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Introduction
Exploring the Intersection between Divine Names and Places

In a world “full of gods”, the question “where are the gods?”? is at the same time
simple and complex.’ The gods are here, there, anywhere,* or even everywhere —
but the gods are also invisible, unreachable, ungraspable. This tension is directly
related to the ontological ambivalence of the divine entities: they are radically dif-
ferent from the human beings, but they are culturally determined; they are con-
ceived, represented, established in specific locations, and constructed by different
kinds of human agency; their existence is closely bound to historical and social fac-
tors. Among the latter, names and locations, with the whole set of material evidence
they generate, play a salient role. Too often however, because of the growing spe-
cialization of knowledge, these two interrelated aspects of “religions” are studied
separately. The naming systems are explored and possibly compared by historians
of religions, philologists and linguists, while sanctuaries and artefacts are studied
by archaeologists and art historians. The principal aim of this book is to promote a
dialogue between different approaches to one and the same research question: how
did social communities or individuals create the possibility of a communication be-
tween the human and the divine spheres? Naming and mapping the gods are two
crucial embedded strategies, but how do they intersect and interact? This problem
is addressed in the 51 contributions gathered in this book,” which bring together
multiple disciplines and methods — archaeology, history, history of religions, phi-
lology, anthropology, geography, social network analysis — and new or renewed
analysis of a large set of evidence from the Mediterranean world, exploring Egypt,
the Ancient Near East, the Greek, Roman and Punic worlds. By revisiting the notion
of “religious landscape”, it engages a reflection on the processes of space appropria-
tion, delimitation, exploitation and organisation that involve the gods.6 This volume also

1 Thal., Testimonia 22 Diels-Kranz; Pl., Lg. X, 899b.

2 Cf. Smith (M.S.) 2016.

3 This volume is an outcome of the MAP project, which has received funding from the European
Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation pro-
gramme (grant agreement No 741182, 2017-2023).

4 Cf. Smith (J.Z.) 2003.

5 They were all originally presented at a Conference, held remotely, in February 2021. Our warm
thanks go to Mathilde Rieu for her precious help in the preparation of the Congress, and to the
members of the Scientific Committee.

6 On the notion of space applied to ancient societies, see Wightman 2007 and, more recently, for
the Near East, Mierse 2010, Kamlah 2012 or Hundley 2013. On the concept of “religious landscape”,

3 Open Access. © 2022 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110798432-001
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provides a reassessment on the tools, such as cartography or graphs, which are most
suitable to visualize the dynamic deployment of gods and cults in space and their differ-
ent forms of mobility and connectivity. At the same time, working on the onomastics of
the gods show a massive predominance of local designations, related to the lived experi-
ence of space. The god on the corner, the protector of the village, the god of the vicinity
are figures extremely present in the everyday life, much more than the big international
“stars” of the divine system. The parallel investigation on spaces and names is also an
opportunity to critically reconsider the exponential amount of scholarship on networks,
connectivity, and exchanges, that, in Hans Beck’s words, “has altered the landscape in
classical studies”.” He rightly remarks that “few have commented on the limitations of
the network paradigm to capture the vertical depths of the lived experience — in power
relations, social configurations, cultural expressions, and so forth — that was so charac-
teristic of the Greek city”. Such an observation may be extended to many different con-
texts beyond the Greek world and does not deny the existence of divine mobilities on
different scales of spatial reality.

Moreover, a particularly challenging aspect of these issues is that far from
being confined to their sanctuaries, the gods are rooted and embedded in the
human environment in multiple ways. They “inhabit” towns and rural areas, cross-
roads, borders and boundaries, forests, mountains and peaks, seas and coastlines,
heaven and underground areas, and many other spaces where they permanently or
occasionally dwell and act. Equally, they colonise imaginary spaces, described or
evoked by different authors, in literary texts or metric inscriptions, which refer, for
instance, to the divine entity “who holds the subterranean palace of all Erinyes”.®
In echo to the recent Unlocking Sacred Landscapes: Spatial Analysis of Ritual and
Cult in the Mediterranean,’ our approach aims at crossing three main perspectives:
first, religion, understood as discourses, ritual and social interactions involving
agents, objects and places, informed by the conception and possibility of communi-
cation with the gods; secondly, landscapes, which can no longer be approached as
simple frameworks, but need to be considered as complex settings hosting multiple
religious interactions and reflecting mental representations, between constraints

see Scheid/Polignac 2010; on the role of sanctuaries as localised, perceived, experienced, and con-
nected spaces, see Alcock/Osborne 1994, Malkin 2011, Brulé 2012, Grand-Clément 2017; see also the
conferences “Logistics in Greek sanctuaries. Exploring the Human Experience of Visiting the Gods”
(Athens, 13th-16th September 2018); “Sanctuaries and Experience: Knowledge, Practice and Space
in the Ancient World” (London, 8th-10th April 2019); “Les sens dans ’espace sacré antique” (Paris,
15th-16th June 2019).

7 Beck 2020, 7.

8 Bonnet, Corinne (dir.), ERC Mapping Ancient Polytheisms 741182 Database (DB MAP), Toulouse,
2017-. https://base-map-polytheisms.huma-num.fr. Testimonies 6358, 6419, 6444, 6489, 6594,
6640, 6732, 6856, 6918, 6936.

9 Papantoniou/Morris/Vionis 2019. See also Papantoniou/Sarris/Morris/Vionis 2020, on the digital
humanities perspective.
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and opportunities; and finally, material aspects produced, manipulated, moved,
used by agents, sometimes endowed with power, which have their own agencies
and biographies, and leaving traces.

Inspired by the main goals and achievements of the ERC Advanced Grant proj-
ect “Mapping Ancient Polytheisms. Cult Epithets as an Interface between Religious
Systems and Human Agency” (MAP), this volume addresses the naming processes
applied to divine entities as strategies which define, characterise, differentiate, but
also connect them. Names and divine onomastic attributes'® give access to a dy-
namic and complex “mapping” of the divine, where toponymy and topography,
along with genealogies, functions and modes of action point to specific and shared
identities within contextual divine configurations. In this perspective, the MAP da-
tabase (DB MAP) offers a robust corpus of data and metadata, gathering all divine
onomastic attributes in Greek and West-Semitic epigraphy, between 1000 BCE to
400 CE, now available to the largest audience." Although it is a work in progress
with a non-exhaustive coverage of the available edited inscriptions, it already pro-
vides a huge quantity of coherent evidence and specifically designed tools to make
tailor-made queries and to map them. From these data, it appears that toponyms
and topographical elements are massively mobilized in the divine onomastics."
They even represent the most frequent kind of onomastic attribute of the gods, with
a whole set of slightly different formulations; for example, a god connected with
Delphi, mainly Apollo, would be Delphikos, Pythaios, Pythios, Pythaeus, Lord of the
rocks of Delphi, in Delphi. All these designations convey different semantic nuances
and relate to narratives, images, genealogies. In a nutshell, despite Shakespeare’s
famous interrogation “What’s in a name? That which we call a rose by any other
name would smell as sweet”,'®> naming the gods by choosing specific onomastic ele-
ments to give them a charis scent is definitely not a random process. Allusions to
spaces, places, locations, settings, and spots provide a huge stock of information,
especially when combined with all the Greek and Semitic onomastic attributes reg-
istered in the DB MAP.'* Historians of religions could not remain impermeable to
the spatial turn which has influenced, directly or indirectly, the whole field of social
sciences.” Spaces are inextricably linked with time, providing an access to a dy-
namic study of religious practices, in as much as they constitute two major cogni-
tive coordinates used by people to frame their interactions with the gods. Time and

10 Bonnet/Bianco/Galoppin/Guillon/Laurent/Lebreton/Porzia 2018.

11 Bonnet, Corinne (dir.), ERC Mapping Ancient Polytheisms 741182 Database (DB MAP), Toulouse,
2017-. https://base-map-polytheisms.huma-num.fr. See Lebreton/Bonnet 2019.

12 See also Smith (M.S.) 2016; Parker 2017.

13 Romeo and Juliet, Act 2, Scene 2.

14 Which amount to approximately 3000 for almost 14000 onomastic sequences attested in the
epigraphic documentation in March 2022.

15 Torre 2008.
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space determine and are affected by evolutions, transformations, destructions,
forms of resilience, which constantly reshape the human-divine communication.
Here is the background of the three main directions followed in this volume.

Naming and Locating the Gods: Space as a Divine
Onomastic Attribute

The abundance of spatial onomastic attributes requires an in-depth analysis of the
geographical lexicon mobilized in this context, both from a morphological, syntac-
tical, and semantic point of view. What do these designations say about the link
between the gods and the locations attached to their name? When Melqgart is called
“the one who is in charge of the rock” ('l hsr), what does that mean precisely? The
Phoenician word for “rock” is sr, which is also the name of the city of Tyre. The
allusion to the “rock” refers to the actual reefs that Tyrian sailors may encounter
during their travels in the Mediterranean, but it also conveys the memory of the
birth of Tyre, when Melqgart fixed two wandering rocks and made them habitable
for the Tyrians. A similar interpretation can be given for the title “Baal/Lord of
Tyre” (bl sr), but do the first and the second onomastic sequences differ in their
semantic scope, like Delphikos, Pythaios, Pythios, Pythaeus, Lord of the rocks of Del-
phi, in Delphi mentioned above? Spatial onomastic attributes may express spaces of
different qualities and scales, and follow different spatial dynamics; they also
sometimes implicitly or explicitly refer to ritual practices and/or to agents involved
in them. They can shed a significant light on a debated issue, the so-called polis
religion, and the connection between politics and religion. Beyond binary opposi-
tions between local and global, it is imperative to rethink the embeddedness of
cults and the polis structure.’® The obvious pre-eminence of the polis in religious
affairs does not imply that the civic life and/or scale mediated the entire scope of
relations between the citizens and the gods. The local imprinting on cultic practices
(naming, mapping, sacrificing, etc.) involves many agents, collective and individu-
als, public and private so to say, and it does not exclude the recourse to regional,
transregional, panhellenic, or multicultural paradigms. The dichotomy between
local and global can be a limit to a better understanding of these phenomena; and
a new scenario, in which strands of religious representations and agency inter-
twined and entangled idiosyncratic and multiscalar paradigms, could give addi-
tional results. On the other hand, the city is not the only space permeated by the
gods’ presence: multiple and varied words, often problematic, between emic and

LTS

etic perspective, refer to the gods’ abode, like “tophet”, “saint of saints”, “adyton”

16 Cf. Beck 2020.
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or “alsos”, not to forget the notion of “sacred”, inherited from the phenomenologi-
cal school of religions, which suggests a clear-cut separation between divine and
human spaces. The terminology used to define the spaces devoted to the gods is an
important epistemological stake which has rarely been the object of a reflexive ap-
proach among historians of religion and archaeologists. A comparative perspective
suggests the need to reassess this pivotal issue with greater flexibility, and to pro-
vide definitions and categories which are more suited to the complex inscriptions of
divine powers in space.

Mapping the Divine: Presenting Gods into Space

Another core issue is how correlated names and spaces contribute to the configura-
tion of divine entities, especially to their “presentification”,'” corporeality, and em-
bodiment.'® To answer the question raised in his 2016 book Where the gods are,
Mark Smith explores “the spatial dimension of anthropomorphism in the biblical
world”. “Where the gods are” basically requires an investigation on “How the gods
are”: how do they occupy a spatial dimension, be it terrestrial, celestial, subterra-
nean, or cosmic? How do their images, anthropomorphic or not, contribute to giv-
ing form to their presence? Names and spaces both contribute to shaping divine
“bodies”,'® material or literary, which, despite or due to their otherness, create the
conditions for an interaction between humans and gods. Mark Smith distinguishes
three types of divine bodies in his book: the “natural” or “physical body”, which is
the portrayal of a god recurring to human, animal or other physical elements in
order to picture agency, in discourses and images; the “liturgical body”, related to
the sacerdotal and temple embodiment of a god, with or without a material image,
and the “cosmic” or “mystic body”, the largest scale of divine manifestation, which
refers to the very universe itself. For each body, interrelated names and spaces pro-
duce a cognitive signal, which builds a certain indexical knowledge on the gods
and helps situating the gods in relation to each other, on a mental map, whose
main characteristic is fluidity and flexibility.

To give an example, the onomastic sequence “Artemis Ephesia” designates a
goddess venerated in Ephesus and whose origin is part of her identity. She has a
close relation to the city and its inhabitants. She dwells there. In her worldwide fa-
mous sanctuary, she was “embodied” through a typical image, which became an
“index” of her presence,? profile, and story: the image is at the same time a kind of

17 On that notion, see Vernant 1996.

18 On this topic, see Bonnet/Bianco/Galoppin/Guillon/Laurent/Lebreton/Porzia 2019.
19 Belayche/Pirenne-Delforge 2015.

20 Gell 1998.
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iconographic narrative on the goddess, and an object that played a role in the rit-
ual. Since the Artemis Ephesia moved and was adopted in different places all over
the Mediterranean, her “official” name and her “official” image travel together, as
tokens of her prestigious origin. In Marseille (Phocaea/Massalia) the onomastic and
iconographic attributes of Artemis Ephesia were both local and global, driven by
communal strategies of distinction, competition, and spatial hierarchy. Connected
spaces and times were expressed in her name, as well as in the ritual since a priest-
ess from Asia Minor was in charge of the cult performed according to ancestral
standards. The paradoxical nature of the divine body and the complexity of its in-
scription in different spatial dimensions are reflected in the naming practices, with
a whole set of nuances and variations. The propensity of the gods, with their multi-
ple names, to be ubiquitous (in Ephesus and Phocaea for Artemis Ephesia, in Tyre,
Tharros and Ibiza for Melqart) raises the tricky question of the articulation between
uniqueness and plurality of gods.

Gods and Cities: Urban Religion, Sanctuaries
and the Emergence of Towns

Although the world is full of gods, it seems that peculiar landscapes, specific spatial
configurations or even particular constructions attract some gods or groups of gods.
How did the ancient societies put gods and places in equation, and how did they ex-
press this kind of elective affinities in divine designations? The opposition between
gods of the “nature” and others considered as “civic” or “urban” is questioned in the
following pages. On the one hand, the “Urban Religion” project conducted in Er-
furt shows that the town, defined by its topographical/physical density, its social
and ethnical diversity, provides specific settings for religious action, interaction
and innovation.”! Considering that “space is condition, medium and outcome of
social relations”, Jorg Riipke claims that city-space engineered the major changes
that affected religions and played a decisive role in the development of intermit-
tent and multiple religious identities as forms of urbanity. Collective religious identi-
ties and religious plurality, triggered by migration to and between cities, had an
impact on the multiple equations between names and places. The case of the Mother
of the Gods, a foreign and ancestral deity, named “Cybele”, “Mother of the Gods”
(Mater deum), “Great Mother” (Mater Magna), “Great Idaean Mother of the Gods”
(Mater Deum Magna Idaea), etc., and established in different areas of Rome illus-
trates the multifaceted religious environment of the Vrbs.?? On the other hand, the

21 Riipke 2020.
22 Van Haeperen 2019.
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(re)foundation of sanctuaries and the emergence of towns feed a powerful dialectic:
the presence of gods in given landscapes can also give birth to cities and lead to urban-
isation of landscapes.” From this perspective, while it is clear that urban environments
are subject to frequent developments, changes, re-appropriations and redefinitions,
they remain in close relation with non-urban areas and welcome divine entities con-
nected with “natural” landscapes, such as Nymphs, Fauns, Silens, or the god Pan.
Despite their elective affinity with mountains, groves or springs, these divine
powers are not confined to natural spaces and find their way in different spaces,
even in the very heart of the cities and at the imperial court, for what concerns
Pan, cherished by Augustus. Beyond the opposition between urban and rural
areas, each polis can be seen as “a tapestry of localities that were both malleable
and permeable, stitched together into a convoluted ‘space syntax’ ”.>* In other
words, countrysides do participate to the urban spatial identity and dynamic:
physical space both segregates and aggregates. The polyphony of gods and names
thus shaped different horizons of social and spatial communication. The triangu-
lation between names, spaces and gods is a key-aspect within the social dimen-
sion of the “religions in the making”,” both polytheistic and monotheistic.

The present book attempts to reconstruct religious action as a social practice
that is sensitive to the variety of locations and creative of polysemic designations
echoing the gods’ spatial dimensions. The MAP database, among other tools, shows
that body of evidence for this endeavour is fragmented, and yet, overwhelming at
the same time. We all know that continued stories are impossible when it comes to
ancient history. As random and incomplete as it is, and with regards to space and
time distinctiveness, the evidence enables to propose a consistent image, if not a
full picture of the interactions between men and gods in the ancient Mediterranean
world. The numerous and original case-studies collected here provide stimulating in-
sights on names, spaces and their interactions, within an ample and transdisciplin-
ary — yet not exhaustive — overview of ancient Mediterranean religious practices.
They invite us to move between global and local points of view, between short-term
and long-term perspectives, if we want to experiment with names and spaces of the
divine. Both names and spaces fuel ordinary as well as extraordinary experiences,
representations and knowledge of gods and goddesses, and both store memories of
past and present times.

23 See e.g. Agusta-Boularot/Huber/Van Andringa 2017.
24 Beck 2020, 31.
25 For an application to urban contexts, Riipke 2020.
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Giuseppina Lenzo

The Names of Osiris in the Litany of the
So-Called Spell 141/142 of the Book of the
Dead in Ancient Egypt

1 Names and Designations of Gods in Ancient
Egyptian Litanies

In ancient Egypt, the names of the gods are regularly followed by a series of epithets.
This is particularly true of hymns and litanies in which the different functions of a god
are repeated many times." Hymns appear in a wide variety of media, written upon pa-
pyri, on the walls of temples, on the walls of tombs, on stelae, on ostraca, on coffins,
or on statues. They are usually dedicated to a single god described through its main
functions — most commonly through periphrases. As for the litanies of gods, which
were also integrated into hymns,” they appear in lists with the name of one or more
deities followed by a geographic indication or a function.? In cultic contexts, these lit-
anies could be copied onto different media such as walls of temples or papyri and
used during the performance of rituals. These texts are also attested in funerary con-
texts, used for the deceased. Litanies were written on papyri, coffins, stelae, or walls
of tombs.” Litanies are first attested in writing in the Old Kingdom Pyramid Texts, the
oldest Egyptian funerary texts that were put in writing during the reign of Unas (5™
Dynasty, ca. 2400 BCE). They consist of formulas that help the deceased on his or her
journey to the afterlife. For example, spell PT 601 can be considered a precursor to the

1 For a list of hymns in ancient Egypt, see Barucq/Daumas 1980; Assmann 1999; Knigge 2006;
Knigge Salis et al. 2013, 145-272. For a definition of hymns in ancient Egypt, see recently Luft 2018,
362-378.

2 See for example P. Greenfield (P. BM EA 10554, 21°* Dynasty), which contains what Assmann
(1969, 23) has defined as a “liturgical appendix,” containing both hymns and litanies. It corre-
sponds to sheets 64-78 of the papyrus (see Lenzo forthcoming). For examples of hymns with long
lists of deities, see also Budde 2011, 4.

3 On litanies, see Schott 1955; Assmann 1980; Quack 2000.

4 The transition of texts from cultic contexts in temples to funerary contexts in liturgies for the
dead is well attested in Egypt, especially during the second half of the 1°* millennium BCE. Among
the literature on the topic, see for example Backes/Dieleman 2015; Vuilleumier 2016; Smith 2019.

Note: | am very grateful to Laurent Coulon (Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes, Paris) and Christophe
Nihan (University of Miinster) for sharing material and bibliographical references with me as well
as for the stimulating discussions on the topic of this article. | also would like to thank Dylan John-
son (University of Zurich) for revising the English text.

3 Open Access. © 2022 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110798432-002
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litanies, as it contains a list of names of gods followed by geographic indications cou-

pled with other sentences.’ Litanies of divine names consisting of short sentences in

more or less long lists are well attested since the New Kingdom (1550-1069 BCE) and
are present until the Roman period.

A common litany for the gods is found in the wdnw (i.e., “offerings” or “litany
of offerings”), in which the names of gods are listed in columns of texts.® These
lists often follow the same general structure:

— a title which can differ from one text to another;

— the indication that it is a wdn “offering” or wdnw “offerings,” but this term is not
always present;

— the preposition n “to, for” followed by the name of the god. The preposition can
be repeated before each name of the god or at the beginning of each column,
with a distributive value for all the names. When the singular wdn is used, the
form wdn n “offering to/for” is often repeated before each name of god;

— the indication that it is for a god “in all his names” (m rnw-f nbw).

In these lists, many localized forms of the same god appear, with the most com-
monly attested ones corresponding to what J. Assmann called a “Kulttopographie”.”
J. Assmann also highlighted the fact that this kind of litany was often accompanied
by an offering of incense, such as in the temple Amun at Luxor (ancient Thebes),
which contains a long litany of 124 forms of Amun-Ra. The litany begins with, “cens-
ing to Amun-Ra, king of the gods, in all his names” (irt sntr n Imn-R* nsw ntrw m mw-f
nbw), and is accompanied by a scene in which the Pharaoh Ramses II makes an in-
cense offering.®

This kind of wdnw litany was thus part of a ritual performed in the framework
of the offerings to the gods, probably first attested in temples.” Yet, most attesta-
tions of these litanies are found in funerary contexts: in this way, it allowed the de-
ceased to benefit from the offerings for the gods.

5 Allen 2005, 199-200 (P 582); Mathieu 2018, 600-601 (TP 601).

6 Lists of entities, species, or toponyms are very common in Egypt. See for example Gardiner 1947;
Hoffmann, 2015.

7 Assmann 1980, 1062.

8 Daressy 1910, 62-68; KRI II, 622-627. A similar scene was also engraved in the shrine of Philip-
pos Arrhidaeus in Karnak, see Thiers 2020, 40-41, n°® 70-71. Other litanies for gods in temples ap-
pear in the Ramesseum: a litany for Ra-Horakhty and another one for Ptah and Sekhmet (KRI II,
657—-661).

9 As suggested by Quack 2000, 83-87. As highlighted by Smith 2019, 14, the first attestation in one
context does not indicate that it was its first use.
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2 The Litany of the So-Called Spell 141/142 of the
Book of the Dead
Presentation and Content of the So-Called Spell 141/142

Among the litanies, the so-called “spell 141/142” of the Book of the Dead is particu-
larly important. The Book of the Dead is a collection of about 200 spells or formulas
whose main goal was to help the deceased in their journey in the underworld.
Found in tombs and written on papyri or other media (coffins, walls, objects, etc.),
the Book of the Dead was used as a funerary text for about 1500 years: from the New
Kingdom to the Ptolemaic Period (1550-30 BCE). As spells were not always identical
from one document to another, a choice was often made to highlight the most im-
portant themes for the journey of the deceased at a particular point.

Spell 141/142 (or BD 141/142) is very interesting for various reasons: (1) it fur-
nishes an important number of denominations for Osiris as well as other divine enti-
ties; (2) it is used in different spaces and contexts, both within the tomb and the
temple; (3) it is often accompanied with vignettes which represents the deity evoked;
and, (4) the spell appears in texts over a long period of time, enabling researchers to
follow the evolution of the formula.

According to the database of the Totenbuch-Projekt, spell 141/142 is attested
about 125 times throughout all periods'® — from the New Kingdom to the Ptolemaic
Period — mostly on papyri. It is difficult to be more precise because the spell is most
often registered in the database without the inclusion of spell 142. As a result, the
final number cannot been obtained without examining each occurrence in detail. In
any case, spells 141 and 142 were taken as a single spell during the New Kingdom
(1550-1069 BCE) and the Third Intermediate Period (1069-664 BCE). They were di-
vided into two distinct spells during the Late and Ptolemaic Periods (664—30 BCE), at
which time each formula had its own title.!! Indeed, the second part of the
spell — which corresponds to BD 142 — was concentrated on the names of Osiris,
which explains why it was considered a separate spell from at least the 26" Dy-
nasty onwards. The separation of the spell into two distinctive formulas oc-
curred when the spells of the Book of the Dead were reorganized — a period that
scholars refer to as the “Saite” redaction or recension.'” The two spells then
adopted two titles, as in the papyrus of Iahtesnakht (P. Cologne Inv. Nr. 10207)
from the 26™ Dynasty, for example:'>

10 http://totenbuch.awk.nrw.de/. This database registered all the occurrences of Book of the Dead
spells written on objects and all kind of media (i.e., papyri, tombs, coffins, mummy bandages, etc.).
11 See Mosher 2020, 403-466 for spell 141 and 467-546 for spell 142.

12 On the Book of the Dead in this period, see Quack 2009; Mosher 2016, 1-37.

13 Published by Verhoeven 1993.
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- Title of BD 141 (col. 67,11-15):'*
«67.11 Papyrus-roll for making the ba excellent, knowing the names of the gods of
the southern sky and the northern sky, the gods that are in the necropolis and the
gods who guide the underworld. (Papyrus-roll) that a man performed for his father
6712 or his son the day of the festivals of the West. He makes (it) excellent on the
heart of Ra, on the heart of the gods. He will be with them.

What is said on the day of the festival of the new moon by Osiris N."®

67,13 Offerings are for him such as bread, beer, cattle, birds, roasted meat, incense
on the flame. ®”'* Papyrus-roll for ®”*° the offerings to Osiris in all his names, given
to Osiris N., to Osiris, foremost of the Westerners, lord of Abydos, four times.”°

— Title of BD 142 (col. 68b,9-10):
«68b.9 Another papyrus-roll for making a transfigured one excellent, knowing the
names of ®®™1° Osiris in all his places his ka likes.”"’

The first title begins by clearly explaining the importance of knowing the names
(rnw) of all the gods (gods in the sky, in the necropolis, and in the underworld). It
continues by indicating that the ritual was performed for the ancestors (“for his father
or his son”; other versions include “his mother”, see P. Louvre E 6258 below) during
the festival of the West, the West being the domain of Osiris where the deceased were
buried. The gods were satisfied by the ritual performance and allowed the deceased
to join them. The ritual had to be recited during the festival of the new moon by offer-
ing wdnw to the deceased owner of the papyrus and to Osiris. The title adds that it
was for “Osiris in all his names” and includes the most common epithets for Osiris:
“foremost of the Westerners” (i.e., the dead) and “lord of Abydos” (i.e., the most im-
portant centre for the cult of Osiris). It finishes with the indication that it must be
performed “four times.” After the title, a long list of the different divine entities who
benefit from the offerings appears. The number of gods can vary between versions; in
this papyrus there are 54.'®

The title of BD 142 is much shorter. The indication “another papyrus-roll” clearly
implies that it was known as a continuation of BD 141, even if separated from it by
the addition of this title that did not exist during the prior periods (New Kingdom and
Third Intermediate Period). The title focuses on the importance of knowing the

14 Underlined text in these translations indicates that the original is written in red.

15 N. indicates “name” (i.e., the name of the deceased, owner of the papyrus).

16 For the text, see http://www.uni-koeln.de/phil-fak/ifa/NRWakademie/papyrologie/Totenbuch/
PK10207-23.jpg and German translation in Verhoeven 1993, I, 265.

17 For the text, see http://www.uni-koeln.de/phil-fak/ifa/NRWakademie/papyrologie/Totenbuch/
PK10207-23.jpg and German translation in Verhoeven 1993, I, 267.

18 For other versions in Late and Ptolemaic periods, see Mosher 2020, 403-466. We thank M. Mosher
for sharing with us this material.
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names (rnw) of Osiris “in all his places his ka likes,” that is, in all possible places the
god wishes to be. A list of the different forms of Osiris are also indicated, mostly with
local designations. In some cases, names of other deities, such as Isis, Horus, and
Anubis, are added at the end of the list. In the papyrus of Iahtesnakht, 108 forms of
Osiris are mentioned, as well as the names of 40 other deities. As for spell 141, the
number can differ from one version to another.

Other Litanies Parallel to Spell 141/142

Besides the presence of this litany in the Book of the Dead, the text is attested in

other contexts:

—  Other funerary texts which do not exactly correspond to spell 141/142, such as
the Ritual of the Opening of the Mouth (scene 59 C).*

— Funerary papyri and other cultic texts that would have originally been used in
temples: P. Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen (papyrus of the 30™ Dynasty or begin-
ning of the Ptolemaic Period)®° and the ritual for the Festival of Khoiak of Osiris
in P. Louvre N 3176 S (Roman Period).?

—  On walls of temples of the New Kingdom: the Osireion in Abydos (Sethi I, 19™
Dynasty)?? and the temple of Medinet Habu in the context of the Festival of
Sokar (Ramses III, 20" Dynasty).”

- In papyri with ritual usage in temples, such as the list of names of Osiris, phar-
aohs, queens, and princesses in P. Turin Cat. 1877 (Ramses II),%* the Book of
Hours (P. BM EA 10569, Late Period),” or the litany in P. Giessen University Li-
brary Papyrus no 115 (end of Ptolemaic Period or early Roman Period).*®

— A variant of the spell is also present in ritual papyri in demotic such as P. Berlin
P. 6750 and P. Berlin P. 8765 of the Roman Period which gathers many liturgies.”

These versions all contain lists of the name of Osiris based on a similar model as the
one used for BD 141/142. In some cases, variations in the names of Osiris appears, but
also in the addition of other major deities, such as Sokar and Ptah. Indeed, some of

19 Otto 1960, I, p. 154-155, 11, 134-135.

20 Quack 2000.

21 Published by Barguet 1962, see more recent observations by Coulon 2021, 176-179.

22 Murray 1904, pl. IX.

23 Medinet Habu 1V, pl. 221-222.

24 Pleyte, Rossi, 1869-1876, 22-24, pl. XI-XIII, see https://papyri.museoegizio.it/0/200935. The
publication of the papyrus is currently in preparation by G. Lenzo.

25 Faulkner 1958a.

26 Faulkner 1958b.

27 Widmer 2015, in particular 67-71, 99-111, 194-244. A list of demotic sources is in Quack 2000,
77, n. 18.
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these texts were used during rituals performed in temples, most notably the Festival
of Sokar (the god of the Memphite necropolis with whom Osiris was frequently
associated).

Furthermore, other litanies to Osiris or to other deities are engraved on temple
walls from the Ptolemaic and Roman Periods (e.g., the temples of Esna,?® Edfu, and
Dendara). Names of Osiris and/or other gods are also attested in other rituals. They
were copied for funerary usage but they were first used in temples, such as the Rit-
ual for Bringing Sokar out of the Shrine® or the litany in the P. Princeton Pharaonic
Roll 10.>° Epithets of Osiris were also written in the Osirian catacombs in Karnak.>!

The different contexts in which spell 141/142 appears was first highlighted by
G. A. Gaballa and K. A. Kitchen in their 1969 study on the Festival of Sokar — providing
evidence for the use of this spell.32 In a subsequent study on the same festival, J.-Cl.
Goyon remarked on the liturgical origin of this spell.” In 1973, in the framework of the
publication of the tomb of Basa (TT 389),>* J. Assmann reflected on spell 141/142 and
its associations with spell 148, which allow the deceased and the god both benefit from
the offerings in the lists as a “kultische Rezitation”.>> More recently, J. F. Quack ques-
tioned the notion of this spell as a “litany,” highlighting its use in a funerary papyrus
whose texts were probably first used in cultic places.>®

The association of BD 141/142 with spell 148 has also been made by A. Niwinski.
The main goal of BD 148 was to provide the deceased with offerings with the help of
seven cows, a bull, and four oars representing the four cardinal points.>” These enti-
ties are also cited in spell 141/142, which further reinforces the link between them.
Furthermore, spell 148 was also found in a temple context.>®

This short survey of the sources showing the presence of texts with similar con-
tent in different context explains why the appellation “spell 141/142 of the Book of
the Dead” is misleading, especially considering the numerous versions and the evo-
lution of the litany.>® The classification with a number (141/142) is practical but is
not representative of a single text whose use was very fluid.

28 Derchain-Urtel 1997; Leitz 2008.

29 Gill 2019, 85, 315-328.

30 Vuilleumier 2016, 435-446.

31 About the 360 (or 365) epithets of Osiris present in Karnak, but also in other contexts, see Cou-
lon 2008, 81-82.

32 Gaballa, Kitchen 1969, 4, n. 2.

33 Goyon 1978.

34 Assmann 1973, 89.

35 Assmann 1973, 90.

36 Quack 2000.

37 For the association of BD 141/142 and BD 148, see Niwifiski 2009.

38 See the list in von Lieven 2012.

39 A complete study of all these versions is still to be done, a project on this topic directed by
L. Coulon and G. Lenzo is in preparation.
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3 The Names of Osiris in Spell 141/142: the Version
in P. Louvre E 6258

This study examines the names of Osiris in spell 141/142 in a specific papyrus. This
is necessary because a detailed study of every version of spell 141/142 and the var-
iants in each recension would require a much longer study taking into account the
many versions both in funerary and cultic contexts.*®

The papyrus examined here belonged to Queen Nedjmet of the 21° Dynasty (ca.
1050 BCE). The papyrus was found in elicit excavations of the “Royal Cachette of
Deir el-Bahari” (TT 320) in Thebes and was sold sometime in the 1870s, before
being officially discovered in 1881.*! The papyrus was cut and sold in three parts:
the first part is currently kept at the British Museum (P. BM EA 10541), the middle
section was in Munich (AS 825) but was destroyed during the Second World War,
while the last part — which contains spell 141/142 — is at the Louvre (P. Louvre E
6258).*

There were several reasons for choosing this papyrus as an example for spell
141/142: it contains an extensive sample of Osiris’ names, giving us an idea of the
use of the names of the god, especially in the geographical context; it is an impor-
tant clue to the textual evolution of the spell because of its composition after the New
Kingdom but before the reorganization of the spell into two separate parts (i.e., spells
141 and 142);*® and, it is accompanied by illustrations that depict different deities.

In P. Louvre E 6258, spell 141/142 is written inside two chapels positioned one
upon the other. There are corniche on each shrine as well as doors at each extremity
of the shrine (Fig. 1). Each shrine contains the names of 58 deities, one per column:

40 We are very grateful to Vincent Rondot, director of the Département des Antiquités égyptiennes
du Musée du Louvre for the authorization to publish this part of the papyrus, all our thanks are due
to him as well as to Audrey Viger, chargée de la photographie au Département des Antiquités égyp-
tiennes du Musée du Louvre, for her precious help in the obtention of the photograph.

41 On the different “Cachettes” in the Theban area, see the various articles in Sousa, Amenta, Coo-
ney 2021. The Royal Cachette was initially the tomb of the High Priests of Amun of the 21°' Dynasty
and their families; later, mummies of king and queens of the New Kingdom buried in the Valley of
the Kings were moved in this tomb by the priests of Amun.

42 For a presentation of the papyrus, see Lenzo 2010.

43 Another textual version critical to understand the evolution of the spell is certainly P. Greenfield
(P. BM EA 10554, 21°' Dynasty). This papyrus probably contains the version of BD 141/142 with the
majority of divine names and it presents two versions of the spell: the first version has 185 names of
gods (col. 35a,1-36¢,24), while the second version shows 249 names (col. 93,11-94e,39). Because of
the considerable number of gods, it would not have been suitable to take it as an example in this
article. On the papyrus, see Lenzo forthcoming.
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Fig. 1: Spell 141/142 in P. Louvre E 6258. © 2005 Musée du Louvre, dist. RMN-Grand
Palais/Georges Poncet.

the shrine of the upper part is only consecrated to the names of Osiris — corresponding
to BD 142 (Tab. 1) — while the lower shrine contains a list of divine entities typical of
BD 141. (Tab. 2) Each divine name is written on a column that ends with the represen-
tation of the deity invoked. In this version, each deity is introduced by “0” (in red)
followed by the name of the deity, so that they are all clearly invoked one after
another.

In the last two columns of the preceding frame, before the shrines, we can see
the title of the spell on sheet P. Louvre E 6258:**

md3t 3hw ir m hrt-ntr s (n) it-f mwt-f r-pw m hb imntt sigr 3h (2) hr (ib) * R* hr(y)-
b ntrw wnn hn‘-sn ddwt hrw n hb in Wsir (mwt-nsw Ndmt)| m3‘ hrw

“Papyrus-roll of transfigurations performed in the necropolis (by) a man (for)
his father or his mother on the festival of the West. Making the transfigured one
excellent on (the heart) of ? Ra in the middle of the gods. Being with them. What is
said on the day of the festival by Osiris, the (king’s mother Nedjmet)| justified.”

This title differs slightly from the version indicated above and the offerings are
not mentioned, but the lists that follows are typical of spell 141/142. (Tab. 1 and 2).

44 For the hieroglyphic text, see the photo of the papyrus on https://collections.louvre.fr/en/ark:/
53355/c1010379049.
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The Names of Osiris = 23

Tab. 1: Translation of the first row (shrine of the upper part, spell 142).

Spell 142

Remarks*®

[ Wsir Wn-nfr
! 0 Osiris Wennefer

Wennefer (Onnophris in the Grecized form) is a well-known name
for a form of Osiris, which literally means, “the one who exists,
being perfect.” Most often, the name Wennefer appears after the
name of Osiris, but it also appears alone or with other epithets
(see LGG I, 375-378).

Different forms of Osiris-Wennefer are found in the Osirian
Chapels of Karnak, see Coulon 2016; Coulon, Hallman,
Payraudeau 2018.

* [ Wsir nb ‘nh Wsir ‘nhty
% 0 Osiris lord of life, Osiris
Ankhty

In this spell, these two names of Osiris are usually separated in
two lines. The scribe may have condensed the names into one
line because of the similarity between “life” (nh) and “the living
one” (nhty, LGG Il, 169) — a lack of space can also explain this
grouping.

A chapel of Osiris Neb-ankh is attested in Karnak, see Coulon
2016; Coulon, Hallman, Payraudeau 2018.

3 Wsirnbrdr
3 0 Osiris lord of all

Lord of all is a common epithet for many major deities (LGG llI,
795-797).

“ [ Wsir hnt(y) G33
“ 0 Osiris foremost of Gaa

Gaa is an unknown location, unattested in the common version
of the text. The word could be understood as, g3/t “chapel,
shrine” (Wb V, 150, 1-4).

> [ Wsir s3h
* 0 Osiris Orion

A common designation for Orion, often associated with Osiris
(LGG I, 561).

© [ Wsir ssw
¢ 0 Osiris the protector

Epithet used for different deities (LGG VI, 125-126).

7 [ Wsir hn(ty) wnnt
7 0 Osiris foremost of the
wenet-sanctuary

wnt is a general term for sanctuary (Wb |, 315, 1; LGG V, 797).

8 [ Wsir (m) Mh-nt

8 0 Osiris (in) the North Chapel

The North Chapel is a designation of the chapel of Osiris in the
temple of the goddess Neith in Sais (Wb Il, 126, 9; LGG Il, 547).
Usually, there is the counterpart “Osiris in the South Chapel,”
which is absent in this papyrus.

45 These remarks are very general and meant to help the reader; a deeper analysis considering all
the variants is still to be done, as already indicated above. Unlike for the second row, we have not
indicated who is the god represented at the end of each column, because in each case it is a seated

Osiris wearing the white crown.
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Tab. 1 (continued)

Spell 142

Remarks

® [ Wsir nbw hh
? 0 Osiris, gold of the millions

Epithet used for different deities (LGG Ill, 703-704).

107 Wsir B3(t)-(R)pyt
10 0 Osiris Ba(t)-(R)epyt

Association with another divine entity — Ba(t)-(R)epyt — whose
function is not clear (LGG Il, 736).

X [ Wsir-Pth nb ‘nh
'1 0 Osiris-Ptah lord of life

Association with Ptah, a major deity (LGG Il, 546). A chapel
dedicated to the form “Osiris-Ptah lord of life” is attested in
Karnak, see Coulon 2016; Coulon, Hallman, Payraudeau 2018.

12 [ Wsir hnty R-saw
'2 0 Osiris foremost of Rosetau

Rosetau is the necropolis, so the presence of Osiris is
understandable as the god who oversees the dead. It also
explains why there are various epithets constructed with
Rosetau (see below 31, 32 and 43). Additionally, the title
“foremost of Rosetau” is frequently used with other deities (LGG
V, 826).

3 [ Wsir hr(y)-ib hast-f
'3 0 Osiris in the middle of his
desert

Usually, the epithet is “the one who is the middle of the desert,”
without the possessive. In any case, this epithet is commonly
attributed to both Osiris and Horus (LGG V, 343).

Y [ Wsir m ‘ndty
4 0 Osiris in Andjty

Andijty is both the designation of the 9" nome of Lower Egypt,
whose capital was Busiris, as well as a god of Busiris. The god is
in fact a form of Osiris (LGG I, 175-176). In this example two
translations are grammatically possible: “Osiris in Andjty” as
well as “Osiris as Andjty.” We suggest reading the preposition m
as “in” + geographical place here (see below), that is the first
option.

5 [ Wsir m Shty
15 0 Osiris in Sehety

The toponym Sehety may be situated to the South of Memphis
(21% nome of Upper Egypt, see Yoyotte 1963, 101-106) or it is a
variant of Heseret, the necropolis of Hermopolis (LGG Il, 556).

16 [ Wsir m Sawty

16 0 Osiris in Assiut

Assiut is a well-known toponym in Middle Egypt (on this form of
Osiris, see LGG II, 561).

7 [ Wsir m Ndf(®)
170 Osiris in Nedjef(et)

Nedjefet is a toponym situated in the 13" or 14™ nome of Upper
Egypt (Jacquet-Gordon 1962, 205). On this form of Osiris, see
LGG I1, 550.

'8 [ Wsir m rsy
'8 0 Osiris in the South

A vague geographical indication (LGG II, 551).

1% i Wsirm P

19 0 Osiris in Pe

Buto is a well-known town in Lower Egypt (LGG Il, 544).

20 { Wsir m Nerw
29 0 Osiris in Netjeru

Behbeit el-Hagar, center for a cult to Isis in the Delta (LGG I,
549).
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Spell 142

Remarks

21 { Wsir m S3w

210 Osiris in Sais

Sais, well known town in the Delta (LGG Il, 560).

22 [ Wsir m bik
%2 0 Osiris in the city of the
falcon

The precise location of the city of the falcon is unknown (LGG I,
543). The preposition m can also be read as, “as” (“Osiris as the
falcon”), because other versions omit m (“Osiris the falcon”), an
epithet also present in demotic document according to LGG |I,
543.

23 [ Wsir m Wnw

%3 0 Osiris in Wenu

Hermopolis is a well-known town in Middle Egypt (LGG Il, 542).

24 [ Wsir m R3-Hnnt
24 0 Osiris in Ro-Henen

Illahun in the Fayum (LGG II, 550, see also Quack 2000, 78).

25 [ Wsir m ‘pr

%5 0 Osiris in Aper

There are two different possibilities for the location Aper: a
sanctuary for Osiris, maybe at the North of Memphis or a place in
the funerary context (LGG I, 539).

26 [ Wsir m Qfaw
26 0 Osiris in Qefenu

Qefenu is an unknown locality (LGG Il, 565).

%7 [ Wsir m Skr-Pd-$ hnty niwt:f
%7 0 Osiris in Sokar-Pedj-she,
foremost of his city

Sokar-Pedj-she is an unknown toponym (LGG Il, 564), the
addition of “foremost of his city” seems to be a unique addition
in this papyrus.

28 I’

T Wsir m Psgkr
?8 0 Osiris in Pesegeker.

Pesegeker is an unknown toponym. On this form of Osiris, see
LGG I, 545.

2% [ Wsir m stf imy(t) T3-mh
2 0 Osiris in his place in Lower
Egypt

This may be a reference to the major cultic center in the Delta,
(i.e., Busiris) or it may more generally indicate a form of Osiris in
Lower Egypt. His parallel form, “Osiris in his place in Upper
Egypt,” may also appear in the spell (LGG II, 559).

30 Wsir m stf imy(®) pt
39 0 Osiris in his place in the
sky

With this title, Osiris is also present in the sky.

31 [ Wsir m stf imy(t) R-st3w
31 0 Osiris in his place in

Rosetau

32 [ Wsir m st-f imy(t) R-staw
32 0 Osiris in his place in
Rosetau

For an unknown reason, the scribe has repeated the same epithet
twice. The association of Osiris with the necropolis (Roseteau) is
well attested, but he is usually “foremost of Rosetau” (see number
12 above).

33 [ Wsir m Nsty
33 0 Osiris in Nesty (in the Two
Thrones?)

Nesty is an unknown toponym. Some occurrences register
“Osiris in Nedjesty” (see P. Greenfield 35e,12). LGG (ll, 550)
wonders if it is a toponym but decides that it has been changed
to “Osiris an den beiden Thronsitzen”.
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Tab. 1 (continued)

Spell 142

Remarks

347 Wsir m ltfz-wr

34 0 Osiris in ltefa-wer

Itefa-wer is a locality near Heliopolis where a sanctuary of Osiris
was located, but its exact position is unknown (Goyon 1967,
133, n. 210; El-Banna 1989, 108).

33 [ Wsir Skr
33 0 Osiris-Sokar

The association of Osiris with Sokar is well attested (LGG I,
563-564).

36 [ Wsir hgs dt
36 0 Osiris ruler of eternity

A chapel of Osiris Heka-djet is present in Karnak, see Coulon
2016; Coulon, Hallman, Payraudeau 2018. The title is quite
common and can be used for many deities, see LGG V, 531-532.

37 Wsir wt(y)

37 0 Osiris the begetter

Epithet for Osiris, but also for other deities (LGG Il, 597-598).

38 [ Wsir nb inr
38 0 Osiris lord of Iner

Iner is an unknown toponym (LGG Il, 539).

3% [ Wsir m sk(tt)
32 0 Osiris in the night-boat

This is a reference to the boat of Re, used during his nocturnal
journey. According to LGG (ll, 563), this epithet referred to an
unknown toponym Skw, present only in this spell, rather than a
reference to a boat.

40 { Wsir nb dt
4% 0 Osiris lord of eternity

A chapel of Osiris Neb-djet is attested in North Karnak (see
Coulon 2016; Coulon, Hallman, Payraudeau 2018). The epithet is
common and used with other deities, see LGG Ill, 791-792.

41 I?

T Wsir ity
“1 0 Osiris the sovereign

This title is very common and is used for many deities as well as
for the Pharaoh (LGG |, 588-590).

2 [ Wsir n Tayt
42 0 Osiris of Tayt

Tayt is a toponym in Lower Egypt. The preposition n “of,” is used
instead of m “in.”

43 [ Wsir m R-staw

%30 Osiris in Ro-setau

Ro-setau (already mentioned in numbers 12, 31 and 32) is the
necropolis. On this form of Osiris, see LGG Il, 550.

“4 [ Wsir m hr(y)-ib St
“4 0 Osiris as He-who-is-upon-
his-sand

Epithet of Osiris that seems to appear only in BD 141/142 (LGG
V, 347). The meaning is not entirely clear, though probably
refers to a mythological event.

43 [ Wsir hnty sh idwt
“3 0 Osiris foremost of the hall
of the cows

This epithet of Osiris is found only in this spell (LGG V,
859-860), it is not clear to understand to what it refers.

46 [ Wsir m Tnnt
46 0 Osiris in Tjenenet

Tjenenet is the name of a sanctuary. For this form of Osiris, see
LGG I, 568.

47 [ Wsir m Dny(®)
47 0 Osiris in Deny(t)

Unknown toponym (LGG Il, 549).
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Spell 142

Remarks

“8 [ Wsirm Siz

48 _9 Osiris in Sia

Unknown toponym (LGG Il, 561).

4% [ Wsir m Bdst
4% 0 Osiris in Bedeshet

Unknown toponym (LGG Il, 544).

50 Wsir m Dp

3% 0 Osiris in Dep

Buto, well known toponym in the Delta.

1 [ Wsir m S3w hrt
>1 0 Osiris in Higher Sais

Higher Sais was a part of Sais (?), it is usually accompanied by
the “Lower Sais.” (LGG Il, 560-561).

>2 [ Wsir m Npr(t)
32 0 Osiris in Neper(et)

Unknown toponym (LGG ll, 549).

53 [ Wsir m Snw
>3 0 Osiris in Shenu

Shenu may represent a toponym in the 16" nome of Upper Egypt
(LGG 11, 565).

>4 [ Wsir m Hknt
>* 0 Osiris in Hekenet

Unknown toponym (LGG Il, 556).

>% [ Wsir m T3-skr
> 0 Osiris in the land of Sokar

Toponym in the Atfih area (22" nome of Upper Egypt), according
to LGG I, 567.

56 7 Wsir m S33(w)
56 0 Osiris in Sha(u)

Unknown toponym (LGG Il, 564).

>7 [ Wsir f3 Hr

37 0 Osiris He-who-carries-
Horus

This epithet is probably a reference to Osiris as father of Horus
(LGG 1N, 189).

>8 [ Wsir m Hn
%8 0 Osiris in Hen

Hen seems to be a toponym located in the Memphite area,
according to LGG (ll, 552), but could also be read, “Osiris in the
chest,” which is attested in the Book of Hours (P. BM EA 10569,
col. 16, 26; see also LGG Il, 552).
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Tab. 2: Translation of the second row (shrine of the lower part, spell 141).

Spell 141 God represented at the end of each
column®®
59 [ Wsir hnty imntyw Osiris seated

59 -9 Osiris foremost of the Westerners

60 [Rr_Hr_Bbty
€0 0 Ra-Horakhty

Ra-Horakhty seated

1 i Nwn A seated god
61 0 Nun

o2 i M3t Maat seated
2 0 Maat

3 fwiz n R A boat

630 boat of Ra

64 7 ftm
640 Atum

A seated god

65 [ psdt 3t

65 0 the Great Ennead

A seated god

66 [ psdt ndst

66 0 the Small Ennead

A seated god

67 [ Hr nb wrrt
67 0 Horus lord of the Great One
(i.e., the crown of Upper Egypt)

A seated god with the crowns of
Upper and Lower Egypt

8 7 Sw A seated god

8 0 Shu

9 [ Tfnwt A seated goddess
69 0 Tefnut

7°7Gb A seated god
7°0 Geb

7t Nwt A seated goddess
71 0 Nut

46 We have not remarked on this spell as we did for the names of Osiris. Instead, we include a
general comment at the end of the translation. However, we identify the god represented at the end
of each column, as contrary to the first row that only describes Osiris, the second row includes

many different deities.
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Spell 141 God represented at the end of each
column

727 3st A seated goddess

720 Isis

73 [ Nb-hwt A seated goddess

73 0 Nephthys

74 [ Hwt-k3 nb r-dr

74 0 Mansion-of-kas, lady of all (cow 1)

A seated god

75 [ [mnt(y) hntt st=s

75 0 Amenet foremost of her seat (cow 2)

A seated goddess

76 3h-bit

76 0 Akh-bit (cow 3)

A seated god

77 [ﬂﬂ' sch

77 0 She-who-envelops-the-god-in-bandages (cow 4)

A seated god

78 [ wr-mrt=s dSrw

78 0 She-the-love-of-whom-is-great, red-one (cow 5)

A seated god with a red crown

79_9 She-who-joins-life, coloured-one (cow 6)

A seated god

80 7 Shmt rn=s m hmt-s

80 0 She-whose-name-is-powerful-in-her-craft (cow 7)

A seated lion-headed goddess

81 [ k3 B3y idt
81 0 the bull, male of the cow

A seated god

82 [ shm nfr hmw nfr m pt mhtt

82 0 good powerful one, good steering oar of the northern

sky

A steering oar

8 [ dbn sSm-tswy hm nfr m pt imntt

8 0 the one who travels around, head of the Two Lands,

good steering oar of the western sky

A steering oar

84 3hw hr(y)-ib ‘hm hm nfr m pt i3btt

84 0 radiance in the middle of the (estate of) the images,

good steering oar of the eastern sky

A steering oar

8 [ hntt hr(y)-ib hwt dSr hm nfr m pt rst
85 0 foremost in the middle of the red estate, good steering

oar of the southern sky

A steering oar

86} (Dmst

86 0 Amset

A seated god
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Tab. 2 (continued)

Spell 141 God represented at the end of each
column

87 Hpy A seated god

87 0 Hapy

88 | Dw3-mwit-f A seated god

88 0 Duamutef

8 [ Qbh-snw-f A seated god

8 0 Qebehsenuf

0 [ jtrt Sm* A shrine
90 0 Shrine of Upper Egypt

71 I skt A boat
%1 0 Night-boat

92 [ m'ndt A boat
92 0 Day-boat

3 [ ntrw rsyw A seated god
%3 0 southern gods

4 [ ntrw mhtyw A seated god
94 0 northern gods

93 [ ntrw imntyw A seated god
%5 0 westerner gods

% I ntrw isbtyw A seated god
96 0 easterner gods

o7 [ngrw m3styw A seated god
97 0 gods who belong to the knees (?)

%8 [ ntrw htpyw A seated god
%8 0 gods who rest

[ pr-wr A shrine of Upper Egypt
%9 0 Great House

190 pr-nsr A shrine of Lower Egypt
9% 0 House of the Flame

100 P ntrw 3t(y)w Three snakes

191 0 gods who belong to the mound

92 nerw 3htyw A seated god
192 0 gods who belong to the horizon

103 { ntrw shtyw A seated god

193 0 gods who belong to the field
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Spell 141

God represented at the end of each
column

104 f ntrw prtyw

104 _g gods who belong to the house

A seated god

193 [ ntrw nstyw
9% 0 gods who belong to the throne

A seated god

106 7 ntrw wawt rswt

106 _9 gods of the southern ways

Three seated gods

7 [ ntrw wawt mhwt
97 0 gods of the northern ways

Three seated gods

198 [ ntrw wawt imntwt
198 0 gods of the western ways

Three seated gods

199 [ ntrw wawt i3btwt

199 0 gods of the eastern ways

Three seated gods

119 7 sbaw dwst A gate
110 0 gates of the underworld

111 sbhwt dwst A portal
11 0 portals of the underworld

112 [ sbhwt Staw A portal
12 0 the secret portals

13 3w Staw A door
13 0 the secret doors

14 7 jtrty Sm* A shrine

114 0 the two shrines of the South

115 7 s3w-3 shaw dwst

1% 0 doorkeepers of the gates of the underworld

A male doorkeeper seated with a
knife

118 [ staw(-hr) s3w w3t

'€ 0 hidden(-faces) who guard of the way

A female doorkeeper seated with a
knife

The first list (BD 142) provides 58 names of Osiris (Tab. 1); the second list (BD 141)
begins with one name of Osiris followed by 57 names of other divine entities (Tab. 2).
The names of the deities and personifications in spell 141 (Tab. 2), though it is
not a central part of this study, suggest a structural framework to this composition:
1. Deities 59-67: major deities, starting with Osiris himself and his most common
epithet: “foremost of the Westerners”. He is followed by members of the Ennead
or deities involved in the creation of the world (i.e., Nun), as well as the impor-
tant mode of transport of the most important god in the process of creation: the

solar god and his boat.
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2. Deities 68-73: other members of the Ennead of Heliopolis.

3. Divine entities 74—-81: the cows and the bull of spell 148, who furnishes the de-
ceased with offerings. Surprisingly, with the exception of the lion goddess (80)
because of the presence of the name “Sekhmet” which suggests a link with the
lioness in her name, the cows are represented as male deities instead of female.

4. Divine entities 82-85: the four steering oars of each cardinal point of the sky,
which are also found in spell 148, provide the dead with provisions.

5. Deities 86—89: the four sons of Horus.

6. Divine entities 91-92: the two boats of Ra for his travel during day and night.

7. Divine entities 93-109: general indications of gods and the two important
shrines representing Upper and Lower Egypt (99 and 100).

8. Divine entities 110-116: gates, portals, and their doorkeepers, and a shrine.

Therefore, this list shows a logical arrangement that includes deities and personifi-
cations of cultic implements (shrines, gates, barks . . .). This same arrangement is
not as clear in the case of BD 142.

4 The Various Designations of Osiris
in Spell 141/142

Starting from the version of BD 142 (Tab. 1) in the papyrus of Nedjmet, it is possible
to highlight the different ways the Egyptians described various forms of Osiris, es-
pecially in relation to a place or a toponym. These denominations are displayed in
the table below, according to their structure (Tab. 3).

Tab. 3: The designations and functions of Osiris.

Osiris + name of Function of a god (one or two Names with hnty “foremost”

another deity substantives)

Osiris Wennefer (1)*7 lord of life (2), with Ptah (11) foremost of Gaa (4) (unknown place)

Osiris Ankhty (2) lord of all (3) foremost of the wenet-sanctuary (7)

Osiris Orion (5) lord of eternity (40) foremost of Rosetau (12)

Osiris Ba(t)-(R)epyt (10) lord of Iner (38) (unknown foremost of the hall of the cows (45)
toponym)

47 The number in brackets refers to the column number in the papyrus.
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The Names of Osiris

Osiris + name of
another deity

Function of a god (one or two
substantives)

Names with hnty “foremost”

Osiris-Ptah lord of
life (11)

ruler of eternity (36)

foremost of his city (27)

Osiris-Sokar (35)

the protector (6)

foremost of the Westerners (59)

gold of the millions (9)

Names with hr(y)-ib “in the
middle of”

the begetter (37)

in the middle of his desert (13)

the sovereign (41)

He-who-carries-Horus (57)

Names with m “in” (or “as”)

Well known toponyms

Identification

Unknown toponyms

(in) the North Chapel (8)

chapel in Sais, Delta

in the city of the falcon (22)

in Andjty (14)

Busiris, Delta

in Qefenu (26)

in Sehety (15)

south of Memphis?

in Sokar-Pedj-she, foremost of his
city 27)

in Assiut (16)

Upper Egypt

in Pesegeker (28)

in Nedjef(et) (17)

Upper Egypt

in Nesty (33)

in Pe (19)

Buto, Delta

in Deny(t) (47)

in Netjeru (20)

Behbeit el-Hagar, Delta

in Sia (48)

in Sais (21)

Delta

in Bedeshet (49)

in Wenu (23)

Hermopolis, Upper Egypt

in Neper(et) (52)

in Ro-Henen (24)

Illahun, Fayum

in Hekenet (54)

in Aper (25)

North of Memphis or
mythological place?

in Sha(u) (56)

in Itefa-wer (34)

near Heliopolis

in Higher Sais (51)

part of Sais, Delta

in Dep (50)

Buto, Delta

in Shenu (53)

in the 16™ nome of Upper Egypt?

in the land of Sokar (55)

in Atfih area, 22" nome of Upper Egypt

in Hen (58)

Memphite area or a chest?
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Tab. 3 (continued)

Osiris + name of Function of a god (one or two
another deity substantives)

General places

in the South (18) very general

in Ro-setau (43) the necropolis
in his place in Rosetau

(31 and 32)

in Tjenenet (46) a sanctuary

in his place in Lower general

Egypt (29)

in his place in the general

sky (30)

in the night-boat (39) a specific place

Variant with n “of”

of Tayt (42) Lower Egypt

Name with m “as”

as He-who-is-upon-his-sand (44)

Based on the texts examined in this study, it is possible to draw some conclu-

sions about how the designations of Osiris were structured (Tab. 3):

Double names: Osiris is followed by the name of another deity. Most of the gods
with which Osiris is associated are well-known (Wennefer, Ankhty, Orion, Ptah,
and Sokar) and their association is easily understandable, except for the lesser-
known Bat-Repyt.*®

Names that indicate a function of the god: one or two substantives or construc-
tion with nb “lord.” Many functions listed here are well-known, but not all.
When “lord” is followed by a geographical indication, it is assumed that it cor-
responds to the major center cult of the deity.*® In other cases it seems to indi-
cate a specific function or aspect of the deity, whose meaning or role is not
always evident.”°

Names with hnty “foremost” or hr(y)-ib “in the middle of.” The title “foremost
of the Westerners” is one of the most common epithets for Osiris, representing

48 About the possible meaning of the name of the deity, see Ward 1977, 265-269.
49 Kurth 1983, 182; Budde 2011, 3-4.
50 See some examples with the construction with nb in Budde 2011, 2-3.
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the fundamental function of Osiris as the god in charge of the dead who were
buried in the West. There is also an Osirian Chapel in Karnak and another one
in Medamud dedicated to this aspect of Osiris.”! As for the other examples in
this papyrus, they should be studied in comparison with other functions struc-
tured with pnty. So far, we can see that they refer to general places and not to
specific localities or towns. More generally, it seems that when a toponym fol-
lowed hnty, it indicated the presence of a local cult of the god as a guest.*?

—  For hr(y)-ib “in the middle of” (lit. “in the heart of”), it also seems to refer to the
presence of a god as a host in a cultic center.”® K. Eaton even suggested that a
god’s presence in a cult center could be achieved not only through a statue, but
also by another kind of representation of the deity, such as mentioning them in
texts or depicting them in scenes on temple walls.”*

— Names with m “in.” As already mentioned by M. Mosher, it is not clear if the
preposition m always means “in” or if in some cases it should be translate “as,”
both being grammatically correct.”®> When a toponym is securely identified, the
translation should be rendered as “in,” in reference to a local cultic center for
the god, most certainly as a guest. The structure with m is the most frequently
attested form in spell 141/142.

In her study on Osiris in the temple of Edfu, S. Cauville argued that m refers to a
local god in the temple, hr(y)-ib indicates a temporary presence of the god as a guest
in a temple, while hnty is used to highlight the fact that the god is particularly impor-
tant in the temple.”® D. Kurth also wonders if hnt(y), m, and n could refer to a local
presence of a god as a guest, rather than as the main god at the shrine. He added that
this local god would have his own temple in addition to the one in which they visit as
guests.”” To summarize, the local presence of a god as a guest could be indicated by
the use of hnt(y) “foremost of,” hr(y)-ib “in the middle of,” m “in,” and n “of.” Con-
versely, the main god of a cultic center was described through the term, nb “lord,” fol-
lowed by a geographical place. Unfortunately, the precise significance of the form of
the god according to the expression used is still difficult to apprehend. The association
with other deities through double names as well as the use of substantives, including
nb “lord” without toponyms, highlighted the different functions of a god, but they are
not always clearly understandable.

51 Coulon 2016; Coulon/Hallmann/Payraudeau 2018; Coulon 2017.
52 Budde 2011, 3-4.

53 Kurth 1983, 182-183; Budde 2011, 3—4; Eaton 2012.

54 Eaton 2012.

55 Mosher 2020, 535.

56 Cauville 1983, 180.

57 Kurth 1983, 183.
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5 Preliminary Remarks on Names
and Local Forms of Osiris

As indicated above, the use of m “in” with a geographical indication is the most com-
mon way to designate forms of Osiris in spell 141/142. We can wonder if it is not pos-
sible to link the presence of Osirian Chapels or other Osirian structures in different
temples with the forms of the denomination of the god constructed with m “in,” but
this seems difficult to prove. In fact, some of the forms of Osiris mentioned in the
spell, such as Osiris Wennefer, Osiris foremost of the Westerners, Osiris Neb-ankh
(“lord of life”), Osiris-Ptah Neb-ankh (“lord of life”), Osiris Heqga-djet (“ruler of eter-
nity”), Osiris Neb-djet (“lord of eternity”) were venerated in independent chapels in
the precinct of other deities (e.g., the Osirian Chapels in the precinct of the temple of
Karnak and in Medamud).’® Osirian structures were also placed on the roofs of tem-
ples, such as in Dendara.”” But among these forms, none are constructed with m.
This does not exclude the possibility that other minor structures, such as small chap-
els, were consecrated to forms of Osiris, as it was certainly the case in many temples
in Egypt. With the diffusion of the cult of Osiris and the performance of the Festival
of Khoiak, which took place throughout Egypt after the inundation of the Nile, the
forms of the god would have been multiplied. It is also possible that in parallel to the
presence of the god in real and established cultic centers, mythological places were
also attributed to Osiris. Thus, it is somewhat difficult to understand the genuine cul-
tic dimension of each form of the god. Furthermore, alternative forms of Osiris were
added to or removed from the various versions of spell 141/142, as well as in other
litanies of the god. To understand how scribes selected the denominations of Osiris
in a specific version more clearly, it is important to compare the different versions of
spell 142 and to examine the titles of Osiris in other sources, such as titles of priests
or inscriptions in temples. In this way, we can determine if some of these texts were
used in the course of cultic performances.

Based on spell 141/142, it is thus possible to examine the presence of names of
gods in long chains and to identify the various ways they are designated. Further-
more, this litany allows us to consider the diversity in the construction of divine
names in ancient Egypt and furnishes a starting point to question the modern terms
used in this context. Finally, it seems that the terms “epithet” or “theonym” are
somewhat limited to render all the kind of constructed items that describes a deity.
Therefore, the notion of “onomastic sequences,” as suggested by C. Bonnet and her
team, seems more suitable to describe the litanies.®® This term is more flexible and

58 Coulon 2016; Coulon/Hallmann/Payraudeau 2018; Coulon 2017.
59 See Cauville 1997.
60 Bonnet/Bianco/Galoppin/Guillon/Laurent/Lebreton/Porzia, 2018.
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adaptable to the kinds of denomination found in very long god lists, which enabled
ancient Egyptians to invoke a deity in all its forms and functions.
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Mark S. Smith
Divine Epithets as Perspectival Discourse

1 Introduction

This essay offers some consideration of divine “epithets,” the term of choice in the
title of the Toulouse project, or as the Toulouse team puts it in a recent article, “le
binéme «théonyme — épithéte/épiclése»” or “sequence ou formule onomastique”.!
Epithets like names are descriptors, in other words, linguistic markers of identity.
As such, formally they are to be situated within a grammatical description. Accord-
ingly, at the outset it is to be noted that epithets consist primarily of non-verbal,
atemporal syntax.” In this respect they resemble non-verbal PNs as well as the syn-
tax of lists (as in administrative or economic lists or lists of deities or offerings).
Lists comprise largely and sometimes exclusively of non-verbal syntax; the verbal
syntax that is attested in lists is often dependent on nominal, non-verbal syntax.
The epithets to be discussed below are often single appositional terms with or with-
out single construct phrases. Sometimes the epithets entail more complex non-
verbal syntax. For the sake of convenience, I would call these cases either “complex
epithets” or “epithet-strings.”? Insofar as they entail nominal syntax, such atempo-
ral epithets are chiefly appositional substantives, construct or participial phrases,
or nominal relative clauses. These fit Ellen van Wolde’s (2009, 105-6) cognitive
grammatical classification of “nominal profiles” that may further express “rela-
tional profiles” (for example, with prepositional phrases). For these complex usages
below, I use the term “epithet-string.” Epithets (whether simple or complex) with
similar content or theme clustered” in a single context constitute what may be
dubbed an “epithet-field” (on analogy with Wortfeld, “word-field” or “semantic
field”).” Further distinctions are noted below.

1 Bonnet et al. 2019. See also Bonnet et al. 2019. The term “epithet” is used also by, among others,
Rahmouni 2008 and Nagy 1990. A divine epithet may include a divine name, e.g., btlt ‘nt, “Maiden
Anat” or zbl ym, “Prince Yamm”, while a divine title may be construed more narrowly as the appli-
cation of a predicate to a deity but without her or his name, for example, the titles mlk, “king,” and
zbl, “prince.” The broader usage represented by epithets is characteristic for West Semitic texts.

2 For atemporal syntactical relations in Biblical Hebrew, see van Wolde 2009, 130-50. I would not
include predicative participles of independent clauses for this discussion of epithets.

3 As these include constructs, attributive or appositional constructions, such “strings” show “the
head.” In this respect, they differ from a “word chain” (which “chains together entities” and does
not distinguish the “head”) as used by van der Merwe et al. 1999, 239.

4 Cf. “cluster of attributes” in cognitive linguistics as used in biblical lexicography, e.g., Widder
2014, 13.

5 Lexical field-theory was introduced by the German linguist Jost Trier in his 1931 Bonn disserta-
tion, Der deutsche Wortschatz im Sinnbezirk des Verstandes; see Lehrer 1974. For semantic fields in

3 Open Access. © 2022 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110798432-003


https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110798432-003

42 — MarkS. Smith

The main corpora for my remarks are the Late Bronze Age texts from the site of
Ugarit and the Iron Age and later texts of the Hebrew Bible, with some reference made
to other West Semitic languages and dialects as well as Akkadian. I have chosen the
expression “perspectival discourse” in order to emphasize the range of social and polit-
ical “work” that epithets may perform.® Because epithets may give the impression of
general knowledge about deities, they may obscure their ideological underpinnings.
Like labels deployed for different historical phenomena (e.g., “America”), epithets for
deities are not a form of objective knowledge. They served as resources for expressing
perspectival discourse that may embed various elements of ideological production and
projection; in this respect, they may function both descriptively and prescriptively.
Today I begin with some introductory considerations about divine epithets drawn from
the Late Bronze Age texts of Ugarit, and then proceed to two case studies, one taken
from Iron Age Israel and the other based on Yehudian sources of the Persian period.

2 Background

In the twentieth century, the Ugaritic texts revolutionized the area of West Semitic
divine names and epithets. Following the decipherment of the Ugaritic alphabetic
script in the early 1930s and the production of text editions through the Second
World War, the 1950s witnessed numerous studies devoted to individual deities,’
along with discussions of their epithets.® It was assumed that a given deity had a
single name yet multiple epithets.” This assumption appears reflected indigenously
in so-called Ugaritic deity-lists, which do not include titles for individual deities.®
It was also assumed that like divine names divine titles or epithets would recur over
a given corpus, although the exigencies of poor attestation might preclude such an
expectation in some cases. As a result, an epithet might be attested only once, but
the vast majority of cases were expected to occur multiple times. Perhaps more im-
portant for researchers in the twentieth century, the name and epithets of any given

biblical studies, see Barr 1987, 136, 170-73. Cf. “lexical set,” in Widder 2014, 17-18 and 19-20,
based on van der Merwe 2006.

6 The term “work” as used here falls broadly under the grammatical rubric of pragmatics. See Lev-
inson 1983.

7 Smith 2001, 53, 66, 117 n. 232, 154. See the listings in Pope 1994, 385-86. The line of work has
been re-opened in recent years in dissertations directed by Herbert Niehr in Tiibingen and by John
McLaughlin and J. Glen Taylor in Toronto School of Theology.

8 For example, Pope 1964, 235-312; Cooper 1981; Knutzon 1981; Rahmouni 2008; Bernstein 2009.

9 See the discussion of Zernecke 2013. Note also Stahl 2020.

10 Information from Ugaritic deity-lists is conveniently assembled in Pardee 2002, 11-24. See fur-
ther Roche-Hawley 2012, 149-78.
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deity were expected to tally to a picture or profile consistent over the corpus in
question. Some epithets denoting rank would be applied to multiple deities, such
as zbl, commonly glossed as “prince” and applied to Baal, Yamm, Yarih, and per-
haps Rp’u; note similarly ’ilt, “goddess,” for both Anat and Athirat or ’‘amt “female
slave,” for lower rank servant-goddesses." Similarly, titles denoting relationship
also apply to multiple deities, such as “beloved of El,” mdd ’il, for Yamm, Arsh and
Mot (cf. ydd ’il also for Mot). By contrast, some markers of relationships may apply
to one particular deity within a given corpus (e.g., ’ab, “father,” for El or Baal as bn
dgn, “the son of Dagan”). Moreover, some traits reflected in epithets would tend to
be specific (or perhaps “distinctive” in Gregory Nagy’s terms'?) to particular deities
within a given corpus (e.g., the titles of craftsmanship such as hrs yd and hyn, un-
surprisingly applied only to the craftsman god, Kothar).

Older deity studies would further analyze passages in which a deity appeared,
working on the assumption that there would be significant —though perhaps not
entire— consistency between the name, epithets and titles on the one side and tex-
tual representations on the other side. A further enterprise involved comparisons
with other deities perceived to be similar in any number of traits. The result was a
series of types of deities, or perhaps in retrospect, stereotypes of deities. Overall
this approach taken through much of the twentieth century was not particularly
driven by theoretical considerations; it was considered the result of the compilation
of data. An exception in this regard was the appropriation of theory from Homeric
studies conducted by Milman Parry and his student, Albert B. Lord, particularly in
the latter’s well known book, The Singer of Tales.'> It was Lord’s Harvard colleague,
Frank Moore Cross, who drew on Lord’s work about divine titles** to forge his view
that “epithets expand and contract in a variety of lengths suitable to metrical form in
orally composed poetry.”” Overall, Cross’ appropriation of Lord’s work reinforced the

11 This information as well as the following derives from Rahmouni 2008.

12 For his distinction between “generic” and “distinctive” epithets, see Nagy 1990, 18-35, esp.
22-23. For Nagy (p. 23), “distinctive” epithets are “capsules of traditional themes associated with
the noun described. A distinctive epithet is like a small theme song that conjures up a thought-
association with the traditional essence of an epic figure, thing, or concept.” Any number of West
Semitic epithets, such as DN + GN (see below), might be placed in this category. However, the ex-
ample cited by Nagy, namely Odysseus as polutlas, “much-suffering,” denotes this figure’s repeated
experience, a type of epithet hardly found in the Ugaritic corpus.

13 See Lord 2000. The issue continued to be a matter of discussion in Homeric scholarship, e.g.,
Nagy 1990, 18-35.

14 Cross 1973, 52, 112, 117. See further Cross 1998, 24-29. Here Cross refers to “poetic formulae”
and “oral formulae,” but not specifically to divine titles; still for Cross, such formulae included di-
vine titles (as shown by his reference to “divine epithets” on p. 26). These discussions belong to
Cross’ larger intellectual project to reconstruct ancient Israel’s epic tradition on analogy with Ho-
meric epic. For this project, see Smith 2014.

15 Cross 1973, 52.
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notion of the regularity of divine titles in Ugaritic and biblical literatures, despite the
consensus in the field that meter is not a hallmark of West Semitic poetry. This ap-
proach also reinforced a further assumption that epithets were “traditional” elements
available to composers.

As a result of this approach taken in the twentieth century, West Semitic divine
epithets were viewed with a certain stability (perhaps even “solidness”). In this re-
spect, divine epithets exemplified the approach or attitude of philology at the time:
cataloguing and studying words in order to build foundations for further studies.
Titles, like words more generally, were felt to enjoy a sort of regularity and solidity
that could be unpacked and used to build a larger picture of divinity. Thus, schol-
arly works crafted lists of divine epithets'® that were felt to express sides of deities
in addition to their very own names. Epithets, like names, were assumed to be ex-
pressive of largely stable divine identities over time and place. Moreover, epithets
were felt to be little expressive of spheres apart from religion, unless the content of
a given epithet suggested otherwise.

I say all this in order to point to what we did not do in the twentieth century,
and how this may change in the twenty-first century. Let me offer five points in this
regard. First, no one wrote a grammar —and more specifically a syntax— of West Se-
mitic divine titles in the manner as was done for divine names. While there have
been exceptions for specific classes of epithets, notably the four types of DNs +
GNs, there has been no grammatical work for epithets along the lines of Herbert
Huffmon’s grammatical analysis of personal names in his book, Amorite Personal
Names in the Mari Texts."” Like administrative texts, Ugaritic divine titles tend to
reflect nominal syntax, and morphologically they tend to reflect nouns more than
adjectival forms. Construct phrases and single nouns in apposition are the most
common constructions for divine epithets. Notably, this is no less true for many per-
sonal names with theophoric elements. Yet while personal names are dominated by
verbal syntax of suffix and prefix indicative forms predicated with or without theo-
phoric elements, by contrast participles represent a major verbal form used in titles.
Out of the 112 divine epithets analyzed by Aicha Rahmouni, we may count nine or
perhaps eleven participles and no other verbal forms.'® (Notably participial syntax
for divine titles is hardly uncommon outside of the Ugaritic texts.'”) Interestingly,

16 Note the listing of 10 epithets in Cooper 1983, compared with 112 compiled by Rahmouni 2008.
To be sure, Cooper’s entries generally focus on biblical parallels and some mention epithets in pass-
ing in the discussions of divine names.

17 Huffmon 1965.

18 Rahmouni 2008, #10, #13, #29, #42, #55, #65, #93, #96, #105 and perhaps #79 and #92.

19 For a standard example of DN + participle of *ytb (for residence or enthronement)/*$kn (for resi-
dence) + b- + GN, see Smith. 2016, 75-76, #3, and 77.
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two titles claimed by Rahmouni include a nominal relative clause.?® In sum, even
the verbs and clauses in titles reflect nominal syntax.

Second, diachronic dimensions of titles largely were secondary to or subsumed
under a general synchronic perspective in older discussions. In the case of Ugaritic,
this is hardly surprising since the text corpus was produced within a relatively short
period of time unlike Akkadian, Hebrew, Aramaic or Greek corpora. This situation, at
least in the case of Ugaritic, reinforced generalization about deities and their titles,
which were further reinforced by generalizations about similar types of deities across
cultures (the parade case of this approach was the “patternism” reflected in Gaster’s
Thespis). However, more nuanced means have been applied to the study of deities
and their epithets. The recognition of “God in translation” across cultures and not
simply God in comparison has become a major issue in West Semitics and further
afield.* Similarly, the specific impacts of different cultures on divine epithets has
come into play in a major way. For example in Aren M. Wilson-Wright’s study of the
West Semitic goddess Athtart at Ugarit, Emar and Egypt® Athtart is called “the
daughter of Ptah”? and she may also bear an epithet apparently developed within
her Egyptian context, which supported the royal military use of horses: “mistress of
the stable who punishes (?) the enemy”.>* She is further called “lady of heaven, mis-
tress of all the gods,” formulary also applied to Hathor and Mut.” In this case, titles
may migrate within a single culture. As a further diachronic development, epithets
may come to serve as proper names for deities, such as Babylonian Banit, a standard
epithet for Nanay (traditionally the consort of Nabu).?

In cases such as these, I wonder if or to what degree or how names and titles
were distinguished in antiquity. It might be helpful heuristically to think in terms of
a range of usage and understandings for DNs and divine epithets. We know DNs the
original meanings of which were obscure yet may have received secondary interpre-
tations (Marduk, Yahweh). By contrast, many divine names bear transparent mean-
ings etymologically related to common nouns (e.g., Kothar wa-Hasis, Shapshu and
Yarih). Further different, some titles function as proper names for deities otherwise
lacking proper names (perhaps Baal, not to mention b’lt gbl). Finally, still other

20 Rahmouni 2008, #24 and #101.

21 Smith 2008.

22 Wilson-Wright 2016, 55.

23 Wilson-Wright 2016, 44.

24 Wilson-Wright 2016, 44. The title is partially reconstructed and thus somewhat hypothetical.
See also the Ptolemaic period title, “mistress of horses and the chariot, foremost of Wetjset-Hor
[name of the nome of Edfu],” in Wilson-Wright 2016, 61. It is also to be noted that Wilson-Wright
suggests an equestrian background in the West Semitic sources that in turn played in Athtart’s
Egyptian reception.

25 Wilson-Wright 2016, 57. See also her epithets, “lady of heaven, mistress of the two lands,” in
Wilson-Wright 2016, 58.

26 See van der Toorn 2019, 50-51.
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epithets do not function as divine names where there is evidence of divine names
(e.g., “Cloud-rider” for Baal or “Skilled of hands” for Kothar). There may be other
subcategories to think about in this spectrum. For example, it has been commonly
noted that there seems to be a proliferation of binomial names in the Ugaritic texts,?”
which in some cases may be considered DN + title (perhaps Kothar was-Hasis — but
the binomial is not used in deity-lists),”® and others that are not titles (e.g., “Earth-
and-Heaven” and $gr w’itm, attested in deity-lists).”” In addition, we may ask about
the degree to which binomials are a feature in the Ugaritic texts and how they are
deployed; this needs to be mapped out in detail. Overall, in considering names and
epithets, I would want to reflect more on the nature of this constructed spectrum.

Third, divine names and titles tended to be regarded largely as religious predi-
cations and relatively rarely as political or social markers. Again, in the case of Uga-
ritic, this was hardly surprising since the vast majority of divine titles are attested
in ritual or religious, literary texts. However, this operating assumption was entirely
misplaced for societies where all politics are religious and all religion is political, so
much so that these terms do not exist in West Semitic languages. Generally speak-
ing, the perspective has changed in recent years.>®

Fourth, there was little theoretical consideration of titles as markers of traits, nor
was there much consideration of the sum that any given deity’s name and titles
yielded. In other words, deities were generally assumed to be persons. (Accordingly,
in literary terms, major deities would be represented as relatively full or round char-
acters, while minor deities would figure as flat characters or agents.’) What the field
has witnessed is a mapping of how titles and other features migrate across deities in
different times and places,* accompanied by critical considerations of the notion of
personhood.?® In this discussion, any given deity can be viewed less as a person in
any full sense and more as “a representative of a generic type.”>* To some degree,

27 Cross 1973, 49 n. 23; and de Moor 1970, 223-24.

28 Information from Ugaritic deity-lists is conveniently assembled in Pardee 2002, 11-24.

29 These are not to be conflated with two deities listed together with connecting w-, e.g. tkmn w-
Snm and il w-"atrt in KTU 1.65.4-5 in Pardee 2002, 222-23 and 227-28.

30 It took me about three decades before I started looking at divine titles for their political impor-
tance. See Smith 2016, 71-98.

31 See Berlin 1994.

32 Aslong noted, e.g., Cross 1973, 49.

33 For the latter in the field of Assyriology, see Pongratz-Leisten 2011, 138-40; and Bahrani 2014,
77, using the term “bodyscape” to cover the realms of the person or self beyond the boundaries of
physicality. My thanks to Tim Hogue for bringing this reference to my attention.

34 Pongratz-Leisten 2011, 138-39. She also rightly regards the person “as a multifaceted assem-
blage of parts: the organic body, name, roles, and image, even his or her seal, which in specific
contexts could operate as an independent center for activities that were normally performed by the
individual him/herself.” Given the use of “individual” in this quote, it may be asked if it may be
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this may be the case; and while I certainly applaud recent efforts to get at ancient
conceptions of personhood and in particular its relational dimension,? I am con-
cerned that the approach to deities as representations of a generic type may be reduc-
tionistic, perhaps replaying older approaches to deities as types. I also wonder if the
effort to keep the theological questions out of play may also harbor an implicit anti-
theological project, but this is another matter. Modern scholars may prescind from
truth-claims about deities, and they should, but we are not in a position to under-
mine the truth-claims that the ancients may have held about the personhood that
their deities may have held for them. Indeed, while I applaud efforts not to get too
mired in theological issues, it seems to me that some personhood, even its cultic sys-
tem of communication may entail the deity’s persona or “mask,” is assumed of deity
based on cultural assumptions about divine-human communication in cult. Indeed,
several specifics of deities (and not just their roles such as warrior or ranks as royalty)
are not entirely transferable across deities within a given corpus, for example the lo-
cations of their abodes and the associations made with those abodes or deities’ spe-
cific emotional states, for example, Anat’s weeping, or even the seemingly similar
traits of gods that are in fact distinguished, e.g., EI’s broadly conceived *hkm as op-
posed to Kothar’s *hiss as a function of his technical know-how as a craftsman. Thus,
the question of any given deity’s “personhood” remains a desideratum. To be sure,
this particular agenda lies somewhat beyond the agenda of research on divine titles.
Still, divine titles have played into notions and expectations about divine person-
hood. A related issue is the degree to which titles may play in any mapping of notions
about types of theism. Theism comes in any number of modes, for example number
(monotheism, ditheism, tritheism, or polytheism)®® or forms (anthropomorphism,
theriomorphism or physiomorphic);*” and these may be combined in any number of
configurations, given the kaleidoscopic representation of ancient divinity. Especially
as we enter into biblical territory, issues of theology and personhood of the Bible’s
chief deity necessarily intrude and arguably loom. In our own historical and intellec-
tual Umwelt inflected by the Bible and its representations of divinity, we may have
learned in recent decades how to move around critically in our materials, yet I won-
der how well our critical perspective is working in ascertaining deities, their names
and their titles.

This all by way of background. In the following case studies, the divine epithets
are presented in relation to their temples. In these instances, divine epithets are all
that audiences are told about the gods in question. Accordingly, divine epithets are

more precise to suggest that the person is manifest via an assemblage of different dimensions of self,
including “the organic body, name, roles, and image” etc. In other words, in the case of deities
there remains recognized a divine self or person.

35 Again, rightly, Pongratz-Leisten 2011, 139.

36 See Smith 2015, 278-93.

37 See Smith 2014b and 2016, 54-57.
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in a sense all that the gods are in these texts; at the same time divine epithets
would constitute signals of the larger realities that the gods marked by them were
thought to evoke.

3 A Case Study of ba‘al bérit (Judges 8:33, 9:4) and
’el bérit (Judges 9:46): Epithets Lost in Memory?

The social processes of collective memory and amnesia and their literary enshrine-
ment may pose particular challenges to understanding the divine epithets. A case
study of divine epithets between collective memory and amnesia that I would like
to consider is the god called ba‘al bérit in Judg 8:33 and 9:4 as well as the god iden-
tified as ’él berit in Judg 9:46. As is well known, ba‘al bérit may mean either “lord of
(the) covenant” or “Baal of (the) covenant.” The interpretation of ba‘al bérit is com-
plicated further by the attestation of ’él bérit in 9:46. This construct phrase®® may
mean either “god of (the) covenant” or “El of (the) covenant.” Both could be either
divine titles or the names of gods, whether Baal or E1.*° This difficulty is not simply
a problem to be resolved by various scholarly means that would simplify the matter,
such as emendation, assumed error or historical reconstruction. As we will see, the
difficulty is itself a datum worthy of our consideration.

The scholarly literature is divided over the deity behind these two labels, and the
discussion is reviewed here in order to point to a larger point of Judges 9 about mem-
ory and composition. One approach is to see a single deity behind both divine de-
scriptions. Studer speculated that a goddess, “the lady of Beirut,” stood behind the
titles.*° Other older commentators, such as Marie-Joseph Lagrange, were followed by
Frank Moore Cross, Lawrence E. Stager, Baruch Halpern, Theodore J. Lewis and Stig
Norin, in viewing El as the god of Shechem, as suggested by ’él bérit in 9:46.*' For
Cross (echoing Marie-Joseph Lagrange and others), the combined divine name and
title, ’el ’élohé yisra’el, at Shechem in Gen 33:20 is evidence for El as the god of

38 There are other cases of DNs in construct to a common noun, for example in the BH title “Yah-
weh of Hosts.”

39 McCarthy (1978:222 n. 20) also compared the alleged North Arabian title, “Ilat of the covenant,”
citing Caskel 1958, 116. However, the interpretation is doubtful. For this information about the Tha-
mudic B inscription (HU 800), I am grateful to M. C. A. Macdonald (personal communication,
19 April 2016), who suggests reading instead: h ’th d ’l ngm, “O ’1h [god] of the lineage group of
Ngm.” A revised edition of the Thamudic B inscriptions appears on the Online Corpus of the In-
scriptions of Ancient North Arabia (OCIANA), at http://krcfm.orient.ox.ac.uk/fmi/webd#ociana.

40 On this score, see Studer 1835, 230.

41 Cross 1973, 39, 46, 47, 49, and esp. n. 23; Stager 1999, 232 n. 7; Halpern 1983, 28 n. 35; Lewis
1996; and Norin 2013, 187.
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Shechem. Cross*® suggests: “The original epithet of the Shechemite god was probably
’El dong e> ba‘al-bérit, “’El lord of Covenant.” For Cross, Gen 33:20 reflects a process
by which Yahweh had become identified secondarily with the god, El (although Yah-
weh is not mentioned in Genesis 33). Cross further based the identification of the god
of Shechem as El in Judges 8-9 on his reading of il brt in KTU 1.128.14-15 as “El of
covenant.”*® This phrase appears to be syntactically appositional to ’il dn in line 16,
which Cross took as “El the judge.” However, ’ilbrt has also been thought in this text
to refer to the god Ilabrat and the latter to “the powerful El,” with dn deriving from
Hurrian diin-, “to be able, to have power,” according to Meindert Dijkstra.** In view
of the fact that the rest of the text is in Hurrian and not Ugaritic (apart from the name
of El), one might not put much weight on the identification of ’ilbrt in this text as “El
of Covenant.” By the same token, the god Ilabrat is not a commonly attested god in
the texts from Ugarit, and El is. Moreover, as Dijkstra’s own discussion indicates, El
is a figure in KTU 1.128. By Dijkstra’s handling, El is otherwise named eleven times in
this text (lines 1, 2, 4, 7 [2x], 9, 12, 13, 16 [2x], 18). Thus Cross’ overall interpretation is
not unreasonable, and Stager, Halpern and Lewis follow suit. Halpern speculates
that both instances of ba‘al beérit in 8:33 and 9:4 are secondary: in 9:4 it “has been
mutilated by vertical dittography from 9:3 b‘ly Skm or 9:5 yrwb‘L.” This seems an un-
likely explanation for two instances of ba‘al bérit. Halpern supposes that the original
title is ’él bérit (meaning either “god of (the) covenant”* or “El of (the) covenant”)
attested later in the story in 9:46.%¢

Lewis adds iconographic evidence to the discussion.”” A metal figurine depict-
ing a striding figure with appositional swinging arms and a conical Egyptian-style
crown was discovered in Late Bronze IIA Tel el-Balata (Shechem) (Field VII stratum
XIII). This figurine has been thought to point to Baal,*® for whom a striding position
has been considered characteristic, although such figurines typically have one arm
raised or the two arms in mirror position.*’ As further circumstantial evidence in
favor of the identification of Shechem’s god with Baal-Hadad, Lewis notes the name
of Hadad as the theophoric element in three personal names on a Late Bronze Age
cuneiform fragment from Shechem.>® Thus Lewis acknowledges that Baal was a god

42 Cross 1973, 49 n. 23.

43 For this interpretation of KTU 1.128, see also Kitchen 1979, 458.

44 Dijkstra 1993, 157-62, esp. 161.

45 See Clements 1968, 21-32, esp. 26.

46 Halpern 1983, 28 n. 35.

47 See Lewis 1996, 416-23.

48 For a picture, see Campbell 1993, 1352; and Toombs 1992, 1183.

49 Neghi 1976.

50 Lewis. 1996, 403, 415. Additionally, see Horowitz et al. 2018, 128, which provides a letter from
Shechem with the Baal-name Ba’lu-padi (for related names, see Horowitz et al., 92 n. 3).
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at Shechem.”! Lewis also notes an unprovenienced figurine thought to represent El.>?

Lewis wisely concludes that the identifications for the god in Judges 8-9 are hardly
certain, though “preference must be given to the deity El Berith.”* The basis for this
preference is not evident.

The assumption by the scholars cited thus far is that the two divine referents
are to be understood to be one deity and thus either ba‘al bérit or ’él bérit would
contain a divine name and the other would contain a generic epithet (“lord of cove-
nant” or “god of covenant”). As an alternative, Martin J. Mulder proposed that the
two titles, ba‘al bérit and ’él bérit, could refer to the two gods, Baal and EL>*
J. Alberto Soggin also suggests that two deities are involved, each with his own tem-
ple.> Ronald E. Clements likewise understands the two titles as indicative of two
different gods corresponding to two different social populations: ’él bérit refers to
the “the god of unsettled tribes living in the vicinity of Shechem, while Baal-Berith
was the title of the god worshipped in the city’s main shrine, and so the god of the
urban population.”® The social distinction claimed is particularly speculative.

To this complex picture, Mulder speculates further that Baal is the god in view
in v. 27, since “the temple of their god” with a festival involving the harvest of
grapes would fit this god.”” Yet, El is associated with the harvest of the summer-
fruit in KTU 1.23 (see especially, lines 13 and 28, and the accompanying mythic nar-
rative in lines 30-76).%® Similarly, the cutting of grapes on the New Year in anticipa-
tion for the fall festival for grapes in KTU 1.41/1.87 is given to El in line 1.>° The
deities that receive offerings for the fall festival include “the circle of El and the cir-
cle of Baal” (KTU 1.41/1.87.18). Thus, the basis for Mulder’s view that Baal is the
god in this passage is open to question.

In view of this survey, it is apparent that the noun-phrases, ba‘al bérit and el
bérit, may denote divine names or titles, but without a clear identity for a particular

51 Bourke (2012, 165 n. 2 and 170) also compares a parallel religious situation at Late Bronze Age
Pella, with its evidence for a Baal-type standing figurines.

52 The unprovenanced metal figurine said to come from Nablus is now housed in the Harvard Se-
mitic Museum (Lewis 1996, 418-19). The 3.5-3.75 inch high metal figure depicts a seated male, gaz-
ing upward, wearing a conical crown, with bent arms extended forward and holding a cup in his
right hand. Southern Levantine seated male figurines in metal with any indication of divinity are
most commonly identified as El. Lewis dates the figurine to the Late Bronze on the questionable
grounds that there “is no clear example of male bronze statuary from a clearly identifiable Iron Age
Israelite site.” See Lewis 1996, 419 n. 93.

53 Lewis 1996, 423.

54 Mulder 1999, 142. See also Day 2000, 70; and Gregorio del Olmo Lete. 2004, 249-69, esp.
249-50, 257, and 264.

55 Soggin 1981, 170-71.

56 Clements, 1968, 23-24.

57 Mulder 1999, 142. This reading of the god in v. 27 is also proposed by Day 2000, 70.

58 For this text and EI’s place in it, see Smith 2006, 51, 73-95.

59 For this text, see the convenient presentation in Pardee 2002, 56-65.
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god, whether El or Baal.®® Indeed, the divine identity appears so obscure that Yah-
weh has been proposed as a third candidate.®! This interpretation is undermined by
the fact that Yahweh nowhere appears in this story (apart from the theophoric ele-
ment in the name of Jotham).®? The titles would suggest that the tradition was non-
Yahwistic.®® Notably, neither ba‘al bérit nor ’él bérit in Judges 9 is explicitly identi-
fied either positively or negatively. Clearly caution is in order. Multiple gods could
stand behind the names/titles. Similarly, it is unclear whether the story entails one
temple or three different temples (vv. 4, 27 and 46); each one is given a different
and rather generic function (economy in. v. 4, celebration in v. 27, and security in
V. 46). As Lagrange put the point: “Malheureusement le nom du dieu demeure
obscure.”%*

Stepping back from this survey, three considerations suggest that ’el bérit may
be prior to ba‘al bérit. First, Cross’ comparison of ’él ’élohé yisra’el likewise at She-
chem in Gen 33:20 is suggestive of El. Second, it would be intelligible why a writer
would generate a title of ba‘al bérit from the god known as ’él bérit; the opposite
process would lack motivation. It appears to be with Baal/Baalim in mind that Judg
8:33 presents the title ba‘al bérit as a secondary interpretation. Lagrange thought
that this change was “pour insister sur le caractére idolatrique de son culte.”®” In
context, the title serves as an example of the “baals” in the same verse, and to-
gether they serve to unpack the somewhat neutral reference to this divinity in 9:4.
The author of 9:4 could have modified the deity’s title as a baal-looking title in
order to evoke a negative picture of this god and also with the “lords of Shechem”
with their similar sounding title. Thus, it would be more intelligible why a writer
would generate a title of ba‘al bérit from the god known as ’él bérit; the opposite
process would lack motivation. This reading is consistent with the view in most re-
search on Judges 9 that v. 46 seems to belong to an older section ithan v. 4.

Third, there is a somewhat underappreciated grammatical point relevant to this
discussion. On the one hand, it is commonly recognized that ba‘al may stand in
construct as a generic element (cf. ba'dlé bérit ’abram, “the lords of the covenant of
Abram” in Gen 14:13) and thus ba‘al bérit would make sense as a title for another

60 Tigay (1987, 194 n. 12) takes the names as belonging to gods other than Yahweh, but otherwise
does not identify them.

61 Echoing older commentators (e.g., Schofield 1962, 310), Halpern (1983, 28 n. 35) suggests that
both ba‘al bérit and’él bérit may be variants of “an epithet of an already syncretized Yhwh.” See
also Sharon 2006, 98 n. 20. Halpern also understands the *ba‘al element in the personal names of
Ishbaal and Meribbaal as a Yahwistic epithet. For a survey of views, see Avioz 2011.

62 The point is made by commentators, e.g., O’Connor 1990, 139.

63 McCarthy 1978, 222. For McCarthy, the expression “men of Hamor” in 9:28 (also in Gen 33:19,
Josh 24:32) is suggestive of the ancient covenant tradition at Shechem. See also Lewis 1996, 411-12,
and 2006, 347 (with prior literature).

64 Lagrange 1903, 184.

65 Lagrange 1903, 164.
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20d.%® On the other hand, BH ’él as a generic (“god of”) is less common than ba‘al
as nouns in construct. There are some clear examples, e.g., “the god of your/my
father” in Gen 49:25%1 cf. the superlative expression “God of gods” in Dan 11:36;°®
and “the god of glory” in Ps 29:3.° Moreover, other instances with the element el
plus other nouns could be read as constructs, i.e., “god of . .. ” (e.g., ’él ‘elyén in
Gen 14:18-22; and possibly ‘el bét-‘el in Gen 31:13, 35:7 and ’él ‘6lam in Gen 21:33).
However, these may be understood as El titles (perhaps as appositional).”® Indeed,
other such titles, such as’él ’élohé yisra’él likewise at Shechem in Gen 33:20 and ’él
Sadday in Gen 17:1, 28:3, 35:11, 43:14, 48:3 and Exod 6:3,”! are appositionals better
read as El epithets. Indeed, this interpretation would seem to inform ’él Sadday in
the priestly sections of Genesis (Gen 17:1, 28:3, 35:11, 43:14, 48:3; cf. 49:25) insofar
as this epithet seems to serve as a priestly rubric for the El titles generally in the
book of Genesis. By contrast, ba‘al as a generic construct is much more common.
Thus one might follow Cross in viewing ’él bérit as relatively prior to ba‘al bérit in
the traditions embedded in Judges 9. However, his early dating prior to the monar-
chy for ’el berit in Judg 9:46 is questionable. The arguably conflicting reporting of
the deity’s name/title in Judges 9 may point to a monarchic period survival cycled
through by its composer-tradents. The singular attestation might suggest a concrete
background for ’él berit, but it need not command a particularly old date. In short,
’el bérit in Judg 9:46 may be a recovery of an older, surviving divine epithet. On this
score, the case of ’él bérit may not be unlike ’él Sadday embedded in relatively early
monarchic traditions in Gen 49:25, Num 24:4, 16, and Ps 68:15, but recycled in the
later priestly works in the Pentateuch (Gen 17:1, 28:3, 35:11, 43:14, 48:3 and Exod
6:3) and Ezekiel (1:24, 10:5), and particularly extended in Job (5:17; 6:4, 14; 8:3, 5;
11:7; 13:3; 15:25; 21:15, 20; 22:3, 17, 23, 25; 23:16; 24:1; 27:2, 10, 11, 13; 29:5; 31:2, 35;
32:8; 33:4, 34:4, 12, 13; 37:23; 40:2).”? Thus ’él bérit in Judg 9:46 may provide some
perspective on what literary processes a divine epithet may undergo, including its
possible, additional interpretation as ba‘al bérit in 9:4 and further in 8:33.

66 As noted by Lewis 1996, 413.

67 cf. “the god (ha’él), the god (’€lohé) of your father” in Gen 46:3 and “the god (’¢lohé) of my fa-
ther” in Exod 15:2.

68 This is the single BH instance listed in DCH I:253-54.

69 See Cross 1974, 257-58. Cross also notes a number of constructs with plural nouns.

70 See Cross 1974, 255-57.

71 For a full listing of the attestations of ’él Sadday, see below. For a survey, see Witte 2017, 7-27.
A cogent etymological proposal remains Cross’ rendering of the title as “the mountain one” (1973,
55), which would suit the Shaddayin as the title for the gods of the divine council headed by El as
attested in the Deir Alla inscription; the divine council meets on the mountain of assembly.

72 The epithet also occurs in Ruth 1:20-21. While the book has been dated to the monarchy, its
Late Biblical Hebrew features suggest a dating closer to Ezekiel and perhaps to Job as well. By com-
parison, the attestation in Isa 13:6 may suggest the transmission of the title between the earlier at-
testations and the later ones. See also Joel 1:15 and Ps 91:1.
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The literary recovery of the epithet may point in turn to a social process of
memory, in what Gregorio del Olmo Lete calls “textos alusivos (rememoracién).””>
The unusual and conflicting character of the names or titles in 8:33, 9:4 and 9:46
suggests the memory of an older tradition, but the lack of clarity about them also
points to a certain socio-religious amnesia. The identity of the deity or deities does
not appear perhaps clear to the ancient composers of vv. 4 or v. 46 or both. The title
might have been used precisely because it seemed old to the tradents that sought to
portray an older period. The forgotten background of the deity of the covenant at
Shechem appears to not have been accessible to the book’s monarchic tradents. (In
seeking to figure out this deity, biblical scholars may be retracing the tradents’ own
difficulties and perhaps have not achieved so much more). Thus, divine epithets
may bear signs of the literary and social processes entailed in their production and
transmission.

Sometimes underappreciate in this discussion is that the fact the term *bérit is
the single clear and signal component in both divine names/titles. As perspectival
discourse, this is an element that stands out in this case study, a focus on covenant
and the deity’s role in its maintenance. This element has been thought to draw on an
older tradition about covenant at Shechem (Josh 24:25) maintained under the reli-
gious patronage of a local deity.” Yet it is notable that the monarchic (re-)composers
of Judges 9 show little, if any, concrete knowledge of the religio-political arrangement
signaled by the bérit-element. On the one hand, covenant is central to the entire
story; it narrates the making of covenant and its breaking. Jotham’s parable cum in-
terpretation (9:8-20), too, gestures to the covenantal issue at stake. On the other
hand, little in the story refers to the deity’s role in judgment between the parties
apart from the invocation in v. 7 or the oblique references to divine agency in vv. 23
and 56-57. These would all appear secondary to the divine epithets in the story. The
story as a whole may reflect a cumulative effort to cast the story in general covenan-
tal terms perhaps because of the story’s inclusion of the divine epithets. In other
words, the divine epithets recovered, used and extended may have helped to gener-
ate the interpretation of this memory of conflict at Shechem. In this reading, divine
epithets exercise a certain literary influence or agency.

4 Multiplication of Divine Epithets in Comparison

My second case study involves the sets of divine epithets in two texts that bear a
number of similarities. The first text is Ezra 1:2-4, further summarized in 5:13-15

73 Del Olmo Lete 2004, 257.
74 For Lewis (1996, 415), the DNs/titles reflect the concept of a divine treaty partner.
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and putatively quoted a second time in 6:3-5. The second text is a famous letter
from Elephantine, known in two versions (AP 30-31 = TAD A4.7 and A4.8, P. Berlin
13495 and Egyptian Museum, Cairo Museum Pap. No. 3428 = J. 43465).”” While their
contexts differ in any number of respects, both the Ezra and Elephantine texts were
generated by local Yehudian communities concerned with rebuilding their temple
that had been destroyed by enemies.”®

Both sets of texts date to the Persian period. The versions of the Elephantine
text have been dated precisely to 25 November 407 BCE, based on the date officially
represented at the very end of the text (“the 20" of Marcheshvan, year 17 of Darius
the king”).”” One or both versions may date sometime thereafter. The text of Ezra
1:2-4 is dated in v. 1 to “the first year of King Cyrus of Persia” (1:1 and in 2 Chron
36:22).”® The Hebrew text quoted in Ezra 1:3-5 is thought to reflect an official edict
as similarly expressed in the Cyrus Cylinder,”” itself produced in the wake of Cyrus’
entry into Babylon on 29 October 539. Internal evidence to Ezra 1-6 about the

75 TAD 1, pp. 68-75, which refers to the two texts as “drafts”; so too van der Toorn 2019, 137. Ac-
cording to Holger Gzella (2018, 213), “the text itself [TAD A4.8] contains a few corrections and may
be only a copy of the original document [TAD A4.7] for the community archives.” Perhaps they are
“two draft copies,” pace Porten 1968, 291. A report of events appears also in TAD A4.5, in TAD 1,
62-65. For a detailed reconstruction of the situation behind the letter, see van der Toorn 2019,
128-42.

76 For the Elephantine letter central to this discussion, TAD A4.7, “Yehudians” remains a defensi-
ble translation for the gentilic *yhwdy’ (cf. the translation “Jews,” in van der Toorn 2018, 15-18,
30-41). This letter refers to both the place Yehud (TAD A4.7:1, 19 and 22; see also A4.8:18) and the
community at Elephantine as Yehudians (TAD A4.7:26, “we and our wives and our children and the
Yehudians, all who are here”). This case would seem to reflect some sense of cultural identification
or continuity between the place Yehud and the people that refer to themselves as Yehudians in the
same communication between these two parties. Similarly, the settlement at Elephantine, insofar
as it is called “the Yehudian garrison” in TAD A4.1:1 and 10, seems to be regarded as Yehudian by
Hananiah, the sender of this letter, himself an authority in Yehud. When the Elephantine commu-
nity and authorities in Yehud communicate, both may choose “Yehudian,” thereby affirming their
shared identity and connection. In such cases, the community seems to have regarded itself as Ye-
hudian and so also by authorities in Yehud, whatever other authorities were recognized in the cor-
pus (e.g., in Samaria, in TAD A4.7:29), whatever markers of ethnicity are attested, and whatever the
history of the community may have been (cf. van der Toorn 2019, 3 and 61-88). This is not to deny
that the overall evidence is not complex and somewhat uncertain.

77 So Porten 2002, 125 and 130.

78 See also the same royal title in Ezra 1:2.

79 For convenient access, see Kuhrt 2007, 70-74; and Cogan 2000, 314-16. Ca. 23 cm. in length,
the Cyrus Cylinder appears to be a dedicatory inscription for a cult site (it was recovered from the
area of the Marduk temple in Babylon that recalls why cult sites needed to be refurbished, namely
the neglect of Cyrus’ predecessor and the resulting anger of Marduk; Cyrus’ victory over Babylon as
recalled in this inscription is shown to be the god’s solution to the cult problem. The Cyrus Cylinder
does not appear to have been a monumental inscription intended for display (such an inscription
may have preceded this one and was the basis for the account of Cyrus’ victory here). It is unclear
when in the sixth century the inscription is to be dated. In theory, it could be rather proximate to
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rebuilding of the temple would not permit a date prior to 12 March 515.%° A consid-

erably later date for the Hebrew text of Ezra 1:2-4, its Aramaic variant in Ezra
6:3-5, and its narrative representation in Aramaic in Ezra 5:13-15, is suggested by
the highly reduced, summary form (three verses) in these versions compared with
the Cyrus Cylinder (45 lines, including the first four broken lines); Ezra’s identifica-
tion of Cyrus as King of Persia (unlike Cyrus’ titular as “king of Babylon, king of
Sumer and Akkad,” in the Cyrus Cylinder, line 20);®! its interpretatio Yehudi;®* and
the many differences among Ezra 1:2-4, 5:13-15 and 6:3-5 (discussed below). The
versions in Ezra generally show no memory of the Babylonian context in which the
Cyrus Cylinder was produced. From these features, the versions in Ezra would appear
to represent later Yehudian synopses molded in different ways to suit their concern
specifically with the rebuilding of the Jerusalem temple.®> Accordingly, the temporal
gap between the three versions of the Cyrus edict in Ezra 1-6 and the Elephantine text
ca. 407 may be less than a century (perhaps even a matter of several decades).

Both texts are represented as documents: one a royal decree, the other a com-
munity letter. While presented as a document issued by a foreign king, Ezra 1:2-4
offers a condensed Yehudian version of the Cyrus Cylinder for a Yehudian audi-
ence; the Elephantine letter is likewise addressed by Yehudians to an authority in
Yehud (with a copy sent also to Samaria). Ezra 1:2-4 is said to be circulated as not
only orally but also as “a written edict” (so NRSV), literally bémiktab, “in writing”
(NJPS). The narrative recollection of Cyrus’ edict in Ezra 5:6 is embedded in what is
called an ’iggeret (“letter” or “legal document”),®* while in 6:3-5 the textual rubric

one or another of the versions in Ezra 1-6, in particular Ezra 1:2-4 that appears to be closest
thematically.

80 See HCSB 655.

81 Kuhrt 2007, 71.

82 In the Ezra versions Yahweh replaces Marduk as the central god in the edict, and the other gods
are dropped from view altogether (“the gods of Akkad and Sumer” in line 33 in Kuhrt 2007, 72). By
implication, the Ezra versions of the Cyrus edict would be represented as monotheistic. Yahweh is
said to have given Cyrus “all the kingdoms of the earth” (Ezra 1:2), while Cyrus, led by Marduk to
Babylon in victory (lines 15-16), is labelled by standard royal titulary, “king of the universe, mighty
king, king of Babylon, king of Sumer and Akkad, king of the four quarters . . . ” (line 20, in Kuhrt
2007, 71). The geographical focus in the Cyrus Cylinder is Babylon as well as “Ur and other cult-
centres” (line 5), while Jerusalem is the cult-site named in the Ezra versions. The Cyrus Cylinder
further names the human enemies whom Cyrus had defeated in battle, which are nowhere in view
in Ezra.

83 For the debate over whether any of the instances of the Cyrus edict in Ezra represent an authen-
tic version, see Kuhrt 2007, 85, particularly criticizing comparison with the so-called “Gadatas” text
as a likely Roman period forgery. Kuhrt also regards as “extremely unlikely . . . that the Persian
government would have funded the costs of any rebuilding.” See also the preceding note.

84 Hurvitz 2014, 25-27.
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is t&’ém (“order, decree”).® The further citation of Cyrus’ edict in Ezra 6:3-5 is intro-

duced in 6:2b by the term dikrénd, “memorandum,” the same descriptor (zkrn) used
to refer to the temple document from Elephantine (TAD 4A.7 and 4A.8)% by a fur-
ther Elephantine document (TAD 4A.9, lines 1 and 2).%” All of the three passages in
Ezra 1-6 show concern with their representations as written, official documents. As
seen also in Ezra 1-6, TAD 4A.7 and 4A.8 are not only community documents. They
are also full of references to other letters, including earlier ones (e.g., the letter of
Vidranga in lines 7-8 and the letter to parties in Samaria in line 29; cf. the referen-
ces to a letter sent and a reply not sent, in lines 18-19; and the letter requested in
line 24). In this respect, Ezra —like Nehemiah and the Elephantine archive- reflects
a literary world highly suffused with official documents and their authority (what
might be called “a document literary culture”).5®

TAD A4.7 and A4.8 and Ezra 1-6 are both centrally concerned with permissions
for the rebuilding of a destroyed temple.®’ They also use similar spatial formulary
for these temples.”® The Elephantine letter in line 6 uses ’gwr’ zy yhw ’Ih’ zy byb
byrt’, “the temple of yhw the god that is in Yeb (Elephantine) the fortress,” echoed
in line 13 (“that temple in Yeb the fortress”) and in line 25 (“the temple of yhw the
god to (re)build it in Yeb the fortress”). Grammatically, this is the same type of iden-
tification as in Ezra 1:4: bét ha’élohim ’dSer birtisald(y)im, “the house of (the) God
that is in Jerusalem.”! The features shared by TAD I A4.7 and A4.8 and Ezra 1-6
extend to several thematic elements: (i) the destruction of the temple by enemies
(Ezra 4:15, 5:12; TAD 1 A4.7:4-13, centered on “Vidranga the wicked” in lines 6-7);
(i) lamentation over the loss of the temple (Ezra 3:12-13; TAD I A4.7:15-17);? (iii)

85 Kaufman 1974, 109. For further references and discussion, see HALOT 1885; and Nebe 2018,
325-26. Cf. BH ta’am, “order, decree” in Jonah 3:7, evidently a loanword from Akkadian tému (so
HALOT 377). Both forms appear in Ezra 6:14.

86 For the two terms, see Gzella 2018, 213.

87 Porten and Yardeni, TAD 1.76-77. The usage occurs 17 times, according to Porten and Lund
2002, 126.

88 On documents in the literary world of Ezra 1-6, see Eskenazi 1988, 59, 73. Note further Hasler
2020.

89 For this central theme in rebuilding accounts, see Hurowitz 1992. For Hurowitz (1992, 113-18),
two sets of building accounts underlie Ezra 1-6, the first under Cyrus and the second under Darius.
90 The resemblance has been generally noted, e.g., Hurowitz 1992, 115 n. 1. Porten (1968, 120; see
also p. 55) believes that royal authority was needed for both temples. The idea of rebuilding the two
temples as they were originally built is mentioned in Ezra 5:15 and 6:7 and TAD A4.7:25, as noted
by Davis 2019, 142. The trope is attested elsewhere, e.g., McMahon 1997, 223 para. 30, “As it was
built before, let them rebuild it in the same way.” Note also Haggai 2:3.

91 Porten (2002, 126, note g) compares Ezra 4:24, 5:2, 17, 6:12, and 7:16-17.

92 The first two elements are also linked traditionally in city laments, e.g., the enemies in the book
of Lamentations (e.g., 1:5, 10, 17), and the peoples of Simaski and Elam in “The Lamentation over
the Destruction of Sumer and Ur,” in Klein, 1997, 537. In these texts, the fundamental cause given
for the destruction is the displeasure of a god, Yahweh in the first instance and Enlil in the second,
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ongoing opposition from local enemies (Ezra 3:3, 4:1-24; TAD 1 A4.7:22: “they do
not let us (re)build it”);** (iv) delay in official authorization to rebuild the temple
(Ezra 5:3-17; TAD 1 A4.7:17-19); and (v) offerings conducted in the new temple
(Ezra 6:17; TAD 1 A4.7:25-28).°* (Bribes evidently played a role in both conflicts.*®)
While there are many important differences between these texts and their contexts,
TAD I A4.7 and A4.8 and Ezra 1-6 share a notable number of elements in telling
each community’s story about rebuilding its temple. Read in tandem, these read
like a “script.”®® Thus it appears worth considering how choices in divine epithets
contributes to this “script.”

Let us turn first to the divine epithets in Ezra 1:3-5 and its reflexes in 5:13-15
and 6:3-5, or more precisely, to the lack thereof in the latter two passages. Only
Ezra 1:2-4 clearly contains epithets, with Ezra 5:13-15 entirely devoid of such and
Ezra 6:3-5 using a phrase for the house (bét ’élaha’ birtisala(y)im, “the house of
God in Jerusalem,” in v. 3) that includes a reference to the deity. Ezra 1:2-4 contains
three complexes of epithets contained within a thematic framing centered on the
notion that the deity has “stirred” (*‘wr) the human agents, Cyrus in the case of 1:1
(as in 2 Chron 36:22), and “the heads of patrimonial households belonging to Judah
and Benjamin, as well as the priests and Levites” in 1:5 (cf. 2 Chron 21:16; Dan 11:2,
25). Within in 1:2-4, the three complexes of epithets move spatially from the broad-
est referent, “Yhwh, the god of heaven,” to a more restricted designation, “Yhwh,
the god of Israel,” to yet a more specific referent, “the house of (the) god that is in
Jerusalem;:”’

leaving personified Jerusalem and the goddess Nanna, respectively, to lament. Cf. the lament over
the Jerusalem temple in Psalm 74 over its destruction by enemies. Lament may also be expressed
for a temple that a party wishes to be built for the first time, e.g., the house that the god Baal de-
sires according to his lament expressed four times in the Ugaritic Baal Cycle (KTU 1.3-1.4); see Par-
dee 1997, 253, 255, and 259. The expression of Baal’s lament, that “Baal has no house like the other
gods,” is compared with Barrakab’s notice (KAI 216:15-20) that “my fathers the kings of Sam’al had
no good house,” by Hurowitz, I Have Built You an Exalted House, 103—4.

93 For the opposition on the part of local Yehudians in the case of the Jerusalem Temple, see Hag-
gai 1:2.

94 Additionally, see Porten 1968, 111, comparing Ezra 6:9; and Porten 2002, 126 note b comparing
Ezra 6:10. Ezra 4:12 implies the former practice of sacrifices in the prior temple, as in TAD A4.9:8-11
(TAD1, pp. 76-77).

95 See Ezra 4:5. For bribes in the situation at Elephantine, see van der Toorn 2019, 126, 132 and
140-41; note also Bolin 1995, 131.

96 This sort of temple-rebuilding “narrative” relates in broad terms to the rebuilding of temples by
Mesopotamian kings that refer to the destruction of the temple by enemies, e.g., “The Sippar Cylin-
der of Nabonidus,” in Beaulieu 2000, 310-11. See generally Davis 2019.

97 For the syntactical terminology (especially “head” and “apposition” here called APP), see
Waltke and O’Connor 1990, 691, and Isaksson 2009, 73-76.
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(1)  v. 2: yhwh ’€lohé hassamayim, “Yhwh, the god of heaven”
HEAD, APP construct X of Y

(2) . 3: bét yhwh *€lohé yisra’él “the house of Yhwh, the god of Israel,
construct X of Y = HEAD to APP construct X of Y
hii’ ha’élohim dser birusala(y)im that is, the god who is in Jerusalem”
deictic copula + HEAD + APP relative (non-verbal) prepositional predicate

(3) V. 4: bét ha’elohim *dser birisala(y)im, “the house of (the) God that is in Jerusalem”
construct X of Y = HEAD to APP relative (non-verbal) prepositional predicate

Before turning to the individual epithet in turn, it is to be noted that all of the epithets
share the word, “the god” or “(the) God” whether in the absolute (ha’élohim) or con-
struct (’élohé). This consistent usage within the divine epithets taken together forge an
“epithet-field” asserting Yhwh as “the god.” Moreover, the “epithet-string” in v. 3,
yhwh ’élohé yisra’el hii’ ha’élohim *dser biriisala(y)im, uses the explanatory deictic hit’,
to be translated, “that is” or “namely.”98 On the surface structure, this formulation as-
serts the status of Yhwh with respect to the location named in the following nominal
relative clause, “in Jerusalem.” It may be suspected that at a deeper level, the divine
status of Yhwh is itself being asserted in a strong form as yhwh . . . hii’ ha’élohim, here
resembling the biblical expression, yhwh hii’ ha’éléhim (Deut 4:35, 39; 1 Kgs 8:60,
18:39; 2 Chron 33:13).” As we will see below, the Elephantine letter to be compared
somewhat similarly asserts Yhw’s status as “the god” (’lh’). In general, it would be suf-
ficient to mention this epithet once or perhaps initially to mark Yhwh as “the god”
whether in Ezra 1:2-4 or in the Elephantine letter, but the multiple assertions of “the
god” in these two texts perform this deity’s status for their respective contexts.

The first epithet, “the god of heaven,” in v. 1, occurs in Hebrew only here in
Ezra (see the Aramaic form in Ezra 6:9, 10, 7:12, 21, 23).'°° This epithet marks the
universal character of the deity’s authority, matching the extent of the authorship
of the king that this deity is said to support over “all the kingdoms of the earth.”
Thus, the divine authority of “the god of heaven” parallels the extent of rule
claimed for the human authority of Cyrus. The epithet “God of heaven” bears osten-
sibly greater claim in being attributed not by the local community of Yehudians in
Jerusalem but by the human king of the world. In context, the title may bear further
thematic resonance, as Tamara Cohn Eskenazi comments: “For Ezra-Nehemiah, the

98 For this use of hil’, see Fishbane 1985, 44-46; and Geller 1991, 15-33.

99 This use of hil’ is viewed “elective-exclusive”: “The element to be emphasized is the subject,
which is singled out and contrasted with other possible or actual alternative(s).” So Muraoka 1985,
72. See also Geller 1991.

100 Other BH attestations are Gen 24:3 and 7 and Jonah 1:9, arguably Persian period compositions.
For the attestations in Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek, see Aitken 2007.
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God of heaven is the power behind the earthly events, stirring humans to action
while remaining behind the scenes. God’s presence and command continue to find
their expression in the written documents.”'°*

The first, “God of Heaven,” occurs not only in biblical sources but also in Yehu-
dian sources from Elephantine (noted below).'°? Notably, “the god of heaven” is
not attested outside of BH or other Yehudian sources.'® Conversely, BH does not
attest to bl Smm, which by contrast is rather common outside of the HB. According
to Wolfgang Rollig, this god “appears relatively late in the vicinity of Palestine” and
thus “it is no surprise that there are no references to him in the classical books of
the OT.”'°* The title “god of heaven” is characterized rather differently by Herbert
Niehr: “The conception of a god of heaven was developed in the Northwest Semitic
religions of the 1°* millennium BCE, where a new type of supreme god, -> Baal
shamem, arose ... Yahweh as ‘god of heaven’ was thus modelled after a Syro-
Canaanite supreme god.”'*> Accordingly, “the god of heaven” looks like a Yehudian
representation of such a “supreme god.” At a minimum, “god of heaven” offers a
Yehudian formulation within a larger cross-cultural set of terminology for the deity
of heaven. At a maximum, it would additionally avoid the biblical specter of Baal
past or present.!® In either case, the title appears suggestive of an implicit claim
made for this deity (arguably relative to other gods) to which other peoples might be
expected to be able to give assent via translatability of their own gods as gods “of
heaven” (cf. “the king of heaven” in Dan 4:34, put on the lips of Nebuchadnezzar).

V. 3 consists of two “epithet-strings”: bét yhwh ’élohé yisra’el, “the house of
Yhwh, God of Israel”; and hii’ ha’élohim *dSer birtisala(y)im, “that is, the God who is
in Jerusalem.” The initial “string,” bét yhwh ’élohé yisra’el, identifies the divine
“ownership” of “the house.” The epithet, “god of Israel,” offers a concrete reference
to a broad social identity. This common biblical epithet (196x in HB) evokes an old
idea of Israel (e.g., Judg 5:3, 5),'” entailing the past “people of Israel” (2 Sam 18:7,
19:41, Ezra 2:2, Neh 7:7, Ben Sira 37:25 B). These references to “the people of Israel”
as well as “the god of Israel” in Ezra (1:3, 3:2, 4:1, 3, 6:21, 22, 7:6, 8:35, 9:4, 15; in
Aramaic, in 5:1, 6:14, 7:15) are suggestive of the aspirational character that the term

101 Eskenazi 1988, 44.

102 For a listing for “god of heaven,” see Porten 1968, 108-9 especially n. 12. Cf. “king of heaven,”
melek Sémayya’, in Dan 4:34; and “lord of heaven,” mare’-§émayya’, in Dan 5:23, and mrh Smy’ in
the Genesis Apocryphon 7:7, 11:12-13, 15 and 12:17; cf. 22:16, 21). See Bernstein 2009, 295, 298-300,
301 n. 29, 304 and 305-7.

103 So Niehr 1999, 370.

104 Roéllig 1999, 151.

105 Niehr 1999, 370.

106 Cf. the well-known defamatory forms of Baal Shamem in Dan 9:27, 11:31 and 12:11, discussed
by Niehr 1999, 371 and Smith 2008, 283-87.

107 See Stahl 2021.
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“Israel” holds in the Persian period for Yehudians.!°® As one element in this com-
plex of terms centered on Israel, the divine epithet “god of Israel” evokes a shared
past heritage as embodied in the community’s traditions about Israel.’°® Where
“the god of heaven” may link to outsiders across the empire, “the god of Israel”
links insiders that identify with this heritage.

The “epithet string” in Ezra 1:4, bét ha’élohim ’dser birisala(y)im, “the house of
(the) God that is in Jerusalem,” strictly speaking, belongs not to the god, but to the
god’s house. The same point applies to the parallel Aramaic title,’él@ha’ birtisala(y)
im in Ezra 6:3, itself likewise preceded by the noun in construct, “house” (bét). At
the same time this epithet in v. 4 is informed by the preceding epithet in v. 3 that
matches the location of the temple and the god in Jerusalem. This epithet in v. 4,
bét ha’élohim ’dser birtisalda(y)im, belongs to one of the well-known types for DN +
PN, namely DN b- + GN, 10 yet it is notable that here it takes the form of nominal
relative clause, specifically DN di b- + GN. This nominal relative clause, “that is in
Jerusalem,” occurs a total of ten times in the HB (Isa 28:14, Jer 29:25, 34:8, 2 Chron
30:14, 32:9; Ezra 1:3, 4, 5, 2:68, 7:27), with bét as the antecedent only in Ezra 2:68
and 7:27. Thus the usage with bét is specific to Ezra. The relative clause is not nec-
essary in Hebrew (although it is occasionally used in Hebrew, e.g., Exod 3:7); it is
quite at home in Aramaic. Thus, in this particular case, it might be tempting to re-
gard the BH epithet bét ha’élohim ’dSer birtiSala(y)im in Ezra 1:4 as an Aramaic cal-
que of bét ’elaha’ di biriisélem, attested in Ezra 4:24, 5:2, 16 (see also Ezra 6:12, and
Dan 5:3; see without the relative di in Ezra 5:17, 6:3). If correct, this case would rep-
resent a development in an epithet due to linguistic influence.

It is to be noted that with its inclusion of “House of God” in vv. 3 and 5, 6:3-5
appears to be largely an expansion on this aspect of the letter compared with the

108 Cf. “land of Israel” in 1 Sam 13:19, 2 Kgs 5:2, 4, 6:23; Ezek 27:17, 40:2, 47:18; 1 Chron 13:2, 22:2;
2 Chron 2:16, 30:25, 34:7. For the BH phrase, see Hurvitz 2014, 42—-44. There is no comparable bibli-
cal expression for Yehud (such as “the people of Yehud” or “the god of Yehud”). The singular
yéhiid is rare (6%, only BA, in Dan 2:25, 5:13, 6:14, Ezra 5:1, 8, and 7:14); cf. Yehudians identified as
the people of Mordecai (Esth 3:6); “the exile of Yehud” (Dan 2:25, 5:13. 6:14); “the Yehudians that
are in Yehud and in Jerusalem” (Ezra 5:1). See Beyer 2018, 545.

109 Given the defective spelling of the name of Jerusalem in Ezra (as in Classical Biblical Hebrew/
Standard Biblical Hebrew), it might be tempting to speculate that it might be an archaizing feature
used to evoke Jerusalem and its temple of the pre-exilic situation as an aspiration for Jerusalem and
the temple after the exile. Still, perhaps not so much weight is to be put on this observation given
the relative rarity of the BH plene spelling. For the five occurrences of the plene spelling, see Hurvitz
2014, 127-29. Moreover, the defective spelling is common in Late Biblical Hebrew books; it occurs
in Ezra, in 1:2-5, 7, 11, 2:1, 66, 3:1, 8, 4:6, 7:7-8, 27, 8:29-32, 9:9, 10:7. It is common also in Nehe-
miah (1:2-3, etc.), as well as Ecclesiastes (1:12,etc.) and Daniel (1:1, etc.); see also Late Biblical He-
brew Psalms (e.g., Ps 147:2, 12).

110 See the listing and discussion in Smith 2016, 74-75, 77.
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version quoted in Ezra 1:3-5. Ezra 6:3-5 refers to the dimensions that the rebuilt
temple is to take (60 cubits high and wide, and presumably long), as well as temple
vessels (v. 4); both of these details are absent from the document of 1:3-5, although
the temple vessels appear in the narrative of 1:7-8. In this detail, Ezra 6:3-5 incor-
porates into the official document what appears only in the narrative in Ezra 1 (in
vv. 6, 9-11). The temple vessels recur in the narrative recounting of the decree in
Ezra 5:13-15." Their mentions in Ezra bear the evident “purpose of stressing conti-
nuity in the use of the same vessels . . . to demonstrate that the holiness of Zerub-
babel’s temple was not less than that of Solomon’s.”*? The temple dimensions
apart from 6:3 are without parallel elsewhere in Ezra, yet these too may serve to
evoke Solomon’s temple in magnified dimensions.!® Ezra 6:3-5 bears a single di-
vine name (“the house of God in Jerusalem,” v. 3), one attested already in longer
forms in Ezra 1:4 and 5. By the theme of the house in 1:3-5, it would appear that
5:13-15 and 6:3-5 carry the theme of the house forward from 1:3-5. Themselves
lacking divine epithets, 5:13-15 and 6:3-5 focus on the temple and seem to presume
the divine identity mapped out via the epithets in 1:3-5. Perhaps the theme of the
vessels sounded in 1:7 after the introduction to the divine epithets in 1:3-5 serves to
carry forward those divine epithets.""” Together 1:3-5 and 6:3-5 appear to provide
“documentary bookends” for the larger unit of Ezra 1-6 as literary preparation for
the building of the temple.

At this point I would like to turn to the set of divine epithets in the document
requesting the rebuilding the temple in Elephantine (TAD A4.7 and A4.8). Seven epi-
thets appear in the duplicate texts, TAD A4.7 and A4.8 (with line numbers given from
the former), six in relation to Yhw and one for Khnub. Typically, the divine name
(DN) serves grammatically as “the head” relative to the rest of the divine epithet:

111 See Ackroyd 1972; Kalimi and Purvis 1994; and Carroll 1997, 104-5. Porten (2002, 127 note p)
compares cultic and Temple vessels in a number of BH sources (Num 7:13-85, 1 Kgs 7:48-50; 2 Kgs
25:15; Ezra 1:7-11, 5:14-15, 6:6; Neh 7:69; Daniel 5) with the reference to vessels “of gold and silver”
in TAD 4A.7:12. Porten (2002, 127 n. 67) believes that the reference is assuming knowledge of Jeru-
salem Temple vessels: “the petitioners hoped to strike a responsive chord in the hearts of Jerusalem
officials.”

112 Kalimi/Purvis 1994, 455. The point about continuity is central in Ackroyd 1972, 177-80, and
echoed by Carroll 1997, 104.

113 HCSB 655 suggests that a cube is assumed, apparently on the assumption that the length of 60
cubits is known from Solomon’s temple (1 Kgs 6:2) and expected in the rebuilt temple (see the
depths of 20 and 40 cubits in Ezek 41:2). See the interesting speculation of Eskenazi 1988, 57.

114 For an interesting exploration in this vein, see Becking 2013.
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line 2 ’lh smy’
“the god of heaven
construct X of Y (functioning as Head in itself)

»115

line 5 kmry’ zy hnb ’lh’ byb byrt’
“the priests of Khnub the god that are in Yeb the fortress”
noun + construct particle + HEAD (DN) + APP epithet + prepositional phrase

line 6 ’gwr’zy yhw ’lh’ zy byb byrt’
“the temple of Yhw the god that is in Yeb the fortress”'® (see lines 13 and
25).
Noun + construct particle + DN + APP epithet + relative particle governing
nominal predicate in the form of prepositional phrase

line 15 yhw mr’ Smy’
“Yhw, the lord of heaven”
HEAD (DN) + APP construct X of Y

line 24 ’gwr’ zy yhw ’lh,’
“temple of Yhw the god”™"”
construct noun + construct particle + HEAD (DN) + APP simple noun

line 26 mdbh’ zy yhw ’lh’
“altar of Yhw the god”
construct noun + construct particle + HEAD (DN) + APP simple noun

lines 27-28 yhw ’lh Smy’, “Yhw the god of heaven”
HEAD (DN) + APP construct X of Y

As indicated by the parallels (cited in the footnotes), the epithets are fairly regular at
Elephantine. The vast bulk of them come up in reference to the temple at Elephan-
tine: this deity’s titles and his temple are mutually reinforcing religious markers.

115 See also TAD A4.7:27, A4.8:26; Dan 2:18, 19, 37, 44; Ezra 5:11, 12, 6:9, 10, 7:12, 21, 23. Note also
Ezra 1:2; Neh 1:4, 5, 2:4, 20 (Hebrew). Note also Tobit 10:11; Judith 6:19. For discussion and bibliog-
raphy, see Smith 2010, 222-23 n. 104.
116 TAD A3.3:1: [b]yt yhw byb

TAD B3.3:2: bhn zy yhh ’lh’ zy byb byrt’

TAD B3.10:2: lhn lyhw ’Ih’ zy byb byrt’
GN + habbird occurs also in BH: Esther 1:2 (also preceded by the relative pronoun), 2:5, 6, 3:15,
8:14, 9:6, 11-12; Neh 1:1; Dan 8:2.
117 See also TAD A4.10:8-9: w’gwr’ zy yhw ’lh’ zyln ytbnh byb byrt’.
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Two “epithet-fields” centered on yhw govern this letter. This first centers on Smy,
“heaven,” introduced first by the epithet in line 2, the commonly attested “god of
heaven.” This is also the first divine epithet noted earlier for Ezra 1:2. For both texts
“the god of heaven” serves as the opening epithet of choice. The wide currency of this
title and its equivalents suggests a broad translatability of divinity known by audien-
ces.”’® In line 2 of the Elephantine letter, “the god of heaven” is not preceded by the
divine name, unlike in lines 27-28 where the same epithet is preceded by the divine
name. It would seem that yhw is the intended referent, given the attestation of the
same title, “the god of heaven,” for yhw in lines 27-28 (see also yhw in lines 6 and
15).® The omission of a divine name may be a formality of opening salutations that
appeal generically —and with some general sense of the divine— to “the god of heaven”
(see also TAD A3.6:1, A4.3:2-3) or to “the god/gods” more generally (TAD A4.1:2;
A4.2:1, reconstructed; A4.4:1), as with the salutations in letters not involving Yehu-
dians (A6.1:1; A6.6:1)."° An implicit sense of translatability of divinity between the
speakers and the addressee may inform the salutation in line 2. In any case, the attes-
tation of the same epithet in lines 27-28 (with the divine name) frames the letter’s mes-
sage as a whole. It is further reinforced by the third epithet in the middle of the letter,
yhw mr’ Smy’ in line 15. Thus, the deity’s status over the universe marks this group of
divine epithets in this letter. The divine epithet in line 15, mr’ Smy’, may play a further
rhetorical role in the letter when juxtaposed to the references made to the human ad-
dressee, “our lord (mr’n), Bagohi,” beginning in line 1. Line 2 further links the well-
being of “our lord, Bagohi” to the disposition of the “god of heaven” in the blessing
formulary in lines 1-2. Lines 17 and 23 further refer to Bagohi as “our lord.” Implicitly,
it would seem, the human and divine uses of *mr’, “lord,” appeal for an alignment of
the wills of the lordships of the human and divine parties. Bagohi “our lord” should do
according to the wishes of “the god of heaven” and “the lord of heaven,” the source of
human well-being (sIm, in line 1).

118 See Niehr 2003; and note also Smith 2008, 222-23. Van der Toorn (2018, 131, 168, 192 and 2019,
75-76, 79, 83 and 103) also notes Baal Shamayin and Mar Shamayin in Papyrus Amherst 63, which
he believes provides the backstory to the Elephantine community (van der Toorn 2019, 61-88). Van
der Toorn (personal communication) also draws my attention to yhw/yhh sb’wt in the Elephantine
ostraca.

119 Cf. the theophoric elements in the PNs: Jedaniah (lines 1, 18 and 21); Jehohanan (line 18); and
Delaiah and Shelemiah (line 29).

120 The lack of DN here has been noted by Bolin 1995, 135: “The god of heaven” in line 2 refers,
according to Bolin, to “the generic god of heaven (i.e. Ahura Mazda).” For this view, see also Aitken
2007, 259; see also van der Toorn 1999, 362. This view relies on the well-known high status of this
god for the Persian administration, yet then it might be expected that the DN Ahura Mazda attested
22 times in the Elephantine corpus (in Porten/Lund 2002, 425) might bear this title; he does not.
Still, while Ahura Mazda may not be the specific referent of the epithet “the god of heaven” in line
2, this epithet may play into a general sense of translatability for Yhw in this context and with Baal
Shamem elsewhere, as noted above.
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The second “epithet field” centers on the identification of yhw as “the god”
(’Ih). This marker already inheres in the use of ’Ih in the first “epithet field,” but it is
extended further in lines 6, 24 and 26. In other words, yhw as ’lh marks every single
epithet in this letter. The epithets in the letter thus assert the place of “the god” in
the situation, perhaps with the implicit message that yhw hw’?’Ih, much noted ear-
lier for Ezra 1:2-4. In line 6 ’gwr’ zy yhw °lIh’ zy byb byrt’ offers this ostensibly mini-
mal epithet for the deity. The relative clause that follows would seem to refer
(narrowly speaking) not to the deity but to the temple associated with that deity,
which recurs also in line 13 and is echoed also in line 25: “the temple of yhw the
god to (re)build it in Yeb the fortress.” This is the same identification that noted
above with the epithet in Ezra 1:4, bét ha’élohim ’dser birtisala(y)im, “the house of
(the) God that is in Jerusalem.” The formulary in context also echoes the opening
identification of the letter-senders “the priests who are in Elephantine the fortress”
(khny’ zy byb byrt’, line 1; a formulary itself paralleled in line 18, “the priests that
are in Jerusalem,” khny’ zy byrwslm). Thus “the god” takes his place with the place
and priests linked together in this letter. They are represented in contrast to “the
priests of Khnub the god who are in Yeb the fortress,” kmry’ zy hnb °lh’ byb byrt’
(line 5).2 Both Yhw and Khnub receive the epithet, “the god” and are associated
with “Yeb the fortress.” Thus the “temple epithets” in lines 6, 11, and 25 containing
the name of yhw in effect work to set up construct two groups in tension, what Jef-
frey Sissons calls “two competing religio-social fields,”’®> on one side the god Yhw
with his priests (khny’) along with their leader Yedaniah, and on the other side the
god Khnub and his priests (kmry’, a different term),'** along with their ally, Vi-
dranga (in line 7 called “the wicked,” Ihy’, his only epithet in this text).*®

This survey of divine epithets in Ezra 1:2-4 and in Elephantine letter shows a
number of common points. The first is the overlap in the titles, “the lord/god of
heaven.” This is a suggestive of a broad appeal to the addressees. Both texts also

121 For Aramaic hw’ as copula, see Dan 2:28-47, 3:15 (HALOT 1858). See also the ketib dhw’ in
Ezra 4:9, in Rosenthal 1974, 21 para. 35. Cf. the second “epithet-string” noted above in Ezra 1:3 in-
troduced by hit’, “that is.”

122 For the priests of Khnum (Khnub is a variant) at Elephantine and his temple in the Elephan-
tine texts, see van der Toorn 2019, 22, 56, 98, 126 and 139. Cf. the god Khnum at Elephantine in the
Ptolemaic period “Famine Stela,” in Lichtheim 1997, 131-34, who believes the text to be the work of
Khnum’s priesthood at Elephantine; see also Morkot 2001, 154. The stela, found at Sehel Island lo-
cated about 3 km. south of Elephantine, also refers to resources in the vicinity for building temples.
123 Sisson 2007 studies what he calls “two competing social fields” on one of the Cook Islands in
the nineteen century: newly established Christian churches versus indigenous Rarotonga ceremonial
enclosures with god-houses (in which were stored wrapped wooden poles, representing divine
ancestors).

124 As noted by commentators, e.g., van der Toorn 2019.

125 This characterization of Vidranga in TAD A4.9:6 and for the leader of the earlier Egyptian re-
volt in A6.7:7 is noted by van der Toorn 2019, 140-411 and 251 n. 93 and 252 n. 98.
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focus on the god’s spatial location relative to the temple in their specific locales.
Thus, both sets of epithets convey the deity’s power over the universe even as they
also pinpoint the deity’s location on earth. Within this broadly shared divine land-
scape, the Ezra and Elephantine texts differ in their usage of divine epithets. The out-
standing difference: unlike Ezra 1:4, the Elephantine documents do not refer to
“Israel” or “the god of Israel.” In using the term, “Israel,” Ezra evokes an ancient
memory that shaped how Yehud and Yehudians recall themselves, a tie to a land and
a people of old. Thus “god of Israel” carries a dense freight, a very meaningful mem-
ory. (In this respect, it is the opposite of the cases of ba‘al beérit in Judg 8:33 and 9:4
and el bérit in Judg 9:46, apparent casualties of collective amnesia and arguably re-
covery and re-interpretation as well.) By contrast to Ezra 1:4, the Elephantine letters
make no such specific appeal to “Israel,” perhaps fitting for an addressee, “Bagohi,
the governor of Yehud” (line 1), who may not identify with —and may not be expected
to identify with— “Israel.”’*® The location of the communication, from Egypt, might
also contribute to this omission (cf. “the gods of Egypt”)."”” While many questions
remain about both sets of texts as well as their epithets, = they locate the divine
wishes of the Yehudian universal god in the specific geographical contexts of his tem-
ples, one located in his homeland and the other lying at the one of world’s far
reaches in biblical imagination.

128

Abbreviations

BA Biblical Aramaic

BH Biblical Hebrew

coS1 The Context of Scripture, ed. William H. Hallo / K. Lawson Younger, Jr., vol. 1, Leiden,
1997.

C0S 2 The Context of Scripture, ed. William H. Hallo / K. Lawson Younger, Jr., vol. 2, Leiden,
2000.

CO0S 3 The Context of Scripture, ed. William H. Hallo / K. Lawson Younger, Jr., vol. 3, Leiden,
2002.

DCH Dictionary of Classical Hebrew, vol. I-VIIl, ed. D. ). A. Clines et al., Sheffield.

DN divine name

GN geographical name

HB Hebrew Bible

126 Despite his Persian name, Bagohi may have been Yehudian, according to Porten 1968, 291.
127 A4.7:12//A4.8:13, A4.7:14 and C1.2:19, 25; D23.1.1X:8, in Porten/Lund 2002, 14.

128 For example, the epithet “Most High” does not appear in these documents. The title in the
Hebrew Bible is rather common: Gen 14:18-19, 22; Num 24:16; Deut 32:8; 2 Sam 22:14//Ps 18:14; 2
Kgs 15:35; Pss 7:18, 9:3, 21:8, 46:5, 47:3, 50:14, 77:11, 78:56, 83:19, 87:5, 91:1, 91:9, 92:2, 97:9, 107:11;
Lam 3:35, 3:38; cf. Isa 14:14; Ps 82:6. See also the epithets 20x in Ben Sira according to Aitken 2007,
264.
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HCSB The Harper Collins Study Bible, ed. Harold W. Attridge et al., San Francisco, 2006.
HALOT The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament, five vols., ed. M. E. J. Richardson
et al., Leiden, 1994.

KAl Kanaandische und Aramdische Inschriften, Herbert Donner / Wolfgang Réllig,
Wiesbaden, 1971.
KTU Die keilalphabetischen Texte aus Ugarit, Ras Ibn Hani und anderen Orten/The Cuneiform

Alphabetic Texts from Ugarit, Ras Ibn Hani and Other Places, Manfried Dietrich, Oswald
Loretz / Joaquin Sanmartin, Miinster, 2013.

NJPS New Jewish Publication Society translation

NRSV New Revised Standard Version translation

PN personal name

TAD Textbook of Aramaic Documents from Ancient Egypt, vol. 1, ed. Bezalel Porten / Ada

Yardeni, 1986, citing both texts number and page numbers.

TDOT Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament, eight vols., ed. G. Johannes Botterweck
and Helmer Ringgren, trans. John T. Willis et al., Grand Rapids, 1974-2018.

V(v.) verse(s) of the Hebrew Bible
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Anna Elise Zernecke
Nomina nuda tenemus: The God Elyon (lyn)

The aim of this paper’ is to investigate the character of Elyon, “Most High”, and his
spatial allocation (“most high” in reference to what). ‘ly(w)n (elyon) is an adjective
in Ancient Hebrew (epigraphic and biblical) denoting “upper, most high”, and is
used for upper storeys and upper ponds, but it is also one of the less frequent divine
designations for the God of the Hebrew Bible.? Corresponding forms of the North-
west Semitic adjective are attested in two other sources, both times for a deity, in
the Old Aramaic inscription from Sfire (‘lyn), and in the fragments of Philo of Byblos
(EAModv with writing variants and translation into Greek as D\iotog, “most high”).
The adjective ly(w)n in its everyday use denotes a spatial classification. Therefore,
the divine designation is often taken as referring to the allocation of the deity as
“most high” in relation to a pantheon, a divine counsel, or to human worshippers,’
though the metaphorical potential of the adjective is unquestionable and was cer-
tainly explored. The semantic transparency” of this divine designation is also a fac-
tor complicating its interpretation: as ly(w)n is a common adjective (though the
evidence for this use is restricted to Ancient Hebrew), it is not necessarily a proper
name, but might also be an epithet of a deity with a different proper name. Only
semi-transparent (such as Sadday in Biblical Hebrew) or opaque names (such as
Anat in Ugaritic) are a priori recognisable as proper names. It is therefore necessary
to ask in every single case if ly(w)n is to be considered as an epithet or as a proper
name. Allusions to the semantic dimension of the adjective are not necessarily evi-
dence against the classification as a proper name.

1 This article is part of a greater project of research on Elyon / Most High as name / title in the ancient
Levant and the Hebrew Bible; Zernecke forthcoming. I would like to thank the organisers of the inspiring
conference, Corinne Bonnet and her team, who made it possible to have so many intensive and lively dis-
cussions, and again Corinne Bonnet and the anonymous reviewers for important suggestions. Special
thanks are also due to Mark S. Smith and Reinhard G. Lehmann. Kristin Schlegel, Frithjof Gruben and
Louisa Thomsen provided help with the manuscript.

2 References to Ty(w)n as everyday adjective in Hebrew: Epigraphic: Arad(6):25 (HAE 1, 393-395); Biblical:
Gen 40, 17; Dtn 26, 19; 28, 1; Jos 16, 5; 1K6n 9, 8 (text critically debated); 2Kon 15, 35; 18, 17; Jes 7, 3; 36, 2;
Jer 20, 2; 36, 10; Ez 9, 2; 41, 7; 42, 5; Ps 89, 28; Neh 3, 25; 1Chr 7, 24; 2Chr 7, 21; 8, 5; 23, 20; 27, 3; 32, 30; as
divine designation in combinations: Gen 14, 18. 19. 20 (I lywn). 22 (yhwh °’l lywn, text critically debated);
Num 24, 16; Dtn 32, 8; 2Sam 22, 14; Jes 14, 14; Ps 7, 18 (yhwh lywn); 9, 3; 18, 14; 21, 8; 46, 5; 47, 3 (yhwh
‘ywn); 50, 14; 57, 3 (Clhym lywn); 73, 11; 77, 11; 78, 17. 35 ('l lywn). 56 (Clhym Tywn); 82, 6; 83, 19 (predicative
use); 87, 5; 91, 1. 9; 92, 2; 97, 9 (predicative use); 107, 11; Thr 3, 35. 38. Cf. also gdySy lywnyn in Biblical
Aramaic (Dan 7, 18. 22. 25. 27).

3 E.g. Elnes/Miller 1999a, 293.

4 Terminology (transparent / semi-transparent / opaque proper names) according to Niibling/Fahlbusch/
Heuser 2012, 54-56; introduced into the discussion of divine names and titles by Zernecke 2013, 232-233; for
divine designations in the Hebrew Bible cf. Surls 2017, 14-19.

3 Open Access. © 2022 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110798432-004
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The attestations of ‘lyn / Elyon (the vocalisation is depending on the local lin-
guistic environment) in Sfire and Philo as divine designation are often noted only
in passing in discussions of the biblical evidence.” However, they are of crucial im-
portance for the question if there was the concept of an independent deity of the
name of ‘lyn / Elyon in the Levant from the Iron Age to Hellenistic and Roman
times. The Hebrew Bible as tradition literature is the result of a long and complex
process of composition, transmission, edition, harmonisation, and finally canonisa-
tion. Especially for issues touching the character and names of the God of the He-
brew Bible, a reworking or reframing of biblical texts according to theological
developments is to be expected. The Sfire inscription on the other hand as a text
from a precise political situation and an archaeological context — though only the
outline of both is known at best — is a fundamentally different type of source. To a
lesser degree, this is also valid for the fragments of Philo of Byblos, which are only
preserved as quotations in the work of Eusebius of Caesarea. For the sake of meth-
odological clarity, it is therefore necessary to discuss these types of sources sepa-
rately, independently of the biblical material which shall be studied elsewhere.®

Both sources are disconnected, there is a huge gap in place, in time, and in lan-
guage between the Old Aramaic inscription from 8th century BCE Northern Syria and
the Greek fragments of Philo from the 1st century CE, transmitted in an even later text.
As these documents are the only evidence for ‘Ilyn / Elyon as divine designation be-
sides the biblical texts with their additional methodological problems, it needs to be
asked very cautiously if there could be a common concept behind both. This is not
impossible, as Philo, the later source, transmits a wealth of earlier traditions especially
of Northwest Semitic and Anatolian mythology, which are furthermore only known
from Ugaritic or Anatolian sources.” Besides, some deities are attested in different Le-
vantine political entities of the Bronze and Iron Ages and into the Hellenistic period,
such as El or (later) Baal Samem. The probable differences in the concepts behind one
divine name in different places and times are usually intangible. But the scarcity of
sources does not preclude to ask if the two attestations of the divine designation Tyn /

5 In the discussion of divine designations in the Bible, Elyon / “Most High” has rarely been in the focus of
attention. Often, Elyon is seen as a short version of El Elyon, so that Elyon is interpreted as a particular form
of the widely known god El (whose name is also semantically transparent, as it means “god” in Canaanite
languages and Ugaritic); cf. Schmid 1955, 197; Lack 1962, 59—64; Stolz 1970, 152, 157; Cross 1973, 51-52;
Smith 2010, 13, 135; cautiously Kottsieper 2013a and Kottsieper 2013b. But El Elyon is only mentioned in two
biblical texts (Gen 14; Ps 78), which are not anymore considered as being very old; e.g. Niehr 1990, 65;
Granergd 2010, 129-132 for Gen 14 or the relevant insertion Gen 14, 18-20; Hossfeld 2000, 426430 for Ps
78. Besides, combined divine names consisting of El and a second element (El gadday, El Roi, El Olam, El
Bet-El) for localised El-deities seem to be characteristic of biblical literature; they neither have a sufficient
basis in extra-biblical sources nor do they fit El's character as known from inscriptional material; Zernecke
in print.

6 Zernecke forthcoming.

7 Cf. e.g. Lopez-Ruiz 2010, 84, 94-95.
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Elyon have anything in common and if similar or even shared conceptions can be de-
tected behind both. The disparity of the sources makes it essential to discuss every
attestation on its own before asking for possible points of convergence.

1 dyn in the Old Aramaic Inscription
From Sfire (KAl 222)

The earliest reference to ‘lyn as divine designation known so far occurs on Stele I of
the Old Aramaic Sfire inscriptions (KAI 222), concluded between King Bar-Ga’yah
(Bar-Gayah) of KTK and King Mati“el (Matiel) of Arpad.® Bar-Gayah is the stronger
party, he has all the benefits and Matiel all the obligations. Arpad was the capital of
the Aramaic state B&ét Gus / Bit Agisi, which was turned into an Assyrian province in
740 BCE. This year is therefore terminus ante quem for the treaty and the inscription.’

Tab. 1: KAl 222, lines 7-13.

7

7. ..wdy Inzy gzr br glyh .. . And concerning these obligations, which Bar-Ga[yah]

concluded
qdm 31 Bwmls [in the presence of As5ur] ® and Mullissu
wqgdm mrdk wzrpnt and in the presence of Marduk and Zarpanitu
wqgdm nb’ wt[Smt and in the presence of Nab{i and T[aSmetu
wqdm ’r wn$]°k and in the presence of Erra and Nus]’ku
wqgdm nrgl wls and in the presence of Nergal and Las
wqgdm $Sms wnr and in the presence of Sama3 and Nur
wgdm s[n wnkl and in the presence of S[in and Nikkal
wq]*°dm nkr wkd’h and in the pre]*%sence of nkr und kdh
wqgdm kl’lhy rhbh wdm[. .. and in the presence of all the gods of Rahbah and Adam([. . .
wqgdm hdd zy h]**Ib and in the presence of Hadad of A]*'leppo
wqgdm sbt and in the presence of the Seven / Sibitti

8 Ronzevalle 1931 (Stele I, editio princeps), KAI 222; Rossler 1983, 178-189; Lemaire/Durand 1984; Fitzmyer
1995; Schwiderski 2004, 402-404; Kitchen/Lawrence 2012, No. 87, 911-934. For considerations about the
nature of the kingdom of KTK, see Na’aman 2016.

9 Lipinski 2000, 216-218; Koch 2008b.
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Tab. 1 (continued)

wgdm ’l wilyn and in the presence of El and Elyan

wgdm Smy[n wrq and in the presence of Hea[ven and Earth

wgdm ms)*2lh wmynn and in the presence of (the) A]*2byss and (the) Springs
wgdm ywm wlylh and in the presence of Day and Night

Shdn ki [lhy ktk wlhy r|*3*[pd - all the god[s of KTK and the gods of A]*3[rpad] (are) witnesses (to it)

The Sfire stelae attest to the only Aramaic international treaty text known to date. Its
form has been interpreted as an amalgam of Assyrian, Hittite, and genuine Aramaic
traditions.'® It contains a list of divine witnesses who guarantee the stipulations."

’land Iyn (El and Elyan)™ are mentioned towards the end of the list. The document
is broken, the left part of the lines is reconstructed with the help of other lists, as it fol-
lows Assyrian conventions.” One such Assyrian list is of paramount importance: a king
Mati-ilu of Arpad, perhaps identical to the Matiel from KAI 222, was party in an Assyrian
vassal treaty with Assur-nerari V (754-745) in 754 BCE. As this document is preserved in
fragments,' two international treaties are known which the kings of Arpad (possibly
the same king Matiel) concluded with superior powers. Both documents contain lists of
divine witnesses. A comparison of both lists shows parallels and differences.

Both lists are organised in pairs, often god and goddess, but not consistently.
They begin with the highest Assyrian deities at the top; in this part, both lists have
many parallels. Apart from their different length, the most striking differences are
the position of Mulissu, the change of place of Sama$ and Sin and the position of
Nergal and Las. After the Seven / Sibitti, both lists differ completely. In Sfire, the
last deities mentioned are El, Elyan, Heaven, Earth, Abyss, Springs, Day and Night.
The Assyrian treaty has no Assyrian but rather Levantine deities in the correspond-
ing positions.” There are no parallels to the Sfire inscription in this part of the list,
as far as the broken tablet is legible. In the long and rich tradition of Assyrian god-
lists, the Seven / Sibitti are often positioned at the end.'® It is plausible to assume

10 Koch 2008a, 77-78.

11 Text and reconstruction according to Fitzmyer 1995, 42-43.

12 Elyan is supposed as Aramaic vocalisation of fyn without Canaanite Shift, Fitzmyer 1995, 75.

13 Barré 1985; Fitzmyer 1995, 71-73.

14 SAA 2, 8-13 (text: SAA 2, 2); further translations: Borger 1983, 155-158; Kitchen/Lawrence 2012, No. 90,
939-948.

15 SAA 2, 13.

16 Barré 1983, 19, 25, 132, 146 n. 35; Fitzmyer 1995, 74. The deities preceding the Seven in the Sfire inscrip-
tion are hardly known (nkr, kd’h), debated (“all the gods of Rahbah and Adam”, cf. Fitzmyer 1995, 43,
73-74; Kitchen/Lawrence 2012, 919) or at least not exclusively Assyrian (Hadad of Aleppo), as Aleppo appar-
ently belonged to Matiel’s territory (Lipifiski 2000, 207).
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that after the deities of the stronger party — Assur — from Assur to the Seven,
Dagan, [M]usurunna, M[elqart] and the following are the deities of the weaker
party, Matiel of Arpad."” They are not mentioned in Sfire; in their place stand El,

Tab. 2: The lists of divine witnesses in both treaties.

Sfire | A 7-14 (Bar-Ga’yah and SAA 2, 2 VI 6-26 (A3Sur-nerari V. and Mati-ilu)
Mati“el)
[ASSur] and Mullissu ASsur, King of Heaven and Earth

Anu and Antu

Illil and Mullissu

Ea and Damkina

Sin and Nikkal

Samas and Nur

Adad and Sala

Marduk and Zarpanitu Marduk and Zarpanitu

Nabii and T[asmetu Nab{i and Tasmetu

Ninurta and Gula

Ura$ and Ninegal

Zababa and Babu

Nergal and Las

Madanu and Ningirsu

Humhummu and ISum

Erra and Nus]ku Girra and Nusku

Nergal and Las

Samas and Nur

S[in and Nikkal]

nkr and kd’h

all the gods of Rahbah and Adam[?. . .

17 Koch 2008a, 61, referring to the stele KAI 201 dedicated to Melqart, possibly by a king of Arpad, attesting
to the veneration of this god in the region.
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Tab. 2 (continued)

I3tar, Lady of Ninive

I8tar, Lady of Arbela

Adad of Kurbail

Hadad of A]leppo Hadad of Aleppo

Palil, who marches in front

the Seven / Sibitti the valiant Seven

Eland Elyan Dagan and [M]usuruna

Hea[ven and Earth M[elgart and ES]mun

(the) Albyss and (the) Springs Kub[aba and Karlhuha

Day and Night Hadad [. . .] and Ramman of [Damascus]

all the god[s of KTK and the gods of
A]*3[rpad](are) witnesses (to it)

Elyan, Heaven, Earth, Abyss, Springs, Day, and Night.'® Matiel’s gods would

then appear in the concluding summary only (all the god[s of KTK and the gods
of Al[rpad](are) witnesses (to it)).!” Such a mere summary of the deities of the
weaker party is customary in Hittite treaties.”® This is not wholly out of place and time
in northern Syria in the 8th century, as in this region many elements of cultural conti-
nuity from Hittite times are known.?! The “Assyrianising” beginning of the Sfire list
is then to be interpreted as the gods of unknown KTK. If the influence of Hittite and
Assyrian traditions are correctly evaluated and if we indeed know Matiel’s or Ar-
pad’s gods from the Assyrian treaty, El, Elyan, Heaven, Earth, and the following
must have been understood differently and cannot be Arpad’s gods. This leads to
the question who these gods are for the authors and parties of the Sfire treaty in
their conceptualisation of the world and a pantheon.

A parallel to divine Heaven, Earth, Day, Night and other such entities cannot
be found in Assyrian treaties, but again for the first time in the Hittite treaty tradi-
tion. Especially their naming at the end of lists of divine witnesses in treaties seems
to have been a very long-lived tradition which appears again much later and far
beyond the Anatolian or Northern Syrian scope: traces of it can still be found in the

18 For the scope of this paper, Smy[n w’rq, ms]lh wm‘ynn, ywm wlylh are translated as Heaven and Earth,
Abyss and Springs, Day and Night; their character as names or appellatives is not discussed.

19 Barré 1983, 25-29, Koch 20083, 61. Differently: Voigt 1994, 66; Niehr 2014, 151-152.

20 Koch 20083, 61, who also claims other peculiarities of the Sfire inscriptions as Hittite legacy (52-78).

21 Koch 2008a, 27-29.
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treaty between Hannibal and Philip V of Macedonia in the Second Punic War from
215 BCE, transmitted in Greek by Polybius.”” The end of the Sfire god-list has plausi-
bly been interpreted according to this custom.”

El and Elyan are positioned between the deities from the Assyrian tradition and
the divine “natural entities”. They are not among Arpad’s deities in the Assyrian
treaty. So it is well in order to look again at the Hittite treaty tradition. The god-lists
in these documents are usually tripartite. Between the high gods and a summary at
the beginning and the “natural entities” at the end stands a third group, the olden
gods: a group of most often 12 deities, who were seen as members of an earlier genera-
tion of gods with knowledge from primeval times.?* The olden gods were conceptual-
ised as the ancestors of the ruling gods in the netherworld. Memory and experience
were attributed to them because of their age, they were understood as not taking ac-
tion anymore.” In rituals, it was their function to carry away impurity.”® El and Elyan
are in the position of these ancient ancestor-gods. If they are indeed a Hittite tradition,
then there should be common traits between them and the Hittite olden gods.

As Elyan is unknown elsewhere, only El’s position can be studied. In the mythical
texts from Ugarit, El is the patriarch of the gods, his children. He is old and connected
to the primeval times. He blesses, is wise and close to humans.” He also has a certain
connection to the netherworld, as the dead king goes to El. The living king is connected
to storm-gods, not E1.%® In the first millennium, El is rarely mentioned in inscriptions
which makes it difficult to assess the concepts linked to him.” He seems to be most
prominent in Aramaic literary texts, like Ahigar and also Tell Dér ‘Alla (Combination I,
line 2).>° Matiel and Hazael of Damascus are the only Aramaic kings whose names con-
tain the theophoric element El. Hadad is more common in the names of kings, but El-
names are well attested in other classes of society.>! Possibly El was “lord of all other
gods” above the states and their territorial deities.>? El is an old god, not involved in
the politics of the states; their ruling gods are his children. His age, his not being
a member of the ruling generation and his “international” character give him a

22 Barré 1983, 30, 35-37; Koch 20083, 62 n. 246.

23 Barré 1983, 27-29; Koch 2008a, 62; Niehr 2014, 151-152.

24 Barré 1983, 27-28, 35; Elnes/Miller 1999b, 643; Haas 1994, 114; Wilhelm 2009, 63, 68-70.
25 Wilhelm 2009, 74; Elnes/Miller 1999b, 641; Wilhelm 2002, 64; Cross 1977, 332.

26 Archi 1990, 116; Wilhelm 2009, 73-74.

27 Herrmann 1999, 275; Kottsieper 2013a.

28 Kottsieper 2013a.

29 Compare e.g. Niehr 1990, 17-24 and Kottsieper 1997, 46-50.

30 Kottsieper 1997, 27-42. For Tell Dér ‘Alla (KAI 312), see Hoftijzer/van der Kooij 1976 (editio princeps),
and the recent reconstruction Blum 2008.

31 Kottsieper 1997, 42-47.

32 Kottsieper 1997, 44.



78 = Anna Elise Zernecke

position which is close to the Hittite olden gods.? In the Assyrian treaty, probably
Dagan is placed at the top of the national pantheon of Arpad, but El must have
been prominent, as Matiel is named after him. And El is associated to the other-
wise unknown deity Elyan.

We have only the names, but understanding the list in the Sfire treaty in anal-
ogy to lists of divine witnesses in the Hittite tradition, El and Elyan are in the posi-
tion of the olden gods, who are not part of the ruling generation and can therefore
guarantee international treaties. In any case, Elyan is the proper name of a deity of
his own in this text, there is no indication that it is an epithet for another deity.>*

2 Elioun in the Fragments of Philo of Byblos

The second extra-biblical source for Elyon is very difficult to assess. A god Elioun
(with textual variants) is mentioned in the fragments of the Phoenician history by
Philo of Byblos which are transmitted in Eusebius’ Praeparatio Evangelica. Philo
was a historian of the late first and early second century CE, who is also known
from other sources, but none of his works has survived. He is mentioned by sev-
eral authors.> Eusebius quotes at length from his nine books of “Phoenician His-
tory” (| ®owwkikn iotopia).>® Philo claims that this is not his original work, but
that the real author was Sanchuniaton, who lived before the Trojan War and
whose authority was a certain Taautos (the name is linked to the Egyptian god
Thoth) who invented writing.>” To add to the problems of the source, Philo fol-
lows Euhemerism, a Hellenistic philosophical concept which claims that the gods
really were humans of an early age who were venerated after their death.?®
Philo’s intention seems to have been to show that the Phoenician traditions are

33 However, the names of the olden gods are not attested as theophoric elements in personal names,
Cross 1977, 332.

34 Levi della Vida 1944, 3; Pope 1955, 55; Rendtorff 1966, 281-282; Fitzmyer 1995, 75. Differently:
w in ’l wlyn as waw explicativum: Schmid 1955, 179-180; Elnes/Miller 1999a, 294-295; cf. Cross
1973, 51; Barré 1983, 26; Niehr 1990, 21 n. 27 as more probable; alternatively Kottsieper 2013b (‘lyn
as plural: “the most high ones”).

35 Lauber 2008; Baumgarten 1981, 31-35.

36 Eusebius mentions nine books, Porphyrius only eight. Eusebius might have quoted Philo from Porphyr-
ius (Rollig 2001, 31), but the difference in the number of books militates against this assumption, Carriker
2003, 149-150 and n. 42.

37 Jacoby 1958, 804, 22-805, 1 = Eusebius Praep. evang. 1, 9, 23-24; Taautos can be interpreted as Egyp-
tian Thoth / Greek Hermes. For Taautos cf. Baumgarten 1981, 68-72; for Sanchuniathon Baumgarten
1981, 42-51, for both Attridge/Oden 1981, 3-9.

38 Attridge/Oden 1981, 7; Baumgarten 1981, 38—39; Lauber 2008; Smith 2010, 255-260. If Philo’s source
already contained Euhemerism, it could be dated as Hellenistic; cf. Baumgarten 1981, 92 and n. 94. This
cannot be proven.
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really more ancient and better than the Greek ones, as the Greeks and especially
Hesiod misunderstood everything.>

It is difficult to judge where the fable starts in this history of claimed traditions.
In all probability, Eusebius did not invent Philo. And Philo can be considered a
source for the 1./2. century CE, but certainly not for the antediluvian (or rather ante-
trojan) age Philo allegedly claims for his Sanchuniathon-Taautos. The fragments of
Philo-Sanchuniathon-Taautos, quoted by Eusebius, are derived from a tradition
which is broken several times. The connection to Hesiod is explicit.*® This is why the
value of the fragments as a source is not easy to assess. For a long time, they were
considered as entirely worthless. But the discovery of Ugaritic, Hittite, and Hurrian
texts changed this.*! Their parallels to Philo in contexts in which he differs from the
Greek traditions* are too numerous to be only coincidence: Philo must have had at
least some ancient traditions. A fact transmitted in these fragments should have been
judged as ancient in Philo’s Hellenistic time (if Eusebius quotes correctly*®), but tells
us nothing about Pre-Hellenistic Phoenician beliefs.** A higher age of the traditions
can only be claimed in a few points where they are corroborated by other sources.

The following paragraph is the beginning of a new section in the fragments. It
contains a succession myth, succeeding generations of deities depicted as humans
because of Philo’s Euhemerism:

(14) At the same time as these [last] is born a certain Elioun, called Hypsistos (l\iotoc) / Most
High, and a female (15) called Berouth, and they lived near Byblos. From these is begotten Epi-
geios Autochthon / terrestrial native (16), whom they later called Ouranos / Heaven, so that from
him the element above us, (17) on account of its exceeding beauty, is called Ouranos. To him (18)
a sister is begotten of the above-mentioned parents and was correspondingly called Ge / Earth,
and on account of [her] beauty, (19) he [= Philo] says, they named the earth, which also bears
this name, after her. But their Father Hypsistos, having died in an encounter (20) with wild ani-
mals, was sanctified, and his children offered libations and sacrifices to him. (21) And Ouranos,
succeeding to his father’s sovereignty, takes his (22) sister Ge to wife, and has four children by
her: El who is also Kronos, and (23) Baitylos, and Dagon (who is Grain), and Atlas.*®

At the beginning of the history of gods, there is Elioun, whose parentage is not men-
tioned. His name is explained for a Greek audience: ‘EAlobv koAovpevog “Yiotog,

39 Ribichini 1999, 154-155.

40 Jacoby 1958, 813, 11-22 = Eusebius Praep. evang. 1, 10, 40-41. Baumgarten 1981, 214-217, 235-242; At-
tridge/Oden 1981, 6061, 93.

41 Loépez-Ruiz 2010, 84.

42 Baumgarten 1981, 237-238; see 1-6 for the history of research. Sanchuniathon cannot be contextualised;
differently: Albright 1968, 195; Eissfeldt 1952, 70. It is impossible to assess if Philo’s sources were Pre-
Hellenistic, but they certainly contained ancient material. Cf. Barr 1974/5, 33-40.

43 Eusebius is usually considered as reliable, Attridge/Oden 1981, 2 n. 5.

44 Ribichini 1999, 165; Baumgarten 1981, 264—266; Attridge/Oden 1981, 9; Clifford 1990, 56.

45 Jacoby 1958, 809, 14-23 = Eusebius Praep. evang. 1 10, 15-16; translation following Baumgarten
1981, 181.
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“Elioun, called Hypsistos / Most High”. Despite textual variants of the name (EAwobv,
EAovy, EAovy, &vody, EAodp),* especially in combination with the Greek translation
Hypsistos, “Most High”, it is evident that this is Ty(w)n / Elyon in Greek letters.*’ Elioun
is introduced as a proper name and then translated into Greek. The same happens in
this paragraph with “Dagon who is grain”. Not all Semitic names get a Greek counterpart
in the fragments, for example Berouth is left untranslated. Another strategy applied to
the names is the identification with Greek gods: El with a Greek case ending is identified
with Kronos (TH)\ov TOV kai Kpdvov, “Elos, who is also Kronos”). The identifications are
derived from the function or the character of the deity.*® But most names are Greek only.

Philo’s Elioun most probably is an independent deity of his own. In Philo’s
time and culture, Hypsistos was a frequent epithet of Zeus, but Zeus is a member
of a later generation in the genealogy as brother of Elos / Kronos.*® As Philo refers
explicitly to Hesiod, it is interesting to compare this genealogy to Hesiod’s theog-
ony. The theogony ends with the ruling of Zeus who is a son of Kronos who is a son
of Ouranos and Ge. Philo’s Elos / Kronos is also a son of Ouranos and Ge who are
children of Elioun and Berouth. The names of the successive divine rulers are identi-
cal.”® But Philo knows one additional earlier generation, the gods Elioun and
Berouth.

Tab. 3: The generations of gods in Philo and Hesiod.

Philo Hesiod

Elioun = Hypsistos & Berouth -

Epigeios Autochthon = Ouranos & Ge Ouranos & Ge
Elos = Kronos Kronos & Rhea
Zeus Demarous & / <=’ Adados & Astarte Zeus & Hera

46 Jacoby 1958, 809; Attridge/Oden 1981, 46.

47 Attridge/Oden 1981, 86; Baumgarten 1981, 184; Colpe/Low 1994, 1041-1042. The expected Greek equiva-
lent *€\iovv is not attested in the manuscripts. The writing with ov attests to the sound chance from /a/ to /
0/ via the Canaanite Shift frequently to /u/ in Phoenician, Friedrich/R6llig/Amadasi Guzzo 1999, §§ 70, 206.
48 Smith 2010, 254; 252255 for the translation of deities in Philo, for the intellectual background, 268-270.
Ribichini 1999, 157-162 classifies the deities according to possible Greek equivalents.

49 Different Zeus figures are mentioned in the fragments. Zeus Demarous’ parentage is plural: Kronos / El
gave his mother, pregnant from Ouranos, to Dagon (Jacoby 1958, 810, 10-14 = Eusebius Praep. evang. 1 10,
18), this blurring of parentage is one of several aspects linking him to the Ugaritic Baal; Baumgarten 1981,
195-197; cf. Ayali-Darshan 2013.

50 Zeus Demarous, possibly identical to Adados, together with Astarte as current rulers are only named in
a successive fragment (Jacoby 1958, 811, 24 = Eusebius Praep. evang. 1 10, 31), originally apparently uncon-
nected to the fragments cited so far. This is explicitly mentioned in its introduction: Jacoby 1958, 811, 23 =
Eusebius Praep. evang. 1 10, 30. The identification of Zeus Demarous with Adados depends on a textual
conjecture, the emendation of kai to 6 koi, Baumgarten 1981, 219; rejected by Attridge/Oden 1981, 91.
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This first generation is considered by some as Philo’s invention.”® But another
succession myth indicates that Philo might have had a source in this case, a tradi-
tion which is known from CTH 344, the “Song of Going Forth”,*? the first part of the
Hurrian-Hittite cycle of Kumarbi from the 2nd millennium BCE,>> much older than
Hesiod and often discussed among the traditions received by him.”* This text has a
structural parallel to Philo where Philo differs from Hesiod and knows four genera-
tions of divine rulers, Alalu, Anu, Kumarbi and the storm-god.>

Tab. 4: The generations of gods in CTH 344, Philo and Hesiod.

CTH 344 Philo Hesiod

Alalu Elioun = Hypsistos & Berouth -

Anu Epigeios Autochthon = Ouranos & Ge Ouranos & Ge
Kumarbi Elos = Kronos Kronos & Rhea
Storm-god Zeus Demarous & / <=’ Adados & Astarte Zeus & Hera

The Anatolian counterpart of Philo’s Elioun as first ruling god is Alalu. There are
several parallels between the younger generations of deities in Hesiod and the Ana-
tolian tradition: Ouranos (= Heaven) is related to Anu, which is the Mesopotamian
name of the god of heaven, who is one of the olden gods in the Hittite tradition.*®
Kumarbi is associated to grain. In Ugarit, he is connected to Enlil and E1.>” The final
ruler is a storm-god like Baal / Hadad.*® There are so many and diverse parallels
between Hesiod and the Kumarbi tradition that Hesiod is considered to be depen-
dent on Anatolian material, though the way of transmission is speculative.>® Philo
is situated between Hesiod and the Anatolian texts. It is plausible to assume that he

51 Lack 1962, 50-56; Elnes/Miller 1999a, 294; Kottsieper 2013b.

52 Van Dongen 2012, 71-73.

53 Giiterbock 1946; Hoffner 1998, 40-42 with translation; cf. Haas 1994, 82-99; Haas 2006, 130-176;
Haas 2011, 181-199; Unal 1994, 828-830; Bauer/Gorke/Lorenz/Rieken 2015, 162-166.

54 Giiterbock 1946, 115; West 1966, 28; West 1999, 276-277, 279-280; Haas 2006, 136-137; Lopez-Ruiz
2006; Lopez-Ruiz 2010, 87, 99-101 who sees the Phoenicians as intermediaries; Rutherford 2009, 22; Haas
2011, 287-288. Bernabé 1989 however emphasises the differences.

55 The name of the storm-god is often given as Te$Sub. According to van Dongen 2012, 34, the logographic
writing leaves open which storm-god is meant, the phonetic complements suggest Tarhunna-, the Hittite
storm-god.

56 Haas 1994, 114.

57 Haas 1994, 168-169; Haas 2006, 131-132.

58 Schwemer 2008, 3-8, 17-22.

59 Possible ways of transmission: Giiterbock 1946, 111, 115; West 1999, 626-627; Rutherford 2009, 31-35;
Scully 2015, 51-52; cf. Lopez-Ruiz 2006, 94-100.
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does not depend on Hesiod only but really knows an ancient tradition which has a
god Elioun / Elyon at the beginning of the history of the gods.

Behind Elioun / Elyon stands most probably the tradition of an independent
deity because of formal parallels between the three theogonies, CTH 344, Hesiod,
and Philo. As in the case of the Sfire god-list, we know little more than the name:
Elioun has a wife whose name is related either to the city Beirut or to wells or to
both,® he is venerated in Byblos, his children are Ouranos and Ge and he dies in
an encounter with wild animals. His children found a cult with libations. The infor-
mation about Alalu, his Hurro-Hittite parallel, is equally scarce: he is king in
heaven for nine years, then defeated by Anu, his cup-bearer, then he flees “to the
dark earth”. Nine years later Anu is also defeated by his cup-bearer Kumarbi, who
is Alalu’s offspring. Anu flees to the sky, but Kumarbi manages to get hold of him,
bites off his genitals and swallows them. By this, he gets pregnant with several dei-
ties, the future storm-god among them.®'

In both traditions, there is a first divine ruler who is the ancestor of the gods,
but obsolete for the rest of the story and the present situation of the pantheon. In
both traditions, he is related to the underworld. But they differ in all other aspects:
Elioun is killed by wild animals and venerated, Alalu is defeated and flees into the
netherworld. Nevertheless: it is plausible that there is a common tradition behind
both texts, and Philo’s Elioun can be considered a reminiscence of Alalu.®?

3 Conclusion

Despite the disparity of the sources for an independent deity ‘lyn, it is probable that
both share a common conception of Elyon / Elyan / Elioun. Both lead to Anatolian
texts via structural parallels — to the lists of divine witnesses in Hittite treaties and
the genealogy of gods in the cycle of Kumarbi. Both converge in leading to the same
deity, as Alalu, the first king of gods, is one of the olden gods in Hittite treaties.®

60 A personification of Beirut as Beroé (Bepon) is known besides in Nonnos of Panopolis, Dionysiaka (5th
century CE); Fornaro 2000, 995-997; Faulkner 2017.

61 Haas 2006, 134-135; van Dongen 2012, 34.

62 Pope 1955, 56; Schatz 1972, 209-210; Pope/Réllig 1983, 283; West 1999, 286. Elnes/Miller 1999a, 294 con-
test this argumentation: “the Hurro-Hittite Alalu, though sharing the same hierarchical relationship to other
gods as Elioun, does not display much similarity in character [. . .]. Thus, although we find clear reference
to ‘Elyon as an autonomous deity in Philo’s Elioun, similar cosmologies in the ancient Near East do not
appear to have shared this view. In fact, closer inspection of Philo’s account betrays a conflation of tradi-
tions that may not be true to their earlier forms. [. . .] It appears that contemporary cosmological concep-
tions have been absorbed into Philo’s account of more ancient traditions. His understanding of Elioun as an
independent deity may reflect first century influences.” They do not explain these possible influences.

63 Haas 1994, 114; Wilhelm 2009, 63.
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The information about the deity Alalu alone is scarce.®* The olden gods are in
the netherworld as ancestors of the ruling gods.®® Because of their age, they have
great knowledge of earlier things, their memory goes back to the beginning of the
created world. But this knowledge is not connected to power, it is the currently rul-
ing storm-god who is powerful.®®

To interpret the deity Elyon / “Most High” as equivalent to the Hittite Alalu
leaves open the question of the possible spatial meaning of the name. In neither
text, there is an indication what this name is referring to, “most high” to whom or
to what this deity is thought to be. The designation seems to be independent of
Hypsistos / “most high” as epithet of Zeus. It is difficult to understand why an an-
cestor god in the netherworld should have the name Iyn / Elyon, “Most High”. The
only circle in which Elyon might have been thought to preside would have been
among the olden gods. In the Hittite treaties, also Anu, the god of heaven, and
therefore connected rather to the sphere above than below, is one of the olden
gods. As Elyon is in Sfire mentioned before heaven and earth and is the father of
Ouranos in Philo’s fragments, “most high” might also refer to his being prior or
even above heaven (in whichever sense). Alternatively or additionally, Elyon could
have had a connotation of “the Remote One”. The character of Elyon as ancestor of
the gods and possibly remote makes it plausible why there are only Philo’s allu-
sions to cultic veneration and why his name is so far unattested as theophoric ele-
ment in the Northwest Semitic onomasticon.®’ In any case, we do not know much
and always have to keep in mind the distance between the Hurro-Hittite Alalu, the
Aramaic Elyan, and Philo’s Elioun. Nevertheless, the attestations corroborate each
other, so that one single underlying tradition can be assumed.

Via Anatolia, the conception of a deity Elyon / Elyan / Elioun (‘lyn) could be
unearthed from an Old Aramaic source from Northern Syria and a Greek Hellenistic
source with a probable Phoenician background. There is not much information
about this god, and the different cultures may have connected different ideas with
him. As the sources are so diverse, it is not feasible to reconstruct an “Elyon-myth”
or even an “Elyon-theology”; little more is known about the ancient Levantine god
Elyon but his name.

Stat rosa pristina nomine, nomina nuda tenemus.*®

64 Haas 2011, 184 interprets Alalu as precosmic god from a Mesopotamian tradition; this is contested by
Wilhelm 2009, 66. Lopez-Ruiz 2010, 92 sees Alalu as “possibly a chthonic entity”. For van Dongen 2012,
36-37 Alalu in CTH 344 is a god of agriculture, an olden god close to Anu, linking the beginning of the
content of the song to its opening, the invocation of the gods.

65 Wilhelm 2009, 69-71.

66 Wilhelm 2009, 64, 68—69.

67 This is usual for the olden gods, Cross 1977, 332.

68 Eco 1990, 982.
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CTH- Laroche, Emmanuel (1971), Catalogue des textes hittites, Paris. https://www.hethport.uni-
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Corinne Bonnet
Naming and Mapping the Gods in Cyprus:
a Matter of Scales?

The notion of scales played an important role in the so-called “spatial turn”.' Mov-
ing from local to global, from micro- to macro-contexts,” the historians paid more
attention to the interplay between different scales in terms of continuity or disconti-
nuity in time and space. These challenging issues may be applied to the study of
religious practices in the ancient Mediterranean, conceived as a big and a small
world, characterised by different kinds of connectivity, localism, and idiosyncrasy.
Naming the gods is part of these practices; it is an historical process embedded in
specific socio-political dynamics, which involves different levels of agency, from
the polis or any form of social collectivity to the individual, with many intermediate
scales of “lived religion”.? I will basically argue that naming processes are a major
aspect of a communication system between complex networks of gods and people.

I will adopt the perspective of an entangled Mediterranean space, where cir-
culations of people, things, techniques, knowledge and gods are common. However,
in this middle sea, if not middle ground, open to interactions and exchanges, the
weight of constraints and permanences should not be underestimated. An impor-
tant proportion of people lived in a limited space, anchored to a narrow territory,
with restricted social interactions. When dealing with religious habits, it is crucial
to take into account the diversity of social profiles. The comparative approach be-
tween the Greek and the Semitic area, inherent to the MAP project,4 is a precious
antidote to the risk of an anachronic description of ancient societies as interna-
tional hubs, always and everywhere. Ancestral traditions, rooted in a sanctuary, a
village, or a region, leave a deep mark on the religious landscape, although, as
H. Beck brilliantly illustrated, local does not mean isolated nor simplistic.

With this premise in mind, I will examine the corpus of divine names in Cyprus,
both in Greek and in Phoenician, and focus on the spatial elements they convey.
Through the study of divine names referring to places, I aim at mapping the spaces
involved in the interactions between gods and men. To what extent do they mention
or allude to toponyms or topographic features? Do they refer to micro- or macro-
spatial contexts? What do we learn by comparing the spatial settings of the gods and
those of the humans? The interplay between different spatial scales helps grasping

1 Iwarmly thank Sylvain Lebreton for his precious suggestions.

2 Revel/Lepetit 1996; Bertrand 2013.

3 On this paradigm, see recently Gasparini 2020.

4 On the MAP project and its conceptual framework, see Bonnet et al. 2018; Bonnet et al. 2019, and
Lebreton/Bonnet 2019.

3 Open Access. © 2022 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110798432-005
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contextual and structural aspects of religious systems and human agencies, which is
the scope of the MAP project. The big data approach of MAP, with thousands of
Greek and Semitic onomastic sequences registered in the database, enables to gain
intelligibility and to promote a “small-scale global history”,” making it possible to
renew our understanding of the relation between naming and mapping. The database
shows an incredible creativity in constructing divine names, but also permanencies
and resilience, with a high degree of complexity and unpredictability.

In this paper, I will first concentrate on the global scale of the naming system, by
extracting all the onomastic elements connected to space from the MAP database. I will
clarify how they are distributed in time and space, according to different criteria. In
the second part, I will propose a preliminary typology of the spatial onomastic elements
and I will compare the Greek and Semitic ways of assigning the gods to spatial settings.
Finally, I will focus on the Greek and Semitic onomastic sequences from Cyprus and the
different scales they mobilise.

1 Exploiting the Database: An Overall View
of Spatial Onomastic Elements

At the end of June 2021, when I wrote this contribution, the MAP database contained
over 6700 sources, including more than 8600 testimonies of divine onomastic sequen-
ces. More than 2300 different elements are combined in these sequences. This is only
part of the huge epigraphic stock of divine names, and the work will be ongoing
until June 2023, when the ERC Grant will come to an end. The “global view” that I will
present and analyse now is, in fact, only a partial view, since different regions remain
unexplored. Nonetheless we can assume that 8600 onomastic sequences represent a
solid foundation for a preliminary reflection on naming and mapping the gods.

Each single onomastic element® is registered in the database with different meta-
data.” One of these is a field called “category”, which aims to characterise the semantic
scope covered by the element, regardless of the context in which it is used. Due to the
polysemy of the elements a maximum of three categories may be chosen. For example,
the Greek adjective komaios, “of the village, of the komos”, is associated with three
categories, or “tags”: Political, Space, Social. The selection of one, two or three catego-
ries is undoubtedly debatable, but ultimately this is something for which the author of
the data sheet is responsible.? As far as spatial issues are concerned, four main

5 For this concept, see Trivellato 2015.

6 The database has a 3-table architecture: 1. Sources, which contain 2. Testimonies (of divine names),
which are made up of minimum two 3. Elements (the basic “bricks” of the system).

7 https://base-map-polytheisms.huma-num.fr/element.

8 For a different taxonomy, see Alvar 2019 and the EPIDI project.
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categories out of the forty-one that are available are particularly relevant: 1. “Limit/Pas-
sage”, 2. “Mobility”, 3. “Space”, and 4. “Toponym”. Other categories may imply a spa-
tial dimension, like agriculture, trade, netherworld, etc., but the more categories I select
for my request, the less clear my results will be. Of the whole stock of elements, approx-
imately 650 elements, i.e. almost 30% pertain to the four selected categories. It is by far
the most frequent ones, before “Perception”, “Protection/Beneficence”, “Cult/ritual”,
“Political”, “Title”, “Praise”, “Kinship/Relational”, “Temporality”, etc. Since each ele-
ment may be connected to more than one category, the analysis must take into account
possible overlaps. Nonetheless, the pre-eminence of the four spatial markers (limit/pas-
sage, mohility, space and toponym) is unquestionable.

The numerous spatial elements are used in a significant number of testimonies,
amounting to 55% of the total, a proportion which confirms the centrality of space as a
characteristic of divine names. When looking at the proportion of Greek and Semitic tes-
timonies, a strong bias appears, since, among Semitic testimonies, almost 2000 refer to
Baal Hammon, the second element of which, hmn, may be connected with the Amanus
mountain or with a cultic space (a kind of chapel).” When the whole corpus of inscrip-
tions from the so-called Tophet of Salammbo in Carthage will be registered in the data-
base (approximately 6000 texts), there will be an even stronger disproportion due to
the massive and repetitive presence of dedications to Baal Hammon. This kind of docu-
mentary bias is unavoidable, but it must be gauged in the quantitative results and con-
sequently in the qualitative interpretation.

If we compare the Greek and Semitic data, we find 543 different spatial elements
used in 2350 Greek testimonies and 111 different spatial elements used in the 2610 Se-
mitic ones. The proportion between the different elements and their use in testimonies
is significantly different and reveals a far greater diversity in the Greek spatial elements
than in the Semitic ones.

If we analyse this further, we see that 81 Semitic and 305 Greek elements are top-
onyms (most of them are exclusively classified as “Toponym”). Few elements refer to
“Mobility” and “Limit/Passage” both in Greek and Semitic. As far as the chronological
distribution of toponyms is concerned, the toponymic element gbl, for Byblos appears
in the Semitic corpus as soon as the tenth century BCE and spatial markers are present
until the third century CE, at least. In the Greek evidence, spatial markers are attested
from the seventh century BCE until the fourth century CE. All in all, spatial elements
appear frequently and regularly throughout the whole evidence. Naming and mapping
the gods is thus a conspicuous and continuous phenomenon across all areas and peri-
ods studied by the MAP project.

Another criterion that could be relevant is gender. Masculine and feminine ele-
ments are both connected with spatial markers. They are almost equally distributed in
the Greek inscriptions, whereas, in the Semitic area, masculine elements are more

9 Xella 1991.
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frequent than feminine ones. Again, we must pay attention to the weight of the many
references to Baal Hammon, possibly located in the Amanus or in a chapel, in contrast
to Tanit who is not connected to a specific space but to Baal (Hammon) himself (“Tanit
Face of Baal”).!° Nonetheless, the balance between masculine and feminine spatialized
elements in Greek and Semitic could be a relevant observation, which needs further
exploration. The overall ratio between testimonies with masculine or feminine ele-
ments in the whole database is 6820 Masculine / 4630 Feminine. This is only a general
trend because, in many cases, masculine and feminine elements are associated in a
single onomastic sequence, like the famous Carthaginian “To the Lady to Tanit Face of
Baal and to the Lord to Baal Hammon”. All in all, these statistics seem to indicate that
gender is not a highly significant variant for the spatial characterisation of the gods.
The typology of the sources may be a more interesting criterion. Spatial elements
are used in a large range of inscriptions (in decreasing order): dedications, honorific
inscriptions, decrees, inventories, ritual norms, calendars, proskynemata, funerary
texts, ownership inscriptions, prayers, boundaries, letters, building inscriptions, laws,
defixiones, blessings, acclamations, etc. We must bear in mind that one same source
can be labelled as more than one type, which produces overlaps (for example: dedica-
tion and honorific). It is nonetheless quite clear that the spatial elements are used in
many different types of documents, with an expected predominance in votive texts.

2 Moving towards a Typology of Spatial Onomastic
Elements and a Comparative Approach of Greek
and Semitic Mental Maps

We observed so far a massive recourse to spatial categories in the construction of com-
posite divine names. Let us now take a closer look at how space is expressed in the
onomastic elements and which kind of space is involved. A preliminary typology of spa-
tial elements may be based on their grammatical nature. In the MAP database we offer
eight possibilities: adjective, adverb, clause, preposition, pronoun, substantive, verb,
undetermined. Adjectives are far more present in Greek than in Semitic, where substan-
tives are largely predominant. To indicate the god of one specific town, region, or land
in Greek, an adjective is frequently used (Paphios, Golgios, Surios, etc.), whereas in Se-
mitic, a substantive, basically a toponym is more common (Baal Sr, Baalat Gbl, etc.).
Alternative constructions, like Aphrodite en Kepois, Zeus epi Palladiou, ’lh’ zy byb byrt’,
“the god who is in Yeb the fortress”, or participle + toponym (medeon/medeousa),"

10 On this combination, see Bonnet 2009.
11 See in this volume, Lebreton, 289-309.
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which are quite numerous, may convey specific nuances, maybe a closer relationship to
the territory, but it needs further analysis, when the database will be exhaustive.

If we attempt to refine the large “Toponym” category, regardless of the grammatical
nature of the element, it is clear that a toponym may refer to different spatial scales:
cities (Golgoi, Paphos, Claros, Sidon, Tyr . . . ), sites within a city (Cadmea), regions
(Achaios, Panionios, Samaria, Syria . . . ), islands (Alashiya/Cyprus, Crete, Malta . . . ),
mountains (Hammon, Lebanon, Anchesmos, Parnes, Kasios/Saphon . . . ), rivers (Ina-
chos, Acheloos, Nile . . . ), and springs (Ydal), capes (Sounion, Kenaion, Zoster . . . ).
Imaginary locations are also attested (Tartaros, Phaeacia, Hades, Lethe, Olympus. . .).

In approximately 80% of cases, a toponym is exclusively classified as such, but
polysemy is nonetheless present in some cases. Is Apollo Lukeios a god associated
with Lycia, or with the wolf — his mother Leto turned herself into a she-wolf —, or even
with the light — he is born in Delos, the bright island? It seems plausible that Lukeios
evokes all of these connections,'? a kind of semantic network which depicts Apollo
through various aspects: family ties, places, animal, qualities, modes of action, mem-
ory, etc. Similarly, the Semitic element Ibn may refer to mount Lebanon, but also to
any “white” mountain, and finally to incense. Thus, when Tanit, together with Ash-
tart, is called blbnn, “in the Ibnn”,' in a Punic inscription from Carthage, does the
onomastic sequence refer to the Phoenician roots of the goddesses, or to a Punic
white mountain, maybe called as such to evoke the ancestral Phoenician landscape?

The spatial elements profusely describe the gods’ environment as one and many,
fix and changing at the same time. They possess a place, take care of it, they reside in
a specific space and occupy it, but they also roam, fly, go through, lead, guide or com-
mand, return or land, etc. As mentioned before, divine mobility is more frequently ex-
pressed in Greek than in Semitic. The “Limit/Passage” category, with 24 elements, is
so far exclusively Greek and is almost always combined with “space” or “mobility”.
Door, street, access, gate, bridge, threshold are liminal spaces sometimes included in
the onomastic sequences because they are put under the protection of the gods. The
“Funerary/Netherwold” category, with 45 elements (42 Greek, 3 Semitic) provides fur-
ther information on a specific passage, i.e. death.

Different kinds of spatial reality are reflected in the stock of onomastic elements,
from a global natural element, like the sky or the sea, to very specific places, like a
spring located in a sanctuary or a promontory which hosts a cult place. The “city” scale
(polis, small kingdom, tribal entity) is by far the most frequently attested to fix a god in a
specific place. This is not surprising at all: the topic dimension of cults is predominant
everywhere during the whole Antiquity."* This is the most “natural” way of appropriat-
ing the divine and of creating the conditions of durable interactions. “Mobility” logically

12 And maybe also other connotations: Nagele 1984; Jameson 1980; de Roguin 1999.
13 KAI 81 ; DB MAP Source #3504. Date: 400-200 BCE. See Bordreuil 1987.
14 Beck 2020.
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provides a more dynamic image of the power of the gods, whereas “Limit/Passage” ex-
presses the gods’ ability to provide protection in dangerous spaces and experiences.
Among the many spatial elements registered so far in the MAP database, few refer to
“the world” as a whole, the kosmos. In one inscription from Maad in Lebanon, a Holy
Lord and Master of the whole Universe is addressed, while in Philae, Isis is the one
“who is able to save the world”.!® In Semitic, the element Tm, which means “eternity”
and “universe” is used in several Palmyrene dedications to the “Master of eternity/uni-
verse”, who is twice referred to as Baal Shamim, “Baal of the Sky”.17 In Karatepe (Tur-
key), Shamash, the Sun god is called “of eternity/the universe”.'® Basically, the cosmic
dimension of the gods, brought to the forefront by mythological narratives, especially
theogonies, starts to blur when adopting the point of view of everyday cultic practices.

A case-study, i.e. the exhaustive corpus of divine names attested in Cyprus, will
provide the opportunity to have a closer look at the relevant scales of space involved in
the interactions between gods and people. It may be useful to remember that, in the
period that we study, nobody had in mind a database of the divine onomastic. Since the
stock of onomastic elements available hic et nunc was relatively narrow, the perspective
offered by the MAP database corresponds to some sort of Augmented Reality, that is, a
virtual experience where the objects, that reside in the real world and are experienced
by people, are enhanced by computer-generated “perceptual” information. When using
the MAP database, we are immerged in an artificial divine world that never existed as
such, but which sharpens our cognition and understanding of the complexity of reli-
gious systems and practices. It allows us to observe how the many, if not infinite, re-
sources of plurality and polysemy are mobilised in different historical and social
contexts.

3 Exploring Plurality and Polysemy as Resources
in a Complex System of Gods

Let us move on to Cyprus.'® The (almost) whole corpus contains 665 Greek testimonies,
from 447 sources, including 2 bilingual inscriptions with Latin, 4 bilingual inscriptions

15 DB MAP, Testimony #5090. Cf. Chausson / Nordiguian 1996, n°1. Date: 200-300 CE.

16 DB MAP, Testimony #682; I.Philae 159. Date: 30 BCE and 100 CE.

17 For example IGLS XVII, 343, 344; PAT 0332, 0335, etc.

18 KAI 26 A; Helios is also the god of the kosmos (kosmou) in IGLS XVI, 30.

19 When I wrote this paper, the Kafizin inscriptions were not yet registered. In the meantime, among
the 305 inscriptions from the sanctuary, about 200 sources and 250 attestations were added to the data-
base. I decided to keep them separated from the rest of the corpus used for the statistics. In the Kafizin
inscriptions, the topographic element “on/in the pointed hill” is used more than 100 times. Other topical
elements also appear less frequently, such as en toi epikaloumenoi emboloi, oreonomos and oreon
despotis.
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with Phoenician, 1 bilingual inscription with Eteocypriot, and 52 testimonies in Phoeni-
cian from 34 sources, including the 4 bilingual inscriptions with Greek. The whole set
of testimonies contain 317 different elements: 286 in Greek and 31 in Phoenician. Pro-
portionally, the variety of elements is higher in Phoenician: 31 elements for 52 testimo-
nies, opposed to 286 elements for 655 testimonies in Greek, but the Phoenician sample
is too restricted to draw reliable conclusions.

The four spatial categories “Toponym”, “Space”, “Mobility”, “Limit/Passage” are
attested, for an amount of 93 elements out of 317, constituting almost 30%. Among the
317 elements used in the Greek and Phoenician testimonies in Cyprus, 55 belong to the
“Space” category, 40 to “Toponym”, 5 elements are categorised as “Mobility”, 4 as
“Limit/Passage” in Greek.*

If we focus on the elements exclusively classified as “Toponym”, they are 28 (out of
40). In the list (Tab. 1), the elements common to Greek and Semitic are shown in small
caps. Bold is used for toponyms referring to Cyprus.

17 toponyms out of 28 refer to Cyprus: more than 60%. The spatial horizon of the
divine names is mainly local and regional. In Greek, the other spatial references are
Rome as a political centre, and also Argos and Delphi, two main “panhellenic” cult-
places. It is interesting to observe that Puthios and Argeios are used together in Kou-
rion,? in a sequence relating to a priesthood: [AnoAAwvog “YAdtov] kot AmdAAwvog ITu-
Biov kai "H[pag Apyeiag], “Of Apollo Hulates, of Apollo Puthios and of Hera Argeia”, if
the hypothetical restitution for Hera is correct. To this panhellenic dimension belongs
also Zeus Olumpios, the god residing in Olympia and living on Mount Olympus, attested
9 times in Cyprus (6 in Salamis). In Phoenician, the Baal Ibnn either refers to the mount
Lebanon in Phoenicia or to a “white” Cypriote mountain (the Troodos?). It is also worth
mentioning the fact that the name (or heteronym) Kupris, so frequent in Homer for Aph-
rodite, is not attested in Cyprus.

The MAP search interfaces allow for many other queries that delve deeper into
the issue of mapping the gods from many different perspectives. For example, it
might be interesting to check if and to what extent the “local” or “regional” elements
connected with Cyprus are used outside Cyprus. Let us carry out a quick survey of
three specific areas: Attica, Egypt and Nubia, Syria. Only the element Paphios is at-
tested six times: twice in Egypt, once in Huzirina (Sultantepe in North Syria), most
probably as a designation of Aphrodite, and twice in Athens where Deo (Demeter)
receives an offering with Kore Paphia in the second century CE and where two red-
figure lekaneis depicts (Aphrodite) Paphia.”? The other Cypriote elements are never

20 The final amount is more than 93 because of the possible use of more than one category for each
element. See supra, p. 90-91.

21 LKourion 41 dated between 221 and 205 BCE. DB MAP, Testimony #70.

22 DB MAP, Testimonies #429, 3788, 3909, 8524, 8823, 8974; see also DB MAP, Testimony #4980
(Chios).



96 —— Corinne Bonnet

Tab. 1: Comparison between the Greek and Semitic Spatial Elements Used in the Testimonies
of the MAP Database.

Greek Elements labelled as “Toponym” Phoenician Elements labelled as “Toponym”
1. AlasioTAs (Cyprus) 1. ’pvr[Idalion] (Cyprus)

2. Amuklaios (Laconia)® 2. ’LHvTs [of Alashyia] (Cyprus)

3. Amphipolis (Macedonia) 3. Gbl [Byblos] (Phoenicia)

4. Argeios (Argos) 4,  Kty/Kt [Kition] (Cyprus)

5. Asdphdnios (Judaea) 5. LpS [Lapethos] (Cyprus)

6. Acheron (imaginary) 6. NrNK [Narnaka] (Cyprus)

7. Chutrios (Cyprus) 7. Pp[Paphos] (Cyprus)

8. Golgios (Cyprus)

9. IpALioN (Cyprus)

10. Kapetolios (Rome)

11. Kourieus (Cyprus)

12. Kuprios (Cyprus)

13. Kupros (Cyprus)

14. NARNAKIOS (Cyprus)

15.  PAPHIOS (Cyprus)

16. PAPHOS (Cyprus)

17. Puthios (Delphi)

18. Rome (Rome)

19. Tamassios (Cyprus)

20. Tartarouchos (imaginary)

21. Thasios (Northern Aegean)

used outside Cyprus. Conversely, the element Puthios, which refers to a “global” and
shared horizon, is present in 42 testimonies in Attica, Egypt/Nubia, and Syria, a num-
ber which will undoubtedly increase in the coming months and years.”* Onomastic

23 The Phoenician element mkl, which sometimes qualifies Resheph, has to do with the Greek Amu-
Kklaios, but the question remains unclear. This is why mkl is not considered here as a Toponym.
24 See Davies 2007.
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elements can move and be appropriated in different contexts, but most of them are
forged and used for the purposes of a specific community within its closest environ-
ment. In this perspective, the long Phoenician inscription from Lapethos, known as
Lapethos III, engraved on the base of a statue in the second half of the fourth century
BCE, when Cypriote kingdoms were still under Persian rule, deserves some attention.
The dedicant makes several offerings to different gods: Melqart bnrnk, “in Larnaka
(tis Lapithou)”, who is probably the same as Poseidon Narnakios, in a Greek inscrip-
tion from the early third century BCE, an equivalence that puts an emphasis on Mel-
gart’s connections with maritime activities; Ashtart blps, “in Lapethos”; Osiris blps,
“in Lapethos”; and finally “the gods of Byblos who are in Lapethos” ('l gbl $ [bl]ps).
The only Phoenician divine onomastic element which does not refer to Cyprus, Gbl,
Byblos, is explicitly placed in a local context with a brief relative sentence “who are
in Lapethos”, which deliberately stresses the local appropriation of the Giblite gods.
Melqgart, although he is known as the Tyrian Baal, is not explicitly connected with
Tyre, nor is Ashtart named after Sidon or Osiris as the Lord of Abydos. We ignore
why the dedicant chooses to address the gods of Byblos, presumably Baal and Baalat,
together, recalling their origin and their integration in a Cypriote cultic framework,
while evoking other addressees in a different way. Naming and mapping are closely
related, but the many parameters of human agency entangle them in various ways.

In the huge archipelago of deities’ networks, clusters or hubs, to use the vocabu-
lary of the social network analysis, two or more gods sometimes share one or various
spatial elements in their onomastic sequences. For example, the element “Kitian” or
“Kition” in Phoenician is common to Baal and Ashtart. Is this phenomenon frequent
in Cyprus and what does it reveal in terms of structural organization of the “pan-
theon”? The co-occurrence of elements characterized as “Toponyms” will illustrate
the hermeneutic potential of such an approach (Tab. 2).

First, we must admit that the diversity of toponymic elements is misleading and
distorted by the nature of the evidence. Acheron, Thasios, Amphipolis and Tartarou-
chos all appear only once in a long defixio which uses odd divine elements, real and
imaginary, the significance of which is not easy to determine.?” On the other hand,
with 100 testimonies, the toponymic element Paphios largely overwhelms the others.

This element, also attested as pp in Phoenician, is shared by Aphrodite and
Ashtart, with only one testimony in Phoenician. Ashtart is never Cypriote, nor Gol-
gian, while Aphrodite is never Kitian. No Greek god is called Kitian. Zeus is only
localized twice, but not in Cyprus: in Rome and in Judaea. On the contrary, Apollo
and Reshef are both Alasiotas, with a parallel for ‘EAeitng / ’lyyt (Apollo of the marsh)
and Apvihoiog / mkl.*® The shared toponymic element “in Larnaka” suggests a pro-
cess of interpretatio between Melqart and Poseidon, whereas in Idalion, Athena is

25 DB MAP, Testimony #658 (SEG 44, 1279), from Amathus (third century CE, or even later).
26 On this element, see supra, p. 00.
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Tab. 2: Sources, Testimonies, and Elements in the Greek and Semitic Corpus of Cyprus.

Greek Number of Attestations / Divine entities  Phoenician Divine entities
“Toponyms” “Toponyms”
Alasi6tas 1 / Apollo ’dyl [Idalion] 2 / Resheph Mikal
Amuklaios 1/ Apollo "lhyts [of 1 / Resheph
Alashyia]
Amphipolis 1/ Chthonian Amphipolis®” Gbl [Byblos] 1/ The gods
Argeios 1 / Hera (uncertain) Kty/Kt [Kition] 2 /[ Ashtart; Baal
Asdphdnios 1/ Zeus Lp3 [Lapethos] 3 / Osiris; Ashtart;
The gods of Byblos

Acheron 1 / Chthonian Acheron Nrnk [Narnaka] 1 / Melgart
Golgios 6 / 3 alone (the Golgia); 2 Aphrodite; 1 Pp [Paphos] 1 / Ashtart

theos
Thasios 1 / Chthonian Thasian
Idalion 2 / Athena
Kapetdlios 1/ Zeus
Kourieus 1/ Theos (Apollo?)
Kuprios 5 / 2 Aphrodite; 2 the Kupria; 1 Apollo
Kupros 3 / Aphrodite
Narnakios 1 / Poseidon
Paphios 100 / 79 Aphrodite; 7 theos; 14 alone

(Paphia)
Paphos 1/ Tyche
Puthios 2 / Apollo
Rome 1 / Eternal Rome
Tamassios 1 / The Tamassios

Tartarouchos 1/ Chthonian Holder of the Tartarus

qualified as a topic goddess, but not Anat. Resheph Mikal is located in Idalion, but
Apollo of Idalion is not attested so far.

27 The elements “Chthonian Amphipolis” and “Chthonian Thasian” appear in the long list of a defixio
from Amathous (DB MAP, Source #515). An alternative version is attested in a PGM, where, instead of
Amphipolis, the text has dueinolol, which makes more sense. See Jordan 1994, 142, note f.



Naming and Mapping the Gods in Cyprus: a Matter of Scales? =—— 99

All in all, the mapping of the toponymic co-occurrences shows a strong fragmenta-
tion, a kind of balkanization of the cults much more than a dense and dynamic net-
work. What is more, even within a single place, the toponymic elements are rarely
shared. In Paphos, for example, there is only one divine power called Paphia (with the
adjunction of the late Tyche of Paphos); the same is almost true in Golgoi (with only
one “Golgian” theos). The qualification of “Cypriot”, in Cyprus, is common to only two
divine powers, Aphrodite and Apollo. In Phoenician, “Kitian” qualifies both Ashtart
and Baal, while the element “in Lapethos” refers to three divine entities (Ashtart, Osi-
ris, the gods of Byblos). These elements provide us a picture of a restricted plurality, a
“small/narrow/local polytheism”, with limited networking between the gods.

If we adopt a larger point of view and check all of the onomastic elements, spatial
and non-spatial, connected with Aphrodite and Ashtart on one hand, Apollo and Re-
sheph on the other hand (Tab. 3), we find that there are only two common elements

Tab. 3: Comparison of the onomastic elements of Aphrodite and Ashtart, Apollo and Resheph in Cyprus.

Aphrodite Ashtart Apollo Resheph
1. Akraia 1.1 1. Aguates 1.’dn
2. Epekoos 2. blps 2. Alasiotas 2.°1
3. Epi tois Akrois 3. kty 3. Amuklaios 3. ’lhyts
4. Euergetis 4. pp 4. Eleites 4. lyyt
5. Golgia 5. rbt 5. Hulates 5. b’dyl
6. Kupria 6. Kaisar 6. hs
7. Kupron Philousa 7. Kenuristes 7. mkl
8. Megale 8. Keraiates 8.3d
9. Oreia 9. Kuprios
10. Par’ hemin 10. Lakeutes
11. Paphia 11. Lukios
12. Theos 12. Mageirios

13. Megistos

14. Melanthios

15. Murtates

16. Proegoumenos

17. Puthios

18. Phoibos

19. Theos
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between the pair of goddesses, and four between the pair of gods. Within the whole

“family” of Greek gods, only two elements are common elements, and within the Phoe-

nician one, one single element is shared. Finally, the element “god” (theos / ’I) is the

only one shared between Greek and Phoenician divine onomastic sequences.”® In the
comparative table, the elements in bold are shared.

The portrait of Apollo seems richer and more complex than that of Aphrodite. The
same is true of Resheph if compared with Ashtart. The Greek onomastic elements are
far more numerous than the Semitic ones, which predominantly refer to a spatial hori-
zon. This is too limited an observation to constitute a general trend, but it is undoubt-
edly an indication that needs to be explored more thoroughly in the future research.

To conclude, I will focus on seven main points.

1. The MAP database is thought to be a heuristic tool which brings to light regularities
and singularities in the use of divine onomastic sequences. These data need to be
interpreted paying attention to different criteria, such as the typology of sources,
the chronology, the gender of gods and humans, etc.

2. Two biases are particularly relevant: first, the database only contains the onomas-
tic sequences with a minimum of two elements. All the inscriptions mentioning
Hestia alone or Shadrapha without any qualification are discarded; second, the
analysis is so far based on an uncomplete set of data. At the end of the MAP proj-
ect, in June 2023, the amount of information provided by the database will be
much more. Some regions and typologies of inscriptions partially lack (defixiones,
funerary, etc.); solid conclusions will come later.

3. Space is a massive category when characterising divine powers, both in Greek
and Semitic. It is the most frequently used and reveals that space is crucial in the
communication process between men and gods, as well as in the social imaginary.

4, Space is expressed through a relatively large set of diverse notions. Toponyms,
referring to the local scale of cults, are the most attested elements. In light of this
observation, gods seem to be conceived as more stable than mobile, even if the
global scale of interconnected gods and sanctuaries is not fully absent. Combined
spatial elements efficiently express the interplay between local, regional, and
global appropriations of divine powers. An inscription from Paphos, for example,
contains the oath of the Paphian people to Tiberius in 14 CE:* “By our own Aph-
rodite Akraia, our own Kore, our own Apollo Hulates, our own Apollo Kenuristes,
our own Dioscuri Soteres, the Hestia Boulaia common to the island, the theoi pa-
troioi common to the island, the offspring of Aphrodite, the god Augustus Caesar,
Roma Aeterna, and all the other gods and goddesses”. This is a sophisticated

28 In a vast majority of testimonies the onomastic sequence contains only two elements; 230 elements
with more than two elements are attested out of a total of 765 testimonies.
29 DB MAP, Testimony #510 (I.Paphos 108).
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articulation between different scales of reality, with the Eternal Rome connected
with all gods and goddesses, beyond the Paphian horizon.

The variety of spatial qualifications is not overly developed. For example, the ele-
ments referring to “Limit/Passage” are quite rare. In order to better understand this
phenomenon, we should pay more attention to the types of inscriptions, occasions
and agencies involved in the naming processes.

The comparative approach between the Greek and Semitic areas is a very promis-
ing tool. The spatial dimension is expressed and mobilised differently in Greek
and Phoenician inscriptions. The Phoenician elements rarely refer to landscapes
or “natural” features; they basically connect gods and territories. Designed as
“lords”, “masters”, or “kings” of a place, the gods rule over a land, like the
kings. The Greek gods are more frequently associated with an environment that
determines their mode of action: a marsh, a cape, a garden, a grove. . ..

With the MAP database, one request leads to another: the MAP team hopes that
this digital tool will trigger a creative process of exploration of the available data
and generate new questions, results, and perspectives on the religious systems of
the Mediterranean world.
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Mary R. Bachvarova
Regional Loyalties in the /liad: The Cases
of Zeus, Apollo, and Athena

In the Iliad Zeus, Apollo, and Athena are the only gods portrayed as existing in multi-
ple local versions. Moreover, only they are called upon by name in prayers.! In this
contribution, I first discuss how Late Bronze Age Syro-Anatolian narratives, evoca-
tions, treaties, and prayers dealt with regional instantiations of supralocally recog-
nized divine personalities. I then apply these findings to the use of toponymic
epicleseis in the prayers addressed to these three Greco-Anatolian gods, to shed light
on how commonly recognized divine personalities were imagined to operate when
humans on both sides of a conflict could claim the loyalty of one of their regional
instantiations. In the process, I recover details of earlier versions of the Trojan War
story and examine the consequences in the Iliad of blending storylines that were orig-
inally attached to separate regional gods via a shared supralocal divine role.

Hittite texts famously attest to a plethora of regional versions of “divine morphol-
ogies,” to use the terminology adopted by Gian Franco Chiai,” especially storm-gods,
KAL-gods and ISTARs.? Local storm-gods were typically linked to mountains that were
local weather-makers.* KAL-gods (tutelary deities, Schutzgétter) were also place-
based, attached to specific towns, natural features, and wild spaces more generally.
An indigenous Anatolian divine type whose cult extended at least to the Aegean
coast, they were hunters equipped with bow and hawk, often shown standing on a
stag; their ability to protect may have arisen from the notion that they were masters of
wild spaces and fauna.” More complex is the reason for the many Ishtars. By the time
Hittite scribes became aware of the divine type, the Mesopotamian goddess probably
had already been equated with more than one divinity with whom they were familiar,
and she accordingly had multiple residences.® The under-differentiation of goddesses

1 Three times all three are called on by Achaeans in a formulaic line: ol ydp Zeb te ndtep kal
ABnvain kai ArmoAAov (2.371, 4.288, 7.132). On one occasion all the gods are described as being
called on by both sides (15.368), and Nestor calls on the gods once (23.650). Hector prays to Zeus
and the other gods about his son, a prayer implicitly refused (6.476). On the occasion of Patroclus’
cremation, Achilles calls on the winds in a prayer presented in indirect speech (23.193-195).

2 Or, Gesamtbezeichnung (Chiai 2020, 246, 267), from Brelich 1958, 285-312. Allen 2015, labels the
phenomenon “divine multiplicity.”

3 When transliterating Hittite cuneiform, all capitals are used for Sumerograms and italicized capi-
tals for Akkadograms.

4 On the multiplicity of Anatolian storm-gods, see Allen 2015, 76—80; Chiai 2020, 250-255;
Schwemer 2008, 17-24.

5 On the KAL-deity, also transliterated LAMMA, see Collins 2010. On his/her multiple instantia-
tions, see Allen 2015, 80-86.

6 See Allen 2015, 87-94; Beckman 1998; Wegner, 1981.

3 Open Access. © 2022 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110798432-006
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as compared to gods also played a role; while gods were categorized primarily by
their specific duties (e.g., storm-god, sun-god, moon-god), the most important feature
of goddesses appears to have been their gender role.” Thus, local adult female deities
were liable to be equated with Ishtar and to stand in for her in local versions of narra-
tives. In Hurro-Hittite narrative songs, for example, the Akkadogram ISTAR stands for
Hurrian Shawushka of Nineveh and Hittite Anzili.® Similarly, Ishtar’s place in the epi-
sode of Epic of Gilgamesh VI in which Gilgamesh rejects her offer of marriage is taken
by the virginal warrior Anat in the Ugaritic Aghat epic and Aphrodite in Iliad 5, with
concomitant changes to the episode due to the goddesses’ differing personalities.”

Such a replacement of one divinity with another somewhat equivalent local one
in a famous narrative sequence should not be considered syncretism or identification
of the gods, but prayers and rituals reveal the real-world effects of subsuming a local
divinity under a supralocal divine type. Because gods were not omnipresent, it was
necessary to attract them from one place to another, and the worshippers were com-
peting for the god’s attention against other worshippers. Thus, nearness equaled re-
sponsiveness, and a key argument was, “We worship you the best.”’° Particularly
elaborate were the “come from wherever you are” evocations, which were brought to
Anatolia by the Hurrians via north Syria, as evinced by their use on the Syrian Cedar-
gods and ISTAR of Nineveh. In these rituals the god was lured towards the worship-
pers by nice smells, sounds, and sights, while the performer exhaustively listed all the
towns and lands where the divinity might be. In the case of ISTAR, this even included
Wilusa (Troy)." At Ugarit, Hurrian-language incense prayers similarly used fragrant
smoke to attract gods from a series of cities, starting with the one considered to be
their original home. Only El, whose home was heaven, had no home city on earth.”?

In Hittite treaties, the Hittite gods, listed according to their divine type, then sub-
divided according to toponymic epiclesis, were called to witness the agreement and
implement its conditional curses as necessary."® The parallels with Cretan treaties
from the Hellenistic period and the treaty between Philip of Macedon and Hannibal
(Plb. 7.9.2-3) suggest that the listing of partisan local gods as witnesses and enforcers
in treaties was widespread. The practice would have spread by means of international

7 Cf. Asher-Greve / Westenholz 2013, 133-135.

8 Bachvarova 2013.

9 Bachvarova 2016b, 325-326.

10 E.g., prayer of Arnuwanda and Ashmunikal, translit. and trans. Rieken et al. 2015 ff. Cf. Aesch.
Sept. 304-319, Eur. IT 1086-1088.

11 Evocation ritual for ISTAR of Nineveh: translit. and trans. Fuscagni 2009 ff.; for the Cedar-gods:
Haas / Wilhelm 1974, 180-209.

12 Shawushka: KTU 1.54; Ishhara: 1.131; Kumarbi: 1.44; El: 1.128; Dietrich / Mayer 1994; Dietrich
2004; Bachvarova forthcoming, 164.

13 Schwemer 2006, 243-253.
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treaty-making." Similarly, Hittite royal prayers asking the gods to protect their coun-
try could not only appeal to their full assembly in general terms, but also list the indi-
vidual gods exhaustively according to their type and location to make sure none were
missed.” Certainly, the concern that a city under attack would be abandoned by its
gods was common throughout the Mediterranean; a topos of Sumerian liturgical la-
ments was the image of the patron goddess, usually Inanna, abandoning her city.'®
Thus, we can begin with the surmise that toponymic epicleseis for Greek gods were at
home in Archaic Greek genres that wished to invoke a deity’s regional loyalty, not
only treaties but also prayers against a foreign enemy.

In the Iliad the Anatolian storm-god, the KAL-deity, and Anatolian goddesses
who had been subsumed under the Ishtar-type were equated with Zeus, Apollo,
and Athena, both narratologically and in the epic’s original real-world Greco-
Anatolian context. The identification of the Greek god Zeus with local Anatolian
storm-gods is well-established,'” and it has been accepted by specialists that in
Anatolia Athena was equated with the indigenous goddess Maliya. Although not
very well attested in Hittite texts, in one case Maliya was associated with carpen-
ters, which helps to explain the equation. Also key would have been Athena’s role
as chief guardian of the polis, which would have allowed for her syncretism with
Maliya as the goddess overseeing a particular polis, whether characterized by the
term “poliad” or by a toponymic adjective, at, e.g., Phaselis (attested 57 cent.), Ped-
asa (Hdt. 8.104), Pergamon (attested 4™ cent.), lalysus (attested Imperial period),
and Lindos (attested Hellenistic period).'®

At Troy, the relevant goddess may have been worshipped already at the beginning
of the Iron Age in the West Sanctuary where in the Hellenistic period Cybele received
worship, for in the Geometric period we find here, within the re-used walls of a Bronze
Age building, evidence for cult activity directed at a statue, behind which stood the
remains of the Bronze Age walls of Troy."”” While we do not know how (or whether)
these worshippers identified themselves ethnically, by the Late Geometric period some
28 paved circles pressed up against the ruined walls show that people living at or visit-
ing Troy were engaging in the same clan-based practices commemorating ancestors
found in mainland Greece,”® and it is possible that some considered themselves to be

14 Barré 1983, 100-103; Burkert 1992, 67-68. See Quick 2017, on treaty ceremonies as vectors for
transmission of curse patterns within the Near East. Chaniotis 1996, 68-76, discusses the gods by
whom Cretan treaties were sworn.

15 Schwemer 2006, 253-254.

16 See note 50.

17 Chiai 2020; Rutherford 2020b, 54, 197-198.

18 Tiiner Onen / Yilmaz 2015, 123; Payne / Sasseville 2016; Rutherford 2020a; 2020b, 54, 74,
194-195. Athena Polias at Lindos: I.Lindos 134, ca. 185 BCE (Badoud 2015, 229). On Athena as guard-
ian of the city on Rhodes, see Paul 2016.

19 Aslan 2019, 83-99, 258-263.

20 Aslan 2019, 117-122, 266-267.
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descended from the Dardanid house.” Whereas the Romans connected themselves to
Troy via Aphrodite, mother of their ancestor Aeneas, in the Trojan War legend she
failed to take on the role of angered city goddess, despite absorbing other narrative
topoi attached to Inanna/Ishtar. It may be that she was blocked from doing so because
Athena as city goddess had already been linked to the indigenous patron goddess of
Troy. Moreover, it appears that narrative strands involving a goddess instrumental in
the fate of Troy and its house were interwoven, two of which were attached to Aeneas
and Paris, another to the divine statue destined to be stolen by the Greeks.

As for Apollo, he shares important characteristics with the 9KAL.LIL or tutelary
deity of the steppe. This divine type was already receiving worship by both Myce-
naeans and Anatolians in Late Bronze Age Miletus (Milawatta), as demonstrated by a
fragment of a Mycenaean-style krater (LH IIIB-C, 1230-1190 BCE) that preserves a
piece of the Hittite-style horned headgear of a god who holds a hawk, only the beak of
which remains. Cult continuity into the Iron Age is indicated by the iconography of
Apollo Philesios at nearby Didyma, whose statue held a stag in the palm of its hand
(Plin. HN 34.75). Indeed, KAL-gods could bear a version of Apollo’s name, as shown
by a Hittite plague ritual carried out by an augur from Aegean west Anatolia (Arzawa),
in which the god is called Appaluwa. The parallel with the augur Calchas diagnosing
Apollo’s anger as the cause of the plague striking the Achaean army in Iliad 1 is ines-
capable. Finally, at Wilusa the surely related Appaliuna was the most important god,
as shown by the fact that he is featured in the god list of the treaty between Muwatalli
II and Alaksandu of Wilusa (ca. 1275 BCE).?

As with Milawatta, there is evidence for mixing with Mycenaeans at Wilusa, at
least at the elite level, because, although allied with the Hittites, the city had a king
named Alaksandu. Thus, the Iliad reveals deep continuity of memory at Troy by ac-
knowledging that Apollo has a particular allegiance with Troy and the Troad and by
using the dynastic name Alexander for Paris. In my opinion this is not proof of the
historicity of the Trojan War, but of the tenacity of legends about the fall of Troy, and
it indicates that indigenous inhabitants of the Troad were instrumental in developing
the legends that are now only preserved for us in Greek sources and through a Greek
lens. I therefore think in terms of a shared yet contested Greco-Anatolian legendary
history centered on Troy, in which Apollo would have been a central figure. Obvi-
ously, this tradition would have been a key means for transmitting Near Eastern narra-
tive topoi to the Greek epic tradition, particularly ones about the destruction of a
famous city, and including the one I will show was applied to Athena: the goddess
abandoning her city.” Thus, we find that Troy in particular, because of its complex

21 Bachvarova 2016a, 55; 2016b, 328-329, 435-437. Olsen 2012, 5-9, while thoroughly discussing
the evidence for historical Aeneids, is skeptical of their existence.

22 Herda 2008; Bachvarova 2016b, 241-250; Rutherford 2020b, 109-113, 120-123, 143. Parallel with
Iliad 1: Hogemann / Oettinger 2008.

23 Bachvarova 2016a, 60-70; 2016b, 349—-457.
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Greco-Anatolian cultural heritage and because stories telling of a shared yet contested
Greco-Anatolian past were already attached to it, was a place particularly suited for
narratives that pondered the conflicted loyalties of deities. I hypothesize that at some
stage in the period during which epics about the fall of Troy were being orally per-
formed by bards (and perhaps not at the same stage for each god) their audiences
would have been aware that Zeus, Athena, and Apollo had Anatolian analogues, and
would have noticed — perhaps even expected — allusions to their multiple, even di-
vided, loyalties.

We begin with Zeus. The toponymic epithet that presents Zeus as neutral ob-
server is “residing in heaven,” used by Agamemnon before what at that point looked
like it would be the opening battle of the epic, when he asks Zed k0610Te péyloTe,
KeAawvePeg, aibept vaiwv, not to let the sun set before he strikes down Priam’s
house and Hector, who has laid low so many of his companions (2.412-418). Here we
can imagine Agamemnon to be appealing to Zeus as impartial judge by presenting
him as not having a home base; like El in the Hurrian incense incantation he is pres-
ent throughout heaven where he can survey the doings of all humans. With regard to
his toponymic epiclesis ‘'OAUpm0G, it places him at a distance from Troy, for when
Hera makes her way from Mt. Olympus to Lemnos, off the Troadic coast, she must
complete the journey in a series of stages (14.225-230), and Ares is unaware that his
son has been killed while he is confined there by Zeus’ order (15.110-118). The moun-
tain is not without descriptors: it is cloudy (16.364), snowy (18.616), with many folds
or necks (e.g., 8.3, 411), and in or near heaven (e.g., 1.497, 16.364-365). But, its most
important attribute is the houses of the gods (e.g., 1.18), including Zeus’ bronze house
where they assemble (21.438).%* Thus, the adjective ‘OAVpTTIoG is not exclusive to Zeus,
but can refer to the collective of gods. It may be that when Hera demands of her Olym-
pian husband that he swear an oath (19.108), she is asserting he may be primus, but
still inter pares. Context shows the term also has a panhellenic perspective, referring
to the systemization of the Greek pantheon with Zeus at its peak, for Achilles refers to
the other gods as Olympians when he points out to Thetis that when praying to Zeus
she regularly makes mention of an episode of the succession narrative in which she
saved Zeus from Poseidon, Hera, and Athena (1.398-400).% So, when Thetis appeals
to 'OAOpmie pntieta Zed (1.508), asking him to punish the Achaeans by tipping the
scales of battle as long as Achilles refuses to fight, she perhaps means to allude to
their shared history, but the human listener would appreciate that this was an epithet
which Nestor is the only human to use, and specifically in a prayer stressing the
Achaeans’ long-term relationship with the Olympian (15.372-376); Agamemnon after
Menelaus is wounded similarly makes use of the epiclesis when he asserts confidently

24 For discussion of Olympus in the Iliad, see Schironi 2018, 323-329. Aristarchus considered it to
be located in Macedonia (X ad II. 8.19).
25 See Slatkin 2011.
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that sooner or later the Olympian will punish the perpetrators (4.160-161). Therefore,
ironically, the epiclesis “Olympian” should trigger Zeus’ partisanship for the side that
Thetis is asking to suffer harm.

In contrast, when Achilles prays that Patroclus might gain glory and return
home safely after fighting in his stead around the Achaeans’ ships, he makes very
clear that the Zeus he is invoking is not the Zeus of all Achaeans who might be con-
cerned about their welfare, but the Zeus of his household. As he stands at the god’s
altar in his fenced yard, he prays:

Zeus, lord, Dodonian, Pelasgian, residing faraway, protecting stormy Dodone; and around the
Selloi reside, your attendants who wear no sandals and sleep on the ground. Indeed, as once
you heard my word when I prayed, honoring me, and you struck down the host of Achaeans,
so now also still carry out for me this desire. (16.233-238)

The mention of the Selloi - or is it Helloi (¢’ ‘EA\o{)? - is a recondite detail,?® and
Achilles further signals his in-group status by showing he knows the relevant lore
about the archaic practices of this faraway Zeus’ priests, who served an oracle
which at least in later times claimed to be the oldest (Hdt. 2.52). The emphasis on
ancient ties is further underlined with the reference to Zeus as Pelasgian. According
to Herodotus, the Pelasgians were in Greece before the Greeks arrived, as well as in
Samothrace and Lemnos,” and Homer too views them to be a people that occupied
both sides of the Aegean, including them not only among Achilles’ contingent
(6ooo1 10 Iehaoywov Apyog Evatov, 2.681), but also among the Trojan allies (2.840,
10.429). Perhaps Homer also considered them to a be a pre-Greek people? In that
case, when Achilles invokes Zeus with this epithet, he is speaking specifically to a
Zeus who did not put the Achaeans first. Wide-seeing Zeus (16.241), however, only
grants one of his wishes, his sights set on his larger plan that will lead to the death
of Hector, Achilles’ own death, and finally the end of the Trojan war.

With these preliminary observations, we turn to the Zeus of Mt. Ida. The nearby
mountain is well characterized. At the edge of the Ilian plain with Zeleia at its base, it
is the place of origin of the men who founded Troy (21.558-559, 2.824, 20.215-218). A
single formulaic verse is enough for to a god to reach Troy from Ida: Bfj 8¢ kot
TBaiwv dpewv €ig "Thov ipriv (11.196, 15.169). Thickly wooded and well-watered by
several named rivers (4.474-476, 11.183, 12.19-22, 23.114-120), its epithet “mother of
wild animals” (14.283) speaks to a Phrygian element in the mountain’s cult, by way
of the Phrygian Matar, who was associated with mountains. On Mt. Ida Zeus has a
shrine, as befitted Phrygian and more general Anatolian practices, one served by a
Trojan priest (16.604-605). Both here and at Troy Hector made many sacrifices to
Zeus, as the god regretfully notes when he realizes Hector’s inevitable death is nigh

26 Later writers used the form Helloi; cf. Aristarchus ad loc. (Schironi 2018, 657). For the geo-
graphic issues with this prayer, see Janko 1994, 348-350.
27 On Herodotus’ treatment of the Pelasgians, see Munson 2005, 7-13.
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(22.169-173). Additionally, Mt. Ida has hosted earlier episodes from local myth; here
is where Aeneas was conceived and born (2.820-821), here he tended herds like his
father had, and here he was almost killed by Achilles in an earlier raid (20.188-194).

Thus, it is natural for Priam to pray to Zed mdtep "I6n0ev pedeéwv, kvbiote pé-
yote (24.308-313), who, as Hecuba notes, “oversees all of Troy” (24.290-291). The
commonly used “father” as epithet speaks to the ideal relationship between god
and worshipper, with the god offering love and nurturing to his human depen-
dent.”® The terms “most glorious” and “greatest” when coupled with the toponymic
epiclesis insist that it is this Zeus who is supreme — for these worshippers. Zeus sits
on nearby Ida not only because it gives him a good view; his proximity signals his
support of the Trojans. Thus, Zeus thunders or launches a storm from Ida to give
victory to the Trojans (8.170-171, 17.593-596), or sends other gods to intervene for
the Trojans (15.220-238, Apollo; 11.182-185, Iris).

However, this support is not unequivocal. Although in Books 15-17 both Hector
and the Danaans are quite sure Zeus is actively supporting the Trojan side (e.g.,
17.626—-627, 645-647), the narrator makes clear that, while Zeus is indeed urging on
the Trojans, even pushing Hector from behind, the god was only giving honor to
Hector to carry out Thetis’ wish, and not for much longer, “for already Pallas
Athena was rousing against him the fatal day through the strength of the son of
Peleus” (15.613-614). But, when Zeus sees the Danaans continuing to have difficulty
protecting Patroclus’ body, he feels compelled to intervene by sending Athena
down from Mt. Ida (17.543-546). And in fact, we are left to wonder for whom Zeus is
signaling support when he thunders from Mt. Ida after Nestor prays to him as Zed
Tétep . . . ‘ONvpmue (15.372-376), but it is the Trojans, unaware of Nestor’s appeal,
who react with enthusiasm.

Indeed, we should expect that both sides would be aware that even the locally
resident Zeus could be swayed to support invaders. Thus, the Achaeans appeal to
the local Zeus directly before moments of single combat, upon which in theory the
entire course of the war should depend; they pray to Zeus before Ajax and Hector
duel using the same formulaic line that Priam had (7.202-205). Although wishing
for Ajax to win, they do acknowledge that it is likely the god prefers Hector, in
which case, let them reach a draw. Similarly, after the ground for the duel between
Paris and Menelaus has been prepared and lots are about to be drawn for who will
throw the first spear, both sides are portrayed as making the same prayer to a Zeus
characterized by the same string of epithets (3.320-323).

Moreover, Agamemnon himself calls on this Zeus when listing the gods over-
seeing the truce before the duel:

28 Prayers to Zeus with “father” as the only epithet: 3.365 (Menelaus), 7.179 (bystanders to lots
being drawn to fight Hector), 8.236 (Agamemnon).
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Zeus father, protecting Ida, most glorious, greatest, and Helios, you who oversee all and hear
all, and the rivers and earth, and you below who punish men who have died, whoever swears
and, you be witnesses, and guard the oaths so they are trusty. (3.276-280)

It has long been recognized that the list of divine entities called as witnesses parallels
the ones that appear in earlier and contemporary Near Eastern treaties, with the ap-
peal to the all-seeing sun-god, mention of natural features that represent the land(s)
in question, and the merism of heaven, earth, and underworld.” Such passages are
standard for Hittite treaties, which, as was noted above, represent by far the most
well-attested treaty tradition from the Near East. However, it was not the norm to in-
voke only the opposing side’s god in treaties. How do we explain Agamemnon calling
on this local Zeus instead of Olympian Zeus or Zeus residing in heaven as he had
done before? This would have allowed him to emphasis the three-fold division of
gods called upon, working from heaven down to the underworld. And, compare the
oath concluding the peace ceremony, in which both sides address Zeb kVdiote pé-
YloTE, Kai GBdvatol Beol GAAoL (3.298). Here, the goal is to express the totality of all
gods, from Zeus on down, impartially committing to punish anyone from either side
who violates the agreement. Finally, Agamemnon’s deference to the local god is not
consistent with the portrayal of the Greeks at this late stage of the war, disillusioned
with their own cause and vicious towards their enemies.

We may be able to use the epithet to add details to our knowledge of an earlier
version of this episode, which after all belongs to a much earlier stage of the war,
as made clear by the Teikhoskopia scene, in which Helen explains to Priam who is
who on the Achaean side, as if he has not had a chance to figure it out over the
course of the last ten years!>° Indeed, the only line that would need to be expunged
from Book 3 to make it fit the very beginning of the war is 112, which explains that
the enthusiasm of the fighters on both sides for the suggested duel is because they
anticipate an end to the fighting at long last:

wg £pad’, ol & éxapnoav Axatoi e Tp@ég Te
£Amopevol mavoaaBat 6illupod moAépoto.
Kai ’ tnmovg pév EpuEav émi otiyag, £k 8 #Bav avTol. (3.111-113)

So he spoke, and both the Achaeans and the Trojans rejoiced,
expecting to cease from bitter war.
And they drew the horses into rows, and themselves got down.

This line includes the Homeric hapax 6iCupod moAépoto and the rare éAmépevot,>! and
would leave no gap if removed. If this entire episode were placed close to the

29 Bowie 2019, 37-39.

30 West 2011, 59, 127-128, 131-132.

31 Also 14.422, 16.281 with infinitives. Other examples of te ending a sentence and verse, joining
two nominatives governing a plural verb: 1.177, 4.456, 15.413.
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beginning of the war, then we could have a good explanation for Agamemnon’s def-
erence to the local Zeus. Not yet frustrated by a decade of inconclusive fighting, in
this first contest on enemy turf Agamemnon would be very careful to present himself
to the god of the land as justified in his actions, and therefore he would call on
Idaean Zeus specifically to witness that the Greeks are acting perfectly correctly, ac-
cording to the practice of calling upon the local gods to witness the justness of one’s
cause when beginning an attack on the enemy, as described by Irene Polinskaya.>

We turn now to Apollo, whose regional instantiations may tell us about the perfor-
mance contexts for early versions of the Trojan epic. In the Iliad Apollo is called on
without Zeus and Athena only by Anatolians. When doing so they further sub-divide
him into Troadic (1.37-42, 451-456) and Lycian (4.101-103, 119-121, 16.514-526) instan-
tiations. The first designation occurs in a section of the text that has been argued to
originate in a separate hymn to Sminthean Apollo;** the second can be connected to
an early Panionic phase when the Iliad was performed at Miletus, where Apollo was
the city god and Lycian Glaucids were founding heroes.** The first example comes
from Chryses’ prayer to Apollo demanding the Achaeans be punished for refusing to
return his captive daughter, calling upon the Apollo “who haunt[s] Chryse, and very
holy Killa and rule[s] Tenedos with strength, Smintheus” (1.37-39). The final epithet
deployed by Chryses as he calls on his patron god (omitted in Chryses’ counter-prayer,
1.451-456) has often been interpreted by modern critics — who follow the scholia — as
an indigenous term for Apollo as plague god, rather than a toponym. However, a Lin-
ear B text from Thebes mentioning a Smintheus in a set of tablets that includes other
Anatolians also designated with toponyms supports the ancient counter-view that it is
a toponymic adjective.® In any case, the term might have been so rarified that it sig-
naled to Homer’s audience first and foremost in-group status, as with Achilles’ refer-
ence to the Selloi in his prayer to Dodonian Zeus. The narrator, on the other hand,
signals the justice of Chryses’ prayer by giving the god when he responds the neutral
epithet Phoibos.

Part of a sequence of actions that repeats in miniature the larger plot of the Tro-
jan War, the unjust refusal to release a captive leading to terrible harm for the of-
fending community,?® the episode inverts the two sides in the Trojan conflict and
allows the local god to protect his worshippers. Although clearly derivative of the
Trojan War story, it has no necessary connection to the war itself, being secondarily
linked via Agamemnon’s retaliation against Achilles. That then sets in motion a se-
quence of events in which Hector for a brief time before his death is deluded into

32 Polinskaya 2010.

33 Faraone 2016.

34 Bachvarova 2016b, 438-453. Also note 39.

35 TH Av 106.3; 2 ad Il. 1.39; Bachvarova 2016b, 231, 345-346, 450. Palamidis 2019, has recently
argued that the interpretation of Smintheus as “mouse-god” is erudite Hellenistic speculation.

36 Bachvarova 2016b, 400-402.
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believing himself to be the star of the story, the Trojan hero failing to realize that
this is all Zeus’s plan, the mention of which at the very opening of the epic (1.5)
signals to the audience how a famous independent hymn to a Troadic god will be
subordinated to the Trojan War narrative in a masterstroke of repurposing.

The first appeal to Apollo Avknyevrig concludes the episode begun with the truce
in Book 3. Menelaus has clearly beaten Paris, but the Trojan prince has been rescued
by Aphrodite. Book 4 opens with the gods in council, drinking nectar and observing
Troy from afar. Zeus riles up Argive Hera and Athena AAaAxopevnic; although “protec-
tors of Menelaus,” they have kept their distance from the battle, while Aphrodite, who
constantly watches over Paris, has saved him from certain death (4.7-11). Zeus taunts
them with the prospect that the conflict could end peacefully with Troy intact. Athena
silently sulks, but Hera answers bitterly, provoking Zeus to rebuke her for her un-
founded hatred for Troy. He accepts that Troy must fall, but warns she in turn will
have to stand aside when he desires to destroy one of her cities. Aristarchus, who
thought that Zeus’s reproach supported his theory that Homer did not know the Judg-
ment of Paris, explained Hera’s enmity as stemming from her patronage of a rival city,
signaled by the epithet “Argive.””’ Yet, in the epic’s most chilling demonstration of
divine indifference for human suffering, Hera retorts that she will be happy to sacrifice
any of three cities of which she is the patron goddess — Mycenae, Argos, or Sparta —
so long as Athena can intervene (4.51-67).

Zeus does not resist, but sends Athena to provoke the Trojans to violate the
truce. Pallas Athena dashes down to the battlefield as a dazzling meteor, a portent
whose meaning is a source of speculation on both sides: does it signify renewed war
or peace at last? Then, disguised as a Trojan, she approaches Lycian Pandarus to per-
suade him to shoot Menelaus, alluring him with a picture of the reward that would
be heaped on him by Alexander and the other Trojans: “But go on, shoot glorious
Menelaus and pray to Apollo, born in Lycia, famed for his bow, that you will sacrifice
a glorious hecatomb of first-born rams when you have returned home to the city of
holy Zeleia” (4.100-103). Pandarus, likely assuming that her intervention is con-
nected to the omen just displayed, pronounces the prayer, draws his bow — the very
one given to him by Apollo — and shoots, and he would have actually killed Menelaus
if the Spartan king had not been protected by Pallas Athena. Pandarus surely imag-
ined that his Apollo has heard him, as we know he heard Chryses. Instead, what is
put into operation is again the plan of Zeus, but now through the hand of Athena,
implacable enemy of Troy.

37 X ad Il 24.25-30, justifying athetizing the mention to the judgment. See Schironi 2018, 662-665.
West 2011, 33, 139-140, 412, is skeptical about whether the Iliad’s author knew the Judgment of
Paris.
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The rare epithet “born in Lycia” asserts that Apollo’s connection to Lycia is pri-
mary. This does not mean, however, that this Apollo is necessarily a stranger to the
Troad, for according to the catalogue of Trojan allies the Zeleian Lycians are a subset
of Trojans (2.824-827).%® I have argued elsewhere that the catalogue belongs to a dif-
ferent Iliad than we have, one in which the Lycian heroes Glaucus and Sarpedon,
treated so sympathetically by Homer, did not play a role. Listed last in the catalogue,
these two heroes are clearly tacked on. Their importance is evidence for a stage in
which the key place of performance for the Iliad was Miletus, for among the heroes
claimed to be its founders were the Glaucids and Sarpedon. In this I follow Douglas
Frame, who postulates that Miletus was the original place where the Panionia was cel-
ebrated.> That is, the prominence of Sarpedon and Glaucus belongs to a stage after
an already well-established Iliadic tradition was coopted from predominantly Aeolic
performers in the Troad to become a Panionic song and before it reached Panhellenic
status.*° Apollo as Trojan, Troadic, and Milesian god served as the fulcrum allowing
for the transfer of the Iliadic story from the Troadic festival circuit of the Panaeolian
Dodecapolis, to which the town of Cilla mentioned by Chryses belonged, to a festival
that was based quite far away from the Troad. Secondly, we can resolve the apparent
contradiction between the two Lycias by postulating that the place name, already at-
tested in Hittite texts as Lukka, originally applied more broadly to west Anatolia. For
the Hittites, the term certainly encompassed a larger area than the Greek designation
Lycia, and we are talking here of course of exonyms, not what the indigenous termi-
nology was.*' This conforms with the modern judgment that the duel between Paris
and Menelaus was an episode pulled out of its temporal context because it was an
established crowd-pleaser; it would already have been in existence when the term
Lycia was still being used in its broader sense.

Finally, Glaucus’ prayer to Apollo after the death of Sarpedon nicely calls atten-
tion to the shifts in the toponym’s scope and in performance venue with his specu-
lation concerning the god’s location:

Listen, lord, you who are somewhere in the fertile land of Lycia or in Troy; you are able to listen
everywhere to a man who suffers, as now suffering has come on me. For I have this grave
wound, and my hand is pierced all around by sharp pains, nor is my blood able to dry up, and
my shoulder is weighed down under it, and I am unable to hold my spear firmly, nor to fight,
going against the enemy. And, the best man has perished, Sarpedon, son of Zeus, nor did he
help his son. But, you at least, lord, cure this grave wound and soothe the pains and grant me

38 Pandarus describes himself as leading “Trojans into lovely Troy as a favor to shining Hector”
(5.211). Apollo Lykégenés is discussed by Aristonicus ad 4.101a: He says that Homer distinguishes
Zeleian Lycia from the other Lycia on the Xanthus river by using no qualifier for the latter (Schironi
2018, 298, 302).

39 Frame 2009, 17-18, 515-647.

40 Bachvarova 2016b, 450-457; West 2011, 64, considers them to belong to a “late stratum.”

41 Bryce 2006, 149; Bachvarova 2015, 151-152.
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strength, so that by calling on them I may urge on my Lycian companions to fight, and I myself
may fight for the dead body. (16.514-526)

Glaucus means to make a pointed contrast between Zeus, who ignored the plight of
his own son, and his patron god, but the Lycian hero still seems to betray some
worry that Apollo might be more concerned with Troy than his own plight. Herein
lies the problem with a god with more than one loyalty. Thus, a side effect of com-
bining different local strains of the epic tradition is cleverly exploited to character-
ize Glaucus’ feelings of despair and helplessness.

However, it is the character of Athena whose dual roles as implacable enemy of
the Trojans and patron goddess of Troy are the most difficult to merge and originate
most obviously in originally separate storylines. Athena is called on several times
successfully by Odysseus or Menelaus, without any epithet that can be construed
as toponymic (10.278, 462, 23.770; 17.561). This suggests that in her uncharacterized
form she is aligned with the Greeks. But, Diomedes also successfully appeals to her
using the recondite epithet Atputdvn,*’ and she is called Atputdyvn by Hera on
three occasions when she urges her to intervene against the Trojans on the battle-
field, using the same formulaic line (2.157, 5.714, 21.420). As modern editors have
pointed out, if we agree the epithet’s meaning is “unwearied,” there is no reason to
capitalize it.*> However, the very reconditeness of the term suggests a local flavor,
meant to trigger a regional loyalty. Similarly, she is referred to with the obscure,
possibly toponymic, epithet AAaAkopevnig (4.8, 5.908) in episodes bringing atten-
tion to her loyalty to the Achaeans, in both cases paired with “Argive Hera,” a
straightforward toponymic epiclesis.** These epithets, even if they are not topo-
nyms but rather regionalisms, suggest Homeric bards were aware Athena was
claimed as protector by multiple cities; thus, the possibility of having conflicting
loyalties was built into her character, as it was with Zeus and Apollo.

Her conflicting loyalties come to the fore in the only scene in which she is
prayed to by the Trojans. Certainly, Pallas Athena was well-established as a god-
dess ready to protect Troy, as shown by the brief allusion to an earlier episode in
Trojan history when she and the Trojans built a bulwark to guard Heracles who had
come to save the city from a sea-snake (20.145-148). But, Book 5 had closed with
the image of Argive Hera and Athena AAaAkopevnig halting Ares’ rampage against
the Achaeans (5.907-909). Now the humans are left to fight on their own, and Hec-
tor, advised by the seer Helenus to put a stop to Diomedes’ terrifying ascendency
on the battlefield by propitiating Athena, returns to the city. At his direction Hecuba
gathers together the old women of the town and goes to her storeroom to find an

42 1. 5.115-120, 10.284-294; Od. 4.762 (Penelope), 6.324 (Odysseus).

43 Kirk 1985, 133.

44 Shrine for Athena in the Boeotian town Alalkomenes/Alalkomenai: Paus. 9.33.5; cf. Str. 9.2.36,
mentioning Il. 4.8; from alké ‘force, combat’? See Lalonde 2020, 110-112.
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especially splendid robe, made by women brought from Sidonia by Paris when he
came home with Helen. They then go to Athena’s temple on the acropolis. The
priestess Theano opens the doors of the temple. The old women raise their hands
and cry out, and Theano takes the robe and places it on the knees of the seated
statue. She prays,

“Lady Athena, protector of cities (pvointoAl), shining one of goddesses, break the spear of Dio-
medes, and grant that he himself will fall on his face in front of the Scaean gates, so that for
you right away, now, we may sacrifice twelve unbroken yearling heifers in the temple, if you
take pity on both the city and the wives of the Trojans and the infant children.” So she spoke,
praying, but Pallas Athena shook her head. (6.305-311)

The refusal, wg £pat edyopevn, dvéveve 8¢ IlaAAdg ABrvn (6.311), alters the formu-
laic positive response to a prayer, MG é@at’ gvyopevog, oD £kAve TIaAAGG ABRvN,
and the hiatus created by the negation draws attention to the change.*

There are several interpretative problems with this scene. Firstly, the Trojans
seem strangely oblivious to the enmity Athena and Hera harbor towards them,* a
sign that this episode originates in a version that did not presume that the Judgment
of Paris was the precipitating event for the war. And, it is strangely inopportune to
call on Athena to defend them precisely against a hero with whom she has a special
relationship, as demonstrated in the preceding action of this book and Book 5 (which
itself has often been suggested to have existed as a separate lay in praise of Diomedes
before being incorporated into the Iliad). Therefore, Homer’s audience need not have
been surprised when she decisively rejects their plea, even though no motive is
given. Modern scholars have been more concerned, struggling to find a fault in the
sacrifice to which she could take offence — a bad choice of robe? but this presupposes
the Judgment of Paris — rather than wondering why in the first place a city Homer’s
audience knows she hates would consider to her to be rusiptolis.*’

The problems are solved if we postulate that the scene originally belonged to a
different version of a story focusing on the losers rather than the winners. Based on
peculiarities involving the formulas referring to the Trojans and to Troy William Mer-
ritt Sale has suggested that the epic tradition was recast at a relatively late stage to
present a more positive view of the Trojans, and that this scene giving us a glimpse
inside the walls of Troy belongs to the later stage.*® In my earlier work I have gone
farther and postulated that the Iliad actually merges two separate versions of events,
one told from the Achaean point of view and one from the losers’ point of view. The
latter drew especially on narrative sequences found in Mesopotamian city laments

45 I1. 5.121 (Diomedes), 23.771 (Odysseus); variation at Il. 10.295 (Odysseus and Diomedes); Od.
3.385 (Telemachus), 6.328 (Odysseus).

46 Cf. the scene from Book 4 discussed earlier, and 20.313-317, Hera speaking.

47 Graziosi / Haubold 2010, 25-29, 165; Stoevesandt 2016, 110-111.

48 Sale 1994.
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and texts drawing on the city lament tradition, such as the Curse of Agade and the
Cuthean Legend of Naram-Sin. This particular scene has obvious parallels to the city
lament topos of the goddess abandoning her city, for reasons which are never ex-
plained other than that the city’s time had come. The topos was typically paired with
the violated statue motif, which corresponds to the theft of the Palladium, as told in
Ilias Parua 4 and Iliou Persis 3 West. When the narrative sequence was transferred to
the Trojan War story, it was assigned to Athena because of her established function
as “protector of cities,”*® in Anatolia and perhaps at Troy specifically.”®

The weaving together of originally separate plotlines created an ironic incon-
gruity with analogies to Hector’s fate. The Trojan hero fails to realize he is no longer
the star of the story, while we who are privy to Zeus’ plan know he has been subor-
dinated to the storyline of Achilles’ anger, which serves as the framework for the
epic’s story about a few weeks in the tenth year of the Trojan War. That failure adds
great poignancy to Hector’s characterization, as we are both deeply moved and ex-
asperated by his wrong-headed insistence that he is the one whom Zeus loves best
(6.318, 8.493, 10.49, 13.674); he cannot accept that he is simply a pawn in Zeus’
larger plan to gratify Achilles, a plan that has served throughout to join together
originally separate and not always perfectly compatible episodes.” In Book 6, the
rejected sacrifice scene, when embedded in the storylines of Achilles’ anger and Di-
omedes’ prowess, does more than simply underline the inevitability of Troy’s de-
struction; it epitomizes the deepest fear of worshippers living in a world full of
regional gods united into supraregional archetypes. Like Hera, Athena has no com-
punction about betraying one of her loyal cities to aid other loyal worshippers.

Abbreviations

KTU Dietrich, Manfried, Loretz, Oswald / Sanmartin, Joaquin (1995), The Cuneiform Alphabetic
Texts:From Ugarit, Ras Ibn Hani and Other Places, 2nd edn, Miinster.
TGrF Radt, Stephan (1977), Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta 4: Sophocles, Gottingen.

49 Cf. Aesch Sept. 129.

50 Bachvarova 2016b, 191-195, 432-438. Motifs of absent patron goddess, rejected prayer, divine
statue violated: Bachvarova 2016a, 60-70. Cf. stealing gods’ statues so a town can be captured:
Soph. Xoanephoroi TGrF F 452.

51 Bachvarova 2018.
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Massimo Giuseppetti
Agrotera: Situating Artemis in Her Landscapes

Callimachus begins his Hymn to Artemis by portraying the goddess as a little girl.
Sitting upon Zeus’ knees, Artemis asks peculiar gifts from her father. Second after
‘virginity to preserve forever’ (6) is the gift of ‘many names’ (moAvwvupiny, 7). Calli-
machus’ poem is in fact, among other things, a full-length exploration of the god-
dess’ many names' — a distinctive feature of ‘the most popular goddess of Greece’.?
Unlike the Alexandrian poet, I shall focus on just one of such names, incidentally
one of those he did not cover: Agrotera. Artemis is known as Agrotera as early as
Homer, and in subsequent centuries this onomastic attribute resurfaces in a broad
range of contexts.? This paper will take a fresh look at a limited number of case
studies, both in literary texts and in representations of cultic practices. In doing so,
my aim shall be to consider, in a firmly constructivist and granular approach, the
potential for historical interpretation in each of these contexts.

1 Artemis aypotépn in Homer

In Homer animals like boar or deer are sometimes qualified by the adjective &ypétepog.”
This is a somewhat peculiar adjective. It belongs to a small group of adjectives that look
very much like comparatives of common nouns. Their basic function is to stress the

1 See ll. 110, 153-154, 204-205, 225-228, 234, 236, 259. Callimachus has Artemis ask for polyonymie
‘so that Phoebus may not rival me’ (7). The Homeric Hymn to Apollo in fact praises the god for being
in fact polyonymos (87). As Hunter / Fuhrer (2002, 163-164 = Hunter 2008, 423) remark, Artemis’
request in Callimachus’ poem is ‘perhaps not just a request for ‘many names’, as her brother has,
but also for ‘the name of moAvg’, and later in the Hymn the narrator wishes for a song in which
Artemis may be moAAr: ‘may song ever be my care . . . in it you will be prominent, and in it also
Apollo’ (péhot 8¢ pot aigv dodn: | . . . év 8¢ ob moAAR | év 8¢ kai AmOoAwv, 137-139; transl.
S. A. Stephens, adapted).

2 Nilsson 1949, 28. For a (very selective) overview of recent work on Artemis see Burkert 1985,
149-151, 218-221; Ellinger 1993; Cole 2004, 178-230; Petrovic 2010; Giuseppetti 2018; Simon 2021,
165-198; Casadio / Johnston 2021; Peels-Matthey 2021.

3 In speaking of ‘onomastic attribute’ (rather than, e.g., ‘cultic’ or ‘literary epithet’) I am following
a crucial principle of the MAP project: see, for instance, Bonnet et al. 2018 and 2019.

4 1. 11.293 dypoTépw oul kompiw, 12.146 &ypotépolal cvesoLy, 21.486 &ypotépag T’ €Ad@oug, Od.
6.133 dypotépag EA&poUg, 11.611 dypdTepoi Te oVES, 17.295 aiyag & dypotépag. Some scholars have
felt that the mules of Il. 2.852 (RuOVwWV yévog dypotepdwv) are somewhat problematic in this re-
gard. In fact, they are not: see e.g. Chantraine 1956a, 36; Devereux 1964, 276; Kirk 1985, 258; Briig-
ger / Stoevesandt / Visser 2010, 279.

3 Open Access. © 2022 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110798432-007
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association with the noun they derive from.” In this case, the noun is dypog (‘field’,
‘country’), and dypdtepog is usually understood as ‘wild’ or ‘living in the wild’. Homer
always uses &ypdtepog of animals,® with one remarkable exception: the goddess Arte-
mis. In a sense, this is hardly surprising, for no goddess is perhaps better qualified to be
the ‘wild one’ than Apollo’s sister. There is nothing impressionistic, however, in the Ho-
meric treatment of Artemis Agrotera.”

The larger context is the battle of the gods stretching across books 20 and 21 of
the Iliad.® More precisely, we are in book 21. In the first part of the book Achilles’
fury against the Trojans enrages the river Xanthus. As the struggle between the
hero and the river comes to an end, on the other gods falls ‘strife momentous and
dire’ (21.385-386). Ares strikes Athena on her aegis, and the goddess responds by
hitting him in the neck with a large stone (21.391-414). Aphrodite comes to his res-
cue and leads him away, but Athena, suborned by Hera, does not leave unpunished
Aphrodite’s intervention (21.418-438). Apollo and Poseidon, on the other hand,
have little inclination to make the first move against each other. The latter feels the
weight of peer pressure (‘it were too shameful if without fighting we go back to the
brazen house of Zeus on Olympus’, 21.437-438), but the former has no interest in a
fight “for the sake of insignificant mortals’ (21.463-464): they should fight their own
battles. As Apollo is about to leave the battleground, Artemis’ anger erupts against
her brother (II. 21.470-471):°

TOV 8¢ kaotyviTn paa veikeoe, IIoTvia Onp@v,

"ApTepug dypotépn, kai Oveibelov @AaTo pobov KTA.

But his sister, Artemis dypotépn, the lady of wild beasts,
scolded him bitterly and spoke a word of revilement . . .

Here the attribute dypotépn is closely connected with the qualification ‘lady of wild
beasts’ (IIoTvia Onp@v, 21.470), which has long exerted a powerful fascination over
scholars of Greek religion.'® Taken together, these two phrases mark a crucial

5 See the bibliography in Leukart 1994, 160 n. 83; see also Wittwer 1969 and below, n. 35.

6 As do many other poets in later times: see e.g. [Hes.] Scut. 407 aypotépng éAdgoto; Pind. P. 3.4 @fip’
aypotepov (of Chiron), N. 3.46 Ae6vteoowv dypotépolg; Emped. fr. 9.3 DK kotd Onp@v dypotépwv; Ma-
tron SH 534.40 éyxéAewv yévog &ypotepdwv; Theocr. 25.135 Bo@v vek’ dypotepdwv; Opp. Cyn. 1.387
dypotépag €mt moptiag; Nonn. D. 3.388-389 wg 8¢ Tig dypotepr . . . Aéawa. In this type of association
AypoTepog is often virtually synonymous with (but metrically different from) dypog.

7 On Artemis’ onomastic attributes in Homer see Buchholz 1884, 129-131 (126-127 on &ypotépn);
Skafte Jensen 2009, 55-56.

8 See Louden 2006, 212-224; Graziosi 2016.

9 Here and elsewhere I print the Greek text of the Iliad established by M.L. West; translation by
R. Lattimore (with minor modifications).

10 West 1997, 56, for instance, uses this phrase to trace Artemis’ connections with western Anato-
lia, Syria and Assyria. See also Bruns 1929, 5-19; Chirassi 1964, 8-9; Nosch 2009, 23-24; Hjerrild
2009, 42-43. Despite its popularity among modern scholars, the attribute notvia 8np@v did not
enjoy wide circulation in antiquity (see below).
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juncture in the narrative. In condensed form they bring to the fore the one dimen-
sion of Artemis’ divine power that Hera will rebuff only a few moments later
(21.479-488):"

GAAG xoAwoapévn Alog aiboin mapakoLTig

[veikeoev loxéaipav oveldeiolg Engeaat]* 480
“ndG 8¢ oL VOV pépovag, Kuov &88e£g, avti’ £peio

otoeoat; YoAemr| ToL £yw PEVOG AVTIPEPETHAL

ToE0POpw TiEP £0V0T, EMEL 0€ AéovTa yuvaiiv

Zeug Ofkev, Kal £8wKe KATAKTAPEY v K* £0£Ano0a.

fitoL BEATEPOV £0TL KaT’ 0lpen Bijpag Evaipety 485
&ypoTépag T ENdpoug fi kpelooootv it paxeodat.

£l 8’ £6éAeig MoAEpOL0 Sarjpeval, Bpp’ e i8NG

6ooov QepTépn €l 6TL HoL pEvog GvTipepilelg”.

[B]ut the august consort of Zeus, full of anger,

scolded the lady of showering arrows in words of revilement: 480
‘How have you had the daring, you shameless hussy, to stand up

and face me? It will be hard for you to match your strength with mine

even if you wear a bow, since Zeus has made you a lion

to women, and given you leave to kill any at your pleasure.

Better for you to hunt down the ravening beasts in the mountains 485
and deer of the wilds, than try to fight in strength with your betters.

But if you would learn what fighting is, come on. You will find out

how much stronger I am when you try to match strength against me’.

If noTvIa Brp@v stresses Artemis’ power over wild animals GypoTépn, by contrast,
virtually collapses any distinction between the goddess and her subjects: she is one
of the wild beasts. In this context, the lion metaphor makes perfect sense: Artemis
is now a beast of prey, and a male one at that (Aéovta, 21.483). With it, however,
Hera is not paying her a compliment. There can be no doubt that the addition ‘to
women’ (yvvai&iv) conveys a diminishing overtone. Artemis does not exert her
power over gods or men but exclusively women.'? While this creates a further gap
between the lion and its victims, it also foregrounds the helplessness of the latter:
mortal women are not warriors. By reminding Artemis of her proper province Hera
claims a superior power. Hera’s speech is clearly designed to frame Artemis as a
minor goddess by removing her from the world of ‘major’ gods and from the Trojan
warfield. Artemis may be skilled with her bow and arrows' and yet these are

11 See Skafte Jensen 2009, 56—58.

12 For Artemis killing women and not men see e.g. Il. 6.205 and 6.428. This association has larger
implications and extends into other areas of specifically feminine concern, e.g. childbirth. On this
see e.g. Burkert 1985, 149-151.

13 Note that the bow is a crucial attribute in the whole episode: just a few lines earlier Artemis had
reproached Apollo for not using his bow, which now is ‘wind and nothing’ (ti vu t6&ov €xelg dve-
pwAtov adtwe; IL. 21.474).
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merely hunting weapons, good to catch beasts in the mountains but inadequate to
the war taking place at Troy.'* It is within this argumentative context that we find
the adjective dypdTtepog once again, this time in its usual function of qualifying
wild animals (dypotépag T éA&@oug, 21.486). This has an important implication:
Hera has in fact appropriated the Homeric narrator’s use of &ypotépn to introduce
Artemis. In doing so, Hera firmly situates Artemis elsewhere from both the Olympus
and the battlefield. Only mountains should be Artemis’ hunting grounds. But as
Hera moves from words to action, Artemis’s role as translated in the hunting imag-
ery is turned upside down. First, Hera immobilizes Artemis with one hand and,
with the other, she strips away the bow and the arrows from her shoulders. She
then beats Artemis with them, smiling all the while (21.489-492). Artemis, however,
manages to flee from before her, like a dove ((g Te éAewr, 21.493) in flight from a
hawk. Here the episode comes full circle: Hera’s has successfully turned the preda-
tor into a harmless prey. Zeus’ wife treats her as a naughty, spoiled child, and Arte-
mis responds accordingly: she runs away to Zeus, complaining that his wife hit
her.” In this delicately humorous episode, the onomastic attribute dypotépn is part
and parcel of a narrative strategy jointly operated by the Homeric narrator and
Hera.'® This strategy situates Artemis in a landscape where she dominates all things
wild, but as the episode unfolds her power appears ultimately undermined, both on
its own and by the emergence of stronger forces at play in the divine world. By plac-
ing Artemis on the mountains Hera succeeds in firmly removing her, both literally
and figuratively, from the Trojan battlefield. Her skills in archery and hunting - she
is the ‘arrow-pourer’ and the ‘shooter from afar’ par excellence — are of no use to
her now that Hera engages her in a hand-to-hand combat."” This is the teachable

14 Cf. Lycus’ speech in Euripides’ Heracles (157-164), criticizing the hero for being brave only
against beasts and for using the bow, ‘the basest of weapons’ (kdxiotov émAwv, 161).

15 Thus already Demetrius Ixion (Zg. II. 21.491a, 5.239 Erbse); see Von der Miihll 1952, 324; Richardson
1993, 95. A similar episode is Diomedes’ wounding of Aphrodite in II. 5.311-430. There too the goddess
retreats to Olympus and complains to one of her parents (her mother Dione) in order to be comforted.
Athena and Hera try to provoke Zeus with mocking words (kepTopiolg énéeoat Al Kpovidnv £pédilov),
but in this case Athena is the one speaking up (5.420-426); Zeus does intervene, but he ends up dis-
crediting Aphrodite as a fighter (5.426-430). The parallels are duly noted in modern commentaries, but
often only to infer the derivative nature of the episode in IL. 21 (see e.g. Leaf 1902, 382).

16 The particular play on the attribute d&ypotépn in this context is related to the “remarkable diver-
sity” with which Homer in Il. 21 accommodates and promotes his etymological interests; on this
point see Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 2000 (quotation: 17).

17 Here the Homeric narrator remarks that ‘the swift arrows fell out the quiver’ (tayéeg 8 ékmuntov
olotol, II. 21.492) - an image at least in part perverting one of Artemis’ more common attributes in
Homer, ioxéaipa, ‘arrow-pourer’ (see e.g. Il 5.53 and 5.447, here used at 21.480), as Graziosi 2016,
54 remarks. In IL. 5.54 Scamandrius’ skill in archery (£xnBoAiat), though a gift of Artemis, does not
save him from Menelaus’ spear. As is the case with Apollon’s several attributes that qualify him as
skilled shooter (e.g. éxdepyog and £xnpolog), éknPoAia may derive from ékwv (‘working at will’)
rather than from £xdg (‘working from afar’), but the association with the latter is already in place in
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moment that Zeus’ wife had in store for her (‘if you would learn what fighting is’, &i
8’ £0¢Ae1g moAépoto Sarueval, 21.487).'® The once-lion-turned-dove ends up trembling
on Zeus’ knees (21.506—507). The light humour of the final scene may tone down the
pain of Artemis’ defeat, but there is, after all, a lesson to be learned from this episode.
The gods do not enjoy the same power. The narrative constructs a theology of divine
hierarchies in which Artemis and Hera occupy very different places."

2 Interpreting Homer’s dypotépn

Within the larger framework of the Homeric battle of the gods, the occurrences of
aypoTtepog are amongst the elements that define and at the same time restrict Arte-
mis’ prerogatives. But how should we understand exactly the use of this adjective
as Artemis’ attribute? This question has a long hermeneutic history, a history of
which we shall consider only two moments.

The first moment is the heyday of Homeric interpretation in antiquity in Alexan-
dria. Thanks to the scholia preserved in our manuscripts we can get a glimpse of
some ancient views on Homer’s dypotépr. To some ancient commentators, the god-
dess’ qualification of dypotépn refers to her association with the ‘wild’ and, more spe-
cifically, to her behaviour in the course of the battle of gods.”® These were not the
only responses the phrases prompted, though. For scholars like Aristarchus, the
great Homeric critic of the 2nd century BcE, the line that mentioned Artemis dypotépn
(Il. 21.471) was superfluous (meploodg). The goddess had just been introduced as
Apollo’s sister, the ‘lady of wild beasts’ (Il6tvia Onpdv, 21.470); ‘who else could the
hunting goddess (xuvnyetixn 0£0g) be if not Artemis?’.”* Admittedly, this dismissive
comment does not explicitly call into question the interpretation of Gypotépn. Then
again, if Il. 21.471 is superfluous, the implication is that &ypotépn is nothing but

Homeric usage. See Chantraine 1968-1980, s.vv. ékdepyog and éknpolog; Burkert 1985, 146; Kirk
1990, 59-60.

18 We shall come back later to the motif of Artemis at war.

19 To some extent, Hera and Artemis embody almost opposite ideas of feminine divinity. As F. de
Polignac observes, “Héra et Artémis sont en effet situées de part et d’autre d’une institution cen-
trale de la vie individuelle et sociale, le mariage” (de Polignac 1995a, 43). Furthermore, if Hera is
Zeus’ lawful wife, Artemis is born out of one of Zeus’ extramarital affairs. See in general Pirenne-
Delforge and Pironti 2022, especially 40-47 on the Iliadic portrayal of Hera.

20 For some ancient readers Artemis’s characterization as ‘lady of wild beasts’ was closely con-
nected with the impulsive behaviour she exhibits in this episode; see Zyr (ex.) Il. 21.470 (5.234
Erbse) otvia Onp@v* 8€0TOTIG. . . . OIKEIOV 8€ TaUTN TO TPOMETES.

21 I, (Ariston.) Il 21.471a (5.234 Erbse) GOeTeital, 0Tl MEPLOTOG <UETA TOV> “TOV 8E KaOLyVATN HéAat
Veikeoe TOTVIR Onp@v” (21.470). Tig 8¢ kuvnyeTikr Be0g i pn i Apteug; Zr (Ariston. | ex.) I1. 21.471b
(5.235 Erbse) meptooog 6 oTixog. | obtw 8 mapd Zupakociolg kai ABnvaiotg TipdTar “tf 8’ Aypotépy
katd Y\wv oprveoa | evxnv nowqoacbar” (Aristoph. Equ. 660-661). On this case of athetesis see
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another way to qualify Artemis as ‘hunting goddess’.?> As a matter of fact, we do find
this interpretation in another scholion, along with the explanation that dypotépn
comes from the verb &ypevw, ‘to catch’ or ‘to hunt’.”> Thus, in different ways, both
Artemis’ wild nature and her skill in hunting were crucial aspects in the interpreta-
tion of dypotépn in the eyes of ancient Homeric critics.

The second moment we shall consider is the modern lexicographical approach
as represented by the LS], which first appeared in 1843. The entry for &ypdtepog in
the ninth edition of the lexicon (1940) distinguishes between two main meanings
and usages. The adjective means (I) ‘wild’ when used for animals, and as such it is
connected with dypog, ‘field’, ‘land’, ‘country’. When said of nymphs or of Artemis,
by contrast, it means (II) ‘huntress’; in this case it is related to Gypa, ‘hunt’. In the
last Revised Supplement (1996) the entry differs in several details, but perhaps the
most remarkable change is that AypoTtépa has now become a separate entry: “Aypo-
Tépa, 1|, lon. -tépn, cult-title of Artemis, Il 21.471, X.Cyn. 6.13, EAM 101, al.”.**
There is no doubting that the revision includes some improvements.”> At the same
time, nevertheless, it is problematic in some respects.”®

In the first place, the creation of a separate entry for the ‘cult-title’ seems to be
based on the assumption that common adjectives acquire a new status when they
appear in connection with a cultic context. Such a context is attested for Aypotépa,
as we shall see, but starting only from the classical age and in particular locales.
The use of an attribute in worship at a point in time and space, however, need not
represent a radical change in its semantic range, nor can it affect earlier uses in
other contexts. Cult and literature need not be considered completely separate
realms of experience.?” Is the cultic context appropriating the Homeric phrase, or is
it the other way around? Given the scant evidence in our possession, perhaps we

Liithrs 1992, 68-69; Schironi 2018, 465. Modern scholars too consider the line superfluous (for
instance, M. L. West), with a few exceptions (e.g. Von der Miihll 1952, 325 n. 50).

22 Cf. Eust. ad IL. 21.471 (1247.7, 4.540 van der Valk). As far as we know, ancient scholars did not
object to the meaning ‘huntress’ for being different from Homeric usage elsewhere, an argument
often employed to support athetesis.

23 %, (ex.) 21.471c (5.235 Erbse) <&ypotépn:> Kuvnyos, &mo tod &ypevewv. See also X, (D) I 21.471
(p. 532 van Thiel) dypotépnu: kuvny€tidi, OnpatikijL.

24 Cf. the separate entry for Agrotera in RE (Wentzel 1894), with a substantial overlap with the
treatment of the attribute in the entry for Artemis (Wernicke 1896, 1378-1379).

25 Unlike the earlier version, the revised entry for instance does not make aypdtepog a poetical
equivalent of &yptog (in fact, &yptog does occur in poetry: see e.g. Il. 5.52, Od. 9.119).

26 Note that dypotepog and Aypotépa are separate entries in the online TLG too.

27 In this respect, the choice of some editors to print dypotépn with a lowercase alpha avoids any
immediate equation between adjective and cult-title. For the same reason, however, printing I16t-
via Onp@v with an uppercase pi (as M. L. West does) assumes a cultic life for the phrase for which
there is no evidence. Beyond the passage in Iliad 21 the phrase métvia Onp@v occurs, in extant
Greek literature, only in a (probably Hellenistic) hexameter poem (né]tvia Onp@v, SH 953.14) and in
a few lexicographical sources (Homeric scholia, Eustathius); it is echoed in Anacreon’ hymn to the
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shall never be able to answer this question. At any rate, the Homeric episode shows
no interest in placing Artemis &ypotépn in a particular context or in emphasising
mortal worship for the goddess. The cult-title is not a particularly helpful category,
especially when it is applied to a word that has a long history in the literary tradi-
tion.”® In the second place, no translation is provided for Aypotépa, and any refer-
ence to &ypa, ‘hunt’, has vanished from both entries.” This is especially surprising
when we take into account later evidence about the cult of Artemis Agrotera, for the
association with hunting is unmistakable at Athens, as Pausanias makes clear in a
passage (1.19.6) we shall consider later. The assumption behind the disappearance
of this semantic field from the entries has to do with the etymology of the adjective.
There is of course no doubting that it comes from &ypdg, and not from dypa; in this
respect, the lexicon is linguistically correct. At the same time, the suppression of
any reference to hunting comes at a (semantic) cost. It obscures a relevant aspect of
how meaning is constantly negotiated over time in complex linguistic systems. Ety-
mology may give us valuable insights into the process of word formation but, al-
most by definition, it ignores how individual speakers conceptualize the derivation
of one word from another or the connection between them, or how concrete use
shapes and orients meaning, sometimes even despite the speakers’ ‘intentions’. The
etymological focus is valuable, but it has serious limitations, especially in cases
like the one under discussion. If there were linguistic grounds, however inaccurate,
for ancient speakers to see a particular connection between words, we need at the
very least to take into account how such perceptions might have affected the se-
mantics of a particular word in context. If we compare the two moments of the her-
meneutic history of dypotepog we have discussed, there is no doubting that modern
scholarship is remarkably more selective and accurate than ancient interpreters.
That being said, it is crucial for a nuanced historical interpretation to take into ac-
count other interpretive categories in order to supplement the data provided by lin-
guistic analysis and offer a better understanding of the semantic processes at play
in ancient uses of onomastic attributes.

Artemis of Magnesia on the Maeander (8¢omowv’ Aptept Onp@v, PMG 348.3 = fr. 1.3 Gentili). Remark-
ably, it does not occur in the inscriptional record.

28 On the modern notion of cult and its uses in scholarship see Christensen 2009. In the list of
Beinamen appended to the first volume of L. Preller and C. Robert’s Griechische Mythologie Aypo-
Tépa is marked with a C as a “sicher Cult-Beiname” (Preller / Robert 1894, 945). Thus also Dettori
1999, 191 n. 3; Cairns 2010, 276.

29 In a similar way, the entry dypotepog in DGE does not refer to ‘hunt’ or ‘hunting’ and under-
stands Aptepg dypotépa as ‘Artemis agreste’. In Montanari 2015 s.v. &ypdtepog (B), on the other
hand, 1| dypotépa is “the huntress, epith. of Artemis”.
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3 The Semantic Potential of dypdtepog

Modern interpreters come up with a number of translations for Homer’s Artemis
Gypotépn. To many she is the ‘huntress’ or the ‘goddess of hunting’; to others she is
Artemis ‘of the wild wood’, or more simply a ‘wild’ or ‘rural’ Artemis. To some she
is a ‘hellcat’, or just a goddess ‘of the fields’.>** Any word may prompt several trans-
lations, of course, but in this case there is something deeper than the mere possibil-
ity of different linguistic equivalents. As a matter of fact, all these translations for
Gypotépn offer an interpretation that is perfectly sound and grounded in the epi-
sode we have discussed. Each of them catches an aspect of Artemis by means of a
particular semantic construction of Gypotépn — a construction, it should be noted,
that is ultimately always corroborated by the larger narrative context. Needless to
say, not all words exhibit a similar flexibility. In the case of &ypdTtepog, its semantic
range depends, to some extent, also on its very linguistic structure.

aypotepog, as we saw earlier, belongs to the group of adjectives that employ
the suffix -tepog. As such, it emphasizes a connection with the world of the fields
(aypoi) and with the countryside. An animal qualified by aypdtepog is wild or in
any case living in a ‘free nature’.?! To qualify Artemis as dypotépa is to draw an
association between the goddess (in terms of power, affiliation, or even physical
presence) and the world marked as aypog or, more commonly, dypoi. Commentators
tend to see in this association an expression of Artemis’ intimate connection with
the realm of wild nature as opposed to civilisation.>® This contrast, however, is
flawed to the extent that it tends to obscure some important semantic ramifica-
tions.*® In Greek dypdg and dypoi do refer to the ‘wilderness’, that is, to unculti-
vated areas where wild beasts roam, but the word has a far broader semantic range.
It refers to all types of terrain and landscape outside of urban centres,** including

30 ‘huntress’: E. Myers, R. Fagles, G. Cerri (‘cacciatrice’), M. G. Ciani (‘dea della caccia’); ‘Artemis of the
wild wood’: A. T. Murray, R. Lattimore (‘of the wild’); ‘wild’: Calzecchi Onesti (‘selvaggia’); ‘rural’:
P. Mazon (‘agreste’); DGE; ‘hellcat’: S. Lombardo; Artemis ‘of the fields’: W. F. Wyatt. See also Wentzel
1894 and Wernicke 1896, 1378, who considers Agrotera as “allgemeiner Beiname der A. als Jagdgottin”.
31 “aypotepog heifit bei Homer wohl immer ‘wild, in freier Natur lebend”” (Wittwer 1969, 59). For other
connotations not relevant for the present discussion see Mauduit 1994, 60—61; Dettori 1999, 189-190.

32 The opposition with civilization is perhaps more relevant to another adjective derived from
Aypog, that is, Gyptog, which in some cases amounts to ‘savage’ or ‘ferocious’.

33 In fact, recent scholarship has stressed the oversimplification inherent in the polarity of city vs.
country and of civilization vs. wilderness. As Williams 1973 (esp. 289-306) remarks, city and coun-
try are powerful and suggestive archetypes, but their polarity can hardly capture the complexities
of social and physical organization in human settlements. See the essays in Rosen / Sluiter 2006,
especially Polinskaya 2006 and McInerney 2006.

34 About the attribute dypotépa Chantraine 1956a, 37 observed that “I’épithéte désigne la déesse
comme déesse de la campagne (mais non des champs cultivés), ot vivent les bétes sauvages” (see
also Chantraine 1968-1980, s.v. dypog). Several scholars have followed him on this particular point
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the tilled land, that is, a portion of landscape subjected to human work and where
humans can settle. In this sense, dypog mediates between the two opposites of civi-
lization and wilderness, or between ‘nature’ and ‘culture’, if we wish to use that
polarity. As a matter of fact, in Greek myth and literature it is the mountain (6po¢)
rather than the dypog that embodies a landscape deprived of anthropic signs and in
which human beings are often a foreign presence.> In this way, the mountain is
radically opposed to the city. Between these two opposites lays the dypog, a diverse
landscape which surely may be contrasted with the city but which all the same cov-
ers a broad range of intermediate realities, including the tilled land (as opposed to
the fallow) and several forms of human settlements.?® It is precisely in her capacity
as dypotépa that Artemis is deeply associated with the transitional space that is the
aypog and ultimately implicated in any negotiation between the extremes of moun-
tain and city.”” As dypotépa she is the goddess of the fields but also the wild god-
dess and the huntress. The attribute allows the goddess to be placed in different
landscapes and to play a broad range of roles. It is then no surprise if Aristophanes
places our Artemis Agrotera on the mountains.*®

Our attribute draws a large semantic potential in its derivation from dypog, but
there is also another feature that deserves attention, and this is the suffix -tepog.
Now, this suffix resembles the suffix -tnp in agent nouns. The proximity between

(e.g. Vidal-Naquet 1981, 28 and 169; Vernant 1983, 185 and 189). On the etymology and meaning of
Greek Gypog (and &ypa) see the full discussion in Chantraine 1956a, 31-65.

35 From this point of view the traditional opposition of dyp6tepog and 6péatepog is somewhat mis-
leading. In the ninth edition of LS] dypdtepog is “properly opp. dpéatepog” (in the Revised Supplemen-
tum this becomes simply “cf. dpéotepog”); similarly Schwyzer 1939, 534; Palmer 1962, 113 (and several
others). On the other hand, expanding on an observation of Monro, already Bechtel 1914, 9-10 re-
marked that dypdtepog and dpéatepog are not opposed to each other but rather mark different types of
contrast (city vs. country, mountain vs. valley). Benveniste 1948, 117 notes that their meanings may at
times converge (“a peu prés au sens de ‘sauvage’™). See LfgrE s.v. &ypotepog (B. Hansen).

36 Scholars do not always acknowledge this multiplicity of meanings: see, among others, Vernant
1987, 21; Frontisi-Ducroux 1981, 35-36, 49-50; Jameson 1991 = 2014, 112: “[t]he epithet locates her
in the uncultivated land outside of the settlement with its nearby cultivated fields”; Pautasso 2002,
788-789; Hjerrild 2009, 42 (“the goddess of ‘the beyond’, which means beyond the dwellings and
cultivated land of man”); cf. also Buchholz 1884, 129: “dypdtepog, wodurch sie als Gottin des freien
Naturlebens gekennzeichnet wird”. Contrast Stern 1965, 276; See LfgrE s.vv. &ypog and aypotepog
(B. Hansen); Graf 2003, 63. As e.g. Thucydides makes clear, dypoi can be inhabited: 8i& 10 aiel eiw-
Béval Toug ToANOUG €v Tolg dypolg SiatdoBat, ‘most of them [scil. the Athenians] had always been
used to live in the country’ (2.14.2, transl. C. F. Smith).

37 As Graf 2003, 63 writes, Artemis’ “status as a goddess of transition between the extremes of
wilderness and culture” is “addressed in the Homeric agrotéré (literally ‘of the agrés, the cultivated
land’)”. See also de Polignac 1995a, 44; Cole 1999-2000; Polinskaya 2006, 67; Ma 2008.

38 Aristoph. Thesm. 114-115 tav T év Gpeot Spuoydvolowy | k6pav deioat’ ApTepv dypoTépav,
‘Hymn the maiden born in the oak-birthing | mountains, Artemis of the Wild’ (transl. J. Henderson).
For the mountains as the place of Artemis’ hunting, see e.g. Il. 5.51-52, 21.485-486, Od. 6.102-104;
hVen 18, hHom 27.4-5; Nisbet and Hubbard 1970, ad Hor. carm. 1.21.5.
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the two is most evident in their feminine forms, -tepa and -teipa.>® Perhaps this
similarity*® made it possible to understand &ypotépa in a different way, namely, as
a compound of &ypa, ‘hunt’, and the agent suffix -telpa — Agrotera now becomes
the huntress. This shift in the semantics of the word becomes fairly clear in the 5th
and 4th centuries BCE. This is, of course, the outcome of a process in which several
factors might have been at play. One of them, for instance, might have been the
popularity of some iconographical types of the goddess. The co-occurrence of attrib-
utes explicitly related to the semantic field of the hunt (e.g. éAa@npoAog, ToEdkAv-
T0G, OnpoxTéVoG) may also have been relevant in this regard. But, more in general,
starting from the 5th century BCE the word &ypa exerts a clear influence on the se-
mantic field of dypdg. As a result, several words originally connected with the latter
begin to be associated with the former.*! Even though they are not etymologically
linked, &ypotépa appears progressively closer to &ypa.*?

The association of Artemis and the attribute &ypotépa is, so to speak, mutually
beneficial. The linguistic conformation of the attribute makes it particularly appo-
site to provide different insights into the multifaceted character of the goddess. This
very association has in turn allowed the reinterpretation of this attribute as ‘hunt-
ress’. Together, these characteristics made it possible for dypotépa to resurface in
different contexts over a long period of time. It is important to stress that this pro-
cess has a key factor in the peculiar linguistic conformation of the attribute, for it
represents, to some extent, a feature of the cultural environment available for its

39 On agent nouns see in general Fraenkel 1910; Leukart 1994. The suffix -teipa, attested as early
as Homer (8priotetpa, ‘workwoman’, Od. 10.349, 19.345; Sunteipa, ‘tamer’, Il. 14.259), becomes par-
ticularly productive in Hellenistic poetry: see Hollis on Call. Hec. fr. 40.2 (xaBnyntelpa).

40 For a possible instance of interchangeability between the two suffixes see dypotelpa in Euripi-
des’ Electra (168), used for Electra’s ‘rustic’ dwelling (cf. dypotrip at 463, of Hermes). Denniston
(1939, 70) suggests that aypdtelpav (demanded by the metre) here is basically equivalent to
AypoTépav.

41 See Fraenkel 1910, 57-58 (though I do not subscribe to Fraenkel’s idea that in Bacch. Epin. 11.37
our attribute amounts simply to ‘huntress’: see below); Chantraine 1956a, 40-65; Antonetti 1987,
199-200; Dettori 1999; see also Longo 1983. The earliest instance is Pind. O. 2.54, BoOelav . . . uép-
o dypotépav (‘a profound and questing ambition’, trans. W. H. Race). Ancient and modern com-
mentators tend to agree that the passage refers to (metaphorical) hunting: see Herm. Alex. ad Plat.
Phaedr. 229c (p. 32 Lucarini and Moreschini) kai ITivBapog &pnae mov pépiuvav dypoTtépav oiovel
AYPEVTIKNV TWV KaA@V; Pavese 1990, 45-46; Dettori 1999, 191 (‘ineludibile’); C. Catenacci, in Gentili
2013, 400.

42 See Aen. Tac. 24.14-15: ‘it is important to issue watchwords easily remembered and as nearly
related as possible to the intended operations. For instance, when going for game, “Artemis the
Huntress” (€mtt pév &ypav mopevopévolg Aptepv Aypotépav)’ (transl. lllinois Greek Club); Xen. Cyn.
6.13; Plut. Amat. 14 (Mor. 757d) &GAA& SopkdSag pév Bnpevouct kai Aaywovg kai ENd@poug AypoTépa
TIg ovvermBwiiooel kai ouveEoppd Bedg; Arrian. Cyn. 33 xpn B0ewv ApTtéudL Aypotépg émi T@Se TO
KTApaTL BVewv 8¢ xpn kal & Bripg €D MpdEavTa, Kol GvaTiBéval dmapydg TV dAoKoUEVWY Tf Bed;
see also Poll. 5.13 | 8¢ B0 GypoTépa Kail KUVNYETIS Kai PIAGONPOG.
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actors to use according to their needs. Considered from this point of view, onomas-
tic attributes like dypotépa are valuable affordances provided by the cultural envi-
ronment, literary tradition or other forms of cultural memory.*> They bring with
them a set of semantic associations which leaves room for individuals to exert their
agency as interpreters.

4 Agrotera in Context (I): Lyric Poetry

If the Iliad is the first text to introduce Artemis dypoTépn, subsequent centuries wit-
ness multiple examples of appropriation and redefinition of this attribute. Since
limits of space prevent us from a full exploration of the range of such a process, I
shall consider two relevant case studies.

The first of them concerns a group of lyric texts of the archaic and late classical
ages. Here we have very different uses for our attribute, but the added value of this
selection is in its focus on roughly the same medium - the literary supergenre of
lyric poetry.*

Sappho uses AypoTepa in a fragmentary poem on papyrus. Most of the text is
lost, but it is clear that the adjective appears in the context of an exchange between
Artemis and her father Zeus (fr. 44A(a) Voigt). After the goddess’ oath to remain a
virgin (1l. 4-7), Zeus approves the vow (Il. 8—12) by establishing her ‘solemn title’
(Emwvopov péya, 1. 10) of EhagdBlolov dypotépav (1. 9). This phrase evokes the Ili-
adic passage discussed at the beginning of this paper, but it focuses on one aspect
that was left out of it, namely, Artemis’ refusal of eros (here discussed in 1I. 11-12).
Zeus couples Artemis’ excellence in hunting with her untamed nature, making her
“the Deer-Slayer, the Spirit of the Wilds”.*®

A very similar image is drawn in Pindar’s narrative about Cyrene in Pythian 9
(esp. 1. 5-70). The lyric poet introduces Cyrene as a ‘virgin huntress’, map6évov
aypotépav (. 6), and narrates how Apollo made her ‘mistress of a land rich in flocks

43 Affordance is a word coined by J. J. Gibson to express “the complementarity of the animal and
the environment”: “[t]he affordances of the environment are what it offers the animal, what it pro-
vides or furnishes, either for good or ill” (Gibson 1979, 119, emphasis in the original). I refer here to
R. Gagné’s excellent work on this area of enquiry in classical studies. I owe him a special debt of
gratitude for sharing with me the results of his research well before publication (Gagné 2021a and
2021b). See also Gagné 2021c for a broad-ranging analysis based, among other things, on the crea-
tive use of the concept of affordance.

44 On Agrotera as Artemis’ attribute in the poetry of later periods see e.g. Colluth. 33; Nonn. D.
48.349, 48.840; Orph. Hymn. 36.9 (accepting Scaliger’s aypotépa for aupotépa of the mss.); as at-
tribute of other figures see e.g. Orph. Arg. 938 (Hecate); Nonn. D. 37.58 (Circe); Orph. Hymn. 51.10
(nymphs).

45 Page 1955, 262. For a detailed analysis of Sappho’s poem see Neri 2021, 645-647.
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and abounding in fruit’ (1l. 6a-7) in Libya (1l. 5-75). The god came upon her in the
folds of Pelion, in Thessaly, as she was wrestling a mighty lion. Immediately struck
with love, Apollo enquired about her from Chiron. The wise centaur reveals to the
god of prophecy his own destiny. Apollo came to Thessaly to marry her and take
her over the sea to Libya, where she will become ‘ruler of a city’ (&pxemoAw, 1. 54),
as Libya herself will ‘grant her a portion of land to hold as her lawful possession’
(11. 56a-57). In time, Cyrene will also give Apollo an immortal son, ‘a Zeus or a holy
Apollo, a delight to men dear to him and ever-near guardian of flocks, called Agreus
and Nomius by some, Aristaeus by others’ (1l. 64-65).%¢ It would be hard not to take
the attribute &ypotepav (1. 6), at the very outset of the narrative, as a reference to
Cyrene’s prowess in hunting, as all scholars do.*” Yet the qualification simulta-
neously activates a broader range of associations. There is in fact something ‘wild’
and ‘untamed’ about Cyrene. She is a virgin who roams glens and valleys, but she
is also ‘alone and unarmed’ (povvav . . . Gtep €yxéwv, 1. 27-28) while she wrestles
the lion.*® This portrayal does not just make her an alter ego of Artemis; to some
extent, the nymph appears to outdo the goddess. Artemis, at least, brings along
companions on her hunting outings, and she uses her bow and arrows.*’ By con-
trast, nobody is at Cyrene’s side to help or accompany her. In this sense, she is even
‘wilder’ than her divine counterpart. But their destinies differ in one crucial detail -
Cyrene will not remain a virgin for ever, for she will become Apollo’s wife. In Pindar’s
poem this new life is marked once more by the motif of ‘wilderness’, but only to the
extent that, as a city, Cyrene has power over a portion of land ‘neither devoid of
plants rich in every fruit, nor unacquainted with wild animals (o7 dyv@Ta Bnp@v)’
(1. 58). In this depiction, she acquires control of Libya’s natural resources. Trans-
ported there, Cyrene will not be an untamed virgin anymore, but she will exert her
hunting skills on the land’s wild beasts. There may be a colonial subtext in this por-
trayal. Pindar uses the attribute &ypotépa in the context of a larger reworking of the
contrast between ‘wild’ and ‘tamed’. This contrast appears to be here embedded in,
and adapted to, the social and political tensions of a Greek colony in Libya.

The third and last occurrence in lyric poetry we shall consider is in Bacchylides’
Epinician 11.>° The narrative portion of this poem deals with the daughters of Proe-
tus (40-112). The girls insult Hera and the goddess punishes them by making them
insane. They leave their home city and roam on the mountains for a whole year

46 Trans. by W. H. Race.

47 See e.g. P. Giannini in Gentili 1995, 590. Aristaeus, the son of Apollo and Cyrene, was also
called Agreus (Il. 64—64a), which could be interpreted as ‘hunter’.

48 A little earlier (1l. 20-21) Pindar says that Cyrene would fight wild beasts ‘with bronze javelins
and a sword’, but the context still foregrounds her solitary nature, for she did not care ‘for the de-
lights of meals with companions at home’ (19).

49 The motif of hunting also appears in the name of Cyrene’s son: see n. 47.

50 On this poem see Giuseppetti 2015, 228-245 (with previous bibliography); Ellinger 2017.
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(43-58). Next, they arrive in Arcadia. Here, Proetus bathes in the water of the river
Lousos and invokes Artemis’ help: Artemis pleads with Hera and the girls become
sound again. The myth ends with an address to Artemis who ‘inhabits prosperously
in Metapontum’. Recent archaeological studies indicate that the goddess was wor-
shipped in a location outside the city, at S. Biagio alla Venella. Here archaeologists
have discovered water basins that were probably used for ritual purposes.” Bacchy-
lides’ mythical narrative is meant to celebrate Artemis’ power as liminal goddess
who could bring young girls from the outer world of wilderness back into the walls
of the city. The location of the sanctuary reflected this characteristic of the goddess.
It is not by chance that in the poem Artemis is introduced as both Aypotépa and
‘Huépa, the ‘Tame’ (37-39):

VOV & ApTepig dypoTEpa
XPUOaAGKATOG ALtapav
‘Hulépa ToE6xAuTOG Vikav £8wke.

But now Artemis of the golden distaff,
the huntress, the Gentle,
famed for her bow, has given him gleaming victory.>?

In this remarkable accumulation — one which was frowned upon by L. R. Farnell as
unworthy of any “poet who had any sense for the real significance of divine epi-
thets”* — all recent editors of Bacchylides’ poem mark a difference amongst Artemis’
attributes. Only ‘Hy]épa is in fact printed with a capital letter, perhaps on the ground
that the adjective is documented elsewhere as the goddess’ cult name in the Arcadian
town of Lousoi.”* We have here another instance of the problematic nature of the dis-
tinction between ‘cultic’ and ‘literary’ attributes. According to H. Maehler, “[t]he four
epithets given to Artemis here go in pairs, the first and the last describing the hunt-
ress (&ypotépa — ToE6kAUTOG), the other two the ‘soother’ (xpuoaldkatog — fuépa)”.>
This, however, does not cover the full extent of the interactions between these attrib-
utes. There is no reason to restrict the range of the interpretative potential of &ypotépa
to mean here just ‘huntress’, though the context clearly points also in that direction.*®

51 Giacometti 1999; Torelli 2008; Torelli 2011. Cf. also Petrovic¢ 2007, 200.

52 Text of Maehler 2004; transl. by D. A. Campbell.

53 Farnell 1898, 346.

54 On Artemis ‘Huépa at Lousoi see IG V 2.403; Call. Dian. 236; Paus. 8.18.8; this corroborates the
supplement ‘Hp]épa in Bacchylides’ text, which seems extremely probable if not virtually certain.
Later in the poem Bacchylides mentions the town’s river (Aoboov noti kaAApdav, ‘fair-flowing
Lusus’, 95). Lousoi itself was destroyed in Hellenistic times; in Pausanias’ times it was in ruins
(Paus. 8.18.7-8). The earliest archaeological finds from the sanctuary of Artemis date to the 8th
cent. BCE. See Sinn 1992; Mitsopoulos-Leon 2009 and 2012; Ma 2008.

55 Maehler 2004, 144.

56 In fact Cairns 2010, 179 and 276 translates dypotépa here as ‘of the wilds’ (and considers it a
cult-title). See Stern 1965, 276.



136 —— Massimo Giuseppetti

In fact, dypotépa and fpépa can be construed as opposite qualifications, so that Arte-
mis may result as ‘wild’ and ‘tame’ at the same time.>” This polarity would ascribe
to the patron goddess of the poem the very same characterization that Proetus’ daugh-
ters exhibit in its narrative portion. The transgression against Hera turns these young
women into ‘wild’ creatures. They in fact leave their hometown and retreat to the
mountain. As maidens they are not yet married, &G8patot (84), but the word is also
used for untamed animals and its polysemy is crucial in this case:*® they retreat onto
the mountain (l. 55-56) and into the woods for a whole year (Il. 92-95), leaving
behind their hometown with its ‘god-built streets’ (TipvvOiov Gotv Autodoat | kai
Beodpdtoug dyvtdg, 11. 57-58). After Artemis’ intervention, the first thing they do is
build a sanctuary and an altar for the goddess and establish choruses of women
(1. 110-112). Women, that is, neither maidens nor young women: this particular
event marks on several levels the transition between the status of untamed, un-
married girl and that of tame, adult woman. Both moments are well captured in
the interaction of Artemis’ two attributes, &ypotépa and fpépa. More important
still is the fact that, also by dint of this interaction, the poem portrays Artemis as
an extremely authoritative goddess. In Bacchylides’ Epinician not only does Arte-
mis hear Proetus’ prayer, but she also manages to persuade Hera to stop her
wrath against the young girls (mBoboa 8 “Hpav, 1. 107). It is Artemis herself that
puts a stop to the Proetids’ madness by mediating with Zeus’ wife. In Iliad 21 the
two goddesses were portrayed as a spoiled child and a punishing step-mother. Ar-
temis has now grown into a goddess that interacts with Hera on a completely new
level, and her power is not restricted anymore to girls and women: she is the
leader of the Achaeans who founded Metapontum after the fall of Troy (114-126).

4 Agrotera in Context (II): The Athenian Dossier

Our attribute appears often in inscriptions from several cities across the whole Greek
world, in an almost exclusive association with Artemis.”® She was worshipped in the

57 On this point cf. Anacreon’s hymn to the Artemis of Magnesia (PMG 348 = fr. 1 Gentili): here the
goddess, introduced as ‘deer-shooter’ and ‘queen of wild beasts’ (EAagnBoAe . . . aypiwv | déomow’
Aptept Onpav, 11. 1-3), ‘shepherds citizens who are not untamed’ (00 y&p &vnuépoug | Totpaivelg
noAtag, 11. 7-8). See Bernsdorff 2020, 11 385-393.

58 Note that the Proetids’ salvation is ultimately brought about by a sacrifice of ‘oxen never yoked’
(Bodg | GQuyag, 104-105). More in general, the comparison of unmarried girls to wild animals has
broad anthropological ramifications; see e.g. Brulé 1996, especially 9-10. As McInerney 2006, 33 re-
marks, “wild terrain and wild woman are categories that reinforce each other”.

59 A relevant portion of our evidence is about Artemis and comes from epigraphical sources: see
e.g. for Tarentum SEG 38.1015 (Aptéputog haypatépag, early 5th cent. BCE); for Boeotia IThesp 233
and 234 (4th cent. BCE); for Attica IG 112 4573 (&ypetépa, mid 4th cent. BCE); for Acarnania IG 1X 12 2
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Peloponnese and in Megara and Athens, among other cities. Unsurprisingly, we are
best informed about the Athenian cult, and therefore this will be the second case
study of our analysis. Our evidence indicates that in the Hellenistic period, probably
on Boedromion 6, the ephebes made a procession to the temple of Artemis Agrotera
located outside of the city’s gates, in the district of Agrae, on the left bank of the Ilis-
sos river. There they assisted the archon polemarchos in the lavish sacrifice of five
hundred she-goats.®® There is no doubt that this was a significant event for the whole
city. It was “one of the major festivals in Athens”®" in this period and, in all likeli-
hood, it officially marked the beginning of the ephebes’ year of service in Hellenistic
times.®?

A first, valuable insight into the character of Artemis Agrotera in Hellenistic Athens
is provided by Pausanias. The imperial writer has a local legend to report in connection
with the goddess’ temple in Agrae:®® ‘They say that Artemis first hunted here when she

no. 435 (2nd cent. BCE); for Cos IG XII 4.1 no. 358 11. 18-19 (3rd cent. BCE); for Delos ID 2387 1. 2; for
the Bosporan kingdom CIRB 1014 (4th cent. BCE); for Macedonia EKM 1 49.5 (2nd cent. AD), SEG
17.317 (2nd cent. AD), SEG 52.618 (2nd cent. AD), SEG 43.366 (3rd century AD); other instances are
attested in literary sources, e.g. Achaea (Paus. 7.26.3 and 11), Elis (Paus. 5.15.8-9), Arcadia (Paus.
8.32.4, with Paradiso 2016), Megara (Paus. 1.41.3), and Sparta (Xen. Hell. 4.2.20, Resp. Lac. 13.8);
see Ellinger 1993, 222-232. Only exceptionally is dypdtepog used for other gods like Dionysus
(Tenos, IG XII 5 no. 972 1. 1); it refers to unspecified gods in TAM II 130 1. 3 (Lycia). See Wentzel
1894; Wernicke 1896, 1378-1379.

60 On the sacrifice see Xen. Anab. 3.2.12; Aristot. Resp. Ath. 58.1; Poll. 8.91 (see below, n. 73); see
also Aristoph. Equ. 660-661 (a comic distortion). The procession is mentioned in several decrees
honouring the previous year’s ephebes and their officials and ranging from 127/6 to 98/7 BCE: see
e.g. IG 112 1006, 11. 8-9 (+ 1031; see also SEG 19.108, 38.114); IG 112 1011, 1. 7; IG 112 1028, 1. 8; IG 112
1040, 1. 5-6. On these decrees see Perrin-Saminadayar 2007, 199-242 and 248-478; more specifi-
cally on the religious duties of the ephebes see Mikalson 1998, 243-55; Deshours 2011, 155-177. The
date of the procession was, according to a likely conjecture, Boedromion 6: Plut. Herod. mal. 26
(Mor. 862a) Trv mpog "Aypag mopmny iotépnkag, fiv mépmovew &1t viv Tf £xtn (Valckenaer: ‘Hkdtn
mss.) Xaplotnpla Tig vikng éoptdlovteg. In the same passage Plutarch gives Boedromion 6 as the
date of the battle (€ktn [Reiske: £xtng mss.] Bondpop@vog, 861f).

61 Mejer 2009, 65; see Mikalson 1975, 50—51; Parke 1977, 54-55; Mikalson 1998, 242-255; Parker
2005, 461-462. Parker 1996, 153 remarks that “[t]his spectacular rite” is also “the earliest attested
instance . . . of the great democratic institution of the ‘public feast’, npoBowvia”.

62 Pélékidis 1962, 110-111, 175, 219-220.

63 See Travlos 1971, 112-113 for the identification of Artemis’ temple in Agrae with the remains of a
small Ionic temple demolished in the late 18th century. Recent scholarship has cast doubts on this re-
construction (see Pautasso 2002) and offered different hypotheses. For an up-to-date discussion of the
topography of the Ilissus valley and its monuments see Marchiandi 2011a and 2011b; Marchiandi / Sa-
velli 2011. We ignore the date of the temple’s foundation, but it begins to surface in inscriptions from
the late 5th century BCE: see e.g. IG I3 368.59, 368.79 (426/5 BCE), 383.85-86, 383.155-156 (429/8 BCE).
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came from Delos, and for this reason the statue carries a bow’.%* Thus, one crucial
characteristic of Artemis in this context is that she appears as a hunting goddess.®® In
this respect the local cult is closely connected to the specific understanding of the attri-
bute Aypotépa as ‘huntress’. Besides, the suburb was the first place where she hunted
‘when she came from Delos’, that is, after her birth on the island. The tradition reported
by Pausanias reflects a local claim to Panhellenic renown. In fact, one implication of
this tradition is that it firmly places the temple at Agrae at the hearth of Artemis’ cultic
landscape. Of all the places that the goddess might have visited after her birth, she did
not choose, for instance, Ephesus, but rather Agrae.66 Here the very fact that in this
connection Agrae appears implicitly as a hunting ground deserves attention. The por-
trayal of Artemis as a huntress usually places her on mountains and in glens, i.e., in
locations removed from the busy life of the city. This is hardly the case for Agrae, how-
ever — a district in fact very close to the city’s gates and renowned for its landscape
punctuated by several buildings. It is again Pausanias, for instance, that describes the
Panathenaic stadium in Agrae as ‘a marvel to the eyes’ (Baipa &’ i50da1).%” The very
noun ‘Agrae’ may evoke wilderness and hunting (Aypau = ‘Hunts’), but in spite of this
there is nothing inherently ‘wild’ in its topography, at least at the time of the ephebic
procession or of Pausanias’ visit. The worship of Artemis Agrotera in this local context
does not just reflect a geographical ‘reality’.®® Of course, it may well have done so in

64 Paus. 1.19.6: Siapdot 8¢ Tov TAoOV xwpiov Aypat KAAOUHEVOV Kai VaOG AypoTEPOG £0TIV APTEpL-
8o¢ évtabBa Aptepty mpdTtov Bnpedoat Aéyouaty ENBodoav ék Arjlov, kai TO dyoaApa St TodTo ExeEL
T6¢ov (transl. W. H. S. Jones). This is not the only instance of a temple dedicated to Artemis Agro-
tera in a similar context: see also Paus. 1.41.3 (Megara).

65 This point is somewhat underplayed by Cole 2004, 188-191. The bow is perhaps the most dis-
tinctive of Artemis’ attributes: see e.g. Il. 21.490, 21.496; Eur. IT 1237-1238; Call. Dian. 2, 8-9, 81-83,
119; cf. the onomastic attributes {oyéapa (I 5.53, discussed above), To£o@dpog (1. 21.483), and TOEOTIG
(AP 6.240). On the goddess’ iconography as huntress see Bruns 1929; LIMC 2 nos. 124-403a. See also
Agrotera and her temple in Philostr. Sen. Imag. 1.28.6; here, as in Philostr. Jun. Imag. 3.4, the painted
hunters are depicted as singing their patron goddess.

66 Jacoby 1954, I 554 observes that “the cult of Agrai was considered to be the earliest cult of this
goddess in Attica”, but this does not stress enough the larger, possibly Panhellenic, implications of
such a claim (nor its context, for that matter). It may be relevant to note that the statue of Artemis
at Agrae seems to have attracted the attention of local historians: see Philochor. BNJ 328 F 188a-b.
67 Though Pausanias refers to the stadium after the renovations of Herodes Atticus, the monument
dated back to Lycurgus (second half of the 4th century BCE). On the topography of Agrae see Travlos
1971, 289-90, 291 fig. 379; Wycherley 1978, 171. Archaeology has unfortunately very little to contrib-
ute, for “modern development covers most of the area which will have included ancient Agrai, and
what remains is incompletely excavated” (Simms 2003, 220).

68 Cf. Jameson 1991 = 2014: 114: “[s]ymbolically, it was wilderness, in contrast to the town and the
plowed fields of the plain” (my emphasis); a similar understanding is at work also in ancient ety-
mologies of the district’s name: see Synag. s.v. Aypat, a 238 Cunningham ovopacdfjvat 8¢ adTo ol
HEV &md TiG ApTépdog, mpdTepov EAkdva kahoOpevov, oi 8¢ amo Tol EvBnpov eivat kal TARpeg
aypevpatog (other sources are collected in Marchiandi 2011b, 486). Mejer 2009, 64 takes Agrae and
Agrotera as ‘a place called The Fields’ and the goddess ‘Artemis-in-the-Fields’ (see also Cole
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earlier centuries, but what is important is that the cult discussed by Pausanias invites
us to reflect on the possibility that it may have been one of the dimensions in which
Agrae exerted its own agency. Because of Artemis Agrotera the district may have lived
“marginality as agency”, as J. Ma writes of Tanagra.®® The cult allowed Agrae to secure
its place at both the local and supralocal level, marking its distinction from Athens and
ensuring its place in the constellation of Artemis’ sacred geography across the Greek
world. Agrae’s distinctive religious landscape plays an important role in Athenian liter-
ature, as attested already in Plato’s Phaedrus.”

Pausanias gives us access to an important aspect of the Athenian Agrotera, but
what is her connection with the ephebic ceremonies performed in Hellenistic times?
To answer this question a crucial piece of evidence is provided by the aetiology
framing the sacrifice in her honour.”* This event marked the civic memorialization
of the battle of Marathon. According to Xenophon, before the battle the Athenians
had vowed to Artemis that they would sacrifice a goat to the goddess for every
enemy they would slay. The number of fallen Persians, however, was unexpectedly
high (6,400 according to Herodotus’?). Thus, they resolved to offer five hundred
goats every year, an honour which, Xenophon remarks, ‘they are paying even to
this day’.”® In Plutarch the procession too appears as a token of gratitude for
Athens’ victory over the Persians, still performed in his day (étt viv).”* A passage
from Aristophanes’ Knights demonstrates that the sacrifice for Agrotera was a familiar

1999-2000, 478). Recent scholarship, on the other hand, emphasizes how the sanctuaries of the
countryside exploit a landascape that is “natural, cultivated and also political” (Osborne 1987,
168); see de Polignac 1995b, 32-88, in particular 43-44 on Artemis.

69 Ma 2008, 199.

70 Plat. Pheadr. 229c. On Agrae and Athenian religion see Pautasso 2002; Marchiandi 2011b; on
Artemis’ cults on the Athenian acropolis see Mejer 2009. Some sources employ the phrase év
‘Aypag, as if the district was identified by the presence of a place sacred to Aypa (see Chantraine
1956b; Threatte 1996, 383-385). Some critics have seen in Agra an ancient goddess later displaced
by Demeter or Artemis (Daux 1963, 624—625; Simms 2003). Judeich 1931, 367 believes that Agra is a
goddess equivalent to Artemis Agrotera. In LS] Aypa (s.v. I1I) is a “title of Artemis at Athens”, but,
as Daux 1963, 624 remarks, “Artémis est Agrotera et, peut-étre, Agraia; elle n’est jamais Agra”; the
1996 Supplement replaces Artemis with Demeter. According to Jacoby 1954, I 62, Agra is the hill and
Agrae the suburb, at least in Clei(to)demus (BNJ 323 FF 1 and 9). On Agraia (see X Plat. Phaedr.
229¢, p. 70 Greene; Paus. Att. s.v. Aypat kot Aypa, o 20 Erbse; Synag. s.v. Aypat, o 117 Cunningham)
see Simms 2003, 224 n. 21 and 225.

71 See Parke 1977, 54-55; Jameson 1991 = 2014: 112-115 (although I do not think that our evidence
supports his claim that “Athenians thought of Artemis Agrotera as characteristically Spartan”, 113).
72 Hdt. 6.117.1. Elsewhere we often find higher figures (see Nenci 1998, 296-297).

73 Xen. Anab. 3.2.12; see also Plut. Herod. mal. 26 (Mor. 862b—c); Aelian. VH 2.25; X (vet Tr) Aris-
toph. Equ. 660a (p. 162 Mervyn-Jones / Wilson), with cows originally vowed and then substituted
with goats.

74 Plut. Herod. mal. 26 (Mor. 862a) v mpog Aypag Mopniv iotopnkag, fiv mépmovetv Tt vov Tf €k
(Valckenaer: ‘HkATy mss.) XaploTrpla Tiig vikng £optdlovteg; see also Aelian. VH 2.25; X (vet Tr)
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event to 5th century Athenians.”® On a general level, the ceremonies associated with
Artemis Agrotera in Hellenistic Athens belong to a series of events focusing on
Athens’ military past and its transmission to the next generation as a civic heritage.”®
The goddess’ worship is one of the focal points of a civic memory harking back to the
classical age and to the heyday of the Athenian empire. J.-P. Vernant has seen in the
Athenian Agrotera a distinctive association with what P. Ellinger has termed “wars of
extermination”, that is, wars that threaten the annihilation of an independent state
and, with it, of civilized life.”” In this view, Artemis’ intervention preserves the bor-
derline between nature and culture at a critical moment thanks to a specific form of
“preliminary sacrifice”.”® This explanation, however, does not do full justice to the
aetiological narrative regarding the institution of the sacrifice.” In this context there
is no preliminary sacrifice but only a preliminary vow, and one that proves impossi-
ble for the Athenians to honour.®° The battle’s outcome demands a sacrifice of unsus-
tainable proportions which would lead to the killing of thousands of victims. The
Athenians had pledged a sacrifice that would ultimately endanger the animal popula-
tion of the region. This risk remains in the background of the aetiological narrative,
and in it we may perhaps see the role played by Agrotera, huntress and patron of the
wild life. The connection with this specific dimension of Artemis’ power makes it pos-
sible for the Athenians to establish a yearly sacrifice of exceptional proportions.®! This

Aristoph. Equ. 660a (p. 162 Mervyn-Jones and Wilson), with cows originally vowed and then substi-
tuted with goats. See Deubner 1932, 209.

75 Aristoph. Equ. 660-61 T §" Aypotépg katd X\iwv maprveoa | ebxNVv o oacdat XIHEpwv €ig
avptov, ‘I raised the bid to two hundred cows and recommended that they vow a thousand goats to
the Wild Maiden tomorrow’ (transl. J. Henderson): the Sausage-seller recommends sacrificing twice
as many goats as in the yearly sacrifice mentioned in later sources. The Marathon battle is also the
context of the (Spartan) invocation of Artemis Agrotera at Aristoph. Lys. 1262-1263.

76 As Lebreton (forthcoming) remarks, “dans ce contexte, ’enjeu n’est plus tant de constituer une
force militaire significative faisant office d’antichambre du corps civique que de transmettre a I’élite
de la jeunesse d’Athénes (et d’ailleurs) un capital symbolique (‘patriotique’) par le biais d’un par-
cours rituel du territoire de la cité et de ses lieux de mémoire”. I am very grateful to S. Lebreton for
sharing with me the results of his investigation prior to publication.

77 Vernant 1988, with reference to the studies later reworked in Ellinger 1993.

78 Cf. the Spartan custom of sacrificing a goat to Artemis Agrotera before the battle (Xen. Hell.
4.2.20; see also Xen. Resp. Lac. 13.8; Paus. 9.13.4; Plut. Lyc. 22). See Lafond 1991, 420; Paradiso
2016, 130-131. Parker 2005, 400 considers the vow at Marathon “likely to have been based on a
custom of making a pre-battle ‘slaughter-sacrifice’ (sphagion) to Artemis Agrotera”.

79 R. Parker suggests that the key to the legends discussed by the French scholars is rather to be
found in Artemis’ peculiar mode of action (at nighttime, in connection with light and vision): see
Parker 2005, 400-401 (see also Parker 1996, 155 n. 10).

80 Cf. the vow to Apollo and Artemis Agrotera (relating to a share of the spoil) in Xen. Cyn. 6.13.

81 As Naiden 2013, 256 notes, the sacrifice for Agrotera is one of the only two regular sacrifices in
Athens which are sure to have involved more than sixteen victims (the other took place at Great
Panathenaea).
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act of worship is a constant reminder of a crucial fact, namely, that war is a destruc-
tive force for all parties involved. The sacrifice’s aetiology frames Artemis Agrotera as
the ultimate bulwark against such a force, both against the foreign threat posed by
the Persians and against the potentially self-destructive nature of the effort required
to eliminate that threat. Perhaps it was precisely this power, so deeply entrenched in
the city’s ultimate anxieties, that contributed to the enduring popularity of the cult in
Hellenistic times.

5 Conclusions

The role played by onomastic attributes in the ancient experience of the divine can
hardly be overstated. They are key elements in the constant exchanges between
mortals and gods. As such, they are familiar features of the religious landscapes
echoed in or constructed by ancient literary texts and inscriptions. Over the last
decades scholarship has made remarkable progress in understanding the different
principles underpinning the uses of onomastic attributes in Greek discourses about
the gods, both in themselves and in their interaction with mortals. Onomastic at-
tributes may emphasise powers, spatial and temporal connections, and modes of
action; they often encapsulate a whole story. Just as the gods they describe, ono-
mastic attributes may be ambiguous or open to different interpretations. Our focus
on one of such attributes, Agrotera, has allowed us to go beyond two established
paradigms, namely, the search for the ‘original meaning’ as a defining moment and
the idea of a linear development from a semantic point of view. The ancient uses of
Agrotera in context demonstrate eloquently that the association between a god and
his or her attributes can be a creative and flexible exchange, allowing a broad
range of interpretive and expressive agency.
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Emrys Schlatter
nMoAUBeo1 £6pat: Terms for Spatio-Cultic
Relationships in Greek

A world full of gods and capable of continuously producing additional gods via im-
port, synthesis, separation, and variation demands a range of strategies for manag-
ing a potentially infinite divine menagerie. These strategies reflect, in part, cultural
preferences — Greeks of the archaic and classical periods show a greater partiality
for connecting their gods genealogically than the Romans, for example, but are less
enthused about intricate number games than the Egyptians.' More decisive for such
organisational mechanisms, however, are the specific contexts which require them
and the media which convey them. A particularly rich variety of media can be
found in cult practice, in which not only words (e.g. in prayer) and actions (most
notably sacrifice), but also objects such as statues, votive gifts, and altars have the
potential to bring together different gods (and heroes) and to provide a general
means for organising the cult recipients by situating them in relation to one another
in time, space, and ritual action. This paper focuses on a single aspect of this com-
plex, the spatial arrangement of cult recipients in a ritual setting, and, more specifi-
cally, the point at which cult practice converges with language: what single terms
do the archaic and classical Greeks use to designate divinities who share sacred
space in the narrower confines of an altar or temple? Rather than approaching this
topic linguistically, the present paper instead examines in which media and contexts
the terms were used and what the Greeks wished to achieve, either rhetorically or
practically, by employing them. In this way, the analysis aims to make a small con-
tribution to our understanding of how the Greeks organised and approached the
gods in ritual or, more specifically, a theoretically unlimited number of gods in a
limited amount of space and time.

It should be remarked that the vocabulary in question comprises a very small
list with fewer than a dozen terms. Moreover, some of them are hapax legomena or
very nearly so;’ others occur more often in Hellenistic and Imperial times, chiefly in
the context of ruler-cult, but hardly with enough frequency to be considered com-
mon,’ and one particular adjective, mToA0Beog, after appearing once in the fifth cen-
tury BCE and then enjoying brief use in the monotheistic polemics of the early

1 On numbers as an organisational principle in Egyptian religion, see the overview in Zivie-
Coche/Dunand 1991, 42-44.

2 Hapax legomena: kowoBwpia (A. Supp. 222); opwyetng (Th. 4.97).

3 E.g. ovpPwpog; cf. the examples in Maurer 1885, 1-4 and Patera 2010, 225-227. The term cVvvoog
first begins to appear in the second century BCE in connection with the posthumous incorporation
of rulers into the cults of gods (e.g. IPerg I, no. 246, line 9), an association which it retains in the
Imperial period together with the term cUvBpovog (e.g. D.S. 16.92 and 16.95): on this phenomenon

3 Open Access. © 2022 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110798432-008
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centuries CE, embarks upon the most productive phase of its career only in the
early modern period.“ We are not dealing with a fixed set of terms; there is not,
least of all in the archaic and classical periods, a standard vocabulary to describe
shared altars, temples, or precincts.

This by no means implies that it was unusual for multiple gods or gods and heroes
to receive cult honours in the same space.” In polytheisms (and some monotheisms),
divinities have a tendency to agglomerate in all strata of cult, from the polis as a whole
to that of the sanctuary or single altar, and the phenomenon is attested in Greece both
archaeologically and textually from the archaic period onwards: the three statuettes in
sphyrelaton technique from the late 8™ or early 7" century BCE of a male and two
slightly smaller females which were found on their altar in Dreros in Crete, the wounded
Aeneas’ reception in Apollo’s temple not by Apollo, but by Leto and Artemis in the Iliad,
and the precinct in Lesbos mentioned in different contexts by Sappho and Alcaeus as
containing altars for Hera Aioleia, Zeus Antaios, and Zonnysos (i.e. Dionysus) serve as
well-known early examples of a shared altar, temple, and precinct, respectively.®

Although it is not necessarily fair to expect Homer and two lyric poets to record
terms for cult arrangements they took for granted, it is worth emphasising that it is
the master of neologisms,” Aeschylus, who brings the first known words for shared
cultic space and the gods who share it into the extant corpus of Greek texts. The
words are the hapax xowopwpia, the aforementioned adjective moAvbeog, which
stands in apposition to the £8pau, ‘seats’, i.e. the sacred space of the gods, and the
adjective used to describe these gods, namely &ywviog.® Far from being scattered
instances, the words occur in the space of fewer than 250 lines in the same drama,
Suppliants (produced between 470-459 BCE),” and describe the same altar and im-
ages of the gods which occupied a prominent position on the stage and around
which the action in large part revolves.

and its development, but with only occasional mention of the terminology, see Nock 1930; cf. Phil-
lips 2001.

4 The most comprehensive historical survey of the term ‘polytheism’ remains that of Lanczkowski
1989; cf. also the useful recent discussion of the term in Pirenne-Delforge 2020, 32-53.

5 A study on the worship of gods in groups and strategies of engaging with and organising divine
plurality in real and imagined cult practice in the archaic and classical periods is currently in prep-
aration by the author.

6 Statuettes in Dreros: Heraklion Archaeological Museum, inv. no. AMH X 2445, 2446, and 2447,
and cf. the excavation reports of Marinatos (1935) and (1936) as well as the more recent assessment
of Prent 2005, 283-288. Aeneas: Hom. Il. 5.445-448; shared precinct in Lesbos: Alc. fr. 129 Lobel-
Page = fr. 129 Voigt; Sapph. fr. 17 Lobel-Page = fr. 17 Voigt.

7 On Aeschylus’ penchant for neologisms, which was already regarded as a hallmark of his style in
the fifth century (cf. the scathing comments of Aristophanes’ Euripides in Ar. Ra. 924-926), see
Stanford 1942, 61-66.

8 The Greek text of Aeschylus is based on the edition of West 1990; all translations are my own.

9 On the dating of Aeschylus’ Suppliants, see most recently Sommerstein 2019, 40-44.
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The altar stands, in the topography of the drama, on a hill slightly outside the city
of Argos, to which the Danaids have come from Egypt seeking refuge from the pursuit
of their cousin-bridegrooms.10 Under the direction of their father, Danaus, the maid-
ens approach this ‘hill of the assembled gods’ (mdyov |[. . .] TOV8’ dywviwv Bedv, 189)
and sit with their olive-branches as suppliants at the altar, which Danaus praises as a
source of inviolable protection: the altar demands respect (aibwc, cf. 345) towards the
gods to whom it belongs and, by extension, to the suppliants; any violation of the
sanctuary or those in it will attract the retribution of Zeus Hikesios, as the chorus of
Danaids assert." Once the suppliants have established themselves at the altar, Da-
naus leads them through a series of appeals to some, but not all, of its gods: to Zeus,
who should pity them (209); to his eagle, whom the Danaids equate by way of inter-
pretatio aegyptica with Helios’ ‘salvation-bringing rays’ (kaAoDpev adyag iAiov cwtnpi-
oug, 212f.); to Apollo, who was once a ‘fugitive’ or ‘exile’ (@uydg, 214) from heaven
and should therefore understand the lot of the ‘fugitive’ Danaids (cf. their collective
appellation as &&vn @uydg, i.e. ‘foreign fugitives’, 202); to the god with the trident,
who has given them a good voyage and should now ensure their favourable reception
(218f£.); lastly, to the god the Greeks call Hermes, who is invoked in his role of herald
to bring good proclamations (220f.). At the close of these appeals, Danaus instructs
the Danaids to ‘treat with awe and respect the kowvopwytia of all these lords [i.e. gods]
here’ (mavtwv & dviktwv TwWvSe kowvoPwpiav | 0efead’, 222f.). Shortly thereafter, the
Argive king, Pelasgus, arrives and — adopting the same vocabulary as Danaus at line
189 — refers to the supplication as being both in the name of and in the presence of
the ‘assembled gods’ (&y@viot Beoi) three further times.' It is in the course of his con-
versation with the suppliants that the chorus implore him ‘not to look upon me as I
am torn from these seats of many gods’ (und nig P’ €& €8pav moAvbcwv | pu-
olaoBsioav, 423f.).

The phrase £8pat moAvOeot summarises the essence of the preceding terms and
series of invocations: all draw special attention to the fact that the altar belongs to
not one, but to many gods. The altar is not only important by virtue of being an
altar, but, specifically, as the focal point of communication with and worship of a
divine multitude. This is the force of the abstract noun kowopwpia, which conveys
the state of having a Bwpo6g which is kowvog, i.e. shared, with ‘all these lords’ men-
tioned by Danaus. Although it is possible to interpret kowvofwpia in an extended

10 On the location of the altar, cf. A. Supp. 480-485 and 500-504, where Pelasgus instructs his
attendants to escort Danaus away from the altar of the assembled gods outside the city to the ‘altars
of the city’ (Bwpoi dotikoi, 501), on which he is to distribute the suppliant boughs for all the citizens
of Argos to see.

11 Protection: e.g. A. Supp. 190. Divine punishment: A. Supp. 346-347; 381-386, 402-406; cf. 360-364.
12 A. Supp. 241f., 333f., and 345f.



150 —— Emrys Schlatter

and concrete sense as referring either to the altar itself or to the company of gods,*
the primary, abstract meaning already encompasses the concrete phenomena: to re-
spect the gods’ sharing of a single altar necessarily means to respect both the gods
and the altar, but the emphasis is on the fact that the altar belongs to all of them.
Why this emphasis?

Put simply, because there is strength in numbers. This is the premise of polythe-
ism'* and one of the underlying reasons for clustering gods in cultic contexts. Exactly
how many gods are present as statues here remains unspecified; there is no textual
support for interpreting the group as the Twelve Gods, and their exact number is
without relevance in the drama.”® The point is rather that — even in spite of the priv-
ileged place of Zeus in the religiosity of the Danaids and Aeschylus generally — many
and various assembled gods can offer support both cumulatively, as a collective, and
individually, as deities with different domains of specialisation. Divine collectivity
and individuality here do not stand in opposition, but complement each other in
such a way that the individual specialisation of the gods is subordinated to their col-
lectivity. This can be seen in the Danaids’ aforementioned separate appeals to the as-
sembled gods, where the specific domain of each god provides the basis for the
individual request, whilst the overarching aim of the requests — the suppliants’ recep-
tion and protection in Argos — creates a common function for the gods invoked. In
this way, the gods are united not by intrinsic functional similarities (such as in the
case of, e.g., the shared altar of Zeus Moiragetes and the Moirai in fourth-century
Chios),'® but by the relation of their domains to a corresponding external function
dictated by the current needs of the worshippers; the worshippers here give the as-
sembled gods their meaning and raison d’étre, at least for the duration of their con-
tact with them. The suppliants invent, as it were, a reason why the Argive gods are
gathered in assembly, and the reason is to help to decide their fate.

The fate of the suppliants is also the fate of the city. Rejecting their supplication
means pollution and divine wrath; accepting it means war with the Danaids’ pur-
suers. Whilst the scenically and dramatically central altar with the images of the as-
sembled gods makes this matrix of religious and political factors as well as the
critical role both of divine influence and human political decisions visible on stage,
the designation of these gods as, specifically, aywviot 8eoi makes it audible. The

13 For an interpretation of this hapax in an extended, concrete sense, and parallel noun forma-
tions, see Sommerstein 2019 ad A. Supp. 222.

14 Cf. Henrichs 2013, 555.

15 Attempts to identify the divine collective in Aeschylus’ Suppliants with the Twelve Gods - or,
more properly, with a set of twelve gods (the composition of the Twelve Gods is not canonical, and
the ‘Greek texts [tend to] stress the number of gods, seldom revealing their names’: Long 1987,
141) are somewhat forced (e.g. Sommerstein 2019, 90 ad 1-175) and not only ignore the possibility
of other groupings, but, above all, struggle with a lack of indications within the play itself.

16 I. Chios 2= LSS 79 = CGRN 51.
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phrase occurs four times to refer to (but never to address) the gods and, because of
its frequency, may be seen as their standard designation in the play. At the root of
the adjective &ywviog is dyav, originally a gathering or assembly," the sense it also
has in two related Homeric passages which the Aeschylean phrase strongly recalls:
in Iliad 7.298, Hector speaks of the Trojan women ‘entering the divine assembly’
(Betov Svoovtal Gy@va) in future to pray, i.e. the place on earth where the gods can
be reached in worship collectively; in Iliad 18.376, Hephaestus is described as con-
structing automated tripods to wheel him into the ‘divine assembly’ (8¢@pd ot aOTOpa-
ol Bgiov duoaiat dydva), i.e. the assembly of the gods themselves on Olympus.'®
The arrangement of the gods as agents on the divine plane mirrors their arrangement
as cult recipients on the human plane and vice versa, but Aeschylus adds another
dimension: the altar is not the private hearth of King Pelasgus, but belongs to the
citizens (365-369; cf. 397-401), and since the supplication therefore affects the city
‘as a whole’ (10 kowvov, 366), Pelasgus will call together the ‘people of the land’ (Aaoi
&yxwptol, 517) in order to convince this human collective (10 kowdv, 518), whilst the
suppliants remain at the altar to beseech the assembled ‘gods of the land’ (f=oi
gyxwptot, 520). The repetition of the adjective €yxwplog constructs a parallelism be-
tween the Aaoi éyywptot and the Beol £yywptol: the divine and human assemblies act
as counterparts whose activities and influence mirror or complement one another.
The parallelism suggests the possibility of understanding the divine group before the
city as a proto-democratic assembly made in the image of the Argive political system
depicted in the play, which, despite having a king, anachronistically displays strong
democratic inclinations. These democratic elements contrast with the Danaids’ em-
phasis on autocratic rule and decision making: they conceive of King Pelasgus’
power in Argos as sole and supreme (370-375), just as they do that of Zeus in compa-
rable passages (e.g. 595-599),' which does not, however, stop them from acknowl-
edging the power of other gods when the situation requires it.”°

Regardless of whether the aywviol Oeoi are meant to have political undertones
here, the notion of gods in assembly ultimately reflects the Greeks’ largely anthro-
pomorphic conception of the divine. The 6eol are Gywviot not only because their
statues stand together on this hill (outside the city and thus hardly in a position to
watch over an assembly of the citizen body), but also, it is implied, because the
gods themselves are involved, as an assembled collective (whether democratic or
not),? in the decision their human counterparts will soon be debating, and, indeed,

17 LfgrE s.v. Gywv.

18 On divine assemblies in Homer (with parallels in other ancient cultures), see especially Bonnet 2017.
19 Cf. Burian 1974, 7-8 = Burian 2007, 203; Papadopoulou 2011, 69.

20 In addition to A. Supp. 212-223, cf. the references to Artemis, Aphrodite, and Hera in A. Supp.
144-153, 677, 1030, 1034-1042.

21 On the notion of divine assemblies as a place where the gods debate and decide about mortal
problems, cf. Bonnet 2017.
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in determining the outcome of what one might also call an dywv — the contest or
struggle of the Danaids and their cousins.”

The collectivity of the gods and the terms used to describe it in Aeschylus’ Sup-
pliants are inextricably bound with the plot and serve, first and foremost, to weave
human and divine as well as religious and political elements all the more tightly
together; they also reinforce the gravity of the altar as the focal point of a triangle
of communication (and rhetoric) involving the suppliants, the Argives, and the
gods that stands at the centre of the drama. In the midst of this, the scene juxta-
poses terms underscoring the collectivity of the gods and, implicitly, shared sacrifi-
ces on their common altar, with verbal appeals concentrating on individual divine
domains. This interplay between collectivity and individuality in shared ritual
spaces is, unlike the words to describe it in Suppliants, not an invention of Aeschy-
lus, but rooted in the historical reality of contemporary cult practice.

In this reality, however, the scattered terms for gods who share cultic space,
when viewed in their individual contexts, record slightly different concerns about
collectivity and individuality than in drama. The primary difference between the
terms used by Aeschylus and those found in inscriptions (and once in Thucydides)
is that the latter do not encompass the entire cluster of gods who share a specific
cultic space. Instead, they tend to designate those who are not the primary owners
of the space, and in this way describe or help create a hierarchic structure in the
divine group. One first catches a glimpse of this in the two designations for the
same phenomenon as in Suppliants, i.e. gods with a shared altar. The terms, cOpBw-
pog and 6pdPwpog, each appear once in the classical period. The latter term, Opo-
Bwpog, occurs as a substantive in an epigram on a slab of Pentelic marble from the
first half of the fourth century, presumably part of an altar, from the sanctuary of
Asclepius on the south slope of the Athenian acropolis: the inscription declares
that the object was dedicated ‘to Asclepius and those with the same altar’ and gives
the benefactor a founding role in erecting the altar and establishing the sacrifices
for the gods ([TnAépay]og oe igpwoe AcokAnmdL N8E dpoBwpoLg, | Tp@TOG IBpLCGE-
vog Buainig Beioug vobrkaig, ‘[Telemach]os consecrated you to Asclepius and those
who share his altar, [being] the first to establish it with sacrifices by divine instruction’,
IG II? 4355).2 For this reason, the dedicant has been connected with a certain Telema-
chos, who is recorded separately on a stele as having established both the sanctuary
and the main altar.** The second inscription does not use the term 6pépwpot, but in-
stead identifies the recipients of the altar as Asclepius, a second deity whose name is
missing, but usually restored as Hygieia (who is depicted on the accompanying relief),
and the sons and daughters of Asclepius. Since the gods who share the altar can be

22 Cf. Godde 2018, 46 n. 29 and 47-48 n. 45.
23 Cf. Maurer 1885, 2; on the object itself, see Riethmiiller 2005, I1.265.
24 IG I1? 4961 and SEG 25: 226.
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specified on the stele, it is possible that they were also indicated in the iconography of
the altar or mentioned in further inscriptions on or near it.

This scenario, which combines specificity (Asclepius, Hygieia, the sons and
daughters of Asclepius) with a shorthand reference that defines the gods by the
space they inhabit together (6p6Bwpot), would correspond with the way the similar
term oUpPwpog is paired with a more specific relief on a limestone pillar from Neon
Phaleron dating to c. 400 BCE (Figure 1).”> The hexameter epigram proclaims that
Xenokrateia dedicated the pillar ‘to Kephisos and the gods who have an altar with
him’ (Eevokpdtela Kneptod iepov idpioato kail Gvébnkev EuvBwpolg te Beoig Sidao-
KaAiag 108 d@pov, lines 1-4), whilst the relief is plausibly thought to show Xenok-
rateia and her son amongst eleven larger deities, of whom Apollo and the local
river-god Acheloos can be identified by their attributes, and Kephisos is presumably
the figure slightly left of the centre who is interacting with the two smaller mortals.
Assuming that the gods shown depict some or all of the ocOppwpot referred to in the
inscription, the collective term can be seen as emphasising their real, ritual connec-
tion to each other in the sanctuary, i.e. the fact that they belong with each other in
this context. More importantly, however, it communicates their basic structure in the
cult: the terms oVpBwpot and opoBwpot do not designate all the gods worshipped at

Fig. 1: Relief from Neon Phaleron, c. 400 BCE, courtesy of the National Archaeological Museum,
Athens. Inv. no. NAM T 2756 (Ph. H. R. Goette. © Hellenic Ministry of Culture and Sports /
Archaeological Receipts Fund).

25 Relief: National Archaeological Museum, Athens, inv. no. NAM I' 2756; for the inscription, see
IG I2 987 = IG 112 4548 = LSS 17 and Kaczko 2016, no. 140, who provides a useful commentary and
further bibliography.
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the altar, but, specifically, those who share it with the deity who ‘owns’ the altar or
sanctuary (and who is himself not encompassed in the designations ocOpBwpot and
opéPwpot).? The two terms thus function as a variation on formulae such as ‘all the
other gods’, found across genres from Homer onwards (e.g. ‘Zeus, best and highest,
and the rest of the immortal gods’, Zed k0810Te péyote kai dO&vatol Beotl GAMoL,
Hom. I1. 3.298), but spatially restrict the ‘other gods’ from a theoretically infinite pan-
theon to a divine group with immediate ritual relevance.

The thematically related adjectives [év]tepeviog, opwyetng, and opovaog like-
wise indicate a cultic hierarchy within the shared space. The collective nature of
the terms does not, however, mean that the other gods were significantly less im-
portant, even if they were not the central god and divine ‘owner’ of the sanctuary.
The term [év]tepéviog and its context, although post-classical (it first appears in the
early third century BCE), provide an important reminder that ‘the rest of the gods in
the precinct’ (oi GAAot Beot oi [év]tepéviol) were regularly tended by the priests as
well as the worshippers: the priest in Apollo’s sanctuary in Milet is recorded as re-
ceiving the same perquisite from sacrifices for the [¢v]tepéviol as for Apollo.” Simi-
larly, when the Boeotians exhort their Athenian occupiers in 424/3 BCE to stop
treating the sanctuary (iepov) dedicated to Apollo as unconsecrated land, they ex-
pressly invoke, according to Thucydides, both Apollo and ‘the deities who dwell to-
gether [with him]’ (tovg Opwyétag daipovag kal TOv AoAAw, Th. 4. 97.4): the
implication is that the support of these gods is expected no less than that of Apollo,
and that the sanctuary is no less important to them than to him.

A final example, the aforementioned adjective opdvaog, serves to show that
such terms could also form part of more nuanced hierarchical and ritual structures.
The term appears in the sacrificial regulations on a late fifth-century BCE marble
stele found in the temple wall in the sanctuary of Asclepius in Epidaurus. The regu-
lations are divided into two sections: one for Apollo, who had a prominent role and
long history in Epidaurus, and one for his son, Asclepius. As the top of the stele
was damaged, the first three and a half lines of Apollo’s half have not been pre-
served, but, based on the types of sacrificial meat mentioned several lines later,
must have mentioned a bovine sacrifice for Apollo and another for a second deity
or group of deities.”® The extant text begins with instructions to sacrifice a hen for
Leto and another for Artemis on the altar of Apollo, before giving further specifics
for cereal offerings and the distribution of the meat from the bovine sacrifices

26 It is uncertain whether the term opoBwpiog in Thucydides 3.59.2 should be counted together
with oOpBwpot and 6p6BwoL, as the context reveals very little about the meaning of this hapax: it
could refer to 1) gods with shared altars, 2) gods with altars in the city of the speaker and those of
the hearers, or 3) gods honoured by all of the Greeks (i.e. in Panhellenic sanctuaries).

27 LSAM 46, line 4 = SEG 15.678 = CGRN 100.

28 The word Opovaol has also been restored as part of the missing lines, but is based only on the
beginning of the second set of regulations and will therefore not be considered here.
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amongst the participants.?’ Asclepius’ section, before repeating the last set of spe-
cifics, gives instructions to ‘sacrifice a male bovine to Asclepius, and a male bovine
to the male [deities] having the same temple [6pdvaol], and a female bovine to the
female [deities] having the same temple [0p6vaal]; these [animals] and a chicken
are to be sacrificed on the altar of Asclepius’ (t61 AcokAamidt B0ev Po- [v Epoeva kai
hopovaolg | Bov Epoeva kai hopovéa- 1§ Bov BEAeLav. €mi ToD B- [opod Tob AokAariod
Bve- [v TabTa kol kahaiSa).>°

The details of the sacrificial rituals and the ways in which the inscription refers
to the gods suggests that significant thought went into organising the gods of the
sanctuary. In spite of the missing lines, it is clear that Apollo receives, at least offi-
cially, an equal or comparable amount of ritual attention and, consequently, finan-
cial expenditure in Epidaurus as his son Asclepius. Leto and Artemis share Apollo’s
altar in ritual (which does not exclude the possibility that they also had altars of
their own), and each of the goddesses receives a relatively modest sacrifice, but has
the honour of receiving them individually. The deities who receive sacrifices on
Asclepius’ altar, on the other hand, are grouped according to sex and treated as two
collectives: the gods and/or heroes who share Asclepius’ temple receive a single bo-
vine of the corresponding sex, and the goddesses and/or heroines in his temple re-
ceive a single heifer; each group therefore receives an animal of roughly the same
value as that which Asclepius receives all for himself. (Exactly who receives the
fowl sacrificed on Asclepius’ altar — and whether it should be a hen or a cock - is
not specified and must remain a matter of speculation.) The choice of animals may
be primarily local and traditional; it may also in part reflect ritual economics, i.e. a
pragmatic attempt by the sanctuary officiaries to balance out divine honours and
financial expenditure in an acceptable way: the overall higher value of the sacrifi-
cial animal (a bovine) for the opdvaot and 6povaat may compensate for their being
handled collectively, whilst the individual treatment of Leto and Artemis perhaps
balances out the modesty of their sacrifices.

Who are the 6pdvaol and 6pdvaan? As in the cults of other deities, the gods and
heroes found in company with Asclepius across the Greek world are many and sun-
dry, even if certain figures (such as his children and Hygieia) appear more frequently
than others. The cult officiaries in Epidaurus did not catalogue them - perhaps not
least of all for the pragmatic reason that the composition of the group could change
over time — and we need not try to catalogue them, either. The terms present them-
selves as encompassing all the other male deities and the female deities in the temple
where Asclepius presides, and therefore must also include, amongst others, Ascle-
pius’ relations mentioned in the parallel set of regulations for Apollo, namely Apollo
himself, Leto, and Artemis. The description opdvaog, then, designates a particular

29 IG IV?1, no. 40 = LSCG 60, lines 1-17 = CRGN 34, lines 1-17.
30 IG IV?1, no. 41, lines 1-6 (= LSCG 60, lines 18-23 = CGRN 34, lines 18-23).
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ritual status vis-a-vis the primary deity of the temple. This subordinate status and loss
of individual importance as part of a collective (or two related groups) represent, at
least for three of the opovaol, a temporary state effective during ritual acts in which
Asclepius takes pride of place. This structure and status become irrelevant in the
equally prominent ritual which centres on Apollo and his altar, and, accordingly, the
status of two of Asclepius’ 6pdvaat is then re-defined vis-d-vis Apollo.

As the inscription from Epidaurus shows, terms to designate gods with a shared
cultic space had the potential to support and communicate ritual organisation and
hierarchies. This is not just true for cults of Asclepius, two of which by chance pro-
vide us with three different examples (Opdvaog, opopwpog, and cVPPwiOG), but
would have held true for virtually all cults and cultic spaces: the standard designa-
tion of a temple or sanctuary as the property of a particular god (e.g. T6 iepov oD
AndAwvog, Th. 1.29.3) hardly represented an inventory of all the gods present and
worshipped there, but itself reflected a hierarchy and focal point. Why were such
terms not more popular in the classical era? Their scarcity may be partly due to the
fickleness of fortune in preserving inscriptions and texts, but is more likely because
there was little need to prescribe or describe the honours for less central gods in a
cult collectively. The Greeks here prefer specificity and, as we have seen in the par-
allel regulation for Apollo in the Epidaurus inscription, more often opt for naming
the gods individually who are important enough to have sacrifices regulated by the
cult.

The usefulness of both specificity and generality in cult brings us back to Aeschy-
lus’ usage of terms for spatio-cultic relationships in Suppliants and their interplay
with appeals to individual members of the divine collective. When calling upon the
gods directly, the suppliants address them singly and by name, whereas the collec-
tive terms are reserved for speaking about, not to, the gods assembled. This reflects
the same preference for specificity when dealing with groups of gods immediately rel-
evant for the worshipper. The point of divergence between Aeschylus’ Suppliants and
the inscriptions is the role of the terms in shaping or describing the internal structure
of the gods who share sacred space. In the play, the repeated phrase dGywviot Beoi,
but also the unique word xowvoBwpia with its echo in the designation for the human
collective (T0 xowov, A. Supp. 518) whose power as a decision-making body runs par-
allel to that attributed to the gods, are poetic constructions for describing a phenome-
non based in cultic reality in such a way as to support the aims and themes of the
drama. Specifically, they evoke a council of gods which, unlike its Homeric prece-
dent, has almost democratic undertones to match the proto-democratic city of Argos.
Terms for the same phenomenon in inscriptions, on the other hand, are concerned
with forming or facilitating ritual hierarchy, of rhetorically and ritually subordinating
gods to a primary god who presides over the space.

Post-classical instances of the same and similar terms such as cUvvaog, cUppw-
pog, and ovvBpovog will retain this concern in part (e.g. Plu. quaest. conv. 679d,
708c), but also rely more heavily on the aspect of nearness and near-equality. In
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Hellenistic and Roman times, ovvvoog usually, but not exclusively, designates a
ruler who has been incorporated into the established cult of a god. To share a tem-
ple with the god, to share his altar, or to sit on a throne next to him is to occupy a
privileged position which reflects a promotion in status from human to divine, but
it nevertheless retains the element of subordination to the ‘primary’ god which pre-
dominated in the classical inscriptions. ‘Partnership’ of this sort, as Nock has
shown, could not ‘give to the ruler an adequate locus standi’, and so joint temples
for ruler and god never achieved the popularity that might have led to a more wide-
spread use of the terms in later eras.’

The terms we have examined, as rare as they may have been, offer a valuable
glimpse into the organisation of gods in cult and, occasionally, their ritual choreogra-
phy. They verbalise a common aspect of cult — the worship of multiple divinities in a
single space — and define these gods or heroes by the space they share. Shared altars,
temples, and precincts are ultimately a way of expressing spatially the same associa-
tions between gods which pervade myth, or, depending on the point of view and situa-
tion, myth can be seen as using words and images to express the associations between
gods promoted by real spatial nearness in cult: familial relations and unending geneal-
ogies, assemblies of gods, and even neighbouring divine domiciles, such as those of
the Charites (Graces), Himeros (Desire), and the Muses in Hesiod (Th. 60—65),>? mirror
or, more properly, have a reciprocal relationship with the various spatial and local as-
sociations of divinities with each other. In this way, cultic space provided an important
medium for making more deeply rooted relationships and structures manifest in the
ritual reality of ancient Greece.
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Fabrizio Gaetano

Les épicléses toponymiques comme outil
interprétatif chez Hérodote : quelques
exemples

1 Introduction

La richesse sémantique des mots grecs exprimant le sacré — iep6g, &ytog et do10G" —
ne rend pas facile la traduction de ces notions dans les langues vivantes; de méme,
il est difficile de trouver en grec ancien un terme qui puisse correspondre précisé-
ment a I’expression moderne lieu sacré. Des mots tels que TEpevog, iepov et vaog
étaient susceptibles d’indiquer des réalités architecturales trés différentes® : comme
le souligne Ioanna Patera, par exemple, le terme naos peut désigner le temple dans
son ensemble ou il peut s’opposer au pronaos, la partie antérieure du batiment.>

Cela étant dit, cette contribution ne se penche pas sur le rapport entre signifi-
ant, signification et signe concret. Je propose plutdt d’examiner les fonctions des
lieux sacrés qui sont dédiés a des dieux ou héros a épiclése toponymique. Ces fonc-
tions peuvent étre trés variées. En outre, lorsque I’on aborde une ceuvre spécifique,
il s’avére incontournable de réfléchir aux valeurs — pas nécessairement cultuelles
ou religieuses — que I’auteur choisit de souligner — bien sfir, par rapport a son pub-
lic, aux destinataires de son récit.

2 Un exemple préliminaire

Chez un historien comme Hérodote, la notion d’espace — essentielle a 1a bonne pra-
tique du métier, comme le remarquait déja Fernand Braudel - est enrichie par un
facteur de pluralité, relatif a la multiplicité des fonctions attribuées aux espaces
sacrés, qui peuvent étre un lieu d’émerveillement (c’est-a-dire un 8@pa, qui est une
notion central dans ’'ouvrage d’Hérodote), un repére géographique ou, encore, un
procédé argumentatif du discours historiographique.

Or, Hérodote rassure souvent ses destinataires a propos de la validité du con-
tenu de son enquéte. A cet égard, il est parfois assez explicite en employant le lex-
ique grec de la preuve (Tekpriplov, papToplov), alors que, dans d’autres passages, la

1 Cf. Rudhardt 1958, 21-43 ; Di Donato 2001, 19-23; Morani 1997.
2 Cf. Casevitz 1984.

3 Patera 2010.

4 Cf. Vignolo Munson 2001, 232-265.

3 Open Access. © 2022 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110798432-009
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garantie de bonne foi reléve du constat visuel direct de I’historien, de son &{ig.
Dans certains cas cette fonction probatoire est accomplie par les objets que les lieux
sacrés gardent dans leur espace et qu’Hérodote a vus. Par exemple, les foundpot
otdripeol, les broches en fer fabriquées par la courtisane Rhodopis, qui se trouvent —
viv €1, écrit Hérodote, encore aujourd’hui — a Delphes, derriére 1’autel des Chiotes,
prouvent que cette femme ne fut jamais assez riche pour pouvoir construire la pyr-
amide de Mykérinos, que les Grecs lui attribuent par erreur (2.134-135). De méme,
les médat, les entraves qui sont pendues autour du temple d’Athéna Aléa a Tégée,
témoignent de la guerre qui se déroula entre Tégéates et Lacédémoniens au cours
du VIle-VIe siécle (1.66).°

Le discours historiographique se charge ici de force probatoire grace a I’examen
et a I'interprétation de deux objets qu’Hérodote a pu observer lui-méme dans deux
lieux sacrés des Grecs. Les avadrjpata, les broches et les entraves, sont la confirma-
tion définitive du caractére véridique de la narration historique;® ’espace sacré est
concu comme un lieu de mémoire, ot les souvenirs des événements du passé pre-
nnent la forme visible de matériaux concrets.

Et pourtant, il ne s’agit pas seulement de focaliser ’attention sur ce qui se
trouve a l'intérieur d’un sanctuaire ou d’un temple, mais de valoriser aussi ’espace
sacré en lui-méme.

A la fin du premier récit dédié a I’histoire politique de Samos, Hérodote raconte
que le tyran Polycrate chassa de son ile des Samiens qui avaient entrepris une
guerre contre lui; ceux-ci naviguérent tout d’abord vers Siphnos, se dirigérent en-
suite vers la ville d’Hermione dans le Péloponnése et débarquérent enfin a Kydonia,
en Créte. La-bas les Samiens demeurérent et vécurent heureux pendant cinq ans,
(oTe T& ipd T& &v Kudwvin £6vta vilv obTol giot of momoavTeg kai TOV THG AtkTuvng
vnov (Hdt. 3.59.2). Bien qu’on ne puisse pas étre totalement siir que ce sont bien les
Samiens qui ont effectivement érigé ces lieux sacrés, il est sans doute intéressant de
remarquer la corrélation explicite (WoTe, dans le texte grec) qu’Hérodote semble
établir entre le séjour de cinq ans et les travaux de construction des édifices sacrés.
L’historien apparait ressentir le besoin de rassurer son public sur ’exactitude de
Iinformation relative a la longue pause dont les exilés de Samos ont pu bénéficier
en Créte. Dans la narration d’Hérodote les iep& de Kydonia et le vadg de Dictynna
jouent un réle clair: les lieux sacrés sont les manifestations visibles d’une situation
historique par rapport a laquelle ils se configurent a la fois comme conséquence et
comme témoignage.”

5 La consécration d’objets appartenant & ’ennemi était une pratique fréquente et répandue (cf.
Hdt. 3.59, 5.95, 9.121).

6 Sur 'importance des objets comme source historique chez Hérodote cf. Dewald 1993 et Hedrick
1995, 57—-64.

7 La parenthése narrative sur les Géphyroi (5.58-61), contraints sous la pression des Béotiens de
migrer de Tanagra a Athénes, se termine par la mention des iepd que ceux-ci érigérent dans la ville.
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3 Epicléses toponymiques et reconstruction
historique

Au cours du deuxiéme livre, la mention du sanctuaire d’Héraclés Thasios, situé sur
I’ile homonyme de I’Egée septentrional — un sanctuaire fondé par les Phéniciens qui
parcouraient la Méditerranée a la recherche d’Europe — est le point final d’une longue
discussion a propos de l’origine de la figure du héros grec, que, selon Hérodote, les
Grecs ont emprunté au panthéon des Egyptiens (2.43-44). A cet égard, les Tekpripla,
les preuves plus importantes, consistent, d’une part, en la généalogie des parents
d’Héraclés, Amphitryon et Alcmeéne, dont les ancétres sont d’origine égyptienne ; de
’autre, dans le fait que les Egyptiens, bien qu’il soient un peuple de navigateurs,
n’admettent parmi leurs dieux ni Poséidon ni les Dioscures. A ce raisonnement ab-
strait notre historien rajoute le récit d’une rencontre avec les prétres du temple
d’Héraclés a Tyr, en Phénicie, et la déclaration d’une observation personnelle du
iep6v de Thasos (2.44.4: dmképny 8¢ kal &g Odoov, &v Tf vpov ipdv ‘HpoakAéog Hd
dowvikwv idpvpévov).?

Ce sanctuaire, céleébre dans le monde grec, ainsi que 1’épiclése toponymique qui
en découle, témoignent concrétement du fait que les Phéniciens ont pris possession
de I'ile lors des enlévements réciproques de femmes mentionnés dans les tous pre-
miers chapitres de ’ouvrage.” La fondation du lieu sacré arréte momentanément le
temps, ou plutdt, elle fournit un ancrage chronologique qu’Hérodote exploite, méme
si dans une mesure un peu marginale dans ce cas, pour démontrer avec conviction
’antériorité du Héraclés-dieu des Egyptiens par rapport au Héraclés-héros des Grecs.
Le sanctuaire d’Héraclés Thasios est utilisé comme un outil argumentatif qui éclaire
la direction du déplacement d’un fait de civilisation, comme le définissait Marcel
Mauss : de ’Egypte en Gréce, pas vice versa.

Or, le fait que cette procédure discursive aurait pu aisément persuader le public
de ’enquéte hérodotéenne est assuré, a mon avis, par I’analyse de deux autres pas-
sages, dans lesquels ce sont les acteurs du récit — plutoét que le narrateur méme —
qui ont recours aux lieux sacrés pour tenter de régler deux disputes historiques de
nature différente.

La mention de ces espaces sacrés soutient la théorie d’un long séjour des Géphyroi en Grece, ce qui
leur permit de jouer un réle essentiel dans la transmission de ’écriture des Phéniciens aux Grecs.
Cf. aussi Thu. 2.15 : pour I’historien athénien, avant le synécisme de Thésée Athénes ne se compo-
sait que de I’acropole ; la preuve en est que les sanctuaires et les temples les plus anciens sont
situés sur I’acropole. Pour une étude de la fonction des espaces sacrés chez Thucydide cf. Schirripa
2015.

8 Cf. Pitz 2016.

9 Cf. Hdt. 1.2 : d’apreés les savants Perses ces enlévements sont la cause de la guerre entre la Gréce
et leur empire.
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A partir du chapitre cent soixante-deux du premier livre, Hérodote raconte I’his-
toire de la soumission progressive de 1’lonie par Harpage, le général de ’empereur
perse Cyrus. Son attaque pousse les habitants de Phocée et de Téos a s’exiler en masse
de leurs patries et se termine avec la conquéte totale des villes ioniennes du continent —
sauf Milet, qui a conclu un accord avec Cyrus. Ainsi, les Ioniens des iles, trés effrayés,
se soumettent spontanément a I’empereur. Harpage tourne ensuite sa campagne ex-
pansionniste vers le sud de I’Asie Mineure, vers les Cariens, les Cauniens et les Lyciens,
a chacun desquels Hérodote réserve une bréve étude ethnographique (1.171).

Dans 'optique qui est celle de cette contribution, c’est ’ethnographie des Car-
iens qui est intéressante.

Selon les Crétois, dans ’antiquité les Cariens s’appelaient Léléges, habitaient les
iles et étaient aux ordres du roi de Créte Minos, auquel ils fournissaient les équipages
de ses vaisseaux. Beaucoup plus tard, les Ioniens et les Doriens chassérent des iles les
Cariens, qui furent ainsi obligés de s’installer de facon définitive sur le continent. Tou-
tefois les Cariens, raconte Hérodote, ne sont pas du tout d’accord avec les Crétois : plus
particuliérement, ils soutiennent de n’avoir jamais changé leur nom et, au contraire,
d’avoir toujours habité sur le continent, en étant autochtones de la Carie. Pour prouver
leur thése, les Cariens agissent de la facon suivante :

AnoSewkviovat 8¢ £v Muldootat Awdg Kapiou ipdv dpyaiov, Tod Muooiot pév kai Avdoiot peéteatt
(¢ kaotyviTolol £0Dat Tolot Kapoi* Tov yap AvSov kal Tdv Mucdv Aéyovot eivat Kapdg a8eAq-
£00G" TOVTOLOL eV 81| péteaTt, Gool 8¢ £6vTteg BAAov £Bveog OpdyAwaoot Toiol Kapot éyévovTo,
TOUTOLOL 8¢ OV pETAL (171.6)

Comme on peut le voir, le bien-fondé de la revendication carienne repose uniquement
sur Pexistence d’un temple consacré a Zeus Carios dans la région de Mylasa. Ce qui est
au coeur de ’argumentation des Cariens est la qualification d’ancien, &pyodov :'° il
n’est pas suffisant de focaliser I’attention sur un point dans I’espace — le iep6v — mais
il est davantage nécessaire de préciser un détail qui permet de situer la fondation du
temple a une période qui correspond, plus ou moins, au temps des héros. Il s’agit de
I’époque ou la parenté supposée entre Mysos, Lydos et Car a déterminé la formation
d’un lien familial qui a été conservé jusqu’au moment de ’enquéte d’Hérodote et qui a
abouti a un culte ouvert seulement aux peuples descendants des trois fréres et interdit
a tout autre £6vog." La continuité de ce culte, représentée de facon concréte par le
lieu sacré, est la preuve historique de I’enracinement originaire des Cariens dans
une région continentale de I’Asie Mineure. Les Cariens alléguent (&moSeikviovat)
le iepov de Zeus Carios afin de s’opposer a la théorie des Crétois; de son coté, Hér-
odote apparait accepter sans aucun probléme les implications historiques et cul-
turelles de ce sanctuaire.'

10 Cf. Calame 2006.
11 Pour d’autres exemples de cultes exclusifs dans les Histoires voir 1.143-144 et 2.178.
12 Cf. Debord 2001.
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On retrouve les méme dynamiques probatoires dans le récit de la guerre entre
les deux villes de la Grande Gréce, Sybaris et Crotone. L histoire de ce conflit trouve
sa place dans le cinquiéme livre, a 'intérieur de la section sur la vie de Dorieus,
demi-frére de Cléomeéne, I’'un des deux rois de Sparte (5.42-48). En tant que fils
cadet d’Anaxandride, Dorieus n’obtient pas la royauté et décide de partir avec quel-
ques Lacédémoniens ; il s’installe pendant trois ans en Libye ; il est obligé ensuite a
revenir dans le Péloponnése, oil un oracle lu conseille de coloniser le pays d’Eryx
en Sicile ; Dorieus s’embarque donc a nouveau sur son navire et se dirige vers le
sud de I'Italie.

Selon les Sybarites, Dorieus aida les Crotoniates a ’emporter sur eux et a s’em-
parer de Sybaris. Les habitants de Crotone, d’autre part, disent d’avoir bénéficié seule-
ment de 'appui d’un devin éléen, Callias. Aprés avoir reporté cela, Hérodote ajoute :

paptopta 8¢ TouTWV £kGTEPOL AmodeikvUoVaL TASE, TuBapital pEV TEPEVOG TE Kal VoV £6vTa
napa OV ENpov Kpadrv, tov i8puoacdat cuveldvta Ty moAw Awptéa Aéyovot ABnvain énw-
vOopw Kpadin [. . .] oi 8 ab Kpotwviijtat dmodetcviot KaAhin pév 1@ ‘Hheiw eEaipeta £V yii Th
KpoTtwviti8t ToAAG §08évTa, T Kai £ e £Tt évépovto ol KaMiew &moyovol, Awplél 8¢ kal
TOl0L AwpLéog GroyovoLat oVBEV. (5.45.1-2)

Comme dans I’épisode relatif aux Cariens, le verbe dnoS8eikvupt exprime l'acte de pré-
sentation de la preuve que chacun des deux adversaires considére le support décisif
de sa these. Les Crotoniates soulignent que, contrairement a Dorieus, Callias a recu
de nombreuses terres de choix ; les Sybarites indiquent deux lieux sacrés, un tépevog
et un vndg, que Dorieus aurait dédiés a Athéna Crathia prés du fleuve Crathis.

L’opinion d’Hérodote sur les justifications historiques des habitants des deux
villes n’est pas facile a saisir. L’historien nous informe que, a son époque encore,
les terres données a Callias appartiennent aux descendants de ce dernier. Il est pos-
sible qu’Hérodote les ait vues pendant son séjour en Grande Gréce, a Thourioi, au
mitan du V€ siécle, mais il est intéressant qu’il n’accorde sa préférence a aucune
des deux théses. Hérodote laisse la question ouverte et permet a ses destinataires
de se ranger a I’histoire qu’ils jugent la plus convaincante. Ce manque de certitude
dépend probablement du fait qu’Hérodote comprend, a la fois, que le raisonnement
des Crotoniates est fallacieux et que ’enceinte et le temple, bien que ils soient des
preuves concreétes et visibles, n’impliquent pas nécessairement la participation de
Dorieus a la destruction de Sybaris.

Et pourtant, si 'on met de c6té le théme, douteux, de I'origine de ces traditions,
ce qui reste est une sorte de contraste dialectique entre ’espace politique des terres
données et les espaces sacrés a épiclése toponymique. Le fait que ces derniers soient
élevés au rang d’outil acceptable de démonstration du développement du conflit, qui
eut lieu plus de cinquante ans avant I'arrivée d’Hérodote a Thourioi, explique bien, a
mon avis, la tendance de I’historien d’Halicarnasse a avoir recours aux éléments con-
stitutifs de temples, enceintes ou sanctuaires dans sa démarche de reconstruction
historique. Hérodote et son public grec partagent évidemment la conscience du fait
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que les lieux sacrés préservent une part importante de la mémoire collective, qu’ils
abritent a jamais. L’historien d’Halicarnasse exploite cette potentialité et transforme
les espaces sacrés en moyens explicatifs et probatoires.

4 Epicléses toponymiques et connotation
ethnographique

Les épicléses toponymiques qui accompagnent le noms des dieux ou des héros rév-
élent parfois une fonction connotative essentielle, c’est-a-dire qu’elles distinguent
qualitativement I’espace et introduisent des degrés et des formes de différenciation
culturelle. Cela est particuliérement évident au fil du deuxiéme livre'® et au cas du
paysage religieux de I’Egypte, oil quelques épicléses divines ne servent pas a pré-
ciser, tout simplement, ol se trouve un sanctuaire, mais ce qu’il est et pourquoi I’e-
space qu’il occupe est caractérisé par des faits de civilisation rares ou uniques.*

On sait bien qu’Hérodote est fasciné par tout ce qui concerne le Nil : ses sources
inconnues, son cours mystérieux, son énorme embouchure, ses crues catastrophi-
ques et pourtant essentielles a la vie du pays. L’Egypte, écrit Hérodote, est toute la
région que le Nil arrose en la recouvrant, et les Egyptiens sont tous ceux qui, en
habitant au nord de la ville d’Eléphantine, boivent ’eau de ce fleuve. Le Nil est le
moteur principal de I’espace égyptien en un double sens : il crée activement le terri-
toire et dote ses habitants d’une identité ethnique collective.'

En outre, les crues sont envisagées comme un phénoméne qui, dans une cer-
taine mesure, permet de regrouper spatialement la population. Parmi les Egyptiens,
Hérodote distingue ceux qui habitent au-dessus, a I'intérieur et autour des maré-
cages produits par le fleuve prés du Delta. Ainsi, le Nil contribue a la création d’un
environnement naturel varié, composé de zones cultivables et de marais, qu’Héro-
dote récupére afin de proposer une cartographie anthropique de I’Egypte.

Or, a coté des effets du Nil, on peut remarquer que la classification anthropique
reléve aussi bien de I’organisation administrative et politique établie par les dis-
tricts (les vopoi) que du réle spatiale de quelques lieux sacrés spécifiques :

13 Sur ce livre des Histoires, les ouvrages de Haziza 2009 et de Coulon/Giovannelli-Jouanna/Kimmel
-Clauzet 2013 restent des points de référence incontournables.

14 Prenons le cas de la ville de Chemmis, méme si, dans ce cas, il n’y a pas d’épicléses (2.91). Ici
on trouve un iepdv consacré au heros grec Persée et on rencontre des Egyptiens, les Chemmites,
qui, seuls dans toute ’Egypte, ont institué des jeux gymniques. Ce sanctuaire nous informe non
pas sur la position géographique de la ville, mais sur la raison pour laquelle I’espace que Chemmis
occupe est caractérisé par des faits de civilisation qu’il n’est pas possible de constater ailleurs.

15 Cf. Gaetano 2020, 42-46.
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doot pév 81 Aldg OnBaiéog iGpuvTart ipdv 1 vopod Tob OnBaiov eioi, oLTOL PEV VUV TaVTES dlwv
&y OpEeVOL alyag BVoVOL. (2.42.1)

Hérodote ne nous fournit aucune liste des vopoi égyptiens, mais 'utilisation tech-
nique et fréquente de vouodg dans le catalogue des satrapies de I’empire perse
(3.89-96) nous assure que les destinataires des Histoires étaient en mesure d’asso-
cier a la mention d’un district de Thébes I’idée d’une unité politique circonscrite et
définie. On sait également que le culte de ce dieu était diffusé de facon homogéene
dans tout le pays et influencait évidemment les coutumes des personnes qui s’y
dédiaient. L’historien ne mentionne aucun autre iepév de Zeus Thébain que celui
qui se trouve dans le district qui porte le méme nom. Par conséquent, on peut sup-
poser que ’observation cultuelle sur ’abstinence d’un certain type de viande aide
le public a construire une sorte de carte mentale thématique, c’est-a-dire relative a
la répartition géographique d’un aspect religieux.

Tout comme ceux qui résident dans le vopudg mentionné ou qui posseédent le
iep6v du dieu, les Egyptiens qui habitent dans les marais et hors des marais prati-
quent des coutumes et des habitudes particuliéres. Si le noeud crucial de I’exposi-
tion demeure toujours la nécessité de rendre compte de ’ensemble et de la variété
des normes coutumiéres, il semble possible de conclure qu’Hérodote attribue au
Nil, aux district et, précisément, aux sanctuaires a épiclése toponymique le méme
pouvoir de définition, c’est-a-dire celui de diriger idéalement le regard éloigné des
destinataires grecs vers un point de I’espace égyptien. Toutefois, la fonction de géo-
localisation du sanctuaire de Zeus Thébain n’est pas prééminente, mais elle est sub-
ordonnée par I’historien au message d’intérét ethnographique que le lieu sacré peut
véhiculer.

5 Conclusion

A partir de ces quelques exemples, j’espére avoir montré comment une analyse des
lieux sacrés a épiclése toponymique dans les Histoires d’Hérodote implique de préter
attention aux interactions entre I’espace en tant qu’objet d’intérét, 'informateur qui
décrit cet espace et le public qui percoit sa description. Autrement dit, il faut adopter
une approche qui reléve a la fois de I’historiographie et de I’examen des mécanismes
narratifs. En tant qu’éléments sémiologiques d’une culture, et donc insérés dans un
systéme complexe d’expériences culturelles et de valeurs sociales qui sont ancrées
dans un contexte historique précis, chez Hérodote les lieux sacrés sont aussi bien un
objet d’explication qu'une opération historiographique. L’historien d’Halicarnasse ré-
ussit a conjuguer heureusement la pluralité des significations possibles de ces espa-
ces et les exigences narratives de son discours.
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Andrea Filoni

KYMNPIZ. Ovvero Uinterpretazione degli epiteti
divini nel Nepi Oav di Apollodoro di Atene
(244 FGrHist 353)

Venere splende! (A. Boito, Otello, atto I, scena 3)
A Musetta

0 Perché occuparsi di Apollodoro

Nel caso dell’epiteto kypris, la spiegazione geografica potrebbe essere quella piu evi-
dente per noi moderni — anche se cid non & cosi scontato; lo stesso sembrano aver
ritenuto gli antichi. Perd il grammatico Apollodoro di Atene, autore di un’opera teo-
logica molto influente nell’antichita, anche e soprattutto nella spiegazione dei teonimi
e degli epiteti divini, ha ritenuto diversamente: secondo il grammatico, kypris riman-
derebbe non all’isola dove Afrodite € assai venerata, ma a un potere della dea; inoltre,
I'interpretazione geografica non sarebbe solo errata, ma anche recenziore: la attesta
Esiodo, ma Omero, I’autore piu antico, intenderebbe ancora I’epiteto in senso allego-
rico. Non ci troviamo dunque non nella sfera della religione popolare, ma di una spie-
gazione dotta; allo stesso tempo, perd, non si puod sottovalutare I'importanza di una
spiegazione che é stata autorevole ed € entrata in circolo nella cultura antica.

1 Apollodoro e 'importanza del suo Mepi Oeidv

Le opere del grammatico Apollodoro di Atene (180-110 ca a.C.)! hanno avuto una
grandissima influenza: i Xpovikd, che descrivevano in forma succinta ma sistematica
la storia greca dall’arrivo dei Dori fino all’eta contemporanea; il dotto Commento al
catalogo delle navi omerico, che ricostruisce la situazione geo-politica al tempo dei
Troika;” il trattato Sugli dei (ITepi Be@v — d’ora in poi I10) che giunse sicuramente fino

1 I frammenti sono raccolti da Jacoby (244), che gia lamentava la necessita di uno studio approfon-
dito per recuperare queste opere apollodoree (Jacoby 1926, 775-6; cf. 753). Sulla biografia e I’attivita
del grammatico, che opero ad Alessandria e forse anche a Pergamo, vedi Montana 2020, 232-4;
Pfeiffer 1973, 387-403; Jacoby 1926, 716-8.

2 Jacoby 1926, 778. Il Commento al catalogo fu opera antiquaria di riferimento per tutta I’eta elle-
nistica, finché non fu sostituita dai Geographika di Strabone, che vi riassunse il meglio della dot-
trina apollodorea: Filoni 2021, 229-30.

3 Open Access. © 2022 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110798432-010
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alla tarda antichitd;> la materia del II0, attraverso percorsi ignoti, pervade in forma
anonima la tradizione scoliastica e lessicografica.* Cio significa che molti di questi
testi, tardivi ma ricchi di informazione sulla religione greca, non riportano dati cultu-
rali puri e semplici, ma interpretazioni provenienti da questa influente opera.

Di che cosa trattava il II0? Fine dell’opera era ricostruire la personalita degli dei
del pantheon greco attraverso tutta la documentazione disponibile: racconti — che pero
non sono la fonte principale - riti, iconografia e soprattutto il nome e gli epiteti divini,
etimologizzati con molto rigore; a questo aspetto il grammatico dava grande impor-
tanza, come se essi conservassero meglio di altri, a mo’ di fossili, verita molto antiche.

Apollodoro é riconosciuto come un grande erudito; ma cié non vuol dire che si
appiattisca sulle posizioni dei predecessori; dopo aver raccolto le fonti a disposizione,
consultato le opinioni dei dotti precedenti, con I’aiuto di Omero quale fonte principale
e delle categorie ermeutiche del maestro Aristarco per interpretarlo, Apollodoro giun-
geva a una sua interpretazione del nome e dell’epiteto divino — o a seguirne una pree-
sistente, se accettabile secondo i suoi parametri. Le sue interpretazioni tradiscono una
personalita forte, in grado di produrre opinioni anche molto idiosincratiche — vedi il
caso di kompig. Ne consegue che quelle interpretazioni che emergono nella letteratura
scoliastica e lessicografica non possono essere chiamate a testimoniare una presunta
cultura generale: bisogna relativizzare i dati provenienti da questi testi, riconducendoli
alla personalita che li ha concepiti e alle categorie che lo hanno guidato.

In questo senso, il fr. 353 é di grande importanza: se il nome e gli epiteti delle
divinita sono il mezzo principale per cogliere la loro natura, il fr. 353 & il testimone
pitt ampio e generoso, e ci illustra le categorie utili a interpretarli. Di qui la neces-
sita, se non di una nuova edizione critica — le varianti testuali non sono significa-
tive — per lo meno di una rilettura di questo frammento apollodoreo.

2 Lettura del fr. 353 del Nepi Beqv

1l fr. 353 della raccolta di Jacoby & un lungo e dotto scolio omerico della famiglia D (o
scholia Didymi) — riportato anche dalla seconda mano del codice B dell’Iliade, nonché dal-
I’Etymologicum Magnum — a margine di una delle prime occorrenze omeriche di kimpig (E
422).° Lo scolio si trova in Appendice (Anhang), poiché manca il nome del grammatico.®

3 L’ultimo lettore diretto & Porfirio: Filoni 2021, 229-30, 236-7.

4 Vedi I’esperimento fatto in Filoni 2014b, 86—-89.

5 La prima occorrenza, in realta, é Il. 5.330; le successive sono 5.422, 458, 760, 883. L’epiteto com-
pare solo in questo particolare libro dell’Iliade: Cassio 2012, 418-9.

6 Questa appendice é un omaggio di Jacoby agli sforzi della Quellenforschung precedente: Filoni
2018, 403.
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La struttura é visibilmente ad anello: A) punto di partenza & I’epiteto kUTpLG;
ma per spiegarlo, il commentatore fa un lungo percorso attraverso altri epiteti afroditici
(p\opeldng, xubepela e main, anche se quest’ultimo € assente in Omero); B) quindi si
prosegue per orbite pill esterne, attraverso epiteti di altre divinita — Apollo, Posidone,
Atena e Hermes — ed enunciando principi che governerebbero la loro interpretazione; C)
infine I’esegesi ritorna al punto di partenza, kOmpig, di cui si ‘dimostra’ la necessita di
una spiegazione allegorica, e non geografica.” Leggiamo (Sch. Hom. D, E 422 van Thiel):®

SEZIONE A: la questione kypris, alcuni principi, esempi afroditici e non afroditici.

Kypris

10 émiBetov A@poditng, 6 oK vonoav oi po
U@V Tl onpaivel. oupmAavn6évieg 1§ ‘Hoddw
£d0&av 61 Kumpig Aéyetal, (¢ enotv ‘Haoiodog,
Kumpoyévela, 8161t yevvatat ,,meptkAUoTy £vi
Kimpw* (Hes. Th. 199),

L’epiteto di Afrodite, che i miei predecessori non
hanno capito cosa significhi. Traviati da Esiodo
hanno ritenuto che kypris é detto (nel senso di)
kyprogeneia, perché (Afrodite) é nata ,,nella
Cipro bagnata dai flutti“.

philomeidés

@domep Kai v QAopeldii 61t ,,undéwv
¢EepaavOn” (Hes. Th. 200). 'Opnpog 8¢ oUk
glmev, GAAG TV pedidpata lodicav, olov
iAapav d1& v éykepévnv aUTh dovapy Gmo g
ouvouaiag.

Come philomeidés perché ,,é comparsa dai
genitali*. Omero pero non lo ha detto, ma (in
quanto) ,,colei che ama i baci®, cioé felice per
I’energia insita in lei grazie all’lamplesso.

metonimia allegorica

&Homep olv 10 Tlip “Heaiotov Aéyel dUWViPWG T6
elpovtt (/l. 2.426), oltw kai v Appoditny mote
TV GvdpOg P0G yuvaika cuvouaiav, fvik’ v
TePL TV pvnotipwv Aéyn ,,kai £k AeA&Bovt’
A@poditng, fiv dp’ Umd pvnotipowv €xov,
pioyovto 8¢ Aabpn* (Od. 22.444-5).

Quindi, come (Omero) chiama il fuoco ‘Efesto’,
con lo stesso nome del suo scopritore, cosi
talvolta chiama ‘Afrodite’ 'lamplesso tra uomo e
donna, quando dice dei Pretendenti ,,e hanno
dimenticato 'Afrodite che (le serve) hanno avuto
con i Pretendenti, e si unirono di nascosto ad
essi®.

7 La spiegazione moderna é in genere geografica (Cassio 2012, 413-5), come lecito da aspettarsi da una
forma aggettivale cosi trasparente — o apparentemente tale; perd il confronto con altre lingue-indoeuropee
(lat. cupio; vedi la dea picena Cupra, e non solo), permette una diversa spiegazione, di Afrodite quale dea
del desiderio (Massetti 2016, 44-46); I'assimilazione con Cipro, che data fin dalla Teogonia esiodea, non
sarebbe che una facile etimologia popolare. D’altronde, le stesse conclusioni presentate da Cassio (kUmpig,
caratterizzato da baritonesi, sarebbe una forma eolica, assimilata nell’epos ionico, dove é pur sempre rara)
andrebbero a favore della sua antichita, non di un’importazione del periodo orientalizzante.

8 Lo scolio ¢ edito anche da Schironi 2004, 408-9.
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SEZIONE A (continued)

etimo kypris

0 00V émiBeTov 10 51 100 KUTpIg onpatvopevoy
amo tiig mepl alTv duvdpews Opnpy
nopeidnmtar. 0Tt 00v KoTd guyKoTY ipnuévov
KuOTIOPLG, 1} TO KUEWY Iopiokouaa. (Blov yap Thg
A@poditng todto’ 00 yop GAAWG YUVOTKEG
kulokouotv xwpig Tfi¢ dppodioiakii cuvouaiag.

Dunque 'epiteto espresso da kypris é impiegato
da Omero (derivandolo) dal potere della dea.
Esso dunque € kyoporis detto in forma tronca,
»colei che permette di generare®. Infatti questo
é proprio di Afrodite: le donne non
concepiscono in altro modo, senza 'amplesso
amoroso.

errore dei vetepol

10 8¢ mhavijoav tov ‘Hoilodov Kkai Tolg GAAoug
£0Ti 10 év Tij 6 paPwdia Aeyopevov ,,/ &’ dpa
Kémpov ikave @ilopeidrg Appoditn é¢ Magpov
£vBa 8¢ oi tépevog, Bwpdg te Buneg” (Od.
8.362-3).

Cio che ha fatto errare Esiodo e gli altri & cid che
viene detto nell’ottavo libro: ,,Essa, Afrodite
philomeidés, raggiungeva Cipro, a Pafo, dove
aveva un santuario e un altare odoroso*.

Principio

\ I3

oUK €{ 11g 8¢ &v Tvi 10T TETiPNTOL, KETOL Kal
yeyévvntot kot 814 todto 1§ EmBETY KoopEeTTal.

Un dio, se € onorato in un qualche luogo, non
per questo (bisogna pensare che) vi sia nato e
che venga abbellito da un epiteto (da questo
luogo)

esempi: Apollo delios e pythios, Posidone aigaios

oudémote yolv AfAiog 6 AoAAwv map’ ‘Opnpw
003¢ NUBI0G, kaitol ye Kai EkdTEPOV T@V iepdV
01dg, 81’ OV Pnot ToTE pév ,,AfAw 81 ToTe Tolov
ATOAwVOG TIPS BwHE Goivikog véov Epvog
dvepydpevov €vonoa® (Od. 6.162-3), Tote 8¢
,008’ oa AdivOg 0UB0G GYHTOPOG EVTOG EEpYEL,
®oiBou AnoAAwvog Nubot évi metpnéoan™ (/L.
9.404-5). 00U®’ émel natv ,iketo eig Alydg, 661
ol KAuta dwpar £aowv* (Od. 5.381), Alyoidg mote

eipntat 6 Nooewdadv mop’ Oprpw.

Per lo meno in Omero Apollo non & mai delios né
pythios, eppure (Omero) conosce entrambi i
santuari, nei versi in cui dice ora ,,A Delo (non)
ho mai visto un tale virgulto di palma crescere
presso laltare di Apollo®, ora ,,né quanto la
soglia di roccia del saettatore dentro contiene,
di Apollo phoibos nella Pito rocciosa®. Né,
poiché (Omero) dice ,,giunse ad Ege, dove ha
una illustre dimora®, Posidone & mai detto
aigaios in Omero.

Kythereia

Kol 1 KuBépeia 8¢ kad’ “‘Opnpov (Od. 8.288;
18.193) ol 61t ,,ipoaékupae KubBripoig™ (Hes.
Th. 198)" oide pév yép 1@ KUBnpa, o0k &md
touUTou 8¢ eipntal. Kubépeia 8¢ /| keuBOpevov
#xouoa év £aUT] TOV TdaL TG £pWTIKIG PLAing
¢Enptnpévov ipdvta, olov Tov #pwta, dv ot
101G véolg Gpinatv. 31 yap 10l keatol Taita
nopénetar ,,£ve’ vt pev QrAotng, vt & fuepog,
£€v &’ 6apLoTug, map@aats, i T EKAeYe voov mUKa
nep ppoveoviwv® (. 14.216-7).

E kythereia (viene citato) in Omero, non perché
,,& approdata a Citera®: infatti (Omero) conosce
Citera, ma (I’epiteto) non viene detto certo da
questo. Kythereia € ,,colei che nasconde in sé il
cinto della passione amorosa, legato a tutti®,
cioé ’'amore, che (essa) invia a tutti i giovani.
Cio infatti avviene per mezzo del cinto: ,,qui c’é
affetto, qui desiderio, qui conversazione,
seduzione che rapisce la mente anche di quelli
molto assennati®.
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SEZIONE B: principi generali, esempi non afroditici.

esempio: Atena alalkomeneis

¢nei toL kai ,,ANoaAkopevnic A8Avn® (/L. 4.8;
5.908) mapd 10i¢ €0 Aoy1Zop£volg amo THg
évepyeiag, i dnoAégouoa 1@ i6iw pével tolg
évavtioug. oU yap melBopeda 10ig vewtépolg, of
@aowv &md AAaAkopeviou <témou>® Tvdg
elpfioBat.

Poiché Atena alalkomeneis, per quelli che
ragionano correttamente, (deriva) dal suo
potere, ,colei che respinge col proprio furore i
nemici®. Infatti non seguiamo gli autori recenti,
che dicono che (la dea) sia stata chiamata (cosi)
da un certo <luogo>, ’Alalcomenio.

esempio: Hermes akaketa

008’ WG ‘EpatoaBévng (fr. 3 Powell) maprikoucev
‘Opnpou einévrog ,, Eppeiag drdknra* (/.
16.185; Od. 24.10), 611 4mo Akaknaiou 6poug,
GAAG pundevog Kakol PETAdOTIKGG, ETEl Kal
dotrp £dwv (Od. 8.335).

Né come Eratostene ha malinteso Omero, che
aveva detto ,,Hermes akaketa®, (dicendo) che
(deriva) da un monte Acachesio, bensi (ritengo
che derivi) da ,,distributore di nessun male*,
poiché (Hermes) é anche ,,datore di beni*.

Principio

ndv yodv Gmo t@dv nopemopévuv 101G Be0ig

Ogni epiteto deriva dalle caratteristiche divine:

Esempio: Atena glaukopis

Kkai yop 1 yhauk@mig (Hom. passim) olk &mo 100
»i T 8kpng Bivat Maukamov (e (Call. fr. 238,
11 Pf.), GAN’ &mo tijg mepi TV mpdooPiv TV
OPOOAPRV KATATAREEWG.

infatti glaukopis non (deriva) dal fatto che essa
»sieda sul colle Glaucopio®, ma dalla capacita di
colpire insita nello sguardo dei suoi occhi.

Principio

Kol T&Aa 82 eV EmBETwY <mapdaov>©
émolow Apiv mépeaty 6pav, 00K &mo T@V iepdv
TOTWV QVOPOOpEVA, GO BE TRV EVEPYEIRDV TRV
YUKV | 810 cUPBERNKOTWY TiEPT TO OBYQ,

Anche gli altri epiteti, <per quanto> ci & possibile
vedere quando li percorriamo, non sono derivati
dai luoghi sacri, ma dai poteri dell’anima o dalle
caratteristiche fisiche delle divinita:

Esempi: Era, Tetide, Apollo

¢ N\ AeukwAevog “Hpn (Hom. passim), kai
apyuponega O€ug (Hom. passim), kai ®oiBog
An6Awv (Hom. passim) kai dkepoexopng (/L.
20.39).

come Era leukolenos, e Tetide argyropeza, e
Apollo phoibos e akersekomes;

Principio

Kai TéAwv 4o mpdEewy,

e ancora dalle azioni:

Esempi: Apollo, Artemide Esempi: Apollo, Artemide

9 Integrazione di van Thiel.
10 Integrazione mia.
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SEZIONE B (continued)

£Korog (/. 7.83; 20.295) kai £katnBerétng (/1.
1.75) kai éknBoéAog (Hom. passim). ‘Aptepig &
Kol dypotépn (. 21.471) kol iox€aipa (Hom.
passim) Kai MGvia & mapaninola.

Hekatos ed hekatebeletes ed hekebolos.
Artemide agrotera e iokheaira, e tutti i casi
simili.

Esempio: Posidone helikonios

Kai yap €i omaviwg EAkwviov 1oV Mooeid@dva
elpnkev (/. 20.404) &mo EAK@VOG, WG
Apiotapyog BoUAetal, émei f] Bowwtia 6An iepa
100 Nooed@vog. ol yap dpéaket &mo ‘EAiKNG,
¢nel pnotv ,,0i 8¢ 1ol €ig EAIKnV T€ Kai Alydg
d&p’ Gvayouowv* (/I. 8.203)" EAijiov yap v
gine, ouyxwpoivtog Tol pétpou. duvatar d&*?
‘EAlk@Viog AéyeaBat 81a t0 EAIKaG Kal
TEPIPEPETC Eivan TAG THS Bakdaong diva.

Infatti, anche se (Omero) ha citato helikonios
poche volte, (esso deriva) dall’Elicona, come
vuole Aristarco, perché 'intera Beozia é sacra a
Posidone. Non gli piace infatti (farlo derivare) da
Elice per il fatto che (Omero) dice ,,essi ti
conducono offerte ad Elice ed Ege*: infatti
avrebbe detto helikeios, e il metro lo avrebbe
permesso. (Posidone) perd pud essere detto
helikonios perché i gorghi del mare sono ricurvi
e circolari.

SEZIONE C: ritorno alla questione kypris, principi,

esempi afroditici (magia) e non afroditici.

Argumentum e silentjo: Omero non cita paphia

#1102, el mep v 1y Kimpig émd i Kimpou,
oM@ pdMAov &mo Tig Ndgou, v ff ,Bwp6S Te
Buneg” (Od. 8.363) altiig, Nagin éAéyeto. GAN
oudémote Naginv eine v Appoditnv “Opnpog,
@G ol VEWTEPOL.

E ancora, se fosse vero che ‘Cipride’ (derivasse)
da Cipro, ancor pill potrebbe essere detta
paphia da Pafo, in cui suo € ,,un altare odoroso*.
Ma Omero non ha mai definito Afrodite paphia,
come (invece hanno fatto) gli autori recenti.

Principio

Kai yap ef mép ye'? omaviwg émiBeta Eevivoye
amo témou, oudEnote £ altol, £& NpwiKod
TPOOWTOU KOt TO €iKOG XUTG AEYEL.

Infatti, se & vero che menziona pochi epiteti
(derivati) da un luogo, non lo (fa) mai in prima
persona, ma li menziona per bocca di un
personaggio eroico, secondo verosimiglianza.

11 8¢ B: yap DEt.M.
12 &l mép ye B: €l mote DEt.M.
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Esempi: Achille, Ecuba

AXIAAEUG Yap 600G BV @noi ,,ZeD Gva
Awdwvoaie Nehaoyike NAGOL vaiwv* (/. 16.233).
Kot ‘EkABN: ,,&AN’ elixeo 00 y° Emerta KeEAQIVEQET
Kpoviwvt 18aiy, 6¢ 1€ Tpoinv katd ndoav
opara” (/. 24.290-1). €i yap 1y 18N tijg Tpoiag,
oikeiwg A ‘EKAPN £0XNKE TRPWVOLRTUEVOV TOV
I5atov.

Infatti Achille, che é tessalo, dice ,,Zeus signore
di Dodona, Pelasgico, tu che abiti lontano®. Ed
Ecuba: ,,Su, tu prega allora il Cronide idaios
adunatore di nubi, che osserva tutta la Troade*.
Infatti se 'lda appartiene alla Troade, Ecuba ha
derivato correttamente idaios.

Omero cita kypris nella narrazione

0 & “Opnpog oUk Gv eimot amo tijg Kimpou 10
énidetov £§ idiou mpoowmou Aéywv ,,0 3¢ Kumpv

Omero non potrebbe citare 'epiteto (sc. kypris)
(derivandolo) da Cipro quando parla in prima

persona: ,egli colpi Cipride con il bronzo
spietato®.

EMEKETO VNAET XoAK®*® (. 5.330).

Sezione A

Lo scolio inizia in modo polemico: i predecessori del commentatore non hanno com-
preso il significato dell’epiteto; essi sono stati ingannati da Esiodo che, facendo nas-
cere la dea a Cipro (Th. 199), mostra di aver inteso kOmpig nel senso di kumpoyévela.

La spiegazione corretta non viene data subito, né in modo diretto. Prima viene
spiegato un altro epiteto: la dea & chiamata @i\opeldng non perché sia nata dai ge-
nitali di Urano - di nuovo, Esiodo ha dato una spiegazione errata — ma perché é
gioiosa e ama i baci; cio rivelerebbe la vera natura di Afrodite, cioé ’amplesso da
cui giunge questa energia. Cid sarebbe garantito da un altro fatto: come in Omero
il nome di Efesto non indica solo il dio, ma anche il fuoco (Il. 2.426), cosi il nome
di Afrodite indica anche I’'amplesso (0d. 22.444-5). Dunque se Afrodite simboleg-
gia I’amplesso, kUmpLg non é che una forma tronca di xvoénopig, che significa
,»Colei che permette di concepire®.

Lo scolio potrebbe terminare qui; invece il commentatore continua, innanzi-
tutto spiegando la genesi dell’interpretazione erronea. Esiodo e gli altri sono stati
ingannati dal passo omerico in cui si racconta la fuga di Afrodite nel suo santuario
di Pafo (Od. 8.362-3). Emerge qui un principio: non si puo dire che un dio sia nato
in un certo luogo per il semplice motivo che vi sia venerato. Questo principio é di-
mostrato da epiteti di altre divinita: Omero conosce i santuari di Delo, Pito-Delfi ed
Ege, ma non per questo chiama le divinita qui venerate con gli epiteti di 6nAtog,
010G e aiyaiog. Il commentatore sembra voler dire che non c’é un nesso cogente
tra toponimi ed epiteti apparentemente geografici; questo anche nel caso in cui,
come in quello di Cipro e xUmpLg, il Poeta citasse entrambi. Dunque kVmpig non de-
riva da Cipro, anche se il poeta cita I’isola — e cosi suggerisce il senso comune.
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Segue un altro epiteto di Afrodite, kuBepela: addizione erudita o passaggio
utile all’largomentazione? Ritorna lo schema osservato con @t\opetdng e KOTMPIG:
viene criticato Esiodo che lo ha fatto derivare da Citera; poiché ormai conosciamo
Povoia di Afrodite, possiamo intuire che 1’epiteto significa ,,colei che ha nascosto in
sé il cinto della passione®, come & mostrato da Omero (Il. 14.216-7). Di nuovo, alla
spiegazione geografica se ne contrappone una allegorica; e ritorna ’argomento usato
con kVmpig: Omero conosce sia 1’epiteto (Od. 8.288; 18.193), sia il toponimo (Citera:
Il. 15.432), ma é errato dire che il primo derivi dal secondo. Dunque, se @lAopeldng &
utile a mostrare 1’essenza di Afrodite — ’etimo non poteva essere geografico — kv-
B¢pela condivide la stessa problematicita di kOmpig, poiché sarebbe passibile di un’-
interpretazione geografica

Sezione B

Questa parte € ancor piu sganciata da kVmplg, ma non & meno utile per capirlo: il com-
mentatore tratta rapidamente epiteti di numerose divinita, esponendo i principi che
governano la loro interpretazione; inoltre vediamo tornare il medesimo schema, per
cui un’interpretazione erronea, di stampo geografico, viene sempre respinta a favore di
una allegorica.

Atena é detta dAaAkopevnic non perché I’epiteto derivi da un qualche luogo,
come hanno ritenuto autori recenti (vewTepot), ma perché essa respinge gli avver-
sari col suo furore; Hermes & chiamato dkdknta non dal monte arcadico Acachesio,
come voleva Eratostene, malinte