus process the local ores in a fashion entirely ordinary for their contemporaries and so yield a “Samothracian iron,” which would bear its name as effectively as do the various types of iron Pliny enumerates. Magnetite sands would not yield, however, magnetized iron: an infusion with magnetic force would be needed. The magnetic charge of the rings could derive from meteoric iron telluric magnetite, or from the kind of exposure to a loadstone which Plato describes. Susan Cole has proposed that initiates magnetized their rings themselves as part of their initiation, holding them against loadstones placed in bothroi in the Anaktoron.80 This seems an unlikely procedure: it would require exceptionally strong loadstones in the bothroi and low-carbon iron with some nickel content, of high purity, to absorb and retain magnetism.81 The details of how the Samothracians would “put the daimon in the stone” remain unsolved. Of the 32 examples of iron rings recovered from the Samothracian site, 19 have a large, flat bezel which would have been able to support a setting for a magnetic stone. They are too heavily corroded, however, to reveal any sign of the collets which would hold such stones.82 The find place of the majority of the rings encourages, however, the hypothesis that they were emblems of initiation: they came from the West Hill, where lists of initiates have been recovered from the stoa wall, along with many coins. This has been identified as a place for recuperation and celebration after completing initiation, a likely place to purchase the ring that would announce the initiate’s status.83


77 Perissoratis et al. 1987a, 1987b. I thank Dr. Perissoratis for the time he very generously took to discuss these questions with me in 2006.
 


78 Photos 1987.
 


79 “White marks indicating poles of magnetic properties reacquired after the melting either from earth’s magnetism or from magnetic iron or from the vicinity.” Museum catalog, inventory #55.151.



80 Cole 1984, 30.
 


81 The large flat bezel of the Samothracian rings would aid magnetization induced by stroking the iron with a magnet. There is no evidence, however, that the rocks recovered in the bothroi were loadstones, or that the badly corroded rings were sufficiently pure to support an initiatory ‘moment’ of endurable length: personal communications from Robert Madden to Jim Muhly, August 2006. Dr. Madden also indicated that all bloomer iron is ferromagnetic. Non-ferrous materials are also able to hold a magnetic charge: cobalt/Samarium alloy, or alnico, an alloy of aluminum cobalt and nickel, make particularly strong magnets. Warm thanks to Paul T. Keyser, personal communication, for discussion.
 


82 Dating is difficult: only four rings, which were recovered from the necropolis, may be confidently dated. Two of these are Archaic, sixth/fifth century, one is fourth/third century bce, one from ca. 200 bce. Cole 1984: 30, n. 238; Dusenbery 1998, 986, 1000–1001; Lehmann 1998, 30. The style of the bezeled rings may reflect a Ptolemaic date, 332–330 bce. Blakely 2011, 61–62.
 


83 Lehmann 1998, 104–107.


Viewed in the light of these landscapes of production, the rings become compressed, wearable articulations of the island’s ores, the local knowledge systems for processing them, and the magical authorities associated with Samothrace. Those authorities include the Idaian Daktyloi, who are metonymic with the rings, and Hekate and Dardanos who are rooted in the island’s toponyms and situate the island in its regional economic exchanges. The scale of the rings’ semantics moves from miniaturized tokens to regional habitus and foregrounds the combination of practical procedures with second-level signifiers. A third type of cultural landscape is drawn from a demonstrably magical context: the Ephesian Letters. These magical formulae offer an unexplored analogy for Samothracea Ferrea, one expressly relevant to the ritual logic of amuletic power. The rings offer a dual role for the Daktyloi – made of the iron they invent and animated by one of their number as an indwelling divine force. An analogous duality informs the Ephesian Letters, as the Daktyloi are included among its inventors and Damnameneus, one of the Daktyloi, appears in the formula from the fifth century bce onward.84 For Plutarch, Idaian Daktyloi and Ephesian letters offer a comparable moral benefit, granting those who recite them the same infusion of virtue that derives from recalling sacred writings and songs of nobility.85 The historiola revealed in recent scholarly analyses of the Ephesian Letters foregrounds the power of landscapes, drawn in quotidian and practical terms, to mediate ritual actors with cosmic forces. This movement between the micro and macro scale resonates, on the one hand, with the connection between material entities – touched, inhabited, or held in the hand – and ecosystemic phenomena, a connection of critical value in materiality studies. It also encourages an exploration of analogous ties between quotidian landscapes and paradigmatic narratives relevant to the Samothracian rings.


84 Clement of Alexandria Stromata I.15.73.1; Kotansky 2016, 7; Bernabé 2013, 93; Martín Hernández 2010, 161; caveats, Edmonds 2013, 98.
 


85 Edmonds 2013, 101–102, Plutarch Quaestiones convivales 706e; Quomodo quis 85b; Martín Hernández 2010, 161; Clement of Alexandria Stromata 5.8.73.1; Hesychius s.v. Ephesia Grammata.
 

The Ephesian Letters were known to ancient authors, from Anaxilas in the fourth century bce to the Byzantine Eustathios, and have been preserved on lead tablets recovered from Crete, Egypt, and Sicily dated to the fifth century bce through the fourth century CE.86 The letters, long regarded as incomprehensible, are either the names of entities or voces magicae; by the Roman period they consisted of six condensed terms: aski, kataski, lix, tetrax, damnameneus, and aision. Recent scholarly analyses have proposed a comprehensible narrative, a historiola, behind the list of names.87 The narrative provides a persuasive analogy for the situation to be resolved: it collapses the distance between the mythically articulated paradigm and the immediate needs of the client.88 The story unfolds in a mountainous landscape, as “aski kataski” is a shortened phrase for ἔσκε κατὰ σκιερῶν ὀρέων, “when under the shadowy mountains.” A child leads a goat, a “four-footed holy attendant of Demeter,” who appears at a windy promontory; their route moves down the shady mountains in a dark and glittering land.89 The goat must be relieved of its “untiring stream of rich milk.” It moves out from the garden of Persephone and follows bright goddesses, Persephone and Deo, who hold torches in their hands. Hekate on the Road leads them, shouting Ephesian letters in a frightening, foreign voice.90 Screaming goddesses and gleaming torches aside, the apparent banality of the story is striking: a goat in need of milking seems neither apotropaic nor incantatory.91 A deeper meaning has been sought through the semantic range of milk, interpreted variously as a token of abundance, rebirth or adoption by the goddess, or a praise of the goat who suckled Zeus.92 Analogies to the kid who falls into the milk in Orphic and Dionysiac texts have fueled debate regarding a mysteric context for the incantation.93


86 Kotansky 2016; Bernabé 2013; Johnston 2013, 155.
 


87 Bernabé 2013, 76–84; Frankfurter 2019a, 643–644.
 


88 Johnston 2013, 122–124; Kotansky 2016; Brixhe and Panayotou 1993; Jordan 1992; Del Monaco 2012.
 


89 Bernabé 2013.
 


90 Bernabé 2013, Bremmer 2013, Johnston 2013, 131–132, Kotansky 2016, 9.
 


91 Kotansky 2016, 6; Johnston 2013, 122; Bremmer 2013, 26.



92 Johnston 2013, 132–141; Martín Hernández 2010, 155 and n 55; Edmonds 2013, 104.
 


93 Edmonds 2013, 97, 104–105; Kotansky 2016, 6–8; Jordan and Kotansky 2011, 54; Bremmer 2013, 21–22; Johnston 2013, 140; Bernabé 2013, 90–93; Martín Hernández 2010, 160; Obbink 2013, 172, 184.
 

A comparandum for Samothracian questions emerges from the interpretation Roy Kotansky has made of the historiola; the landscape plays a critical role in translating a quotidian scene into cosmic significance. The shadowy mountain and darkly glittering land are metonymic for the dark night sky, against which the story takes on cosmogonic meaning.94 The goat follows a Hekate who is more than terrestrial: this Hekate is the full moon who sets just before the rise of Helios. The goat, likely Amaltheia, is asterized as Capella, located at the edge of the Milky Way: she is milked at the zenith of the night skies of late spring. The Milky Way is the starry referent for her endless stream of milk and plays a role in a range of eschatological rites. It is the sacred road of initiates in the Hipponion tablet; the milk into which goats, rams, and bulls fall in gold tablets from Thurii and Pelinna; it mirrors the newly revealed nature of initiates who identify themselves as the offspring of Earth and Starry heaven. An apparently terrestrial tale connects quotidian referents with celestial regions and the world of the afterlife and offers a narrative responsive to any rites focused on eschatological concerns. The breadth of relevant mysteric rites resonates with the range of applications for Ephesian Letters in the ancient world. The Ephesian Letters were used to acquire sexual favors, to evade punishment, and to protect newlyweds and boxers, kings in extremis, and those afraid of daimones.95 The Getty hexameters promise aid against however many troubles the broad earth may rear, or Amphitrite may nourish in the sea (lines 2–5), doom that comes to the military, ships, cattle, craft, and the city itself (26–28, 31).96 The range of possibilities indexes the paradigmatic nature of historiolae, whose ritual logic relies on the power of a general type to respond to specific circumstances.


94 Kotansky 2016, 7–9; Jordan and Kotansky 2011, 58; cf. Bremmer 2013, 24.
 


95 Bernabé 2013, 74; Edmonds 2013, 97–103.
 


96 Johnston 2013, 123–124; Edmonds 2013, 98; Kotansky 2016.
 

This richly condensed narrative casts down a gauntlet – and highlights the limitations – for investigating the Samothracian rings as magical objects. We may reasonably hypothesize that an incantation was associated with an amuletic use of the rings. Ephoros writes that the Idaian Daktyloi brought incantations to the island, and the “Daktyl” name invokes a poetic meter. Indeed, Radcliffe Edmonds has proposed that the association of the Daktyloi with the Ephesian Letters may reflect the dactylic meter of the original hexameters, which over time evolved into a list of inventors’ names.97 Such songs, however, have not been preserved, and we should not assume that the historiola of the Ephesian Letters informed the Samothracian rings. That historiola does, however, offer a model for what such a story would look like: it would be informed by metaphors which offer a ritual logic for linking the personal and quotidian to the paradigmatic which operates at cosmic or ecosystemic scale, and so answer the needs of the ritual client. For Samothrace, the goal is not eschatology, but maritime safety – and its landscape, a high and windy mountain, offers easily recognizable elements of the quotidian maritime experience. The island consists nearly entirely of Mount Phengari. At 1644 meters, it is the tallest peak in the region, visible from 100 miles away and often surrounded by clouds which further augmented its visibility.98 Its multiple names in antiquity – Leukosia, “White,” Phengari, “Shining,” and Saos, “Saved” – reflect the connection perceived in antiquity between its use as a landmark and the promise of the rites.99 Its height also shaped the powerful katabatic winds which flew off its slopes to stir up the airstream at the water’s surface.100 Ancient mariners were familiar with this interplay between winds and mountains, and made ritual appeals to the gods of cliffs and promontories passed en route.101 Modern sailors have been reported to purchase protection at Samothrace from “Aghia Anemi,” “Saint wind.”102 As a landmark to steer by, and a generator of fierce winds, the Samothracian mountain reflects quotidian realities of ancient sailing that were typical throughout the Mediterranean.


97 Edmonds 2013, 105.



98 Morton 2001, 144.
 


99 Blakely 2020, 317.
 


100 Morton 2001, 22–23, 55–56.
 


101 Wachsmuth 1967, 156, 162, 394–423.
 


102 Papageorgiou 2003.
 

The typical, however, falls short of the paradigmatic that characterizes a ritual narrative. The Idaian Daktyoi offer a series of narratives whose recurring pattern is emblematic of another quotidian element in maritime success: the access to local powers which was as essential as knowledge of the winds or a good peak to steer by. The most paradigmatic tale of the Idaian Daktyloi is their attendance on the birth of Zeus: they are one of the sets of daimones born from the soil to protect the god in the mountain cave, where he was sequestered from his father’s cannibalistic impulses.103 The Idaian epithet references this mountain but is also part of more complex mythopoiesis. Toponymically, it is specific to two tall peaks, one in the Troad (1770 m) and the other in the highlands of Crete (2456 m). Ephoros suggests that Samothrace was a stop on the Daktyloi’s trek from one Mount Ida to the other, as they traveled on to Crete after leaving the northern Aegean (BNJ 70 F 104). Pliny tells a tale of Mount Ida as a gigantic magnet, citing Nikander’s account of a shepherd named Magnes who discovered magnetism when the nails of his shoes and the iron tip of his staff adhered to the surface of the mountain (36.25). Zenobius writes that Kelmis’ metamorphosis into iron took place inside Mount Ida,104 and Strabo acknowledges the punning word play that associated the Idaian Daktyloi with the foothills or “toes” of Mount Ida (10.3.22). Historical and poetic sources, however, connect the Idaian Daktyloi to rituals and metamorphoses in mountains other than Ida. Apollonius of Rhodes reports the Daktyloi’s appearance in rites performed on the Mount of Bears at Kyzikos when the Argonauts sought to calm the storm winds which had locked them in port (I.1126– 1131): his Daktyloi arrive to the rites from Crete, rather than from the much closer Trojan Ida. A fourth-century bce hymn from Eretria celebrates the Daktyloi as magicians and crafters who attend on the local mountain mother, assuaging her anger.105 In the Phoronis, a seventh-century epic celebrating Argive identity, it is as Phrygian mountain dwellers that the Daktyloi appear and invent shining iron (BNJ 4 F 89); their presence links the valleys of Argos to the topography of the Phrygian highlands.


103 Stesimbrotos BNJ 107 F 12a; for syncretism with other daimones attending on Zeus, Strabo 10.3.7; Blakely 2006, 13–32.
 


104 Zenobius 4.80; Walker 1912, 32; cf. Ovid Metamorphoses 4.282–283.



105 Blakely 2006, 79–98; IG XII.9.259.
 

Our sources for the Daktyloi’s mountains are literary texts, not ritual historiolae; the narratives are referenced briefly, and they furnish neither the plot of a larger story nor the object of any exegesis. The sources confirm, however, intersections between these landscapes and the daimones’ more than ordinary powers. Pliny and Nikander connect Mount Ida to magnetic force; Apollonius of Rhodes reports ritual performances that resolve the storms that threatened a voyage, performed on the peak the Argonauts had climbed for visual confirmation of the route ahead. Zenobius’ account of Kelmis’ metamorphosis offers the sole intersection with a possible historiola, a much-contested formula describing an initiate’s descent into the chamber of the Daktyloi.106 That chamber figures in Porphyry’s account of Pythagoras’ initiation into the mysteries of Morgos at the Idaian Cave, where Pythagoras made a funeral sacrifice for Zeus, saw the throne that is decorated for Zeus every year, and wrote an epigram on the tomb, “Pythagoras to Zeus.” While the mysteries are described as belonging to the Daktyloi, they offer mediation with the Zeus born in Ida, a function commensurate with their attendance on the infant god (Life of Pythagoras 17).107 In all these narratives, the most common dynamic is the Daktyloi’s ritual access to the indwelling deities of various local mountains. These mediations make their Idaian epithet more a signal of the distance they have traveled than of their theater of action. The mediations, moreover, offer a paradigmatic response to the distanciation attendant on maritime mobility, a social displacement which must be overcome to achieve success in ports far from home. While at sea, maritime travelers rely on good winds and strong ships: while in port, they need access to the political and economic powers who control resources, markets, and the flow of information. The Daktyloi offer a paradigm of these critical but quotidian relationships in their ritual mediations with indwelling powers. This connects their Idaian epithet with the practical business of maritime mobility; it also offers a paradigm for the toponymic epithet of Samothracea ferrea. Just as the daimones’ Idaian epithet signals the distances the daimones travel, the rings known as “Samothracian” signaled the sea-lanes successfully traversed by the initiates who wore them, aided by the rites the daimones had taught.


106 GEMF 56/PGM LXX 12 (OF 830b); Bernabé 2013, 78–79 notes that Betz 1980, 292–293 interprets the phrase καὶ εἰς μέγαρον κατέ[βη]ν Δακτύλων as evidence for an initiation achieved through descent into an underground crypt, and refers to Pausanias for connections between the Idaian Daktyloi and Demeter; Jordan 1988, 257–258, in contrast, brackets the phrase as a probable marginal or interlineal note.
 


107 Porphyry, Vita Pythagorae 17; Edmonds 2013, 103–104.




Conclusion: Materiality, Magic, and Objects in Motion

The hypothesis of this chapter has been that critical frameworks in materiality might offer fresh light on the slender texts and rusted remains of the magnetized iron rings associated with the Samothracian mysteries and that the rings, in turn, may contribute to discussions on the materiality of magic. Of particular concern have been two questions: whether the rings were relevant to the maritime protection the rites offered, and whether they constituted magical tokens. Lucretius, a Roman author disinclined to the mysteric, offers a compelling image of Samothracian magnetism as a maritime wind. Materiality frameworks position this evidence, and the surviving material remains, in three overlapping landscapes: ritual authority, material production, and the incantatory spaces of magical formulae. Magicians, reflected in toponyms or recalled as presences in the history of the island’s institutions, exemplify a conception of the natural world buzzing with forces which may be controlled by those possessing special knowledge and cultural authority. The landscapes of iron production confirm the capacity for locally produced iron to function as a second-level signifier for ethnic and regional identities, as well as an emblem of the landscapes from which its ores came. The Ephesian Letters offer a model of incantatory landscapes that connect ritual need with quotidian activities and paradigmatic force. While the mountain of Samothrace would suggest an immediate analogy with the dark, windy landscape of the Ephesian Letters, Samothrace’s topography remains, from all evidence, a local semantic – indeed, one often proposed as the inspiration for the cult’s attention to maritime mobility. A paradigmatic rather than a local significance emerges from the Idaian Daktyloi as travelers between sacred peaks, able to mediate the initiate with the indwelling powers of every mountain on which they appear. Their function in myth as attendants on the birth of Zeus, or the Mother of the Mountain, underscores their mastery of distanciation: the narrative of Zeus’ birth was implanted on mountaintops from one side of the Mediterranean to another. When the Idaian Daktyloi introduce initiations, mysteries, and epoidai on Samothrace, they do not merely authorize the island’s rites: they position the island in this paradigm of mountains as theaters of ritual actions which mediate travelers with local powers.108 The rings are the means through which Samothrace’s toponym becomes as mobile, worn on the hands of innumerable initiates, as the Idaian Daktyloi who may appear on any mountain with a narrative of the sky god and the mountain mother.


108 For overviews of sacral landscapes in the ancient Mediterranean, McInerney and Sluiter 2016; Johnston 2013, 152 n. 97.


The case of the rings offers light on two final issues in materiality studies: the recovery of indigenous perspectives and movement across cultural boundaries. The emic insights from material analyses are expected to exceed what texts or living informants afford and yet cohere with the evidence for the culture under consideration. A materiality approach to Samothrace’s rings answers both expectations. Extant magical texts deploy the metaphoric and metonymic potential of magnetism, as an invisible force which may attract or repel, but they show no interest in the windy analogies Lucretius brought to the Samothracian rings. Maritime amulets were, however, broadly known and built off the same ritual logic as these other uses of magnets. Blue and green topaz and chalcedony evoked the color of the water; the ripple pattern of serpentine recalled waves on the sea; coral or sealskin provided a metonymic pars pro toto for the maritime ecosystems to be controlled; the eyes of a kingfisher would help the helmsman steer securely; pieces of eagles, deemed friendly to shippers, would protect from storms.109 The concept of magnetism as the movement of air renders a magnetic ring a miniaturized materialization of the meteorological forces which Aeolus tied up in takeaway bags, Empedokles stopped up with asses’ skins, and the Telchines stirred up in a cup.110 The hypothesis of a maritime amulet, and indeed of one that controlled the wind, is more coherent with cultural patterns than the silence regarding their status would imply.


109 Yébenes 2010; Halleux and Schamp 1985, 82–83 and 301; Orphei Lithica 37–39, 82–83; Wachs-muth 1967, 198–204, 440–443.
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The Roman uses of the Samothracian rites are the context for considering the distinctions between cultural systems manifested by a material-focused analysis. Romans were profoundly inventive when it came to the Samothracian mysteries, deploying both mythopoiesis and rationalization as strategies for making the rites their own. Emic Roman conceptions of the Samothracian rites thus include a space for innovation, adaptation, creativity, and expansion, and this space is consonant with the pragmatic, ad-hoc quality of magical practice. The absence of Greek voices regarding the rings leaves open the possibility that these tokens represent one more Roman innovation, an additional articulation of the maritime safety which they, as their Greek counterparts, recognized as the promise of the Samothracian rites. It would have fallen to Romans more magically minded than Lucretius to explicate the rings’ entanglement in the island’s symbolic arsenal. Chris Faraone’s study of Greek amulets in Roman Imperial times casts welcome light on this Greek silence, demonstrating the Roman trajectory of increasing written records for amuletic practices with deep Greek prehistories.111 Both Lucretius, through disposition, and earlier sources, through their absence, render a question of origins irresolvable. The materiality focused analysis which Lucretius’ writings inspire, however, has offered new light on the potential ritual logic of Samothracian magnets – a kind of magic which may be traced in even the most scientific of approaches to the Samothracian shore.


111 Faraone 2018, 1–24.
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For Chris, a fellow magos and dear friend, with gratitude


Over the last few decades, scholarly research in the field of ancient magic has shifted, first with the “cultural turn” and more recently the “material turn.” This has brought additional attention to the various materialities of magic (amulets, curse tablets, figurines, etc.) and also to their relation with those who interacted with these objects.1 As others have argued, the perceived agency of these artifacts was a factor that could influence or even shape the behavior of the individuals who had used (or knew) of such objects, regardless of their level of expertise. Of the many magical artifacts considered to have such power, this contribution focuses specifically on two Latin defixiones (DT 277 and 278) discovered in Roman Hadrumetum (modern Sousse, Tunisia) at the beginning of the 20th century. These curse tablets, which are agonistic in nature (they both target the factions of the Reds and the Blues), were written by the same professional practitioner before being deposited in the same tomb. Among other results, I present new textual and iconographical data discovered during the autopsy, together with a new proposal for the relative placement of the different fragments, which, I argue, belong to not two but actually a single tablet. A close analysis of the different stages of composition of the curse allows me to establish a new reading of the text, which, unlike previous scholarship, actually follows the order of writing. As we shall see, the layout of the text reinforces the curse by metaphorically enclosing or fencing in the victims mentioned in the tablet. Furthermore, I believe that the way in which the first part of the curse was composed (i.e., by turning the tablet round and round) could have had a performative value, since it mimicked the movement of the different factions’ chariots around the spina. By analyzing this curse tablet together with the rest of the series to which it belongs, I shed new light on the various modes of production and the free experimentation of a single professional practitioner from Roman imperial times.


1 See the different volumes edited by Bevilacqua 2010; Bremmer and Boschung 2015; Parker and McKie 2018.




Table 9.1 The Series of “Fence” Curse Tablets From Hadrumetum


	Reference Number
	Frame
	Magical Symbols
	Deposit: Necropolis of Hadrumetum
	Restored



	 
	Written
	Hammered
	Side A
	Side B
	 
	 





	1 (= DT 275)
	X
	
	
	
	Tomb V (Choppard, 1894)
	X



	2 (= DT 276)
	X
	
	X
	
	Tomb W (Goetschy, 1902)
	X



	3 (= DT 277-278)
	X
	
	X
	X
	X



	4 (= DT 279)
	X
	
	X
	
	X



	5 (= DT 280)
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	X



	6 (unpublished)
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	X



	7 (= DT 281)
	X
	X
	X
	
	Tomb X (Goetschy, 1902)
	X



	8 (= DT 282)
	X
	
	X
	X
	X



	9 (= DT 283)
	X
	
	X
	
	X



	10 (= DT 284)
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X



	11 Audollent 1906, no. 1
	X
	
	X
	
	Tomb Y (Icard, 1904)
	



	12 Audollent 1906, no. 2
	X
	 
	X
	X
	Tomb Z (Icard, 1904)
	 







Background on the Edition

In 1902, the French General Paul Henri Goetschy undertook archaeological excavations in the necropolis situated along the road connecting Sousse and Kairouan (modern Tunisia). His excavations (of which little is known) focused on the area on the southern side of the road, some 500 meters away from the “Camp des Tirailleurs” and 300 meters away from the Punic necropolis.2 According to Goetschy, two tombs (W and X in Table 9.1), which date to the first or second century ce,3 contained caches of rolled curse tablets: specifically six in tomb W and five in tomb X. René Cagnat published the edition of the first set of six curses (from tomb W) in 1903 in the Journal des Savants as part of a review of an article written by Auguste Audollent the previous year.4 Of this set of six tablets (nos. 2–6 in Table 9.1), Cagnat unrolled and deciphered five of them, concluding that all of these texts had been written by the same professional practitioner (palaeographical analysis points to the work of a single hand). The five tablets from tomb X were also studied by Cagnat, though he did not publish them himself; instead, these tablets were included in Audollent’s Defixionum Tabellae (1904, DT 281–285), where Cagnat received recognition for his work. In 1906, these 11 defixiones, which had been written by the same professional practitioner, entered the collection of the Département des Monnaies, Médailles et Antiques of the Bibliothèque nationale de France. Over 100 years later these texts were sent to the Laboratoire Arc’Antique (Nantes) to be restored. In what follows, I present the results of a new autopsy carried out on two of these curse tablets (DT 277 and 278, cf. Figures 9.1–9.2).5 Contrary to what Cagnat and subsequent scholars have thought,6 careful examination shows that what were previously thought to be two distinct pieces actually constitute the two halves of a single defixio. Hence, these parts are combined as no. 3 in Table 9.1 and referred to hereafter as “the/our curse tablet.”


2 Cagnat 1903, 259.
 


3 Cagnat 1903, 264. Since the tombs that contained the curse tablets had no grave goods, the date has been proposed by Goetschy based on the dating of contiguous tombs, which did contain some lamps.
 


4 Audollent 1902. The curse tablet that Audollent published (no. 1 in Table 9.1) had been written by the same professional practitioner as those published by Cagnat in 1903.



5 A first examination took place in March 2018 and then again in August 2021, while the curses were being restored. I thank Mathilde Avisseau-Broustet and Frédérique Duyrat (BnF) for their kind permission to study and publish these tablets and also Loretta Rossetti (Arc’Antique) for letting me work with her while she was finishing the restoration of the collection. Finally, I am also enormously grateful to Chris Faraone for putting me in touch with the curator at the BnF.
 


6 After publishing the second tablet, Cagnat stated “Le reste de la plaque n’existe plus” (1903, 261). On these cf. also AE 1903, 134–135, Sichet 2000, nos. 56 and 57, Tremel 2004, nos. 27 and 28, Kropp 2008, dfx 11.2.1/14 and 11.2.1/15 and Urbanová 2018, nos. 154 and 155.
 



New Description, Edition, and Translation

Currently, the curse tablet is broken into seven fragments that join together, forming what was in origin a rectangular tablet measuring ca. 12 x 9.5 x 0.1 cm. Although the surface of the tablet has been cleaned and the text is legible, the piece remains damaged at the bottom right corner and most of the right margin, so the ends of several lines are lost: ll. 11–13 and almost all of l. 16. It is also worth noting that there seems to be a perforation at the end of l. 22, which probably was a by-product of the unrolling of the tablet.7 Fortunately, the left margin is nearly preserved in full, which allows us to connect all the fragments together, as is demonstrated by the junction between ll. 2–6 and 16–17. In addition, those lines reveal a crucial detail that confirms the new arrangement of the fragments that had been formerly analyzed as belonging to two separate curses. Lining up the pieces reveals the continuity of the text in three different words: in veneti and ante (ll. 2 and 6 respectively, with the two first strokes of v and a split between the two fragments) and also in the horse name Crisaspi[s] in l. 16, where the strokes comprising –sp are split between the fragments.


7 The piercing of curse tablets in Roman North Africa is highly unusual. On this, and on pierced tablets in general, Sánchez Natalías 2022a, 33–34.


[image: A photo of a metal plaque with text and symbols, and some portions are damaged.]Figure 9.1 Curse tablet no. 3 (side A). Source: Photo by C. Colonnier. Courtesy of Laboratoire Arc’Antique – Grand Patrimoine de Loire-Atlantique.

[image: A photo of a metal plaque with text and symbols, and some portions are damaged.]Figure 9.2 Drawing of the text over photograph of the curse tablet (side A). Drawing by the author. Source: Photo by C. Colonnier. Courtesy of Laboratoire Arc’Antique – Grand Patrimoine de Loire-Atlantique.

The text was written in Old Roman Cursive (measuring between 0.5 and 0.2 cm in height) by a skilled scribe whose first language was probably Latin. Due to palaeographical features, the curse can be dated between 150–250 CE, a date that matches the dating of the tomb on archaeological grounds. On side A (Figures 9.3 and 9.4), the text is divided into four paragraphs (each of them containing the names of the targets); in addition, the paragraphs are separated by a string of four identical magical signs; last, the entire text is surrounded by a cursing formula (which occupies two lines on the left and bottom margins) in which the details of the desired demise of the victims are given. Such a layout, in which part of the text “fences in” or “frames” the rest, has been used as shorthand for referring to this series of curses as the “fence” curses. The text reads as follows:

[image: A document with four paragraphs and the text “four magical signs” above each paragraph is seen. The paragraphs are surrounded by other texts on all four sides.]Figure 9.3 T ranscription of the curse tablet (side A). Source: Figure by the author.

[image: A document with four paragraphs and the text “four magical signs” above each paragraph is seen. The paragraphs are surrounded by other texts on all four sides.]Figure 9.4 Translation of the curse tablet (side A).8Source: Figure by the author.


8 Besides signaling the presence of magical signs, parentheses have been used to mark added phrases to fill in lacunae or to understand the syntax of the text, while square braquets mark reconstructed words.
 

While there are not too many differences between my reading and previous ones in terms of individual words, readers who are familiar with the older editions may note that this new edition has reorganized the text, a topic to which we turn momentarily.9 Some of the readings that Cagnat had conjectured can be now confirmed (ll. 14–16, text that is double underlined); in other areas, which are underlined once, however, the text has disappeared due to corrosion. In addition, some strokes or certain letters have been lost (a dot has been placed under these letters). Most importantly, the new edition proves the “shortening” of the original text. Although Cagnat rightly conjectured the existence of two additional lines after l. 16, the new placement of the fragments demonstrates that this was incorrect. Instead, l. 16 runs continuously between Cagnat’s l. 10 (of his second tablet = DT 277) and l. 2 (of his third tablet = DT 278).


9 With the exception of the double-underlined text, the diacritical signs used here follow the conventions of CIL II2.



Commentary on Language, Content, and Mode of Production


Language

Next, I offer some notes on the most salient linguistic aspects of the text, before moving on to broader issues of interpretation of the content. Regarding the text, note that my reconstruction of l. 3 is based on the reading of another defixio from the same series, DT 284, l. 31 (= no. 10 in Table 9.1), which contains the same expression. Also worthy of note is the horse-name Helve[ticu], which is here attested for the first time (l. 22).10 As Audollent pointed out in the edition of a “sister” defixio (no. 1 in Table 9.1, cf. Audollent 1902), the presence of third-declension names ending in –e (e.g., Salutare [l. 8], Supestite [l. 10], Castore [l. 12], Elegante [l. 18], Latrone [l. 22]) forces us to reconstruct them as accusatives, with the loss of final –m.11 By analogy, the same has happened with the rest of the names in the curse tablet.12 Throughout the text, the accusative case is used in place of the expected nominative; in other words, these accusative names function as subjects of the curse’s verbs, such as the intransitive cadere. This phenomenon, which historical linguists have called the “extended accusative,” is first attested in this collection of tablets and has been considered the first sign of the gradual disintegration of Latin’s case system.13 Another interesting syntactical feature of the text is the occasional use of a plural verb when there is a singular subject (l. 23: Multivolu ca[d]ant and l. 24: Delusore cadant). As this happens only twice and at the end of the text, it could be attributed to sloppiness on the writer’s part. Perhaps he/she was rushing to finish the inscription, trying to fit in the names of all his/her victims within a relatively small space.


10 Following Darder Lisón 1996, 147–148, who studied horse-names in the Roman West.
 


11 Audollent 1902, 424 (with note 2) and 425.
 


12 Contra Kropp 2008, dfx 11.2.1/14 and 11.2.1/15.
 


13 On this, Cennamo 2009, 316–317 and 2011, 170–172, and also Adams 2013, 249–251.
 



Content

Concerning the contents of the curse, it is clear that the tablet was written for agonistic purposes, targeting the horses and the charioteers of the teams known as the Blues and the Reds.14 As both Cagnat and Audollent pointed out,15 this curse tablet is part of a series of defixiones which were written by a single author. Not only do these texts include many of the same targets (who are always associated with the same teams), but in some cases they share other features as well, such as a specific layout (the so-called fence style),16 different series of magical signs and formulae, and also the same type of archaeological depositional context, as shown in Table 9.1. In what follows, I use our defixio (no. 3 in Table 9.1), which is one of the most complete of the series, to analyze the modus operandi of this professional practitioner, beginning with production/composition to ritual and ending with the intentional section of a place to deposit the tablet. By comparing this curse tablet with the “sisters” in the same series, we see how even within the production by a single professional practitioner, there are variations of great interest in the process of composition.


14 On the agonistic context of these curse tablets, Faraone 1991, 10–13. Building on Eidinow 2007; Gordon 2012, 64–71, understands the use of these curse tablets as a way of minimizing risks of the different actors involved in the races (drivers, punters, and stable-owners).
 


15 Cagnat 1903, 259; Audollent 1906, 383–384.



16 On this, Sánchez Natalías 2020, 107–108 with further references.
 



Mode of Production

During the period between 150 and 250 ce, when our defixio was written, nearly all known curse tablets from other provinces of the Roman West were written by individuals who had a basic knowledge of the ritual cursing procedures. These “vernacular”17 curse tablets lack the more “sophisticated” Greco-Egyptian elements (e.g., the use of characteres, magical symbols, iconography, elaborated layouts or magical names) that do appear, however, in many defixiones from Roman North Africa, such as the one analyzed here. The knowledge and use of such elements have long been recognized as evidence for the existence of professional practitioners who wrote curse tablets for clients and presumably also provided other services. For Richard Gordon, these practitioners were itinerant ritual experts “who were working in the tradition of Graeco-Egyptian magic”18 and who established their business in the big markets of Carthage and Hadrumetum, adapting “their wares to the interests, anxieties and opportunities of a Roman city.”19 Even if Gordon is right that these experts created and developed the genre of the “circus curse” (for which we do not have specific models in the Greco-Egyptian magical papyri), we should not rush to assume that “their technical language was of course Greek.”20 Indeed, a new inspection of the palaeographical features of this set of tablets reveals that the author of these texts was a native Latin speaker who seems to have had a rather poor knowledge of Greek. All this is a good reminder that the degree of knowledge and expertise of these practitioners could vary significantly. We can imagine a large market in which well-versed professionals existed alongside other, sloppier practitioners, who were trying to peddle similar products.21 As I have argued elsewhere, not only can we use internal features of the tablets (e.g., palaeography or certain formulae and magical symbols) to identify specific specialists, as scholars have generally done,22 but we can also rely on the archaeological record, since professionals often returned to the same spots for depositing their curses. The curse currently under discussion bears this point out. In an attempt to prove how the close analysis of the material and archaeological record can provide significant advances, in the following pages I examine the media, the layout, and the order of composition of the different defixiones from the series. Finally, I provide an overview of the archaeological context of these curse tablets.


17 Gordon 2019; Gordon and Faraone 2019, 320.
 


18 Gordon 2012, 48.
 


19 Gordon 2012, 50.
 


20 Gordon 2012, 50, my italics.
 


21 Following Evans-Pritchard 1937, the gamut of variations in the market of magic has been explained by Gordon 1997, 147–148, as a “hierarchy of means.” A specific procedure could be more or less appreciated depending on the difficulty, the costs, or the knowledge needed for achieving it. In a similar vein, a (professional) practitioner could be more or less appreciated depending on his/her authority, knowledge, and/or prestige.
 


22 Gordon 2005; Németh 2011.
 


23 On the different sources of lead in Africa Proconsularis, Skaggs et al. 2012 with further references.
 


24 The square curse (= Audollent 1906 no. 1) measures 8.2 x 8.3 x 0.1 cm.
 


25 Sánchez Natalías 2020, 107–108. In contrast to the so-called emergency frame, which the author uses when he/she runs out of space and must use the margins to finish his/her text (as it happens in letter-writing; cf. Sarri 2018, 112), the “expressive” frame is used deliberately by an author as a technical device to boost the curse’s force by combining several elements from the Greco-Egyptian tradition (mostly characteres and voces magicae) with a layout that serves to confine or fence in the victims of the curse.


When analyzed as part of a larger series written by the same practitioner (see Table 9.1), it is clear that our defixio (no. 3 in Table 9.1) shares many features with the contemporary parallels adduced earlier. First, all of these curses were written on lead sheets, which were cut from larger pieces of metal. Perhaps in an attempt to maximize his/her material resources,23 the practitioner seems to have established a standard size for the tablets. In fact, and with the exception of a square tablet (no. 12 in Table 9.1),24 the rest are rectangular and measure between ca. 12–13 cm (height) by 10 cm (width). The thickness of the sheets is either about 0.1 or 0.15 cm. This detail, which may at first seem insignificant, nevertheless has important implications for the layout of the text. Actually, the three items that were thicker (nos. 5, 7, and 10 in Table 9.1) were hammered by the professional practitioner along the edges, thus creating a sort of border or frame that was about 1.3 cm wide. This border served not only to highlight the inscription that was placed in the center of the tablet but was also used as a surface upon which to write. This is the case with the three hammered tablets (nos. 5, 7, and 10), where nearly the whole width of the frame was covered with big letters measuring up to 1 cm. In contrast, the professional practitioner decided to frame the thinner tablets in a different way, that is, only by means of a written text. Instead of hammering a specific area (which was not necessary, given the thickness of the tablet), he/she used the inscription itself as a device for “framing” or “fencing in” the rest of the curse.

I say “fencing” because, as it has already been pointed out, the whole series was composed following a very precise layout, in which part of the text was written around the edges of the tablet, creating what I have called elsewhere an “expressive” frame that surrounds the victims of the curse.25 Indeed, this layout reinforces the intention of the textual curse by metaphorically enclosing and constraining the horses and charioteers mentioned in the text. What is more, the textual “fence” could even have had a performative value, in the sense that its composition (turning the tablet round and round) was, to some extent, emulating the movement of the chariots during the race itself.26 Gordon has convincingly argued that this layout, which finds parallels in other curse tablets from Carthage,27 was probably inspired by magical gems in which the text is displayed in a similar manner.28 The text that runs around the oval edges of the gems has been adapted to a different, more rectangular shape in these curse tablets. This kind of borrowing should hardly strike us as surprising, if we bear in mind, for instance, how some “magical” recipes were adapted to different media.29 That said, and even if the layout of our tablets could be inspired by magical gems, it is worth stressing the shift in content (targeting a chariot race), a theme that is not addressed in magical gems.30


26 Sánchez Natalías 2022a, 19.
 


27 Such as DT 218, DT 227 or AE 1933, 235–236. For a drawing of the latest two curses, Sánchez Natalías 2022b, Figs. 1–2.
 


28 Gordon 2005, 78–79 and 2012, 53–56.
 


29 One of the best examples is found in GEMF 74, col. iv/PGM VII, col. xvii, where there is a recipe for a phylactery which entails the depiction of an ouroboros with a lion’s head. Given that the papyrus says that this amulet must be worn as a seal, several scholars have rightly argued that the original recipe was probably written in the Roman period as the instructions for engraving a gem. Only later (in the third or fourth centuries ce), the same recipe was adapted to be used in a different medium (a sheet of metal or papyrus). On this, Vitellozzi 2018, 182–183; Faraone 2022, 83–84, who also discusses other examples.
 


30 A simple search of the term “chariot” in the CBd returns only eight examples. On these gems, the chariot is used as a symbol for victory, usually being driven by a supernatural being (Helios, Horus, the Anguipes, or even Harpokrates). Therefore, none of these appear to be related with the circus races.


A question that has yet to be answered is whether the practitioner followed a specific procedure or order when writing these curses: which part of the text did he/she compose first? Did he/she always follow the same order? The physical examination of the material object (autopsy) has allowed me to distinguish between the different variations that this professional practitioner made in the order of composition of the “fence tablets” from Hadrumetum. Contrary to my initial hypothesis, which supposed two different stages of composition (1. The text along the edges of the text, starting with the upper left corner and following counter-clockwise; 2. The text filling the center of the tablet), the series of the “fence” curses offers a range of compositional possibilities that are related not only to the free experimentation of the practitioner but also to other practical issues (such as the limitations of the medium).

A close examination of the thinnest tablets, among which we find our defixio, no. 3, provides further detail about the very first stage of composition. Among the defixiones whose upper left corner is preserved (nos. 3, 4, 6, 8 in Table 9.1), it is clear that the practitioner began the composition with the first line of magical symbols. The first of these signs is an upward-pointing equilateral triangle, whose left corner serves in turn as the starting point for the cursing formula that engulfs the rest of the curse. In our curse, the practitioner did not complete the cursing formula after writing a line along each of the four edges. As a result, he/she added an additional two lines in the fence, the first along the left side and then the bottom. The fifth and sixth lines of the fence are found right along the outer edges of the curse (i.e., the fence moves outward toward the margin). Only after inscribing the entire perimeter of the sheet with the full cursing formula did the practitioner turn to the main area in the center of the tablet, where he/she wrote the names of the victims followed by forms of the verbs cado, frango, and verto (“fall,” “crush,” and “flip over”). Thus, contrary to the readings of previous editors, I believe that the best way to read and transcribe side A of each of these tablets would be to follow the order of composition, that is, magical signs + cursing formula following the edges of the tablet + curse text in the center of the tablet, as shown in the diagram of Figure 9.5. The transcription and translation for the present curse here follows this order.

[image: A framework with a triangle on the top represents magical signs, followed by four arrows towards the right, which represent curse text, and arrows surrounding the corners, which represent cursing formula.]Figure 9.5 Diagram of the order of composition of tablets no. 3, 4, 6, and 8. Source: Diagram by the author.

Although this pattern is repeated in almost every case, there are some interesting variations. For instance, it is noteworthy that in the square tablet (no. 11), the formula that surrounds the rest of the inscription seems to have been written after the main text. We can safely draw such a conclusion because this formula does not start at the top left corner but at the end of the main text (i.e., at the bottom of the tablet) and then continues counter-clockwise, creating a square that finishes with a last line in the bottom margin. Although we could compare this layout with many examples of ancient letters in which the writer ran out of space and employed the margins for finishing his/her text, here the “fence” is employed as an expressive device for enclosing the victims of the curse.31 Thus, in tablet no. 11, the order of composition is accurately reflected in editio princeps: magical signs + curse text in the center of the tablet + final formula following the edges of the tablet. Another interesting variation is attested in tablet no. 1, in which the different paragraphs are not divided by the same four magical symbols as in the other curses from the “fence” collection. Instead, the author wrote a line containing a sequence of nine Greek letters, three magical symbols, and another twelve Greek letters. The same line, whose meaning cannot be deciphered, is repeated up to seven times within the main text, enclosing the different charioteers and horses of the Blues and the Reds in specific blocs.


31 Sarri 2018, 112.
 

The layout is slightly different in the thicker tablets, where the need to hammer thin the frame creates a different physical situation. In no. 10, for instance, our professional practitioner wrote the text in the hammered frame first and then the rest of the curse. Upon close examination, it is obvious that the author of the text was careful to avoid the overlapping of both inscriptions. For the frame, he/she chose the names of several demons, including Iao, Adonai, and a certain daemon Soeches, who is called nanos (dwarf) and cacos (bad).32 The string of names runs from right to left and begins in the top line. Here we can detect a certain degree of carelessness on the author’s part, since he/she left the last letter of the first line “hanging” in the right margin of the tablet and then turned the tablet 90 degrees to keep writing. After that, he/she jumped to the other long side of the tablet; once this area was filled with text, he/she turned the sheet of lead a final time to finish with the bottom line, whose final letters are somewhat cramped together. It is worth noting that the frame of this tablet was written in a mixture of Greek and Latin in both capitals and minuscule,33 because, in all likelihood, the practitioner did not know the Greek language well enough to use it completely.34 After writing the frame of the lead sheet, the practitioner inscribed the central area of the tablet, which concludes with a long formula that is attested (in full or in part) in the other tablets from the collection (cf. nos. 1, 3, 8, and 9). Thus, if we take the order of composition into account, the reading of the tablet should begin, contrary to previous editions, with the frame (in the following order: top, right, left, and then bottom margins), which contains the invocation to the daimones tasked with punishing the victims, and then ought to continue with the text in the central portion of the tablet.


32 Following Bouche-Leclercq 1899, 41; Audollent 1904, 395 identifies this daemon as Mercurius, which seems awkward given the epithets and the label daemon.
 


33 Note the minuscule delta (ll. 1 and 3) and the capital Latin R (l. 2).
 


34 The idea that the author had a middling knowledge of Greek finds support in the (faulty) Greek curse tablet DT 285, which was written by this same hand, shares the same magical symbols with no. 3 and archaeological context with nos. 2–6 and was, according to Audollent “pessime confecta.”


In the case of the other two thick tablets that were likewise hammered along the edges (nos. 5 and 7), we find by contrast that the frame was inscribed after the main text. This idea is supported by two details: 1) a poorly designed layout and 2) the content of the text itself. Concerning the first point, the empty spaces around the upper left corner suggests a certain carelessness on the author’s part, showing that the text written in this area was a “last minute” addition, as also happens in letter writing when the writer runs out of space.35 In other words, the professional practitioner first inscribed the center of the tablet, and only after that did he/she write the text along the tablet’s frame, taking advantage of the hammered area. Furthermore, the content of the text supports this idea that the edges were used for squeezing in extra information. In both cases (nos. 5 and 7), the formula that surrounds the main area contains a description of the victims’ fatal demise. It reads: Cadant, frangant, disfrangantur, male girent, palma vincere non possint, nec frenis audiant. Cadant! (“May they [i.e., the horses and the charioteers] fall, crush, shatter, may they turn disastrously, may they not win the prize, may they not obey the reins. May they fall!).36


35 Sarri 2018, 112.
 


36 This is the final formula of no. 3, which is repeated in no. 5 (with the addition of a cadant!).
 

Once side A of the tablets was written, the practitioner rolled up the lead sheet, probably to facilitate its deposition in the tomb, which was usually done via a libation channel.37 However, in four instances (nos. 3, 6, 8, and 12 in Table 9.1), after rolling the sheet, he/she wrote a final line of magical signs. An identical sequence, made up of six magical symbols, has been attested in nos. 8 and 12, as well as no. 3 (our curse tablet, of which only half of the symbols are preserved, see Figure 9.6), whereas in no. 6 the sequence is missing the third symbol, probably because of a slip of the writer’s pen.38 Although the meaning of these magical symbols remains obscure to us, when we compare their position with the attested practices in letter writing, it is reminiscent of techniques for marking the addressee in such documents.39 But who was the addressee of these texts? Apart from the case of curse no. 10, in which the names of the deities invoked are explicitly stated in the tablet itself, there is no information about the supernatural beings invoked in the rest of the series. In this scenario, the use of the plural imperative in the longer formulae (alligate [“constrict”] obligate [“inhibit”]) points toward the involvement of several supernatural beings. Even though we cannot specifically identify these powers, we can assume that these were orally named during the composition and deposition of the tablet, as some recipes preserved in the Greco-Egyptian formularies attest.40


37 Sánchez Natalías 2022a, 33 and 40, with further references.
 


38 Even if only half of the symbols are preserved, in his editio princeps Cagnat was clear about how they looked.
 


39 Dana 2021, 338.
 


40 Such as PGM LXXVIII, 4.


[image: A photo of a metal plaque with text and symbols, and some portions are damaged.]Figure 9.6 Drawing of magical signs on the curse tablet (side B). The edges of the tablet are incomplete since they were partially covered with Japanese paper during the restoration process. Drawing by the author. Source: Photo by C. Colonnier. Courtesy of Laboratoire Arc’Antique – Grand Patrimoine de Loire-Atlantique.



Deposition of the Tablets

According to magical principles, curse tablets were believed to be activated only once they were deposited in specific sites (such as necropolis, aquatic environments, or spaces connected to the victim).41 In our case (and as is widely attested in the North African defixiones), the tablets were deposited in five different tombs of the necropolis along the road connecting Hadrumetum and Theveste. This was almost certainly because the necropolis was believed to be a place permeated with death and miasma in which the restless dead would help bring to fruition the malevolent intentions of the curse. I summarize the findings in Table 9.1, reporting the year and the name of the discoverer and grouping the curses in their respective tombs (which, in the absence of additional data, I have named with the letters V, W, X, Y, and Z). Given the lack of available information, it is not possible to say whether these tombs were placed on the Roman road, next to each other, or at different points within the necropolis; nor can we determine why these specific tombs were chosen for these magical rituals (perhaps they were somehow associated with restless dead or perhaps they were located in more secluded settings?).42 Unfortunately, we have only minimal data: tombs W, X, Y, and Z were cremation burials with no grave goods, either because these were perishable or non-existent (the excavators do not report that these tombs had been looted). The fact that the tablets deposited in these graves were rolled suggests that they could have been deposited through the libation tube, as was usual in this area. Regarding tomb V, although there is no further information about it, we know that the defixio was stuck in its libation tube.43 Despite the shortage of information, the internal features of the texts and the pattern of deposition in a specific set of tombs shed light on the activity of a single ritual expert.


41 For an extensive analysis of the different deposits in which curse tablets have been found (in the Roman West), Sánchez Natalías 2022a, 37–52 with further references.
 


42 Thus complains Cagnat 1903, 264, about the items found in tombs X and Y.
 


43 Choppard apud Audollent 1904, 381.
 





Conclusion

The collection of “fence” curses has been traditionally treated as a homogenous group of defixiones in which many scholars (including myself) have found little variation. Indeed, an analysis of the words shows that the major rhetorical force of these curses resides in the repetition of named victims followed by a tricolon of verbs expressing the desired disaster (forms of cado, frango, verto [“fall, crush, flip over”]). The cumulative effect of the repetition is so overwhelming that the reader almost gets lost when trying to grasp the number of horses and charioteers cursed. This accumulation and the difficulty in distinguishing different horses and charioteers were commented upon by Audollent and has vexed subsequent scholars as well.44 This, however, is only a problem for the epigrapher, historian, or philologist. Obviously for the practitioner, no additional information was needed (at least in the written version of the curse), since the supernatural beings invoked would certainly be able to identify the different victims, even when horse names coincided with anthroponyms. A similar confusion for the modern reader arises concerning the long cursing formula that “fences in” the central part of the text. That formula encloses a series of hoped-for disasters, which do not follow a precise order and are combined in different ways. Among these, we find the horses’ disobedience to the auriga’s commands, their constriction, and their immobility, all of which will (hopefully) result in their falling and flipping over. The same goes for the charioteers, who will not be able to hold the reins, nor control their horses, nor even see what is going on; rather, they will (hopefully) fall, crash, and flip over.45


44 Gordon 2012, 56, where the author discusses no. 10 and the problems of identifying horse names versus charioteer names.



45 For an interesting comparison between these scenarios and literary sources, Gordon 2012, 59–60.
 

At the same time, however, when the material configuration of the texts are subjected to closer scrutiny, the once uniform group of “fence” curses does present small yet significant variations in terms of their composition. These variations affect, in turn, the reading of the texts themselves. Needless to say, our readings should (logically) follow the order of writing, even if that means breaking with previous editions. Additionally, these variations point towards a more important “technological” question:46 the ways in which this professional practitioner decided to experiment while manufacturing these artifacts, instead of always following the exact same steps and order. In recent years, the lived ancient religion approach has put focus on the specific ways in which individuals experimented and innovated when trying to communicate with divinities.47 Indeed, when observed from this perspective, the productions of our professional practitioner seem to make more sense. Even if the formulae were almost always the same, this small corpus shows the pragmatism of somebody who was adapting his/her ways to the different affordances of the media available. Furthermore, additional efforts were made to try to improve the communication with the powers invoked, by using both verbal (i.e., good Latin versus faulty Greek) and non-verbal language (i.e., magical symbols), not to mention the oral utterances and gestures performed during the ritual of composition which, although lost to us, should not be forgotten.48 Given the repetition of a nearly identical list of victims throughout the series of the “fence” curses, I am left to wonder whether these defixiones ended up achieving their goals, or whether the practitioner’s insistence reveals a trial-and-error approach and a bitter resolve to affect the races. On this point, I am afraid we will have to keep guessing.


46 On curse tablets as a form of “technology,” Sánchez Natalías 2022a, 6; Woolf 2022.
 


47 On this approach, Rüpke 2016; Gordon 2015, Gordon apud Albrecht et al. 2018, 8–9. McKie 2022 has applied the “lived ancient religion” theoretical framework to the analysis of curse tablets from the Roman West.
 


48 On this, McKie 2022, 23–58.
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1 When I joined the faculty at Chicago, Chris Faraone was one of the first to welcome me. We quickly became good friends and excellent colleagues, teaching together on several occasions, trading publications, and engaging in all manner of stimulating conversations. Chris also drew me into numerous groups and meetings that he organized, where he introduced me to colleagues, materials, and questions of which I would otherwise have been unaware. Exchanges with him have consistently enriched my intellectual life, and I remain indebted to him in countless ways. The present research was prompted by discussions with him, and I offered an earlier version at meetings of the Chicago-Paris Workshop on Ancient Religions, a group Chris magically conjured into being. His responses helped me refine the analysis, and I am happy to offer the improved version in a volume paying honor to him.


There is no doubt that Greek magos and Latin magus transcribe Old Persian maguš nor that a whole set of terms with pejorative connotations shares this same derivation. Usage of these nouns, however, is sharply bifurcated. Sometimes they denote Persian priests entrusted with the care of the gods (therapeia theōn) and highly revered for their wisdom. In other contexts, the same terms reference the most dubious characters: sorcerers, charlatans, practitioners of the black arts. All the derived terminology (mageia, magikos, mageuō, et al.) reflects this second semantic domain, but in spite of some excellent efforts, it has proven difficult to establish how – if at all – this stereotyped discourse of “magic” relates to anything Iranian.


The Term Magos

There is no doubt that Greek magos, Latin magus, and related terminology are derived from Old Persian maguš.1 Usage of these lexemes in ancient literature is sharply bifurcated, however. Sometimes they reference Eastern priests, sages, and their deep wisdom; sometimes sorcerers, charlatans, and the black arts.2 While the derived terminology (mageia, magikos, mageuō, et al.) usually operates within the latter semantic domain, it has proven difficult to establish how – if at all – this disparaging discourse of “magic” relates to anything Iranian.3 Ideally, the starting point for the question would be the Iranian evidence, which is slimmer than one might hope. Just to be clear, let me summarize what little we have to go on.


1 Thus, Greek magikos, magianos, mageuō, mageia, mageumata, mageutēs, and mageutikos are all built on magos, while Latin magia and magicus reflect mageia and magikos, respectively. For the philological details, Beekes 2010: 889, Ernout and Meillet 1951, 675, and Brust 2005, 385–390.
 


2 Regarding the bifurcation in Greek usage, Bremmer 1999, 1–12; in Latin, Rives 2009, 51–78.
 


3 At present, three broad lines of interpretation enjoy some measure of currency. The first, championed by Kingsley 1994 and 1995, imagines fairly direct connections between Iranian figures of a shamanic sort and Greeks interested in such practices. The second, associated with Bidez and Cumont 1938 and Messina 1930, posits a series of mediations whereby Persian Magi interacted with Babylonian priests (“Chaldaeans”), then settled in western Asia (where they became known as “Magusaeans”) and thence transmitted some of their traditions to the Mediterranean. The third is the view of Beck 1991, 491–565, who sees relatively little in the way of connections, transmission, or continuity, save “the opportunistic and piecemeal use of the names and persons of the great magi to confer an exotic authority on the diverse arcana of Hellenistic wisdom” (p. 564). All three theories merit consideration, although the second has been largely eclipsed by the third and the first rests on some questionable assumptions, especially as regards the evidence for shamanism in ancient Iran. See also Colpe 1995; de Jong 2005; Dandamaev 2012.
 




4 Benveniste 1938, 6–13. Cf. Kellens 2002, 449–450; Panaino 2021.
 


5 Yasna 65.7: mā nō āpō . .. haši.tbiše mā moγu.tbiše mā varǝzānō.tbiše mā nāfiiō.tbiše māδa nō ahmi frāδāiti. This translation and all others are my own.
 


6 DB §§10–14 and DBb, for translations of which, Schmitt 2009, 40–47 and 93; Lecoq 1997, 189–92, 215. Cf. Herodotos 3.30, 3.61–78, Ktesias, Fragment 13 (§§11–18 in Photius p. 37a ff., available in Lenfant 2004, 118–121). The name “Smerdis” (which Herodotos also assigns to Kambyses’ brother) reflects Old Persian Bardiya, with deformation of the initial consonant; “Sphendadates” corresponds to the Avestan compound adjective spəntō.dāta- “created by the beneficent (deity).”
 


7 Critical readings of this narrative include Olmstead 1948, 107–13; Dandamaev 1976, 1989, 83–94; Bickerman and Tadmor 1978; Herrenschmidt 1982; Balcer 1987; Zawadzki 1994; Briant 1996, 109–18; Lincoln 2012a, 375–392. In recent years, several scholars have adopted more generous readings of Darius’s account, including Schiena 2008; Vallat 2011; Ahmadi 2020; also Tuplin 2005, 227–235; Shayegan 2006.


First, from the Avesta. For many years, it was thought that one hapax legomenon – the compound moγu.tbiš- – named the Magi in its first member, and scholars labored to drag some inferences from the bland passage in which it occurs. As Émile Benveniste demonstrated, however, the structure of that passage demands that the otherwise unattested lexeme moγu- denoted not a priest but a level of social integration.4


Do not deliver us, O Waters . . .to an enemy of the nation (haši.tbiše),nor to a moγu.tbiše (enemy of the tribe?),nor to an enemy of the community (varǝzānō.tbiše),nor to an enemy of the family (nāfiiō.tbiše).5


The Avesta thus yields nothing.

For their part, the Achaemenid inscriptions mention one maguš only: “Gaumāta the Maguš,” whom Darius the Great claimed to have killed and replaced on the Persian throne. Darius introduced this story in the monumental rock-cut inscription he had placed at Bisitun after securing the kingship in 521 bce, a story that came to be repeated in other variants including those told by the Greek historians Herodotos (where “Gaumāta” became “Smerdis the Magus”) and Ktesias (where he became “the Magus Sphendadates”).6 Yet as most historians now recognize, the man Darius assassinated and usurped was not “Gaumāta,” but Bardiya, son of Cyrus. To justify his regicidal coup, Darius propagated the story that Bardiya had been secretly slain years before, after which “Gaumāta the Maguš” stole his identity and then the throne.7 Darius thus represented his own accession as the restoration of legitimate rule, while the Magian identity assigned to his predecessor made him doubly unsuited for kingship, as the Magi were Medes, not Persians; priests, not warrior-nobles.8 Old Persian thus provides little useful information, save oblique confirmation that the Magi were priests.9


8 The Babylonian version of the inscription identifies Darius’s adversary as “a Mede, Gaumāta, a Magus” (DBBab §10: lú KUR ma-da-a-a IGu-ma-a-tú ma-gu-šu), confirming Herodotos 1.101 on the Median identity of the Magi.
 


9 Bickerman and Tadmor 1978 suggested that portrayal of “Gaumāta” as a maguš helped explain the initial success of his masquerade, since the Magi were notorious masters of shape-shifting, illusion, and “magic.” Ingenious though it be, the argument is circular: supported by no Iranian evidence, it projects Greco-Roman stereotypes back into Achaemenid Iran.
 

[image: Two clay seals labeled “PT3 364” and “PT3 363” with relief figures are seen with the left seal damaged on the right top corner.]Figure 10.1 Collated line drawing of a seal based on several impressions on clay labels from Persepolis (PT 363, 373, and 384) depicting two Magi engaged in sacrifice, with the image of Ahura Mazdā above.Source: Drawing courtesy of Mark Garrison.

Only with the archaeological remains from Persepolis do we get something useful, including seals (Figure 10.1) that show two priests, one on the left who feeds twigs into a sacred fire, while his colleague on the right stands beside a mortar and pestle placed beside the altar, with the supreme deity Auramazdā overhead.10


10 These were published as Seal No. 20 by Schmidt 1957, Plate 7 (PT3 384 and PT3 363), and discussed by him at p. 55. They were also republished by Bowman 1970, Plate 1a and b, discussed at p. 6.


The latter priest’s headgear has flaps covering his mouth that identify him as a Magus, consistent with Strabo’s account in Roman times that Magi wore such equipment to protect the sacrality of the fire from defilement by their breath.


Τῷ μὲν πυρί προστιθέντες ξερὰ ξύλα τοῦ λέπτους χωρὶς πιμελὴν ἐπιτιθέντες ἄνωθεν· εἶθ’ ὑφάπτουσιν ἔλαιον καταχέοντες, οὐ φυσῶντες ἀλλα ῥιπίζοντες· τοὺς δὲ φυσήσαντας ἢ νεκρὸν ἐπὶ πῦρ θέντας ἢ βόλβιτον θανατοῦσι . .. ἐν δὲ Καππαδοκίᾳ (πολὺ γὰρ ἐκεῖ τὸ τῶν Μάγων φῦλον, ὃι καὶ πύραιθοι καλοῦνται· . .. ἔστι δὲ καὶ πυραιθεῖα, σηκοί τινες ἀξιόλογοι ἐν δὲ τούτοις μέσοις βωμός, ἐν ᾧ πολλή τε σποδός, καὶ πῦρ ἄσβεστον φυλάττουσιν οἱ Μάγοι· καὶ καθ’ ἡμέραν δὲ εἰσιόντες, ἐπᾴδουσιν ὥραν σχεδόν τι πρὸ τοῦ πυρὸς τὴν δέσμην τῶν ῥάβδων ἔχοντες, τιάρας περικείμενοι πιλωτὰς καθεικυίας ἐκατέρωθεν μέχρι τοῦ καλύπτειν τὰ χείλη τὰς παραγναθίδας.11


11 Strabo 15.3.14–15. Greek Pyraithoi apparently reflects the title given some Magi in the Persepolis Fortification Tablets: Elamite haturmakša ‹ Iranian *ātar-vaxša-, “fire-kindler, one who makes the fire grow” (Hinz and Koch 1987, 650). Zoroastrian theology takes fire to be the material instantiation of Truth, itself the basis of cosmic order. As such, it must be protected against all potential for corruption and defilement.
 



[The Magi] add dry wood without bark to the fire, placing fat on it from above. Then they set it on fire from below, pouring oil down on it, not blowing, but fanning the flames. Those who blow on the flames or place corpses or cow-dung on a fire, they put to death. . .. In Cappadocia there is a large tribe of the Magi who are called Pyraithoi (“Fire-kindlers”). . .. There are also fire-sanctuaries (pyraitheia), remarkable sacred enclosures, in the middle of which is the altar with much ash, where the Magi guard an inextinguishable fire. Entering there each day, they chant for about an hour, holding a bundle of wands before the fire and wearing felt headgear with cheekpieces on each side falling down far enough to hide the lips.


The Persepolis seals thus depict Magian preparations for offering hauma (a juice pressed from still-undetermined vegetation, cognate to Sanskrit soma, that was the centerpiece of libation sacrifice) to the fire.12 This ritual was commonly performed at the Persian capital, as evidenced by the many mortars and pestles found there that were sacramentally used for pressing the hauma plant and extracting its juice.13 Individuals identified as Magi (Elamite makuš, plural makušpe) also appear in thirty-three of the Persepolis Fortification Tablets in connection with performance of the lan-sacrifice (23 times, 70% of the total) and prestations to individual gods (10 times, 30%).14


12 A relief in which the Magi are connected to animal rather than hauma sacrifice was discovered at the Persian satrapal capital of Dascylion and published as Plate VIII by Macridy 1913. See also Boyce 1982, 117–118.
 


13 Ninety-seven mortars and eighty pestles were excavated from the ruins of Persepolis, a quantity Schmidt 1957, 55 judged “astonishing.” Many of these bear Aramaic inscriptions with the names of their donors, most of them military officials who served as patrons for the sacrifices in which these implements were used. These were discussed by Schmidt 1953, 156–200; 1957, 53–56; also Plates 23 and 24. The inscriptions were published, translated, and discussed by Bowman 1970, 71–185. While these materials are invaluable, Bowman’s suggestion that they bear evidence of a proto-Mithraic cult within the Achaemenid military (pp. 35–37) rests on now-abandoned theories of Mithraism. Theophoric personal names (on which see Tavernier 2007, 198–199) also show the popularity of hauma rituals at Persepolis.
 


14 The texts published in Hallock 1969 are designated by the sigla PF; those in Henkelman 2008, by NN. Those which connect a magus to the lan-offering are PF 757, 758, 759, 768, 769, 772, 1951, 1955, and 2036, NN 598, 1115, 1262, 1602, 1829, 1836, 2183, 2211, 2243, 2265, 2268, and 2342. PF 768 and 1960 connect men who are named as Magi elsewhere to the lan, but do not cite their priestly title. PF 1798, 1957, NN 2184, 2200, 2206, 2290, 2358, 2362, 2370, and 2479 connect Magi to offerings whose divine recipients are named, but do not make mention of lan. See further Henkelman 2021, 1244–1247.
 


15 Although other types of priest also performed the lan, Magi did so most frequently and they alone bore the title “lan-performer” (lan-lirira), as in PF 757, 758, 768, 2036, NN 598, 1115, 1602, 1836, and 2243. On the frequency of lan-offerings, Henkelman 2008, 210.
 


16 Henkelman 2008, 181–304 and 2021, 1253–1254. See also Razmjou 2004, 103–117.
 


17 On the nature of such payments (which were designated by the Elamite term gal), Henkelman 2008, 281–91, 296–97, and 303–304.
 


18 These are the šumar and bašur sacrifices, offered at royal burial sites according to the Fortification Tablets (NN 1700, 1848, 2174, 2259, PF 302, 1854), on which see Henkelman 2008, 287–289. While these texts do not specify what kind of priests were involved, Greek sources, most notably Arrian, Anabasis 6.29.7 and Strabo 15.3.7, make Magi responsible for the offerings.
 


19 Speculation on the esoteric significance of sacrifice was a major concern within the Indo-Iranian tradition, as undertaken by the Brahmins of Vedic India and the Mōbeds of Sassanian Iran. The latter title reflects Old Iranian “Chief Maguš.” For the phonological development from *magu-pati > *moγ-pat > mow-bed > mōbed, Panaino 2021, esp. 253.
 


20 Thus Schmidt 1991, Hintze 2004, building on an insight of Kellens 1987, 248. See also Schlerath 1962, 579; Mayrhofer 1963, 545–546; Schwartz 1982; Skjærvø 2008.
 


21 Cf. Schmidt 1991, 232; Hintze 2004, 30–31.


As these statistics suggest, Magi were closely associated with the lan-sacrifice, which was performed every month and perhaps even daily in some locales.15 This ceremony has received considerable attention, most exhaustively from Wouter Henkelman, who established that it had a deep Elamite prehistory, was performed by several different kinds of priest (although most often by a maguš), might be offered to various deities, and was supported by the royal treasury, which gave generous supplies of beer, wine, grain, fruit, and meat, usually on an annual basis, to the priests entrusted with its performance.16 These goods were presented to deities within the ritual context, then consumed by priests, being simultaneously “offerings” for the gods and “rations” or “stipends” for the officiants.17

This arrangement – which was also true of the sacrifices offered at royal tombs18 – permits us to establish a fact of cardinal importance. Within the Achaemenid imperial order, Magi enjoyed generous royal patronage, such that their priestly labors provided them with a steady income. Royal support enabled them to devote themselves to the performance of sacrifice, elaboration of its symbology, and speculation on its cosmic import.19

Philological analysis also helps connect the title of maguš to aspects of sacrificial practice. Thus, in Vedic and Avestan, the cognate adjectives magauuan-(Avestan) and maghávan- (Vedic), “bountiful, munificent, distributing gifts,” were used of the ritual’s patron and the deity to whom it was directed, but never of the officiating priests, whose contributions were non-material (ritual knowledge and sacred speech).20 In Iran, the title magu- denoted such priestly actors.21 Accordingly, Almut Hintze described the triangular relations diagrammed in Figure 10.2 as follows:

[image: A triangular diagram with three corners labeled “gods”, “patron”, and “priest-poet”. An arrow from “gods” to “patron” with the text “blessings and gifts of wealth”; an arrow from “patron” to “priest-poet” with the text “sacrificial stipend or ration”; and an arrow from “priest-poet” to “gods” with the text “praise-hymns and oblations”.]Figure 10.2 Indo-Iranian relations of sacrificial exchange and reciprocity (after Hintze 2004, 28, slightly modified).

All three participants were interdependent: the gods required the poet’s praise, the poet needed the patron to employ and pay him, while the patron needed both the poet to interact with the gods, and the latter to renew his prosperity. The ordinary man was not able to enter into a direct relationship with the deity, but had to hire a priest who, by performing the ritual, could do so on his (the patron’s) behalf. Only the poet-priest was in a position to interact with the gods, so that the latter might confer on the patron what he desired.22


22 Hintze 2004, 28.
 



The Song of the Magi

Hintze stressed the importance of the meticulously crafted praise-hymns priests offered as part of the sacrifice. Neither the Fortification Tablets nor the Achaemenid inscriptions connect the Magi to song (indeed, they give no information about any aspect of ritual practice), but the sacrificial hymns of the Avesta and Vedas were all meant to be chanted, while numerous classical sources connect Magian sacrifice with song.23 The earliest and most important of these is the following passage from Herodotos, who says that, among the Persians,


23 Thus, inter alia, Herodotos 7.191.2, column six of the Derveni Papyrus, Strabo 15.3.14–15, Xeno-phon, Cyropaedia 8.1.23, Diogenes Laertius 1.6, Ammianus Marcellinus 23.6.35, and Quintus Curtius Rufus, Historiae Alexandri Magni 3.3.9.



ἐωυτῷ μὲν δὴ τῷ θύοντι ἰδίῃ μούνῳ οὔ οἱ ἐγγίνεται ἀρᾶσθαι ἀγαθά, ὁ δὲ τοῖσι πᾶσι Πέρσῃσι κατεύχεται εὖ γίνεσθαι καὶ τῷ βασιλέϊ. ἐν γὰρ δὴ τοῖσι ἅπασι Πέρσῃσι καὶ αὐτός γίνεται. ἐπεὰν δὲ διαμιστύλας κατὰ μέλεα τό ἱρήιον ἐψήσῃ τὰ κρέα, ὑποπάσας ποίην ὡς ἁπαλωτάτην, μάλιστα δὲ τό τρίφυλλον, ἐπὶ ταύτης ἕθηκε ὦν πάντα τὰ κρέα. Διαθέντος δὲ αὐτοῦ Μάγος ἀνὴρ παρεστεὼς ἐπαείδει θεογονίην, οἵην δὴ ἐκεῖνοι λέγουσι εἶναι τὴν ἐπαοιδήν. ἄνευ δὴ Μάγου οὔ σφι νόμος ἐστὶ θυσίας ποιέεσθαι. ἐπισχὼν δὲ ὀλίγον χρόνον ἀποφέρεται ὁ θύσας τὰ κρέα καὶ χρᾶται ὅ τι μιν λόγος αἰρέει.



. .. it is not permitted for the sacrificer to pray for good things for himself alone, so he prays for good to come into being for all Persians and for the King, as the sacrificer is himself included in “all Persians.” Then, having cut the victim into pieces limb from limb, he boils the meat, and having strewn the softest grass, particularly clover, he places all the pieces of meat on top of this. When these have been laid out and arranged, a man standing beside him – a Magus – chants a theogony (they say the song is of that sort), for it is not their custom to perform sacrifices without a Magus. Having waited a little while, the sacrificer carries off the pieces of meat and uses them as he pleases.24


24 Herodotos 1.132.2–3. Strabo 15.3.13 gives a description that is almost identical on most points, except a) he makes the Magus responsible for dismemberment of the victim, and b) he explains that the gods receive the victim’s psykhē, not its material substance. 
θύουσι δ’ ἐν καθαρῷ τόπῳ κατευξάμενοι παραστησάμενοι τὸ ἱερεῖον ἐστεμμένον· μελίσαντος δὲ τοῦ Μάγου τὰ κρέα τοῦ ὑφηγουμένου τὴν ἱερουργίαν ἀπίασι διελόμενοι, τοῖς θεοῖς οὐδὲν ἀπονείμαντες μέρος· τῆς γὰρ ψυχῆς φασι τοῦ ἱερείου δεῖσθαι τὸν θεόν ἄλλου δὲ οὐδενός· ὅμως δὲ τοῦ ἐπίπλου τι μικρὸν τιθέασιν, ὡς λέγουσί τινες, ἐπὶ τὸ πῦρ.Persians and Medes] sacrifice in a purified place, praying earnestly and bringing forward the wreathed victim. After the Magus, who directs the ritual action, has cut the meat into pieces, they all disperse, having distributed the portions and having assigned no portion to the gods, for they say the god needs the victim’s soul and nothing else. Still, some people say they place a small bit of the omentum on the fire.
 Herodotos 7.43,2, 7.113.2, and 7.191.2 also associate the Magi with the performance of sacrifice, as do Strabo 15.3.14–15, Deinon Fragment 28 (in Clement of Alexandria, Protrepticus 5.65.1; cf. Lenfant 2009, 238), Xenophon, Cyropaedia 8.3.11.
 


Several features described here are familiar from the preceding discussion, including the triadic relations of patron, officiating priest, and deity, as well as the way immaterial aspects of the offering are conveyed to the gods, while the edible substance and tangible benefits redound to the patron. Particularly noteworthy, however, is the fact that the Magus’s song is identified as a theogony, a term that should be taken literally.25 In other words, it is an account of creation – and not the praisehymn of a specific deity – that the Magus sings over the solemn display of the victim’s disjointed members.26 This term is no accident, for the relation of sacrifice to creation is one of the master themes in ancient Indo-Iranian religions, where creation was frequently theorized as resulting from a primordial sacrifice. Subsequent performances repeated this action, within which disarticulation and distribution of the victim’s bodily parts mirrored the cosmogonic transition from One to Many.27


25 Most who have commented on this passage have assumed that Herodotos meant to describe a god’s praise-hymn like those offered in the Avestan Yašts, as, e.g., de Jong 1997, 118. The text, however, is quite clear and the phrase οἵην δὴ ἐκεῖνοι λέγουσι εἶναι τὴν ἐπαοιδήν marked the extent to which the Magian song differed from what Greeks would consider the appropriate priestly accompaniment to sacrifice. Use of the term θεογονίην (rather than ὕμνος, e.g.) is both marked and motivated. Hero-dotos uses this word only on one other occasion, with explicit reference to Hesiod’s authoritative account of how the gods and cosmos came into being (2.53).



26 Use of the preverb δια- in connection with the verb τίθημι suggests that the disjointed members of the victim’s body were set apart from one another and arranged with considerable care. Presumably, this process and the pattern in which the pieces were displayed held ritual and symbolic import.
 


27 See, among others, Christensen 1918, 32–55; Güntert 1923; Molé 1963; Lincoln 1981, 69–95, 1986, 1–64; 2012b; Kellens 1996, 2006–2021; Herrenschmidt and Lincoln 2004; Skjærvø 2007; Malandra 2010; Cantera 2014, 2016; note, however, the critical position of Ahmadi 2017 and 2018.
 

It is this last pattern that dominated Achaemenid religion, where twenty-three royal inscriptions begin with a formulaic account of how the Wise Lord (Auramazdā) established four ideal phenomena: Earth, Sky, Humanity, and Happiness, all named in the singular to signal the unity they originally possessed. That unity – also the perfect stability and utter contentment that came with it – was shattered at a later phase of cosmic history, when “the Lie” (Old Persian draṷga-, cognate to German Trug and English be-tray) entered existence, producing confusion, disharmony, divisiveness, conflict, and the end of primordial perfection.28 As a result, countless different terrains and polities, each with its own distinctive qualities and imperfections, replaced the primordial oneness of Earth, while nationalities and races did the same for Humanity. In the same fashion, absolute, total Happiness was replaced by varied flora, fauna, and material substances, each with its own peculiarities, utility, and material components capable of giving pleasure (and/or pain, as a residual effect of corruption introduced by the Lie).


28 The most complete study of subtle variations among the twenty-three examples is Herrenschmidt 1977. See also Lincoln 2012a, 10–18, 173–86, 202–4, et passim.
 

Numerous Achaemenid initiatives sought to restore the primordial ideal state by reuniting the good things and good people now scattered across the globe. These ambitions informed such endeavors as palace construction (making use of the best materials and craftsmen from each province),29 royal banquets (presenting the best


29 After announcing “This is the palace that I built at Susa: its ornamentation was brought from afar” (DSf §3e), the palace’s foundation inscription catalogues the contributions from different peoples of the empire (DSf §§3g-3k), which can be arranged in tabular fashion.

Having listed these details, the inscription concludes with Darius’s proclamation: “In Susa a great wonder was measured out. A great wonder was made” (DSf §4). On the cosmogonic significance of the term translated as “wonder” (Old Persian fraša-), Lincoln 2012a, 369–374.





	Locale
	Material
	Artisans





	Lebanon
	Cedar
	



	Gandhara and Carmania
	Cypress
	



	Sardis
	Gold
	Woodworkers



	Bactria
	Gold
	



	Sogdiana
	Lapis Lazuli and Carnelian
	



	Chorasmia
	Turquoise
	



	Egypt
	Silver and Ebony
	Goldsmiths



	Ionia
	Ornamentation
	Stonemasons



	Ethiopia, Sind, and Arachosia
	Ivory
	



	Elam
	Stone
	



	Lydia
	
	Stonemasons



	Media
	
	Goldsmiths and Decorators



	Babylon
	Brick
	Brick fabricators



	Assyria and Caria
	 
	Transport of materials







30 As described in Polyaenus 4.3.32 and discussed by Lewis 1987; Sancisi-Weerdenburg 1995; Briant 1989, 1996, 297–304.
 


31 Fauth 1979; Tuplin 1996; Hultgård 2000; Briant 2003; Lincoln 2012a, 3–19 and 59–79.
 


32 On the cosmogonic nature of imperial ambition, reflected in the Achaemenids’ choice of the term būmi (literally “the earth,” as named in all variants of their creation myth) to describe the empire, Herrenschmidt 1976.
 


33 Most recently on this text, Martelli 2013, 32–48.
 


34 Pliny, Natural History 24.160. Regarding the tradition of Demokritos having studied with the Magi, cf. Natural History 30.9–10, Diogenes Laertios 9.34, Aelian, Varia Historia 4.20, the Suda under Δημόκριτος, Hippolytus, Refutationes 1.13, Clement of Alexandria, Stromateis 1.15.69.6, Philostratos, Vitae sophistarum 10.13.1. Vitruvius, De Architectura 9, praefatio 14 also attributed the Chirocmeta to Demokritos, as did Diogenes Laertius 9.49 (if one accepts Diels’ emendation of Χερνικὰ to Χειρόκμητα). Lebedev 2014 has argued that a Demokritean fragment (Diels-Kranz B 30) shows that Demokritos had direct contact with Magi and was competent in Avestan. The last point is hardly credible, and Lebedev’s proposal to read οἱ μάγοι in place of the text’s ὀλίγοι is a tendentious exercise in circular reasoning.
 


35 Columella, Res Rustica 7.5.17. Pliny, Natural History 30.10 notes that many suspected the magical works attributed to Demokritos were not actually his. On Bolus, Salem 1996, 115–39; Dickie 2001, 117–22; Leszl 2007, 59–61; Gaillard-Seux 2009; Węcowski 2011, along with the older works of Kroll 1934 and Wellmann 1928. Attempting to reconcile the testimony of Pliny and Columella, Gysembergh 2016, 1607–1610, has suggested that Demokritos authored the text Pliny knew, in which he presented botanical knowledge he gathered during his travels, while Bolus produced an edition of that text (or a commentary on it), to which Columella made reference. One cannot entirely discount the traditions that connect Demokritos to Magian learning, given the intriguing arguments advanced by Herrenschmidt 1996 and 2003.
 


36 If Bolus was responsible for the Chirocmeta, one would very much like to know more about the works available to him at Alexandria and the sources from which these obtained their information about Magian botanic, geological, and medical learning. Healing by plants (uruuarō. baēšaza-) is one of the three systems of medicine recognized in the Avesta (Vīdaēuudāt 7.44, Yašt 3.6); the discussions of healing plants in Greater Bundahišn 13.1–2 and Dēnkard 4.157.44 may also have relevance.
 


37 Pliny, Natural History 24.160. Citing the passage from Pliny alongside Dioscorides, De Materia Medica 3.140 and Aelian, On Animals 14.24, LSJ 1968, 11 identify this plant as a peony. Lewis and Short 1879, 72 distinguish the “magic herb” described by Pliny from the aglaophotis cum peony as treated by Lucius Appuleius, Herbarium 65. Further on the Aglaophotis, Korshi Dosoo, Chapter 3 in this volume.
 


38 Pliny, Natural History 24.161. LSJ 1968, 295 identify plants of this name either with hulwort, aka cat-thyme and felty germander (Greek polion, Teucrium Polium, citing Dioscorides De Materia Medica 3.110), or Euphorbia antiquorum (Antique or Triangular Spurge, citing this passage).
 


39 Pliny, Natural History 26.18: Achaemenide coniecta in aciem hostium trepidare agmina ac terga verti.
 


40 Pliny, Natural History 24.166: Atque harum omnium magica quoque vocabula ponit.
 


41 Pliny, Natural History 24.164. LSJ 1968, 782 identify this plant with Cannabis sattiva, based on this passage alone. Most translations of Pliny’s account are misled by the listing in Lewis and Short 1879, 1090, and fail to appreciate the relation between the two definitions given there: “I. To water, dilute with water; II. To drive out of one’s senses, to distract with fear, to make mad.” As recognized by Ernout and Meillet 1951, 666–667, Walde and Hofmann 1965, vol. 2, 833, Latin lympha – which always occurs in the plural, poetically denoting waters that are personified and divinized as Water-deities – is ultimately derived from or strongly influenced by Greek νύμφη. In corresponding fashion, to be lymphātus is equivalent to being νυμφόλεπτος, i.e., it denotes an inspired state resulting from possession by water-nymphs, as evident in the gloss provided by Paulus, ex Festo 120.12: lymphaticus qui ex aqua quasi diuinat. The fullest and most perceptive discussion remains Wackernagel 1908.
 


42 Ibid. That Achaemenid rulers spent the winter in Babylon and spring in Susa is reported by Xenophon, Cyropaedia 8.6.21–22, on which see Lincoln 2001, 314–317.
 


43 Pliny, Natural History 26.18. Lewis and Short 1879, 64, identify it as Ethiopian sage (Salvia Aethiopis), following Linnaeus, while LSJ 1968, 37 identify it with silver sage (Salvia Argentea), citing Dioscorides, De Materia Medica 4.104. Pliny discusses its use as a cure for dropsy at 24.163.
 


44 Pliny, Natural History 24.162.
 


45 Attempts have been made to identify plants that have the same place of origin and effects (e.g., narcotic, hallucinogenic, diuretic, intoxicating, combustible), with results that are more suggestive than fully persuasive. Most recently, Gysembergh 2016, 1611–1618.


foods from every region),30 and paradise gardens (housing flora and fauna of every species, including the most exotic).31 In these and other practices, diversity was theorized as a problem to be overcome via processes of imperial expansion, extraction and (re)-unification.32



The Magi of the Chirocmeta

Given this, it is intriguing to encounter a “magical” text structured along lines that show much the same concerns as Achaemenid banquets, gardens, palaces, and tribute. The text in question, titled Chirocmeta (“Handiworks,” from an underlying Greek Χειρό-κμητα) no longer exists, but was summarized by Pliny the Elder (first century ce).33 He attributed its authorship to the pre-Socratic philosopher Demokritos, whom he – like many others – regarded as having studied with Magi and as one of the first Greeks to teach and write on magic.34 Columella more plausibly assigned this text to a prolific pseudoepigrapher of the second century bce: Bolos of Mendes, who worked in the library of Alexandria and frequently assumed the Demokritean persona.35 Whatever its origins or ultimate sources, several features enumerated in Pliny’s summary seem to reflect Persian traditions and styles of thought.36

Most immediately, Chirocmeta catalogues fourteen exotic plants, each with its own unique properties, uses, and geographic origins. The list begins with the Aglaophotis (“Brilliant radiance”), an Arabian plant of outstanding color that the Magi use for invoking the gods.37 Second is the Achaemenis (“Achaemenid”), a leafless, amber-colored plant of India that prompts visions of deities. These visions are powerful and intimidating, but they work in two different ways, both of which help kings in their royal duties (whence, presumably, the name). On the one hand, when the plant is administered to criminals, it forces them to confess their crimes.38 On the other, when placed on a sword, it sends enemy armies into flight.39 Along with the Arianis (“Aryan”), this is the only plant whose name reflects Persian origins, all others bearing the Latinized constructions with which Pliny (or someone else) replaced their Greek antecedents (Ἀγλαοφῶτις, etc.). Behind the Greek, however, lay something else, for Pliny reports that the text he consulted and summarized “set down the Magian designations of all these plants.”40

In addition to the Achaemenis, two other plants also induce visions, each in its own fashion. Just as the Achaemenis produces visions of divine powers (varias numinum imaginationes) that make the guilty confess and enemies flee, so the Ophiusa (“Serpentine”) of Elephantine in Egypt is said to yield visions of snakes that prompt those guilty of sacrilege to commit suicide, while the Thalassægle [“Sea-radiance”] of the river Indus conjures up wonders (miraculis) that result in states of divine possession.41 Other differences notwithstanding, all three plants are positive in their effects, as they help establish – or restore – truth, justice, peace, holiness, and inspiration.

Ordinarily, each nation is represented by one plant only, and vice versa. There are exceptions, however. Thus, the Theangelis (“Divine Messenger”), which the Magi use in divination, flourishes on mountain peaks of Syria and Crete (whose height put them close to the heavens), also in Babylon and Susa (where the Persian king passed that part of each year when its climate was ideal).42 Altogether, sixteen regions are mentioned, but only three (Persia at the center; India and Ethiopia at the southeast and southwest peripheries of the Achaemenid empire) are associated with more than one plant. In each case a geographic subcategorization accounts for the duplication. Thus, for instance, while Elephantine in northern Ethiopia is home to the Ophiusa and its serpent-visions, Meroe, to the far south, produces the Aethiopis (“Ethiopian”), which has the power to dry up streams and ponds and provides a cure for dropsy (i.e., hydropsis or edema, an excess of fluid).43 Clearly this plant, like its distinctive territory, was characterized by excessive dryness, just as the Arianis of Ariana possessed extraordinary heat. Fiery in color and collected when the sun is in Leo, its touch made wood burst into flame.44

One could continue to map the relations among these plants, which play on the binary oppositions of north/south, center/periphery, land/water, high/low, light/ dark, hot/cold, and moist/dry (Table 10.1). Each plant is unique, extraordinary in its powers, closely associated with the land of its origin, and able to create a specific good (or redress a specific evil).45 In cataloguing these species, the text identifies fragmented pieces of absolute, unqualified “Happiness” that were distributed across the globe when creation’s primordial unity was shattered. Magian wisdom included a richly detailed knowledge of these (and other) plants, as well as animals, minerals, and other resources. Knowing their location, appearance, and elementary qualities let one determine how each individual piece of creation could be used to address specific problems in a fallen world and help restore its ideal well-being, consistent with the Wise Lord’s intentions.

Table 10.1 Summary of Chirocmeta’s Content, as Recorded by Pliny, Natural History 24.160–66


	Name
	Effect
	Qualities
	Nature
	Place





	Aglaophotis (Bright radiance) or Marmaritis(Marbly)
	Invoke gods
	Outstanding color
	Light, hard
	Arabian marble quarries



	Achaemenis (Achaemenid) or Hippophobas (Horse frightener)
	Visions of divine powers; Forces criminal confessions; Scares mares
	Amber color, no leaves
	Royal
	Among Taradastili of India



	Theombrotion(Immortal food of the gods) or Semnion (Holy)
	Royal panacea; Justice
	Peacock colors, outstanding fragrance
	Totality, moist, royal
	Elam near the River Choaspes



	Adamantis (Adamant)
	Puts lions to sleep
	Cannot be ground up
	Hard
	Armenia and Cappadocia



	Arianis (Aryan)
	Produces combustion
	Fiery color
	Hot
	Ariana



	Therionarca (Beast-numbing)
	Puts animals to sleep
	Antidote = hyena urine
	
	Cappadocia and Mysia



	Æthiopis (Ethiopian) or Merois (from Meroe)
	Dries streams and ponds; cures dropsy
	Lettuce-like leaves
	Dry
	Ethiopia, Meroe



	Ophiusa (Serpentine)
	Snake visions; sacrilegious led to suicide
	Bluish, hard
	
	Ethiopia, Elephantine



	Thalassœgle (Searadiance) or Potamaugis(Riverine)
	Wonder; visions; inspiration
	
	Moist, light
	River Indus



	Theangelis (Divine messenger)
	Divination
	
	High, central, priestly
	Mt. Libanus of Syria; Mt. Dicte of Crete; Babylon and Susa



	Gelotophyllis (Laugh-leaf)46
	Visions; laughter
	
	Moist
	Bactria, River Borysthenes



	Hestiateris (Banqueting) or Protomedia (First among Medes)
	Festivity at banquets; primacy with kings
	
	Central, royal
	Persia



	Casignetes (Sister) or Dionysonymphas(Dionysiac nymphs)
	
	Grows only with own species
	Incestuous
	



	Helianthes(Sunflower) or Heliocallis47
	Cooked with lion fat, saffron, and palm wine, produces bodily beauty
	
	Light, high, moist
	Themiscyrene and maritime mountains of Cilicia



	Hermesias (Mercurial)
	Birth of children with noble souls and fine bodies
	Compound of pounded pine nuts, honey, myrrh, palm wine, milk, and Theombrotion
	Moist, life-sustaining
	 






46 Lewis and Short 1879, 804, speculate that this was “probably a sort of crow-foot.”




The Magi in Pliny

Descriptions of three individual plants indicate that we are dealing with Iranian traditions, not Greek materials endowed with an Iranizing patina. The first is the Theombrotion (“Immortal food of the gods”), a peacock-colored, sweet-smelling plant of the River Choaspes that heals all the king’s ailments of body and mind, while also orienting his mind so he can best secure justice.48 Its place of origin thus is in a body of water beside the Achaemenid palace at Susa, near the world’s mythic center.49 Moreover, the polychromatic appearance and panacea effects of this plant suggest its connection to the ideology of “wonder” (fraša) attested in the Old Persian inscriptions50 and to mythic plants of the Zoroastrian tradition, especially the “Tree of All-Healing.”51


48 Pliny, Natural History 4.165.
 


49 The Choaspes (modern Karkha) flowed by Susa and was famed in antiquity for the clarity and purity of its water. According to Herodotos 1.188, the Achaemenid kings carried boiled water of the Choaspes with them at all times and could drink water from no other source. Cf. Ktesias, Fragment 37 (Lenfant, apud Athenaeus Deipnosophistai 2.23), Plutarch, De exilio 6, Aelian, Varia Historia 12.40, Quintus Curtius Rufus, Historiae Alexandri Magni 5.2.9, Pliny, Natural History 31.21. On the place of sweet water in the Persian imaginary, Herrenschmidt and Lincoln 2004.
 


50 Inscriptions detailing how the best materials from every corner of the globe went into the construction of Susa’s palace state that Darius made it a fraša, a term otherwise used only for the Wise Lord’s creation of the cosmos. Thus DSa §2, DSf §4 DSj §3, DSo, DSz §13. See further Lincoln 2012a, 357–374.
 


51 Yašt 12.17 describes this mythic tree as “standing in the middle of the World Ocean, good for healing, high in healing, called ‘All-Healing’ by name, and laden with the seeds of all plants” (yā hištaite maiδīm zraiiaŋhō vourukašahe yā hu.biš ərəδβō.biš yā vaoce vispō.biš na̢ma ya̢m upairi uruuarana̢m vispana̢m taoxma niδaiiat). Pahlavi sources develop the imagery further still, stressing the plant’s totalistic character, location at the world’s center, near a fabulous body of water, and ability to cure all ills. See further Lincoln 2012a, 103–104 and 210–212.


Second is the Kasignetes (“Sister”), the sole plant for which no place of origin is given and no use specified. Its name, plus the fact that it grows only among plants of its own species, suggests its association with the endogamous (“incestuous”) forms of marriage favored by Persians that so scandalized Greek authors.52 Finally, there is the Hermesias, not a plant but a mix of substances that help produce ideal life.


52 Plutarch, Natural History 24.165, LSJ 1968, 433 identify this plant as burnet (Poterium Sanguisorba), citing this passage. On Persian “next-of-kin marriage,” see Bucci 1978, Herrenschmidt 1987, 56–57 and 1994; on the way such marriages were depicted and regarded by Greek authors, de Jong 1997, 424–432.
 


47 LSJ 1968, 768 identify this plant as laudanum (Cistus laurifolius) based on Pseudo-Demokritos’s commentary on Pliny’s account, Natural History 4.165.
 


Hermesias ab eodem vocatur ad liberos generandos pulchros bonosque non herba, sed compositio e nucleis pineae nucis tritis cum melle, murra, croco, vino palmeo, postea admixto theombrotio et lacte. Bibere generaturos iubet et a conceptu, puerperas partum nutrientes; ita fieri excellentes animi et formae bonis.

Hermesias is not a plant but a compound that produces children who are beautiful and good. It is made from pounded kernels of the pine nut, together with honey, myrrh, saffron, and palm wine, then mixed with Theombrotion and milk. He prescribes that this be drunk by those who would beget, then after conception and by nursing mothers. Thus will be made excellent souls and good bodies.53


53 Pliny, Natural History 24.166.
 


Every item of this mix could be discussed in detail: its sweet nurturant fluids, precious aromatics, and strong healing agents. One should also note that the first-named of its components is beaten or pounded to extract its essence, much as hauma (like its Avestan and Vedic counterparts) was treated in sacrificial rituals.54 David Flattery has compared Pliny’s description of the Hermesias to Avestan texts promising the birth of perfect sons to those who prepared and offered haoma, and there is more to be said along these lines.55 Inter alia, one should note that haoma offerings were accompanied by song, intended to heal and renew creation, and the juice extracted from the plant was mixed with milk, pure water, pomegranate juice, and other life-enhancing substances before being presented as a sacrificial libation.56 Here, as elsewhere, the Chirocmeta seems aware not just of Iranian ritual practices but also of the system of speculative knowledge associated with them.


54 The verb used (in the passive) is Latin tero, which most frequently describes the way grain is beaten or flailed to separate wheat from chaff. Treatment of pine nuts, however, is not designed to separate two parts that are both dry, but to extract core fluid, and this process is done with mortar and pestle, as is done with hauma and in the production of Genovese pesto.
 


55 Flattery and Schwartz 1989, 60–62 and note 25, with reference to Yasna 9.1–15 and 10.15.
 


56 Most fully on the daily offering of haoma within the Zoroastrian yasna (“sacrifice”), Kotwal and Boyd 1991. For translation of the Yasna liturgy, Kellens 2006–21, and for the hymn to Haoma (Yasna 9–11), Pirart 2004.
 

Pliny abstained from editorial comment while presenting the Chirocmeta ’s content, but elsewhere he dismissed that text contemptuously, believing its preposterous exaggerations threatened to undermine faith in plants’ true healing powers.57 This is consistent with his view of magic as “the most fraudulent of arts,”58 which originated in Persia as a debased offshoot of medicine, religion, and mathematics (the latter presumably in its association with astrology).59 In his account, the Magi and their students carried this unsavory discourse and practice westward, where Demokritos established it around the same time Hippokrates introduced medicine.60 In its new home, “magic” aroused unrealistic hopes and preyed on elemental fears, misrepresenting itself as a “higher and more sacred” form of healing, while binding the gullible in its chains.61


57 Pliny, Natural History 26.18–20 mocks the plants treated in 24.160–167 (where the Chirocmeta is summarized) and introduces this debunking with the assertion: magicae vanitates . .. abrogare herbis fidem cunctis possent. As Rives 2010b, 63 observes, the phrases magorum vanitas, magica vanitas, and magicae vanitates virtually become leitmotifs in certain parts of the Natural History. The first is found at NH 22.20, 28.89, 28.94, 37.54, and 37.124; the second at 29.81 and 37.118; the third at 26.18, 27.57, and 30.1.
 


58 Pliny, Natural History 30.1.
 


59 Pliny, Natural History 30.1–18. On the importance of this passage, e.g., Bidez and Cumont 1938, vol. 2, 9–14, Garossi 1976, 17–31, Gordon 1987, 74–77, Graf 1997, 49–56, Gaillard-Seux 2009, 126–128, and Rives 2010b, 61–65. On Pliny’s view of magic and those he termed magi, Jones 1950–51, Dykstra 2007, Crippa 2010, Durdin 2017, Scomparin 2018, and Belousov 2020.
 


60 Natural History 30.10. The importance of Demokritos is asserted at Natural History 24.156, 24.160, 25.13–15, 26.19, and 30.9, usually alongside that of Pythagoras.
 


61 Pliny, Natural History 30.2.


Often enough, Pliny saw magic as something like medicine’s evil twin or bastard sibling, the one being implicit when the other was under discussion, as in the opening passage of Natural History 24:


Ne silvae quidem horridiorque naturae facies medicinis carent, sacra illa parente rerum omnium nusquam non remedia disponente homini, ut medicina fieret etiam solitudo ipsa, ad singula illius discordiae atque concordiae miraculis occursantibus. . .. Hinc nata medicina. Haec sola naturae placuerat esse remedia parata vulgo, inventu facilia ac sine inpendio e quibus vivimus. Postea fraudes hominum et ingeniorum capturae officinas invenere istas in quibus sua cuique homini venalis promittitur vita. Statim compositiones et mixturae inexplicabiles decantantur, Arabia atque India remedia aestimantur, ulcerique parvo medicina a Rubro mari inputatur, cum remedia vera cotidie pauperrimus quisque cenet. Nam si ex horto petantur, aut herba vel frutex queratur, nulla atrium vilior fiat.

Neither the woods nor the rougher face of nature are destitute of medicine: nowhere has the sacred mother of all things failed to distribute remedies for people so that the wilderness itself still produces medicines, with wonders of sympathy and antipathy appearing everywhere. . .. From this was medicine born. It pleased nature for these things alone to be the remedies that are acquired everywhere, easy to discover and without expense, from which we live. Later, the deceivers among men and the profiteering of clever people devised the workshops in which it is promised to everyone that [an extension or enhancement of] their own life is available for sale. Straightaway, inexplicable compounds and mixtures are invoked, Arabian and Indian remedies are valued highly, and the medicine for a small sore is priced as if it came from the Red Sea, although even the poorest person consumes true remedies daily. And if people would only seek an herb or a shrub from their garden, none of the arts would be cheaper than medicine.62


62 Pliny, Natural History 24.1–5.
 


The argument is clear. Proper medicine is simple, local, cheap (even free?), and easy, working with plants that are the products of a benevolent Nature, “sacred mother of all things” (sacra illa parente rerum omnium).63 The magical species described in the Chirocmeta stand in the sharpest possible contrast to such readily available materia medica. The Hermesias compound provides the most pointed example, along with the Helianthes (“Sunflower”) of Themiscyrene and Cilicia, which should be boiled in palm wine with saffron and the fat of a lion, yielding an unguent that makes the bodies of kings more attractive.64 In both cases, the substance in question is complicated, artificial, imported, and expensive. What it promises, however, is not just healing but some extraordinary ideal of perfection.


63 Pliny, Natural History On the kinds of simplicia that Pliny associated with proper medical practice, Martini 1977; Stannard 1987. The benevolent Nature that Pliny makes responsible for the ubiquity of healing plants is comparable to the ideal intentions of Ahura Mazdā when he shaped the original creation. Iranian cosmogonies narrate a second transformative moment, however, when “the Lie” entered the world, fragmenting its initial unity, corrupting its substance, and scattering the constituent pieces of Happiness (Old Persian šiyāti) to the far corners of the globe, where they remain rare and difficult of access. Pliny’s contrast of medicine and magic thus relies on a contrast between different geographies and economies of healing substance, which in turn rely on different cosmologies and cosmogonies.
 


64 Pliny, Natural History 24.165.
 

Even when magic plants are not treated in elaborate ways or recombined in complex concoctions, they promise equally extravagant results: for example, communication with the gods (Aglaophotis, Thalassægle, Theangelis), mastery of animals (Adamantis, Therionarca), or perfection of the world by the establishment of truth (Achaemenis), justice (Theombrotion), proper religion (Ophiusa), festivity (Hestiateris), and laughter (Gelotophyllis). None of this comes cheap, however, for the plants that unleash such powers are rare, exotic, and precious, coming from climes far from Pliny’s Rome. Those who have – or feign – knowledge of these substances (also how to obtain and prepare them) can offer their services at a great price.

In Pliny’s view, magic thus involved “the alterity of power and vice versa” (in Marshall Sahlins’ beautiful phrasing).65 What is more, he saw a threat of subversion in such alterity:


65 Sahlins 2011.
 


Ita est profecto, magnitudine populi R. perdidit ritus, vincendoque victi sumus. Paremus externis, et una atrium imperatoribus quoque imperaverunt. Verum de his alias plura.

Truly, it is thus: in their greatness, the Roman people have lost their old habits and we are conquered in the act of conquering. We submit to foreigners and by one of the arts [sc. Magic], they rule over their rulers. But I will say more of these things elsewhere.66


66 Pliny, Natural History 24.5.





The Magi and the Magicians

Pliny thus construed “magic” in binary opposition to medicine, theorizing the former as artificial, complex, exotic, expensive, seditious, and harmful, where the latter was its antithesis: natural, simple, ubiquitous, cheap, indigenous, and salubrious. Consistent with that understanding, he and others reconfigured Persian priests famed for their wisdom into self-proclaimed wonderworkers of dubious repute. In large measure, that metamorphosis took place inside the tendentious western imaginary, but not entirely so. To be sure, the way others perceived the Magi changed over time, but such shifts interacted with changes in the way the Magi understood and represented themselves, consistent with other changes.

Most importantly, the fall of the Achaemenid empire (331 bce) deprived Magian priests of their income, security, and base of operations. Thereafter, they were forced to convert such capital as they possessed – especially the knowledge they derived from centuries of speculation on sacrificial rituals and their associated cosmogonic traditions, as well as their reputation for esoteric lore of this sort – into practices and products that could be sold piecemeal in whatever terrains they happened to traverse.67


67 Here, my argument is influenced by and indebted to several outstanding historians of religions who studied other situations where priestly bodies adapted to the loss of royal patronage, most notably Smith 1975 and 1976, Grottanelli 1982, and Burkert 1983.
 

In this context, the distinction between “priest” and “magician” is not primarily one between two different forms of knowledge/power, nor between the perspectives from which these are viewed and evaluated, although such considerations have their importance. Underlying both is the distinction between two different modes of producing that which passes for “sacred knowledge” and converting such knowledge to profit. The historically earlier system, centered in Achaemenid Iran, was based on relations of patronage that bound Magi, kings, and gods together in ongoing practices of sacrificial exchange. The system that took shape in post-Achaemenid diaspora, in contrast, was based on entrepreneurship, commodification, and sporadic transactions of buyer and seller.

Durkheim famously observed that priests have a church, while magicians have clienteles, a formula that may work well for modernity.68 In the ancient world, however, it is more often the case that priests had patrons, while magicians had exotic commodities and a seductive – but suspect – line of patter.


68 Durkheim 1995, 42.
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ἀγύρται δὲ καὶ μάντεις ἐπὶ πλουσίων θύρας ἰόντες πείθουσιν ὡς ἔστι παρὰ σφίσι δύναμις ἐκ θεῶν ποριζομένη θυσίαις τε καὶ ἐπῳδαῖς, εἴτε τι ἀδίκημά του γέγονεν αὐτοῦ ἢ προγόνων, ἀκεῖσθαι μεθ’ ἡδονῶν τε καὶ ἑορτῶν, ἐάν τέ τινα ἐχθρὸν πημῆναι ἐθέλῃ, μετὰ σμικρῶν δαπανῶν ὁμοίως δίκαιον ἀδίκῳ βλάψει ἐπαγωγαῖς τισιν καὶ καταδέσμοις, τοὺς θεούς, ὥς φασιν, πείθοντές σφισιν ὑπηρετεῖν.

Begging priests and prophets approach the doors of the wealthy and persuade them that they have a power from the gods conveyed through sacrifices and incantations, and any wrong committed against someone either by an individual or his ancestors can be expiated with pleasure and feasting. Or if he wishes to injure any enemy of his, with small expenditures he will be able to harm just and unjust alike with certain spells and binding rituals through which they can persuade the gods, they say, to serve their ends.

(Plato, Republic 364bc)



Begging Priests and Magicians

Who made a profession of magic in ancient Greece? In this famous passage in Plato’s Republic, begging priests (ἀγύρται) are blamed, along with diviners (μάντεις), for selling curses and incantations at the doors of the rich, but the nature of these magician mendicants has remained obscure. This description of ritual experts who harness the power of the gods to wreak harm on anyone they choose seems to provide one of the earliest pictures of professional magicians in the ancient Greek world, the kind of specialist who might create one of the curse tablets that appear in such quantity in Classical Attica and beyond. Because of their special access to the gods, these specialists can also propitiate the gods and remove their anger against any mortal who has offended them, either personally or by the unexpiated misdeed of an ancestor. Although scholars have explored the ways diviners (μάντεις) appear in the ancient evidence, ranging from respectable prophets connected with civic institutions to itinerant charismatics with dubious reputations, the begging priests have received less attention.1 What does it mean to be a begging priest (ἀγύρτης)? Who were they and what were they doing? These mendicants have often been imagined to be part of a foreign religious tradition, itinerant devotees of Kybele or the Syrian Goddess, who invaded Greece bringing their ‘Oriental’ superstitions into normal Greek religious practice, but a closer examination of these figures helps to explain how and in what circumstances some kind of ritual begging might appear as a normative ritual within a Greek polis. This analysis also shows how, in other circumstances, such beggars might be associated with curse tablets and incantations, that is to say, magic.


1 Eidinow 2017 has the most recent discussion, but the brief treatment in Dickie 2001, 65–67, provides the best overview of agyrtai, cf. also Jiménez San Cristóbal 2002, 182–189. The evidence for ritual collections has been treated in Robertson 1983 and Serafini 2016. For μάντεις, Johnston 2008; Flower 2008; Dillery 2005; Smith 1989; and Edmonds 2019, 188–235.
 



2 The text of the stele, discovered at Marmarini near Larisa in Thessaly, was published in Decourt and Tziaphalias 2015, but the best edition is now CGRN 225. Parker and Scullion 2016 focus on the τελετή, while Carbon 2016 investigates the festival calendar and the rites of Aloulaia and Nisanaia, noting parallels for an association of Alouliastai on Kos. The stele dates from around the second century bce, but the site of the sanctuary from which this stele comes remains undiscovered.
 


3 See Edmonds 2019, 15–19, for the cue of extraordinary performance as a key marker of the discourse of magic.


A recently discovered inscription at Marmarini with regulations for the cult of a goddess may shed light on the practice of ritual begging so scornfully dismissed in Plato.2 The regulations concerning when, where, and by whom a collection may be performed help bring together the scattered evidence for such practices, showing how the ritual pattern is connected with various mythic stories in different cultic contexts. While some scholars have speculated that originally holy practices designed to promote human or agricultural fertility became corrupted and despised (or contaminated with ‘Oriental’ superstitions), we instead see in the evidence a spectrum of approval of the same set of practices. Certain individuals beg for alms on behalf of a goddess, commemorating the way the goddess herself asked for hospitality when she was wandering in search of a lost loved one. Such begging collections were common for a variety of cults, but not all practitioners were equally regarded, nor were their performances. When their social standing was dubious, or their performance was deviant from normal practices, such ἀγύρται could be labeled greedy charlatans and magicians, rather than pious devotees of the goddess.

Both inscribed ritual norms and antiquarian descriptions of traditional local practices show that ritual begging was common throughout the ancient Mediterranean and could be performed normatively, not just by priestesses but also by those taking part in an “initiation ritual” (τελετή), whether of the goddess at Marmarini or of Demeter in the Eleusinian Mysteries. Only when the performance deviates from the norm, in time or place or in the excessive nature of the performance, might the ritual begging be labeled as ‘magical’ or included within the discourse of magic.3 Plato’s association of begging priests with curse tablets thus illustrates the way this discourse of magic can mark as extraordinary the performance an act that is in itself unexceptionable, while the Marmarini inscription shows how, on the contrary, the rites for an unfamiliar goddess can be assimilated to familiar patterns and normalized within the community.



Sanctioned Begging and Its Limits

Plato’s Adeimantus makes clear his scorn for these begging priests who target the rich as a source for income, and scholars have generally echoed his contempt. Often it is the very fact of asking for payment that is depicted as the reason such ritualists are condemned. For example, Esther Eidinow comments, “it appears that the need for support is perceived to undermine the authenticity of the ritual activity, since it suggests that the practitioner is motivated by acquisitiveness.”4 While that may have been the attitude of Plato’s aristocratic speaker, Greek society did have a place for such begging rituals, and the begging itself was not condemned as illegitimate. Two types of evidence, inscriptions with ritual norms and references to begging songs, make clear that ritual begging was a familiar and normative activity, perfectly acceptable as long as it was kept within certain bounds.


4 Eidinow 2017, 255.
 

Plato’s description of the activities of the ἀγύρται must be understood within the context of the broader attack in the Republic against a transactional model of religious interactions with the gods. Adeimantus is complaining that there is no motivation to behave justly because, according to the poets and contemporary ritual practitioners, one can simply win back the favor of the gods by paying them off with the ill-gotten gains of one’s unjust deeds. In scholarly terminology, the do ut des model of prayer and sacrifice has become a quid pro quo, with a concrete expectation of something for something replacing a general hope for divine favor as a response to the respect and honors given. Adeimantus portrays the ἀγύρται as setting up a transaction whereby, in return for payments, they, as the favored servants of the deity, provide the blessings and curses that come from the divine power. Not only would an aristocrat like Adeimantus view any mercantile transaction as inherently dishonorable, but we may also see beneath this position Plato’s idea that such a relation is unworthy of the gods, who are such that they should never be changed in any way by the actions of mortals. Modern scholars have been inclined to adopt this same attitude and to consider any buying and selling of divine favor as impious, unworthy of ‘true religion’ and thus something to be relegated to the realm of magic.5


5 In particular, the familiar Protestant critique of Catholic ritualism uses the example of the “selling of indulgences” as a model of impious ritual, with the further attack on the priests who claim automatic efficacy for their prayers for absolution and thus make themselves the mortal beneficiaries of these transactions with the divine. The concrete quiddity of the curses that are promised in return for solid cash likewise appears as irreligious in this framework. For these familiar etic criteria for the category of magic that derive from these older theological disputes as refined by the anthropological ideas of Frazer and others, Versnel 1991, 179–180 and the critique in Edmonds 2019, 15–19.


If we understand Plato’s description of the ἀγύρται as a polemical and tendentious misrepresentation of these figures, we can then explore what their activities might look like without this biased framework. Someone who goes around to collect (ἀγείρειν or ἀγυρτάζειν) offerings in the name of some deity and who provides promises of divine favor to those who make a contribution might well be called an ἀγύρτης as the noun formed from the verb, but in the evidence that term seems reserved as a term of abuse.6 However, the act of making a ritual collection on behalf of a deity does not always receive the same kind of abuse; indeed, it appears in epigraphic and other evidence as a familiar and normative practice, sanctioned and even required in some communities.


6 As pointed out by Eidinow 2017, 256–260, as well as Edmonds 2013, 203–205 and Jiménez San Cristóbal 2002, 182–189.



Epigraphic Evidence

The recently discovered inscription from Marmarini provides a glimpse into this practice – and its limitations, but other references to begging or collection rituals in the corpus of Greek ritual norms also attest to the place of such rituals in the Greek religious tradition. While the inscriptions are characteristically terse and minimally informative, ritual collections for a variety of goddesses are prescribed at fixed times or festivals in a number of different communities in the Aegean and eastern Mediterranean. The vocabulary of such practices is fairly standard, with variations on the verb ἀγείρω used to describe the collection (ἀγειρέτω, ἀγείρειν, ἀγερμός, or ἀγυρμός). Often a priestess is tasked with making the ritual collection, but the Marmarini inscription shows that it may also have been performed by those undergoing ‘initiation’, and this ritual of collecting alms may even have formed part of the Eleusinian Mysteria. Providing offerings to those making these collections would thus be regarded as a pious act, pleasing to the deity on whose behalf the collections are made.

The Marmarini inscription specifies that the collection (ἀγείρειν) should be performed at the new moon in the month of Itonios and again from the 10th to the 12th of the month. The collection ritual must be publicly announced, and failure to do so brings a penalty upon the priestesses (here the Phoibatriai) who seem to be responsible for the rite.


ἀγείρειν μηνὸς Ἰτωνίου `νουμηνίᾳ´ ἐπὶ τὰς ἅλους, εἰς δὲ οἰκίαν μὴ ἀγείρειν μηδὲ εἰσφέρειν τὰ ἱερά· ἐὰμ μὴ τριῶν ἡμερῶν προείπ̣ῃ, `ἀγείρειν δὲ τῆι δεκάτηι ἕως δωδεκάτης´, ἐὰν δέ τις τῶν φοιβατριῶν ταῦτα `μὴ´ ποιῆι, ἀποτινέτω εἰς τὸ ἱερὸν ἄρνα καὶ τὰ ἐπὶ τούτωι τὴν θυσίαν.

Perform the collections on the New Moon of Itonios at the threshing areas, but do not enter a house to make a collection and do not carry in the sacred objects. If one does not announce (the collection) publicly during the period of three days – collection is done from the tenth until the twelfth – if any of the Phoibatriai does not do this, let her pay as atonement to the shrine a lamb and the things (necessary) for it with regard to its sacrifice.

(CGRN 225 Β17–21)


Other inscriptions show similar practices, if not in such detail. The priestess of Artemis on Kos is to perform the ritual collection at the new moon in the month of Artemition, following the procedures established for Artemis Pergaia.7 At Halikarnassos, an inscription regarding the sale of the priesthood of Artemis Pergaia specifies that the priestess must perform the ritual collection for three days before the publicly funded sacrifice – and that the fruits of this collection belong to the priestess.8 A ritual collection is also mentioned in connection with Artemis Boulephoros in Miletos, with Demeter in Kos, and with other unnamed goddesses in other texts.9 That such a ritual collection was a standard part of the festival calendar is also indicated by the inscription on Kos, which mandates space for “for setting up tents for the basket-bearers (κανηφόροι), for collections (ἀγερμοί) and the other sacrifices accomplished for the goddess.”10


7 Iscr. di Cos ED 236 = CGRN 188, 5–8 (first century bce). ἁ ἱέρεια ἀγε[ι]|[ρ]έτω ἑκάστου ἐνιαυτοῦ τοῦ μηνὸς τοῦ Ἀρταμιτίου τᾶ[ι] |[ν]ουμη̣ν̣ί[αι] κ̣αὶ τἆλλα συντελείτω τὰ περὶ τὸν ἀγερμὸ[ν] |[κ]α̣θ̣[ὼς] γ̣έ̣γ̣ρ̣α̣π̣τ̣αι κα[ὶ τ]ᾶι Ἀρτάμιτι τᾶι Περγαίαι. Let the priestess make a collection each year in the month of Artemition at the new moon, and let her conduct all the rest of the things regarding the collection just as it has been written also for Artemis Pergaia.
 


8 SIG 1015 = CGRN 118, 25–28 (third century bce). ‹ἐ›ν ᾧ ‹δ›ὲ μηνὶ ἡ θυσία |[σ]υντε‹λ›εῖται ἡ δημοτελὴς ἀγειρέτω πρὸ ‹τ›ῆς θυ[σί]|ας ἡμέρας τρεῖς ἐπ’ οἰκίαν μὴ πορ‹ε›υομένη, ὁ δὲ ἀ|γερμὸς ἔστω τῆς ἱερείας· In the month when the publicly funded sacrifice takes place, the priestess is to make a collection for three days before the sacrifice (but) without going to any house. The money from the collection belongs to the priestess.
 


9 E.g., for Artemis Boulephoros Skiris in Miletus (Sokolowski, LSAM no. 47 (ll. 14–5); SEG 15, 680, line 13); for Demeter on Kos (fourth century bce, SEG 33:669: 12 LSCG 175, IG XII, 4 1:356, line 12); cf. also IG II² 1329: 15; IG II² 1328: 11; LSAM 32 = SEG 15, 667.
 


10 CGRN 167, 20–24 (first century bce). τὸν δὲ τόπον τὸν εἰσπορευόμενον ἐν| δεξιᾷ ἐκ τοῦ σταδίου μέχρι τῶν νακορείων καὶ τᾶ |οἰκίας ἀνεῖσθαι ποτὶ τὰς σκανοπαγίας ταῖς καν|φόροις καὶ τὸς ἀγερμὸς καὶ τὰς ἄλλας θυσίας τὰς |συντελευμένα{ι}ς τᾶι θεᾶι· The place at the entrance on the right from the stadium to the nakoreia and the house be reserved for setting up tents for the kanephoroi, for collections and the other sacrifices accomplished for the goddess.
 

Although many of these inscriptions mark the ritual collection as the duty of the priestess, those worshippers seeking a special connection with the goddess through a τελετή ritual (a process often misleadingly translated as “initiation”) might also perform the ritual collection. In the Marmarini inscription, if someone wishes to take part in the τελετή of the goddess, he must first be purified in various ways, but then “it is necessary to make the collection on the third day, on which he is shaved, and to sacrifice a bird to Moira and to consume what he has collected.”11 This ritual collection performed by those undergoing this ritual suggests that the reference in Hesychios to an ἀγυρμός on the first day of the Mysteries, generally taken to refer to a gathering of those preparing for the celebration, may instead indicate that some such ritual begging by the mystai (“initiates”) may have been part of the Eleusinian festival as well.12 The epigraphic evidence thus makes clear that such ritual collections could appropriately be performed by designated priestesses or by those taking part in the τελετή of the goddess.


11 CGRN 225, A25. ἀγείρειν τῆι τρίτηι δεῖ ἧιπερ ξυρεῖται, καὶ τῆι Μοίραι θύειν ὄρνιθα καὶ ἀν̣[αλ] ίσκειν τὸν ἀγερμὸν ὅ τι ἂν ἀγείρηι. The τελετή is described A 18–25. The collection aspect of the ritual is hardly discussed in Parker and Scullion 2016, who provide the best analysis of the mystery rite. Decourt and Tziaphalias 2015 identify Artemis Phylakē as the principal goddess of the sanctuary, to whom the mystery rite is dedicated, but Parker and Scullion 2016 argue that Artemis Phylakē is a peripheral figure in the sanctuary and that the main goddess remains unnamed.



12 Hesychios. s.v. ἀγυρμός· ἐκκλησία. συγκρότησις. ἔστι δὲ πᾶν τὸ ἀγειρόμενον. καὶ τῶν μυστηρίων ἡμέρα πρώτη. Robertson 1998, 564 notes that Hesychius distinguishes between the meaning of assembly and of collection at the Mysteries, and he argues that scholars who assume that the ἀγυρμός of the Eleusinian Mysteries is just an assembly have misread Hesychios. Although he suggests that the term here refers to a round-up of the pigs to be sacrificed by the initiands, the parallels suggest a ritual begging.
 



Antiquarian Accounts of Local Traditions

The epigraphic evidence tells us little beyond the fact that ritual collections were made for a goddess, but references to begging songs traditionally sung by those soliciting gifts as they wander from household to household help to illuminate these practices. The third-century ce antiquarian Athenaios preserves (from Theognis’ lost work on the sacrifices of the Rhodians) a song performed by Rhodian boys who beg on behalf of the swallow. “A certain collection rite is called to ‘act the swallow’ among the Rhodians,” and the boys go to houses asking for food and drink from the householder, threatening to carry off victuals by force if the hospitality is not given.13 This rite, like the Eiresione swallow song attributed to Homer that is sung by the children of Samos, has often been imagined by scholars as a “folk custom,” like trick-or-treating at Hallowe’en (or the British souling), but these references by ancient antiquarians nevertheless attest to regular ritual begging practices that were well known among the Greeks.14 Athenaios mentions another type of begging song, the koronismata, which accompanies a ritual begging (ἀγείροντες) performed by koronistai.15 Herodotos mentions that the song sung by the women performing the ritual collection in Delos was composed by Olen of Lycia, which places the rite back into the early Archaic period, and he claims that the custom of making a collection while calling on the names of the Hyperborean maidens, Opis and Arge, spread from Delos among the Ionians and Aegean islanders.16 Such a practice is familiar enough for Aischylos to portray Hera disguising herself as a priestess singing a hymn to the nymphs of Inachos while she performs a collection.17 The context is unclear, but although most scholars see Hera as approaching Semele in this guise (rather than the guise of her old nurse as in later versions), Robertson plausibly suggests that Hera is visiting the daughters of King Proitos of Argos in the guise of an itinerant begging priestess before the girls commit the offenses that cause Hera to make them run mad, thinking that they are cows.18 In any case, the goddess adopts a mortal disguise that would enable a stranger to encounter a young maiden (or maidens) while begging for alms and offering blessings on the generous. Such a figure would not automatically be scorned as a mercenary fraud but rather would be welcomed as a familiar type of religious practitioner.


13 Athenaios, Deipn. 8.59–60 360b-d. καὶ χελιδονίζειν δὲ καλεῖται παρὰ Ῥοδίοις ἀγερμός τις.
 


14 For the Homeric Eirisione, cf., Ps. Herodotos, Vit. Hom. 33. Serafini 2016, 38 makes the comparison to trick-or-treat. See Robertson 1983 for a fairly succinct discussion of the evidence, upon which Serafini is explicitly dependent. Schönberger 1980 discusses it at greater length and with many references to later European folk practices. The ‘folk religion’ explanation appears influentially in Nilsson 1972, 22–41, who sees them as a form of rural fertility magic, “the rustic customs which have been described here are very ancient, pre-deistic, magical rites” (35).
 


15 Furley 1994, 20, persuasively argues that the song quoted, by Phoenix of Kolophon, like the Idyll 16 of Theocritos in which the poet sends his poems out begging for charity, represents a learned riff upon the traditional form, taking the begging out of its ritual context and making it a meta-literary exercise.
 


16 Herodotos 4.35.3 καὶ γὰρ ἀγείρειν σφι τὰς γυναῖκας ἐπονομαζούσας τὰ οὐνόματα ἐν τῷ ὕμνῳ τόν σφι Ὠλὴν ἀνὴρ Λύκιος ἐποίησε, παρὰ δὲ σφέων μαθόντας νησιώτας τε καὶ Ἴωνας ὑμνέειν Ὦπίν τε καὶ Ἄργην ὀνομάζοντάς τε καὶ ἀγείροντας. For the women collected gifts for them, calling upon their names in the hymn made for them by Olen of Lycia; it was from Delos that the islanders and Ionians learned to sing hymns to Opis and Arge, calling upon their names and collecting gifts.
 


17 Aeschylus, Fr. 220a (168). νύμφαι ναμερτεῖϲ, κυδραὶ θεαί, αἷϲιν ἀγείρω Ἰνάχου Ἀργείου ποταμοῦ παιϲὶν βιοδώροιϲ, αἵ τε π̣αριϲτανται πᾶϲιν βροτέοιϲιν̣ ἐπ᾿ ἔργ[οιϲ ε̣ [(ca. 14 letters)] τ̣ε̣ καὶ̣ εὐμόλποιϲ ὑμ[εναίοιϲ. Infallible nymphs, glorious goddesses, for whom I collect alms, life-giving daughters of the Argive river Inachus, who attend upon all mortal act[ivities,] ... and we[ddings] with their happy music . . .
 


18 Robertson 1983, 162. The scholiast to Aristophanes, Frogs 1344 quotes the opening of Hera’s song and attributes them to Aeschylus’ lost Xantriai, but many scholars prefer to attribute the lines to his lost Semele or Water Carriers.
 


19 CGRN 225 Β17 εἰς δὲ οἰκίαν μὴ ἀγείρειν μηδὲ εἰσφέρειν τὰ ἱερά·




Transgressing the Norms

However, the social evaluation of such a beggar would depend on whether the beggar conforms to the expected norms of behavior, and the inscriptions with ritual norms make clear that the ritual practice of collection might easily get out of hand and go beyond those bounds. Explicitly formulated rules of conduct generally provide evidence that people are breaking those rules, and the inscribed ritual norms thus make clear what kinds of violations were considered most problematic: making collections at times other than the prescribed festivals and going into private houses, precisely the kind of behavior Adeimantos critiques in the ἀγύρται who go to the doors of the rich. Later literary sources further elaborate on ways that the performances can deviate from normal expectations in the excesses of their performance, but the most basic parameters concern time and place.

The Marmarini inscription specifically prohibits going into houses, rather than making the collections at the threshing floors where the people gather to process their harvests. “Do not enter a house to make a collection and do not carry in the sacred objects.”19 Bringing the sacred cult objects, perhaps a statue or other paraphernalia, into a house would no doubt increase the pressure on the householder to provide offerings. We know from epigraphical evidence as well that those collecting for Artemis Pergaia at Halikarnassos are likewise forbidden from going into any house, while the inscription at Kos which mandates that the procedures for the collection are to follow those of Artemis Pergaia suggests the same prohibition in effect.20 Not only were the places limited but also the times; particular dates were specified for making a collection, and performing the rite at other points could incur severe penalties. In the contract for the priesthood of Meter Phrygie at Priene, it is mandated that “nobody shall make a collection on any other day; if anyone attempts an (illegal) collection, the timouchoi shall prevent him/her, or else they shall pay 100 drachmae; if anyone makes an (illegal) collection, he/she shall owe 100 drachmae.”21


20 SIG 1015 = CGRN 118, 26–27 ἀγειρέτω πρὸ ‹τ›ῆς θυ[σί]|ας ἡμέρας τρεῖς ἐπ’ οἰκίαν μὴ πορ ‹ε›υομένη. Iscr. di Cos ED 236 = CGRN 188, 7–8. κ̣αὶ τἆλλα συντελείτω τὰ περὶ τὸν ἀγερμὸ[ν] |[κ]α̣θ̣[ὼς] γ̣έ̣γ̣ρ̣α̣π̣τ̣αι κα[ὶ τ]ᾶι Ἀρτάμιτι τᾶι Περγαίαι.
 


21 CGRN 175, 29–32. ἑτέρῃ δὲ ἡμέρῃ μὴ ἀ[γει]|ρέτω μηθείς· ἢν δὲ τις ἀγείρῃ, κωλυέτωσαν οἱ τ[ι]|μοῦχοι ἢ̣ ἀποτινέτωσαν δραχμὰς ἑκατόν· ἢν [δὲ]| τις ἀγείρῃ, ὀφειλέτω δραχμὰς ἑκατόν·


In his second-century ce novel, Metamorphosis (better known as The Golden Ass), Apuleius provides a picture of the transgressive performance of such begging rituals with his lurid descriptions of the begging priests whom Lucius (in ass form) serves, carrying the sacred statue of the goddess as well as the offerings they collect from their begging performances. When the band of begging priests comes upon a wealthy and pious man, he welcomes them all into his home.


Inibi vir principalis, et alias religiosus et eximie deum reverens, tinnitu cymbalorum et sonu tympanorum cantusque Phrygii mulcentibus modulis excitus procurrit obviam deamque votivo suscipiens hospitio nos omnis intra conseptum domus amplissimae constituit numenque summa veneratione atque hostiis opimis placare contendit.

The most prominent man there, a religious man under any circumstances, worshipping the gods with prodigious passion, is excited by the crashing of cymbals, the rattle of the tambourines, the intoxicating rhythms of Phrygian singing; he comes running out to meet us and receives the goddess under his roof as he always prayed he would. He quarters our entire company within the enclosure of his most spacious compound and hurries to appease the goddess’s power, offering the last word in worship and devotion, sacrificing the choicest victims.

(Apuleius, Met. 8.30. Relihan translation)


Such intrusions into private homes of the wealthy, accompanied with further rituals to win divine favor, are not only sneered at by Adeimantos (and Apuleius) but prohibited by the ritual norms in many communities. Such prohibitions also show that these activities are not merely the figments of the literary imagination in the Roman imperial period but a real phenomenon in the Hellenistic period and earlier.




Understanding the Rituals


Horizontal and Vertical Axes of Performance

Apuleius’ description, like Plato’s, stresses the tangible goods that those engaged in ritual collections hope to obtain. Lucius’ band of begging priests reap a bountiful harvest of money and foodstuffs from the local populace.


stipes aereas, immo vero et argenteas multis certatim offerentibus, sinu recepere patulo necnon et vini cadum et lactem et caseos et farris et siliginis aliquid.

Many offered them gifts, each striving to outdo the other: not only bronze coins but silver ones as well, and they took them in the folds of their robes, which they held wide open. There was more: a big jar of wine, some milk, cheeses, some coarse groats, and some fine wheat flour.

(Apuleius Met. VIII.28. Relihan translation)22


22 For offerings of foodstuffs, cf. Babrius [137] 141.
 


Such acquisitive motives, however, are not merely for itinerant charlatans; Athenaios claims that the custom of begging with the swallow song was introduced by Cleobulos the Lindian when the city of Lindos on the island of Rhodes greatly needed a collection of money.23 The produce of the collection belongs to the priestess, according to the inscription regarding the priestess of Artemis Pergaia at Halikarnassos, and the one undergoing the τελετή of the goddess at Marmarini is directed to consume what he or she has collected.24


23 Athenaios, Deipn. 8.60 360d. τὸν δὲ ἀγερμὸν τοῦτον κατέδειξε πρῶτος Κλεόβουλος ὁ Λίνδιος ἐν Λίνδῳ χρείας γενομένης συλλογῆς χρημάτων
 


24 A25 δεῖ . .. ἀν̣[αλ]ίσκειν τὸν ἀγερμὸν ὅ τι ἂν ἀγείρηι. SIG 1015 = CGRN 118, 228. ὁ δὲ ἀ|γερμὸς ἔστω τῆς ἱερείας.


However, while the ritual collections may provide (on the horizontal axis of human interactions) the performers with food or cash, such a ritual must also have a theological component (the vertical axis of mortal-divine communication); those who provide the alms do so because they see it as a pious act pleasing to the goddess, not because they want to ensure that the beggars are well-fed. The wealthy man in Apuleius’ story who welcomes the troupe of begging priests into his home does so for the privilege of playing host to the goddess, and it is on this idea of offering hospitality to the wandering goddess that the ritual collections are based.



Mythic Background for Ritual Performance

The ἀγύρται take their name and their practice from the goddess whom they serve; ancient encyclopedias note with reference to Artemis Pergaia that mendicants and wanderers are connected with her, insofar as the goddess herself is considered always to be begging and wandering.25 The ritual collection enacts the scene, familiar from myth, of the wandering goddess who begs for hospitality from mortals, rewarding those who treat her hospitably and punishing those who treat her with contempt. This wanderer laments her lost loved one, whom she seeks as she roams the world, but the identity of the wanderer and her lost loved one are varied in different stories. Apuleius’ troupe are begging with the Phrygian Mother, lamenting the loss of her beloved Attis, but the same story pattern appears with Demeter lamenting as she searches for Kore, Isis for Osiris, Aphrodite for Adonis, and others. In many of these stories, the goddess seeks shelter in some human household, and the mortals who provide hospitality gain some other privilege or reward in return for their actions, in the case of Demeter, often becoming the founders of her rites. While the characters may differ, the elements of a woman lamenting her lost loved one, seeking hospitality, and providing favor in return recur throughout the tales. The interchangeability of the figures in the common pattern is not, however, just a modern scholarly (etic) perspective; the ancient (emic) accounts likewise point to the similarities and even conflations between stories and practices.


25 Suda η425 Ἡ Περγαία Ἄρτεμις: τάσσεται ἐπὶ τῶν ἀγυρτῶν καὶ πλανητῶν. παρ’ ὅσον ἡ θεὸς αὕτη νομίζεται ἀγυρτεύειν ἀεὶ καὶ πλανᾶσθαι. Artemis Pergaia: she is associated with mendicants and wanderers, insofar as the goddess herself is considered to beg always and to wander.
 

Modern scholars have tended to differentiate the ritual practices by the identity of the deity for whom they are performed and the function of the rite that corresponds to the deity – rites for Aphrodite must be for weddings, while those to Artemis are for childbirth and those to Demeter are for the harvest, etc.26 The ancient sources, however, make no such distinction and indeed frequently conflate rituals, not so much on the basis of the identity of the deity involved but rather of the actions performed in the ritual.27 It is the ritual action of going from place to place, lamenting and begging for alms, that causes the ancient sources to discuss these rites together, even at times conflating the divinities involved.


26 Cf. Robertson 1983, 144, who distinguishes the Ionian rites as being “to induce offspring and easy labour among newly married women,” in contrast to the other rites that concern “agrarian fertility” or to show the influence of Oriental cults which arrived late in Greece.”
 


27 Cf. my discussion in Edmonds 2013a of the conflation of rites for Osiris and Dionysos in Herodotos.
 

Aphrodite laments for her lost Adonis, and in seeking him she roams the world, even going down into the house of Persephone to find him.28 Lucian, in his treatise on the Syrian goddess, comments that the rituals with laments and mourning for Adonis are said by some of the inhabitants of Byblos to be performed for Osiris rather than Adonis.29 Stories of the wanderings of Isis as she seeks her lost Osiris have a long history in the Egyptian tradition, and one tale recounts how, when Isis was scorned at the house of a wealthy woman and found hospitality at a poor hut in the marshes, Isis sent various ills upon the wealthy woman until she sent possessions both to Isis and the poor marsh-girl who had showed the goddess the proper hospitality.30 The rites of Isis (at least in the Roman world) seem to involve some enactment of the wandering and lamenting of the goddess by priests and devotees:


28 Aristides of Athens, Apologia 11. 3 οὗτινος καὶ τὸν θάνατον κλαίει ζητοῦσα τὸν ἐραστὴν αὐτῆς· ἣν λέγουσιν καὶ εἰς Ἅιδου καταβαίνειν, ὅπως ἐξαγοράσῃ τὸν Ἄδωνιν ἀπὸ τῆς Περσεφόνης. She bewailed his death, seeking her lover, and they say that she went even down to Hades so that she might redeem Adonis from Persephone.
 Cf. Edmonds 2022 on the new palimpsest text published by Rossetto 2021 and Rossetto et al. 2022, fr. B, 8–9, 11–12.
 σῶι δὲ πόθωι χ[θόνα] π̣ᾶσαν [ἐπέδραμο]ν αἰθέρα θ’ ἁγνόν | πόντον τ’ ἠδ’ [Ἀχ]έροντος [ὑπὸ χ]θονὶ χεῦμα κελαινόν,| . . .ἔ̣τλην δ’ ε̣ἰ̣ς Ἀΐδαο δόμους σκοτ[ίο]υς καταβῆναι | ἠελίου προλιποῦσα φάος λαμπράν τε σελήνην, | οὐράνιόν τε πόλον διὰ σὸν πόθον, ἄ̣μ̣β̣ροτε κοῦρε.
 In my longing for you, I ran over the whole earth and the holy sea and even the dark flow of Acheron beneath the earth. . .. I dared to descend into the shadowy halls of Hades, leaving behind the light of the sun and the bright moon and the celestial pole through my longing for you, immortal youth.



29 Lucian, de Dea Syria 7. εἰσὶ δὲ ἔνιοι Βυβλίων οἳ λέγουσι παρὰ σφίσι τεθάφθαι τὸν Ὄσιριν τὸν Αἰγύπτιον, καὶ τὰ πένθεα καὶ τὰ ὄργια οὐκ ἐς τὸν Ἄδωνιν ἀλλ᾽ ἐς τὸν Ὄσιριν πάντα πρήσσεσθαι.
 


30 Borghouts 1978, 59–62, no. 90. The spell is for curing scorpion stings, since Isis heals the son of the wealthy woman after sending the scorpion to sting her son (in parallel to her healing of her own son, Horus, after he is stung by a scorpion sent by Set).
 


Isidis sacra nihil aliud ostendunt, nisi quemadmodum filium parvum, qui dicitur Osiris, perdiderit et invenerit. Nam primo sacerdotes ac ministri, derasis omnibus membris, tunsisque pectoribus, plangunt, dolent, quaerunt, affectum matris imitantes; postmodum puer per Cynocephalum invenitur. Sic luctuosa sacra laetitia terminantur. His etiam Cereris simile mysterium est, in quo, facibus accensis, per noctem Proserpina inquiritur, et ea inventa, ritus omnis gratulatione ac taedarum jactatione finitur.

The sacred rites of Isis show nothing else than the manner in which she lost and found her little son, who is called Osiris. For first her priests and attendants, having shaved all their limbs, and beating their breasts, howl, lament, and search, imitating the manner in which his mother was affected; afterwards the boy is found by Cynocephalus. Thus the mournful rites are ended with gladness. The mystery of Ceres also resembles these, in which torches are lighted, and Proserpine is sought for through the night; and when she has been found, the whole rite is finished with congratulations and the throwing about of torches.

(Lactantius, Div. Inst. Epit. 23)


Lactantius draws the parallel with the rites celebrated for Ceres/Demeter that enact her search for Kore; it is the similarities of ritual performance, rather than why the goddess is seeking or the significance of the finding, that invite the comparison in the ancient sources.

Although it is unclear which festival Lactantius is describing, Demeter’s search for Persephone/Kore seems to be an important part of many rituals for Demeter, not only at Eleusis, and the element of the goddess rewarding those who give her hospitality on her travels is a significant part of these tales.31 Pausanias recounts a number of stories that all follow the same pattern: the goddess is wandering through a community in search of Kore and receives hospitality from some local household, in return for which she establishes her rites in that community and grants favor to her hosts.32 In Kos, where a collection ritual for the goddess is attested, the rites of Demeter were founded by the two sons of king Eurypylus, Chalcon and Antagoras, who received the goddess with hospitality as she roamed in search of Kore.33


31 Pausanias 1.43.2 tells us that the Megarians even in his day perform a rite in which they do things that are like (ἐοικότα δὲ τῷ λόγῳ δρῶσιν ἐς ἡμᾶς ἔτι αἱ Μεγαρέων γυναῖκες) Demeter when she was wandering in search of Kore (ὡς Δημήτηρ . .. ὅτε τὴν παῖδα ἐπλανᾶτο ζητοῦσα).



32 A certain Chthonia sets up the cult of Demeter Chthonia at Hermione (2.35.4), Mysios sets up the cult of Demeter Mysia at Pellene (7.27.9) and at Argive Mysia (2.18.3), and Trisaules and Damithales set up the rites of Demeter Thesmia at Pheneos (8.15.1–4). Demeter rewards Phytalus for his hospitality near the Kephisos (1.37.2), as she rewards the king Pelasgos in Argos (1.14.2). Diodorus Siculus (5.4.3–5) provides a general story of Demeter setting up rites and giving grain to those who provided her with hospitality.
 


33 ∑Theocr. Id. 5–9f. οὗτοι δέ εἰσιν οἱ ἐπὶ τῆς Ἡρακλέους πολιορκίας τὴν Κῶ κατοικήσαντες καὶ ὑποδεδεγμένοι τὴν Δήμητραν, καθ’ ὃν καιρὸν περιῄει τὴν Κόρην ζητοῦσα.
 

The conflation might also occur among the agents performing the ritual begging. A scholion to Aristophanes preserves a story of a Phrygian μητραγύρτης who was thrown into a pit by the Athenians when he came to beg:


Βάραθρον: χάσμα τι φρεατῶδες καὶ σκοτεινὸν ἐν τῇ Ἀττικῇ, ἐν ᾧ τοὺς κακούργους ἔβαλλον ἐν δὲ τῷ χάσματι τούτῳ ὑπῆρχον ὄγκινοι, οἱ μὲν ἄνω οἱ δὲ κάτω. ἐνταῦθα τὸν Φρύγα τὸν τῆς μητρὸς τῶν θεῶν ἐνέβαλον ὡς μεμηνότα, ἐπειδὴ προέλεγεν, ὅτι ἔρχεται ἡ μήτηρ εἰς ἐπιζήτησιν τῆς κόρης. ἡ δὲ θεὸς ὀργισθεῖσα ἀκαρπίαν ἔπεμψε τῇ χώρᾳ καὶ γνόντες τὴν αἰτίαν διὰ χρησμοῦ τὸ μὲν χάσμα κατέχωσαν, τὴν δὲ θεὸν θυσίαις ἵλαον ἐποίησαν. [The βάραθρον is a] certain well-like and dark chasm in Attica, in which they used to throw evil-doers; in this chasm there were hooks, some on top and some below. There they threw the Phrygian [priest] of the Mother of the Gods on the grounds that he had gone mad, when he told them that the Mother was coming in search of the maiden (Kore). The goddess then was angry and sent a blight of crops to the country; and when they knew the cause [of the blight] through an oracle they covered over the chasm and made the goddess propitious with sacrifices.

(∑Aristophanes, Ploutos 431)


As in the other stories, those who reject the pleas of the wandering goddess for hospitality in her search are visited by divine anger.

The Phrygian Mother more often is said to lament for her lost Attis, rather than Kore, but the figures were more interchangeable from the ancient perspective. Babrius marks collections for Rhea as she laments for Attis as a commonplace. “What rustic is there that doesn’t know all about the fair Attis and how he was mutilated? Who among them does not readily make offerings of pulse and grain for the holy drum of Rhea.”34 But the conflation of the goddesses and their lamented lost ones appears not just in the work of learned exegetes like Macrobius, who identifies Meter and Attis with Venus and Adonis, but also in hymns performed in mystery rites that conflate a whole set of divinities.35


34 Cf. Babrius [137] 141.1 (in Conti 9.5) τίς γὰρ ἀγροίκων οὐκ οἶδεν Ἄττιν λευκὸν ὡς ἐπηρώθη; τίς οὐκ ἀπαρχὰς ὀσπρίων τε καὶ σίτων ἁγνῷ φέρων δίδωσι τυμπάνῳ Ῥείης.



35 Macrobius, Saturnalia 1.21.1–10.
 Hippolytus, Refutatio 5.9.8.
 χαῖρε, τὸ κατηφὲς ἄκουσμα Ῥέας Ἄττι· σὲ καλοῦσι μὲν Ἀσσύριοι τριπόθητον Ἄδωνιν, ὅλη δ’ Αἴγυπτος Ὄσιριν,
 Hail, Attis, downcast report of Rhea. The Assyrians call you thrice-longed-for Adonis, and the whole of Egypt (calls you) Osiris.
 Orphic Hymn 42 to Mise
 εἴτ’ ἐν Ἐλευσῖνος τέρπηι νηῶι θυόεντι,| εἴτε καὶ ἐν Φρυγίηι σὺν Μητέρι μυστιπολεύεις,| ἢ Κύπρωι τέρπηι σὺν ἐυστεφάνωι Κυθερείηι,| ἢ καὶ πυροφόροις πεδίοις ἐπαγάλλεαι ἁγνοῖς| σὺν σῆι μητρὶ θεᾶι μελανηφόρωι Ἴσιδι σεμνῆι,| Αἰγύπτου παρὰ χεῦμα σὺν ἀμφιπόλοισι τιθήναις.
 Whether you rejoice in the fragrant Eleusinian temple, or in Phrygia you perform the mysteries with the Mother, or you rejoice in Cyprus with well-crowned Kytheria, or you revel in the sacred wheat-bearing fields with your mother, the revered and black-robed goddess Isis, beside the flow of Egypt with the attendant nurses.
 Cf. the beggar in Apuleius Met. 8.who curses by a whole collection.
 omnipotens et omniparens dea Syria et sanctus Sabadius et Bellona et mater Idaea cum suo Attide et cum suo Adone Venus domina caecum reddant.
 I call upon the all-powerful all-mother Syrian goddess and holy Sabadius and Bellona and the Idaean Mother with her Attis and mistress Venus with her Adonis – may they all strike you blind.
 

This pattern of the wanderer who laments her lost loved one appears not only for mother goddesses, but for other figures as well. Io wanders through the world seeking her lost son Epaphos before finding him in Syria and bringing him back to Egypt, where she is worshipped as Demeter and Isis.36 Ovid compares the wandering and lamenting of Ceres to the swallow, who everywhere laments her lost Itys, and this figure of a mother who laments her lost child even after being transformed into a bird may likewise underlie some of the other begging rituals.37 Eustathios connects the story of Prokne and Philomela lamenting for Itys to Athenaios’ description of the ritual collections associated with swallow songs. Not only do the children of Rhodes act the swallow (χελιδονίζειν) as they make their ritual collections, but the fragments of many other swallow songs by poets dating back to the Archaic period suggest that such a rite may have been widespread throughout the Greek world.38


36 Apollodoros, Bibl. 2.1.3. Hera’s plot to have the Titans or Korybantes abduct Epaphos appears also in Hyginus, Fab. 150.
 


37 Ovid Fasti 4.481–488.
 


38 Cf. Sappho fr. 135; Anacreon fr. 394 a in Heph. Ench. 7.2; ∑Aristophanes, Aves 1410 quotes Simo-nides fr. 435 (597) and refers to a swallow song by Alcaeus. The scene in Aristophanes involves banter about a swallow having nothing and begging but has not been previously connected with a practice of ritual begging for the swallow.
 

The Ἀλῆτις song for the wanderer appears as another such ritual performance linked to the tale of a woman seeking and lamenting her lost loved one.39 Erigone, the daughter of Ikarios, seeks her father after he is murdered by the hung-over compatriots to whom he first introduced the wine given to him by Dionysos. The divine wrath following her suicide by hanging when she finds the body brings a rash of similar suicides among the girls of Athens, and the ceremony of Aiora (swinging) is instituted to appease her, celebrating her as a wanderer and beggar (Ἀλῆτις and mendica).40 Other rites involving the search for someone lost appear in fragmentary testimonies about Hylas, Bormos, Maneros, Linos, and others, but it is notable that the testimonies specifically conflate the songs lamenting these lost youths, suggesting that the personalities and circumstances of their disappearance are less significant to the ancient commentators than the similarity of their rituals.41


39 Etymologicum Magnum 62.9 Ἀλῆτις: Τινὲς τὴν Ἠριγόνην τὴν Ἰκαρίου θυγατέρα.



40 Hyginus, Astr. 2, 4. Erigonam patrem persequentem cum cane . .. mendicam appellabant, quas Graeci ἀλήτιδας nominant. The bit about the dog appears in another form in the telling of Nonnos 47.148–255.
 


41 Cf. Herodotos 2.79.1–3 on how each nation has its own version of the Linos song, which is sung to Maneros in Egypt. Athenaios Deipn. 14.10 compares the Maneros song to the Bormos song of the Mariandynoi. See Sourvinou-Inwood 2005 for a study of the complex evidence.
 



Mourning Behavior in Ritual Collections

While there is no evidence that the rituals in which these songs were performed involved ritual collections as well, the epigraphic evidence for collections confirms that the element of the women lamenting the lost one was an essential element of the rites prescribed. An early second-century bce inscription from Kos about the worship of Aphrodite Pandemos refers to “the collections of the wailing women and the other things concerning them,” while another inscription from third or second century bce Kos also refers to making a ritual collection for the wailing woman.42 The unusual term for someone wailing (σαλαΐς) finds parallels in the explanations of Hesychios of σαλαισμός as κωκυτός (wailing) and σαλαΐζειν as κόπτεσθαι (to beat the breast in grief). These ritual collections, then, involve women wailing and beating their breasts in mourning, perhaps in imitation of or sympathy with the goddess who likewise laments.


42 Iscr. di Cos ED 178 = IG XII.4 302, lines 26–27: τοὺς δὲ ἀγερμοὺς τᾶν σαλαΐδων καὶ τἆλλα περὶ αὐτῶν; CGRN 131 = IG XII.4 303, line 5 καὶ σαλαΐδι ἀγ[ειρέτω]·.


The enactment of mourning is not always limited to lamentation. In the Marmarini inscription, the initiands who are performing the τελετή of the goddess must be purified and shaved before undertaking the ritual collection.


Τελετὴ τῆς θεοῦ· ἂμ μὲν θέλων τελίσκηται, τρεῖς ἡμέρας θεραπεύειν, τῆι τρίτηι ξυρεῖσθαι· ἐὰν δὲ τῶν ἀκαθάρτων τις θέληι τελεσθῆναι, ξυρησάσθω· ἐν τριςὶ χωρίοις σχοῖνον λαβών, ξυρεῖσθω καὶ διακλαινέστω τὸ στόμα, ὁ μὲν ἁγνὸς τῆς θεοῦ ἀπὸ τοῦ χρυσίου καὶ τῆς βοτάνης, ὁ δὲ ἀκάθαρτος τελισκόμενος αἵματι (διακλαινέστω τὸ στόμα) ὄρνιθος, καὶ ἀναλισκόντωσαν αἱ φοιβατρίαι τοῦτον· ὁ δὲ τελισκόμενος μὴ γευέστω· φερέτω δὲ λαγάνων χοίνικα ἀττικὴν καὶ δύο κοτύλας οἴνου ἀπὸ τοῦ ἀγε[ρ]μοῦ·

Initiatory rite of the goddess. If anyone wants to be initiated, (he is) to serve the cult for three days, (and) on the third day he is to be shaved. If anyone of the impure wishes to be initiated, let him be shaved. Receiving a reed-mat in three places, let him be shaved and let him wash thoroughly his



mouth, the pure (initiate) of the goddess (with water) from the golden vessel and from the plant; let the impure one being initiated wash his mouth with blood from a bird, and the Phoibatriai are to consume this (bird), while the one being initiated is not to taste it. Let him offer an Attic choinix of flatbreads and two kotylai of wine from the collection.

(CGRN 225 A 18–25)


Those who come to the rite with some stain of impurity need extra purification, but all initiands must be shaved. Lactantius relates that those performing the rites of Isis shave all their limbs before beating their breasts with lamentations and searching like the goddess, and Lucian too notes that those undertaking the rite of the Syrian goddess must shave their hair and eyebrows.43 While cropping one’s hair is a normal part of the mourning rituals in Greece, such an extensive removal of hair is unusual and would highlight the liminal status of the initiand during the collection. Anyone who prolonged this liminal status by retaining the signs of mourning on a continuous basis, as Apuleius’ Lucius does after his encounter with Isis, marks himself as outside the norm.44


43 Lactantius, Div. Inst. Epit. 23. Nam primo sacerdotes ac ministri, derasis omnibus membris, tunsisque pectoribus, plangunt, dolent, quaerunt, affectum matris imitantes. For first her priests and attendants, having shaved all their limbs, and beating their breasts, howl, lament, and search, imitating the manner in which his mother was affected. Lucian, de Dea Syria 55; cf. 6, where he notes the penalty for women who refuse to be shaved.
 


44 Cf. the end of Apuleius, Met. 11.30, where Lucius proudly displays his shaved head to all as indicator of his privileged relation to Osiris and Isis. See the discussion of shaving in Parker and Scullion 2016, 16–17.
 

Those who engage in the ritual begging for the goddess thus fall into three types: the priestesses who perform the collection on scheduled dates in the festival calendar, the initiands, in particular τελεταί who shave and purify themselves to perform the collection as part of their ritual experience at a specific festival time, and those who continue to perform the purifications and the begging on a regular or continuous basis. This last group, who make a lifestyle out of the extraordinary purifications and mourning rites that others do only occasionally, are marked by their extraordinary performance, drawing perhaps awe and respect at this extraordinary piety from some observers, but also contempt and scorn at this deviant behavior from others.




The Discourse of Magic

Precisely this two-faced evaluation of extraordinary, non-normative ritual activity is characteristic of the discourse of magic in Greco-Roman antiquity.45 Particular ritual acts that, in themselves, may not be considered non-normative become marked as magic when the performance deviates from normal standards, either positively or negatively, and the performers may be collocated with other deviant actors, especially if their social standing as wandering beggars marks them as outsiders to the community.46 As pointed out earlier, in the case of ritual begging, the act of collecting alms in the name of some goddess is not in itself a non-normative activity that raises suspicions of acquisitiveness. If the ritual is performed at the correct time and in the correct places by someone engaged in the τελετή of the goddess or by one of the duly appointed priestesses, the act is not only socially acceptable but even mandated by the inscribed ritual norms of the community. By contrast, those who perform the same kind of acts at other times (or all the time) and who transgress the bounds of normative performance by going directly to the houses of the wealthy are apt to be classified as mercenary charlatans or magicians, who feign extraordinary piety and special relationships with the deity in order to extract funds from those desperate for divine favor.


45 Cf. Edmonds 2019, 10.



46 Cf. Edmonds 2019, 15–19 on the cues (efficacy, performance, ends, and social location) that mark the discourse of magic.
 


Modes of Deviance

The epigraphic evidence such as the Marmarini inscription does not give a name to the deviant group. The authorized priestesses are labeled Phoibatriai, and the one undergoing the τελετή is simply referred to as ὁ τελισκόμενος, a form which marks the process, while one who has not performed the τελετή is labeled ἀμύητος (uninitiate). The term ἀγύρτης, however, appears most often in the non-epigraphic sources to describe those performing a ritual begging outside of an explicitly sanctioned festival.47 This figure is often termed a μητραγύρτης, a beggar for the Mother, indicating his special connection to the Mother of the Gods or some other maternal goddess.48 Another term that appears is μηναγύρτης, which the scholiast to Clement of Alexandria explains as the kind of beggar who goes out on a monthly basis to perform a ritual collection:


47 Note, however, the association of ἀγύρται with the Artemis Pergaia mentioned in the ritual norms (CGRN 118 and 188) in Suda η425. Ἡ Περγαία Ἄρτεμις: τάσσεται ἐπὶ τῶν ἀγυρτῶν καὶ πλανητῶν. παρ’ ὅσον ἡ θεὸς αὕτη νομίζεται ἀγυρτεύειν ἀεὶ καὶ πλανᾶσθαι.
 


48 Such slurs begin in Old Comedy; cf. Antiphanes fr. 159. Eidinow 2017, 257 n. 10, only looks at evidence for the agyrtes, since she considers the metragyrtes and menagyrtes as something separate from the agyrtes “on the grounds that the first two were used to denote specific cult roles.” The evidence, however, does not support this distinction; both metragyrtes and menagyrtes were most often used, like agyrtes, as terms of abuse, rather than technical terms designating cult personnel.



μηναγύρτην τὸν ἱερέα τῆς Ῥέας οὕτω καλοῦσιν μηναγύρτην. Μηναγύρται δὲ οἱ ἱερεῖς τῆς Ῥέας οὕτω προσαγορεύονται, ὅτι κατὰ μῆνα ἤγειρον καὶ ἤθροιζον χρήματα μεταιτοῦντες κώμας καὶ πόλεις καὶ οἰκίας περινοστοῦντες, καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ὤμων βαστάζοντες τὰ εἴδωλα· οἱ αὐτοὶ ὄντες καὶ μητραγύρται, διότι τὴν μητέρα τῶν θεῶν τὴν Ῥέαν βαστάζοντες ἐπ’ ὤμων συλλογὴν χρημάτων ἐποίουν.

μηναγύρτης: They call the priest of Rhea thus a μηναγύρτης. The priests of Rhea are thus known as μηναγύρται because they go begging each month (κατὰ μῆνα) and gather goods, asking alms from villages and cities and going around houses, and on their shoulders they carry the statues. These are these same also as the μητραγύρτης, wherefore they make a collection of goods carrying Rhea, the Mother of the Gods, on their shoulders.



(∑Clemens Alex. Protr. 18, 4f.)49


49 As Labarre 2004, 128, argues, against earlier scholars who imagined them as beggars for the moon god, Men, “Les Menagyrtes n’étaient pas des prêtres mendiants de Men, mais des prêtres en tournée de quête mensuelle au service de la Mère (ou de Rhéa).”
 


Rather than performing the ritual collection once a year, such priests go out every month to beg, a suspiciously excessive level of performance.

In addition to performing too often, such μητραγύρται are often described as excessive in their performance. Although lamentations are a prescribed part of some rituals, female lamentation may be taken too far, and the mourning gesture of beating the breast can verge into disturbing levels of self-harm. Apuleius’ description of the wild frenzy and self-mutilation of the begging priests provides a vivid picture of such excess:


ab ingressu primo statim absonis ululatibus constrepentes fanatice pervolant, diuque capite demisso cervices lubricis intorquentes motibus crinesque pendulos in circulum rotantes, et nonnunquam morsibus suos incursantes musculos, ad postremum ancipiti ferro quod gerebant sua quisque brachia dissicant.

The moment they enter the settlement they instantly raise a cacophonous cry and ululation and fairly fly forward like fanatics. They put their chins to their chests and roll their heads back and forth a long time in sinuous motion; their dangling curls they whip round in circles, and sometimes attack and bite the flesh beneath their skin. Finally, they each of them slash their arms to ribbons with the double-edged blades they carried.

(Apuleius, Met. 8.27)


While this hyperbolic performance is clearly extraordinary, what is considered seemly and normal depends upon the standards of the community. Dionysios of Halikarnassos makes clear that the Romans are so upright and self-controlled in their religious behavior that they scorn to have any of these rites with lamentations that are common among the Greeks, “no festival is observed among them as a day of mourning or by the wearing of black garments and the beating of breasts and the lamentations of women because of the disappearance of deities.”50 The Romans honor the Mother of the Gods with their own sedate rituals, and, when there is a ritual collection performed, it is alien Phrygians who perform it, not the native Romans.51 Such excesses, from this perspective, are best left to the exotic others, even though the ritual norms of the Greek cities continued to prescribe ritual collections during the Roman period, carefully calibrated to their own community norms.


50 Dionysios of Halikarnassos 2.19.2. 
ἑορτή τε οὐδεμία παρ’ αὐτοῖς μελανείμων ἢ πένθιμος ἄγεται τυπετοὺς ἔχουσα καὶ θρήνους γυναικῶν ἐπὶ θεοῖς ἀφανιζομένοις, ὡς παρ’ Ἕλλησιν ἐπιτελεῖται περί τε Φερσεφόνης ἁρπαγὴν καὶ τὰ Διονύσου πάθη καὶ ὅσα ἄλλα τοιαῦτα· οὐδ’ ἂν ἴδοι τις παρ’ αὐτοῖς, καίτοι διεφθαρμένων ἤδη τῶν ἐθῶν, οὐ θεοφορήσεις, οὐ κορυβαντιασμούς, οὐκ ἀγυρμούς, οὐ βακχείας καὶ τελετὰς ἀπορρήτους, οὐ διαπαννυχισμοὺς ἐν ἱεροῖς ἀνδρῶν σὺν γυναιξίν, οὐκ ἄλλο τῶν παραπλησίων τούτοις τερατευμάτων οὐδέν.
 And no festival is observed among them as a day of mourning or by the wearing of black garments and the beating of breasts and the lamentations of women because of the disappearance of deities, such as the Greeks perform in commemorating the rape of Persephonê and the adventures of Dionysus and all the other things of like nature. And one will see among them, even though their manners are now corrupted, no ecstatic transports, no Corybantic frenzies, no begging under the color of religion, no bacchanals or secret mysteries, no all-night vigils of men and women together in the temples, nor any other mummery of this kind.
 


51 Dionysios of Halicarnassus 2.19.4.
 θυσίας μὲν γὰρ αὐτῇ καὶ ἀγῶνας ἄγουσιν ἀνὰ πᾶν ἔτος οἱ στρατηγοὶ κατὰ τοὺς Ῥωμαίων νόμους, ἱερᾶται δὲ αὐτῆς ἀνὴρ Φρὺξ καὶ γυνὴ Φρυγία καὶ περιάγουσιν ἀνὰ τὴν πόλιν οὗτοι μητραγυρτοῦντες, ὥσπερ αὐτοῖς ἔθος, τύπους τε περικείμενοι τοῖς στήθεσι καὶ καταυλούμενοι πρὸς τῶν ἑπομένων τὰ μητρῷα μέλη καὶ τύμπανα κροτοῦντες·
 The rites of the Idaean goddess are a case in point; for the praetors perform sacrifices and celebrated games in her honor every year according to the Roman customs, but the priest and priestess of the goddess are Phrygians, and it is they who carry her image in procession through the city, begging alms in her name according to their custom, and wearing figures upon their breasts and striking their timbrels while their followers play tunes upon their flutes in honor of the Mother of the Gods.
 


52 Apuleius, Met. 9.8. It is worth noting that, even in this hostile depiction, there is no explicit quid prod quo exchange of goods for the service of divination.
 


53 Euripides, Hecuba 827 ἡ φοιβάς, ἣν καλοῦσι Κασάνδραν Φρύγες., Lycophron, Alex. 1468 παρθένου φοιβαστρίας.
 


54 Aesch. Ag. 1269–1276. 
ἰδοὺ δ᾽ Ἀπόλλων αὐτὸς ἐκδύων ἐμὲ| χρηστηρίαν ἐσθῆτ᾽, ἐποπτεύσας δέ με| κἀν τοῖσδε κόσμοις καταγελωμένην μέγα| φίλων ὑπ᾽ ἐχθρῶν οὐ διχορρόπως, μάτην – | καλουμένη δὲ φοιτὰς ὡς ἀγύρτρια| πτωχὸς τάλαινα λιμοθνὴς ἠνεσχόμην – |καὶ νῦν ὁ μάντις μάντιν ἐκπράξας ἐμὲ| ἀπήγαγ᾽ ἐς τοιάσδε θανασίμους τύχας.
 Look, Apollo himself is stripping me of my prophetic garb – he that saw me mocked to bitter scorn, even in this bravery, by friends turned foes, with one accord, in vain – but, like some vagrant mountebank, called “beggar,” “wretch,” “starveling,” I bore it all. And now the prophet, having undone me, his prophetess, has brought me to this lethal pass.
 


55 Aristotle, Rhet. 1405a.
 καὶ ἐάν τε κοσμεῖν βούλῃ, ἀπὸ τῶν βελτίστων τῶν ἐν ταὐτῷ γένει φέρειν τὴν μεταφοράν, ἐάν τε ψέγειν, ἀπὸ τῶν χειρόνων· λέγω δ᾽ οἷον, ἐπεὶ τὰ ἐναντία ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ γένει, τὸ φάναι τὸν μὲν πτωχεύοντα εὔχεσθαι τὸν δὲ εὐχόμενον πτωχεύειν, ὅτι ἄμφω αἰτήσεις, τὸ εἰρημένον ἐστὶ ποιεῖν, ὡς καὶ Ἰφικράτης Καλλίαν μητραγύρτην ἀλλ᾽ οὐ δᾳδοῦχον, ὁ δὲ ἔφη ἀμύητον αὐτὸν εἶναι· οὐ γὰρ ἂν μητραγύρτην αὐτὸν καλεῖν, ἀλλὰ δᾳδοῦχον· ἄμφω γὰρ περὶ θεόν, ἀλλὰ τὸ μὲν τίμιον τὸ δὲ ἄτιμον.
 And if we wish to ornament our subject, we must derive our metaphor from the better species under the same genus; if to depreciate it, from the worse. Thus, to say (for you have two opposites belonging to the same genus) that the man who begs prays, or that the man who prays begs (for both are forms of asking) is an instance of doing this; as, when Iphicrates called Callias a mendicant priest instead of a torch-bearer, Callias replied that Iphicrates himself could not be initiated, otherwise he would not have called him mendicant priest but torch-bearer; both titles indeed have to do with a divinity, but the one is honorable, the other dishonorable.
 


56 Hesychios, α 461 ἀγερσικύβηλις quotes Cratinus and Lysippos as calling Lampon an ἀγύρτης; cf. Suda s.v. ἀγερσικύβηλις. The Suda s.v. Θουριομάντεις explains that Aristophanes’ reference (Nub. 331) to Θουριομάντεις among the charlatans supported by the Clouds is referring to Lampon as a μάντις who went to Thurii.
 


57 Pace Serafini 2016, 39, who sees ἀγύρται as low-class people motivated only by gain. “Le testimonianze sono concordi nel riservare agli agyrtai i più bassi strati della società: il fatto che fossero costretti a elemosinare ritengo sia dunque una conseguenza, una necessità pragmatica, piuttosto che una scelta ideologica o cultuale.”




Collocations With Magical Activities

In light of the collocation in Plato of ἀγύρται and μάντεις, it is worth noting that, after they gather alms, the begging priests are often said to prophesy, providing responses from the goddess. Apuleius’ scoundrels have their own fake oracle devised so that they can use the same verses on any occasion, but there may again be a more normative practice of priestly prophecy behind the Apuleian parody.52 The priestesses of the goddess who has the τελετή at Marmarini are called Phoibatriai, an unusual term, whose closest parallels are terms used in literature (φοιβάς, φοιβαστρία) to describe the prophetic Cassandra. In Euripides’ Hecuba, phoibas is what the Phrygians call Cassandra, while she is referred to in Lycophron as a phoibastria.53 In Aeschylus, Cassandra describes herself as a prophet (μάντις) who has been brought low by the vengeance of Apollo, reduced to the status of a wandering beggar priest (φοιτὰς ἀγύρτρια).54 The difference between a respected diviner and an itinerant beggar priest is the difference in social status between a princess of Troy favored by Apollo and a captive slave; Cassandra still gives prophecies, but now she appears as an alien outcast, stripped of the prophetic garments that marked her legitimate authority.

Aristotle in his Rhetoric cites the term ἀγύρτης as an example of a derogatory term, in contrast to δᾳδοῦχος, the torch-bearer in the Mysteries of Eleusis; both terms, he says, indicate someone who serves the deity, but one is honorable and the other not.55 To call the aristocratic Callias an ἀγύρτης is a slur, denigrating his social status. In the same way, the respectable diviner, Lampon, who served as one of the founders of the Athenian colony of Thurii, is abused in several comic poets as an ἀγύρτης, indicating that his claims to extraordinary efficacy in his mantic work (and the rewards and honors he gained from the city as a result) opened him up to classification as non-normative in the negative as well as positive sense.56 The label of ἀγύρτης does not necessarily indicate that the one so labeled is actually a poor man, desperately begging for sustenance; it is rather a term of abuse that marks him as a deviant performer, excessive in his performances from hope of gaining either profit or praise from gullible audiences.57




Conclusions

As so often with the label of ‘magic’, it is not so much what is being done as how it is done and by whom that brings an act within the discourse of magic. The ἀγύρται who frequent the doors of the rich in Plato, trading on their special connections with the gods to gain payments, are not considered magicians simply because they are engaging in ritual begging, but because of the outsider status of the performers and the extraordinary and non-normative way in which they engage in the performance of that act.58 However, just as the inscribed ritual norms attest to transgressions of the prescribed forms of performance, so too the collocations of ritual beggars with other types of extraordinary performers attest to the ways in which transgressive performances of the ritual act bring the performers into the discourse of magic. The Hippocratic author of On the Sacred Disease lists the ἀγύρται along with μάγοι (magicians) among the charlatans who make deceitful claims to special power, while in Sophocles, Oedipus condemns Tiresias as a μάγος as well as an ἀγύρτης who can only see profit.59 Plutarch, in his condemnation of superstition, ridicules those who go to ἀγύρται and γοηταί (sorcerers) for expiatory purifications when they have bad dreams.60 The discourse of magic includes this term of ἀγύρτης, not because ritual begging is inherently something magic, but because those who make a profession of such rites are lumped together with other kinds of transgressive ritual performers.61 Such collocations shape the discourse of magic throughout Greco-Roman antiquity, and Plato’s evidence makes it clear that the association between begging priests and magic is already present in the Classical period.


58 Pace Eidinow 2017, 258 “It seems likely that the term acquires its negative power here by associating an individual’s need for funds with their exercise of ritual, the one undermining trust in the integrity of the other.” The non-normative performance of the ritual leads to negative associations that include the mercenary element. That is, the non-normative performance leads to an assumption of non-normative ends, in this case deceptive money-making.
 


59 Sophocles OT 387–9; Hippocrates, De morbo sacro 1.22–25. ἐμοὶ δὲ δοκέουσιν οἱ πρῶτοι τοῦτο τὸ νόσημα ἀφιερώσαντες τοιοῦτοι εἶναι ἄνθρωποι οἷοι καὶ νῦν εἰσι μάγοι τε καὶ καθάρται καὶ ἀγύρται καὶ ἀλαζόνες, ὁκόσοι δὴ προσποιέονται σφόδρα θεοσεβέες εἶναι καὶ πλέον τι εἰδέναι.
 


60 Plutarch, De superst. 3, 165 f-166a.
 


61 Jiménez San Cristóbal 2002, 182–189, Eidinow 2017 and Dickie 2001, 66–68 and 224–226 survey the evidence but draw conclusions about historical overlap of the categories ἀγύρται, μάντεις, and magicians, rather than seeing the label as drawing the ἀγύρται into the discourse of magic. Cf. also the discussion of ἀγύρτης in Edmonds 2013b, 203–205.


The contempt that is poured steadily upon begging priests in sources from Plato to Apuleius, taken in conjunction with the epigraphic evidence of normative forms of ritual begging that dates mostly to the Hellenistic and Roman periods, shows that the differing evaluations of this activity cannot be charted as a decline from pious ritual practice to decadent charlatanism or as the progressive invasion of ‘Oriental’ influences upon pure Hellenic religion. The conflation in the ancient sources of the ritual practices for various deities shows, to the contrary, how readily the ritual practices for a less familiar deity could be assimilated to the familiar patterns, whether the rites of Isis were understood in terms of the rites of Demeter or those of the Phrygian Mother in terms of Aphrodite and Adonis.

The Marmarini inscription thus helps to understand both the discourse of magic and the ways in which ritual practices were understood cross-culturally in the ancient Mediterranean world. The rites for the goddess described in the Marmarini inscription have clearly been imported from elsewhere, given the option to sacrifice to her “according to the Hellenic custom” rather than in other prescribed ways, and the identity of the goddess remains obscure.62 Nevertheless, the prescriptions for conducting her τελετή and the ritual collections make use of the familiar Greek terms found in other ritual norms, indicating that this inscription testifies to “the fertile middle grounds where different cultures interacted in the ancient Greek world.”63 The common ritual practices and mythic patterns connected with the practice of ritual begging facilitated this kind of middle ground on which worshippers from around the Mediterranean could find their own meaning in the performance of rituals whose components were familiar even if the local names were not. While the community that worshipped at Marmarini found ways to regulate and normalize the ritual collections for the goddess performed by those engaged in her special rites, a less sympathetic outside observer like Plato’s Adeimantos might well have disparaged as profiteering professional magicians those engaged in pious begging for the wandering goddess.


62 CGRN 225, B 35–36. ἐὰν δέ τις θύειν βούληται τῆι θεῶι ἑλληνικῶι νόμωι, ἔξεστιν ὅ τι ἂμ βούληται πλὴν χοίρου. If anyone wishes to sacrifice to the goddess according to the Hellenic custom, it is possible (to sacrifice) whatever one wants except a piglet. On the identity of the goddess, Parker 2016.
 


63 Carbon and Pirenne-Delforge 2019, 114.
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Carolina López-Ruiz

Aware of the dual nature of Herakles, both a mortal hero and a god, ancient Greek writers puzzled about the ultimate origins of this figure. Already Homer toys with the apparent contradiction when Odysseus sees Herakles in the underworld, clarifying that it was a “phantom” (eidolon, Od. 11.602), as the divine Herakles enjoys life in Olympos. Later on, Herodotos and other historians map a cultural division onto this dual nature, postulating that, while there was a Greek hero, the son of Alkmene, the divine Herakles was a much older Egyptian god. Nonetheless, when Herodotos searched for more information about this “Egyptian Herakles,” he turned to the Phoenician cultural sphere. This move can only be explained by the identification between Herakles and Phoenician Melqart, and it provides a perfect example of the entanglement between Phoenician and Egyptian cultures and religions. This is not surprising; both in the material record and in historical accounts, the Phoenicians appear as key vectors for the reception of Egyptian and other Near Eastern traits into the Greek world.1 In this chapter I focus on a so-far neglected aspect of these cross-cultural dynamics: how archaic representations of the gods in iconography not only reflect the entanglements among Greeks, Egyptians, and Phoenicians, but likely affect the discourse we have received about Phoenician religion and culture as a vector of reception. My key argument is that the Egyptianizing mode of Phoenician art in the archaic period reinforced the belief that the most renowned Phoenician male god, Melqart, was connected with and ultimately hailed from Egypt. The images I have in mind include stone statues found in the Phoenicia mainland, Cyprus, and Sicily, as well as ivory reliefs and bronze statuettes that circulated throughout the Mediterranean. As a contrasting and confirming case, I discuss the narrative surrounding Aphrodite’s Near Eastern origins, which Herodotos ties to the realms of Syria-Palestine and Cyprus, also entangled with Phoenician culture.2 This association reflects a well-known overlap in attributes and iconography between Aphrodite and Levantine love and fertility goddesses, especially Phoenician Ashtart. These ties were possibly reinforced by similarities between Levantine representations of female goddesses and the Greek female figures of orientalizing style that visitors encountered in Greek cultic areas even during Classical times and later.


1 Hdt. 2.43–64. The Histories, written in the last third of the fifth century bce, transmitted information and traditions going back to the seventh-sixth centuries; Asheri et al. 2007; for the Phoenicians in Herodotos, Hütwohl 2020a.



2 Hdt. 1.105.3.
 


In short, I explore how the aesthetics of statues and religious artifacts interacted with ancient ideas of cultural affiliations, religious assimilations, and origins of cults and gods, in this case revealing a Phoenician vector in the history of Herakles and Aphrodite. Besides shedding light on these cases of interpretatio graeca, my chapter highlights the important role of the material experience of religious artifacts, hence contributing to the essays on the materials of religion in this volume. First, I offer basic background for the Egyptian inflection of Canaanite and Phoenician art, which also modulates Greek adaptations. I then discuss, first, how archaic representation of male gods interacted with the identification of Herakles and Melqart and of Melqart as an “Egyptian god” and, second, the case of Aphrodite as a “Syrian-Phoenician” goddess in the Greek poetic and artistic imagination.


Phoenician Statues and the Egyptian Illusion


Phoenician Eclecticism

If any label is attached to Phoenician art in the scholarship, it is often that of “eclectic.”3 Eclecticism is an elastic term that refers, in terms of styles or practices, to the “informed process of selecting from a variety of influences or options to create a new whole.”4 Like all such cultural phenomena, the interpretation of Phoenician “eclecticism” can have double-sided ramifications. On the one hand, due in part to western appreciation and more widespread knowledge of other Near Eastern cultures, Phoenician eclecticism has invited interpretations of Phoenician culture as unoriginal and derivative, and even to questioning if there is a “Phoenician art” at all.5 But nuanced readings of Phoenician art have noted its capacity to synthesize various styles in original and highly characteristic ways, transforming over time to align with international or regional trends, such as Phoenician adaptation of Greek features during the Persian and Hellenistic periods.6 In other words, just as eclecticism is increasingly appreciated as a rich source to understand deep trends and values in other cultures, for instance in the Roman world, there is a meaningful eclecticism in Phoenician art, tied to specific cultural trajectories and historical contexts. At the same time, I argue that the eclectic appearance, and especially the strong Egyptian inflection of Phoenician religious representations, would have invited impressions of derivation, particularly in the period when the Greeks came into contact with it, during the eighth–sixth centuries bce.7


3 Gubel 2019, 365 notes “the ease with which Phoenician artists readily absorbed foreign elements into their own productions, a reason why their art is often labeled ‘eclectic.’ ”
 


4 Tronchin 2012, 262, on Roman eclecticism in domestic decoration. Her evaluation applies well to other contexts: “Rather than seeing the concept of eclecticism as one so self-evident and straightforward that it is of little use, . .. it is a fruitful vehicle for the investigation of Roman art” (Tronchin 2012, 263).
 


5 Critique in Kourou 2012, 34–35; López-Ruiz 2021, 84–89.
 


6 Martin 2017, 27–28; Markoe 1985; Elayi 2018, 24; Gubel 2019.



7 For Phoenician and Greek cultural exchange in this period, López-Ruiz 2021, 173–248.
 

Phoenician art and culture walked the line between conservativism and openness to adaptation of new elements, depending on where (or when) we look.8 To offer some background, Phoenician speakers branched out of the Canaanite continuum at the turn of the first millennium bce, which is visible in the linguistic, religious, and general cultural registers. Canaanite gods such as Baal and Ashtart dominate Phoenician religion throughout the diaspora for the entire first millennium bce, with extraordinary continuities in mythology and ritual.9 Canaanite culture was heavily inflected by Egyptian and Mesopotamian traits, while it was not impervious to the cultures further north in the Hittite realm. Egyptian influence, however, is particularly prevalent in Canaanite culture. The trend was strong since the second millennium bce, when the kings of Hazor or Megiddo adopted elements of Egyptian elite culture and royal symbology and the monarchs of Byblos even wrote their names in Egyptian hieroglyphs.10 The Egyptian imprint in Phoenician culture continues to be evident throughout the first millennium, from the tradition of anthropoid sarcophagi to symbols engraved in funerary and votive stelae, to amulets and all sorts of modes of elite and popular expression.11 In turn, after 900 bce the Phoenicians extended their harbors and homes across the Mediterranean, and their synthesis of Near Eastern traditions was exported, becoming a point of reference for local communities in the Aegean, Italy, Iberia, and Sardinia. From this process emerged what we have come to know as “orientalizing art,” a vague and inadequate term for the selective adaptation of technological, artistic, and other cultural traits, which engaged the wider eastern Mediterranean.12


8 Gubel 2019, 366: talks about “a millenary openness to external influences, which Phoenician art largely displayed in contrast to neighboring cultures, and this penetrated well into the deepest strata of religion, the most conservative realm of ancient Near Eastern artistic self-definition.”
 


9 Xella 2019; Bonnet and Niehr 2014, 13–110; Edrey 2019, 139–181.
 


10 Elayi 2018, 32–57.
 


11 E.g., Sader 2010, 2019, 210–216. Cf. following references for amulets.
 


12 For the problematization of the term and its history, Riva and Vella 2006; Nowlin 2021. For the type of art, Gunter 2009; Feldman 2016, 2019. For the Phoenicians’ role, López-Ruiz 2021.


I argue that the external perception of Phoenician culture as hybrid or eclectic is not merely a modern one, but one prevalent among the Greeks and others in the ancient Mediterranean, affecting their interpretations of Phoenician culture and religion. Unfortunately, our access to the Phoenicians’ own views is scanty at best; hence, our knowledge of their culture is mediated by the image presented by Greeks and others. Those more intimately familiar with Phoenician culture would have seen their artistic expression as simply Canaanite or Phoenician, regardless of the various elements it synthesized, but it is also easy to imagine that external observers of Phoenician culture already drew connections similar to those of modern scholars when they interpreted the appearance of Phoenician gods and religious images.



Phoenician Statues and the Egyptian Illusion

In this section, I present the type of iconography on which my argument depends: the Egyptianizing, hieratic figure, often in smiting position, deployed to represent Phoenician gods, especially Baal/Melqart. This iconography reflects a cultural affinity with Egypt, already expressed in the earlier Canaanite art, but it also provides a Phoenician-Egyptian visual link on which the Greeks would have mapped perceptions of Melqart as Egyptian.

As noted earlier, Phoenician religious imagery was anchored in the Canaanite mythologies of Baal and Ashtart and their hypostases. Both gods were bringers of life, prosperity, and protection in the afterlife, and they were the objects of votive offerings and dedications along with other gods, such as Resheph (pestilence and war), Khousor (craftsmanship), and Eshmoun (healing).13 When written guidance from inscriptions is absent, identifications of the particular gods in the extant iconography can be difficult. As far as we can tell, the figure of the smiting god could be used for either Resheph, a generic Baal, or his local hypostases, such as the Tyrian Melqart.14 This type of image draws heavily on Egyptian stylistic and compositional traits, such as the stance, headgear, and kilt. These were already productive conventions of divine or heroic/royal representation among the Canaanites (Figure 12.1a-b-c), and they were even adopted further afield by Hittites and later Luwians to represent their storm god Teshub/Tarhun. Indeed, the Egyptian models are pervasive, and it is difficult to overestimate the symbiosis between Egyptianizing iconography and the Phoenician internal field of reference.


13 Cf. note 10.
 


14 Celestino and López-Ruiz 2016, 229, 276–277, Fig. 7.3.
 

These Egyptianizing male figures, interpreted as divine or heroic in character, appear since the Bronze Age and through the first millennium bce engraved in metal work and ivories, while they were developed in stone sculpture in the Phoenician and Aramaean realm only later on, in the sixth century bce.15 It is against this background that, sometime during the late seventh century, Greeks and Cypriots started experimenting with larger-scale stone sculpture, as we see in the Greek kouroi and in Cypriot male statuary flourishing at this time (e.g., Figure 12.3). These orientalizing sculptures were modeled on Levantine types, but probably mostly on smaller portable arts or (now disappeared) wooden statues.16 This is the general backdrop on which we can situate the cultural perceptions of Herodotos’ sources and his own visual experience of archaic statues. In turn, female divine representations from the Levant and the Phoenician diaspora are less overtly Egyptianizing, although they do not lack for Egyptian conventions (Figure 12.2).17 Be that as it may, female images of the “Ashtart” type circulated in Levantine art without discontinuity in the early first millennium. Thus, they also provided models for Greek orientalizing adaptations in various media.


15 Markoe 1985, 1990a; Vella 2010. Stelae have a tendency towards aniconism: Doak 2015; Sader 2010. In stelae as well as terracottas, human figures are more often feminine, generally associated with Ashtart or Tanit.
 


16 Markoe 1990b; Faegersten 2003.



17 As an example of the depth of this phenomenon in the small-scale, Phoenician amulets borrowed from the Isis-Horus iconography, sometimes with Phoenician inscriptions unequivocally invoking Ashtart. López-Ruiz 2015a.


[image: (a) A bronze statue representing a god with his right hand raised up; (b) A bronze statue representing a god with his right hand near his chest and his left hand pointing down; and (c) A stone stela representing a god standing above a lion.]Figure 12.1 a) Bronze figure of Baal in “smiting god” posture, from Ugarit, Syria (1450– 1200 bce). Courtesy of the Institute for the Study of Ancient Cultures of the University of Chicago. b) Bronze statuette of Baal/Melqart or Resheph, from Spain (unknown provenance), eighth-seventh centuries BCE © Hispanic Society Project. Courtesy Sebastián Celestino. c) Limestone “Amrit” stela, showing Melqart in a smiting god posture, standing over a lion, from Tell Kazel, Syria, ca. 550 bce (Louvre Museum). Wikimedia Commons.



Greek Adaptations and the Phoenician Conduit

It is not difficult to imagine that the Phoenicians had something to do with the trickling in of Egyptianizing traits in Greek archaic art, but the channels and points of transmission remain elusive. Most striking is the case of the Greek kouroi, who have been long studied, but whose source of inspiration still puzzles scholars. Although there is no doubt that the Egyptianizing male statue type lies behind this Greek artform, the itinerary that the Near Eastern influence followed is still

[image: (a) An ivory plaque representing a goddess standing and holding creatures in both hands; and (b) A bronze statue representing a goddess sitting with her right hand extended.]Figure 12.2 a) Ivory piece from a horse frontlet ivory from Nimrud (Iraq), with naked goddess holding lions (“Mistress of Animals” composition), in the “south Syrian style.” Metropolitan Museum of Art, NY, Rogers Fund, 1961. b) Bronze statuette of Ashtart with Phoenician dedication, from area of El Carambolo, Seville (Spain), eighth century bce. Her epithet “Ashtart HR” may refer to the Hurrian realm of Syria-Mesopotamia. Alamy.

uncertain. Overall, input from the Phoenician or Cypro-Phoenician realm is more plausible than the direct Egyptian model traditionally assumed and associated with the presence of Greeks in the Egyptian Delta.18 Indeed, it is on Cyprus where archaic male statues most directly represent the adaptations of Phoenician art in the Aegean (Figure 12.3.a). These statues reproduce motifs, even color patterns (rarely preserved), and a style familiar from Phoenician portable materials both contemporary and earlier, most likely including wood materials.19 These Egyptianizing Cypriot statues, then, may offer a missing link between the Phoenician statues and the Greek kouroi, although there is little consensus on this point.20 Be that as it may, Greek speakers of the archaic and classical period were familiar with male divine or heroic figures that looked “somewhat Egyptian,” in the case of Phoenician or Cypro-Phoenician sculpture quite ostensibly so, given the Egyptian style head dress and kilt, color pattern decoration, and other attributes.


18 E.g., Hdt. 2.178–179 for Greeks in Naukratis. Phoenician communities also settled in Memphis (Hdt. 2.112, 178–179), at Pelusion, and at Heroönpolis/Pithon (Hdt. 2.154), providing other meeting points for Greeks and Phoenicians: Bonadies 2017; Garnand 2020, 150.
 


19 Faegersten 2003; cf. Markoe 1990b.



20 López-Ruiz 2021, 211–217.
 

[image: (a) A stone statue of a male figure with his right hand folded with a closed wrist near his chest; (b) A stone statue of a male figure with his left hand folded with a closed wrist near his chest and his right hand pointing down; and (c) A stone statue of a male figure with his left hand folded and extended.]Figure 12.3 a) Limestone statue from Cyprus, last quarter of the sixth century BCE. Metropolitan Museum of Art, NY, The Cesnola Collection, purchased by subscription, 1874–1876. b) Stone statue known as “Stagnone torso,” from area of Mozia (Sicily), sixth century BCE. Concession of the Regional Archaeological Museum Antonio Salinas, Palermo. Wikimedia Commons. c) Limestone statue of Herakles from Cyprus (ca. 530 BCE). Metropolitan Museum of Art, NY, The Cesnola Collection, purchased by subscription, 1874–1876.

The Egyptianizing appearance of such statues would have been evident to anyone familiar with Egyptian culture, such as Herodotos. We find explicit articulations of this impression in Roman-era authors such as Diodoros of Sicily, who draws on earlier sources when he transmits a story about an archaic wooden sculpture (xoanon) of Apollo set up at Samos. The statue, according to the account that reached Diodoros, had been crafted in two exactly symmetrical halves and assembled at Samos by two famous brothers, a technique identified as foreign and specifically Egyptian, as Diodoros states: “This type of craftsmanship is not a habitual practice at all among the Greeks, but takes place mostly among the Egyptians.”21


21 Diod.Sic. 1.98.6 (my translations unless otherwise noted). Cf. Diod.Sic. 1.98.5–9 for the longer account.
 

A convoluted explanation follows about how this unusual sculptural work of assembly was possible only because of the perfect symmetry and fixed proportions of this type of hieratic statue. The description matches the kouros type exactly, and hence it is identified as an Egyptian type.22 As John Boardman has argued, this specific passage by Diodoros reinforced modern scholarly readings of the archaic kouroi as Egyptian-inspired. This attractive hypothesis “stuck,” even though there is no evidence of the direct modeling of the kouroi on specific Egyptian canons other than the general aesthetic and posture, which they share with Cypriot and Phoenician statues.23 Rather than continuing to look to the Egyptian materials and ignoring the Phoenician images, we should consider the Phoenician, Egyptian, and Greek elements as part of a cultural triangulation.


22 Diod.Sic. 1.98.9.



23 Boardman 2006, 24.
 

In turn, female figures in the Aegean adopt a Phoenician/Syrian style, often called “Daedalic” by art historians due to its first appearance on Crete.24 The mythical Cretan artist Daidalos came to represent early artistic production, including wooden cult statues (xoana), which match this period of Near Eastern adaptation, in which places such as Crete and Cyprus and the Phoenician networks had a crucial role.25 It is telling that these types of crafts, especially engraved metalwork and embroidered textiles, are represented in Homer as typically Phoenician.26 In other words, Greek female figures of “Daedalic” or orientalizing style follow Levantine cues that display a synthesis of various elements (Assyrian, Egyptian, even Anatolian), consistent with the eclecticism typical of Canaanite-Phoenician art.27 In the case of ivory carving, scholars have emphasized the distinction between Egyptian and Syrian inflections, even distinguishing between North-Syrian and South Syrian.28 Overall, in the Aegean, compositions featuring female figures find their closest reference in ivory and metal objects that are usually attributed to Phoenician workshops.29 We can think of representations of the “Mistress of Animals” type (Figure 12.2a), or of archaic female figures, seated or standing, sometimes wearing a “polos” or a diadem (Figure 12.4), sometimes adorning lintels of temples or serving as support of stone basins.30 Terracotta figures, preserved in less “spectacular” media but equally important as forms of religious expression, were also modelled on female Levantine models.31


24 Morris 1992; Boardman 2006, 13–24; Martin 2017, 43–49, 53–59; Fullerton 2016, 24–45; López-Ruiz 2021, 211–217.
 


25 E.g., Paus. 9.40.3–4 about statues of Herakles in Thebes, of Trophonios at Lebadeia, two wooden images in Crete, and a small wooden image of Aphrodite at Delos. The word daidala (δαίδαλα) was used for artisanship in metal and wood, which Homer associated with Hephaistos (e.g., Il. 18.372– 79, 479, 482). Both Hephaistos and Daidalos have been compared with the Canaanite craftsman and smithing god attested in Ugarit as Kothar and in the Phoenician world as Khousor. The myth of Daidalos’ escape to Sicily from Crete may reflect the transfer of orientalizing art towards via the Phoenician realm in Sicily: Hdt .7.170, Diod.Sic. 4.77–9. OCD, s.v. “Daedalus.”
 


26 E.g., Il. 6.289–292 (παμποίκιλα ἔργα) for embroidered Sidonian clothes; Il. 23.740–745 for silver bowl crafted by Sidonian-Phoenicians. For discussion of the Homeric daidala and athyrmata, López-Ruiz 2021, 88, 191.
 


27 López-Ruiz 2021, 213–217; on the Canaanite cultural continuum, Buck 2019.
 


28 Winter 1976; Suter 2015 for the problems of interpretation of the classification of Levantine ivories along the axis of Egyptian vs. Syrian styles (e.g., chronological or regional markers) and the lack of primary contexts for most of the ivory corpus.
 


29 Boardman 2006, 4–13, 24; Fullerton 2016, 26–28; Martin 2017, 58; for the perirrhanteria, Carter 1988; Boardman 2006, 26–27; Fullerton 2016, 19–21; cf. Celestino and López-Ruiz 2016, 276–277, Fig. 8.5.
 


30 López-Ruiz 2021, 213–14, Fig. 6.5.



31 López-Ruiz 2021, 195–199, Fig. 6.1; cf. Ammerman 1991, 208; Gunter 2009, 149–151. Curiously, the Greeks dress the goddesses and represent the male gods naked, in both cases deviating from Near Eastern models of the dressed male statue and the naked fertility goddess, although dressed goddesses also appeared in the Near East, for instance the Isis type.
 

[image: (a) A stone statue of a female figure with her left hand pointing down and her right hand near her chest and pointing up; (b) A terracotta figure of a female figure sitting on a chair.]Figure 12.4 a) Limestone statue of Daedalic style (known as the “Lady of Auxerre”), perhaps from Crete, mid-late seventh century bce (Museum of Auxerre). Wikimedia Commons. b) Terracotta statuette with seated figure, probably Aphrodite, wearing a polos crown on her head and holding a dove (early fifth century bce), from Attica. Metropolitan Museum of Art, NY, bequest of Walter C. Baker, 1971.

Although Herodotos does not mention “Daedalic” nor Phoenician statues in particular, he would have encountered Egyptianizing Phoenician statues when he visited the Phoenician coast, where their style remained quite stable into the Persian or Greek Classical period, and which could represent Melqart as well as other gods. The comparison would have been easy for him as he travelled in Egypt. In turn, he would also have seen Greek kouroi (also Egyptianizing but distinctly naked) remaining among seventh–sixth century offerings visible in his time. They represented deities, heroes, or devotees at places he very likely visited, such as Delphi and Olympia, or in locations where he resided, such as Samos, Athens, and Thurii in Southern Italy (e.g., Figure 12.3b).32 In turn, archaic feminine representations of the aforementioned orientalizing style would have been visible in similar contexts. Moreover, cultic places whose architecture Herodotos describes, such as the Samian Heraion, were the repositories of archaic votives of both types of representations, including wooden statues (xoana), and scenes in ivory and metal objects.33


32 Asheri et al. 2007, 1–7.



33 E.g., Hdt. 2.182 on Amasis’ gifts of statues to various sanctuaries, 4.152 about the Samian Kolaios’ gift of bronze cauldron with male statues to the Heraion upon his return from Tartessos.
 

While the dual strands of Phoenician artistic style (leaning Syrian or Egyptian) have been noted by art historians, the correlation between the male-female divine statue types to narratives involving Phoenician gods has not been explored. Next, I bring forward relevant testimonies that reflect the cross-cultural framework within which these images were “read” by Greek or other external eyes. I argue that the artistic styles discussed here both formed and perpetuated impressions of cultural origins that had bearings in theological debates.




Egyptian Herakles and Syrian Aphrodite: An Interpretatio Iconographica of Phoenician Gods


In Search of the "Other" Herakles

When Herodotos was in Egypt, he learned that Herakles was recognized as one of the Egyptians’ 12 gods. “But,” he says, “about that other Herakles, the one whom the Greeks know, nowhere in Egypt was I able to hear (about him).”34 Herodotos argues that the Herakles known in Egypt must have lent the name to the Greek one, rather than the other way around, as some Greeks thought. This reasoning matches his general view expressed later on in the same excursus, that “almost all the names of the gods (τὰ οὐνόματα τῶν θεῶν) came from Egypt.”35 Despite the cryptic allusion to “names,” the fact is that, in his Egyptian logos, the historian directs his attention to Egyptian ritual practices and their oddities, some of which involve the identification between Egyptian and Greek gods, such as Zeus Amun, Pan, and Dionysos.36 I return to the issue of identification later, but more important now is to notice where Herodotos’ enquiry takes him next: “Also wishing to obtain some clear knowledge about this where it was possible, I sailed even to Tyre in Phoenicia, since I learned that there was on the spot a temple sacred to Herakles.”37


34 Hdt. 2.43.1.
 


35 Hdt. 2.50.1.
 


36 For the larger discussion, Hdt. 2.35–64, 2.146.
 


37 Hdt. 2.44.1. καὶ θέλων δὲ τούτων πέρι σαφές τι εἰδέναι ἐξ ὧν οἷόν τε ἦν, ἔπλευσα καὶ ἐς Τύρον τῆς Φοινίκης, πυνθανόμενος αὐτόθι εἶναι ἱρὸν Ἡρακλέος ἅγιον.
 

Herodotos’ route of inquiry shows that by his time the merging of the so-called Egyptian Herakles and the Tyrian Melqart was established, so that it was a natural move to pursue knowledge about this older figure in Phoenician centers or their presumed offshoots.38 But who was this Melqart? As a hypostasis of the storm god Baal, Melqart is the “City-King” and founding figure of Tyre. Traces of his cult can be found also across the Phoenician diaspora in Iberia, Tunisia, Sardinia, Malta, Sicily, Ibiza, and the Aegean. Aspects of the gods’ mythological biographies cemented their overlap, especially their death by fire and afterlife associations.39 As a form of Baal, the figure of Melqart also inherited the monster-slaying narratives attached to the Canaanite Baal, who fought the Sea (Yam) and Death (Mot).40 But it was the city-founding and civilizing role that most inflected the assimilated Herakles-Melqart figure as the Phoenicians expanded their networks.41 This quality was exploited by the expansive projects of Greeks in Magna Graecia, and especially by Romans and Carthaginians in the western Mediterranean, all resorting to these hero-gods as they competed to “tame” the western lands, just as Herakles tamed the Nemean Lion or Kerberos.42 These identifications and blendings of features across Mediterranean cultures frame Herodotos’ and other historians’ search for Herakles’ origins.


38 EDPC II.1, s.v. “Melqart;” Bonnet 1988; Nitschke 2013. Not all authors called Herakles “Egyptian”: e.g., Lucian identifies him as Tyrian (note 48); in the Phoenician-Punic context, Herakles/ Hercules is often mentioned by classical authors unqualified, masking the synthesized figure, just as they do with goddesses (Hera/Juno, Aphrodite/Venus, for Ashtart or other).
 


39 E.g., Herakles’ death in the pyre and his apotheosis to Olympos; Baal’s death in the Baal Cycle is not described in physical terms (he is swallowed by Mot/Death), while the egersis or “awakening” festival celebrated yearly at Tyre invoked Melqart’s ritualized death and revival through fire: Joseph. A.J. 8.145–46; cf. id., Ap. 1.117–119. Bonnet 1988, 33–40; Bonnet and Niehr 2014, 74–78; Xella 2019, 278, 286.
 


40 A myth developed in the Baal Cycle and other Ugaritic epics: Parker 1997.
 


41 Bonnet 1988; Álvarez Martí-Aguilar 2018. Talking about events in the late fourth century bce, Diodoros calls the Carthaginian Herakles the god παρὰ τοῖς ἀποικισταῖς, “among the colonists” (Diod. Sic. 20.14.1), and the Carthaginians sent gifts to the god’s temple in their mother city, Tyre. A version of the foundation myth is in Nonnos, Dionisiaka 40.423–538, where Melqart teaches the Tyrians how to build ships and sail. In Hdt. 2.44.3, the gods’ temple and the city were founded at the same time.
 


42 For Herakles-Melqart in Roman and Carthaginian propaganda, Miles 2010.
 


43 Sources about the stelae include Strabo 3.5.5–6; Philostratus, Vita Apollonii 5.5; Porphyry, De absti-nentia ab esu animalium 1.25, and others: Álvarez Martí-Aguilar 2018, 121.
 


44 Álvarez Martí-Aguilar 2018, 121.


But, what does Herodotos find in Tyre? He describes the impressive sight of the famous temple of Melqart, with its two shining pillars made, respectively, of emerald and gold. This temple and the “twin” one at the Tyrian foundation of Gadir in Iberia, across the Straits of Gibraltar, marked two axes of the Phoenician world, and indeed the Gadir temple was described by later authors in ways that much resembled the Tyrian temple. Special emphasis was placed upon its pillars and aniconic features, which Roman-period authors also took to reflect the double nature of the god Herakles.43 There was a strong symbolic association of these cultic marks with the “Pillars (Stelai) of Herakles,” as landmarks of the western colonization and of Melqart’s networks.44 All we learn about Herodotos’ exchange with the priest, however, is that it confirmed what the Historian already suspected: that the worship of Herakles the god (the presumed “Egyptian” god) was as old as the foundation of the city 2,300 years before Herodotos’ time. Hence this Herakles was much older than the Greek Herakles, son of Amphitryon and Alkmene, who, in the general Greek myth-history, “lived” just before the Trojan War.45


45 This timeline for Herakles, as a contemporary of Theseus, the Argonauts, and other pre-Trojan War heroes, is well attested in Greek mythological narratives, from Homer to the tragedians and the later historians and mythographers. E.g., Il. 5.640–42; Sophocles Philoctetes; Euripides’ Herakles 1313–39; Isocrates 5.33; Diod. Sic. 1.24.2; 4.39.1; Apollodoros’ Library, 2.6.4. Overview in Daniels 2021, 477–478.
 

Seeking confirmation of this dual origins of Herakles and the Levantine external origins of the divine Herakles, Herodotos continued to follow the Phoenician trail to places where he or his sources believed the Phoenicians had been involved in the establishment of Greek temples to Herakles, such as at Thebes (Herakles’ birthplace), Thera, and Thasos. Although there is no evidence to date of a Phoenician foundation of the cult in these locations, clearly some Greek traditions imagined Phoenician origins for certain cult places.46 The result of our historian’s enquiry was that there was indeed a historical basis to the dual worship of Herakles, sometimes as an Olympian god (equivalent to that older Egyptian-Phoenician god), sometimes as a hero (the Greek demi-god born to Alkmene).47


46 Hdt. 2.43–64; Paus. 5.25.12. For the cult of Herakles at Thasos and possible the traces of contact with Phoenicians there (though there is no proof of a Phoenician foundation of the temple), Bonnet 1988, 346–61; Morris 1992, 144–145.
 


47 Hdt. 2.44.5.
 

Herodotos’ testimony, thus, is the first historiographical attestation of a theological debate already poetically expressed in the Odyssey but spelled out more fully by later authors, especially in Roman times. The ambivalent status of Herakles as a hero and a god was an oddity in Greek religion and mythology, and caused a dissonance that triggered such speculation about his double origins.48 The complex figure matched a pattern more at home in Near Eastern religions, where a god the likes of Melqart (the “city-king”) was seen as a founder whose death and return was celebrated in an annual ritual.49 The issue of the two versions of Herakles was particularly important for authors interested in universal and primeval history, such as Diodoros. The first-century bce historian also reports that the Egyptians contended that “their Herakles” was much older than the Greek one. This old god, according to his information, had intervened in the cosmogonic Olympian struggles at the very beginning of time, which made him about ten thousand years older than the Greek, pre–Trojan War, Herakles.50 Diodoros also refutes the Greek etymology of the name from Hera and kleos (“fame”), to insist on the full appropriation of the Egyptian, older god’s character and nomenclature by the Greek hero, so that, “striving after the same purpose as that of the ancient Herakles, he inherited that one’s fame along with the way he was called.”51


48 Nitschke 2013, 276–277 for other sources. Arrian, Anabasis, 2.16.4 thinks that the Herakles worshiped by the Tartessians in Iberia (after whom the Pillars are named) is the Tyrian Herakles, brought by the Phoenician founders; Lucian de Dea Syria 3 postulates that the “Herakles of Tyre” is older than the Greek one, and a “Tyrian hero;” cf. Philostratos (VA = Life of Apollonius of Tyana) 5.5 about the temple at Gades, where “both Herakles” were honored.
 


49 For these crossings, Daniels 2021, 476–479. For the egersis festival, note 39.
 


50 Diod. Sic. 1.24.1–4. For Herakles, Ogden 2021; for his origins, López-Ruiz 2015b, 370–373.



51 Diod. Sic. 1.24.4: Alkaios was Herakles’ original name, and also his paternal grandfather (father of Amphitryon). Cf. the full account of Herakles’ biography in Diod. Sic. 4.8–39 (presumed to draw from an Encomium of Herakles by one Matris of Thebes, of unknown date: OCD. s.v. “Matris”). Herodotos makes Amphytrion and Alkmene Egyptian by descent (2.43.2), via the Egyptian lineage of Perseus adduced in Egyptian Thebes (2.91).
 

Preceding his discussion of Herakles, Diodoros states that the Greeks are long believed to have appropriated (ἐξιδιάζεσθαι) the most famous Egyptian heroes and gods, and even the colonies (ἀποικίας) that originated from them.52 Diodoros’ narrative draws from the function of Herakles and Melqart as civilizing and founding figures tied to Greek and Phoenician colonization. The historian’s perspective is particularly relevant as that of a Sicilian scholar knowledgeable of Phoenician and Carthaginian culture in the central-western Mediterranean. In Diodoros’ account, the hero’s civilizing itinerary takes him through Libya (i.e., North Africa), crossing onto and subduing Iberia via the Phoenician metropolis of Gadir/Gadeira (Roman Gades, modern Cádiz), and physically binding (or separating) the two continents as he establishes his “Pillars,” the rock and mountain which flank the Straits of Gibraltar at the western end of the Mediterranean.53 His journey in these lands maps onto the Phoenician expansion and the expansion of Melqart’s worship in western North Africa and Iberia. The Pillars of Herakles were historically part of the Phoenician-Carthaginian realms of influence until the Roman conquest, a process which is very much part of Diodoros’ narrative.54 Moreover, the association of Herakles and his descendants with particular sites of the central-western Mediterranean followed preexisting Phoenician networks.55


52 Diod. Sic. 1.23.8.
 


53 Diod. Sic. 1.24.1; cf. 4.18.1–5.
 


54 Diodoros is a major source for Greek and Phoenician colonization and for the history of Carthage and the Punic Wars: Dridi 2019; Hoyos 2019; Miles 2010.
 


55 Malkin 2011, 122.
 

The ways in which the Egyptian backdrop is confounded with historical scenarios of Greek and Phoenician interaction deserves a thorough study that I cannot provide here, but the ancient debate about Herakles’ origins shows that the figure was inseparable from concerns with chronological and cultural primacy that ensued as Hellenic speakers tried to integrate their mythical traditions with those of various groups of the eastern and western Mediterranean.56


56 The best-preserved examples are the works of Berossos and Manetho on Mesopotamian and Egyptian history, which feature synchronisms between the histories of those peoples: Moyer 2011, esp. 80–81 for Herakles; Breuker 2003; Parker 2017, 38 for Herodotos on Herakles.




Mythological, Ritual, and Visual Entanglements

I have argued that Herodotos’ Phoenician enquiry about an “Egyptian Herakles” can only be understood through the enduring relationship between Phoenician and Egyptian cultures, which was part of the Canaanite cultural matrix that Phoenicians inherited and actively cultivated throughout their history,57 but this is not the only instance in which Herodotos makes the Phoenicians the third party in Greek-and-Egyptian religious entanglements. The Phoenicians are the intermediaries who bring the Egyptian priests to Dodona, where the Greeks allegedly learned “the names of the gods” (whatever that means exactly), and, similarly, he proposes that the Greeks learned the rites of Dionysos (τὰ περὶ τὸν Διόνυσον) not from the Egyptians, as others claimed, but from the Phoenicians of Tyre via Kadmos, the founder of Thebes in Boiotia.58 The tradition about the Egyptian origins of Herakles and Dionysos, thus, stems from the Greco-Phoenician mythology of Kadmean Thebes. As Radcliffe Edmonds has remarked, authors who write about these identifications, such as Herodotos, Diodoros, and Plutarch, place more emphasis on the similarities between rituals and cultic experiences than on the mythological traditions (or the “names”) which are the focus of modern scholarship.59 This idea deserves further attention, and it reinforces the importance of people’s relationship to materials and actions when we try to construct their sensorial experience and perception of religion.


57 The sparse testimonies of Phoenician mythology showcase the adaptation of Egyptian elements, e.g., in the Phoenician cosmogony by Philon of Byblos (first–second centuries ce), where knowledge about such matters is traced back to Taautos (Thoth), the Egyptian god of writing and wisdom. Philo’s narrative shows that versions of Canaanite myth were still transmitted in Roman times: EDPC II.1, s.v. “Philo of Byblos.”
 


58 Hdt. 2.49.3 specifically suggesting that it was Melampous who learned about the cult of Dionysos from Kadmos and his Tyrian companions when they arrived to Boiotia. This is the first explicit attestation of Kadmos’ Tyrian affiliation, not mentioned by Homer (Lipiński 1992, s.v., “Kadmos”), but perhaps implied in the allusion to Europa as the daughter of Phoinix in Il. 14.321.
 


59 Edmonds 2013, 421–32, drawing especially on Plutarch, Is. et Os. 365F.
 

In contrast with the Greek identifications or interpretations, on which most scholarship focuses, we are much more in the dark about what association the Phoenicians drew between their gods and Egyptian gods. While Ashtart and Isis clearly shared attributes and representations, Egyptian associations with Baal/ Melqart are more of a mystery. It is seldom noticed that both Dionysos and Melqart (but not Greek Herakles) were sometimes identified with Egyptian Osiris, presumably as gods connected to the afterlife, but more pointedly to some types of rites, to mysteries, and to wine.60 The Tyrian god possibly captured features of both kingly gods Osiris and Horus, and perhaps, in localized contexts, of other gods, such as Ptah (associated also with Osiris) or Shu/Khonsu.61 While this is not the place to pursue these aspects further, at a minimum it is clear, as Megan Daniels reflects, that “the connection between not only Herakles and Melqart, but also Osiris, Dionysos, and Sarapis hints at complex associations of deities across multiple cultural groups.”62


60 E.g., Hdt. 2.42.2 for Dionysos as Osiris (cf. also note 64). For the triangulation of Osiris, Dionysos, and Melqart, Hütwohl 2020b, 389–421; cf. Martín Hernández 2013. Diod. Sic. 1.23, relates that Osiris/Dionysos, like Herakles, was an Egyptian god and that the poet Orpheus transferred the story of his birth from Egyptian Thebes to Kadmos’ Thebes in Boiotia, whence the Greeks think he is the son of Semele, Kadmos’ daughter.
 


61 It is difficult to find discussion on this question. There seems to be an equation of Herakles with Egyptian Khonsu in the Herodotean passage (Hdt. 2.42) about Herakles and his father Zeus at Thebes. Khonsu, a god associated with the Moon, travel, and animals, among other things, was worshiped there as the son of Amun, i.e., Zeus Amon for the Greeks. Egyptian gods were also worshipped “as such” in the Phoenician-Punic realm until Roman times, e.g., Bes and Ptah; the use of ankh signs (possible base for the “sign of Tanit”), urei cobras, Horus imaginary, Hathoric capitals, and cippi in the shape of obelisks are but some manifestations of the entrenched reception of Egyptian religious symbology: Sader 2010; Gubel 2019: 351.
 


62 Daniels 2021, 465. Other mythical figures emerged from the entanglement between Greek, Egyptian, and Phoenician cultures. The best example is the figure of Io. The Argive priestess of Hera, coveted by Zeus and condemned to wander the Mediterranean chased by a Hera-sent gadfly, arrived in Egypt and conceived a son with Zeus, called Epaphos, whose descendants include Libya, Belos (Greek for Baal), and Agenor, and through them Phoenix, Aigyptos, and Danaos. Io’s offspring, therefore, produced the eponymous heroes of the Egyptians, Arabs, Libyans, and Phoenicians.
 


63 Hdt. 1.31, 4.152. On Herodotos’ engagement with these sorts of artifacts, Bassi 2014.


We can now return to iconography and the ancient perception of Phoenician religion as somehow “Egyptian.” Greek-speakers must have encountered Phoenician cultic places and images and noted similarities with Egyptian features. Some at least would have stepped on areas of Greek settlement adjacent to Phoenician communities, such as in the Egyptian Delta itself, or at harbors along the coasts of Sicily, Crete, or Cyprus, or in Iberia. Interactions in such contexts may have sparked the debate about Herakles’ dual identity and origins. As noted earlier, Herodotos’ historia often focuses on ritual actions he observed at particular places. He was likewise stricken with wonder by the monumental temple entrance at Tyre, and he sometimes attached anecdotes and stories to particular statues and monuments. One such case is the story surrounding twin statues of the siblings Cleobis and Biton dedicated at Delphi (whether he was referring to those visible today or not), or the giant bronze cauldron with supporting male statues dedicated by Kolaios of Samos at the Samian Heraion.63 In short, we can assume that he and other observers of religious phenomena were affected by the mode of representation of gods and heroes.

But what did they see exactly? As briefly described earlier, two representational types for Melqart are usually distinguished. One in the Near Eastern tradition of the “smiting god” or more generally Egyptianizing striding figure and the other following the “Hellenized” types shared by the Herakles representations. The first type was used for a variety of male gods since the Bronze Age (Teshub/Tarhun, Baal, Horus) (Figure 12.1a), and Phoenician representations of the male gods, such as Baal-Melqart and Resheph, continue this tradition (Figure 12.1b). The earliest Melqart representation marked as such epigraphically is on a stela from the Aramaean milieu (from Bredj, Aleppo, ca. 800 BCE), harkening back to the Canaanite tradition and best paralleled in the Ugaritic “Baal au foudre” (“Baal of lightning”) stela now in the Louvre. This iconography was still well represented in a stela from Syria from the sixth century BCE, closer to Herodotos’ time (Figure 12.1c). Here Melqart is represented wearing the Atef crown of Osiris and standing on a lion, an image that lends itself to Heraklean interpretation.64 After a certain point, the Greek mode of representation takes over also in the Phoenician realm, providing a new “pan-Mediterranean” style that both masks cultural-religious distinctions and facilitates cross-identification. We can think of the representations of Herakles-Melqart in classical style in both Alexander the Great’s and Carthaginian coins in the fourth–third centuries bce.65


64 EDPC II.1, s.v. “Melqart;” Gubel 2019; Bonnet 1988: 409–415. The frequent representation of Baal with the “white crown” (hedjet) of Upper Egypt (associated also with Horus) and with the Atef crown (associated with Osiris) is an idiosyncrasy that deserves further attention. Horus’ symbols, e.g., the winged solar disk, appear frequently in Phoenician-Punic iconography. Phoenician religion was also marked by an aniconic strand, as betyls, pillars, and empty thrones were also part of the cultic expressions associated with Melqart and his female partner Ashtart. Doak 2015; Nitschke 2013: 272–278. Cf. comments about the “Pillars” of Herakles earlier.
 


65 E.g., Daniels 2021, 475–476.
 

Once again, we can look at Cyprus for the missing link. As we saw earlier, there existed a rich tradition of hieratic Egyptianizing statues there, not necessarily attached to a single god. But the figure of Herakles appears as well at one point. First, the typical heroic attributes of club and lion skin are added to the Egyptianizing archaic statues (Figure 12.3c), until a more fully Hellenized style takes over the representation of Herakles and other figures. It is the archaic mode of representation, however, the Egyptianizing one, that contextualizes the identification I am discussing. At a fundamental level, there is the fact that Greeks and Phoenicians coexist on Cyprus since the early first millennium. Not surprisingly, the large island is often suggested as a hypothetical scenario for the transmission of Near Eastern epic tropes and even for the adoption of the Phoenician alphabet by Greek speakers,66 but demographic proximity by itself does not explain the Egyptian associations of Melqart in Greek eyes; cultic and iconographic cues must have played a key role. However, the larger cultural-historical ramifications of the aesthetics of religious images is “lost in translation” in most art-historical accounts.


66 For Phoenicians on Cyprus, Fourrier 2019; Petit 2019.
 

The equation between Herakles and Melqart is probably the best documented case of interpretatio graeca in antiquity. Corinne Bonnet is right in remarking that terms such as “interpretatio” and the more laden “syncretism” mask intellectually complex cognitive and cultural phenomena, not simple or mechanical translations, blends, or collages.67 Images have played an important role in the reading of these processes by modern historians, methodological difficulties notwithstanding.68 For instance, Maurizio Bettini has noted how external markers or insignia and sheer iconographic custom allowed for the recognition of divine statues in the Roman world.69 At the other end of the spectrum, the lack of clear attributes in PhoenicianPunic terracotta male/female protomae, masks, and generic female figurines used as votives, as Adriano Orsigher has argued, might have allowed a fluid projection of various divine figures onto a shared iconography.70


67 Bonnet 2022.
 


68 E.g., Nitschke 2013.
 


69 Bettini 2016 on Roman interpretatio, a term first used in this sense by Tacitus. Tacitus’ remarks (Germania 43.4) on a cult place where the young brothers called Alci were worshiped among the Naharvali signals that the absence of images and of traces of “foreign cult” was a handicap for the precise interpretation of the cult, which was speculated to correlate to that of the Dioskouroi from mythological clues alone. By contrast, in Germania 9.2, an image (signum) representing a liburna (a type of ship) provides the identification of a cult among the Suebi with that of Isis. Bettini 2016, esp. 21–22.
 


70 Orsingher 2021.
 


71 Keane 2008, 124.
 


72 Nitschke 2013, 257; Martin 2017.
 


73 Nitschke 2013, 272–78; Machuca Prieto 2019, 316–329.


As already noted earlier, when ancient historians deploy interpretatio or talk about religious transfers, they emphasized ritual practice and materiality and not (to our surprise) mythological or theological similarities. To insist on that point, perhaps we can follow anthropologist Webb Keane’s invitation to put more weight on material practices and experiences (including linguistic registers) than on beliefs or theological systems when it comes to the study of religions. In the case of cross-cultural transfer, it is especially relevant to think of how


. .. religions may not always demand beliefs, but they will always involve material forms. It is in that materiality that they are part of experience and provoke responses, that they have public lives and enter into ongoing chains of causes and consequences.71


The entanglements I am exploring here are precisely responses to material forms, whose changes of context and viewers had consequences in historical and mythological interpretation.

In the case of Herakles-Melqart, discussions have often focused on how to disentangle Phoenician and local traits from the Greco-Roman veneer extended in the Classical (in the Levant Persian) and Hellenistic periods.72 Scholars have also highlighted the god’s sustained Phoenician identity and the continuity of features of his temples in Tyre and Gadir into Roman times, including aniconic cultic objects.73 The iconographic and textual sources I have discussed here, however, compel us to look also backward to the earlier periods of Greek-Phoenician interaction, to the centuries that Herodotos peers into. The idea of Melqart as an Egyptian or Egyptian-looking god, I have argued, would have consolidated in the archaic period, in the seventh or sixth centuries BCE, when these statues were conspicuous, not only on Cyprus, where this identification might have particularly “clicked,” but also on Sicily and other places inhabited and visited by Greeks. The “Melqart-as-Egyptian Herakles” connection lingered, as did these types of statues in classical-period sites of high visibility and traffic, such as those visited by Herodotos. This hypothesis is supplemented by a similar process pertaining to Aphrodite, whose mythological and iconographical trail also points to the Phoenician realm and to Cyprus. In both cases the artistic affinity stems from historical-cultural relations, which feed into the existing religious-mythical entanglements, closing the circle.



Aphrodite and the Cypro-Phoenician Referent

Aphrodite and the Near Eastern love and prosperity goddesses, especially Isis and Ashtart, provide perhaps the next best documented cross-cultural identification in the ancient Mediterranean, as their cults spread through areas where Levantine and Greek populations overlapped.74 By way of clarification, the Greek goddess does not appear associated with Herakles in Greek mythology, whereas, by contrast, Ashtart was in the Levant a consort of the main god we have been discussing here, Baal or his hypostases, such as Melqart in Tyre.75 So, who was she in the Greek world? Two variants of the divine genealogy of Aphrodite circulated in antiquity, reflected in the earliest epic traditions: she was a daughter of Zeus in the Iliad and in the Homeric Hymns,76 but she is born from Ouranos’ severed genitals, without a mother, in Hesiod’s Theogony.77 As we will see later in this chapter, Aphrodite is invoked as “Ourania” by Herodotos and others, a title that signals Aphrodite’s astral qualities and her birth from Ouranos in the theogonic tradition. But the title also brings Aphrodite close to her Near Eastern counterparts, as it was used for Phoenician divine figures of Ashtart and Tanit, called Ourania and Caelestis. Near Eastern goddesses, such as Inanna, Ishtar, Isis, and Anat, received the similar title “Queen of Heaven,” probably also applied to Ashtart in the Hebrew Bible.78 In yet another variation of her duality, Plato draws a contrast between Aphrodite Ourania and an Aphrodite Pandemos (“of the people”), although it is difficult to know how much this allusion is related to cultic practice in Athens.79 Unlike for Herakles, however, these co-existing versions of Aphrodite did not map onto a theory of dual origins or a theological dilemma (hero versus god): our testimonies seem to speak of only one Aphrodite, with various epithets and aspects, not two later merged or confused, as Greek observers thought happened with the Theban hero.


74 Budin 2003; Bloch-Smith 2014; EDPC II.1, s.v. “Astarte;” López-Ruiz 2023; for Isis, Bonnet and Bricault 2016, 131–153.
 


75 The etymology of the name of Aphrodite is unknown. She does not appear in Mycenaean texts and is generally thought to have been introduced from somewhere in the eastern Mediterranean: López-Ruiz 2022 and references there.
 


76 Il. 5.170–171, where her mother was Dione, a feminine counterpart of Zeus; cf. Apoll. 1.3.1. The Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite (HH 5) assumes Zeus as a father and does not specify her mother.
 


77 Th. 185–206. Also below for Hesiod’s account, linking Aphrodite to Cyprus.
 


78 For Aphrodite Ourania, Plato, Symposium 180d; Paus. 1.14.7. For Ourania and Juno Caelestis: EDPC II.1, s.v. “Caelestis” (Marín Ceballos); for the Near Eastern and biblical “Queen of Heaven” (e.g., Jer. 7.18, 44.7–25), Dever 2005, esp. 179. For Herakles’ and Aphrodite’s “origins,” López-Ruiz 2015b.
 


79 Plato, Symposium 180d. For Aphrodite’s cult in Athens, Rosenzweig 2004.


To my point, also in the case of Aphrodite we find Herodotos pointing to the Phoenicians as a source for religious innovation and cultural exchange. Herodotos postulates a Phoenician route to explain the introduction of Aphrodite from the Levant into Greece. The context is the following: the Scythians’ plundered the famously old temple of “Heavenly Aphrodite” (here pointing to Semitic “Ashtart”) at Ashkelon, a city in coastal Israel. Herodotos situates Ashkelon (Askalon) in “the part of Syria called Palestina” (1.105.1). About the plundered temple, he says:


ἔστι δὲ τοῦτο τὸ ἱρόν, ὡς ἐγὼ πυνθανόμενος εὑρίσκω, πάντων ἀρχαιότατον ἱρῶν ὅσα ταύτης τῆς θεοῦ· καὶ γὰρ τὸ ἐν Κύπρῳ ἱρὸν ἐνθεῦτεν ἐγένετο, ὡς αὐτοὶ Κύπριοι λέγουσι, καὶ τὸ ἐν Κυθήροισι Φοίνικές εἰσὶ οἱ ἱδρυσάμενοι ἐκ ταύτης τῆς Συρίης ἐόντες.80


80 Hdt. 1.105.3.
 

This is the oldest, as I have found after my enquiry, of all the temples there are of this goddess; for even the temple in Cyprus originated from there, as the Cypriots themselves say, and regarding the one on Kythera, it was Phoenicians who founded it, when they came from this same land of Syria.


Once more, the Phoenician and Cypriot connection drawn here is tied to enquiries about temples and cultic foundations.81 In Aphrodite’s literary portrayal too her connection to Cyprus is paramount. Her epithets and birth story link her to the island, which is a hinge in the transmission of the Levantine characteristics of this goddess and aspects of her cult, such as the use of perfumed oils and incense burning.82 The Phoenician-Cypriot connection is evident in Herodotos and provides a perfect fold for my argument about the possible role of Cyprus in the merging of Melqart and Herakles (see prior discussion).


81 The narrative about the foundation of Carthage provides a mythological parallel for the Phoenician-Cypriot route. In her flight from Tyre, the female founder, Elissa, made a stop in Cyprus, and added to her expedition a priest of Jupiter (i.e., Baal/Melqart) and servants of Venus (i.e., Ashtart) in her route to North Africa: Justin, Epitome of Trogus’ Philippic Histories 18.4–6. The name Elissa (replaced in Virgil’s account by Dido) might even connect with the name Alashya, attested in the Near East for Cyprus.
 


82 The Homeric epics contain many mentions of Cypris, concentrated in a book of the Iliad (Book 5) marked by the density of Near Eastern parallels. But the goddess’ Cypriot “home-base” is already narrated in Hesiod’s Theogony (Theog. 188–200) and echoed in the Odyssey (Od. 8.361–366) and the Homeric Hymns (HH 5, 58–89), which highlight her fragrant sanctuary/home on Cyprus, where her attendants the Graces anoint her and adorn her in ways that evoke a statue. Eisenfeld 2015 for comparison with Inanna-Ishtar. For Aphrodite’s Near Eastern parallels in Iliad 5 and in Homeric poetry, Currie 2016, 160–183, esp. 167.
 

But why does he specifically attach the label “Syrian” to Aphrodite/Ashtart? First, while the historian usually distinguishes between Phoenicians and other Levantines, Syria serves as a broader geographical referent in the Levant, home of several Northwest Semitic groups; these included Phoenicians and others outside the Phoenician coastal strip, such as Judaeans, or a city such as Ashkelon near Gaza, which was inhabited by Phoenicians during the Persian period.83 But the “Syrian” reference might be working here in a more concrete way, at a ritual or mythological level. Herodotos seems to be the first attestation of a famous cult at Ashkelon of a goddess identified by Greeks with Aphrodite. This divinity was strongly associated with the sea and the lion symbology and was known as Atargatis and Derketo in Roman times.84 This is the goddess often referred to as the “Syrian goddess” in the Levant, and sometimes as “Syrian Aphrodite” in the Greco-Roman milieu, best known perhaps in scholarship as the subject of Lucian’s de dea Syria. She is thought to have emerged from Canaanite or northwest Semitic figures, probably as a combination of Ashtart and Anat.85 Aspects of her cult at Ashkelon are mentioned by Diodoros and others, including the sacred status of doves, a bird associated with Aphrodite.86 Whatever the case, a Syrian field of reference seems to accompany Aphrodite and before her Ashtart, as perhaps reflected in the title “Ashtart Hr,” documented in the eighth century bce (cf. Figure 12.2b). So, for instance, Aphrodite is imagined dwelling either on Cyprus, in Syria, or in Egypt in the Orphic Hymn to Aphrodite, written in Imperial Roman times, and Cicero lists several versions of Venus, one of which is from Syria and Cyprus and “called Astarte.”87


83 E.g., Hdt. 2.116.6: “. .. the Phoenicians, to whom Sidon belongs, inhabit in Syria”; he also refers to the Judaeans as “Syrians from Palestine:” Hdt. 2.104.3.



84 No temples are documented archaeologically so far at Ashkelon, but the city’s devotion is at least reflected in Hellenistic-period coins (123–122 BCE), with the head of the goddess on one side and a dove on the reverse: Tal 2012, Fig. 14.29. Birney 2022, 7–8, for testimonies of these cults at Ashkelon.
 


85 Usually called “Syrian Goddess/Dea Syria,” less commonly “Syrian Aphrodite,” in the Greco-Roman world: Lightfoot 2003, 537–538.
 


86 Diod. 2.4.2 about the Ashkelonite goddess, called Derketo “by the Syrians” and having the body of a fish (= Ktesias of Knidos, BNJ 688 F1); Paus. 1.14.7 about the Phoenician cult at Ashkelon, and 3.23.1 about the cult of Aphrodite Ourania in Kythera. Doves are mentioned in Philo of Alexandria, De providentia 2.64. Two dedication at Delos to “Palestinian Astarte, Heavenly Aphrodite” were made by men from Ashkelon (ID 1719; 2305). For Atargatis, EDPC II.1, s.v. “Dea Syria;” Lightfoot 2003.
 


87 For Ashtart, EDPC II.1, s.v. 23 (Bonnet). For Aphrodite and Venus, Orphic Hymn 55: 15–21; Cicero, de natura deorum 3.59.


It is difficult to put a finger on the referent that Herodotos and others had in mind when they thought of Aphrodite’s eastern precedents, but the Syrian label, much as the Egyptian one for Herakles-Melqart, operates at two levels, mythological and iconographical. On the mythological plane, there are several intertwined threads to follow: first, Aphrodite is mapped onto an Ashtart-type goddess conceptualized as “Syrian” as befits the broader Canaanite background. However, just as in his narratives about Herakles’ origins, Herodotos moves from the more general association to a specific connection with Phoenicians. In this case, his leads invite him to postulate an adoption of the Love Goddess not from Tyre but from Ashkelon, where Ashtart’s cult was famous (as was that of Melqart in Tyre). Finally, her trajectory through Cyprus agrees with the millenary cult of a local goddess on the island, in historical times assimilated with both Aphrodite and Ashtart by Greek and Phoenician worshipers. At the iconographical level, even if Herodotos does not reflect on stylistic matters, his route for Aphrodite works as a good match for the female representations of Ashtart in Phoenician art writ large, falling under the general “Syrian style” (e.g., in ivories, terracottas, and metal work), which in turn influenced the early, “orientalizing” Greek representations of Aphrodite and other goddesses (Figure 12.4). Just as for the male statues, Greek-speakers would have come across these female images in several media, not only monumental statues, and not only on Cyprus but across the Mediterranean in locations where Phoenicians and other Levantines dwelled and worshipped.

In both cases, of Herakles and Aphrodite, readings of the iconography would not have been done in a vacuum, but were informed by emic and etic projections of various symbolic meanings and relationships. Moreover, as we can tell from the historians’ testimonies, visual cues, symbolic and ritual repertoires, and selected attributes were as important as mythological or historical connections and genealogies. In fact, those idiosyncratic factors could confuse, complicate, or override the neat mythological systems ancient and modern authors pursue.




Conclusions

In order to understand the Greeks’ idea of an “Egyptian Herakles,” I have directed our gaze in the opposite chronological direction than the one usually taken by studies of the Herakles-Melqart iconography, to argue that this interpretation of the figure connects with early manifestations of Phoenician divine images, whose Egyptianizing features were a constant into archaic and classical times and even later. The early interaction of Greek and Phoenician speakers on Cyprus makes this a possible nodal point for the assimilation of these gods and the myth of his Egyptian origins. More specifically, the archaic Cypriot hieratic male statues, which find parallels across the Phoenician diaspora in other media too, were perhaps the clincher for the idea of an Egyptian origin of Herakles-Melqart. At a theological level too, Phoenician religion was deeply enmeshed in Egyptian symbology and mythology. The Phoenician representation of male gods and heroes was indeed in part Egyptian, just not in a superficial, derivative way. But, in their narratives, Greek and Roman authors sometimes eliminate the Phoenician component of these assimilations, sometimes acknowledge it, and sometimes articulate it by placing the Phoenicians as mediators in some aspect of their stories. Whatever the complex and long relations underlying these identifications, I have argued that, in both cases, “Egyptian” Herakles and “Syrian” Aphrodite, the Greeks’ experience of these Near Eastern counterparts to their gods was mediated by encounters with Phoenicians, their divine figures, and their ritual practices.
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The earliest attestations of the goddess Hekate in Archaic hexametric poetry have intrigued scholars for generations.1 Her image among Athenian tragedians is consistent with her later persona: a supervisor of childbirth easily syncretizable with Artemis (Aesch. Suppl. 676–677) and a witch (Soph. fr. 535 Radt, Eur. Med. 397). However, she is presented in Hesiod’s Theogony (411–452) as a nearly all-powerful intercessor for humans without any chthonic associations other than her Titan heritage, and in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter she is a maidenly helper of Demeter and Persephone.2 In this contribution, I focus my attention narrowly on the latter work, where Hekate’s inordinately brief and unexplained appearances imply the poet could take for granted her familiarity to the original audience. I suggest here that Hekate had played an important role in a no longer extant Persephone-Demeter narrative that would have served as counterpoint to the Homeric hymn. Since some of the richness of meaning for the poet’s original audience would have come through their ability to compare this version with other versions, we can gain a better appreciation of the hymn by understanding Hekate’s role in the putative alternative version of the narrative. To this end, I bring to bear Late Bronze Age rituals and narratives found on cuneiform tablets from the central Anatolian capital of the Hittites, Hattusa, involving the persona of the sun-goddess.3 This cross-cultural context allows us to see that Hekate’s role has been reduced in the Homeric hymn from a goddess who can access the underworld and facilitate transport of beings in and out of it to merely another character unable to find Persephone. I should say that my primary goal here is not to unravel the prehistory of Hekate as a Greco-Karian goddess. Rather, I am focused on the role played by a particular divine character type in Late Bronze Age narratives and incantations and on how that will help us to uncover possible earlier versions of an Archaic Greek myth.


1 All translations provided here are my own. Editions of texts cited from KhK can be found their under their CTH number (see list of Abbreviations).
 


2 On Hekate: Carboni 2015; Fauth 2006; Herring 2011, 68–156; Johnston 1999, 203–249; Zografou 2010. Date of the Homeric hymn: Richardson 2011, 49, seventh century; Currie 2016, 104, sixth century.
 


3 I use sun-goddess in the lower case when I am talking about the class, which includes multiple deities. I use the upper case when I am talking about a specific Sun-goddess. Scholars assume the various sun-goddesses had proper names.



The cuneiform Hittite texts, which date between 1500 and 1200 bce, are of course relatively distant in space and time, but the Greeks themselves thought Hekate was a Karian goddess, so Anatolian sources might shed some light on early stages of the development of her persona.4 Furthermore, Miletos, the home of the geographer Hekataios (550–476 BCE), provides the earliest inscriptional attestation (sixth century bce) of Hekate. There she was the city goddess, keeper of its gates.5 Thus, it is possible that the Greco-Karian city of Miletos was the locus of transfer either of the goddess tout court or of some of her traits to Greek-speakers. Surprisingly, there has been no serious attempt to use divine personae from Late Bronze Age Anatolia to explain how Hekate is portrayed in Archaic Greek texts. Instead, comparisons are usually made with Iron Age Kybele or Artemis of Ephesos.6 Scholars may have failed to make the connection between the Greek goddess and the Anatolian sun-goddess because of Hekate’s later syncretism with the Greek moon-goddess. However, a female lunar deity was not characteristic of Anatolia.7


4 Debord 2009, 256; Kraus 1960, 24–56, for arguments in favor of a Karian origin, contra Berg 1974, who claims that the evidence for the “Karian” goddess is late, despite her appearance in sixth-century Greco-Karian Miletos. Earlier views of Hekate’s origin: West 1995, 221–292, who argues she is descended from Mesopotamian Lamashtu. The etymology of her name remains disputed (Beekes 2010, 396). Iron Age Luwian religion, Hutter 2003, 204–277; Karian religion: Popko 1995, 177. There is no connection with the Egyptian god of magic Heka.
 


5 Hekate at Miletos: Herda 2006, 282–289, 397–399; 2011, 67–69; association with the city gate: Herda 2006, 282–285. Popularity of names built on Hekat–: Parker 2000, 69–70.
 


6 E.g., Brenk 1998; Johnston 1999, 241–247.
 


7 Syncretism between Hekate and the Moon: Zografou 2010, 203–204. Anatolian moon-god Arma: Haas 1994, 373–375, 377; Hutter 2003, 227–228.
 

I first describe the sun-goddess persona and the Luwian Sun-goddess of the Earth, laying out her role in Hittite and Hurro-Hittite incantations and Hurro-Hittite narrative song. (While the Hurrians probably originated in the Caucasus and were important transmitters of Syro-Mesopotamian culture to Anatolia,8 the Hittites spoke an Indo-European language related to Karian, which can be considered a “niece” of Luwian.) I then turn to Hekate’s role in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter. Parallels between Anatolian invocation rituals and the Homeric Hymn to Demeter have long been acknowledged, encouraging us to draw further parallels between Hekate and the sun-goddess in such rituals and other (Hurro-)Hittite texts. I argue that some peculiarities in the Homeric hymn can be explained as relatively recent changes to the “seeking Persephone” storyline, which downgraded Hekate’s participation in the plot from a more prominent role similar to that of the Sun-goddess of the Earth, a role in which she would have been a retriever of the lost goddess via an entrance to the underworld on the shores of Okeanos, and possibly the only deity who knew where Kore was taken, instead of merely reporting information about Kore’s kidnapping already known to Demeter.


8 Bachvarova 2016, 9–10.



The Late Bronze Age Sun-Goddess: Character and Roles


The Syro-Anatolian Sun-Goddess

In Syro-Anatolia, the divine persona of sun-goddess, well-attested in Late Bronze Age sources, encompassed various local instantiations, each with its own specific peculiarities. At Ugarit the sun-goddess Shapshu’s territory extends both above and below the earth. She is thus useful in incantations because she can travel and intervene everywhere, delivering messages to wherever needed, ranging from El’s home at the headwaters of two underground rivers to Baal’s mountain. She helps the dead king reach his ancestors, the rapa͗ūma, and she is “the intermediary between the living and the dead.”9 In Anatolia, on the other hand, the introduction of the Indo-European Sun-god reshaped the sun-goddess’s sphere of operation. The Hattians, who occupied north-central Anatolia before the Hittites arrived, used the name Eshtan for their sun-goddess, and the name was retained among the Hittites as Istanu even when referring to their male Indo-European-origin Sun-god. This became commonplace in the Middle Hittite period (ca. 1400 BCE). Unfortunately, Anatolian languages do not grammatically differentiate masculine and feminine genders, making it difficult for us to decide whether a male or female deity is meant in many texts.10 The Luwian Sun-goddess of the Earth, however, who is the particular focus of this study, was definitely female. She appears mostly in incantations, and her scope of operation is limited to the underworld.11 Thus, in Hittite texts she is often paired with the Sun-god who oversees doings on earth in order to encompass all the world:


9 Spronk 1999, 283. Shapshu in Ugarit: Kutter 2008, 17–210; Steitler 2017, 229. See A Funerary Ritual in Poetic Form, Ḥôrānu and the Mare: Ridding the Land of Serpents; Šapšu, with Ḥôrānu’s Help, Rids the Land of Serpents, trans. Pardee 2002, 85–88, 172–179, 179–184.
 


10 Male and female solar deities among the Hittites: Steitler 2017.
 


11 Steitler 2017, 23–24.
 


Sun-god, [my] lor[d . . .], you are the lord of judgment on earth and among all lands, and you are the shepherd for every lamb [. . .] and you administer [a]ll; [and Sun-goddess of the Earth,] you administer the land of the [ear]th.12


12 CTH 448.2.2.1, translit. and trans. S. Görke 2012 ff. on KhT.
 


The Sun-goddess of the Earth served as a conduit for concepts of Mesopotamian origin within the larger context of Luwian-Hurrian symbiosis in Kizzuwatna (ancient Plain Cilicia), because she could be equated with Mesopotamian Ereshkigal.13


13 Haas 1994, 131–133, 405–406; Hutter 2003, 227; Popko 1995, 71, 89, 99, 111; Steitler 2017, 29, 229–245, 417–423; Taracha 2009, 109, 124.
 

While the sun-goddess was typical of the indigenous culture of central and eastern Anatolia, how important such a divinity was farther to the west, in areas of Anatolia where Greek-speakers were already settling in the Bronze Age, is less clear, due to the dearth of Late Bronze Age records for those areas. But, Hittite cult inventories do mention two sun-goddesses in western Anatolia.14 Importantly, we can be sure that the Sun-goddess of the Earth was worshipped on the Aegean littoral because in an incantation presented as authored by a woman named Paskuwatti from Arzawa, a region that encompassed southwest Anatolia and included Ephesos (Apasa) and Troy (Wilusa), an Ishtar-type deity is commanded, “Bring the Moon-god, the stars, and the Sun-goddess of the Earth.”15


14 CTH 525.2, §§9′′–12′′, translit. and trans. Cammarosano 2018, 170–171. Gender of the sun-deity in the inventories: Cammarosano 2018, 54. Location of Gursamassa: Hazenbos 2003, 198. CTH 509.1, §§14–15, translit. and trans. Cammarosano 2018, 202–203. Location of Mt. Suwara: Forlanini 1996, 8.
 


15 CTH 406, §9, translit. and trans. Mouton 2011 ff. on KhK.
 


16 CTH 458.7, §3, translit. and trans. Fuscagni 2012 ff. on KhK; discussion: Archi 2007, 189–190.
 


17 Sun-goddess controlling access to underworld: Archi 2007, 181, 186, 189–191; Haas 1994, 220– 229. CTH 488, §§6′–7′, translit. and trans. Otten 1958, 96–97, also mentions a mother who holds the deceased by the hand. Sun-goddess as mother of the deceased: Beckman 1983, 237.
 


18 CTH 457.7.1, §1, translit. Fuscagni 2011on KhK; also Archi 2007; Collins 2002: 224.
 


19 Pit rituals: Bachvarova 2016, 86–99.
 


20 Hattic-derived CTH 730, §§1–4, translit. and trans. Collins 2006, 165–166. Also see Collins 2002, 234.
 


21 E.g., Luwian-derived CTH 409.II.Tablet 1.D, translit. and trans. Taracha 1990; also see Collins 2002, 229–230. See further CTH 448.2.1.1, translit. and trans. Görke 2012 ff. on KhK.




The Luwian Sun-Goddess of the Earth in Hittite Incantations

The Sun-goddess of the Earth was a gatekeeper who oversaw the transfer of souls in and out of this world, enabled the release of and communication with the Former Gods, and sealed off evil and its effects as far as possible from humans, tasks which prefigure both Hekate’s functions in later Greek magic and her role in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter. In the royal death rituals the Sun-goddess of the Earth guided the dead person on his/her journey. Thus, in a fragmentarily preserved incantation, the final answer to a series of questions concerning the location of the dead king is: “It is the day of his mother. The Sun-godd[ess] of the Earth [. . .], and she will hold him [by] the hand.”16 The goddess was conceptualized as the deceased’s mother, since in a sense he or she was returning to the womb by returning to the earth.17 She controlled the road to the underworld by which the dead must travel, as eloquently described in one incantation:


The [s]oul is great. The soul is great. Whose soul is great? The mortal soul is great. Which path does it take? It takes the great path. It takes the path that makes things vanish. The traveler prepares it for himself. A pure thing of the Sun-goddess is the soul. The soul is of the gods. Why do I go to the per[di] tion of a mortal?18


The road to the underworld was a concept endemic to the karstic landscape of Anatolia, full of caves, sinkholes, and rivers that dip in and out of the ground. However, ritual pits could also be used to access the Sun-goddess’s underworld realm,19 to transfer evil, attached, for example, to a piglet,20 or to free a client from the sins that were imagined to relegate him/her to the underworld even while alive.21 Such pit rituals certainly had native Anatolian roots, but pit rituals were used throughout the Near East, and they served as a key conduit for Hurrian and Mesopotamian conceptions of the underworld to Anatolian practitioners. The foreign motifs were then attached to the Anatolian sun-goddess type via the Sun-goddess of the Earth. One frequently appearing Mesopotamian-derived concept is that of the gates or doors of the underworld, which can be locked and unlocked.22 For example, in a purification ritual attributed to Hantitassu from Hurma, performed “when the years of a man are disturbed,” the motif is applied in the typically literal way of the Hittites. After the practitioner, a “master of the word,” kills a piglet into the pit and asks the Former Gods (the Hurro-Hittite analogues of the Titans23) to consume its blood with other food offerings, he oils a doorbolt and places it in the pit on top of further food offerings, then tells the doorbolt to go and open up the Dark Earth and lead out the Former Gods. Upon taking the offerings, the Former Gods are to go back and evoke the Sun-goddess of the Earth to find out what evil the client has done so it can be neutralized.24


22 Mesopotamian conception of the doors to the underworld and its appearance in Hittite rituals: Haas 1994, 129–130.
 


23 Bachvarova 2016, 290–295.
 


24 CTH 395.1, §§14′′′–17′′′, translit. and trans. Chrzanowska 2015 ff. on KhK; discussion: Steitler 2017, 235–236.
 

The Sun-goddess also serves as gatekeeper of the underworld in Anatolian mugawar rituals used to call angry disappeared gods. Like the pit rituals, the mugawar is a sub-type of an extremely widespread practice, in this case that of invoking an absent god, which was found in an area ranging from Mesopotamia (e.g., the festival for Tammuz) to northwest Anatolia (e.g., the search for Bormos) and probably extended to Bronze Age Greece. The parallels with the Demeter-Persephone story have long been acknowledged.25 The most well-known mugawar rituals are those directed at the agricultural god Telipinu or the grandmother-goddess Hannahanna, but they could be applied to a variety of deities. The historiola (mythologeme or exemplary myth) embedded in the ritual typically begins with the angry deity’s absence, which causes a state of lack and suffering in the natural world. The gods notice when the sun-god calls them to a feast, where they are unable to sate themselves.26 The disappeared deity can only be found after a wide-ranging search with repeated failures by various gods. In Telipinu’s case, only a bee is able to locate him, stinging him awake, so the deity returns enraged and must be pacified with offerings. Whereas good things benefiting the king, his family, and his land are imagined to be contained in a sacred hunting-bag (kurša), evils are safely locked away in containers that could keep harmless a variety of evils, which have been aptly compared to Pandora’s box.27 In one mugawar, for example, blood, tears, illnesses of the eyes, pus, and cloudiness of the eyes are removed from a patient by the “lord of the word” and put into the Dark Earth, then handed over to the sun-goddess to be put into the sea in lidded vessels.28 In another mugawar ritual text, Telipinu’s destructive emotions are sent “by the path of the Sun-goddess of the Earth” to be locked safely away in vessels, access to which is controlled by an unnamed “gatekeeper” who unbolts its seven doors, presumably the Sun-goddess of the Earth.29


25 Multicultural nature of the mugawar: Steitler 2017, 202–207; Taracha 2009, 155–156. Translation of a composite text: Bachvarova in López Ruiz 2013, 451–458. Parallels with the Demeter-Persephone story: Bachvarova 2008, 29–32; Burkert 1979, 123–129. Parallels between Demeter-Persephone and Inanna/Ishtar descent stories: Penglase 1994, 126–158, who notes the searching mother motif has Mesopotamian parallels involving Dumuzi’s mother (130–134).
 


26 Sun-god’s feast: Steitler 2017, 205–207.
 


27 Fauth 1974, 119–123; Haas 1993, 78–83; Steitler 2017, 238.



28 CTH 331.1, §§1′–10′′, translit. and trans. E. Rieken et al. 2009 ff. on KhK; discussion: Haas 1994, 909.
 


29 CTH 324.1, §36′′′–37′′′, translit. and trans. E. Rieken et al. 2009 ff. on KhK.
 



The Sun-Goddess of the Earth in Hurro-Hittite Narratives

We turn now to the Sun-goddess’s role in Hurro-Hittite narrative song. Some of these narratives are well-known to Classicists, since it has long been acknowledged that the Kumarbi cycle, which includes the Song of Birth, the Song of Hedammu, and the Song of Ullikummi, has striking parallels to Hesiod’s Theogony. However, the Hurro-Hittite genre also includes at least three versions of the Gilgamesh story and the Song of Release, which tells the story of the fall of Ebla, a plotline with parallels to the story of Helen and Paris in the Iliad.30 Thus, in my comparative discussion of the Homeric Hymn to Demeter drawing on the Kumarbi cycle and the Song of Release, I am adding to the list of parallels that can be found between the Greek hexametric tradition and Hurro-Hittite narratives specifically. In the case under discussion here, we can see why this particular set of Near Eastern storylines would have been interesting to Greek-speakers, which in turn helps explain how narratives praising the gods interfaced with historiolae in magical rituals.


30 Bachvarova 2016, 24–27, 63–77, 111–131; Rutherford 2020, 144–162, trans. Bachvarova in López-Ruiz 2017, 154–176, 301–310.
 

Within the Hurro-Hittite realm, the character of the Sun-goddess of the Earth mediates interactions between the divine succession narratives and pit rituals. In the Purification Ritual for the Former Gods, for example, which combines Mesopotamian, Hurrian, and Anatolian conceptions of the underworld, an exorcist attempts to extract the bad effects of bloodshed and evil words. A pit is dug into a riverbank, and a lamb is slaughtered into it. The exorcist next calls upon the Sun-goddess of the Earth as doorkeeper of the underworld to open up the gates and let herself out along with the Former Gods. Their task is to take the evil away from the foundations of the house and bind it under ground.31 The underworld is their current field of operation, the exorcist reminds them, because the Storm-god has driven them under the earth.32 This reminder is an allusion to the Song of Birth, the first episode in the Kumarbi cycle, which begins by calling the Former Gods to listen, then tells them how Alalu was driven underground by Anu (“heaven”). Kumarbi in turn defeats Anu by biting off his genitals, but in the process impregnates himself with the Storm-god. After a difficult birth, the Storm-god will defeat Kumarbi and presumably drive him underground – we do not have the end of the narrative – where he will reside (like Mesopotamian El) at the headwaters of the primordial sea.33 This is an area apparently close to the domain of the Sun-goddess of the Earth, as described in an unfortunately obscure passage from the ritual.34


31 CTH 446, §§12–16′, translit. Otten 1961, 118–120; trans. B. J. Collins in Hallo and Younger 1997, 169. Discussion: Archi 1990, 119–120; Bachvarova 2016, 95–99.
 


32 CTH 446, §34, translit. Otten 1961, 130–132, trans. B. J. Collins in Hallo and Younger 1997, 170.



33 Also cf. another Hurro-Hittite narrative referring to the relegation of the Former Gods below the earth: CTH 351.1, §5′, translit. and trans. E. Rieken et al. 2009 ff. on KhK; see Bachvarova 2016, 97, note 89; Haas 2006, 144.
 


34 CTH 446, §23, translit. Otten 1961, 124, trans. B. J. Collins in Hallo and Younger 1997, 169; see Bachvarova 2013, 31, n. 36; Haas 2007, 347–348.
 

Inversely, the Hurro-Hittite Song of Release, in which the Sun-goddess of the Earth plays an important – although unclear – role, essentially narrativizes the worstcase version of the scenario imagined in the purificatory pit rituals. According to my interpretation, a monumental sin has been committed by Ebla’s assembly of elders, their refusal to release war-captives from the town Ikinkalish to serve the mortuary cult of Ebla’s past kings. The Storm-god and his brother go down to the underworld to the palace of the Sun-goddess of the Earth, identified with Hurrian Allani,35 who receives the epithet “doorbolt of the earth”; their goal is presumably to talk over the situation with her, just as imagined in Hantitassu’s ritual. The hospitality scene among the gods is a formulaic plot device in the Hurro-Hittite narratives, and in other texts the setting allows the gods to exchange information about a problem, which sets up the next episode in the plot.36 What they decide has not been preserved among the extant fragments of the Song of Release, but, in the world of humans, the plea of the current Eblaite king Meki asking the gods to cast aside the sin fails, he is unable to obtain a release, and the city is destroyed at the Storm-god’s behest.


35 Lorenz 2008.
 


36 Bachvarova 2016, 124–129.
 

We see the same use of a ritual motif as a plot element in the Ugaritic Baal Cycle when the Sun-goddess Shapshu aids Anat in retrieving Baal from the Underworld by searching for him high and low, just as she is able to visit all the homes of the gods, including the underworld and Baal’s mountain, in Ugaritic incantations.37 Finally, we can see a similar interaction between epic plotline and ritual in the opening scenario of the Iliad, when a sin is committed that incurs the wrath of Apollo and requires purification, as diagnosed by the augur Calchas, while Odysseus’s katabasis in Odyssey 11 is widely acknowledged to draw on necromantic rituals like the Purification Ritual for the Former Gods.38 Thus, the sun-goddess persona could have contributed to the Demeter-Persephone myth via multiple routes: the mythologemes associated with the Anatolian mugawar invocation, Hurro-Hittite pit rituals, and bardic narratives drawing on the role of the Syro-Anatolian sun-goddess as mistress of the underworld, which acquired meaning from motifs found in magical incantations.


37 Baal Cycle, KTU 1.6 iv 1–25, vi 45–53, trans. Wyatt 2002, 137–139, 144–145. Shapshu in the Baal Cycle: Kutter 2008, 141–184; Richardson 1974, 156.
 


38 Bachvarova 2016, 95–109; Ogden 2001, xxiv–xxv.





Hekate in the Demeter-Persephone Myth


Hekate's Early Persona

The sun-goddess’s control of the gates to the underworld may have been the starting point for developments in Hekate’s persona as goddess of magic and guardian of liminal spaces who also oversaw the female rites of transitions characteristic of Greek religious life.39 Hekate’s foreign component was amplified, as befitted her liminal and otherworldly character. But, in the transfer to Greek-speakers, one key aspect of her character was lost: her identity as the sun traveling under the earth at night. Her light-bringing role was reduced to bearer of torches, echoing the manipulation of light in the Eleusinian Mysteries and encouraging syncretism with Selene.40


39 Hekate and gates: Johnston 1999, 206–210; Zografou 2010, 93–109; involvement in girls’ transition rituals: Johnston 1999, 211–249. Hekate in magical spells: Fauth 2006, 27–76. Hekate holds the key to the underworld in Late Antique magic spells, e.g., No. 133.1–18, ed. Mitford 1971, 262; trans. Jordan 1994, 132–133.
 


40 Hekate’s association with light, e.g., her epithet φωσφόρος: Herda 2006, 282–283; Johnston 1999, 206.
 

Whether Hekate is a Karian descendant of the sun-goddess persona transplanted to Greece or a Greek goddess who absorbed elements of the Anatolian sun-goddess via contact in Greco-Anatolian poleis such as Miletos, it is reasonable to suppose that the Archaic persona of Hekate also integrated elements of ritual motifs belonging to a Helladic and/or Greco-Aryan goddess. Ascertaining what those contributions might be is another matter. As for Persephone, her role as the queen of the underworld could be a Helladic feature; it is certainly not Indo-European.41 Michael Janda, in a larger argument for the Indo-European origin of many of elements of the Eleusinian mysteries, has attempted to connect Hekate with the Vedic bitch Sarama by way of Hekate’s association with dogs and a supposed connection between Persephone and the Indo-European dawn goddess.42 Sarama’s role is to search out the Vedic clan of Panis, who trapped the cattle representing dawn in a cave (Ṛg-Veda 10.108).43 We need not agree with Janda’s attempt to connect Hekate with Sarama to accept the possibility that a traditional retriever role in an inherited Indo-European myth explaining the change of seasons was merged with the role of the Syro-Anatolian sun-goddess as mediator between the mundane world and the underworld.


41 Iconographic evidence for Bronze Age Greek analogues of the Demeter-Persephone myth: Cold-stream 1984, 2006, 582–584; Suter 2002, 173–176, 179–185.
 


42 Janda 2000, 218–223. Hekate first attested in the Hesiodic Great Ehoiai (fr. 262 M-W) as mother of Skylla.
 


43 Janda’s etymology, “she who brings up light” (Janda 2000, 223–240, 301; 2005, 59–67), is rejected by Wachter 2006, 139–144 (“beater of sheaves”), who is followed by Beekes 2010, 1179–1180.
 



Hexametric Narratives and Incantations

While in Bronze-Age Anatolia the interplay between incantations and narratives apparently required crossing over from one set of performers to another, from specialists in magic (the “lord of the word,” the exorcist, the “Old Woman”44) to bards, among Iron-Age Greeks the line between a suggestive story told within a spell and other types of narratives was blurred because both could use dactylic hexameter, as Christopher Faraone has so ably discussed.45 Furthermore, Demeter, Persephone, and Hekate were divine personae who easily straddled the two genres. For example, in the late fifth-century bce Getty Hexameters, Hekate appears with Demeter and Persephone, serving as torch-bearing guide out of the underworld, “screaming foreignly (?, βάρβαρον) in a terrifying voice” (12–17).46


44 On the “Old Woman” (MUNUSŠU.GI): Marcuson 2016.



45 Faraone 2021.
 


46 Ed. Janko 2015. Other interpretations: Faraone and Obbink 2013. My interpretation matches that of Janko 2013, 35.
 

Meanwhile, within her Homeric hymn, Demeter in the guise of aged nurse demonstrates her special knowledge of protective spells by using vocabulary specific to incantations (227–230); again Faraone has insightfully discussed the implications.47 And then, Demeter actually works magic on the Eleusinian princeling Demophon, which would have made him immortal and forever young if his foolish mother had not offended the goddess so terribly and caused her to retreat sulkily to the temple she demands of the Eleusinians (235–276, 293–304). So, the Homeric Hymn to Demeter calls attention to the blurry line distinguishing the carminative magic of a spell and the propitiary effect of a hymn meant to honor a goddess known to have fits of anger. Additionally, the hymn, because it provides an etiology for the Eleusinian Mysteries, likely incorporated other unrecognized elements of the liturgy and rituals of the Mysteries.48


47 Faraone 2001; vocabulary also in Getty Hexameters: Janko 2013, 54.
 


48 The hymn and the Eleusinian Mysteries: Parker 1991; Richardson 2011, 50–53, against Clinton 1992.
 



Changes to the "Seeking Persephone" Storyline

Turning now to the part of the hymn that draws on the mugawar-type storyline, with the background provided earlier we can peel back two layers of reworking of the traditional material. Firstly, the roles and characteristics of the goddesses involved were fitted to Iron-Age Greek conceptions of women’s life stages. Consequently, Kore/Persephone is the one who disappears as the bride of Hades as she moves from maiden to wife. In other words, the motif of the seasonal plant cycle is combined with the first-millennium Greek marriage-equals-death motif.49 Moreover, Persephone is not enraged but rather displays the emotions proper to new brides: fear and sadness mixed with excitement at her new status. Demeter displays the emotions that might be expected of a mother with a newly married daughter: unassuageable sorrow because of her fruitless desire to return to their previous state of union in the same household.50 Thus, Demeter must search, but she must also be enraged and herself withdraw and then be propitiated. In comparison to the Sun-goddess of the Earth, a single goddess who moved both in and out of the underworld and controlled others’ access to it, the passivity of Kore is striking.


49 Marriage as death for the bride: Rehm 1994; in the hymn: Richardson 2011, 54–55.
 


50 Discussion of the experiences and emotions expected of the social roles of mother, daughter, and bride in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter: Foley 1994, 104–112, 118–137, through a lens of universal human psychology.


Since there is no room in the extant version for Hekate below the earth, she is located in the liminal space of her cave (Homeric Hymn to Demeter 24–26), where she can hear Persephone’s cries.51 Moreover, according to the Greek conception, in order to mediate the change of status from maiden to wife, Hekate cannot change status herself; she is now forever a maiden “thinking gentle things” (ἀταλὰ φρονέουσα, 24).52 However, I suggest that Hekate originally retained the sun-goddess’s privileged role as retriever, as described in the Late Bronze Age texts discussed earlier, and possibly she was also the only one who knew where the girl was taken. This role would befit the controller of the gates to the underworld in Late Bronze Age Hurro-Hittite incantation and narratives, as well as the programmatic role of messenger and seeker for the sun-goddess in Ugaritic incantations and narratives. But, in the patriarchal world of Greek myth, Hekate accessing the knowledge hidden from Helios would also be analogous to the puny bee in the mugawar, able to find the disappeared god when a more powerful deity cannot.


51 Earlier explanations of Hekate’s cave: Richardson 1974, 156.
 


52 In this Hekate shares characteristics with Artemis, on whom see Johnston 1999, 216–248.
 

However, in the Homeric hymn, Hekate’s power has been downgraded in favor of Helios and Hermes, a change which should be put in the larger context of the “Olympianization” of local myths found throughout the corpus of Homeric hymns, as insightfully discussed by Jenny Strauss Clay.53 When Demeter’s Homeric hymn was reworked to assert Olympian Zeus’ control, the change rendered Hekate’s encounter with the searching Demeter random and purposeless (51–62).54 Although presented as about to give Demeter a message (ἀγγελέουσα, 53), Hekate instead questions her about her daughter, telling her that – like Demeter (38–40) – she heard her cries, but did not see who took her (54–58). Kore’s mother oddly does not reply; instead, they continue on together to speak to Helios, who is presented as having privileged access to the male-only world of decision-making about their female dependents and breaks the news that Zeus has decreed Persephone’s marriage to Hades as gently as he can (75–87). Now, Demeter wanders off, eventually ending up at Eleusis for an extended episode that ends with her even more angry than before, causing the infertility and famine that finally forces Zeus to act and initiate the return of her daughter via the male mediating deity Hermes. Hekate appears again at this point, but too late to do anything but embrace the reunited pair (437–439).


53 Strauss Clay 2006, 211–221, 247–249, 256. Sexual dynamics of the hymn: Arthur 1977, 221–222; Foley 1994, 104–105, 112–118. How the Olympianization of Eleusinian myth interacts with the theme of the subordination of the female to the male: Suter 2002, 24–25, 99–100, 118–120.
 


54 Strauss Clay 2006, 219 argues that the encounter allows Demeter to learn her daughter has been abducted, but this would surely not be a surprise to Demeter at this point.




The Homeric Hymn to Demeter in Its Narrative Context: Four Variables

The composer of our Homeric hymn chose among various possibilities for four key interconnected variables: who informed Demeter about the one responsible for Persephone’s kidnapping, who retrieved her, where she was seized, and where she was brought into the underworld. The original audience of our version would have appreciated the implications of the poet’s choices.

As for who told Demeter, according to Bruno Currie’s analysis Helios was not the informant in the original story, but replaced the Eleusinians as the messenger when the location of Persephone’s seizure was transferred away from Eleusis. He adduces a commentary on an Orphic version of the Demeter-Persephone story (P. Berol. 44, fr. 396.22–24 Bernabé) that quotes a three-line sequence in which Demeter reveals herself, then urgently inquires about who took Persephone, this immediately after tossing aside the Eleusinian queen’s son, whom she had been taking care of:55


55 Currie 2016, 79–104. Who told Demeter: Richardson 1974, 81–82.



Εἰμὶ δὲ Δη[μ]ήτηρ ὡρηφόρ[ος ἀγλαό]δωρος.τίς θεὸς οὐράνιος ἠὲ θν[η]τῶ[ν ἀνθρώ]πωνἥρπασε Φερσεφ[ό]νην καὶ [ἑὸν φίλον ἤπα]φε θυμόν;But, I am De[m]eter, bring[er] of seasons, of [shining] gifts.Who, a heavenly god or (one) of mo[r]tal [men,]Seized Perseph[o]ne and [tri]cked [her] dear mind?


The commentator then mentions the Eleusinian king Keleos returning from the country (25), allowing us to infer that he was able to tell Demeter what happened to Persephone.

In the Homeric hymn the question is asked by Hekate, before the Eleusinian episode. Currie argues that the oft-noticed anomalies in Hekate’s address to Demeter (including the use of nominative instead of vocative and hiatus between the two epithets in the vocative) beginning the parallel three-line sequence show that this line in the hymn is a remodeled version of the one found in the Orphic hymn, even though the latter text is later in date:


Πότνια Δημήτηρ ὡρηφόρε ἀγλαόδωρετίς θεῶν οὐρανίων ἠὲ θνητῶν ἀνθρώπωνἥρπασε Φερσεφόνην καὶ σὸν φίλον ἤκαχε θυμόν;φωνῆς γὰρ ἤκουσ᾽, ἀτὰρ οὐκ ἴδον ὀφθαλμοῖσινὅς τις ἔην· σοὶ δ᾽ ῶκα λέγω νημερτέα πάντα.Lady Demeter, bringer of seasons, of shining gifts,Who of heavenly gods or of mortal menSeized Persephone and grieved your dear heart?For I heard her voice, but I did not see with my eyesWho it was; and, I am telling you promptly the whole truth.

(54–58)


Thus, according to Currie, the Homeric Hymn to Demeter denies the Attic version that placed Persephone’s disappearance at Eleusis, which would have explained why Demeter ends up there.

Helios’s role in the Homeric hymn certainly has traditional elements. However, although other scholars have already claimed precedents for the all-seeing Sun-god in Near Eastern incantations,56 the parallels they have adduced, Hittite mugawars and Mesopotamian incantations, in fact do not apply. In the mugawar the Sun-god only hosts a feast for the gods, he does not detect the deity’s absence, nor find him/ her. And, in Mesopotamian incantations, the rising sun is called upon specifically as the astrological determiner of destinies rather than as observer of doings in the world.57 In contrast, the Sun-god’s observer role is programmatic in Hurro-Hittite narratives, where he is the watcher on high whose observations trigger the next phase of the action, as found, for instance, in the Song of Ullikummi and probably in the Song of Release.58 Helios’s role as messenger to Hephaistos in the Odyssey (8.267–71), because he “was aware of” (ἐνόησε) Aphrodite’s infidelity despite the fact that it was done “in secret,” follows the same narrative pattern.59


56 Penglase 1994, 134, 258–259; Richardson 1974, 156.
 


57 Mesopotamian Sun-god decreeing destinies: Polonsky 2002.
 


58 Song of Release (CTH 789) = KBo 32.10 ii, translit. Neu 1996, 456; Song of Ullikummi (CTH 345.I.1), §§19′′-21′′, translit. E. Rieken et al. 2009 ff. on KhK; discussion: Bachvarova 2016, 117.
 


59 Also note the female Lampitie, messenger of Helios (Od. 12.374–375).
 

The real question is why both Hekate and Helios appear in immediate succession.60 One plausible answer is that originally Helios informed and Hekate retrieved. However, another possibility is worth entertaining, namely, that Helios proved to be unable to help, while Hekate was able both to inform and to retrieve, which would follow the standard mugawar narrative pattern of repeated failure and final success in retrieving the lost god. In either case, the two meetings would have been switched. That is, in an alternate version, Demeter first questions the heavenly observer Helios relatively prolixly about who took her precious daughter (i.e., 64–73, vel sim.). He then tells her either that he knows who had kidnapped Persephone or that he does not, despite the fact that normally he should hear and see all (cf. Il. 3.277) as watcher over both gods and men (HHDem. 62). In the latter case he could speak the lines now given to Hekate: “For, I heard her voice, but I did not see with my eyes who it was; and I am telling you straightaway the whole truth” (57–58). He would then send Demeter on to Hekate as better informed and/ or better able to do something about the situation because of her privileged access to the underworld.


60 Others have registered this as an anomaly: Richardson 1974, 157.
 

The presentation of the kidnapping at ll. 22–27 would work without any changes in my hypothesized version in which Helios actually did not see who took Persephone, for both Hekate and Helios are described as only hearing Persephone’s cries; neither is presented as able to see her, any more than Demeter could when she was alerted by the echoes of her screams (38–40). Indeed, Helios never actually asserts he saw what happened when he tells Demeter who seized her daughter, mentioning only the same detail of her loud cries, although this is commonly assumed. However, as Nicholas Richardson notes even as he agrees with the assumption, “There is a slight awkwardness in this.”61 Instead, Helios focuses on the prestige of her bridegroom (75–81). The contradiction of the standard motif of the all-observing sun-god would emphasize the threefold division of the world among Zeus, Poseidon, and Hades, in which Hades rules a space not accessed by Helios, as Helios himself goes on to stress in the Homeric hymn version (83–87).


61 Richardson 1974, 157.


In a scenario in which Helios has professed ignorance, Demeter could then more briefly ask the question again while identifying herself – again more briefly – by speaking the three lines found in the Orphic hymn, but to Hekate, not to the Eleusinians. So, the role of the questioner and questioned would be inverted in comparison to the Homeric hymn version. In this alternative version the grammatical and prosodic issues in ll. 54–56 do not arise, no new location is required, no new characters are deployed, and no new storyline is incorporated, as the action stays on the divine plane at the edge of the world. With such a version as a counterpoint, the importance of the Eleusinians’ knowledge in the competing version that informed the later Orphic hymn, which motivates the gift of agriculture at Eleusis in particular and nowhere else, is sharply underlined: no god knew, only the Eleusinians, which is why they were deserving of such a great gift.

In the Homeric hymn version, Helios’s role as neutral all-seeing observer is paired with his role as representative of the male-controlled order, respectful and pitying (ἅζομαι ἦδ’ ἐλεαίρω, 76) to a distressed mother, but still making clear to her that her sorrow and anger will make no difference (82–83). This shift draws attention to the Olympianization of the storyline, making a joke, as it were, to the original audience that Demeter’s anger was just as much about her storyline’s novel subordination to Zeus’s will as about her daughter’s kidnapping. But, of course, Persephone cannot remain always in the underworld, and Demeter will have the last laugh. Zeus in the end must give way to her implacable anger causing the earth to suffer while she sulks at Eleusis over the insult paid to her by Metaneira, and allow her to be re-united with her daughter (310–356).

Turning now to who retrieves Persephone, in the earlier version I hypothesize here, the next step after ascertaining where Persephone was would simply be to fetch her, only for it to be revealed that she had eaten pomegranate seeds given to her by Hades, and thus she must henceforth divide her time between the upper and nether worlds. The Homeric hymn version gives the task to Hermes, but Demeter and Hekate also compete in the narrative tradition for this role.62 Retrieval by Hekate is alluded to by later poets, such as the Hellenistic antiquarian Kallimachos (fr. 466 Pfeiffer),63 and is illustrated in vase paintings, the most famous being an Attic red-figure bell krater (Figure 13.1) displayed at New York’s Metropolitan Museum (ca. 440 BCE).


62 Other versions of her retrieval: Richardson 1974, 83–84, 259.
 


63 Foley 1994, 61; Richardson 1974, 155, 295.


This painting shows Hermes and Hekate together, but their roles seem to be switched in comparison to the hymn. Here Hermes stands by quietly, staring frontally at the viewer, while Hekate urgently leans away from him and toward Demeter as she walks with her two torches, looking back at Kore whom she guides forward as she rises from beneath the ground.64 Charles Edwards has argued the scenario was depicted at Eleusis as well, interpreting as Hekate a fragmentary statue of a running girl at Eleusis belonging to a larger statuary group with Demeter and Kore (ca. 485–480 BCE).65


64 Website: Discussion: Bérard 1974, 129–130. Iconography of the vase paintings: Edwards 1986.
 


65 Hekate at Eleusis: Clinton 1992, 116–120; Edwards 1986.
 

[image: A Greek vase with handles on both sides and figures holding weapons in their hands.]Figure 13.1 Attic red-figure bell krater: Hekate escorts Kore; Hermes and Demeter look on (fifth century BCE). Source: Metropolitan Museum of Art, NY, 28.57.23.

Finally, where was Persephone seized? Was it also where she was brought into the underworld? According to Currie’s analysis, Eleusis was the location of all the action in the Orphic version, as befits the Eleusinian version of events he argues is denied in the Homeric hymn. Still, Hekate’s recurring role at Eleusis escorting Persephone during her annual descent and return was referenced by her epithets in the hymn as the one who goes before and after (πρόπολος καὶ ὀπάων, 440).66 Moreover, the Homeric hymn does commemorate Eleusis as the location of Demeter and Persephone’s Mysteries (473–95), even while it oddly ignores another important aetiological myth set at Eleusis: the gift of agriculture bestowed by Demeter, which would have been the reward for the information proffered by an Eleusinian basileus in the Orphic version.67


66 Richardson 1974, 295; Foley 1994, 61. Richardson 1974, 169, 295 notes her later attested titles “messenger” and “leader.”



67 Fr 397 Bernabé, Pausanias 1.14.1–4, see Richardson 1974, 81, 194–196, 259–260, 301–302.
 

In fact, Persephone’s route to the underworld may have been more complicated in the Orphic version commented on in the Berlin papyrus. Ana Jiménez San Cristóbal has pointed out that other versions present Persephone as seized in one location but transported to the underworld at another. She argues that the Orphic hymn pays homage to the Sicilian cult of Demeter and Persephone by having Persephone seized in Sicily, although she is transported to the underworld at Eleusis.68 With regard to her analysis, I can agree at least with one key point: the story we have encloses a narrative about Demeter almost giving immortality to an Eleusinian prince and demanding a temple to be built for her at Eleusis, within a version of the angry disappeared deity narrative that is otherwise completely dislocated from Eleusis, its cave, and its “mournful rock” (ἀγέλαστος πέτρα), on which the despairing Demeter would have sat.69 The two locations are the result of combining the two storylines.70


68 Jiménez San Cristóbal 2015, 251–257.
 


69 Inconsistencies in the resulting narrative: Richardson 1974, 259–260. Clinton 1992, 13–37 argued the lack of reference to the Eleusinian “mournful rock” showed the hymn was not telling the story of the Mysteries. Parker 1991, 7 claims there is no reason to assume that Eleusis was already a site at which it was claimed that Persephone was seized when the poem was composed, but it is hard to believe that the cave at Eleusis was not always considered an entrance to the underworld. Caves giving access to the underworld: Ogden 2001, 17–74.
 


70 Richardson 1974, 259–260; Strauss Clay 2006, 223–224.
 

Secondly, the Homeric hymn version of the mugawar-type storyline presents a mythical geography matching that found in the Hurro-Hittite sources. In the Homeric hymn both Persephone’s seizure and her descent must have occurred at the shore of Okeanos, since the hymn opens with the Okeanids frolicking alongside her (5).71 However, the location in the hymn is named as the (now) unplaceable Nysian plain (17).72 Significantly, according to the Odyssey (24.1–14), the gate of the sun and the gate to the underworld were located on the far shore of Okeanos near each other. So, in the Homeric hymn the gate to the underworld is located where the Sun-goddess of the Earth’s domain was according to the Purification Ritual for the Former Gods: at the headwaters of the primordial sea. Additionally, although the Homeric hymn does not specify the location of Hekate’s cave, it should also be at the edge of the earth, since she was the only other being besides Helios at first able hear Persephone’s cries, when no one else among “immortals and mortal humans” could (22–28). Finally, we can infer that Demeter reaches this same area after wandering for nine days (47–51) because directly after she runs into Hekate, the two can accost Helios by “stand[ing] in front of his horses.” That is, they block his way as he is about to set off in his chariot along his daily route across the heavens (59–63).


71 Σ ad Hesiod, Theog. 914 (= fr 389 III Bernabé) lists a variety of places from where Persephone was taken, with Orpheus’s version placing it at “the regions around Ocean.” Callimachus, Hymn to Demeter 7–11 (ed. Stephens 2015, 269): Demeter goes to the far western edge of the world where the sun sets, but she seems to go to many other places as well: Jiménez San Cristóbal 2015, 251–255; Richardson 1974, 148–150 for other references. Alternative witnesses to the event: Richardson 1974, 174.
 


72 One Nysa was located in Karia. Strabo 14.1.43–44 says a precinct for Pluto and Kore with a special cave was there; modern scholars think the site is named after the wife of Antiochus I (Richardson 1974, 143, 148–149). Richardson: the odd syntax at l. 1 suggests this line has been remodeled to accommodate mention of the Nysian plain.


It is all the odder, then, that in the Homeric hymn Demeter leaves the spot by Okeanos near where her daughter was taken to wander all the way to Eleusis, when in fact it turns out she was not brought down via the Eleusinian cave. Although Jiménez San Cristóbal suggests Helios and Hekate were both omitted in the Orphic hymn, traces on the papyrus do allow Hekate’s name to be reconstructed as questioning Demeter directly after the girl’s disappearance and before Demeter ends up in Eleusis: ἡ Δημήτηρ ὑπὸ τ[ῆ]ς Ε[. .. . .. . .. . .. ἠ]ρωτήθη (“Demeter by He[kate . .. w]as asked”).73 In this case, the transfer of the action to Eleusis could be better motivated than in the Homeric hymn: Hekate does not know exactly what happened but perhaps has reason to suggest to Demeter that she should go there to get more information.


73 Fr. 392.5, with note of Bernabé 2004, 323; Jiménez San Cristóbal 2015, 244, 256.
 

Finally, a version of events matching what I suggest here is depicted on a Locrian pinax (ca. 475–425 BCE, Figure 13.2), according to a composite reconstruction of several framentary pinakes by Paola Zancani Montuoro: Demeter is seated in sorrow on a rock on the shore of Okeanos as Hekate approaches, torch in one hand and her other arm stretched out to the mournful mother.

In the upper right corner Helios looks to the left toward Eos (Dawn) or Nyx (Night), who is swiftly exiting in the upper left corner.74 That is, the moment in time is exactly that inferable for the Homeric hymn: at dawn when Helios is just beginning his daily voyage across the sky. Hekate’s active role seeking out the motionless Demeter is depicted in the urgency of her gesture: her legs are spread wide as she strides, and her mouth may be open as if speaking. Is she telling the despairing mother where her daughter is? The depiction certainly underlines that Hekate’s communication to Demeter is an important part of the myth, and it places the meeting on the edge of the world where the sun goes in and out of the underworld, even as it portrays Helios in a more passive role than in the Homeric hymn version.


74 Zancani Montuoro 1964. Many see the image as actually referring to the Homeric hymn itself, e.g., Richardson 1974, 168–169.





Conclusion

A large part of this argument has been by necessity speculative. I have imagined an alternate hexametric hymn to Demeter, in which Hekate played the role of informer concerning the whereabouts of the disappeared Kore, in response to a question posed by Demeter that is put in the mouth of Hekate herself in Homeric Hymn to Demeter (54–58). I do this by comparing the programmatic role of the Luwian Sun-goddess of the Earth as guardian of the doors of the underworld and advisor to the gods within the genre of Hurro-Hittite narratives that has been shown to have influenced hexametric poetry more generally. However, my comments on how Hekate’s traditional role in the hymn was reshaped and diminished, ceding ground to Helios to conform to Greek gender expectations, rest on firmer ground. Indeed, I could have arrived at the same conclusions without adducing Late Bronze Age parallels, simply relying on Classical iconography, which shows Hekate as a messenger to Demeter at the edge of the world and as an active retriever, indicating that another version of the myth maintained some currency.

[image: A drawing of a human figure holding a torch light in one hand extends both hands towards another human figure sitting and extending both hands.]Figure 13.2 Composite drawing of Locrian pinakes: Hekate approaches Demeter on a rock at the edge of Okeanos; Eos or Nyx exits; Helios looks on (fifth century BCE). Source: From Zancani Montuoro 1964, Figure 3.

In the end the value of the cross-cultural comparanda goes beyond allowing us to understand better the development of the Demeter-Persephone story. They shed light on the much-debated origin of Hekate, and they add to our understanding of how the larger Greek hexametric narrative tradition developed, of which we only have a few of the endpoints represented by the extant hexametric works from the Archaic and early Classical periods. Greek bards not only borrowed from their fellow Anatolian bards, but they were able to adapt motifs to new circumstances, such as more restrictive gender roles for goddesses. I suggested earlier that Miletos, where Hekate was especially important already in the Archaic period, could have been a place where transfer of the mugawar-type storyline involving a sun-goddess-type character from Anatolian-speakers to Greek-speakers could have occurred, as I have also argued elsewhere for the sections of the Iliad involving the Milesian founding heroes Sarpedon and Glaucus.75 Moreover, it is possible to draw a straight line from Miletos to Athens based on the cultivation of a shared Ionian identity in the Archaic period, as revealed in legends of Neleids migrating from mainland Greece to found Ionian cities.76 The Demeter-Persephone story then continued to develop in Attica, incorporating motifs attached to Eleusis and transferring others to Eleusinian topography.


75 Bachvarova 2016, 422–423, 438–453.
 


76 Hall 1997, 51–54.


Finally, the interaction between incantations and bardic narratives in both the Hittite and Greek material suggests that Near Eastern traditions of narrative song were interesting to Greek-speakers for reasons that went beyond simply entertainment and shows that not only bards but also practitioners of magic could serve as conduits of verbal art over temporal, geographic, and linguistic barriers.
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A bronze pendant, said to come from Sicily and now part of the collection in the National Archaeological Museum in Madrid (acc. No. 1916/31/7), has recently been published as a valuable addition to a previously known cluster of five related pieces all “united by similarities in their inscribed apotropaic figures and Greek texts.”1 These circular medallions, of fourth or fifth century CE date (or later), have not heretofore been studied as a group but all appear to come from Sicily and share almost identical inscriptions, leading the editors to suggest a common source behind the texts.2


1 Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 62. We share with the scholarly world our profound gratitude for the authors’ exceptional work in deciphering this difficult text in their editio princeps.
 


2 Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 65 (see further notes later). The previously published examples of these medallions, as noted by Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 63, n. 3, 72, Table 1, include Giannobile 2002, 170–201; Manganaro 1963, 57–74; 1989 [1994], 13–41, and 1994, 486–517. Two additional pieces belonging to this group (one unpublished and one previously published) will be introduced in the course of this study; see Appendixes I and II.


In this study, I take the opportunity of examining in greater detail the lengthy process of how these divergent texts on bronze came to be copied from a single source, in this case an apparent papyrus model (Vorlage) of Levantine origin, and the manner in which their transcriptions wound up being preserved on a group of roundels from Sicily. Although the original pattern-book from which the individual texts emanated has long vanished, certain details of the Madrid bronze exemplar, in particular, hint at the transmissional process that lay behind the historical transferal of the other bronze medallions from papyrus original to applied metal amulet. These details also work towards understanding how the talismans spread geographically from East to West.

The commonality of figure and text on these medallions can be described as follows, even though the collection ultimately divides into two distinct subsets. One set of the bronzes, to which the Madrid example belongs, shares a mutually unintelligible formula, επηνα συμαηαο, followed by a magic name, Σαλαμαξα (+ βαμεαζα), along with three “Z-shaped” symbols and a garbled matrilineal formation (“protect so-and-so whom so-and-so bore”), preserving divergent personal names.3 On its opposite side looms an Anguipede figure (a “cock-headed” deity common on magic gemstones) interspersed and surrounded by a long IAŌĒ-formula that ends inexplicably with the verbless phrase, εἰς πᾶσαν ψυχήν, “for every soul/ person.” The prescriptions on either side are surrounded by an Ouroboros figure – the snake who eats its tail.


3 See later text, discussion to follow, Figures 14.1–2, and Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 72, Table 1: “Text and figures on six Sicilian amulets from Late Antiquity”, to which the two pieces in note 2 can now be added. But this essay is not meant to replace their valuable work nor to duplicate their helpful Table 1.
 


A second subset of the bronze pieces has an important variation occurring on at least four of the attested samples: the “reverse” side, which elsewhere has the Ouroboros surrounding the garbled Greek text, pictures instead the royal figure of an enthroned Solomon, who is tagged with the label, σφραγὶς Σολομῶνος (“seal of Solomon”).4 It is around this figure that there has been written the same common SALAMAXA-formula as that found on the Ouroboros version. But in lieu of variants of a jumbled protective formula (with their differing personalized names), here we encounter an independent matrilineal formula, with the exact same pair of names, daughter and mother, but each corrupted beyond apparent recognition: namely, αβουασμοη ειν ετεκεν εηηεδαβ (“ABOUASMOĒ whom EĒĒEDAB bore”). No verb of protection is preserved nor any medical complaints or objects of defense. This is apparently an embedded name-formula carried over from some older model whose sense has been long lost.


4 The two new examples (see discussion to follow and Appendixes I and II) bring the Solomonic versions up to six and the total number of medallions up to eight.


The “fossilized” pairing of names, being the same in all four (now six) instances of this “Solomonic” subset, differs from the fragmentary cognomens of the others which preserve true personal formulas – or fragments thereof – since the group of six medallions reproduces on independent talismans the identical nomenclature of the amulet-bearer in apparently “corrupt” form. The lost original from which these all derived clearly shared a once common pattern book, long vanished. The names, it seems – formerly attached to some vintage protective formula also gone – have been duplicated over time onto multiple copies, being no longer understood as personalized elements. But as discussed further later, the monikers may indeed preserve genuine Arabic names, a fact not noticed in any of the editions, recent or older. The nomina, no doubt owing to their eastern origins, have morphed into indecipherable words of mystery on each of the bronze examples recovered from different find-spots. But for us they provide a plausible window into the geographical origins of the group of medallions as a whole, an origin no doubt arising in the East.

By taking up the Madrid exemplar as our starting point, we can evaluate in what way certain philological, textual, and epigraphic details of the transcription of the group of texts can contribute to the whole mechanism by which the amulets came to be copied and transmitted from earlier textual spell-books and applied to become workable paradigms that have left their viable traces in the archaeological record. We can thereby offer greater clarity towards the understanding of the mode in which the social, cultural, and historical manufacture of amulets such as these, often seen as products of single workshops in late antiquity, can better inform our understanding of the disseminating process of popular magic among the harried masses who regularly sought protection against unnamed woes and bodily harm by apotropaic means. In this way, I hope to pay particular homage to Chris Faraone’s enduring legacy of studying the varied cross-cultural Mediterranean traditions that lay behind such heterogeneous practices in the ancient world as that reflected in our group of bronze talismans.5


5 I will thereby hope to mirror his pioneering work on the role that magical handbooks play in the transmissional history of ancient amuletic texts and documents of “ritual power,” a subject so near and dear to many of Chris Faraone’s specialized interests; cf. Faraone 2018 and Bibliography in this volume’s Epilogue.
 


The Text of the Medallion

I begin by presenting the text of the recently published editio princeps of the Madrid medallion, suggesting certain adjustments to the reading and interpretation of the text based on an earlier (unpublished) decipherment of the piece made from independent photographs prior to April 2016, when the object was still available for study on the open antiquities market.6 In particular, we will observe that the unusual first two lines of the “reverse” (Side B), reading επηνα | συμαηαο sign, will lead to a discussion of some of the kinds of cross-cultural transmissional issues that Chris Faraone has addressed in much of his ground-breaking work. We will suggest for one – unbeknownst to the editors of the Madrid bronze disk or to those of the kindred medallions – that these seemingly wayward letters are not magic words at all but misconstrued Greek stemming from the older, papyrological model. We will observe how this opening text of the reverse side was meant to copy out the standard formula, ἐπικαλοῦμαι σε (“I call upon you”), but that this got debased through a long process of transmission. Evidence for this comes in part from the observation that the text of the Madrid amulet has been unexpectedly copied onto its metal surface using a cursive hand and not the usual upright letters of the other bronze examples. Cursive writing is more prone to misunderstanding and erroneous transcription and probably contributed to the eventual corruptions of all the extant examples.


6 Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 63 (with n. 2), give the reported provenance from Sicily based on their history of the piece from two markets (London 2015 and Barcelona 2016): “21 May 2015, London Ancient Coins Ltd, auction no. 43, lot 295; 25 February, Martí Hervera S.L., auction no. 90, lot 145” (Barcelona). The photographs published here (Figs. 14.1–2) were obtained from Dr. Jeffrey Spier in 2014.


This and other details of the text, particularly how the personal names on the Madrid medallion were reproduced, will point to a dependence of the bronze amulet upon an antecedent written on papyrus. Whether the writer of the Madrid bronze piece had a single sheet of papyrus before him or a small slip cannot be determined, but ultimately its text can be seen to derive from a papyrus spell-book or manual. All this carries important implications for our understanding of the use of ancient formularies in the manufacture of such medallions, supporting the contention of the authors of the editio princeps that the bronze piece is “consistent with an earlier stage of composition” deriving from an older, possibly single formula.7 Following a detailed analysis of the text of the Madrid exemplar and how it was passed along, I shall next discuss the medallion’s prototype and why the parallel texts can be seen to reflect through their independent readings the transmissional fabric of the group of bronze medallions as a whole. A discussion of the use of “applied” amulets and how the readings of the individual variants of the bronze pieces mirror prior papyrus exemplars will lead to establishing a kind of stemma for the amulets as a group. The later introduction of the Solomonic subset of amulets with its older “fossilized” matrilineal name formula, once it has been deciphered anew according to the proffered Arabic names, will point, with its Levantine iconography, to a specifically Syrian (or east Mediterranean) origin of the texts of the bronze amulets, as a group.


7 Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 65. The use of such formularies for gems and medallions is brilliantly explicated, for example, in Faraone 2017.


For the convenience of the reader, the text, translation, and description of Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico’s published version is presented as follows, largely unchanged. It will serve as a springboard for the discussion of the whole body of common bronze medallions, but it proves necessary to look at the text of this individual amulet in some detail first before we turn to the larger issues of cultural exchange and geographic dispatchment.

Text


A (Obverse)

top right: Αδωναι

below beak of anguipede: ωηι

below left arm of anguipede: σε

at left: Ια|ηω | µα | µω | ων | βα|ολ | βα̣λ̣ | σ̣θ̣ε̣

B. (Reverse).

Ouroboros surrounding the following inscription:

επηνα

συµαηαο sign

σαλαµαξα

σαλαµ̣αξα

5 signs

δειαφύλαξον

Φηλαστε ἣν ἔτεκεν

Θερµοῦ‹ς›vac.

10 vac.Sign


Translation (B only)


EPĒNA SYMAĒAO (sign) SALAMAXA SALAMAXA (signs) protect Phēlaste whom Thermous bore (sign).


[image: A bronze medallion with deep and crisp etched writing and a hole at the top.]Figure 14.1 Madrid bronze medallion, obverse. Source: Photo courtesy of Jeffrey Spier.


Description and Some Doubtful Letters

“The amulet is a circular, flat bronze medallion, with a diameter of 46–48 mm, thickness of 1 mm, and mass of 9.86 g,” so write the first editors. The “obverse” contains a schematic drawing of the so-called Anguipede figure, surrounded by an Ouroboros, and limited text; the “reverse” carries the longer protective inscription, also with an Ouroboros encompassing the whole. A perforation, made from the present front side, has helped determine for the authors that the Anguipede side was in fact the original “obverse.”8


8 Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 62, 63, n. 3 have correctly switched the designations of “obverse” and “reverse” of the previously edited pieces, basing it upon the fact that the suspension hole was drilled from the Anguipede side through to the other. But it is likely that the hole was made before the engraving was done, since both heads-and-tails of the Ouroboros figures turn down at the top, as if to avoid a previously made puncture. But the Anguipede as the obverse side is borne out by the examples from magic gemstones. We add that the piece has been damaged (and repaired) at the top, which is particularly visible from the front side.


I start by observing that the bronze surface has been engraved with a sharp instrument leaving deep, and mostly clear, letterforms. The photographic images (Figures 14.1–14.2) may give to some the optical illusion of the letters standing out from the surface. The instrument used for the figured drawings (Anguipede and Ouroboros) is the same as that used for the letters. The deepest parts of the grooves of the letters have patinated to white, making it easier to read, but some letters on the reverse (B) that have not been so deeply incised do not show the same patination and are therefore difficult to read, at least initially: these include the first sigma (C) of line 2 (σ̣υ–), as transcribed earlier, which may in fact be an omicron (O), or a lunate epsilon (Є); the second alpha (A) of line 3 (σαλα̣μαξα); the mu (M) of line 4 (σαλαμ̣αξα); the upsilon (V-shaped) of line 6 (δειαφυ̣λαξον); and some of the letters of the last line 10 (referred to as a sign by the initial editors).9 Also, the mu (M) of the name in line 9, though never in doubt, shows most of the middle “dip” of the letter almost entirely effaced, or worn away. A possible nu (N) occurring in the name at line 7 (Φηλαστεν̣), and the issue of the sign of line 10, are independent matters taken up later. In fact, we can suggest for all of these “faint” letters the possibility that some wear and tear over time has further affected the distinctiveness of their inscription; often only parts of the affected letters look worn away. Some of this may be due to over-handling of the amulet in antiquity; some to uncertainty on the part of the engraver. The script on the obverse (A) is particularly difficult to read, and individual forms are more shallowly engraved and hence poorly preserved, but the reading has been aided by the parallel texts that the authors advance.


9 The alpha (A) in line 3 of the reverse is partial but not in doubt. The mu (M) of line 4 is properly marked in the editio princeps, which is practically effaced. The alpha (A) to the right of it is also partially gone, and the AO of line 2 is also in some doubt (see following discussion). The theta (Θ̣) of line 9, though not in real doubt, is also eroded. The issue of the C/Ọ ̣ of line 2 is taken up in greater detail later, since it turns out to be an original omicron (O).


[image: A bronze medallion with deep and crisp etched writing and a hole at the top.]Figure 14.2 Madrid bronze medallion, reverse. Source: Photo courtesy of Jeffrey Spier.


Most of these faint letters are not of much consequence individually, but taken as a whole they suggest something of the debased textual character of the bronze medallions over and against their common Vorlage, as plausibly suggested earlier. In particular, line 2 of the obverse of the Madrid medallion might be read slightly differently as ο̣υμαηαο (sign), rather than συμαηαο (sign), leading in part to an eventual interpretation (ἐπικαλ)ο̣ῦμαη (for –μαι), “I call upon (you).” The C̣ > Ο̣ is a slight change that is also supported by an overlooked parallel to be discussed later. This, and other difficulties in the letters, will hold important implications for our interpretation of the Madrid amulet and its transmissional history, since the vicissitudes can be explained as miscopying (or misreadings) from an original papyrus model, some of which are wholly corrupted. The presence of weakly attested and poorly read letters opens up the possibility that scribal corruptions may have been introduced early on into the body of the invocation. The presence of more variable corruptions, perhaps more recent, in individual medallions will also point to textual errors ultimately deriving from ancestral models. But the badly preserved invocation on the Madrid exemplar, nearly identical in all the parallel texts, shows a miscopied text that is quite old, or rather high up on the family tree, one that points to a former pattern-book shared in common with all the bronze pendants.



The Personal Names

Some of the faint letters may also affect our readings of the names on the Madrid amulet. Suffice it to say for the moment that we can conceivably posit a final nu in the client’s name, Φηλαστεν ̣ (leg. Φιλάστην)̣, of line 7, where the editors initially suggested Φηλαστε and tendentiously attempted the reading Θερμόν|̣ει̣ ρ[α] for the mother’s name in lines 9–10. The problem is that the alignment of the letters at this point is somewhat wayward.10 The name Θερμός, and kindred forms, is a modestly attested male name (SEG XXXV: 750; IG XI. 21 1014), but with the feminine suffix –(α)νειρα, commonly found in names such as Δειάνειρα (SEG XXII: 84g [i–ii]; SEG XXIV: 558b; I. Lipara App. I, 507,2) and Ἀντιάνειρα (IGUR I 160), we at least have in Θερμόνε̣ ι̣ ρ[α] a name of good Greek pedigree, even if unattested. Or, so it would seem based upon the evidence thus far. But as we shall shortly see, the editors’ reading of Θερμοῦ‹ς› will remain the most likely outcome, despite th missing final -ς, although the apparent letters in line 10 are not a “vac. sign,” as the initial editors suggest, but the continuation of a name.11 Again, we have at least three letters in this line, of which only the third, a rho (Ρ), is clear. Right below the E, of the line above, is perhaps another Ẹ, faintly recorded, but impossible to confirm. Following this is an iota that happens to fall directly below the rho (P) above it, as if an extension of the downward vertical stroke of that letter. But a close-up zoom of the photo (Figure 14.2) shows a separately written iota (I), followed by its own rho (P), the space after which insinuates room for at least one to two letters, of which there is little or no trace. Our original, albeit uncertain, intimation was to follow the natural flow of the letters of line 10 to read the rest of the name in line 9, that is, the Θερμόν|̣ει̣ ρ[α] (or Θερμόν|̣ει̣ ρα)̣, just mentioned. But it is a name that is not found and one for which the nu proves particularly troublesome; as the first editors put it, the Ν̣ is probably an upsilon (V-shaped), finally making Θερμοῦ‹ς› inevitable,12 but the letters of line 10 still have to be accounted for.


10 What has happened is that the engraver, after having written the third “Z”-symbol of line 5 a bit lower than the first two, was forced to add a downwards “bend” to the next line (6), with δειαφύλαξον beginning to bow at the end. This has forced the following line (7), carrying the personal name, to dip down even more (after the -ε of Φιλαστε). This in turn has caused the last two letters of the line, containing our possible ν̣ (?) in front of the ἣ|ν (end of line 7, beginning of line 8) also to shift down. There is clearly space for a letter in front of the eta of H|N (= ἥν), right beneath the Ξ (of δειαφύλαξον), above it, if it is indeed a letter: sc. ΦΗΛΑΣΤΕΝ̣ Η|N. But this “letter” only shows a clear left vertical (Ị), with faintly visible vestiges to the right of it and hardly a diagonal in-between. Is it meant to be a letter, poorly written, or something else?



11 Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 70, where they identify the reading as a “non-phonetic sign” similar to the Greek P, but at least two visible letters are in front of this. As for any spaces in the text of lines 9–10, vacats which we restore in the discussion to follow, it is possible that these could have been entirely effaced, not unlike the nearly rubbed-out letters discussed previously; hence, perhaps, Θερμοῦ[ς] rather than Θερμοῦ‹ς›.
 


12 The upsilon has somewhat the shape of a nu but without the left vertical. Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 70, record ample instances of the name Θερμοῦς from Roman Crete and Roman Egypt, suggesting that this name might be an abbreviation for Θερμουθᾶς or Θερμουθάριον, a proposition that no longer seems likely (see note 11 above).
 

What the original editors have to say about the “unparalleled name” of the daughter Φιλαστε might provide a clue. It furnishes an ironic coincidence of mutual academic discovery in respect of this client’s name and answers the conundrum about the final letters of line 10. For what they write about this personal name, guaranteed to be feminine because of the following ἥν, contains the somewhat prescient remark that


A truncated variant of the rare Φιλάστειρα is tempting as the latter is on record in southern Italy (LGPN IIIA s.v.), a single, short vertical far below the line of ε, if not dismissed as a stray mark, could be an unusual sign of abbreviation of the name of a bearer.13


13 Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 69 (cf. 66).



In other words, both the original editors and the present author have implied a similar-sounding suffixal ending in -ειρα for one or the other of the two female names, mother and daughter, but have interpreted the “stray mark” differently. What are the possibilities, on the other hand, that the “single, short vertical” is not an “unusual sign of abbreviation,” but rather a corrector’s notation that a missing part of the name needed to be added? That part would be represented by the letters recorded in the exergue of the medallion (line 10), which we tentatively read above as ε̣ιρ[α]. In other words, if this were a gloss adding the missing ending of the daughter’s name, we might read this rather as Ε̣IP[ΑΝ] or τΙP[ΑΝ] and thereby come up with the expected full name for the daughter, as suggested by the first editors, sc. Φιλάστε‵ιρ[αν]′. The formula as written on the amulet would then be δειαφύλαξον | Φηλάστε⸆ιραν ἣ|ν ἔτεκεν Θερμοῦ[ς], “protect Philasteira whom Thermous bore.”14 This again shows transcription from a prior pattern-book or a papyrus folium used as a simple model, for such a correction and inserted letters, especially misplaced as this, could only have come from a papyrus model proper whose scribal remarks were carried over somewhat unwittingly from the original.


14 Here left uncorrected for spelling. If the initial ε̣ of line 10 is really present, it is either an unintended duplication of the epsilon at the end of the daughter’s name, sc. Φηλαστε-, or a marginal “marker” to indicate what letter – epsilon – the gloss was indeed to be added to. It is more likely to see this initial “letter” of line 10, which looks rather T-shaped with a bit of a curve atop, as a glossator’s siglum ⸆ indicating the insertion of the reading, below: sc. our Φηλαστε⸆ιραν.
 



The Cursive Letterforms

An unnoticed feature of the letterforms, as noted earlier, is their conspicuous style. Unlike the usual bronze pendants of this period (sixth century ce),15 whose letters are usually upright majuscules, the writing of this pendant is pronouncedly cursive, displaying a kind of writing not typical for engraving on bronze, and one that, based on the medium upon which the letters have been produced, yields the peculiar “chicken-scratch” appearance so admirably deciphered by its editors. All the parallel texts that they cite, especially the “Solomonic” ones, carry clearly legible readings, with upright letterforms terminating in small dots, or “serifs.”16


15 Cf. Spier 2014. Previous editors date these to the fourth and fifth centuries.
 


16 Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 72, Table 1, esp. nos. 3–6, with texts only. On the “Solomonic” texts, see following note.


The reason for these letter-shapes is because the copyist took as his model an amulet-text from a papyrus sheet or spell-book that showed letterforms in a cursive form of writing. He (or she) did not know how, nor care to, convert these letters into majuscules but painstakingly copied them by imitating the cursive style of the papyrus model. Thus the alphas, kappas, and lambdas, for example, have the open and spread-out appearance of free or fluid writing but do not always follow the smooth strokes that writing with a pen-and-ink on papyrus permits. This is particularly true of the alphas which are made up of little more than three widely separated strokes. The writer is using a papyrological “font,” so to speak, not suitable for carving on thick metal disks.

Nor do the letters of the individual lines of text always stay within their intended horizontal boundaries, as noted earlier in respect of lines 6–8. This leaves the impression that the writer is laboring letter by letter as he copies from his papyrus model, without the benefit of writing quickly – and with straight lines – that papyrus, fluid ink, and a split-reed instruments allow. The carver’s attempt to imitate the quick cursive style of the papyrus standard before him results in the eventual jumbling of letters, up and down. This phenomenon already begins at the end of line 3, where the apparent sign at the end of line 2 has dipped below the horizon of its own baseline, causing the subsequent lines (3–4) to create their end-letters lower down and out of alignment. Thus, the final -ΞA of line 3 (Σαλαμαξα) and the final -A (alpha) of line 4 (Σαλαμαξα) dip considerably below their imaginary ruling lines. This has all been propagated by the peculiar “sign” coming at the end of line 2, which due to its size and nearness to the edge has also taken up the space of more than its own line; indeed, it covers the length of the space of the bottom of line 1 to the top of line 3.

The original editors thought that this was a magic charactēr of some kind,17 but this is not the place one would expect a miniature χαρακτήρ. Instead, we find something rather different here: a plausible -Λ, but one that is shaped rather more curvilinear than usual, almost like a Hebrew lamedh (ל), and one with an apparent horizontal line drawn straight through it, as if a mark of expungement. We believe, however, that this is no sign of deletion but the remnants of an older scribal gloss from the erstwhile papyrus model, a gloss not unlike the one proposed for our prior reading of lines 9–10. This is but one part of an original lection that goes back to a papyrus pattern-book that formerly read ἐπικαλοῦμαί σε, “I call upon you . . .,” according to our interpretation, but here with the lambda tacked onto the end of line 1 – yet falling slightly below it for lack of space. This is to indicate scribally that the letter had dropped out, at some prior point, from the progression of line 1 to line 2: sc., “read ΕΠΙΚΑ‵Λ′ΟΥΜΑΙ.” This word has become the eventual corruption that we find in ΕΠΗΝΑ|CΥΜΑΗ (+ ‵Λ′). As noted earlier, it is an old corruption, but one not readily apparent in the other copies of the bronze medallions. The “marginal” lambda is a letter that seemingly remained an uncorrected reading most visible in this its latest iteration.


17 Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 68: “The mark, a serpentine curve intersected by a diagonal, resembles a simplification of the so-called ‘Chnoubis-sign’.”
 

Nevertheless, the horizontal line, we posit, is some kind of “ground-line” drawn to indicate that it belongs straight along its own line 1, and not with 2, where it appears to join. What has happened in the transcription of this text is that the copyist has run out of room at the end of line 1. It is apparent from the engraving of this amulet that the encircling Ouroboros was carved first: this is clear from the fact that the end-letters on the right have all had to drop down and below their original baselines; furthermore, towards the bottom (e.g., at lines 6, 7, and especially line 8), the letters have even turned upward to follow the bend of the previously drawn Ouroboros. The same holds true for the writing on the left side, due to the same curvature of the bronze emblem. In addition, there is another small “miniature”-looking Λ occurring at the end of the second Σαλαμαξα of line 4, also out of alignment with the alpha, a letter that has not been taken into account. Is this a variant of Σαλαμαξα (sc. Σαλαμαξαλ) that originated as a scribal variant on the first spelling? Possibly, for that would explain why there should only be a single god, SALAMAXA, on the medallion, as shown by the singular (not plural) imperative of line 6 (δειαφύλαξον). But there is not an attested form Σαλαμαξαλ, and this name stands in place where the word Βαμεαζα comes in the formula (see nos. 1, 3–5, in the original editors’ Table 1).18 Rather, it may be yet another notation by the scribe that was carried over from an older papyrus model. It could be a kind of editorial “arrow” (^) indicating that the lines above it need to be pushed up, including the supposed lambda. In any event, none of the parallel texts shows these apparent editorial features, and neither of the two, seemingly superfluous, “lambdas” are otherwise accounted for in the tradition.


18 Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 72, Table 1. There, all examples have Βαμεαζα in this place, except the Madrid bronze and their no. 6 (from Hadranon/Adrano), which is illegible. The authors (65) posit that the single imperative refers to the Anguipede, but it is more likely the (now) singular Salamaxa, since the verb must refer to a name not an image.
 


19 Cf. Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 67, B. (reverse), lines 1–2.
 


20 Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 67, 71, the drawing of which (Fig. 3) looks slightly different from their published photo. We believe the editors are understandably influenced by the parallel texts (all of which have clearly written capital letters, AO), but this is somewhat misguided.
 


21 Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 68.
 


22 There looks as if an extension of the left “fork” of the adjacent Y running into the Ọ once existed, making it look like a Θ̣ or Є̣, but this seems unlikely. Even without a clear oval-shaped right side, we have clear precedence in other worn-out shapes on the Madrid medallion, described previously and to follow.




The Troubled First Two Lines

This brings us to the specifics of the reading ΕΠΗΝΑ | CΥΜΗΑΟ + sign, as printed in lines 1–2 of the editio princeps, and which we suggest disguises Ἐπικαλοῦμαί σε.19 We leave aside for the moment the last two letters of the group, the AO ending line 2, for here the round tablet reads something different from what is printed in the first edition.20 The editors are correct to remark on these lines that “[t]he sequence is unparalleled outside of the Sicilian group.”21 That is because they are not magical precepts at all but corrupted Greek text that goes back to the original papyrus formulary. What has happened is that the copyist, or one of a long line of predecessors, has misunderstood some of the cursive letters he was transcribing at the beginning where he starts with an attempt at writing the letters ΕΠΗΝ, somewhat non-cursively. It is only with the first A to follow, and especially the A’s and Λ’s in the next line, that the scribe relapses more fully to the true cursive style of his papyrus model. We posit here that the nu of ΕΠΗΝ- resulted from a misconstrued kappa, written cursively as a single-stroked, U-shape, letter ([image: Symbol: Magic and Religion in the Ancient Mediterranean World]), a typical κ-form of papyrus hands of the second to third centuries ce. A careful look at the photo, in fact, shows a little “tick” on top of the diagonal, as if to indicate a kappa ([image: Symbol: Magic and Religion in the Ancient Mediterranean World]). In any event, the original papyrus must have read ΕΠΗΚ- (for ἐπικ-). With the concession of granting our theory of a marginal, “baseline” lambda added at the end of the line as a scribal correction, we are not far off from interpreting ΕΠΙΚΑ‵Λ′|ΟΥΜΑΙ for the medallion’s reading, sc. “ΕΠHΝΑ|Ο̣ΥΜΑH – (add) Λ” – unwritten instructions coming from the correction in the original papyrus copy. We have already discussed the plausibility of reading Ọ in -Ο̣ΥΜΑΙ (beginning in line 2) for -CỴ MAH in the Madrid copy. A magnification of the photo genuinely shows apparent vestiges of the worn-out, unpatinated, right side of the C-shape that forms an O.22 Whatever the result, it no longer looks like an omicron, and this is why most parallel copies read C, which no doubt derives from this Madrid badge, or some version of it. But a striking parallel from an unpublished bronze amulet offered recently in the antiquities market reads exactly what we expect of this letter, namely, a clear O (omicron): sc., ΕΠ̣ΗΝΑ|Ο ΜΑΗ, that is, as if to suggest even more clearly ΕΠΙ‹Κ›Α‹Λ›Ο[Υ]ΜΑΙ (see Appendix I).23 The omicron seems no longer in doubt as a former reading, even though all subsequent copies, including this one, have left out the erstwhile marginal λ and carried over the N for K from the Madrid copy, or a direct descendant of it.


23 The O-shape gives a straight right side, as if a vestige of the original V-shaped upsilon once joined it to the right, for which a slight gap remains. The medallion appeared on the London market in 2008: Dix, Noonan, and Webb, Auction A6, Important Ancient and Early Medieval Coins, London, 29 September 2008, lot 6331 [6.3 cm., 23.80 g]. (Ref. courtesy Dr. Jeffrey Spier).


The reading of H for I, for both the ΕΠΙ- at the start and the -MAI at the end, is a standard phonetic variation that probably stood in some later form of the papyrus model, or a subsequent copy of the Madrid pendant now lost to us. Further, we shall see that the Leontini amulet (no. 1, Table 1 in the editio princeps) actually reflects the original ΕΠΙΝΑCΥΜΑΗ (that is, expected iota, not eta!). This reading suggests an early, independent witness to an original ΕΠΙ-ΚΑΛΟΥΜΑΙ. In any event, with these modest inconcinnities in transcription, it seems that the original papyrus prototype, from which the writer of the Madrid medallion drew, clearly read a cursive form of ἐπικαλοῦμαι that eventually got copied as ΕΠΙΝΑΛΟΥΜΑΙ and then over time as ΕΠΗΝΑΟΥΜΗ (but with the lambda probably falling out early – see discussion to follow). None of this kind of wayward transcription is unexpected, considering the transmission of these bronze amulets. In the example from Leontini we will see, for instance, the reading ἐπὶ ἀξίαν (!) for an original διαφύλαξον – a parallel certainly more corrupt than that proposed here with the Madrid bronze.

This leaves us with the final “AO” of line 1, a reading unmistakable on at least the Solomonic versions of the bronze pieces (nos. 3–5, Table 1 of the ed. pr.), but this is not what is recorded on the Madrid medallion, which has, seemingly, AЄ̣Ị (“always”?), with the last two letters rather close together and somewhat rounded on both sides, something that could have been mistaken as a Θ̣ or Ọ in subsequent copies. This may well have generated the AO of all subsequent versions. Following a formulaic invocation such as ἐπικαλοῦμαι, what one expects is not an “AO,” as if magic vowels or names, but the typical pronoun σε (CE) – “you,” as found following most instances of this customary verb of protection. Again, with the cursive writing of the papyrus prototype as a guide, an original sigma, written cursively ([image: Symbol: Magic and Religion in the Ancient Mediterranean World]) could easily have been transcribed as an alpha ([image: Symbol: Magic and Religion in the Ancient Mediterranean World]). What follows next is easier to diagnose, namely an original EI for E, so that σε > σει. This is just the sort of spelling error one finds in δειαφύλαξον in line 6. The primary text must have read ἐπικαλοῦμαί σε, “I call upon you . . .,” with direct reference to the SALAMAXA (sg.) named in the next line. All of this, of course, would have been the result of hapless copying from the papyrus corrections already standing in the model; the “model” may even have been an actual papyrus amulet, already personalized with the proper names, that served as the most immediate prototype for the copyist. It is a factor that comes into play with the other Solomonic types, discussed next.




The Medallion's Prototype and Its Descendants

The hypothesis of an original papyrus exemplar that served as the model from which the inscriber of the Madrid medallion copied his text is plainly evidenced by the fact that the letter-writing imitates the cursive script typical of a scribe composing freely with ink on papyrus; it is not the labored up-and-down letteretching of the other manufactured bronze pieces. There are also the telltale indicators of additional scribal augmentations and corrections. The first copyist of this tradition of bronze medallions merely mimicked the papyrus letterforms of his model. But it is also possible that the writer of the Madrid medallion was a trained papyrological scribe who, in the absence of any available papyrus material, simply etched his text on the bronze surface as if it were a sheet of paper. Still, we cannot know for sure, since the irregularities and inelegance of the text may have already resided in the model that the scribe copied from (or he could have copied ignorantly). Although the ultimate source for such an amulet as we have in the bronze medallion must have been a papyrus sheet or formulary, the presence of actual designated persons on the charm suggests the proper adaptation of the name-formula from a paradigmatic spell-book, an intermediate copy of which could also have carried the name from an independent, personalized amulet.24 Whether deriving from scrolls or fragmentary sheets from handbooks, “applied” amulets usually fill in the blueprint, “so-and-so whom so-and-so bore” with the personalized elements upon completion of the individual amulet for sale, although this is not always the case.25


24 Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 63–67, here 65, introduce from Giannobile the use of a magic formulary in the composition of the Sicilian bronze pieces, overall, writing a “single formulary can be recognized, as Giannobile saw, among a group that he dated to the fourth–fifth (nos. 5–6) and fifth centuries (nos. 1, 3–4)” but rightly suggest an “inversion of Giannobile’s date-groups.” They do not suggest the direct evidence of a papyrological hand, nor of the thesis that smaller, intermediate papyrus sheets were used (see later note).
 


25 See note 27. For examples of “Applied Magic” (amulets with the names of the clients), see Daniel and Maltomini 1990–1992. This edition comprises both “Applied Magic” and “Formularies.” For scribal addenda on these “applied” magical texts, see the discussion to follow and note 42. For the matrilineal formula: Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 69.
 

The fact that the names are included shows copying of an amulet for personal use, and not just a model or pattern-book, but the presence of editorial corrections on the bronze piece itself points to a previous copy with the names already inserted, ultimately an individual sheet of papyrus used as “applied” magic. Yet none of this holds completely true for the other exemplars among our bronze group, especially the “Solomon” enthroned versions (see editio princeps, Table 1, nos. 3–6 and Appendix II), which we argue with our original editors are secondary and show an independent development from the smaller group of the others (ed. pr. Table 10.1, nos. 1–2), including the Madrid piece.26 Let us look briefly at these Solomonic examples first, and then work backwards, for they seem to give evidence of a somewhat later development (including the use of misunderstood matrilineal formulas).27


26 Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 64, correctly argue “Solomon, whose depiction on amulets came to popularity in Late Antiquity, was a later addition . .. more likely to have been added to than to have been deliberately removed from an existing pattern-book or formulary.” And, “Further differences in the text on the obverse of the Madrid amulet with respect to the others . . . are consistent with an earlier stage of composition of the formulary . .. (65).” The Table 1 references are again to their own catalogue (72).
 


27 Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 65, observe of the ancient writers themselves: “the meaning of the placeholders in the formulary was no longer understood, whether the corruption arose from a misreading of a possibly abbreviated placeholder such as τὸν/τὴν δεῖνα ὃν/ ἣν ἔτεκεν ἡ δεῖνα or an attempt to work backwards from a finished product already personalized.”


Each of the medallions picturing Solomon enthroned has a version of the Madrid pendant’s text, with the main difference being in the invoked name σαλαμα|ξα βα|μεα|ζα, with identical word divisions among them all. They are obviously all related but do not rely upon the same exemplar as the Madrid text, which has σαλαμαξα | σαλαμαξα(λ), whether a scribal duplication or an error. More problematic for these is the corruption of the matrilineal equation, all of which read αβο|υασ|μοη ε|ἳν (= ἣν) ἔτε|κεν ε|ηηε|δαβ, “ABOUASMOĒ whom EĒĒEDAB bore” – an apparently meaningless set of names that the writers no doubt thought were magical words, but which we now tentatively identify as Arabic, as noted (see further discussion). In point of fact, there is not even a verb of protection in this short assemblage. No doubt, the verb has dropped out in the process of multiple transmissions. All this shows that the text is either a more corrupt descendant of the exemplar preserved in the Madrid bronze piece or derives from a separate, albeit corrupt, forerunner. Again, the presence of βαμεαζα in the parallels suggests this, and at least the loss of the verb διαφύλαξον exhibits a deficiency that must reach back to a single common denominator, a long-standing error of omission. This is all supported, too, by the fact that the image on the medallion has been converted from a simple Ouroboros design to an enthroned Solomonic figure; furthermore, the three-bar Z-forms in the middle of the Madrid bronze talisman has been reduced to a smaller group below the king’s chair. But the presence of a matrilineal name formula, however defective, indicates that it was copied – like the Madrid piece – from a papyrus sheet and not necessarily a magical book itself, which would not have filled in the names. These names, it would seem, have been copied so many times over that they grew beyond onomastic recognition, and one wonders whether their transmission was determined partly by oral communication, resulting in their current unrecognized shape, but their transmission as a group must evolve from a common source that is not exactly the same as that of the Madrid piece. One can imagine a period when the use of papyrus amulets (and lamellae) had fallen into desuetude and bronze medallions began to replace the older style of talisman-writing.

The Leontini amulet, mentioned earlier, does not have a formula of protection but the remnants of something only remotely close: ΕΠΙΑΞΙΑΝ for ΔΙΑΦΥΛΑΞΟΝ (although a non-idiomatic form ἐπιφύλαξον, “watch for,” is attested). But the fact that it is followed by a matrilineal precept (in the wrong grammatical case), right where δειαφύλαξον is found on the Madrid medallion, proves that it once reflected at least something akin to (ΕΠΙ)ΦΥΛΑΞΟΝ. As the editors of the Madrid amulet are keen to observe, “[t]he same or a related compound of φυλάσσειν may be suspected to have preceded the sequence reflected as ἐπὶ ἀξίαν in the corresponding place in no. 1, which may join it as representative of a relatively early phase” (italics added).28


28 Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 65–66, 72 (Table 1), with reference to SEG XLIV 771 (Giannobile no. 5 [SEG LII 921]).
 

The matrilineal formula of the Leontini piece reads Μαρκιανὸς ὃν ἔτεκεν Σαβῖνα (not the editors’ Λαβιν‹ί›α, as discussed later), written in the nominative rather than the accusative case, which is expected after an imperatival verb. It could be that the jumbled verb, now misunderstood, caused an eventual switch of the first name to the nominative. In any event, Marcianus and Lavinia (or Sabina) reflect Roman period nomenclature, according to the original editors of the Madrid piece, and would seem to point to an earlier period.29 The photograph in Manganaro (and Giannobile), the only one available, demonstrates that it preserves an exemplar based upon a model comparable to the Madrid piece.30 The overall fabric of the medallion is similar; the layout is the same; the line-to-line arrangement of the letters comparable; and the style of writing identical, despite the poor quality of the image. It seems to build a well-constructed bridge between the older Madrid model and the later Solomonic versions. But the inscriptions on the other side (the obverse) shows an affinity with the Solomonic texts in reading the enigmatic formula Ἰαωαλων εἰς πᾶσαν ψυχήν, along with other vocalic letters, just like all known congeners, except the Madrid piece, which shares only a portion of this overall rubric and records Ἀδωναι alone among the whole group. This again points to some independence from the remainder of the preserved tradition. But an apparent ΑΔΩΝ on the reverse (B) of the Leontini piece, placed between the first and second Z-letters, seems to reflect the same Αδωναι on the obverse (A) of the Madrid piece, a name not found on any of the others.31 This shows further affinities with the Madrid piece, intimating a text that is at least intermediary between the enthroned Solomon pieces and the Madrid copy.


29 Manganaro 1994, 487 reads CΑΒ|ΙΝΑ{Ν} not ΛΑΒΙΝ‹Ι›Α, which is certain, despite some mis-readings and a blurry photo. Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 66, nevertheless, write: “Onomastic data, in the names of the bearers and their mothers, present for nos. 1 and 2 only, are also thoroughly Imperial: Marcianus and Lavinia (no. 1); Philasteira or Felicitas (?) and Thermous (no. 2).” The same holds true for Sabina, but it is only the accumulative evidence here that reinforces the possibility of older names. We can rule out that the corrupted ἐπὶ ἀξίαν + nominative stood for something like “for (good) repute.” In view of the accusative ὃν, an original Μαρκιανόν simply got miscopied as Μαρκιανός.
 


30 Giannobile 2002, 196, no. 5 (pl. 13e); cf. Manganaro 1994, 486–487, Fig. 2 a/b; SEG XLIV 771. The hand (despite the out-of-focus photograph) shows a similar cursive style. The reverse inscription is enclosed within an Ouroboros like the Madrid piece and is not written on either side of an enthroned Solomon like the later examples (ed. pr., Table I, nos. 3–6, to which can be added the examples in the Appendixes).
 


31 Cf. Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 65–66, a fact “which may join it as representative of a relatively early phase.” The ΑΛΩΝ of the vocalic group of letters on the others could also well be ΑΔΩΝ.


Another bronze Solomonic pendant from Naples, uncatalogued in any of the previous studies, may offer additional evidence of a text-tradition at an intermediate stage (Appendix II). It is a large medallion published years ago by C. W. King, but only with a brief description, transcription (all in caps), and no reproduction or photograph.32 The fabric, design, and writing are identical to those of all the later seated-Solomon types, based upon the unpublished photograph. The text on side B, properly labelled as the reverse by King, shows the typically enthroned royal figure, and with it the identical text of its parallels (Table 1, nos. 3–6, in ed. pr.), including the corrupt-looking ΑΒΟ|ΥΑC|ΜΟΗ Ε|Ν ΕΤΕ|ΚΕΝ (= ἣν ἔτεκεν) Ε|ΗΗΕ|ΔΑΒ. In all other respects, this bronze example is the same as its companion pieces except for a single remarkable addition found on the obverse (A): ΦΥΛΑΞΟΝ | ΖωCΙΜ|ΟΝ, φύλαξον | Ζώσιμον, “Protect Zosimos!” Here a protective formula and name abrogates the personalization of the otherwise unknown formula, “ABOUASMOĒ whom EDĒĒEDAB bore,” on its reverse. The letters of the new protective formula appear in the same script as the rest of its text, running up the right side of the badge, from left to right in the space occupied by the “cruciform” on the Madrid piece’s surface. With this, too, above the word ΦΥΛΑΞΟΝ sits an eight-pointed star, duplicated by another, exactly opposite, on the other side of the Anguipede. As correctly noted by the original editors of the Madrid amulet, this cruciform shape is no Christian emblem; we now know it to be a simple star.33


32 King 1887, 248–249. (As one can tell from the following description, the First Edition of 1864 did not carry the amulet.) The piece, measuring 2¾ inches (approx. 7.0 cm. in diameter) “was obtained (Jan. 1876) from Sambon, a noted antiquario at Naples” (248). A reference to Naples suggests an affinity with nearby Sicily. King was ahead of his day in noting that “the reverse strikes me as an addition of later times” (248) but was wrong to attribute the Solomonic design to “a truly mediaeval piece of drawing” (249). Nor are the scribal hands of front and back different, as he contends (he correctly calls the Solomonic side the “Reverse”). The piece eventually became part of the Wilhelm Froehner Collection acquired by the Cabinet des Médailles in Paris. I thank Juraj Franek for making available an unpublished photograph of the medallion for study, presented in Appendix II.
 


33 See Appendix II. Cf. Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 66. A comparison of the Angui-pede on these Solomonic types shows a relationship with the older, more crudely drawn model of the Madrid pendant.



Arabic Names and the Syrian Origin of the 'Solomonic' Subset

What does the presence of a somewhat standardized name formula (“Protect Zosimos”) on the “new” C.W. King piece from Naples (probably Sicily) say about the transmission of this particular exemplar alongside the occurrence of an older garbled and “fossilized” personal prescription (“ABOUASMOĒ whom EDĒĒEDAB bore”), on its opposite side? What does it say about the transmission of the group of Solomonic pieces, as a whole, especially in light of the Madrid (and Leontini) pendants? For one, although the Solomonic subset seems chronologically secondary with its enthroned monarch, the “frozen” formula Ἀβουασμοη ἓν ἔτεκεν Ἐηηεδαβ in the group points to something rather older than the medallions in which it is embedded; it indicates the preservation of a once ancient personal client-and-mother tag whose meaning has long been lost. That it is an older name-formula entirely misunderstood is now made more clear from the new Naples piece (C. W. King), which bears its own “real” personal name (in an abbreviated formula) on the obverse side. The older embedded formula has simply been carried over from its papyrus prototype onto multiple copies on bronze amulets from Sicily. It was written for a named client on a once singular amulet. Furthermore, this intermediary example of the Naples (Sicily) medallion creates additional chronological space between the two subsets of medallions under study here, verifying the antiquity of the corrupt or at least misunderstood names.

The names, however, may not as “corrupt” as they seem. As touched upon earlier, they are probably Arabic. Let us examine these two sobriquets more closely, for they appear to represent genuine personal names that have become “magic” formulas in the process of transmission, owing no doubt to the exotic nature of their origins. To begin with, the terminative –δαβ at the end of the “mother’s” name looks quite like Arabic written in Greek. This leads to the realization that the apparent name for the mother, Ἐηηεδαβ, rather fairly matches أداب, ʾAdʾab, Arabic for “WellMannered” (with the Greek vowels aptly matching the initial Semitic gutturals) – a common name among Middle Eastern women even nowadays. Conversely, the initial component of Ἀβουασμοη (the first name) preserves Ἀβου–, an element that easily corresponds to Arabic أبو, ʾAbu-, “Father of,” a universal pronominal prefix. This is followed by something quite unique, namely the appellative Ἁσμό‹ν›η, which with the liberty of supplying a simple nu, corresponds to Arabic, حَشموُنَاي (Ḥašmônay), the exact equivalent of Hebrew חַשְׁמוֹנַאי /Ḥašmônay, the eponymous name of the famous Hasmonaean dynasty.34 It is an ancient surname that is even found among modern Israelis and Jews today. Hence, the personal name of the original holder of the amulet from which all the later Solomonic copies were made was a person – a male – named Ἀβουασμο‹ν›η (= ʾAbu-Ḥašmônay), even though the relative pronoun appears to be feminine ἕν/ἥν (for masculine ὅν?).35 The male client was possibly a former Syrian resident of seemingly (pre-Islamic) Arabic and Jewish extraction.36 In any event Abu-Hashmonay would likely have come from a large city such as Aleppo, Damascus, or even Palmyra. The possibility of an Arabic etymology for the names of the son and mother would accord well with the supposition that the Solomonic versions, or at least their designs, may have stemmed from Syria, the home of many similar bronze amulet types.37


34 Cf. Goldstein 1975, 53–58, esp. 55, n. 8, on the “descendants” or “House” of Hashmonay. The meaning of “Hashmonay” (Gk. Ἀσαμωναῖος) is unknown, but Josephus proudly claimed descent from the family (e.g., Josephus, AJ 12. 265, 16.179; cf. Goldstein 1975, 56, and 55f., note 10, on the origin of the name in the family).
 


35 The pronoun, if not originally ὅν, may have been changed to the feminine ἕν (= ἥν) because of the feminine form of the final –η (= –ay) of the name in Greek (in Arabic/Hebrew it is masculine).
 


36 His mother would have been Arabic and his father Jewish, although we need not assume bicultural ancestry here. The adoption of a “Hasmonaean” epithet on the part of pre-Islamic Arabs could easily reflect admiration for the once powerful dynasty. However, the prefix Abu- is also respectfully adopted by Jews living in Arabic-speaking countries today.
 


37 Spier 1993, 25–62 (Plates 1–6). Both the King and London pieces, by the way, unmistakingly show Ἀβουασμοη not Ἀβαυασμοη found elsewhere.


Despite the absence of the verb of protection on these transcribed “Abu-Ḥašmônay” nominal formulas, the position of this matrilineal formula stands in the same place as the other formulas in the Madrid, and closely parallel, exemplars. That means that where the Madrid medallion’s restored prototype reads, *ἐπικαλοῦμαι σε, Σαλαμαξα (signs), διαφύλαξον Φιλάστειρα ἣν ἔτεκεν Θερμοῦς (“I call upon you, SALAMAXA [signs], protect Philasteira whom Thermous bore”), something similar must have stood behind the garbled Solomonic equivalents which have ΕΠΗΝΑCYMAH AO, Cαλαμαξα Βαμεαζα, κτλ. Thus, based on our Madrid model, the Solomonic prototypes should also have read something like *ἐπικαλοῦμαι σε, Σαλαμαξα Βαμεαζα (signs) ‹διαφύλαξον› Ἀβουασμο‹ν›η ὃ ἔτεκεν Ἐηηεδαβ (“I call upon you, SALAMAXA BAMEAZA [signs], ‹protect› Abu-Hashmonay whom ’Aadab bore”).

The formula as carried over attests to both the antiquity and novelty of the Solomonic types. Based on the Sicilian medallion tradition of the Leontini, Madrid, and to a lesser extent the King (Naples), examples, we posit the retention of fragments of an older protective and matrilineal formula on the Solomonic version. The image of Solomon (and the tradition of his seal), on the other hand, seems to be more of an innovation. As for our likely Madrid prototype calling upon protection for Philasteira whom Thermous bore, little has changed in respect of the Solomonic equivalents, except that these show an apparently more original BAMEAZA added to the SALAMAXA magic name, the longer version of which stems from a gemstone tradition (see following discussion). The need to restore the imperative ‹διαφύλαξον› in the Solomonic parallels suggests a diminution of the verbal element that has moved further along than the reading of the Leontini’s piece with its peculiar ΕΠΙΑΞΙΑΝ (‹ *ἐπιφύλαξον?). Still, there remain enough elements present to infer that the Solomonic versions of these amulets hark back to a formula with the same verb of protection. Even the Solomonic corruption of *ἐπικαλοῦμαι σε to ΕΠΗΝΑCYMAH AO is not nearly as bad as the apparently degenerated names of the matrilineal formula and the complete loss of the verb διαφύλαξον in all but the Leontini and Madrid amulets, the former of which is only partially preserved (but with the correct spelling of ἐπι- of the opening invocation).

Now the retention of the old, corrupt matrilineal formula on the Solomonic pieces evinces the long-forgotten ἔτεκεν-type of its former Madrid model with its almost entirely textual version surrounded by an Ouroboros. This has been replaced by the enthroned figure of the king, even though the new iconography still retains the three-bar Zs (reduced) and the partial personal formula, now incomprehensible. What is different on the Naples medallion published by King, we remind readers, is the addition of the new, independent spell for protection “Protect Zosimos,” which points to an intermediate stage in the transmission. We have to assume that the copyist of this exemplar had no idea what the older ABOUASMO‹N›Ē – formula meant on the flip-side. This accords with what can be surmised about the lot, overall. This once personal element carried over from a lost “applied” amulet became to the scribe mere magical syllables to which the independent addition of “protect Zosimos” was written anew for a living client. It shows that the Solomon design in general has supplanted the older, largely textual, version of the Madrid amulet – pushing its formulas aside to make room for the enthroned king. With the ancient, enduring matrilineal equation of “meaningless” names standing on the right, and the equally corrupt ΕΠΗΝΑCΥΜΑΗΑΟ (= ἐπικαλοῦμαι σε) formula fixed to the left, the iconography of this Seal of Solomon has come to dominate the new design of the formerly aniconic version of this talisman.38


38 On the vast literature on Solomon and magic: Franek and Urbanová 2021.
 

The Solomonic designs that carry the once Arabic personal names definitely look like eastern importations into the tradition of the Sicilian amulets. All of the medallions, whether of the Solomonic type or the textual/Ouroboros type, were found in Sicily, in itself a great center of magical praxis, but the Solomonic features (and imbedded nomenclature) are of Eastern, not Western, origin. Solomon in magic was just as familiar to the Arabic world as he was to the Jewish and Christian worlds, and the presence of former Arabic names points to a decidedly Syrian provenance, as noted.39 None of our amulets shows any Christian components – features that might be expected at this late period in the Greco-Roman world – and, although there are Jewish elements of the sort common in magic, some of the other nomina also show Semitic etymologies from sources other than Hebrew.40 The Arabic names, of course, do not attest necessarily to the origin of the traditions behind the amulets, only to the former provenance of their bearers. Nevertheless, the Solomonic features and foreign names, originating as they do from a once single copy of an older “applied” amulet, suggest that the tradition of Sicilian amulets had its primary seedbed in the Eastern Mediterranean. Even if the iconography of the Solomonic pieces now proves secondary and their manufacture the product of a mass-created endeavor, the fact that the names of the original wearer copied across the bulk of them were no longer understood indicates the adaptation of a much older text from a personalized amulet made of papyrus that indubitably stemmed from some area of Syria (or Arabia).


39 Verheyden 2013, on Solomon in Arabic, Christian, and Jewish literature.
 


40 The obverse (A) of all the medallions, following the Ἰαηω-formula, read βολ | ολ and βαλ | σθ̣ε, with the theta printed as doubtful in all previous readings. Bol is a Syrian (principally Palmyrene) version, or assimilation, of Bel (= Baal, “Lord”), and it stood alongside the major deities Yarhibol (sun) and Aglibol (moon) in the city. Furthermore, if the θ̣ were read as μ̣, then the resultant βαλσμ̣ε (= Balšme) looks surprisingly close to Baalshamin (or Baalshamem). Unfortunately, King’s Naples medallion shows a clear theta. Baalshamin was an originally Phoenician deity diffused throughout Syria and especially Palmyra (b‘lšmn). See Teixidor 1979, 1–28, esp. 13, 18–25; and 77–100, etc. (on Arabic tutelary deities and the many Arabic family names on Palmyrene inscriptions). Arab tribes were widely responsible for the diffusion of these deities. The suffix –βολ remained as a common element in Palmyrene personal names.


Let us take a moment to look more closely at the personalized, or “applied,” papyrus amulets that appear to lie behind these medallions, for many extant examples of them often betray a dependence upon more fulsome magic spell-books that served as their guides, or models, as their textual formulas were copied from big manuals onto smaller media, whether of papyrus, lamellae (metal tablets), or gemstones. The evidence comes in the form of miscopied instructions, or other features, found in the descriptions in the papyrus manuals, features that were not meant to be written on the actual amulets. The later medallions under study here also show a similar dependence upon such handbooks, with alike extraneous features transcribed, perhaps occurring at a time when the use of papyrus, tablets, and gems had fallen out of general use, as noted earlier.



"Applied" Papyrus Amulets in Relation to the Medallions

The Madrid bronze badge (and perhaps the Leontini piece) is the best exemplar that indicates direct copying from a papyrus model, based on the cursive writing. It provides the greater case for the preservation of scribal marks and emendations from an older papyrus sheet or handbook,41 but it seems likely that the prototype for the Madrid bronze was a personalized sheet which carried the corrections already on it and that these got copied letter for letter onto the bronze exemplar. The corrections of the personal names found on the medallion simply indicate a more mediate stage. If the Madrid piece were copied from a papyrus amulet with the name already recorded, it is possible that the scribe did not fully understand what he was copying. The original amulet made for Philasteira, daughter of Thermous, may have been written on papyrus, but ultimately a copy for her was then made out of bronze, if indeed the Madrid talisman was written for a living client, so named. In any event, we have to understand that the aboriginal model for the Madrid piece would have been a handbook, without the personalized elements. Similarly, with the “fossilized” names on the Solomonic group, we are to envision the mass production of a model whose various exemplars carried the same, identical, original name(s), now misunderstood. On the one particular example, the C. W. King medallion, a personalized element, “protect Zosimos,” was appended.


41 Kotansky 2020 gives a similar case for a papyrus model in the writing of a bronze pendant containing a garbled text of the Lord’s Prayer (Matt. 6:9–10). The text was generated by a series of marginal notations with corrections (mostly spellings) which the scribe erroneously reincorporated back into the text, thus creating a hybrid. The original papyrus model itself may have been a (miniature) gospel that carried the hybrid text, much as we see with our Madrid amulet.
 

It is very common to find corrections on papyrus sheets, as well as on metal lamellae, even if these are “applied” amulets (or curse-spells) that carried individualized elements. We also see the more direct evidence for the use of formularies on “applied” examples.42 A matrilineal formula was corrected on a third-century CE lead tablet from Oxyrhynchus, and a scribe on another curse tablet of the same locale, when he ran out of room at the end of his spell for writing ταχὺ ταχύ, simply copied it four lines above, between two lines.43 These are practices clearly echoed in the Madrid amulet.


42 On such “applied” (that is, personalized) amulets, see e.g., Daniel and Maltomini 1990–1992, I 48–52 (no. 19), esp. 52 (line 26: πυρετοῦ corrected from πηρετοῦ); 55–57 (no. 20), esp. 57 (line 6, β β β β β β deleted); 118–122 (no. 38), esp. 119 (line 7, scribal marks / /); 127–128 (line 18, ‵ἂν′ added); 129–131 (no. 41), esp. 130 (line 13, added letter: ἀφ‵θ̣′ά̣ρτῳ); etc. In longer curse tablets in Daniel and Maltomini 1990–1992, I 175–213 (nos. 46–51), manifold deletions and other editorial corrections occur. In cases like these, it is difficult to tell whether the editorial change comes from the formulary or is the work of the immediate scribe. In a reverse way, we often find carryovers of actual placeholders thoughtlessly copied from the original model. In Kotansky 1994, 248–256 (no. 48), esp. 249 (lines 14–15), e.g., τῷ φορο[ῦν|τι] [καὶ] τῇ φορούσῃ, “. .. for him or her who carries this,” was supposed to be replaced by the name of the man or woman who wore the silver lamella.



43 Daniel and Maltomini 1990–1992, I 8–14 (no. 53), esp. 9, line 16: ἔ[[ν]]τεκεν; 28–29 (no. 55), esp. 28–29, lines 15–19: {ταχὺ ταχύ} . .. ἤδη ἤδη, ‹ταχὺ ταχύ›.


On the Leontini exemplar, the only other example of a bronze medallion from the first group of talismans (that is, the non-Solomonic pieces) with a personal name, we find further textual uncertainty about the use of the individualized elements on a seemingly “applied” amulet. Like with the Madrid piece, what is interesting here is the apparent use of cursive handwriting pointing to an immediate papyrus forerunner. As noted, the Leontini medallion preserves the name of Marcianus, son of Sabina, the recording of which, though showing genuinely personalized elements, is lacking a formula of protection, plus the grammatical case (nominative) is not proper for the name. This suggests that Marcianus, son of Sabina, on the Leontini amulet may not have been the living client for whom the bronze amulet was actually written. The name was probably a remnant from a papyrus copy transmitted without the correct understanding of the nomenclature. This is supported, too, by †επιαξιαν† in lieu of a verb of protection. The devolution of the original imperative, “protect!”, does not point to an immediate case of miscopying as much as a misconstrual resulting from repeated copying over time. Just like the Arabic names, the once personal names of this talisman have simply become part of the “magic.”

Now the miscopying implied in the peculiar ΕΠΗΝ-reading at the beginning of all versions of the medallions speaks of more abstruse problems, for here corrections are not made where they would have been most expected and required (that is, the spelling ἐπη- for ἐπι–/–μαη for –μαι and the misunderstanding of a kappa as a nu, etc.). The opening formula with EΠΗΝΑCΥΜΑΗ (< *ἐπικαλοῦμαι) looks like such an old corruption that we surmise it was carried over from its Vorlage at a considerably earlier stage. Besides, it is a reading that is duplicated, uncorrected, in all the parallel texts, including the enthroned Solomon pieces, which are secondary. The only “original” correction copied from the papyrus manuscript onto the Madrid piece was the reinsertion of the lambda from the right margin, sc. ἐπικα‵λ′οῦμαι. This was most likely the oldest emendation found in the papyrus handbook from which the Madrid exemplar ultimately stemmed. Something about all this – the imitating of the text in its maiden, cursive hand, the carrying over of uncorrected scribal marginalia, and especially the putative misreading of the original *ἐπικαλοῦμαι σε formula – points to an unfavorable imitation of the papyrus model without really understanding what was written on the prototype. This leads us now to a chronological examination of the “family tree” of the whole group of medallions.



The Stemma of the Texts

By way of recapitulation, it is expedient now to review how our cluster of interrelated bronze medallions came together through a somewhat convoluted and

[image: The textual stemma starts with Ge and leads to Pa1, and continues with Pa2, and with the protective formulae, it leads to Ma2, Le1, So3, So4, So5, So6, and So7.]Figure 14.3Stemma of the Sicilian Bronze Amulet. Source: Diagram by the author, illustrated by Raquel Martín Hernández.


KEY

	Ge = Gemstone Vorlage
 	Pa1 = Papyrus Handbook Prototype
 	Pa2 = Individual Papyrus Amulets
 	Le = Leontini Medallion (1)
 	Ma = Madrid Medallion (2)
 	Σ = “Solomonic” Medallions Common Ancestor
 	So = “Solomonic” Medallions (3–7)


complicated process of transmission. For this overview, we point our readers to the textual stemma reproduced in Figure 14.3. By going over the details of the individual medal’s textual transmission and variants, a reasonable timeline can be proposed showing how the earliest formulas of the texts, now largely corrupt, began with a verb of summoning (*ἐπικαλοῦμαι), coupled with an imperative of protection (διαφύλαξον), to which a series of personal names were inserted at various stages. During the long procedure of repeated copying, a scribal endeavor that clearly worked from a papyrus medium to that of bronze, the personal names and lineage formulas suffered various stages of corruption, so that none of the names remained unscathed, and one set – that of the Solomonic versions – became an unrecognized string of magic words haplessly reproduced over the whole subset of medallions. Even the verb of summoning got wholly lost to corruption, and to a lesser degree the verb of protection, which in the Solomon exemplars disappeared entirely. These all but faded into the background of incomprehensible magic nomina barbara. The primary magic name invoked by the medallions, indicated by the singular imperatival verb (“protect”), was the deity SALAMAXA BAMEAZA, a figure known primarily from magic gems.44 The verb (whether present or implied) in other iterations of the talismans no doubt came to be applied to Solomon, or his seal, or even to his God (e.g., Adōnai), so that this lesser “pagan” deity Salamaxa had also become subsumed. All of this began in the Eastern Mediterranean (Syria) and ended in the West (Sicily) involving a period, we hypothesize, that lasted from ca. 200 to 600 CE – a span of some four hundred years.


44 The name (part of the so-called AIANAGBA-logos) is found on carnelians of the second century ce, and later, that are largely aniconic and thought to be Jewish: Mastrocinque 2014, 236–239 (nos. 679–688). See further (with n. 48). For an example with a verb of protection and corrupted name: . .. Σαλαμαζα Βαμεαζζα, φύλαξον . . .. (Βαρ?)βουλος ὃν ἔτεκε Ακαιρεασου[..], “. .. SALA-MAZA BAMEAZZA, protect . .. [Bar?]boulos whom Akaireasou[..] bore” (Mastrocinque 2014, 238 [no. 686]; cf. also 238 [no. 684] with φ[ύ]λαξε but no name). The spelling comes in many variants; see Delatte and Derchain 1964, 321–324 (nos. 472–479), esp. 322; Michel 2004, 290–291, 491. For dating: Phillip 1986, 118 (no. 190), 121 (no. 198). For gems with ἐπικαλοῦμαί σε, Mas-trocinque 2014, 215 (no. 604): ΕΠΙKΛΟΥΜΕ (sic) CΕ. Cf. Spier 2007, 84 (no. 478: Christian).


To begin, we can first envision an ancestral papyrus formulary of considerably earlier date, a single manuscript (Pa1), that lay behind the group of medallions as a whole. That the writers of the individual bronze amulets in our group could not have worked independently from a single manuscript is proved by the difference between its earliest exemplar, the Madrid amulet, and all the other medallions. This is shown foremost by the texts on the obverse, displaying the Anguipede design, for which the Madrid piece gives a somewhat different, independent text but is also demonstrated by the Solomon types, whose image, not to speak of its “personalized” formula, could not have been mediated directly through the Madrid medallion, but must have taken a less direct route. The original papyrus handbook probably dated to the third century CE, and from this prototype a series of single, intermediary – but now extinct – papyrus (or metal) amulets spun off (Pa2), eventually yielding copies preserving varying degrees of corrupt exemplars beginning with the Madrid piece. This is most obviously visible in the matrilineal formulas and the personal names that the subsequent copies carried.

Except for the case of the formula φύλαξον Ζώσιμον on the King medallion, whose example looks like a later add-on, none of the personalized elements is without some degree of textual degradation, including the Madrid exemplar. Following the occurrence of the various names, the protective formula is the one next to go: δειαφύλαξον (Ma) → ἐπὶ ἀξίαν (Le) → (*missing in So), but the “begetting”-formula (ὅν/ἥν ἔτεκεν) is retained in all but the newly catalogued C. W. King piece in Paris (So 7), which owing to its relative purity (without the mother’s name or a verb) carries a name that is probably a recent addition (as noted).

Individual elements and variations in the wording of the spells and formulas in the group of bronze amulets can help us trace the historical relationships between the members of this ensemble. The almost uniform writing of ΕΠΗΝΑΟΥΜΑH, shared by all medallions, presumes a very early corruption from *ΕΠΙΚΑΛΟΥΜΑΙ that can only be reconstructed in fits and starts. Following a pattern-book that had an unadulterated version of the opening invocation *ἐπικαλοῦμαι σε, we hypothesize an earlier period (A), probably in the formulary itself, that left out the lambda of the initial verb. This is largely based upon the Madrid exemplar, as we have argued, which betray vestiges of an earlier text:

	Stage A: Ἐπικα⁁οῦμαι σε, Σαλαμαξα Βαμεαζα Ζ Ζ Ζ, διαφύλαξον τὸν/τὴν δεῖνα τῆς δεῖνα. ⁁λ:(marg. add).
 	Stage A: I ca⁁l upon you, SALAMAXA BAMEAZA ZZZ, protect him/her NN whom NN bore.
 	⁁l: (add from margin)


Readers will recall that instead of the duplicated Σαλαμαξα of the Madrid medallion, the original would have had the words Σαλαμαξα Βαμεαζα, a rendition supported by all of the other exemplars and the magic gemstones from which this logos (formula) ultimately comes (see discussion to follow). However, by the time this formulaic version became ensconced in the Madrid piece, it had already suffered a number of corruptions, changes that we surmise were mediated through a series of events generated by the miscopying of one or more papyrus sheets used as amulets. One of those sheets, the immediate ancestor of the Madrid bronze amulet, would have carried the name of its original wearer, Philasteira daughter of Thermous. The reverse (side B) – as formally albeit somewhat clumsily edited – should now be editorially printed as follows:

	Stage B: †Ἐπηνα‵λ′ο̣ῦμαη {αε̣ι̣}† ‹σε› Σαλαμαξα {Σαλαμαξα} ‹Βαμεαζα› Ζ Ζ Ζ δ{ε}ιαφύ̣λαξον Φιλάστε‹ιρα̣[ν]› ἣν ἔτεκεν Θερμοῦ[ς]. {ιρα̣[ν]}.
 	Stage B: †I ca‵ll′ upọn {aẹị}† ‹you›, SALAMAXA {SALAMAXA} ‹BAMEAZA› ZZZ, protect Philaste‹ira[n]› whom Thermou[s] bore. {irạ[n]}



†leg. Ἐπικαλοῦμαι σε
 But the text of the Leontini (= Le) piece, keyed in on the left in Figure 14.3, shows a tiny variant that makes this piece an important witness to the transmissional history of all these texts: the reading Ἐπι– for Ἐπη–, in the original invocation formula, *Ἐπικαλοῦμαι σε. The presence of this correct initial element where all others have devolved points to an early cladistic division from the papyrus Vorlage rather high up on the family tree. The reading with Ἐπι– certainly could not have been some independent “correction,” because the word †EΠΙΝΑỌΥΜΑΗ†


by this time had become nothing other than a jumbled “magical” vox of no meaning and therefore not needing correction. Le had inherited this reading shortly before all other texts had broken off from the stemma that carried Ἐπη–. This reading, as a source of a broader textual variant, is supported as well by the wayward nominal formula, Μαρκιανὸς ὃν ἔτεκεν Cαβῖνα{ν}, which we have determined to be old, incomplete as it is. Our suspicion is that all subsequent Ἐπη– readings separated from the Ἐπι-– branch off in the period ca. 250–350 ce, the latter deriving from an original papyrus version of Le that read *Ἐπικαλοῦμαι σε . .. διαφύλαξον Μαρκιανὸν ὅν ἔτεκεν Cαβῖνα.

The use of ΑΔΩΝ on the reverse (B) of Le shows a seemingly peripheral nexus with the Madrid piece (= Ma), whose Ἀδωναί is on the the other side – the obverse (A) – further reflecting the older tradition which its ΕΠΙΑΞΙΑΝ undergirds. This shared vox sacra may spring from a common ancestor rather far up the ancestral tree. But two readings, the Βαμεαζα– name and the element “b” (Ιαωαλων [εἰς πᾶσαν ψ] υχήν]) on the obverse (the Anguipede side) of Le, share with all other non-Madrid texts a connection with the secondary Solomonic tradition (Σ) with these names. What is interesting here is the fact that although Le carries the same obverse text as the Solomonic versions, its reverse does not have the “Solomonic” design (enthroned figure) itself but is akin to Ma in showing no such designs nor older vestiges of protective and matrilineal formulas. That is why on our stemma (Figure 14.3) a kind of “pre-Solomonic” obverse, so to speak, connects directly with it, from which the whole tradition of the seated monarch derives (Σ), and out of which the C. W. King piece (= So 7) breaks off. Again, without a sharp image of the Leontini piece, we cannot judge its true iconographic age, but it is surely earlier than the Solomonic pieces, if not considerably older, as its design and letterforms suggest. Therefore, its text and the names it preserves, if not the medallion itself, must be as old as the late fourth century ce. The formula it shares with the Solomonic pieces on the obverse, but with the absence of the enthroned figure on the reverse, again attests to its antiquity, even if it has earlier combined two disparate textual traditions.

This leaves us with the Madrid branch of the texts’ family history and its relationship to the Solomonic amulets (nos. 3–6, etc.). The Madrid text (= Ma) supports the shortest and oldest branch, from which the Solomonic–“recension,” so to speak, descends, but there is a secondary contamination of the older tradition in the reverse inscription of Ma. The βαμεαζα element can now be determined to be the original from which Ma has diverged. Its early loss of the Βαμεαζα element from the older Σαλαμαξα vox magica is purely textual, a deviation of no historical significance, coming from a fuller Σαλαμαξα Βαμεαζα name shared on a number of gemstones we discuss next – stones that indicate that this was the original form of the vox magica. This observation preserves Ma’s textual history as the oldest, least contaminated witness of the whole tradition of the circular bronze medallions from Sicily. The peculiar ἔτεκεν-formula of the group of Solomon-amulets (Σ), verbless and with formerly unknown names, is a text that derives independently from the same late third/early fourth-century tradition as Ma; they are “applied” amulets, now lost and forgotten, except in their abbreviated, “fossilized,” forms containing supposedly unreadable sobriquets of Arabic origin (So 3–7).




The Salamaxa Model (Ge)

This leaves us with one final puzzle in our chronological schema: the use of the two designs, the one an Anguipede, on the obverse (A), the other the Ouroboros, on the reverse (B), both of which derive from images found on magic gems of the Roman period, dating to around the second to third century CE.45 The design of the reverse, before it was replaced by the image of the enthroned Solomon, imitates a simple, well-known configuration found on gemstones of the Roman period: magic words and designs, such as triple Zs, surrounded by an enclosing Ouroboros.46 Except for the serpent, which acts more like an encircling border than a true image, most of these can be seen as Jewish, or largely Judaizing types, in that they are otherwise aniconic and often appear to represent a version of the holy Tetragrammaton (or Trigrammaton) within the circle, or other names of God.47 One of the most common of these types preserves the so-called Salamaza Bamaiaza logos, the call-name that occurs on our bronze pendant series in the form SALAMAXA BAMEAZA.48 The repetition of a form with Βαμεαζα on these gemstones, which in longer configurations include additional, well-known formulas, vouches for the originality of this form of the logos, rather than the iterative SALAMAXA SALAMAXA(L) of the Madrid piece.


45 Cf. Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 64–65, 68 (Anguipede).
 


46 Cf. Mastrocinque 2014, 216–235, nos. 607, 609, 612–613, 615–616, 619, 621, 632–634, 661, 662, 673–675, etc.
 


47 Following Zellmann-Rohrer and Martínez-Chico 2021, 64–65. Jordan and Kotansky 1997, 53–69, no. 338: 3rd-4th cent. CE silver lamella, with Seal of Solomon enclosing archaic Hebrew letters יהוה (with parallels).
 


48 See n. 44. Mastrocinque 2014, 236–239, nos. 679–688, esp. 236 (acknowledging their aniconic character and possible Semitic SALAM (“peace”). The vocalization points to Aramaic שְׁלָם (šelām = verbal root, שָּׁלֵם/שָׁלַֿם , šālam/šālēm, “to be sound, complete; healthy”) + suffixal – αξ. See further Michel et al. 2001, 186 (no. 295); 311–314 (nos. 512–519); Michel 2004, 264, 519 s.v. Since Solomon is pictured on the later amulets, it is possible that SALAMAXA was thought there to invoke the name of the king, whose Greek spelling is sometimes Σαλομών.
 

The rarity of the name in the magical papyri suggests that the ultimate source for this formula was a gemstone design. Indeed, possibly the only case of the name Cαλαμαξα on a papyrus also points to just such a design: P.Berol. inv. 21165, a third–fourth century CE amulet with the words “protect Tothous whom Sara bore” (φυλάξαται Τουθοῦν ὣν ἔτεκεν Σάρα – a Jewish mother, we may add), bears an added formula not unlike that of the Madrid medallion.49 In addition to an Ouroboros, there is a circular design enclosing the names, σαλαμαξα and βαμεα ιαχα, with the familiar triplicate Zs (probably the Trigrammaton), placed between the two. The line encircling the whole can be seen to represent a rude drawing of a gemstone, no doubt borrowed from a design of an actual amulet.50 To the right of it is another device with magic names, a tabula ansata, also taken from an outside source. The underlying fountainhead for the medallion from Madrid, we conclude, was not a papyrus formula but a magic gemstone. But the fact that gems were not written with the cursive hand that pen-and-ink requires shows that our text was indeed mediated through the agency of an ancient papyrus manuscript, even if some of that mediation came in the form of individual slips of papyrus (like that of P.Berol. inv. 21165), used as papyrus amulets that are no longer extant.


49 Daniel and Maltomini 1990–1992, I 26–29 (no. 10), esp. 28, with parallels; cf. 220–231 (no. 41), esp. 221, 224, lines 12–14.
 


50 Cf. Faraone 2017.





Conclusion

We can observe that as the protective spells on amulets give evidence of a dependence upon formulary models, mostly reverberated by errors and misappropriations from copying at various stages along a protracted timeline, much can be learned about how a specific group of sacred magical texts made their way from Syria (or at least the eastern Mediterranean) to Sicily, via a step-by-step transmissional process stretching back from late bronze medallion exemplars, to intermediately “activated” amulets on papyrus, to foundational handbooks, and lastly to primary gemstone pattern-books.51 Beginning with a recently published text on bronze from Madrid, untypically transcribed in a cursive-like papyrological hand, we have been able to show how an ensemble of related talismans, all discovered in Sicily or parts nearby, share a common ancestry in the Levantine east dependent both textually and chronologically upon an earlier period of amulet production and dissemination.


51 Many thanks to Dr. Jeffrey Spier for originally bringing this medallion to my attention and for much indispensable help. The author would also like to sincerely thank Raquel Martín Hernández for her special expertise in reproducing the diagram of Figure 14.3, and to acknowledge the tireless help of the editors of this volume, Radcliffe Edmonds, Carolina López-Ruiz, and Sofía Torallas Tovar, without whom this contribution would not have been possible.
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APPENDIX I:


Bronze Solomonic Medallion, Sicily (Unpublished)

	Ref. Dix, Noonan, and Webb, Auction A6, Important Ancient and Early Medieval Coins, London, 29 September 2008, lot 6331 (6.3 cm., 23.80 g). The present location and ownership of the medallion is unknown.



Obverse. Anguipede.

Text:

	ηω | μα | μω | ων | βαλ | ολ | βαλ | σθ | ερ | ς
 	Ιαω αλων | ωη | σε
 	εἰς πᾶσαν | ψυχήν.




Reverse. Enthroned Solomon.

Text:

	επ̣ηνα|ομαη α|ο σαλαμ|αξα βα|μεαζα | C*C ους
 	Ἀβο|υασ|μο‹ν›η ἓ|ν ἔτε|κεν Ἐ|ηηε|δαβ.
 	Ε̣φραγὶς Σολο̣μῶνος (atop)


[image: ]Figure 14.4 Bronze Medallion from Sicily. a) Obverse, b) Reverse (unpublished). Source: Courtesy of Jeffrey Spier.





APPENDIX II:


Bronze Solomonic Medallion, Naples (C.W. King)

	Lit. King 1887, 248–249. Present location: Paris, Cabinet des Médailles (Coll. Froehner 238).



Obverse. Anguipede.

Text:

	Ια|ηω | μα | μω | ων | βαλ | ολ | βαλ | σθ | ερ | ς
 	Ιαω αλων | ωη | σε
 	εἰς πᾶσαν | ψυχήν.
 	φύλαξον Ζώσιμ|ον




Reverse. Enthroned Solomon.

Text:

	επηνα|συμαη α|ο σαλαμ|αξα βα|μεαζα | C*C ους
 	Ἀβο|υασ|μο‹ν›η̣ ἓ|ν ἔτε|κεν Ἐ|ηηε|δαβ.
 	Σφραγὶς Σολομῶνος (atop)


[image: ]Figure 14.5 Bronze Medallion from Naples. a) Obverse, b) Reverse (unpublished). Source: Courtesy of Juraj Franek.










15 "Bind Them as a Sign on Your Hand"

Amulets and Tefillin in Rabbinic Texts*
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* This chapter began life as an appendix to my dissertation, written under the supervision of Chris Faraone. It is an honor to be able to contribute it to a Festschrift celebrating his life and work.
 

Megan S. Nutzman

In his 2018 book, The Transformation of Greek Amulets in Roman Imperial Times, Chris Faraone argued that the Roman period saw “a major transformation of prayers, incantations, and other orally performed speech acts into text.”1 Amulets extended the one-time performance of these oral rituals through their inscribed texts, and at the same time gave users a highly personal, tangible connection to their words. The same can be seen among late antique Jews. Passages from the Hebrew Bible, which Jews had previously recited in daily prayers or heard in communal contexts, were transformed into physical objects. Some of these objects were called tefillin, while others were called qemiʿin (“amulets”; sing. qameaʿ), yet their shared materiality – inscribed biblical words attached to the body – invites us to reconsider these categories. The rabbinic tefillin ritual, which is still practiced today, involves writing four passages from the Torah on parchment slips.2 These slips are placed in leather casings and strapped to the head and upper arm (see Figure 15.1).


1 Faraone 2018, 177.
 


2 Mekhilta Derabbi Yishma’el identifies the four passages that are to be included in rabbinic tefillin by the first words of each pericope: Ex 13:2, Ex 13:11, Deut 6:4, and Deut 11:18 (cf. m. Menaḥ. 3:7, m. Kelim 18:8, b. Menaḥ. 34b). While the concluding verse of each section is not stated in Mekhilta Derabbi Yishma’el, most scholars assume the same divisions as are found in the Masoretic text. See discussion in Cohn 2008a, 124–125.
 

While tefillin are understood as a fulfillment of the command in Deuteronomy 6:8, “Bind them as a sign on your hand, fix them as an emblem on your forehead,” this tradition seems to have originated in the Second Temple period rather than with the composition of Deuteronomy.3 In contrast to tefillin, amulets in the broader ancient Mediterranean world could take a variety of forms, from uninscribed objects whose physical properties were thought to convey healing or protection to a variety of carved and inscribed objects that included powerful words and images (see Figure 15.2). Jews were not isolated from the multicultural dimension of amulets in the ancient world.4 Both literary sources and the extant amulets themselves suggest that Jewish amulets took a variety of forms and used techniques common throughout the wider region.


3 Quotations of the Hebrew Bible are taken from the NRSV.
 


4 For connections between Jewish “magic” and rituals practiced by others in the ancient Mediterranean world, e.g., Bohak 2008; Harari 2017; Saar 2017.



[image: Object with two rows of niches and small parchment scrolls]Figure 15.1 Rolled parchment tefillin in leather case from Qumran.Source: Photo by Zev Radovan. Used by permission from www.BibleLandPictures.com.

While late antique rabbis were familiar with the full range of amulets used by Jews and others, this chapter focuses on their treatment of one subset of amulets: inscribed amulets that included material from the Hebrew Bible, which as early rabbinic texts recognize, shared many similarities with tefillin. In form, they were similar in that they contained short texts that were worn on the body throughout the day, typically in some form of a small, portable case. Perhaps more importantly, the rabbis acknowledged parallels in their shared use of biblical ideas, either through the inscription of biblical passages or the inclusion of divine names, particularly the Tetragrammaton. However, modern scholarly conventions tend to label amulets as “magic,” while considering tefillin to be part of normative Jewish ritual. Approaching rabbinic texts with this framework in mind only obscures the inherent similarities between these two types of objects found in tannaitic and amoraic literature and risks imposing an oppositional relationship on them that is not borne out by the ancient evidence.5 By examining how early rabbis understood the similarities in both form and content between tefillin and qemiʿin, this chapter highlights one of the problems with an artificial distinction between “magic” and “religion.”6

[image: A drawing of a metal sheet with text and numbers from one to twenty-two on the right side.]Figure 15.2 Bronze lamella discovered in the Nirim synagogue.Source: Drawing by Ada Yardeni. Used by permission from Magnes Press.



5 The tannaim were the rabbis of the first and second centuries CE whose opinions are presented in the Mishnah, which was redacted in the early third century. Like the Mishnah, the Tosefta presents the opinions of the tannaim, but the date of its redaction and its relationship to the Mishnah are the source of much debate. The amoraim were the rabbis of the third, fourth, and fifth centuries whose opinions are found in the Jerusalem Talmud (Yerushalmi) and the Babylonian Talmud (Bavli). Precise dates for the redaction of these two Talmuds (Talmudim) are debated. For the Yerushalmi, they range from the late fourth to early fifth century; for the Bavli, the traditional date for the redaction is around 500 CE, but additions and changes continued through the early eighth century. For an overview of these texts, see Strack et al. 1996. Citations of rabbinic literature begin with the work (m. for the Mishnah, t. for the Tosefta, y. for the Yerushalmi, b. for the Bavli), followed by the name of the tractate, and conclude with the chapter and paragraph and/or the folio and column. For details and abbreviations, see Collins 2014, 130–132.
 


6 Scholarship on this topic is extensive, stretching back to James Frazer in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. For a representative sample of this literature, see Mauss, and Hubert 1902; Frazer 1911–1915; Durkheim 1912; Evans-Pritchard 1937; Lévi-Strauss 1962; Aune 1980; Versnel 1991; Smith 1995; Graf 1997; Braarvig 1999; Dickie 2001; Bremmer 2002; Smith 2002; Edmonds 2019; Frankfurter 2019; Sanzo 2020.
 


Tefillin, Qemi in, and φυλακτήρια

In modern practice, tefillin are only worn at specific prayer times, but early rabbinic literature makes it clear that they could be worn continuously, which offers a key similarity with amulets.7 The rabbis consider whether tefillin should be removed prior to eating a meal, visiting the latrine, bathing, or taking a nap, all of which implies that tefillin were worn continuously while awake.8 The Mishnah exempts certain mourners from wearing tefillin during the funeral,9 and t. Ber. 2:10 applies the same exemption to a wedding party, suggesting that those who wore tefillin, like those who wore amulets, did so all day, removing them only in certain circumstances. The Greek word for tefillin, φυλακτήρια, also reflects a close relationship between these two ritual objects, as φυλακτήρια was widely used in the ancient Mediterranean world to refer to protective amulets. One of the most famous examples of φυλακτήρια being used for tefillin can be found in Matthew 23:5, where Jesus singles out tefillin and ṣiṣit (κράσπεδα) as empty rituals that do not reflect genuine devotion. While it has been argued that Matthew’s use of φυλακτήρια here was pejorative, in an attempt to equate Jewish tefillin with “pagan” φυλακτήρια, the use in other ancient authors suggests that the term could have been deployed more broadly by Greek-speakers.10


7 For debate over whether tefillin could be worn at night, see y. ʿErub. 10:1; b. ʿErub. 96a; b. Menaḥ. 36a.
 


8 For example, see t. Ber. 2:20; y. Ber. 2:3; b. Ber. 23a – b; b. Šabb. 10a, 49a, 62a; see also t. Ber. 6:10, which says that tefillin are put on in the morning.
 


9 M. Ber. 3:1; see also y. Ber. 3:1 and b. Ber. 16b–18a.



10 For an overview of the debate and sources, see discussion in Tigay 1979.
 

This blurring of terminology is not merely an issue of translation; the words for amulets and tefillin could be mixed up within rabbinic literature itself. As I show below amulets often appeared in rabbinic discussions alongside tefillin, yet at times, the two words qemiʿin and tefillin could be used interchangeably. The clearest indication of this comes from the minor Talmudic tractate that deals exclusively with the practice of tefillin. In its description of the passages from the Hebrew Bible that are to be included on the head- and hand-tefillin, Masseket Tefillin says that each of the passages must be written on a different piece of parchment for head-tefillin, while they must be written on one continuous parchment strip for hand-tefillin.11 However, the author allows that if the texts for hand-tefillin were written on four separate pieces, they may still be used. In reaching this conclusion, the text does not use the word tefillah, which had appeared consistently in the tractate up to this point, but rather uses qameaʿ.12 Three paragraphs later, in Masseket Tefillin 12, the author again uses qameaʿ for tefillah, this time ruling that if the tefillah is worn upside-down, the ritual is invalid. In both of these cases, it is undeniable that rabbinically prescribed tefillin, rather than what are generally called “amulets,” are under consideration. Despite the existence of two distinct words to identify amulets and tefillin, the practices were similar enough that the words could occasionally be used interchangeably.


11 For opinions regarding when Masseket Tefillin was compiled, as well as the date of the baraitot it contains, see Strack et al. 1996, 231–232; Cohn 2008a, 31.
 


12 Masseket Tefillin 9. See discussion in Tigay 1979, 49–50.
 



Rabbinic Rulings Pertaining to Tefillin and Amulets

Rabbinic authors were clearly aware of inscribed amulets and their close parallels to tefillin. The Mishnah frequently applies the same rules to tefillin as it does to amulets. For example, m. Šeqal. 3:2 prohibits anyone from entering the temple treasury if they are wearing tefillin or amulets. Likewise, m. Kelim 23:1 puts tefillin and amulets into the same category for issues of ritual purity; an amulet- or tefillin-case may transmit impurity to anyone who touches it, but its contents do not become ritually impure simply because the outside container is. It follows, then, that when tefillin and amulets are ritually immersed to restore their purity, they may both remain sealed, and it is unnecessary for the water to penetrate the cases to cleanse their contents.13 Similar rules for amulets and tefillin are also found in the Mishnaic tractate that explains proper observance of the Sabbath. The rabbis determine that neither may be worn out of the house on the Sabbath and use the size of tefillin and amulets as examples of material that is too large to be carried on the Sabbath.14 In each of these cases, amulets and tefillin are part of a longer list of examples under consideration, yet they never appear with any of these other items interspersed between them. Rather, they are always listed consecutively, suggesting that the rabbinic authors thought of these objects as a natural pair.


13 m. Miqw. 10:2.



14 For wearing tefillin and amulets on the Sabbath, see m. Šabb. 6:2, y. Šabb. 6:2, b. Šabb. 61a; for the size of material that may be carried, see m. Šabb. 8:3, y. Šabb. 8:3, b. Šabb. 79a-b.
 

A more detailed treatment of the relationship between amulets and tefillin can be found in a discussion about what should happen in the case of a fire on the Sabbath. At issue is the concept of carrying as a form of work. The Torah indicates that one was to abstain from work on the Sabbath,15 and the sages of the Mishnah systematize this commandment by listing thirty-nine categories of prohibited activities (m. Šabb. 7:1–2), the last of which was “taking out from one domain to another.”16 However, m. Šabb. 16:1 determines that ordinary restrictions that prohibit carrying objects on the Sabbath do not apply if biblical scrolls are in imminent danger of being burned: “Any of the Holy Scriptures may be saved from a fire, whether they are read [on the Sabbath] or not.”17 In the sentences that follow this exception, two key points are revealed: first, the Hebrew word genizah (pl. genizot) is used to refer to the storage of unused scrolls in a special location to prevent them from being discarded with profane rubbish; second, in addition to biblical scrolls, the genizah could contain scroll cases, tefillin, and tefillin cases. Furthermore, the text affirms that tefillin are to be saved from fire on the Sabbath, along with the cases for both tefillin and scrolls. A corresponding passage from the Tosefta extends this discussion to amulets:


15 The prohibition against work can be found in the Ten Commandments (Exod 20:8–11, Deut 5:12–15) and elsewhere in the Torah (e.g., Exod 23:12, 31:12–17, 34:21, 35:2–3; Num 15:32-36; Lev 23:3).
 


16 All translations of the Mishnah are from Cohen et al. 2021. Carrying is already understood as forbidden on the Sabbath in Jer 17:21–25.
 


17 Those scrolls that were regularly used in the synagogue were stored in the Torah shrine, while those that were no longer used, whether because they were old and worn out or because they were written in a language that the community no longer used, were stored in the genizah. For further details on circumstances in which scrolls might not be read and why they might have been put in the genizah, see discussion in y. Šabb. 16:1–2 and b. Šabb. 115a.
 


As to [scrolls containing] blessings,18 even though they include the letters of the Divine Name and many citations of the Torah, they do not save them, but they are allowed to burn where they are. On this basis they have stated that those who write blessings are as if they burn the Torah.


18 The Tosefta here refers to amulets as “blessings” (běrākôt). In the Bavli’s discussion of this ruling, both “blessings” (běrākôt) and “amulets” (qemiʿin) appear. For examples of amulets that are framed as blessings, see Naveh and Shaked 1985, 191, no. 6, Naveh and Shaked 1993, 65–68, no. 28.
 

(t. Šabb. 13:4)19


19 All translations of the Tosefta are taken from Neusner 1977–1986.



The Tosefta introduces amulets as a third category of objects that could be found alongside biblical scrolls and tefillin in genizot. Explaining why amulets might be stored in a genizah, the Tosefta says that they “include the letters of the Divine Name and many citations of the Torah.”20 While these considerations were not enough to warrant breaking Sabbath restrictions to save amulets from a hypothetical fire, they did necessitate proper disposal in the community’s genizah. The last line of t. Šabb. 13:4 reflects some unease about the existence of amulets, but it is unclear whether this anxiety is simply related to the hypothetical situation of being unable to rescue them from a fire on the Sabbath, or whether it extends to their use in general. However, the subsequent discussion in the Tosefta sheds light on this issue by mentioning “the books of the evangelists and the books of the minim [‘heretics’]” in the context of a potential fire on the Sabbath (t. Šabb. 13:5). In this case, the rabbis are unequivocal about their condemnation of non-Jewish and heretical or sectarian texts, suggesting that a man should forfeit his children’s lives if he does not immediately burn any of these books when he encounters them. When read against this opinion of Christian texts, the censure of amulets and amulet-writers is mild in comparison. Regardless of any uneasiness about amulets, the Tosefta acknowledges their existence and makes no attempt to curtail their use or to prevent them from being stored in the genizah alongside tefillin and biblical scrolls. This also distinguishes the rabbinic attitude toward amulets from that of many patristic authors, such as Augustine and John Chrysostom, who were adamantly opposed to amulets in all forms.21


20 The discovery of nineteen lamellae amulets in the apse of the Nirim synagogue is seen by many as evidence that amulets could in fact be placed in genizot after they were no longer needed. The community’s genizah seems to have been located under the raised floor of the synagogue’s apse. The three Nirim amulets that have been unrolled do reflect this description from the Tosefta, as they contain both divine names and biblical quotations. For the excavation of the Nirim synagogue, see Levy 1971, 1960. For the publication of the Nirim amulets, see Naveh and Shaked 1985, 90–101, nos. 11–13. For further discussion of these amulets, see Bohak 2008, 315–318; Nutzman 2022, 15–17, 193
 


21 For example, John Chrys. Hom. 8 in Col. 5, Catech. illum. 2.5, Hom. 3 in 1 Thess. 3, Adv. Iud. 8.5–8. For the rejection of amulets among patristic authors, see, for example, Stander 1993; Dickie 2001, 242–309; De Bruyn 2017, 17–42; Sanzo 2017; Nutzman 2022, 201–206.
 

Storage in a genizah is not the only way that tefillin were likened to biblical scrolls. T. Ber. 2:6 gives writers of tefillin and mezuzot the same exemption from certain daily prayers as scribes copying the Hebrew Bible, and m. Meg. 1:8 says, “The only difference between [biblical] books and tefillin and mezuzah is that books may be written in any language, and tefillin and mezuzah may be written only in the Hebrew language and script.”22 In short, tefillin, like mezuzot, are likened to Torah scrolls in some rabbinic rulings, and tefillin are in turn likened to amulets. As a result, there are ways in which amulets are treated with a level of sanctity that is comparable, albeit lesser, to that afforded the biblical scrolls themselves, not least of which is the storage of amulets in a synagogue genizah alongside scrolls and tefillin. This results in a hierarchy with biblical scrolls at the top, followed by tefillin and mezuzot, and finally amulets.23


22 Some English translations, including those of the Mishnah, Tosefta, and Bavli quoted in this chapter, use the English word “phylacteries” for “tefillin.” For the sake of clarity, I have replaced this usage of “phylacteries” with the original “tefillin” or “tefilliah” in the singular.



23 This is not the only situation in which rabbinic texts create a hierarchy of sanctity among various objects. For the relative sanctity of the town square, the synagogue, the Torah ark, the Torah scroll’s coverings, the Torah scroll itself, and copies of other books from the Hebrew Bible, see m. Meg. 3:1–2.
 

A similar issue related to carrying objects on the Sabbath can be found elsewhere in tractate ʿErubin, only the question is one of carrying in rather than carrying out. As in the earlier discussion, the scenario in tractate ʿErubin demonstrates that tefillin are understood to possess a higher level of sanctity than amulets; the sanctity of tefillin warrants an exception to ordinary Sabbath restrictions while that of amulets does not. In m. ʿErub. 10:1, the rabbis consider what should happen when someone finds tefillin left outside and unattended on the Sabbath. Due to the significance of tefillin and the Hebrew Bible texts that they contained, tefillin should not be exposed to the elements. However, bringing them indoors would violate Sabbath restrictions about carrying objects outside the home. Given the potential for loss or damage, the Mishnah does permit one to carry these tefillin inside, but it stipulates that such tefillin must be old; new tefillin are to be left in place on the Sabbath. The reason for this limitation is fleshed out further in the Bavli:


Rava said: The assertion that people do not exert themselves is problematic, as by the same token, does a person exert himself to fashion an amulet in the form of tefillin? Nevertheless, the Sages were concerned that an object that appears to be tefillin might actually be a different object. As we learned in a mishna: In what case is this statement that one is permitted to carry tefillin inside on Shabbat said? It is with regard to old tefillin. However, with regard to new ones, he is exempt from the obligation to bring them in, as it is possible that they are not tefillin but amulets in the form of tefillin. Similarly, there should be concern lest people fashion items similar to objects used for a mitzva, even if exertion is involved.

(b. ʿErub. 96b)24


24 All translations of the Bavli are taken from the Steinsaltz edition of the Talmud, as found on the Sefaria website. In the Steinsaltz edition of the Talmud, text in bold typeface translates the words found in the Talmud, while the plain typeface indicates the translator’s expansions on the text for greater clarity.



The Bavli’s interpretation of m. ʿErub. 10:1 attests to a potential for confusion between amulets and tefillin, as Rava questions whether people deliberately make the former to look like the latter. This question and subsequent discussion indicate the possibility that the two types of objects could be virtually indistinguishable in late antiquity. Old tefillin are certainly tefillin, they argue, and therefore they must be brought in. New tefillin, in contrast, may actually be amulets disguised as tefillin. Therefore, it is better to leave new tefillin in place on the Sabbath to avoid the potential of accidentally carrying an amulet. This again reflects the lesser sanctity of amulets in relation to tefillin. When tefillin are in danger, Sabbath restrictions can be set aside; when it is unclear whether the endangered objects are tefillin or amulets, they cannot.

Rava’s question b. ʿErub. 96b also gets at the issue of intentionality, asking whether amulets are deliberately crafted to look like tefillin or whether the resemblance is incidental. A similar tension might also be present elsewhere in the Mishnah:


One who says, “I will not pass before the ark in colored garments” may not pass even in white garments. “I will not pass in sandals,” may not pass even barefoot. One who makes his tefillah circular – this is a danger and there is in it no [fulfillment of the] commandment. If he placed it on his forehead or the palm of his hand – this is the way of heresy. If he covered them in gold or placed them on his sleeve – this is the way of outsiders.

(m. Meg. 4:8)


This mishnah articulates several tefillin practices that the rabbis considered problematic. While the placement of tefillin does not concern us here, the other rejected characteristics do. The Mishnah calls out two abnormal forms of tefillin – those that are round and those that are covered in gold. These descriptions call to mind late antique amulets, where gold lamellae and jewelry amulets in the form of round pendants are well known.25 Yet it is important to note that this passage does not reject amulets that take such forms, but only the idea that these amulets fulfill the commandment of Deuteronomy 6:8 to “bind them as a sign on your hand, fix them as an emblem on your forehead.” As I have suggested elsewhere, Samaritan rings and pendants may have been seen by some users as fulfilling a function similar to that of tefillin among the rabbis, which may offer a subtext to this mishnah.26 Most of the texts on these so-called Samaritan “amulets” are comprised entirely of verses from the Samaritan Pentateuch; rarely is extra-biblical material is present. In addition, there is remarkable consistency in the small group of verses quoted on these rings and pendants, which emphasize the Tetragrammaton and the unique relationship between God and his people.27 It seems plausible that these Samaritan rings with biblical quotations could have been understood by some users as a way to “bind them as a sign on your hand,” in fulfillment of the commandment in Deut 6:8. Furthermore, the verses found on Samaritan rings and pendants are almost completely absent on Aramaic amulets from Palestine, perhaps indicating an attempt to avoid any ambiguities between amulets and tefillin, the same issue that is at the heart of Rava’s question in b. ʿErub. 96b.


25 For examples, see Kotansky 1994.
 


26 Nutzman 2022, 65–67, 193–194.
 


27 Nutzman 2022, 53–57.


Underlying these passages from the tractates ʿErubin and Megillah is the presumption that a clear distinction between these two ritual objects – amulets and tefillin – was recognized within the community at large and not merely by the rabbis. Nevertheless, this assumption is not self-evident. The line between “amulets” and “tefillin” may have been imprecise in the first centuries CE, allowing for the possibility that a variety of inscribed objects were worn on the body in response to Deuteronomy 6. If, as Yehudah Cohn argues, tefillin developed as a result of the Jewish encounter with Hellenism and apotropaic amulets, then I would suggest that a variety of amulet forms were experimented with before the rabbinically prescribed parchment slips in leather casings became standard for tefillin.28 Cohn suggests that an increase in literacy under the Maccabees alongside a focus on the text of the Hebrew Bible inspired Jews to look for textual alternatives to the widespread figural amulets worn by Greeks.29 This could have included everything from lamellae to inscribed jewelry and papyrus amulets. Thus, in response to the question raised in b. ʿErub. 96b, it was perhaps not that an amulet-maker deliberately tried to disguise amulets to make them look like tefillin, but rather a reflection of the process whereby rabbinic tefillin developed alongside amulets and eventually came to be understood by Jews as the only acceptable way to obey God’s command in Deuteronomy 6:8. Like Cohn, Esther Eshel, Hannan Eshel, and Armin Lange also argue that the development of tefillin can be linked to the ubiquitous presence of apotropaic amulets in the ancient Mediterranean world.30 However, while these studies focus their arguments on the idea that tefillin need to be reevaluated in light of Hellenistic amulets, they do not extend their analysis in the opposite direction. Just as the development of tefillin may have been influenced by earlier amulets, some amulets may have been influenced by the idea that the Deuteronomic command should be interpreted literally to refer to physical tokens worn on the body. I would therefore argue that some so-called amulets with biblical quotations used within communities for whom Deuteronomy 6 was a sacred text – namely Jews, Samaritans, and Christians – were also influenced by the literal interpretation of Deuteronomy 6:8 that manifested itself in tefillin.


28 For Cohn’s argument, see Cohn 2008a, 87–92 and Cohn 2008b. There was a history of textual amulets in both the Levant and Egypt, whose memory might have provided fertile ground for the growth of tefillin as textual amulets. The small, silver Ketef Hinnom scrolls, found in a late pre-exilic tomb in Jerusalem are perhaps the most relevant to the present discussion. The scrolls are also noteworthy for their similarity to the oldest extant reference to tefillah, the Hebrew word for prayer, as a physical object; the Edfu papyrus from Upper Egypt, created in approximately 300 BCE, refers to a “tefillah of silver.” The initial publication of the Ketef Hinnom scrolls is Barkay 1989 (in Hebrew); other important publications include Barkay 1992; Barkay et al. 2004; Smoak 2016. For Phoenician and Egyptian textual amulets, see López Ruiz 2015; Dieleman 2015. For antecedents to mezuzot, which are closely related to tefillin both in contents and in their physical interpretation of Deut 6, see Hoftijzer et al. 1976, Meshel 1978, Lemaire 2003, Lemaire 2008, Meshel et al. 2012. See also Faraone et al. 2005.
 


29 For example, 2 Macc 12:40 says that the “sacred tokens of the idols of Jamnia, which the law forbids the Jews to wear,” were discovered on the bodies of dead Jewish soldiers and were the reason that they died.
 


30 Eshel et al. 2010.


A final interesting parallel between amulets and tefillin can be found in rabbinic discussions of the people involved in creating these objects. The Mishnah addresses the identity of the ritual experts who created amulets in its treatment which amulets could be worn on the Sabbath: “A man may not go out [i.e., out of the house on the Sabbath] . .. with tefillin or with an amulet that is not from an expert [mumḥeh]” (m. Šabb. 6:2).31 The prohibition against carrying objects on the Sabbath is again at play here, as the rabbis considered wearing to be a form of carrying. This passage reveals two things. First, while amulets made by non-experts could be worn on any day except the Sabbath, amulets made by experts could be worn on every day of the week including the Sabbath. The Tosefta asks and answers the obvious question: “What is an amulet made by an expert? Any one which served to bring healing and did so a second and a third time.”32 A second point to note is that while this Mishnah carves out an exception for wearing proven amulets, it makes no such allowances for tefillin, which must never be worn out of the house on the Sabbath. However, it is in the Mishnah’s requirement that amulets worn on the Sabbath be made by an expert that another parallel with tefillin can be seen. The word used for the ritual expert (mumḥeh) whose amulets may be worn on the Sabbath is the same one used for expert scribes whose tefillin the rabbis condone purchasing. The discussion of these tefillin scribes in t. ʿAbod. Zar. 3:7–8 makes it clear that such experts could be gentiles: “They purchase from a gentile [biblical] scrolls, tefillin, and mezuzot, so long as they are written properly . .. And they buy tefillin only from an expert.” If tefillin, which were recognized as having greater sanctity than amulets, could be created by a gentile expert, then it would follow that this should have been all the more true for amulets. In the Bavli, the rabbis take up this issue and deliberate over how to examine tefillin to determine whether they are valid and whether the scribe is an expert. As in the discussion of amulets made by experts, three-fold affirmation is again present in the idea that three tefillin from a given scribe must be checked.33 In this way, amulets and tefillin are connected through the rabbinic discussions about their validity and that of the expert practitioners who created them.


31 The category of amulets made by an expert is also discussed in y. Šabb. 5:4, 6:2 and b. Šabb. 61a–b. It should be noted that b. Šabb. 53a–b rules that no animal may wear an amulet out on the Sabbath, even if it has already been proven as an effective amulet.
 


32 t. Šabb. 4:9; see also y. Šabb. 6:2 and b. Šabb. 61a–b.
 


33 b. ʿErub. 97a–b.




Conclusion

We have seen many parallels between tefillin and amulets in late antiquity. In some circumstances the two types of ritual objects could be treated identically, and in other circumstances a hierarchy is created, placing greater sanctity on tefillin than amulets. In general, when the rabbis are concerned with the physical similarities between amulets and tefillin, the two objects are treated identically. When the rabbis are concerned about conceptual similarities in their content, on the other hand, they understand there to be a hierarchical relationship between the two, with greater importance placed on tefillin. In form, these two types of ritual objects both contain short, inscribed texts that were worn on the body throughout the day. These physical commonalities result in the same treatment regarding Sabbath restrictions, ritual purity, and entrance into the temple treasury. The requirement that both be created by an expert, or at least in the case of amulets that they be created by an expert to be permitted on the Sabbath, shifts the focus to their conceptual similarity. The rabbis recognize that both inscribed amulets and tefillin included biblical texts and the name of God; this results in both being deposited in a genizah when no longer in use. At the same time, a hierarchy between tefillin and amulets is created when they were in danger of being burned or exposed to the elements. In ordinary circumstances, both should be saved, but when doing so would violate Sabbath restrictions, one could only save tefillin, not amulets. At the intersection of these physical and conceptual similarities are questions about whether one could tell amulets and tefillin apart in all circumstances.

What is not seen in these passages, in contrast, is any suggestion that amulets belong to a category of “magic,” wholly apart from the traditional religious practices of the rabbis, including rabbinic tefillin. While there could be somewhat different regulations for amulets and tefillin, amulets are not rejected outright. Absent from tannaitic and amoraic literature are the denunciations of amulets more commonly found among elite Christian authors such as John Chrysostom. In general, when amulets are censured in early rabbinic literature, it is done in the context of debates over what constitutes work on the Sabbath, which suggests that they are of no concern to the rabbis on other days of the week.34 In fact, the Mishnah permits wearing amulets on the Sabbath if the amulet has already cured at least three people, superseding restrictions on carrying objects outside the home on the Sabbath. This ruling highlights the important healing function that rabbis attributed to amulets. The etic distinction, therefore, between “magic” and “religion,” with amulets assigned to the former and tefillin to the latter, obscures the fact that amulets were fully integrated into the daily lives and legal discourse of late antique Jews. While rabbis strove to place a metaphorical hedge between Jewish practice and that of outsiders (e.g., t. Ḥul. 2:23), amulets, like tefillin, were placed firmly within that hedge and were accepted as part of the lived experience of rabbinic Jews.


34 See discussion in Nutzman 2022, 186, 89–95.



Bibliography


	Aune, David. 1980. “Magic in Early Christianity.” Aufstieg und Niedergang der römischen Welt II 23.2, 1507–1557.

	Barkay, Gabriel. 1989. “The Priestly Benediction on the Ketef Hinnom Plaques.” Cathedra: For the History of Eretz Israel and Its Yishuv 52, 37–76. (Heb.)

	— 1992. “The Priestly Benediction on Silver Plaques from Ketef Hinnom in Jerusalem.” Tel Aviv 19.2, 139–192.

	—, Marilyn J. Lundberg, Andrew G. Vaughn and Bruce Zuckerman. 2004. “The Amulets from Ketef Hinnom: A New Edition and Evaluation.” Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research 334, 41–71.

	Bohak, Gideon. 2008. Ancient Jewish Magic: A History. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

	Braarvig, Jens. 1999. “Magic: Reconsidering the Grand Dichotomy.” D.R. Jordan, H. Montgomery, and E. Thomassen (eds.) The World of Ancient Magic: Papers from the First International Samson Eitrem Seminar at the Norwegian Institute at Athens, 4–8 May 1997. Bergen: Norwegian Institute at Athens, 21–54.

	Bremmer, Jan N. 2002. “Magic and Religion.” J.N. Bremmer and J.R. Veenstra (eds.) The Metamorphosis of Magic from Late Antiquity to the Early Modern Period. Leuven: Peeters, 267–271.

	Cohen, Shaye J.D., Robert Goldenberg, and Hayim Lapin, eds. 2021. The Oxford Annotated Mishnah: A New Translation of the Mishnah, with Introductions and Notes. New York: Oxford University Press.

	Cohn, Yehudah. 2008a. Tangled Up in Text: Tefillin and the Ancient World. Providence: Brown Judaic Studies.

	— 2008b. “Were Tefillin Phylacteries?” Journal of Jewish Studies 59.1, 39–61.

	Collins, Billie Jean, ed. 2014. The SBL Handbook of Style. 2nd ed. Atlanta: SBL Press.

	De Bruyn, Theodore. 2017. Making Amulets Christian: Artefacts, Scribes, and Contexts. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

	Dickie, Matthew. 2001. Magic and Magicians in the Greco-Roman World. London: Routledge.

	Dieleman, Jacco. 2015. “The Materiality of Textual Amulets in Ancient Egypt.” D. Boschung and J.N. Bremmer (eds.) The Materiality of Magic. Paderborn: Fink, 23–58.

	Durkheim, Émile. 1912. Les formes élémentaire de la vie religieuse, le système totémique en Australie. Paris: F. Alcan.

	Edmonds, Radcliffe. 2019. Drawing Down the Moon: Magic in the Ancient Greco-Roman World. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

	Eshel, Esther, Hanan Eshel and Armin Lange. 2010. “‘Hear, O Israel’ in Gold: An Ancient Amulet from Halbturn in Austria.” Journal of Ancient Judaism 1.1, 43–64.

	Evans-Pritchard, E.E. 1937. Witchcraft, Oracles and Magic among the Azande. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

	Faraone, Christopher A. 2018. The Transformation of Greek Amulets in Roman Imperial Times. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

	—, B. Garnand and C. López-Ruiz. 2005. “Micah’s Mother (Judg. 17:1–4) and a Curse from Carthage (KAI 89): Canaanite Precedents for Greek and Latin Curses against Thieves?” Journal of Near Eastern Studies 64.3, 161–186.

	Frankfurter, David. 2019. “Ancient Magic in a New Key: Refining an Exotic Discipline in the History of Religions.” D. Frankfurter (ed.) Guide to the Study of Ancient Magic. Leiden: Brill, 3–20.

	Frazer, James George. 1911–1915. The Golden Bough: A Study in Magic and Religion. London: Macmillan.

	Graf, Fritz. 1997. Magic in the Ancient World. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

	Harari, Yuval. 2017. Jewish Magic before the Rise of Kabbalah. Detroit: Wayne State University Press.

	Hoftijzer, J., G. van der Kooij and H.J. Franken. 1976. Aramaic Texts from Deir Alla. Leiden: Brill.

	Kotansky, Roy. 1994. Greek Magical Amulets: The Inscribed Gold, Silver, Copper, and Bronze “Lamellae”: Text and Commentary. Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag.

	Lemaire, André. 2003. “Amulette Phénicienne giblite en argent.” R. Deutch (ed.) Shlomo: Studies in Epigraphy, Iconography, History and Archaeology in Honor of Shlomo Moussaieff. Tel Aviv-Jaffa: Archaeological Center Publications, 155–174.

	— 2008. “Amulettes personelles et domestiques en Phénicien et en Hébreu (1er Millénaire av. N.É) et la tradition juive des tefillin et mezuzot.” C. Bobas, C. Evangelidis, T. Miloni and A. Muller (eds.) Croyances Populaires. Rites et Representations en Méditerranée Orientale. Athens: National and Kapodistrian University, 85–96.

	Lévi-Strauss, Claude. 1962. La pensée sauvage. Paris: Plon.

	Levy, Shalom. 1960. “The Ancient Synagogue of Ma’on (Nirim). A: Excavation Report.” Bulletin of the Louis M. Rabinowitz Fund for the Exploration of Ancient Synagogues 3, 6–13.

	— 1971. “The Ancient Synagogue of Ma’on (Nirim).” S. Applebaum (ed.) Roman Frontier Studies, 1967: The Proceedings of the Seventh International Congress Held at Tel Aviv. Tel-Aviv: Students’ Organization of Tel Aviv University, 206–210.

	López Ruiz, Carolina. 2015. “Near Eastern Precedents of the ‘Orphic’ Gold Tablets: The Phoenician Missing Link.” Journal of Ancient Near Eastern Religions 15.1, 52–91.

	Mauss, Marcel and Henri Hubert. 1902. “Esquisse d’une théorie générale de la magie.” L’Année sociologique 7, 1–146.

	Meshel, Zeev. 1978. Kuntillet Ajrud: A Religious Centre from the Time of the Judaean Monarchy on the Border of Sinai. Jerusalem: Israel Museum.

	—, A. Ahituv and Liora Freud. 2012. Kuntillet Ajrud (Horvat Teman): An Iron Age II Religious Site on the Judah-Sinai Border. Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society.

	Naveh, Joseph and Shaul Shaked. 1985. Amulets and Magic Bowls: Aramaic Incantations of Late Antiquity. Jerusalem: Magnes Press.

	— 1993. Magic Spells and Formulae: Aramaic Incantations of Late Antiquity. Jerusalem: Magnes Press.

	Neusner, Jacob. 1977–1986. The Tosefta. 6 vols. New York: Ktav.

	Nutzman, Megan S. 2022. Contested Cures: Identity and Ritual Healing in Roman and Late Antique Palestine. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

	Saar, Ortal-Paz. 2017. Jewish Love Magic: From Late Antiquity to the Middle Ages. Leiden: Brill.

	Sanzo, Joseph E. 2017. “Magic and Communal Boundaries: The Problems with Amulets in Chrysostom, Adv. Iud. 8, and Augustine, In Io. tra. 7.” Henoch: studi storico-testuali su giudaismo e cristianesimo in età antica e medievale 39.2, 227–246.

	— 2020. “Deconstructing the Deconstructionists: A Response to Recent Criticisms of the Rubric ‘Ancient Magic’.” A. Mastrocinque, J.E. Sanzo and M. Scapini (eds.) Ancient Magic: Then and Now. Stuttgart: Steiner, 25–48.

	Smith, Jonathan Z. 1995. “Trading Places.” M.W. Meyer and P.A. Mirecki (eds.) Ancient Magic and Ritual Power. Leiden: Brill, 13–27.

	— 2002. “Great Scott! Thought and Action One More Time.” P.A. Mirecki and M.W. Meyer (eds.) Magic and Ritual in the Ancient World. Leiden: Brill, 73–91.

	Smoak, Jeremy Daniel. 2016. The Priestly Blessing in Inscription and Scripture: The Early History of Numbers 6:24–26. New York: Oxford University Press.

	Stander, Hennie F. 1993. “Amulets and the Church Fathers.” Ekklesiastikos Pharos 75, 55–66.

	Strack, Hermann Leberecht, Günter Stemberger and Markus N.A. Bockmuehl. 1996. Introduction to the Talmud and Midrash. Minneapolis: Fortress Press.

	Tigay, Jeffrey H. 1979. “On the Term ‘Phylacteries’.” Harvard Theological Review 72, 45–52.

	Versnel, Hendrik S. 1991. “Some Reflections on the Relationship Magic-Religion.” Numen 38.2, 177–197.









16 A Misplaced Mummy

Thelxinoe's Corpse in Xenophon's Ephesiaka



Janet Downie

DOI: 10.4324/b23088-18




In the final book of Xenophon’s Ephesiaka, a novel of the Roman Imperial period written in Greek, the young hero, Habrocomes, comes face to face with a corpse.1 On Sicily, an elderly fisherman named Aegialeus takes in the lovesick wanderer and tells the story of his own youthful romance: long ago, in Sparta, he fell in love with a girl betrothed to another man. They eloped together in disguise to Sicily, where they lived out their lives happily together until his wife died. Unwilling to be separated from her, even by death, Aegialeus decided not to bury her body, but to keep it with him in the house:


1 Based on internal evidence, the Ephesiaka has been tentatively dated to the late first or the second century CE and provisionally associated with Asia Minor. The traditional attribution to “Xenophon” derives from a manuscript subscription, and the association of the author with Ephesus from the tenth-century Suda. Both may be products of extrapolation from the text. See Bowie 2003.
 


Καὶ ἅμα λέγων εἰσάγει τὸν Ἁβροκόμην εἰς τὸ ἐνδότερον δωμάτιον καὶ δεικνύει τὴν Θελξινόην, γυναῖκα πρεσβῦτιν μὲν ἤδη, καλὴν ‹δὲ› φαινομένην ἔτι Αἰγιαλεῖ κόρην· τὸ δὲ σῶμα αὐτῆς ἐτέθαπτο ταφῇ Αἰγυπτίᾳ· ἦν γὰρ καὶ τούτων ἔμπειρος ὁ γέρων.

As he was speaking, he took Habrocomes into the innermost bedroom and showed him Thelxinoe, now an old woman but in Aegialeus’ eyes still a young girl. Her body was embalmed by the Egyptian method (τὸ δὲ σῶμα αὐτῆς ἐτέθαπτο ταφῇ Αἰγυπτίᾳ), for the old man was also experienced in this skill.2


2 I use the text of O’Sullivan 2005. Translations throughout are based on Henderson 2009, with some modifications.
 


Here, in the inner room of a Spartan fisherman’s hut on Sicily, Habrocomes confronts the dead body of his host’s wife, embalmed and still, the reader soon learns, the object of Aegialeus’ physical, and possibly sexual, attention.

This scene has attracted scholarly attention of two different kinds. Those interested in the archaeology of death and burial have included Thelxinoe’s corpse in the dossier of Greek and Latin literary sources for Egyptian burial practices.3 Scholars of the ancient novel, by contrast, have focused on what the scene contributes to the narrative and meta-narrative texture of Xenophon’s novel.4 Aegialeus’ lengthy first-person account is one of several embedded narratives that, along with other dialogic passages and direct speech, heighten the literary feel of what is otherwise a straightforward, action-oriented novel.5 Yet, among literary scholars, surprisingly little attention has been paid to the dramatic appearance of the corpse itself within the text. My purpose in this chapter is to offer a material reading of Thelxinoe’s corpse in its literary context. Focusing on the dramatic effects produced by the corpse in this scene – specifically, Habrocomes’ reaction when he sees it – and on the way in which the corpse is presented to the reader in visual, physical, and cultural terms, I approach the corpse of Thelxinoe as what Bill Brown has called a “thing.”6 In this scene, Thelxinoe’s corpse asserts itself physically; it arrests Habrocomes’ attention and engages him like a person. By attending to the uncanny power of the Egyptianizing body in this scene, my aim is to bring the materiality of Thelxinoe’s corpse back into interpretive play, so that we can add this novelistic scene to the dossier of evidence, not for imperial-era burial practices, but for contemporary interest in the magical powers of the corpse to connect the living with the world beyond.


3 Dawson 1928 provides the basic dossier of literary sources but does not include this passage. Scholars of Egyptian burial practices who have taken an interest in Xenophon as a source include Parlasca 1966; Corcoran 1992, 1997; Borg 1997; Montserrat 1997, 1998.



4 Recent studies that devote particular attention to this scene include: Xian 2018; Cueva 2017; Tagliabue 2017; Whitmarsh 2011; Susanetti 1999.
 


5 Tagliabue 2021 provides an analysis of direct speech in the novel, including the embedded narratives.
 


6 Brown 2001 distinguishes between “objects” – which we encounter in the physical world and register as subordinate in relation to our own subjectivity – and “things” – which arrest our attention (even if briefly) and invite our engagement on different, more equal terms.
 


In the first section of the chapter, I offer a close reading of Habrocomes’ encounter with the corpse, to demonstrate that Xenophon makes the corpse a “thing” by destabilizing the visual, physical, and cultural status of the body. While scholars often refer to Thelxinoe’s corpse as a mummy, because of the narrator’s reference to Egyptian burial techniques, the object itself remains vague in visual, physical, and cultural terms. The upshot, I argue, is that the corpse becomes not just a material object but an agent in this scene. In this capacity, I propose in the second section of the chapter, the corpse restores a connection between material and spiritual worlds that has been absent from the narrative since the end of Book 1, when the hero and heroine fell into the hands of pirates and began the long series of trials that takes up most of the story. For most of the novel, Anthia and Habrocomes are physically separated, but emotionally and spiritually connected. Thelxinoe’s mummy compels Habrocomes to recognize that the physical and spiritual components of eros are inextricable, and that the stakes – and also the possibilities – for reuniting with Anthia are different from what he had imagined. In the final section of the chapter, I set the corporeal imagination of this scene in the context of contemporary material culture – specifically, in the context of (widespread) Roman Imperial interest in Egyptian objects and (limited) interest in the technologies of embalming. “Buried with an Egyptian burial” by a Greek fisherman, on Sicily, Thelxinoe’s corpse should, I argue, be read as an intercultural “thing” in an intercultural space.7


7 As Sofía Torallas Tovar helpfully points out, the encounter of Pisentios, seventh-century CE bishop of Koptos, with a mummy in an Egyptian Pharaonic tomb offers another extraordinary example of a mummy creating intercultural space – here operating both as a physical bridge both to a world beyond death and between the Pisentios’ present and the deep past of Egypt. See Torallas Tovar 2014.
 


8 The oracle consists of nine lines of hexameter verse, including reference to an eventual end to their sufferings (πήματ’), a better fate (ἀρείονα πότμον), and a dedication (δῶρα) to Isis the holy savior (Ἴσιδι σεμνῇ/σωτείρῃ) by the holy river (ποταμοῦ ἱεροῦ). See Tagliabue 2017 for a survey of scholarly discussion of the relationship between the oracle and the novel’s plot.
 


9 The novel’s simple narrative style and rapid action (including some abrupt transitions and discontinuities) and the fact that the Suda refers to a novel by Xenophon in 10 books, whereas the extant text is in five books, have led scholars to entertain the possibility that it might be an epitome, rather than an original text. The question remains open, and scholars have explained the text’s style in a range of ways: as paraliterary (Tagliabue 2017), as part of an oral tradition (Ruiz Montero 2004; König 2007; Kim 2013). Tagliabue 2017, 1–5 provides an overview of the state of the question.


My chapter engages with the two main themes of this volume: cross-cultural exchange and the material aspects of religion and magic. So, in re-examining the Aegialeus episode from a material perspective, focusing on the dead body at the scene’s dramatic center, I hope to pay some tribute to a set of issues at the heart of Chris Faraone’s scholarly work: the place of physical objects and substances in ancient culture; their power in ritual and efficacious contexts; and the signifying mechanisms by which objects acquire these powers, including the materials of which they are made, as well as the linguistic and visual patterns imposed upon them to construct meaning. Chris’ multifaceted investigation of the diverse relationships between texts and objects invites us to pay attention to material things both in Greek culture and in Greek literature. Thelxinoe’s corpse in the Ephesiaka, I submit, repays this kind of attention.


Thelxinoe's Corpse as "Thing"

Among the five Greek novels that have reached us complete, the Ephesiaka is distinctive for its rapid, plot-driven action. The storyline follows the general pattern of the Greek novels: meeting and mutual attraction of a young, heterosexual couple; separation or other external complications; happy reunion and marriage, or restoration of the marriage relationship. In the Ephesiaka, Habrocomes and Anthia – son and daughter of Ephesus’ two leading families – fall in love at first sight during a festival of Artemis, suffer pangs of lovesickness, then are married and consummate the marriage before the end of the first Book. Complications begin when their parents receive an oracle forecasting “terrible suffering and endless toils” (δεινὰ . .. πάθη καὶ ἀνήνυτα ἔργα, 1.6) for the young couple.8 They decide to send them on a voyage, apparently hoping that the trials and tribulations of travel will preclude the oracle being fulfilled in some worse way. In the adventure narrative that takes up the rest of the novel, Anthia and Habrocomes are ambushed by pirates on Rhodes, then separated and trafficked around the Mediterranean by slave-dealers until they manage, finally, to reunite on Rhodes and make their way back together to Ephesus, their Hellenic home base. Fast-paced and action-oriented, sparse when it comes to stylized language, overt literary allusion, ekphrastic description, and other rhetorical tropes, this text does not operate at the same level of literary sophistication as the other extant novels.9 One feature it does share with them, however, is a substantial proportion of character speech, from brief exclamations to longer soliloquies, monologues, and dialogues.10 So, this novel is not only full of action; it also includes direct discourse and dramatic exchange.


10 Tagliabue 2021 calculates it at close to 28% of the text.
 

The scene in which Habrocomes confronts the corpse of Thelxinoe belongs to one of the more remarkable passages of direct discourse in the novel. When Habrocomes arrives at Syracuse at the beginning of Book 5, he falls in with Aegialeus, described by the narrator as an old fisherman and “a poor foreigner who only just supported himself by his trade.” The narrator takes some time to set the scene, explaining how the two men established a relationship of trust and familiarity (συνήθεια, 5.1.2–3), but the bulk of their interaction is taken up by Aegialeus’ erotic autobiography. In his typology of forms of direct discourse in the Ephesiaka, Aldo Tagliabue assigns this scene to the category of dialogue with embedded narrative: Aegialeus’ monologic narration takes place in the context of a dialogic exchange with Habrocomes, and Habrocomes speaks in direct discourse at the end of Aegialeus’ story.11 We should also note that this dialogue is partial and open-ended.12 For, while the narrator indicates that Habrocomes told his own story first (διηγήσατο τὰ κὰθ’ ἑαυτὸν), this account is not relayed directly to the reader. Furthermore, while we are set up for a conversation between Habrocomes and Aegialeus, by the end of the scene Habro-comes is addressing not the fisherman, his host, but the corpse of Thelxinoe and, through it, his beloved Anthia, from whom he is still separated.


11 Tagliabue 2021. See also Morgan 2004 who examines the embedded narratives as examples of external analepsis that mirror the themes of the main story, especially “inamorations, rivalry, separation and reunion” (492). Lang 2020 consider how the inset stories and their reception within the narrative advance the novel’s “emotional plot.”
 


12 Berranger-Auserve 2006 describes this as a “dialogue without response.”


At the end of his autobiographical monologue, Aegialeus explains to Habro comes how he has preserved Thelxinoe’s body after death and how he interacts with the body – while simultaneously leading Habrocomes into the innermost room of the house, where he can see the corpse for himself:


Καὶ τέθνηκεν ἐνταῦθα οὐ πρὸ πολλοῦ Θελξινόη καὶ τὸ σῶμα οὐ τέθαπται, ἀλλὰ ἔχω γὰρ μετ’ ἐμαυτοῦ καὶ ἀεὶ φιλῶ καὶ σύνειμι”.

Καὶ ἅμα λέγων εἰσάγει τὸν Ἁβροκόμην εἰς τὸ ἐνδότερον δωμάτιον καὶ δεικνύει τὴν Θελξινόην, γυναῖκα πρεσβῦτιν μὲν ἤδη, καλὴν ‹δὲ› φαινομένην ἔτι Αἰγιαλεῖ κόρην. τὸ δὲ σῶμα αὐτῆς ἐτέθαπτο ταφῇ Αἰγυπτίᾳ· ἦν γὰρ καὶ τούτων ἔμπειρος ὁ γέρων. “Ταύτῃ οὖν” ἔφη, “ὦ τέκνον Ἁβροκόμη, ἀεί τε ὡς ζώσῃ λαλῶ καὶ συγκατάκειμαι καὶ συνευωχοῦμαι, κἂν ἔλθω ποτὲ ἐκ τῆς ἁλιείας κεκμηκώς, αὕτη με παραμυθεῖται βλεπομένη· οὐ γὰρ οἵα νῦν ὁρᾶται σοὶ τοιαύτη φαίνεται ‹ἐ›μοί, ἀλλὰ ἐννοῶ, τέκνον, οἵα μὲν ἦν ἐν Λακεδαίμονι, οἵα δὲ ἐν τῇ φυγῇ· τὰς παννυχίδας ἐννοῶ, τὰς συνθήκας ἐννοῶ”.

Ἔτι λέγοντος τοῦ Αἰγιαλέως ἀνωδύρετο ὁ Ἁβροκόμης, “σὲ δὲ” λέγων, “ὦ πασῶν δυστυχεστάτη κόρη, πότε ἀνευρήσω κἂν νεκράν; Αἰγιαλεῖ μὲν γὰρ τοῦ βίου μεγάλη παραμυθία τὸ σῶμα τὸ Θελξινόης, καὶ νῦν ἀληθῶς μεμάθηκα ὅτι ἔρως ἀληθινὸς ὅρον ἡλικίας οὐκ ἔχει, ἐγὼ δὲ πλανῶμαι μὲν κατὰ πᾶσαν γῆν καὶ θάλασσαν, οὐ δεδύνημαι δὲ οὐδὲ ἀκοῦσαί ‹τι› περὶ σοῦ. ὢ μαντεύματα δυστυχῆ· ὦ τὰ πάντων ἡμῖν Ἄπολλον χρήσας χαλεπώτατα, οἴκτειρον ἤδη καὶ τὰ τέλη τῶν μεμαντευμένων ἀποδίδου”.



“Thelxinoe died here not long ago and her body is not buried (τὸ σῶμα οὐ τέθαπται). Rather, I keep it with me and am always kissing it and being with it.”

As he spoke he took Habrocomes into the innermost bedroom and showed him Thelxinoe, now an old woman but in Aegialeus’ eyes still a young girl. Her body was embalmed by the Egyptian method (τὸ δὲ σῶμα αὐτῆς ἐτέθαπτο ταφῇ Αἰγυπτίᾳ), for the old man was also experienced in this. “And so, Habrocomes my boy,” he said, “this way I can always talk to her as if she were alive, and lie with her and dine with her, and whenever I come home tired from fishing, the sight of her consoles me, for the way you see her now is not the way I see her. My boy, I think of her as she was in Laconia, as she was when we eloped; I think of our festival, I think of our covenants.”

While Aegialeus was still speaking Habrocomes broke down. “And what about you,” he cried, “most unfortunate girl of all? When will I find you again, even as a corpse? Thelxinoe’s body is a great solace in the life of Aegialeus, and now I truly know that true love has no time-limit. But though I wander over the whole earth and every land and sea, I am unable even to get word of you. What unlucky prophecies! Apollo, who gave us the harshest of all oracles, take pity on us at last and bring your prophecies to their conclusion!”

(5.1.9–13)13


13 I follow Henderson 2009 for the translation, but where the direct objects of “kissing” and “being with” (5.1.9) are implied in the Greek, I supply “the body” rather than Henderson’s “her”; I prefer “console” to “comfort” as a translation of παραμυθεῖται, and “time-limit” to “age-limit” as a translation of ἡλικία, in this context.
 


Most discussions of this scene take Habrocomes to be reacting – with his substantial outburst in direct discourse – to Aegialeus’ story,14 but this is only part of the picture. What Habrocomes responds to directly is the corpse itself, framed by the narrative as the centerpiece of the scene. As he comes to the end of his life-story, Aegialeus returns to the here and now: Thelxinoe is dead (τέθνηκεν), here (ἐνταῦθα), not long since (οὐ πρὸ πολλοῦ); he describes to Habrocomes how he relates to Thelxinoe, or to her body: ἔχω, φιλῶ, σύνειμι. At this point, the narrator intervenes with stage directions in vivid present tense: “And as [Aegialeus] is speaking, he takes Habrocomes . .. and shows him . . .” (καὶ ἅμα λέγων . .. εἰσάγει . .. δεικνύει). Aegialeus’ direct discourse picks up again a couple of lines later, but by now his narration has moved from foreground to background. The focus has shifted to Habrocomes’ response to the situation: “While Aegialeus was still speaking (ἔτι λέγοντος), Habrocomes broke down.” When Habrocomes responds verbally, it is not Aegialeus he addresses: “But you, (σὲ δὲ),” he says abruptly, “most unfortunate girl of all, when will I find you again . . .” It soon becomes clear that he is apostrophizing Anthia. At first, however, he appears to be speaking directly to the corpse.


14 This generally goes along with a reading of Habrocomes’ response as intellectually transformative, as he “truly learns” (ἀληθῶς μεμάθηκα) something about love. See especially Laplace 1994 and Morgan 1996, 492: “By casting the theme of separation and reunion in its most extreme form (the separation of death redeemed by the continued presence of the mummy), this narrative succeeds in producing a profound learning experience in the protagonist . . .”


Just as Habrocomes is focused on Thelxinoe’s corpse, so is the reader – first through Aegialeus’ direct speech, but also through the interventions of the narrator, who (aside from stage directions) explains that Thelxinoe is in fact an old woman but “in Aegialeus’ eyes still a young girl,” and answers the reader’s implied questions not only about how this might be possible (answer: Egyptian burial), but also how it could be possible here, far from Egypt (answer: Aegialeus’ particular skill). Nevertheless, while the reader’s attention is focused on the corpse, the physical object itself becomes less clear as the scene proceeds. The narrator’s statement that Thelxinoe is still young “in Aegialeus’ eyes” (φαινομένην ἔτι . .. κόρην) reads as metaphorical, and Aegialeus claims that his view of the corpse is a part of his imaginative life (ἐννοῶ), that Habrocomes cannot share: “the way you see her now is not the way I see her.” Habrocomes’ reaction, though, makes it seem as if he does. Aegialeus has said that the sight of his dead wife’s body consoles him (παραμυθεῖται βλεπομένη). Habrocomes appears to understand this instinctively and directly for himself when he looks at the corpse: “Thelxinoe’s body is a great solace (μεγάλη παραμυθία τὸ σῶμα) in the life of Aegialeus, and now I truly know (ἀληθῶς μεμάθηκα) that true love (ἔρως ἀληθινός) has no time-limit.” With the corpse focalized through the eyes of two grief-stricken lovers, the reader’s view of the body remains unclear.

The visual and physical ambiguities of this scene become obvious when scholars ask whether it can add anything to our understanding of Egyptian funerary and burial practices in the Roman period.15 At first glance, the answer would seem to be “no.” While Egypt is an important physical setting for the novel in Books 3 and 4 of the novel, at this point Habrocomes has left Egypt behind, and Aegialeus, his host on Sicily, has no connection with Egypt. The Egyptian practices of mummification were, even in the Roman period, strongly localized. While there seems to have been considerable cultural permeability when it came to burial practices in Egyptian space over the centuries, the physical techniques of mummification were not generally exported. The archaeological record shows much overlap and continuity, for example, between pagan and Christian burial practices within Egypt in the late antique period, as Christians adopted traditional Egyptian embalming methods – probably in part because preserving the body from physical decay fit with Christian notions of the resurrection. Yet, while Christians may have adopted these practices in Egypt, the practices do not seem to have spread geographically.16


15 Montserrat 1997, especially 33–34, outlines the limits of written – specifically documentary – evidence for wealthy funerals in Greco-Roman Egypt. Among other issues, one challenge is the quite general language of burial treatment, both in Demotic and in Greek, where the word ταφή (as in this passage from Xenophon, ταφῇ Αἰγυπτίᾳ) has a wide range of connotations.



16 Dunand 2004, 334–335 and Torallas Tovar 2014. Note that in the Christian Life of Anthony, attributed to Athanasius, when Anthony asks not to be buried according to the pagan Egyptian tradition, he expresses this in spatial terms, asking his followers not to “take his body into Egypt” (quotation from Dunand 2004, 335).
 

In this scene, the narrator’s gesture towards “Egyptian burial” is suggestive but vague. He does not use the language of “drying” (ταριχεύω) that is common in Greek literary references to mummification from Herodotos forward, although it is possible that Aegialeus’ profession of fisherman is a nod to this tradition.17 Still, the circumstantial details to which Aegialeus draws attention – the presence of the corpse within the home, eating in company with the corpse, the suggestion of a physical and sexual relationship – echo familiar tropes in Greek and Roman accounts of Egyptian burial practices.18 Since the mummy clearly works to enhance the sense of continued physical contact with the beloved deceased, even beyond the realm of the living, scholars have wondered whether this scene reflects the Imperial-era introduction of naturalistic mummy portraits in burials in Roman Egypt. As Christina Riggs carefully shows, the task of “portraying the dead” on mummy masks, mummy wrappings, and in related burial contexts in Roman Egypt opened up a range of representational choices, and the archaeological record shows that in many cases people chose to combine traditional Egyptian iconography with aspects of contemporary fashion, including naturalizing portraiture.19 As the artistic repertoire for funerary representation expanded, much depended upon the context and what the living wanted to communicate about the deceased.20 The emphasis in this novelistic scene on the visual appearance of the corpse, on how Thelxinoe looks to Aegialeus, or to Habrocomes – does she look like an old woman, or a younger one? – seems to bring the practice of naturalistic mummy portraits into view. Yet it does so not to invite the reader to visualize the physical scene, but to introduce a cognitive or representational conundrum. The point of naturalistic mummy portraits was to create a shared, honorific representation of the deceased, in the tradition of Roman funerary portraiture.21 By contrast, Xenophon, by blurring the line between metaphorical and literal sight in this passage, and by having Aegialeus insist that the way Thelxinoe appears to him is idiosyncratic and private, does not offer the reader a clear view of the deceased.22


17 Greek writers used the language of salting or drying fish (ταριχεύειν) to describe Egyptian techniques of mummification. Herodotos describes ταρίχευσις (2.85.2; cf. 2.86.3 ταριχεύω) as a τέχνη (2.86.1). The same language is used in the Roman period by Strabo, Cassius Dio, Lucian, and Sextus Empiricus. See Dawson 1928; Borg 1997, 27.
 


18 For example, in his wry survey of burial practices Lucian comments that “the Egyptian salts the body and makes him a guest at table” (On Funerals 21).
 


19 Riggs 2005, Chapter 3, “Portraying the Dead,” especially 105, 123.
 


20 Riggs 2005, 139, 141–142.
 


21 Walker 1997.
 


22 The attempt of Borg 1997, 27 to understand the physical scenario demonstrates just how little clarity the reader is offered: “the context indicates that the body was not wrapped in linen, as all the contemporary Egyptian mummies were, but that the physiognomy of the deceased was still visible, so that Abrokomes could, for example, recognize the old age of Thelxinoe.”
 


23 “Uncanny”: Bettini 1999 (especially 136–137 and 148, where he discusses Aegialeus’ “horrifying mummy”), Bassi 2018, and Montserrat 1998 explore the ontology of the dead (body), which – through preservation, mimetic representation, or imitation – can occupy a space between living and dead. For this scene in Xenophon’s novel, Montserrat points out, the “mummy’s bodily duplicity is an important topos.”
 


24 Whitmarsh 2011, 2.
 


25 Tagliabue 2017 argues that the novel traces an arc of moral development from physical eros to “faithful” eros.
 


26 While Cueva 2017 concludes that Habrocomes’ reaction is not one of horror, he is interested precisely in the material dynamics of the scene.
 


27 Tagliabue 2017, 103: σῶμα appears 29 times in the text.
 


28 Five times in the novel σῶμα and ψυχή are paired. Tagliabue 2017, 103, points out that this is not a novelistic topos, but specific to Xenophon. The dyad should not necessarily be read as implying opposition: as Cummings 2009 shows in his study of eros in the novels, ψυχή, which represents the seat of the emotions, is often conceived physically.
 


29 This also has a theatrical feel; cf. the account of Nero behavior following the death of Poppaea, discussed by Malamud 2016, 407–408 (see also following discussion).


Thelxinoe’s corpse is never clearly delineated as an object. It remains vague in its physical contours. The reader sees the corpse both as the dead body of an old person and also as the living body of a younger person – an uncanny effect created because the narrative has destabilized the body visually, physically, and culturally.23 Its materiality is nevertheless essential and gives it agency in the scene. Both Aegialeus and Habrocomes respond to the corpse not as a material object but as an interlocutor, as a “thing.”



Corporeal Imagination

Literary interpretations of Xenophon’s novel have tended to give Thelxinoe’s corpse a symbolic – but not a dramatic, agentic – value in the narrative. On Tim Whitmarsh’s reading, for example, the corpse is an object onto which Aegialeus projects an “adolescent wish-fulfillment dream” of undying love, and the scene becomes a metaliterary comment on the way in which narrative can create its own reality, quite separate from the real, physical world.24 Yet, as we have seen earlier, it is not Aegialeus’ story but Thelxinoe’s body (σῶμα) that both Aegialeus and Habrocomes identify as a “consolation.” For Aldo Tagliabue, who reads the scene in the context of the novel’s broader interest in Egypt, Thelxinoe’s mummy evokes Egyptian mythology relating to the afterlife and represents a spiritualized understanding of eros.25 Yet, as Edmund Cueva appreciates, the body is critically important in the scene. This corpse-centered scene, I argue, is key to understanding the relationship body and soul across the text.26

Xenophon’s novel is rich in direct references to the body, σῶμα.27 In part, of course, this is because the action-adventure narrative is full of physical calamities, including enslavement, live burial, crucifixion, and prostitution. The body is also important early on in the novel, however, in the initial scenes that characterize Anthia and Habrocomes and their relationship. The couple’s first sexual encounter on their wedding night is described in some detail (1.8–9), in terms that are both physical and emotional – with these two dimensions very closely intertwined. As they consummate the marriage, Anthia kisses Habrocomes, and “all their thoughts passed through their lips from one’s heart to the other’s” (1.8.6).28 However, this close congruence of the physical and the spiritual is short-lived. By the end of the first Book they are enslaved by pirates who have attacked them on Rhodes (1.13) – a situation which not only leaves them metaphorically “dispirited” (athumoi, 1.16), as the narrator suggests but also, more precisely, experiencing a divided sense of self. As Habrocomes puts it near the beginning of Book 2, others “have power over my body, but I keep a free soul” (2.4.4). From this point onward in the adventure narrative of the novel, the bodies of the two main characters are subjected to torture, disfigurement, and unwanted erotic advances, as they are passed from one hand to another and exploited by others for profit.

Under these circumstances, whether together or apart, the only connection Anthia and Habrocomes can maintain during this period is an emotional and spiritual one, and the desire to restore their physical connection is what drives the novel’s plot. At 2.4 Anthia declares Habrocomes “master of my heart,” a designation from which she does not waver over the course of the novel, and which she repeats when they are reunited at the end (5.14), but they also pledge their bodies as touchstones of fidelity. Habrocomes swears he will not give his body over to another lover but “will be revealed chaste even as a corpse” (2.1.4). Anthia responds in kind: “after death we will have one another (ἕξομεν ἀλλήλους) and be molested by no one” (2.1.6). Death fantasies play a major role in how they imagine their physical reunion. In Book 2, when Anthia finds out that her jealous mistress has ordered her put to death, she concocts an elaborate, macabre scenario for the goatherd charged with killing her (2.11.5):


ἀλλὰ δέομαί σου, Λάμπων αἰπόλε, ὡς μέχρι νῦν εὐσέβησας, ἂν ἀποκτείνῃς, κἂν ὀλίγον θάψον με τῇ παρακειμένῃ γῇ καὶ ὀφθαλμοῖς τοῖς ἐμοῖς χεῖρας ἐπίβαλε τὰς σὰς καὶ θάπτων συνεχὲς Ἁβροκόμην κάλει· αὕτη γένοιτ’ ἂν εὐδαίμων ἐμοὶ μετὰ Ἁβροκόμου ταφή.

But I ask you, goatherd Lampo, since you have thus far behaved respectfully, if you kill me, give me at least a shallow grave in the ground nearby, put your hands on my eyes, and invoke (κάλει) Habrocomes repeatedly as you bury me: for me this would make a happy funeral, in the presence of Habrocomes (μετὰ Ἁβροκόμου ταφή).


Anthia is asking Lampo to impersonate Habrocomes, to take his place physically by closing her eyes in death – and there is also a hint of something like reverse-necromancy, in that she hopes that by repeating Habrocomes’ name over and over, Lampo can somehow conjure the numinous presence of her absent husband.29 In this death fantasy of reunion with Habrocomes, Anthia attempts to reintegrate the physical and the spiritual. Habrocomes, too, in Book 3, imagines Anthia dead and – with a special kind of horror – someone else in possession of her body (3.10.2–3):


Τίς ἄρα λῃστὴς οὕτως ἐρωτικός, ἵνα καὶ νεκρᾶς ἐπιθυμήσῃ σου, ἵνα καὶ τὸ σῶμα ἀφέληται; ἀπεστερήθην σοῦ ὁ δυστυχὴς καὶ τῆς μόνης ἐμοὶ παραμυθίας. ἀποθανεῖν μὲν οὖν ἔγνωσται πάντως· ἀλλὰ τὰ πρῶτα καρτερήσω, μέχρι που τὸ σῶμα εὕρω τὸ σὸν καὶ περιβαλὼν ἐμαυτὸν ἐκείνῳ συγκαταθάψω.

What pirate could be so in love with you that he would desire you even as a corpse? That he would make off with your body? I, alas, have been deprived of you,30 and of my only consolation. So I am entirely resolved to die. But first I will bear up until I can find and embrace your body, then bury myself together with it.


30 One editor proposed to add τοῦ σώματός in the Greek: “I have been deprived even of your body” (see O’Sullivan, ad loc.). This makes the connection with the passage in Book 5 more explicit, but it is not strictly necessary. Overall, the preoccupation with the corpse is clear. I have translated more literally, here, than Henderson does.
 


Here, when he hears that Anthia has been killed by pirates, Habrocomes fixates on Anthia’s body as his point of connection with his beloved.

The scene in Book 5 responds directly to these eroticized fantasies of death and to Habrocomes’ emotional outburst at the idea of piratic necrophilia. The scene with Thelxinoe’s mummy recapitulates this idea of the body of the beloved as consolation.31 Now, however, this concept of physical consolation is modeled for Habrocomes not by a pirate, whose claims to love Anthia are laughable and repugnant, but by a Greek fisherman, whose love for his wife is evidently deep, long-lasting, and holds a mirror up to Habrocomes’ own relationship. In the wider context of the corporeal imagination of the text, Thelxinoe’s mummy does more than provide physical confirmation of Aegialeus’ romantic autobiography. It manifests the truth of Habrocomes’ love for Anthia as well. Aegialeus’ post-death relationship with Thelxinoe embodies Habrocomes’ own orienting fantasy: an integration of body and spirit that has characterized their erotic relationship from the beginning of the novel. At the sight of the corpse, Habrocomes realizes that erotic consolation requires material presence. This scene marks the beginning, for both characters, of the reintegration of body and spirit, the restoration of personal agency, and ultimately their reunification. While Habrocomes settles down for a time on Sicily and seems poised to take on not just Aegialeus’ trade (5.2.1) but also the fate of life in exile, he ultimately has a change of heart: as the end of Book 5 nears, Habrocomes takes his life back into his own hands and decides to return home to Ephesus (5.10.1). Anthia, for her part, manages to avoid being sold into prostitution by feigning epilepsy – in other words, she proactively uses her body to tell a story that will safeguard her relationship with Habrocomes. While the two characters never cross paths in Sicily, their individual Sicilian stories are pivotal in the story of their eventual reunion.


31 Xian 2018 discusses this connection.




The Corpse in an Intercultural Space

Having established Thelxinoe’s corpse as a “thing,” whose materiality is key to its function both within the scene and in the broader context of the novel’s erotic narrative, in this final section I set the corpse in two material contexts beyond the novel itself: Imperial-era engagement with Egyptian material culture and Roman interest in embalming. To date, scholarly attempts to establish an interpretive context for the extensive Egyptian material of Xenophon’s novel have mostly taken a literary approach, pursuing thematic and symbolic readings of Egypt’s narrative function. For all the Egyptian material in the Ephesiaka, precedent can be found in earlier Greek literature – especially in Herodotos, but in many later writers as well – where Egypt often figures as a place of “inversion and alterity” in relationship to Hellenism.32 Egypt also frequently plays the role of religious other, and scholarship on imperial literature and culture has associated Egypt with salvific mystery religions. The novels in particular have been read as either coded or secularized versions of the myth of Isis and Osiris myth, and also as influenced by the Egyptian tradition of divine aretalogy.33


32 Whitmarsh 2011, 46–49, reads the novels of Xenophon and Chariton as oriented towards the Greek polis as a center of culture.
 


33 Merkelbach 1962, 104–106; 1994 has argued that the novels should be read as quasi-ritual texts in the Isis tradition. A larger number of scholars support the view that the Egyptian aretalogical and mythological traditions offered attractive resources for fiction and prototypes for idealized love in a more general way, but that these texts are not coded for mystery initiates.
 

Certainly, the Ephesiaka sets up Greek and Egyptian elements as a cultural diptych. The romance begins during a festival for Ephesian Artemis, and the main characters’ homeland is the civic context of the Greek polis. Yet, the oracle that sets the plot in motion in Book 1 refers to the goddess Isis as the savior to whom the hero and heroine will offer sacrifices by the Nile (the “sacred river” ποταμοῦ ἱεροῦ 1.6.1) when they come finally to the end of their sufferings, and they invoke Isis repeatedly over the course of the novel. Egypt also provides the setting, in Books 3 and 4, for some of the most dramatic and violent elements of the adventure narrative: the crucifixion of Habrocomes and the entombment of Anthia. Both extreme violence and religious salvation appear to be set beyond the bounds of the Greek polis, but Greek and Egyptian are not necessarily schematically opposed. To some extent – and certainly when it comes to Thelxinoe’s corpse – the novel exhibits the culturally double view often described as characteristic of Hellenistic literature.34 As Stephen Nimis comments, Habrocomes seems to be “especially capable” of seeing double: “able to see not only a Greek perspective, in which bodies are for burying or burning, not for preserving or having sex with, but also an Egyptian perspective, in which mummification is a preoccupation not with death, but a celebration of life.”35


34 Nimis 2004, 47–48.
 


35 Nimis 2004, 48.


As Nimis’ comment suggests, we are dealing in this novel more with Egyptian and Greek “perspectives” than with pointed literary engagements. This is the crucial intervention of Aldo Tagliabue’s recent study of the Ephesiaka: by advocating for a paraliterary reading of Xenophon’s novel, Taglibue creates room for thinking about the interaction between Egyptian myths and Greek literary traditions in terms of broad thematic intertextuality. A paraliterary reading positions the text not as part of elite literary culture, but adjacent to it.36 When it comes to the material landscapes of the novel, and material objects within the novel, however, we need an even more capacious interpretive context. As Anna Lefteratou argues, for example, the tapestry hanging over the marriage bed of the protagonists, which depicts the lovers Ares and Aphrodite, should be understood not in relation to Homer, but in the context of contemporary visual media.37 The same holds for Thelxnoe’s mummy. Egypt was not just an object of intellectual attention, but also a pervasive visual and physical presence in the Roman empire. While earlier scholarship focused on the material diffusion of the cult of Isis, recent work shows that fascination with Egyptian imagery and objects was much broader, reaching far beyond public and cult spheres into, for example, wall-painting and domestic spaces.38 Egyptian imagery was widespread, flexible, and “context-dependent,”39 and to understand its many facets some scholars have emphasized the value of taking a material rather than a representational approach to thinking about engagement with “Aegyptiaca.”40 This involves distinguishing between Egyptian and Egyptianizing material, as well as exploring the different ways in which physical materials, style, and craft can be used by different makers, in different contexts, to evoke Egyptian associations for diverse purposes. Xenophon’s Aegialeus is one of these makers: neither an Egyptian nor a professional embalmer, but a Greek-Sicilian fisherman who has repurposed some of his skills to create an object that is neither Greek nor Egyptian, but an intercultural, “Egyptianizing” object.


36 Tagliabue argues that the story of Isis and Osiris provides a mythological model for the concept of life after death which, by focusing attention on the spiritual realm of the hereafter, supports what he reads as a narrative of progress in love from physical eros to faithful eros.
 


37 Lefteratou 2018. Indeed, the tapestry, like Thelxinoe’s corpse, is an intercultural object: it is described as a “Babylonian canopy” (Βαβυλωνία . .. σκηνή, 1.8.2).
 


38 Versluys 2002.
 


39 Müskens 2017.
 


40 Müskens 2017. Also Mazurek 2022 and 2013, 512, discussing how Egyptian material culture was handled differently in Greek as opposed to Roman spaces.


Intercultural refashioning entails repurposing and reinterpretation. In the Roman context of the first century CE, Egyptianizing material was ripe for reinterpretation through an emphasis on the exotic and otherworldly, and also through an emphasis on the erotic. For the Roman writer Pliny, preserved human corpses belong primarily to the realm of curiosities, wonders, and paradox (Natural History 7.16.74–75). Still, it appears that embalmed bodies – though exceedingly rare – were not entirely unheard of. The most prominent example of contemporary Roman interest in the practice of embalming corpses is Nero’s treatment of the body of his wife Poppaea. From Tacitus we learn that instead of the customary Roman practice of cremation, Nero had Poppaea embalmed “according to the custom of foreign kings” (regum externorum consuetudine, Tac. Ann. 16.6), with what Pliny explains was a lavish outlay of unguents and perfumes.41 Nero’s treatment of Poppaea’s corpse is of course an outlier in Roman culture, in keeping with the emperor’s reputation for drama, excess, and also his interest in cultivating connections with Egyptian and Hellenistic culture, but it is not unique: archaeology reveals other instances of embalmed corpses in this period when cremation was the norm in the Roman world.42 What is striking in Nero’s case is the emphasis on embalming as an erotic strategy. Eros was part of the Egyptian mythological landscape of death, to be sure, but for Nero this appears to be the primary motivation for embalming Poppaea’s body.


41 HN 12.83.
 


42 Counts 1996 collects the evidence, both literary and material, for limited use of embalming in the Roman context through the third century ce.
 

While the circumstances of Poppaea’s death (and Nero’s role in it) are unclear, a fragmentary hexameter poem on papyrus dated to the third century ce, but likely written soon after Poppaea’s death in the first century ce, lends weight to Tacitus’ assertion that Nero loved Poppaea and continued to be erotically obsessed with her after her death. This poem, which describes the apotheosis of the empress, presents Poppaea in the manner of a Hellenistic queen, as a wife and mother of exemplary faithfulness, and as a romantic heroine of sorts – a virgin (parthenos), though married, and loving in her reluctance to be parted from Nero.43 Near-contemporary sources suggest, then, that Nero’s embalming of Poppaea, as just one part of what was otherwise a completely traditional Roman funeral, was erotically motivated. Borrowing from Egyptian material practice did not mean adopting Egyptian religious ideology. Embalming allowed Nero to appropriate a physical strategy from another culture to extend the existence of the beloved individual and to indulge his own desire for a continued relationship.44


43 Schubert 2011 and Gillespie 2014. Statius’ Silvae entertains a similar scenario: embalming is included in an imaginative exploration of ways to extend the erotic relationship beyond death. See Malamud 2016.
 


44 Morris 1992 points out burial patterns (inhumation, cremation) shift constantly over time, overlapping as they do so. He also points out that the differential Mediterranean geography of burial was in flux in the cosmopolitan context of the Imperial period.
 

In Xenophon’s scene, too, mummification is reinterpreted so that eros becomes the main focus. Detached from any Egyptian ritual or cult context, Aegialeus’ treatment of Thelxinoe’s corpse is personally and erotically motivated. So, in a 2002 article on the dating of the novels, Ewen Bowie asked whether we might consider Poppaea’s historical embalming a terminus post quem for the Ephesiaka.45 I do not want to argue that Nero’s treatment of Poppaea’s body necessarily provided direct inspiration for Xenophon’s treatment of Thelxinoe’s corpse. The parallel is compelling but, overall, my argument – remaining in the paraliterary spirit – is that we should take a broad view of the contemporary context when thinking about the materiality of this corpse. Together with Nero’s burial of Poppaea and other sparse evidence for broader Roman interest in embalming, Thelxinoe’s corpse can be read as one example among others of contemporary Roman interest in harnessing Egyptian material culture as an erotic strategy: Nero and Xenophon of Ephesus are drawing on the same set of cultural fantasies. Xenophon’s scene-setting and dramatization underscores this point. Aegialeus is familiar with Egyptian embalming techniques, but it is fair to ask whether what he has produced is a mummy – or, more to the point, what this mummy means, separated as it is from the Egyptian ritual and cultural context in which this object is traditionally embedded. Thelxinoe’s mummy is an intercultural object, re-fashioned for erotic purposes.


45 Bowie 2003. Cf. Coleman 2011, who proposes a post quem date of 79 ce.


For a parallel example of the openness of material objects to re-interpretation, we might consider Chris Faraone’s discussion of another “misunderstood mummy” that appears in another erotic context, this time on a lead curse tablet from Egypt.46 On one of two paired tablets, the author invokes a dead man, Horion, son of Sarapous, as agent of the curse, asking him to “compel” (ἀνάγκα-/σον) a woman, Nike, to be erotically attracted to him. The curse includes a small drawing of a mummy in profile, prone, and sketched so as to highlight the linen wrappings that enclose the body in a crisscross pattern. Commentators generally take the mummy to represent Horion, who is being invoked as a nekydaimon to enact the curse. But, Faraone argues, the mummy’s prone posture is a helpless position, not a powerful one: it represents not the agent but the victim of the curse. A group of fourth-century curse tablets from the Via Appia provides context for the figure of a mummy used to represent the victim, and the placement of the line-drawing in the Egyptian tablet confirms this: it appears next to the victim’s name, Nike. The conventional symbolic associations of the mummy with powerful chthonic forces and with the figure of Osiris, who remains sexually potent after death, are replaced here by a materializing appropriation in which the mummy – re-interpreted – metonymically figures the concept of binding.


46 Faraone 2021, 150–152.




Conclusion

In this chapter I have approached a material reading of Thelxinoe’s corpse in three stages. First, I presented the corpse as a “thing” with agency, arguing that the corpse interpolates Habrocomes in this dialogic scene with Aegialeus. Second, I argued that the corpse is key to the corporeal imagination of the novel, which presents the physical body as being of equal importance to the spiritual or emotional dimensions of an enduring erotic relationship. Third, I argued that the corpse should be read as a “thing” functioning within the intercultural space of the Roman empire. Bringing the materiality of Thelxinoe’s corpse back into play and setting it in the context of Roman engagement with Egyptianizing material culture, we can understand Thelxinoe’s corpse as more than a token object in a meta-literary demonstration of the powers of narrative, and more than a nod to Egyptian funerary mythology and the transcendence of the body. Thelxinoe’s corpse startles Habrocomes into acknowledging that the body has its own agency and that bodily presence will be necessary to resolve his erotic adventure.
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It turns out to be exceptionally difficult to analyze the work of Chris Faraone.1 That is true because of its volume, for one. As of autumn 2022, Faraone has published seven monographs, 18 edited collections and special issues of journals, as well as 69 articles and 58 chapters in collections.2 The extraordinary range of the empirical control demonstrated across the corpus is also astonishing. Is there an author in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae not cited somewhere in his work – with every work and every author located in their place and time? Finally, there is the issue that his working methods are fundamentally Aristotelian: data are collected, copiously; relations and networks of affinity are established and charted (and sometimes tabulated), while theoretical constructs are adduced or elaborated in response to particulars. This grounding of individual studies in the fullest possible comprehension of relevant evidence – textual and material; ritual and literary; performative and permanent – lends his arguments their characteristic form and strength. It also means that, whatever patterns there might be in the problems that attract his attention, the demand arises to assess his work in a fashion mimetic to its method, datum by datum and argument by argument, and who but Chris could do that?


1 I owe the title of this chapter to the editors. For their inspired suggestion, as well as their labor on this volume, I offer them my thanks.
 


2 This includes 25 collaborative items, produced with 17 different co-authors, a point to which I will return.


What this chapter will seek to do, therefore, is not so much rehearse the content or conclusions of Chris’s articles, but discuss some characteristics of his way of proceeding – with the aspiration that doing so will allow a kind of guess as to where his work in aggregate has shaped, and will continue to shape, the field. Out of many possible themes, I will draw in particular on his work in three domains: his efforts 1) to identify the cultural context of specific allusive systems within literary texts; 2) to disentangle and define the diversity of hexametric genres; and 3) to locate Greek practices in a vastly enriched eastern Mediterranean context. This approach will allow us to think about three substantial and enduring problems in the field that Chris has confronted with exceptional lucidity throughout his career: 1) how comparative and formal analysis can be made to contribute to historical argument; 2) how we might respect, but also surmount, the diversity of contexts of classical and post-classical Greek culture; and 3) how to proceed in light of asymmetries of chronology in the distribution of (types of) evidence.


A focus of this kind will not allow for extended consideration of his extraordinary contributions to basic knowledge, by which I refer especially to his editing of previously unpublished or poorly edited papyri, curse tablets, and amulets, but also to his remarkable recent contribution to the collaborative republishing, on wholly new editorial principles, of the Greek and Egyptian magical handbooks on papyrus. This scholarship has expanded and made more reliable the basic dataset of an entire field.

Few scholars known to me structure their arguments so pellucidly as Chris. A typical piece commences with an account of the problem (or issue) it will address. “Problems” for Chris arise from texts that allude to religious or magical phenomena that other scholars have failed adequately to identify, or from taxonomic efforts in respect to ritual objects, or from the desire to classify texts according to genre or to find structure in verse forms. It matters to how Chris writes – and of course to any assessment of his work – that he appears always to write from a remarkably capacious knowledge of the secondary literature. He then justifies the tackling of any given problem by reference to error or neglect: “Scholars have traditionally interpreted Hipponax fragment 128 (West) as an epic parody”;3 “scholars by convention call [the iconic scene of Mithras stabbing a bull] a tauroctony . .. a nice-sounding Greek noun that appears . .. nowhere in ancient Greek”;4 “in recent years there has been a growing consensus that [the Nestor’s cup inscription] alludes to the epic tradition as apart of a sophisticated joke”;5 “the separate entrances of male and female semi-choruses in Aristophanes’ Lysistrata are marked by an unusual bit of stagecraft whose importance . .. has never been fully appreciated”;6 “scholars often note the important role that catalogues and priamels play in the longer fragments of early Greek elegy. . .. No one to my knowledge has noticed, however, that early elegiac poets tend to fashion these catalogues as single stanzas of five couplets or as coordinated groups of such stanzas.”7 A particularly charming instance of Chris’s tacking against some consensus occurs in his contribution to The Getty Hexameters, where he allows that “all the scholars, myself included, who discussed the Getty Hexameters at the seminar in November 2010” – whence the volume originated – “were in agreement, voiced or tacit, that the lead tablet on which the verses are inscribed was used as an amulet.” The chapter then advances an alternative proposal and so seeks to overturn the very consensus in which Chris had participated. Finally, an occasional delight of Chris’s spadework in the library is the discovery, through him, that some recent consensus arises from the neglect or unjustified rejection of earlier work, which Chris revives for the world. His attention to the writing of Henri Weil on elegy is a case in point.8


3 Faraone 2004, 209.
 


4 Faraone 2013b, 98.
 


5 Faraone 1996, 78.
 


6 Faraone 1997, 38.
 


7 Faraone 2005a, 249.



8 Faraone 2005a, 249, 2008, 3. See also 2013b, 111.
 

When I say that some works by Chris raise “issues,” I refer loosely to his efforts to put a body of material before the scholarly community and to get that community to see it as a body, with the kind of historical coherence that deserves particularized study. Talismans and Trojan Horses is a work along these lines. Chris observes at the outset that “The Greeks . .. employed a number of special objects to protect themselves and their possessions.” Several of these are listed and bibliography on them is cited. “In this volume,” he announces, “I discuss yet another popular method of averting evil and bringing good luck: the manufacture and use of special statues and other forms of effigies.”9 The remarkable essay on voodoo dolls is another: “There is much evidence that the ancient Greeks used binding magic at public ceremonies to protect their cities and in more private rituals to resolve interpersonal problems in their day-to-day lives.” Having mentioned defixiones as a case in point, Chris continues: “In this essay I survey still another rich source of information – the literary, epigraphical, and archaeological evidence that the Greek in all periods used bound or buried images to control inimical gods and demons as well as ghosts and other more human enemies.”10 “Survey” – and to a point both “discuss” and “study” – have specific reference in the Faraone lexicon of academic labor, being used primarily of the working-through of a corpus.


9 Faraone 1992, 3.
 


10 Faraone 1991, 165–166.
 

In his essay on the Mithraic bull-wounding scene, Chris describes his method as “depend[ing] entirely (and perhaps naïvely) on a formal and comparative analysis.”11 The description applies pretty well to a great deal of his scholarship. On the one hand, Chris attends to form. This is obviously true of his many studies of both hexametrical genres and elegy, including not only Stanzaic Architecture but also the papers that contributed to it, “Catalogues, priamels and stanzaic structure of early Greek elegy” and “Exhortation and meditation: alternating stanzas as a structural device in early Greek elegy.”12 Any number of phenomenal outcomes in his scholarship result from close observation of lexical formulae. His examination of curse tablets from Cnidos, in pursuit of a new understanding of festivals of Demeter Thesmophoros, relies on a two-fold analysis in which he first outlines the formal structure of “the ‘typical’ Cnidian curse” and then demonstrates, via comparative gesture, that two formulae in the tablets are common in legal discourse but nearly uniquely present in these curse tablets over against others.13


11 Faraone 2013b, 99.
 


12 Faraone 2005a, 249, 250, 253, 2005b. Note, too, 2013c, 293.
 


13 Faraone 2011a, 32.


The self-description by Chris of his method as “naïve” is also on point. By this I mean – as I believe does Chris – that a focus on form (and comparison) allows him to see patterns that hermeneutic commitments of other kinds might obscure. Not only is the first part of his analysis of Hipponax fragment 128 (West) clinched, as it were, by astute observations about the form of imprecations against particular gods as bringers of disease, but the entire project depends crucially on a willingness to look at something afresh.14 The same thing can be said of his recent essay on the nature of the little image of Apollo that Sulla is said by Plutarch to have carried into battle, where Chris’s reclassification of the object as not protective but instead oracular depends on wide-ranging comparisons that he abstracts in tabular form.15 As Chris brackets the “beliefs” of worshippers of Mithras in preference of naïve comparison, so in “Voodoo dolls” a focus on “motivation, function and expected result” allows one to see “remarkable similar[ities]” between “the (re)burial of the lost or angry dead” and “rituals in which the hostility of angry ghost is averted.”16 And one of the great achievements of his work on erotic magic is the revealing, via strict analysis of form, of its extraordinary similarities to hostile cursing by others or self-cursing in the context of oaths.17


14 I refer specifically to Faraone 2004, 221, albeit one’s ability to follow his argument is hindered by his use of a translation that elides precisely the feature of Sophocles’ language to which Chris wishes us to attend. This is true despite his having corrected the translation in another regard (220 n. 38). The second part of the chapter likewise “focus[es] in a different way on . .. formal characteristics of fragment 128” (224).
 


15 Faraone 2021b.
 


16 Faraone 1991, 188.
 


17 Faraone 1999, 55: “On a strictly formal basis, then, the techniques of many forms of erotic magic are quite indistinguishable from those of hostile curses used against enemies or of self-curses used in especially fearful oaths.”
 

Chris’s investment in what he terms comparison deserves further remark, contributing as it does to produce three further features of his writing and scholarship. The first is simply that large sections of any given argument are often given over to assembling evidence, and in these sections the presence of any given item as well as the overall ordering are justified by relationships of affinity. In the substantive chapters of Talismans and Trojan Horses, for example, subsequent items in a chapter “recall” an earlier one;18 after discussing select protective practices in one paragraph – practices concerned with banning evil forces or preventing communal harms – the next continues by identifying other solutions adopted by the Greeks to “the same problem.”19 In “Voodoo dolls,” Cyrenean evidence has “parallels” with Assyrian material (albeit they are “not quite complete”); “there are, moreover, some broad similarities” between the ritual prescribed in the Cyrenean inscription and a Greek practice best known from archaeological evidence; the next page turns to “a similar rite.”20


18 Also Faraone 2011b, 23, where the lexicon connecting example to example includes: “A series of much later Byzantine amulets . .. show a similar crossover”; “the phrases . .. recall the similes . . .”; “One is reminded . . .”
 


19 Faraone 1992, 57.
 


20 Faraone 1991, 183, 184.


As a consequence, in several studies Chris postpones the raising of more strictly historical or analytic questions to the conclusion. By contrast with the ordering of material in the chapters, which prioritize formal or thematic affinities in the ancient evidence, the epilogue to Talismans and Trojan Horses and the final, extraordinary chapter of Ancient Greek Love Magic explicitly announce turns to the historical, structural, and interpretive. In Talismans, it is only in the epilogue, after offering a geographic conspectus of the material, that Chris raises the “historical question about the development and continuity of these protective statues and similar ‘magical’ rituals.”21 Similarly, at the close of Ancient Greek Love Magic’s final chapter, Chris expresses a wish that “[t]hese final forays into history, gender, and desire hopefully offer a richer, fuller, and much more untidy view of ancient Greek love magic than the necessarily overschematized and synchronic studies presented in the preceding two chapters.”22


21 Faraone 1992, 114.
 


22 Faraone 1999, 171. On “the advantages of a synchronic and comparative approach,” Faraone 1999, 30–40.
 

The second feature of Chris’s work related to his comparative approach that deserves specific attention concerns chronology, at which point two seemingly different difficulties intervene. These are, first, that the chronological distribution of different types of evidence is not symmetric. For example, much of the Greek evidence for the practice of magic – curse tablets, amulets, papyrological handbooks – is notably later than the archaic and classical literary texts in which Chris encourages us to see quite specific evocations of persuasive religious action. In “Voodoo dolls,” for example, Chris “begin[s] by examining the abundant testimony to defensive rituals that involve binding or burying the effigy of Ares; this material reveals the close correlation between early Greek myth and much later ritual, and allows us” – if we follow him – “to see the continuity of beliefs about the bound god over a long period of time.”23 Even in the case of Sulla’s agalmation, the evidence cited by Chris from the Greek magical papyri derives from contexts a half a millennium later (not to mention a thousand kilometers removed).


23 Faraone 1991, 166; see also 171.
 

The second issue concerning chronology that arises regularly in Chris’s work is that he consistently desires to interpret even archaic and classical cultural production as belated in respect of eras from which nothing survives. In practice, for complex reasons, the two chronological problems often arise conjointly. In arguing that Hipponax fragment 128 (West) is, or recalls, an expulsive incantation, Chris compares the archaic hexameters to a sequence of literary and documentary texts that are nearly all 100 to 300 years later – Diphilus, the Getty Hexameters, Callimachus, and many others. Far from surrendering to any vulnerability of the argument on these grounds, Chris grows insistent: “I am arguing here, however, that there already existed – probably long before Hipponax – a tradition of using dactylic hexameters and poetic formulae in expulsive chants.”24


24 Faraone 2004, 237. In the same essay, Chris urges that the Odyssey poet “manipulates a traditional curse for his own literary purposes” (316).


The Getty Hexameters occupy an illuminating place in the evidence at large, especially in Chris’s reading of them. Accepting for the sake of argument Jan Bremmer’s dating of their production (and composition) to 409 BC or a few years earlier, the Getty Hexameters are among the earliest documentary and material evidence for Greek magic that derives from a context of practice. Its existence means that we have evidence from practice far closer to the context of archaic and classical literary production than one had been able to get before. And yet, on Chris’s interpretation, the Getty Hexameters is a formally sophisticated compilation of short hexametrical units that were already then in the process of being misunderstood.25 That is to say, more or less the earliest evidence we have for the practice of magic is classified by Chris as already belated in respect of some earlier era whence no evidence survives, but in which the diversity and autonomy of hexametrical genres were fundamentally respected.


25 Faraone 2013a.
 

At times, as in the essay on Demeter Thesmophoros, Chris has argued that “[l]ack of written evidence does not, of course, prove that this kind of cursing was a limited or rare social practice. Other more perishable media may have been used . .. . ”26 But his most interesting responses to instances of the asymmetrical distribution of evidence are those that posit all extant evidence as (belated) participants in a “genre” or “tradition”:


26 Faraone 2011a, 39.
 


I am not claiming, of course, that the rituals and formulas were the same in these different cities and time periods, but rather that they belong to the same ancient genre of cursing and that with care they can be used profitably to enlighten our understanding of Aristophanes’ play and give us new insight into the use of these sanctuaries in Athens and elsewhere as alternative sites for juridical discourse and conflict resolution.27


27 Faraone 2011a, 27.
 

At the heart of my method is an assumption that is not uncontroversial: I believe that there is an unbroken tradition of the use of hexametrical incantations in the Greek world from the Bronze Age down to the end of antiquity. Only against the backdrop of such a tradition, I think, can the Nestor’s Cup Inscription be clearly understood.28


28 Faraone 1996, 111. The passage continues: Aside from the Pithecusan cup and its Eretrian cousin, the late-classical lead amulets from Phalasarna and Selinous and the golden ‘Leaves of Mnemosyne’ provide the earliest indications that such oral incantations are beginning to be written down. As the Pithecusan inscription predates these other texts by almost three centuries, it certainly is an anomaly. But the same could be said no matter how we interpret it.
 


The second quotation moves us from Chris’s work on religion to his lifetime preoccupation with hexameter, carried out in multiple studies prior to, and leading to, Hexametrical Genres. There is a risk in that body of work, as well, that one might appear to assert as premise that which ought to be proved, namely, the very existence of multiple hexametric genres – not least in light of the non-existence in Greek commentary and literary criticism of a vocabulary to distinguish these.29 Given that the problem arises from the absence of evidence, its resolution disposes at least partly in the domain of art.


29 On which problem, Faraone2021a, 3.


More importantly, I happen to think that in very many cases, the solidity of Chris’s empiricism goes about as far as one can to clinch the individual arguments. What is more, the aggregate effects of Chris’s many individual studies appear to have moved the entire field closer to resolution – to a consensus about how to proceed – not simply on the separate topics about which he writes, but on the broad questions that the individual arguments raise, both substantive, about Greek religious and poetic cultures before evidence (as it were), and methodological, about chronology.30


30 The focus of this chapter does not allow consideration of an analogous problem also treated several times by Chris as individual instances, namely, texts that appear to capture a moment of transition from oral to literary or, as he puts it in one case, from oral composition to literary improvisation. Faraone 2013c, 302 n. 19, 2008, 96–97.
 

The third feature of Chris’s work connected to his comparative method that deserves remark is his use of evidence from the ancient Near East: Hittite, Jewish, Neo-Assyrian, Egyptian, and so forth. At a very general level, Chris tends to cite Greek and non-Greek evidence in parallel, in a purely comparative mode: for example, “the closest parallels to the melting effigies in the Theran oath are to be found in some roughly contemporaneous oaths from the Levant . . .”;31 or, regarding the Book of Tobit, “the goal of making the demon flee and the threat of a pursuing Raphael both recall the Greek tradition of flee-formulae. . . .”32 Occasionally, he is tempted to adopt the language of borrowing: for example, the Greek “borrowing from the Near East of the motif of the succession-of-kings myth” may have shaped theogonic poetry,33 but he does better when he suggests a broad context of such regular and rich (not to say systematic and institutional) interaction that questions of priority are “moot.”34 It is not surprising, on this argument, that the practices of counter-parties to oath-swearing should come to resemble one another.35 One would expect no less of cultures so deeply and intensely imbricated.


31 Faraone 1993, 62.
 


32 Faraone 2011b, 15. See also 1992, 46: “This interpretation fits well with the Near Eastern evidence . . .”
 


33 Faraone 2013c, 316.
 


34 For the term, Faraone 2011b, 15.
 


35 Faraone 1993, 76.
 

Although Chris has written extended remarks on his use of Near Eastern evidence on several occasions, I find his occasional observations, provoked as they are by the specificities of a particular argument, more eloquent and convincing.36 So, in “Voodoo dolls,” Chris writes once as if what he terms “the scantiness of the evidence” forces us into choosing between two alternatives only: either the “parallels” “ar[o]se independently” in Greece, the Near East and Egypt, or “the similarities result from a process of cultural borrowing.”37 But he concludes with a much stronger, materialist claim (which is rhetorically framed as a concession that the questions we would like to pose about origins are probably unanswerable):


36 Faraone 1992, 21–29, 1999, 30–38.
 


37 Faraone 1991, 198.



A basic stumbling block remains: the relatively small distances that separate these ancient cultures near the ancient Mediterranean Basin allow for the possibility of an endless number of cross-borrowings on all sides – a situation very similar, in fact, to that fearful and treacherous state in some Greek manuscript traditions that philologists call contamination. It is in just such a light that we should also examine the corpus of “voodoo dolls” collected in the Appendix; although I have boldly labeled them Greek, Etruscan, and Roman according to the immediate cultural contexts of their discovery, their long and complex cultural heritage perhaps calls for a more general appellation: perhaps “Mediterranean,” as it is that small inland sea that facilitated the spread, growth, and continued “cross-fertilization” of these curious and widespread artifacts.38


38 Faraone 1991, 199.
 


To the best of my knowledge, Chris has not followed through on his own suggestion and consistently used the term “Mediterranean,” nor, frankly, do geographic and chronological patterns in the spread of ritual techniques and religious knowledge really justify the description of the Mediterranean as “small.” But Chris does frequently insist on the existence of a shared cultural space in the eastern Mediterranean, such that he can describe some invocations of self-harm as “a standard feature of everyday Greek and Hittite oaths,”39 or, after a cross-cultural survey, conclude in “Wandering Womb”: “Greek doctors, then, seem to be employing a form of ritual technique known early on throughout the eastern Mediterranean.”40 And he does sustain a commitment to what I have termed a materialist position, to wit, that the actual interpenetration of the cultures makes the search for origins and delineation of borrowings a vain pursuit. Chris is not interested in labeling things “Egyptian” or “Greek” as an end in itself. What does consistently interest him, by contrast, is the self-consciousness with which ancient practitioners and users fetishize the foreign. In other words, it is their esteem for “borrowing” that merits our historical attention.41


39 Faraone 1993, 78.
 


40 Faraone 2011b, 16.
 


41 E.g., Faraone 2019.


This is another area where Chris’s work seems likely to contribute to a permanent shift in the methodological norms of his discipline. Nor, frankly, would he have achieved this result by writing a polemic on method, comparing the occasional voodoo doll or random oath. The power of his achievement lies in the aggregate of his painstaking care. As occurred in the study of myth a generation ago, so now, with Chris, the study of techniques of ritual power in any cultural context of the eastern Mediterranean must be conducted with the allowance of an almost infinite, knowing, occasionally charged, always self-aware interpenetration of cultures.

I have focused on three areas of method where Chris seems to me to have contributed to alter the norms of his field: 1) regarding the use of asymmetrically distributed types of evidence within arguments about popular culture; 2) regarding the areas wherein, and the means whereby, one posits the existence of preevidentiary cultural practices to explain subgeneric diversity in classical material; and 3) regarding the embeddedness of “Greek” religion in an eastern Mediterranean bazaar. This focus has not permitted extended remarks on his many studies of the relationship between literary production and popular culture; or his disdain for distinguishing between “religion” and “magic”; or his wonderful work on gender, to name three foci of his research. This discussion must be left to others.

I cannot conclude without a word on Chris’s energy for collaboration. Earlier I observed that Chris has produced 25 pieces of scholarship with 17 different coauthors – to say nothing of the work he elicits from others, both for edited volumes and contributions to basic knowledge. Chris is a scholar of exacting rigor. The standards he sets for himself are forbiddingly high, and the workload he undertakes could well be described as punishing. Yet, he consistently writes and works with others whose skills and industry can never match his own, while the combination of his example, together with his benevolence as critic, summon forth the very best that each contributor can give. His extraordinary humanity has thus contributed to transform practitioners in a field into a scholarly community. This is a kind of magic.

Toward the close of Stanzaic Architecture, Chris cites a bit of wisdom from Jack Winkler:


My teacher and friend Jack Winkler, the second dedicatee of this study, once identified two basic kinds of scholarly books. There are those, for example, that aim at being the last word on a well-worn subject, in which the ultimate goal is explicitly or implicitly to close down an area of scholarly discourse forever by providing the best and irrefutable argument. But then there are those that aim to open a new or inactive area of inquiry by asking new questions and encouraging renewed debate with the expectation that some or even all of the arguments present must in the end be refined or even abandoned. It should be clear at this point, if not earlier, that this study belongs to the latter category. . . .42


42 Faraone 2008, 163.



I have tried to suggest a different way of reading the works of Chris Faraone, as a body of material that issues a challenge to the field: to conduct all its inquiries in the spirit of his learning, his naïveté, and his rigor – and especially, as a friend who loves him –, his gentle and social understanding of academic life.
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	Alexandria 11n43, 13, 15, 38, 46, 92n9, 111n6, 118, 160, 214n36

	Alkidamas 138, 151–152
	Alkmene 249, 260
	Amasis 258n35
	Amduat 77
	Amphitryon 259

	Amun 119, 258, 262n61; see also Zeus Amun

	Anat 266, 268, 280
	Anaxilas 171
	Anguipede 296, 298–299, 310, 317, 319
	Anna Perenna 158
	antigraph 24–25, 30, 41, 58, 61
	Antiphon of Athens 139n10
	Anubis 8n27, 80
	aphrodisiacs 93

	Aphrodite: Greek goddess 236, 240, 246, 266–267; image on gem 120, 160; as planet Venus 119; statue 256n25, 257–258; Syrian 249–250, 258, 265–269; Thracian 168; see also Venus (goddess)

	Apollinean invocation 28; see also Apollo

	Apollo 27, 42, 114, 145, 168, 244–245, 255, 280, 343, 360

	Apollonius of Rhodes 174

	Apuleius 116, 168, 234–236, 241, 243–246

	Arabic 296, 298, 308, 310–315, 319
	Aratus 143

	archive 6–8, 16, 22–23, 40–41, 53, 56, 65, 73

	Argos 174, 233
	Aristander of Telmessus 139
	Aristarchus 144
	Aristophanes 146, 238, 358, 362
	Aristotle (authority) 139, 166, 245
	Arnobius 168

	Artemis 230–231, 234–236, 274–275, 341, 349

	Artemon of Miletus 140n12
	Ashkelon 266–268
	Ashtart 250–254, 259, 262, 266 - 268

	Astrology 7, 77, 90–91, 103–105, 109–118, 121–125, 129–132, 219; see also Zodiac

	Astronomy 4, 15, 26, 75n16, 91, 103, 143, 163

	Atargatis 268
	attraction procedure 79–81, 93, 98
	Augustine 160, 330
	Aulus Gellius 74n14
	autopsy 83–84, 184–185, 193


	Baal 251–253, 259, 276, 280, 313n40

	Babylonian 75n16, 76n20, 77–78, 327n5, 350n37

	Bavli 327n5, 329n18, 330n22, 331, 334
	beggar 228, 233, 235, 239n35, 240–246
	Berenice 82
	Berossos 262n56
	bēru see hour, double-hour
	Bes 6, 263n61
	bibliophilia, bibliophile 148–149, 152
	Big Dipper 80

	binding spell 48, 80–81, 93, 163, 227, 352, 359, 361; see also curse

	Bolos of Mendes 8n30, 213
	book production 27
	Byblos 237, 251, 262n57


	calendar 90–106, 228n2, 231, 241
	canonization 4, 7
	Carthage 7, 191, 193, 261n54, 267n81
	Cassius Maximum 143
	characteres 43, 191–192n25, 304
	Chirocmeta 213–214, 216–220
	Chnoubis 119, 304n17
	Chousor (Kothar) 252, 256n25
	chresmologos 146

	Christian 57, 78, 160, 168, 310, 313, 330, 333, 335, 344–345

	chronokrator 130
	Cicero 163, 165–166, 268
	Circus (Maximus) 162, 191, 193

	Claudianus: lunar offering of 78; Mons 117–118

	Clement of Alexandria 166
	cleromancy 105–106, 110n4
	clock 72, 74–75, 80, 83–84, 86
	Constantine 57

	Coptic 5–7, 27, 41, 47n41, 72–73, 81n42, 124n64

	corpse 207, 339–352

	Crete 167, 171, 173, 174, 215, 216, 256, 257, 263, 302n12

	curse tablet 7n27, 73n6, 183–199, 227–228, 314, 352, 358–359, 361

	Cyprus 239n35, 249, 254–256, 263–269


	dactylic hexameters 27, 172, 282, 361
	Daidalic (style) 256–257

	Damigeron 119–120, 160n28, 161n36, 168; see also Evax

	Dardanos 162, 167–168, 170
	Daressy Zodiac 79, 125
	Death god (Mot) 259
	decans 109, 111–113, 119, 128

	defixio/nes 183, 185, 190–193, 198–199, 359; see also curse tablets

	Delos 232–233, 256n25, 268n86

	Demeter 236–239, 246, 274–291; attendant of 171; with Daktyloi 174; Eleusinian 228, 237; on Kos 231, 238; Thesmophoros 359, 362

	Demetrius of Phaleron 140n12
	Demokritos 15, 161, 168, 213–214, 219

	Demotic 4–5, 9–12, 15, 25, 41, 72–73, 79, 110, 112, 117–118, 123, 128–129

	Dendera 12n48, 82
	diaeresis 29, 31

	Diodoros of Sicily 166, 166n64, 167, 168n71, 238 n32, 255–256, 259n41, 260–262, 268

	Dionysos 236n27, 239, 244n50, 258, 262

	divination 45, 48, 56, 99, 101, 115, 118n41, 121, 123, 125, 128, 132, 244n52; aeromancy 98, 106; chiromancy 141; days for 80n37, 91n4; direct vision of solar god 41, 97; from Hermes 55; by lot/ cleromancy 91, 101, 105–106, 110n4; by Magi 215–216; oneiromancy 6, 42, 117, 129, 137–152; physiognomic 141; from Sarapis 49; by vessel/lecanomancy 79n34, 98, 106

	diviner 138, 141, 146, 150–152, 227, 245; see also divination

	dodekaoros 76–80, 103n38, 113n14, 125
	dodekatropos 125
	Dog Star (Sirius) 61

	domicile omicile 91,9, 102 - 103, 118; daytm 102 - 103; nighttm: 102 - 103; see also Zodiac

	Dorotheus of Sidon 104
	double-hour see hour

	dream: bad 246; of Nectanebo 112; oracle 6, 42, 83, 115, 117, 121, 129, 137–152, 166; request 6, 98, 99, 106; sending 56, 71–72; wish-fulfillment 346; see also divination; oracle

	Dush (Kharga Oasis, Egypt) 113–114, 117


	eclectic(ism) 250–251, 256
	ecliptic 90, 92, 101

	Egyptianizing (objects, style) 249, 252–257, 263–264, 269, 340, 350, 352

	Eighth Book of Moses 78n28, 121n54, 130

	Elephantine (Egypt) 115–116, 125, 214–216

	Eleusinian Mysteries 228, 230, 232, 281–284

	Eleusis 239, 281–284, 286–291

	Empedokles (Empedocles) 14, 161, 163, 176

	enhypnia 139
	ephemerides 7, 104
	Ephesian Letters 170–172, 175
	Ephesus 104, 341, 348
	Ephoros 166–167, 172–173
	equal hours 74, 75n16, 78
	Erigone 239
	Eshmoun 252
	eternity 80–82, 86
	Eustathius 171, 239

	Evax 119–120, 160n28, 161n36, 168; see also Damigeron


	Fayyum 30, 117

	fertility 228, 232n14, 236n26, 250, 257n31

	Fortuna 126
	freelancer 71–72, 75, 86

	Froehner (Wilhelm Froehner Collection) 310n32

	Fulgentius 168


	Gadir 259, 261, 265
	Galen 84–85, 138, 147–149, 152
	Gaumāta the Magus 206, 207n8, 207n9
	Geminus of Tyre 140n12

	gem(stones): amuletic 6n15; engraved magical 110, 193, 296, 298n7, 299n8, 312–314, 317–321; with images of gods 119, 121, 126n70; magnet as a gemstone 161; symbolic of planets 109, 118, 121, 124, 127–130

	Genizah 329–331, 335
	Getty Hexameters 172, 282, 358, 361–362
	graffito/i 115–116, 125
	grammarian 138, 143
	grammatikos 139


	Hadrian 12, 13n50, 71, 103

	Hadrumetum 7n25, 183–184, 184, 191, 193, 198

	Halikarnassos 231, 234–235, 243
	Harpokrates 193n30
	haoma/hauma 208, 218
	Hathor see Isis-Hathor
	Hattusa 274
	Hebros (river) 168

	Hekate: in archaic hexametric poetry 274–275, 281, 283, 290–291; and (Hurro)-Hittite Sun-goddess 275, 283; Karian goddess 274–275, 281; in Persephone-Demeter narrative 274, 281–290; Samothracian 167–168, 170–172; and Vedic Sarama 181


	Heliopolis 13, 71


	Helios: Aion 14; chariot driven by 193n30; and Dawn/Night 289–290, 290; and Demeter-Kore 283–286, 289; and Hekate 172, 283, 285, 289–290; invocation to 76, 78, 80

	Hera 232–233, 259–260, 263n62

	Herakles-Melqart 259, 264–265, 268–269; see also Melqart

	hermeneutics 137–138, 144, 159

	Hermes 53, 55, 119, 283, 286–287, 287; see also Homeric Hymn to Hermes

	Herodotos: and Achaemenid history 206–207, 210–211n24–25, 217n49; and Aphrodite 249, 266–268; and cultic places 258, 265; cultural perceptions 252; and Egypt/ Egyptian culture 255, 258, 349; and Egyptianizing/orientalizing statues 257, 265; and Herakles 249, 258–261; and mummification 345; and Phoenicians 258–262, 265, 267–268; and rituals 232, 236n27, 240n41, 262–263

	Hesiod 211n25, 266–267n82, 274, 279

	hexameter, hexametric: charms/ incantations/spells 281–282, 361; Chris Faraone’s work on 362; Ephesian Letters 172; genres 357, 362; Getty Hexameters 172, 282, 358, 361–362; hymns 27, 289; oracles 341n8; poem about Poppaea 351; tradition 274, 279, 289–290; see also Hekate; Hymns

	hieroglyphs (Egyptian) 26n18, 82, 251
	Hippocrates 147n36
	Hippolytus (Church father) 78

	Homer, Homeric: Ares and Aphrodite in 350; Cypris in 267n82; and daidala 256n25; Eiresione swallow song 232; exegesis 144; Herakles in 249, 260n45; oracular power 101; Phoenician crafts in 256; see also Homeromanteion; Hymns

	Homeromanteion 91–92n4, 101

	Horoscope, horoscopic, horoskopos 15, 78–79, 109–112, 116–118, 120, 122–126, 122

	Horus 12n48, 193n30, 237n30, 253n17, 262–264n64; Horus Anguipes 193n30

	hour: double-hour 75–76nn16–20, 77–78n29; god of 61; hōra 72, 74n13, 83; images of 15; in magical texts 72–75; measure 72, 74–75

	House of Life 7, 12

	Hymns: Achaemenid 210, 211n25, 218n56; of the Avesta and Vedas 210; and Daktyloi 174; Egyptian 77; Homeric Hymns (general) 266, 283; Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite 266n76, 267n82; Homeric Hymn to Demeter 274–275, 277, 279, 282–290; Homeric Hymn to Hermes 143; in iambic meter 14; in magical texts 7n27, 14, 33; and mystery rites 239, 288; to the nymphs of Inachos 232–233; Orphic Hymns 14, 268, 284, 289; see also hexameters


	Iao 195

	Ida (mountain), Idean 166, 168, 173–174, 239n35, 244n51; see also Idaian Daktyloi

	Idaian Daktyloi 166–168, 170–175
	Imhotep/Asklepios 128–129
	impurity 241, 328

	ỉmy-wnw.t (“he who is in the hour”) 77; see also hour/hora

	incantation: and bardic/oral tradition 31n36; 291, 362; and beggars/ mendicants 227–228; expulsive incantation 361; in Homeric Hymn to Demeter 282; to Lamp 93; and Luwian Sun-goddess of the Earth 275–277, 280, 283; in Roman period 324; in Samothrace 166, 172; to Sun and Moon 93; Sun-god in Mesopotamian 285; and Ugaritic sun-goddess 276, 280, 283; writing as 149

	indulgences 229n5

	initiate, initiation: begging 228, 231–232; and Egyptian texts 349n33; Eleusinian 231–232, 245n55, 283; in Marmarini inscription 230–232, 240–241; Samothracian 156, 162, 165–166, 170, 172, 174–175; see also Mysteries

	interpretatio (graeca, Roman) 250, 258, 264

	invisibility 24, 27–28, 30–31, 33, 45

	invocation: Anatolian rituals 275, 280; to Apollo 28, 42; to daimones 196; of divine powers 51, 57; “first invocation” 43–44; “of the great name” 51; “greeting formula” 44; to Helios 76; to Lunar-Hekatic deity 14; in Madrid medallion 301, 306, 312, 318; in magical papyri 54, 56, 98; opening 79, 81, 312, 318; to Re 78; of self-harm 364; for sex 81; solar divinities 128; in spiral form 92; of spiritual assistant 33; with sun god’s names 79; to Sun and Moon 93

	ioerbeth-logos 31n36

	Isis: and Ashtart 262, 266; dedication to 341n8; in the Ephesiaka novel 349; iconography 257n31; Io worshiped as 239; Isis-Hathor 78; and Osiris 86n56, 236, 349–350; in Phoenician amulets 253; as “Queen of Heaven” 266; rites/cult of 237, 239, 241, 246, 350; in Roman interpretatio 265n69; temple of Serapis and 114; wanderings of 237

	Isocrates 151
	Itys 239


	Jean d’Anastasy 40

	Jews 311, 324-325, 333, 335; see also Judaic tradition

	Judaic tradition 8, 13–15; see also Jews

	Jupiter 77, 103, 111, 119–120, 122, 126, 267


	Kadmos 262
	kairos 74n13
	Karnak 82
	katarchic astrology 91, 103–105, 129–130
	Kellis archive 73
	Keryx 29
	Ketef Hinnom 333n28
	Khnum 115–116
	Khonsu 262; Khonsu-Thoth 82
	Kore 236–238, 275, 282–283, 286–289
	Kos 228n2, 230–231, 234, 238, 240
	Kosmopoiia 5–6
	kouroi, kouros 252–253, 255–257

	Kybele 228, 275
	Kyzikos 174


	lamella/ae 308, 313–314, 320n47, 326, 330n20, 332–333; see also curse

	landscape 174, 277, 350–351
	Lavinia 309

	Leontini 306, 308–310, 312, 314–315, 318–319, 322

	Libya 261, 263n62
	liminal 67, 241, 281, 283
	Lindos 235

	lot/s (astrological): divination by 91, 101, 115n22; of Daimon 126; of Fortune 126

	Lucian 149, 236, 241, 258, 260n48, 345nn17–18

	Lucretius 156–157, 161, 163–166, 175–176


	magical: signs 188–189n8, 191, 194–197, 197; symbols 184, 191–193, 195–196, 199; see also charaktêres

	magnet 160–161n34, 163–165, 170n81, 173

	Manetho 261n56
	Manilius 143, 145n27

	manufacture 112, 121, 157, 167, 297, 313, 359

	Marcellus Empiricus 161
	Marcianus 309, 315
	Marcus Manilius 104
	Mars 77, 103, 111, 120, 126, 128

	matrilineal formula 296, 307n25, 309, 312, 314

	Maximus of Ephesus 104

	medicine, medicinal, medical: complaints 296; hallowed medical tradition 142; handbooks 3; iatromagical 141; iatromathematics/ astrological 117, 141n16; liber medicinalis 141n17; magnets and iron used in 160; as opposite of magic 219–221; Persian tradition 214n36, 219–221; prescriptions 145n28, 148; recipes, remedies 9, 15, 91; and temple offices 12; transmission and expertise in 23n5, 38, 84–86, 117, 138, 147–148n31, 152; see also On the Method of Medicine; pharmacology; pharmakon

	Melqart 249–250, 252–253, 253, 257–268; see also Herakles-Melqart

	memory procedure 28, 30–31
	mendicants 227–228, 235–236n25, 245n55

	Mercury 77, 102, 104n41, 111, 119–120, 122, 126

	Meroe 113n16, 215–216, 216
	Meter 234, 239
	metropolis/eis 13, 261
	miasma 198
	Middle Egyptian 72, 75
	Miletos 159, 231, 275, 281, 291
	miniaturization 126, 157, 159

	Mishnah 327–335; see also rabbinic; Tosefta

	Mistress of Animals 254, 256
	Mithras 103, 358, 360
	Mithras Liturgy 52–53, 78
	mystai see initiate, initiation
	Mons Claudianus 117–118
	Monthu 82

	Moon: Aglibol 313; calendars of 104; cycles/phase/position (of moon/ lunar) 90–93, 96–101, 103–105; domicile of 103; god 242n49, 277; Hekate as 14, 172, 275; hours ruled by 77; Khonsu associated with 262n61; logoi to 29; Lunar deity 14, 78, 275; Lunar movements 15; Lunar offerings 78; new moon 230–231n7; orbit of 94, 103, 106; procedure/rite addresses 78, 80; Selene 78; sphere of 77; and Sun 15, 26, 93, 109, 111–112, 119–120, 122, 126, 128, 236n28

	Moses (alchemist) 56, 85
	Mot see Death god
	Mother of the Gods 238, 242, 244

	mugawar 278–280, 282–283, 285, 288, 291

	mummification 344–345, 349, 351

	Mysteries: of Dionysos, Melqart, Osiris 262; Eleusinian 228, 230–232n12, 239n35, 244–245, 281–282, 288; of the goddess of Mt Ida 168; of the Great Gods of Samothrace 156–157, 161, 163, 166–168, 174–176; secrecy 12


	Nakovana Cave (Croatia) 112, 114
	Naples 310–313n40, 323
	Narmouthis (Egypt) 112
	Naukratis 112n11

	Nechepsos (Necho II) 112
	necromancy 93, 98, 105–106, 347

	Nectanebo II 109–112, 114, 116, 118n40, 120, 124

	Nero 347n29, 350–352
	Nessos (river) 169
	Nestor’s cup 358, 362
	New Kingdom 77
	Nigidius Figulus 8n30, 165–166
	Nikander 173–174
	Nonnos of Panopolis 14, 121n57, 259n41
	nymphs 215n41, 216, 233


	Okeanos 275, 288–290, 290; Okeanids 288

	Old Coptic 5, 31n36, 41, 73, 81n42, 124n64

	Olen of Lycia 232–233n16
	Olympias 109, 111, 124
	On initiatives 104–105
	On the Method of Medicine 84–85
	oneiroi 139
	oneirokrites 139
	oneirology 139; see also dream

	oneiromancy 138, 140, 145n26; see also dream; oracle


	Oplontis 162


	oracles 50, 146, 238, 244, 341, 349; by dreams 6, 42, 121

	orientalizing (artistic style) 250–253, 256, 258, 268

	Orpheus 104, 166, 262n60, 288n71; see also Orphic

	Orphic: and Bacchic rites 8n30; Hymns 14, 268, 284, 286–289; Lithica 160–161; texts 172; Osiris called 239n35

	Osiris: absent from magical hymn 8n27; astral aspect 80; Attis as 239n35; the dead becoming 86n56, 352; Dionysos identified with 262–263; and Isis 237, 349–350n36; laments and mourning for 236–237; Lucius as initiate of 241n44; Melqart identified with 262–263; mummy identified with 352; procedures addressed to 80; vigils for (Osirian Stundenwachen) 77, 80

	ostracon/a 6n15; astrological 110n4, 114–115n20, 123–126; drawings of charts 116; Mons Claudianus 118; “pinax” in 112n11, 117

	Ouranos 266

	Ouroboros 193n29, 296, 298–299, 304, 308–309n30, 312–313, 319–320

	Oxyrhynchus 7n26, 13, 15, 101, 115n20, 120, 314


	Pachrates 12, 71
	Paideia 148–149, 152
	Pan 258

	paragraphos 25, 27–29, 31, 42–45, 53–54, 56, 61, 98–100; forked 42–44, 53, 98

	paranatellonta 78

	paredros (supernatural beings) 24, 27–30, 32

	pedagogy, pedagogical 143, 149–151
	Pella 109, 112, 114, 161
	peony 46, 214
	pepaideumenos 138, 149, 152
	Peratae 78
	Persephone 171, 236–237, 244, 274–291

	pharmacology 148; see also medicine, medicinal, medical

	pharmakon 149
	Phengari (mountain) 169, 173
	Philadelphia (Egypt) 117
	Philasteira 303, 309n29, 312, 314, 318

	philology, philologist 90, 97, 140–141, 198, 205n1, 209, 296, 364

	Philomela 239
	Philo of Byblos 262n57
	Philo of Alexandria 93n10, 268n86

	philosophy, philosophical 14, 38, 127, 138, 144, 146, 150–152, 163, 213

	Phrygian 174, 234, 236, 238–239, 244, 246
	Phrygian Mother 234, 236, 238, 246
	phylacterion 76, 79, 193n29, 330n22

	Pillars of Herakles 259–61, 264n64; see also Straits of Gibraltar

	pinax 109–132, 289

	planet 15, 61, 77, 90, 91, 97, 102–105, 109, 111–112, 119–120, 123, 128; see also individual names of planets

	plants (magical) 214–218, 220, 241, 282; see also haoma/hauma

	Plato 138, 149–151, 156, 165, 170, 227–229, 235, 244, 246–247, 266

	Plautus 74n14

	Pliny 4n3, 119n46, 159n22, 160n23, 165n53, 168–170, 173–174, 213–221, 350–351

	Plutarch 126n72, 162n40, 165, 171, 217n49, 218n52, 246, 262, 360

	Pnouthis 24, 28–29

	Poppaea 162, 347n29, 350–351
	Porphyry 174, 259n43
	Posidippos of Pella 161, 165
	prediction 16, 98, 124; see also prognostic

	prescriptions (medical and magical) magical 6, 22, 296, 310; for teleté ritual 247; medical 145n28, 148; see also medicine, medicinal, medical

	Priene 234
	problemata 139

	prognostic, prognostication 84, 106, 145, 147, 152; see also prediction

	Prokne 239

	prophet, prophecy 71, 123–124, 227, 244–245, 254n54, 343

	Ptah 262–263
	Ptolemy III Euergetes 82
	purification 43, 241, 246, 278–280, 288
	Pyraithoi 208
	Pythagoras 8n30, 165, 174, 219n60


	qemiʿin 324, 327–329
	Queen of Heaven 266
	Queen of the underworld 281


	Rabbinic 324–335; see also Mishnah; Tosefta

	Re 76–78, 80, 86
	Resheph 252–253, 253, 263
	Rhetorius 123

	Rhodes, Rhodian 174, 232, 235, 239, 341, 347

	Roman Greece 139

	Rome 13, 112, 132, 137, 158, 162–163, 165–166, 220

	rubric 24–25, 28, 32, 91n4, 97, 105, 309


	Sabbath 329–335
	Sabina 309, 315

	sacrifice 174, 208–211, 218n56, 229–231, 247; dismemberment 211n24; lan sacrifice 208–209; sacrificial hymns 210; see also haoma/hauma

	Salamaxa 296, 298, 304–306, 312, 317–320

	Samaritan 332–333
	Sambon 310

	Samothrace 156–157, 161–170, 172–173, 175–176

	Sarapis 49, 114, 119, 160, 263
	sarcophagus/i 251
	Saturn 77, 103, 111, 119–120, 122, 126

	Scarab 51–52
	Sea god (Yam) 259
	Second Sophistic 138, 148–149
	Sed-temple 82
	Selene 78, 281
	Selenodromia 101
	Seshat 82
	Silius Italicus 161
	Smerdis 206
	Sobek 119
	Socrates, Socratic 14, 149–151, 213
	Soknopaiou Nesos (Egypt) 115
	Solomon 296, 298, 303, 306–317, 319–323
	Sousse 183
	spell-book 296–297, 303, 307, 313
	Stela of Ieou 51–53
	stemma 298, 315–316, 318–319

	Strabo 4n3, 116nn64–65, 173, 207–211, 259n43, 345n17

	Straits of Gibraltar see Pillars of Herakles
	Strymon (river) 168–169
	Stundenritual 77
	Stundenwachen (Osirian) 77
	Suitable/unsuitable day/s 92–93, 96
	sundial 74–75, 80, 83, 86
	Sun god 77–80, 276, 286
	Sun-goddess 274–285, 288, 290–291
	Synesius 99n27, 139n7, 145n26

	Syrian Goddess 228, 236, 239, 241, 249–269


	Tabula Bianchini 79, 112, 125
	Tacitus 124n64, 264n69, 350–351
	Tanis (Egypt) 113n16, 117
	Tanit 252n15, 263n61, 266
	Tartessos 258, 260n48
	Tauro 98
	Tauroctony 358
	Tebtunis 112, 114–115n20

	temple priest 12, 41, 71, 72n3, 79–80, 86, 87n58

	terracotta 252n15, 256–257, 257, 265, 268
	Tertullian 168
	Teshub, Tarhun 252, 263

	Tetragrammaton, Trigrammaton 320, 327, 332, 335n34

	Teucer of Babylon 78
	Thasos 167, 169, 260

	Theban Magical Library 5, 8, 10, 15n70, 26, 37, 40, 47, 53, 65–67, 73, 87n58

	Thebes (Boiotia) 256n25, 260–262
	Thebes (Egypt) 7n24, 73, 97

	theogonic models/tradition 142, 266, 363
	Thera 260
	Theveste 198

	Thoth (Thamus, Theuth) 82, 92n9, 104, 119, 150, 262n57; see also Khonsu

	time rulership 77–78

	Tosefta 140, 327, 329–330, 334; see also Mishnah; rabbinic

	Tyche 126
	Typhon 80, 168
	Typhonicos logos 31n36

	Tyre, Tyrian 140n12, 252, 258–260, 262–263, 265–268


	Ugarit, Ugaritic 253, 256n25, 259n40, 263, 276, 280, 283

	underworld 80, 249, 274–290


	Varro 163

	Venus (goddess) 119, 163, 239, 259, 267–268; see also Aphrodite

	Venus (planet) 77, 102, 111, 119–120, 122 126

	Vettius Valens 104, 122, 130

	voces magicae 7n27, 14, 25, 29, 31, 33, 47, 49, 54–55, 171, 192n25

	Vorlage 7, 295, 301, 315, 318, 322

	votive (artifacts, offerings) 116, 162, 167, 251–252, 258, 265


	water clock 74–75, 80, 83, 86
	womb 277, 364


	Xenophon of Ephesus 339–341, 344–346, 349–352

	xoanon/a 255–256, 258


	Yam 259; see also Sea god


	Zenobius 173–174
	Zerynthia 167–168

	Zeus 79, 119, 172–175, 258, 262n61, 263n62, 266, 283, 286; Zeus Amun 258

	Zodiac, zodiacal sign 44, 76–79, 90–93, 96–106, 109, 111–113, 116–117, 119, 125, 128; Aquarius 93, 98–99, 101, 103; Aries 15, 93, 98, 100–101, 101, 103, 105; airy 101; bicorporeal 101–102, 101; Cancer 93, 101, 103, 105, 119; Capricorn 93, 98, 101, 103, 119; earthy 101; feminine 101; fiery 101, 215; Gemini 93, 98–99, 101–102, 105; Leo 93, 99–101, 101, 103, 119, 215; Libra 93, 98, 100–102; masculine 101; Pisces 93, 101, 103; Sagittarius 93, 98, 100–101, 101, 103–104; Scorpio 93, 98, 101, 103, 119; Taurus 44, 93, 101–102, 101, 105; solid 101–102, 101; tropical 101–102, 101; Virgo 92–93, 98–102; watery 101; see also domicile
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