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ABSTRACT

Modern scholarly approaches to Lindos anagraphe, a 1st century BC
inscription recording votive offerings at the Rhodian temple of Athena Lindia, have
used the anachronistic term “forgery” to refer to its chronologically impossible
Heroic Era dedications. Using Paul Veyne’s theory of “sincere forgery” as an
interpretive framework, this thesis evaluates the “epigraphic invention” of these
votives according to Hellenistic rather than modern definitions of forgery. Chapter
One reviews previous approaches to the text and problematizes the use of the term
“forgery” to describe it. Chapter Two contextualizes the anagraphe within the
ancient practice of displaying Heroic Era votives in temple settings and evaluates
this practice vis-a-vis ancient definitions of forgery. Chapter Three uses Hans

Joachim Gehrke’s theory of intentional history to explore how the anagraphe’s



Heroic Era votives, when considerd as products of “sincere forgery,” grant new
insight into the socio-political, intellectual, and religious contexts of the Hellenistic
Rhodian milieu in which the text was created. An epilogue compares the anagraphe
to the recent case of the Iruna-Valeia forgeries in Spain’s Basque Country,
highlighting the contrast between ancient and modern perceptions of the technique
of “epigraphic invention.”
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CHAPTER ONE
THE LINDOS INSCRIPTION AND ITS

“CHRONOLOGICAL INCONSISTENCIES”

During the 1902-1905 excavations at Lindos on the island of Rhodes, Danish
archeologist Christian Blinkenberg uncovered a Hellenistic stele spoliated from the
city’s acropolis in late antiquity.! The stele’s second life as a paving stone in the
church of Agios Stephanos at the acropolis’ base had left it worn from centuries of
foot traffic. Despite centuries of wear and tear, the stele’s inscription, designated
ILindos.2 in Blinkenberg’s epigraphic corpus, remains mostly legible, covering a
surface area of 2.37 meters in height with a width of 0.85 meters, approximately 7.5
by 2.5 feet. The lengthy text of the inscription, roughly 2,800 words of which
survive, is divided into four sections by three incised lines. A horizontal line marks
off the top eighth of the stele as a unique discrete textual entity; below this section,
the additional two lines form three distinct columns of equal width that run the
remaining length of the stele. The following image (Figure 1), adapted from
Blinkenberg, shows the location of these lines and their resulting divisions as well

as Blinkenberg’s letter designations for each column:2

I Blinkenberg’s original publication of the stele appeared in 1912 in the Danish Royal
2 Blinkenberg (1941), 160.
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Figure 1: Column Divisions on the Stele

As the text itself states, the purpose of this carefully arranged, tetrapartite
inscription is to glorify Lindian Athena and her venerable sanctuary. An official
decree recorded in section A of the stele that Blinkenberg dates to 99 BC expresses
this goal explicitly. 3 Charging two Lindian citizens, Timachidas and Tharsagoras,
with the creation of the stele, the decree enjoins these individuals to inscribe it with
an accounting of & xa 71 dpudlovra mepi 1@V avabsudrov kai tac émpaveiog [t]ag Oe<o>D

[A.8],* “whatever things are fitting concerning the offerings and the epiphanies of

3 Blinkenberg establishes this date for the stele based by comparing the names of the
individuals mentioned in the decree of section A, Timachidas, Tharsagoras, and
Hagesitimos, with other epigraphic evidence from the sanctuary that is datable, in
particular, with lists of priesthoods. See Blinkenberg, 1912, 343-345.

4 The text of the inscription used for the following study and quoted throughout is that of
Blinkenberg’s 1941edition. The Doric dialect of the inscription is typical of Rhodes and
reflected throughout Lindian epigraphy.



the goddess.”® In fulfilling their mission, the pair has created a composite text,

distributed on the stele as follows:

A. Decree

s3uLIO d
sSuLIO D
sotueydidy (I

Figure 2: Distribution of Text on the Stele

Two columns of the stele catalogue a series of remarkable donations made to the
goddess over the course of the sanctuary’s history, while the third records a series of
her epiphanies.

The previous overview of the stele and its inscription has been deliberately
terse. Any discussion of the text that moves beyond simple description quickly runs
up against a series of pitfalls encountered by investigators for over a century. The
complex nature of the inscription eludes simple classification and even the

seemingly simple act of determining what to call the text turns into an act of

5 Unless otherwise indicated, the translations of both ancient and modern languages
provided throughout are my own.



Iinterpretation, as is evident in the early controversy over assigning it a generic
label.

In his original report, Blinkenberg coins the term “Chronique du Temple
Lindien” to describe the text, suggesting a link between the inscription and the
epigraphic form of the chronicle, an annalistic historiographic genre found
throughout the Greek world in temple and other public settings. The title “Lindos
Chronicle” quickly caught on among scholars, and, after a hundred years, the
denomination remains conventional.®

For Felix Jacoby, however, Blinkenberg’s use of the term “chronicle” for the
inscription is not only “unfortunate” but also “misleading.” While Jacoby counts the
inscription among the local histories of Rhodes catalogued in the third volume of his
Die Fragmente der Griechischen Historiker, he distinguishes the text, with its
“mixtum compositum” character combining votive inventory and epiphany
narrative, from the distinct epigraphic genre of the “temple chronicle.”” According
to Jacoby, the latter, best exemplified by the lists of priests in the Athenian

Asklepion, relates a continuous narrative of a sanctuary’s past and takes as its

6 The three most recent studies of the inscription, those of Josephine Shaya, Carolyn
Higbie, and Natcha Massar, all use some iteration of Blinkenberg’s original term. Shaya
uses “Lindian Temple Chronicle,” Higbie “Lindian Chronicle,” Massar “Chronique du
Lindos.” See Josephine Shaya, “The Greek Temple as Museum: The Case for the
Legendary Treasure of Athena from Lindos,” AJA 109 (2005): 423-442; Carolyn Higbie, The
Lindian Chronicle and the Greek Creation of their Past (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2003); Natcha Massar, “La ‘Chronique de Lindos’: un catalogue a la gloire du sanctuaire
d’Athéna Lindia,” Kernos 19 (2006): 229-243.

7'The Lindos inscription appears in Jacoby’s third volume, Geschichte von Stddten und
Vélkern, as entry number 532. See Jacoby, Geschichte von Stddten und Vélkern
(Horographie und Ethnographie), Die Fragmente der Griechischen Historiker vol.3, (Leiden:
Brill, 1955), 443-451.



chronological framework the yearly succession of priests since the sanctuary’s
foundation.

As the Lindos inscription does neither, Jacoby suggests instead the term
anagraphe for the text, an epigraphic designation that indicates its list-like nature
and its public display.8 Jacoby’s term avoids the pitfall of forcing a generic label
such as “chronicle” on the complex inscription and reflects the text’s own language:

the decree recorded in Section A describes the process of creating the inscription

using the verb dvaypdpw [A.6] and refers to the text of the inscription with the term

avaypopa [A.8-9].9 The present study will follow Jacoby’s lead in using this
descriptive rather than interpretive designation for the inscription. 10

Despite the utility of Jacoby’s terminology, his subsequent remarks on the
Lindos text exemplify the problematic teleological approach that is often applied to
it by modern scholars. For Jacoby, the failure of the term “chronicle” to describe the
inscription adequately does not reflect the shortcomings of a misapplied generic

label but rather the inability of the texts’ authors, Timachidas and Tharsagoras, to

8 Liddell and Scott give the following for the term dvaypopsn: “inscribing, registering, of
properties, contracts, etc.,” “register, esp. in pl., public records.” See H. G. Liddell, and R.
Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon with Revised Supplement by Sir Henry Stuart Jones, Ninth

Edition (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996), s.v. “avaypaen.”

9 The alpha ending used here preserves the Doric dialect used in the inscription. The
accusative form that appears in the text is avaypagav.

10 Angelos Chaniotis and Beate Dignas also use Jacoby’s terminology in their studies of the
Lindos inscription, see Chaniotis, Historie und Historiker in den griechischen Inschriften,
Epigraphische Beitrdge zur griechischen Historiographie. Heidelberger althistorische
Beitrage und epigraphische Studien 4, (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 1988), 52-57; 265-273, and
Dignas, “Inventories’ or ‘Offering Lists™? Assessing the Wealth of Apollo Didymaeus,” ZPE
138 (2002): 235-244.



write what Jacoby deems a proper chronicle in the first place. For Jacoby,
Blinkenberg’s application of “chronicle” to the text is problematic because it
awakens “false hopes” that the reader will encounter a text rich with the
chronological data useful for Jacoby’s style of historiography. Jacoby laments the
fact that one gets “no figs from a thornbush” and that no amount of calling the
inscription a “chronicle” will make it one, 1! however much the modern scholar
pursuing Altertumswissenschaft might wish it to be.

The issue of nomenclature is only one of many challenges that the Lindos
inscription presents to the modern investigator. The focus of the present study will
be the text’s “chronological inconsistencies,” problematic areas where the
inscription’s portrait of the sanctuary’s earliest history does not match that revealed
by modern archeological investigation. Over the course of the 102 years since the
stele’s discovery, scholars have yet to come to a consensus regarding how best to
approach these “chronological inconsistencies,” often interpreting this rich area of
the text according to teleological or anachronistic schemata. The current
investigation seeks to correct this by identifying and avoiding the limitations of
previous scholarship to contextualize these “chronological inconsistencies” within
the anagraphe’s Hellenistic Rhodian milieu.

The first step in this process will be to identify precisely where these
“chronological inconsistencies” occur in the text. The problematic areas in which

the text does not line up with what we know to be true of the Lindian sanctuary’s

11 Jacoby, 445.



history all occur within the first fourteen entries of the inscription’s catalogue of
votives. These fourteen entries in the catalogue represent donations made in the
pre-Trojan-War era, during the war itself, and from the post-war period of the
Nostoi. These donations become problematic when considered in light of modern
excavations of the site, which show that the Lindian sanctuary only came into use
in the 10t century BC. The historicity of Homeric-Era figures such as Herakles
(Entry V) or Menelaus (Entry X) aside, this simple archeological fact makes it an
impossibility that any donations were made at the Lindian sanctuary prior to the
Archaic Era, as there was no temple at Lindos prior to that time.

As 1n the case of the nomenclature debate outline above, discussion of these
“chronologically inconsistent” votives runs the risk of devolving quickly into
interpretation rather than description. Scholarly discussion of these
“Inconsistencies” has tended to describe them according to clear-cut dichotomies,
ranging from Blinkenberg’s seemingly benign distinction between the
“mythologique” and “historique”!2 to Chaniotis’ more charged distinction between
“Echtheit” and “Falschung.”'3 The difficulty and, perhaps, discomfiture, inherent in
discussing these “inconsistencies” is evident in the fact that no one has yet
approached this problem through a systematic investigation.

Blinkenberg initiated scholarly discussion of the phenomenon in his original
1912 study. Blinkenberg’s analysis demonstrates an ambivalent approach to the

anagraphe’s “chronologically inconsistent” votives, arguing for two distinct and

12 Blinkenberg (1912), 388.
13 Chaniotis, 266.



seemingly incompatible interpretations of these elements in the text, one that
imposes a rigid dichotomy of true/false on them, the other which cautions against
anachronistically applying such dichotomies. Blinkenberg’s dual interpretations
merit attention, as they have established the terms of subsequent debate over the
“chronologically inconsistent” votives and continue to inform current scholarly
discussion regarding them.

Blinkenberg first alludes to the “chronologically inconsistent” votives in his
chronological outline of the anagraphe. He designates the first fourteen entries as
the “donations mythiques,” which stand in contrast to those of the “temps
historiques,” (Entries XV-XXXIV) representing the “Archaic Era” and the
“Hellenistic” (Entries XXXV-XLII). The former are offered by individuals who are
“fictional,” with the donations themselves representing “the purest of fantasy,” and
the latter by “real” individuals, with the objects themselves being “strikingly real”
in nature, to the point that Blinkenberg surmises they are the type the authors
would have seen “with their own eyes.”!* In this way Blinkenberg establishes a
dichotomy under which the mythical donations of the first fourteen entries are
“fantasy,” or “not real,” while those of the subsequent entries are “real.”

Blinkenberg goes on to explore in more detail the strategies the text employs
to describe the “mythical” donations. Consider his discussion of the first offering in
the catalogue, which records the donation of a phiale by the hero Lindos, a figure

worshiped at the site as the eponymous founder of the Lindian city-state and said to

14 Blinkenberg (1912), 387.



be the grandson of Helios and the nymph Rhodos:15

Entry I

Aitvdoc @idiav, v 00delc £d0vaTo YvOUEY

gk tivog doti, 89’ dg émeyéyparmto- "Aivdog
ABdvar TToladt kai Au I[Tolel", o[g] iotopel '6p-
yov €v it o tav mIept Podov, Top[y]ocbévng o ie-
pevg Tg ABdvag €v Tt TIoTi Tav PovAdv EIt-
[ot]oAd, TepoPfovrog iepenc kal avToOg V-
Y®[v] v 101 ToTl TOVG HOGTPOVG EMIGTOAGL. 16
[ILindos.2.B2-8]

Lindos, a phiale, which no one was able to
determine from what [material] it is [made],
on which had been inscribed: Lindos to
Athena Polia and Zeus Polieus,” which
Gorgon recounts in the eleventh book of his
On Rhodes, Gorgosthenes the priest of
Athena 1n his letter to the council,
Heroboulos, himself also a priest serving in
his hyparchon-ship, in his letter to the
mastroi. 17

According to Blinkenberg, Lindos’ dedication of a phiale, along with the subsequent
seven offerings of drinking vessels,!® mirrors the real the archeological record of the
sanctuary. The archeologist’s own excavations have revealed that drinking vessels

of various shapes and classes were the dedication par excellence at Lindos, found

15 Diodorus Siculus gives this genealogy in his discussion of Rhodes [Diod.5.56.3-37], while
Pindar states that Lindos was the son of Helios and Rhodos [Pind.O.7]. Epigraphic
evidence from the sanctuary indicates that Diodorus’ genealogy reflects local Lindian
tradition. See Higbie, page 64 for further discussion.

16 The text used in throughout this study is that of Blinkenberg’s 1941 redaction, which
represented a more detailed reading of the text than the original 1912. Throughout this
study, we follow the convention used by scholars of the text which was originally
established by Blinkenberg’s, using Roman numerals to designate the entries in the text.

17 The mastroi were a local administrative council in Lindos. See Higbie page 52 for a
detailed description of the term and its usage in Lindos.

18 Excluding Entry V, a pair of shields dedicated by Heracles.



from the earliest strata of the site onward and frequently represented in decorative
and votive art depicting life at the sanctuary.l® Blinkenberg argues that, for the
“monotonous series” of “fictional” donations comprised by the first eight entries in
the catalogue, the fact that the objects donated are drinking vessels lends these
“mythical” offerings “a grain of reality itself” amidst what is otherwise “fantasy.”

This same entry contains a glaring chronological inconsistency in its
dedicatory inscription, which names Athena Polia and Zeus Polieus as the
recipients of the offering. As Blinkenberg notes, the cult of Zeus Polieus was not
introduced in Rhodes until the beginning of the third century BC and epigraphic
evidence from other sites on the island suggests that this epithet for Athena was not
used before the late third century BC. Although Blinkenberg does not specifically
use the term “anachronism” to refer to this epithet, he does deem it an “absurdité”
whose “invention” is the product either of the text’s authors or the sources they
choose to cite. 20 Blinkenberg’s emphasis on authorial role in this “invention,
1implies that he perceives a deliberate effort on the part of the authors to present
this object in a calculated way. Blinkenberg’s interest the author’s deliberate
textual efforts regarding the “mythical” donations raises the intriguing question: do
the text’s authors feel a need to convince the reader of the reality of the objects they
describe, and if so, what strategies do they employ to do so?

Despite his imposition of “mythical”’/“historical,” “true/ “false” dichotomies on

the anagraphe’s “chronologically inconsistent” votives, Blinkenberg nevertheless

9 Blinkenberg (1912), 388.

20 Ibidem.

10



simultaneously problematizes the application of such dichotomies to the text. In
discussing the distinction between “mythical” and “historical” dedications in the
anagraphe, Blinkenberg makes the following revealing statement: “des dédications
de ce genre s’expliquent sans difficulté parce que le Grecs ne précisaient pas autant
que nous la difference entre I’ histoire et les traditions mythiques.”?! This
statement is interesting for two reasons. First and foremost, the phrase “sans
difficulté” reveals the fact that his modern reader might potentially encounter
difficulty in interpreting the “mythical” donations, and in particular their
“chronologically inconsistent” nature themselves. Secondly, Blinkenberg
acknowledges the fact that differences between the ancient and modern definitions
of “historical” and “mythical” should be taken into account when interpreting the
text.

Blinkenberg’s two somewhat contradictory approaches to the anagraphe’s
“chronologically inconsistent” votives may be summarized as follows: 1) the text’s
authors actively work to emphasize the “reality” of the mythical objects which are
“fantasies”; 2) the text operates according to different standards of “mythical” and
“historical” than its modern readers do.

Subsequent scholarship on the inscription tends to adopt one of Blinkenberg’s
two tacks. John Forsdyke and Angelos Chaniotis represent the scholarly camp that
follows the first of the two approaches, focusing on the inscription’s textual

strategies for presenting what is “mythical” as though it were “historical.” Both

21 Blinkenberg (1912), 353.

11



scholars, however, take Blinkenberg’s dichotomy of “mythical/fantasy/not real”
versus “historical/real” a step further. The issue at stake is no longer that of “real”
versus “not real,” but rather, “real” versus “fake,” the latter implying a certain
intention to deceive. Forsdyke alleges that the Lindos inscription represents “an
entire catalogue of antiquarian forgeries,” including “prehistoric” dedications
“authenticated by fraudulent inscriptions.” 22 His use of the term “authenticate”
expresses in no uncertain terms his belief in the authors’ intent to deceive their
readers. He argues that, as educated men who should have known what was true
and what was not, the “forgers” of the text created a list of “prehistoric” donations
whose dedicatory inscriptions were known to be “false” in order to convince the
reader of the truth of the text.23 For Chaniotis, the “Falschung” inherent in the
Lindos anagraphe is so manifest that the text presents an unparalleled opportunity
for studying the “Technik” of ancient forgers.2¢ Chaniotis uses the anagraphe as a
case study for exploring the linguistic and epigraphic strategies used to create a
sense of “Authentizitat” for “forged” votives.

Several scholars, however, have adopted the second of the two stances
outlined above, problematizing the application of schemata such as the “mythical”/
“historical” or “real”/ “fraudulent” dichotomies to the anagraphe. Carolyn Higbie
and Tanja Scheer maintain that, as it is impossible to reconstruct the motivations of

the anagraphe’s ancient authors, arguing for or against such dichotomies is futile.

22 Forsdyke, 46.

23 Forsdyke, 49.
24 Chaniotis, 266.

12



While both acknowledge the possibility that Timachidas and Tharsagoras could
have engaged in practices intended to deceive their readers, they hold that, due to
the extreme gulf of time which stands between us and these authors, it is
1mpossible to reconstruct their towards such dichotomies. 2> Having established
this stance, both authors refuse to engage in any further discussions of the
“mythical”/ “historical” or “real”/ “fraudulent” in their analyses.

Josephine Shaya, on the other hand, actively rejects these dichotomies as
interpretive schemata for the anagraphe due to their inherent anachronism. She
expresses this sentiment explicitly, arguing that “the very distinction between true
and false history” pertains to a “modern perspective” and obscures what the stele
reveals about its authors’ conceptions of the past and its remains.”?¢ Shaya raises
this issue only once in her introduction, and, having addressed it, does not return to
it. The result is that she does not explore the phenomenon of the anagraphe’s
“chronological inconsistencies” in any detail.

A third approach consists of simply maintaining silence on this issue,
constituting a tacit refusal to engage with the controversial “chronological
inconsistencies” of the anagraphe. Walter Burkert, who cites the text as a source

for investigating ancient votive practices and temple dvaé@rjuaza, does not raise the

25 Higbie, 163-64; Tanja Scheer, 1996. “Ein Museum greichischer ‘Frithgeschichte’ im
Apollontempel von Sikyon,” Klio 78.2 (1996): 361-2.

26 Shaya, Josephine L., “The Lindos Stele and the Lost Treasures of Athena: Catalogs,
Collections, and Local History.” Ph.D. diss., University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 2002, 27-
28.

13



issue of “chronological inconsistencies” at all in his discussion. 2? More recently,
Natcha Masser has explored the chronological distribution of votives in the
anagraphe without acknowledging the fundamental problem of the text’s
“chronological inconsistencies.”?8

There are limitations to both of the approaches outlined above. Those
inherent in the approach taken by Forsdyke and Chaniotis are easily spotted. To
begin, on the most basic level, the terms “fraud” and “forgery” are far from neutral
designations in either English or German. Regardless of these scholars’ intentions
in employing these terms, their negative connotation in regular usage presupposes
the modern conception that to manipulate an object so that it will appear to be
something that it is not is inherently “dishonest.” Moreover, using these terms
suggests intentionality on the part of whoever is responsible for alleged “forgery,”
that this party works to “authenticate” their text while at the same time seeking to
mask their involvement in the process. This thinking is problematic, first, in that it
assigns intentions to long dead authors, but also in that it assumes that they would
have conceived of their actions according to our modern conception of “forgery.”

By resisting the application of the “true/fraudulent” dichotomy on the
anagrahpe’s “chronological inconsistencies,” scholars such as Shaya, Higbie, and
Scheer, avoid the pitfall of anachronism altogether. In doing so, however, they

appear to conflate any attempt at exploring of the “chronological inconsistencies”

27 Burkert, Walter, Greek Religion: Archaic and Classical. Translated by John Raffan,
(Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 1985), 94.

28 Massar, Natcha, “La ‘Chronique de Lindos’: un catalogue a la gloire du sanctuaire
d’Athéna Lindia, Kernos 19 (2006): 229-243.

14



with an anachronistic labeling of these votives as “false.” This reticence to even
broach the topic of the “chronological inconsistencies” in the anagraphe leaves a
potentially fruitful area of the text unexplored.

The present study maintains, however, that it is possible to reconcile these
seemingly opposed approaches to the anagraphe in order to explore the

[14

phenomenon of the text’s “chronologically impossible” votives in a more
comprehensive way than has been done before. This investigation will take Paul
Veyne’s theory of “sincere forgery” as its framework. Veyne’s approach has the
benefit of allowing for thorough exploration of the anagraphe’s “chronological
inconsistencies” while simultaneously approaching the text on its own terms and
eschewing anachronistically applied schemata.

In his essay Les Grecs ont-ils cru a leurs mythes?, Veyne problematizes the
use of the term “forgery” in ancient contexts without dismissing the possibility that
this phenomenon can be discussed effectively. For Veyne, what many modern
observers call “forgery” may be described as the process of filling in the blanks of
history post eventum, or “rétrodiction historique,” a process which occurs universally
across genres that treat the past, even modern historiography. This act only

becomes forgery when it violates the expectations of one’s contemporaries.?? As

Veyne eloquently states, “un faussaire est un homme qui s’est trompé de siecle.”

29 Veyne, 113.

15



That is to say, we cannot anachronistically apply the term “forgery” with all its
modern baggage to an act carried out in antiquity. 3°

Veyne does not dismiss the possibility that modern investigators can explore
ancient techniques “rétrodiction historique” without resorting to the anachronistic
allegation of “forgery.” In fact, for Veyne, the phenomenon of “faussaire sincere,”
acts of “rétrodiction historique” carried out according to the norms of one’s
contemporaries, represents one of the most bizarre and intriguing elements of
Greek mentality and demands scholarly attention. As he states at the beginning of
his chapter on forgery: “cette historiographie de faussaires sinceres est si étrange
qu’il faut s’y arréter.”s!

Using Veyne’s theory of “sincere forgery” as a guide, the present study will
situate the Lindos anagraphe within what we know of contemporary Hellenistic
practices of “historical retrodiction,” focusing in particular on those that pertain to
religious and intellectual contexts. This analysis will reveal the rich textual
strategies of “sincere forgery” employed by the anagraphe’s authors not only to
create a portrait of the sanctuary’s most remote past, but also to connect that past
in a vital and relevant way to their contemporary Hellenistic Rhodes.

b1

The first task in evaluating the issues of “forgery,” “sincere forgery,” and
“historical retrodiction” in the anagraphe is to determine what elements of the text

may be considered potential “forgeries” and who the parties might be who are

30 Veyne, 115.
31 Veyne, 113.

16



responsible for these “forgeries.” These questions prove to be much more
challenging to answer than one might expect. Previous scholarship concerned with
“forgery” in the anagraphe has tended to gloss over some of the more challenging
aspects of the slippery text, leading to a wide divergence in opinions over these
seemingly basic questions of “which objects may be considered ‘forged’?” and “who is
responsible for perpetrating this ‘forgery’?” The anagraphe’s catalogic form,
however, although formulaic and repetitive in nature, belies several layers of
compositional complexity.

The root of much of this complexity can be traced to one central fact
regarding the text’s composition: the majority of the objects catalogued in the text
no longer exist in the temple at the time of the inscription’s creation. According to
the anagraphe’s prescript, one of the central motivations for the creation of the text
1s the fact that many of the oldest and most impressive votive offerings from the
sanctuary’s history have been lost to time. The text enjoins two selected citizens
(Timachidas and Tharsagoras [A.12]) to carry out their work seeing that “cvufaiver
0¢ TV dvalOsudtwv 1o dpyoidtota peta tav Efmypapav 6o tov ypovov éplipbor” (it happens
that the oldest of the offerings, along with their inscriptions, have been destroyed
over time) [A.4]. According to the anagraphe’s prescript, then, the inscription will
stand as a testament to votive offerings that can no longer be seen in the sanctuary
itself.

In compiling their list of votives, Timachidas and Tharsagoras obey the

instructions of the prescript, including, for the most part, dedications which
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linguistic evidence suggests do not exist at the time of the anagraphe’s composition.
In his original commentary, Blinkenberg identifies a pattern in how the text
describes certain votives and which indicates that, of the 42 items catalogued, at

least 33 no longer exist at the time of its composition. This pattern involves the

tenses in which the verb én/gpddm), used formulaically to introduce dedicatory

inscriptions on votives, appears in the text. The 37 votives for which the text

records inscriptions fall into two categories, those whose inscriptions are introduced

with the pluperfect e’n@égpcmc‘o, used exlusively up to and including Entry XXXIII,

and those introduced with the perfect ¢myégpamncar, found only in the entries XXXVII

and following.32 The contrast between the two verb forms may be seen when

comparing the two entries that form the boundaries of each category, where the

forms of émypdpw in question have been emphasized in boldface:

Entry XXXIII

ToAelc prédav, & elye éu pécw<t> Fopydva TETOPEL-

pévav émiypucov, ¢’ G émeyéypamto- "[Zoksig] AOd-

vor Awdifon] dexdrav Koi drmapyav Aaiog, av Elafpfo]v pe-

0 Ape[hoy]ov armo METABAYPEQN «ai XIIE. . QN", [og] io-
Topel Egvayopag v tot a tag ypovikdag cvvt[aéi]oc. [C.75-80]

Entry XXXVII

[0] dapog dotrida katd [ypnouov] mpocapaivovta, 41t d-
vatebeicag Tot ABavar Eogital AVo1g Tod TOKA €ve-

otokotog moti [TtoAepaiov tov dladerpov Torépo[v]-

Kol £yéveto, og armoeaive[tat T oxpirog [€v] tat &

T0¢ ypovikdg o[vv]tdérog. Em[ryéy]parrtor 6¢ £mi tdg dorridoc

32 The verb émgpdqbw does not appear in Entries ITIIV, ITIV, and ITIVI are three of the five
total entries in the text that do not include information on inscriptions and therefore do not

include the verb émgpdew. The other two entries that lack inscriptions are XXIII and XXXII.
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"6 dapog 6 Podiwv ABdvor Aw[diat ka]td xpnopov". [C.97-101]

Blinkenberg’s interpretation of this data, now conventional among scholars of

the anagraphe, is that the votives described with the pluperfect form of én(gpdq&w

were no longer extant at the time of the text’s composition, while those with the
perfect were.33 The anagraphe’s catalogue of votives, then, for the most part
presents a record of what could no longer be seen in the sanctuary rather than an
accounting of what was currently on display.

The issue of the existence/non-existence of the objects catalogued in the
anagraphe at the time of its composition has important implications for identifying
what elements of the text might be deemed “forgery.” If one assumes the most
suspicious stance possible, all of the offerings described in the pluperfect become
questionable. From this perspective, the fact that the text’s ancient readers would
have been unable to verify the existence of these objects through autopsy suggests
that its authors had free rein to select whatever textual accounts of objects suited
their needs or even to fabricate suitable textual accounts through fictitious source
citation. The fabrication of fictitious source citations is not unprecedented in the

ancient world, and, although the citation of Herodotus in Entry XXIX is legitimate,

33 Blinkenberg link this divide in the use of émgpdew in the text to a particular destructive
event that he posits occurred intervening years between Entries XXXIIT and XXXIX that
would have wiped out all of the previous dedications. He identifies this event as being the
fire described in the third epiphany section D in the anagraphe which the text indicates
destroyed an overwhelming number of votives in the sanctuary during the priesthood of one
Eukles. Blinkenberg uses evidence from the epigraphic corpus of the sanctuary to estimate
the year 392 for this priesthood and therefore for this purportedly devastating fire. See
Blinkenberg (1941).
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the remainder of the sources cited by the anagraphe represents texts that no longer
survive to be consulted, leaving open the possibility that they are fabricated.?* The
question of which votives may be considered “forgeries,” then, is complicated by the
fact that we have no way of knowing whether the items that Timachidas and
Tharsagoras claim no longer exist in the sanctuary ever existed there at all.

For Forsdyke, the fact that some of the items in the anagraphe may be
“forgeries” brings the entire text under suspicion. He argues that the inscription
represents “a whole catalogue of antiquarian forgeries.”3> Chaniotis is slightly more
lenient. While he deems all of the no-longer-extant votives (Entries I-XXXIII) to be
“forgeries,” he acknowledges that the remainder of the catalogue likely represents
genuine dedications.3¢ Robin Osborne and Carolyn Higbie, however, take the
opposite approach in an attempt to be more circumspect. While both recognize that
there are problematic “chronologically impossible” donations catalogued in the text,

neither wishes to speculate about which donations may or may not be “forgeries”

34 Fictive source citation is a trope found in a variety of prose genres, both fictive, in the
case of the novel such as that of Dictys of Crete, and historiographic, as in the case of the
This trope is discussed in detail in a monograph by Wolfgang Speyer. See Speyer,
Buecherfunde in der Glaubenswerbung der Antike: Mit einem Ausblick auf Mittelalter und
Neuzeit. Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht: Goettingin, 1970.

A particularly fascinating example of fictive source citation is the work of Ptolemey
Chennus, a 2nd century AD pseudo-historian whose elaborate source “fictions” are
discussed in detail by G.W. Bowersock. See Bowersock, Fiction as history: Nero to Julian,
Sather Classical Lectures 58. University of California Press: Berkeley, 1997.

35 Forsdyke, John, Greece Before Homer: Ancient Chronology and Mythology, (New York:
W. W. Norton and Company, 1957), 44.

36 Chaniotis, Angelos, Historie und Historiker in den griechischen Inschriften.
Epigraphische Beitrdge zur griechischen Historiographie. Heidelberger althistorische
Beitrage und epigraphische Studien 4, (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 1988), 268.
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and both decline to push “too far” the question of the “plausibility” of the items
catalogued.3” Both scholars, therefore, refuse to call any of the votives “forgeries”

For the sake of present investigation, both approaches are too broad. The
sweeping generalizations of Forsdyke and Chaniotis go too far in assuming that if
some votives are “forgeries” then they must all be, while the more circumspect
approach of Higbie and Osborne throws the baby out with the bathwater, leaving no
“chronologically inconsistent” material left for consideration. In order to resolve
this issue, it is necessary to return again to Blinkenberg’s initial publication of the
anagraphe.

As noted previously, Blinkenberg recognizes a divide between what he calls
the “mythological” and “historical” dedications found between XIV and XV.38 At
this point, the donors making offerings to Athena Lindia transition from being
figures dating to the Heroic era to being figures which might plausibly be argued to
belong to the archaic era. On one side of this divide, the Heroic era votives
described, all include the “chronological inconsistency” of anachronistic dedicatory
inscriptions, definitively making them “chronologically impossible” objects open to
interpretation as possible “forgeries.” On the other side of the divide, things are
much less clear. Beginning with Entry XV, a set of pinakes dedicated by the three
phylai of the city of Lindos, the votives begin to contain details that might plausibly

match documentary and literary evidence placing them within the eighth century

37 Higbie,164; Robin Osborne,“Relics and Remains in an Ancient Greek World Full of
Anthropomorphic Gods.” In Relics and Remains, edited by Alexandra Walsham. Oxford
University Press: Oxford, 2010. 63.

38 Blinkenberg (1912), 350.
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and beyond,3? meaning that these objects fall firmly on the far of the eighth century
watershed event of the development of writing.

Unlike the first 14 dedications of the Heroic era, then, these objects do not
include “chronological inconsistencies” which identify them as inherently
“Impossible” objects. There is no evidence to suggest that the inscribed pinakes of
Entry XV or any of the subsequent votives in the catalogue are anything other than
what the text describes them to be. The Heroic Era votives, on the other hand, with
their anachronistic dedicatory inscriptions in the Greek alphabet, cannot have
originated in the era in which the text alleges. The analysis of the Lindos
anagraphe that follows, then, will confine its discussion of potential “forgery” to
these first fourteen dedications which are the only items in the catalogue that can
be definitively shown to be “chronologically impossible” objects.

In order to move forward with our evaluation of these first fourteen
dedications as potential “forgeries,” it is necessary to determine more clearly who
might responsible for “forging” them. Here too the complexity of the text’s
composition resists easy explanation and the issue of the existence/non-existence of
the votives in 99 BC again becomes central.

Since the majority of the objects catalogued were no longer present in the
sanctuary, Timachidas and Tharsagoras had to rely on written accounts of these
objects rather than their own autopsy. The prescript itself alludes to this fact,

enjoining the pair to consult whatever documents they need in order to fulfill their

39 Blinkenberg (1912) 369-372; Higbie 93-94.
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mission. As the text states, they are to draw their information from &« ze
tav[émfiotodav kai t@&v ypnuotfioudv kol &k t@v diwv uaptopilwv,) from the letters and
archives and other testimonies) [A.7]. In creating their account, Timachidas and
Tharsagoras follow these instructions, citing with great care the sources, both
literary and documentary, that they have consulted for each item. This process is
evident in catalogue’s first entry, the donation of Lindos, discussed above on page 8,
and is characteristic of how the text’s compilers indicated their sources throughout
the anagraphe:

(I Aivdog puakav, Gv ovdeic £d0vato yvouev

gk tivog doti, 89’ G émeyéyparmto- "Aivdog

ABdavan TToladt kai Au [Tolel", o[g] iotopel '6p-

yov €v it o tav mIept Podov, Top[y]ocbévng o ie-

pevg 1ag ABdvag €v Tt TToTi Tav PovAdv EIt-

[ot]oAd, Tepofovrog iepec kal anToOg LITAP-

Yo [v] v Tot motl Tov¢ paoTpovg Emotordl. [B.2-8]

Lindos, a phiale, which no one was able to determine from what

[material] it is [made], on which had been inscribed: Lindos to

Athena Polia and Zeus Polieus,” which Gorgon recounts in the

eleventh book of his On Rhodes, Gorgosthenes the priest of

Athena 1n his letter to the council, Heroboulos, himself also a

priest serving in his hyparchon-ship, in his letter to the mastroi.

In this entry, the text’s compilers cite three sources from which they have

drawn their information about Lindos’ dedication, the local historian Gorgon’s work

[Tepi Posov and two letters from the temple official Gorgosthenes, one he had
addressed to the Lindian ,600/1/} in his function as priest, the other to the Lindian
mastroi in his function as {)Hdp)(wv. This mix of sources which we might call both

literary, as in the case of the Gorgon text, and documentary, as in the case of the
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letters, represents the typical pattern established by the text’s compilers to cite
their sources throughout.

As their task is one of research and compilation, Timachidas and
Tharsagoras are relating second-hand information and are at least one step
removed from any contact with the no-longer-extant dedications. In light of the
fact, it is pertinent to consider whether they may be held responsible for the alleged
“forgery” in the text or whether they, taking their sources at face value, are merely
proliferating the “forgery” of their sources or even of their sources’ sources. In other
words, can the Lindos anagraphe even be considered to contain “forgery” when its
authors are, presumably, merely passing along information related by others? This
question is not merely on of semantics but rather, has important implications for
evaluating the anagraphe.

Despite the centrality of this question, previous scholars, while
acknowledging the separation between the anagraphe’s compilers and the objects
they catalogue have, nevertheless, failed to develop a convincing means of relating
this fact to the issue of “forgery.” Forsdyke, for instance, makes no attempt to
reconcile his allegation of “forgery” with the process by which the text was
composed, acknowledging that Timachidas and Tharsagoras cull their information
from previous sources while in the same breath referring to them as forgers.40
Chaniotis, on the other hand, is inclined to absolve the pair completely, identifying

the author Xenagoras, a key source cited consistently throughout the anagraphe, as

40 Forsdyke, 44.
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the perpetrator of the “forgery” which Timachidas and Tharsagoras unknowing
proliferate. 41 Detlev Fehling raises the issue of fictive source citation as a resolution
to this problem, arguing that previous scholars are “far too credulous when they
ascribe these fictions” (the “forged” votives) to the sources Timachidas and
Tharsagoras cite for them.”42 He suggests that the pair have “forged” both the
existence of the objects they describe and the existence of the written accounts they
cite for their descriptions.

None of these approaches is particularly useful for the present study.
Forsdyke simplistically glosses over this complicated aspect of the text and
Chaniotis’ absolution of the anagraphe’s authors from any culpability in
transmitting “forgery” does not take into account their active role in selecting what
materials to include in their work. Although intriguing, Fehling’s theory cannot be
verified and therefore does not further our understanding of the processes behind
the text.

Higbie, however, proposes a hypothetical model for the creation of these texts
that takes into account the relationship between the text’s descriptions of Heroic
Era votives and their real-world counterparts, objects purportedly donated by
heroes and displayed in sanctuaries throughout the Greek world. Higbie argues
that the dedications of the first fourteen entries, “if they ever existed,” were “either

forgeries or objects misinterpreted by the authors who serve as sources for the

41 Chaniotis, 278.

42 Fehling, Detlev, Herodotus and his ‘Sources:’ Citation, Invention and Narrative Art.
Translated by J. G. Howie. ARCA Classical and Medieval Texts, Papers and Monographs
21. Francis Cairns: Leeds (1990), 168.
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compilers.” She acknowledges the possibility that priests and sanctuary exegetes,
or tour guides might have “embroidered” tales about votive offerings and other
avobnuaza, either “wrongly” identifying these objects, or even “forging” them “to
serve as props for their tales about the age and importance of the sanctuary.” 43
Higbie also admits that the sources cited by Timachidas and Tharsagoras may have
fabricated accounts of objects designed to reflect their real-world counterparts.
Additionally, Timachidas and Tharsagoras themselves might have fabricated both
the accounts of such objects and the sources they cite. Although Higbie expresses
doubts that such arguments about these processes “can be taken any further” that
this basic speculation, her model suggests the centrality of the interaction between
votives as a physical object in Lindian sanctuary and votives as a textual constructs
in the anagraphe. This model posits three levels at which “forgery” of the
anagraphe’s votives might have occurred, the “forgery” of a physical votive with an
anachronistic dedicatory inscription, the “forgery” of a textual account of such an
object by an intermediary source, and the “forgery” of a textual account of such an
object by Timachidas and Tharsagoras. Even though the second two levels involve
the “forgery” of objects that are purely textual constructs, it is likely that they
would nevertheless reflect the same processes used to “forge” the physical object, a
strategy that would make their textually constructed “forgery” resemble more
accurately the type of “real-world” Heroic Era votives their reader would have

encountered in temple settings. This model may be summarized as follows:

43 Higbie, 163-64.
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1) An individual in the temple inscribes an object with a “forged” dedicatory
inscription and attributes it to a heroic donor

2) An intermediary source later cited by Timachidas and Tharsagoras fabricates

a textual account of the type of “forged” votive typically attributed to a heroic

donor

3) Timachidas and Tharsagoras fabricate a textual account of the type of

“forged” votive typically attributed to a heroic donor and attribute it to a false

source through a fictive source citation
According to this model, even though it is impossible to determine whether
Tharsagoras and Timachidas have themselves “forged” a “textually constructed”
votive, whether they have transmitted a “textually constructed” votive “forged” by
their sources, or whether their sources have faithfully described a “real-world”
object “forged” by an individual in the temple, the anagraphe’s textually constructed
Heroic Era votives are nevertheless informed on some level by their “real-world”
counterparts.

For the present study, understanding this relationship between “real-world”
votive and “textually constructed” votive will be crucial for evaluating the
anagraphe’s “chronologically inconsistent” dedications as potential “forgeries.” This
investigation will begin in Chapter Two by situating the Heroic Era within the
context of the ancient religious practice of displaying the “real-world” practice of
displaying purportedly Heroic Era votives that correspond to the anagraphe’s

“textually constructed” votives. The chapter will go on to explore how Eugene

Thompson’s theory of the “identity marking” of Heroic relics relates to the

27



anachronistic dedicatory inscriptions of the anagraphe’s Heroic Era votives.4¢ The
second half of Chapter Two will explore the question of whether the “epigraphic
invention” of these anachronistic dedicatory inscriptions would have met ancient
criteria for forgery, considering both ancient conceptions of forgery in both literary
and religious contexts, the latter of which is particularly significant for
understanding the anagraphe.

The third chapter will consider the anagraphe’s Heroic Era votives as
“sincere forgeries” seen as “filling in the gaps” of tradition, focusing on the question
of what role the text’s status as “sincere forgery” might have played in shaping
reader’s experience of visiting the Lindian sanctuary. This chapter will begin by
considering the socio-political impact of the text by evaluating it as an example of
Hans-Joachim Gehrke’s “intentional history.” The investigation will then focus the
text’s role in shaping religious experience for its Hellenistic reader, in particular the
experience of religious awe or wonder. A comparison between the anagraphe’s
Heroic Era votives and the genre of Hellenistic paradoxography, a genre dedicated
to eliciting a sense of the wondrous in its readers, provides a model for
understanding this process in the Lindos text.

The study will conclude with a brief epilogue reiterating our findings through
a comparison with a relevant modern comparandum, the recent controversy over
the archeological “forgeries” from the Roman villas at Irufna-Veleia in the Basque

Country of Spain. The Iruna-Veleia ostraka like the Lindos anagraphe, employ the

44 Thompson E. T., “The Relics of Heroes in Ancient Greece.” Ph.D. diss., University of
Washington, Seattle, 1986, 12.
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technique of appending of fabricated, chronologically impossible inscriptions to
purportedly ancient artifacts of religious and historical import. The modern
reaction to the unmasking of these “forgeries,” however, emphasizes the differences
between the “sincere forgery” of the Lindos anagraphe, created according to
contemporary expectations of “true” and “false,” and the modern criminal act

“forgery” seen by its contemporaries as a violation of this dichotomy.
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CHAPTER TWO

FILLING IN THE GAPS OF TRADITION IN THE LINDOS ANAGRAPHE:
BETWEEN “EPIGRAPHIC INVENTION” AND “FORGERY”

IN THE HEROIC ERA VOTIVES

The present chapter seeks to evaluate the Lindos anagraphe’s
“chronologically impossible” Heroic Era votives according to ancient, rather than
modern, criteria of forgery. A crucial first step in this process will be to
contextualize these votives within the apparently widespread but little explored
ancient religious practice of displaying purportedly Heroic Era votives. Exploring
how the Lindos anagraphe works within and responds to this traditional practice
will aid in isolating the textual strategies that will be evaluated as potential
“forgeries” in the chapter’s second half. An overview of ancient attitudes towards
forgery will demonstrate that definitions of the practice were highly context-
dependent, and, subsequently, that understanding the religious nature of the
anagraphe is crucial for interpreting its relationship to contemporary

conceptualizations of “forgery.”
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An Overview of Heroic Era Votive Offerings in the Ancient World

Authors as early as Herodotus in the fifth century BC and as late as
Pausanias and Lucian in the second century AD refer to the display of Heroic Era
votives in contemporary temple settings, suggesting the longevity of the practice in
antiquity.4> Additionally, these sources show that the practice was geographically
widespread, appearing at sanctuary sites both large and small, from well-known
sites in mainland Greece and Asia Minor such as Thebes [Paus.9.16.3] and Didyma
[Diog.Laert.8.1.4] to more far-flung minor sites such as Engyum in Sicily
[Plut.Vt.Marc.20] and Euhesperis in North Africa [Diod.Sic.4.56.6].

Descriptions of Heroic Era votives appear in texts of diverse genres ranging
from the historiographic/antiquarian works of Dionysius of Halicarnassus and
Diodorus Siculus to Plutarch’s biography of Marcellus to the anonymous Hellenistic
paradoxography known as the De mirabilibus auscultationibus. In each case, the
author has his own specific motivations for alluding to the display of Heroic Era
votives and these motivations vary greatly from text to text. The following
examples demonstrate two of the many ways ancient authors use references to the
practice in furthering their literary goals.

In Lucian’s Tlpog tov daidevtov kai moile Pifrio avoduevov (often known by its
Latin title Adversus indoctum), a satirical attack on a bourgeois poseur turned

bibliophile, the narrator mocks a philosophy-buff who avidly displays the staff of

45 While the text of Diognenes Laertius’ life of Pythagoras, with its description of the
display of Menelaus’ shield at Didyma, dates to the third century AD, the author’s account
does not relate the practice as a contemporary one, but rather one occurring many centuries
earlier.
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Cynic philosopher Peregrinus in the same manner that the Theban and Tegean
sanctuaries display respectively the bones of Geryones and the Calydonian boar’s
hide [Luc.Ind.14]. As Neil Hopkins interprets this passage, Lucian uses the
practice of displaying such objects in temples as a point of comparison in order to
lampoon this individual’s fixation on collecting and displaying the symbols of
philosophy rather than engaging with it intellectually.4¢ Interestingly, Lucian, a
satirist famously critical of religion and religious practice, does not take the
opportunity to mock the display of the boar’s hide or bones directly. The author
instead deploys the reference to the practice in order to make the collector look
ridiculous.

Another interesting example is that of Menelaus’ dedication of Euphorbus’
shield at Didyma as described by Pythagoras in Diogenes Laertius’ life of the
philosopher. In relating the process of the transmigration of his soul, the
Pythagoras recounts his previous life as the Trojan hero Euphorbus, who had died
at the hands of Menelaus when fighting for Hector’s body at Troy.4” Later, the
philosopher Hermotimus, to whom the soul of Euphorbus had transmigrated before
reaching Pythagoras, was able to prove himself a reincarnation of the hero by
identifying the shield that Menelaus had dedicated to Apollo at Didyma
[Diog.Laert.8.1.4]. In this famous passage frequently cited by scholars interested in

Pythagorean views on reincarnation, the traditional practice of displaying Heroic

46 Neil Hopkinson, ed. Lucian: A Selection. Cambridge Greek and Latin Texts: New York,
2008. 130-131.

47 An encounter described in the Iliad, see [Hom.Il. 17.9ff]).
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votives i1s evoked in order to provide evidence for a radical doctrine that directly
challenged the conventional Olympian religion’s view of the soul.4®

As the above examples demonstrate, literary texts, even when they reference
and describe the same phenomenon, do so with very different textual motives. It is,
therefore, problematic to draw too many generalizations about the ancient practice
of displaying Heroic Era votives and its context in sanctuaries based solely on the
evidence of widely divergent literary texts. We are fortunate, however, to have one
ancient source whose documentary motives for describing the practice match very
closely our own: that of Pausanias. The author’s consistent interest in giving
detailed descriptions of sanctuary contexts and their content provides us with a
great deal of information on the practices of votive dedication in general and the
display of specifically Heroic Era votives in particular. K. W. Arafat argues that
Pausanias’ focus on antiquities found in temple contexts is representative of the
contemporary Greek intellectual milieu under Hadrian’s Panhellenion association of
Greek states, when many Greek intellectuals sought to reconcile their ancient past
within their contemporary Roman context. Arafat identifies Pausanias’ particular
approach as a unique mix of the detailed, systematic art historical approach of Pliny
with Herodotus’ method of autopsy and belief that the unique details of a sanctuary
were key to understanding a local community’s identity.*® W. Kendrick Pritchett

argues that, in light of Pausanias’ near fixation with describing antiquities and

48 Richard D. McKirahan, Philosophy Before Socrates: An Introduction with Texts and
Commentary. Hackett Publishing: Indianapolis, 2011. 85-86.

49 K. W. Arafat, “Pausanias’ Attitude towards Antiquities.” The Annual of the British
School at Athens 87 (1992), pp. 387-409, 388.
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their contexts, we might more appropriately refer to the Ilepijynoic tijc EAAddoc as the
Iepi dyotudrawv.50

The Heroic Era donors whose dedications Pausanias describes represent a
wide variety of figures from the Greek mythological tradition. They range from the
most famous of heroes, including Odysseus, to more minor mythological figures,
such as Peirasos, one of the six sons of Argos [Paus.2.17.5]. Additionally, Pausanias
describes not only male but also female donors from the mythological tradition,
including Laodike, daughter of Agapenor [Paus.8.5.3] and the Danaid
Hypermnestra [Paus.2.19.6].

With regard to the donations themselves, a number of the votives described
are particularly noteworthy as objects, as in the case of the famed necklace of
Harmonia received from Cadmus, said to bring misfortune to all who possessed it,
which had been passed from Polyneices to Eriphyle and dedicated to Apollo at
Delphi by their descendants, the sons of Phegos [Paus.9.41.2]. Others are in some
way wondrous, as in the case of an amazingly long-lived fawn dedicated to Demeter
at Lycosura by Agapenor, was still supposedly alive and on display at the
sanctuary as late as the time of Augustus [Paus. 8.10.9]. Still others consisted of
objects in some way associated with the legend of the hero, as in the case of a set of
dice at the temple of Tyche at Nemea said to have been dedicated by the hero

Palamedes, the famed creator of dice [Paus. 2.20.3]. The majority of the votives

50 W. Kendrick Pritchett, “Pausanias on Greek Religion.” In Pausanias Periegetes vol.1,
Monographs on Ancient Greek History and Archeology 6. J.C. Gieben Publisher:
Amsterdam, 1998, pp. 61-295, 61.
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dedicated by the Heroic Era figures, however, represent objects that, aside from
their association with famous donors, are otherwise unremarkable. These include
statuary, such as a wooden image of Hermes dedicated by Cecrops at the temple of
Athena Polias at Athens [Paus.1.27.1], spoils of war, such as Euphorbus’ donation of
Menelaus’ shield at the Heraeum outside of Mycenae [Paus.2.17.3], and adornments
for cult statues, such as Laodike’s gift of a robe to Athena Alea at Tegea
[Paus.8.5.3]. As Eugene Thompson notes, these examples, in addition to many of
Heroic Era votives described by Pausanias and other sources, resemble the
dedications we know to have been typical of visitors during historical times.5!
Pausanias’ descriptions of Heroic Era votive offerings is especially important
for understanding the practice of displaying these items in temple contexts.
Throughout his text, Pausanias frequently describes his interactions with priests
and other temple exegetes who aid him in interpreting votives he encounters in
sanctuaries. For instance, in describing the temple of Eileithyia in Athens,
Pausanias relates that the old women in charge of the temple explained to him the
history of the statues dedicated to the goddess, including one offered by Phaedra
[Paus. 1.18.5]. At the sanctuary of Demeter at Phlisia, local exegetes indicated to
him that a chariot displayed prominently on the roof of the temple is that of Pelops
[Paus.2.14.4]. These descriptions suggest not only that Heroic Era votives were on
display for visitors to see within these sanctuaries, but also that locals went out of

their way to show them off to tourists such as Pausanias. The practice of displaying

51 Eugene Thompson,“The Relics of Heroes in Ancient Greece.” Ph.D. diss., University of
Washington, Seattle, 1986, 14.
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notable votives of the type described by Pausanias has been explored in detail by
both Josephine Shaya and Adrienne Mayor, who equate the experience of visiting
the ancient sanctuary to that of the modern experience of visiting a museum, where
the display of objects and mediation of guides creates a “curated” experience for the
visitor.52

The preceding exploration of Heroic Era votives has focused solely on literary
evidence. This is because epigraphic and archeological evidence of such objects
remains scare. Votives attributed to heroes do not appear among the extant
epigraphic inventories of sanctuary treasuries nor among artifacts excavated from
sanctuaries. The following analysis will suggest some possible explanations for this
lack of surviving documentary and physical evidence.

With regard to the lack of evidence for the practice in the archeological
record, it is important to highlight that extant votives survived the centuries due to
a fortuitous conundrum faced by ancient sanctuary officials. With temple display
space at a premium and votive offerings piling up year after year, officials were
forced to clear out older offerings to make room for new ones when the former were

no longer of interest as display items.?3 However, these objects, technically the

52 For Shaya, this “museum experience” is comparable to the modern experience of visiting
a history museum where the artifacts of the distant past are on display, while for Mayor,
whose focus is prehistoric fossil remains, it is equated to visiting a natural history museum
where the wonders of the physical world, i.e. fossils, strange stones, unusual animals, were
on display. Adrienne Mayor, The First Fossil Hunters: Dinosaurs, Mammoths, and Myth in
Greek and Roman Times, Princeton University Press: Princeton, 2011; Josephine Shaya,
“Greek Temple as Museum: The Case of the Legendary Treasure of Athena from Lindos,”
AJA 109 (2005), 423-442.

53 F.T. Van Straten, “Votives and Votaries in Greek Sanctuaries.” In Le Sanctuaire Grec,
edited by Albert Schachter. Fondation Hardt: Geneva (1992), 271. Van Straten effectively
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property of the gods to whom they had been dedicated, could not simply be
destroyed or otherwise disposed of. Temple officials throughout the ancient world
therefore solved this problem by the ceremonial interring of votives in pits within
sanctuary temenoi, thus preserving them for modern archeologists. >* Presumably
remarkable, noteworthy, or extremely valuable votives were retained, especially
those that could be melted down or otherwise repurposed within the sanctuary.?>
Due to the high symbolic value of Heroic votives, well-attested in the literary
sources, it 1s logical that they would have retained their cachet as display items
over time, avoiding this particular fate.

What initially appears more puzzling is the absence of any mention of such
objects in the extant epigraphic record of sanctuaries.  We might ask, if the

display of Heroic votives in temples was as common a practice in antiquity as our

demonstrates the ever-present problem of space caused by the piling up of votives in
sanctuaries, cataloging a variety of fascinating temple decrees from throughout the Greek
world detailing with great specificity when, where, and what type of votive offerings could
be placed within the sanctuary.

54 Van Straten, 272. See also Walter Burkert, Greek Religion: Archaic and Classical.
Translated by John Raffan, (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 1985), 94.

55 W. H.D. Rouse, Greek Votive Offerings: An Essay in the History of Greek Religion.
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press (1902), 246-7.

56 The three most extensive finds of temple inventories are those associated with the
Parthenon at Athens, the temple of Artemis Brauronia at Athens, and sanctuaries of Apollo
and Artemis at Delos, each of which have been the subject of large-scale studies by Diane
Harris, Tullia Linders, and Richard Hamilton respectively; minor finds from Didyma and
other Asia Minor sites are the subject of Beate Dignas’ briefer study. See: Harris (1995).
The Treasures of the Parthenon and Erectheion. Oxford University Press: Oxford; Linders
(1972). Studies in the Treasure Records of Artemis Brauronia Found in Athens. Acta
Instituti Atheniensis Regni Sueciae 4.29. Svenska Institutet 1 Athen: Stockholm; Hamilton
(1993). Treasure Map: A Guide to the Delian Inventories. University of Michigan Press:
Ann Arbor; and Dignas (2002). “Inventories” or “Offering Lists?” Assessing the Wealth of
Apollo Didymaeus.” ZPE 138, 235-244.
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literary sources suggest, why would these objects not appear among the various
inscribed inventories of temple treasuries that survive? The answer likely lies in the
surviving texts’ emphasis on the financial rather than symbolic or religious value of
the objects they catalogue.” The practice of creating annual temple treasury
inventories, first developed in fifth century BC Athens, centered on the formal
yearly transfer of the post of treasurer from one official to the next, the process of
mopaddooic formulaically recorded in each inscription.?® Epigraphers agree that the
yearly creation of these inventories served two functions: 1) as a practical measure
to put in order what Lewis calls the “financial machinery” of Athena Parthenos’
sanctuary, the vast stores of wealth which would serve as the city’s “reserve capitol”
in times of crisis and 2) as a means of providing what Dignas refers to as
bureaucratic “transparency,” demonstrating that public officials charged with the
enormous responsibility of handling the goddess’ wealth from year to year were
carrying out their duties in a responsible and trustworthy manner.

As the practice of creating such inventories spread throughout the Greek
world to a variety of sanctuaries including those of Apollo Delos and Didyma, its

emphasis remained on formulaic calculating of financial value and the process of

57D. M. Lewis, “Temple Inventories in Ancient Greece.” In Pots and Pans: A Colloquium on
Precious Metals and Ceramics in the Muslim, Chinese, and Graeco-Roman Worlds, edited
by Michael Vickers. Oxford Studies in Islamic Art III. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1986. 72. While Lewis’ focus is on how temple inventories inform our knowledge of Greek
metalwork, his chapter gives an excellent overview of the development of the temple
inventory in the Greek world.

58 Lewis 71-72; Dignas 235. While both view the two processes as being interdependent,
Lewis stresses the financial aspect of the Athenian inventories, Dignas the importance of
the process of mapddooig.
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mopaddooic.’® Lewis notes the emphasis these inventories place on objects of
immediate and tangible financial value and argues that they demonstrate a bias
toward listing items made of precious metal and other expensive materials that
could be easily melted-down into transferable raw resources, quickly mobilized in
times of crisis. Even for items that were not made of precious metal, the inventories
emphasize the ability of the objects they catalogue to be converted quickly into
financial capital, almost universally recording items’ specific value in silver or
gold.60

Since Heroic Era votives were usually composed of humble materials
representative of their antiquity, such as wood and linen, temples would have found
it difficult to place a concrete exchange value on them. Their value was cultural and
historical rather than financial and thus tied to their place, circumstance, form, and
narrative in a way that items that could be melted into bullion were not. For this
reason, Heroic Era votives seem to occupy a liminal space among temple goods,
possessing sufficient cultural value and display potential to avoid the fate of being
discarded in pits when space became tight, but also not of such immediate and
transferable financial use that they would enter into the detailed treasury

inventories that served as ancient bank balances.

5 Dignas, 242-243.

60 Lewis,72.
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Interpreting the Heroic Era Votives: “Identity Markers” and “Forgery”

While the literary evidence surveyed above suggests that a visitor to an
ancient temple could see votives purportedly dedicated by Heroic Era figures, we
know that the majority of these votives could not have authentically originated in
the that epoch. Any Heroic Era votive described as bearing an inscription in the
Greek alphabet, such as Odysseus’ dedication of Meriones’ inscribed shield at
Engyum [Plut.Vt.Marc.20], must necessarily be the product of later manipulation.
The relationship between “chronologically impossible” Heroic Era votives and the
processes of manipulation that lie behind their inscriptions, however, has been
explored only sporadically by modern scholars and has yet to receive comprehensive
study in its own right.

The most in-depth and sustained consideration of the phenomenon of Heroic
votives come from two large-scale scholarly works which investigate the general
practices of hero cult and votive dedication respectively, the former conducted by
Friedrich Pfister, the latter by W.H.D. Rouse.®! Both early twentieth-century
scholars, working in the vein of traditional Altertumswissenschaft, produced
exhaustive, catalogic compendia of every potentially relevant ancient reference to
the two practices.®? In both cases, purportedly Heroic Era votives, possessing the

dual status of heroic relic (in that they were supposedly the original property of

61 Friedrich Pfister, (1912). Der Reliquienkult im Altertum. Religionsgeschichtliche
Versuche und Vorarbeiten, 5 Giessen : Topelmann; Rouse, W. H.D. Greek Votive Offerings:
An Essay in the History of Greek Religion. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press. 1902.

62 Pfister’s two volume work totals 700 pages, Rouse’s 450.
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heroes) and votive offering (in that they were dedicated by these figures), remained
peripheral phenomena, acknowledged but de-emphasized by the two researchers.
For Pfister, interested in the relationship between Heroic “relics”63 and cultic
practice, such votives, which did not generally play a role in the latter,%* were
marginally important to his investigation. For Rouse, interested in connecting the
extant archeological record with ancient descriptions of votive practices, these
objects, which lack extant archeological exemplars, offered little to his overall
project.

Eugene Thompson’s exploration of the phenomenon of heroic relics treats
some of the area left unexplored by Pfister and Rouse, considering in more detail
the question of the chronological impossibility of the Heroic Era votives and the
processes of manipulation that shaped them. In updating the catalogic work of
Pfister and Rouse, Thompson seeks to refine our understanding of what Pfister
dubbed the ancient “Heroic relic” by using what he calls “primitive psychological
and theological models”®> taken from comparative religious studies and
anthropology, in particular the work of Mircea Eliade. According to Thompson’s
definition, a “Heroic relic” consists of either 1) the physical remains of heroes, 2) an
object belonging to or associated with them, or 3) a physical location associated with

them (usually a gravesite). The “Type 2” relics, as Thompson refers to them

63 A term he does not carefully define but which clearly refers to both physical remains and
personal possessions.

64The scepter of Agamemnon is a potentially interesting exception. See Thompson, page 40
for discussion of the possible “worship” of this relic.

65 Thompson, 6.
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throughout his study, are primarily found in descriptions of temple contexts and
represent votive offerings made by heroes. Although “Type 2” relics are not
Thompson’s focus and his discussion of them is distributed disparately throughout
his work, he makes several pertinent observations about the role of Heroic Era
votives in Greek religious life.

To begin, Thompson draws important distinctions between this class of relics
and those of Type 1 and 3. Unlike relics relating to heroes’ physical remains or
gravesites, the Type 2 relics were not used in cult or ceremony, nor were they fought
over by city-states contesting claims to the hero or his cult. Additionally, this class
of relic, unlike similar relics found in other world cultures, and, in particular the
Christian tradition, were not considered to hold special powers nor were they used
as amulets.%6

More significantly, Thompson notes that, in the case of many Heroic Era
votives, the objects donated are not typically noteworthy in and of themselves.
These objects reflect the classes of votives most typically excavated from or found
depicted within ancient sanctuaries, including weaponry, ceramics, and personal
effects. Votives such as the dice dedicated by Palamedes [Paus.2.20.3], the shield of
Menelaus dedicated by Euphorbus [Paus.2.17.3], the robe dedicated by Laodike,
[Paus.8.5.3], all represent donations of this type consisting of objects that are not
especially noteworthy as objects but which become so due to their association with a

remarkable donor.

66 Thompson, 11.
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According to Thompson, in the case of Heroic votives, it is this close personal
association between the object and hero that gives an otherwise quotidian object its
special status as “relic,” a status whose “essence” lies in the manifest
“identification” between object and hero.6” In other words, in order for a votive to be
considered the genuine dedication of a hero, this association between donor and
object would have had to have been obvious and unequivocal. In the case of Type 1
and 3 relics (physical remains and gravesites), the Homeric poems or oracles
established the associative link between a particular hero and a set of physical
remains or a gravesite unearthed in a particular location. Type 2 relics, however,
which usually lacked Homeric or oracular traditions regarding their origins, would
not have had obvious authoritative links to heroes. Thompson argues that, in order
for these relics to have developed an association with a hero, they must have
contained features which he dubs “identity clues” or “markers,” attributes that
elicited a manifest association with a particular hero.

In the case of unique or noteworthy Type 2 relics, these “identity markers”
might be remarkable features of the object itself, such as the unusual size of the egg
displayed at the temple of Hilaria at Sparta, purportedly birthed by Leda [Paus
3.16.1]. The generally accepted scenario proposed to explain this object is that a
remarkably large egg, possibly of an ostrich, found its way into the Spartan

temple.®8 Leda’s association not only with eggs but also with the city of Sparta gave

67 Thompson, 12.
68 Thompson, 42.
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rise her identification with it with the mythological figure in this particular temple
setting.

Unlike Leda’s egg at Sparta, however, the majority of the Heroic Era
dedications described by Pausanias and other sources were items that were
physically unremarkable. Although sometimes these objects are described as
showing signs of aging or being archaic in style, Thompson argues that such
indicators of antiquity would have been insufficient for creating an automatic
association with a specific hero. As Thompson notes, in a temple setting there
would presumably have been a multitude of votives bearing signs of great age, and,
since not all of these came to be associated with notable Heroic Era figures,% some
additional physical attribute or “identity marker” must have been necessary to elicit
a specific connection for a given object. Thompson holds that the “identity marker
par excellence,” capable of instantly establishing such a relationship without any
trace of ambiguity, was the dedicatory inscription. However, as Thompson
acknowledges, dedicatory inscriptions on Heroic Era relics were necessarily
anachronistic, and, as such, reflect a calculated manipulation of the “identity
marker” principle in order to elicit an association between object and hero.”

While Thompson’s study of Heroic Era relics does not include discussion of
the Lindos anagraphe, his theory of “identity marking,” especially as it regards
votive dedicatory inscriptions, is instructive for the present study. The following

analysis will consider the dedicatory inscriptions of the anagraphe’s Heroic Era

69 Thompson, 27.
70 Thompson, 33.
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votives as “identity markers” manipulated so as to link a given votive to a hero, and,

subsequently, to link that hero to the Lindian sanctuary.

“Identity Markers” as “Forgery”: Inscriptions in the anagraphe

While our ancient sources reveal that inscriptions were frequently
included on Heroic Era votives, nowhere is the importance of the relationship
between inscription, donor, and offering more highlighted than in the Lindos
anagraphe itself. The text, in fact, consistently privileges inscriptions as one of the
most significant details of the dedications, not exclusively for the votives of the
Heroic Era, but for all of the offerings it catalogues.

This emphasis on dedicatory inscriptions first appears in the prescript, which
states explicitly the importance of inscriptions for establishing the donor/votive
relationship. As noted, the prescript explains the mastroi’s motivations for ordering
the creation of the anagraphe. According to the émei clause of lines A.3-4, one key
1impetus for the project is the fact that many notable donations have been lost to
time. The text makes it clear, however, that it is not merely the loss of the objects
themselves that is problematic. The clause cites the loss not only of the t@v
avalOsudrav ta dpyorotaza, the oldest of the offerings, but also of their accompanying
inscriptions, indicated by the prepositional phrase ucta wav élmypapav: émei . .
.oopfaivel 0 TV avolBsuatmv To GpyaidTaTo. HeTa TV E[IIYPopay oLa ToV ypovov épbapbor
(since it happens that the oldest of the offerings along with their inscriptions have

been destroyed over the course of time)[A.2-4]. According to the prescript, then, the
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loss of the inscriptions is as unfortunate for the temple as the loss of the objects
themselves.

In composing their catalogue of offerings, Tharsagoras and Timachidas follow
the prescript’s lead in privileging the dedicatory inscriptions of the objects they
describe. The pair are enjoined by the mastroi to include in their descriptions & xa
11 Gpuolovra mepi 1V dvabeudrov [A.T], whatever information is dpudlwv or “fitting”
regarding the votives. It is clear from an overview of their compilation that they
consistently interpret the inclusion of inscriptions as fulfilling this requirement. Of
the 42 offerings catalogued in the anagraphe, 37 are described as bearing dedicatory
inscriptions, suggesting that the text’s authors consider them to be not only “fitting”
to include, but even as integral elements of the dedications.

Further emphasizing the importance of these inscriptions is the fact that of
the entries for the 37 inscribed votives, 33 directly quote the text of the inscription.
Of the three entries that mention inscribed votives without quoting their text, two
dedications, those of Cadmus’ (Entry III) and of Amasis (Entry XXIX), pertain to
untranslatable inscriptions written in foreign scripts, leaving Entry XL, the
donation of Pyrrhos, as the only votive with a Greek inscription not transcribed
within the anagraphe. These inscriptions range from the most basic two word
formula of the donor’s name in the nominative case with the recipient deities’ name

in the dative (e.g. Entry XI, the gift of Helen) to lengthier, more elaborate texts of

"I The entries that do not describe the presence on an inscription as a feature of the
dedication are XXI, XXXII, XXXIV, XXXV, and XXXVI.
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several lines (e.g. Entry XXXIII, the gift of the Soloians), with some even appearing
in verse (e.g. Entry XXVI, the gift of Amphinomos).

According to the detailed analyses of both Chaniotis and Higbie, the
inscriptions recorded in the anagraphe, even those of the “chronologically
1mpossible” Heroic era votives, reflect the dedicatory conventions observed in the
extant epigraphic corpus.”? The text’s emphasis on the inscriptions as integral
elements of the dedications, however, presents a skewed portrait of ancient
dedicatory practices when compared with our knowledge of votive practices based
on literary and documentary evidence.

As Van Straten notes, the dedicatory process consisted of a personal
interaction between a deity and a donor consisting of the exchange of property in
fulfillment of a vow, from which we derive the term ex voto or “votive” to describe
the object exchanged. This exchange was enacted between donor and deity through
the transferal of the gift to the sanctuary site, where it became the property of the
god. After the advent of writing the inscribing of these objects became a popular
way of marking the transaction, but was always a secondary step in a process that
was, implicitly, an unspoken arrangement between donor and deity.”3

The epigraphic and archeological evidence compiled by Rouse in his study of

votive practices supports the idea that inscription was in no way a necessary step in

2 Higbie, in particular, compares the Lindos anagraphe data to Lazzarini’s comprehensive
study of dedicatory inscriptions . Lazzarini, Maria Letitzia, Le formule delle dediche votive
nella Grecia arcaica Roma : Accademia nazionale dei Lincei, 1976.

73 F.T. Van Straten, “Gifts for the Gods.” In Faith, Hope, and Worship, edited by H. S.
Versnel. E. J. Brill: Leiden, (1981), 651f.
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the offering of a votive. Though Rouse’s work is over a century old, it is by no means
outdated, as it draws on the massive amount of epigraphic and archeological data
compiled in the great European rush to excavate major Greek sanctuary sites at the
end of the nineteenth century. After a substantial survey of literary, epigraphic,
and archeological evidence of ancient votive practices, Rouse convincingly argues
that inscribed votives, although well represented in the archeological record, do not
constitute the majority of the offerings discovered in temple settings from across the
Greek world.”* By placing special emphasis on dedicatory inscriptions, then, the
Lindos anagraphe appears to privilege a practice we know not to be an integral step
1n the votive process.

A closer look at the distribution of inscriptions among the votives catalogued
in the anagraphe suggests a reason for the text’s bias towards inscribed votives. Of
the 37 inscribed votives, 31 consist of donations associated with notable figures,
whether the donor was a remarkable individual themselves, a group led by the
remarkable figure (Entry XVII), or an individual in some way closely associated
with a remarkable figure, who is always named in such cases (Entries XXXI and
XXXII). Of the six votives not associated with a notable individual, three represent
donations made by colonies of Rhodes (Entries XXIV, XXV, XXXIII), one represents
donations made by the Lindian demos (Entries XXXIV, XXXV, XXXVI, and
XXXVII), and only two appear to represent the donation of private individuals

(Entries XVI and XXVI). On the other hand, of the five votives catalogued in the

74 Rouse, 318ff.
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anagraphe that lack inscriptions, only two are associated with notable figures
(Entries XXIII and XXXII), with the remaining three being the donations of the
demos.

These observations confirm the findings of previous scholars, including
Shaya, Higbie, and Masser, regarding the mention of famous or noteworthy donors
in the text. All three observe that the anagraphe privileges the donations of famous
Greeks, thus painting a skewed portrait that downplays both the donations of more
quotidian visitors to the site as well as those of famous Romans known to have
made offerings.”

More important for the present study, however, is a corollary observation: the
gifts of notable or famous donors almost universally include inscriptions while the
donations lacking them almost all pertain to general groups and private
individuals.

The preceding analysis has highlighted these two interrelated trends in the
anagraphe, namely its bias towards cataloguing the gifts of notable Greeks rather
than less noteworthy donors and its bias towards cataloguing gifts bearing
inscriptions rather than those without. When considered in conjunction, these two
trends suggest that anagraphe’s compilers value dedicatory inscriptions as the most
effective way to highlight these noteworthy individual’s association with the
sanctuary. These dedicatory inscriptions, then, serve as “identity markers”

authenticating the link between donor and donation, not only for the votives

75 Higbie, 244; Shaya (2004), 435.
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purportedly dating to the Heroic Era but also for those from the Archaic Era and
later periods. While, with regard to the anagraphe’s post-Heroic Era donations, it is
not unreasonable to assume that the visitors in question might have, in fact, offered
their votives as the anagraphe describes, with regard to the Heroic Era offerings, we
know this to be an impossibility, as their dedicatory inscriptions are anachronistic
inventions.

Scholars both of Heroic Era votives in general and of the Lindos anagraphe in
particular have identified this practice of inventing anachronistic dedicatory
inscriptions for purportedly Heroic Era votives as “forgery.””® Robin Osborne, on
the other hand, uses less charged language, describing the practice simply as “the
appending of dedicatory inscriptions” to votives that “cannot have, in fact, been
dedicated by the figures alleged on the occasions alleged.” 77 In an effort to mirror
Osborne’s more neutral language, the present study proposes the term “epigraphic
mvention” to describe this process.

While it is clear that the process of “epigraphic invention” lies at the core of
the anagraphe’s Heroic Era votives, it remains to be seen whether this type of
“epigraphic invention” would have met with the same allegations of forgery in the
ancient world as it does in the modern. While in many modern contexts,
“epigraphic invention” would be considered forgery, there exist modern contexts in

which it would constitute something more akin to historical fiction. For the modern

6Forsdyke 43; Chaniotis, 164; Higbie, 267; Scheer, 362; Thompson 33-34.

"TRobin Osborne, “Relics and Remains in an Ancient Greek World Full of Anthropomorphic
Gods.” In Relics and Remains, edited by Alexandra Walsham. Oxford University Press:
Oxford, 2010, 63.
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reader, distinguishing between these modes would depend both on their
expectations upon encountering the “epigraphic invention” and on the context in
which it appears. As the following analysis will show, the role of reader expectation
and context for interpreting “epigraphic invention” according to contemporary

definitions of “forgery” would have been no different in the ancient world.

Defining Forgery in the Hellenistic World

Traditionally, scholarly discussion of ancient forgery has fallen under the
umbrella of the more general study of ancient pseudepigraphy. This phenomenon,
widespread throughout the ancient world, may be defined in the simplest terms as
the misattribution of a text to an author or vice versa. Such misattribution could
arise as a natural byproduct of ancient book technology, what Bruce Metzger dubs
the “fortuitous mechanical accidents of copying,”’® or from textual misidentification
in a variety of forms. Modern investigators have devoted a great deal of energy to
taxonomizing the possible causes of misattribution, including scribal error,
homonymy between authors, and failure to recognize the true nature of mimetic

rhetorical exercises, or prosopopeia. ™

78 Bruce Metzger, “Literary Forgeries and Canonical Pseudepigrapha,” Journal of Biblical
Literature, 91 (1972), pp. 3-24; 10.

7 Studies of ancient literary forgery seem to consistently fall into the habit of taxonomizing
the phenomenon as they question the efficacy of the approach. Wolfgang Speyer’s elaborate
classificatory system remains the most specific, while Antonio Guzman Guerra’s the most
simplified and generalizing. See Guzman Guerra, “Problemas teoréticos de la falsificacion
literaria,” in Falsificaciones y falsarios de la Literatura Cldsica, ed. Javier Martinez,
Madrid: Ediciones Clasicas, 2011; and Speyer, Die literarische Fdlschung in heidnischen
und christlichen Altertum. Handbuch der Altertumwissenschaft, Series 1, Section 2. C.H.
Beck’sche Verlagsbuchhandlung: Munich, 1971.
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Within the discourse of pseudepigraphy studies the term “forgery” refers to a
special case of the phenomenon, representing a particular “species” of the pseud
epigraphic “genus,” to use Wolfgang Speyer’s decidedly Linnaean terminology.80
Scholarly consensus characterizes this particular “species” of misattribution
according to intentionality: a pseudepigraphic text is considered a forgery when its
misattribution has been carried out with the intention to deceive. In other words,
forgery occurs when someone deliberately presents as the work of one author a work
which they know to be of another (or themselves).

According to conventional scholarly wisdom, while pseudepigraphy in general
proliferated hand-in-hand with the spread of literacy in the Archaic and Classical
Greece, forgery in particular began to flourish during the Hellenistic era when the
issue of textual authenticity became hotly debated in intellectual circles. Ronald
Syme and Anthony Grafton view this boom in forgery as a direct result of the new
intellectual culture that had coalesced around the royally funded libraries at
Alexandria and Pergamum.8! As the curators of these collections engaged in a
heated race to acquire the best and rarest texts, accepted literary canons began to
crystalize around certain authors. This process created a demand for texts by
canonized authors and, therefore, a market for texts attributed to these authors.

Forgery proliferated as booksellers and other enterprising individuals created or

80 Speyer, 3.

81 Anthony Grafton, Forgers and Critics: Creativity and Duplicity in Western Scholarship,
Princeton University Press: Princeton, NdJ, 1990, 10-11; Ronald Syme, “Fraud and
Imposture,” in Pseudepigrapha I: Pseudopythagorica, lettres de Platon, littérature
pseudépigraphique juive, ed. by Ronald Syme. Fondation Hardt: Genéve, 1971, 16.
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repurposed texts and falsely attributed these works to such authors in order to meet
the demand. Scholars in charge of library collections “fought back,” to use Grafton’s
term, “honing” the “weapons” of textual criticism to weed from the canon texts
falsely attributed to famous authors. A feedback loop ensued whereby, as forgers’
textual techniques became increasingly more elaborate, the textual criticism to root
out their work did too. According to Grafton, modern critical practices are the direct
result of this feedback loop of forgery and criticism that began in the Hellenistic
intellectual milieu. Like Laocéon and his serpents, Grafton argues, forgers and
critics have been entangled through the years, with their ensuing struggle shaping
much of modern philological scholarship.

According to this account of the rise of forgery in the Hellenistic world,
ancient textual critics conceived of “ forgery” as a decidedly linguistic process in
which texts were intentionally manipulated to elicit false links with canonical
authors. Chaniotis argues that the anagraphe’s “epigraphic invention” employs
nearly identical linguistic techniques as those used to “forge” works of canonical
authors in antiquity. Closely evaluating the linguistic data of the anagraphe’s
dedicatory inscriptions, Chaniotis applies his epigraphic expertise to identify
terminological and stylistic anachronisms in the text, not the least of which is the
inclusion of inscriptions on objects purporting to date to an era before the dawn of

writing. Additionally, Chaniotis finds what he considers to be a calculated use of

archaisms, such as the use of the term &Kpo@fwa for war spoils [Entries IX, XIII,

XXV, and XXX], a term typical of archaic era inscriptions rarely used in Hellenistic

53



contexts. Chaniotis identifies these as two characteristic techniques of literary
forgery: archaism representing the strategy of establishing the antiquity of a text by
deploying language that the reader will recognize as old-fashioned, anachronism
ensures that the text is not so linguistically foreign to the reader that they are
unable to interpret it in the way the forger intends.82

Although Chaniotis demonstrates that the technique used in the anagraphe’s
“invented” dedicatory inscriptions mirror those used to “falsely misattribute” texts
to canonical authors, it remains to be seen whether the anagraphe’s “epigraphic
invention” would have been evaluated in the same way.

Grafton argues that the anagraphe and its “epigraphic invention” do indeed
constitute the type of practice recognized as forgery in the Hellenistic world.
Grafton identifies the common Greek civic practice of “inventing” of epigraphic
evidence to document the pasts as a type of “forgery.” Among Grafton’s list of these
“forged” epigraphic texts displayed in public settings, the Lindos anagraphe is one
of the prime examples.®3 Grafton argues that epigraphic texts of this kind would
have been subject to the same type of scrutiny and textual criticism as texts which
appeared in non-literary form.

In arguing this, however, Grafton fails to take into account the basic
definition of “forgery” he and other scholars have established, that, in order to be
“forgery,” deliberate misattribution of a text to an author must be in some way

problematic to the author. As Grafton notes, this practice only came to be

82 Chaniotis, 55; 65-67.
83 Grafton, 10.
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considered problematic in the ancient world, and, subsequently, labeled “forgery,”
with the rise of the literary canon, an organizational schema that reached a critical
mass in the Hellenistic Era when it began to shape ancient concepts of author hood.
In determining what texts should be included in authors’ canons, ancient critics
began to conceptualize the genius of a particular author as being a quality that
should be manifest in any of his work. “Forgery” of works falsely attributed to an
author were potentially damaging not only in the tangible sense in that they might
cheat him out of his financial due, but also in the fact that, if they were of low
quality, they might damage his reputation.®* Moreover, such works violated the
organic relationship between the creative genius of the author and his text, a
relationship conceived of in terms of a paternity. This is evident in the fact that, as
Grafton shows, in Hellenistic catalogues of authors’ works, canonical works were
designated pvijoiot, or legitimate heirs, while known forgeries were referred to as
voboi, or bastards.85

While the “epigraphic invention” of the anagraphe does involve the false
attribution of a text to an author, namely, the false attribution of a dedicatory
inscription to a Heroic Era donor, it does not have the potential to damage the
alleged author of the inscription in any way. Unlike the work falsely attributed to a
canonical author, these “epigraphic inventions” do not have the potential to damage
the hero’s literary reputation nor cheat him out of any financial gain. Moreover, for

the heroes described in the anagraphe, the majority of whom were not famed for

84 Grafton, 11.
85 Grafton, 12.
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their literary genius; this misattribution does not violate any perceived organic link
between the author and his canon. According to this ancient conceptualization of
“forgery,” then, the “epigraphic invention” of the Lindos anagraphe and the other
monumental inscriptions cited by Grafton do not constitute the practice.

Moreover, when the anagraphe’s “epigraphic invention” is considered as a
function of the text’s religious motivations, an altogether different interpretation of
the practice of “misattributing” dedicatory inscriptions to heroes emerges. Within
ancient discourse on “forgery,” texts using “inventive” techniques were not
considered to engage in the practice when they applied these techniques to further
religious goals. That is to say, texts attributed falsely to figures of religious
significance were not generally considered to be forgeries in the ancient world.
Texts of this type come from the traditions of both the Greek mystical sects, such as
the Orphics and the Pythagoreans, and a variety of Hellenized Near-Eastern
groups.

The most famous examples of this class of text come from Hellenistic
Alexandrian Jewish milieu. Newly Hellenized, the intellectuals of this group
sought to contextualize their own religion within the Greek literary, and in
particular, philosophical tradition they had come to admire. In the third and second
centuries BC, a fascinating series of purportedly ancient or authoritative but clearly
“Invented” Greek texts surface in Alexandria and other Hellenistic cultural centers,
of which the second century BC “Letter of Aristeas” is the most famous. Grafton

argues that these “invented” authoritative texts sought to normalize Jewish ritual
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practice for the Greek audience and to demonstrate that the Jewish Bible was older
than and even potentially the source of Greek philosophy.86 The “Letter of
Aristeas,” an elaborate epistolary “invention” that consists of a letter within a
letter, presents “invented” documentary evidence of the elaborate process of textual
criticism by which the Septuagint was translated.8” Werner Schmidt provides a
detailed study of the “inventive” linguistic and textual techniques the author uses to
link his work to its purported authors, who include the Alexandrian librarian
Demetrius of Phalerum. According to Schmidt, this “invention” is designed to
persuade two potential audiences, a Greek audience, for whom it intellectualizes
Talmudic law, and a Hellenized Jewish audience, for whom it argues that the
Septuagint is textually superior to Near Eastern translations of the Hebrew Bible.88
Although modern scholars disagree on many aspects of ancient literary
forgery, there is remarkable consensus with regard to evaluating these religious
texts as something other than literary “forgery.”®® For Syme, this practice is not
forgery but rather “imposture,” a benign impersonation of the authority;* for
Speyer, it is “true religious forgery” in which the author’s motivations for
deliberately misattributing his work are virtuous because they derive from sincere

religious belief. Scholars agree, however, that the key difference between “literary

86 Grafton, 14.

87 According to the “Letter,” 6 translators from each of the 12 tribes of Israel, 72 translators
total, congregated at the Library of Alexandria and hammered out the translation in 72
days.

88 Werner Schmidt, Untersuchungen zur Fédlschung historischer Dokumente bei Pseudo-
Aristaios, Habelt: Bonn, 1986.

89 Metzger, 7; Grafton, 5-6; Syme 14; Speyer 35-36.

90 Syme, 13.
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forgery” and these types of religious texts is that the authors of the former do not
seek any personal gain from attributing their work to persons other than
themselves.?! Rather, they attribute their work to notable religious authorities in
order to lend “documentary authority of a sacred character”? to their writing.
These authors “invented” authoritative texts in order to validate the new religious
practices or revelations and to demonstrate the continuity between their teachings
and the orthodox doctrine or canonical tradition of their particular religious
practice.

Returning our focus to Lindos anagraphe, it is possible to draw several key
points of comparison between these “invented” religious texts and the “epigraphic
invention” of the Heroic Era votives in the inscription. To begin, both texts engage
in the process of attributing “invented” texts to a notable figure, in the case of
“invented” religious texts, to a religious authority, in the case of the anagraphe’s
votives, to a Panhellenically recognized Heroic figure. Additionally, the
establishment of this “invented” textual link furthers the goal of the text, in the
case of the “invented” religious texts to validate the author’s interpretation of
religious practice, in the case of the anagraphe, to demonstrate that the manifest
power of Athena has been recognized since the earliest era of Greek history.

Most importantly, in both cases, the process of “invention” works within the
framework of an established religious textual tradition, not “inventing” texts ex

nihilo, but rather “filling in gaps,” to use Grafton’s term, left by these textual

91 Syme, 14.
92 Grafton, 16.
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traditions. Grafton argues that, in the case of the “invented” religious texts, such as
those of the Hellenistic Jewish tradition, the era’s characteristically apocalyptic
narratives “fill in the gaps” in the transmitted historical tradition left blank by the
cessation of prophecy while “invented” lists of biblical patriarchs created accounts of
individuals to flesh out the historical tradition where the canonical texts were
sparse.?

In the Lindos anagraphe, we see a similar process of “filling in the gaps” of
tradition through the process of invention. This is evident in the case of the
donation made by Herakles in Entry V, the shields of Eurypylos and Laomedon,
which he offered to the goddess as spoils of his battles with these figures. As
Carolyn Higbie outlines, Herakles had a special relationship with Rhodes where the
hero was celebrated with rites that included curses.?* The traditional aetia for
these rites, related by Apollodorus [2.5.11], involved the hero’s visit to the island’s
harbor, Thermydrae. There the hero sacrificed and ate the oxen of a local cattle
driver who subsequently cursed him, giving rise to this peculiar rite. According to
mythological tradition, then, Herakles had been present at Lindos during his
travels in the Eastern Mediterranean. This tradition, however, says nothing about
the hero visiting Athena’s Lindian sanctuary. By inventing the dedication
catalogued in the anagraphe and appending anachronistic inscriptions linking the
hero to these objects, however, the creators of these votives, whether they existed as

concrete objects at some point or were only ever textual constructions, posit that

93 Grafton, 6.
94 Higbie, 74.
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Herakles visited Athena’s sanctuary while on Rhodes. The “invention” of Herakles’
donation works within the established mythological tradition of the hero’s visit to
Rhodes while at the same time expanding upon this tradition so that it now
includes a visit to the sanctuary. In this way the “invented” votives of Herakles “fill
in the gaps” left in the account of the hero at Lindos, fleshing it out with plausible
detail. The “epigraphic invention” of these votives’ dedicatory inscriptions, serving
as identity markers linking hero and the donation, becomes the central mechanism
for this process of “filling in the gaps” in tradition.

By filling in such “gaps,” both the “invented” authoritative religious texts and
the Heroic Era votives of the anagraphe participate in the same process which Paul
Veyne describes as “historical retrodiction.” This process, which Veyne argues is
equally at home in the realm of religious texts as it is in the realm of
historiography, involves what Veyne refers to as “reverse prophecy” or “post
eventum prediction.” That is to say, knowing the outcome of a historical event, the
practitioner of “historical retrodiction” works backward to fill in the blanks of how
this outcome came about, what Veyne calls a process of the “fleshing out” of a
historical narrative.> For Veyne, the ancient practice of “historical retrodiction”
par excellence is the creation of mythological genealogies which are first seen in
Hesiod and which later, in inscribed form, become staples of spaces, as in the case of

the genealogy of the kings of Arcadia seen by Pausanias [Paus.9.1.1].

9% Paul Veyne, Les Grecs ont-ils cru a leurs mythes? Essai sur l'imagination constituante,
Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1983.
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“Historical retrodiction” is the process that lies behind what Veyne calls
“sincere forgery,” a process of creation that uses the same techniques that modern
observers would consider to be forgery but which, when considered in an ancient
context, constitute something else entirely. We may argue, then, that the
“invented” authoritative religious texts and the “epigraphic invention” of Heroic Era
votives, so deeply rooted in the practice of “historical retrodiction,” represent
“sincere forgery.” Though the techniques behind this practice resemble our modern
concept of “forgery,” the practice is distinguished, according to Veyne, by the fact
that it does not work within the modern framework that centers on the issues of
intentionality, deceit, credibility, and belief. Working outside of this framework, the
observer of “sincere forgery” might ask an entirely different set of questions than
the modern observer. Our concerns over credibility, authenticity, and veracity may
not be applicable in the presence of ancient “sincere forgery.” As Veyne articulates
this point, “if Livy did not question the authenticity of the lists of the kings of Rome,
why would Pausanias question the royal lists of Arcadia?’96

In certain ancient contexts, then, in particular, the literary milieu, the set of
questions asked of an “invented” text would approximate our own scrutinizing
approach in rooting out what was recognized to be forgery. In other contexts, in
particular within the religious context of “invented” authoritative texts or the

“Invention” of inscribed Heroic Era votives in temples, a different set of questions

96 Veyne, 102.
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might be asked which do not center on determining truth value. In these contexts,

the act of “invention” becomes “sincere forgery.”
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CHAPTER THREE

“SINCERE FORGERY” AS “INTENTIONAL HISTORY”:
SOCIO-POLITICAL AND RELIGIOUS CONTEXTS

FOR THE HEROIC ERA VOTIVES

Whereas Chapter Two established that the “epigraphic invention” of the
anagraphe’s Heroic Era votives represented a form of “sincere forgery,” employing
techniques similar to modern “forgery” but approached by the ancients with a
different set of expectations, the following chapter will consider what purposes this
“sincere forgery” may have served within the greater schema of the text. Hans-
Joachim Gehrke’s theory of “intentional history” will provide an interpretive
framework with which to explore this question more deeply, revealing that the
anagraphe’s use of the “sincere forgery” tactic of “historical retrodiction” presents
its reader with a “curated” or “intentional” vision of the Lindian sanctuary’s past.
This vision of the past is both “selective,” according to Gehrke’s model, in that it
portrays only the parts of that past which support its vision, and “inventive,” in that
it uses “historical retrodiction” to “invent” documentary sources (i.e. the Heroic Era
votives and their dedicatory inscriptions) to fill in gaps in this vision. The

subsequent “intentional history” shaped by these “selective” and “inventive”
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processes presents a portrait of the Lindian sanctuary’s past retroactively informed
by its Hellenistic present, a “curated” vision charged with both socio-political and
religious implications for its contemporary reader. While the former sets of
implications have received attention from scholars of the anagraphe, the latter
remain relatively unexamined. The present investigation will attempt to correct by
exploring how the text uses intentional history strategies to elicit a sense of
religious awe or wonder in its Hellenistic audience, revealing that these tactics are
closely linked to those used in eliciting pseudo-scientific wonder within the

contemporary genre of paradoxography.

Gehrke’s “Intentional History” and the Lindos Anagraphe

Gehrke first coined the term “intentional history” to describe a unique set of
Hellenistic inscriptions from Magnesia on the Menander.9” In 208 BC, in order to
expand the local cult of Artemis Leukophryene in response to a Delphic prophecy,
the Magnesians petitioned other Greek poleis to grant their city asylia, a status of
religious truce and inviolability, during a newly instituted festival that included
PanHellenic games. The Magnesian petition included a dossier of purportedly
ancient documents detailing the traditional relationships between the city and her

Greek neighbors based and in large part on Homeric tradition. To commemorate

97 Gehrke first describes “intentional history” in “Myth, History, and Collective Identity:
Uses of the Past in Ancient Greece and Beyond,” in The Historian’s Craft in the Age of
Herodotus, ed. Nino Luraghi, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2001, 286-313. Since then
the term has been applied to a variety of texts and practices from the Classical world and
from other cultural contexts. See Intentional History: Spinning Time in Ancient Greece, Lin
Foxhall, H. Gehrke, and Nino Luraghi, eds. Franz Steiner Verlag: Stuttgart, 2010.
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this petition for asylia, the Magnesians inscribed this set of documents in the city’s
agora. Like the Lindos anagraphe, these purportedly ancient documents, now
known to be Hellenistic “inventions,” have been called “forgeries.”?8

According to Gehrke, the Magnesian inscriptions represent an “intentional
history” of the city in which its citizens create a portrait of their own past according
to their contemporary sense of identity.% This type of history brings a group’s
present and past into relationship in two important ways. It not only projects the
present into the past by taking the present as a starting point and working
backward to create history, it also provides evidence validating this vision of
history. In essence, “intentional history” consists of martialing and demonstrating
a group’s past to justify its present.

What Gehrke identifies as the “intentional” aspect of this type of history
derives from its use of two strategies: 1) the “preservation of certain facts and
selective forgetting of others,” and 2) the invention and transmission of new facts
when needed, whether these new facts are “historical” according to our
contemporary sense (i.e. true) or not.!%0 The only stipulation for the creation of
these invented “facts” is that they be presented as “mythico-historical events”

integrated into the existing framework of established tradition. “Intentional

98 Federica Pezzoli explores in more depth the “invented” aspects of the Magnesia dossier as
a part of intentional history. In particular she outlines this process of document fabrication
in one of the most famous of these documents, the so-called “Founding of Magnesia
[IMag.17]. See Pezzoli, “Un caso de historia “re-creada”: la fundacién de Magnesia del
Meandro,” in Mundus vult decipi: estudios interdisciplinares sobre falsificacion textual y
literaria. Edited by Javier Martinez, Madrid: Ediciones Clasicas, 2012, 285-295.

99 Gehrke, 298.
100 Gehrke, 306.
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history” then, does not involve the invention of new “facts” out of whole cloth, but
rather “invents facts” to fill in gaps where tradition is silent or to flesh out tradition
with new detail. Gehrke specifically selects the term “intentional” to describe this
process in order to avoid the value judgment inherent in terms like “forgery,”
“fictive history,” and “believed history” often applied by modern scholars to describe
this practice.10!

Although no one has yet used the specific term “intentional history” to
describe the anagraphe’s “inventive” practices, Josephine Shaya and Carolyn Higbie
nevertheless present an interpretation of the inscription’s socio-political context
that in many ways reflects Gehrke’s approach. Both scholars identify the text’s
strategy of “selective forgetting” to emphasize Rhodes’ past international political
and cultural clout, both of which had waned significantly due to Roman ascendance
in the Eastern Mediterranean.02

According to Shaya and Higbie, the anagraphe is “selective” in that it omits
from its list of votives donations made within recent history: the latest entry
recorded among the votives and epiphanies is the donation of Philip V of Macedon
(Entry XLII), which dates to roughly 202 BC, an era Shaya identifies as the most
prosperous period in Rhodian history. The anagraphe’s account of the sanctuary’s

history thus ceases over 100 years before its composition, leaving the reader with

101 Gehrke, 298.

102 Carolyn Higbie, The Lindian Chronicle and the Greeks’ Creation of Their Past. Oxford
University Press: Oxford (2003), 244; Although Shaya introduces this interpretation in her
dissertation, it appears in a much more developed form in her 2004 study. See Shaya,

“Greek Temple as Museum: The Case of the Legendary Treasure of Athena from Lindos”
AJA 109 (2004), pp 423-442; 435.

66



the image of Lindos at the height of her prosperity and shifting focus away from her
more recent decline in international power. Additionally, the text presents a
skewed view of the sanctuary’s history by conspicuously excluding notable Roman
donors. Despite the text’s failure to mention Romans at Lindos, we know from
archeological and epigraphic evidence that they made frequent and sometimes
noteworthy donations at the sanctuary. Plutarch, for instance, mentions Marcellus’
211 BC donation of spoils from his victory at Syracuse along with a large statue,
apparently still on display at the site when Plutarch was writing

[Plut.Vit. Marc.30.6].

Shaya and Higbie maintain that this “selective” view of the sanctuary’s
history represents an attempt by the Lindians to reconcile their powerful
international status in the past with their waning influence in the present, a
process undertaken by many Greek states in response to their loss of political and
military power to Rome. Higbie argues that this process, which reached its
culmination in the Second Sophistic, was already evident in the Hellenistic era and
is the driving force behind the anagraphe.l®3 For Shaya, the anagraphe’s selective
vision of a Lindian history without Romans asserts the city’s continued cultural
power “without offering a direct challenge to Rome” politically.1%¢ As Rhodes was a
center of rhetorical training that attracted many Romans and as the sanctuary

constituted an important tourist stop for visitors to the region, this selective

103 Higbie, 243.
104 Shaya (2004), 435.
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portrait of Lindos’ powerful, internationally prominent past would have been
transmitted not only to a Greek but also a Roman audience.

As Gehrke shows, however, “inventive” processes are just as important for
“Intentional history” as the type of “selective” processes Shaya and Higbie have
1dentified in the anagraphe. Consequently, the “epigraphic invention” of the Heroic
Era votives plays an equally important role in Timachidas and Tharsagoras’
“curated” view of the sanctuary’s past. In order for this portrait of the past to be a
Panhellenically significant one, it was necessary that the pair tie their sanctuary to
the great heroes of the Homeric poems and Epic Cycle. The process of “epigraphic
invention,” which established links between heroes and votives through “invented”
dedicatory inscriptions, aided in this process, as can be seen in the example of
Herakles described in Chapter Two. The “creation” of a votive purportedly offered
to Athena by the hero, along with an “invented” dedicatory inscription making the
link between hero and sanctuary manifest, tied the Lindian sanctuary into the
shared Greek Heroic tradition. However, this “inventive” process did not create
from whole cloth an account of just any hero, but rather, worked within established
tradition that already placed Herakles in the region. This use of “epigraphic
invention” to flesh out established tradition with evidence that Herakles visited the
temple represents an important strategy in Timachidas and Tharsagoras’ socio-
politically informed “intentional history” which seeks to link the sanctuary to the

most noteworthy Greeks of the distant past.
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While the previous analysis has shown Gehrke’s “intentional history” model
to be an effective tool in interpreting the socio-political implications of the
anagraphe’s “inventive practices,” his approach is also useful for understanding the
religious implications of these practices. The importance the anagraphe’s status as
a religious text cannot be understated. Any ancient reading of the text would have
necessarily been informed by the stele’s physical location within a temple context.
Moreover, the prescript of Section A establishes the goal of the text as being a
religious one: the demonstration of Athena’s long émgaveia as demonstrated by the
offerings her visitors have made at the temple [A.2]. Additionally, the prescript
officially binds an agreement between goddess and the text’s authors: if they fail in
their duties they are accountable to Athena herself [A.10].

Any effective interpretation, then, must take into account the religious
nature of the text when considering the relationship between the practice of
“intentional history” and the anagraphe’s Heroic Era votives. As Thompson states,
it is imperative to remember that Heroic relics in general “were not simply
embodiments of local history . . . they were objects in which the supernatural
entered the human world.”?% Thompson therefore warns against strictly “secular”
approaches that emphasize the socio-political context of such relics alone. The
following analysis will serve as a compliment to Shaya and Higbie’s socio-political

reading of the anagraphe’s “intentional history” of the sanctuary, considering more

105 Kugene Thompson, “The Relics of Heroes in Ancient Greece.” Ph.D. diss., University of
Washington, Seattle, 1986, 222.
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fully the religious implications of the text’s use of “inventive” and “selective” to

portray the past.

The anagraphe as an “intentional history” of religious expression

It is important to begin by recalling that in order to depict the sanctuary’s
history, the anagraphe does not annalistically record events or successions of
priesthoods, as many epigraphic genres that treat the past do.1%6 Rather, by
cataloguing votives and epiphanies, the anagraphe creates a record of the
interactions between Athena Lindia and her worshipers, in essence, a history of
religious expression and religious experience at the sanctuary over its lifetime. This
religious history relies on the same “selective” and “inventive” processes it uses to
shape its reader’s interpretation of Rhodes’ socio-political status. Exploration of the
relationship between the votives and epiphanies catalogued in the anagraphe will
demonstrate that the text envisions an intimate link between the two that has its
basis in the experience of religious awe or wonder. The “intentional history”
processes of “selection” and “invention” play an integral role in eliciting this
experience of religious wonder in the reader.

The anagraphe establishes from the outset that it considers the votive
offerings it catalogues and Athena’s continuous presence in her sanctuary to be
intimately linked. In Section A, the prescript to the catalogue, the text reveals the

two motivating factors behind its creation. These two factors, outlined by the émei

clause introduced in A.2 and its two finite verbs coordinated by the &€ of A.4 are as

106 See Chapter One, page 4.
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follows: 1) the sanctuary’s long history of votive offerings made due to the Athena’s
émpavela at Lindos and 2) the fact that the oldest offerings have been lost to time
[A.2-4]. The coordination of these two i1deas suggests that they are of equal
importance to the anagraphe. The text’s goal is not merely to serve as a testament
to the lost votives, but to demonstrate the fact that the votives are directly related
to the émgpaveia of Athena. This relationship between votive and epiphany is made
explicit through the prepositional phrase dia tav tag Osod émpaveiav [A.3]. As the text
states, the temple has been adorned from ancient times due to Athena’s émgdveia: o
iepofv tag ABavag tag Avoiag . . .t0v DIGpyov MoAAois klol kodoic avobéuao éx malolot]datwy
APOVV Kexoountal oL o tag Oeod émpaveiov [A.3-4] The temple has been adorned
from the beginning with many beautiful offerings from the most ancient of times
due to the émpaveia of the goddess).107 Later, in its instructions to Timachidas and
Tharsagoras, the text establishes the goal of their compilation to be the cataloging
both of votives and of émgaveior of the goddess, enjoining the pair to compile

whatever information they find suitable regarding both Athena’s dvafijuara and her

107 Tt is important to note that, according to the mythological tradition related by Pindar in
Olympian 7, the relationship between Athena and the island of Rhodes dates to Athena’s
birth, when the Rhodians, enjoined by Helios, were the first to offer her sacrifices famous
for being fireless. According to Pindar, Athena, in turn, bestowed the Rhodians with the art
of metalworking. While this early myth indicating reciprocal gift-giving between the people
of Rhodes and the goddess is not addressed by the anagraphe, the text does link the earliest
pre-history of the island with metallurgy and smithery: in Entry II, the Telchines are said
to offer the goddess a traditional dekate, or “one-tenth” offering of their metalwork. The
Telchines, who, like the Cyclopes, are famous for their metalwork, remain mysterious
figures in Greek mythology for whom we have few attestations, although Pindar’s fifth
paean an important source. The Telchines are linked to the Lindian demos in Entry XV
which indicates that they were the founders of one of the three phylai of the polis.

71



émoaveiou (as the text states, & xa 11 dpudlovra mepi 1V avabeudrwv Koi g
émoaveiag/ [t]ac Oe<o> [A.7-8]).

It is important to note that the text of the prescript uses the term émpaveia in
two senses. In the first [A.3], it denotes, as Higbie suggests, a general sense of
Athena’s continued presence at her sanctuary over the course of time.1 The second
[A.8], reflecting more the frequently used sense of the term, relies more heavily on
the émi prefix, emphasizing the suddenness of a specific instance of her appearance
at a particular moment in time. These émpaveior, then, are specific events that,
along with the dva@iuara, reflect the more general émgpdveia of the goddess in her
sanctuary. Each event constitutes an individual data point to be catalogued
alongside the votives using the same presentational format. Entries for both
votives and epiphanies are distributed across the face of the stele within the shared
visual framework of its three equally spaced columns. Although the offerings
constitute two of the three columns, the visual continuity of the text nevertheless
emphasizes the link between epiphanies and offerings as two indicators of the same
phenomenon.

An examination of the first epiphany not only makes the relationship
between epiphany and votive offering explicit, it also highlights another concept key
to understanding the text: both epiphany and votive offering are phenomena

integrally related to the concept of the wondrous.

108 Highie, 19.
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Of the three epiphany narratives of Column D, the first, at the top of the
column where the stele is the least damaged, is the best preserved and has the most
complete narrative of the three. This narrative, which comprises the first 59 lines
of Column D, relates the events of the siege of Lindos by Darius’ forces, commanded
by Datis, in either 494 BC or 490 BC. According to the account, at the moment
when the Lindians are on the brink of exhausting their water supply and
considering surrender, Athena Lindia appears to one of the city’s archons,
instructing him to hold the siege while she seeks aid in bringing rain from her
father, Zeus. Based on Athena’s instructions, the Lindian’s request a temporary
truce from the Persians, explaining that Athena is working to intercede on their
behalf and that if she is unsuccessful in bringing rain within five days they will
surrender. A miracle occurs when the next day, a storm appears over exactly one
half the besieged acropolis, raining only on the fortifications protecting the Lindians
and leaving the area held by Persians dry. Upon seeing this, the Persian
commander immediately calls off the siege, forms a treaty of friendship with the
city, and makes lavish donations to Athena at her sanctuary.

The language used by the anagraphe to express the miracle of the selective
rainstorm emphasizes the wondrous nature of the event. The text describes the
occurrence as follows: katapayév[tjoc dufpov kota uécov of6]t<w>¢ mopadélwe tol uev
molopketue / vor dowileg Eayov Bowp, 6 o¢ Iepoika ovva/ g éommévile (and when the storm
burst such that, paradoxically, the besieged had abundant water and the Persian

force was lacking)[D.31-33]. Here, the adverb mapadiééwe appears in an emphatic
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initial position, introducing the coordinated uév . . .d¢ construction indicating the

result of ofrwg. In this way, the text highlights the miraculous contrast between the
outcome of the storm for the besieged Lindians and for the Persians. The text
leaves no doubt that this miracle is a direct manifestation of the power of Athena, in
line D.34; it refers to the event as 7 zag Ocod émpdveia, an epiphany of the goddess.
This epiphany is twofold, consisting of not only the miraculous physical appearance
of the goddess to the archon, but also of the miracle of her divine intervention in
creating a wondrous, supernatural event.

Of particular importance for the present study is the direct link that the text
draws between this manifestation of the wondrous and the act of dedicating votive
offerings. This is evident in the reaction of Datis to the appearance of the storm.
According to the text, the Persian commander, who had originally scoffed at the
Lindians’ faith that Athena would intervene [D.26-7], is struck with amazement at
the miracle: katarmiayeic 6 BapPalpog]/tav tac Oeod émpaveiav [D.34]. The use of the
verb katamrAjoow is significant here. The verb typically indicates as state of sudden
wonder or amazement with an element of fear and, as the case of Datis, often
appears in military contexts.199 Dionysius of Halicarnassus, for example, uses the
verb to express the sense of astonishment the Volscians experience in the face of the
Servilius’ remarkably swift and sudden assault on their city. As the text states: zoze
01 KOTOIIEANYOTES TO TV Pwuoiwv tdyog, iketnpias davoaiafovies ék t@v moiewv ol yepaitatol

mpojjeoav émpémovieg 1@ Zepovidip (Then, astonished at the speed of the Romans, the

109 H.G. Liddell, R. Scott, and Sir Henry Stuart Johnes, A Greek-English Lexicon Ninth
Edition with Revised Supplement, Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1996, s.v. katarmtijoow.
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elders came forth from the city, having taken up olive branches, surrendering to
Servilius) [Dion.Hal.Ant.Rom.6.25.1]. Datis is struck with a similar sense of awe
and fear that also leads him to surrender on the spot.

This intense reaction also accounts for Datis’ second response to the miracle,
which is to remove his own personal adornments, symbols of his rank and
distinctive markers of his Persian identity,!? and send them to the sanctuary as
offerings to the goddess on the spot: xa/i dped]due/vog adrod tov mepi t[o o]dua kKéouov
eloé / mepye avalOJéfuferv tov te kai oft]pe/ [mt]ov kai wéhia [D.34-37], (and he removed
his own adornments from around his body and sent them to offer them, including
his cloak, torque, and armlets). In addition to these, Datis also sends various
offerings of carriages and other distinctively Persian military equipment [D.37-39].
Although the text makes it explicit that these offerings no longer exist due to a
devastating fire during the priesthood of Eukles [D.40],!!! these items are well
documented in at least nine literary sources [D.47-59].112

Further emphasizing the centrality of Datis’ votive offerings to the process of
marking the wondrous epiphany is the fact these offerings are wondrous in and of
themselves. The highly specific, detailed account emphasizes the “Persian-ness” of

the gifts given. As Carolyn Higbie notes, objects of Persian origin were considered

110 Josephine L. Shaya, (2002). “The Lindos Stele and the Lost Treasures of Athena:
Catalogs, Collections, and Local History. Ph.D. diss., University of Michigan, Ann Arbor;
108.

11 Using epigraphic evidence, Blinkenberg dates this to roughly 392 BC. See Chapter Two
note 2.

112 The inscription cites the works of the following authors: Eudemos, Ergias, Polyzalos,
Hieronymos, Myron, Timokritos, Hieron, Xenagoras, and Ariston.
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by the Greeks to be quasi-wondrous in and of themselves due to the lavishness of
their manufacture.!’3 Moreover, the sheer number of dedications is emphasized by
the listing of the items and in particular the polysyndeton effect of the description of
Datis’ personal effects: 7ov t¢ kai oftJpe/[mt]ov kai wélia [D.36-37]. Finally, the
detailed listing of the sources that record both the miracle and the subsequent
votives suggests that these objects were particularly noteworthy; the piling up of
citations that describe these votives indicates that they were considered to be
deserving attention by a variety of authors working in variety of genres.

The first epiphany, then, reiterates the central argument of the prescript that
the votive offerings made to Athena Lindia are linked to her manifest presence at
the sanctuary, representing the direct result of the interaction between the goddess
and her worshippers. Since the individuals involved in these interactions and their
experience of awe in the goddess presence are not permanent, votive offerings such
as Datis’ and the others catalogued in the anagraphe become symbols of these
interactions, serving as lasting testaments to Athena’s long relationship with
worshippers at the site. Objects, however, are not permanent, and, as both Shaya
and Higbie note, once they have been lost to time, textual accounts of them such as
the anagraphe carry on the task of representing the relationship between goddess
and worshiper as symbols of these symbols in a chain of signification.114

It is this symbolic power of votive offerings that the anagraphe exploits in

b1

creating a “selective,” “Intentional history” of religious experience at the sanctuary.
y

113 Higbie, 146.
114 Higbie, 247; Shaya (2004), 162.
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As noted in Chapter Two, the text does not focus on just any votive offerings made
to the goddess, but, rather, presents a “selected” or “curated” view of past visitors
that is biased toward noteworthy and remarkable donors, both from the Heroic Era
and from historically-documented times. This bias towards famous donors
enhances the anagraphe’s portrait of Athena’s powerful presence in the sanctuary,
as these figures lend authority to the text’s claims regarding the goddess’ long
émpavela at the site. That is to say, the fact the most revered of figures from
throughout the Greek past have visited the sanctuary, felt Athena Lindia’s
presence, and marked the occasion by offering votives demonstrates the goddess’
continued émpaveio to the text’s contemporary reader.

Additionally, through their physical association with remarkable donors,
these votives become more than mere symbols of the wonder their donors
experienced in the presence of the goddess, they become wondrous themselves. This
1s particularly true of the anagraphe’s Heroic Era votives, which, as relics of heroes,
stood as symbols of instances “in which the supernatural had entered the human
world,” to use Thompson’s phrasing.®> According to Thompson, such relics, through
their physical association with semi-divine Heroic Era figures, marked the
intersection between the “possible” of the physical world “unfathomable” of the
divine. Within the context of the anagraphe, the Heroic Era votives hold the unique
power not only to serve as symbols of Athena’s past interactions with her

worshippers at Lindos, but also, through their association with semi-divine

115 Thompson, 22.
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individuals, to become objects worthy of wonder in and of themselves. This process,
in turn, reflects favorably on the goddess herself, who appears all the more powerful
because she has been honored by these semi-divine individuals. In this way, the
anagraphe’s Heroic Era votives enhance its “selective” creation of an “intentional
history” of the sanctuary’s past, showing that the site was visited by wondrous
individuals whose offerings to Athena, in turn, became wondrous themselves.

The practice of “epigraphic invention,” however, also plays a central role in
the creation of the anagraphe’s “intentional history” of religious experience at the
sanctuary. The following analysis will show that the “invented” dedicatory
inscriptions of the anagraphe’s Heroic Era votives, the crucial “identity markers”
establishing the link between hero and votive, are intimately involved in conveying
the great antiquity of Athena’s émgpdveia at Lindos. By emphasizing these
“Invented” dedicatory inscriptions, the anagraphe tailors its presentation of Heroic
Era votives in order to maximize its Hellenistic audience’s experience of wonder,
appealing to their specific, contemporary expectations of what should constitute
such an experience. A comparison between the anagraphe and contemporary
Hellenistic strategies for describing the wondrous, particularly as found in the
pseudo-scientific genre of paradoxography, reveals that the text’s appeal to
“invented” dedicatory inscriptions in presenting the wondrous is typical of the era
and reflects a characteristically Hellenistic taste for literary descriptions of the

wondrous.
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This comparison will begin with an overview of the Hellenistic fascination
with wondrous phenomena, a trend that has been documented by prominent
investigators of this era, including Emilio Gabba!'¢ and P. M. Fraser.11” These
scholars recognize the fact that the recording of wondrous phenomena had been a
distinctive feature of Greek literature since its inception, 118 reflecting what Gabba
calls the “healthy spirit of curiosity and inquiry that was the hallmark of Ionian
culture from Homer onward.”'1® In the Hellenistic Era, however, this interest in
the wondrous reached a critical mass and accounts of wondrous phenomena
rocketed into the spotlight, receiving much greater attention in genres ranging from
local historiography, mythography, and the burgeoning novel, to the scientific texts
of the Peripatetic school. Nowhere, however, 1s this more evident than in the

development of the genre of paradoxography, devoted solely to recording wondrous

116 Emilio Gabba, “True History and False History in Classical Antiquity,” JRS 71 (1981)
Vol. 71, 1981, pp. 50-62.

117 P M. Fraser, “The Horizons of Callimachus,” in Ptolemaic Alexandria vol. 1, Oxford
Clarendon Press: New York, 1972.

118 Alessandro Giannini, who calls Homer the true father of paradoxography, argues that
the Homeric epics foreshadow many classic paradoxographic topoi: Giannini cites instances
of miraculous rivers as in Homer’s description of the source of the Scamander, which runs
hot and cold [Hom.[l.22.147-151], reports of unusual phenomena of the animal world at
Odyssey 4.55, where oddities of Libyan sheep are described, accounts strange herbs such as
the famous moly of Odyssey 10.303, and ethnological curiosities regarding the Ethiopians
[Hom.Od.1.23-4], and the lotus eaters [Hom.0d.9.83-104].(1963). See Giannini, “Studi sulla
paradossografia greca I. Da Omero a Callimaco: motivi e forme del meraviglioso,” RIL 97,
1963; 251.

119 Guido Schepens and Kris Delcroix, “Ancient Paradoxography: Origin, Evolution,
Production and Reception,” in La letteratura di consumo nel mondo greco-latino, edited by
Pecere, Oronzo & Antonio Stramaglia Cassino: University degli Studi di Cassino, 1996, pp.
373-460; 380.

79



phenomena. Scholarly speculation about why we observe this explosion in the
Hellenistic era identifies two main developments that may help to account for it.

With the eastern conquests of Alexander the Great, the horizons of the Greek
world expanded almost overnight. The result was a sudden and unprecedented
influx of information about the exotic far reaches of the world previously unknown
to the Greeks, now confronted with never-before-observed flora and fauna, natural
phenomena, and social practices. Fraser argues that the Greek fixation on the
wondrous developed as a response to this influx of information, representing the
Greeks attempts to process and interpret this new data.120

Another key development potentially tied to the Hellenistic fascination with
the wondrous is the development of literary criticism centered on newly founded
royal libraries. Within this context, scholars and scholiasts actively pursued and
compiled obscure and recondite information about any and everything in order to
have all of the details necessary to thoroughly interpret literature. Fraser and
Gabba agree that through this pursuit of obscure detail, Hellenistic intellectuals
developed a taste not only for the antiquarian factoids but also for those concerning
the wondrous.12! This taste subsequently shaped trends in the literature of the day.

Schepens argues, additionally, that the institution of the library allowed for the

120 Fraser, 773-774. For Gabba, this historical development helps to explain a shift in
historiography away the Thucydidean model of focused political analysis to the Herodotean
model of universal history and a focus on the non-Greek world, in particular its focus on
wonders. Schepens argues, additionally, that this focus on the strange, wondrous, and novel
is a product of potential alienation experienced by dislocated Greeks who found themselves
in far-flung foreign lands in the Near East. See Gabba, 53 and Schepens, 402.

121 Fraser, 774; Gabba, 55.
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proliferation of information about the wondrous, as scholars now had
unprecedented access to a variety of texts all assembled in one location and easily
compared. With this wealth of sources on hand, a greater database of information
was available to scholars, not only allowing for the advances in scientific research of
the Peripatetics but also for the dissemination of newly culled data on wondrous
phenomena.122

In this climate, the dedicated genre of paradoxography appeared as an
outgrowth of the pinacographic work pioneered and popularized by Callimachus.
The 3nd century BC Alexandrian librarian and poet turned the pinax, or catalogue,
into a literary form, publishing pinakes of the canonical works of authors and
gradually expanding his project to include catalogues reflecting a multitude of
subjects, including rare words, European rivers, the names of months used by
different cities, and many more.!23 Working in this vein, Callimachus created the
first paradoxographical work, the Oavuarwv tév ¢ic dmacav v yijv kora témovg Sviwv

ovvaywyr, a work which in many ways set the standard for the genre that would

122 Schepens, 403.

123 The Suda entry for Callimachus lists the following titles for pinacographical works by
the author: ITivakxes t@v év maon meideig Sralopydaviwy, kai @V oovéypayav, év fifiiolc k kai p,
Hivaé kol dvoypapn 1@V kKato ypovovs kal A’ dpyiic yevouévawy oidackdlwv, Iivaé t@v Anuokparovg
yAwoodv kal ovvtayudrwv, Myvdv opoonyopior kata é0vog kai molels, Ktioeig vijowv kai molewv kol
uetovouaoiot, Iepi t@v év Edpomy motoudv, llepi v év Ilelomovviiow kol Traiig Govuaciov kol
oopoddlwv, Ilepl petovouaaoiog iy@owv, lepi avéuwv, Ilepi dpvéwv, Ilepl tdv &v Tj] oikovuévy motaudv,
UATOV TOV €IS GITaoOy TNV ViV KOTO, TOITOVS GVIWY GOVAYWYI.

(Pinax of Distinguished Men in Every Branch of Learning and their Works (in 120 books);
Pinax and Description of Teachers in Chronological Order from the Beginning; Pinax of
Democrates' Rare Words and Compositions;[5] Names of the Months according to Nation
and City; Foundings of Islands and Cities, and their Changes of Name; On the Rivers in
Europe; On Wondrous and Paradoxical Things in the Peloponnese and Italy; On the
Changes in the Names of Fish; On Winds; On Birds; On Rivers in the Inhabited World,
Compilation of Marvels in the Whole World According to Place.”
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remain in place for at least six hundred years.12¢ While the work has not survived,
its basic pinacographic format of culling citations from learned works, mainly those
of the Peripatetics, a format maintained throughout the seven extant
paradoxographies.1?25 With Callimachus’ work, the genre became popular so quickly
that Giannini’s catalogue of testimonia for the genre identifies eleven known
paradoxographical works dating to the second half of the third century BC, a figure
representing roughly one third of Giannini’s entire catalogue of attested
paradoxographic texts.126

Shaya has argued that the paradoxographic genre provides an important
backdrop against which to read the anagraphe, noting key overlaps in content
between the inscription and the genre which point to the fact that, for the Greeks,

the subject matter of the two were thematically linked.127 Shaya presents evidence

124 The latest known paradoxography is the extant text of the “Palatine paradoxographer”
which has been dated to the third century AD. See Giannini (1964), 138.

125 These texts are the anonymous third century BC ITepi Qavuaciov drovoudrwv, often
misattributed to Aristotle in antiquity, the third-century-BC Toropi&v mepadélwv covaywyn of
Antigonas of Carystos, the second century BC Toropidv mapadélwv covaywyy of Apollonius,
the second-century-AD Ilepi Oavuaciov of Phlegon of Tralles, and three anonymous texts
known by the location in which their manuscripts are housed: the second-century-AD
Florentine Paradoxography, the second-century-AD Vatican Paradoxography, and the
third-century-AD Palatine Paradoxography. The most famous of the extant texts is that of
Phlegon of Tralles, who records a series of paradoxa in epistolary form, including well-
known ghost story of Philinion, the basis for Goethe’s gothic ballad, The Bride of Corinth.1?5
While the texts that are preserved treat all manner of marvels, from wondrous stones and
metals to strange flora and fauna to exotic foreign cultural practices, we know from the
attested titles of paradoxographies that they often focused on one specific category of

wonder. The third-century-BC [Topdsoda swppias of Aristandros treated only marvelous
agricultural wonders, while the second-century-BC @nfixa mapddole of Lysimachus solely on
wonders associated with Thebes.

126 Alessandro Giannini, “Studi sulla paradossografia greca II. Da Callimaco all’ eta
imperiale: la letteratura paradossografica,” Acme 17.1, 1964; 129-140.

127 Shaya (2002), 34.
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to show that the 1) extant paradoxographies include accounts of wondrous votive
offerings and 2) that the anagraphe describes votives with wondrous features of the
type recounted in the paradoxographies. With regard to presence of wondrous
votives in paradoxographies, she cites the third-century-BC Ilepi Qovuaciov
drovouarwv,2® which notably includes two Heroic Era votive offerings among its
many wonders a statue make of exceptionally fine bronze dedicated by Herakles to
Apollo at Sicyon [Mir.Aus.58] and a collar placed as a dedication on Diana’s sacred
deer in her sanctuary in the city of the Peucetini, purported still to have existed in
the time of the Hellenistic Sicilian tyrant Agathocles [Mir.Aus.110]. Within the
context of the ITepi Oovuooiowv drovoudrwv, these votives, both of which bear
dedicatory inscriptions linking them their Heroic Era donors, are wondrous because
of their great antiquity.

Returning to the anagraphe, Shaya argues that the first two donations
catalogued in the text possess wondrous qualities of the same type documented in
the paradoxographies. The text describes these objects as being made of mysterious

materials that no one was able to identify while the objects still existed. Regarding
the giain dedicated by the city’s eponymous founder, Lindos in Entry I, the text
states: ovdeic ovvaro yvaouerv/éx tivog éoti [A.2-3] of the kposdc donated by the

Telchines in Entry 11, that oddeic éovvaro / émry[vauery éx] tivog éoti [A.9-10]. According

to Shaya, the unidentifiability of these objects lends them “uncanny, preternatural

128 See note 25 above.
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nature” equivalent to the wondrous phenomena described in paradoxographies.!29
Additionally, although Shaya does not explore the point further, it is worthwhile to
note that mysterious metals, stones, and artisanal materials with wondrous
properties were a common theme of paradoxographies. The ITepi avpocicov
drxovouarwv, for instance, includes 16 paradoxa regarding wondrous metals among
its 178 entries. Finally, Shaya argues that these wondrous, “semi-divine” objects,
positioned as the first items in the list, establish the tone or “controlling principle”
for the rest of the text, bringing its content in line the with that found in
paradoxography.

The links between the anagraphe and the extant paradoxographies are even
more substantial upon closer inspection. To begin, in the case of the first epiphany,
which demonstrates the close relationship between the votives and the wondrous,
the text’s language suggests its close thematic ties to paradoxography. As noted
above, in relating the miraculous “selective” rainstorm caused by Athena, the text’s
description of the event hinges on the adverb mapadiééws. While the root of this
adverb, the adjective mapddolog, in its most basic sense implies something that is
simply contrary to expectation or “paradoxical”’ in the modern sense of the word, its
more extended meanings evoke the realm of the wondrous. This is particularly
evident in abstract nouns based on the root, such as mopadolia, a sense of the
“marvelous” and a synonym for Gavudoia.130 Terminology based on mapddoloc was, in

fact, used interchangeably with that based on favudoiog such that, among the

129 Shaya (2002), 145.
130Liddell, Scott, Jones, s.v. mapadolia.
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various ancient testimonia for literary works which treat the topic of the wondrous,
there are an equal number of works referred to with terms based on mapadoloc as
there are on Qovudoiog.'3! For example, despite close similarities in subject matter
and source material, the title of the third century BC text of Antigonas of Carystos

and that of the second-century-BC text of Apollonius differ in how they refer to the

wondrous: the former text being the ToCopwv mapaso&wv ovvaguwy), the latter the

‘IO‘COplbl Hauydma/. The link between the word mapadoloc and the type of wondrous

phenomena recorded in texts such as these was, in fact, strong enough that twelfth-
century-AD Byzantine philologist John Tzeztes coined the term paradoxography
still used today for the genre based on the association of the two [Tz.H.2.151].

With the use of this adverb, the miraculous “selective” rainstorm, then,
effectively becomes a paradoxon, as modern scholars of paradoxography denominate
a wondrous phenomenon recorded in the paradoxographic text. In addition to this
linguistic link, this miraculous storm is typical of many of the paradoxa recorded in
the genre. As a description of a wondrous hydrological event, it reflects one the
favorite themes of paradoxography, miraculous waters and their related
phenomena. The importance of wondrous hydrological phenomena in the
genre can be seen in the Florentine Paradoxography, whose content focuses almost

entirely on the theme, and in the surviving titles of the lost works of Callimachus

131 Giannini (1964), 139.
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and Philostephanus, the Iepi t@v év Edpomy motaudv and the [lepl mapasowv motopov,

respectively.

While these thematic links between the anagraphe and the genre of
paradoxography are compelling, of even greater significance to the present
investigation are the textual strategies the two share for presenting the wondrous.
A particular strategy employed both by the anagraphe and by the extant
paradoxographies is the practice of source citation. As mentioned, the basic task of
the paradoxographer was to cull and compile accounts of wondrous phenomena from
other sources, the process of ékloyr, creating “a book made from books” in Schepens’
terminology. An integral part of this practice was the citation of the sources from
which the account of the wondrous phenomenon in question was taken, often with
little or no evaluation of the material, a feature which Schepens refers to as a
“marginalization of personal inquiry” that privileges the original source.132

As demonstrated Chapter Two, the anagraphe, much like the
paradoxographic texts, devotes a great deal of textual attention to citing its sources.
This process of source citation is consistent throughout the text’s accounts of votives
and epiphanies: for each entry in the catalogue, at least two written sources are

cited, whether documentary sources from temple archives or literary sources, and

132 Schepens, 389. As Schepens notes, the author’s own voice is typically submerged in the
paradoxographical text, which consistently presents data quoted directly from the source in
oratio oliqua. This practice of terse reporting without evaluation is what leads to the
frequent modern accusations of what William Hansen deems the supposed “credulousness”
on the part of paradoxographer, an allegation used to discredit the “seriousness” of the
genre.” See Hansen, Phlegon of Tralles’ ‘Book of Marvels”, Exeter University Press: Exeter,
1996, pg. 9.
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often sources of both types. As seen in the case of the Datis epiphany, there is often
“piling up” of multiple citations for the same item or event. The process of source
citation is, in fact, so pervasive throughout the anagraphe that certain early
scholars of the text argued that, the content of the text itself might, in fact, be of
less importance than the citations themselves, which show off of the erudite
research behind the creation of the text.!33 If, however, the anagraphe’s use of
citation is interpreted according to what we know to be true of paradoxography, it
becomes possible to read the practice as an important strategy for creating a sense
of wonder specific to the text’s contemporary Hellenistic audience.

With regard to paradoxography’s use of source citation, scholars of the genre,
in particular Gabba and Schepens, have proposed the following interpretation of the
practice as a technique for eliciting a sense of the wondrous in its readers. Gabba
includes paradoxography among a series of the typically Hellenistic genres, such as
mythography, local history, and the novel, which he dubs the term “false history.”134
The term “false” here, rather than passing a judgment on these genres, is intended
to indicate the modern rejection of these texts for their failure to privilege the
Thucydidean historical inquiry that forms the basis of our own historiography.

According to Gabba, none of our “normal [i.e. modern] critical yardsticks is

133 Blinkenberg, Jacoby, and the majority of scholars of the first half of the 20t century,
argue for what we might call “the Timachidas hypothesis,” identifying the text’s
Timachidas with a roughly contemporary Rhodian grammarian of the same name and
positing that the anagraphe represents the fruit of a local history research project brought
about by this presumed provincial dilettante. According to this theory, the scholarly
citations are meant to show off the in-depth, Alexandrian-style research the author has
undertaken in creating his list. As Blinkenberg argues, this research made it onto the
Lindos stele due to the machinations of this Timachidas’ father, the Hagesitimos named in
the text [A.2], who proposed its creation as a ploy to publish his son’s work.!33
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appropriate to such literature,” which employs a characteristic “dramatic approach
to history” designed “to involve the emotions of the reader.”!3> This literature
privileged the eliciting of an emotional response in the reader over the
establishment of the true versus the false. As Gabba states, “the problem of truth
or credibility of the phenomena or facts was simply not raised, since the question of
truth was not present in the minds of the readers.”'36 That is to say, the authors of
such works were more likely focused on the experience their texts would elicit in
their readers rather than in the veracity of the information they contained. For this
reason, the “false history” text was dressed in “pseudo-historical” (or “pseudo-
scientific”) trappings in order to convey an “impression of” or “verisimilitude to”
scholarship. This “impression of scholarship” was of the utmost importance to
creating a “lively” and “high-colored” experience for the reader.137

Schepens, focusing more closely on paradoxography, identifies the practice of
source citation as the genre’s key pseudo-scholarly technique for shaping the
reader’s experience. He identifies a direct link between the “pseudo-scientific”
practices and the “ultimate goal” of the genre “to arouse and keep alive throughout
the whole text.”138 In this context Schepens uses “pseudo-scientific” to refer to the
process of dressing a paradoxographic text in the same outward trappings of the

scientific text, specifically the type of source citation representative of Peripatetic

135 Gabba, 54.
136 Gabba, 53.
137 Gabba, 55.
138 Schepens, 391; 399.
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texts. The key difference in the two practices, however, is that the scientific text
engages in a critical dialogue with the texts it cites, while the paradoxographic texts
reports information from its sources without evaluation. Schepens interprets
paradoxography’s pseudo-scientific source citation, characterized by its lack of “any
attempt at rational exegesis,” to be an “intrinsic part of the endeavor to inspire
wonder in the reader the true sense of the marvelous.”139

Gabba and Schepens’ approach provides a useful framework for interpreting
the anagraphe’s practice of source citation in the anagraphe, which so closely
resembles that found in the pseudo-scientific genre. Just as paradoxography’s
citation of scientific texts to create a “pseudo-scientific” or “scholarly” apparatus
that imbues it with a “flavor of learning,” so too does the anagraphe’s citation of
literary and documentary sources create a similar effect for its reader. While the
citation of literary sources in the anagraphe creates a “pseudo-scholarly apparatus”
that is a close analog to that found in paradoxography, the citation of documentary
sources adds an additional dimension not emphasized by paradoxography. The
citation of temple archives and letters so prevalent in the anagraphe, a feature not
found as prominently in paradoxography, creates a “documentary” apparatus that
imbues the text with a slightly different “flavor of learning,” one that speaks of

archival research so important to the creation of authoritative local history.140

139 Schepens, 394.

140 See Higbie, 287ff. for the importance of archival research for scholarship in the
Hellenistic Age. Despite the importance of archival research and the use of documentary
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While paradoxography provides genuine citations for the works it cites, the
anagraphe relies on “invented” documentary evidence for Heroic Era votives where
such evidence does not otherwise exist. This is because, whereas paradoxography
invokes the fame of the scholarly works it cites in order to create this apparatus, the
anagraphe invokes the fame of the donor. As a result, were paradoxography to
“Invent” source citations, it would diminish the power of its scholarly apparatus
because its readers would not recognize the works being referenced. For the
anagraphe, on the other hand, the “inventive” processes behind the votives’
dedicatory inscriptions serve to enhance its “documentary apparatus,” creating link
between remarkable donors at the sanctuary for whose visits there would otherwise
be no evidence.

As is the case in paradoxography, the anagraphe’s use of “scholarly” and
“documentary” apparatus of source citation serves less to authenticate information
and more to create a certain response in the reader. For the reader who approaches
the anagraphe without the expectation of scrutinizing it for its truth-value, this
“scholarly apparatus” of textual citations creates a sense of verisimilitude to the
experience of reading a certain type of erudite work. Additionally, by directly

quoting the dedicatory inscriptions of the votives it catalogues in oratio recta,*! the

sources in texts of the era, it is important to distinguish this practice from our own modern
citation practices, a fact which Higbie fails to recognize. For more on ancient source
citation and documentary evidence, see Paul Veyne, Les Grecs ont-ils cru a leurs mythes?
Essai sur l'imagination constituante, Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1983, 6ff; See also Stephanie
West, “Herodotus’ Epigraphical Interests.” Classical Quarterly 35, 1985, 278-305.

141 The exceptions being the two foreign language inscriptions in the texts, found on the
dedications of Cadmus (Entry III) and Amasis (Entry XXIX).
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anagraphe’s “documentary apparatus” which approximates the experience of
reading dedicatory inscriptions on extant votives within the sanctuary. Although
the votives described, along with their dedicatory inscriptions, no longer exist, the
quotation of these inscriptions creates the sense for the reader that they have come
into some kind of contact with the votive, and, by extension, with the object’s
remarkable donor.

The anagraphe’s reliance on “epigraphic invention” to create this
“documentary apparatus” for the Heroic Era votives, then, is intimately linked to its
creation of an “intentional history” of religious experience at the sanctuary.
Regardless of whether Timachidas and Tharsagoras are responsible for the original
act of “inventing” these votives’ dedicatory inscriptions or whether they merely
transmit accounts of inscriptions “invented” by others, the two nevertheless engage
in a process of “selection” which privileges these inscriptions as the crucial link
between the remarkable heroes of the Greek past and the Lindian sanctuary of the
present. The various processes of “selection” and “invention” which shape the
creation of Timachidas and Tharsagoras’ “intentional history” of Athena Lindia’s
long and wondrous presence at her sanctuary are tailored to elicit a specifically

Hellenistic sense of awe in their contemporary reader.
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EPILOGUE
THE “EXCEPTIONAL” OSTRAKA OF IRUNA VELEIA,

THE LINDOS ANAGRAPHE, AND “EPIGRAPHIC INVENTION”

The present study began by problematizing modern scholars’ anachronistic
use of the term “forgery” to describe the Lindos anagraphe, and, in particular, its
chronologically impossible Heroic Era votives and “invented” dedicatory
inscriptions. The subsequent analysis attempted to show the limitations of this
anachronistic approach, which fails to take into account ancient definitions of
“forgery,” the process of “epigraphic invention,” and the power of these “invented”
votives to create “intentional histories” of the anagraphe’s socio-political, religious,
and intellectual milieux.

This investigation will now close with a twenty-first-century example of
“epigraphic invention” in many ways comparable to that found in the anagraphe.
The recent case of the so-called “exceptional” ostraka from Iruna Veleia in Spain’s
Basque Country serves as a fitting coda to this study, dramatically illustrating the
gap between ancient ideas of forgery and our own while highlighting precisely how
problematic anachronistic interpretations of the anagaphe’s “invented” inscriptions

can be.
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In the midst of the 2006 field season at the Villa of Pompeia Valentina
located outside of Iruna Veleia, a suburb of the city of Vitoria in the Basque
province of Alava, lead investigator Eliseo Gil went public with a series of
sensational epigraphic finds at the site. According to Gil, a chair-holder in
linguistics from the Universidad del Pais Vasco, the team had unearthed a set of
third-century-AD ostraka bearing remarkable inscriptions. These ostraka, which
the team dubbed “los excepcionales,” were noteworthy for their inscriptions in
languages and scripts otherwise unprecedented in Roman epigraphy, notably the
Basque language euskera and Egyptian written in hieroglyphs. The discovery
quickly made headlines in Basque Country and throughout Spain. The euskera
ostrakon, bearing the simple phrase ian edan lo, or “eat, drink, sleep,”was especially
newsworthy, as it predated the first known attestation of the language, the Glosas
Emilianenses, by a staggering 700 years. 142143 Additionally, the “excepcionales”
captured public attention for a depiction of the crucifixion found on one of the
ostraka, representing the earliest known Christian iconography in Iberia.144

As Michael Elkin notes, the ostraka had the potential to shift the entire
scholarly paradigm for the Roman town of Veleia and the province of Hispania in

the late Roman period. Overnight, the town no longer appeared to be a backwater

142 142 “I os textos hallados en Iruna-Veleia estdn escritos ‘inequivocamente’ en euskara,”
Gara: Euska Herriko Eugunkaria, last updated June 6, 2006,
http://gara.naiz.eus/idatzia/20060616/art169077.php

143 Elola, Joseba, “Irufia-Veleia, culebrén arqueolégico,” El Pais, last updated December 6,
2008. http://elpais.com/diario/2008/12/06/cultura/1228518001_850215.html

144 Elkin, Mike, “The Veleia Affair,” Archeology 62, 2009.
http://archive.archaeology.org/0909/insider/
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stopover on the road from Asturica Augusta (modern Astorga) to Burdigala (modern
Bordeaux) but rather, may have represented a “cultural crossroads” in the region.
This new revelation held the power to “revolutionize our understanding of almost
the entire ancient Mediterranean region.”'45> The discovery of the hieroglyphic
inscriptions and Egyptian names transliterated in Latin characters, in particular,
held potentially groundbreaking implications. If Gil’'s hypothesis that a
grammarian had been teaching the ancient script and language at the site was
correct, the ostraka would represent not only an unprecedented use of hieroglyphs
in any late Roman context, but also an unprecedented translation of Egyptian
names into Latin.146

The discovery of the “exceptional” ostraka, however, held implications that
extended far beyond the scholarly sphere. The ostraka also represented a major
paradigm shift for the history of the Basque ethnic group in the region.147 What
had once been thought to be a minor provincial site suddenly appeared to be a third-
century “cradle,” to use Joseba Elola’s words, not only of Classical culture but also
of the early Christian faith. 148 Moreover, in this new alleged cultural center, it
appeared that euskera was not only used alongside Latin among educated elites,
but also deemed worthy of being committed to writing alongside the Classical

language.

145 Thid.
146 Elkin, “The Veleia Affair.”

147 Elola, “Iruna Veleia.”

148 Thid.
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The appearance of the ostraka, then, provided important evidence for the
cultural and linguistic antiquity of the Basque ethnic group. For the contemporary
Basques fighting for political and cultural autonomy after decades of oppression
under the Franco dictatorship, the ostraka affirmed their sense of group identity.
The euskera ostrakon in particular quickly became a symbol of Basque ethnicity,
which is tied intimately to the group’s linguistic heritage.'4® The ostrakon’s text,
ian edan lo, served as a rallying point for speakers of the marginalized, non-Indo-
European language. According Elola, writing for Spain’s leading news outlet, El
Pais, these three simple words caused a volantzo, an abrupt 180-degree swerve, in
the Basques’ self-perception, affirming their place within the history of the Iberian
peninsula and, subsequently, their ancient claim to autonomy.'5° Elola describes
the sense of patriotic furor caused by the discovery, evidenced during the 2006 Holy
Week in Alava’s capital, Vitoria, where the streets were awash with revelers
wearing T-shirts bearing the purportedly ancient phrase.

However, while the public continued to laud the discovery, the scholarly
community was more skeptical, questioning the authenticity of the ostraka almost
from the moment of Gil’s announcement. Universidad del Pais Vasco researchers
such as Joaquin Gorrochategui, soon followed by others in Spanish and
international archeological communities, raised doubts about the ostraka’s

inscriptions, and in January of 2008 a commission was formed by the Diputacién

149 Montrul, Silvina. El bilingiialismo en el mundo hispanohablante. Wiley-Blackwell:
Malden, MA, 2013, 62ff.

150 Elola, “Iruna Veleia.”
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Foral de Alava to investigate the find. Their November 19, 2008 report officially
declared the ostraka to be forgeries.!>1 While scientific testing showed the pottery
sherds onto which the inscriptions were etched to be authentic, experts determined
that the inscriptions themselves, which contained a host of historical oddities,
linguistic problems, and glaring anachronisms, were added to these ancient
artifacts after the fact. 152 Of the problematic inscriptions cited by the commission,
notable examples included the grammatically incorrect “ENIIAS ANCHISIIS ET
VENUS FILI’'53 and the chronologically impossible “OCTAVIANUS
AUGUSTUS.”154

The most dramatic problems with the text, however, were anachronisms
easily identifiable to scholars and laypeople alike. The report notes the following:
the use of modern Castilian forms for Roman names, such as Baco for Bacchus and
Esculapio for Aesculapius,!?® the appearance of the nineteenth-century Celtic name

Diedre,1%¢ the use of commas and lower case letters,!57 and references to Middle

151 Topez de Lacalle Arizti et al. “Acta de la reunién de la comisién cientifico-asesora de
Iruna-Veleia.” Departamento de Euskera, Cultura, y Deportes de la Diputaciéon Foral de
Alava: Vitoria-Gastiez: Alava, 2008.

152 Lopez, 18.

153 The use of the cursive form “II” to indicate “E” is attested in other Roman graffiti from
throughout the Irunia Veleia site, including the parietal graffito POMPIIIAIT
VALIINTINAII from which the name of the villa was given its modern name. See Elkin,
“The Veleia Affair.”

154 Ag the report notes, the timeline doesn’t add up here, after his posthumous adoption by
Julius Caesar in 44 BC, the future emperor, born Octavianus, assumed the name of Caesar.
He would not be granted the honorific Augustus until 27 BC. See Lopez, 12.

155 Lopez, 10.
156 Lopez, 7.

157 Lopez, 17.
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Kingdom Egyptian dynastic figures such as Nefertiti, unknown before the modern
era.158

Most importantly for the present study, the findings of the special
commission revealed that the inscriptions on the “exceptional” ostraka were the
result of “epigraphic invention” in many ways similar to that found in the Lindos
anagraphe. As outlined in Chapter Two, investigators of purportedly Heroic Era
votives posit that the “invention” of such objects involved two steps: 1) the selection
of an object whose antiquity was manifest either in style or level of wear and tear,
and 2) the “appending” of an “invented” anachronistic inscription to this object in
order to link it to a purported donor of the Heroic Era. The anagraphe’s accounts of
Heroic Era votives reflect this process either in that they faithfully transmit
accounts of concrete physical objects “invented” in this way or in that the text’s
authors themselves create accounts of such objects, effectively “inventing” textually
constructed votives that mirror their real-world “invented” counterparts.

The commission’s findings suggest that an almost identical process was used
in creating the “exceptional” ostraka at Iruna Veleia. The commission granted that,
in terms composition and style, the pottery sherds bearing the sensational
inscriptions resemble authentic artifacts of the third century found in the same
stratigraphic levels of the site and from other sites in the region. 159 Although the
commission’s scientific testing was unable to specify whether sherds were excavated

from the site, they determined that they had been interred at some point. It

158 Topez, 26.
159 Lopez, 22-25.
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appears, then, that the individual responsible for “creating” the ostraka
strategically selected materials for his project from genuine excavated artifacts.
This “inventor” then appended anachronistic inscription to the sherds according to
the same process used to “create” the Heroic Era votives described in the Lindos
text and found throughout the ancient world. In both cases, it is anachronism that
has revealed this “epigraphic invention” to critical observers versed in historical
linguistics and ancient writing systems: the “invention” inherent in the ostraka
having been unmasked by the myriad linguistic problems outlined in the report, the
Heroic Era votives by the fact that the Greek alphabet had not been invented at the
time of their purported donation.

The similarities between the anagraphe and the Iruna Veleia ostraka,
however, extend beyond their shared use of the technique of “epigraphic invention.”
In both cases, this technique has been used to create documentary evidence
supporting a particular view of the past, an “intentional history,” to use Gehrke’s
term. In the case of the anagraphe, the “invented” dedicatory inscriptions are
appended to votive items to create documentary evidence that Panhellenically
famous heroes venerated Athena at the site. Donations such as that of Herakles
described in Entry V work established tradition regarding heroes. With regard to
Herakles, tradition held that the hero had visited the harbor at Lindos. By
“inventing” a dedicatory inscription, attributing it to the hero, and appending it to a
votive (textually constructed or otherwise), someone, whether a temple official, an

intermediary author, or Timachidas and Tharsagoras themselves, “filled in” a “gap”
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in this tradition to show that Herakles had also visited Athena’s sanctuary while in
the region. This “epigraphic invention” had important socio-political as well as
religious implications for the Lindian temple: it emphasized Rhodes’ Panhellenic
status in the past as a response to her waning power in the Roman-dominated
present and enhanced the reader’s sense of wonder when contemplating the
anagraphe’s portrait of the vast antiquity of Athena’s sanctuary and her long
émpaveia there.

In much the same way, the “exceptional” ostraka of Irunia Veleia present an
“Intentional history” of the Basque people in the late Roman world. As outlined
above, they paint a specific portrait of this era that reflects contemporary concerns
about Basque cultural and linguistic autonomy within the Spanish republic. The
“Invented” inscriptions project these concerns backward, “filling in gaps” of what is
known of Basque history with documentation supporting contemporary claims to
the group’s ancient heritage in the region. Much as in the case of the Lindos
anagraphe, the “invented” inscriptions of the ostraka also have important religious
implications. The ostrakon depicting the earliest Iberian image of the resurrection
suggests the Basque’s early adoption of the Christian faith, a claim with the
potential to enhance the community’s prestige within the highly religious culture of
contemporary Spain.

Nevertheless, despite the fact that both the Lindos anagraphe and the Iruna
Veleia ostraka make use of the same technique of “epigraphic invention” to create

“intentional history,” there are major differences between how each relates to
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definitions of “forgery” held by its contemporaries. As the present study has shown,
the practice of “epigraphic invention” used in the anagraphe does not meet ancient
definitions of “forgery,” a term applied specifically to texts of a literary nature in the
ancient world. The use of “inventive” techniques in the anagraphe resembles much
more closely the practices of “historical retrodiction,” or “filling in gaps” used both in
authoritative religious traditions (such as the Pythagoreans or Alexandrian Jews)
and in the creation of “intentional history” (such as the epigraphic dossier of
Magnesia on the Menander). It is likely that the reader of these “sincere forgery”
texts, to use Veyne’s term, was much more concerned with the experience these
“Inventive” practices created in connecting them with an authoritative religious
tradition or with a “curated” view of their own past than they were with the
question of their “truth” or “falsehood.”

For the modern observer of the Iruna Veleia ostraka, however, whether a
member of the scholarly community or the general public, the question of the
“truth” or “falsehood” of the purportedly ancient artifacts was of the utmost
importance for interpreting the vision of the Basque past they portrayed. This
question of authenticity was, in fact, so important to citizens of the region that the
Alavese government spent $80,000 of taxpayer money on the commission that
investigated the ostraka.’®© When the “inventive” processes behind the ostraka
were revealed and the inscriptions deemed inauthentic, the “intentional history” of

late Roman Basque these artifacts portrayed was negated. With this declaration of

160 Elkin, “The Veleia Affair.”

100



inauthenticity, in turn, the “inventive practices” behind the ostraka’s anachronistic
inscriptions were stigmatized as “forgery” and held extreme consequences. Even
before the publication of the commission’s findings, accusations had begun to spread
that the ostraka were not genuine, and Gil and his team had come under suspicion
as the only individuals having had the opportunity to alter ostraka excavated from
the site. When the findings were published, Gil was sued for fraud in civil court by
both the Alavese government and by private donors who had given money to fund
the excavation. Although still pending, these suits, if successful, would require Gil
to repay close to a million dollars of funding he had accepted for the excavation.!6!
These suits, however, are not the gravest consequences Gil faces. Shortly after the
publication of the commission’s findings, the government brought criminal charges
against the archeologist, alleging that the forgery of the ostraka was a crime against
the Basque national patrimony.162 As of 2014, these charges have yet to be
resolved, and Gil has yet to admit culpability in the matter.163

In the context of this modern Basque example, then, the use of “epigraphic
invention” to create “intentional history,” rather than enhancing the contemporary
ethnic group’s sense of cultural identity, has in fact, been seen as being so
detrimental to its credibility as to be criminalized. In considering the consequences

of the Iruna Veleia ostraka’s “intentional history,” it is useful to recall Paul Veyne’s

161 Thid.
162 Elola, “Iruna Veleia.”

163 “El arqueologo Eliseo Gil insiste en su inocencia y ataca a de Andrés,” El Mundo, last
modified February 14, 2014,
http://www.elmundo.es/paisvasco/2014/02/15/52ff56a622601d14168b4571.html
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assertion that a “forger” is only considered such when he practices his “inventive”
arts in the wrong century. Eliseo Gil, if guilty of being the “forger” behind the Iruna
Veleia ostraka, has suffered the misfortune of being an “intentional historian”
working in the wrong century.

The extremity of the modern reaction to the Iruna Veleia ostraka’s
“epigraphic invention” stands in stark contrast to what the present study has
attempted to show would have been the ancient reaction to the Lindos anagraphe’s
use of the same technique. The comparison between the “exceptional” ostraka and
the anagraphe’s “invented” Heroic Era votives highlights the fact that a set of
practices considered to be not only questionable, but even criminal in the modern
world may have been considered perfectly legitimate in an ancient context. While
failure to recognize such gaps between ancient and modern thinking always has the
danger interfering with investigation of the ancient world, this has been
particularly true in the history of scholarship on the Lindos anagraphe. The
present study has attempted to correct this by contextualizing the text’s use of
“epigraphic invention” in its Heroic Era votives within ancient definitions of
“forgery” rather than evaluating them according to the modern standard. In
rejecting this anachronistic approach, this investigation has demonstrated that the
anagraphe’s “inventive” processes of “sincere forgery” and “historical retrodiction”
hold a wealth of information regarding its contemporary Hellenistic Rhodian
context. Considering the text as an “intentional history” rather than “forgery” has

provided new vistas from which to examine how the authors of the text, Timachidas
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and Tharsagoras, conceived of the socio-political and religious history of their local

sanctuary.
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APPENDIX A
The Lindos Anagraphe

Al
[¢]1T iepémg TeroOA[ov T0d Zmoikpdtevg, Apta]utiov dwdekdtar £60Ee pooTpoig Kol
Awdio[ig]
[A]ynoitog Twoyido AftvSomoAitac eime: émei 10 igpod]v tic ABdvag tag Awvdiog dpyardTaTodv
1€ Koi EvTuo[tal-
TOV VIIApYov TTOALOTG K[ol Kaholg avafépaot €k TaANOT]AT@V ¥POVEOV KEKOGUNTOL O10 TAV TAG
Beod Emopavelay,
ovpPaivel 08 @V aval[Bepdtov To dpyardToTa PETO TV E]Typapdv did OV ypdvov £eOaphar,
OO Ayafdn 0e06yBan

Ot

[u]aotpoic kai Awdiolg kup[wOévTog ToddE ToD Yoeicpatog EAé]oBat dvopag dv0o, Tol &
alpebEvTeg KOTAOKELOEAVT® GTAAY

[A]ibov Aaptiov ka®’ & ka 6 apy[ttékTmV Ypaynt Koi dvoypayavt]om gig adtav T0de TO
YAQIGHLO, AVOYPOYAVT® O &K TE TAV

[én]ioTordv Kol TV Ypnpat[icudy Kai 8k TV ALV paptupilov & ka qu dpuolova mepi 16V
avabepdtov kal Toc mpaveiog

[t]dg Be<0>D molovpEVOL TAV A[Varypapay TTopedVTOG Kol TOD YP]apUATEDS TGV HOCTPOV TOD
viv €v apydit £€6vtog, Toi d¢ igpota-

uion tedecdvto toig aipedeiot [Téleopa €ig TOV KATAGKEVAVY TG GTAAAG KOL TOV AVAYPAPAY [T}
mAgiov o dmogaiverar ITupyo-

10

TEMNG O APYITEKTOV POy dloKoo1ay: [AITodel&avim o8 tommov &v] Tt igpdt tag ABdvag Tag
Awdiag &v d 6tafnoel & otdlo Tol EmoTdTan

&V T €lo1OVTL Aypraviot. 6,Tt 0€ K TI¢ un momont [t]dv [Ev tdde Tl yaeicpott
vle]ypoppévov, dmoteicdtm iepag ABGvog Awvdiog Spayiog

evtakociog. apédev Oapoayopag Xtpdatov Aadd[puiog kai] Tipayidog Aynottipov
Awdomoritag.

col. B.1
t01de AvéOnKav tal ABdvar:

(I Aivdog puakav, Gv ovdeic £d0vato yvouev

gk tivog doti, 89’ b émeyéyparmto- "Aivdog

ABdvan TToladt kai Au [Tolel", o[g] iotopel 'op-

Ot

yov €v tit o tav mIept Podov, Top[y]ocbévng 6 ie-
pevg 1ag ABdvag €v Tt TIoTi Tav BovAdv EITt-
[ot]oAd, TepoPfovrog iepec kal avtog V-
Y®[v] v 101 ToTl TOVG HAGTPOVS EMIGTOAAL.
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(IT) Tehyeiveg kpooov, OV 0VOELG £60VaTO

gmry[vopev €k tivog oti, é9’ o dmeyéypa-
rto- "Telye[ivleg ABavor IToladt kai Au ITo-
MeT dekdrav TV Epywv", Og drmoeaiveTot
I'épywv v i o v mIept Podov, N'opyocsBévng
&v tan émotoAd[l], TepoPovrog &v tat EmoToAdL.

(IIT) Kadpog Aépnta xé[A]keov @owvikikoig ypappo.-
ol &émyegypappévov, ag iotopel [oAvla-
Aog év tdt o Tav ioToplay.

(IV) Mivag dpyvpeov motiprov, £¢° ol dmeyéypa-
to- "Mivag ABdvar TToAdor kai Au TTolel", dc patt

Eevayopoag &v Tat o Tag ypovikas cuvta&log,
I'épyov v i a tav miepi Podov, N'opyosOévng
&v Tl EIMOTOAAL, TepdPovrog €v TAL EMIGTOAAL.

(V) ‘Hpaxhiig yéppa. 600, TO UEV EV TIEPIECKVTOUE-
VoV, TO 08 KOTOKEYOUAKMUEVOV, @V ETL PHEV TOD

gokuTOUEVODL Erteyéyparito: ""Hpakifig dro
Mepoémmv tav E[0]pommodov", €mi 6& tod koToKe-
yorkopévov- "tav Aaopédovtog Hpaxifg d-

110 Tevkpwv ABdvor [ToAdot kot Awl TToiel",

¢ ArroeaiveTotl Zevoyopag v Tt o Tag

y[p]ovikdc cvvta&ioc, T'opywv év Tt o Tav
riept ‘Po6Sov, Nikacvrog €v Tt y' Tdg ypovi-
Kag ocvvta&log, Hynolog év Tt Pddov évkw-
piot, Aiélovpog &v @t TIepi ToD TOTL TOVG
"E&ay1adag(?) morépov, @aevvog &v tdn Tiepi

Atvdov, T'opyocBévng &v T €moToAd,
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‘TepdBovAog €v TaL EMTIGTOAAL.

(VI) Thamddepog gréav, &9’ ag émeyéypamto:
"Thamorepoc ABdavar IToAadt koi Ad IToAel
evyav", dg eatt I'opywv v tat a tdv mepi

‘Pooov, ['opyosHévng €v Tt EmieToddt,
[T]epoPoviog €v TaL ETTIGTOAAL.

[

40

42

(VID) [Piiclog xpdosov motipiov, &’ [ob] émey[éyporrro]-
[""PRoov] mapabnka- Aapétm 6[¢ kg — — — — — — — — la
o200 HHEHR [— — — — — , ¢ art]opai-

[veton 6 dgivak — — — — — — — , Iéplov o8
[....12....] v mepi Pod[ov @arti pet]o t0d
[motnpiov k]etabécbot avTov Kol maida Gpdika.

(VIII) [THA]epoc préhoy xpooduearov, ¢’ ag dmeyé-
[yplamto- "TrAepog ABdvar thath[pi]ov, ®g 6 AvKiog

AnoéMov eire". mepi o0tV iot[oplel Zevoydpag
&v Tl a Tag Ypovikdg cvvtdéloc, I'opywv

&v i o Tav mepi Podov, [N'opyosOévng év tan -
motoAdt, TepoPovAog €v Tat ET[1GTOAGL].

(IX) toi peta TAarmoAépov gic "Thov [otpatevod]-

LLEVOL AOTIIONG EVVTY, Evyelpidia [Evvi], Kuvag]
Evii, kvapidwv (evyn évvil- €[meyéypamto]

8¢ émi 1av aomidwv: "toi pet[a TAamoAépov]

eig "TAov otpatevodpevor Tt ABdvar tdn]
Awdian axpobivia tdv éx Tpoliag", dg eatt I'op]-

YoV €v Tit o tav mIept Podov, I'[opyocHévnc]
&v tau £motoAdt, TepdPoviog [€v Tt EmoToNGL].
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(X) Mevéraog xovil, €9’ bg éneyéyp[amro]-
"Mevélag tav Areal[v]dpov", mg i[otopel Egvayo]-
pog €v To a tag y[povik]dg cvvt[d&log, ‘Hynoiog]

&v T Podov Eykopin(i, E]Joonuog év t[d1] Awdia-
K®d1, [opyov év tan a td[v] mepi Poddov, I'opyochs-
vng v Tl £motoAdl, TepdPoviog €v Td €mic-
ToAdL. OeoTyog <d>¢ Aéyet v Tt o Tav Kotd Ale-
Aovpov Avadépey anTov Kai &yyelpidtov.

(XI) ‘EAéva yedov (edyog, ¢° ov émeyéypomto- "EAiéva
ABdavar", &¢ patt I'épywv €v o o tav 11Epl PdS0L, [opyo-
o0évng €[v] tan émotoAdr, TepoPoviog v Tdt EMGTOAML.

(XII) Kévomog 6 [M]eveldov kuBepvirtag otloxag, £’ G[V]
éneyéypalm]to- "Kdavorog tat ABavaiot kol [Totedavt",

¢ drroaiveTor Zevoydpag v Tt o TG YPovi-
Kag ocvvta&log, ['opymv v tar a tav mepi Podov, ['opyo-
o0évng év 1 Emo[t]oAdr, TepoPoviog v Tdt EMGTOAML.

(XIII) Mnpovng eapétpav dpy[v]péav, ¢’ ag dmeyéyporito-
"[M]nptovng Morov viog a[kpo]Oivia tdv €k Tpoiag", dg

eatt ['opywv év tat [a t]dv mept Podov, 'opyosbévng
[év] o émoToldL, Tepofovrog &v Tal EmMIGTOAAL.

(XIV) [Te]dkpoc papétpav, &9’ bg meyéyparrto- "Ted[kp]og
tav [Tavdodpov", og iotopel Ecvayopog v tat o Tag ypo-
[vik]ag ovvta[E]og, [Topy]mv év Tat a tav 1I[ep]i Po[dov],

TopyocBévng év it émoto[Adr, Tep]ofovrog &v

T0L EmotoAdt. Ogdtipog 6¢ [€]v [tar o Td]v Kot Ale-
Aovpov @arti avabépey avtolv kai t0]Eov.
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(XV) v pvAdy ékéota mivaxo [mavapy]aikdv, &v dL iy
ECoYpaenUEVOS GUAAPYOG Kal SPOUETG EVVA

évTeg ApYoikdg EYOVTEG TOTG <G>YNUAGL, OV EKG-
otov Ereyéyparto t[d]t eikovi 0 dvopa, k[ai] é-
Il pev Tod €vog v m[w]d[k]ov éneyéypamnto
"AMadAvV UAG Vikdo[ao® av]ébnke Tal Awdion
Abdvar", €9’ £tépov 8¢+ "Nikag 168 €oti capa: TOV

AvtoxfOovev AL KpatHooo® AyAdi<E>e tav Bedv",
i 8¢ tod tpitov "Telyeivov LA VKOG Gved[n]-
Kkev ABdvar, Avkomddog 0¢ 0 Avykéwg TToig EAaL-
maodpyetl”. mepi tovtoV iotopel ['dpywv €v Tdt o
Tav 11epl POdov, Ecvayopag v tdt o Tag YPOVIKAG

ouvvtd&log.

(XVI) Apetaxpiroc kai toi vioi &yvéav, 6 TOv mubué-
VoL KpaTRpog £lxe, Koi &mi puév tod yeilevg

avtdc émeyéypalmnt]o: "maitod AdpacTog

g0nke aOlov &’ Aiylodel”, 8mi 8¢ toD muopé-

vog: ""Apetog kai 11oideg ABavaiot Awvdion
dekatav vaog tag £k Kpntag", g drmoai-
veTon Egvayopag &v Tat o Tag xpovika[c]
ovvtaélog, [I'6]pywv év tan B mepi Po[dov].

(XVII) Awdiwv ol petd t@v Iaykiog maidwv

Kvpdvav oiki&avteg cvv Battot I[a]Ard-

da. kol Aéovta v[mo] ‘HpakAedg mviyou[evov],
tadta & fv Adt[i]va, £¢” ov [¢]mey[é]ypa[mTo]-
"Awdiov ol ple]ta t@v IMaykiog maidmv
Kvpdavav kticavteg ovv Ba[t]to[t] AbBavai-

at kol Hpakdel [8]exd[tav amo] Aaiog v EA[a]-
Bova[mo....L...X..JJov", Og eott Egva-
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yopag [€]v [tan a tdg] ypovikdc cvvta&ioc.

{2in capitulis XVIII-XXII paucae litterae dispiciuntur:}?
126

144
ropyov———-——-—-—H—--H——-——————— — — ]
col. C.1
(XXTIT) 7ot peta Kigvpovrov otpatevoavteg gig Avkiov
GOTIIO0G OKTA Kol TML AYGALOTL CTEQAVOY YPLGEAY,
¢ iotopel Tipudkpirog &v T0<t> a Tdg Ypo-
vikdc ovvta&rog, [ToAvlaiog v tat &

Ot

TV 15TOPLaV.

(XXIV) ®aonAitar kpévn kol dpémova, £¢° OV &Ie-
véyparmto- "OaconAiton 4o Xoidpwv tat Aba-
vaiot tot Awdian, Aakiov Tod oikiotd dysopé-
vou", <®>¢ amogaivetol Eevaydpag £v TaL o
10
TAG POVIKAG cLVTAELOC.

11
(XXV) T'ekénot kpatijpo péya[v], dc tavtay lye tov
gmypapav: "T'eddiot td[1] ABovaion T Mo-
Tpolon akpobiviov €€ Apaitov", dg patt Ee-
v[a]yopag €v Tt a tag ypovikdg cuvtaélog.

(XXVI) Apgivopog kai toi vioi Bodv Evhivav kai pooc-
yov, £9’ Qv émeyéyparrto: "Aueivopog Kol moideg
arr’ dpuydpov XvPdpetog vaog cwbeicag Tavd d-
vébev dekdrav", ®g iotopel ['opywv &v T B
Tav 11epil Pddov, Ecvayodpag v tdt o Tag Ypovt-
20
KAg cuvtd&loc.
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(XXVII) ®drapig 6 Akpayovtivov TupovveDGOG KPOTT-
po. 00 £1eTOpELTO 8V eV T £épmrt puépet Titavo-
poyia, v 8¢ T £tépmt Kpodvog Aappdvov mopa

Péac ta tékva k[a]i k[a]tameivav, kai i pev tod

yeihevg Ereyéfyplatto- "Aaidaro[g] Edmxe Eeivi-

ov pe Kokdlmt", [ém]i 8¢ tdg factog "darapig €€ A-
Kkparyavtog taft Avd[ijor ABavar", mdg drmogaivetot
Eevayopag &v T[] a tag ypovikdg cuvtdélog.

(XXVIII) Aswopévng 6 T'éhwvog kai Tépmvog kai Opa-

ovPoviov kai I[o]Av{dArov Totp Aivolog vIIGpy OV
kot cuvorki&a[g] T'éhav peta Avtipdapov Fopydva
xurapiscivay [A]ibwov Egovoav 10 mpdcomov, 8¢’ 4G
émeyéypanto- "Aewouévng Morooood [avédnk]e

Tt ABovaiot tot Awvdion TdV €k Tikeliog [dexdrt]av", dg

iotopel Eeva[y]opag &v it a tdg xpovik[dc ov]vtaéiog.

(XXIX) Apaocig Atyvotiov actledg 0d[pak]a Aiveov,
00 éxdota [ap]medova lxe otd[pov]ag &,

nepi o0 plapt]upel Hpddotog [6 Olovpiog &v tdu B
tav ioto[pt]a[v, [ToAvlorog €]v tdn 6. Tépw[v 6¢]

g[v] tan [ Tav m]epl Podov @ati dvadépey a[dtov]
[ueta T0D] Odpaxog Kai dydipata ypvoea [6V0],
[Ayéloyo]g v tar o Tdg ypovikdg cvvta[Elog],
[Apt]otiov év taft a t]dg ypovikdg cuvtaélog,
Apiotd[v]vpog £[v] Tt cuvayeydl Td[v x]pdvav,

‘Ovopao(t]og &v Tt a tag ypovikds cuvtaélog.
Eevayopag 0¢ &v Tt o Koi O TaG YpOoVIKAGS
oLVTAEL0G AEyel HETA TOD BMPOKOS AvadE-

pew avtov Koi pet[a] Tdv 600 dyaiudtov eui-
Aog 0éka, myeypapOat 6¢ £t t®[v] dyaiudtov

otixoug 800, OV TOV pgv obtmg Exetv: "Alydrrtov
Baoctd[ev]g TnAekALTOG dTac’ Apactg”, TOv 8¢ £te-
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pov €myeypdedat S0, tdv map’ Aify]vmrtiog ko-
Aovpévev iepdv ypappdatov: Tepofoviog o0&
Kol 00TOG Ayel €v TAL TTOTL TOVG HOGTPOVS

SIMGTOANL.

(XXX) [Axpa]yoaviivol [TTod]A&dtov, ob v T dxpothp[to éie[e]dv

[tva, €@ o0 dmeyé]yparto: "Axpayavt[ilvor ta[t] A[0d]vor
[tar Awdion dkpo]Biviov €k Mvorog", dg drmopaive-
[tar Eevaydpag év] ot a Tag ypovikdg cuvtdélog.

(XXXI) [TI6AMG ...8....]evg Biag ToD TVpAVVEDGAVTOG EV
[Zvpakovcoig dydhu]oza, 6 dkakeito Aaddreia, &[] dv
[Emeyéypanto- "TIOA] Mg 0 Zwoila viog ABdvalt Ayvai-
[on €0yav, adTog T N v]id, Tade douddAe’ Epy’ dvébnke",
[®g patt Eevaydpag] €v Tt a Tag ypovikdg cuvtdélog.

(XXXII) [Aptagépyng 6 ot]pataydg tod Iepodv Pacthémg
[Aapeiov Evortidla kol oTpemToV Kol TIapoV Koi yé-

[Ma kol dxwvaxay ko]t avadvpidag, G eatt Ebdnpog

[év Td1 Awvdlakdt, MO]pwv €v Tt a tod Podov Eykmpiov,
T[ud[xpirog év] Ta a g ypovikdc cvvta&loc. [Tepod-

vopog 8¢ drmogaivetat &v Tt o TV HAlok®v petd
00TV vadépety odTov Kai apudpaoy, mepi ag
Aéyetl kai [ToAvClahog év tat o Tav ioTopldy Kol
Apiotiov v Tt o Tdg XpoviKds cLvTa&log,

Tépav €v T o tav 1IEpl PdSOVL.

(XXXIII) Zokeig eréhay, 6 eiye éu péow<t> Fopydva TETOPED-
pévay émiypvcov, ¢’ ac dmeyéyparto- "[Zoieic] AOd-
var Awdion] dexdrov Kol drmapyav Aaiog, 6v Eafpo]v pe-

0 Ape[hoy]ov arro METABAYPEQN «xai XIIE. . QN", [wg] io-

TOpEl Eevayopag £v tat o tag ypovikdg cvvt[a&]og.

116

Ot
Ot

60

70



(XXXIV) Aivdiot 4o tdv £k Kpntag Aagdpmv dekdtov
AV 1€ YPLGEAV GTEPAVAY Kol TOVG OpHOVS Kol

70D HALOV KOGLOV, OV &l TO EYOAUd, KATEGCKEVE.-
Eavto TOV TAEIOTOV, (O ATTOPaiveTal EEVayo-

pog v tat 9" Tdg XpoviKdg cuvTdEloc.

(XXXV) 6 ddpoc, oig étipace avtov Paciredg Iepody Aptatép-
Eag, otpentov xpuc[eo]v, Tidpav, axv[ak]av AMOOGKOA-

Aov, pada ot avTdL, WEAMA ypvosa AMOOKoA A, TA.

avt[a] dyovra xpvoods yihiovg Tplakociovg £BS0-

u[a]xovta mévte, Kol Tav PactMkdy 6ToAAV, GG Qo

‘Epy[iog év] ity Boprot tav [ic]topiav, Znvov &v

o [ T0g yp]ovikdg cuvtdéo[g], Tudkprrog &v Tt

T0¢ [ypovikd]g ocvvtdélog, Té[p]mv év tdu y Ta[v m]epi Po-
dov, Ay[éo]tpatog &v tat P tdg ypovikdg [c]uvtdéiog.

(XXXVI) Aiv[d101] yapiothplov Nikav dyovcav ypuoodg

[xiAiovg] tprakooiovg, d¢ iotopel AyELoYOG €V TdL L
[tag xp]ovikdg cvvta[E]og.

(XXXVII) [6] dapog dotrido koo [ypnouov] mpocapaivovta, 6Tt d-

vatebeicag Tt ABGvarl £ogitanl AVo1g ToD TOKA Eve-
otakotog moti [TtoAepaiov tov dladerpov Torépo[v]-

Kol £yévero, og armoaive[tat Tiu]oxpirog [v] Tdt &
T0G ypovikdg clvv]ta&log. Em[yéy]parrton 8¢ €mi T6¢ AoITidog:
"6 dapog O Podiwv ABdvor Awv[dion ka]ta ypnopuov".

(XXXVIII) Bacthevg AréEav[S]pog [Blo[vképar]a, &9’ dv [¢]myéypamton-

"Baohevg AAEEav[d]pog payar kpatioog Aa-

pelov kai kvplog ye[v]opevog tag Aciag £0v-
oe T[]t ABdvor Tt [At]vdion kKot poveeiov
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érr ig[pé]wg Ogvyév(e]vg Tod ITiotokpdtevne”. Tme-
pi [t]ovtev to[i] Awdi[ov] ypnuoticpol ep[i]éyovri.
av[é]Onke 8¢ kai [8]mAa, &9’ GV Emyéyportal.

(XXXIX) Bactrevg It[or]epoioc mpopetmmidwa fodv &i-
Koo, &9’ dv &[my]éypamtor "Baciiedg Itolepoioc
g0voe ABa[v]on Awdion e igpémg AB[a]va tod Abava-
yopa", ¢ pa[pt]upod[v]tt Toi Awd[ilov ypnuaticpoi.

(XL) Bactrev[c] Toppo[g] Bovk[€]patra kai dmha, oic

avto[g &]y[pleito &v toig kvdv[v]oi[g], avé[Onke] ka-
T TOV €K A®OGVOS HovTeEloy, MG TIEPLEYOVTL

T0l Awdiov ypnuaticpol Kol [iotopel Zvov

[]v T B tag ypovikag cvuvta&[iog, Ayéloyolc]

[]v o B tag ypovika[g] cuvta&log, Ayéotpa-

T0G €v 0L P [t]dg ypovik[d]g cvvta&log. Emiyé-
[yparr]ton §[€] €ml @V STTA®V. vac.

(XLI) Ba[o]rev[c T]épm[v] mha, oic avtdg &xpe[it]o, ¢ pap-
[tupo]dvtt Toi At[v]dimv xpn[u]atiopol kai ic[topei]
Ayé[ot]patoc &v to B tag ypov[ikdc cvv[tdéiog],

.. 5. .g év toig Xpovoig. Emyéypalm]tafl] 6¢ &mi td[v]
6[miw]v- "Blac]iie[vc] Tépwv TepokAiedg ABdvar At[vdion]".

(XLIT) [Ba]owev[g] Didmmmog méAtag déka, capiocag d[éx]a, m[e]-

[pucepar]adag [6€]ka, [8]e” @v &[m]ryéypamtor "Pac]iked[q]
[Moxked]o[v]o[v] ®ihmmo[g] Bact[A]éwg Anu[ntpi]ov vi-

kacog Aa[p]d[avilov[c kal Maidovg ABdavar A]wdiot", [o¢ pop]-
[tupodvtt ol Aw]dimv yp[mu]alto[u]oi.

{#sequuntur vestigia versuum aliquantorum incerta}?

@ ETTLPAVELOL.
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Aapeiov tod [epodv Paciiémg €mi KaTadOVADGCEL
10¢ EALGOOG ExTTENYaVTOG PEYAAAG SVVALELS
0 VouTIKOg aToD GTOLOG TAOTOL TTOTETEAOCE

IPATA<t> TAV VAC®V. KOTAIIAAYEVTOV 08 TOV KAT
AV Yopov tav Epodov Tdv [epodv kai cuv-
QLYOVTOV PEV £G IAVTO TA dYLPOUOTOL, TOV
mieiotov 8¢ &g Atvdov aBporsbévimv, mobe-
OpevoAVTEG EMOAOPKEVY AVTOVG TOl

BapPapor, Eote 0D S1d oV oIIévIy Tod D0
10G Tol Alvdtol OAPopevol dievoedvto
ToPOSOOUELY TOTG EvavTiolg Tav TIOAY.
Ko’ Ov o1 ypovov & pev Bgdg Evi TV p-
roviov €motdoa ko’ Drvov rmopekdlet

Bopoeiv dg ot ITapd TOD TTATPOS AUTNGEL-
Héva TO KATEMIETYOV aOTOVS DO®P, O O TAV
Sy 8@V Avaryyethe Toig ITOAITOIG TOV TTO-
tita&y T0g ABdvag. ol 8¢ é€etdavteg,

ot gic mévte apépoag pofvolv Eyovtt dap-

KeDv, €mi Tocavtog po[volv aithoavto
mopa TV BapPapwv tag dvoyds, Aéyovteg
arreotdikew tav ABdvav mmoti Tov avTag
matépa mepi foabeiog, Kol €l kKo pun mopayé-
VNTOL KOTd TOV QPIGUEVOV YpOVOV, TIOPO-

dwaoelv Epacav avToig TOV TOAV. vac.
AdTig 8¢ 6 Aapeiov vadopyog TTapoypripo
Hev akovoag £yéaace, £mel 0 &v Tal
gyopévar apépat yvoelo]v peil<o>vog
repl TOV AKPOTIOAY GLGGTAVTOG KoLl TTOA-

Ao¥ katapayév[t]og duPpov Kot pEGov
o[V]t<®w>¢ mapaddEmg Tol peEv moAopkevE-
vot daytheg Eoyov VOwp, & 08 Tlepoikd dvva-
wg éomavile, Kotomlayeic 0 BapPa[pog]
Tav 10 00D Empdvelav Kol dper]ope-

vog avtod TOV TIEPL T[0 G| Do KOGUOV EiGE-
mepye avo[0]E[p]ewv Tov te papedv Kai o[t]pe-
[rrt]ov Kol WéAa, TToTi 8¢ ToHTOIG TGPV TE
Kol aKwvakav, €t 08 apudpacav, o Ipote-
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pov pgv drecdileto, £mi o6& Tod iepémg

100 Aliov Evihedg tod Actuavaktion
gurmpieévtog T0d vaod kotekavoon
HeTd TV TAEIGTOV AvabepdTmv. adTog
d[&] 0 Adtig avéleve i TOG TIPOKELLE-
[v]ag mpa&elg eihiov ot TOVG TOAL0p-

[KInBévtag cuvBéuevog Kol ToTamoP®-
[vi]oag, 6t Tovg avOpdITOVg TOHTOVG
Beol PLAAGGOVGL. TIEPL TOVT®V ATIOPAL-
vetar Ebdnpog &v tdt Awodiaxd, Epylog
&v i & tav iotopudv, [ToAvlarog év tat &

TV ioTopldy, Tepdvupog v Tdt B vac.
1@V HAok®dv, Mbpwv v 1dt o 10D Podov
gykopiov, Tyokpirog v ot a tdg ypo-
vikdc ovvta&log, Tépav €v Tdt o Tav TIe-
pi Podov. Egvaydpag <6>¢ Aéyet v tdt o

TAG YPOVIKAG CLVTAELOC TOV UV ETTLPAL-
vewv yeyovey, Mapdoviov pévtot é€arro-
otoAévtog VIO Adtioc. Aéyel o0& miep|i] tag
empaveiog kol Aptotiov év [ta]t o [t]ag
YPOVIKAG GLVTAELOG,.

I1) ETEPQL

e igpémg 1o AAiov IMubovva 10D Apyirrdoiiog

&v Alvowt cvvkatakhioydeig Tig AdBpat vu-
KTOG 0OTOV AITEKPEUACE €K TOV AvTnpi-
d®V Tav Katd vToL ToD AYOALOTOC

IIOTNPEICUEVOV TML TOTYOL, Kol Avdi-

@V ONAopEVOV gl AeAPOVS ATTOoTET-

Aot kod dtepmtacot mepl Tod ov[p]PePoko-
10G Ti 0€l motElv & B0 moTdon T
iepel kab’ Drrvov motétae Novyiov

gxewv mepi anTac, T0S 68 dpoPaAg Yv-
Lv@doaL TO ETIAVE TOD AYOALOTOC E-
pog Kol €dcat oVTmg Eote Ka TPEIG GA[1]-
ot Yévavtal Koi Tolg ToD IaTpog
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ayvieOijt Aov[t]pois, Emerta tav pev

otéyav IdA €mokeva&ot kabdrep

MV IpdTEPOV, TOV 8 VadV KaddpovTo,
101¢ vopulopévolg Buev kotd o Id-
o Al . . Z. . IAAAIO[— — — — — ]
LOGTPOIG TOD iepémg Kol [— — — —]

AD. A. .TQN tdg dpog[iig — — — —]

ov uépog . 3-4 . AGEPOYE[— — — —]
TA... Nf————— — — — — — — ]

.0...9-10. .. tag emoaveag [— —]

Toy—————H—-— ——— 1O[— — —]TA vac.

[—————— JAN. . Ebonpog év 1®|1]
Awdiokdt, Tipoxpitog v tot y' Tag
ypovikdg cuvtdéio[g], Eevaydpoag v

to [."] T6c ypovik[dg o]uvta&log, Ovouac-
010G €v T B Tag YpoviKdg cuvtdElog,
Apilotdv[v]pog &v it cvva[ym]ydit Tdv
YPOVOV.

(ITT) L.

TOALOPKELEVOS VITO Anuntpiov ¢ 10-
Mog €00&e [Ka] kARG 0 éeikimg €k TG
iepateiog tag ABdvag Tag Avdiag &t
dwtpifw[v] &v Altvdmot Emotdcov avTdL
Ko’ DIIvov tav B0V moTItdoosy AIrory-

velo Vi T®V TIpuToviov AvaSurolet,

omog ypaynt moti Baciiii [Trorepa[i]ov

Kol mopoKoAii<t> Boadelv tat moAel &g [a]yn-
oevpévag aTaG Kol vikov Kol KpaTtog mo-
paockevagedoas: €l 6& Ko uAT avTOg Aray-

yelAnt moti TOV IpLTAVIY UNTE EKTVOG

ypbymt téd [TroAepaiot, petapeinosiv
aOTOIG. TO UEV OVV TIPATOV 10DV TAV OYiv
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0 Kol kAfic fovyiav eiye- émel 8[& m]oAAd-
[]1g 10 010 ov[v]éPat[v]e, cuvexdg yap £
110
[v]Voktog épiotapéva tav avtalv] émot-
gtto motita&y, O [u]év KaAlik[Afic m]apayevo-
uevog €ifc] Tav moéMv toic te fovievTaic dta-
ynoato tadto Kol Tdl AvaSurorel diecapna|e].
ot 6¢ Pov[Ae]v[t]ai [t]ov A[va&im]oM[v drméoten]alv]

nioti tov IItorepoiov TIO[—— — — — — — — — — ]

I[IOAANO. . O[————— — — — — — 10 . OTI[— — —]

——————————— ]
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