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Endowed Eponymous Festivals on
Delos

Joshua D. Sosin

In 302 BC, Stesileos son of Diodotos, a prominent Delian, endowed 1500 drachmas to fund
annual dedication of a phiale, to Aphrodite.! He was an early 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 of them eponymous: The Antigoneia,
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,”* expenditure on items used “at The
Ptolemaieia,” services rendered “for The Philonideia,”® individuals officiating “The
Eutycheia,” sale of hides from animals sacrificed at “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.

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 unattested 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.™

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, perhaps around 310 BC.'
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Stesileos’ came next. Hellenistic royalty, and at least one high ranking adjutant, joined
later; the first Ptolemaic endowment was established in 280.77 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 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;
24 his son Diodotos served 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,? but
also, it is thought, the sanctuary and small temple in which she resided.”” This stood at
the northern edge of the theater quarter,? its entry apparently flanked by statues of his
parents.® A third statue was dedicated there by his daughter Echenike.3 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.”3?
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,* 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 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 (LDelos 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
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endowment that earned a few hundred drachmas and spent more than 100 of them on a
phiale, 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 world that we know so well.

And yet their names, The Stesileia, Eutycheia, Ptolemadieia, etc., do call to mind the small but
well known number of eponymous endowed festivals from elsewhere in the Hellenistic
world:* The Leonideia at Pharsalos, Koan Pythokleia, 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
Leukophryeneia or Alexandrian Ptolemaia. 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 Alkesippeia 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 kylikes mikytheioi, skaphia mikytheia, or plain
mikytheia.*® Likewise, dedications funded by Stesileos’ endowment were called poteria
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 hieropoioi 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 gorgieioi;>* 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, or else a skaphion philonideion, or poterion philonideion.>* When the
same Philonis dedicated a thymiaterion, 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 funded by the stesileion, which was
endowed by Stesileos. This nomenclature is well known,” but its importance under-
appreciated.

Scholars have referred to, say, “The Echenikeia” for good reason. In 207 BC the hieropoioi
recorded several disbursements to epistatai for what appear to be eponymous festivals so
named (I.Delos 366.A.131-134):

EdWkapev §& kol tolg Emotdraig elg tg Ouslag Ev tolg kabrkouvst xpdvorg

Koopddet ei¢ dAadé[Agleia HHHAAA: Apiotondimmwt d1Aiov

el¢ EOTOXel HHH Avtiydvwr Xapiotiov elg ®dihetaipeia HHHH Apiotondmmmt

TéA0g €l Xepoov[No]ia HHHH: Tipoc0€ver Tipo[oB€vou?]

elg Topylewa {t} HAA Tedeoapyidm EAnivov elg diddkAeia H Ootdk[wl Ootdkov

el¢ Zmnoidela H- As&1Bwr Ag[E]180v el 'Efxevi]-

Kernos, 27 | 2014



10

Endowed Eponymous Festivals on Delos

kela HHH ‘Epdouiokwt Aplotiog elg d1Awvideia HHHAA @soppaotide[i] d1AAdkov

elg Nno1&deia HHH.
This seems to refer unambiguously to eponymous festivals. But no one appears to have
observed that if we were to ‘de-capitalize’ (e.g. el Topylela — el yopyieia) 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,” €l yopyleia. The stesileion
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, vel sim.). All of these fell under the broad
rubric thysiai, 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 hieropoioi accounts seems to record phialai
coming “from (celebrations) of the Stratonikeia” or the like, e.g. LDelos 366.A.53-55: kal
eLéag €ml Zwtiwvog Mrolepat|elwy: GAANV Mtolepaieiwv, tpatovikelwy, Nikohaglwy,
Attodelwv, Avuryovelwv, Aovakelwv: GAAnv  Avtiyovelwv: | €nr AmoAlodwpov
MaixidGv: Eml TAnowévov Twmatpelwy: €ml Twtiwvog diletatpelwv: Eml d{Awvog
Anuntpielwv. But for officials responsible for tracking hundreds of these objects, a
somewhat different construction would be understandable. Since each individual
dedication was known as, say, ‘a ptolemaieion’ and the vast stores of them could be
referred to collectively as ‘ptolemaieia,’ these might well be reckoned, “another of the
ptolemaieia, 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 dedication (say, the Nikolaeia). Since a nikolaeion was an object
dedicated by Nikolaos via his endowment, to record GAAnv vikolaeiwv 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.

Elsewhere, the inventories are explicit about this. Endowment phialai are often recorded
alongside phialai that were dedicated by the Delian trittyes, the Mapsichidai, and the
Thyestadai and Okyneidai, e.g. LDelos 366.84-85 (207): GAAnv M[toAep]atelwv €l Xapila
Anunrpieiwv- €ml Zevoundouv Maiid@v- £rl TToADPov BuecTadGv | kal Qkuveld®v- Eml
TAn[ow]évov Zrpatovikelwv. The latter were regular, though not endowed, dedications.
The trittyes 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 @ueotad®v kal QkuveldGv and Ztpatovikelwv indicate dedicator and
neither refers to occasion. Like the genitive, the adjectival ending in -eion 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, €ni oD 8eilvog Mrolepaieiwv and &ml tod Selvog
Oueotad®v kal Qkuveld®v, which indicated an object dedicated by Ptolemy via the
ptolemaieion and an object dedicated, without such intermediation, by the Thyestadai and
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Okyneidai. 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 from
The Ptolemaieia.” There were no endowed eponymous Ptolemaieia;®® there was an
endowment to pay for regular ritual that included dedication of ptolemadieia, 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
Leonideia or even the Delphic Attaleia and Eumeneia. The Delian gesture was smaller,
humbler, less ostentatious than the grand eponymous festivals of the Hellenistic world.
Founders gave names to their dedications, which was normal religion, and to the
endowments that paid for those dedications, 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 period.®! 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 daimon 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 his presumably deceased parents.** When Kritolaos of Amorgos endowed games 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.®> 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.5

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 admit of reasonable speculation. The hieropoioi 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 endowment himself,® in support of a festival named for himself, in honor
of himself. 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 I
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
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about the same time.” If so, then this was a minor departure 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 endowment remained otherwise true to convention, inasmuch as it
was founded in pious response to Philetairos’ death.

Similarly, in 246, the third of the Ptolemaic endowments was established.”* This was the
year in which Philadelphos died and Euergetes 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.

There may be a pattern. The first stratonikeion was dedicated in 252, its endowment
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;’s in either case the delay is 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 endowments, 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 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 II 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.” Demetrios’ marriage may well have been worth celebrating.
No one could have known at the time that the union would end unhappily.*® Demetrios’
father Antigonos Gonatas had also married 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
Demetrios I 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
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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 appears to have been founded in 238,%the year
after Demetrios II 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 II 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 II to have done the same.® It is at least
possible, I suggest, that the antigoneion and demetrieion were established by Antigonos
Gonatas and Demetrios II, 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.®

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.® Reger is more cautious: “Since ... there is no 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 victory: the second and third “Ptolemaieia festivals ...
were established on Delos in 249 and 246, 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 (I11)
Euergetes to Berenike (II), 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 Leto.”? A recent survey of the debate over
the date of Arsinoe’s death, concludes that early July 268 is more likely (than 270) and
most favored.” It appears, however, 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 perhaps 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 problematic.
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 active in honoring
his father,’ not that we can point to a specific occasion. But in 281 Lysimachos, the
husband of Ptolemy’s sister Arsinoe (II), had fallen at Koroupedion. Not long 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 279.9” Arsinoe fled to Egypt, stopping

Kernos, 27 | 2014



24

25

26

Endowed Eponymous Festivals on Delos

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 hieropoioi declared that they had received from their
predecessors two gold crowns dedicated by him.'® These must have been offered in 280
or earlier.”®® For Arsinoe, looking homeward in 279,12 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 2807

In 274 BC the hieropoioi could count six phialai dedicated by Ptolemy, covering 275, 274
and four other unspecified years.'* Similarly, in 240 BC the hieropoioi recorded receipt of
39 phialai, most dated by archon, several by epistates, and one with no indication of date,
“bearing neither archon nor 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 dedicated
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.1%
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 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 Ptolemaia were now either
on the horizon or in recent memory,'® would have had obvious emotional and religious
appeal. If the commemorative and celebratory logic of the later endowments 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 celebration 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 TheoiSoteres, both understood to support festivals, The Paneia
and Soteria, both established in 245.11° 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 commemorated Antigonos’ defeat of the Galatians at
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Lysimacheia a generation before, and were established in order to ‘answer’ the newly
panhellenic Aetolian Soteria, to remind the world that he too had bested Galatians, and
first.12 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 I 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 marriage 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, “PaciAedg Avrtiyovog PaciAéwg
Anuntpiov Makedwv Iavi,” or to “@1dAar &g avEdnkev faciAebs Avtiyovog Mavi,” or to
“another of the paneia.”’s These dedications, then, were described much as Hermias’
dedications to Arsinoe Philadelphos were; his endowment underwrote dedication of
philadelpheia to a favorite goddess and Antigonos’ paneia to a favorite god. Only two
passages seem to refer explicitly to The Paneia (I.Delos 372.B.21): @1&An, €ml KaAMia,
BaoiAeg Avtiyovog PaciAéwg Anuntplov Makedwv Tav[ewa, Exhiotdrov Eunédov.' But
what is the syntax of the restored and grammatically dangling Ié&v[ia? 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 (I.Delos
372.B.19-21): mo]thpia 11, €[mi] Auvov, Ztnoilews Aod0tov AndAwvi [Agpo]|ditn,
émotdrtov IMoAvéévor [@idAn], €m ApiotofoDlov, Anhddeg, xopela €mdolong
BaciAioong Zrpato[viklng, €motdrov Aoddtov, AndAwvt Aptéwdt | Antol. On that
model, it might be better to restore (LDelos 372.B.21): @iGAn, &ml KoAAia, PaciAedg
Avtiyovog facidéwg Anuntpiov Makedwv M1, Emictdrov Eunédov,'t” or perhaps even
név[elog, on the model of what we find at LDelos 442.B.66: @i&Aat II, lepomoiGyv
OpboxAéoug kal MoAvfodAov, edTOXEL0G, PLAadéApeiog, OA. HH. 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 LDelos
320.B.32 we find a run of &AAat @ida, £[m]80vtoc Avrrydvou Paciléwg cwthpia € &
[pxOlvtwv Ze[vokpdrov. Here, cwtripia can only be the direct object of &[m]ddvroc (as
xopela typically is), or else a nominative standing in apposition to @i&Aati, 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,
soteria. The same text refers (61) to [GAJAn Avtiyovelwv Zwtfpia, Emota[todvtog — - -.
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Under the prevailing interpretation this is unintelligible. Is this one festival or two? If
two, then under what grammar does the Antigoneia appear in the genitive and the Soteria
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: [6A]An &vtiyovelwy cwtnpla.!?

There is but one other entry thought to refer to The Soteria (I.Delos 380.72-93 [1987]):12
@1én, €m Gpyxovrog Mavtaivov, Pact]Aéws Avtiyd|[vov G&vaBeua, €motatodvrog)
Qxuveidouv zwtnp[ia. But this too is problematic. The description of an inventoried object
generally ends with the reference to the epistates. 'EmiotatoDvtog tob delvog 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
(@ @1&An ... swtnpla), or else the thank-offering belongs with the subsequent entry.
Alternatively, we could perhaps restore Zwtfjp[ot, on the assumption that Zeus Soter and
Athena Soteira are the intended recipients of the thank-offerings (soteria); but in that case
the omission of @col¢ 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 (soteria).
On only two occasions do we find reference to “another of the soteria;”? it is only
assumed that these came from The Soteria. 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 (soteria) on his behalf, to
Apollo, Artemis, Leto, Zeus Soter, and Athena Soteira.'* 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 celebration 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 observation 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”1»—not the recovery of Corinth per se, 1 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 dedications
somehow to answer the Aetolian’s panhellenic festival, the Soteria, 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
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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.

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 hieropoioi
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 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 might
care about the well being of private sanctuaries,' there is no reason to 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’ parents 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 elsewhere and, I suggest, with the
Delian royal endowments. Similarly 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 regarded 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

Kernos, 27 | 2014

11



35

36

37

Endowed Eponymous Festivals on Delos

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 stesileion 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 recipient of ritual, rather than the dedicator. The philadelpheia yielded by the
endowment were both named for (as, say, the ptolemaieia, 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 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 endowments as
festivals are very few. In two, and perhaps four, cases wood (for fuel) or torches were
meant “for The Philokleia;"'* a handful of passages refer, 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 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 -eia, a person might find himself in need of certain materials “for the
philokleia,” i.e. “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 mikytheion was a dedication of Mikythos? At Delos
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in the late fourth and early third centuries, festivals named for individuals were scarce.
So, confusion would not arise when officials spoke of multiple mikytheia. 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 practice
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 administrative 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 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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NOTES

1. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 342-343; zIEBARTH, “Delische Stiftungen,” no. 2. The first dedication
was made in 301 (LDelos 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. SCHULHOF, “Fouilles de Délos,” BCH 32 (1908), p. 5-132, no. 21 (between p. 82-83, esp. p. 101-132
[later LDelos 366.A]. LAUM, Stiftungen, included four: nos. 53-56. More comprehensive: ZIEBARTH,
“Delische Stiftungen”; see also id., “Beitrdge 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. j. Tréheux did not live to
finish his studies of the endowments of Mikythos and Stesileos: “Etudes d’épigraphie délienne,”
BCH 68-69 (1944-45), p. 271-283; for the latter see his unpublished Ftudes, p. 425-525. BRINGMANN,
Schenkungen, nos. 142[E], 151[E], 182[E], with vol. 2.1, Geben und Nehmen: Monarchische Wohltdtigkeit
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, Banques et banquiers dans les cité
grecques, Leiden, 1968, p. 153-161.

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

4. Contrast IG X4 682.10-14: ote@av®d|oar abTOV d&pvng ote@dvwt kal &vayo|pedoar tOV
lepoxTipuka &v T Bedrpwt tolg | AmoAwviolg, Otav ol tdv naldwv yopol Glywvilwvrar
1052.16-21: &vaypG&ar 8& t08e 10 PN|[@ro]ua kal dvadeivan elc T 1epov toD Al[n]oAwvog Ev
AAwt kol ote@av®doat EOUN|[§]nv tolg AroAAwviog &v Tén Bedrpwr xp[vloGn | otepdvwt Ao
Spaxudv mevrakosiwv kaltd 0 kNpuypa TOE.

5. Contrast LDelos 316.75: AmoAwvioig S&@vat kal pvppivor €nl toLG Pwuod[c] kal t& mpod
[m]uAa = IG X1.2 158.A.73: TG xop®1 | T]1 yevouévwt tolc AnoAAwvioig Aaumddeg mapd Avoiov
I11. IG X1.2 154.22-23: £l TO[y] x0pOVv toig Alplre[pt]loloig §&ideg. LDelos 440.60-71: AGyog T®V elg
10 Mooidea: BoOg AA Tpo@T) AA- Lepelwv: gly®dv AAA- Tpo@n) - | [k]pi&dv 800 Mocerddvi Aspadelwt
kol Opbwoiwt AA Sedpdriov AN kGmpog A | [yAJukéwg pe. T11, xoelc [1], Tiun AAAA- ofvov Kvidilwv
kepapiwy AL Tiun - GAgitwy | [ue.] 111, Tipm A EOAwv TII, Al 6&oug [IT otapideg A dptrOpata II
[GA]eg - EManl[ov] - kEpapog - GvBpareg AA- Gvvnocov - EpyQraig A- payelpoig A EmonAayyvidiot 11T
£p&PvOot - kGpua AA- 1oxGideg [A] kAnuatideg kal Pul[pol] - Tolg ur) mopevouévorg elg dmduotpay -
[oTvou] Kdiov kepapiwv AAA, | [Tl HA- viknthplov auidAng A Sevtepeiov . [Exopev 8& t0
amotetaypé|[vov] H- kol tév fuiwPeriwlv AJAAA- Sepudtwv - kepap[{w]v . vac. | [AOylog t@v elg
T Eide@uiaia: &no tdv AAAA- mpdPatfov] A- Tupol A- Tupdg - £péPv|[Bot] - ofoapa vac. péht I+
ote@avuata I &prokOmwt I Adyava vac.? tépixog - [6]Pov - k&pua IIT- otvog III.

6. Contrast LDelos 354.9-10: tOu W[1600v] | T®V abOANT&OV TGV €l AToAADVIaQL

7. Contrast LDelos 1869.c.1-8: Aa<o>8Gueiav M[ndei]ov | Mepaméwg Buyatépa | 0 mathp kal M
uAtnp | TwoB€a TAadkov | Mepaiéwg Buydnp | kavneophoacay | A kal AmoA@wvia, |
AndMwwvi, Aptéwmd, Anrol; IG X1.2 108.3: kal oide £xopTynoav el AnoA@via (not that this
specific ministration was necessary in the case of endowed ritual).

8. Contrast IG XI.2 287.A.24: ToD Po0Og tod BuBEvTog Tolg Mocideloig 1 pOpoa Empadn Spayxudv .
9. Principal and expenditure are attested for Gorgias’ endowment: LDelos 320.B.79: [kal] O
AvEBnke Topylag XHHAAA (principal); LDelos 366.A.132-133 (207): Tipoc0€vel Tipo[c0évou?] | elg
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Topylewa {1} HAA (interest); also Echenike’s: IG X1.2 287.A.122-123 (250) [Bruneau, Recherches, 343]:
kol TO8e ApyDprov E8aveloapey: unvog Anvaidvog kat Pigiopa tht tOAel kal mpodaveistaig
101¢ Pofv][Aevtaic Spayutg XXX Gg avébnkev Exevikn Ztnoilew eic Busiav téin e ArOAAwvL kol
it A@poditn, £ml Umodfkel tais mpooOSoig taic Snuocioic T ovyypaen moapd TMdayntt
(principal); I.Delos 372.A.71-72 (200): [kal t68¢] &GAMo [&py]Oprov elotixer TéO1 Beddn ToD 1epoD T0D
toTiatikoD tod Exevikelov mapd dwkatws ToD MoAvEEvou TO Sdvelov O E@n dav elo[ac|falt TO
natépa aTod HHH, under restored heading (1.32) xal oi8e tOkoug Gmédocav tod iepod
apyvplov (interest); also LDelos 366.A.131, 133-134: £8wWkauev 8& kol tolg Emotdraig elg TOg
Buciag &v Tolc kabNrovat xpdvorg (131); AcE10€wt Ae[E]10€ov el "Exevi]|keia HHH (133-134).

10. For which see still LAUM, Stiftungen.

11. Eg. LDelos 298.A.93-94: GA\ag @[i&]Aag [Emypagnv €xoboag AnAiddes, xopela AndAAwvi
Aptéwdt Anlrol €mdd[v[rog dAetaiplov, €m’ &pxovrog EAniviov, &l @apovovro]g, &x’ Au
[pixAéov]g, Enl dTIAMSoG.

12. E.g. LDelos 370.39: [xal td8e ddveia elofker O Selva] oD 1epod ToD @ilokAeiov HH; LDelos
399.A.123-124: mapd TAnotuévou tod Asovtiddov t0 d&veiov 6 E¢n Saveicaobar map’ teponorddv
EAuov kal Mub[o][kA&oug ToD @ilokAeiov HHH; 370.42-43: — - — wvog oD &xevikelov . H map’
lepomor®v EVkAeiSov kal TeAeo[apxidov — - — | — - — toD £]xevikelov AAAA . . ., under heading
(39) [kol tdde Sdivela elotikey; 45: mapd Ztnollew] Tod Mpa&iuévou tod vnoiadeiov HHH.

13. LDelos 366.A.131-134: £3Wkapev 8& kal Tolg Emotdrong lg T0G Buslag €v tolg kadNKovGL
xpOvoic: Kooutdder eig dhadé[Apleia HHHAAA Apiotondmnwt ®dihiov | ei¢ EOTOxela HHH:
Avtiydvwt Xapiotiov el¢ dihetaipeia HHHH: Apiotondmmwt TEAog elg Xepoov[Ticlia HHHH:
TiuooBével Tino[c0Evou?] | el Topyleia {1} HAA- Tedeoapyidm EAnivov elc diAdkAeia H- Ootdx
[w]t Ootdxov eig Ztnoideia H Ac&1BEwr Ag[E]18ov elg "Exevi]lkeia HHH: ‘EfSouiokwt Apiotiog
glg ®1Awvideia HHHAA' @so@paotide[t] ®1AAdkov el¢ Nno1Gdeia HHH; see zIEBARTH, “Delische
Stiftungen,” p. 433.

14. On the prytanikon / hestiatikon: F. DURRBACH, E.SCHULHOF, “Fouilles de Délos,” BCH 30 (1910),
p- 122-186, p.160-165; BRUNEAU, Recherches p.442-443; viAL, Délos indépendante, p.205-207;
TREHEUX, Etudes p. 206 n. 3, 466.

15. On the two female founders on Delos, as well as others elsewhere, see E. STAVRIANOPOULOU,
“Gruppenbild mit Dame”. Untersuchungen zur rechtlichen und sozialen Stellung der Frau auf den Kykladen
im Hellenismus und in der rémischen Kaiserzeit, Stuttgart, 2006, p. 228-249.

16. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 448-449; TREHEUX, BCH 68-69 (1944-45), p. 278-279.

17. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 519-523.

18. IG XI1.2 287.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: IG XI.2
287.B.32: kal £ml tiig Nueté€pag Apxfig PrdAn Extunog dpyvp&, Exevikng dvaOnua, OAkT) HAA.
Also a gold cup: IG X1.2 287.B.75: kal &nl thig Nuetépag dpxfg kOME xpuoti, Exevixng avabnua,
OAKT) ; LDelos 313.frab.34; this kylix seems to have been the same as the hedupotis also credited to
her: LDelos 385.A.fra-e.9-10: Tdumotig xpvlolfl, Exevikng &vOeua, OAkT) AAAAILL; 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: LDelos 366.A.134. Philonis’ other dedications included a
thymiaterion that weighed more than 1100 drachmas: LDelos 1450.A.162-163: Oupiatipiov
roumkOV mepinpyvpwuélvov, dvédnua dwvidoc tiic Hynoaydpov, €9’ ol émlypagt) XHAA,
Gotatov; cf. also LDelos 1423.A.frai.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: LDelos 1432.A.frb.ii.24-29;
1441.A.ii.69-73; 1441.A.ii.117-118; 1449.A.frab.ii.147-150; 1450.A.164-166; 1450.A.186; 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): @1&Anv Topylov GvaBepa £n” Auelolt]epod (228); also
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122.63-65 (224) restored. The phialion that he dedicated in 230 was unrelated to the endowment:
IG X1.2 125.12 (ca 215): [Jidhov Topyiov €ml TkuAAi[xov] (230). That they are Delians: viaL, Délos
indépendante, p. 381.

21. Sopatros: LDelos 320.B.57-58 (229): kal GAAag @réAag ¢ mapeAd[Bouev mlapd TAnmoAEuov
kol ToAvotpdrov €ml TxuAAixov MroAepaiéwy, Avtiyove[iwv, — - — | Anunlrpielwv, Mavelwy,
Trpatovikelwy, EDtuxelwy, Zwnatpelwv, MapiidGv dmapxi.

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 X1.2 287.B.127-128 (250): @1GAnv NikOAaoc Aylov AltwAOc avéBnkev AnOA<A>wvi Ap|témd
Antol, OAxN 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 XI.4 1075 [mid II1]): 0 8fjpog 0 AnAiwv | N[iké]Agov Ayla |
AltwAov €k Mpooye[{lov | [e]VoePelag Evelkelv | tiic mepl T[0] 1epOv [kal] | [e]V[v]olal tlfig [e]ig
[tov 8fju]ov. E. WiLL, Histoire politique du monde hellénistique 323-30 av. J.-C. (2™ ed., Nancy 1979-82)
vol. I, p. 327, notes that Nikolaos “fonde une féte a son nom, les Nikolaieia, du méme type que les

1”7

Ptolemaieia ou que les Antigoneia!” 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. ZIEBARTH, “Delische Stiftungen,” p. 430, thought him a
banker; v. GABRIELSEN, “Banking and Credit Operations in the Hellenistic Times,” in z.H. ARCHIBALD
et 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 sea,” and was honored for
reasons no longer preserved: IG XI.4 691.4-8: £éne1d1) Ebtux0¢ ®1AWTOL X106, olkGVv €V | [AfJAwt
kol ouvepyalOuevog amo tob Sikalov [tolc | v O&]Aattav nAéovory, £v te Tolg EunpooBelv |
xpOvoig Sie]téAer To0g e Beolg oefOuevog kall | ebvoug Wv T@n] tep kal AnAiolg kal vOv Sk
v | — - -. Such words neither make him a banker nor preclude the possibility. Chian: I.Delos
425.15: GAAnv, €m’ &pyxovtog AtoyEvou, lepomoi®v 8& AmoAhodwpov, Avrtiydv]ov: Ebruyo[c]
P Wt XTog AmOAAwvi, ON. H; 426.4; 439.fra.66; 442.A.71-72. The first attested phiale was
generated in 230 and recorded in 229.

24. 1G X1.2 105.1: énl Apiotokpitov Gpyovtoc (284); 3-4: oide &xopNynoav el AmoAA@via: |
rolAews Aodo[t]ov; 107.1-2: €’ &pxovrog X&ppov (280) oide Exopriynoav | elg AmoAwvia; 13:
Tpaywid®v- Trnoilews Atoddtov. On his family see viaL, Délos indépendante, p. 75, Stemma XI; also
TREHEUX, Etudes, p. 429-433.

25. VIAL, Délos indépendante, p. 75, stemma XI. IG X1.4 1028.b.4-5: npeofevtnc nipéd[n | At68]otog
2t[noiM]ew; X1.2 155.b.7-8: 1tolg iepomorolg [tolg €ml AnJuéov Gpxovrog Aloddtwi Ztnoilew,
dwkpltwr | Anud[v]ov; 158.B.12-13: £davelsauev | tolg mpodaveis|tais (4-6) ... Aoddtwr Ztn|
ollew; X1.4 1155: Aiddotog Ztnoiew | Epuiit Aapmadapxnioag. | Apyadels Evikwv.

26. C.DURVYE, “Aphrodite a Délos : culte privé et public a I’époque hellénistique,” REG 119 (2006),
p- 83-113, esp. 94-97. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 336.

27. E.g. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 337. R. HAMILTON, 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 consacré par Stésiléos.”
Recent excavations support a construction date in the late fourth century: C. DURVYE, “Délos.
L’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 (2006), p. 96-97. C. DURVYE, “Recherches récentes a Délos : I’Aphrodision de
Stésileds,” RA (2009), p. 198-207, 200, conjectures that perhaps it stored phialai generated by
Stesileos’ endowment or served as a banquet hall.
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28. Guide de Délos*, no. 88. See especially DURVYE, RA (2009), p. 198-207; BCH 133 (2009), p. 597-608;
“Délos. L’Aphrodision : étude du matériel mis au jour en 2005-2006,” BCH 132 (2008), p. 803-806;
“Délos. L’Aphrodision : fouilles dans la partie orientale du sanctuaire,” BCH 130 (2006), p. 728-741;
still highly useful is BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 334-341.

29. IG X1.4 1166: [Z]tnoidews top matépla] | Aiddotov; 1167: Ztnoidewg thu untépa | Exevikny.
30. IG X1.4 1277: Exevikn ZtnoiAe[w] Alpplodit[ni]. See viaL, Délos indépendante, p. 75.

31. c.DURVYE, “Evolution fonctionelle d’une divinité a I'échelle locale : les offrandes a I'Aphrodite
de Stesileds a Délos,” Kernos Suppl. 23 (2009), p. 149-167, 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 Kernos 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 oikoi
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: olkol &v TG iep®1 TeBupwuévor Kepaluwtol KAl oDk
£xovteg. By this time the Athenian administrators were keeping track of the temple’s
dedications. ILDelos 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 Identity in the Hellenistic World, Oxford, 2013,
p. 229.

33. Guide de Délos*, no. 91; BRUNEAU, Recherches p. 459-461. It 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: IG XII.3 330 [A. WITTENBURG, II
testamento di Epikteta, Trieste, 1990; LAUM, Stiftungen, 43].

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

35. GABRIELSEN, Lc. (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 Echenikeig;
four years earlier (286), 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 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 ..., in 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 political 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.
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37. E.;g. W.W.TARN, “The Battles of Andros and Cos,” JHS 29 (1909), p.264-285, 271-274;
K. BURASELIS, Das hellenistische Makedonien und die Agdis: Forschungen zur Politik des Kassandros und der
drei ersten Antigoniden (Antigonos Monopthalmos, Demetrios Poliorketes und Antigonos Gonatas) im
Agdischen 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 Paneia at
Delos and the Aetolian Soteria at Delphi,” AJAH 3/4 (2004/05) [2007], p. 72-88.

38. G.HOLBL, 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.

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. 11l 59341a.4 and 9-14: 0 yewpyOg pov ONpwv Enplato mapd | tfig tOAews mapaoyelv
otvov Tt ywouévnt | mavnyDpel &y Kumpdvdoig kat’ &viavtdv, | Drgp ob &ye mapéoxov TOV
otvov petpn|td 8 tOu petpnTiv vk 1] 8 yivovrat wv.

42. On numbers fed by animal sacrifices see F.S.NAIDEN, Smole 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
I’Egée. C’était simplement un hommage a 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 Paneia and Soteria. 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
stadtischen Feste des Hellenismus im Spannungsfeld zwischen Religion und Politik,” in P. ZANKER,
M. WORRLE (eds.), Stadtbild und Biirgerbild im Hellenismus, Miinchen, 1995, p.147-172, 164-168.
Festivals named for founders — Delos excepted — represented a small fraction of the considerable
growth in new and expanded festal activity. J.0. MIKALSON, Religion 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 Stesileia] and others like it on Delos were to give divine
honors to the deities, not to the founders.... This particular type of “festival,” named after the
donor but intended to honor the deity, perhaps derived from the embassies (theoriai) 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 their 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.”
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45. LThessaly 52 (11I): Leonides of Halikarnassos dedicated a stoa, its rents to be used to fund the
eponymous gymnastic competition. IG XI1.4 350 (late 2nd cent. BC): a gymnasial calendar from
perhaps as much as a century later indicates that The Pythokleia —presumably the very same —
were celebrated on the tenth of Artamitios (IG XII.4 281.33-34): 1 ITuBékAeix All | Zwtipt; 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:
MAIURI, Nuova Silloge, 462.11-12: iep€a kat( yévog IMubo|[k]Aelwv. 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, Syll.* 672, 671 [LAUM, Stiftungen, 28, 29] (160/59):
Attalos II and Eumenes II, apparently at Delphi’s request, funded cult to Apollo. Dittenberger (IG
VII 43), suggested that the Poseidonios who received endowed sacrifices at Aigosthena (II1/11)
may have been a local Poseidon or simply a human founder like Alkesippos; but that we cannot
know: “Argumentum huius tituli gravissimis dubitationibus obnoxium est.” In any case the text does
not refer to a festival called The Posidonieia vel sim.

46. LDelos 442.B.145-146: okG@ia k0Bewa I, £ml Koouiddov, OAvumiodwpov, MoAvEévou,
EZévwvog, Melvekparov, Aptotdpyov, Anuntplov Ao, Emotatobvtog TeloikAéovg GANo, €mi
TeleoapyiSou: kOAkag wikvlelovg TIT1, £ml AtokA&oug, Niklov, Anuntpiov, Aplotwvog; IG XI.2
133.24-27: wik0Oeov G&pyovtog Eevoti|uov, £motatobvtog Melhixidov wikdOetov &plyovrog
Zevotiuov, lepomor®v §& AugotepoDd, | ToAvEEvou, ZiAfvou, diAlnmov.

47. E.g. IG X1.2 287.B.8: kal Tdde motfpia WV &véBnke Stnoilewc; LDelos 442.B.173-175: motTipiov
ot[noideiov], | &n’ Gpxovroc ApistofobAov: GAho mothplov otnoileiov, &n’ Gpyovrog OpBorAéovg
GM\o mothplov otnaidelov, Em Gpyovrog Twtélov GANo mothplov otnollelov, &[T Gpyovtog] |
TwkAel§ov GAAo motfplov otnoidetov, £ &pyovtog Avéktou:

48. LDelos 291.e.11: — [ot]noiieiov dp[yvpiov?] —; 354.23: 6 E@n O@leiletv TOU matépa avTHG &
[m] T[fjr oixlon] Tt mpog T klovi ToD otnoilelov; 370.40 and 41: ‘EfSouiorog Aplo[ti]og tloD]
ot[noiheiov?] and Alplxia 6 E¢n daveicacdar adTOV Enl T(1 TOGOVL ToD otnotheiov.

49. 16 X1.2 287.A.122-123: kal 08¢ &pyOprov Edaveloapev: unvog Anvai@vog katd Prigpiopa Tt
nOAel kol mpodaveistaic tolg Polv]|Aevtais Spaxudg XXX &g qvédnkev Exevikn Ztnoilew eig
Buolav té te AndAwvt kal tijt Agpoditni, Enl DrodNker Tals mpocdSoig talg dnuooiog M
ouyypa@n Topd MayntL.

50. E.g. LDelos 372.A.71-72: [kal tO8¢e] &Aho [GpylOpiov elofker tédr Betn tod 1lepod tod

lotiatikoD tod &xevikelov map dwkaéwg Tod MoAvEEvou to Sdvetov 6 En davelo[as|Oalt TOU

natépa abrod HHH.

51. LDelos 442.B.109-110: @i&|Aag yopyieloug AAL; LDelos 407.38: AvtiyOvwr AAe&ikod tod
yopyielov H.

52. IG X1.2 287.A.193: ol oi8e tOkov¢ dméSosav Tod &pyvpilov ol véOnke Nno&dne; 138-139:
nape & Poluev €] mapd XapiAa tdkov tod vnoiadeiov .

53. LDelos 449.A.10, 30-32: 10: [kol TG d&veha £daveioapev toD 1epod dpyvpiov; 30-32: tlod
e wvide[ilov HH kal toD @ilo|[kAelov] HH kol toD Eevo[rkAeiSlelov HH.. kol toD

@ wvideiov)......I kol t0D @1AokAelov [...... k]al oD ebrvxeiov H.

54, LDelos 401.27: oxd@iov @iAwvidelov; IG X1.2 133.53-54: motn|piov @ihwvidelov; 22:
@\wvidelov.

55. LDelos 1432.b.ii.19-20: Guuiatfplov moumkOv mepinpyvpwuévov, dvabelua dAwvidoc tiig
Hynoaydpov.

56. As Isuspect is the case at LDelos 1432.B.a.i.8: okG@ia P1Awvidog Sexael kal wikOOelov Ev.

57. E.g. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 342-343.

58. VIAL, Délos indépendante, p. 28.
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59. LDelos 320.B.14: GAAat @idhat GG GvEBeosav Oueotddot kal Qxuveldat, &n’ ApxOlvrwv diiiov,
etc.; 19-20: GAa1 iAot ¢ Gv[€][Onkav AnAidde, xopela EmdOvroc PaciAéwg Mrolepaiov, &’
ApxOvtwv Zwoiudyolv, etc.

60. L.CRISCUOLO, “Agoni e politica alla corte di Alessandria. Riflessioni su alcuni epigrammi di
Posidippo,” Chiron 33 (2003), p. 311-333, at 324-326, raises the possibility that the Ptolemaia in
which Etearchos of Cyrene was victorious may have been Delian (Poseidippos, Epigr. 76 [Austin-
Bastianini]): éxtéta[tan nlplo T pléx I wivy dxpdvuyoe, ¢ Etedpywt | [o0]ro¢
O k[Aewog Alpaiinmog deBlogopel- | [VIkfiolals Mrolepaia kal “ToBuia kol Nepéar Sig |

[tlobg Aedgolg malp18lely oDk €04Aer otedvouc. 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 clearly to the panhellenic Ptolemaia at Alexandria;
see e.g. DJ.THOMPSON, “Posidippus, Poet of the Ptolemies,” in k.GuTZWILLER (ed.), The New
Posidippus: A Hellenistic Poetry Book, New York, 2005, p. 269-283, 280.

61. See still: EF. BRUCK, Totenteil und Seelgerdt im griechischen Recht; eine entwicklungsgeschichtliche
Untersuchung zum Verhdltnis von Recht und Religion mit Beitrdgen zur Geschichte des Eigentums und des
Erbrechts, Miinchen, 1926; id., “Les facteurs moteurs de l'origine et du développement des
fondations grecques et romaines,” RIDA 2 (1955), p.159-166. W.KAMPS, “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 1'’époque hellénistique,” Ktema 23 (1998), p.451-455; S.B.POMEROY,
“Family Values: The Uses of the Past,” in p.BILDE et al. (eds.), Conventional Values of the Hellenistic
Greeks [= Studies in Hellenistic Civilization 8], Aarhus, 1997, p. 204-219. IG XIL.3 329 [LAUM, Stiftungen,
44]; IG 1V2.2 1236 [LAUM, Stiftungen, 57; IG IV 840]; IG IV 841.14-24 [LAUM, 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 sacrifice, nominate auditors, and render accounts of their
activities. Public though the setting was, this was family ritual: kamps, ibid., p. 171. F. GHERCHANOC,
L’Oikos en féte. 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: und& xpfjoar tO Movoeiov undevi, | el ka un 115 t@v €€ 'Emreleiag ydov

nofy.

64. Syll.* 1044. 33-36: T u&v mfpJwtm | 60ew TOXML Ayadijt TatpOg kal untpoOg Mooe[1dw]lviov |
[]p1Ov kal Aaipovi AyafGn Moceidwviov kal [Tolpyidog | kpidv.

65. IG XIL.7 515. The Delphic Attaleia, 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”
(Syll® 672.9 [LAuM, Stiftungen, 28]) elg 8& TOg TipaG kal Buolag Spayxudg tproxiAiag; 23: tOkov
nevtekadexdTov.

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 poorly preserved. P.M.

FRASER, G.E. BEAN, The Rhodian Peraea and islands, Oxford, 1954, p. 16, saw a possible reference to a
festival named for her father: [K]AevsO€veira. Subsequent editors abandoned the idea (following
based on BLUMEL, LRhod.Per., 303 and BRESSON, Recueil Pérée, 5.10-16): Wotle amO 10 m[0]@0Sov
yiveoBar Buoilav &1 Agrhamiin kal tolc [G]AAorg Oeolg tolc | mepl TO[v AclkAam[ov ko’

[£klaotov &viautov | [E]v unv[i — - — - kal iomideb]ar Supviove mév|rag [&v G ka duéplan &

[0lvlsla] ouvreAfjton, [IN 8¢ | [JIN[ — - — - — - — - INIA [K]AevoOéver 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: [t&]v 8¢ | [oJuv[Buciav (or [cluv[aywytv or
similar) notayopete]y t& [K]AevoB€veia. 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
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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). Similarly: Syll.3 672.52-53: totay[opleDovteg Tav Buo[i]lav Attdeia; 60-61: katevEoTwv
notayopeDovteg TV Buotav Attd|Aeia kabwg eibiotal; and the Delphic Eumeneia: Syll.* 671A.20:
katevy€obwoav T EDuévela kaBwg vouiletal; also Leonides’ Pharsalan endowment: LThessaly
52.5-6: 0 8& qywv mpocayopevécbw | Aewvidela. Euagis’ endowed assets seem to have included a
property given to her by her father: LRhod.per., 303.7-9: 1 t€?] ygeitovebov tén tep[€|v]er tob Ag
[kAamoD] krijua [®1] KAevoBévne napg| — INTI[ — . 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. Eg. IG X1.2 224.B.20-21 (258): @1GAn Aela, xlopela AnMddwv dihetaipov €mddv|[tog &n’
GpxJovrog EAnivov (262); 287.B.119 (250): v Ol étarpog €@’ EAntvou (262) @idAn AnAiddwy,
xopela EmdGvtog diletaipov. 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): kal toD @iAetarpeiov, [

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. SCHALLES, Untersuchungen zur
Kulturpolitik der pergamenischen Herrscher im dritten Jahrhundert vor Christus [= Istanbuler
Forschungen 36], Tiibingen, 1985, p. 38: “Kurz vor dem Tode des Philetairos im Jahr 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, daR 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. J.-C.), Paris, 1887, p. 61.

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

70. IG X1.4 1106: EDpévng — - — | @1hétarpov tov — - — 1.

71. In 240 six phialai were attested, so that the endowment’s creation must have been in 246 and
its first dedication in 245; LDelos 298.A.77-79: GAJAag @idAag Em|[ypagmv ExoVoag AnAiGdeg,
xopela] AroA[Awvt Aptémdt Anto]l Em[86v]rog PaciAéwg Mtoepaiov, En’ Gpxovrog Mavtiéou
(245), &mi [Ee]lvokplroug (244), [Eml AtJovuoiov (243), &’ | OpflolkAéoug (242), &n’ AykiBeidou

(241), £¢’ Axpidlwvog] (240) &p1OuO[v QraAGv EmbovTog faciAéwg MroA]epaiov L. 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.”

73. IG X1.2 287.B.124; LDelos 298.A.89-90; 313.a.69-70; 314.B.76-77; 320.B.34-36; 338.Bc.45-48.

74. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p.561-562; SCHULHOF, BCH 32 (1908), p- 106. P.M. FRASER, C.H. ROBERTS,
CdE 24 (1949), p. 292 1. 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 (e.g. IG X1.2 287.B.124) and Demetrios II was not king until 239.
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75. Plut., Demetr., 31, 3-4; 38, 1-9; 53, 4; on her transfer from father to son: Plut., Demetr., 38, 1-9;
App., Syr., 59-61; K.BRODERSEN, “Der Liebeskranke Konigssohn und die Seleukidische
Herrschaftsauffassung,” Athenaeum 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.J. GABBERT, Antigonus II Gonatas: A Political
Biography (New York 1997), p. 52-53; 255: HAMMOND - WALBANK, Macedonia, p. 595-599; BURASELIS,
o.c. (n. 37), p. 146-151; earlier: REGER, AJAH 10 (1985) [1993] p. 155-177; id., Historia 43 (1994), p. 40-
41.

77. KJ. BELOCH, Griechische Geschichte, Berlin/Leipzig, 1927 vol. 1V.2, p.199-200; BRUNEAU,
Recherches, p. 561-562; HAMMOND — WALBANK, Mdcedonia, p. 598; REGER, AJAH 10 (1985) [1993] p. 159;
CARNEY, Women and Monarchy, p. 171.

78. ILDelos 298.A.83-90: AnMddec, xopela AmdMwvi Alpltéwmdt Antol Omép [Bacidicong
Ttpatovikng IG X12 287.B.124: éml ®Gvov @dAn Anhiddwv, xopela Umep Paciiicong

Ttpatovikng; LDelos 313.A.69-70: GAAat [@idAar AnAi]ddwv, xopela Onep Paoc[tJAioong vac. |
Tpatovikng.

79. J.SEIBERT, Historische Beitrdge zu den dynastischen Verbindungen in hellenistischer Zeit [= Historia
Einzelschriften, 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.

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 earliest attested phiale comes from 237: LDelos 320.B.41-42 (229): &AAar @i&[Aat An)i
aJdwv, xopela EmdOvtog faciA[€]wg An[untlplov, € &pxOvrwy 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 Antigoneia.
The pair of festivals honored Antigonos Monophthalmos and Demetrios Poliorketes: IG 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 prés siir
quaprés 280 l'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 hieropoioi in 240 counted nine phialai; LDelos 298.A.75-77: GAJhag @rdhag Emi[ypagTv
£xoloac AnAddeg, xopela AlmO[AAwvi Alptéudt Antin €mdovrog Paciréwg TMroAepatov, &’
Gpxovrog Badpou (248), &[rl Mapuelviwvlog] (247), &’ Eidokpitov (246), | [Enl Mavtiféov (245),
&ml Zevokplrov (244), €nl Awo]vuoio[v (243), &én’ OpBorAléoug (242), Em” AykibeiSov (241), E¢’
Axpidlwvog (240) dp1OuoOv praAdv Emddvrog faciAéwg [MTroA]epatov [II11.

86. TARN, o.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, Lc. (n. 37), p. 75. Also e.g.. HOLBL, o.c. (n. 38), p. 45.
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89. F. CHAMOUX, “Le roi Magas,” RHist 216 (1956), p. 18-34; 0.M@RKHOLM, “Cyrene and Ptolemy I:
some Numismatic Comments,” Chiron 10 (1980), p.145-159, esp. 145-147; w.HUR, Agypten 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.
XXV, 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 X1.4 565.

92. LDelos 313.b.63-64: GAAar @idAo] Anhiddwv, xopela | émdbvtog Epuiov Apovder
P adédewt kol AndMwvi Aptéudt Antol; 320.B.27-28: GAor @idAar, AnAiddeg, xopela
emdov]tog Epulov Apovoer dhad[EA|pwi], AnOAwvi Aptédt Anrol, dihadedpeiwv; and
Ptolemy Philadelphos as well, according to one entry: LDelos 298.A.79-80: [AlnAi&deg, xopela
[€m8]6vrog ‘Epuillov tod vnoidpxov Apotvom dhadér]gor, An[oAwvt Aptéudt Antol kal
BaciAel Mro]A[e]luaiwi; 314.B.68-69 restored.

93. B. VAN OPPEN DE RUITER, “The Death of Arsinoe II 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.HAUBEN, “Arsinoé II et la politique extérieure de 'Egypte,” in E. VAN ‘T DACK et dal. (eds.),
Egypt and the Hellenistic World: Proceedings of the International Colloquium, Leuven, 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 II,” in P.MCKECHNIE,
P. GUILLAUME (eds.), Ptolemy II Philadelphus and his World, Leiden, 2008, p. 39-64, 58-60; A. MEADOWS,
“The Ptolemaic League of Islanders,” in K. BURASELIS et al. (eds.), The Ptolemies, The Sea and the Nile:
Studies in Waterborne Power, Cambridge, 2013, p. 19-38, 29-30, and H. HAUBEN, “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, lc. (n.95), p.31-32. IG XL.4 1038
preserves a decree of the League of Islanders, proclaiming a crown and honors for Sostratos “at
the next (celebration of the) Ptolemaieia on Delos,” (10-17: 8e56x0at tolc cuvéSporg &fmavécar ue
[v z]otpatov Aekipdvoue Kvidiov | dpetiic Eveka [kal edv]otac Mg Exwv Satedel | &u mavtl
kapn glg [tov Blacidéa Ttoepalov | kal ToLG vnowtag kal oftepalvéicar abtov xpuloin
ote@bvwt &m0 dpaxu[Gv dA]e€avdpeiwv | Tproxidiwv kal dvaknpdéar tov [cltépavov [toid] |
npwroig MtoAepaieiog &v ANAwi); often mistranslated “at the first Ptolemaieia.” 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): mpOl|[oNklet mGor tolg vnowtag tetunkbdou mp[Otelpov T]OV owtlipa
TtoAepaiov 1600€01¢ Tipai[c]. Neither of these refers to the ritual underwritten by the first of the
Ptolemaic endowments, contemporary though it was.

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

98. Just., XVII, 2; XXIV, 2-3; s.M.BURSTEIN, “Arsinoe II Philadelphos: A Revisionist View,” in
w.L.ADAMS and EN.BORzA (eds.), Philip II, 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. HUR, 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):
[Bas]ihooa Ap[ovon BaciAéwc MroAe]uatov Buyd[tnp] | BaciAéw[c Avsiudyov yuvr) ebxTv ©]eois
MeydA[oig] (see FRASER, Samothrace IL1: The Inscriptions on Stone, n0.10; OGIS 15; BRINGMANN,
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Schenkungen, 236[E]]; re-edited by 6. RoUX in J.R. MCCREDIE et al. (eds.), Samothrace VII: 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. coLE, Theoi Megaloi: The Cult of the
Great Gods at Samothrace [= EPRO, 96], Leiden, 1984, p. 22; BURSTEIN, in Philip II.., 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 II, Princeton, 1990 vol.
I p. 143, 227-233; CARNEY, Lc. (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,
Samothrace VII, p. 231-239; MEADOWS, Lc. (n. 95), p. 29.

99. H.HAUBEN, 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 X1.2 161.B.54-55 (279): otépavog ddpvng xpuoolg, KaAAikparoug dvddnula], | OAxTv
Spaxpal AA; 89-90: ot€pavog S&pvng xpucols, KaAikp[dltlovg dvabnua, OAkNY Spaxual AAAA;

HAUBEN, o.c. (n. 99), p. 26-27. In the following year the hieropoioi inventoried a single crown whose
weight was nearly equivalent to the combined weight of the two crowns (IG XI.2 162.B.44):

otépavog xpuoobs KaAikpdrovg Gv&Onua, OAkN AllL; 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, ibid., 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, Lc.
(n. 93), p. 63, 66, 70.

103. IG X1.2 199.B.69 (274): kal GAAnv Aelav AnAiddwv, xopela émddvtog faciAéwg MroAepaiov,
&m Apyovtog ®iIAASog (275) kal €n’ Avtiydvouv (pyovrog (274), xopela €mdOvrog PaciAéwg
TTtoAepaiov; 91-92: xopela Emddvtog Pacihéwg | MtoAepaiov IIIT; cf. BRINGMANN, Schenkungen, 151
(E].

104. LDelos 298.70-75 (240): GAAag @idAag €mddvtoc PaciAéws Mrolepaifov, &n’ &pxovrog
Twoipdixov (276), €ml Tnhepviotov (271)], | [Eml Mehixidov (270), éml Xapida (269), &ml

KaAA{Juov, (268) &nl MoADPov (264), En’ Apxeddua (263), £¢’ EAnivov (262), £l @apovovTog

[ou] (257), | [€n’ AvtixGpov (256), €n’ AvtiyOvou (255), €ml Tdyntog (254), €n’] Ava&iBémdog
(253), £ml dGvov (252), Em” Aptucilew (251), Enl ZwoicOévoug (250), En’ Apxla (249), Erl Badpov
(248), &ént [11??2apueviwvog (247), &’ Eldokpitov (246)], £ml Mal[v|tiB€ov (245), &nl Zevokpdtov
(244), €ni Aovuciov (243), €én’ OpbJokAéoug (242), €’ Aykibeidov (241), én’ Axpidiwvog (240)
GAMnv €motatobvtog Zévwvog GAANY Emot[atodvrog TnAepviiotov] GAAnv &|[miotatodvrog
MevOMouv GAMv  €miotatoDvltog Mvnotudxov GAAnv  €motatodvrog IkOuvou  GAANV
émotarodvrog TepouPpdtlov GAAnv Eémotalrobvtog Aodd|[tod: GAANV Emotatodvtog MMoALou
&AMy obte &lpxovta obte £mordnv £xovoav @iéAar ol ndoar Emdovtog PaciAéwg Mrole
[paiov AAAIIILL

105. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 522.

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

107. HUR, o.c. (n.89), p.307-308 with n.22; ca September 279: M.WORRLE, “Epigraphische
Forschungen zur Geschichte Lykiens II: Ptolemaios II. und Telmessos,” Chiron 8 (1978), p. 201-246,
at 212-216 [SEG XXVIII 1224]; earlier bibliography at HAUBEN, o.c. (n. 99), p. 35 with n. 3.

108. Whether one thinks she was the driving force behind much Ptolemaic policy or not:
BURSTEIN, Lc. (n. 98), p. 197-212 [= Graeco-Africana,p. 77-95]; on the earlier period of her life see
E.D. CARNEY, “Arsinoé before she was Philadelphus,” AHB 8 (1994), p. 123-131.
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109. Following L. NERWINSKI, The Foundation Date of the Panhellenic Ptolemaea and Related Problems 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 spdtklassischen Athen (322-ca. 230 v. Chr.)
[= Historia, Einzelschr. 137], Stuttgart, 1999, p. 206-207, with citations.

110. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 557-561. Earliest dated phialai are dated to 244. LDelos 298.A.85-86
(240): GAAag prdlag] Emypanv Exoboag PactAedg Avtiyovog PaciAéwsg Anulntplov Makedwv
Beolc owtfipot, '] &pxovtog Zevo[kpd|toug (244), Eml Atovuciov (243), E]n’ OpBokAEoug (242), &
[ AyxiBeidov (241), £¢’ Axpildlwvog (240); LDelos 298.A.86-87: GAAag @idAag Emtypapnv
£xo0loag Paci[Aledg Av[tilyovog PaciAé]wg Anuntplov Mlaxkedwv Tavi, &€’ &plxovrtog
Eevokpdtoug, <€ml Atovusiov>, én’ OpBo[k]Aéoug, E AykiBeldov, [£¢” Axprdiwvog.

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”);
BURASELIS, 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-BOLLEN,
Herrscherreprdsentation im Hellenismus: Untersuchungen zu Weihgeschenken, Stiftungen und
Ehrenmonumenten in den mutterldndischen Heiligtiimern Delphi, Olympia, Delos und Dodona, Kéln, 1992,

“we

p. 106-107; HAMMOND - WALBANK, Mdcedonia, p.587-595, esp. 593-594; R.LANE FoX, “ ‘Glorious
Servitude...” The Reigns of Antigonos Gonatas and Demetrios II,” in RJ.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 Grece et les Soteria de Delphes. Recherches d’histoire
et d’epigraphie hellenistiques, Bruxelles, 1977, p. 180.

112. CHAMPION, Lc. (n. 37), p. 72-88; WILL, o.c. (n. 22), p. 323.

113. Plut., Arat., 17, 2-5; Polyainos, Strat. IV, 6, 1; quote: CARNEY, Women and Monarchy, p. 188.

114. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 559.

115. E.g. LDelos 366.A.64-89 passim.

116. Same, less well preserved at LDelos 379.11 [p1&An, €ml KaAAla, Pacire]Ug Avtiyovog An
[untpiov Makedwv Mévera, Emotdrov Eunédou].

117. And at 379, 11 as well.

118. LDelos 297.B.62-63: GA\ag @idhac] Emypalenyv £xoloac Pacileds Avtiyovog Paciléwg
Anuntpiov Makedwv Beolc Twrfipoty, £’ Gpxov|tog ZevokpdTou...; 298.A.85-86: GANag @rdAag]
Emypa@nv £xovoac PaciAebs Avtiyovoc PaciAéwg Anu[ntplov Makedwv Beois cwrhjpol, £m]
Gpyovrog Eevolkpd|touc....

119. Here in the singular agreeing in gender with [GAJAn (g1dAn), 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 eutycheia.

120. BRUNEAU, Recherches, p. 559.

121. See LDelos 421.68: @1GAn, PaciAéwg] AvriyGvov, Emotatobvtog Qkuvel[8lov; 422.20: @idn,
&ln &pxovltlog Mavraivov, PaciAé[wg Avtrydvov dvabeua, Emotatobvtog Qkuveidov]; 439.A.40:
@&An, &n’ dpxovrog Mavtaivov, PaciAé]wg Avtiydvou dvalepa, émiotatodvrog Quuveldouv;
442.B.42: @iGAn, &n dGpyovrog Mavtaivov, PaciAéwg Avtiydvov Gvaleua, €motatobvrog
Qxoveidov.

122. LDelos 366.A.75: GAAnv Ttolepaielwv: €’ Avtikplrtov Zwtnplwv- &€n’ AmoAAo[§]wpouv
Aovakelwv; 82: GAA[NV Mav]elwv- GAANV Zwtnplwv GAANY dthinnelwy.

123. IG XI.4 559.22-24 (ca 280): O0oa]t Twthpla D€ drhokAéoug | €v ANAwL AndA[wvt kal
Aptédi kal Antol] kal A Twthipt | [ka]i Abnvan [wlrelpar.

124. LDelos 338.A.41: Aaum&eg tdr xop®dt T@v Zwtnplwv Il
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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. 1. KRALLI, “The Date and
Context of Divine Honours for Antigonos Gonatas — A Suggestion,” in 0. 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 terminus post quem for the isotheoi timai conferred upon Antigonos Gonatas
should be the end of the war against Alexandros ca. 245 or earlier 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 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. REGER, Historia 43 (1994), p. 44.

128. Belief in such extends well beyond specialized scholarship on Delos per se; see e.g. scoTT, o.c.
(n. 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]peAiwvi Epyorapiicavtt Thc Agpoditne T &yahua Tic dvédnke Stnoilewg
£ykadoat kol Emkooutioart.

130. IDelos 290.153: ZwiAwt £yAapovrt thic Agpoditne g dvédnke Stnoilewc TOV vadv kovidoal.
The text does not say e.g. ZwlAwt £yAaBovrt TOV vaodv thic Agpoditng Ov dvébnke StnoiAewe
kovidoat.

131. DURVYE, RA (2009), p. 200, suggests even that the adjacent oikos (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. J.D.SOSIN, “Unwelcome Dedications: Public Law and Private Religion in Hellenistic
Laodicea by the Sea,” CQ 55 (2005), p. 130-139, 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 XI.4 1095; BRINGMANN,
Schenkungen, 128[Al].

134. The endowment of Agasikles and Nikagora funded sacrifice on an altar set up in front of
their images near/in front of the bouleuterion: IG IV 841.23-24 [LAUM, Stiftungen, 58]: PwuoOv
£00duevor mpo Thv ellkdvwy abT®V Tav ol [T]M1 PovAevtnpiw.

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
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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, married (ca. 320-310) the woman,
at 15-20 years (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

136. LDelos 298.A.88-90: GAhac @idhac Emfrypagnv €xoloag) Anhiddes, xopela AmOAAwvi A
[pltémdt Anrol Omep [BaciAioong Trpatovikng, &m &pxovrog ®Jdvov, En’ Aptusilew, | [Enl
Twotsdév]oug, £n Apxla, €ml B[&dpov, ml Mapuev]iwvog, €n’ Eioxpitov, £nl Mavtiféov, Ent
Eevok[paroug, £m” OpBokAéovg, &n’ Aykifeidov, €@’ AxpiSi]wvoc Ap1Ouov PraAdyv | [Emdolong
Blaciricong Ztpaftovikng AlL

137. LDelos 313.b.63-64: GAAar @idhar] Anhddwv, xopela | €mddvrog ‘Epuiov Apovoel
P adEAQwt kal ArOAwvt Aptéwdi Anrol.

138. Hence, e.g., LDelos 298.A.92-93: Anhiddeg, xopela AndMwvt Aptémdt Anlrol €mdb[v|rog
diketaip]ov.

139. LDelos 316.88: ®1hokAelolg T xopit Sdeg 1T [EOAa —] pup[ol — — —; IG X1.2 287.57: kol
d1hokAelorg kal Ppupog kal kAnuatides IT; see also restored or partly: LDelos 290.71; 337.A.32. See
also lamps “for the Antigoneia:” IG X1.2 287.A.48: AaunGdeq Avtiyoveioig elg TOV xopOv . The
Antigoneia mentioned at IG X1.2 154.A.42 (296) are a different thing: tolg Avtryoveloig dGudeg elg
10y X0pOV- [. .].

140. LDelos 316.77-80: EAatov kal EAGYVia Tolc @avolg -+ &0Aa -+ meviekodexdrer T
Xop®1 8G1deg ++pouoe -1/- [EJ0Aa *I /- [— — — TroAepan?]|efwv T xop®d1 puuog 1lI- Aavrddec - 1HI[:
EJoAa 1313 EAatov, EAMGYVia Tolg @avolg -+ Avrry[ov]eiwv tét xopdt [Aapunddeg —: Pupol —
E0ha — Eha]|[tov kal €AAOXvia Tolg @avol - el¢ lepombiov &[Aaiov] xbiec NI+ Spayudv -
Anunpieiwv T xo[p]d Aapmddeg [— pupol —- EOAa —- EXaJliov kal EANOYVIX Tolg @avolg -
TtoAepadwy t[ér xJoptn Aaunddeg -+; LDelos 338.A.23-25: [Sd@von kal pvppivar €ml pwpobs —)
Aaun[d8]eg téor [xJop®dr I+ pupo, kA[nualtideg HIl- Mrolepaiéwy T xop[®]L Aapmnddeg I+ pupof,
kAnpatideg Il | [Anuntpielwv 1 xopit Aaumddeg —] pupol, kAn[ualcideg I+ Avtiyoveiwv t®[t
xop®]t Aaprddeg - popot, kAnu[altideg - TroAepaiéwy Té xopdt Aaund|[deg. The dative and
genitive constructions appear in proximity in the same accounts, without any apparent
difference in meaning; see e.g. LDelos 316.88-89: ®1h\okAelolg td xoptdr ddudeg - lI- ...
TroAepaiwy T61 xop®d1 §01deg ka[l pupol? —].

141. LDelos 316.99: Appodisiwv [t]én xopbt pupol III.

142. IG X1.2 154.A.22-23: €1 t0[y] xopOv toic Alp]te[wt]|oioig dGudeq I EOAa kal vac. puuog IIIT-
it 0y86m 8dudec ; 161.A.93-94: eic ToLG XopoLG TOLG yevouévoug toig AnT<>101G Kol Toig
Aptepnoiorg kal tOV T 0y36mt §6udeg mapd Avoio[v] | kal Epyotélouc -

143. LDelos 316.77: mevtekaidexdtel TG Yop(1 §G18eg .
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ABSTRACTS

Second-century BC Delos saw the creation of more than two dozen endowments, 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, Eutycheia, 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.

Au 11° siécle avant notre ére, Délos a vu se créer prés 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 permettaient d’organiser des
fétes (surtout éponymes : Antigoneia, Eutycheia, Philonideia, Ptolemaieia, 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 ’hypothése 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 I'occasion d’événements familiaux importants, comme les mariages et les déceés; ce
phénomeéne 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.
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