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Family and Sacred Space in a Private Religious Context

1 Introduction

The private foundation consists of an endowment of funds (capital or real estate)
whose income is intended to realize an ongoing purpose freely chosen by the found-
er.! A private foundation can be defined as a cult foundation when its purpose is
exclusively or mainly cultic in nature.? In this paper, “cult” refers to a wide range of
ritual performances, including rituals directed to the gods, to the dead, or to both.?

Evidently, what distinguishes the foundation from an isolated act of euergetism
is its potentially permanent continuance. For this reason, the will of the founder had
to be embedded into a system of measures and regulations that ensured its continuity
beyond the individual’s lifetime.

Within this regulatory system, an essential role was played by the designation of a
social group (or, more rarely, an individual) as the body responsible for the continu-
ing fulfilment of the purpose established by the founder and for the management of
the funds allocated to it. The chosen group was often also the recipient of the various
possible benefits connected with the foundation (e.g. banquets, money distribution,
contests, building activities, and the use of landed properties).*

The body in charge of the foundation not only ensured its operation, but also
represented the social context in which the founder intended it to operate. There-
fore, a classification of Greek foundations based on the different social interlocutors

This article emerged from the Heidelberg Collaborative Research Center 933 “Material Text Cultures.
Materiality and Presence of Writing in Non-Typographic Societies”. The CRC 933 is financed by the
German Research Foundation (DFG).

1 Cf. Laum 1914, 1, 1f.; Lupu 2005, 81f.

2 This clarification is needed because almost all Greek foundations include a cultic component, even
when their main purpose is different in nature: cf. e.g. the foundation of Eudemos from Hellenistic
Milet, which is dedicated to the education of Milesian children, but also includes sacrifices and a
procession (Milet 1 3, 145 = Laum 1914, 2, no. 129, 11. 30-36; 69-77); cf. also the agonistic foundation
of C. Iulius Demosthenes from Oinoanda (Hadrianic period), which establishes a wide range of cult
activities along with musical, poetic and rhetorical contests and sports performances (text and trans-
lation in Worrle 1988, 4-17, cf. 11. 68—87; for the organization of the festival as a whole see 227-258).

3 This broad definition of “cult” reflects the classification of the foundations made by Laum 1914, 1, 60.
4 For the individuals and social groups known from the documents as managers and beneficiaries of
foundations see Laum 1914, 1, 159-166.
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chosen by the founders, is a fruitful way to understand the intention of the founders
themselves and the significance they attributed to their initiative. A private individual
who decided to create a foundation might intend it either for public or for private
enjoyment: family cult foundations are foundations that limit participation in the
established rituals, and management of the funds allocated thereto, to the family® of
the founder.®

In light of this, it is easy to understand why the (family cult) foundation as an
institution offers many opportunities for analysis. Although each aspect is closely
connected to the others, studies on this subject can focus on specific perspectives
of investigation, preferring, for example, the juridical or financial point of view;’
alternatively, it is possible to focus on the social or ideological background of such
an institution.® Moreover, when the foundation has a cult purpose, the adoption of
a religious perspective is also valid;® family cult foundations, in particular, involve
further fields of research, relating to the history of the Greco-Roman family as well as
to family and household religion.*®

5 The term “family” is meant here in an extensive sense, including kin relationships that go beyond
the nuclear family, since some family cult foundations also allow members of the extended family to
participate therein.

6 This definition of “foundation”, when applied to the “family dossiers”, seems not to be as prob-
lematic as argued by Carbon/Pirenne-Delforge 2013, 67f. The different conception and structure of
the private foundations, depending on the different social interlocutors chosen by the founders, are
briefly discussed by Campanelli 2012b, 71-75 through two Hellenistic examples: the foundation of
Kritolaos from Amorgos (IG XII 7, 515: public enjoyment) and the foundation of Epikteta from Thera
(family cult foundation: see below).

7 See e.g. Mannzmann 1962, which deals with theoretical issues connected with the juridical form of
the foundation and interprets it in terms of homologia between the founder and the group appointed
by him as the body responsible for the foundation; the homologia is meant as a bilateral agreement
which takes on the juridical form of the contract; for criticism of this interpretation see Modrzejewski
1963. Among the more recent studies discussing financial and administrative aspects of foundations
are Sosin 2001, Gabrielsen 2008, Migeotte 2010, Harter-Uibopuu 2011, and Migeotte 2012.

8 Such are the main concerns of Schmitt-Pantel 1982 and Veyne 1976, 241-251 respectively.

9 See Purvis 2003, who analyzes in detail three private cult foundations of the Classical period, con-
textualizing them in the general framework of the elective cults; see also Hupfloher 2012, who dis-
cusses the same pieces of evidence as Purvis, together with other documents from the Classical age
onwards, but mainly concentrates on “Kultgriindungen” by private individuals rather than on foun-
dations which meet the above definition, where the emphasis is on the continuity of the established
(cult) purposes over time.

10 The distinction between household religion and family religion has been conveniently pointed out
by Faraone 2008, 211-213: the former is meant in a “locative” sense, referring to the cult practices that
took place at the house and aimed at protecting it; the latter is meant in a “genetic” sense, referring to
the rituals that were intended to cement kin relationships, based on descent from common ancestors,
and to define the identity and position of the family within society. Gherchanoc 2012, 159-168 discuss-
es family cult foundations in the framework of family rituals, celebrations and sociability; an inter-
pretation of family cult foundations as a Hellenistic development of the traditional gentilicial cults is
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This paper will present a comparative analysis of five inscriptions from the
south-Aegean Doric area which record foundations that arose in a family context
during the Hellenistic age. The analysis will concentrate on an aspect that has hardly
been touched on in studies of this topic, namely, the physical spaces as an integral
part of the foundation system.™ The term “space” is used here to include not only the
family sanctuaries and tombs, which in most cases were clearly built concurrently
with the enactment of the cult, but also the estate that was the source of income
intended for funding cult activities.

Art, monumental visibility, and ritual as a cluster of factors that interact to trans-
late family identity into language of signs have been pointed out in some studies,'
but the intention here is to look more specifically into how the spaces were meant to
be used in material and conceptual terms and to see how they contributed to defining
group identity. This kind of analysis partially overlaps with the developing field of
studies of the “religious landscape”, conceived as the result of a complex interac-
tion of environmental, territorial, ritual, normative, and socio-economic factors.'®> In
this case, the “religious landscape” falls into the elusive sphere of the private space
outside the house walls.

Being essentially regulatory in nature, the texts under examination do not
provide actual descriptions of the cult places or attached properties, but the very fact

suggested by Graf 1995, 112f.; some references to the foundation of Diomedon from Cos (see below) are
included by Brulé 2005, 33, fn. 25; 45 (reprinted in Brulé 2007, 420f.) in his discussion of the domestic
cult of Zeus; in general, however, family cult foundations are scarcely considered in studies of family
and household religion, which mostly concentrate on literary sources, usually focusing on Attic doc-
umentation; the references given here by way of example only concern general works, including the
post-Classical period: Jost 1992, 245-261; Price 1999, 89-107; Mikalson 2005, 133-159; Faraone 2008.
Continuity and change are the main parameters adopted to interpret the post-Classical developments
of the family, but the focus is generally on its civic role and/or the possible influence of non-Greek
elements, social mobility, institutional rearrangements of its structure and legal aspects: cf. e.g. van
Bremen 2003; Modrzejewski 2011, 359-415; however, family cult foundations are taken into account
by Pomeroy 1997h, 108-113 (even though some of her conclusions are questionable: see below); stud-
ies of the juridical and socio-political condition of women during the Hellenistic and Imperial periods
make extensive use of epigraphic evidence concerning (family cult) foundations: cf. van Bremen 1996
(212-216 on Epikteta’s foundation); Stavrianopoulou 2006 (see in particular 226-236; on Epikteta’s
foundation notably 292-302).

11 Wittenburg 1990 dedicates some pages (139-147) to the architectural and decorative features of
the sanctuary belonging to Epikteta’s family in Thera, but he does not intend to provide an in-depth
examination of this topic (as explicitly stated on p. 139, fn. 1) and, above all, he does not compare this
sanctuary to evidence provided by the cult places from other family cult foundations.

12 Cf. Stavrianopoulou 2006, 290, 294-302 (with specific reference to the foundation of Epikteta from
Thera).

13 For this perspective of investigation see e.g. Cole 2004 and Brulé 2012; see also the contributions
included in Olshausen/Sauer 2009; for the problems of definition connected with the notion of “reli-
gious landscape” and for an attempt to circumscribe its scope see Horster 2010, 436-438.
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that some of them pay a lot of attention to regulating the use of the spaces points to
their centrality in the foundation system. From a methodological point of view, this
kind of analysis will show how and to what extent inscriptions can be used as sources
for reconstructing the architectural layout of places known only from epigraphic
records.™ Indeed, archaeological remains of structures connected with family cult
places established by foundations are only preserved in one instance from Cos;* for
this reason, the mention of buildings, open spaces, and land throughout the texts
concerned represents the main piece of evidence for the architectural and spatial
arrangement of family sanctuaries, tombs, and related properties.

Actual reconstruction hypotheses would require systematic comparisons between
the architectural terminology provided by the inscriptions and the archaeological
evidence for structures that show analogies with those under examination. This kind
of analysis, however, goes beyond the purposes of this paper, which aims, above all,
at identifying the significance of the spaces to the family groups who enjoyed them.
References to archaeological evidence, however, will occasionally be included for the
sake of comparison, to help clarify the function and architectural features of struc-
tures mentioned in the texts being examined.

The first section of this paper will address, albeit selectively, the main features of family
cult foundations, placing the discussion in the framework of a survey of the main
theories proposed over time concerning the origin and function of this institution.
The second section will focus on the cult communities and pay particular attention
to the membership requirements which are of an exclusively family nature. The third
section will concentrate on the arrangement, functions and meanings of the phys-
ical spaces mentioned throughout the texts. The expression “sacred space”, which
appears in the title of both the paper as a whole and the third paragraph, might turn
out to be problematic, given that the notion of “sacred land” is controversial, and its
very existence has been questioned.'® The scholarly debate mainly concerns the legal
status of properties belonging to sanctuaries (or, more precisely, to the gods) placed
under the administration of the polis or sub-polis groups, which seem to have treated

14 Methodological issues connected with this kind of analysis are concisely discussed by Hammer-
staedt 2009, including an extensive bibliography on the relationships between epigraphy and archi-
tecture.

15 According to the convention adopted by Sherwin-White 1978, 5, fn. 3, in this paper the spelling
“Cos” refers to the island as a whole, whereas “Kos” refers to the main city of the island.

16 For the debate on the notion of “sacred land” see the exhaustive overview of the scholarship pro-
vided by Papazarkadas 2011, 1-13.
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them as if they were public properties.”” Although such issues do not directly affect
the subject of this paper, which concerns properties connected with private sanctuar-
ies or tombs, attention will be paid to both the terminology that refers to the sacred-
ness of the spaces and the regulations that concern their use. What will be borne in
mind is the wide range of possible sacred spaces characterized by different degrees
of sacredness and by different statutes—themselves liable to change over time—as is
generally pointed out by those scholars who recognize the existence of sacred land as
an autonomous category.'® Using this varied framework, the notion of “sacred” can be
applied to the buildings, open spaces and landed properties which will be examined
in this paper. The conclusions will summarise the results of the analysis and point out
some clearly recognizable features that characterize the spaces involved in family cult
foundations, which might delineate a specific “religious landscape”.

2 Scholarly Theory, Epigraphic Evidence, and Cultic
Aspects

The existence of family cult foundations as a particular type of foundation is recog-
nized for the first time by B. Laum in his massive work, Stiftungen in der griechischen
und rémischen Antike, published in 1914.*° At that time the main epigraphic evidence
for family cult foundations of the Hellenistic age was already known: the foundation
of Diomedon from Cos (fig. 1), that of Poseidonios from Halicarnassus (fig. 2), and the
“Testament of Epikteta” from Thera (fig. 3).2°

Considering the chronology and geographic range of these inscriptions, Laum
points out the early appearance of the foundation as an institution in the family
context of the Doric insular area, in which Halicarnassus can also be included because
of its proximity to and its close cultural ties with the Dodecanese. He connects the

17 Cf. e.g. the texts collected by Velissaropoulos-Karakostas 2011, 2, 31-36; a particularly controver-
sial point is the expression Ta Tepévn T& Snuooia (Arist., Oec. 2.2.3a) where the two categories of
“sacred” and “public” seem to overlap: see Migeotte 2006.

18 Cf. Parker 1983, 160-168; Dignas 2002, 13-35; Cole 2004, 40-50, 57-65; Horster 2004, 7-54 (with
discussion especially of the earliest archaeological, epigraphic, and literary evidence for sacred land
as an autonomous and well defined category); Horster 2010, notably 444—455.

19 Cf. Laum 1914, 1, 10, 15, 68-71, 158f., 224227, 243-245.

20 Foundation of Diomedon: IG XII 4, 1, 348 (= Laum 1914, 2, no. 45; end of the 4th century B.C.—about
280 B.C.); foundation of Poseidonios: the latest edition is J.-M. Carbon in Carbon/Pirenne-Delforge
2013, 99114 (= Laum 1914, 2, no. 117; 3rd century B.C.; between 280 and 240 B.C., as proposed by
Carbon on the basis of palaeographic analysis, Carbon/Pirenne-Delforge 2013, 99f.); foundation of
Epikteta: Wittenburg 1990, 22-37 (= Laum 1914, 2, no. 43; between 210 and 195 B.C.); from now on,
when quoted, these inscriptions will refer to the editions mentioned here (IG; Carbon; Wittenburg).
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origin of such a Hellenistic innovation to a weakening of family bonds, which led to
the creation of family cult communities gathered around a shared fund in order to
entrust them with the continuation of the funerary cult, which was no longer ensured
by the spontaneous acts of piety of the descendants, as it had been in earlier times.

Fig. 1: Foundation of Diomedon. Four-side engraved marble pillar now kept in storage within the
Castle of Knights, Kos city (photos S. Campanelli, reproduced with the kind permission of the 22
Ephorate of Prehistoric and Classical Antiquities, Greece).

In fact, Laum considers the funerary cult as the main purpose of family cult foun-
dations, attaching little importance to the gods who were worshipped along with the
ancestors and/or dead family members. In his view, the rise of this new form of family
aggregation found favourable conditions among the conservative Doric aristocracy,
who attributed to ancestry an important role in defining family identity.

The idea that disintegration of the family served as premise for the origin of the
Greek foundation is further developed by E.F. Bruck,”* and then brought into ques-
tion by W. Kamps,?* who reaffirms the crucial role played by the family in the origin
of the foundation, but stresses its evolution rather than its disintegration as Bruck

21 Bruck 1926, notably 190-276; Bruck 1955; for a similar view cf. Nilsson 1955-1961, 2, 116f.; further
bibliography and arguments against this theory in Stavrianopoulou 2006, 291; 301f.
22 Kamps 1937.
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does. By evolution, Kamps means a
change in the Hellenistic period from a
broad clan structure identifying itself in
the cult of shared ancestors to a more
restricted family unit that based its new
identity on cults founded ex novo by
family members. In his view, this change
did not entail a complete interruption of
the traditional ancestral cult, but rather
its reshaping within a more restricted
kin solidarity, whose new course was
marked by the foundation of cults ded-
icated to recently deceased individuals,
namely the founder and members of his
family, rather than (or not only) to the
ancestors. The act of creating a founda-
tion, therefore, caused a break in the tra-
ditional form of ancestry cult, which had
been spontaneously handed down from
generation to generation.

These newly introduced private cults
gradually came to feature the heroi-
zation of the deceased, according to
the chronological development which
Kamps describes in analyzing the three
foundations from Cos, Halicarnassus
and Thera. In the first stage, represented
by the foundation of Diomedon, there is
no heroization and the traditional ances-
try cult is still present; the ancestors
are placed under the protection of Her-
acles, “héros locale a Cos”,?® who is the
main recipient of the established rituals
and is worshipped together with other
“génies”** peculiar to the ancestral cult,
the Moirai and Pasios, the latter meant as

Fig. 2: Foundation of Poseidonios. Two-side
engraved stele rejoined from more than twenty
pieces and partially damaged by fire; now kept
in the British Museum © The Trustees of the
British Museum.

23 Kamps 1937, 152; this and the next quotation from Kamps’ article show how he pays little attention
to the importance of the gods, whose significance actually goes beyond that of mere ancestral heroes

and demons, see below.
24 Kamps 1937, 152.
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a form of the domestic Zeus. An innovation, however, is represented by the fact that
Heracles bears the epithet Diomedonteios, stemming from the name of the founder
himself and pointing, therefore, to a privileged relationship between him and this
god as a way to immortalize his memory without involving his actual heroization. In
Kamps’ view, an actual cult of Diomedon might have been introduced in later genera-
tions of his descendants, who would have regarded him as their ancestral hero.

Traditional elements are still present also in the foundation of Poseidonios,
where it is explicitly stated that the cult conforms to the customs of the ancestors (1.
7: kaBdmep kal ol mpGyovol); but besides the gods, whom Kamps relates partly to the
ancestral milieu (Zeus Patroos, Moirai), and partly to the Anatolian context (Apollo
of Telmessos, Mother of the Gods), the Toxn Aya6r of Poseidonios’ parents and the
Aya60g Aaipwv of Poseidonios and his wife are also worshipped by the cult commu-
nity. This is a step towards heroization of the deceased family members, although
here it is not yet direct, but mediated by the individual demons.

A direct heroization is made manifest in the foundation of Epikteta, by the means
of which a cult of family heroes is established. It consists of the founder’s husband
and two sons who all predeceased her; Epikteta is to be included among them after
her death; they are recipients of annual sacrifices along with the Muses, the god-
desses who are worshipped together with the heroes by the cult community.

Kamps argues that this cultic evolution of family cult foundations goes hand in
hand with the development of their structure and function, which became increas-
ingly complex from a juridical and administrative point of view. This study of Kamps
has been presented in some detail because it is so far the only one specifically devoted
to family cult foundations of the Hellenistic age as a whole,” and some of its con-
clusions are still valid. A good example of how his interpretation has affected later
studies is provided by the case of an inscription from Cos published in the middle of
the nineteenth century,?® but neither included in Laum’s collection nor discussed in
Kamps’ article. The inscription is on a boundary stone delimiting the estate conse-

25 Wittenburg 1990 is specifically dedicated to the analysis of Epikteta’s foundation and does not
include close comparisons with the other family cult foundations, which are scarcely mentioned: cf.
75, fn. 18; 76, fn. 19; 93, fn. 10; 99; Gherchanoc 2012, 159-168 (see above fn. 10) only summarizes the
content of the inscriptions concerned in order to highlight the value of ritual sharing for family socia-
bility and identity; there is a brief overview of family cult foundations in Parker 2010, 118-120 where
the aim is to contextualize a recently discovered foundation inscription from Hellenistic Lycia that
shows similarities with family cult foundations (see below); see also Lupu 2005, 86f., where family
cult foundations are briefly discussed as a type of sacred law. During the preparation of this paper,
two new works appeared: Paul 2013, addressing the family cult foundations from Cos in the frame-
work of Coan cults and sanctuaries (108-117, 232-235, 247f.); Carbon/Pirenne-Delforge 2013, focusing
on the priesthoods and cult offices in the foundations of Diomedon, Poseidonios and Epikteta, but
including quite a broad comparative analysis among the three texts.

26 Ed. pr. Ross 1845, no. 309; IG XII 4, 1, 355; henceforth, when quoted, this inscription will refer to
the IG edition.
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crated to the Twelve Gods and Charmylos, the hero of the Charmyleoi (fig. 4). Applying
Kamps’ theory, S. Sherwin-White categorizes this document as pertaining to family
cult foundations, on the grounds that Charmylos is not a mythical ancestor after
whom the cult group of the Charmyleoi is named, but the historical founder of a family
cult community like Diomedon,? even if in this case the actual foundation deed is not
preserved.

Fig. 4: The boundary stone referring to Charmylos’ foundation embedded into the fagade of the
medieval Church of the Stavros, Pyli, Cos (photos S. Campanelli).

Although the chronological development proposed by Kamps has undeniable
merits, it is too linear to account for all the data, derived both from later epigraphic
findings, as well as from the texts he analyzes. Among the later findings, another
inscription from Cos* can be added to family cult foundations because it concerns
the establishment of a private cult by a certain Pythion, together with an anonymous
priestess who was probably his wife;* even though the inscription dates to the 2nd

27 Sherwin-White 1977, 207-217; but it must be noted that a similar interpretation had already been
suggested by Herzog 1928, 31.

28 Ed. pr. Fraser 1953; IG XII 4, 1, 349; henceforth, when quoted, this inscription will refer to the IG
edition.

29 Cf. Fraser 1953, 44; 59-61.
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century B.C., there is no trace of heroization or funerary cult, since the foundation is
intended for the worship of Artemis, Zeus Hikesios and the Theoi Patrooi. This calls
into question the idea that the cult of the gods was involved in family cult founda-
tions only as a function of the funerary cult that was their main purpose. As for the
chronology relating to the development of the heroization, it must be pointed out that
the inscription considered as the most ancient in this cluster of documents, the foun-
dation of Diomedon, does not allow us to completely exclude a possibility that a cult
of the founder was already practised at this stage, since the restoration of his name,
albeit extremely dubious, has been proposed for 11. 26 and 36 in a very damaged part
of the text that deals with ritual regulations.?® In any case, heroization is explicitly
stated in the aforementioned foundation of Charmylos, which dates to the end of the
4th or the beginning of the 3rd century B.C. and is therefore coeval with the founda-
tion of Diomedon, whereas it is missing in the later foundation of Pythion.

Kamps identifies the cult directed both to dead family members and to gods as a
feature of family cult foundations in the Hellenistic age, but underestimates the role
played by the divine component. Since this paper does not intend to adopt a strictly
religious perspective, it can only touch upon the fact that the choice of the gods within
family cult foundations seems to have been very carefully considered, also involving
deities of the civic pantheon who are reshaped within the private context of the family.
In Cos, Heracles is something more than a local hero; he is the mythical forefather
of the Doric population of the island and, accordingly, he is closely connected to the
definition of the renewed civic body resulting from the petokiopdg of 366 B.C. which
involved a complex institutional as well as cultic rearrangement.>! Thus, Diomedon
performed a complex cultic operation: drawing on the strong genealogical com-
ponents which characterize Coan Heracles, he bound him to his own lineage (also
through the epithet Diomedonteios) and in this way cemented the double ancestral
connection of his family, that stemming from their blood relation and that stemming

30 The fact that Kamps does not consider this possibility might have depended on the editions of
the text he uses: indeed, the highly uncertain restoration Budvtw | 8¢ [Tt HpakAel kat Atopéd]o[v]
TLpooyov (11. 25f.) appears for the first time in Segre 1993, ED 149 and is then accepted in IG, whereas
in the editions quoted by Kamps this point is restored in a different way or not at all: cf. Dareste/
Haussoullier/Reinach 1898, 94-103, no. 24b; Laum 1914 (see above, fn. 20); Syll.3 1106; Herzog 1928,
28-32, no. 10; at L. 36, however, the restoration AlopédJovtt is already present in Herzog’s edition and
the reading has recently been improved by the editors of IG (Atop€]§ovT).

31 On the mythology concerning Coan Heracles and on the civic cult of Heracles on Cos see Campa-
nelli 2011, 648f., 654f., 668—669, 673—677 (with particular reference to the sanctuary of the god located
in the Harbour Quarter of the city of Kos); at greater length see Paul 2013, 95-108, 116-117, 288f. on
the connection between Heracles Kallinikos and Coan citizenship (cf. the sale of his priesthood, IG
XII 4, 1, 320, 11. 35-37, where individuals who have obtained citizenship are required to sacrifice to the
god); on this point cf. also Feyel 2009, 248; for the Coan petokiopog, see Sherwin-White 1978, 40-75;
Carlsson 2010, 216-218.
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from their Coan citizenship as well as from their shared Doric ancestry.>> A similar
process must have occurred in the choice of the Twelve Gods by Charmylos, as these
deities seem to be connected to the civic unity after the petoikiopog. >

Even more complex involvements can be hypothesized behind the choice of
deities bearing the epithet Patroos, such as Zeus Patroos in Poseidonios’ foundation
and the Theoi Patrooi in that of Pythion: since the adjective patroos indicates all that
is inherited from the father,?* it also summarizes all of the religious memberships
handed down from father to son and, accordingly, can equally refer to the traditional
household gods and to those worshipped by sub-polis groups, like the phratries, into
which one was admitted only through legitimate descent; at the widest social level,
finally, this epithet can refer to the ancestral gods of the fatherland.* For this reason,
it is often difficult to know exactly which social sphere a god named Patroos belongs
to,3¢ and this is also true for the “paternal” gods involved in family cult foundations.
In this respect, it can be observed that the Theoi Patrooi are known in Cos under this
collective denomination from inscriptions of the Hellenistic and Imperial periods,
especially the latter, but the nature of these deities is controversial, as they might be
the ancestral gods of the whole Coan state or the ancestral gods of some civic subdi-
vision.?” However, the latter hypothesis is more likely, at least as far as the Hellenistic
period is concerned, as is supported by a decree of the Coan deme of Isthmos that
deals with a private donation for the benefit of the local tribal cults; in case of viola-
tions, a fine was to be paid to the Theoi Patrooi, who were probably also recipients of

32 On Heracles and other civic (Aphrodite and perhaps Dionysus) and household (Moirai, Pasios)
deities who are part of the private pantheon founded by Diomedon, see Campanelli 2011, 655-657, 671,
675—677; Paul 2013, 53, 108, 111, 115, 295-297; civic cult of Aphrodite: 79-95, 285-288, 294f.; civic cult
of Dionysus: 117-127; other deities must also have been worshipped, but their names are lost due to
the bad condition of the stone on side A, 11. 25-36, where most of the ritual regulations appeared; the
attempts at restoration made by Herzog and other editors are mere conjectures (cf. Herzog 1928, 31),
and they have been almost entirely rejected by the editors of IG.

33 On the cult of the Twelve Gods on Cos, see Paul 2013, 40-42, 158f., 282f.

34 Cf. Liddell/Scott/Jones 1968, s.v. natp@®og; Chantraine 2009, s.v. matrip; cf. also Ammon., Diff. 383:
TIGTPLA TIXTPWWV KAl TATPIKGV Slapépel. TIaTp@a HEV Yap T £k IATEPWV €ig LIOVG YWPODVTA” TTaTPIKOL
8’ | pioL A E&vor’ méTpla 8¢ T& TFg MOAewg £0n.

35 On the gods named Patrooi and on their worship at gradually wider levels of Greek society (from
the household to the whole polis) see Parker 2008, who pays particular attention to the intermediate
groups (phratries and “phratry-like bodies”), but also collects the epigraphic evidence referring to
the other social contexts where these cults are present; on Zeus Patroos and on the concept of iepa
natp@a, with particular reference to the gentilicial group of the Klytidai on Chios, see Brulé 1998,
especially 312-317 (republished in Brulé 2007, 392-398); see also Brulé 2003, 113-115 (republished in
Brulé 2007, 445-448).

36 Cf. Parker 2008, 204.

37 Cf. Sherwin-White 1978, 331f.; Buraselis 2000, 33f., 46-51, 154-162 (catalogues of the dedications
to the Theoi Patrooi from the 1st century B.C. onwards); Paul 2013, 290.
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a sacrifice.3® It is clear that in this case they are gods worshipped by the three tribes of
the deme of Isthmos.*® It is significant that the inscription of Pythion comes from this
deme,*® whose very ancient and illustrious religious traditions continued after the
peTolKlopoc.“ Thus, it is likely that Pythion wanted to stress the tribal membership of
his family by including the “Paternal Gods” of his place of origin in his private panthe-
on,*” but it is also possible that he wanted to indicate various levels of religious mem-
bership, including the ancestral religious traditions of his own family, through the
potentially all-embracing nature of the Theoi Patrooi.® Another of the three deities
involved in Pythion’s foundation seems to be connected to sub-polis groups: Zeus
Hikesios, who is one of the gods attested in Cos by several inscriptions on small stones
probably marking out the respective cult places of groups which bear names with the
typical patronymic ending in —dai; the stones date from the 4th to the 2nd century
B.C. and are from the area of the Asklepieion.** The fact that some of the deities con-
cerned bear the epithet patroos beside their own name** confirms the extra-family
involvements of this divine attribute on Cos, at least in the Hellenistic period.

On the other hand, Pythion might have re-marked the familial nature of his foun-
dation by placing Artemis beside the Theoi Patrooi and Zeus Hikesios, since she is
well known as the protector of childbirth, nurturer of children, and the goddess who
presides over the female life cycle.*® Moreover, Artemis seems to be the main recipi-

38 IG XII 4, 1, 100, 1. 26-28; on this inscription see Paul 2013, 231f.

39 For the civic organization of the Coan state after the petowiopog and for its internal subdivisions,
see Sherwin-White 1978, 153-174; Grieb 2008, 147-153; Carlsson 2010, 218-221.

40 Cf. Fraser 1953, 35-37, 56.

41 Cf. Pugliese Carratelli 1957 and 1963-1964, 147-158; for criticism of the historical and political im-
plications of his reconstruction, see Sherwin-White 1978, notably 74f., 196f.

42 The eventuality that an individual chose to privately honour gods of the “phratry-like body” to
which he belonged is admitted by Parker 2008, 204 (with reference to the foundation of Pythion).

43 That the Theoi Patrooi of Pythion’s foundation are to be meant as the family ancestral gods is
argued by Paul 2013, 233.

44 Cf. Parker 2008, notably 202; 211 (nature of these “phratry-like groups”); Paul 2013, 185f., 290f.
45 Cf. inscriptions (g), (h) and (u) in the list provided by Parker 2008, 202.

46 A parallel can be suggested with an Attic inscription (IG I1? 4547) included by Purvis 2003 in her
study of private cult foundations of the Classical age; Artemis Lochia appears among the kourotro-
phoi deities listed therein as the recipients of the cult; such a cluster of deities fits the bond between
mother and son, which seems to be the forming principle of this foundation. Interpretation of this
text, however, is controversial: see the exhaustive examination of Purvis 2003, 15-32 (notably 18f. on
the kourotrophoi deities). The cult of Artemis Lochia is also attested in Cos (cf. IG XII 4, 1, 72, 11. 16f.):
however, based on the hypothetical number of missing letters (about eight, according to his calcula-
tion), Fraser 1953, 38f. rules out the possibility that this was the lost epithet of Artemis in Pythion’s
foundation, where a gap follows the name of the goddess at 1. 2 (Aptéprto[g- - -]Jag); as alternatives
he suggested [atpwi]ag (but considers it too short) and Eiketbvi]ag: both would fit the context, even
though neither of the two is attested in Cos; among the epithets of Artemis known on the island, other
possibilities might be: Hepyailag (cf. IG XII 4, 1, 346, 1. 8; IG XII 4, 2, 526), considered too short by
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ent of the established cult, as she is the first deity mentioned at 1. 2 of the inscription
and the only one involved in the manumission of Makarinos, the slave whom Pythion
freed by consecrating him to the goddess in order to entrust him with the care of the
sanctuary he had founded (11. 3-12).%

In any case, the possibility that Pythion intended to link his family microcosm to
“paternal” memberships wider than the household cannot be ruled out. This would
match the vitality of Coan gentilicial groups which claimed shared ancestry.*® Their
persistence on an island like Cos, where family cult foundations particularly flour-
ished, encourages a radical review of Kamps’ theory as far as the development of the
family structure is concerned.*’

The cult, privately dedicated to deities like Heracles and the Theoi Patrooi, who
recall the plurality of social contexts to which each family actually belonged,*® points
to a will for self-representation which the founders seem to have put into practice by

Fraser, but re-evaluated by Cucuzza 1997, notably 17f., though not very convincingly; Aypotép]ag (cf.
IG X1 4,1, 358, 11. 18f.). In general, on Artemis as kourotrophos and on the involvement of the goddess
in female rites of passage and sexuality see Cole 2004, 198-230; for the cult of Artemis on Cos see Paul
2013, especially 140145, 214-216, 263-265, 294, 298 (Artemis’ connection with birth and childhood),
307.

47 The consecration of slaves to deities was a common form of manumission and often imposed cul-
tic duties on the freed people; the same procedure occurs in the foundation of Diomedon, see below;
cf. Darmezin 1999, 159-161, 195f. (foundations of Diomedon and Pythion); 219-222 (cultic duties); Zel-
nick-Abramovitz 2005, 86-99, 228 with fn. 98, 232f.

48 Cf. Pugliese Carratelli 1963-1964, 147-158; Sherwin-White 1978, especially 158-169, considers the
gentilicial components traceable in Hellenistic Cos (e.g. groups’ names ending in —dai which claim
a shared ancestry) as remains of the kinship-based organization which characterized the phase pre-
dating the petowkiopog; Vallarino 2009, 193-199 argues that in Hellenistic Cos gentilicial criteria are
traceable in the composition of the official cult college of the hieropoioi; the lineage kat’&vBpoyévelav
seems to have played some role within the AokAamiaddv 10 kotvov Kwiwv kal Kvidiwv as late as the 4th
century B.C., when membership had already been extended to physicians who did not belong to the
original Coan genos: cf. Pugliese Carratelli 1991; gene claiming descent from Asclepius and Heracles
survived in the Imperial period: cf. Pugliese Carratelli 1994.

49 Cf. Wittenburg 1990, 94f.

50 The idea of Greek religion as a network of multifaceted experiences, all of which are embedded in
the all-embracing polis system, corresponds to the model of the so-called “polis religion” theorized
by Sourvinou-Inwood 1988 (= Buxton 2000, 38-55); 1990 (= Buxton 2000, 13-37); cf. also Aleshire
1994; the network which joined public cults with family ones, passing through “cercles de sociabilité
intermédiaires”, is highlighted by Brulé in his study of the cults of Zeus Ktesios and Zeus Herkeios,
the two most typical forms of the domestic Zeus, who were nonetheless also worshipped by both
sub-polis groups and the polis as a whole: Brulé 2005 (= Brulé 2007, 405-428); a similar perspective
can be found in the aforementioned work of Parker on the Theoi Patrooi (Parker 2008); recent studies
have attempted to attenuate the idea of an all-embracing function of the polis in the religious sphere
by valuing the peculiarities of family cults (Faraone 2008; Boedeker 2008) or the role of individual
initiatives in the religious field (Purvis 2003, 1-13); for a review of the model of “polis religion” see
Kindt 2012, 12-35.
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placing their family identity in the framework of the fatherland’s religious traditions.
The conformity of the established cults to fatherland and ancestral mores is explic-
itly stated in the texts through expressions like katd T& matpia in the foundation of
Diomedon (11. 42; 92f.) and kaB&mep kat oi mpdyovot in the foundation of Poseidonios
1. 7).

The impulse to define family identity, which can be traced by examining, albeit
partially, the composition of the pantheon established through family cult founda-
tions, might find its historical explanation in the framework of the profound socio-
political changes which affected the Hellenistic age, as argued relatively recently by
A. Wittenburg and S. Pomeroy.”* Mainly on the basis of Epikteta’s foundation, they
connect the origin and the ultimate aim of family cult foundations to the need for
family self-preservation. Wittenburg argues that the ancient élite of Thera, to which
Epikteta’s family is likely to have belonged, experienced a sociopolitical marginaliza-
tion throughout the 3rd century B.C., due to the heavy interference of Ptolemaic rulers
in the internal issues of the island despite its formal independence. The author also
connects the influx of foreign people to Ptolemaic presence; such people included
parvenus who widely displayed their newly acquired influence, to the detriment of
the established local aristocracy. In his view, the constitution of family associations,
like the one founded by Epikteta, could be intended as a conservative reaction aimed
at preserving the prestige of the families that had been divested of their legitimate
political weight.>®> As a working suggestion, Wittenburg attempts to apply a similar
sociopolitical interpretation to other places where family cult foundations arose,
namely Cos and Halicarnassus.

In more general terms, Pomeroy sees family cult foundations as a strategy to
prevent family disintegration due to wars, social mobility and mortality. She points
out, in particular, that the lack of direct heirs affected the structure of Epikteta’s family
and related inheritance matters, as well as raised concerns about the continuity of the
funerary cult. Following the death of her husband and two sons, Epikteta restored the
male line by resorting to collateral branches of the family in order to create a male cult
community. Despite the fact that some women were admitted therein, the male core
would more efficiently ensure the continuing accomplishment of the funerary duties,
since the patrilocal marriage tradition meant that women left their birth families to
join those of their husbands. In Pomeroy’s view, a similar lack of male descendants

51 Wittenburg 1990, 51-54, 57-70; Wittenburg 1998; Pomeroy 1997a, 206-209 and 1997b, 108-113.

52 Unlike Wittenburg, Stavrianopoulou 2006, 299f. with fn. 119, believes that the epigraphic evidence
for members of Epikteta’s entourage who held public office is sufficient to indicate that this kinship
group was politically active; in Stavrianopoulou’s view, the fact that the foundation text does not refer
to the civic merits of the deceased men of Epikteta’s own family is due to the completely private nature
of this foundation: according to her, in the Hellenistic age the polis was the only entity entitled to give
recognition for merit to its prominent citizens.
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was a factor in the foundation of Diomedon, where the “commemorative activities”>?

were performed by the founder’s freedman Libys and his offspring rather than by
the descendants of Diomedon, who are only briefly mentioned throughout the text.
Pomeroy concludes that the involvement of distant relatives or non-family members
in commemorative celebrations and inheritance matters indicates a diminished value
of the actual kin ties in the Hellenistic age.

Pomeroy’s argument concerning the foundation of Diomedon is difficult to
accept, because the text clearly distinguishes between Libys and his offspring and
the descendants of Diomedon, who were in fact charged with guaranteeing freedom
of these manumitted slaves (ll. 6-9). The lines referring to the duties with which
the freedmen were entrusted are badly preserved (1l. 11-23), but they are likely to be
concerned simply with the care of the sanctuary and the provisions for ritual perfor-
mances (coverings for the dinner-couches, cleaning and crowning the images and so
on). In contrast to Pomeroy’s argument, the freedmen are no longer mentioned after
the initial part of the text, where they first appear among the goods consecrated by
Diomedon to Heracles Diomedonteios (11. 1-5). The rest of the inscription lists regula-
tions involving the descendants of Diomedon, who represented the actual cult com-
munity, as will be discussed below. In fact, they were in charge of the crucial ritual
activities, such as the sacrifices (11. 9-11: Budvtw 8¢ T& iepa Tol £y [Ao]uedovidov]
Tog Kal del Tol €€ aT@y yev[o]pevor). This instruction is placed just before the lines
dealing with the freedmen’s duties in order to highlight that the role of the latter did
not include the sacrificial performance.

The expression Toi £y Alopédovtog kai Tol £§ auT@V yevopevol shows that Diome-
don actually had his own direct descendants, and the great importance attached to
legitimate descent can be seen clearly in the ritual through which newborn children
were introduced into the cult community (1l. 51-55).>* The text specifies the prerog-
atives of the descendants in the male line (oi kot GvBpoyévelav: 11. 86f.; 154£.): the
performance of the sacrifice for Pasios and the Moirai was reserved only for them
(1. 153-155) and, under particular conditions, they had the right to celebrate their
wedding in the sanctuary of Heracles Diomedonteios (1l. 86-111). Among the legit-

53 Pomeroy 1997a, 209; 1997b, 113; actually, there is no explicit trace of commemorative activities in
the text; these can be supposed to have taken place based on the fact that the foundation includes the
cult of the ancestors (cf. 11. 130-140), but the regulations concerning it are completely lost (1l. 20f.?);
note also the possibility that Diomedon was a recipient of the cult, see above. According to the pre-
served text, however, the rituals established by Diomedon mainly consisted of various sacrifices and
banquets in honour of Heracles and the other deities worshipped along with him; for the ritual as-
pects of Diomedon’s foundation, see Campanelli 2011, 657-661; Paul 2013, 109-115.

54 As for its meaning, this ritual can be compared to the ceremonies through which newborn children
were introduced to the domestic hearth and young people to the paternal phratries or similar bodies
to which their fathers belonged: cf. Campanelli 2011, 654; on these rituals and their connection with
legitimate descent, see Gherchanoc 2012, 35-48, 150-158.
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imate descendants, furthermore, the three officials of the community (epimenioi)>
were appointed annually (11. 144-146), whereas the illegitimate children were entitled
neither to this office nor to the priesthood of Heracles (11. 146-149),%¢ which was to be
handed down from eldest son to eldest son (1l. 23-25).>” All of this speaks in favour of
patrilineal descent as the basic requirement for membership in the cult community.

Given that the foundation of Diomedon provides no clues for supposing a gen-
eralized crisis of family ties in the Hellenistic age, the involvement of the extended
family in Epikteta’s foundation is probably to be understood as the consequence of
accidental factors, like the high male mortality rate, which affected the structure of
her family, as Pomeroy herself argues in the initial part of her discussion. In other
words, the more or less extended size of these family cult communities might have
depended on the individual family histories.”® These considerations seem to accord
with observations made in the studies that investigate the effect of demographic
factors and socioeconomic constraints on synchronic and diachronic developments
of the family.>®

55 On the roles and meaning of this office in the foundations of Diomedon, Poseidonios and Epikte-
ta, see Carbon/Pirenne-Delforge 2013, especially 83-95; the most innovative conclusion the authors
come to concerns the fact that the temporary nature of the office, implied in the literal meaning of the
term epimenios, might be mirrored in the three foundation texts by the limited span of time in which
these officials carried out their task, that is, the period slightly before and during the annual celebra-
tions: this matches evidence on epimenioi in the public sphere, showing the way in which family cult
foundations drew on and reshaped the civic model; other equally important remarks are made on the
twofold nature, ritual and administrative, of epimenios’ office.

56 For the interpretation of this passage, see Velissaropoulos-Karakostas 2008, 254-256.

57 These lines are very damaged, but their general content can be easily understood by compar-
ing them to the foundation of Poseidonios (Il. 19f.: iepatevéTw T@WV Ekydvwv TdOV €k TTooedwviov O
TiPeaPUTATOG WV KAT GvBpoyevelav).

58 For literary evidence on the possible family rearrangements due to various eventualities and
involving different degrees of kinship, see the cases discussed by Cox 1998, 141-167 (with specific
reference to 5th and 4th century Athens); family strategies are mirrored by funerary contexts: see
Marchiandi 2011, 35-46, on the more or less extended family structures emerging from the prosopo-
graphic analysis of the individuals buried within the 5th and 4th century Attic periboloi; van Bremen
1996, especially 193-204, 237-272, shows how family strategies can be at least partially reconstructed
through the evidence for family members acting together in civic euergetism (with particular refer-
ence to the role of women).

59 See the comparative overview of Huebner 2011; see also Zuiderhoek 2011, who interprets euer-
getism, including foundations for public enjoyment, as a strategy for public recognition adopted by
civic élites of the Hellenistic period to cope with the rapid turnover due to the high mortality rate,
which led notable families to quickly disappear from the political scene; as the author does not pro-
vide much evidence, for the moment this interpretation must remain an interesting working hypoth-
esis.
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What deserves attention within Pomeroy’s discussion is the concept of family self-pres-
ervation as the motivation that led Epikteta to a formal family rearrangement in order
to ensure the proper settlement of the inheritance and the continuity of funerary prac-
tices.®® This view, though only suggested by Pomeroy, matches Wittenburg’s interpre-
tation of Epikteta’s foundation as the way in which the old established élite of Thera
reacted to its sociopolitical marginalization. This is not the place to attempt to apply
Wittenburg’s reconstruction to the parallel contexts of Cos and Halicarnassus, since
such an analysis would require an in-depth examination of the local institutional
arrangements, the identity of the internal groups holding the power and the relation-
ship between local autonomy and interference from the Hellenistic kingdoms.®* This
paper will analyze the means by which this intention of family self-preservation or
at least self-representation comes to light in the texts. Some useful elements in this
regard have already emerged during the survey of scholarly theory, but the intention
now is to further the analysis by focusing on two aspects which seem to be especially
indicative for the above purpose: (1) the family acting as a cult community and (2) the
sacred space with the twofold function of cult place and source of income.

3 The Cult Community

The act of foundation formally turned the founder’s family into an exclusive cult com-
munity, which was both responsible for the continuity of the cult and entrusted with
the management of the funds allocated for this purpose.®? In most cases the cult com-
munity is identified in a way that clearly shows its family nature. In the foundation
of Diomedon, those in charge of the cult activities were named ol £y [Alo]pédov[dov]
TOG Kai Get Tol €€ avT@y yev[o]pevor (1l. 9-11).%° Whereas this definition emphasized

60 It should be noted, however, that the creation of the male cult community is not a personal ini-
tiative of Epikteta, but satisfies the express will of her deceased son Andragoras (11. 22f.): see below.
61 For Cos and its relationships with the Hellenistic kingdoms, see Sherwin-White 1978, expecially
82-145; Carlsson 2010, 208-214; on the Coan government after the metoikismos, see Carlsson 2010,
221-243; on the relationship between Halicarnassus and the Ptolemies, see Isager 2004; Pedersen
2004; Konuk 2004, among others.

62 Before Laum 1914 (see vol. 1, especially 167 and 224, where he classifies family groups among the
“Vereine, die um der Stiftung willen ins Leben gerufen werden”), the foundations of Diomedon, Po-
seidonios and Epikteta were considered “Familienvereine” in the first works on Greek associations: cf.
Poland 1909, especially 87f.; see also Wittenburg 1998, 451; the foundation of Diomedon is mentioned
by Maillot 2013, 208 (cf. also 222, fn. 4) among the associations of Cos, but she considers it the only
family association on the island.

63 Cf. the slight variation at 11. 136-139 (to0[g €]y Aopédovtog [I- - - - - Q .1lyleyevnpévoug kat Tovg
€yyl[év]oug adt@v) and 145f.; the concept of legitimate descent down the male line is more specifically
stressed by the expression Tol kat’ avdpoyévelav (11. 86f.; 1541.).
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the descent as the basic requirement for the membership, the expression Tol T@V
tepdv kowwvedvteg (11. 7; 81; 87f.), which alternates with the previous one through-
out the text,* highlights the shared base around which the community is gathered,
namely the “sacred things”. The wide range of meanings included in the concept of
hiera is well known: it can refer to cult, rituals, cult furniture, sacrificial victims and
offerings, gifts for the gods, gods’ simulacra and symbols, cult places, funds devoted
to cult purposes, or cultic matters.® In the text under examination hiera is likely to
include, beyond the rituals, all that was dedicated to Heracles,®® namely the precinct,
buildings, garden, and slaves that are objects of the initial dedication to the god (1. 1:
Allopédwv &vébnxle), and the cult furnishings listed in the inventory of 11. 120-130,%
which are equally dedicated to Heracles (1. 120: GvéOnka) and are said to be sacred to
him (11. 127-129: ®oTe mévTa TabTa iepd eivat Tod ‘HpakAedg). Although not explicitly
stated, the other buildings and lands mentioned throughout the text must also be
considered hiera because they were sources of income used for cult purposes.®® This
finds confirmation in the appearance of the designation “those who share the sacred
things” mostly in connection with management matters, such as the protection of the
freedmen (I1. 6-9) and the use of the spaces belonging to the sanctuary (1. 80-90).%°

64 Cf. the variation of[g] péTeaTL TOV [Twvl iepdv (1L 52f.); Paul 2013, 116 conveniently points out that
kowvwvelv and peteivad differ slightly in meaning: the former seems to entail some deliberative power
over the hiera, whereas the latter seems to indicate merely the birth right to participate in cult; these
nuances of meaning fit the contexts where kowvwveiv and peteival are used respectively throughout
the text; Paul also notices that peteivay, in turn, differs from petéyew, used in 11. 146-149 to indicate
participation in the cult granted, within certain limits, to the illegitimate children who did not strictly
belong to the eligible group; for the terminology concerning the rights of participation in cult and in
cult management see Paul 2013, 196-203 (with particular reference to the tribal cult of Apollo and
Heracles in the deme of Halasarna).

65 For the wide range of meanings covered in the adjective iepog and its neuter plural iepd, see Casa-
bona 1966, 6-17; Rudhardt 1992, 22-30; Horster 2004, 50-52; on the sacred implying divine ownership
and on the various categories of “sacred things”, see Parker 1983, 151-175; Connor 1988 provides an in-
depth examination of the expression iepa kai dota (broadly speaking: “sacred and profane things”),
pointing out its first appearance in the financial sphere.

66 Rudhardt 1992, 30 includes in his definition of iepdg all that was transferred to the gods through
the act of dedication.

67 The list of objects dedicated to Heracles continues at 11. 155-157 (Gvé@nka 8¢ xai); for the ritual
function of some of these objects, see Campanelli 2011, 658.

68 See below.

69 In contrast, Paul 2013, 340, fn. 73, classifies Diomedon’s foundation among the Coan texts where
hiera has the meaning of “cult”: accordingly, she translates the expression Toi T@V iep@Vv KowvwvehvTeg
into “ceux qui ont le culte en commune”; cf. also 108-111 and 114 for her translation of 11. 1-43 and 86—
115; for the differentiated use of the two definitions (“the descendants of Diomedon and those who de-
scend from them” and “those who share the sacred things”) throughout the text, see Campanelli 2011,
652f. The inscription also provides evidence for the use of the term hiera to indicate both the sacrificial
performance (1. 9: Budvtw 8¢ Ta tepa; 11. 65f.: ExBuoebytar Ta iep&) and the “sacred offerings” which
were part of the provisions that members of the cult community had to give as an “entrance tax” at the
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This point has to be borne in mind because of its consequences for the sanctuary’s
role as a family asset.

A definition of the cult community based on the concept of legitimate descent
also occurs in the foundation of Poseidonios, but in this case the inclusion of the
descendants down the female line is specified (1. 2-4: Toig €€ aTOD yIvopévolg Kal
ovow, & Te TV apotvwv kal TV OnAel@v); the second mention of the cult group,
however, indicates a more extended membership (1l. 12-14: Toig €€ £autod kal Toig
£K TOUTWV YIVOREVOLS, £K TE TV GPoEvwv Kal TV OnAeldv, kal Toig Aappavovotv €&
avT@v), including oi Aappavovteg €€ avT®V, probably to be understood as relatives
by marriage, such as the husbands of Poseidonios’ daughters.”® The verb AapuBdvw
to indicate “receive in marriage”, “take as one’s wife” is epigraphically attested, for
example in a series of honorary decrees from Tenos (2nd century B.C.) which record a
marriage agreement: Mr8e10¢ puev £y8186puevog [t]rfv Buyatépav @iy Zouviadng
8¢ hapBdavwv (IG XII 5, 864, 11. 5f.; “Medeios giving his daughter Philippe away and
Souniades receiving her ...”).”* Unlike Poseidonios’ foundation, however, in this case
the object of Aapfdavw is explicitly stated. A recently discovered foundation inscription
from Hellenistic Lycia includes the sons-in-law of the founder in the limited group of
ten male relatives who are entitled to participate in the annual banquets connected
with two sacrifices in memory of the founder Symmasis and his wife Mamma.”” The
fact that the sons-in-law and their descendants are included among the relatives
(cf. A, 11. 34; 46f.; B, 1. 38: avyloteic) shows that the notion of dyyloteia could vary

birth of a child (1. 51-55: eicay@ylov 8¢ 8156Tw Wt ka yévnTau maudiov, oi[g] péteaTt T@V [TwV] iepdv,
xoltlpov, iepd, ABavwTdv, omovsav, atépavov; cf. above, fn. 54); the priest, too, was probably required
to provide hiera (cf. 11. 36-38: iep[a 8¢ mapeyéTw &pTov moti Tlav dpTopayliav kai oivov kai péht ot
talv gmovdd[v]); for the offerings or sacrificial provisions called hiera, see Paul 2013, 341-344.

70 Cf. Kamps 1937, 157f.; Carbon/Pirenne-Delforge 2013, 81f.

71 Cf. IG XII 5, 863, 11. 4f.; 865, 11. 7-9; on these decrees see Stavrianopoulou 2006, 40-43 (with trans-
lation of 863, 1-12); for the terminology of the marriage agreements (including Aappévw) in the literary
sources see Vérilhac/Vial 1998, 232-265.

72 Text and translation in Parker 2010, 104-108 and Arnaoutoglou 2012, 217-220; even though these
celebrations were commemorative in nature (cf. B, 1. 19-21: ebwynOricovtal &v Tavty Tf NHEPY
dyovteg éndvupov fuEpav Zuppaotog kal Moppag), they began before the death of Symmasis and
Mamma as is clear from the fact that portions of the sacrificial victims were reserved for them (cf.
A, 11. 5-18; B, 38-47): this may be another similarity to Poseidonios’ foundation, which is classified
by Dareste/Haussoullier/Reinach 1898, 128-133 and 145, among the donationes inter vivos; the sacri-
fice for the AyaBd¢ Aaipwv Iooedwviov kai Topyidog (11. 35f.), especially if it was already performed
during Poseidonios’ and Gorgis’ lifetime, can be compared to the sacrifice for the fipwg Tuppactog
kail Moppag (B, 31f.): the “hero of Symmasis and Mamma” is close to the notion of personal demon,
according to the convincing interpretation of Parker 2010, 116; in contrast, Arnaoutoglou 2012 simply
translates “the hero Symmasis and Mamma”: in this case, however, it would be difficult to understand
why the term “hero” is in the singular; on the Aya80g Aaipwv in Poseidonios’ foundation, see Carbon/
Pirenne-Delforge 2013, 97; Carbon in Carbon/Pirenne-Delforge 2013, 107f.
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depending on context.”® Although this foundation shares the creation of a family cult
group and the link between funerary cult and divine cult (in this case, of Helios) with
other family cult foundations, it is not included in the dossier of inscriptions being
examined here because it involves a society of metalworkers along with the founder’s
family.”

Unlike Symmasis’ foundation and Epikteta’s foundation, which will be addressed
later, that of Poseidonios does not include a list of community members designated
by name, but their number must have been defined at a certain point, as we can
infer from the use of the perfect participle iAn@dteg instead of the present partici-
ple Aoppdvovteg at 1. 23. Here the cult community is mentioned again at the begin-
ning of the decree by which the foundation is ratified and enacted (Il. 22f.: £80ev
Hooeldwviwt kal Toig £kyovolg Toig ék Iooedwviov kal Toig eiAn@oov €€ avt@v).”
Like Diomedon’s foundation, the officials charged with ritual as well as administrative
duties (epimenioi) were appointed annually from among the community members (11.
23-33; 40-47). Despite this extended membership, the priesthood and the enjoyment
of the properties allocated by the founder were reserved for the eldest son of Poseido-
nios and then handed down through the male line (1. 18-20; 1. 20: ko’ Gv8poyévelav).

In Epikteta’s foundation the complete denomination of the cult community is
Kowov tob Gvbpeiov T@V ouyyevav, but the abbreviated form kowov appears more
frequently throughout the text.”® This definition summarizes the male basis of the
community and family ties existing among its members.”” The exclusivity of the kotvov
is highlighted by the fact that the inscription includes a list of community members,
who can be distributed among the genealogical trees of three related families (11.

73 The relatives by marriage are not included in the basic definition of dyywoteia provided by Harri-
son 1968, 143-149; cf. Parker 2010, 115.

74 On all these aspects of Symmasis’ foundation, see Parker 2010 and Arnaoutoglou 2012.

75 Laum 1914 (cf. above, fn. 20) divides the text of Poseidonios’ foundation into three parts: “Veran-
lassung” (Il. 1-11); “Stiftung” (11. 12-22); “Beschluf} des Familienverbandes” (1l. 22-52); the text itself
highlights its tripartite structure: cf. 11. 49-50 (Gvaypéat 8¢ kai TOV Xpnopov kai v UroBrixny klai]
T0 86ypa v atiiAnt Abivn); the presence of paragraphoi (and a punctuation mark at 1. 22) graphical-
ly dividing the three sections is noticed by Carbon in Carbon/Pirenne-Delforge 2013, 103f.; Carbon/
Pirenne-Delforge 2013, notably 68-73, 83-85, 88, and 95 conveniently pay attention to the compos-
ite structure of Diomedon’s, Poseidonios’ and Epikteta’s inscriptions; on the foundation inscriptions
consisting of more than one document (e.g. excerpt from the founder’s testament or his/her émayyeAia
followed by the endorsement of the body responsible for managing the endowment) cf. Laum 1914,
1, 3; a slightly more complex situation can be envisaged for Diomedon’s inscription, which does not
present a well-defined structure, but is the result of unsystematic additions over time: cf. Campanelli
2011, 652, 657.

76 The denomination of the cult community with all its variations appears in the following lines: 22f.,
26f., 30f., 40f., 52f., 56, 61, 71, 74, 76f., 132, 143, 145f., 165, 168, 177, 202, 205, 213, 215, 216f., 220, 222, 228,
233f., 236, 243, 248, 251, 254f., 258, 263, 278, 285f.

77 Cf. Wittenburg 1990, 97f.
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81-93).7® After the men, a number of women are listed (1. 94-106), including, among
others, the wives of those men previously mentioned and their children, the heir-
esses’® with their husbands and children, and Epikteta’s daughter Epiteleia; the role
and position of these women within the community are unclear, but they must have
been entitled to belong to the cult group in a different way than the men: whereas
the latter are listed first and under the definition of ovyyevelg, which recalls the offi-
cial name of the community, the list of women is introduced by the verb mopevopat

LI 9 &«

(literally “to go”, “to walk”, “to proceed to”) which might be simply referring to their
presence at the annual celebration for the Muses and heroes without actually par-
ticipating in the management of the foundation;®® the idea of “being admitted into
(the cult community in order to attend the rituals)” might have stemmed from the
literal use of mopevopat and especially of its compound eiomopevopat to indicate the
right/prohibition to enter a sanctuary or the required conditions to gain access to a
sacred place.®* A development of this basic meaning can be seen in the participles
miopevopevol and especially cumopeudpevol and eiomopevopevol when referring to
groups of “Festteilnehmer” or members of cult associations defined as “those who
go (together)”, or “participate (together) in” given feasts or cults.®? This meaning fits
the right to attend the annual celebration granted to the women listed in 11. 94-106
of Epikteta’s inscription. These women, moreover, are likely to have been admitted
at a second phase, due to an autonomous decision by Epikteta, independently of the
will of her second deceased son who, before dying, had asked his mother to create

78 Cf. Wittenburg 1990, 63—-66; Stavrianopoulou 2006, 295f.

79 On the heiresses in Epikteta’s foundation see Velissaropoulos-Karakostas 2011, 1, 250-252.

80 Cf. Wittenburg 1990, 98f.; 101; the author includes a comparison with the foundations of Diomed-
on and Poseidonios where the women were probably allowed to participate in the banquets; neverthe-
less, at least as far as Diomedon’s foundation is concerned, the question of female participation seems
to be more complex than Wittenburg assumes: cf. Campanelli 2011, 660f. and below in this paper.

81 Cf. e.g. the foundation of Pythion: ayvov eionopevesBou (1. 15: purity requirements for gaining
access to the sanctuary; see below); Andania Mysteries regulations (1st century B.C.): & prj 81 £govtag
elonopeveoBat (Gawlinski 2012, 72f. 1. 37: items people were not permitted to carry into a special area
within the sanctuary); a good parallel would have been an inscription from Philadelphia (Lydia,
2nd/1st century B.C.) concerning purity and “moral” requirements for participating in a cult that was
newly established or renewed by a certain Dionysios (TAM V 3, 1539), but the verb mopgvopatL appears
there as the result of a restoration, albeit likely: mopev]dpevol eig Tov oikov TobTov (I1. 14f.: people
allowed to enter the oikos/to participate in cult); €ig Tov 01KOV TODTOV pIn elomopevéobw] (1. 32: entry
into the oikos/participation in the cult denied to men and women who do not respect the instruc-
tions of Dionysios); the nature of this cult community (private cult association or household?) and the
meaning of the term oikos (building, name of the cult group or both?) are controversial: cf. Stowers
1998; cf. Petzl’s commentary on 1. 5 in TAM edition. According to a suggestion of Stavrianopoulou
2006, 300f., fn. 122, on the other hand, the verb mopevopat (“mitlaufen”) recalls the idea of a proces-
sion which reproduces the pecking order within the cult community founded by Epikteta.

82 Cf. Poland 1909, 73; for example, the kowov T@v oupmopevopévwy mapa Aia ‘Yetiov (IG XII 4, 1,
121; Cos, ca. 200 B.C.).
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the xowov Tob dvdpeiov T@V ouyyevav (11. 22f.).8> Membership in the community was
based on a hereditary principle, which was, however, limited to the male line, since
daughters were admitted only as long as they were under their father’s guardian-
ship (cf. 11. 95-97; 135-139). Just as in the foundations of Diomedon and Poseidonios,
annual epimenioi were appointed from among the ouyyeveig (Il. 65f.), and the same
must have been true for other community officials mentioned throughout the text.®*

The prominent position of Epikteta’s own family within the cult community
emerges from the fact that the priesthood of the Muses and heroes was reserved for
the son of Epikteta’s daughter Epiteleia and then handed down from eldest son to
eldest son among Epiteleia’s descendants (ll. 57-61), similar to the foundations of
Diomedon and Poseidonios again; moreover, Epikteta bequeathed to Epiteleia herself
the sanctuary of the Muses (Mouseion) and the funerary precinct with the annual obli-
gation to pay the agreed part of the income deriving from her inheritance in order to
allow the cult community to celebrate the annual feast in honour of the Muses and
heroes (1. 29-41): a similar procedure, which takes into account the rights of inher-
itance,® occurs in Poseidonios’ foundation, where the firstborn of the descendants
was entitled to enjoy the properties allocated by the founder, provided he paid for the
family community’s annual religious feast.

The term cuyyeveig occurs in two other inscriptions, from Thera and Halicarnas-
sus, which probably refer to foundations as far as it is possible to infer from the small
preserved parts of the texts. The first®® was thought to be related to Epikteta’s founda-
tion because of the onomastic concurrences between the two texts, but this hypoth-
esis has not been generally accepted.®” Beyond the term ouyyeveig (1. 12), which is
likely to refer to a cult community based on kinship, other references to descent might
be the participles [y]leyovdteg (1. 17) and ywdpevol (1. 20).

The inscription from Halicarnassus is first recognized as a foundation text by L.
Robert.® Its family nature can be concluded from the mention of the ouyyeveig (11. 3;
4?; 5) and ol €k ToD yevoug (1. 10); the terms yépa and [o]mA&yxvwv (11. 8f.) very likely
refer to the privileges and/or obligations of a priest, similar to the regulations in the
foundations of Diomedon, Poseidonios and Epikteta;®® similarly to these again, one

83 Cf. Wittenburg 1990, 83-84.

84 For the offices and authorities occurring in the text see below.

85 Cf. Wittenburg 1990, 75; Stavrianopoulou 2006, 141, 151-154, 126-130.

86 IG XII Suppl. 154 (2nd/1st century B.C.).

87 Hiller von Gaertringen 1914, 131-133; Kamps 1937, 166-168; contra Wittenburg 1990, 65, fn. 9.

88 Robert 1937, 466-468; the first editor, Bérard 1891, 550f., no. 22, interprets the inscription as a rent
contract and considers the term cvyyeveig as referring to a tribe of Halicarnassus: this is why the text
is not included in Laum’s collection.

89 Foundation of Diomedon: 1l. 39-41 (y[¢]pn 8¢ AapBavétw Tob iepéolu] éxdotou okéhog kal TO
8eppa); 1. 101-103 (E[pieTw 8] kal 6 iepevg €ig TOVG YapoUG Ta YEP[N TML TO]V ydpov otodvt); cf. also
11. 36-39 (sacrificial supply to be provided by the priest); foundation of Poseidonios: 11. 38-40 (6 8¢
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may suppose that the expression oi £k ToD yévoug, occurring after the mention of y£pa
and [o]mAdyxvwv, refers to the principle of primogeniture in handing down the priest-
hood, if the incomplete sentence 6tav 8¢ Ti[—] ot T@v €k Tob yévoug (1l. 9f.) can be
compared to 1. 59-61 of Epikteta’s inscription, where the succession in the priesthood
is regulated in the case that something befalls the designated priest, Andragoras, son
of Epiteleia (ei 8¢ Ti ka &6 0VTOG, el 6 MpeoPvTATOG £k TOD Yévoug Tob EmiteAeiag).

In Charmylos’ foundation the family group is named Charmyle(i)oi after the
founder, who therefore has an eponymic function.®® The text provides no further
information about the cult community because its function is limited to marking out
the property consecrated to the Twelve Gods and to Charmylos as a hero.

An actual definition of the cult community is not present in Pythion’s founda-
tion, but the family statute of the sanctuary he founded can be inferred from 11. 15f.,
where it is stated that the sanctuary had to be owned in common by all his children
(10 8¢ iepov EoTw TOV VIOV TdvTwV Kowov). This fits the aforementioned fact that
Pythion and the priestess with whom he acted are likely to have been husband and
wife, as does the fact that the inscription makes reference to their joint testament (1.
11f.).** There is no apparent reason to suppose, as Fraser does, that the expression vioi
ndvteg includes the offspring of the freedman Makarinos as well:*? like in the case of
Libys and his descendants in the foundation of Diomedon, Makarinos was essentially
charged with the care of the sanctuary (cf. 1. 6); “the other sacred and profane things”
with which Makarinos was entrusted probably refer to activities relating to this prac-
tical sphere; even though the text does not specify what these consisted of, it refers to
a “sacred tablet” where the requirements must have been explained in detail.”® The
task of ministering to “those who perform the joint sacrifice” (I1. 6-8: 6mw¢ EmpeAnTat

iep[e]vg MapBaveTw ExdoTov jepeiov kwARY kai TeTaptn[o]pida omAdyyvwy, kal T@V AWV (opoL-
pog €gTw); foundation of Epikteta: 11. 194-197 (ot 8¢ £mprjv[tol] oi Bvovteg Tdg Buaiag TavTag drodw-
00 [D]VTL T@L KOWVdL TOG Te EANYTAG TTdvTag K[al] T@WV omA&yxvwy Td fipion, Ta 8¢ Ao [E]EobvTt adTof).
90 For the form Charmyle(i)oi, see Sherwin-White 1977, 214f.; for other cases of family groups named
after the founder of the family tomb, cf. the pvfjpa BovoeAiS@v known from D. XLIII 79 and intended
for the burial of all of the descendants of the Athenian Bouselos, including members of his extended
family (ovyyeveig): cf. Marchiandi 2011, 24f.; 40f.; cf. also the family tomb built by Makrinos Phil-
adelphos for the burial of the Philadelphoi (Ritti 2004, 274f., no. 9) and the funerary foundation of
Makedonikos, which involved the members of the founder’s family named Makedonikoi, along with a
cult association (Altertiimer von Hierapolis 153 = Laum 1914, 2, no. 181); both cases are from Hierapolis
in Phrygia and date to the Imperial period.

91 Cf. above, fn. 29.

92 Fraser 1953, 44f.; the inscription, moreover, makes no reference to the existence of any children of
Makarinos, unlike the inscription of Diomedon where the £yyova of Libys are mentioned (1. 4f.; 11f.).
93 LI 9-11: émperéobw kal Makapivog kal T@v GAwv iep@v kal BeBoAwv kabdmep kal év Tat iepdt
SéAtwi yéypamtay; for an interpretation of the phrase hiera kai bebala see Campanelli 2012a, who
argues that a set of requirements concerning protection and use of Pythion’s sanctuary was summa-
rized therein.
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ToD iepo[D] kal TV oLVBVGVTWY TAVTWV SLoKOVDV Kal LINPETOV BooWY Ka BfL &V TAL
tep@1)®* also points to the exclusion of Makarinos from the cult community, because
the task includes assisting sacrifice-performers without actually being a member of
the group of the cuvBVovteg. The verb guvBVw fits the shared sacrificial action as the
way to cement socio-political and religious ties as well as kinship bonds, whether
real or fictitious. The correlated substantive ocuvBuTng applies to private religious
associations of the Hellenistic age gathered around the fucia.”® The terms ouvOV TN,
ovvBuoia and cuvBVw also appear in inscriptions concerning interstate relation-
ships, where the joint sacrifice had the function of confirming existing alliances or
ovyyévela bonds among cities.”® In the context of household religion, which is our
main concern here, the verb cuvBVw occurs in a passage of Isaeus’ judicial speech
“On the Estate of Kiron”.?” The action of “sacrificing together” (cuvBveLv) represents
an argument for the legitimacy of the kinship between an Athenian named Kiron, who
died without leaving sons, and the speakers, who claimed to be his natural grandsons
and, accordingly, to have a right to his inheritance. The close collaboration between
grandfather and grandsons in sacrificing to the domestic Zeus Ktesios is expressed in
the text through three verbs with the prefix ouv-, corresponding to as many shared
ritual actions. Kiron attributed such a sense of family intimacy to this joint sacrifice
that neither slaves nor freemen from outside the family were allowed to participate
in it.*®

Returning to Pythion’s foundation, we can conclude that in this case the iden-
tity of the cult community passes through the sacrificial solidarity (cuvBvewv) which
matches the regulation concerning the sharing of the sanctuary by all the children.

94 The correct interpretation of 11. 7f. is due to Klaffenbach 1955, 123 who understands the two terms
AIAKONQN and YITHPETQN as present participles in singular nominative referring to Makarinos
(Broxov@v and UnnpeT@v: “ministering to” and “serving”), instead of plural genitives of the substan-
tives S1dkovog and UmnpéTng as Fraser thinks (Stakdvwv and vrinpet@v); in fact, it would be very
unlikely that Pythion founded a sanctuary in order to allow these two different categories of subor-
dinate cult ministers to sacrifice therein; moreover, the functions of diakonos and hyperetes tend to
overlap: both are classified by Poland 1909, 391f. among the sacrificial ministers; the two offices never
appear together, for example, in the lists of cult personnel from north-western Greece: cf. Baldassarra
2010; the two terms are considered as synonyms in the literary sources: cf. Balsassarra/Ruggeri (2010)
(with particular reference to the lists of cult personnel from north-western Greece); in some contexts,
however, a slight difference in function between diakonos and hyperetes seems to be detectable: cf.
Collins 1990, notably 167.

95 Cf. Poland 1909, 34; Baldassarra 2010, 355, T10; 364; Kloppenborg/Ascough 2011, 283f., no. 56
(with reference to other attestations).

96 Cf. Jones 1998; Weif3 1998.

97 VIII 15f.; this passage is often quoted as evidence for domestic sacrificial practice: cf. e.g. Nilsson
1955-1961, 1, 403f.; Jost 1992, 246; Mikalson 2005, 134f.; Parker 2005, 15f.; Faraone 2008, 216; Boedeker
2008, 230f.; Gherchanoc 2012, 74f.

98 For an exhaustive commentary on the whole passage see Ferrucci 2005, 167-174.
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In this respect, the role of Makarinos can be compared to that of the domestic slaves:
Kiron excluded them from participation in the sacrifice to Zeus Ktesios probably as a
personal choice, but we cannot rule out the possibility that in other cases they were
allowed to participate in domestic rituals, possibly acting as subordinate cult minis-
ters.” This fits the meaning of the verbs Siakovéw and Umepntéw, both referring to
Makarinos’ tasks within the joint sacrifice.'®°

Finally, there is no reason to suppose that a third group of individuals, namely,
the émpelopevol, was involved in the foundation, as Fraser does on the basis of 11.
12-14 where “people who take care of the sanctuary and increase it” are mentioned.'**
Actually, these lines contain a blessing generically addressed to all those who will
look after the sanctuary over time: such expressions are connected to the hope for the
continued fulfilment of the founders’ will, which is the common denominator of all
foundations.'®?

4 The Sacred Space

As for Diomedon’s foundation, the interpretation proposed above for the “sacred
things” shared among the community members (Tol T@V iepdV KOWWVEDVTEC)
includes the consecrated properties, which clearly have a patrimonial meaning along
with the more obvious sacral one. The goods listed in the initial dedication to Hera-
cles comprise real estate (11. 1-4): a precinct (tépevog), guest houses (or rooms) within
a garden (£ev@vag ToUG &v T@L kGnwt) and other buildings (oiknuéTia). The garden
was a source of income because it was rented out to the freedman Libys and his chil-
dren, who had to pay the rent in the month before that designated for the annual
feast in honour of Heracles so that the money would be available for cult expenses

99 Cf. Bomer 1958-1963, 3, 475f.; 4, 941-950; Mikalson 2005, 156; Parker 2005, 15f.; Boedeker 2008,
231; Gherchanoc 2012, 74-76; slaves are sometimes present in Attic reliefs depicting family groups in
the act of sacrificing: cf. Parker 2005, 37-42; cf. also Cohen 2011, 482f.

100 Both verbs, along with the correlate substantives 8iédkovog, Siakovia, UrmpeTng and vrnpeoia,
appear in reference to tasks accomplished by cult ministers especially in the context of sacrificial
banquets: cf. Collins 1990, notably 156-168.

101 Fraser 1953, 44f.

102 Cf. Diomedon’s foundation, 1. 115-119: Toig 8¢ ém[pleAopeévorg 6mwg Ekaota ov[vre]AfjTat kabd
Slayéyparrrat [eilc Svvapy eivat £ £in kai av[T]olg kai Toig £yydvolg avrt@v; Poseidonios’ foundation,
11. 51f.: Toig 8¢ TabTa SlaPuAdoooLaLY Kai TolDoLY duetvov yivorto Umo Beov kal &vBpwrov: this is Car-
bon’s reading in Carbon/Pirenne-Delforge 2013, based on the stone; previous editors have changed
the phrasing U6 6eov kai GvBpwmov to the more common genitive plural 10 Oe@v Kat GvOpwMwWV: cf.
Laum 1914 (see above, fn. 20); LSAM 72; for the phrasing actually present on the stone and for other
kinds of inscriptions which include blessing formulas, cf. Carbon in Carbon/Pirenne-Delforge 2013,
114 (notes on 11. 51f.).
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(11. 11-17).2°3 The next reference to funds occurs at 1. 69-80, where the temenos, the
xenones, and probably the garden'®* are indicated as sources of income. The mention
of the latter two is consistent with the initial regulation concerning the rent of the
garden, where the xenones were located, whereas the addition of the temenos needs
some clarification regarding the chronology of the text. In fact, based on palaeo-
graphic and linguistic considerations, the editor princeps, L. Ross, and later editors
agree that the inscription was engraved in three stages.’®> Their chronology (end of
the 4th century B.C. to about 280 B.C.) is established by Rudolf Herzog and accepted
in all later editions, including the most recent one in Inscriptiones Graecae (2010).1°¢
It is significant that the regulation under discussion is placed right at the beginning
of the third stage, probably due to the need for further clarification about the funds
and their use. In this regard, a confirmation may come from the fact that the upkeep of
the sanctuary had already been mentioned at 11. 47-51 (first stage), but without spec-
ifying the source of the mdBodog used for the purpose. Accordingly, two possibilities
are open: either the temenos was added to the sources of income in this third stage,
or the temenos was part of the funds right from the outset, even though this was not
explicitly stated. In any case, there may have been a financial rearrangement in the
third stage. In fact, at the beginning the income from the garden is likely to have been
directed to cult expenses concerning the annual feast in honour of Heracles (1. 15-17:
¢ Tav Bu[oiav Metayertlyoou ékkadekdtal k[ai Entakadexdtar),'” rather than for
the maintenance of the sanctuary as stated in 11. 69—-80; moreover, in these lines it is
specified that the surplus, namely, the money not spent on maintenance, along with
the €€apriparta (“amounts set aside for specific purposes”)!® had to be divided into
parts intended for each sacrifice: this suggests that other sources of income were used
beyond the garden and the temenos. In all likelihood, such additional funds were the
plots of land (tepévn) which are mentioned immediately after (1l. 81f.), within a set of
prohibitions concerning the use of the spaces belonging to the sanctuary (1. 80—86).
The plural clearly distinguishes the temene from the temenos of 1. 75, which must be
identified with the precinct consecrated to Heracles at the beginning of the text. The
prohibition against using these temene for agricultural purposes indirectly confirms

103 For the Coan calendar, in which the month of Theudaisios preceded that of Petageitnyos, see
Paul 2013, 382.

104 Gpyvplov &mo TV mPocodwy [Twv del mmTolygdv Gnod Tod Tepéveyg [kal Tod Krimov] Kal T@v
Eevavwy (11. 74-76); the term kepos has been restored, but the mention of the garden is very likely, as
it is in conjunction with the xenones which were located inside it (cf. 1. 3).

105 Ross 1945, 45-54, no. 311; cf. Paton/Hicks 1891, no. 36; Syll.2 734; Syll.? 1106.

106 Herzog 1928, 28-32, no. 10; cf. Segre 1993, ED 149.

107 The lines immediately following (17-23) are very damaged, but are likely to contain other duties
of the freedmen referring to preparation for ritual performances (cf. above in this paper): the eventual
expenses, therefore, must have been included in the specifications concerning the cult.

108 Cf. Klaffenbach, 1930, 214.
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that they were actually suitable for farming. Besides indicating the sacred precinct as
the divine dwelling and the place where the cult activities were performed, the term
temenos can also refer to some agricultural land consecrated to a given deity as the
financial support for its cult.®® In the text under examination the prohibition against
farming the temene is addressed to “those who share the sacred things”, namely the
members of the cult community, probably in order not to decrease the economic value
of these plots, which are likely to have been rented out,™° as was a common prac-
tice with land belonging to sanctuaries.'** For the same reason, probably, “those who
share the sacred things” were forbidden from dwelling in the xenones and in the oikia
located within the temenos (1l. 82-84: un8’ &v 1ol &g[vol] évowketv und’ év TjL oikiat
Tijt éni T[oD Te]pévevg) as these buildings were evidently fit for residential use and
could be rented out for this purpose. The indication concerning the location of the
oikia within the temenos clarifies the way in which the temenos itself was a source of
income (cf. 1. 75) and allows this temenos to be further distinguished from the temene
mentioned at 1. 82: both were probably rented out, but the former was fit for residen-
tial use, the latter, probably, for agricultural use only. A rent contract from Rhamnous
provides a close parallel for the rent of a temenos including an oikia where the tenant
had to dwell (IL. 21f.: oikrjoer [ty olikiav 6 po[fw]odpevog <Tr>v €ni T@L TepEvel
TouTw1)."? The temenos belonged to the goddess Nemesis and was rented out by a
group of demesmen for agricultural purposes.’*® Based on this instance, the possibil-
ity that the temenos of Diomedon’s foundation was also fit for farming or something
else cannot be completely ruled out, even though it was an actual cult place.***

The oikia itself turns out to be decisive in confirming that the temenos of 11. 75 and
83f. is to be identified with that consecrated to Heracles at the beginning of the text.
This “house” is very likely the same oikia mentioned in 11. 56-59 as the place where
the statues and the votive offerings were to be kept, since the inscription does not
mention other oikiai apart from the oixia &vdpeia and the oikia yvvaukeia (11. 104-111),
which are nevertheless easily recognisable because of the two adjectives matched

109 Cf. Parker 1983, 160-168; Hellmann 1992, 170-172; Cf. Horster 2004, 24f.; Lambrinoudakis et al.
2005, 308-310; for the semantic development of the term temenos, see Casevitz 1984, 84-87.

110 This convincing hypothesis goes back to Dittenberger: Syll.2 734, n. 30; Syll.> 1106, n. 27.

111 See Isager/Skydsgaard 1992, 181-190; Horster 2004, 139-191; as an explanatory example of agri-
cultural temenos, see the rent contract of the temenos (1. 36) of Zeus Temenites in Arkesine (Amorgos;
2nd century B.C.): see Brunet in Brunet/Rougemont/Rousset 1998, 222-231, no. 52 (text, translation,
and commentary).

112 Petrakos 1999, no. 180.

113 See the commentary by Pernin 2007, 61-62.

114 The possibly multi-purpose nature of a temenos can be illustrated by a Coan inscription concern-
ing the sale of the priesthood of Zeus Alseios: see below; sanctuary buildings could also be rented out
for banquets performed by cult associations or family groups: cf. Leypold 2008, 197-199; the author
also suggests that the oikemata of Heracles Diomedonteios’ sanctuary were dining rooms.
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in this case with the substantive oikia. As the place dedicated to keeping dydApoata
and avabrjpata, the oikia can be a thesauros, but, besides this or as an alternative to
this function, it must be considered a shrine, since the dy&Apata were used in the
rituals performed by the cult community and were therefore actual divine simula-
cra.™™ Accordingly, the temenos where the oikia lay is to be interpreted as a sacred
precinct. The text provides confirmation, moreover, that the oikia and, consequently,
the temenos itself must have already existed with the same function as here in the
original foundation statute. Indeed, the regulation concerning the keeping of the
statues and votive offerings occurs right at the beginning of the second stage of the
text and is presented as ratification of a praxis already in force: “the statues and the
votive offerings should be kept in the house on the spot as it is now” (Il. 56-59: Ta 8¢
dydApata kail Ta dvadrfipata £0tw év TaL oikiall] katd ywpav womep kai viy £xet). Up
to that time, therefore, the “house” had been dedicated to this function, but had not
been mentioned before, probably because its existence was implied in the dedication
of the temenos at the very beginning of the inscription.

These conclusions have consequences for understanding the value of the sanctu-
ary founded by Diomedon as family cult place and assets as well: based on this, the
sharing of the hiera among the community members gains a patrimonial meaning
too.

The practice of using cult places as financial support for maintenance and cult
expenses is not rare, especially when sanctuaries belonging to religious associations
are involved.™® Significant evidence is provided by a well-known 4th century B.C.
inscription from Athens that refers to the rent contract of the private sanctuary of
Egretes, a hero worshipped by a cult association of orgeones.'” The tenant Diognetos
was allowed to use the buildings belonging to the cult place, provided that he made
the “oikia where the hieron lies” available (I1. 26-28: mapéxetv ALGyvnTov TV oikiav, ov
TO lepov €07, Avewtypevny) when the orgeones celebrated the annual feast in honour
of their patron hero. The term lep6v raises interpretative problems, because here it

115 The hypothesis that this oikia was a thesauros goes back to Poland 1909, 460f., who also exclud-
ed the possibility that it could be rented out; that it functioned as a temple is argued by Svenson-Evers
1997, 142; the ritual function of the dydApata emerges from 11. 95-97: the statues, probably those of the
other deities worshipped by the cult community along with Heracles, were arranged around the kline
prepared for the god on the occasion of the xenismos; on the same occasion, the statues were probably
decorated with the gold crowns mentioned in the inventory of 1. 120-130: ote@aviokovg MEVTe TOIG
aydApaoty xpuootg (11 124£.); from this, one could also infer that the statues were five in number; for
the role of the divine simulacra in the theoxenia rituals, see Bettinetti 2001, 211-231 (223-227, in par-
ticular, for the xenismos in Diomedon’s foundation); cf. also Campanelli 2011, 658; for criticism of the
distinction between cult statue and votive statue, see Donohue 1997.

116 Cf. Svenson-Evers 1997, 139; this aspect is well illustrated by the documentation concerning the
Attic orgeones: Horster 2004, 162-164; Papazarkadas 2011, 191-197.

117 IG 112 2499 (307/306 B.C.).
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cannot indicate the sanctuary as a whole, as it does in other points of the text, where
this is undoubtedly the right meaning (IL. 2f.: [O]i dpye@veg épiobwoav TO iepov To[D]
"Eypetov; 11. 5-7: xpfioBa Tt iep@t kal Taig oikia<>G Tai§ Evwikodopnpévalg wg iepdu).
Among the proposed interpretations are “cella in qua simulacrum herois est”**® and
“object sacré”. If iepdv indicates a divine symbol or the internal room where the
divine image was housed, the oikia must be a shrine similar to the oikia of Diomed-
on’s foundation. Evidently, this function did not conflict with the use of the sanctuary
as a source of income. Indeed, the orgeones retained the right to use their sanctuary
for the annual religious meeting in honour of Egretes. On that occasion, besides the
shrine, they also had at their disposal other spaces of the sanctuary, as is suggested by
the clauses concerning the obligations of the tenant (cf. 1. 24-30). The furniture and
facilities he had to provide for the annual feast included dinner-couches and tables
for two dining rooms, a kitchen and a temporary covered structure (l. 28: otéyn),**°
which was evidently set up somewhere within the open space of the sanctuary.

A similar management can be supposed for the oikia and other rented out struc-
tures of Diomedon’s foundation. The xenones, in particular, were probably inhab-
ited by Libys and his offspring, who paid rent for the garden where these buildings
stood. In fact, literary and epigraphic evidence' suggests that the term evwv indi-
cates rooms or free-standing buildings suitable for both convivial and residential
use. Furthermore, the duties of Libys and his offspring, which included providing
furniture for religious celebrations, were similar to those of the tenant Diognetos. It
is possible, therefore, that the xenones were made available for the annual feast in
honour of Heracles to allow the cult community to use them for the banquets man-
dated by the statute of the foundation.!?? The text offers further evidence that build-
ings usually dedicated to residential use could be turned into meeting places for the
cult community. This happened on the exceptional occasion when one of Diomedon’s
descendants in the male line was allowed to celebrate his wedding in the sanctuary

118 Syll.2 937, no. 4; Syll.3 1097, n. 3; cf. Kloppenborg/Ascough 2011, 48-52, no. 7.

119 Hellmann 1999, 104.

120 This is the interpretation of Hellmann 1999, 104.

121 See the sources collected by Campanelli 2011, 661f.; a parallel for a xenon attached to a garden
and used as a dwelling house is provided by the £evav mpog 1@ krimw mentioned in the testament of
Aristotle (D.L. V 14) as the property bequeathed to his concubine Herpyllis should she decide to reside
in Chalcis (£&v pév év XaAkidt BovAnTat oikelv); as an alternative, she could choose to dwell in the
paternal house of the philosopher in Stagira.

122 The term which might refer to a banquet is ouv]atyAia (I1. 90f.), but convivial activities can also
be implied in the terms Siav[opriv] (1. 91) and ovva]ywyn (1L 93f.; cf. 1. 141: ouvayewv): see Campanelli
2011, 659f.; cf. also aptopayliav (1. 37f.); in any case, the thysia, which was performed on the 16th of
the month of Petageitnyos (cf. 11. 15-17, 59f.), is a kind of sacrifice which generally entailed a banquet:
cf. e.g. the overview of Van Straten 2005; a reference to the portions of sacrificial meat distributed
among the participants can be seen in the term pepidag of 1. 158: cf. the same term in Poseidonios’
foundation (11. 42f.).
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immediately after the days dedicated to the feast of Heracles (the 16th and 17th of
the month of Petageitnyos).’> In such cases, the holders of the oikia Gvbpeia and the
oikia yuvaikeia were required to make the two houses available, storing the okevn in
some other building (oikemata: 11. 104-108). The use of the participle éxt[n]pévol to
indicate the holders of the two oikiai suggests that their juridical status was different
from the shared ownership that characterized the rest of the real estate mentioned
throughout the text. As Dittenberger argues, it is probable that the two houses had
been inherited by some of Diomedon’s descendants in their private capacity.’** The
residential function of these buildings is further suggested by the term okevn, which
is likely to refer to domestic furniture.'®

The adjectives &v8peia and yuvaikeia point to a gender separation, probably part
of the logistic rearrangement necessary on the occasion of a wedding. In fact, when
a wedding celebration was scheduled immediately after the annual feast of Heracles,
the main Heraclean rituals, namely the sacrifice (thysia) and the entertainment of the
god at a banquet (xenismos), had to be performed in the oikia dvépeia (1. 108-111) and
the xenismos had to remain fitted out while the wedding was celebrated (95-98), as
if the god were participating in the nuptials by acting as the protector of Diomedon’s
family.'?® This suggests that the women were excluded from Heraclean rituals,'¥ but
were permitted to participate in the concomitant wedding celebration within a build-
ing reserved for them, the oikia yuvaikeio.*®

The realty of religious associations not infrequently included oikoi and oikiai
which attest to a functional flexibility similar to that observed in the case of the three
oikiai connected, albeit in different ways, to the sanctuary founded by Diomedon.'*
An Athenian inscription, on the other hand, provides evidence for a case of conver-
sion of a private house into divine property: in accordance with an oracle, a certain

123 For an interpretation of the problematic passage concerning the wedding celebrations in the
sanctuary (1l. 86-111), see Campanelli 2011, 659-661.

124 Syll.2 734, n. 36; Syll.3 1106, n. 34.

125 Cf. the already-mentioned passage of Aristotle’s testament (above, fn. 121) where the term oketn
indicates the furniture needed to equip the house chosen by Herpyllis as her dwelling; the testament
of Theophrastus is even more explicit because it contains the expression oiknuoatikd okevn, which
indicates the pieces of domestic furniture bequeathed to the freedman Pompylos; in Ath. 170e the
Tpamnefonoldg is the minister charged with washing the tableware, which is indicated by the term
okeLn; see also Andrianou 2006, 251f.

126 This convincing observation goes back to Paton/Hicks 1891, 76; cf. also Campanelli 2011, 670.
127 For other cases of female exclusion from Heraclean rituals, see Graf 1985, 298-316 (especially 308
with fn. 105); Cole 1992, 105-107.

128 For this convincing hypothesis, see Jameson 1994, 42.

129 Cf. Poland 1909, 459-463, 485-487; for (hierai) oikiai functioning as shrines, see Lauter 1985,
159-177 (with particular reference to gentilicial groups); for oikai belonging to Attic phratries and
gene, cf. Papazarkadas 2011, especially 164166, 174, 177f.; an oikia, whose function is not specified,
belonged to the temenos of Zeus Alseios on Cos: IG XII, 4, 1, 238, 11. 21f. (on this inscription see below).
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Demon dedicated his oikia with adjacent garden to Asclepius and became his priest.
The inscription does not provide clues to the intended use of this oikia, nor does it
indicate whether the owner continued to dwell therein, but it is likely to have been
rented out to contribute to cult expenses.®

The foundation of Charmylos offers further opportunity for analysis of the values
of the spaces, as far as it is possible to draw inferences from the inscription on a
boundary stone, which is the only preserved document pertaining to this foundation.
But the very nature of this document and the archaeological context where it was
found make it possible to gather new elements, which turn out to be crucial for the
purpose of this discussion.

Fig. 5: The funerary crypt of the Charmyleion and remains of the ground floor embedded into the
walls of the Church of the Stavros, Pyli, Cos (photos S. Campanelli).

The inscription was found among the ruins of an ancient building in a locality
currently called Pyli. The remains still visible today are an underground vaulted
chamber with twelve funerary loculi along its sides and part of the walls belonging to
the ground floor, which have been embedded into the construction of a small medie-
val church dedicated to the Stavros (fig. 5). Based on these remains and on the archi-
tectural fragments found in situ, in 1934 Schazmann proposed a reconstruction of
the building as a temple-tomb made up of three levels: the funerary crypt, a ground
floor elevated on a high podium, and an upper storey shaped like an ionic shrine in
antis (fig. 6).** The monument has, understandably, been connected with the inscrip-

130 IG I12 4969 (4th century B.C.?); cf. Papazarkadas 2011, 43f.

131 Schazmann 1934; the Charmyleion is often included in studies on funerary architecture of the
Hellenistic age as one of the best preserved examples of private heroon: cf. Scholl 1994, 261-266; Kader
1995, 201f.; Berns 2003, 21f.; Fedak 2006, 84. Roux 1987, 111-113, questions the existence of the second
storey because of the lack of evidence of stairs leading up; he has also questions the division of the
ground floor into two twin-rooms, considering that the dividing wall would have covered the holes
made in the floor in order to pour libations into the underlying funerary chamber.
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tion found in situ and currently built into the facade of the Stavros church. Both have
been dated between the end of the 4th and the beginning of the 3rd century B.C. The
structure of the monument as reconstructed by Schazmann suggests a twofold cult—
divine and funerary—practised by the family community: the Twelve Gods and the
heroized founder Charmylos are explicitly mentioned in the text, but it is likely that
the statute of the foundation also established a cult for the deceased family members
buried in the crypt, putting them under the protection of the deities chosen as the
family patrons.

This concurrence of archaeological and epigraphic data provides a rare opportu-
nity to compare the architectural terminology and the building to which the inscrip-
tion actually refers in order to understand the structure of the cult place and the
meaning of its various components. According to its function, the boundary stone
marked the properties consecrated to the Twelve Gods and Charmylos: “land”,
“oikia on the land”, “gardens”, “oikiai in the gardens” (iepa & yd kai & oikia & &mi
ThL Y& Kot Tol kdmot kai Tal oikiot Tal &ml TOV kKAmwv Oe®@v Avwdeka kot XappvAov
fpw vac. Tov XappuAéwv).

The oikia mentioned first and in the singular seems to distinguish itself from the
plurality of the oikiai lying in the gardens. It might be identified, therefore, with the
temple-tomb partially preserved in situ, as is also suggested by the parallels with both
Diomedon’s foundation and the rent contract of Egretes’ sanctuary, where the term
oikia is very likely to refer to shrines. The latter text, in particular, also provides evi-
dence for the concomitant presence of a single oikia-temple and a number of other
oikiai also lying within the sanctuary. Similar to the Athenian rent contract, which
allowed the tenant to use these oikiai (albeit taking into account the sanctity of the
place; cf. 1. 7: wg iep@y), it is possible that in Charmylos’ inscription the oikiai and
the gardens represented the funds on which the foundation was based.'*? This would
also match the rent of the garden in the foundation of Diomedon, obviously including
the buildings which were overlooking it, the xenones. An even closer comparison for
oikiai meant as a source of income is provided by another foundation text from Hel-
lenistic Cos,' which is not specifically dealt with in this paper because the city in this
case is involved as both the authority in charge and the beneficiary of the foundation.
A certain Phanomachos financed a civic cult of Zeus and the Damos along with the
building of their sanctuary through the income from some land and a number of oikiai
and other structures located there. The formulation adopted by the text offers almost
a literal parallel for Charmylos’ inscription:

132 For the rent of the oikiai belonging to Apollo on Delos and for their various functions cf. Hellmann
1992, 291-294; in general, rent contracts of agricultural properties including one or more oikiai are well
documented: cf. Chandezon 1998, 45f. (rent contracts of farmsteads from Mylasa); Pernin 2007, 51f.;
for the xfjnog as a vegetable garden and for its economic use cf. Vatin 1974; Hellmann 1992, 207-210.
133 IG X1 4, 1, 79 (early 2nd century B.C.).
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Gviepol T@L Te Al kal T@L Adpwt kol Si8wTt TaG <y>Eg TAG aTod TG Te v AkOpval Kal TAG oikiog
Tag £l Tolg Yot kol TaAAa T <>V Toilg yalig] mavTa, alg yeitoveg AptotokAiig Xappinmov, Aynoiog
Aynoia kata @Uow 8¢ TevokAehs, Opacvavdpog Aynoialgl, kai Tav y&v Tav év AlyrjAwt kai Tav
oikiav Tav £mi Tau ya kol TRAAX T &v TaL Yt mavTa kol T& TpocdyTa TaL yat TavTar nldlyTlal &t
yeitoveg [Bg]Vdwpog Xatped[apoly, Atopedw[v Iulppiyov, . . - ----------- (11. 7-19).

[Phanomachos] consecrates and gives to Zeus and the Damos his plots in Akorna and the houses
on the plots and everything else in the plots, which have as the neighbours Aristokles the son
of Charmippos, Hagesias the son of Hagesias, natural son of Genokles, Thrasyandros the son
of Hagesias, and the land in Aigelos and the house on the land and everything else in the land
and everything that belongs to this land, which has as the neighbours Theudoros the son of
Chairedamos, Diomedon the son of Pyrrichos, ..------------

There is, however, a substantial difference. The land and buildings consecrated by
Phanomachos must have been located in rural areas different from the place where
the inscription was set up, as can be inferred from the identification of the allocated
properties by means of toponyms and names of the neighbouring owners. The cult
activities, moreover, are likely to have taken place in the city, since a cult such as that
of Zeus coupled with the personified Damos of the Coans must have had a strong civic
value.* This would be consistent with the findspot of the inscription in the city of
Kos, where the sanctuary of Zeus and the Damos was probably also built.*> Accord-
ingly, the landed properties listed in the text had an exclusively financial value, unlike
Charmylos’ land and gardens, which must have lain in the same place where both
the inscription delimiting them was displayed and the cult place was located. If this
hypothesis is viable, a rural sanctuary can be envisaged, with the temple-tomb and
other buildings (oikiai) surrounded by landed properties that comprised the financial
basis of the foundation.** This would also fit the location of the Charmyleion, which
lies in an area that even now is scarcely urbanized.

134 Cf. Paul 2013, 43, 157f., 283; she is incorrect, however, in considering the plots listed in 11. 7-19 as
the place where the sanctuary was being built (157): first, the consecration of already-existing build-
ings along with the land can have no other aim except allocating them as sources of income (for
the rent of rural oikiai lying on landed properties see above, fn. 132); secondly, in 1. 35f. (TAav T@V
YPOPOHEVWY X&PLV TG KATAOKEVES TOD iepoD) the participle T@v ypagopevwy implies xpnudtwv (cf.
IG, n. ad loc.) and refers, therefore, to the funds and not to the place where the sanctuary was being
erected; finally, the verbs viepow and 8i8wpt, which introduce the list of the properties, are common
in foundation texts with reference to the funds allocated by the founders for financing the established
activities (Gviepow, in particular, when the foundations have cult purposes): cf. Laum 1914, 1, 120-122.
135 Cfr. IG XII 4, 1, 79: “inventum in fundamentis curiae urbanae”; the urban location of the cult
would be even more probable if the restoration proposed for 1. 29, referring to the route of the proces-
sion, was correct: £k T[oD ipuTaveiov £g] 10 iepdv, even though processions starting from the city and
destined for extra-urban sanctuaries are well known: see in general True et al. 2004.

136 One can wonder whether a fragment from XappvAt (IG XII 4, 1, 392; Hellenistic period?), as
the area around the Stavros church in Pyli is called by the locals (cf. Ross 1845, 45), refers to the
Charmyleion: in fact, the words yewndvov (1. 1) and 8év8pov (1. 2) fit a sanctuary which included culti-
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The horos explicitly claims the sacredness of the place, including buildings and
land that were likely used as a source of income. The marking out of the estate that
became divine property through the foundation is known from other documents
which show, like the Coan one, the definition of the borders as a procedure closely
connected with the consecration itself, since the boundary stones made hieros the
space they physically separated from the surrounding area.® A horos records one
of the most ancient foundations epigraphically known, that established by a certain
Archinos on Thera. The inscription on the boundary stone states its function of demar-
cating a plot consecrated to the Mother of the Gods (11. 1f.: obpot yéig Oeiv Matpi) and
concisely regulates the sacrifices to be performed twice a year, possibly by using the
land revenues which may have included the harvest itself (cf. 11. 14f.: éndpypata Ov ai
Opat P£povotv).®8 A similar procedure is attested by a literary source, the well-known
passage of Xenophon’s Anabasis concerning the foundation in honour of the Ephe-
sian Artemis, which the author himself established in the Peloponnesian locality of
Scillous, where he bought a plot in order to build a sanctuary for the goddess and
fund the related cult activities. According to the text, a stele placed near the temple
recorded the consecration of the estate to Artemis (igpog 6 xDpog TG ApTépSog)
and included concise regulations concerning the use of the land revenues for cult
and maintenance expenses.’® Finally, a very telling inscription about this point is
the “Testament of Epikrates” from Lydia, which might fall into the developments of
family cult foundations in the Imperial age.'*® The text deals with the funerary cult
established by the founder in honour of his deceased and heroized son Diophantos.
For this purpose, Epikrates allocated a number of plots which are carefully listed and
identified by means of landscape features, toponyms, and names of neighbouring
owners. The formula used to introduce each plot highlights the simultaneous process
of marking out the boundaries and consecrating the land (1l. 3f.; 11f.; 14f.: 6poiwg
apwploa kal ouvkabwoiwoa T@ pvnueiw). The definition of the boundaries involves
the physical action of arranging boundary stones on the ground, as the text seems
to make explicit through the expression “up to the horoi I have marked” (1. 31: péypig
wv oeonpeiwpat dpwv). The sacred status of the demarcated land seems to stem from
its connection to the funerary monument, which can be seen as a locus religiosus

vated land, as the Charmyleion must have been; the letters koI[- - - - - - - - - may refer to a form of the
verb konTw, which appears in inscriptions concerning the protection of the sanctuaries (t@v 8év8pwv
unl6ev koyn|, IG); cutting down trees was generally forbidden or only permitted under certain con-
ditions: cf. Dillon 1997, 115-122; Horster 2004, 110-120.

137 Cf. Horster 2004, 23-33; Naerebout 2009, 201-208; Brulé 2012, 83-89.

138 IG XII 3, 436 (4th century B.C.); cf. Mannzmann 1962, 127f.

139 An. 5.3.4-13; due to its documentary value, this passage has often drawn the attention of schol-
ars, including Purvis 2003, 65-120, and Brulé 2012, 98-109.

140 Herrmann/Polatkan 1969, 7-36, no. 1; see Campanelli 2012b for the possibility of including this
inscription in the framework of family cult foundations.
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since it was the dwelling of the hero Diophantos. This is all the more significant if one
considers that the tomb, also intended for the future burial of Epikrates and other
members of his family, is likely to have lain on the landed properties the founder had
marked out and consecrated: a spatial arrangement already adopted by Charmylos
some centuries before.'*

Consecration was a security measure to which the founders occasionally resorted
in order to protect the foundation’s capital, even when the main purpose of a founda-
tion was not cultic in nature.*** This role of consecration emerges all the more clearly
in such cases as that of the Charmyleion, where a physical overlap occurs between
the ritual space and the real estate (land, gardens and oikiai) that likely represented
the foundation’s capital. In this respect, Charmylos’ boundary stone seems to make
explicit what is probably implied in the expression Toi T@WV iep®V KoWwveDVTEG Of
Diomedon’s foundation, where, again, the sharing among the community members
can be extended to the physical space of the sanctuary meant as a twofold inher-
itance, based on the overlap between ritual space and family assets.’** In the light
of the reconstruction proposed above for the sanctuary founded by Charmylos, the
one founded by Diomedon can be similarly viewed as a rural cult place lying on the
family’s landed estate.’** The temene, indeed, might have lain in the immediate sur-
roundings of the sanctuary since no identifying topographical references are given.
The localization in the countryside might also be confirmed by the findspot of the
inscription, which comes from the garden of a private house located in a suburb of
Kos city, where it had been built into some modern stairs, according to the only infor-
mation provided by the editor princeps, L. Ross.**®

Based on the architectural terminology recorded in the inscription, the sanctuary
founded by Diomedon can be envisaged as similar to but perhaps more complex than
the Charmyleion, even though it is not possible to verify whether the former included
a burial place for family members, since the preserved text only provides evidence
for the cult of the ancestors, but does not allow for understanding of what it entailed.

141 Cf. Campanelli 2012b, 75-83, where a close connection between Diophantos’ heroization and
land ownership is also argued.

142 Cf. Laum 1914, 1, 169.

143 This patrimonial concept of the “sacred things” can be added to the various meanings of the
neuter plural & iepd which emerge from the Coan documentation according to the recent analysis of
Paul 2013, 340-344 (cf. also 196-203): among the uses of the term pinpointed by the author, the one
which comes closest to the interpretation proposed above is “affaires sacrées”, but in the foundations
of Diomedon and Charmylos this meaning seems to acquire a more material nuance, if it includes the
sacred space meant as family assets to be managed in common by the cult community.

144 Cf. Campanelli 2011 for criticism of the hypothesis of De Matteis 2004, 191-196; 207; 219; 231f.,
who identifies the sanctuary founded by Diomedon with the sanctuary of Heracles located in the
Harbour Quarter of Kos city, namely, a public and strongly urbanized area; De Matteis’ hypothesis is
also rejected by Paul 2013, 111-113.

145 Cf. above, fn. 105.
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The sanctuary of Heracles Diomedonteios comprised a temenos including an
oikia-temple, a garden with xenones overlooking it, and other buildings (oikematia
and oikemata), some of which might have had service functions® as is evidently
the case for the oikemata in which domestic furnishings were stored when the oikia
avdpeia and the oikia yuvaikeia had to be made available for ritual and wedding cel-
ebrations. The latter buildings, as argued above, were probably private property, but
their adjacency to the sanctuary is likely, because on these particular occasions the
furniture needed for Heraclean xenismos (dinner couch and related coverings, table,
god statues and so on) could be transferred to the oikia dvSpeia and, at the same time,
the okevn which usually stood inside the two houses were moved to oikemata cer-
tainly belonging to the sanctuary itself, as buildings named like this are mentioned
in other points of the text (1. 44; 48). Moreover, it can be supposed that the original
sanctuary cluster expanded over time, since buildings not previously mentioned first
appear in the prohibitions of 1l. 80—-86, which belong to the third stage of the text.
Besides being forbidden to farm the temene and dwell in the oikia of the temenos
and in the xenones, the members of the cult community were not permitted to use
the building located within the hieron (11. 84f.: [t Aéolynt AL &v TOL iep®d1)*” and
the peripatos as an amobrjkn (“storehouse” or “refuge”). The only exception to these
regulations was in the case of war. The hieron is to be understood here as a sacred pre-
cinct, because at least one building, the lesche (?), lay within it; on the other hand, it
cannot be the same as the temenos, because the two terms both appear in this passage
and the prohibitions which concern each of them are different, and must therefore
refer to different spaces. The only possibility is that the hieron was a second sacred
precinct attached to the sanctuary in addition to the temenos.*® There is evidence,
in fact, for the concomitant presence of the two terms temenos and hieron with refer-
ence to the same sanctuary. In some cases this might have a conceptual explanation,
since temenos seems to indicate the sanctuary as a physical space delimited by an
enclosure, whereas hieron refers to the same space but in a ritual sense. This is con-
sistent with the literal meaning generally attributed to the term temenos as a piece of
land “cut off” and “set aside” to become the property of a god independently of the
use for which it was intended.*® The term temenos, therefore, can also indicate the
area of the sanctuary providing income directed to cult expenses, whereas hieron is
the area where the deity dwelt and the cult was practised. The functional distinction
between temenos and hieron can also be based on cultic need when the two terms are
used to distinguish areas reserved for different cults or cult activities within the same

146 This interpretation is also supported by the generic meaning of the term oiknua, which could
indicate various kinds of buildings fit for different functions: cf. Hellmann 1992, 288-290.

147 As an alternative, aOA]fjt was proposed by Paton/Hicks 1891 (cf. above fn. 105).

148 For this hypothesis see Campanelli 2012, 665-667.

149 Cf. the bibliographical references quoted above, fn. 109.
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sanctuary or to define parts of it characterized by a higher degree of sacredness.’*®

This might have happened especially when a sanctuary was affected by expansion
over time.”®* A distinction between temenos and hieron for cultic reasons can also
be hypothesized for the sanctuary of Heracles Diomedonteios, considering that the
temenos was an actual cult place and therefore cannot be seen as a mere piece of land
whose revenues were being used for cult expenses. Accordingly, it can be supposed
that the two sacred spaces were needed to physically separate cult areas reserved
for some of the deities belonging to the pantheon created by Diomedon; as an alter-
native, the hieron can be thought to have become, perhaps at a later stage, the area
dedicated to the sacred meals, if the construction lying inside it was actually a lesche,
a building which generally appears in sanctuary contexts as a meeting place that can
also be used for banquets.’® The existence of areas intended for different uses within
the same sacred precinct is well illustrated by the Coan inscription concerning the
sale of the priesthood of Zeus Alseios.® The purchaser was granted the right to enjoy
the temenos (11. 18-20: kapmevoeTal 8¢ kal TO TEPEVOG KAOOTL Kol O TIPATEPOV iePEVG
ékapreveTo),™ but the text specifies that a particular area was reserved for rituals in
honour of a goddess who can be identified as Athena Alseia (1. 20-24).*® This pro-
vides evidence not only for the economic use of (part of) a temenos, but also for its
internal arrangement in distinct areas (albeit not always architecturally separated) as
a function of cultic need.

Temenos and hieron would appear together again in Pythion’s foundation, if the
restoration proposed in the IG edition for the first preserved line of the text is correct:
[rasura?] 10 té[pevog T08e Eotw] vacat iepdv Aptéptolg — — —Jag kat Awog Tk[e]oiov
Kal Oe@v matpwiwv (1. 1-3). This reading raises problems because the temenos is no
longer mentioned in the continuation of the text, where the term hieron appears in all

150 For the various possible relationships between temenos and hieron, especially when the two
terms appear together in the same inscription, see Casevitz 1984, 85-87; Le Roy 1986, 285f.; Cole 2004,
59-63; Patera 2010, 538-547; one of the inscriptions most frequently mentioned when discussing the
semantic and functional relationships between temenos and hieron is IG I3 84 (418/417 B.C.); it refers
to the Athenian sanctuary of Neleus, Basile and Kodros, which consisted of two separate but adjacent
spaces: the hieron, where the cult was practised, and the temenos, rented out for farming: cf. Wycher-
ley 1960, especially 62.

151 For the development of sanctuaries over time, cf. Bergquist 1967, especially 57-61; Hellmann
2006, 193-196.

152 Cf. Leypold 2008, 13; 174f., 200f.

153 IG XII 4, 1, 328 (1st century B.C.).

154 For the right to enjoy landed properties and for the use of the verb kapnevw in this context, see
Velissaropoulos-Karakostas 2011, 2, 70-73; note that this verb appears in Poseidonios’ foundation
with reference to the eldest son of the founder, who was granted the right to enjoy the properties
allocated for cult purposes (11. 18f.; 28); the related substantive kapneia is present in Epikteta’s foun-
dation (1. 72).

155 Cf. Paul 2013, 49f., 58.
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passages involving the sanctuary: its care (1. 6), the supply for the joint sacrifice per-
formed therein (1. 8), the wish for the cult’s everlasting prosperity (l. 13), and finally,
the sharing of the sanctuary among all of the founder’s children (1. 15). This is proba-
bly the reason behind Fraser’s proposed restoration:'*® [iepov £otw T68€] 10 T[pevog
kal T0] vac. 5 iepov Aptéuto[g. .. ... .. lag kat A0g Tk[e]oiov kai Oe@wv Matpwiwv,
where, nevertheless, the tautology iepov £0tw ...T0 iepdv is scarcely convincing.

On the assumption that both a temenos and a hieron are involved in this foun-
dation, one may hypothesize that hieron has the restricted meaning of “temple”,
lying within the sacred precinct represented by the temenos:*’ in this case, however,
it would be difficult to understand why all of the above-mentioned regulations only
refer to the temple, without involving the sacred precinct as a whole, since the latter,
with its altars and other possible structures, generally played an essential role in
ancient Greek cult practices.’®® A preferable alternative might be to suppose that both
terms refer to the sanctuary space, but with a conceptual differentiation between the
two. Thus, temenos might indicate the extent of the sanctuary in a physical sense, and
hieron might refer to the same space in a ritual sense, or to the part more specifically
reserved for cult performances. This seems to be the case in an inscription from the
Amphiareion at Oropos that forbids anyone to carry the meat of the victims sacrificed
within the hieron outside the temenos:' it is clear that there is a conceptual distinc-
tion between the ritual space of the sanctuary (hieron), where the sacrifices were per-
formed, and its total extent (temenos), whose perimeter was the limit beyond which
the consumption of the sacrificial meat was forbidden.’®® A similar conception of
the spaces might be seen in the aforementioned temenos of Zeus Alseios on Cos. This
interpretation might explain the apparent inconsistency of the IG reading of 11. 1-3 of
Pythion’s inscription, where there is a mention of a temenos that is no longer involved
in the rest of the text. Its content, in fact, seems to be consistent with the hieron meant
as the ritual space of the sanctuary: the regulations engraved on the stone specifically
concern the religious sphere; as for the rest, the text refers to other documents where
the “profane things”!! were regulated as well. Moreover, it should be noted that the
last lines of the inscription contain requirements of ritual purity to gain access to

156 Fraser 1953, 36, 37f. (notes on these lines).

157 For hieron meant as a temple cf. Hellmann 1992, 170; Cole 2004, 40; Patera 2010, 546f.; cf. also
above for the meaning of cella, which has been attributed to the hieron located within the oikia of
Egretes’ sanctuary.

158 See in general Sinn in Sinn et al. 2005, notably 1-4; for the relatively late appearance of the tem-
ple in cult places, cf. Bergquist 1967, 132; Burkert 1996.

159 I.Oropos 277, 11. 29-32.

160 Cf. Le Roy 1986, 285f.; in general, for the prohibition against taking away the sacrificial meat and
the obligation to consume it “on the spot”, that is, within the sanctuary, see Paul 2013, 358-364 (with
a review of the scholarship on the subject).

161 Cf. above, fn. 93.
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the sacred place (1l. 15-17): regulations of this kind are typical of the inscriptions set
up at the entrance of sanctuaries in order to communicate the conditions needed to
enter.®? The same function, accordingly, has to be attributed to the Coan one (cf. in
particular 1. 15: dyvov eiomopeteadat). On the other hand, the mention of the temenos
in 1. 1 becomes understandable when one considers that 11. 1-3 contain the dedication
of the sanctuary and therefore necessarily concern the total extent of the consecrated
area (the temenos), possibly including the part used as a source of income. What
might be inconsistent with this interpretation is the regulation which states that the
hieron belongs to all of the founder’s children, who would be expected to have owned
in common all of the properties of the sacred place, that is, the temenos as a whole. It
can be supposed, however, that the children are regarded here as the cult community
of “those who sacrifice together” (cf. 1. 7: ouvBUovTeg) within the hieron, and, in this
way, a ritual sense can be attributed to the “ownership” of the sanctuary as well.

The definition of the sacred space with its meanings and logistic arrangement is
more difficult to grasp in the case of the foundation of Poseidonios. As for the funds,
the founder allocated an &ypdg, identified through a toponym and the names of the
neighbouring owners, an aUAr, a kfimog, “what lies around the pvnpueiov,” and a
half of the “rights of tillage”*®® relating to a plot identified by another toponym (11.
15-18).'%* The enjoyment of these properties was assigned to the eldest son of Posei-
donios, provided that he paid the cult community the amount decreed for the celebra-
tion of the two-day religious feast every year (1. 18-22). The properties were subject
to a bond which can be interpreted as something looser than an actual mortgage,
despite the terminology used in the text (. 12: UéBnkev; 1. 25: Tiig LIOBNKNG; 1. 28:
TG Umokeipeva; 1. 49: v vrodrknV).*** This hypotheke, therefore, can be defined as

162 Cf. Lupu 2005, 14-21, 35 (reference to Pythion’s foundation).

163 The term évnpoatov was translated by Laum 1914 (cf. above, fn. 20) as “Ackerland” at 1. 18 and
as “Pacht” at 11. 30f.; for this last interpretation cf. 1, 154; Carbon in Carbon/Pirenne-Delforge 2013,
109f. (notes on 1. 18) interprets évnpdatov as the cash income from an arable plot which was rented
out or farmed: the scholar suggests that this land was sacred based on the Delian evidence for the
term used with reference to iepd Tepévn and iepd ywpia; Carbon’s suggestion that Poseidonios allo-
cated only half of these revenues for the foundation because the rest belonged to a sanctuary might
be supported by two inscriptions from Mylasa (I.Mylasa 205 and 206), which attest the sale of half of
a property to Zeus of the Otorkondeis: cf. Dignas 2002, 104; a comparable case, albeit concerning a
public garden, is represented by IG VII 43 (= Laum 1914, 2, no. 21; Aigosthena, 3rd century B.C.): fund-
ing of a religious celebration and a contest through the revenues from half of a garden which Arete
Aristandrou purchased from the Aigosthenitai, and where she had a temenos built (1. 4-7: ToD krjrov
T0 Hvov, dyopdoaoa Tapd TOV AlyooBevit@v Spaxudv xhiwv, T0 Tpog BEAacoav, Kal Tl TEHEVOG
[Mooedwviov); on this inscription cf. Vatin 1974, 354.

164 On the toponyms attested in Poseidonios’ foundation see Carbon in Carbon/Pirenne-Delforge
2013, 108-110 (notes on 1. 15-18).

165 See Velissaropoulos-Karakostas 2011, 2, 141-189 for the hypotheke and its terminology, which
does not sharply differentiate between pledge and actual mortgage: both can be indicated by the verb
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a pledge consisting of a “trust fund” created by Poseidonios to the perpetual benefit
of his family.**® The system is similar to that adopted in Epikteta’s foundation, where,
unlike in Poseidonios’ inscription, the monetary value of the pledged land is explic-
itly stated as three thousand drachmas that comprised the foundation capital as a
whole (1. 29-34); the testament granted Epikteta’s heirs some margin to use this land
freely, since they were allowed to transfer the hypotheke to another landed property
of equal value (1l. 75-79). The hypotheke, however, was de facto fictitious: in the event
that the heiress Epiteleia (or later heirs) failed to provide the amount decreed for the
annual religious feast (210 drachmas) every year, the cult community was permitted
to recoup the funds by directly using the land’s income, but only up to the amount of
210 drachmas, whereas the actual property right remained untouched (1. 70-75).1%”
In contrast, in the case of failure by Poseidonios’ firstborn, the landed inheritance
passed to the shared ownership of the cult community, and the annually appointed
epimenioi had to provide for renting out T& Urokeipeva, namely, the properties men-
tioned before, and the temenos (1l. 27-30). In this sense, the security system emerging
from Poseidonios’ inscription seems to be closer to an actual mortgage.

Whether in an exceptional or a regular situation, the epimenioi were entrusted
with financial duties, including the management of the income to provide for the
annual celebration (31-33) and the sale of the fleeces of the sacrificial victims; the
income surplus was spent on anathemata (1. 47f.). The epimenioi were also required
to account in detail for the money spent every year (ll. 45-47). In the latest edition
of the text by Carbon the reading based on the stone (AEITINQY) is re-established at
this point,*® rejecting thereby the previous reading (mpo Tod 8rjpov), which entailed
a participation of the people’s assembly of Halicarnassus in supervising the cult
group’s accounting.'®® Thus, the epimenioi had to give their account “on the second
day (scil. of the annual feast) before the dinner” (npo6 tob 8einvov), not “before the

people’s assembly”.7°

vmoTiOnut and the correlated substantives; on the hypotheke as a security measure aimed at protect-
ing the foundation capital see Laum 1914, 1, 170-174.

166 Carbon in Carbon/Pirenne-Delforge 2013, 108 (notes on 1. 12).

167 Cf. Wittenburg 1990, 115.

168 Carbon in Carbon/Pirenne-Delforge 2013, 104 (apparatus); cf. 74, fn. 32.

169 Cf. e.g. the edition of Sokolowski (LSAM 72), where the amendment which had been made at this
point is neither indicated through punctuation nor notified in the apparatus.

170 Cf. the statute of Epikteta’s foundation, which decrees the annual convocation of the members’
assembly on the second day of the feast (1. 203f.). The reading npo Tod Seinvov weakens the thesis of
A. Wittenburg 1998, especially 453, who considers the involvement of a civic institution in Poseidoni-
os’ foundation as an indication that family associations, particularly those of Poseidonios and Epikte-
ta, aimed at breaking the boundaries between the private and public sphere in order to reaffirm their
prestige of local established aristocracy in the changed socio-political conditions of the Hellenistic
age; however, the author’s remarks on the adoption of civic procedures and language by these family
cult foundations remain valid: on this point see also Stavrianopoulou 2006, especially 300 and 302.
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Unlike the texts seen so far, the inscription of Poseidonios does not refer explicitly
to the sacred status of land and buildings: indeed, the verb used to indicate the allo-
cation of properties for cult purposes is UnoTifnpt, which refers to the bond to which
they were subject, rather than to their sacredness, in contrast with the verb avatifnt
and the adjective iepdg in the Coan family cult foundations. The sacred status of the
land ép Mehawvaic, allocated as a pledge by Epikteta, is all the more doubtful since
her heirs had the option of transferring the hypotheke to another property. The prop-
erties of the gods were theoretically inalienable and unexchangeable, but quite a high
degree of flexibility in the actual management of the sacred land must be taken into
account.”® Sacred land, for example, could be mortgaged by cities,'”? and there are
cases in which assets belonging to deities worshipped by cult groups were alienat-
ed;'”® moreover, the special status of land belonging to gods could be disputed. This
is why claims to sacredness had to be bolstered by regulations and administrative
procedures ensuring the correct use of the sacred properties.”” As far as Poseidonios’
foundation is concerned, the sacredness can be implied at least in the terms temenos
and perhaps £évnpdalov, as the latter seems to appear exclusively in connection with
iepa Tepévn and igpd ywpio.”

As for the places intended for cult activities, it is difficult to determine how they
were conceived and arranged. The avAr, the kijrmog and the pvnueiov of 1. 17 prob-
ably formed one and the same complex, as they are mentioned in close sequence
and without any clarification of their location, unlike the plots mentioned immedi-
ately before and after this line. However, the phrasing of the text does not completely
rule out the possibility that the mnemeion and its attached properties lay in the same
place as the agros év ActungAaiat. While a funerary building attached to other struc-
tures and surrounded by land fit for agricultural use (t& mepl 10 pvnpeiov) is perfectly
plausible, ' the picture is complicated by the temenos being mentioned for the first
time at 1. 29, where its shared ownership is decreed in the event that the eldest son of
Poseidonios fails to fulfil his obligations (0 8¢ Tépevog evat [ko]wvov). The temenos is

171 Cf. Isager/Skydsgaard 1992, 182; Horster 2004, 12f.; Horster 2010, 444; cf. above, fn. 18.

172 Cf. Dignas 2002, 27f.; Horster 2004, 47-49; Velissaropoulos-Karakostas 2011, 2, 34f.

173 See Papazarkadas 2011, 197-204, for the alienation of properties belonging to Attic orgeonic
groups.

174 In this respect, the most debated and emblematic case is the dispute over the Hiera Orgas, the
sacred land of Demeter and Kore lying on the boundary between Athens and Megara: see now the
overview of Papazarkadas 2011, 244-259.

175 Cf. above, fn. 163.

176 Cf. Kubiniska 1968, 142-147 (funerary gardens and their possible use as a source of income);
129-132, 163 (land surrounding the funerary monument); 148-150 (structures around the funerary
monument); Ritti 2004, 470f., 509f. (with particular reference to Hierapolis of Phrygia in the Imperial
period); Vatin 1974, 355 (with reference to the kepos of Poseidonios’ inscription); Carroll-Spillecke
1989, 38, 58.



Family Cult Foundations in the Hellenistic Age = 173

Fig. 6: Reconstruction of the Charmyleion by P. Schazmann (taken from Schazmann 1934, 117, Abb. 5).

mentioned separately from the other goods liable to become the property of the cult
community in the same situation (. 28: eivat T& vmokeipeva k[olvd). The latter are
likely to be the same as the dypog and the évnpootov of 11. 15f. and 18 respectively, but
it is not clear whether the funerary monument and its related properties are implied
in the expression Ta Unokeipeva as well. If this is the case, the temenos has to be con-
sidered as an additional space, but could not be a mere piece of land used as a source
of income: indeed, although it was rented out and was therefore fit for residential or
agricultural use, it was also deemed appropriate for displaying the stele on which
the text under examination was inscribed (1. 49-51), and thus had to be an actual
sacred precinct intended for worship. In fact, when the temenos was an agricultural
plot lying elsewhere from the sanctuary of the deity who owned it, it was more com-
monly equipped with boundary stones which demarcated its divine ownership; on
the other hand, rent contracts of sacred land and regulations concerning its use were
usually displayed in the sanctuaries.””” As a parallel, the engraved base bearing the

177 Cf. Horster 2010, 441f., 454f.; a good example of boundary stones demarcating sacred land not
physically attached to a sanctuary is provided by a series of horoi from Aegina: cf. Polinskaya 2009.
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“Testament of Epikteta” can be considered: it was obviously set up in the cult place
(I. 273-276) and not in the landed property which Epikteta had allocated as a pledge
to ensure the annual payment of the amount decreed for cult expenses. Similarly,
the block inscribed with the foundation of Diomedon is likely to have been placed in
the sacred precinct, especially if the restoration of the deictic 168¢ at 1. 1 is correct:
Aliopgdwv avébnkle 10 Tépevog [T08e].

If the temenos and the mnemeion were two different structures, the former could
have been dedicated to the cult of the gods (Apollo of Telmessos, Zeus Patroos, and
the Mother of the Gods) and the latter to the burial of Poseidonios’ parents, Posei-
donios himself along with his wife and, probably, other family members, as was the
case in the Coan Charmyleion. A distinction between two sacred areas based on their
different cultic functions would find correspondence in the sanctuary completed by
Epikteta, which consisted of a Mouseion, dedicated to the cult of the Muses, and a
temenos, where the funerary monuments of the heroized family members stood (cf. 11.
35f.; 41-51).778 The two areas must have been distinct but adjacent since the inscribed
base that supported the lost statues of Epikteta and her two sons (fig. 7) was placed in
the Mouseion instead of the temenos, which could be envisaged as the most suitable
location because it was specifically dedicated to the commemoration of the deceased
family members. Epikteta’s inscription, however, attests that the temenos was meant
also as a funerary precinct: because of this, the possibility cannot be ruled out that
in Poseidonios’ inscription, too, the temenos was a funerary precinct including the
mnemeion and the attached properties.””® In this case, the arrangement would be
similar to that of the Charmyleion, where one building, surrounded by other struc-
tures, gardens, and land, was probably used for both the funerary and the divine cult.
In contrast, the dypdg and the évnpdatov of 11. 15f. and 18 respectively were located
elsewhere, as is shown by the topographical clarification concerning them. It cannot
be ruled out, however, that the mnemeion was also €v Aotunghaia, like the dypdg: if
this was the case, the funerary monument and the temenos have to be considered as
two different structures, even though the comparison to the other family sanctuaries/
tombs from Cos and Thera speaks in favour of an adjacency of (if not overlap between)
the areas dedicated to the divine and the funerary cults respectively.

The absence of explicit reference to the structures used for the worship of the
gods might be surprising, because they played an essential role in the cult as the
recipients of the sacrifices (1l. 36-38). Setting aside the Theran Mouseion, whose cultic
function is self-evident, the architectural terminology of Diomedon’s inscription also
provides clues to structures connected in some way to the divine cult (temenos, oikia,

178 Cf. Wittenburg, 139-143.

179 Carbon in Carbon/Pirenne-Delforge 2013, 109 (notes on 1. 17) only touches on this possibility, but
the comparison with the temenos and the kepos of Diomedon’s foundation is not completely satisfac-
tory because these were not specifically funerary in nature.
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Fig. 7: Reconstruction of the base bearing the “Testament of Epikteta” with the statues originally
arranged on its top (taken from Wittenburg 1990, Tav. 2).

hieron), and the same goes for the inscriptions of Pythion (hieron) and Charmylos
(oikia). As for Poseidonios’ inscription, some clues in this respect might come from
the term avAr], which is attested in connection with sanctuaries as a courtyard where
statues, stelae and votive offerings could be displayed.'®® If this was the case, the
avAr] of Poseidonios’ inscription might also be the place where the votive offerings
mentioned at 1. 48 were arranged. A good example of an avAr| used for this and other
purposes is the so-called “Etablissement des Poseidoniastes de Bérytos” on Delos,
since it is the cult and meeting place of a private religious association, albeit ethnic
in nature. In an honorary inscription to one of its benefactors, the Roman banker
Marcus Minatius Sextus, the association of the “Berytian Merchants, Shippers and
warehouse Workers” decreed the location of his statue in “a place chosen by him
in the courtyard [...] or in whatever other place he may decide, except a place in the
temples and the porticos”.’®! The architectural complex, which is relatively well pre-

180 See Pippidi 1966, 90-93; cf. e.g. IG 112 1329: the honorary decree for Chaireas Dionysiou, secretary
of the Attic orgeones of the Mother of the Gods, was to be displayed in the courtyard of the sanctuary
(11. 28f.: Gvaypdapat 8¢ T68e O Yriglopa gig oAy Abivny kai otfioat £v Tel avAel ToD iepoD).

181 I.Délos 1520 (after 153/152 B.C.), 11. 23-25; translation (slightly modified) from Ascough/Harland/
Kloppenborg 2012, 136-139, no. 224.
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served, includes three courtyards.’®® The aule mentioned in the inscription is proba-
bly to be identified with the courtyard indicated by the letter X on the plan drawn by
Picard (fig. 8), because it was a cultic and representative place (“cour d’honneur”), as
has been inferred from the findings in situ (altars and an exedra intended for display-
ing honorary statues) and from its proximity to the most sacred area of the complex
with rooms serving as shrines.®?

Fig. 8: Plan of the “Etablissement des Poseidoniastes de Bérytos”, Delos (taken from Triimper 2002,
267, Abb. 1)

By comparison, the avAr] seems to be more rarely attested in the terminology spe-
cifically concerned with funerary architecture,’®* even though monumental tombs

182 Cf. Picard 1921, 77-112; for a concise description of the structure of this building as a whole, see
Triimper 2002, 266 with Abb. 1 (plan based on Picard 1921, pl. I).

183 Cf. Bruneau 1970, 623-626; cf. Hellmann 1992, 60f.; for a description of the courtyard X and the
findings in situ, see Picard 1921, 21-33.

184 The term is not listed among the Greek words analyzed by Kubifiska 1968 (see Index, 175-178)
in her work on the architectural terminology referring to the funerary monuments of Asia Minor: the
only (but rare) terms which come close to aOAr are mepiavlov and nieptavAiov, which seem to refer
to the land surrounding the funerary monument (132, 163); see Sartre in Lewis/Sartre-Fauriat/Sartre
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of the Hellenistic age with various buildings or rooms organized around (peristyle)
courts are archaeologically known.'® On the other hand, we cannot ignore the fact
that the term is frequently used in connection with farmsteads, all the more so as
this use is attested in Caria. Even though avAn literally indicates the courtyard of the
farmstead, it seems also to have been used to refer to the estate as a whole as a pars
pro toto.’®® With regard to the inscription being examined, it is interesting to note that
in some cases funerary monuments have been discovered within or in close prox-
imity to Anatolian farmsteads dating from the Classical age onwards. These burials
must have belonged to the owners of the properties concerned.'® The inclusion of
Poseidonios’ inscription in a similar framework might entail a location of the mne-
meion-complex in the countryside. Even though an urban localization of properties
fitted for agricultural use cannot always be ruled out,*®® the presence of the funerary
monument point to a rural structure. The findspot of the stele, nevertheless, does
not help in this respect, because at its discovery it was broken in several fragments
(later recomposed), which were built into the house of Hadji Captan, not far west of
the Maussolleion terrace, that is, within the city walls of Halicarnassus.'®® That this
was the original location of the stone, however, is unlikely, because the whole action
of Poseidonios is the result of a private initiative, without any involvement of the city,
which was the only authority entitled to bestow the honour of burial within the urban
centre on prominent citizens and their families.’° If it was located outside the city,

1996, 87, no. 52, for an inscription from Hauran (Bosra al-Hariri), which records the building of a
pvnpiov and an avAr in front of it: the latter has been interpreted as a “résidence a cour”; a similar
interpretation can be found in Sartre-Fauriat 2001, 19f., with regard to other inscriptions from Hauran
showing the construction of tombs near aulai: the author does not rule out the possibility that aOAr}
indicates the precinct of the tomb (possibly including a funerary garden), but points out that avAr as
a rural court-residence is more frequent; based on this, she hypothesizes that the tombs concerned
were built in close proximity to country dwellings or within their courtyards; note, however, that the
context of Hauran is obviously different from that of the Halicarnassus inscription.

185 For instance, the Heroon of Kalydon and the Heroon I of Milet: see Kader 1995, 205-211 with Abb.
3.4 and 3.6.

186 Cf. Hellmann 1992, 59f.; Schuler 1998, 59-61; Chandezon 1998, 43—46.

187 Cf. Geppert 1996; Hailer 2000; Lohmann 1999, notably 454-456, 464; Chandezon 2003, 204, 213;
Carstens 2004, 50-52; isolated funerary periboloi of the Classical period found in the Attic countryside
have been connected to family farmsteads or landed properties: cf. Marchiandi 2011, 107-109 (with
interesting reference to literary sources which highlight the praxis of placing the tomb on one’s land-
ed property), 158-160; a similar feature has been observed in the north-Aegean area (e.g. present-day
Bulgaria), where imposing mound burials located in isolated sites have been discovered: Archibald
2013, 297-300; for the location of these tombs see 151, fig. 4.7; 153, fig. 4.8.

188 Cf. Schuler 1998, 60f. with fn. 18.

189 Cf. Carbon in Carbon/Pirenne-Delforge 2013, 101.

190 For the same reason Carbon in Carbon/Pirenne-Delforge 2013, 109, admits the possibility that
Poseidonios’ stele is a pierre errante; on the burial within the city in the Hellenistic age, see Gauthier
1985, 60—66; Chiricat 2005; Galli 2007-2008; Ehrhardt 2008.
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the cult complex established by Poseidonios would join the Charmyleion and proba-
bly the sanctuary of Heracles Diomedonteios in the type of family sanctuaries/tombs
erected on the estate belonging to the family.

Since Epikteta’s foundation provides a close comparison for land allocated as a
pledge (but also for the arrangement of the cult complex established by Poseidonios),
some of its features have already been mentioned, but more is needed to complete the
picture. By all appearances, the funds on which the foundation was based came from
Epikteta’s personal possessions: the plots allocated as a pledge on the total amount
of the foundation funds (3,000 drachmas) are defined as avTtékTnTa YWpia (1. 32),
namely, properties personally held by Epikteta, even though the way in which they
were acquired remained unspecified. These have to be distinguished from her other
means to which the text refers, Ta GAa pot bidpyovta (11. 37f.), probably connected
with Epikteta’s paternal inheritance, including her dowry.*** Since Epikteta is named
as the executor of the last will of her husband and then of her second deceased son
(cf. 11. 7-27)," the issue remains open as to whether the directions they gave her on
the point of death included endowments aimed at bringing the project to comple-
tion.’ As far as it is possible to understand from the mere textual data, the prop-
erty allocated for funding the cult institution seems to fall into the category of the
patp@ia.’®* In accordance with the legitimate inheritance rights, Epikteta’s assets
were bequeathed to her daughter Epiteleia and subsequently to her descendants (1.
30-41). All of the related obligations rested on the heirs, including the annual remit-
tance of the income intended for the religious meeting of the cult community (210
drachmas),'® but the management of this amount was in the hands of the kowvov oD
avBpeiov TwWv ouyyev@v. For this purpose, a complex administrative system, hierar-
chical in nature, was enacted in the foundation statute which immediately follows
Epikteta’s will (1l. 109-288). The community officials were appointed annually by
the members’ assembly (cUAAoyog), which was the highest deliberative authority of
the association and probably consisted of the twenty-five men listed in 11. 81-93 of
the testament, but their sons were also almost certainly included in the number of
councillors, because the text specifies that they were to attain membership in the
cult community with full rights at the end of the ephebia (11. 135-139; cf. 11. 96f.).2° An
administrator (&ptuTrip) was entrusted with the collection of the annual income from

191 Cf. Wittenburg 1990, 73, 85-88; Stavrianopoulou 2006, 141, 152f.; see Velissaropoulos-Karakostas
2011, 2, 52-54, on the avTtokTNTA possessions and on the distinction between them and those that
women acquired by inheritance or dowry (with reference to the “Testament of Epikteta”).

192 Cf. Wittenburg 1990, 84; Stavrianopoulou 2006, 297-300.

193 Cf. Wittenburg 1990, 77-79; Stavrianopoulou 2006, 142.

194 On the patp@ia and matpdia goods cf. Velissaropoulos-Karakostas 2011, 2, 48-50.

195 Cf. Wittenburg 1990, 74f.

196 Cf. Wittenburg 1990, 112-114.
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Epikteta’s heirs and with distributing it as required (1l. 221-229)."” He was subordi-
nate to a supervisor (émiooo@og; cf. 11. 223f.), who was in charge of the accounting as a
whole (1. 213-215) along with many other duties connected with overseeing the obser-
vance of the testament and statute (1. 205-207); his tasks also included the role of
secretary, as he had to draw up the documents relating to the association (lists of the
officials, payments of any fines incurred in violations against the decreed regulations,
decisions made by the association: 11. 207-213).%%® All of the male members of the asso-
ciation had to serve in turn as cult ministers (epimenioi). They were obliged to fulfil
the office once at their own expense in order of seniority, supplying wine, crowns,
musical entertainment and perfumed oil (1l. 134-141), whereas the sacrificial victims
were probably paid for by the association. After all of the community members had
served as cult ministers at their own expense, the three epimenioi appointed every
year received the necessary funds from the administrator (Il. 155-161).**° Because of
this free service obligation, the association had, at least in the early period of its life,
an income surplus which was invested in the form of loans by specifically appointed
officials (¢ySavelotai: 11. 146-155).2°° Several measures were taken in order to protect
the foundation, including fines and penalties (such as temporary exclusion from the
cult community) as well as the appointment of special committees called to intervene
in any violations against the testament and the statute (241-254).2%

A similar balance between inheritance rights and management rights can be
seen with respect to the cult place, which was bequeathed to Epiteleia as the legit-
imate heiress, but was submitted to the control of the cult community in order to
ensure its proper use in accordance with Epikteta’s will (1l. 35-57). As mentioned,
the cult place was made up of two components corresponding to the twofold cult
practised by the koinon. There are no clues to the structure of the Mouseion, which
might have consisted of a temple or an open-air precinct with an altar inside.?° In
both cases, however, dining structures must have been included, as the text states
that the annual three-day meeting, during which at least one community meal was

197 The administrator was in general involved in the operations concerning cash management: cf.
Wittenburg 1990, 108f.

198 The first supervisor was also in charge of recording the testament and statute on the stone and
on wooden tablets; moreover, he had to appoint an archivist entrusted with the upkeep of the associa-
tion’s written documents (11. 267-286); on the duties of the supervisor and the archivist see Wittenburg
1990, 103-107, 109-111.

199 Cf. Wittenburg 1990, 100-103; see above, fn. 55.

200 Cf. Wittenburg 1990, 109, 116.

201 Cf. Wittenburg 1990, 111f., 116-118.

202 Examples of sanctuaries shaped like this are mentioned by Hellmann 2006, 122-126: e.g. the
Mouseion of Thespiae, which still in the 3rd century B.C. consisted of an altar, a long porch and a
theatre; cf. also 146f. for the altar as the essential element of every sanctuary.
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scheduled,?*? took place in the Mouseion (1l. 61f.; 118f.; 131-133); banquets could also
be held in the open spaces of the sanctuaries or within temporary structures set up
there.?** Actually, Epikteta hopes in her testament for the future construction of a stoa
in the temenos (11. 48-50: un8e évolkodopufoat &v T Tepevel pndév, i ka pr| TIg oToav
oikoSopfoat poatpeital; “nor [shall anybody have the right] to build anything in the
temenos, unless somebody wants to build a stoa”); this could be for convivial use,
but other functions cannot be ruled out.?°> When used for banquets within sanctu-
aries, a stoa mainly served as the connecting structure for dining rooms (often called
oikoi) arranged in a row, also providing them with a monumental fagade as well as
a covered space in front; there are also cases in which the banquets were held in the
stoa itself.2%¢

The temenos was certainly a precinct enclosing the funerary monuments, here
called fp@ta. This term lends itself to a wide range of applications including a whole
funerary complex, a free-standing building, or sepulchral monuments such as
niches, aedicules, or sarcophagi located in the middle of a precinct or built into its
walls.2%” One of the latter must have been the case of the heroa under examination,
but the text does not provide other clues to the shape of these funerary monuments.
The arrangement of a burial within a temenos might recall some open-air hero cult
places from the Geometric period onwards, arisen around the presumed tombs of
mythical or historical personalities. Two examples of this are the Heroon of Pelops in
the sanctuary at Olympia (5th century B.C.) and the Heroon of Opheltes in the sanc-
tuary at Nemea (several phases starting from the 4th century B.C.).2°® A similar shape
recurs in some Hellenistic heroa which were privately built for prominent individuals
recently deceased, whether explicitly heroized or not.?*® A good example, which has
indeed been mentioned as a comparison for the family temenos of Thera,?*° is the
heroon of Gélbast Trysa (Lycia; ca. 360-350 B.C.) (figs. 9 and 10),?** which probably

203 Cf. Wittenburg 1990, 133-137.

204 Cf. Leypold 2008, 193.

205 E.g. shelter for the participants in cult activities or display of votive offerings: on the multifunc-
tional nature and various possible shapes of stoai in sanctuaries, cf. Hellmann 2006, 212-218.

206 Cf. Borker 1983; Hellmann 2006, 216, 222-225; epigraphic evidence for a stoa built against a
row of dining rooms (oikoi) is provided by a rent contract from the Herakleion of Thasos, which en-
tails building activities by the lessee (IG XII Suppl. 353, . 13: [oikoSoprioel 8¢ kai oikoug mevTe] 0Ok
£AGoo0UG EMTA KAVDV Kal TTapd ToUToug aTwiv): see Leypold 2008, 125-128.

207 Cf. Kubinska 1968, 26-31; Wittenburg 1990, 146f.; Weber 2004, 151f.

208 Cf. Hellmann 2006, 275-277 and figs. 220, no. 8 and 381; for other examples dating from the Ge-
ometric and Archaic periods, see Mazarakis Ainian in Damaskos et al. 2004, 133-140.

209 Modern archaeological language has generalised the use of the term heroon to indicate several
kinds of monumental tombs independently of the actual heroization of the individuals buried there-
in: cf. Hellmann 2006, 275-287.

210 Cf. Wittenburg 1990, 139-141.

211 See Oberleitner 1994; for the sculptural decoration see Landskron 2011.
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Fig. 9: Plan of the Heroon of Gdlbasi Trysa (Lycia) with indication of the scenes depicted in the peri-
bolos’ frieze (taken from Oberleitner 1994, 20, Abb. 24).

belonged to a local ruler and consisted of an open-air precinct enclosed by a peribo-
los lavishly embellished with friezes; the inner area included the burial, represented
by a monumental sarcophagus in the middle of the temenos, a quadrangular base
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by the northern wall probably used as an altar, and traces of a wooden structure at
the south-east corner which was likely used for banquets and seems to recall the
stoa that Epikteta wanted for her funerary temenos. The so-called periboloi of Attica,
dating to the 5th and 4th centuries B.C.,>*? can also provide a good comparison as
they are open-air funerary monuments which gather the burials of a variable number
of family members belonging in several cases to more than one generation and to
various degrees of kinship.?3

AT ¥

Fig. 10: Remains of the Heroon of Gdlbasi Trysa, Lycia (taken from Oberleitner 1994, 19, Abb. 23).

The sepulchral cluster is delimited by a pi-shaped enclosure, or at least by a wall
as a monumental facade, on top of which stood several kinds of semata and inscrip-
tions referring to the individuals buried within the precinct.?* Even though the geo-
graphical and chronological context is different, the number of sculptures charac-
teristic for Attic periboloi might recall the &vSpiavteg, the {@ia, and the dydApata

212 For the chronology of the periboloi and for the fenced-in family tombs predating the Classical
period, see Marchiandi 2011, 19-34.

213 See Marchiandi 2011, notably 35-46.

214 See Marchiandi 2011, notably 47-78.
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mentioned in Epikteta’s inscription.?”® According to the finds in situ, funerary rituals
took place in the internal space of the periboloi.**¢

Since the text does not mention landed properties surrounding the Mouseion and
the funerary temenos, the sanctuary of Thera cannot be included with certainty in the
pattern seen so far, which shows a family sanctuary/tomb resting on the family estate.
Furthermore, unlike the cases from Cos and Halicarnassus, the cult place is not used
as a source of income; therefore an actual economic value is not added to the sacral
meaning of the place. Precisely because of this, however, a particular significance can
be attributed to the regulations concerning the use of the spaces (Il. 41-57). The tes-
tament denies anyone the right to sell, mortgage, exchange, or alienate the Mouseion
and the temenos, along with the statues located therein, or to carry away any object;
moreover, nobody was allowed to build anything else in the temenos except for a stoa,
nor did anybody have the right to use the Mouseion for personal reasons except for the
weddings of Epiteleia’s descendants. The koinon was vested with the responsibility
and authority to prevent such violations (I1. 52f.: kOpilov £€oTtw TO KOWOV; cf. 1. 57).

The adoption of measures aimed at ensuring the inalienable nature of the funds
is a feature common to all of the foundations, including those intended for public
enjoyment.?" Similar prohibitions also occur in simple funerary inscriptions as a way
to prevent misuse and usurpation of the burial place and attached properties, and
the place where the tomb lay was sometimes explicitly called a locus religiosus;**®
however, norms of this kind are all the more significant in foundations such as those
being examined, where a well-defined family group is called to share a cult space
for joint ritual actions which are formally regulated and funded. The prevention of
any free initiative within the sanctuary activates a dialectic between the individual
and the group which is solved in favour of the group, but it has been shown that the
cult place of Epikteta’s family was not meant as a source of income and, accordingly,
it was not an integral part of the funds. The only exceptions to the prohibition of
using the sanctuary for purposes other than the annual community meeting were,
significantly, the wedding celebrations of Epiteleia’s descendants, crucial events for
perpetuating the direct descent of Phoenix, father of Epiteleia and husband of Epik-
teta. The ultimate aim of the foundation, in fact, seems to have been the preservation
of the male line, which is highlighted through both the official denomination of the
cult community (which clearly values the male component: kowvov Tod &GvBpeiov T@Wv
ovyyev@v) and the bestowing of the priesthood on the son of Epiteleia and on his

215 The sculptural decoration of the Mouseion and the temenos is briefly dealt with by Wittenburg
1990, 144-147.

216 See Marchiandi 2011, notably 92-94.

217 Cf. Laum 1914, 1, 178-193.

218 Cf. Ritti 2004, 474f., 510-530 (with particular reference to Hierapolis of Phrygia in the Imperial
age); cf. also Harter-Uibopuu 2010, notably 257-261.
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descendants after him. By a twist of fate, this responsibility rested on the heads of the
two surviving women of the family, one of whom was affiliated to Phoenix’s family by
marriage rather than by legitimate descent.?*?

The interpretation of the above prohibitions as a way to ensure the exclusively
shared use of the sacred space sheds light on the analogous regulations in Diome-
don’s foundation (1. 80-86), where “those who share the sacred things” are forbid-
den from farming the temene, from dwelling in some buildings which belonged to the
sanctuary (the xenones and the oikia within the temenos), and from using the building
in the hieron (lesche?) and the peripatos as a storehouse (or refuge). There may be an
economic reason behind these prohibitions, since the cult place was also a source
of income, but besides this, there may be a connection between the sharing of the
“sacred things”, which the denomination of the cult community clearly claims, and
the joint use of the sacred spaces. The prohibitions aimed to prevent privatization of
the sacred spaces by single members of the cult community for uses different from
those decreed. It is hardly coincidental that here, too, an exception was made for the
wedding celebrations of the founder’s descendants, but this right was reserved for
those who were in need at the moment of their marriage: a regulation which points
towards family solidarity as a basic principle of the cult community (11. 86-90).22° The
other permitted exceptions concern the usage of the sanctuary spaces in case of wat,
but the phrasing of the text does not clarify whether the permission only concerns
the last item mentioned (1l. 84-86: und¢ &mobrixknt xp&obal Ti[L Aéalynt AL &v Tt
lep@1L pnd&{v} @1 mepimdrtw(i] dp pr mOAepoG L), or extends to the two previous ones
(farming the temene and dwelling in the xenones and in the oikia). In any case, it is
important to point out that in emergency situations the resources of the sanctuary
could be converted to uses different from those for which they were conceived. Such
uses can be compared with the “profane things” mentioned in Pythion’s foundation,
where the reference might apply to the sanctuary’s goods, whose enjoyment was evi-
dently subject to specific regulations. As the text states that the sanctuary had to be
shared among all of the founder’s descendants, the “profane things” might have also
included possible use of the sacred spaces by individual members of the cult com-
munity for purposes not sacral, but similar to the agricultural and residential uses
which the foundation of Diomedon forbids. This does not necessarily mean that any
“profane” use was forbidden, but that eventual “profane” uses were regulated or only

219 Cf. van Bremen 1996, 214-216; Stavrianopoulou 2006, 142, 297-299, who also points out that Epik-
teta earned a legitimate position within Phoenix’s family because of her total commitment to perpet-
uating the male line according to the wishes of Phoenix and Andragoras.

220 The same meaning is to be attributed to the fact that on the occasion of nuptials taking place in
the sanctuary the gere to which the priest was normally entitled were given to the person celebrating
his wedding, along with other portions of the sacrificial victims (1l. 100-104); cf. Campanelli 2011,
notably 669f.
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admitted in exceptional situations, such as war in Diomedon’s foundation.?** The
latter contains another set of regulations concerning the management of the sacred
spaces (1. 43-47): besides the prohibitions of sale and mortgage, appropriating the
temenos and the attached buildings to oneself (£181G{eaBau) is also forbidden. The
verb €£181a{eoBau is formed upon 810G (“one’s own”, “private”, “personal”), which is
the opposite of kowvog,?*? and therefore calls attention, again, to sharing as the only
acceptable way to properly enjoy the spaces.

The dialectic between idion and koinon as a common feature in the sphere of
private associations can be illustrated through two examples, different in nature but
both involving the management of community spaces. The first concerns the three
decrees issued by the gentilicial group of the Klytidai on Chios in order to endorse the
construction of an oikog Tepéviog iepdg, also called kotvog oikog (4th century B.C.).2
This “sacred house belonging to the temenos”, or “shared house”, was intended for
keeping the iepd T kowvé, otherwise indicated as T& natp@ia iepd, that is, the ances-
tral sacred objects of the community which were previously preserved in the iSiwTikai
oikial, probably understood as single families which belonged to the Klytidai and
had been the privileged holders of the hiera up to that time. The transfer of these to
the shared house certainly aimed at cementing the group identity on a more egal-
itarian basis through a wider sharing of the sacred objects, which thereby became
really koina. The process toward the koinon is fulfilled in the third decree, through the
clause which sanctions the collective enjoyment (11. 27f.: xpfioBat KAvtiSag xowvijt) of
the house and the plot surrounding it, forbidding individual usage by any person or
group (@atpia).?**

The second example is a passage of Theophrastus’ testament, which Laum
includes in the number of the foundations he collects.?” The text, in fact, shows many

221 For the relationship between the regulations concerning the usage of spaces in Diomedon’s foun-
dation and the “profane things” of Pythion’s foundation, see Campanelli 2012a, especially 87-90,
where reference is also made to sacred laws which forbid or limit individual uses of material resources
belonging to sanctuaries.

222 Cf. Liddell/Scott/Jones 1968, s.v. £§81aCopat and i81og.

223 Reference is made to the edition of Graf 1985, 428f., no. 3; the considerations which follow are
based on the interpretation of this inscription by Brulé 1998 (= Brulé 2007, 385-403).

224 For the interpretation of the word @atpia see Brulé 1998, 317f.

225 D.L. V 52, 9-54, 6 (= Laum 1914, 2, no. 15, not including the full passage); Dareste/Haussoulli-
er/Reinach 1898, 108, compare Epikteta’s foundation with Theophrastus’ testament in view of both
the inalienable nature of the private properties allocated as cult/meeting places and the designation
by name of those having the right to membership in the respective communities; the authors argue,
however, that the juridical status of the two were different, since the philosophical communities had
no legal personality; in their view, this is demonstrated by the way in which Theophrastus’ bequest
was handed down to subsequent successors as can be reconstructed through the testaments of the
two peripatetic philosophers, Strato and Lyco, who seem to have become, in succession, the exclusive
holders of the property allocated by Theophrastus for the philosophical activities; cf. D.L. V 70 for



186 —— Sara Campanelli

similarities with the foundations examined here. The bequest of the philosopher was
to the benefit of a well-defined group of kowvwvobvteg whose names are listed. They
were called to share the kfimov kal TOV TepimaTov kal TAG oikiag TAG TIPOG TG KAMW
naoag, provided that they owned these spaces in common and enjoyed them in terms
of familiarity and friendship (0¢g &v iepov Kowifi kekTnuevolg kal T mPog dAAAoug
oikeiwg kal IAK@OGS xpwpévolg) for the established purpose, namely, joint philosophic
practice. The estate, which was conceived as sacred (wg Gv iepdv), was declared to be
inalienable and nobody was permitted to appropriate it for himself. The prohibition
of self-appropriation is expressed by the same verb used in Diomedon’s foundation,
€€1616le0Bat, which contrasts with the following adverb kowif], “in common”. Both
the affiliates of the philosophical community and the descendants of Diomedon were
kowwvobvteg, and what they shared with their respective fellow members were not
only activities, whether intellectual or ritual, but also the places where such activities
were performed.

Albeit in different and not always explicit ways, the concept of koinon recurs in all
of the family cult foundations seen so far, and goes beyond the self-evident sharing
of ritual actions, also embracing spatial and patrimonial values. Both Diomedon’s
and Epikteta’s foundations make this explicit through the designation of the respec-
tive cult communities. In both texts a number of prohibitions aimed at preventing
any individual use of the cult place, which was reserved for collective enjoyment;
however, there are some differences between the two foundations. In that of Diome-
don the physical and patrimonial overlap between sacred funds and sacred spaces is
phrased through the broad and multifaceted sense of hiera, “the sacred things” which
were to be fully shared among the community members; in Epikteta’s foundation,
on the other hand, the situation is more elaborate, since a logistic and patrimonial
distinction is made between the foundation assets and the cult place: indeed, the
plots allocated as a pledge lay elsewhere from the sanctuary which, in turn, was not
an integral part of the funding system; both were bequeathed to the legitimate heiress
Epiteleia, but the management of the funds and the supervision over the cult place
were shared among the community members, who enacted an administrative and
deliberative koinonia by means of a complex organisational system.

A somewhat similar situation can be seen in Poseidonios’ foundation, where the
principle of primogeniture was respected in designating the founder’s firstborn as the
beneficiary of the properties allocated for funding the cult, but in this case, too, the
community members were entrusted with management of the funds through the office
of epimenios; they also appear as a deliberative body in the sanction formula of the
dogma by which the foundation is ratified and enacted (11. 22-23: £60&ev ITooel8wviwt
Kal ToiG £kyovolg ToiG £k Iooedwviov kail Toig eiAn@oatv €€ avt@v). Unlike Epikteta’s

the passage of Lyco’s testament concerning the bequest of the peripatos to a group of ten friends who
intended to use it to carry on with their philosophical studies.
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foundation and similar to that of Diomedon, the revenues came, at least partially,
from the cult place, which thereby turns out to have an economic value too. Signifi-
cantly, the term kowvov appears in reference to the passage of the properties under the
ownership of the cult community in the event that Poseidonios’ eldest son failed to
fulfil his obligations. In contexts such as this, the phrase givat kowov (cf. 11. 28f.) indi-
cates an internal transition to an extended ownership which occurs completely pri-
vately, in contrast with svat dnudotov, which refers to something that is or becomes
public.??® The latter formula appears for example in a civic decree from the island
of Anaphe,”” by which a place in the sanctuary of Apollo Asgelatas was granted to
a private citizen who had requested it in order to build a public temple of Aphrodite
(ﬁpsv Sapoatov: 11. 21; 28) at his own expense.??®

The same difference between “public” and “in common” can be seen in the
private status of the sanctuary founded by Pythion: the fact that this had to be held in
common by all of his descendants (11. 15f.: T0 8¢ iepov £0Tw TOV VIOV TTGVTWVY KOWVGV)
certainly fits the practice of a joint sacrifice therein (1. 7: ouvBuévtwv), but a shared
ownership of the material resources of the sanctuary can be supposed, even though it
is not possible to specify the conditions and requirements on which it was based, due
to the document’s brevity. The same goes for Charmylos’ foundation, known from a
horos which is by nature concise and does not specify the regulations concerning the
use of the properties consecrated by the founder. However, the shared enjoyment of
the sacred spaces by the family group named after Charmylos is very likely.

In conclusion, a brief reference can be made to the two fragments from Thera
and Halicarnassus. The inscription from Thera?®® mentions ywpia (1. 1; 3; 7), which
may have served as sources of income, and probably refers to building or mainte-
nance activities within the cult place (I. 2: £mokevag[ni; 1. 4: T& 8éo]vta érmugkev[ag];
1. 5: gTeYVoV). The remains of 11. 8f. concern prohibitions which, however, seem to be
slightly different from those in the foundations of Diomedon and Epikteta, because the
employed formulas are characteristic of the funerary sphere: ur éxét[w 8¢ é€ovaiav
undeic 6£plev GAAov pnbéva [ TO Tépevog: Eotw 8¢ 0] Belg kal VIESIKOG TW[L Sdpwt
T Ogpaiwv Spalypdv yhidv, kai 0 £n[i6ekatov £0Tw TOD KOWOD] TV GUYYEVDV.
The verb tifnpL, referring to a person (un6éva), technically indicates the burial rights
within a funerary monument (“to put someone”, that is, “to bury”); fines against vio-

226 Cf. Migeotte 2006, especially 188-190, where he points out that the concept of koinon in Poseido-
nios’ foundation has been misunderstood by Hegyi 1976, 85f., in her attempt to demonstrate the way
in which sanctuaries originally in private ownership were liable to become public; in other contexts,
however, the term koinon is used as a synonym of demosion: cf. e.g. Velissaropoulos-Karakostas 2011,
2,36-38.

227 IG XII 3, 248 (ca. end of the 3rd century B.C.).

228 He was, however, allowed to use materials made available by the sanctuary: cf. 11. 9f.

229 Cf. above, fn. 86.
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lations are also a common feature in these contexts.”*® Accordingly, it is likely that the
foundation from Thera dealt with the funerary cult at a family tomb, but it is not pos-
sible to determine from the surviving text whether a cult of deities was also included.

The inscription from Halicarnassus?*! refers to an oikia which may have belonged
to the syggeneis mentioned in the lines immediately preceding and following 1. 4 (1}
oikia €otw T@V [ovyyev@v—]). It would have been interesting to know the nature
of this “house”, but from what remains of the text it is not possible to understand
whether it was a mere source of income or had a cultic function similar to that of
the oikia in Diomedon’s and Charmylos’ foundations. The reference to the polis in 1.
7 (ep moAeL pdg Toig [—]) certainly concerns the localization of properties allocated
for funding the cult.?>> Whatever the nature of the cult was, it must have included an
animal sacrifice, since the omAdyxva are mentioned at 1. 9. The allocation of proper-
ties lying within the city might differentiate this foundation slightly from the previ-
ous ones, which seem to show a more rural context. Besides this urban real estate,
however, landed properties must also have been involved, as the last preserved lines
(11-16) deal with the rent conditions of an &ypog.

Finally, a fragment from Cos deserves to be mentioned because it might fall into
the category of family cult foundations.?** From what remains of the text, indeed, it
is possible to reconstruct a testamentary formula similar to that in the “Testament of
Epikteta”: €in [pév pot DylaivovTt Ta EpovTod Slokelv’ £av 8¢ TL Tilepi pe yivnTal T@v

av[Bpwmivwy, katoeinw - - - - - - - - ].23* The other surviving words concern a conse-
cration of an aypdg, possibly including an oikia, and something else which is lost:
Gviep® TOV Gypov T[ov ---- - - - kal TV oiki]av trv éni oD dypo[D - ------------- a]

viep® 8¢ [kal. It is not possible to know, however, whether the family of the testator
was the beneficiary of the bequest or the purpose for which this was intended, even
though the consecration of land points to a cult foundation.?*

230 Cf. Ritti 2004, 494f., 513f., 539-548 (with particular reference to Hierapolis in Phrygia in the Im-
perial period); the term temenos referring to the burial place was restored by Hiller von Gaertringen
(cf. above, fn. 87) who was convinced that this inscription was connected with Epikteta’s foundation.
231 Cf. above, fn. 88.

232 Cf. e.g. TAM 11 1037 (= Laum 1914, 1, no. 138a): allocation of “three houses lying in front of the
stadium” in order to fund annual libations for the deceased Pheidias and Arete (Olympos, Lycia; Im-
perial period).

233 Laum 1914, 2, 57, no. 48; for another similar fragment cf. Segre 1993, ED 219.

234 Cf. Epikteta’s foundation, 11. 5-7: €in pév pot ytawvovaoat kat cwifopévar Ta idia dlokey, i 8¢ Ti ka
yévntat mepi pe Tov avBpwmivwv, AroAeinw KTA.

235 The same verb is used in the foundation of Phanomachos seen above.
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5 Conclusions

During the Hellenistic age, the creation of family cults addressed either to deities or
jointly to deities and deceased family members brought into being family cult com-
munities which were responsible for both the continuity of the cult institution and the
management of the funds intended for this purpose.

The fact that two fragments from Thera and Halicarnassus (and possibly a third
fragment from Cos) can probably be added to the documentary cluster (all from the
south-Aegean Doric area), suggests that the phenomenon, at least in these locali-
ties, might have been more widespread than the main dossier of the five relatively
well-preserved inscriptions would lead us to believe.

The comparative analysis of the texts provides a consistent picture of a well-cod-
ified family institution. From a religious point of view, a trend toward the heroization
of deceased family members is apparent, even though the chronology of the inscrip-
tions and textual data do not allow us to accept the idea of a linear development
toward the bestowal of the actual title of hero on the deceased, passing through an
intermediate stage in which they were indirectly heroized by means of their cultic
connection with deities or divine personifications. However, this old, going back
to W. Kamps interpretation has the merit of identifying the placement of deceased
family members under the aegis of a family’s patron deities as a feature of family cult
foundations in the Hellenistic age. Kamps is also right in considering the heroization,
whether incipient or fulfilled, of recently deceased people as a religious expression
of a new family solidarity more restricted than the clan, which recognized itself in
the worship of remote shared forefathers. The application of this theory has allowed
S. Sherwin-White to ascribe to the number of family cult foundations the horos from
Cos, bearing traces of the foundation of Charmylos, who has been recognized as a
recently deceased founder of a family cult instead of as a mythical eponymous hero.
The essential data provided by this document and its archaeological context has con-
tributed to further research. The result of later studies on family structure in different
places and times lead us to reject the idea of a generalized passage from an extended
to a nuclear family during the Hellenistic period. Nonetheless, Kamps’ interpretation
suggests the necessity of studying family cult foundations in the light of sociopolitical
and historical factors that likely affected the structure and identity of the family. This
has partially been attempted in more recent times, by interpreting family cult founda-
tions as a strategy of aggregation to cope with external (sociopolitical upheavals) and
internal (mortality, migration) dangers which could undermine the social recognition
of the family or its survival.

The analysed texts show the intention for self-representation in the private pan-
theon created by the founders, where a common thread is the juxtaposition of gods
closely connected with the household sphere and gods borrowed from the civic pan-
theon or from cults of sub-polis groups. The adherence to the religious traditions of
the polis and its internal subdivisions reveals a will to display all of the social levels to
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which a family belonged, over and above membership in the household. The father-
land’s religious customs were embedded in the family tradition in various ways: by
establishing a privileged bond between the founder and a civic god, as is the case
of the epithet Diomedonteios attributed to Heracles in Diomedon’s foundation, or by
dedicating a cult to deceased family members along with or under the aegis of civic
gods, as is the case in Charmylos’ foundation; especially significant is the choice of
deities named patrooi, as in the foundations of Pythion and Poseidonios, where this
multifaceted adjective reflects the merging of fatherland ancestry with household
ancestry.

Some differences among the foundations can be detected in respect of the mem-
bership in the cult communities and the juridical means of handing down the funds
allocated for the cult. The membership in the cult communities shows various degrees
of inclusiveness, ranging from the generic entitlement of the founder’s descendants
in Diomedon’s foundation to the designation by name of a number of extended family
members outside the direct line of descent in Epikteta’s foundation; Poseidonios’
foundation can be perhaps placed at an intermediate point, because the descendants
of the founder by both the male and female lines are included, but membership also
seems to be extended to his sons-in-law; in Pythion’s and Charmylos’ foundations
the entitled people are designated in even more general terms than in Diomedon’s
foundation, but equally underlining the concept of progeny. In general, however, the
founder’s direct descent down the male line turns out to be privileged according to
the texts which allow us to verify this (foundations of Diomedon, Poseidonios and
Epikteta).

From a cultic point of view, the priesthood is handed down from eldest son to
eldest son in the foundations of Diomedon and Poseidonios, whereas in Epikteta’s
the situation is complicated by the absence of direct male offspring, and the principle
of primogeniture is therefore reinstated by the appointment of the son of Epikteta’s
daughter and his descendants as priests of the Muses and heroes. Diomedon’s foun-
dation also decrees a sharp distinction between legitimate and illegitimate children,
prohibiting the latter from access to priesthood and participation in the sacrifices to
Pasios and the Moirai, which are reserved for legitimate male descendants.

From a financial point of view, the foundations of Poseidonios and Epikteta priv-
ilege the direct descendants of the founders over other community members in the
transmission of the legacy according to the rights of inheritance; the remaining male
members of the family associations are only entitled to manage the part of the income
allocated for cult purposes.

The peculiarities of the individual foundations might be connected, at least in
part, with individual family histories, and might mirror the strategies adopted by fam-
ilies to cope with events which threatened to undermine the continuity of the oikos
and the proper inheritance of household assets.

Besides calling attention to the necessity of studying family cult foundations
in the light of diachronic and synchronic developments of the family, these consid-
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erations also provide an appropriate framework for the main subject of this paper,
namely, the conception of the physical spaces which seem to play an essential role
in the foundation system. Two kinds of space emerge from the texts: the ritual space
structured as a sanctuary, whether connected with a family tomb or not, and the real
estate which provides income for funding the cult. The sacredness of both kinds of
space is phrased through the dedication formulas in Diomedon’s foundation and on
the boundary stone associated with the foundation of Charmylos, where the adjective
iepdg is used with reference to all of the land and buildings included in the sanctuary.
Sacredness seems to be implied in the terms temenos and hieron, which appear in all
of the inscriptions studied here, except for the horos of Charmylos’ sanctuary. The
analysis of the texts confirms the wide range of meanings entailed in the basic nature
of the temenos as a space “cut off” for entry into the sacred sphere. In the documents
examined, its character ranges from that of consecrated land suitable for farming to
that of sacred precinct housing a shrine or heroic tombs and used, accordingly, for
cult activities. Both kinds of temenos are present in Diomedon’s inscription, where
they are indicated by the use of the plural temene and the singular temenos, respec-
tively. When temenos and hieron appear in the same inscription (Diomedon’s and
probably Pythion’s), the difference between the two can be supposed to be concep-
tual or functional in nature. The first possibility, which involves a difference in degree
of sacredness, might be illustrated by Pythion’s inscription, if a temenos is actually
mentioned along with the hieron: the latter might be interpreted as the ritual space
of the sanctuary and, accordingly, its most sacred part; temenos, on the other hand,
might indicate the physical area of the cult place as a whole, encompassing the hieron
itself. In the sanctuary founded by Diomedon, on the other hand, temenos and hieron
might indicate two distinct but adjacent precincts which probably differ in their cultic
function, given the plurality of deities worshipped by the cult community; the cultic
use of the temenos is in any case assured by the oikia lying therein, which functioned
as a shrine - the place where cult statues and votive offerings were kept. A cultic spe-
cialization can be attributed with certainty to the temenos of Epikteta’s inscription,
which was clearly for funerary purposes. It is more difficult, on the other hand, to
pinpoint the nature of the temenos in Poseidonios’ foundation and its topographi-
cal relationship with the family tomb (mnemeion), but it may be a sacred precinct
intended for cult activities (e.g. the worship of the deities: Apollo of Telmessos, Zeus
Patroos, the Mother of the Gods and the Moirai), because it was the place decreed for
displaying the stele engraved with the foundation inscription.

As for the constructions lying within these sacred spaces, the most informative
inscription is that of Diomedon, which also allows us to connect some of the build-
ings mentioned with the cult practices of the family community. As implied by the
very name and confirmed by literary and epigraphic evidence, the xenones might
have served as banquet halls, and the same function can perhaps be attributed to
the lesche if indeed it is actually mentioned as the structure within the hieron. The
oikemata can be interpreted as service buildings based on textual clues concerning
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the use of some of them as storehouses, at least in some situations. Two residential
buildings, probably owned by members of Diomedon’s family in their private capac-
ity, were topographically attached to the sanctuary and bear names alluding to the
ritual use for which they were fitted in exceptional cases (oikia &vBpeia and oikia
yuvaikeia). The interpretation of the oikia within the temenos as a shrine is strongly
supported by the inscription on the horos of Charmylos’ sanctuary: the oikia, which
this text distinguishes from the other oikiai belonging to the cult place, is probably to
be identified with the partially preserved tomb-temple whose remains also indicate
the monumental shape which these private temples/tombs might have had.

The sanctuaries examined here show a flexibility in the use of the buildings
which were fit for “profane” functions, too. This is why they could be rented out
for residential use or other purposes. The freedmen who were tenants of the kapos
belonging to the sanctuary of Heracles Diomedonteios likely lived in the xenones over-
looking the garden itself, the same “guesthouses” or “guestrooms” where the annual
community banquets probably took place; similarly, the oikia-temple was suitable for
dwelling, as is indirectly confirmed by the prohibition against it. On the other hand,
open spaces inside the cult places or immediately surrounding them could be rented
out for agricultural use. This is certainly true for the temene and the garden belonging
to the sanctuary of Heracles Diomedonteios, and for the number of plots and gardens
marked out by the boundary stone of Charmylos’ sanctuary, whereas the economic
utilization of the temenos of Poseidonios’ inscription is less clear, because the phras-
ing of the text does not allow us to understand whether it was the precinct enclos-
ing the mnemeion or an independent cult area including buildings to be rented out
for residential purposes; the land surrounding the family tomb, on the other hand,
was certainly used for agricultural purposes: in this respect, the possibility that the
avAn attached to the mnemeion itself refers to a farmstead cannot be ruled out. Pos-
sible economic uses of the sanctuary’s spaces might also be implied in the “profane
things” concisely mentioned in Pythion’s inscription.

The fact that these cult places also represented a body of economic resources
has important consequences for the conception of the sacred space, which can be
understood, accordingly, as an actual patrimonium blending family religious tradi-
tions with family assets. The concept of patrimonium fits the interpretation of the
phrase Tol T@V iep@v kowvwvedvTeg, used in Diomedon’s inscription to designate the
members of the cult community, as indicating those who share not only rituals but
also sacred spaces with a financial value. The shared enjoyment of the sacred spaces
among the members of the family communities recurs in various ways throughout the
inscriptions: the sanctuary founded by Pythion was to be T@V VIOV TTAVTWV KOIVOV;
the temenos and other properties involved in Poseidonios’ foundation were declared
to be kowvd under particular circumstances; prohibitions against individual uses of
the sacred spaces were included in Diomedon’s and Epikteta’s foundations. Since
the Mouseion and the temenos of the latter were not an integral part of the funding
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system, these prohibitions specifically aimed at protecting the meeting place as the
representation of the group identity.

The main form of protection of the shared spaces was their consecration. It estab-
lished a distance between the cult community and the spaces which fell into divine
ownership, without, of course, excluding their management and use by humans. The
separation of the gods’ properties from the surrounding territory entailed the arrange-
ment of boundary stones on the ground. This well-documented procedure finds cor-
respondence in the horos of the Charmyleion, which claimed the sacredness of all of
the land plots and buildings it marked out independently of the specific use, whether
ritual or financial, for which they were intended. By way of analogy, similar boundary
stones may have demarcated the other family sanctuaries, tombs, and landed prop-
erties seen so far. But what is even more relevant is the location of the Charmyleion
in the Coan countryside. Since the horoi were necessarily set up in the spaces they
demarcated, the mention of the real estate (land, gardens and oikiai) together with the
oikia on the boundary stone of the Charmyleion allows us to conclude that the landed
properties of the Charmyle(i)oi lay in the immediate surroundings of the preserved
tomb-temple. This arrangement, with a family cult place resting on a family estate,
might represent the religious landscape typical of family sanctuaries/tombs estab-
lished by foundations, especially so since this supposition finds correspondence in
the epigraphic data, which suggest a topographical relationship between family cult
places and landed properties, at least as far as Diomedon’s and Poseidonios’ founda-
tions are concerned. Landed properties surrounded the family tomb of Poseidonios,
even though its topographical connection with the temenos, which could be rented
out, cannot be verified with certainty; on the other hand, undoubtedly attached to
the mnemeion was the “courtyard”, which would provide further evidence for farming
activities connected with the cult place if the term aOAr] actually referred to a farm-
stead. The temene belonging to the sanctuary of Heracles Diomedonteios were also
likely in its immediate surroundings, as the text does not give the topographical refer-
ences usually seen in inscriptions such as rent contracts or foundation texts dealing
with properties located elsewhere from the place where the inscriptions were dis-
played.

The above-mentioned concepts of family self-representation and self-preserva-
tion may provide an appropriate framework for interpreting the family sanctuary/
tombs and attached properties which are inherent in this particular foundation
system. Ultimately, family monumenta might have functioned as landmarks which
were placed on the family estate in order to display the presence of landowners’ fam-
ilies on given territories. But it is not only a matter of monumental visibility: family
sanctuaries as well as family tombs, especially when they housed heroized deceased,
also made manifest the act of consecration. In terms of family self-preservation, a
foundation might have been intended to ensure the legitimate transmission of the
inheritance under the aegis of the “ancestral” gods and family heroes. This is all the
more likely if one considers that the cult places were themselves an integral part of
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family assets and were used in most cases as sources of income. However, further
research is needed to verify whether family cult foundations can be interpreted as an
actual patrimonial strategy from a juridical and financial point of view.
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