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Kernos 27 (2014), p. 127-157.

Endowed Eponymous Festivals on Delos

Abstract: Second-century BC Delos saw the creation of more than two dozen endow-
ments, by men and women, Delians and aliens, and, most famously, Hellenistic royalty or
their agents. Scholars agree that these underwrote festivals (mostly eponymous: The Antigoneia,
Euntycheia, Philonideia, Ptolemaieia, Stesileia, etc.), and have focused on the political motivation,
purpose, and effects of the dozen or so royal specimens. This paper suggests that we have
misconstrued the Greek of the Delian accounts; that the endowments did not fund eponymous
festivals per se, but modest recurring ritual that was established on the occasion of significant
family events, especially marriage and death; that this peculiar Delian phenomenon has more
to say about authentic piety than grand politics, and more in common with Hellenistic family
cult than festival culture.

Résumé : Au 11° siécle avant notre ¢re, Délos a vu se créer pres de vingt-cing fonds, par
des hommes et des femmes, Déliens et étrangers, et, un cran plus haut dans la célébrité, par
des rois hellénistiques ou leurs agents. Les chercheurs s’accordent a penser que ces fonds per-
mettaient d’organiser des fétes (surtout éponymes : Antigoneia, Entycheia, Philonideia, Prolemaieia,
Stesileia, etc.), et se sont concentrés sur la motivation politique, sur les objectifs et les effets
de la douzaine de cas royaux. Cet article fait 'hypothese que le grec des comptes déliens a
été mal interprété; les fonds ne finangaient pas des fétes éponymes en soi, mais la récurrence
modeste de rituels qui étaient établis a 'occasion d’événements familiaux importants, comme
les mariages et les décés; ce phénomene délien particulier a davantage a dire sur la véritable
piété que sur la grande politique, et il offre davantage de points communs avec le culte familial
hellénistique qu’avec la culture des fétes.

In 302 BC, Stesileos son of Diodotos, a prominent Delian, endowed 1500 drach-
mas to fund annual dedication of a phiale, to Aphrodite.! He was an eatly adopter
of what would become a popular economic and religious gesture on the sacred
island. Over much of the next century Delos saw the creation of more than two
dozen such endowments,” which underwrote, scholars agree, festivals, nearly all

1. BrunEgau, Recherches, p. 342-343; ZieBArTH, “Delische Stiftungen,” no. 2. The first dedication
was made in 301 (I.Delos 298.A.96 [240 BC]), which suggests that the capital was donated and
endowed in 302.

2. The fullest treatment remains Bruneau, Recherches, p. 515-583. Significant early effort by
E. ScnurHoE, “Fouilles de Délos,” BCH 32 (1908), p. 5-132, no. 21 (between p. 82-83, esp.
p. 101-132 [later I.Delos 366.A). LauM, Stiftungen, included four: nos. 53—56. More compre-
hensive: ZieBArTH, “Delische Stiftungen”; see also 7., “Beitrige zum griechischen Recht:
2. Juristisches aus griechischen Inschriften,” Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Rechtswissenschaft 19
(1908), p. 269-312, at p. 298-304, which followed “1. Die Stiftung nach griechischem Recht,”
Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Rechtswissenschaft 16 (1906), p. 249-315, with addenda at p. 470—-475.
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of them eponymous: The Awntigoneia, Eutycheia, Philonideia, Ptolemaieia, Stesileia, etc.
This is the highest known concentration of both endowments and eponymous
festivals from any single Hellenistic city.” The Delian practice seems to illustrate a
pattern of self-aggrandizement, by both royalty and non-, of such scale, pace, and
intensity that it is striking even by ancient standards of humility.

It has not been observed, however, that Delian epigraphy does not refer
unambiguously to these ritual acts as named festivals. Apart from a very few
exceptions discussed below, we do not find proclamations “at The Stesileia,”* expen-
diture on items used “at The Ptolemaicia,’’ services rendered “for The Philonideia,”°
individuals officiating ““The Eutycheia,”” sale of hides from animals sacrificed at

5

J. Tréheux did not live to finish his studies of the endowments of Mikythos and Stesileos:
“Ftudes d’épigraphie délienne,” BCH 68-69 (1944-45), p. 271-283; for the latter see his
unpublished Etudes, p. 425-525. BRINGMANN, Schenkungen, nos. 142[E], 151[E], 182[E], with vol.
2.1, Geben und Nebmen: Monarchische Wohltatigkeit und Selbstdarstellung im Zeitalter des Hellenismus,
Berlin, 2000, p. 84-87. Also useful, ViaL, Délos indépendante, p. 104-105, 205-207, 214, 380—
381; R. BOGAERT, Bangues et banqguiers dans les cité grecques, Leiden, 1968, p. 153-161.

3. And a large shate of the Delian festival calendar: BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 670671, Index 111
Fétes.

4. Contrast IG XI1.4 682.10-14: otepavd |oot adtov Sdpvne otepdvml xal dvoyo | pedoat OV
teponfpuna év 1t Bedtpwt Tolg | Amolwviote, Gtav ol 1@y maidwy Yool & | ywvilwvtat; 1052.16—
21: dvarypddor 8& t63e 16 Y | [profpa nal dvabeivon eic 10 tepov tob A | [n]éMwvog év Arwt xal
otepavaoot Edpn | [d]nv toic Anolwviorg év tdt Oedtowt yplv]odt | otepaver &nod Spaypdv
TEVTAXOGIWY 1o | T8 TO xAELYpRX TOSE.

5. Contrast L Delos 316.75: Anolwviorg Sdgvar xai poppivar ént tovg Bwpod[c] nal o med|m|vi
‘FFFC; IG XT1.2 158.A.73: 61 yopdt | t]ét yevopévol toic Atodhwviog haunddeg nopd Avaciov
FHIIL IG X1.2 154.22-23: ic 10[y] xoeov toic Alp]te[w] | otorg Sardec. L. Delos 440.60—71: Adyog
v eig & IMooidsa Booc IMAAFE- tpopn AAFE iepeiwv: aiydv FTAAAFFE toogn FEFE |
[#]o@v Vo IMoocetdavt Acygadeiot xai "Opbwotiwt AAITEE dedgdniov AAITEFE: nanpoc AT
| [yMoréog pe. II1, yoeic [IM], npn AAAAITFRRE otvov Kwidiowy sepapiov ALl tpny IEE
dhgitwy | [pe.] I, tun AFF €0hwv TTHI, FAIIL 8Zovg 111+ otaypideg AFEF dotopate 11+

[N]ec F 8k | [ov] FF népapog FEFE dvOpanec AAFFE- dvwnooov FE doydtang AT paysipog
AFF- émon | hayyvidror FFIIT- ¢péBvbor ITFRE ndovae AAITE: ioyadec [AF|FFE siinpotidec
not Ou | [pot] FFE 1ol un mogevopévorg eic dndporpay I+ [otvov] Kaov xepapiov AAAIT, |
[ty HAITT: vientiorov apiddng A+ Sevtepeiov ITEEE. [Eyoplev 8¢ 10 dnotetaypé | [vov]
IFH: »oi tov AuioBekiolv AJAAA- Seppdtwy TTF xepap(iw]v ITFE. vac. | [Ady]og tév sig t&
EiketBviouor dno t@dv AAAA- npoBatov] AITE: mpot Al tpog B épéBw | [ot] FF oroapa
vac. péh FFI otepavapata I dotononwt FFIT Mdyova vac.? tdotyog FF [8]gov TTF sdova
FHIT- oivog 1L

6. Contrast I.Delos 354.9-10: 1ou w[tob0v] | t@v adintdv v eic Amoikwvia.

7. Contrast I.Delos 1869.c.1-8: Aa<o>&dpewry M[ndeijov | Teparéwg Ouyatépn | 6 matno xal 7
uimo | TywobOéa Thavxov | Hepatéwe Ovydtne | navngopioacay | AR ot Amoihwvie, |
Andlhwvt, Aptémdt, Antot; IG X1.2 108.3: nal 0ide éyoprynoay eic Anodkovia (not that this
specific ministration was necessary in the case of endowed ritual).
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“The Antigoneia,)’® or the like. The reason, I urge, is that the eponymous festivals

thought to have been sustained by these endowments did not exist as such.

I

Ritual clearly did, and it was underwritten by endowments. A person dedicated
money, which was lent at interest of ten percent’ and the returns used each year to
dedicate a phiale or similar object and/or to conduct other ritual. Decrees honoring
founders or enabling their endowments, such as we find elsewhere,'” are unattest-
ed on Delos. Instead, we find inventories of dedications,'" records of lending and
collection, ' disbursement of funds to ritual administrators," even arrangement of

some endowed funds under common financial administration.'

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

Contrast IG X1.2 287.A.24: 100 Boog tob Oubévrog toic [Toowdeiowg 7 Bupoa Enpddn Spaypdv
[TFEE.

Principal and expenditure are attested for Gorgias” endowment: I. Delos 320.B.79: [uai] & qvéOnue
Topyiag FXITHHAAA (principal); I.Delos 366.A.132—133 (207): TipooOéver Tipo[oOévou?]
| elc Topylewr {1} TTHIFAAFFE (interest); also Echenike’s: IG X1.2 287.A.122-123 (250)
[Bruneau, Recherches, 343]: nal 168e dqoyvotov édaveloapev: unvoc Anvawdvog nata Prgpopa
T modket nal mpodavetotaic toic Bo(v] |evtals Spaypag XXX &g dvébnuev "Eyevinn Xmoilew
elc Ouotoy ot 178 AmoAwvt %ol 7 Ageodity, énl dnobrnel toic mpocbddolg todc dnpooioug 7
ovyypapn) maps TTdym (principal); 1. Delos 372.A.71-72 (200): [xai t68¢] éMho [oy]dptov eionnet
Tt Oedt 10D tepod 100 iottatnod 10d éyevinciov Topd Puwratwg tod ITokvEévou 10 ddvetov &
gpn Savelofao | Oaft top matépa adptod HHH, under restored heading (1.32) xai 0%8e ténoug
dnédooav t0b lepod Gpyvpiov (interest); also L.Delos 366.A.131, 133—134: édwuapev d¢ xal tolg
émotdoug eic tac Ovoing év toig nabrxovor ypdvorg (131); Actibéwr Ae[€]i0éou eic "E[yevi] | netx
HHH (133-134).

For which see still Laun, S#ftungen.

E.g LDelos 298.A.93-94: &g @[id]hag [Emypaypnyv éyoboug Anhddes, yopeia Amdihwvt
Aptéudt Anjtol émddé|v|toc Diketaiplov, én’ &pyovtoc Eimiviov, émt Owpobvovrole, én’
Aplpuiréov]c, ént Dikhdoc.

E.g. LDelos 370.39: [xal t¢8e ddvera eionuer O Seiva] 10D iepod 100 prhoxieion HHIM; I Delos
399.A.123-124: nopa TAnotpévou t0d Asovtigdou 10 ddvetov 6 Epn Saveioacbot map’ lepomotdy
XApov xat [Tvb[o] | xhéoug tod pikoxkeiov FHHH; 370.42—43: — — — wvog 100 &yevineion . HIM
noE’ teponot@dy Edwdeidov xal Teleo|apyidov — — — | — — — 100 €]yevineion AAAATT .. |
under heading (39) [xal t&de Save cioruet; 45: napd Xtnoiren] 10d Ioaéiuévon 10b vrotadeion
HHH.

I.Delos 366.A.131—134: édcmapev 8¢ xal 101 dmotdtong eic tag Ouoiag &v toic nabnnovet yodvore:
Koopgder eic Dhadé[hplerc HHHAAA: Apiotondnneot @ikiov | eig Edtoyerw HHHEL-
Avuyover Xaptotiov eic Piketaipete HHHH- Apiotondnnwt Télhog eic Xepoov[Ho|iwe HHHH-
Tipoobéyer Tipo[o0évou?] | elc Topyleta {1} [THITAAFFE- Tekeoopyidnt "EAnivo eic Dhduhketo
[MH: "Ootéx|w]t "Oocténov eic Xtnothetow HEL: Aetiféwr Ae[€]i0¢ov eic Efyev(] | xewe HHH:
‘Edoplonwt Apiotiog eig Dhwviderr [THHHIRAA: Ocoypaotide|] Pilhdxov cic Nrotddeta
HHHI; see ZieparTH, “Delische Stiftungen,” p. 433.

On the prytanikon | hestiatikon: F. DURRBACH, E. SCHULHOF, “Fouilles de Délos,” BCH 30 (1910),
p. 122186, p. 160-165; BRUNEAU, Recherches p. 442—443; VAL, Délos indépendante, p. 205-207,
TREHEUX, Ftudes p. 206 n. 3, 466.
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Founders were Delians and aliens, men and women,'” and Hellenistic royalty.
The last have drawn most attention from scholars, but the practice was home-
grown. The first attested endowment was established by a Delian, Mikythos, pet-
haps around 310 BC.'® Stesileos’ came next. Hellenistic royalty, and at least one
high ranking adjutant, joined later; the first Ptolemaic endowment was established
in 280." And for about two generations thereafter a roughly equal mix of royalty
and non followed suit. Some fifty years after Stesileos’ dedication, his daughter
Echenike established an endowment.'® Perhaps around 240 BC, another wealthy
and pious Delian woman, Philonis, created another," as did Nesiades and Gorgias,
shortly after.”” About the other non-royal founders we are generally ignorant: for
example, the Sopatros who established an endowment of an unknown size perhaps
in 229, is only a name.”" Of known aliens, an Aitolian, Nikolaos, established an

15.  On the two female founders on Delos, as well as others elsewhere, see E. STAVRIANOPOULOU,
“Gruppenbild mit Dame”. Untersuchungen ur rechtlichen und sozialen Stellung der Fran auf den Kykladen
im Hellenisnus und in der rimischen Kaisergeit, Stuttgart, 20006, p. 228-249.

16. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 448—449; TrREHEUX, BCH 68—69 (1944-45), p. 278-279.
17. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 519-523.

18.  IG X1.2 287.A.122-123; BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 343. Also in 250, Echenike dedicated a phiale
weighing 120 drachmas, which seems not to have been paid for from the endowment: /G XI.2
287.B.32: nod éni tiic Nuetéoag doyic puaAn Extunog &eyved, "Eyeviune dvdOnpe, ohxr HAA.
Also a gold cup: IG X1.2 287.B.75: not ént 17 fpetépas apyic nOME yovod], Eyeviung évdOnpo,
Ohun I 1. Delos 313.frab.34; this &ylix seems to have been the same as the hedupotis also credited
to her: 1. Delos 385.A.fra-e.9—10: #idvnotic yov | 0|7, Eyeviuneg dvabepo, oAy AAAAITFFFFIL;
421.27; 439.fra.6-7; 442.B.7; 455.B.fra.7; 461.B.fra.9; 465.frd.8; 469bis.8.

19.  Outlay in 207 BC was 870 drachmas: 1. Delos 366.A.134. Philonis’ other dedications included
a thymiaterion that weighed more than 1100 drachmas: I.Delos 1450.A.162—163: OBvpiatyiptov
TOPTHOY TeELEYLEWRE[vOV, dvdBnua Dhwvidog tig Hynouydeov, ép’ ob émt | yooprh: XHAAFF,
&otatov; cf. also I.Delos 1423.A.fra.i.13—-15; 1429.B.i.42—44; 1432 A.frb.ii.19-22; 1441.A.ii.65—
66; 1449.A frab.ii.143—145. Also, an array of other valuable vessels: 1. Delos 1432.A.frb.1i.24-29;
1441.A.i.69-73; 1441.A.1i.117-118; 1449.A.frab.ii.147-150; 1450.A.164-166; 1450.A.180;
1462.2-5.

20. Nesiades: IG XI.2 289.16-18; The earliest attested phiale from Gorgias’ endowment was
dedicated in 228: IG XI1.2 124.68-70 (221): @uéknv L'opyiov dvéOepo én” Auglo | tlepod (228);
also 122.63—65 (224) restored. The phialion that he dedicated in 230 was unrelated to the
endowment: IG X1.2 125.12 (ca 215): [g]idhov T'ogyiov ént Xnvkhi[yov] (230). That they are
Delians: ViaL, Délos indépendante, p. 381.

21.  Sopatros: I.Delos 320.B.57-58 (229): nai &Ahag pradhag dc mapeld|Bopey mlapd TAnmokéuon xal
IMolvotpdton: &nl XxvAhiyov TTtokepatéwv, Avryove[iwy, — — — | Anunjtoteiov, TTaveiwy,
Xrpatovireiwy, Edtuyelwy, Zwnatpeiwy, Madrytddv drapyy.
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endowment in 252;* likewise Eutychos of Chios, long conjectured to have been a
banker or financier, about twenty years later.”

We know little of founders’ motivations. But of the non-royal founders,
Stesileos and his family do seem to fit a recognizable profile. He was archon in
305, choregos in 284 and 280;* his son Diodotos setved as ambassador, hieropoios,
prodaneistes, and lampadarch in the 280s;* in 250 his daughter Echenike endowed
sacrifice to Apollo and Aphrodite (above n. 18). He was not only politically engaged,
but pious as well, and his piety extended beyond the endowment. By 304, he had
dedicated not only a statue of Aphrodite,”
and small temple in which she resided.” This stood at the northern edge of the

but also, it is thought, the sanctuary

22. The earliest attested phiale was dedicated in 251. LDelos 398.A.90-91 (240); 313.frab.71
(235/47); 314.B.78-79 (after 235/4) restored; 320.B.36-37 (229) restored. Patronym and
ethnic preserved: IG XI1.2 287.B.127-128 (250): @iddnv Nwodhaog Ayiov Altwldg dvélnuey
AnOA<A>wvt A | tépudt Anrot, 6 H; X1.4 1075.2-3 (mid III). On an occasion unknown to
us — not impossibly the creation of the endowment itself — he was honored for his “piety
toward the sanctuary and goodwill toward the people” (IG XI1.4 1075 [mid III}): 6 87jpog &
Anhiov | N[wo]haov Ayio | Aitwhov éx Ipooye[ilov | [e]doeBeiog Eve[xe]v | ¢ mept 1[0] tlepov
[rat] | [e]d|v]oialc T|Ag [elic [tov dnw|ov. E. WiLL, Histoire politigue du monde hellénistique 323—30
av. J.-C. (2" ed., Nancy 1979-82) vol. I, p. 327, notes that Nikolaos “fonde une féte 2 son nom,

I” This is true, but it might

be more apt to say that both he and the kings were following the example of Delian locals.

23.  BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 530 n. 4, 658. Z1eBARTH, “Delische Stiftungen,” p. 430, thought him
a banker; V. GABRIELSEN, “Banking and Credit Operations in the Hellenistic Times,” in
Z.H. ARCHIBALD e/ al. (eds.), Making, Moving and Managing: The New World of Ancient Economies,
323-31 BC, Oxford, 2005, p. 136-164, 155, dubs him a “specialist in Delian sea finance”; we
know only that he resided on Delos, “collaborat[ed] in just fashion with those who sail the

2

sea,” and was honored for reasons no longer preserved: IG XI.4 691.4-8: éneidn Ebtuyog

les Nikolaieia, du méme type que les Plolemaicia ou que les Antigoneid

Dikdyrov Xiog, oindv év | [Af]hwt xal cuvepyalopevog Gno tod Swaiov [toig | v Od]iattay
nhéovaty, &v e Toig Eumpoalelv | ypdvorg Sie]téhet Toig te Beoig oefouevog xalt | ebvoug dv tét]
tepdt xat Anhiowg xai viv i v | — — —. Such words neither make him a banker nor preclude
the possibility. Chian: 1. Delos 425.15: &\kny, én’ dpyovtoc Atoyévou, ieponodv 8¢ Amorlodweov,
Avtyov]ov: Ebtuyo|c] Dikdrta Xiog Anoikev, Oh. H; 426.4; 439.fra.66; 442.A.71-72. The first
attested phiale was generated in 230 and recorded in 229.

24. 1G XI1.2 105.1: éni Apiotoxnpitov dpyoviog (284); 3—4: oide &yopnynoav eic Amolidvior: |
Xmoirews Aodo[t|ov; 107.1-2: &n’ dpyovtog Xdppov (280) ode éyopRiynoav | eic Amolidvia;
13: tpaywddv: Xmoilews Atoddtou. On his family see VIAL, Délos indépendante, p. 75, Stemma
XT; also TREHEUX, Efudes, p. 429433,

25, ViaL, Délos indépendante, p. 75, stemma XI. IG X1.4 1028.b.4-5: mpecBevtc nipéd[n | Awbdlotog
Xr[noii]ew; XI1.2 155.b.7-8: toic tepomotoic [toig éni Anjuéov dpyoviog Aoddtwr Xmotlew,
Dwxpltor | Anpoélv]ov; 158.B.12—13: édaveioapev | toic npodavels |taic (4-6) ... Aodotwt
Y| othew; X1.4 1155: Abdotog Xnoirew | ‘Eoudt Aapnadapyfoac. | Apyadel évinwy.

26.  C. DurvyE, “Aphrodite a Délos : culte privé et public a I'époque hellénistique,” REG 119
(20006), p. 83—113, esp. 94-97. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 330.

27.  E.g. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 337. R. HamivtoN, Treasure Map: A Guide to the Delian Inventories, Ann
Arbor, 2000, p. 187-189, 189: “It is virtually certain that [Stesileos] constructed the sanctuary as
well as providing the cult image.” Guide de Délos*, no. 88 p. 261: il fut consacté par Stésiléos.”
Recent excavations support a construction date in the late fourth century: C. DURVYE, “Délos.
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theater quarter,® its entry appatently flanked by statues of his parents.” A third
statue was dedicated there by his daughter Echenike.” Several dedications from
the period of independence are from members of Stesileos’ family.” The place
“was saturated with the presence of Stesileos, in the form of his pious dedication,
and the aged parents he chose to honour out of the fortune they had passed on to
him.”? Thus, the entire sanctuary is thought to be private, a family affair, much
like the nearby, and later, Sarapeion A.> Durvye has suggested that Stesileos’ actions
blended piety and more secular aspirations, by providing a gathering space for a
“political group” and reaffirming the status and power of his prominent family.**
Here, in other words, are the actions of a well known type, an elite benefactor,”

I’Aphrodision : rapport sur les fouilles de juillet 2008,” BCH 133 (2009), p. 597-608, 602—605;
also that the area was not completely undeveloped at the time of construction: p. 605-607. The
oikos immediately to the west of the temple, on the other hand, appears to have been built at
the same time: DURVYE, REG 119 (20006), p. 96-97. C. DURVYE, “Recherches récentes a Délos :
I’Aphrodision de Stesile6s,” RA (2009), p. 198-207, 200, conjectures that perhaps it stored
phialai generated by Stesileos’ endowment or served as a banquet hall.

28.  Guide de Délos*, no. 88. See especially DURVYE, RA (2009), p. 198-207; BCH 133 (2009), p. 597—
608; “Délos. I.’Aphrodision : étude du matériel mis au jour en 2005-2006,” BCH 132 (2008),
p. 803-806; “Délos. I.’Aphrodision : fouilles dans la partie orientale du sanctuaire,” BCH 130
(20006), p. 728-741; still highly useful is BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 334-341.

29.  IG X1.4 1166: [X]moireng top natépla] | Avdotov; 1167: Xnoikeng mu pntéoa | "Eyevinny.
30.  IG XIL.4 1277: "Eyevinn Zmoike[w] Alpplodit[nt]. See VIAL, Délos indépendante, p. 75.

31.  C. Durvye, “Fvolution fonctionelle d’une divinité a I’échelle locale : les offrandes a I’ Aphrodite
de Stesileds a Délos,” Kernos Suppl. 23 (2009), p. 149167, 156-160. By the time Athens returned
to control of the island, patronage of the little temple seems to have declined somewhat and
dedications seem more modest: DURVYE, in Kerzos Suppl. 23 p. 160—162. And yet this is also
the period in which the sanctuary was apparently expanded, with the addition of a cluster of
vikoi adjacent to the temple, to the east. DURVYE, RA (2009), p. 202-205. The designation,
‘oikoi, is ancient; see e.g. LDelos 1417.A.ii.19-20: oixo &v tét fepdt tebupwpévol xepu | pwrol
nAelc odx Eyovtec. By this time the Athenian administrators were keeping track of the temple’s
dedications. I.Delos 1412.28-35; 1417.A.ii.1-21, the fullest accounting; 1423.B.a.ii.17-23;
1426.B.ii.1-22; 1442.B.30-35; 1443.B.ii.91-101.

32, J. Ma, Statues and Cities: Honorific Portraits and Civic Ldentity in the Hellenistic World, Oxford, 2013,
p. 229.

33.  Guide de Délos*, no. 91; BRUNEAU, Recherches p. 459—461. Tt may also call to mind the Mouseion
established by Epikteta, on Thera, about a century later, a private sanctuary established by and
for a prominent family and bespeaking its own particular piety: /G XI1.3 330 [A. WITTENBURG,
1/ testamento di Epikteta, Trieste, 1990; Laum, Stifiungen, 43].

34.  DurvyE, RA (2009), p. 199-202.

35.  GABRIELSEN, L (n. 23), p. 153—154, emphasizes the family’s engagement in business: “Diodotos,
one of the seven prodaneistai in 282 BC, was the son of Stesileos, who in 302 had established the
foundation Stesileia, and the brother of Echenike, who in 250 set up the foundation Echenikeia;
four years earlier (280), he himself had served the sanctuary as hieropoios. ... These individuals
— and indeed the entire ensemble of Delian prodaneistai — fall squarely into the larger group
of portfolio-holding entrepreneurs, who engaged in moneylending either independently
or as energetic, profit-making sub-lenders standing amidst chains of credit. In the period
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for whom piety, philanthropy, politics, and the enhancement of personal and
familial status are authentic and overlapping concerns. This is not a controversial
idea;* endowments, like most such benefactions, are generally thought to have
projected founders’ power to local audiences. An annual eponymous festival sent
a clear message, demanded recognition, affirmed the prestige of founders and
families. Establishing a private sanctuary at the same time only underlined this
message. As gestures of political self-representation, therefore, the royal and non-
royal endowments look alike. The former have long and often been thought to
celebrate and advertise major military victories in the Aegean theater;” to manifest
“religious policies” that were “part of an effort to consolidate ... close relations”
with subject cities; to be an act of “pious self-advertising investment;”* to have
been established “for the sole purpose of glorifying the new powers of the time,
who craved the international recognition and prestige these gatherings could

of independence, temple, city and wealthy Delians had formed a smoothly working credit
coalition.”

36. See, however, the qualification offered by Ma, o.c. (n. 32), p. 233-234: “The monuments set
up by Stesileos on Delos — two family statues, and a temple — sound like a grand statement,
but it is important to realize that they were set up in an isolated site on the edge of the main
area of the shrine: segmented off from the epiphanestatoi topoi reserved for dedications and the
very rare public honorific statues, and excentric. During the period of Delian independennce,
most private honorific families in the late third and second centuries BC crowded within the
dromos ..., 1in a series that hinted at a form of organization, public control, and family consent
to collaborate with the public. The case of Stesileos suggests that the elitist analysis cannot be
pushed too far, because of the diversity and fragmentation of social space in the Hellenistic
cities: what was the audience of the family monuments? Could the habit of family statues have
been an elite passetemps, part of an incoherent social landscape which combined signs of poli-
tical institutions and discourses as well as private, ‘anthropological’ values and interests? Could
the practice have been part of a complex and evolving dialectical relationship between the
community and the elite which it helped constitute?”” M. ScoTT, Space and Society in the Greek and
Roman Worlds, Cambridge, 2013, p. 60, suggests that the site is part of increased development,
heavily religious, in a transit zone.

37. E.g. W.W. TarN, “The Battles of Andros and Cos,” JHS 29 (1909), p. 264-285, 271-274;
K. BurastLs, Das hellenistische Makedonien und die Agéis: Forschungen zur Politik des Kassandros und
der drei ersten Antigoniden (Antigonos Monopthalmos, Demetrios Poliorketes und Antigonos Gonatas) im
Aga"z'xfbm Meer und in Westkleinasien |= MiinchBeitr 73], Munich, 1982, p. 146—-151; G. REGER,
“The Date of the Battle of Kos,” AJAH 10 (1985) [1993], p. 155-177, 158-159; id., “The
political history of the Kyklades: 260-200 B.C.,” Historia 43 (1994), p. 32—69, notes (p. 54
n. 92) that the “several festivals” of Antigonos “have been the subject of endless discussion,
usually attached to the date(s) of the battles of Kos or Andros and the reality (or illusion) of an
Antigonid hegemony over the islands after c. 250 B.C.”; C. CHamPION, “In Defence of Hellas:
The Antigonid Soteria and Pancia at Delos and the Aetolian Soteria at Delphi,” AJAH 3/4
(2004/05) [2007], p. 72-88.

38.  G. HousL, A History of the Ptolemaic Empire, London/New York, 2001, p. 98.
39.  R.M. ERRINGTON, A History of the Hellenistic World 323—30 BC, Malden, 2008, p. 107.
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bring.”*’ Thus, the royal and non-royal endowments are thought to have aimed at
the same effect.

But these endowments were too small to have garnered much international
prestige. We know or can infer the capitalization of ten endowments (I.Delos
366.A.131-134); the smallest was 1500 drachmas, the largest 8700, and most
between 3000 and 4000. Stesileos’ fund, the smallest of the lot, earned but 150
drachmas per year, enough to acquire a phiale and little or nothing else. The annual
return of Philonis’ endowment, the largest attested and more than twice the size
of most, was roughly equivalent to expenditure on wine alone for the annual
festival at the Carian village of Kypranda (by Kaunos).*" A royal endowment that
earned a few hundred drachmas and spent more than 100 of them on a phiate,
could not buy much religion with the balance. The endowments underwrote ritual
celebrations to be sure, but nothing like a festival befitting the honor of a king.*
These ‘festivals’ were meant to be witnessed primarily by the gods. Their modest
scale did not conduce to ostentatious, political machination and propaganda.®
Their size, then, sets them apart from the eponymous festivals of the Hellenistic
wortld that we know so well.

And yet their names, The Stesileia, Eutycheia, Ptolemaieia, etc., do call to mind
the small but well known number of eponymous endowed festivals from else-
where in the Hellenistic wotld:* The Ieonideia at Pharsalos, Koan Pythokleia,

40.  J.B. ScHOLTEN, Politics of Plunder: Aitolians and their Koinon in the Early Hellenistic Era, 279-217
B.C., Berkeley, 2000, p. 99, following BURASELIS, o.c. (n. 37), p. 141-144 and citing (n. 9) the
Delian Soteria and Paneia specifically.

41.  P.Cair.Zen. 111 59341a.4 and 9-14: 6 yewpyodc pov @npwy énpiato Tapd | T7¢ TOAEWS TUEXCYEY
olvov Tt ywopévnt | mevnydper &y Kompdvdorg xat’ dviantdy, | Hmép ob éye tapéoyov tov otvov
ueton | tog 8 top petenty dve F o | & yivovtan F wv.

42.  On numbers fed by animal sacrifices see F.S. NAIDEN, Swole Signals for the Gods: Ancient Greek
Sacrifice from the Archaic through Roman Periods, Oxford, 2013, p. 258-268.

43.  As E. BickermAN, “Sur les batailles navales de Cos et d’Andros,” REA 40 (1938), p. 369-383,
374-375, worried long ago: “Il faut fermer les yeux a I’évidence pour estimer que la fondation
d’un tel sacrifice par un souverain équivalait nécessairement a une manifestation de sa puissance
dans ’Egée. C’était simplement un hommage 4 Apollon (financiérement assez médiocre), qui
marquait, a soi seul, seulement I'existence de bonnes relations entre le donateur et les Déliens
et, partant, la puissance protectrice de I'lle sainte.” BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 579-583, saw some
scope for political implications, but fundamentally agreed; similarly, HAMMOND — WALBANK,
Macedonia, p. 593 and F.W. WaLBANK, JHS 106 (1986), p. 243, at least in the case of The Pancia
and Sozeria. See also WILL, o.c. (n. 22), p. 232.

44.  See the list of new and reorganized civic festivals at A. CHaNIOTIS, “Sich selbst feiern? Die
stidtischen Feste des Hellenismus im Spannungsfeld zwischen Religion und Politik,” in
P. ZANKER, M. WORRLE (eds.), Stadtbild und Biirgerbild im Hellenismus, Miinchen, 1995, p. 147172,
164-168. Festivals named for founders — Delos excepted — represented a small fraction of the
considerable growth in new and expanded festal activity. J.D. MiKkaLsoN, Reigion in Hellenistic
Athens, Berkeley, 1998, p. 212-213, and scarcely another, hesitates over the designation,
‘festival’ “Though named after the donor, this “festival’ [sc. The Szesileia] and others like it on
Delos were to give divine honors to the deities, not to the founders. ... This particular type of
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Delphic Alkesippeia and Attaleia and Eumeneia.” These eponymous festivals were
not “the cult of So-and-so” (objective genitive) but “So-and-so’s cult” for some
deity, ritual offered to gods by a polity in the name of the men who provided the
resources to fund it. The adjectival ending denoted a ritual’s originator and funder
rather than its object or recipient. Of course, the latter sense was also, and more
typically, conveyed by the same: e.g. the Magnesian Lenkophryeneia or Alexandrian
Prolemaia. These were two distinct kinds of eponymity, indicated by the same type
of adjective. Such ambiguity was tolerable, understandable, and probably a natural
development of the growth in private financing of public religion; Delphians will
have had little difficulty remembering that the .A/kesippeia was cult established,
paid, and named for Alkesippos rather than cult offered to Alkesippos.

On Delos, however, the adjective was also used in a different way. The
earliest of the endowments was established, around the time of independence, by
Mikythos. Dedications offered via his fund were inventoried as &ylikes mikytheior,

skaphia mikytheia, or plain mikytheia.** Likewise, dedications funded by Stesileos’

“festival,” named after the donor but intended to honor the deity, perhaps derived from the
embassies (thedriai) sent to Delos by cities with sacrifices, choruses, and dedications to honor
Apollo. Whatever its origins, it became the format according to which, in the third century,
the Ptolemies, Antigonids, and Attalids made their primary contribution to Delian religious
life. In Athens, as we have seen, benevolent Hellenistic monarchs might be rewarded with
divine honors and large public festivals in zhezr honor. But on Delos these same monarchs
received from the Delian state itself no such honors. Rather, the kings or members of their
families or staff contributed sums of money, probably rather modest by their standards, and
from the interest each year a sacrifice was performed, the Deliades sang, and a vase was made
and inscribed to commemorate the event. The celebration was named after the monarch,
whether Ptolemaieia, Antigoneia, or Attaleia, but the recipient of the honors was Apollo, not
the monarch.”

45.  L'Thessaly 52 (11I): Leonides of Halikarnassos dedicated a stoa, its rents to be used to fund the
eponymous gymnastic competition. /G XIIL.4 350 (late 2nd cent. BC): a gymnasial calendar
from perhaps as much as a century later indicates that The Pyzhokleia — presumably the very
same — were celebrated on the tenth of Artamitios (IG XI1.4 281.33-34): « [TuBosketo Al |
Ywtipt; a text from the mid 2nd century AD mentions a hereditary priest of the Pythokleians,
presumably an association that was invested in the cult, perhaps of individuals claiming
descent from Pythokles: Maturi, Nuwova Silloge, 462.11-12: iepéo nata yévog ITubo | [x]Aeiwv.
Laum, Stiftungen, 27 (182/1): Alkessipos of Kalydon gave 130 gold staters and 22 minas, 30
staters of silver to endow a sacrifice and public feast to Apollo Pythios. DITTENBERGER, Sy/°
672, 671 [LavM, Stiftungen, 28, 29] (160/59): Attalos II and Eumenes I, apparently at Delphi’s
request, funded cult to Apollo. Dittenberger (IG VII 43), suggested that the Poseidonios who
received endowed sacrifices at Aigosthena (III/II) may have been a local Poseidon ot simply
a human founder like Alkesippos; but that we cannot know: “Argumentum huins tituli gravissimis
dnbitationibus obnoxinm est.” In any case the text does not refer to a festival called The Posidonieia
vel sim.

46.  LDelos 442.B.145-146: ondypra puntBeior TIIL ént Koopddov, "Olvpmtoddgov, TToivEévou,
Bévwvog, Me |vexpdton, Aptotdpyov, Anuntpiov &\ko, émotatodvtog Tetoudéovs ko, ént
Teheoapyidov ndxag pnvleiove I, énl Atoxkéoue, Nuwiov, Anunroiov, Apictwvog; IG X1.2
133.24-27: pwmdberov dpyovtog Bevotl|pov, énotatodviog Methyidou: pmdletov &p|yovtog
Eevortipov, isponodv 8¢ Augotepod, | TTolvEévo, XikAvon, Diinmov.
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endowment were called poreria stesileia,' and officials called that fund the stesileion.*
A stesileion, then, was the fund that paid for offerings and an offering that was
paid for by the fund. The héeropoioi did not record a loan of money that Echenike
donated “for The Echenikeia” or some such, but rather “for a sacrifice to Apollo
and Aphrodite.”* Her fund was itself referred to as “the echenikeion.” Likewise,
the gorgieion paid for phialai gorgieios;”" the “money that Nesiades dedicated” was
the nesiadeion;” Philonis” endowment was called the philonideion® and underwrote
some form of ritual, including annual dedication of an object also called simply a
philonideion, ot else a skaphion philonideion, ot poterion philonideion.> When the same
Philonis dedicated a #hymiaterion, by a separate initiative, it was recorded as a
“dedication of Philonis,” not as a philonideion: it came directly from her, not from
her eponymous fund.* Objects dedicated via an endowed fund might be said to
come from the founder,* which does not mean that objects dedicated directly
by an individual would be said to have come from his or her endowment. Thus,
just as The Alkesippeia was ritual funded by Alkesippos, stesileia were dedications
tunded by the stesileion, which was endowed by Stesileos. This nomenclature is well
known,”” but its importance under-appreciated.

47. E.g IG XL2 287.B.8: xoi tdde motioie Gv dvébnre Etnoihewg; LDelos 442.B.173-175:
notiptov ot[noiietov], | én’ dpyovtog AptotoBodlov: &Aho motiptov otnoidetoy, En’ dEyovtog
"Opboréove dMo motiptov oothetoy, én’ dpyoviog Xwtélov Ao motiplov otrotietoy, é[r’
doyovtog] | Zwxheidov: &hko mothplov otoikeloy, én’ dpyovtog Avéxtou:

48.  LDelos 291.e.11: — |ot|notheiov do[yvpiov?] —; 354.23: 6 Epn dy|eikewv TOU natépa adTic &[ni]
T[At olnion] ™t mEoOg @t niovt T0b ototheiov; 370.40 and 41: ‘ERdouionog Apio[t|og t[0d]
ot[notkeiov?] and Alp]yio 6 Eypn SoveioocOot adtov ént L mbdVL T0D oTrotieiov.

49.  IG X1.2 287.A.122-123: xat 163e dpyvolov édaveioapev: unvog Anvoudvog nate Prigopo Tt
nokel xal mpodovelotals tolg Bolv] |Aevtaic Spoypac XXX d¢ dvéOnuev "Eyeviun Xtnoiiew
eic Ouotay ot e AmoAwvt xal T Ageodity, ént dmobrixrer taic mpooddolg taic dnpoaoioug 7
ouyypapn mapd ITayntt.

50.  E.g. I.Delos 372.A.71-72: [xai 163¢] &Aho [doy]votov eloriuet 1@t Oedt T0D iepod 10D ioTiatinod 10
Eyevineiov mapd Puwnatwe tod TToivEévou 10 davelov 6 Epn daveio|uo | Oalt top Tatépa adTod
HHH.

51.  ILDelos 442.B.109-110: @& |Aag yopyeiong AAIL L Delos 407.38: Avuyover Akefinob tod
yopytetov [FHIL.

52, IG XL.2 287.A.193: ol o1e t6%0u¢ dnédooav 10D doyvpiov ob vébnre Nnowgdng 138-139:
nopeldBo | pev 8¢] mapa Xapila téxov tob vnowdeiov I,

53.  LDelos 449.A.10, 30-32: 10: [rol td8e Sdve|ior édaveioapev t0b iepob Gpyvpeiov; 30-32:
T]od grhowide[iJov HH- xai t0d @iko | [xheion] HHI: xai 100 €evo[rietdleion HHEL. - i t0d
PrAwvideion | ..... I xal 100 Prhorkelou |......: w]al 00 edruyeiov H.

54.  LDelos 401.27: oxduprov @uhwvidetov; IG X1.2 133.53-54: notv | ptov grkwvidetov; 22: @hwvidetov.

55.  LDelos 1432.b.11.19-20: Ovpratiptov moumnov mepeyvowpévoy, dvade |pa Piwvidoc g
‘Hynoayopov.

56. As I suspectis the case at I.Delos 1432.B.2.1.8: oudproa Dihwvidog dexas xal puudbetov v,

57.  E.g. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 342-343.
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Scholars have referred to, say, “The Echenikeia’ for good reason. In 207 BC
the hiergpoioi recorded several disbursements to epistatai for what appear to be
eponymous festivals so named (I Delos 366.A.131-134):

édwnapey 8¢ nal tolg émotdrtong el tag Ouoiog &v toig nabnuovat ypodvorg Koopader eig
Dhadé[hyplete HHHAAA: Aptotondnnwt Dihiov

elc BEotoyeta HHHP Avtyover Xoptotiov eig Duiketaipetc HHHH: Aptotondnnet
Téluog eig Xepoov[rio]ie HHHH- Tipoo0éver Tipo[c0évou?]

eic Nopylewr {1} MHIMTAAFFE Teleoopy(dn "Einivou elg Dddnhero [TH: "Ootdn|w]
’Ootdnou eig Xmothetr HPL AcZi0éwr Ac[€]i0¢ou eic "E[yevi]-

nete HHH: “Efdopionwt Aplotiog eic @hwvidetr MHHHPMAA: Gzoppootide|t]
Duikdxov eic Nnorddete HHHIL,

This seems to refer unambiguously to eponymous festivals. But no one appears to
have observed that if we were to ‘de-capitalize’ (e.g. eic I'opyieiw —> &ic yopyletor)
the text would make no less sense. Whatever the gorgieion paid for, whether a phiale
or a victim, was called a gorgieion; disbursements for such were “for gorgieia,” eig
yopytewa. The stesifeion yielded 150 drachmas per year, which went “for stesileia”
and purchased one phiale; the echenikeion yielded 300 drachmas, which went “for
echenikeia,” which in this case were not phialai but some other rites (sacrifice,
libations, e/ sim.). All of these fell under the broad rubric #hysiaz, not solely the
sacrifice of victims (Stesileos’ endowment did not fund such), but rather, rites,
ceremony, offerings in a broad sense. So, there was ritual; there was celebration;
there was dedication. But nothing in this passage requires the existence of endowed
eponymous festivals per se.

A common expression found elsewhere in the hzergpoioi accounts seems to
record phialai coming “from (celebrations) of the Stratonikeid’ or the like, e.g.
L.Delos 366.A.53=55: nai @réhoac énl Xwtiwvog [Ttokepat | slwv: dAAny [Trokepateiwy,
Xrpatovineiwy, Nuolasinwy, Attadeiny, Avtryoveiny, Aovaxsiwv: Ay Aviryoveioy:
| én’ Amolhodopov Madiyddv: ént TAnowpévov Zwnateeiwy: énl Xwtiwvog
Duhetonpeiov: ént Dikwvog Anuntoteiwyv. But for officials responsible for tracking
hundreds of these objects, a somewhat different construction would be under-
standable. Since each individual dedication was known as, say, ‘a pfolemaieion’ and
the vast stores of them could be referred to collectively as prolemaieia,” these might
well be reckoned, “another of the ptolemaicia, and of the stratonikeia,” etc. Such a
construction suits grammar and is also in keeping with ancient religious sensibility:
to both god and polity an object’s dedicator (say, Nikolaos) was a more important
piece of information, and was more often inscribed, than the occasion of its ded-
ication (say, the Nikolacia). Since a nikolacion was an object dedicated by Nikolaos
via his endowment, to record dAAny vixohaeiwv was simply to indicate another of
the dedications that Nikolaos made via his eponymous fund. Thus, here too, the
Greek need not refer to a festival, and it makes better ritual sense if it refers to a
dedicator.
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Elsewhere, the inventories are explicit about this. Endowment phialai are often
recorded alongside phialai that were dedicated by the Delian #ittyes, the Mapsichidat,
and the Thyestadai and Okyneidai, e.g. 1. Delos 366.84-85 (207): didnv I'1[torep]outeicov:
éni Xopiha Anunroteiwy: ént Eevopidov Madrytdav: ént [ToAdfov Ovectad®dv | nol
"Quoverddv: énl Tan|otp]évouv Xrtpatovineiwy. The latter were regular, though not
endowed, dedications.®® The #ittyes were agents, dedicators, and not occasions;
the genitives indicate that the dedications were theirs, in the strict sense of having
been offered by them. In this formula both @uvectaddv xal "Qruvelddv and
Xrpatovineiwy indicate dedicator and neither refers to occasion. Like the genitive,
the adjectival ending in —e/on also tells of dedication, in this case indirect, by the
person for whom an endowment is named. This was the compressed language of
accounting. But elsewhere, the inscriptions show the equivalence more explicitly,
deploying the same boilerplate to record “other phialai which the Thyestadai and
Okyneidai dedicated” and “other phialai which the Deliades dedicated, King Ptolemy
having contributed the choreia”” These are merely the verbose expressions of
that other formula, ént 100 detvog ITtokepotcinwy and ént tod Seivoc Oveotaddy nol
"Qrovetddv, which indicated an object dedicated by Ptolemy via the prolemaieion and
an object dedicated, without such intermediation, by the Thyestadai and Okyneida:.
The same logic underpins both formulas and shows that the Delian accounts
recorded the dedicator and not the occasion. There was no dedication of a “phiale

 there was

trom The Ptolemaieia.” There were no endowed eponymous Prolemaieia,
an endowment to pay for regular ritual that included dedication of prolemaieia, a
different thing.

There were eponymous funds (e.g. stesileion, gorgieion, etc.), which endowed
offerings that were referred to by the same convention (collectively, stesileia, gorgieia,
etc.). These were regular, simple, and modest offerings that accompanied a ritual
performance of the Deliades. This endowed ritual at Delos was not like the Delphic
Alkesippeia or Pharsalian [eonideia or even the Delphic Attaleia and Eumeneia. The

Delian gesture was smaller, humbler, less ostentatious than the grand eponymous

58.  ViaL, Délos indépendante, p. 28.

59.  LDelos 320.B.14: &dhow @uédhon &g dvébecav Questadar ual *Quuveldat, én” doyo|viwy dDikiov,
etc.; 19-20: &M o @rdhon &g &v[é] | Onpav Anliddec, yopela émdovtog Bactiéwg TTtodepaion, én’
doyoviwy Xwatpdyolv, etc.

60. L. Criscuoro, “Agoni e politica alla corte di Alessandria. Riflessioni su alcuni epigrammi di
Posidippo,” Chiron 33 (2003), p. 311-333, at 324-3206, raises the possibility that the Prolemaia
in which Etearchos of Cyrene was victorious may have been Delian (Poseidippos, Epigr.
76 [Austin-Bastianini]): éxtétaft]ar n[olot(o]éywy dnoovuyos, d¢ “Eredoywt | [0b]tog [Aewog
"Aloa tnmog debhopopel - | [v]mno|o]g TTtokepodo xai “ToOuta xai Nepéon Sic | [t]odg Aekgpodg
no[etd]ely odu 20éhet otepavoue. It is in my view unthinkable that the poet would have put a
ritual event funded at a few hundred drachmas per year — even if I am wrong to think that
there was no such Delian “festival’—at the head of a list of victories at the Isthmian, Nemean,
and Pythian games. The reference is cleatly to the panhellenic Prolemaia at Alexandria; see
e.g. D.J. TnompsoN, “Posidippus, Poet of the Ptolemies,” in K. GurzwiLLEr (ed.), The New
Posidippus: A Hellenistic Poetry Book, New York, 2005, p. 269-283, 280.
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festivals of the Hellenistic world. Founders gave names to their dedications,
which was normal religion, and to the endowments that paid for those dedica-
tions, which was expedient administration. But the Greek does not indicate that
Delians attended festivals called “The Stesileia’ or the like. Endowed ritual with
funds and dedications named for the founders, yes; endowed festivals named for
their founders, no.

Thus, in scale, sensibility, and terminology, the Delian ritual looks more
like the modest endowed family cult that we know so well from the Hellenistic
petiod.®" Even the more ambitious endowed family associations did not sustain
large public festivals. Diomedon’s testamentary endowment at Kos supported
family gatherings after his death and carefully regulated family members’ use of the
endowed sacred precinct for weddings.® Epikteta’s testamentary endowment on
Thera offered similar support and also reserved the precinct for family weddings.
Poseidonios of Halikarnassos endowed a field, with courtyard, garden, and
memorial to support annual cult by his assembled family members. And while
he did stipulate that on the first day of the annual celebration the agathos dainmon
of himself and of his wife Gorgis should receive a ram, there was no eponymous
festival and the first order of business was to be a sacrifice to the agathe tyche of

# When Kritolaos of Amorgos endowed games

his presumably deceased parents.
on the death of his son Aleximachos, the ritual was modest and restricted to the

gymnasium-going elite; the endowment itself yielded only 200 drachmas per year.*

61.  See still: E.F. BrRuck, Totenteil und Seelgerit im griechischen Recht; eine entwicklungsgeschichtliche
Untersuchung zum V erbéltnis von Recht und Religion mit Beitragen zur Geschichte des Eigentums und
des Erbrechts, Mnchen, 19206; 7., “Les facteurs moteurs de P'origine et du développement des
fondations grecques et romaines,” RIDA 2 (1955), p. 159—-166. W. Kawmps, “Les origines de la
fondation cultuelle dans la Grece ancienne,” in J. PIRENNE (ed.), Archives d’histoire du droit oriental,
Bruxelles/Paris, 1937, vol. I p. 145-179. More recently A. WITTENBURG, “Grande familles et
associations cultuelles a I'époque hellénistique,” Kreza 23 (1998), p. 451-455; S.B. POMEROY,
“Family Values: The Uses of the Past,” in P. BIDE e al (eds.), Conventional Values of the
Hellenistic Greeks [= Studies in Hellenistic Civilization 8], Aarhus, 1997, p. 204-219. IG XI1.3 329
[LAUM, Stiftungen, 44]; 1G TV2.2 1236 [Laum, Stiftungen, 57; IG IV 840]; IG TV 841.14-24 [Laun,
Stiftungen, 58]; here, the city played a key role, appointing two overseers to lend the money, let
the land, collect both interest and rents, perform the sactifice, nominate auditors, and render
accounts of their activities. Public though the setting was, this was family ritual: Kawmps, zbid.,
p. 171. F. GHERCHANOC, L.'Oikos en fite. Célébrations familiales et sociabilité en Gréce ancienne, Paris,
2012, p. 159-168

62. IG XII.4 348.86-115.

63. 1G XI1.3 330.50-51: unde yorjooxt 10 Moveoeiov pnbevi, | el xo pA g t@v ¢€ "Emtedeiog ydpov
nou).

64.  Syil? 1044. 33-36: t7 uév wfo]wtne | Ve Toym: Ayl motpog xad pnteog Iooe[bw]viov | [x]etov
nod Aaxipove AyaOadt ooetdwviov nat [I'o]oyidog | xptdv.

65.  IGXIL.7 515. The Delphic A#taleia, whose audience was the modest community of gymnasium
attendees, could draw on but 200 drachmas (3000 at interest of 1/15") for “sacrifices and
honors” (Sy/? 672.9 [Laum, Stiftungen, 28)) el 8¢ 10¢ npdg xol Ouolog dpaypuds totoythiog; 23:
OOV TEVTEXAULDENATOD.
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Most such endowments recognized the familial disruption of death with modest
ritual; some supported familial growth through unions. By and large they did not

do so with festivals named for the founders themselves.

If the Delian endowments were a local manifestation of this wider phenomenon,
then we might expect them to have been established to mark similar moments in
their founders’ lives. Unfortunately, as rich as Delian prosopographic data are,
we lack the information to reconstruct detailed family histories. In the case of
the royal endowments, however, we are better informed. Now, in no instance is
the purpose or occasion of an endowment’s founding stated. But some cases ad-
mit of reasonable speculation. The lieropoioi started recording phialai contributed
by Philetairos in 262 BC,*” meaning that the endowment was established in 263,
the year of Philetairos’ death. Some have thought that Philetairos established the

66. When Euagis daughter of Kleusthenes endowed cult for Asklepios, among others, she
may have named the cult after her father. The enabling document is very pootly preserved.
P.M. Fraser, G.E. BEaN, The Rhodian Peraca and islands, Oxford, 1954, p. 16, saw a possible
reference to a festival named for her father: [K]ievobéveta. Subsequent editors abandoned the
idea (following based on BLOmEL, I.Rbod.Per., 303 and BrEssoN, Recuez/ Pérée, 5.10-16): &Hotle
and tdc m[o]063ou yiveoOar Buot|av @ Acrhamdt xal tolc [&|Akowg Oeoig tolg | mepl tO[v

Ao]yhant[ov #]ad’ [Ex]actov éwawtov | [E]v uny[l — — — — xat iotdob]ow Zvpvioug v | tag [év
G wo dpéploy & [0]v[ote] guvtediton, [N 8¢ | [JYN] — = — = — — — — INIA [K]ievcOévet
A|[— ——. But the orphaned letter at line-end (15) is worrisome and the condition expressed

at lines 14—15 might have addressed what the ritual event was to be called: [ta]v 8¢ | [o]uv[Ovoiay
(or [o]uv]aywyay or similar) motayopeve]v ta [K]ievobévewr. This would comport with the
traces that were seen by Bliimel, understood by Bresson, and are — just barely — visible
in the photograph of the squeeze printed by Fraser and Bean. Thus, the decree would have
begun: since Euagis gave money and real-estate (3-9), “so that from the income there may be a
sacrifice to Asklepios and the other gods around the Asklepieion each year, in the month of ...
and so that all the Syrnians may feast on whatever day the sacrifice is held, and so that they may
call the sacrifice the Kleustheneia...” (10-15). Similatly: Sy/l* 672.52-53: notay[og]edovieg tov
Ouoli] | v Attddera; 60—-61: xatevyéotwy motayopevoves v Huoiay Attd | Aetx xabog etbiotay;
and the Delphic Ewmeneia: Syll? 671A.20: notevyéoOuooy 16 Edpévein nabog vopiletar; also
Leonides’ Pharsalan endowment: I.Thessaly 52.5-6: 6 8¢ dywv mpocayopevéobn | Aeswvideta.
FHuagis” endowed assets seem to have included a property given to her by her father: 1. Rbod.per.,
303.7-9: t6 1¢?| yerrovedov tér tepfé|v]et 100 Ag[uhamod] i [ Kievobévng moga| — |
NTI[ — . Perhaps she endowed some or all of her dowry upon his death? We cannot know.
But whatever the case, she, like Diomedon or Epikteta or Poseidonios, did not found cult
named after herself; if anything, honored though she was, her actions sought to confer honor
not on herself but on her father, whose death may have been the occasion of the endowment’s
creation.

67. E.g IG XI1.2 224.B.20-21 (258): @idhn Aelo, ylopela Anhadwy Diketaipov émdov|[tog én’
&oylovtog "Ehnivou (262); 287.B.119 (250): dv dhétongog ¢’ "Emivou (262) géhy Anhddwy,
yopein émddvtog Diketaipov. The account is fragmentary but, in 258 the hieropoioi may have
counted five dedications, for the years 262-258 BC: IG X1.2 224.A.4 (258): nat 10D puhetanpeion
H—.
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endowment himself,* in support of a festival named for himself, in honor of him-
self. But several royal endowments were founded in or around the year of their
eponym’s death, so that it is simpler to conclude, as some have, that Eumenes 1
established the fund upon his uncle’s death and his own succession to the Attalid
throne.”” If so, then the eponym was not self but family member, the act not
self-promotion but right piety, consistent with Eumenes’ apparent dedication of
a statue of Philetairos at about the same time.” If so, then this was a minor depat-
ture from Delian practice, inasmuch as the formal dedicator was held to be not
the endowment’s founder, but the individual on whose behalf and under whose
name someone else established the fund. Eumenes gave the money that allowed
Philetairos to contribute phialai postumously. But if these funds were established
on the occasion of important family events, as I have suggested, then this endow-
ment remained otherwise true to convention, inasmuch as it was founded in pious
response to Philetairos’ death.

Similartly, in 246, the third of the Ptolemaic endowments was established.”
This was the year in which Philadelphos died and Fuergetes ascended to the
throne. Some have viewed this as somehow announcing or enforcing Euergetes’
legitimacy.” But any such measures are likely to have been carried out on the
home front and at scale, not on Delos with a modest rite, whose perpetuation by
endowment entailed a year’s delay before first offering. As pious observance of a
family member’s death, on the other hand, the gesture is understandable.

68.  R.B. McSHANE, The Foreign Policy of the Attalids of Pergamum, Urbana, 1964, p. 40, also 43, where
it is suggested without argument that the Delian Philetaireia “may better be dated well before
263;” BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 571: “Philétairos mourut la méme année 263, mais cela n’empéche
pas qu’il ait pu fonder lui-méme la féte;” foundation by Philetairos is implicit in E.V. HANSEN,
The Attalids of Pergamon, 2™ edition, London, 1971, p. 19, but cf. n. 27; H.-J. ScCHALLES, Unfer-
suchungen zur Kulturpolitik der pergamenischen Herrscher im dritten Jabrbundert vor Christus |= Istanbuler
Forschungen 30], Tubingen, 1985, p. 38: “Kurz vor dem Tode des Philetairos im Jaht 263 v.Chr.
wurden noch von ihm selbst im Apollonheiligtum von Delos die Philetaireia eingerichtet;”
BRINGMANN, Schenkungen, 182[E] p. 226, dates the endowment “nach 263 v. Chr.” but observes,
“Die Philetaireia wurden im Jahr 263 gestiftet; in diesem Jahr starb Philetairos, was aber
nicht heilen muf, daf3 das Fest nicht mehr von ihm selbst gestiftet worden ist.” See already
T. HoMOLLE, Les archives de l'intendance sacrée a Délos (315—166 av. ].-C.), Paris, 1887, p. 61.

69. E.g W.A. LADLAW, A History of Delos, London, 1933, p. 106; Rostovrzerr, SEHHIWIII p. 1448
n. 322; R.E. ALLEN, The Attalid Kingdom: A Constitutional History, Oxford, 1983, p. 22 n. 46.

70.  1G X1.4 1106: Edpévng — — — | Dukétougov t[ov — — —|.

71, In 240 six phialai were attested, so that the endowment’s creation must have been in 246 and
its first dedication in 245; I.Delos 298.A.77=79: &\ Aac @idhag émt | [yoxpnyv éyovoug Anidadeg,
yooela] Anoi[hovt Aptéudt Antoli ém[ddv]tog Baothéwe TTtohepaion, én’ &pyovrog MavtBéon
(245), émt [Ee|vorpdtoug (244), [ént Atjovuaion (243), én’ | 'Opbo | wkéoug (242), én’ Aynibeidon
(241), &> Axnpwdiwvog] (240): deOpo[v ey émddévtog Baothéwg TTrodepaiov T On the
three Ptolemaic endowments see Bruneau, Recherches 519-523.

72.  E.g. W.W. TARN, Antigonos Gonatas, Oxford, 1913, p. 376: “|O]ne of his first acts had been to
see that a foundation to celebrate his accession was made at Delos.”
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There may be a pattern. The first stratonikeion was dedicated in 252, its en-
dowment having been created in the previous year.” The fund was named for
the daughter of Demetrios Poliorketes, sister of Antigonos Gonatas,™ wife of
first Seleukos Nikator and then his son Antiochos.” It has been suggested that
the endowment was established to celebrate Antigonos’ naval victory off Kos —
which may have taken place in 255, or even earlier;”
unexplained and should raise doubts. Whatever the date, though, a major naval
victory seems a bizarre occasion for Antigonos, if he was the author of the endow-
ments, to have honored his sister, especially with a modest ritual that few would
ever see. On the other hand, if Stratonike died in 254, as has been suggested and
often accepted as plausible, though never proved,” the subsequent creation of the
endowment to produce dedications offered “on her behalf””® would have been an
intelligible show of piety and a reasonable religious response to her death.

in either case the delay is

In that same year Antigonos is thought to have established an eponymous
endowment in honor, the assumption goes, of himself and in celebration of his
earlier naval victory off Kos. But scholars agree that Antigonos’ son Demetrios 11
married Stratonike, the daughter of Antiochos I, in the mid 250s; Tarn’s conjecture
that the marriage took place in 253 has found followers if not proof.” Demettios’
marriage may well have been worth celebrating. No one could have known at the

73.  1G X1.2 287.B.124; 1. Delos 298.A.89-90; 313.2.69-70; 314.B.76—77; 320.B.34-306; 338.Bc.45-48.

74.  BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 561-562; ScnuLHor, BCH 32 (1908), p. 106. P.M. Fraser, C.H. ROBERTS,
CdFE 24 (1949), p- 292 n. 4 suggested that the honorand was the daughter of Antiochos I and
wife of Demetrios II but, as HAMMOND — WALBANK, Macedonia, p. 598, n. 6, observed, she was
called basilissa in the Delian accounts (eg IG XI1.2 287.B.124) and Demetrios II was not king
until 239.

75.  Plut., Demetr., 31, 3—4; 38, 1-9; 53, 4; on her transfer from father to son: Plut., Demzetr., 38,
1-9; App., Syr., 59-61; K. BRODERSEN, “Der Liebeskranke Konigssohn und die Seleukidische
Herrschaftsauffassung,” Azhenaeun 63 (1982), p. 459-469.

76.  C. HaBicHT, Athénes hellénistique. Histoire de la cité d’Alexandre le Grand a Marc Antoine, transl. M.
and D. Knoepfler, Paris, 2000, p. 165 is cautious, as is J.]. GABBERT, Awntigonus Il Gonatas: A
Political Biography New York 1997), p. 52-53; 255: HAMMOND — WALBANK, Macedonia, p. 595—
599; BURASELIS, .. (0. 37), p. 146—151; earlier: REGER, ALAH 10 (1985) [1993] p. 155-177; id.,
Historia 43 (1994), p. 40—41.

77. KJ.BerLocH, Griechische Geschichte, Betlin/Leipzig, 1927 vol. IV.2, p. 199-200; BrUNEAU,
Recherches, p. 561-562; HAMMOND — WALBANK, Macedonia, p. 598; REGER, A[AH 10 (1985)
[1993] p. 159; CARNEY, Women and Monarchy, p. 171.

78.  1.Delos 298.A.83-90: Anhiddeg, yopeion Andihwvt Afp]émidt Antol dnep [Baothicong Xtpatovinng,
IG X1.2 287.B.124: ént ®ddvouv @éhn Anhiddwy, yopela dntp Baothicone Xtpatovinng I.Delos
313.A.69=70: &t [prdhot Anhi]ddwy, yopsin dnép Bac|i|Moong vac. | Xtpatovinyg.

79. J. SEiBERT, Historische Beitrige zu den dynastischen Verbindungen in hellenistischer Zeit |= Historia
Eingelschriften, 10], Wiesbaden, 1967, p. 34-36; CARNEY, Women and Monarchy, p. 184—185, with
n. 23 p. 310; TARN, o.c. (n. 72), p. 348.
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time that the union would end unhappily.® Demetrios’ father Antigonos Gonatas
had also martied a Seleucid princess.®" Now, another such alliance opened the
door to future succession.

I suggest, then, that the two Antigonid endowments may have been created
not in celebration of a military success, not to advertise imperial might, but rather
to acknowledge two religiously charged domestic and dynastic moments, one
severing a tie to the Seleucids and another forging a new one; these may have
taken place in 254 and/or 253, but in any case quite close to each other, and
just before the endowments were established on Delos. Antigonos was in his
sixties. He had a son and heir in Demetrios II and, with his son’s new well-placed
marriage to Stratonike, Antigonos had done what he could to secure the family’s
next generation. At this critical moment, I suggest, Antigonos established a pair
of endowments, the one observing the death of his sister Stratonike with annual
dedication of stratonikeia, the other celebrating the marriage of his son Demettios
II with antigoneia, named perhaps for the founder himself, Gonatas, but perhaps
instead for his homonymous forebear. As commemoration of a major military
success such a modest affair — not to mention its eponymity after a woman —
would have been laughable, ill-befitting the grandeur of the king and occasion,
beneath the honor and thanks owed to the gods. As family ritual, however, such a
gesture would have been understandable, respectable, appropriate.

An endowment named for a Demetrios appeats to have been founded in 238,%
the year after Demetrios 11 succeeded his father Antigonos Gonatas. It might be
tempting to suppose that the demetrieia dedicated via this endowment were regarded
as having been dedicated by Demetrios 11 himself. But if Antigonos, only a few
years before, had established an endowment in the name of his own grandfather,
as I have suggested, then it could have been reasonable for Demetrios 11 to have
done the same.® It is at least possible, I suggest, that the antigoneion and demetrieion
were established by Antigonos Gonatas and Demetrios 11, not in their own names
but rather in those of their forebears Monophthalmos and Poliorketes — not that
subsequent generations of Delians need have known the difference, or cared.®

80. The two conflicting accounts of Stratonike’s flight from Demetrios to Syria are irreconcilable:
Agatharchides, FGrHist 86 F 20a; Just., XXVII, 1, 1—4; cf. HAMMOND — WALBANK, Macedonia,
p. 322-323; CARNEY, Women and Monarchy, p. 184-186.

81.  CARNEY, Women and Monarchy, p. 182—183.

82. The eatliest attested phiale comes from 237: I. Delos 320.B.41—-42 (229): &l ko pré[Aoe Anhe | &]Sewv,
yopeeln émdovtog Baotd[élwg An[unt]oiov, én’ doyoviwy Tipayévou.

83.  REGER, Historia 43 (1994), p. 55, is surely right to see Antigonid dedications on Delos as part of
a family tradition: “Demetrios II and Doson’s connections with the island need prove nothing
more than traditional family interest — no Antigonid since Monophthalmos had failed to
make dedications or establish festivals on the island — and predictable piety toward a pan-
Hellenic sanctuary.”

84.  More than half a century before, the league of islanders had created a new festival called the
Demetrieia, which was to be celebrated every other year, alternating with the existing Anzjgoneia.



144 J.D. SosiN

We might find a similar explanation for the occasion of the founding of the
second Ptolemaic endowment in 249.% Tarn saw its creation as a kind of bold
political statement by Ptolemy, who he thought in that year had regained control
of the Aegean from Antigonos.*
apparent non-military event (a royal accession, death, marriage, etc.) with which to
associate the Ptolemaieia [11] in 249 B.C., it may well be that the festival celebrated
the recovery of the islands, and perhaps even a military victory. But this matter
remains very obscure.”¥ Champion seems to suggest commemoration of military

Reger is more cautious: “Since ... there is no

victory: the second and third “Ptolemaieia festivals ... were established on Delos in
249 and 240, following a Ptolemaic naval victory over Gonatas, sometime around
250.7% Again, one doubts the efficacy of this ritual as propaganda and wonders,
instead, whether the occasion was the betrothal of Ptolemy (I1I) Euergetes to
Berenike (I), upon the death of her father Magas, king of Cyrene, which may have
taken place in 250.% The union was significant, if not lasting.

With the religiously charged moments of death and marriage looming so large
as possible occasions for the creation of these modest royal endowments, the
origins of two others may find explanation. In 268 BC” Hermias the Ptolemaic
nesiarch” endowed an offering to Arsinoe Philadelphos, Apollo, Artemis, and

The pair of festivals honored Antigonos Monophthalmos and Demetrios Poliorketes: 1G X1.4
1036; cf. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 564—568. They were, however, short-lived, fading before the
time of Antigonos Gonatas and Demetrios II: BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 565-566: “[I]l est a
peu pres sar quapres 280 I'institution des Ptolémaieia entraina la disparition des Antigoneia-
Démétrieia.” Perhaps, in some small way, Demetrios II thought of his endowment as similarly
paired with Antigonos Gonatas’, the pair honoring Monophthalmos and Poliorketes as the
previous proper festivals had done on grander scale.

85.  'The hiergpoioi in 240 counted nine phialaz; 1.Delos 298.A.75=T77: &\hag @rddag ént | [yoopnv
gyovoug Anhddeg, yopeln Alnd[Ahwve AJorémdt Antér émdovtog Boothéwe [Ttolepaiov, én’
&oyovtog Badpov (248), é[nt Ilapuelviwv|og] (247), én” Eidoxpitov (246), | [ént Mavtbéou
(245), éni Eevoxpdrou (244), éni Aojvuaio|v (243), én” ‘Opboxr]éoug (242), én’” Aynileidov (241),
&y’ Axidiwvog (240): dptbuodv gakav émdovrog Baothéwg [ITrol]spatov THIIIL.

86.  TARN, 0.c. (n. 72), p. 366: “Ptolemy personally had nothing to do but to emphasize his bloodless
victory in the eyes of the world by sending his fleet to Delos, in the year 249, and there
establishing in Apollo’s honour the foundation which we know as the second Ptolemaieia.”

87. REGER, Historia 43 (1994), p. 45.

88.  CHAMPION, /¢ (n. 37), p. 75. Also e.g.. HOLBL, o.c. (n. 38), p. 45.

89. F. Cuamoux, “Le roi Magas,” RHis7 216 (1950), p. 18-34; O. MorkHOLM, “Cyrene and Ptolemy
I: some Numismatic Comments,” Chiron 10 (1980), p. 145-159, esp. 145-147; . Huss, Agypren
in hellenistischer Zeit 332—30 v. Chr., Munich, 2001, p. 202, 333. The principal, and conflicting,

sources for the event are: Agatharchides FGrHist 86 F 7; Eusebius, Chron. 1, 237-238 (Schoene);
Just., Epit. XXVI, 3, 2-8; Paus., 1, 6, 8.

90. The earliest attested phiale was dedicated in 267 (archonship of Meilichides); in 250 BC, 17
phialai were counted, plus the one dedicated that year: IG X1.2 287.B.112-119, 128.

91.  And apparently the same Halikarnassan to whom Delos awarded proxeny: IG XI1.4 565.
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Leto.”” A recent survey of the debate over the date of Arsinoe’s death, concludes
that eatly July 268 is more likely (than 270) and most favored.” It appears, how-
ever, that no one has found it significant that Hermias established this endowment
in 268. Arsinoe was a favorite of men connected with the high seas,” evident
pethaps in her special association with Aphrodite Euploia.” It would have been
an understandable gesture of piety if this captain established an endowment in
the name and honor of Arsinoe, following her death. The coincidence does not
prove that Arsinoe died in 268, but it is suggestive. If the occasion was her death, it
would not be the last time such moments were observed and commemorated with
endowed ritual on Delos. And in any case, Hermias” endowment looks more like
an expression of personal piety than an articulation of Ptolemaic policy.

The occasion of the earliest attested royal endowment on Delos is problem-
atic. Apparently in 280 BC the first Ptolemaic endowment was established. It is
generally thought to have been created by Philadelphos, who was in this period

96

active in honoring his father,” not that we can point to a specific occasion. But

92, IDelos 313.b.63—64: &\ha pudhat] Anhddwy, yopeia | émdovrog ‘Epuiov Agovoer Didadéhpont
not Amodhove Aptépudt Anrot; 320.B.27-28: kot prahat, Anhiddeg, yopeia émdov]toc ‘Eppiov
Apovoer Duhad[ér | puwt], Andihwvt Aptéuidt Antol, Pidadelgeiny; and Ptolemy Philadelphos
as well, according to one entry: I.Delos 298.A.79-80: [Alnhddec, yopein [émd]dvtog Eopui|[ov
100 ynotdpyov Agowomnt Dhadélgor, An[odheovt Aptémdt Antol nai Bootkel I1to]i[e|paiwt;
314.B.68-69 restored.

93.  B.vaN OPPEN DE RUITER, “The Death of Arsinoe 11 Philadelphus: The Evidence Reconsidered,”
ZPE 174 (2010), p. 139—-150. For continued reservations about the later date, see E.D. CARNEY,
Arsinoé of Egypt and Macedon: A Royal Life, Oxford, 2013, p. 100, 104-105.

94.  H. HAuseN, “Arsinoé 1T et la politique extérieure de 'Egypte,” in E. vAN T DACK ¢/ al. (eds.),
Egypt and the Hellenistic World: Proceedings of the International Colloguinm, Lenven, 24—26 May 1982
[= Studia Hellenistica, 27, Leuven, 1983, p. 99-127, at 111-114, 124-127. Hermias was not the
only Ptolemaic naval officer to be devoted to Arsinoe; also the famous Kallikrates of Samos.

95. L. RoBERT, “Sur un décret d’Ilion et sur un papyrus concernant des cultes royaux,” in Essays
in Honor of C. Bradford Welles |= AmStudPap, 1], New Haven, 1966, p. 175-211, at 201-202
[= OMS VII, p. 623-632]. See also C. MARQUAILLE, “The Foreign Policy of Ptolemy IL,” in
P. McKECHNIE, P. GUILLAUME (eds.), Prolemy 11 Philadelphus and his World, 1eiden, 2008, p. 39—
64, 58—-60; A. MEADOWS, “The Ptolemaic League of Islanders,” in K. BURASELIs ¢ a/. (eds.), The
Ptolemies, The Sea and the Nile: Studies in Waterborne Power, Cambridge, 2013, p. 19-38, 29-30, and
H. HauseN, “Callicrates of Samos and Patroclus of Macedon,” in the same volume, p. 39-65,
47-48, with citations.

96. Date: BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 521-522. See MEADOWS, /e (n. 95), p. 31-32. IG X1.4 1038
preserves a decree of the League of Islanders, proclaiming a crown and honors for Sostratos
“at the next (celebration of the) Prolemaicia on Delos,” (10-17: 8e86y0o tolc ovvédporc:
¢| mavéoo pefv Sootpatov Astipdvong Kvidiov | dpetiic Bvena [xal edv]oiog A Exwv Stotehel
| ép moavtl xonpan eic [tov Blaothéa TTrokepodov | xal todg viowtag xol oftepalvoour adtov
YL | odt oTEpdvet Gmo Spaypdv dAlefavdpeiny | Totoyhwy nul dvannedéut Tov [o]tépavoy [tolg]
| mowrorg Irohepanciors év Adwt); often mistranslated “at the first Prolemaieia.” Whatever this
festival entailed, it was a League affair, perhaps referred to in the Nikouria decree, in which the
Islanders observe that they have already accorded Soter honors equal to those given to gods
(IG XIL.7 506.26-28): mpd | [oru]er ndot tolg vnowTong TeTtunuootp nE[61e | pov 1oV cwtipa
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in 281 Lysimachos, the husband of Ptolemy’s sister Arsinoe (1), had fallen at
Koroupedion. Notlong after, Arsinoe married her half-brother Ptolemy Keraunos,
a union inaugurated by the murder of her children and soon ended by his own
death in 279.” Arsinoe fled to Egypt, stopping first at Samothrace.” We do not
know her route, or the timing. But on one suggestion, she journeyed under escort
of the Ptolemaic nauarch Kallikrates.” He was at the time no stranger to Delos. In
279 the hiergpoioi declared that they had received from their predecessors two gold
crowns dedicated by him.'™ These must have been offered in 280 or eatlier.'"!
For Arsinoe, looking homeward in 279,'" a survivor of two disastrous dynastic
unions, perhaps accompanied by the distinguished Ptolemaic naval officer, Delos
may have have been a welcome way station. But, if she landed in 279 how can she
have founded the endowment in 280?

ITrokepatov ioobéorg tpaifc]. Neither of these refers to the ritual underwritten by the first of
the Ptolemaic endowments, contemporary though it was.

97.  Memnon FGrHist 434 ¥ 8 (12); Just., XVIIL, 2, 4-15; XXIV, 1, 1-5, 7.

98.  Just., XVII, 2; XXIV, 2-3; S.M. BursteIN, “Arsinoe 1I Philadelphos: A Revisionist View,” in
W.L. Apams and E.N. Borza (eds.), Philip 11, Alexander the Great, and the Macedonian Heritage,
Washington, 1982, p. 197-212, at 200 [= S.M. BURSTEIN, Graeco-Africana: Studies in the History
of Greek Relations with Egypt and Nubia, New Rochelle, 1995, p. 77-95]. Cf. Huss, o.c. (n. 89),
p. 305-306. Precisely when she dedicated there the rotunda to the Great Gods is a vexed
issue. The dedication is fragmentary at the very spot where it would tell us the name of her
husband (IG XI1.8 227): [Buoc]ihoon Ag[owén Baothéwg ITroke]uaiov Ouyd[tne] | Baoéw|g
Avotpdryov yov edyny Oleoic Meyd|owc| (see FRASER, Samothrace 11.1: The Inscriptions on Stone,
n0.10; OGIS 15; BRINGMANN, Schenkungen, 236[E]]; re-edited by G. Roux in J.R. McCREDIE ¢/ al.
(eds.), Samothrace V1I: The Rotunda of Arsinoe, Princeton, 1992, p. 231-239. If Arsinoe was here
the wife of Lysimachos, the dedication must have taken place before his death in 281. See: E.g.
S.G. CoLk, Theoi Megaloi: The Cult of the Great Gods at Samothrace |[= EPRO, 96], Leiden, 1984,
p. 22; BURSTEIN, in Philip I1. .., p. 199; H.S. LuND, Lysimachus: A Study in Early Hellenistic Kingship,
London and New York, 1992, p. 168; BRINGMANN, Schenkungen, 236[E] p. 265. A. FRAZER,
Samothrace X: The Propylon of Ptolemy 11, Princeton, 1990 vol. I p. 143, 227-233; CARNEY, /¢
(n. 93), p. 38. It has also been suggested, however, that she dedicated the structure after she
had gone to Egypt and become queen and wife of Ptolemy II: Roux, Sawothrace 1711, p. 231—
239; MEADOWS, Z¢. (0. 95), p. 29.

99.  H. HausgN, Callicrates of Samos: A Contribution to the Study of the Ptolemaic Admiralty; with a Samian
Inscription Published in Appendix by Giinter Dunst |= Studia Hellenistica, 18], Leuven, 1970, p. 67.

100. IG XI1.2 161.B.54-55 (279): otéyavoc daygvne yevoods, Kallmpdtoug dvdOnula], | olnny
Spaypal AA; 89-90: otépavog ddpvng yovoods, Kallxpld|t|ovg dvdbnue, olunv Spoypmod
AAAATTFFFE; HAUBEN, o.c. (n. 99), p. 26-27. In the following year the hzergpoioi inventoried a
single crown whose weight was nearly equivalent to the combined weight of the two crowns
(IG XI1.2 162.B.44): otépavog ypvoode Kodhiwpdtovg dvaOnue, oixn IMATTFFFFIIL; this
peculiarity and the fact that the heavier of the two crowns seems to have disappeared from the
inventories after 278 (see table at HAUBEN, bid., p. 26) remain unexplained.

101. HAUBEN, o.c. (n. 99), p. 26-31, proposed a possible visit in 308 (or perhaps 294 or 287) as the
probable occasion.

102. For speculation that she might not have returned until perhaps as late as 276 see CARNEY, /.
(n. 93), p. 63, 66, 70.
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In 274 BC the hieropoioi could count six phialai dedicated by Ptolemy, covering
275, 274 and four other unspecified years.'” Similatly, in 240 BC the hieropoioi
recorded receipt of 39 phialai, most dated by archon, several by epistates, and one
with no indication of date, “beating neither archon not epistates.”'™ Both measures
put the first year of dedication at 279 BC, and so the date of endowment in 280.
But the blank phiale is worrisome. Durrbach suggested long ago, and Bruneau and
others admit the possibility, that the endowment could have been established in
279 and its first phiale paid for separately, promptly,'” in other words, in cash,
up front, and not out of interest accrued. This is a reasonable proposition; what
would the founder do who was in a hurry, wanted to get started right away but the
timing of whose dedication did not square with a 12-month lending period? The
creation of the first ptolemaieion in 279 by Arsinoe and/or Kallikrates just might be
possible, provided that it was paid for separately. And if that were the case a ded-
icated phiale might not bear an inscribed indication of date. Perhaps the undated
phiale was offered in haste, by a queen on the move, as the very first dedication of
the new endowment.

Keraunos was dead and likely claimed no honor from Arsinoe. But her
children had been slain only shortly before, by his hand, we are told, and in her

very arms. '’

Commemoration and retrospection were perhaps in order and on
her mind, as I have suggested it was in the later endowments established on the
occasions of royal deaths. And perhaps also a taste of the optimism that will have
attended the endowments created on the occasion of royal unions. Now, Ptolemy

and Arsinoe were not yet wed,'” and there is no evidence that either yet had the

103. IG X1.2 199.B.69 (274): nal dAny relov Anhddwv, yopeia émddviog Bacthéng ITtokepoiov,
én’ &pyovtog Gildog (275) nal én’ Avtydvou &pyovtog (274), yopeelon émdoviog Baothéng
IMrokepaxion; 91-92: yopein émdovtoc Baothéwe | TTrokepaiov II; cf. BRINGMANN, Schenkungen,
151[E].

104. 1.Delos 298.70—75 (240): &\hog préhac mdovtog Baothéwe [Ttolepaifov, En’ dpyovrog Xwotudyov
(2706), éni Tniepviotou (271)], | [Ent Methryidov (270), ént Xapiha (269), ént Kokhi]uov, (268) ént
IToloBov (264), én’ Apyeddpa (263), &’ "Ednivov (262), ént Oapabvovtog (261) én” Apguehéong
(260), ént [DirSog (259), &ni Towwddou (258), éni Ocorn|pwrt|ov] (257), | [én” Avirydpov (256),
én’ Avuyévou (255), éni [Tdynrog (254), én’] Avaéibéuidog (253), i Dévov (252), én’ Aptuoiiew
(251), ént Xworabévoue (250), én” Apyio (249), éni Bddpov (248), ént [[lappeviwvog (247),
én’ Eidoxpitov (240)], ént Ma|v|n0éov (245), ént Eevoxpatov (244), ént Awovuciov (243), én’
"Ogbloxhéoug (242), én” Aymbeidov (241), én” Axpidiwvog (240)- &Akny éntotatodviog Eévewvoc:
v émot[atobvtog Trhepviotou] dAny €| [motatodvrog Mevidhov &My émotatobv]tog
Mvnotpdeyov: Ay émotatobvtog Xuvpuvou: dilny émotatodviog TepouPopotov: &Ainy émota|
t0dvtog Atodo | [tod: d&Mny émotatodvtog TlodvBov: &AMy obite &]oyovta obte émiotdtny
gyovoay: pahat al ndoat mdévtog Baothéng Iroke[paiov AAATTIIII.

105. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 522.

106. Just., Epit. XX1V, 3, 1-8.

107. Huss, o.c. (n.89), p.307-308 with n.22; ¢z September 279: M. WORRLE, “Epigraphische
Forschungen zur Geschichte Lykiens II: Ptolemaios II. und Telmessos,” Chiron 8 (1978),

p. 201246, at 212-216 [SEG XXVIII 1224]; earlier bibliography at HAUBEN, o.c. (n. 99), p. 35
with n. 3.



148 J.D. SosiN

sibling union in mind. And while hindsight tells us that Arsinoe’s homecoming
proved important to the Ptolemaic dynasty,'™ she will not have known as we do.
But if Arsinoe stopped on Delos in 279, on the run — much as Leto had been
when she arrived at Delos — and with no salvation but the royal family into which
she was born and to whom she was returning, the creation of a modest endowed
ritual named for the dynasty’s progenitor, whose Alexandrian Prolemaia were now
either on the hotizon or in recent memory,'” would have had obvious emotional
and religious appeal. If the commemorative and celebratory logic of the later en-
dowments applied here as well, then such a gesture would have made good pious
sense. Even if the suggestion that Arsinoe may have established the first Ptolemaic
endowment is not accepted, nothing about the endowment suggests grand cele-
bration of military achievements or the like.

Of the royal endowments whose dates of creation are clearly known, two have
been the object of considerable scholarly attention, the Antigonid endowments
that yielded dedications to Pan and the Theoi Soteres, both understood to support
festivals, The Paneia and Soteria, both established in 245.""" The pair has long been
thought to commemorate an Antigonid naval victory over Ptolemy at Andros.'
Champion has recently revived a suggestion of Will’s that the festivals commem-
orated Antigonos’ defeat of the Galatians at Lysimacheia a generation before, and
were established in order to ‘answer’ the newly panhellenic Aetolian Sozeria, to

108. Whether one thinks she was the driving force behind much Ptolemaic policy or not: BURSTEIN,
Le. (0. 98), p. 197212 [= Graeco-Africana, p. 77-95]; on the eatlier period of her life see
E.D. CARNEY, “Arsinoé before she was Philadelphus,” AHB 8 (1994), p. 123—131.

109. Following L. NERWINSKI, The Foundation Date of the Panbellenic Ptolemaea and Related Problenms
in Early Ptolemaic Chronology, diss. Duke University, 1981, p. 30—41, 107-108, and passim. A
vexed puzzle. See e.g. B. DREYER, Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des spatklassischen Athen (322-ca.
230 v. Chr.) |[= Historia, Einzelschr. 137], Stuttgart, 1999, p. 206-207, with citations.

110. BruUNEAU, Recherches, p. 557-561. Earliest dated phialai are dated to 244. I.Delos 298.A.85-86
(240): &g pddhag] émypapnv &yovoac Baothede Avtiyovog Baotiéwe Anuntolov Maxedwv
Oeolc owtipat, én’| &pyovtog Eevo[npd | toug (244), ént Atovuciov (243), éln’ "Opboxiéoug (242),
¢[n” Aynibeidon (241), &’ Axpt|diwvog (240); 1.Delos 298.A.86—87: &lhag Qrédag Entypapny
¢yodloag Baot[hede Av[tl|yovoc Baoidélwg Anpntpiov Maxedov Ilavi, én’ &plyovtog
Eevoxpdroug, <émt Atovuaion>, én’ "‘Opbo|x]|Aéoug, én” AyuibeiSou, [¢p” Axptdivvoc.

111. REGER, Historia 43 (1994), p. 44—45 (“it is virtually certain that the Paneia and Soteria founded
in 245 B.C. by Gonatas commemorated his victory over the Egyptian fleet at Andros”);
BuraseLss, o.c. (n.37), p.144-145 and in The Hellenistic Polis of Kos, p.17; CAH VII*1
p. 248-249 (with caution). Apparent in both specialist and general works: e.g. B. HINTZEN-
BovLeN, Herrscherreprasentation im Hellenismus: Untersuchungen zn Weiligeschenken, Stiftungen und
Ebrenmonumenten in den mutterlandischen Heiligtiimern Delphi, Olympia, Delos und Dodona, Koln,
1992, p. 106-107; HAMMOND — WALBANK, Macedonia, p. 587595, esp. 593-594; R. LaNE Fox,
“‘Glorious Servitude...” The Reigns of Antigonos Gonatas and Demetrios I1,” in R.J. LANE
Fox (ed.), Ancient Macedon: Studies in the Archaeology and History of Macedon, 650 BC-300 AD,
Leiden, 2011, p. 495-520, 516-517. Cautious: G. NACHTERGAEL, Les Galates en Gréce et les Sitéria
de Delphes. Recherches d’histoire et d’épigraphie hellénistiques, Bruxelles, 1977, p. 180.
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remind the wotld that he too had bested Galatians, and first.!? But, again, the
audience and scale of the Delian ritual was small and cannot have reminded very
many of very much. We may have another explanation to hand, for 245 was very
likely the year in which Antigonos Gonatas secured Corinth by marrying his son
Demetrios 11 to Nikaia, daughter of Alexander of Corinth. The ancient tradition
characterized the union as a sham, part of an elaborate ruse, and either initiated
but abandoned mid-ceremony, or else enacted but not consummated; “Although
it is unlikely that the Antigonids ever intended the marriage to last, their offer of
martiage must have seemed plausible to Nicaea.” ' However we imagine Antigonid
intentions and whatever may have happened, or not, at the ceremony or afterward,
all we know is that Antigonos held Corinth until 243 and that we hear nothing
more of Demetrios’ wife. The silence is little surprise; sources for the episode, and
the period, are hardly thick on the ground. If such unions had a history of pious
recognition on Delos, then perhaps this one was the occasion of the endowment,
and we are here reminded that not every devious stratagem recorded in Polyainos
or Plutarch was true and that ulterior motives did not necessarily bar unions of
convenience from pious recognition and ritual.

Of all of the Delian endowments, these two seem most atypical, most like —

in nomenclature anyway festivals named for the deities who received the cult.

But here again, the Delian accounts do not refer unambiguously to The Paneia
or The Soteria. We find references to phialai bearing the inscription, “Bactiede
Avtiyovog Baothéws Anpntoiov Moaxedwv [Tavi,” or to “piéhon Gg dvébnmey Baothede
Avtiyovog [Towi,” !
described much as Hermias’ dedications to Arsinoe Philadelphos were; his endow-
ment underwrote dedication of philadelpheia to a favorite goddess and Antigonos’

ot to “another of the paneia.”’'"® These dedications, then, were

paneia to a favorite god. Only two passages seem to refer explicitly to The Paneia
(L. Delos 372.B.21): @iddy, ént Kodhio, Baotheds Avtiyovog Baocthéwe Anpntplov
Moxedwv Idv[e, én]totdtov "Epnédou.'® But what is the syntax of the restored
and grammatically dangling [Tav[eto:? The formula is jarring too. The same account
records several other phialai dedicated via endowment, mentioning the divine
recipient of the dedication, but not a festal occasion (1. Delos 372.B.19-21): mo| ot
11, é[ni] "Apvov, Xmothews Atodotouv ATorhwvt [Appo] | ditn, Entatdtov ITolvEévou
[ptdhn], én” AptotoBobdlov, Anhadeg, yopela éndovone Bacthicone Xteato|vix|
7g, éntotdtov Atodotov, Andiwvt Aptémdt | Antol. On that model, it might be
better to restore (I.Delos 372.B.21): @uékn, ént Kokhio, Baothedg Avtiyovog Baothéwg

112. CHAMPION, /¢ (n. 37), p. 72-88; WiLL, 0.c. (n. 22), p. 323.

113. Plut., Arat., 17, 2-5; Polyainos, Strar. 1V, 6, 1; quote: CARNEY, Women and Monarchy, p. 188.
114. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 559.

115. E.g. 1. Delos 366.A.64-89 passim.

116. Same, less well preserved at I.Delos 379.11 [pudidn, éni Kokhio, Baohe]bg Avtiyovog An[untoeiov
Moxedov ITavera, éntotdtov "Eumnédon].
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Anuntolov Maxedwv ITdv[t, énjiotdrov "Epnédou,'” or perhaps even mdv[etog, on
the model of what we find at I. Delos 442.B.66: préhou 11, icponot@v 'OpOoriéouvg nat
IToAvBovrov, edtiyetog, pradélypetog, OA. FHH. Anyway, the passage speaks only
of a dedication to Pan and not of a festival named for him or anyone else.

The dedications to the Theoi Soteres are similarly problematic. Two accounts
refer to phialai dedicated by Antigonos to these gods, but in both cases the receiving
deities are entirely restored.'® No other entry refers to his dedication of a phiale
to them. At I.Delos 320.B.32 we find a run of &Aat @uada, &[nt]d6vtog Avtyévou
Baohéwg owtpta & dfoyd]|viwy Ee[voxpdtov. Here, cwtipwa can only be the di-
rect object of &[m|ddvtog (as yopelx typically is), or else a nominative standing in
apposition to gidiat, which seems rather less likely. Most endowments funded
song, dance, and a modest dedication; this one apparently funded dedications that
were sometimes referred to as thank-offerings, sozeria. The same text refers (61)
to [&AJAn Avtyoveiwy Xotow, éntota[tobvtogc — — — Under the prevailing inter-
pretation this is unintelligible. Is this one festival or two? 1f two, then under what
grammar does the Antigoneia appear in the genitive and the Sozeria in the nominative
or accusative? As given, the text is nonsense, does not construe. Instead, I urge, we
have here a record of “another (phiale) of the antigoneia, a thank-offering,” in other
words: [#A]An dvryovelwy cotpte. '’

There is but one other entry thought to refer to The Sozeria (I.Delos 380.72—
93 [198?]):"* @ddr, &’ &pyoviog IMaviaivou, Baotjiéws Aviyd|[vov dvddeper,
émotatodvrog] ‘Quuveidou Xwtrp|te. But this too is problematic. The description
of an inventoried object generally ends with the reference to the epistates.
"Emotatobvrog tod Seivog tends to conclude the entry and is followed by the next
object."” Thus, here, the phiale is either recorded as a thank-offering and unusually
positioned after the end of the dating formula (a @iy ... cwtnpia), or else the
thank-offering belongs with the subsequent entry. Alternatively, we could perhaps
restore Xwtfelot, on the assumption that Zeus Sofer and Athena Sofeira are the
intended recipients of the thank-offerings (soferza); but in that case the omission

117. And at 379, 11 as well.

118. IDelos 297.B.62—63: dAhag praiac] Emyoo[pny éyovoac: Baotheds Avtiyovos Baothéwe Anuntoiov
Moxedav Oeoic Xwtipoty, én’ &pyov | tog Eevoxpdtoue. . .; 298.A.85-86: didhag pidhag] Entypapny
gyovoug Pactheds Avtiyovog Baohéwe Anulntoion Maxedwv Osolc owtfpot, én’] &pyovtog
Eevo[xpd | toug.. ..

119. Here in the singular agreeing in gender with [&A]An (piddn), a “phiale of thank-offering;” above,
in the plural the “other phialai” were “thank-offerings,” in the neuter. See LDelos 442.B.66
where a single phiale is called a eutycheios (a two-termination feminine nominative), whereas
multiples were extycheia.

120. BruNEAu, Recherches, p. 559.

121. See LDelos 421.68: @idn, Baothéwc] Aviryévov, émotatobvtog "Quuvei[8lov; 422.20: @ddn, é|n’
&oyov[t]og ITavtaivov, Bactié|wg Avtydvov dvdbepa, ntotatodvtog Quuveidov]; 439.A.40: @uddn,
én’ dpyovtog Tavtaivov, Bacthé]we Aviyévou Gvalepa, émotatobvtog ‘Quuveldov; 442.B.42:
L, &’ doyovrog Iavraivov, Bacthéwg Avirydvou dvdbepa, émotatobvtog "Qxuveidov.
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of Ocoic would be worrisome, as would be the fact that sole indication that the
endowment offered dedications to the Theoi Soteres in the first place is a pair of
restorations. The endowment funded the dedication of objects that were usually
called simply phialai or dedications (anathemata) and sometimes called thank-
offerings (sozeria). On only two occasions do we find reference to “another of the
soteria;”’* it is only assumed that these came from The Sozerza. The inventory may
just as easily have recorded “another of the thank-offerings.” When Delos decreed
honors for Philokles King of Sidon around 280, these included the sacrifice of
thank-offerings (soferia) on his behalf, to Apollo, Artemis, Leto, Zeus Sofer, and
Athena Soeira.'> So also, expenditure on “torches for the choros of the soteria”'**
need not have gone toward any festival so named, nor even have referred to the
Antigonid endowment, but rather to some ritual offering of thanks.

There were neither Paneia nor Soteria. Still, Antigonos, did act. But if celebra-
tion of military victory motivated him, then his gesture, I urge, was not in keeping
with the other royal endowments at Delos. We need not accept Momigliano and
Fraser’s early date for the Battle of Andros to see the virtue of their observa-
tion that we do not strictly know Antigonos’ motivation; it may have been “the
recovery of Corinth — a famous and most celebrated event, or it may be some
victory in the north which our miserable evidence does not record; or it may be
some personal event (recovery from an illness?) to which the old king could have
attributed more importance than his distant historians would allow”'*—not the
recovery of Corinth per se, I suggest, but the family union that accompanied it. Nor
were his and the other modest ritual acts that were endowed at Delos established
with an eye to international prestige. Or if they were, they can only have been
ineffective. They were too small, too parochial."* And if Gonatas meant the

122. 1.Delos 366.A.75: &xinv ITtokeponeiwv: én’ Aviinpdatov Lwtnpiwy: &1’ Anoiko[8]dpov Aovaxsiwy;
82: dAN[nv [Tav]elwv: &Iy Xwtolwy: &y Ouunneiwy.

123. IG X1.4 559.22-24 (ca 280): Obou|t Xotioix dnep Phorréove | v Anhewr Anori[wvt xal
Aptéudt xal Anrol] xod Au Xwtijot | [xa]i Abnvér X[w]telpar.

124. I.Delos 338.A.41: hapnddec tdt yopdt @V Xwmpeioy FFIL

125. A. MOMIGLIANO, P. Fraser, “A New Date for the Battle of Andros? A Discussion,” CQ 44
(1950), p. 107-118, 115.

126. Much too much so, I urge, to have been the occasion of special Antigonid coin issues, for
which see PANAGOPOULOU, in Hellenistic Economies, p. 263; ead., Antigonos Gonatas: Coinage, Money
and the Economy, diss. University College London, 2000, p. 100, 188, 190, 288. I. KraLLI, “The
Date and Context of Divine Honours for Antigonos Gonatas — A Suggestion,” in O. PALAGIA,
S.V.Tracy (eds.), The Macedonians in Athens, 322—229 B.C.: Proceedings of an International Conference
held at the University of Athens, May 24—26, 2001, Oxford, 2003, p. 61-66, 66, frames the putative
Paneia and Soteria as part of the “context” for Antigonos’ receipt of divine honors: “To sum
up: In the framework of events suggested above the zerminus post quem for the isotheoi timai
conferred upon Antigonos Gonatas should be the end of the war against Alexandros ¢a. 245 or
catlier since Alexandros’ death occurred ca. 245.... Finally, we could set the divine honours in
a broader context. Following the dating suggested above, the divine honours would be more
or less contemporaneous with the vase festivals Paneia and Soteria established on Delos by
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dedications somehow to answer the Aetolian’s panhellenic festival, the Sozeria, as
Champion has suggested, then it was a feeble piece of propaganda, witnessed and
heard by few.

The grand political and military events that have so long served to explain
the occasion of these small ritual gestures are in most or all cases unrelated. Reger
is in my view surely right to remind that “any argument that tries to see [the
Delian endowments] all as answering the same needs is likely to be mistaken.””'*’
Moreover, nothing indicates that this modest endowed ritual was ever meant to
commemorate grand military exploits or was ever funded at a level so as to draw
much recognition or prestige beyond the very narrow circle of ritual participants
on the island. It is simplest, I urge, to understand the endowments as much more
modest expressions of piety and to have been motivated in most, if not all, cases
by familial events, as were so many other endowments of the age.

I

If the royal endowments were a part of this wider trend and closely tied to founders’
family histories, could the others have been as well? We can do little more than
speculate, and only in the case of the Stesileos with whom we began. With him
as with the royal founders, the scope and dimension of his self-promotion was, it
turns out, much more limited than has been thought. If I am right, then there was
no eponymous festival. But neither was there a private temple or private hosting
of political figures in Stesileos” own private sanctuary.'*® He very clearly dedicated
the statue of Aphrodite: the Aieropoioi recorded payment “to Ophelion, who held
the contract to paint and adorn the statue of the Aphrodite whom Stesileos
dedicated.”'® But the temple was not ‘his.” The same account indicates payment
to a contractor for whitewashing the temple of the particular Aphrodite whom
Stesileos dedicated, but it says nothing of a ‘temple that Stesileos dedicated.”™ If
he had dedicated the temple as well, we should expect the account to have said as

Antigonos Gonatas in 246/5, after his naval victory at Andros over Ptolemy III. In the present
state of our evidence we cannot establish a precise chronological sequence, i.e. whether the
divine honours postdated or antedated the battle of Andros; in any case, it is notable that the
mid-240s witnessed outstanding celebrations of Antigonos Gonatas’ glory.”

127. RuGER, Historia 43 (1994), p. 44.

128. Belief in such extends well beyond specialized scholarship on Delos per se; see e.g. Scorr,
o.c. (0. 36), p. 59—-60; MIKALSON, o.c. (n. 44), p. 212; H. VERSNEL, Coping with the Gods: Wayward
Readings in Greek Theology, Leiden, 2011, p. 133, referring to “the temple and cult for Aphrodite
at Delos founded by a prominent citizen Stesileos (late 4th c¢. BC). The cult named after him
was continued by his descendants into the second century and was a serious rival of the official
Delian Aphrodite cult.” STAVRIANOPOULOU, o.c. (n. 15), p. 230-231.

129. LDelos 290.151: *Q]ygehiow doyoraBroovit tiic Appoditie 10 dyohuo Mg dvébnue Xtnoihewg
gynadout xal Emnoopiioat.

130. 1.Delos 290.153: Zoihor yhaBovit tiic Appoditg fig avébnre mothews tov vaov xovidoot. The
text does not say e.g. Zwikwt &yhaBovit 1ov vaov g Apeoditng dv dvébnre Xtnothews xovidoot.
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much. Moreover, the entries record state payments for upkeep of both image and
temple, which alone ought to preclude private ownership.”' As much as a polity

132 there is no reason to

might care about the well being of private sanctuaries,
think that Delos spent money to maintain a sanctuary owned by one of its citizens.
We must conclude that neither temple nor statue was owned by Stesileos;'” that
the sanctuary was Delian, public. If Stesileos had in fact dedicated the temple it
would have been odd for the account to have mentioned him as dedicator of the
goddess’ cult statue, but to have ommitted that he had also dedicated her house.
The temple’s civic status, however, did not preclude Stesileos’ receiving the honor
of placing statues of his parents at its entrance.* In fact, their appearance there
calls to mind again the Hellenistic family endowments that I suggest were part of
the same tradition that we see on Delos and the kind of occasions that may have
inspired the creation of the royal endowments; perhaps one or both of Stesileos’
patents had died shortly before.'*

Thus, while Stesileos did not create a private sanctuary to accompany his
endowment (as, say, Epikteta or Diomedon did), the occasion of the endowment
looks rather like that of the modest endowed family religion that we find both

131. DurvyE, RA (2009), p. 200, suggests even that the adjacent oz&os (1) may have housed phialai
dedicated via the stesileion; but in that case the state would have been using private property to
store dedications to a civic deity, which does not seem likely. She suggests also that the building
may have been the seat of banquets. If there were such, they were not hosted as part of an
endowed eponymous Stesileia.

132. See e.g. ].D. SosiN, “Unwelcome Dedications: Public Law and Private Religion in Hellenistic
Laodicea by the Sea,” CQ 55 (2005), p. 130139, 135-139.

133. Even if Stesileos had paid for the temple, for which there is no evidence, he no more owned it
after the fact of construction and dedication than, for example, Antigonos Gonatas owned the
stoa that he dedicated on Delos; for which: Guide de Délos*, no. 29; IG X1.4 1095; BRINGMANN,
Schenkungen, 128[A].

134. The endowment of Agasikles and Nikagora funded sacrifice on an altar set up in front of
their images near/in front of the boulenterion: IG IV 841.23-24 [Lauvwm, Stiftungen, 58]: Bopdv
goodpevol TEO TV & | idvwy adT@®v v mol [1]dt Bovkevtrplwt.

135. If Stesileos was archon in 305 BC, he can hardly have been very much younger than 35. His
son Diodotos was already of age in the 280s (VIAL, Délos indépendante, p. 75, stemma XI); if he
was born not later than roughly 315, to a recently wed father, and if Stesileos was roughly 35
at the time, then he will have been born ca 350. This will have put the birth of Stesileos’ father
Diodotos in the neighborhood of 385. Thus, when Stesileos created the endowment in 302
he will have been approaching 50 and his father will have been perhaps in his 80s, if alive. If
Stesileos married around the age of 30 or 40 (so ca. 320-310) and if his daughter Echenike was
born within a decade of that date, then she will have been roughly 50-60 when she established
her own endowment in 250 BC. The occasion of its creation will not have been the death
of her father, who, if alive, would have been roughly 100 at the time. If Stesileos at, 30—40,
matried (ca. 320-310) the woman, at 15-20 yeats (and so b. ca. 340-325), who would become
Echenike’s mother, then in 250 Echenike’s mother may have been around 75 to 90 years
old. These are very crude reckonings, but they suggest (certainly no more) that the deaths of
Stesileos’ father and Echenike’s mother — both of whom will have been quite long-lived —
just might have been occasions motivating the creation of these endowments
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elsewhere and, I suggest, with the Delian royal endowments. Similatly in keeping
with the local tradition and wider trend is the small size of his fund — the smallest
of those whose principal is known — which bespeaks authentic piety more than
ambitous self-promotion; with a yield of only 150 drachmas per year, the intended
primary witness to the ritual supported by this endowment was the god rather than
the wider community. Stesileos” endowment did not differ in substance from the
other non-royal funds on Delos. Nor, for that matter, are his and the other non-
royal endowments distinguishable in any meaningful sense from the royal ones.
They sustained similar ritual, on the same very small scale, possibly motivated by
the same kinds of family events, and submitted to the same management. This
Delian religious habit, whether in the hands of locals or not, was at root pious
and parochial, offering little by way of international or even local recognition or
prestige.

As closely as the royal endowments followed local tradition, they did innovate
in small ways. For one thing, they seem to have introduced the concept of the
endowment established by one person on behalf of another, who was to be re-
garded as both donor and dedicator. A single account could record phialai whose
inscriptions declared that performances of the Deliades were underwritten “on
behalf of Stratonike” and then indicate that “Stratonike contributed” twelve
such. ' Someone else established the endowment on her behalf and in her name,
such that ‘she’ was able to offer annual dedications. This was not the practice
among the non-royal founders (unless we are to imagine, for example, that Stesileos
established the szesileion on behalf of a homonymous relative or some such), but
it appears to have been common among royal founders, perhaps even the default
gesture. Second, when Hermias endowed rites to be offered not only to the Delian
triad, Apollo, Artemis, and Leto, but also to the deceased Arsinoe Philadelphos, he
introduced new usage to Delos. No other fund had yet been named for the recipi-
ent of ritual, rather than the dedicator. The philadeipheia yielded by the endowment
were both named for (as, say, the pfolemaieia, demetrieia, etc.) and offered to the
dead and deified queen. In this case, however, Hermias was inevitably recognized
as the founder."” Here, there is no slippage such as we find with the endowment
created on Stratonike’s behalf. For, in Arsinoe’s case, the logic that the eponym,
formally speaking, was the donor did not work; Stratonike might be regarded as

136. 1.Delos 298.A.88-90: &hhac @rahag énfiyoapny éyovoug| Anhiddeg, yopeln Andihwvt Ao téutdt
Anrot dnep [Baothicong Ltpatovinng, én’ dopyovrog Pldvov, én’ Aptuciiew, | [ént Xwotobhév]ovg,
¢’ Apyla, éni Blddpov, ént ITapuev]invog, én’ Eidoxpitov, ént Mavtibéov, ént Eevox|pdtou,
¢’ "Opbordéong, én” Aynbeidon, &9’ Axpidijwvog dobpov @akdv | [émdobdone Blacthicong
Yrpu[toviung AlL

137. L.Delos 313.b.63—64: kot @idhan] AnhdSwy, yopeln | émddvtoc ‘Eppiov Agovder Duhadéipuwt
nott Aodhovt Aptéuidt Anrol.
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a postumous dedicator, but no one will have entertained the notion that Arsinoe
dedicated a phiale to her dead and deified self. The Antigonid endowment that
provided dedications to Pan was the same; its dedications were paneia, named for
the recipient of the ritual and not for the founder or any other ‘donor’ on whose
behalf the endowment was created.

These innovations created a few minor oddities in the Delian accounts. As we
have seen, stratonikeia were recorded as having been dedicated both by Stratonike
and on her behalf. Antigonos, or whoever established this endowment for the
purpose of dedicating stratonikeia, was thinking within a widespread framework
that named ritual either for divine recipients or human honorees; Delian account
keepers, on the other hand, thought in terms of a local administrative tradition
by which the donor gave his or her name to the endowment, which paid for the
ritual: the stesileion was the fund established by Stesileos, regardless of what or who
prompted him to establish it. Following local practice, Delians might naturally
think of the philetareion as underwriting dedications contributed by Philetairos, '
even if, as I suggest, the founder was his successor.

Cases in which Delians seem to refer to ritual underwritten by the royal en-
dowments as festivals are very few. In two, and perhaps four, cases wood (for
fuel) or torches were meant “for The Philokleia;” '™
with different phrasing (genitive rather than dative), to “lamps for the chorus at(?)
The Ptolemaieia” and several other of the alleged festivals.'” The same phrase is

a handful of passages refer,

used also of The Aphrodisia, unambiguously a festival.'! But even here, inasmuch
as the custom was to refer to all activities supported by the endowments (whether
sacrifice or dedication of phialai) with the eponymous adjective in —ea, a person

138. Hence, e.g., LDelos 298.A.92-93: Anhiddec, yopeia Andoihwvt Aptéudt Anjtol émdo|v | tog
Diketaip|ov.

139. I.Delos 316.88: @uhordeiog @t yopdt d&deg "FEEEIL [€o0ho —] pvpfol — — —; IG X1.2
287.57: ot Dhorreiog FFF nal dopog wat wdnpatideg 1I; see also restored or partly: 1. Delos
290.71; 337.A.32. See also lamps “for the Awtigoneia” 1G X1.2 287.A.48: hapnddec Avryoveiog
elg 1oV yopov FF. The Antigoneia mentioned at IG X1.2 154.A.42 (290) are a different thing: toig
Avuyoveiowg daudeg eig 1oy yopov: T1[. .

140. LDelos 316.77-80: Ehowov xal EMMyvi toic avolc -F+ Edho -EIIII- mevienaudendter ot yopdt

daudec -FFFE- gopoc -1/ - [E]ohe 1/ - [— — — - TTrokepou?] | elov t@r yopar dupog I+ havrddeg
JHI[ - €)oo I+ Bhaov, EMMOYyvie Tolg pavole | Avryovielwy 1@t yopdt [Mapnddeg —: Gupol
— - Eohoe — - Ehat] | [t]ov wad ENMDOYvie Tolc avols b el tepomodlov E[hatov] yoreg - THI- Spoypdv
T Anpntotelwv taor yo[p]dr hapnddeg [— - pupol — Ebho — Eha] |tov xod MMy Tolg
povoig b+ TTrokepodwy t[dr ylopdt Aapnddec -FFE; LDelos 338.A.23-25: [Scpvon ol poppivar
énl Bopode —] - hapn[ddlec ot [ylopdr FFHII gupoi, sk[nuo]tideg - Irolepanéwv tér
yoe[®]t Aapmadeg FFII- gvpot, rnpatideg II | [Anuntoeiwy ot yopor Aapnadeg —] - gupol,
nn[po]tideg - Avtiyoveioy @[t yopd]t dapnddeg FFIIT- gupot, xhnu[o]tidec I TTrokepoéwy
0t yopdt Aaund | [dec. The dative and genitive constructions appear in proximity in the same
accounts, without any apparent difference in meaning; see e.g. 1.Delos 316.88—89: ®dihoxieiog
oL yopdt dawdec "FEEEIL ... ... TTtokepaioy 1ot yopdt dadeg xaft pupol? —.

141. LDelos 316.99: Aygpodisiwy 1)@t yopdt dvpot 1111
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might find himself in need of certain materials “for the philokleia)” i.c. “for the
ritual activities supported by the philokleion.” But this does not a festival make.
Moreover, even such potentially ambiguous phrases — perfectly intelligible to
Delians, I urge — are extremely rare. We also find expenditure on torches “for the
chorus (held) on the eighth (of the month),”'** or the fifteenth.'” This, I suspect,
better fits the nature of these endowed rites; these were sacrifices fixed sustainably
in the calendar but not as festivals. The remarkable fact is that the Delian accounts
manage, over more than a century, and thousands of inventoried items, to avoid
ambiguity almost entirely, and to maintain as clear a distinction as they do.

Delians’ administrative rigor led them to develop an efficient shorthand for
describing various aspects of endowed ritual, using the name of the dedicator — a
natural choice in the domain — to derive a name for the endowed principal and
dedications made via its yield. Who would not understand that a mwikytheion was
a dedication of Mikythos? At Delos in the late fourth and early third centuries,
festivals named for individuals were scarce. So, confusion would not arise when
officials spoke of multiple mzkytheia. No one would mistake his modest dedications
for a festival anyway.

Before long, though, Hellenistic kings and queens began to participate in a
manner that slightly changed both the convention and its terms, in clear ways.
Yet, even they were not tone-deaf to local convention. We might imagine that
to an Antigonos or a Ptolemy, the institution may have seemed like a smaller,
or analogous, version of a familiar gesture: the foundation of cult named after,
in honor of, or even to, a king or deity. But if it did, we cannot tell, for they
observed local protocol closely. Their prominence and spending power did
not eclipse or transform local tradition. Antigonos did not swoop in and create
giant endowments. Notwithstanding the minor changes that they seem to have
introduced, royal founders do seem to have appreciated that this was a modest
gesture, family-related, valuable and important in and of itself as ritual; that this
was not the place or the institution for grand ostentation and lavish eponymous
festivals.

Neither do we find Delians emulating at home what was more common prac-
tice elsewhere. They do not appear to have endowed sacrifice in others’ names
or to have transformed their modest recurring ritual into something more like
Alkesippos’ eponymous festival. Not even the prominent Stesileos did so. Rather,
they stuck by their tradition, accommodated royal initiative under existing admin-
istrative and ritual apparatus, happy no doubt for the infusion of available credit
and the honor, but not seeking to flatter kings by naming festivals for them, not
naming festivals for themselves, not even elevating such ritual to the level of

142. 1G XI1.2 154.A.22-23: eic 10[y] yoeov toic Afp]te[w] | otowg dadeg TTHIT odo nal vac. dopoc:
FIIII- w7 6y86me Saudec TTEE; 161.A.93-94: eic todg yopode todg yevopévoug toic ANt<d>tolg
nad tolg Apteptotorg nad tov )t 6ydomt Sawdec nopa Avoiov] | xai "Epyotéhove -TTFFFE

143. 1.Delos 316.77: neviexoudendter tét yopdt ddudeg ‘FFFE-.
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festival at all, and certainly not serving as a stage on which the rich and powerful

propagandized to the world. They were content with the god and a few others as

witnesses to their piety, and to honor their own in their own honorable way.
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