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Beyond Cursing: The Appeal to Justice in
Judicial Prayers

H. S. Versnel

In 1972 a lead tablet was found in Italica (Spain) with the following, partially
mutilated text (second century A.p.);!

Domna Fons Foyi{ . . . ]
ut tu persequaris tuas

res demando quiscrn-
que caligas meas tel-

tuit et solias tibi

ilta demando {ut} ut

illas aboitor si quis

puela si mulier sine
[ho]mo inyolauit

[ ... ]illos persequaris.

Except for a few sections, the translation is not difficuit:

O Mistress (domina) Spring Foyi . . . , I ask that you track down (or claim) your posses-
sions. Whoever has stolen my shoes and sandals (relluit, perfect of tollo) I ask that
you. . . . (7) Whether it is a girf, a woman or a man who stole them . . . pursue them.

The text is written on lead and had obviously been deposited in the spring that is
addressed in the opening line; both characteristics naturally reminded scholars of the
defixiones discussed at the start of this volume. The text, however, has remained
puzzling, and no satisfactory interpretation has been offered to date. How can we
explain that the stolen possessions of a person are at the same time called the
property (lit., “the affairs”) of a goddess? The text is also peculiar, because of,
among other things, the double use of persequaris with two different objects and
hence two different meanings.

I want to show that the text of the Italica tablet, as well as a number of related
texts, cannot be understood if they are considered as defixiones in the traditional
meaning of that term. Secondly I shall demonstrate that in this respect the isolation
of Greek and Latin texts has been a hindrance, since it is only in comparison with
the Greek material that many Latin “curse” texts can be correctly interpreted; but
even then we have to look outside the limited domain of the defixiones. These new
interpretations are offered within the larger framework of an overview of the texts
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that, although reminiscent of the defixio, in reality form another category, which I
shall refer to as “judicial prayers” or “prayers for legal help.” I have attempted to
give a complete survey of these prayers insofar as they are epigraphical or papyro-
logical in character—with the exception of a few categories that have already been
described at length or form a separate group, such as, for example, the public prayer
for revenge or the confession inscriptions. Rather than cite all texts completely here,
I have restricted myself, as far as the argument allows it, to translation.? I am not the
first to study the judicial prayer: Ziebarth, Steinleitner, Zingerle, Bjorck, and Latte
have already come to important conclusions.3 But the quantity of new material,
particularly the Latin, has increased to such an extent that substantial interpretative
progress has become possible. In addition it seems that the research into these types
of texts has practically been at a standstiil for several decades—so much so that very
recently a prayer for revenge on papyrus was published* without the (very able)
editor even alluding to the genre to which it belonged or the relevant literature
dealing with it.

“Defixiones, more commonly known as curse tablets, are inscribed pieces of
lead, usually in the form of small, thin sheets, intended to influence, by supernatural
means, the actions or the welfare of persons or animals against their will” is the
definition of D. Jordan.® For a complete discussion of these texts, 1 can refer to the
contribution by Faraone (chap. 1). T shall make only a few introductory remarks
indispensable to my argument. If most defixiones are lead tablets (there are a few
exceptions), this purely formal characteristic must not seduce us into claiming that
the reverse is also true, namely, that all short texts written on thin sheets of lead are
defixiones. Their implicit or explicit purpose is another and far more important
element; the victim must be “bound” (according to Greek terminology) or “nailed
down” (as the Latin puts if)%-which may include a wide variety of different
meanings from “making powerless and unable to take action” to “making iil”” (often
with a detailed enumeration of the bodily parts to be afflicted) to “killing” (only
rarely). In addition, most defixiones were either buried in the grave of an dwpos,
that is, “a person untimely dead” or, in chthonic sanctuaries or placed in wells for
reasons explained by Faraone, The d,lder examples normally do not give more than
the name(s) of the victim(s), a practiée maintained throughout classical antiquity, or
the simple formula “T bind NN,” which betrays the “mechanical” and more or less
“automatic” procedure usually associated with magic. The involvement of the gods
or the daemons in the action seems/to be a result of an evolution that (though the first
attestations already date from the/fifth century B.c.) reaches perfection only in the
imperial period. Even then, these supernatural helpers are instructed or compelled
to go about their destructive task. One may, then, for reasons of systematic clas-
sification, speak of “the prayer formula,” but we should realize that we are employ-
ing the minimum criteria of a prayer. This is apparent from the overt imperative tone
in which the gods or daemons are ordered to do whatever the author of the tablet
wishes them to do.”

Most noticeable is the fact that notions of supplication or vow are absent or
extremely rare in the defixiones.® If and when they occur, they should arouse our
suspicions about the nature of the text; as we shall see, these aberrations are indeed
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often accompanied by other elements that are atypical for the taxonomy of the
defixiones, The nature of the gods addressed also changes over time, In the carlier
period they betong exclusively to the sphere of death and the underworld and appear
to be liable to forms of manipulation that the Olympian deities would not easily
tolerate. As for the social context, purposes, and functions of the curses, Audollent
and others” made a classification of four categories: (1) tivalry in the theater,
amphitheater, and circus; (2) competition in the world of love; (3) rivalry connected
with litigation; and (4), damages of any kind (especially theft and slander) caused to
the author by someone else. Faraone has quite rightly added, at Jordan’s suggestion,
a category for commercial curses, which he substitutes for category number 4
above. Just as Winkler argues in chapter 8 for a functional interpretation of the
amatory curses in the context of the Mediterranean struggle for life and honor in a
thoroughly competitive society, so Faraone interprets the curses concerning the
circus, lawsuits, and commerce as just another means of fighting with envious and
often hostile rivals on a day-to-day basis. Both interpretations seem to me to be
particularly convincing and revealing,

1 must, however, draw special attention to a supposition that although conceiv-
able, may be mistaken. The intended victims in all four of Faraone’s categories are
not being cursed because they are guilty of any crime or misdecd against the
defigens but rather because they are his rivals with regard to social prestige or
economic position, and any attack against their social position will result in an
increase of his own honor. Accordingly, we find in the defixiones neither jus-
tification for the cursing action nor the names of their authors. The absence of the
author’s name (to which there are only a few exceptions) may be partly explained by
the fear of being accidently cursed by the “nailing” of one’s own name (which
would be inscribed next to the victim’s) or by fear of countermagic. There are,
however, strong social pressures that also encourage such anomymity. As one
anthropologist put it, the basic rule of the Mediterranean “amoral familist” (his
designation for the “able protector” of other ethnologists) is, “Maximize the mate-
tial, short-term advantage of the nuclear family; assume that all others will do
likewise.”10 And although in this competition practically any means or method
(including “black magic”) is employed, a sharp and consistent distinction is main-
tained between exploits of which one may publicly boast (e.g., to have outmaneu-
vered competitors by cunning or even wily tricks; ¢f. the ambiguous “Odyssean”
meaning of 7rornpds in modern Greek) and actions that are never confessed either
publicly or privately.

This is indeed a classic instance of a double standard of morality, a fact that may
vitiate the argument in the essays of Winkler and Faraone that all methods used to
further the aims of the family were also morally approved or socially tolerated.
Individuals may indeed try to spoil the milk, the crops, or the procreation of a
neighbor by magical means and even feel that this is inevitable if they wish to
protect their own families. Nevertheless, they know full well that the act is strongly
condemned by all other members of the society, just as they themselves would
publicly condemm similar attempts made by others. There is at this point a tension
between public morality and private enterprise in the modern Mediterranean, as
there was in the ancient. Acts of black magic (real or suspected) were denounced as
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threats to social stability and cohesion on account of their harmful intentions
(maleficium) and their relationship to the uncanny (superstitio). Nor is this negative
attitnde toward malevolent magic restricted to philosophers such as Plato!! or to
official legislation such as the Laws of the Twelve Tables at Rome, which explicitly
forbade incantation for harmful purposes (followed by many laws in the imperial
period that outlawed magic). We have evidence that similar attitudes existed in
more or less private circles; the terror and disapproval that followed the fortuitous
find in the nineteen sixties of a magical curse in a grave in modern Greece and the
official execration of its author by the village priest!2 have a splendid parallel in an
event narrated by a Latin inscription from Tader (Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum
11.3639), in which Iuppiter O. M. is thanked for bringing to light a buried defixio
that cursed a number of decuriones and praised for having liberated the city from
fear. A public slave is charged with the nefarious act. Surely his name was not on
the tablet, just as there was no hint of the name of the person who inscribed the
defixiones that were discovered in the walls and floors of the house of Germanicus
after his supposedly upnatural death (Tac. Ann. 2.69), a discovery that similarly
caused terror in the masses and subsequently led to the execution of a scapegoat of
senatorial rank. There can be little doubt that this social abhorrence is the main rea-
son why people did not add their signatures to what must be unconditionally labeled
as an instrument of black magic. Accordingly these tablets are often and correctly
described as Schadenzauber, “magic tablets,” “magical curses,” and so on.

Now although some conception of the defixio certainly existed in antiquity, we
should always remember that the definition of this term is in some sense a modern
creation. In this connection, a remark made by Bjérck has never been sufficiently
appreciated: “Man méchte sagen dass der Begriff der Tabella Defixionis nicht so
sehr in der Wirklichkeit verankert ist wie vielmehr in Audollent’s Sammlung.”!? He
alludes here to the existence of texts on lead tablets that satisfy some but not all the
characteristics discussed above and that nevertheless are generally referred to as
defixiones because they were included in Audollent’s corpus. As we might expect,
this pertains above all to Audollent’s fourth category, which, eliminated from the
discussion of traditional early Gre:ek defixiones by Faraone, becomes the central
focus of my essay. This category is the least extensive of the four, and it will quickly
become evident that all the examples Audollent gives (summed up on his p. xc)
belong to a “borderline” group and that some even fall completely outside the
boundaries of the defixio. The texts in Audollent’s collection that mention the name
of the sender are few and mostly belong to his fourth category (p. x1v).1* A group
of judicial defixiones, particulaﬂ,y those from Amathous on Cyprus are one excep-
tion.!> Here we can probably assume that the writers felt for some reason morally
justified in having recourse to the extra help of the defixio. There are also some
erotic defixiones in which the name of the sender appears. 16

1 shall introduce texts that carry all the obvious characteristics of the defixio but
that also have particularities pointing to another kind of mentality. I shall limit
myselfl at first to the Greek material (the Latin will follow later) and hope-—on the
strength of the material collected in Defixionum Tabellae Atticae, Defixionum
Tabellae, and “Survey of Greek Defixiones™ (texts found after the publication of the
book collections)—to be able to lay claim to some degree of completeness.
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THE BORDER AREA

The gods named in the defixiones invariably either belong to the dominion of deat_h,
the underworld, the chthonic or are reputed to have conncctions with magic.
Kagarow (p. 59-61) names, in order of frequency, Hermes, Kore/Persephone,
Hecate, Hades/Pluto, Ge, and Demeter. In addition, the Erinyes, the nymphs,
Egyptian and oriental gods such as Osiris and Typhon, and many daellnor:s appear.
In principle they carry out tasks not as representatives of right or morality but on the
strength of their dark nature. The only possible exceptions, namely ‘the Ermye:.s,
have in the period of the defixiones generally become daemonic Furies.!? In this
respect there is only one real exception, unmistakable because the name expresses
the function clearly: Praxidike or the Praxidikai. These goddesses—most likely
related to the Erinyes—are called upon for help only rarely,lf c}carly “to do
justice.” Particularly interesting is DTA 109, in which the Praxidikai are asked to
testrain a victim: dirar Tpagdicar xaréxere avr(d)y. The text concludes,
“To you, Praxidikai and Hermes Restrainer, I shall, when Manes has'fallcn on hard
times, bring an offer of rejoicing.” Such a vorum is, although not unique, still very
exceptional in a defixio.1® _

If the Praxidikai have to carry out justice, as they clearly do, the sender obviously
feels that he or she has been injured by someone. This sentiment is indeed expressed
several times. Sometimes the injustice is explicitly mentioned. An unpublished
tablet from Athens (first or second century An.)% curses “whoever gave a phar-
makon to Hyacinthos.” Likewise, an unpublished tablet in the Ashmo}ean museum
(perhaps fourth century AD)2! curses “whoever bewitched (karédecev) me,
whether woman, man, slave, free, foreigner, townsman. . . . ” .

An Athenian defixio (second century a.n., DT 74) curses, (keraypddw K(ou,z
katar[ifw]) and wishes fever for, whoever “keeps and does not retum"’ {rov
ka{rédoxovros [k{al) ovk] &modlérTos)** a certain object. At the end it also
curses Tladhov Aboféov / [ . . . Jo cvryvdvra (“Paulus, the stonemason, who
has knowledge of the matter”). Practically identical in formula, time, and placle,
another tablet (DT 75) curses “the thief” (oD kAémr[ov]). Sometimes more details
are given. A tablet from Megara (DT 42, first or second century AD,) gives on one
side a curse of every conceivable part of the body in the typical manner of a defixio.
On the other side the motive is explained. The text is quite mutilated, but we can
clearly make out that the writer was (unfairly) accused of borrowing twenty denarii
without returning them even though he had just repaid the debt. At other tu.ne.s we
can gather from the terminology itself that the writer felt that be had been injured
with regard to his rights. In the case of a second-century-a.p. tablet f‘rom Messana
(SEG 4.47 = SGD 114) we should still, perhaps, hesitate; a woman is cursed who
is called duapr@Ady (“criminal, sinful”), but this can often be an ordinary term Qf
abuse, as she is also called oxd{ay (“lust”). Terms of abuse do not occur often in
defixiones,? but we do encounter the term G papTohGs™ once more on an Attic
defixio, which contains an undeniable reference to the victim’s guilt (DTA ¥03,
fourth century B.c.): “To Hermes and Persephone 1 send this letter. Becz?use I dH'-CCt
this (curse) against criminal people (dpap[Twho(v)s), they must, O ?)11(8, receive
their deserved punishment (ruxeiv Tého{v)s dikms).” Related to this text'and to
the text with the Praxidikai quoted above is the following curse from Centuripae on
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Sicily (SEG 4.61 = SGD 115, first century A.D.): “Mistress, destroy Eleutheros. If
you avenge me (&{k)deucrians), I shall make a silver palm, if you eliminate him
from the human race.” The verb éxdikéw is a technical term in revenge texts on
graves, and just like Latin vindicare it means, among other things, “to take revenge
on someone on account of an injustice suffered.” We should note that here again a
votum is promised. A reference to revenge or punishment is usually a signal that the
text is some sort of prayer for justice, for instance, in a text from Megara (DT 41,
first or second century A.p.). It contains two operative verbs: xaTarypddw (a familiar
word in Greek defiviones) and dvabsporiloperv, a unique term to which the
anathema mentioned at the end of the text undoubtedly refers. It expresses the wish
that the cursed person will moan and that his blood and flesh will burn, Finally, it
directs the curse to “punishment and retaliation and revenge”: [karalypd|dlouer,
[eis] kohdoslis . . . | kal [mouvny kal [rulopliar. We are quite obviously
in an atypical setting here; several elements betray a Jewish influence?’ and I think
that in the quoted passages the punishments of hell are intended, just as the term
k6Aaats by itself also meant “hell.”? If justice is looked for, it is in this case to be
found in the hereafter.

“Sometimes the writer only mentions that he has been “unfairly treated.” DTA 102
{fourth century B.c., Attic) begins as follows: “I send a letter? to the daemons and
to Persephone and ‘deliver’ to them Tibitis, daughter of Choirine, who has wronged
me (Tr () ddiko(D)oraw).” In DTA 120 (third century B.c., Attic) the victim is
similarly designated: 76|v] dué dripo()yrra (“who has treated me shamefully”).
And on a very severely mutilated tablet (DTA 158, third century B.c., Attic) we read,
Tolis ddiko(V)ubrots . . . dldiko(vIuéviows . . . (K)ol Six[n .. .].28

Another Attic tablet with the verb G8ixéw presents us with an additional feature;
DTA 98 (third century B.c.) curses Euryptolemos and Xenophon with terminology
usually associated with defixiones, but it ends as follows: ¢pihn I'5), Bonber po.
adwcodpsvos yap vmo Evdpvmrodéuov kal Eevoddwros koeradd atrods
(“Dear Earth, help me. It is because I was wronged by Euryptolemos and Xenophon
that I curse them™). We immediately feel a change in atmosphere. It is no longer an
instruction to the god with an autom]atic result, but a flattering ($iin!) request for
help. And this request is supported by a reference to the injustice suffered. Perhaps
more than argumentation is hiding in the phrase a8ikovuevos ydp. A fourth-
century B.c. Attic tablet points in still another direction (DTA 100): “Saturos from
Sounion and Demetrios and all ofjthem as well, whoever else [is hostile] to me. 1
bind (karad®) them, [I] Onesime). All of them, their persons and their acts against
me I entrust to you, in order th£1t you ‘take care’ of them, Hermes Restrainer,
restrain their names, and all that belongs to them.” In this first part of the text we
find the traditional terminology of a defixio, particularly in the use of the verb
koradi. But it is remarkable that the writer makes herself known—Onesime, Then
the tone changes abruptly:

Elpudi xai I', ixeredw duds mmple)iv
ToabTe Kol TovTovs Kohai(s)r(s)
gedere ™y polvBdoxémor

. Hermes and Ge, I beg you to take care of all of this and punish them,
but [save her] who has “struck” the lead.
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The verb ikerevw means “to plead”; and as such, just like the phrase “help me” in
the previous text, it is not exactly at home in the text of a traditional defixio. The key
word here is koA&{(e)7(s), which implies a justified punishment. What is of the
greatest interest, however, is the closing passage, which (although it is muttilated)
almost certainly asks that the writer of the tablet herself should suffer no ham. It
seems as though she excuses herself for this indecent but unfortunately unavoidable
device.

We encounter a similar tone in a very elaborate curse text from Athens (SS}D 21:
first century A.p.).2° Someone curses and “deposits” (the verbs are Kaq'af'ypaqu K&
kararifepe) in the name of a number of gods of the underworld, including Hecate,
the one who stole some articles of clothing mentioned in the text, as well as ﬂrlose
who know about it but deny knowing it (&7t karaTifepe ke TOUS o-vvsfr,ﬁoraf
T kAéies ké apviovplévovs). Hecate, who is addressed direct.ly several t1m§s ((::
séomowa “FExdrn) is given the task “to cut the heart of the.thl‘eves or the t.h‘lef.
Despite these unique characteristics, the whole text is very snmla{ to a traditional
defixio. The author is clearly aware of this, for in the editor’s version the first four
lines we find:

. . . .Jes glélBov ué Tov [klaTaypd-
PovTa Ké ToV dmohd|oavte] dTi ok 8-
Ko dAME dravkal[opev]os Bk Tovs
khémras TovTo ol

Jordan has informed me privately that instead of [. . . Jes g[£]Bov ,ue‘:: he reads
&¢Lepovue at the beginning of the first line. Interpreting this as é{arpoiuas, we
can then translate:

I make an exception for the one who is writing this defixio and thcrelby destroying the
thieves, because he does not do this voluntarily but is forced® by the thieves.

Tt is as if the author contends that he does not belong in the co}}ections .of Wﬁnsch
and Audollent. But where does he belong? We will discover this for.thwnh with the
help of a text that marks the transition between the traditional defixio and what we
usually call prayer.

In 1957 a lead curse tablet was discovered on the island of Delos (SGD 58‘, first
century B.C. or first century AD.?) covered with writing on both s1des.. I shall dl.scuss
both sides, albeit not in the same sequence as the original editor.?! Side B begins as
follows:

[Kipeoe) Ocol of Zvrovaiolt T -] TOIKOYPI-
—Kupli Os(a) Svpia HI . . . TOL. . . Svkolva
[BxSixljoere ké (@)perny yer(v)foeTe:
[keeTolypdepo Tov dpoapTo, TOV KAE-

Wavra 70 Spadio)y - kararypado TovS
ovnidore(s), Tovs pépols] AalBolrres.

Although without a doubt the characteristics of the traditional defixio predominate,
we can once again detect a different kind of mentality in the opening lines:
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Lords gods Sykonaioi . . . , Lady goddess Syria . . . Sykona, punish, and give expres-
sion to your wondrous power.32 I curse the one who took away, who stole, my necklace. 1
curse those who had knowledge of it, those who participated.

A recital of the specific parts of the body to be bound follows “from head to toe,”
identical to the lists found in traditional defixiones, and then we read the catchall
phrase, “whether (the crook be) woman or man.” We immediately recognize the
verb 8xcdikéw, which (as we have seen above) signals the prayer for justice. It is this
aspect of “prayer” that dominates the text of side A,

Kipiolt] ®eoi oi Zux{o)raios K[--]

[Klvpi{a) Beld) Zvpia 7 Tvicova 2]

EA éxiwnjosTe kol dperiy

VYEVVYTETE KE BLOPYLROETE

TOV dparra, TOV khEYarTa To dp-

drilo)r, Tov{s) auridéres, Tovs pé-

plols haBdvres i8s yur) its -

rip.

Lords gods Sykonaioi, Lady goddess Syria Sykona, punish, and give expression to your
wondrous power and direct your anger to the one who took away my necklace, who stole

it, those who had knowledge of it and those who were accomplices, whether man or
womat.

This text is nearly identical to the first except that instead of karaypadw (“T curse™)
it says Swopyidoere (“You must fulminate against”),* and the recital of the cursed
parts of the body is missing. These two texts on one tablet show in a traly exemplary
way the two possible appeals to the supernatural that were available to the victim of
an injustice. Just like those who cannot blame their rivals for any wrong except their
rivalry {(e.g., in the context of circus, amatory, judicial, and commercial curses), the
inscriber of this tablet, too, could avail himself of a traditional defixio. Unlike his
colleagues, however, he could add references to his victim’s guilt and his own
innocence. Despite the fact that the text on Side B would (on formal grounds at
least) be regarded as a typical de bxio, the assertions of righteousness seem to
diminish, if not neutralize, the negative connotations usually attached to this ex-
treme form of black magic. /

On the other hand, the injured party could totally refrain from the techniques and
terminology of the defixio and appeal exclusively to the aid and might of the gods.
The only “pure” illustration of this type is our final text (although the text from
Centuripae cited above, p. 64 is ofertainly a strong possibility). All of the other texts
are more or less hybrids of the traditional defixio and the standard prayer for justice
that is the subject of the next section. Although it is conceivable to divide the
material into two polar opposites—defixio and prayer for justice—there is, as we
have seen, a whole spectrum of approaches that lie between them. Absolute distinc-
tions, though sometimes indispensable for systematic definitions, are more-often-
than-not blurred or even nonexistent in reality. Consequently, I do not plead for the
complete elimination of the samples of our “border group” from the collections of
the defixiones, provided that their specific peculiarities are duly recognized and
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appreciated. Just as elements usually associated with religious prayer tend to occur
in the texts of the defixiones, so too we shall meet striking examples of curse
terminology in the “pure” juridical prayers which follow.

In conclusion then, to the degree that the anticipated revenge against a guilty
person is justified, we sometimes encounter in the boundary area between curses
and prayers the Tollowing alien (i.e., nontraditional) clements in some defixiones:

1. the name of the author;

2. an argument defending the action, sometimes with a single term, sometimes with
more elaborate detail;

3. arequest that the act be excused or that the writer be spared the possible adverse
effects;

4. the appearance of gods other than the usual chthonic deities;

5. address of these gods—whether because of their superior character or as a
persuasive gesture—either with a flattering adjective (e.g., ¢iAn) or with a
superior title such as kvpios, KOpux, or 8sorrowve;

6. expressions of supplication (ikeTevw, Bonfse pot, Bonbyoov aliTd) added to
personal and direct invocations of the deity;

7. terms and names that refer to (in)justice and punishment (e.g., Praxidike, Dike,
&xdikdw, abiicéw, kohdlw, and kOAaots).

We shall repeatedly encounter all these elements in the prayers for justice, the area
of inquiry that lies just on the other side of the boundary between defixio and prayer.

THE PRAYER FOR JUSTICE

The person in antiquity who had suffered an injustice and had gone to the authorities
in vain,—if indeed he had bothered to go at all’*-—had in fact only one authority at
his disposal: he could lodge his complaint with the god(s). This did happen regularly
in the form of prayers that I collect under the term judicial prayer or prayer for
justice. Once again I shall give an overview of the Greek epigraphical material. I
must disclaim any attempt hete at a full treatment of two other special categories of
prayer that I shall refer to no more than is necessary. These are the specific “prayer
for revenge” and the so-called confession inscriptions, which are represented by a
rather large number of inscriptions and are elsewhere described in detail, although
a corpus of both would be desirable. I adduce, by way of an introduction, two
often-quoted-and-studied texts. The first is one of the oldest Greek texts on papyrus,
the famous curse of Artemisia from the temple of Oserapis in the Serapeum of
Memphis (fourth-century B.c.).% It is too long to quote the whole in Greek here but
I give a complete translation and sections of the Greek text wherever I deem them
appropriate:

O Lord Oserapis (& 8éomor’ *Ocepdms) and you gods who sit enthroned together with
Oserapis, to you I direct a prayer (etiyou)ae Upiv), 1 Artemisia, daughter of Amasis,
against (sxcardy) the father of my daughter, who robbed her of her death gifts(?) and of her
coffin. Now, if he has done justice to me and to his children, then may that be just. Exactly
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in the way that he did injustice (&8uxc) to me and to my children, in that way Oserapis and
the gods should bring it about that he not be buried by his children and that he himself not
be able to bury his parents. As long as my accusation against him (kereBoufis) lies here,
may he perish miserably, on land or sea, he and all his (possessions), through Oserapis and
the gods who sit enthroned with Oserapis, and may he find no mercy (un8s tAdovos
Tuxdrou) with Oserapis nor with the gods who sit enthroned with Oserapis.

Artemisia placed this petition (karéfnxer v ikeripiny Ta[vlmny), begging
(ixerdovoa) Oserapis to do justice (mijr Sikny Sikdloar) and likewise the gods who
reign with Oserapis. As long as this petition (iicernpin) lies here, may the father of the girl
find no mercy in any way with the gods. Whoever takes away this petition (vé ypdupora)
and does injustice to Arternisia, may the god punish him (M) Bixgw
gmibleén), . . . insofar as Artemisia has not ordered this to them . . . (a not-very-legible
passage follows).

Here we have a real prayer for justice, requesting punishment of a guilty party,
directed to powerful divine judges (of the underworld).3¢ There are reminiscences
of curse formulas,” but there is no coercion; the god is master, the human subservi-
ent. Evidently the prayer has been placed in the temple, clearly visible for everyone,
with the risk that someone might take it away., That person will then also have to be
punished by the god. Although it is not entirely clear from the text, it seems that
Artemisia leaves open the possibility that she herself can (if she wishes) grant the
order to remove the letter of supplication. Just like other, still-to-be-treated texts (in
particular the next one), this supplication shows similarities with the worldly
8vrevéis formulas of the Ptolemaic, and especially the imperial, periods. It is
likewise clear that aside from Greek influences, Egyptian (particularly demotic)
culture plays an important part here; various demotic prayers for justice are known
from as early as the sixth century B.c. down to the first few centuries A.p.38

The second text was found in 1899 on a lead tablet near Arkesine on Amorgos
(SGD 60).% It was dated to the second century A.D. by Homolle, the first century A.D.
by Bomer, and around 200 B.c. by Zingerle. Since the tablet has disappeared,
linguists and papyrologists have the last word here, for the text shows unmistakable
similarities with the petitions of the £rrevéis type. In the narrative portion there
is a description of how a certain Epaphrodltos,‘“’ with the help of evil practices,
incited the slaves of the writer to flee. With the exception of this passage I again give
the translation of the whole text wfnle quoting only the most important passages in
Greek. f

Lady Demeter, O Queen, as yo{lr supplicant, your slave, I fall at your feet (Kupia
Anuimnp, Baoihooa, ikérms 0'ov wTpoaTinTe 88 6 Sobhos oov). . . . Lady Deme-
ter, this is what I have been through. Being bereft, I seek refuge in you: bc merciful to me
and grant me my rights (dy® & radra mabev Epnuos fav émi oe karadelyn ood
svyhdrov Toxety kal moloai ue Tob Sucalov Tuxelv). Grant that the man whe has
treated me thus shall have satisfaction neither in rest nor in motion, neither in body nor in
soul; that he may not be served by slave or by handmaid, by the gredt or the small. If he
undertakes something, may he be unable to complete it. May his house be stricken by the
curse for ever. May no child cry (to him), may he never lay a joyful table; may no dog bark
and no cock crow; may he sow but not reap; . . . (?): may neither earth nor sea bear him
any fruit; may he know no blessed joy; may he come to an evil end together with all that
belongs to him. (Side A)
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Lady Demeter, 1 supplicate you because I have suffered injustice: hear me, 0 ,‘g:odd?ss, anq
pass a just sentence (Airavevw oE wabov ke, Emdrxovaor, Bea, Kot Kplvos 76
Sixetow). For those who have cherished such thoughts against us and who have joyfully
prepared sorrows for my wife Epiktesis and me andl who hate us, preparelth‘e wprst and ¥nost
painful horrors. O Queen, hear us who suffer and punish those who rejoice o'ur misery
(8méxovaor Hpiv mafodot, kohdoar Tovs Muds ToLolTovs 8éws BhémorTes).
(Side B)

Again we have a humble supplication from a submissive mortal (“your slave”)’ toa
sovereign goddess (here, even “queen”)*! who is asked to show her “mt.arcy’ and
(here for the first time) to “hear”2 the supplicant by avenging him and pun.1s_hmg the
guilty. In this case the requested punishments recall curses more exp11c1t1.yz not
those that we normally encounter in the defixio but rather those of fzondltlonal
self-cursing oaths or, more especially, prohibitive curses against possible grave-
desecrators.3 The main difference from the “borderline” defixiones of the previous
section is that here the curses are not pronounced by the writer himself but rather
placed in the hands of a goddess upon whose govereign power the writer makes
himself totally dependent even when he wishes that the goddess cast a
karade{elopols) (= defixio) over the house of an enemy.

Besides the characteristics of traditional prayer noted above, these two prayers
both request punishments that are irrevocable. The guilty must be punis-hed for an
irreparable damage, and the punishment serves exclusively as satisfaction for the
sense of justice of the injured person; in short, it constitutes a request for revenge.
Although not strictly belonging to it, both our texts recall a wcli—kn_own category of
prayer for which we can note several characteristics without giylng an el.aboratc
description: the prayer for revenge. Among the funcrary inscriptions fie§cnbed by
Strubbe (chap. 2), there is a category defined by (one of)} two characteristics: (1) th‘c
Sen or another great god is invoked to avenge an injustice suffered;_or (2) this
supplication is symbolized by the depiction on the grave stele of two ralse(.:l hajnds.
Most of these inscriptions have been collected by Cumont in various pubhcau'ons,
and a good overview can be found in Bjérck.** Since that time several new testimo-
nia have come to light.*

The Sun, “who observes all things and hears all things” (Hom. II. 3.277}, is
indeed the most qualified avenger,*® but sometimes other superior anq all-seei.ng
gods are attested.#” Often the Hypsistos Theos (“Greatest God”) appears in a Jewish
or Christian context. Likewise, the upraised hands are often, but not always,
present. Thematically, however, all these texts have in common the fact that they
beg the gods for retaliation, revenge, and justice and that they usually concern
themselves with cases of abnormal and therefore suspicious death. Often the de-
ceased is envisaged as an dwpos or Brawofdvaros, that is, someone who has died
“before his fated time” or in a violent and unnatural manner.®® As is typical. in
traditional, premodern societies, the inexplicable death-—for example by a lingening
illness—is frequently attributed to the evil practices of enemies,* who are sus-
pected of using poison or magic spells. These revenge prayers aim at forcing the
usually unknown perpetrator to atone for his or her crime.*® Of the twenty-two
pagan Greek and Latin texts coflected by Bjdrck all but three request revenge for
manslaughter. In two of the exceptions! it is clearly a question of a secutity or
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depositum that the deceased had left and the present owner now (after the death of
the real owner) refuses to relinquish. Here, as in the cases of manslaughter, it is a
guestion of an irreparable loss.

The terminology is formulaic and shows a strong forensic influence. Terms with
the element £xduce— occur most often by far (the numbers refer to Bjérek’s collec-
tion): Gelov ddos Exdikov EoTw (2); éxbikmuov (4, 18); sxduons 76 aiua
(12);%2 éxdcmoare (13); xducnaetar (17); este vindices (16). Number 10 has Tu
indices eius mortem, often read as Tu {(v)indices or [uft vindices.™ Other terms
occur with the connotation of “prosecution™: meréifere avrovs (11) and iva
pe[r1éN0n admiy 6 "Hhios.* The verb perépyouar here literally means “pur-
sue.” Next in frequency is the verb {nréw: HAts, ™iv poipay irmoo(y) duny
(6) and 0 alpe . . . Invhoes iy Taxioryr (12). 1 shall discuss below the
several meanings of the verb {nréw and its compounds. The following expressions
are more distant variants of the same theme: H\ie BAéme (3) (“Sun, keep a watch”)
and also Deus magnu oclu abet (“The god has a large eye”), as is announced in an
inscription from Rome;’® uw Adbfoiré oe 6 dmiBovios (5); and pa Srdiyor 76
kparos ThHs feds (14), in which it is asked that the evildoer or the crime not
“escape’™® the god. One can also “entrust” or “commit” the criminal directly to the
god: Sol tibi commendo qui manus intulit ei (9, as well as 10).

In these short prayers we detect none of the characteristic features of a defixio.
The situation is slightly different when we come to the related Christian revenge
prayers, which are written on papyrus and can often provide much longer texts. In
these texts there is often a detailed description of the diseases from which the guilty
should perish, which recalls the prescriptions found on a number of defixiones.
Although in these Christian texts a (presumably) violent death is often the cause of
the complaint, it is usually a question of activities described as “violations™ or
“crimes” committed against the plaintiff or else something more general, as, 6Aa
Ta Evavria wémovBa wap’ avrob (24) (“1 have suffered all sorts of hostilities
at his hands™). Here, too, revenge is regularly demanded instead of a simple redress
of the injustice. In the Greek Christian texts we repeatedly see the verb Sxdixén.
An appeal to the power of the god >;is also made; ive BAéme v Stvapr (24);
compare mohéusoov adrovs T ‘o Svwduer.5® In the Coptic texts, which
are larded with Greek terms, the judicial terminology is similarly dominant. The
god is asked (I quote Bjérck’s translation) “Recht zu schaffen.” One time we read,
“I bring this indictment (?\6,88?0\09) against” (29}, or “Flihre meinen Prozess gegen”
(27). Another text reads, “Bringe j:leinen Zorn (6py%)” (31). The sixth-century-a.p.
papyrus now in Uppsala, which was the motivation for Bjorck’s research, brings
together several interesting elements: “Let Didymos and Severine be pursued
(kembLwxfnTe). . . . Lord, quickly show them your might (8[zifov] airols
Taxeloy My Svrapw oov). . . . Let them come before your tribunal (kero-
Aaférwoar 7o i), . . . Thave submitted my affair to the Lord for punishment
of the evil deeds (dmiBedwx|a] 1o dpaq. . . . deaméry eis Sxdixmow Taw
kel ... ). ” The verb émbidovar is a technical term for presenting petitions,
such as the libellos mentioned in the Coptic texts.

. Since the publication of Bjorck’s collection, several Greek prayers for justice
have been discovered in Egypt. I translate a text on an ostracon from Esna (0. Cair.
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1. E. 38622) that aithough found in 1906, was published only in 1985:® “ClauFIius
Silvanus and his brothers to mistress Athena against Longinus Marcus. Since
Longinus—against whom we have often appealed to you because he was aftejr our
lives while we did no wrong, poor as we are—while he wins nothing with this, he
still continues to be malicious against us, we beg you to do justice. We have already
asked Ammon for help as well.” In this case the prayer is directed to Athepa (=
Neith) and was probably placed in her temple, which lay underground in the
olis.

ne(]:;:gause it will be useful later on, I shall now cite from Bjorck (pp. 81-82) the
four different meanings that the verb §xdukéw can have and that illustrate perfci:cﬂy
its judicial connotations: (1) claim a case, vindicate; (2) give someone legal aid or
satisfaction, vindicate a person by taking up his cause, give satisfaction 'to a person
(with a person as object); (3) punish a culprit, punish a crime, avenge (-w1th a person
or action as object); (4) act as avenger or as legal assistant (mtran'sm.ve). In many
aspects this verb corresponds closely to the use of the L.atin verb vindicare.

We therefore note that the curse of Artemisia and the curse discovered on the
island of Amorgos show strong thematic similarities with the prayers for vengeance,
particularly with the subcategory that does not concern revenge for manslaughu'ar
itself but rather retaliation for some other injustice. In particular, they have in
common that instead of redress, they ask for punishment and retribution. This also
connects them to texts in the border areas between defixio and prayer, which ali hold
in common the necessity that the culprit suffer deservedly and that Fhe offence be
considered irreparable. We shall now introduce a group of texts in which a powerful
divinity is called upon to help, but this time the prayer is used to put pressure on the
culprit to redress the wrong. ' ‘

During excavations at Cnidus in Asia Minor in the middle of the nineteenth
century, C. T. Newton found thirteen lead tablets (DT 1-13)80 that. haFl apparently
been placed in the temple of Demeter. As they are clearly formulaic, it suffices to
cite one example, written by a woman named Artemis (DT 2):

Artemis “dedicates” (danepol) to Demeter and Kore and all the gods with Demeter, the
person who would not return to me the articles of clothing, the cloak and the stole, th,at Tleft
behind, although I have asked for them back. Let him bring them 1n persen (?’zvsvs*yxa[a]
atirés) 1o Demeter even if it is someone else who has my posse-ssmns, let him burn, and
let him publicly confess ([rempn]uévos éloyopeilwv) his g_u]lt..But may 1 be free and
innocent of any offense against religion . . . if 1drink and eat with him a.nd and come under
the same roof with him. For [ have been wronged (&8ikmuar ydp), Mistress Demeter.

In these texts,! dated by most specialists to the first or second century B.C., the
plaintif is always a woman® who has been injured by a usuaﬂy unknown, or at least
unnamed, person (ot persons). They concern (among other things) theft, tizc refu'sal
to return a borrowed object, and slander. The plaintif “dedicates” (ams;‘)om,
GaTifnue) the culprit to Demeter, Kore, and the gods with them. Sometimes
there are two avenues open to the guilty parties: they can right .thc? wrong—for
example, by returning the stolen object, after which the affair is considered
closed—or (if they do not elect to do this) Demeter must force fhennl to come to the
temple themselves (&raBaive) and to confess publicly their guilt (8fayopevw). In
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casc of theft they must bring the stolen object to the temple (dradépw).® From
these texts we can infer how the culprit is compelled by the goddess: he is described
as mempnuevos (DT 1A, 2A, 4A, 6A—and 6B and 7A7), a term that is sharply
disputed (but I shall show elsewhere that it means “burned” in the sense of “afflicted
by fever or illness™). At any rate, in DT 3 we find instead of this word the term
kohe{ouevoi,% and in DT 8 there is mention of Teu[w]pics Txor and walojav
k6 aawr. EBlsewhere (DT 1) we read peydhas Baoavovs Bacaniopsévo,ss
“tormented by great agonies.” The goddess therefore subjects the culprit to a painful
illness and in this way forces him to confess and, if applicable, to surrender the
stolen goods. There is still another formula that expresses the anger of the god-
desses: u) Toxot edhdrov Adparpos (“Let him not find Demeter merciful”)
and variants. Sometimes this seems to be a variant of the expression mentioned
above, that is, the displeasure of the goddess forces the culprit to confession (DT
4A, lines 8-10; 8; and probably 5 and 6A). But elsewhere it is stipulated that the
goddess must remain “unmerciful” and “implacable” even after the confessionf0
(DT 1A; 4A, lines 4—6; 6B; and probably 12 and 13). These two alternative forms
often seem {0 run somewhat together in the mind of the author.

Through this “consecration” to the goddess the culprit has entered a provisional
taboo situation. He is cursed for the time being and belongs in one way or another
under the control of the divine powers of the underworld. In order to protect
themselves from “contagion” the writers in many cases added the proviso that the
curse not strike the writer of the tablet, not even if he or she and the culprit are
together accidentally-—cating, drinking or living under the same roofS’—things that
can happen in a small community where the guilty party is anonymous. In addition
the writer sometimes excuses the action with the expression, adikmuar yap
Aéomoleva Adparep (DT 2, “For 1 have been wronged, Mistress Demeter”; cf.
DT 8, line 20). We have already encountered similar formulaes of excuse (see pp.
66—-67). About the exact implications of the act of “dedicating” the victim I cannot
digress at this point. It certainly does not mean that the culprit has fallen into a kind
of holy slavery, as has been supposed, but rather that he has been “entrusted,
committed” to the god, as we oftf}:n find in the use of (wapa)cartarifepar,
mapadidwus, and similar verbs in the texts of the defixiones. 8

With this, the culprit has become the “care” of the goddess, who now tackles the
investigation and the prosecution and presides as the judge over an imaginary court.
One could also “consecrate” other;things to the deity besides the culprit; a bronze
tablet (perhaps third century B‘C.)/ found in Southern Italy around 1775 has often
been compared with the Cnidian texts.% 1 shall quote only the second half:

Kollura consecrates (dreapiler) to the servants of the goddess the three gold pieces that
Melitta received but does not return. Let her (Melitta) dedicate (dr@ein) to the goddess
twelve times the amount together with a medimne of incense according to the measure valid
in the ¢ity. And let her not breathe freely until she has dedicated (Gr@ein) it to the goddess.
But if the writer of the tablet eats or drinks with her without knowing it,” then et her be
unpunished, even if she finds herself under the same roof.”

There are obvious parallels with the Cnidian texts; a prayer for divine justice
containing elements of a “consecration” to the gods (here the verb is dwtapilm)
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pressures the {identified) victim to right the wrong she has committed, She is “not
to breath freely” (un wpdérepov 8¢ Tav Yuxav dvein)”! until the stolen item is
returned to the temple of the goddess (here the verb is dv8ein). The Italian tablet
also ends with a very similar “protection claunse.” What is different is the extra, very
heavy fine imposed upon the criminal by an overlap of the spheres of divine and
human justice.” What concerns me especially is that here not the culprit but the
stolen object is “consecrated” and is hence made the “god’s affair.” We encounter
something similar in a recently published text of a bronze tablet, of unknown
provenance but coming at any rate, from Asia Minot.

The tablet, which has been dated variously from 100 B.c. to 200 A.D. has a round
hole in the middle of the top edge, presumably for attaching it to a surface for public
display. I reproduce the text of the editio princeps:™

dratifnu unTpi ge fedv
Xpuad &m{d)ea{a) whvra @-
ore dralyrio{a) odr-

Ny Kot és wécov éve-

KKELY TarTa Kok TovS
&xovres kohdoeola-

t afims The adrhs Svva-
pe{a)s Kol unTe odr[Mv]
koraryehaoTov Eoeadiar.]

I shall suggest as a correction that the reading ge in the first line is based on a
misunderstanding, since the & cannot be seen on the excellent photo published
alongside; the putative ¢ is rather an unsuccessful start of the # of the fe@v that
follows it.7* My rejection of oe is supported by the fact that an addressed object is
totally without parallel in such texts and by the syntactically impossible position
between uvrpi and Geiw. Therefore 1 propose as translation,

I consecrate to the mother of the gods the gold pieces that T have lost, all of them, so that
the goddess will track them down and bring everything to light”> and will punish the guilty
in accordance with her power and in this way will not be made a laughingstock.

The text has a clear relation to the Cnidian curse as well as to the South Italian tablet.
Here, too, the stolen object is consecrated to the goddess, who has to “track it
down” and punish the guilty. However, this tablet also refers to another genre of
inscriptions. We encountered the appeal to the miraculous power of the god in some
prayers of revenge and in the lead tablet from Delos cited above. Its editor had not
noticed that the dper mentioned there recalls inscriptions from Asia Minor, in
which this term and the concept behind it are so pronounced that they are sometimes
referred to as “aretalogies,”?6 although scholars usually prefer to call them “confes-
sion inscriptions.” And in these texts we also encounter (aside from compounds of
the verb {nréw and an emphasis on punishments by the god) the warning, as in the
bronze tablet just quoted, not to trifle with the god.

We have now considered the whole collection of Greek prayers for divine “legal
aid” and have analyzed their characteristics. In the prayers in which there is no
overriding demand for punishment or revenge but rather for clarification, confes-
sion, and (if possible) settlement of the dispute, the guilty is often “dedicated” to the
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deity for prosecution; at other times the stolen object itself is “consecrated” to the
deity in hopes that it might be tracked down. We have saved one question until now,
namely: What happened to the stolen property after the dispute was settled? Was it
given back to the owner or did it remain not temporarily but permanently in the
possession of the deity? There are no clear pronouncements about this. At Cnidus
the thief first has the opportunity to return the stolen object to its owner and in this
way can escape divine punishment, that is, he “burns” only if he fails to do this and
“has to bring” the object to the goddess. The verb employed here (drahépw, “offer
as sacrifice”!} seems to suggest that the object will indeed remain in divine posses-
sion, a situation that the term 4r@ein in the South Italian text could also indicate.
However, in this matter different practices could conceivably exist, as will certainly
appear from the following discussion.

THE CONFESSION INSCRIPTIONS

Beginning in the last century steles were found in the northeastern area of Lydia
(known as Maeonia or Katakekaumene) and in the adjacent area of Phrygia bearing
similar texts, which were, as a group, different from the usual votive inscriptions.
Since they often contain a kind of confession of guilt, they are generally called
“confession steles”.”” The steles are often precisely dated and without exception
come from the second and third century a.n, Although there exists great variation,
they can generally be classified as praises for or aretalogies of the god, in which the
Swapes (power)” of the usually local divinity (e.g., the Great Mother, especially
as Meter Leto; Men, with several epithets; Apollo, with epithets such as Lairbenos)
is described and glorified. In addition we often encounter other elements. First there
is an acclamation of the type “Great (is}) Men” or “Great (is) Anaeitis,” and so on.
The reason for the erection of the stele is often a confession of guilt (duoloyéw or
é€oporoyEm), to which the author has been forced by the punishing intervention of
the deity (kohdlw, kOAagts), often manifested by illness or accident. Sometimes
the victim of the punishment has aske!]d (EpwTaw or érepwrde) the deity the reason
for the punishment and what he sho;ild do to propitiate the god; unsolicited divine
commands also occur. By his confession and eventual reparation of the wrong the
culprit appeases the god (iAdioroyon or €ehdoropar); the god therefore reveals
his dynamis by both the punishmenf: and the cure of the victim, and as homage to the
god the story of the miracle is now! written on a stele {ornAhoypadiw), sometimes
at the command of the god but not necessarily so. The text often ends with a clear
profession of faith: “And from now on I praise the god” (kai dmo vy gdhoy®) or
sometimes, especially in Phrygia, a warning: “I warn all mankind not to disdain the
gods, for they (i.e. mankind) will have this stele as a warning” (TapoyéAe réow
punbey katappoveiv oy Ochv émel £éer v oTiAY éfsvmidpiov).

These inscriptions often focus on transgressions of the type that we encountered
in the tablets from Cnidus: theft, failure to return a deposit, and slander, especially
with regard to allegations of poison or black magic.” Perjury, mentioned with some
frequency,? forms a bridge of sorts between the transgressions against men and
those against gods. For us it is interesting that in the category of profane transgres-
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sions the god is sometimes appealed to by the injured person in order to punish the
guilty and in this way do justice. And in some cases it is also explicitly announced
by what means the god has been brought to act. I quote a well-known confession
inscription:#! “To Men Axiottenos. Since Hermogenes, son of Glycon, and Nitonis,
son of Philoxenos, have slandered Artemidoros with respect to wine, Artemidoros
has given a mirraxtor. The god has punished Hermogenes, who has propitiated
the god, and from now on he will extoll (the god).” A murrdxiov is a tablet
covered with writing, which is presented to the deity. It is, among other things, a
technical term for oracle questions placed before the gods in Egypt.®2 In another
confession inscription (TAM 318) we are told how a woman, Tatias, stands accused
(in a campaign of gossip)} of poisoning her son-in-law, who had subsequently gone
out of his mind. She reacted as follows:

% 88 Tarwas éméomosy

TIRTTpOY Kol Gpds Ednurey

év 7@ vab, os ikowomoLtoD-

oo wepL Tob mednuicfal ab-

™ év cuveldio TotaTy.

oi Beoi by émoinoay év

Kkohdoet, iy ob Siddvysr,

Tatias drew up a scepter and placed dpai (curses) in the temple, as if to show that she was
not guilty of the transgressions attributed to her,® although she was aware of her guilt. The
gods subjected her to 4 punishment that she did not escape.

Apparently the poor woman died, and in the remainder of the text we are told how
her relatives “unbound (AtYw) the dpai” and successfully propitiated the gods.

The text contains many interesting elements, among which the following are of
importance to us. There is a ritual opening of the judicial process by the “drawing
up of a scepter.”* We meet this and closely related expressions again several times.
In particular some recently found texts make it clear that it is here a question of
making visible the present power of the god. The dpaf most likely contained a
conditional self-curse that Tatias uttered in order to prove her innocence, a proce-
dure similar to that which appears in a Cnidian tablet (DT 1}. What is essential is that
these dpai are clearly related to the merrdkiow of the first text; the case is
entrusted to the god in writing, and punishment is implored for the culprit. Perhaps
we can find another example of such a “juridical prayer” in a confession inscription
from Maeonia (TAM 362) that mentions “someone who has overthrown and re-
moved the tablet (w[t]vakidior).”® One way to appeal to divine justice
(Bmexaléoor[o kar” avrTob Toly @edy, in the words of TAM 525) is therefore a
written complaint in a temple. Now we have already become acquainted in detail
with such petitions in the previous section. The similarity even goes so far that
Artemisia feared that her “curse” would be taken away, something that seems to
have happened in the Maeonian inscription under consideration. The Cnidian
prayers provide closer comparison.® There is, to be sure, a time difference of at
least one—and most likely two or three—centuries, but the dated confession in-
scriptions themselves prove precisely how persistently a religious practice can be
maintained over two centuries, even to details of wording.
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We could say that the Cnidian tablets form the opening to a legal proceeding, just
like the dpaf, the mirrakior, and the mvaxidior in the confession inscriptions;
while the confession inscriptions themselves describe the course and the conclusion
of the whole lawsuit. Conversely, it also appears that such “divine jusﬁcc” can
function especially well where illness, misfortune, or even death are regarded in the
first place as divine punishment and thus lead to serious self-examination for
possible sins committed against gods or men. A series of short votive inscriptions
from Philadelphia®’ illustrates perfectly the two possible reactions to illness and
cure. On the one hand we find the usual type, edffd]upervos. ... .. e L
avé[flnre (“Having made a vow . . . I redeemed it™),®8 in which a vow for the
cure of an illness is simply redecmed, but on the other hand there are texts like
kohagfeioa ro[v]s paoorolves] etymy alrlédnxa,? in which an illness affect-
ing a woman’s breasts is clearly seen as a punishment.

This relationship between the Cnidian tablets as complaints before a divine
tribunal and the confession inscriptions as records of divine justice invites closer
scrutiny of the confession inscriptions with regard to the question that we raised
above: What was the fate of the possession obtained illegally by the culprit? As we
have noticed, the wording of the Cnidian tablets and the related tablet from Southern
Italy seemed to indicate that the object brought to the temple would in fact be the
possession of the goddess(es) (which by itself would not necessarily have placed it
outside human use),*® Such an outcome, however, does not seem logical to every
modern researcher: “Aber welcher Fluch! Wenn sie aber das Gestolene nicht wie-
dergeben, so sollen sie es der Géttin zustellen!” C. Wachsmuth wrote indignantly.”*
Some examples from the confession inscriptions demonstrate that this could indeed
happen. According to an inscription from Koresa (Lydia)* an article of clothing
was stolen from a bathing establishment: “The god was vexed with the man and after
some time had him bring the cloak to the god. He openly confessed his guilt. Then
the god ordered him, through the agency of an “angel,’ to sell the article of clothing
and to publicize his miracles on a stele”. One can of course contend that the
exceptional nature of the command proves that normally the returned object will not
belong to the deity. But there are other attestations. From the neighborhood of Kula
{(Maeconia) comes a confession inscription®® whose legible part relates the gods’
request that certain individuals return a sum of money that they are illegally with-
holding. They did not teturn it to its rightful owner, but instead “the sons of the
culprits gave double the original amount to erect a stele”; thus it is somewhat
comparable with the South Italian prayer (see p. 73). In an unpublished confession
inscription from Usak® two people ask the patrioi theoi what they could have done
wrong. Somewhere along the line this is made clear to them, for they telt us, “We
deposited 100 denarii just as the patrioi theoi had demanded (kafas
émelnmnoar).” Although there is no certainty here, I suspect that it concerns a sum
of money acquired in a disreputable manner; again, this time, the money is not
returned to the owner but is deposited in the temple.

Of course it also happens that the original owner gets the lost or stolen item back
again. Cleatly there existed a variety of practices; this will be confirmed further
from the Latin material. At any rate, the very demand to erect a stele means an
assessment on financial means. An inscription (TAM 327) begins as follows: “An-
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acitis is great. Since Phoebus has sinned, the goddess asked for a igpoménpor.”
This term, which occurs several times,? probably means a “gift to the deity” and is
perhaps identical to the oTnhoypadia. There is one text from Cnidus that although
it has disappeared from scholarly discussion since Newton’s edition, nevertheless
offers a nice parallel to this.* In it we read that a woman dedicated yapioTeio and
éxtiparpa to Demeter, Kore, and the gods with Demeter and Kore—in which the
term drriparpa, otherwise unattested, must mean (using the analogy to' terms
such as odorpa, Arpa, or unrvrpa) something like “payment”™-—in this case
in the form of high veneration and thanks—somewhat comparable to the tepo-
womue and praise of the confession stele.

Finally, a few words on the question of terminology. The verb éme{nréw appears
as one of the standard ingredients of the confession texts. This is significant since it
has, like many of the terms discussed above, strong juridical connotations. 1 now
summarize the results of a long and detailed analysis, the bulk of which I cannot
present here. The verb, which in the confession texts nearly aiways expresses the
action of the god(s), functions in roughly three divergent, yet nevertheless interre-
lated, ways:

i. When the direct object is inanimate, it means “to demand, to require some-
thing,” for example, satisfaction, a {spomonua, a stele. Occasionally it means
“to claim™ an object that the gods regard either as their own property or as stolen
property that has been entrusted to their care. .

2. When the direct object is a person, the verb means “to pursue” a guilty party.
Occasionally, we find a more concrete variant, such as the use of the verb
wetaBaive in an inscription from Usak,”” where a woman refused to pay a
promised reward for child rearing: xai of feol peréBnoay is avriy (“And
the gods chased after her”), easily comparable with thc use of the verb
perépyompor in some prayers for revenge (see p. 71).

3, It also occurs without any object at all, in which case some object, animate or
inanimate, is often easily supplied from the text. In some cases, however, it is
used in the absolute sense of “to investigate the affait” or “to hold a judicial

inquiry.”

The investigation referred to in the last definition may be initiated by the injured
party.%® In TAM 317 several people have stolen pigs from Demainetos and Papias,
and when they inquired into ({n7éw) the matter, the culprits denied it. The next step
is to entrust the case to the justice of the god. This is exactly the same situation that
occurs in Babrius’ fable (no. 2), where a farmer loses his mattock and starts an
inquiry (8mi{nTéw) to ascertain whether it was stolen by certain individuals. When
they deny it, he takes them to a temple in a nearby city to take an cath.

Qur insight into the various meanings of (mi){nTéew can perhaps put an end
to the long discussion®® of another term in one very illuminating confession text
(TAM 440) in which several gods are invoked with regard to a deposit of 40 denarii
that Apollonios has left with Skollos. When Apollonios tries to get the money
back, Skollos swears by the gods invoked at the beginning of the inscription
(rovs wpoyeypapévovs Bsovs) that the money had been returned at the agreed-
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upon time. Afterwards, because Skollos had broken his word, Apollonios
Trapexwpnoey 7§ Oe@. The gods punish Skollos with death and set up a judicial
inquiry (Zm{mTéw in its absolute sense). In the end Tatias, his daughter, redeems
(Aw) the oath.

I have left the phrase wapexwpnoey v§) 0@ untranslated. I cannot go into the
lengthy debate over the use of the verb mapaxwpsw here; it suffices to say that its
semantic range includes “give way to,” “leave or concede something to somebody,”
and especially (and to us most significantly) in legal parlance “surrender or cede a
right or a legal claim to another person.” As there is no explicit object for
mapaxwpiw, we may choose, as we do with {nréw, to supply an animate or
inanimate object; or we may understand it in an absolute sense. Just as we have seen
the three possible functions of émiu{nTéw we may conclude that the same three
options are possible here. For émi{nréw is precisely the divine response to the
human act of mapaywpéo, the latter being a legal equivalent, of sorts, to the more
hieratic terms used in the Cnidian and related tablets, such as depéw,
aviopilw, or dwarifnut, which could similarly have either the guilty party or
the stolen property as objects. It is therefore quite unnecessary to single out one of
the possible meanings. I think there is a good possibility that a larger concept of
judicial cession is involved, that is, the plaintiff hands over the stolen property, the
accused, and the entire case to the god(s) for a final decision. The act of cession may
have been symbolically, if not legally, expressed by physically placing the
murTaktov in the temple of the god; and it is possible, though in this case not
demonstrable, that by this act the ceded object becames the property of the god.

At the end of our paraphrase of TAM 440 we also see the use of the verb AMw
(loosen), which occurs in its various forms!® rather frequently in the confession
texts. It expresses the act of paying ransom in order to propitiate the god and assuage
his wrath.!®! Therefore a curse in which the gods are called dvemthd[rovs (“un-
bending,” lit., “unable to be loosened™} or the “scepters” are termed dhvra
(*“unable to be loosed”) is particularly threatening,'® since it no ionger offers this
last way out. The term Adrpov in the sense of “ransom,” that is, “a means of
escaping the consequences of sin” is commonplace in the New Testament, particu-
larly in Pauline discourse,'%* which the otherwise purely pagan confession inscrip-
tions recall in many respects. For us*1t is essential to stress the fact that in the case
of a transgression against another person a simple settlement of the dispute may not
be sufficient; additional “compensaﬂon may also be necessary as atonement for an
implicit wrong (or an explicit one, e.g., perjury) committed against the god. Such
a AMirpov may have taken the form of a stele, in which case the terms Mrpow and
tepomoina would seem to coincide.

CONCLUSION FROM THE GREEK MATERIAL

By way of the borderline defixiones we entered the domain of the judicial prayer. In
doing so we noted that as an alternative to “taking the law into one’s own hands” by
means of a defixio, people could express their grievances against their fellow human
beings in a prayer that submitted their complaint to the god. In practically all these
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prayers the deity is presented as a superior, majestic autocrat to whom human beings
in all humility submit their cases, like in the Egyptian évrevées to the monarch.
The accuser transfers the whole lawsuit or the culprit or the stolen property {or all
three at the same time) to the care of the god. In the explicit prayers of revenge there
is principally a demand for retaliation against, and punishment of, the guilty party
(kohdlw, SxBikbw, peTipxopat, kaTadidKe, orthe Latin vindicare), to whichend
either the guilty person is “handed over” (koararifinui, koarerifzpon, or the
Latin commendare) or the entire case is entrusted to the god (8medédwk(a] T Eua,
“I bring this libellos,” “fithre meinen Prozess™). In the other judicial prayers as well
as in the confession inscriptions, although the thought of revenge certainly plays a
patt, it is above all the restitution of, or indemnity for, the loss or damage (e.g., in
the case of slander) that is demanded. Case, person, or stolen goods can be entrusted
to the deity (the verbal forms vary, e.g., duiepéw, dwiopilw, dvarifnu,
mapaxwpbw), who then opens an inquiry, prosecutes the guilty, or claims the stolen
property. The verb me{nTéw is the typical term and is used in all these meanings,
just as in the revenge prayers 8xdikéw and vindicare possessed a comparable-
though-not-identical spectrum of meanings. Likewise we encounter avalnrén
with the same meaning or simply {nTéw (e.g., with alua or potpa as a direct
objecty!® in the biblical sense of “demand an account of.”

The divine intervention appears in the form of iliness, accident, or the death of the
guilty and is seen either as an irrevocable punishment (kéAcois, Tipwpin, etc.) or
as a conditional and temporary means of pressure (¢.g., “May he not breathe easily
until. . . .”), that is, a judicial torment (Bacavilew and related words) by which
the guilty is eventually brought to confess (é§ayopeiw, opoloytw, or E€opo-
Aoyéw)!®S and restitute or compensate for, what was owed (dwevsykar ovToS
mape Adparpe, etc.). Sometimes the stolen property is returned to the original
owner, and sometimes it remains (whether according to an explicit agreement or
not) property of the deity. The latter can be regarded as the result of an actual
cession.

Finally, we must mention the physical presentation of these prayers for justice.
Newton announced that he found the Cnidian tablets “broken and doubled up” (p.
382). Nevertheless he insisted that “they were probably suspended on walls as they
are pietced with holes at the corners™ (p. 724). Although some scholars claimed that
these holes could not be found and that some tablets were covered with writing on
both sides, many others, including C. Wachsmuth, J. Ziindel, R. S. Conway, E.
Ziebarth, and R, Wiinsch 196 continued to believe that the tablets were placed in the
temple in public view to be read by everyone. One continually detects the convic-
tion (among modern scholars at least) that publication was necessaty (0 give some
real effect to the tablets. And indeed, there do occur formulas on the tablets that
warn the thief, who thereby receives one last chance to remedy his transgression.
Despite opposition by Audollent, 7 who thought that these prayers were buried just
like real defixiones, Kagarow and Bjérck!'%® argue for the publicity of these texts,
not necessarily as “public advertisements” in the temple but possibly through the
agency of a priest who received the complaint and then took the necessary steps to
inform the accused. Zingerle!®® has gone very far—certainly too far—in his views
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about a Priestergericht, in which priests not only had control of the lawsuit but also
carried out punishment.

Without going into details here, we can without effort establish that the Greek
material does not point to one uniform procedure. Many of the judicial prayers from
the “border area,” just like the related defixiones, came from graves or wells or
springsil9 and therefore were permanently hidden from human view. This is prob-
ably also true for the Amorgos tablet, just as it is also certain that some of the Coptic
revenge prayers from Egypt were sent along with the dead in accordance with the
practice of the ancient Egyptian “letters for the dead.” But even where we are in a
context of a temple, variations are possible. The reference to public fines in the
bronze tablet from South Italy (see pp. 73-75) strongly suggests that it was a public
document, and the bronze tablet from Asia Minor (see pp. 74—75) still has the hole
from which it was originally suspended. The curse of Artemisia was certainly placed
in the temple to be seen by everyone, just as the merrdria of the confession
inscriptions presumably were, since the fear was expressed that they might be
stolen, A demotic prayer for justicet!! says, “As for anyone in the world who will
set this document on fire [to destroy] it, let him not escape from our plea.” Still,
some of these prayers were not available for everyone to read; a Coptic-Christian
prayer for revenge (Bjorck no. 31) has the prescription, “He who opens this papyrus
(xé&pms) will bring on his head what has been written on it: let it go on his head.”

All this can and will be researched more systematically. For the time being,
however, we can conclude that in some cases—among others the public prayers for
revenge—the trust in the divine power alone sufficed as a motivation for the
accusation. In temples prayers could be publicly displayed—as was also the case
with oracle questions!*2—and could in this way bring the thief to repentance. But
they were also offered closed,1? just as today we still encounter “letters to heaven”
in churches. In this case we may assume an occasional mediating role for the priests
who represent the divine court of arbitration, a phenomenon that is still known to
occur in many traditional cultures of our own day.!!4 C. Wachsmuth!'S compared a
church practice in Greece of his time in which the accusation, including the possible
divine punishment, was read out 1bud by the priest. In my opinion the most
obvious—though by no means exclusive—procedure may be that the injured party
first tries to draw a confession from the suspected culprits'' and then tells them
explicitly that he is making a higher appeal to the god. The knowledge that the
accusation now rests with an all-se;jeing, highest authority is sufficient to force the
culprit to reconsider his deeds, especially when shortly thercafter he does not feel
perfectly healthy. We shall see that the Latin lead tablets from England support this
view to a great extent.

LATIN JUDICIAL PRAYERS

Augustine (De Civ. D. 6.10) borrows from Seneca a description of the people who
resided in the temple of the Trias Capitolina in Rome: “One places names before
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Jupiter, the other tells him the time, still another reads to him, another anoir.lts him.
There are women who arrange the hair of Juno and Minerva and hold a mirror fqr
them. There are also those who hand them petitions and inform them about their
lawsuits (qui libellos offerant et illos causam suam doceant).” Although the exaf:t
religious context of this curious fragment is not quite clear,'!7 it does. suggest that in
the first century AD. there existed, even at the center of the imperium Romq_:mu.m,
practices that provide a direct parallel to the Greek prayers for Tevenge and.]ustlce
we have analyzed and that encourage us to search for similar texts in Latin epigraph-
ical materials.

Let us return to the problematic text from Italica that opens this essay. The central
question was how to explain the peculiar fact that a stolen object could be c?lled tl.le
property of the goddess (tuas res) by the injured party. Whoever places this tex.t in
the category of the traditional defixio denies one excellent avenue for gxplapatwn;
for if it is compared to the judicial prayers of Asia Minor, the difficultics dls‘solve
immediately. The double usage of the verb persequi has its direct counterpart in the
Greek verb ému{nréw, and it occurs here in two constructions that occur in the
confession inscriptions, namely in the sense of “tracking down™ th.e stolen goods as
well as “prosecuting” the culprit. It is then evident that in this LaFm ‘ta.blet, 100, th_e
injured party has “dedicated” (or perhaps better, “ceded” in. the judicial sense) his
or her stolen property to the goddess and that in this way it had become, lf.:gally
speaking, the case or the property of the goddess (tuas res) just as we saw in th.e
Greek material. The goddess was also addressed respectfully as domina. Now if this
were our only Latin testimony to such prayers, there would‘bf': some ground for
scepticism; for there are several lacunae in the text and the Latin is far from perfect.
Not too much should be deduced from the one word zuas. But fortunately there are
more examples. In a curse text from Corsica, called a defixio by the editor and puch
improved in Solin’s publication we read,!’®

[--] ule vindica te. Qui tibi male flaciet], qui [--]

{--~ v]indica te et si C. Statius tibi nocuit, ab ¢o vind[ica te -]

[ persequa?lris eu, ut male contabescat usque dum morie;[t]gr -—
cumgque alis, et si Pollio conscius est et illum persequaris,

ni annum dycat.

I prefer (for reasons that will become clear) to restore flecit] in.ste:‘:\d of f['aciet] in
line 1. In lines 3—4 we should understand guicumque alius and in line 5 ni as ne. I
translate,

—ule (probably the name of a god), avenge yourself. Whoever has dome you
harm . . . avenge yourself on him, and if C. Statius has injured you, avenge yot-lrself on
him [. . . persecute] him in order that he may waste away hornbly until he dies. And
whoever else—for instance, if Pollio—is an accomplice, persecute him as well, so that he
won’t live out the year.

Without a doubt, elements of the standard terminology of defixiones are present,
like tabescat and ni annum ducat, but Solin remarks, “Wenn ein Gegner de.s den
Fluch aussprechenden der Gottheit Schaden zufiigt, soll diese sich von jenem
befreien. Dergleichen habe ich auf keiner antiken Fluchtafel gefunden. Der
verfluchende identifiziert sich sozusagen mit der Gottheit, die ihm helfen soll.” Tlhe
text, however, immediately loses its enigmatic character when we classify it with
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the judicial prayers, a classification that seems warranted by the terms vindica,
conscius, and persequaris. The injured party has ceded his case to the goddess, who
thereby becomes a “party” to the Iawsuit herself and will act as vindex. Hence my
preference for the restoration male fecit (has done harm) instead of male faciet (will
do harm),

We find added support for such interpretations in several Latin “curse tablets” (for
the most part from England), of which some have been known for a long time, while
others have been found very recently and are published in the latest issues of
Britannia.''” In 1964 the great scholar of the Latin defixio, R. Egger, discussed a

curse tablet from Wilten-Veldidena near Insbruck that had been published in 1959
by L. Franz;120

Side A Side B
Secundina Mercurio et ' persicuatis et eum
Moltino mandat, ut siquis * XIHI aversum a fortunis {syu-

sive draucus duos sustulit, ut
eum sive forfunas eius infi- simis et ab eis quos caris-
dus Cacus sic auferat quo- simos abeat, oc vobis

modi ili{a)e ablatum est id quod mandat, vos [e}um cor|ipi]a-
vobis delegat, ut persecuatis tis.

vobisque deligat, ut

is avertatis et a suis prox-

Egger made excellent use of the extant Latin and Greek defixiones and other related
texts from England and shed light on several troubling aspects of the text. I do
believe, however, that we can make this text yield its full meaning only by setting
it against the background of the (Greek) judicial prayers, I first give a translation:

Secundina charges Mercurius and Moltinus that whoever has stolen 14 denarii or two
necklaces, 12! that the perfidions Cacus take him away or his possessions, just as they (her
possessions) have been taken away from her, the very things that she transfers to you to
track down. And she also assigns you to persecute him and separate him from his posses-
sions and from his fellow men and from those who are dearest to him. With that she charges
you; you have to catch him. L

The parallels to the Greek judicial prayers strike us immediately. Mercurius and
Moltinus have to take-over the tagks of the earthly judge. The task or transfer is
expressed by mandare and delegézre. The latter of these words is the exact Latin
equivalent of the Greek verb mapaywpéw, meaning “to assign, confide, commit,
entrust any thing to a person (ftfr attention, care, protection, eic.)” and “to make
over either one who is to pay the debt or the debt itself,” being, therefore, the term
for judicial cession. It is now up to the gods to persequi (with a double object) first
the stolen object that is ceded (id quod vobis delegat ut persecuatis) and next the
thief himself or possibly the whole case (vobisque deligat ut persicuatis), all exactly
as we saw in the case of the Greek equivalent émi{nréwm. The prosecution here
similarty involves punishment as well, in this case by a sort of “isolation” of the
guilty. I doubt that ur eum coripiatis means “ihr aber sollt ihn vor Gericht bringen.”
I should prefer “seize,” “catch,” perhaps “take into custody.”

What happens to the stolen object? Egger thought that the thief, in Secundina’s
expectation, would contritely report to the gods and carry out restitution of the
stolen object. Although this is not impossible, it seems equally likely that revenge
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and punishment of the guilty is the main purpose of the prayer. Either way, the god
takes over the task of punishing the guilty and demanding an account.

In his day Egger could refer to three tablets from England that, however different
they may have been, still were somewhat related to the tablet from Austria. Of
these, the tablet from Lydney Park (Gloucestershire) has been known the longest: 122

Devo

Nodenti Silvianus
anilum perdedit
demediam partem
donavit Nodenti
Inter quibus nomen
Seniciani nollis
petmittas sanita
tem donec perfera(t)
usque templum No-
dentis.

To Divus Nodens. Silvanus is missing his ring. He has given half (of its worth) to Nodens.
Let no one in the group to which Senecianus belongs live in good health until he brings (the
object) to the temple of Nodens.

Here we have a mechanism that corresponds in detail to that of the Cnidian tablets;
pressure is exerted on the thief in the form of an illness (cf. wempnuévos). The
phrase perferat usque templum Nodentis corresponds to Grevéykar avTos mapa
Adparpa, except that here the writer suspects in what social circles the thief could
be found. And there is a prearranged agreement with the deity concerning the stolen
property; the god receives half of the value, which must mean that the original
owner receives back the ring if it ever shows up. This is confirmed by other texts.

A tablet from the third or fourth century A.np12? found in Kelvedon, Essex
confirms this picture. The text of R. P. Wright in the editio princeps (Journal of
Roman Studies 48 [1958]: 150, no. 3) reads as follows:

quicumque res Vareni in
volaverit si mulrer si mascel
sangu(iyno suo solvat

et pecuni{a)e quam exesuerit
Mercurio dona et Virtuti s{acra).

Egger improved the interpretation suggested by the editor in several respects,
especially in his reading of the final line as Mercurio dona(tur) et Virtuti s(emis). He
was mistaken in one detail only; he understood the phrase sanguino suo solvat to
mean soll personlich zahlen, that is, “let him pay in person.”!2* Apart from the fact
that such a notion cannot be expressed by the Latin here, later discoveries among the
British lead tablets make it clear that sanguine suo can only mean “with his own
blood,” that is, “with his health” or “with his life.” Thus, I would translate this
tablet as follows:

Whoever stole the property of Varenus, whether man or woman, let him pay for it with his
own blood, From the money that he (the thief) will pay back, half is given to Mercurins and
Virtus. 125
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From these texts and others discussed below, it appears that the guilty must person-
ally atone for their crime with physical suffering, illness, and so on. In addition,
some form of restitution is sometimes demanded for the stolen object, which then
benefits (at least partially) the deity as well. In short, just as in the Cnidian tablets,
the criminat is “punished” with physical discomfort (there the term wempyuévos is
used, here sanguine suo) either to force him to restore the stolen property or (failing
that) to provide real—and therefore permanent—punishment for the crime.

Several recently published tablets from England demonstrate quite clearly that
this is the correct interpretation of the phrase in sanguine suo. 1 shall first cite the
ending of a rather unusual specimen from Bath (Britannia 12 [1981]; 378, no. 9).
Uricalus and several members of his family have sworn an oath at the spring of Dea
Sulis in which the stipulation occurs, Quicumque illic periuraverit deae Suli facias
illum sanguine suo illud satisfacere (“Whosoever conunitted perjury will give
satisfaction [or will atone] to the Dea Sulis for it with his blood”). This text comes
very close to the confession inscriptions in which there is a question of atonement
for perjury, in particular, the one in which the term ikavomowodoa (= satisfacere)
occurs. 126 The most important observation, however, is that sanguine suo satisfac-
ere can mean nothing else here except “atone with his own blood” (therefore with
illness, in particular with fever, and perhaps even death). 27 Before discussing some
recently discovered texts in which all this is expressed more explicitly, I first want
to cite a puzzling tablet from Essex!2® (Britannia 4 [1973]: 325, no. 3) that has not
really been understood:

Side A Side B
Dig M(ercurio} dono ti{bi} Dono tibi
negotium Et- Mercurius
{tlern{a)e et ipsam aliam neg [o-
nec sit i{n)vidi{a) me(i} tium N VIN
Timotneo san- ..., ..
guilnle suo NIO[. .....
1 MINT . . . IS NG
! SVO

The editors R. P. Wright and M. W. C. Hassall translate,

To the god Mercury, I entrust toyou my affair with Eterna and her own self, and may
Timotneus feel no jealousy of mef}at the risk of his life-blood. (Side A)

I entrust to you, O Mercury, another transaction. . . . (Side B)

At the end of side B there follows another instance of sanguine suo. There are
nmnerous grammatical and spelling mistakes: Dio instead of Deo, Timotneo instead
of Timotheo, aliam instead of alium. This encourages me to suggest an alternative
interpretation. Eternus is a name that occurs rather often in Roman Britain and has
just recently appeared again, this time on a curse tablet.'? T have long wondered
whether negotium Eternae et ipsam might not mean “Fterna’s trade (shop, business,
store) and Eterna herself,” as we find them cursed regularly in Greek defixiones'0
(e.g., 7a épya, épyacia, mpdéis, etc.). I prefer an interpretation that the editors
give with regard to alium negotium on side B, especially because of the parallels to
other tablets from Britain and (in particular) to the Greek judicial prayers; we have



86 Magika Hiera

here in an exemplary way the entrusting to the god of the “lawsuit itself and of the
(guilty) person.” However, as we have seen, in such prayers the author often does
mention his name. Besides, the proposed translation of nec sit invidia mei Timotneo
is somewhat artificial. I therefore propose to interpret as follows: “And don’t let
there be envy on my account (mihi must be understood), Timotheus.”! The
last-named is the author, who asks the god that his action not be to his disadvantage.
Is this not the same stipulation that we found in the tablets from Cnidus and ic
related one from South Italy? If this is so, then sanguine suo (perhaps also on side
B) must be regarded as a syntactically freestanding expression, “With his bloed!”
(sc., “The guilty party must pay”). This is not without parallels in relaterd G:rc(?k
texts. One of them we have already cited under the prayers for revenge: 7is ouToV
#iknae @ B adplal.132 Although this does not prove my interpretation, 1 Pel}e.ve
it does show that such a reading is possible and indeed—in the context of Judiciat
prayers—more plausible than what has been previously suggested.

The profit of our comparison of the Greek and Latin texts will become even more
striking when we apply our method to a well-known “defixio” that has often been
discussed without producing any convincing interpretation. It concetns a tablet
found in the amphitheater at Caerleon (the ancient Isca Silurum, encampm'ent of. the'
legio Il Augusta). The editor, R. G. Collingwood, read, Domna Ne- | mesis do‘tz-/b:
palleum | et galliculas | Qui tulit non [ redimat nlisi fusal sanguine / sua..Practlcaliy
all of the previous interpretations of this tablet begin with the assumption tha}t we
have here a traditional defixio using an appropriate kind of sympathetic maglc.:,“f‘f‘
namely, that the person gives the clothing of an enemy to the goddess Nemems_ in
order that the owner will get them back only by paying with his life. In order to elicit
this reading from the tablet, however, one must understand the word tulit to mean
“he has worn” or “he has brought” and redimat to mean “may he get them back,”
both of which are strained, if not impossible, translations of the Latin.

If, however, we take these verbs in their normal meaning as they appear on other
British lead tablets (i.e., fulit [= abstulif], “he has stolen” and redimat, ‘_‘m?y. he
atone or redeem”) we immediately see that this text is another exampl'e of 31:1r1d1cal
prayer. The translation is then very straightforward: “Mistress Nerpesm, I give you
(my!) cloak and shoes. Whoever has stolen them will not atone for it unless w.1th his
life, with his blood.” It is therefore a question of cession to the goddess by whlch. th_e
stolen object has become her possession (cf. fuas res from the Ita‘lica te:xt). This is
clearly a prayer for revenge and for punishment of the guilty. Redimere is compara-
ble to the Greek verb M, in the sense of “ransom, redeem, buy off, atone for.”

Since I first arrived at this interpretation long ago, it has been happily confirmed
by texts from Bath ( Britannia 14 [1983]: 336, nos. 5 and 6). Number 5 reads,

execro qui involaver-

it qui Deomiorix de hos-
{i}pitio suo perdiderit qui-
camque re{u)s deus ium-
inveniat sanguine et

vitae suae illud redemat.

1 curse (him) who has stolen, who has robbed Deomiorix from his house. Whoever is guilty,
may the god find him. Let him pay for it with his blood and his life.
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Number 6 reads,

Minervae
de{ae) Suli donavi
furem qui
caracallam
IGEam invo-
lavit si servus

si liber

siba

ro si mulier

hoc donum non-
redemat nessi
sangu{iyne suo,

Y have given to Minerva, the Dea Sulis, the thief who has stolen my hooded cloak, whether
stave or free, whether man or woman. He is not to redeem (i.e., in the sense of “buy off"”)
this “gift” unless with his own blood.

The phrase “to pay with his own blood” occurs twice. The second text, in particular,
is interesting because here the thief is delivered to the goddess (as in the Cnidian
tablets), and he can only redeem himself from this “transfer” (dorum)!34 with his
blood.

I shall now cite some (parts of) recently discovered Latin texts to show to what
extent they correspond to Greek—in particular Cnidian—texts, partially also to
show how the Greek material can contribute here to the interpretation. The first is a
tablet from Uley (Britannia 10 [1979]: 343, no. 3). As I have done before, I shall
begin with the excellent translation and interpretation of the editors, M. W. C.
Hassall and R. S. O. Tomlin:

Side A Side B

Commonitorium dec Deo ssdicto tertiam p-
Mercurio {written over Marti Silvano] a Satur-  artem donat ita ut

nina muliere de lintia l ex{sligat istas res quae

mine guod amisit ut il- ! sstale) sunt.

ie qui hoc circumvenit non ; Ac a quae perit deo Silvano

ante laxetur nis{s}i quando ; tertia pars donatur ita ut

res ssdictas ad fanum ssdic- i hoc ex{s}igat si vir si femina, st serv-

tum attulerit si vir si man- /' ussiliber[ . .. JE[ ... ]TAT.
lier si servus sfi} liber {
i
A memorandum to the god Mercury (erased: Mars Silvanus) from Saturnina a woman
concerning the linen cloth she has lost. Let him who stole it not have rest until he brings

the aforesaid things to the aforesaid temple, whether he is man or woman, slave or free.
(Side A)

She gives a third part to the aforesaid god on condition that he exact those things which have
been written above. A third part from what has been lost is given to the god Silvanus on
condition that he exact this, whether (the thief) is man, woman, slave or free. . . . (Side B)

This is an official complaint, called commonitorium here and on another tablet
(Britannia 13 [1982]: 400, no. 4), petific. In harmony with such a technical term is
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the vaguely official style in ssdictus (cf. the use of the tet:m wpoysypapzvorhm til(l}:
confession inscription on p. 78, which concerned .thc dispute betweeg A polloni t
and Skollos).135 Saturnina asks that the unknown thief “have no rest until” (non ante
laxetur) he returns the stolen cloth, a stipulation that rc‘calls not only the 1.':111guagc=E
of some defixiones (e.g., ne quis solvat nisi nos qui fecimus (DT 1.37] or the use ©
Gralte in the Greek defixiones)'* but, above all, the e)spressmr,x, in the.South
Italian prayer (see pp. 73—74): “Let her not breath freely until. . = leﬁ thief clan
only “be free,” “be liberated” when he has brought the stolen obJect‘ to the ternp1 e,
as in the Cnidian tablets. Saturnina in advance pledges to the god a th]l‘d. of the_ value
on condition that he goes after these things; herez as elsewhere the Latin exsigar 18
in a manner identical to the Greek verb ém{nréa. o )
uS‘j:xitablet from Bath (Britannia 12 [1981]: 371, no. 6) has a similar lfsage:' 1 have
given to Dea Sulis the six silver pieces that I have lost. The goddess will claim then];
back (exactura) from the names listed below.” The r}ames then follow. Thz vtt;lrt
exsigatur occurs again on a tablet from Bath (Britannia 13 [1982]: 403, ‘no.. ) tha
begins by dedicating some lost money (o the same goidfless: Deae S.'ull M_mervae
Docca | dono numini tuo pecuniam quam {. . . . afmisi id est (denanm'" quingue).
The following tablet from Uley (Britannia 10 [1979]: 342, no. 2) is also very

interesting.

Side A Side B

Deo Mercurio habeant nis{sh
Cenacus queritur [[nis{s}i]} repracse [n-
de Vitalino et Nata- taverint mihi iu-

lino filio ipsius die mentum quod t{a-
jumento quod erap- puerunt et deo

tum est. Erogat devotionem quafm
deum Mercurium ipse ab his ex-

ut nec ante sa- postulaverit.

nitatem

Cenacus complains to the god Mercury about Vitalinus and Natalinus, his- son, concemmg
the draught animal that was stolen. He begs the god Mercury that they .wﬂl not have good
health unti! they repay me promptly the animal they have stolen and (until they pay) the go
the “devotion” that he himself will demand from them.

Again we perceive the full judicial setting of the an}ian tablets. Here wi see the ixse
of the actual legal term queri (“to make a complaint before the. court”). The“aLst
sentence contains a proviso unique for British lead table.ts; the thief, forced by “the
court,” must not only give back the stolen animal or pay 1ts value (repraesentare can
mean both), but in addition he has to give a devotio to the god. Herr.i the tcrr’fl can
not, of course, have had the usual meaning (i.e., “a curse, ll'l’lpl'e.CEltIOII, etc.. } but
must be something like a devotional act or gift by which penance 1s dor?c..This'm:;y
refer to a part of the value of the object {which eliscwher'e, howcvelj, is 1nyarlab y
promised by the original owner) but also to the iepoménua mentioned in ;ome
confession inscriptions that accompanied the secular settlement of the case and was

also requested by the god in a dream.
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I cannot cite here all the known texts from Britain. Several offer some further
interesting details. One curse (Britannia 14 [1983]: 338, no. 3) reads, si servus si
hiber Kaymdiu siluerit vel aliquid de hoc noverit and further on, is qui anilum
involavit vel qui medius fuerit, that is, in addition to the actual thief, the tablet curses
any accomplices or people who know about the crime. We have met stipulations
of this sort several times in Greck and Latin texts discussed above (cf. the term
conscius or, in Greek, ovvyvdvra, ToUs cuveldéras, Tovs ourdoTes).
Consequences for the blood can also be expressed in a more concrete way. Another
tablet (Britannia 14 [1983]: 334, no. 2) wishes that the thief of a bronze vessel
sangulinyem suum in ipsmu [i.e., ipsum] aenmu [i.e., aenum) fundat (“may spill his
blood into the vessel itself ”). Another variant occurs in one of the more intrigu-
ing texts, in which a Christian is named explicitly. I give the text as presented by the
editors (Britannia 13 [1982]: 404, no. 7).

seu gen(tili}s seu C-

h{t}istianus quaccumque utrum vir

utrum mulier utrum puer utram puella

utrum servas utrum liber mihi Annian

o ma(njtutene de bursa mea s(e)x argente[o]s
furaverit tu d[o]mina dea ab ipso perexifg]-

e{ . . . eols si mihi per [flraudem aliquam INDEP-
REG{.ISTVM dederit nec sic ipsi dona sed ut sangu-
inem suum EPVTES qui mihi hoc inrogaverit

There can hardly be any disagreement about the interpretation of the first six lines.
I point to the deferential apostrophe domina dea, which we noted in related Greek
and Latin texts. Perexigere is a unique intensification of the motre common exigere.
The editors, however, are at a loss about what to do with the last three lines: “The
syntax is obscure and the text (if correctly transcribed) probably corrupt. The
purpose is apparently apotropaic (to make any counter-spell by the thief rebound
upon him?), and eputes possibly conceals a verb equivalent to sofvat.” As for the
reading indepregl.Istum, “it is uncertain whether to read something like indepre-
hensum (“undiscovered™) or to sepiarate inde (“thence™) from an obscure technical-
ity like pr{a)egestum (“previous action”), pr{a)egustum (“foretaste”), etc.”

I believe that we make further progress by adducing some comparable Greek
texts, especially those from Cnidos. I shall begin with the verb irrogare, which
means “to impose, inflict, ordain a punishment or penalty upon somebody.” How
could the injured party himself c?fver deserve punishment? I think that the solution is
hidden in one of the conjectures of the editors with regard to indepreg[.]stum,
namely, indeprehensum.>? However, this sentence becomes clear only in compari-
son with the Cnidian practice. Several excuse formulas were to safeguard the writers
from the wrath of the gods. In particular they had to emphasize that they themselves
were not guilty and were forced to this appeal to divine justice. We have interpreted
rec sit invidia mei Timotneo in the same way. If the complaint is not somehow
Justified, the accuser himself must risk divine retaliation. This would a fortiori be
the case if nothing had been stolen at all. That is why the authors of the Cnidian
tablets first give the guilty an opportunity to right the wrong. Divine help is invoked
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only when human endeavors fail. Invoking divine help against false ac_cusations
occurs repeatedly on confession inscriptions. Since we know that already in }'\ugus—
tan times donare occurs generally with the meaning of condonare (“to forgive, to
pardon”), the following translation of the last three lines seems best to me:

If through some deceit (i.e., on the sly) the thief has given it back to me so t.hat it remained
undiscovered, do not in any way pardon him, but may you destroy (or drink, or may he
vomit)!38 his blood, whoever has inflicted this guilt upon me.

Thus, although of course discussion is still possible about the details of the indivi‘d—
ual readings and interpretations, it is by now clear how helpful the Greek material
can be for the explanation of related Latin texts.

FROM THE GREEK EAST TO THE LATIN WEST: CONCLUSION

We must conclude that it is worthwhile to break the language barrier. The differ-
ences between the defixio and the judicial prayer that we have observed in the Greek
material, seem to occur in exactly the same way in the Latin tablets. 13 Indeed, only
when this distinction is fully appreciated can some Latin texts that previously
resisted analysis now be fully understood. The differences in mentality that form the
background of the two categories is similar in both the Latin texts and the Greek. In
the traditional form of the defixio there is more-often-than-not an anonymous person
who desires to harm an enemy without any argumentation or justification for the
action; the dacmons or gods who carry out the curse are manipulated, rather than
persuaded. In the judicial prayer, however, an individual, often giving his or l.ler
name, supplicates the god(s) in a subservient way (domina, etc.) and asks for dlvm.e
assistance in the form of retaliation for an injustice suffered. In this context there is
abundant use of formulaic language closely imitating that used in the secular courts
of law, Although once in a while a great god is invoked (Tupiter O.M., for example),
these prayers are generafly directed to local deities—or gods fron} the Roman
pantheon identified with local deities—for instance, spring nymphs, Divus NOd.e].]S,
Mercurius, Neptunus, and, especially in Bath, the Dea Sulis (Minerva). The B}‘ltls.h
tablets, insofar as it is possible to check, were not placed in a temple open to public
view, but rather they were folded or rolled, possibly pierced with a nail (so at any
rate unable to be read by outsiders) and buried or thrown into a spring; at Bath
dozens of tablets manipulated and deposited in this way were recovered from the hot
spring and the Roman reservoir excavated beneath the floor of the King’s Bath, 140
We can therefore conclude that in these cases the trust in the power of the god was
50 dominant that publication of the complaint in order to bring the thief to repen-
tance was deemed superfluous. This does not, however, preclude the possibility th.at
the injured persons may have also mentioned the accusation in some more public
forum in such a way that the culprits were made aware of their indictment before the
god(s). _
I have left one problem until now that I hope to be able to go into elsewhere in
more detail: How do we explain the striking similarities between the texts of such
far-flung regions, cultures, and periods (e.g., the Cnidian tablets, of hellenistic
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date, and the English tablets, dating mostly from the third or fourth century A p.)? In
this case spontaneous generation is certainly not to be rejected out of hand as a
possible explanation: a certain shared religious mentality!#! in which the depend-
ence and subservience of mankind to the superior power of the god predominates
might indeed lead independently to prayers of a judicial nature. Nor is the belief that
illness is punishment from the god limited to a small number of cultures. Else-
where!#? T have argued that the more specific, detailed, and exceptional the elements
shared by comparable customs and formulas, the greater the likelihood of a deriva-
tion and the smaller the probability of an independent development. In the case of
the judicial prayer I would prefer to believe that borrowing and transmission has
taken place because I consider the similarities so striking as to make spontaneous
development far less likely. We should note that such borrowing among the
defixiones can sometimes be demonstrated, just as the South Ttalian judicial prayer
was also undoubtedly related to the Cnidian prayers. Sample books or professional
formularies may have played a role.1%3 Particularly in England, we have to take into
account the strong influence of international migration that often resulted when
Roman soldiers from far distant parts of the empire finished their military duty there
and opted not to return to their native lands.

I conclude with an exceptionally interesting example of borrowing in a judicial
prayer from Spain. Besides the prayer from Italica, which we took as our starting
point, there exists a prayer, already known for a long time, on marble bricked into
the wall of a water basin near Emerita.'4* It reads,

dea Ataecina Turi-

brig. Proserpina

per tuam maiestatem

te rogo obsecro

uti vindices quot mihi

furti factum est; quisquis

mihi imudavit involavit

minusve fecit [e]als res] q(nae) 1(nfra) s(criptae) s(unt)
tunicas VI, [plaenula |

lintea TF, in[dus}ium cu-
wsLC...m ignoro ;
... ius ,r

Goddess Ataecina Turibrigensis Pnoserpma, by your majesty I ask, pray, and beg that you
avenge the theft that has been doné to me. Whoever has changed (immutavit, or replaced?),
stolen, pilfered from me the thmgé that are noted below (quae infra scriptae suni): 6 tunics,
2 linen cloaks, an undergarment. ., , .

The respectful language is striking, The verb vindicare corresponds again to
éxdixéw in the Greek revenge prayers. In reaction to a paper I gave in Paris in April
1985 on this subject, Patrick Le Roux informed me that in a well in Baelo, Spain a
lead tablet was found in 1970 showing a clear relation to the one just cited. He was
kind enough to send me the text and allowed me to use parts of it in advance of full
publication. S The text invokes the goddess Isis Myrionymos!46 and “commits a
theft” to her [tibi conmendo furtum). The goddess is addressed as “mistress™ {dom-
ina) and asked per maiestate(m) tua{m) to pass sentence on this theft. This time the
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verb is not vindicare, but reprindere (= reprehendere, “to convict, pass judgment
on”). All this is clearly similar to the usual practice in judicial prayers. There
is however one element unique in the whole Latin collection: facltuo numini
maes-itati exsemplaria. It is paradoxical that neither the term exemplariwm nox
anything similar occurs in any other Latin judicial prayer’#” but that it does occur
several times in Greek confession inscriptions from Asia Minor—clearly, as hap-
pens more often, as a loanword from Latin-—and in a formulaic expression: “I warn
all mankind not to disdain the gods, for they (i.e. mankind) will have the stele as a
warning {8€evmhdpeov)” (see p. 75) Moreover, the phrase ut tu evide(s) immedilo
qui fecit autulit (“that you publicly punish[?] whoever did it, [whoever] stole it”)
recalls the phrase &s pécoov évexkely in the text from Asia Minor (see pp. 74-75).
It seems clear to me, because of these similarities, that these texts from Spain cannot
have originated independently from the texts from Asia Minor. In this way a
welcome bit of information in Paris about Spain possibly provides a link between
Greek Asia Minor and Roman Britain.

Finally, what about the problem of “magic” and “religion”? As the reader will
have noticed T have opted for a cautious use of the term magic. We have observed
that many defixiones in the traditiopal sense of the term display clear characteristics
of black magic. At the same time, however, we also observe a shift here and there.
As Faraone remarks, elements of prayer may intrude. In and of itself this fact does
not necessarily exclude such texts from the category of magic. Invocations to gods
and daemons of the underworld in prayerlike formulas often occur in (particulatly
later) magical texts in order to encourage divine cooperation, and they may readily
be included in a definition of magic. Indeed, we often descry elements of coercion.
As soon as aspects of supplicatory prayer turn up, however, we notice that these are
restricted to the texts that also display other “atypical” elements, for instance, the
invocation of Olympian as opposed to chthonic gods, the use of deferential titles and
formulas, excuses for the disturbance, and so on. We concluded that all these
elements were characteristic of utterances to which in their most ideal foxrm no one
would deny the label of “religious prayer.” There are, then, two complications: first,
it seems better to see prayer and defixio as two opposites on the extreme ends of a
whole spectrum of more or less hybrid forms; second, the terms magic and religion,
which may be applied to each of these extremes, tend to lose their distinctive force
as one approaches the middle ground of this spectrum. This does not—at least in my
mind—imply that we need to abandon altogether the use of these terms. On the
contrary, it should provoke our interest and encourage us to document and explain
the conditions and the circumstances that foster the blurring of the boundaries. We
have seen in our case that the essential criterion for the definition of judicial prayer
should be sought in the legitimation and motivation of the wish, that is, we should
ask ourselves whether the wish was justified according to some unwritten laws of
public morality or whether the action was a legitimate one (i.e., as an act of rightful
retaliation). In this sitnation and only in this situation a person could and did resort
to divine zid by means of a judicial prayer, in addition to, or as an alternate to,
magical defixiones. It is obvious, however, that what we distinguish as magical and
religious attitudes correspond closely to coercive or performative attitudes and
supplicative or negotiative attitudes.
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. What is perhaps most interesting is that the “manipulative” aspects predominate
. in the tra(_iitional defixiones found in Greece proper, whereas we find supplicative
e}erner.lts in areas where Greek culture was imported at a later period and where for
centuries prior very different social and political forces had exercised their influence
on the clulture and mentality of the inhabitants. A strongly monarchical ideology has
deeply influenced religious perceptions here; for the common man one of the chief
Fasks.of the distant king and his more-approachable subordinates was the admin-
istration of justice. The fact that the prayer for justice employed the official lan-
guage of a royal petition is significant. It appears that in these regions people had a
choice of options when it came to interacting with the supernatural; the fact that in
the case of a justified complaint they so often opted for the deferential judicial prayer

inste:ad qf the'traditional defixio speaks volumes about their belief in divine power
and its direct involvement in human affairs. 18
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Robin’, Le culte des Erinyes dans la Gréce class-xque (Paris, 1939); ; i{uimkﬁt’gk & ZRG,G ¥
Suppl. VIII (1956): 82{f; R. Gladigow, “Jenseitsvorstellungen un: i .
: - esp. 299ff. -

(1971‘2: Zlgguxi?i,iot;:, Ephemeris Epigraphica 1913':185 (= SGD{;d- {A$;r:is; ;l:lltfld r;:n;u;;y
s.c]): wpos Tas Hpabidicas; the same formula is in SGD"62 (A ]G(I;.;}, ey Gomart, el
A votive inscription at Volos has Tlpa 1Sikaus Ma'}ra)\ox{n_gd. .. ! .B - id,enﬁﬁes b vl
II [Amsterdam, 1973}, no. 204}, A defixio from Cyrene (third century B.C.
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dike with Kore: Tipaéidina kapa peyarirolpos) *Ayiaoxdpmov; see C. Pugliese Car-
ratelli, ASAtene 23/24 (1961/62): no. 193; C. Gallavotti, Maia 15 (1963); 450-54 (= SGD
150). Cf. also Wiinsch, DTA vii. For the goddess Dike see below. In a late bilingual word list
~ mention is made of “Exduciiosis as Ultrices for which see G. Goetz, Hermeneumata Pseu-
dositheana, Corpus Glossariorum Latinorum 3 (Leipzig, 1892), 237,
19. The expression is ebayyéhia s (“sacrifice at the occasion of good tidings™); cf.
Xen. Hell. 1.6.37. Cf. PGM IV.2094: réhscor Botpov 7 frfdde yeypappbva.
TEAéTapTL 8¢ 0o Quaiow dmoddow. There are only a few more such votive formulas in

the defixiones. Cf. for the moment Kagarow 1929, 40 and D. R. Jordan, Hesperia 54 (1985):
243,

20. Jordan, SGD, p. 158,

21. Jordan, SGD, p. 197; cf. DTA 46.

22. The stolen object may even be a TapBévos (young girl). See Audollent, DT 74, SGD
38 mentions a tablet from the Athenjan Agora (inv, IL 1722) from the 3d cent. A, that
reproduces this text against thieves.

23. We occasionally find phrases like: T YAGTTOW THY Kcaknp, ete. (DTA 84) or rov
kvofov Tov dwdoror (DTA 77). There is a slight possibility that apparent professional
indications like wopréBockos (brothel keeper or pimp) (SGD 11) may simply be a form of
ridicule or abuse. A special type of defixio is based on the use of abuse, e.g., DT 155: rév
Svoosfny kol dvouov kei dmuardparor Kkapdnhov and DT 188 76v8e Tov dvopor
ket dorefi}. These are diabolni, which accuse the opponent of evil deeds against the god in
order to provoke divine wrath against him. Cf. S. Eitrem, “Die rituelle ATABOAH,” 50 2

. {1924): 43--58. For this reason one should not include DT 295 into category 4, as Audollent
does, since this accusation—+#ibi commendo quoniarm maledixit partourientem—is undoubt-
edly a diabols. Cf, Eitrem, ibid., 57.

24, The term éuaproids occurs frequently in funerary curses of Asia Minor. See

Strubbe above, p. 48.

25, Inter alia, the Greek term avabepa, which is typically Jewish (Speyer 1969, 1240
ff.).
26. A, Cameron (“Inscriptions Relating to Sacral Manumission and Confession,” HTR 32
[1939]: 158 states clearly that koAdiw is “the term for the divina punishment”; Th. Homolle,
BCH 25 (1901): 422, n. 1, “chatiment divine, & P’expiation imposée méme au deld de la vie™;
Steinleitner 1913, 96, n. 3: “typische Ausdruck firr Holle und Hollenstrafen,” Cf. F. X.
Gokey, The Terminology for the Devil and.!Evil Spirits in the Apostolic Fathers (Ph.D, diss. ,
Catholic University, 1961}, 89.; TWNT TH, 817. References to punishment in hell or nether-
world do occur now and then in defixionés. A tablet from Athens has [eds 76] / Bawpévior
OKOTELWOY Kol koTaxfovimy kel / [[ ]lj &is Ghovs Tovs Beovs / TIASAIHS, (= mao{ns)
YIS mépme ddpov (SGD 54 {Jordan's text] after R, P. Austin, BSA 27 [1925/261: 73).
Perhaps something of the kind is intend:ji in a tablet from Apamea against charioteers who are
supposed to see daemons from theid doors: déulolvas dapolvls, Sépovas Bréovs,
‘Heéorov wip . . . (Jordan, SGD, p. 193).

27. On this Jenseitskorrespondenz see Preisendanz 1972, 78 and Faraone above, p. 4.

28. Perhaps DT 14 from Phrygia belongs to this category: ypdpew walv]rlels Tovs duot
avrioe wloliobvras perd TOY [dlepwr. The context does not refer to the Jjuridical
atmosphere normally indicated by terms like antioi or antidikos, Cf., further, DT 92 from the
Thracian Chersoneses (third century n.c.): Aloa dratpodot K&[Se)lkobart.

29. SEG 30.326 (= SGD 21), originally published by G. W. Elderkin (Hesperia 6
[1937): 382-95) together with another defixio that contains a diabols and the phrase vad
Kipie Todds dudiknoov (. . . . . . } kol Bondnoor adrd. See, for some emendations,
BE 1938, no. 23 and D. R. Jordan, Glottg 18 (1980): 62—63, whose text I follow.



Magika Hiera
96

30. 1t is no accident that this term is also a sermo technicus in official petitions in Egypt;
. 80. ) y i
" gilo‘;&i% 58: Ph. Bruneau, Recherches sur les cultes de Délos a1 epo?ue hellenzt‘iq.ue e;
al'd l; ue impé;'iale (Paris, 1970), 650, Cf. J. Triantaphyllopoulqs, Melc.mges he smtzlu;
oﬁerl:s g G. Daux (Paris, 1974), 332-33. The editor makes an occaS};Rg i];% ,\ not‘ no ce: Kgi
‘ , ide !t D &pavTos , TQ Grow
L. Robert. Lines 10-12 of side B read raTaypddpo 7o dpawros TAUIA ’ >
“Je dé i orté, ce qui lui est nécessaire.
jrob, and he translates, “Je dévoue . . . de ceh‘n (,;u1 a en'ip ; e : '
(';']KSEAE\ is almost certainly 7& aifotlc and T& averykata 18 surely not “what is neces
ary” but a variant of aidola. o -
Sal'Y32 uThcz editor follows a saggestion made by A. F‘lassatrh\‘,j by translatlgf,c ];z;l;n\ztﬁa:ie
: ir,” i that this correspon
ce A votre pouvoir.” He does not realize, howevcr,' : '
f::nﬂnology o?the so-called confession texts from Lydia and Phrygia (see be}ov;, P 7?[@? é
on the meaning of arefé, for instance, Y. Grandjean, Une nouvelle arétalogie
ée (Leiden, 1975), 1-8. . . o
M“";; ‘ii‘(lle use of the imperative SwopyidoeTs s related to the exp{'essmn. Gc::ott ;:l::d
o)\m;:cévoa found in many funerary curses. Cf., €.8., a curse fromrHalos in Pht}tﬁoﬁs it
::(entury Bo) . .. .B8&e 88 dpyipy peydiny Tob peydrov Aus. See, on these ,
1 1985, 259ff. and Strubbe above, chap. 2. . ' ' ‘
VGI:T Failure of human efforts is a fopos in reports of divine healing mirac;t;sf,f seCefOz;
Weinréich, Antike Heilungswunder, RGVY, vol. 8,'pt.' 1 (Giessen, 1‘,1}(9)9)11do m;t kn;)w
confession text dpeimofoboa dré arbpamoy (Stellnle1tner.1913, 1o 31 Lo not ke
any comparable reference to failing human justice mﬁdeﬁxronf?s or sz ; ’ fff ;ris ;)fa
funerary curse containing pv Suvdpevos dysw TO TPEYIA (Zingerle 1926, .
different nature. _
;1'5'3 . Tr. Blass, Philologus 41 {1882): 146ff.; K. Wessely, 11.' J_ahresber. d. l[;' FGI;ZIJ(;SI%J;
Gymnasiums (Vienna, 1885); Witnsch, CIAIIL, app. X);)g; Pro..atlfgkc, S‘;’:Kngu:do};téd b;(
i ; i 25); , with a new
ken, UPZ 1, no. 1; Gerstinget, WS 44 {1924/ :
g’li}zke;]l UPZ, 6468F.: PGM XL, Steinleitner 1913, 102; B_]O]:‘Ck 1938, 131ff. S;):l; rc;g;l;:
W. Crén:srt, in Raccolta di scritti in onore di G. Lumbroso (M_]lan, 1925}, 47(]—Be;lin. 1974),
in Festschrift zum 150 jahrigen Bestehen des Berliner Aegyptischen Museums ( s s
422;53 .Not only because Oserapis is a god of the netherworld but also since iodsp suu}zg
to; eth.er as judges are typical for the images of underworld and he.rcafter; E. chl;n1 e, ( t.::lcow,
vogl 1, 10th ed. (Tiibingen, 1925), 310—11. Cf. the instances at Cnidus and elsewhere ,
) D 164: Edhauav, peTd 1o odv wapéﬁpc:a{v]l. o . -
" 7?[ allSd SE?trem (see n. 2?;), 43: “Bin Gebet kann doch in einen Fl}xch hmubergleltcndw;e
z.B m de;n Rachegebet der Artemisia.” On the differences between this type of prayer ;n t',:,
g.en;rme curse, see Kagarow 1929, 22ff., 49ff.; Bjdrek 1938, 11261, P. Moral:lli(, [;’gg{};ﬁ;ci ;
Jjudiciaire au musée d Istanbul, Mém. Ac. Roy. Belg. vol. 54, pt. 2 (Brussells, : .
38. Below, p. 81. ) |
39. Th Hoxﬂo]le, BCH 25 (1901): 412-30; IGXIL 72, plé 1 ESBQuT;gh,SﬁPI:[I:’ 1-52:3511990851)
] . s Zi : §7-T12; Bjorek, : --31; 81,
1081; Latte 1920, 81, n. 54; Zingerle, 1926 ; e oo
’ i [ in ed. H. S. Versnel, 1981, 189--92. ve g
32: H. W. Pleket, in Faith, Hope and Worship, e . :
a recent treatment of the text in Versnel 1985, 252ff., to w:]c}:i'};ret:}fofl?fdt:llztdg;a:;féita]ized
haps epaphroditos
40. Tn a letter Jordan suggests to me that perhap! e
i ¢ i i * This may well be true, As we have _
d interpreted as “a certain charming fellow : | .
:ll:alluz';rrtplixer observe, names of thieves and the like are mentioned if known, but the curse is
’ i ts.
ific refuge for those who do not know their opponen o
“S“ﬂy t;?nsg}:;?; 1626 27—7 2 was the first one who drew attention to the similarity x\:ﬁh tht;
e’”éwsv.fag and he was followed by Bjorck 1938, 60 ff. Indeed, many of the expressions o
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this prayer (and the one of Artemisia) have exact parallels in the vrevéis: Baoihed; émi
g& katapelyw; Tob Swalov TUXW; LkETis; mpooTimTe; dducobuan. Later collections
and studies confirm this: Maria T. Cavassini, in “Repertoriom Papyrorum Graecarum Quae
Documenta Tradant Ptolemaicae Aetatis,” Aegyprus 35 (1955): 299-334 (“Exemplum vocis
Evrevéis™); O. Gueraud, Enteuxis (Cairo, 1931); J. L. White, The Form and Structure of
the Official Petition, SBL Dissertation Series 5 (Missoula, 1972}, On d8wobpat as a
stereotyped element of the £vrevéis see also W. Schubart, “Das hellenistische Konigsideal
nach Inschriften und Papyri,” APF 12 (1937): 7. Zingerle could have also included the term
ebiharos, which is used in reference to kings or emperors: P. Petr. 2, 13, 19; UPZ 109, 6;
cf. Versnel 1985, 260—61.

42. Bjorck (1938, 137) points out that the same can be found in magical papyri. PGM LI
has mapakahd oe, vexkddagpor (... ... ) aroboar Tob duod afiduoTos Kol
ExBucfioat pe.

43, See Versnel 1985, 254; Strubbe above, chap. 2.

44. The main collections and discussions are F. Cumont, “H scle vindice dei delitti ed il
simbolo delle mani alzate,” Mem. Pont, Acc. ser. 3, vol. 1 (1923): 65-80; idem, “Nuovi
epitafi col simbolo della preghiera al dio vindice” Rend. Pont. Ace. Arch. 5 (1926/27): 69-78;
idem, Syria 14 (1933): 392-95; Bjorck 1938, 24ff.; Cf. also G. Sanders, Bijdrage tot de
studie der Latijnse metrische grafschriften van het heidense Rome, Verhandelingen Kon,
Vlaamse Acad. Wet. K. Letteren 37 (Leiden, 1960), 264ff.; F. Bémer, Untersuchungen iiber
die Religion der Sklaven in Griechenland und Rom, vol. 4 (Wiesbaden, 1963), 201-5. On the
symbol of the raised hands see Strubbe above, p. 42,

45. 1. Roberl, BE (1965), no. 335 and (1968), no. 535, D. M. Pippidi, “Tibi com-
mendo,” RivStorAnt. 6/7 (1976/77): 37-44; D. R. Jordan, “An Appeal to the Sun for Ven-
geance {(Inscr. de Délos 2533),” BCH 103 (1979): 522-25.

46. See F. 1. Délger, Die Sonne der Gerechtigkeit (Miinster, 1919), 90ff.; F. Cumont,
Afterlife in Roman Paganism (New Haven, 1922), 1334f.; |. Bidez, La cité du monde et la cité
du Soleil chez les Stoiciens, Mém. Ac. Roy, Belg, 26 (Brussels 1932); R. Pettazzoni, in
Hommages d J. Bidez et F. Cumont (Bruxelles, 1949), 245-56,

47. In the collection of Bjdrck: Serapis (1); Theos Hypsistos (11, 12); Hosios Dikaios
(13); Hagne Thea (14); Manes vel Di Caelestes (16); of Beoi (17). Cf. E. Schwertheim,
Inschriften von Kyzikos und Umgebung (Bonn, 1980), no. 522 for Aiky koi Zed Taw-
swoe. ‘

48. 1. H. Waszink, “Biothanatoi,” RAC I {1954): 391-94 and Pippidi (see n. 45). On
dwpot see the literature in Bomer (see n, 44), 202-3.

49. K. Meuli, “Lateinisch ‘morior#”'—deutsch ‘morden’,” Gesammelte Schriften vol, |
(Basel, 1975), 43944, r,i

50. L. Robert, Collection Froehner, vol. 1, Inscriptions grecques (1936), 55-56: “Poi-
son et magie jouaient un grand rdle et on fait et dans les imaginations, 11 serait intéressant d’en
relever les traces dans les épitaphes grecques.” He gives some examples to which, indeed,
many more could be added. Cf. also Zingerle 1926, 18—19 and Latte 1920, 68, n. 18. The
word dohos is frequently attested, see L. Robert, BCH 101 (1977): 49, on 86\ov movnpév.

I wonder whether in Inscriptions de Délos, ed. P. Roussel and M, Launey (Paris, 1937) no.
2533—«clat & mis afvrf BhaBniv(?) émsfovievasy, according to the conjectures by
Jordan (see n. 45)—we should not prefer Séholy to BhdBnlvy. This nearly always implies that
the culprit is unknown, e.g., ris 8& Todrovs Wéiknoe érkeyapirudros fre sis aire
70 vérveioa (MAMA vol, VII, p. 402 = S. Mitchell, Regional Epigraphic Catalogues of Asia
Minor {Oxford 1982] II, 362); tis adrév 8ixnae 76 5 alpia] N. P. Rosanova, VDI 51
[1955]: 174-76). I find it difficult to follow Jordan (see n. 45), 522, n. 2, who makes 7ic
interrogative (ris avTov Hdixnoe;). My collecague Strubbe has transcribed another funerary
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text in the museum of Afyen where 7ig has unmistakably the function 0’5 60'71.:.4 Cféglls]c? f{f
(1959): 273 and (1980): 341. C, Naour {(“Inscriptions du Moz;n[ ilge;ir]m; ,8 721;2) regers . .it a;
i i ZPE 1 287

. 1) gives another uneqguivocal example. W. Peek ( ! : :

f:::in ge‘ig:dem Hellenismus ganz gewdhnlicher Sprachgebrauch,” (he gives yet anothc.ar cxanll

ple). Cf. G, Petzl, ZPE 46 (1982): 134. Naturally, the name of tth .murdercr is ra;ey

men-tioned. Bjorck 1938, no. 20 (Animeto Liberto, cuins dolo filiam amisi) and no. 21 (Acte
fibertae) belong to the rare exceptions.

51. Bjorck 1938, no. 13 (= S. Mitchell, {see n. 150): 242) and no. 14. In no. 17 (f;o;n

Nabatz;.ea) mention is made of kakohoyourray, which leaves the option (;:“hdcatlill caalzzt:) Ma{

¥ i ily violence, although oe
lander. In no. 18 Sstpdvray may imply bedily nce,
j:;?lssgrbse ?&:chteﬁ erleiden” (F. Preisigke, Worterbuch der griechischen Papyruskunde

1in, 1856—-1924] s.v.). . ) .
[331:52111 This expres]sion tallies with the marked Jewish character of the famous inscription

from Rheneia, ) '
DH;S Cumont 1923, no. 5B: tu {Windices; followed by Bjorck and Bomer (see n. 44), 503,
Jordan. (sce m. 45), 524, 1. 8, suggests [u]t vindices, provided that the stone proves to have
been damaged.
54, Inscriptions de Délos no, 2533. Cf. Jordan (lseedn. 4?).
i texts.
55, CJL 6. 34635a; Cumont 1923, no. 7 with el ate‘ '
56. Cf. CIG 3.5471 (= IG 14.254). u7) Adfouro Tov Beov, and Cumont 1923, 74, no.
- Koowe “Hhe [# mils(7) khamf) oe pn Mbouro. ' o
’ I'C‘S?L“;Bjﬁrck 1{%8 58: “Das Verweilen bei der besonderen Art von Heimsuchung f:?’ die
Gegne‘r treffen soll, eignet weniger dem Rachegebet als dem S'chadcuzaubﬂr und Fiun; 7
58. On the wall of a monastery in Nabataca: Le Bas-Waddington, Voyage archéologigie
: je Mi i 68.
Gréce et Asie Mineure, vol. 3 (Paris, 1870), 20 .
“ 59e Tn this translation 1 have tried to preserve the faulty syntax of the Greek, winf:h
provid'es a good example of the deficient and often somewhat breamlcs:]:an%uaée chir;;tzrlgi
i " ica ad Atena su un ostrakon da ksna,
ic of of these texts. Cl. Gallazzi, “Supplica a 1 ! '
?59‘;5;?2‘1?1—9 I thank W. Clarysse for having drawn my attention to this te'xt before it was
pub]isl;ed. Gallazzi refers to two related texts from the same ared, of which 0111313( 2) po(o);
transcription remains, published by B. Boyaval (Chron. d"Egypte 55,[1980]:: 399: ");; ( ne
them has &éwvpeta Huds kpiveotor e’ olTdV KOl ﬁs,Bm:;H’:;a’Bl;u vﬁrz ;:;z;d I;H.ly.el.'
g ¥ TG TOU & ! & fuépay vpiv. Fora
. .) BykahoUpey DO TOUTWPY TV Karoepfx'rwv. Ko o N eratt S
justi are a text from England (Britannia 15 [1984]: , 10, 7):
izrr?gs:i COTDP. Gallazzi neglects to place this prayer in the context of .the prayers coillectcd
by Bjorck énd denies any similarity with the curse of Artemisia because it conte:n:ls ;nmnga;
i i t. Several authorities quoted by
esecrazione (p. 103), surely an insufficient argnment. oy i &0
i justi i text: G. R. Hughes, e Cruel
are demotic prayers for justice with the Artemnisia . ¢
;‘(:llxgr ” in Studief J?i A. Wilson (Chicago, 1969), 43-54; J. Quaegebeur, in Schrijvend
’ i — 2724t
. ed. K. R. Veenhof (Leiden, 1983), 263-76, esp. ‘ ‘
Verlggmc eT Newton, A History of Discoveries at Halicarnassus, Cm'dus, and Branchzdaci,
vol 2.(Lo.ndon 1863), nos. 81ff. For older discussions see literafure in PT} .p. 5. TIl’;f? tleJ](“s
can' also be fo{md in H. Collwitz and F. Bechtel, Sammlung der grzefg;s;hen 312_647-
; atti .« DT 1-13; Steinleitner , NOS. ;
Insch , vol. 3, pt. 1 (Gottingen, 1899), 2344t ; 13; Ste itner -
I;I;; rg:enxff ; somg of them in SIG, 3d ed., 1178—80. Discussions in ngerleT 1'926, Iiat;e
1926 80.' Bji;;ck 1938, 121£f.; M. P. Nilsson, Geschichte der griejchzschen Religion, vol. 1,
2d ed, ([\;Iunich, 1955), 221£. There are some textoal conject:un_as in Kagar.ow 1929, 1_52. N
61. 1 shall rigorously restrict my comments o the themes directly bearing on my Inves

gation.,
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62. Note that most of the defixiones from the sanctuary of Demeter and Kore at Corinth
are directed against women (N. Bookidis, Hesperia 41 [1972]: 304; R. 8. Stroud, AJA 77
[1973}: 228—29). Among the Cnidian curses there is one conditional self-curse.

63. The verb dvaBaire is a technical term for “to go up to god or temple.” Cf. UPZ, vol.
I, p. 42, no. 3: dvdBacwy als 76 fepdv, and TWNT, vol. 1, pp. 517f. It also occurs in
confession texts: TAM, vol. V, p. 1, no. 238; MAMA, vol. IV, pp. 283, 289, The verb
dvadépw is the technical term for “offering a present to the god.” See TWNT vol. IX, 62fF.
Cf. arecently published funerary text: duméhovs 7@ Awet drdadepe (G. Petzl, EA 6 [1985]:
72).

64. This forms a distant parallel to the term xohafdueros in a confession text from
Eumeneia: Th. Drew-Bear, “Local Cults in Graeco-Roman Phrygia” GRBS 17 (1976): 261, n.
54: “. . . a present participle of which our text thus furnishes the first attestation.”

65. The term also in a magic papyrus: P. Berlin 10587. That it may imply a feverish
illness is demonstrated by an unpublished tablet from Carthage or Hadrumetum (SGD, pp.
186-87), from which L. Robert, JSav. (1981): 35, n. 1, quotes: wai mifupuiq mupodpervor
Tas Yoxas, Tas kapdlas, ras owhdvyxras adrdy Bacanlépevor mi Tov ThS
Lwis pov xpovov. On Bdoavos as juridical torture see RAC § (1972): 1014f.

66. On the consequences of this prayer see Versnel 1985, There is a marked inconsistency
in the sequence of what is wished for in lines 46 and 8-10 of DT 4A. This, however, is not
unparallelled in this type of text. Cf. SGD 163 (Hebron, third century a.p.): Sdheran (=
BdheTe) adrov i kdkwopy) kal fdvarov klat kedahapyias; and a defivio mentioned
below, n. 139, where a thief must die and bring back a stolen vessel (in this order).

67. On the implications of this formula see Latte 1920, 55, 641., 75, n. 40 and addendum;
idem, “Schuld und Siinde in der griechischen Religion,” in Kleine Schriften (Munich, 1968),
9; and W. Speyer 1969, 1165 and 1181. The formula had a long life: it is found in a different
context in magical texts against illness of the sixteenth century (I, Pradel, Griechische und

siditalienische Gebete, Beschwérungen und Rezepte des Mittelalters, RGVV 3 [Leipzig,
19071, 22, line 11): pn) ovumifys, pay cvpbayfis, un ovykountfis, w1 cuvavaoTis psri
Toil Bovhov Tob feod. T know of only one similar curse from antiquity: D. R. Jordan,
Hesperia 54 (1985): 223-24, no. 7.

68. DTA 100, DT 74-75. The terms are frequently used in the Sethianic curses. Cf. in
particular Jordan (see n. 67), 241; idem, AM 95 (1980): 236—38; SGD 112. Cf. also the defixio
(above, page 65) avrovs (. . . .) cou Fapaxararifepor rpsiy (*1 entrust them to you
that you may keep watch over them™ [ag over a deposit]).

69. See for literature Audollent’s comments on DT 212. The text also appears in SEG
4.70, IG 14.644, and with a commentary in V. Arangio-Ruiz and A. Olivieri, Inscriptiones
Graecae Siciliae et Infimae Haliae ad 'f,us Pertinentes (Milan, 1925), 1651f.

70. This may seem strange, since the author knows the culprit by name. There are several
possibilities. The author may accidenfly find herself in Melitta’s company through no fault of
her own, or she may simply be using {1 prescribed formula that is inappropriate for her present
situation. ‘

71. Linterpret the phrase in this way, although the syntax suggests that the culprit herself
is the subject. I recognize here a situation opposite from, e.g., oTpéBlwoor adr@v T
Juymy kol ™y kapdlar iva py) mréwcw (DT 241, line 14). In a tablet from Hadrume-
tum we read, ket un ddfic Ty puynr (SGD 147).

72. The combination of divine and secular penaltics is well known: Zingerle, Philologus
53 (1894): 3471f.; Latte 1920, 80, n. 53; J. Merkel, “Ueber die sogenannten Sepulcratmul-
ten,” in Gottinger Festgabe fiir R. von Ihering (Géttingen, 1892), 79-134. On the duplication
or multiplication of fines, see Zingerle 1926, 36; W.-D. Roth, Untersuchungen zur Kredit-
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wapabiim im romischen Agypten (Pn.D. diss., Philipps-Universitit zu Marburg 1970,
91“?;3{(1?. 9Dgu-nant, “Qus aux volenrs! Une tablette en bronze & inscription grecque du Musée
éve,” 5 (1978): 241-44.
e ('37:1.13;':;8 tg:ﬁf;gt 3vit§10ut tzifﬁculties. L. Robert (BE [1980]: 4”5) w_ould prefer a full stop
after =@ and then a separate statement: “1 have 10§t all my gold.” This doesI r;o;lseerﬁi;eli'i
tikely since @orre must depend on some previous wish or command. 1:101' do 1(; OW; tim 1o
maintaining the subjunctive dvalnrmoi of the text—no_t because doTe ﬂi;)u rt:o o
subjunctive but because aTjy must be the subject-accusative t’),elo?gmg to nlsq\;er . thieve)g
abrnw cannot be the object of dvalnmmoij (“search. for her) since the w 0})&1:[11 e
are in the plural and the goddess (adry) is in the subject-accusative in the rels;t ,? Th_e tox .ht
75. The phrase s péaov Svexksty TarTR m‘cafxs.“make known the t;ut‘th ;_ ::1 m fk !
be a slight argument for maintaining indices in ;hc t]lllmd:::al pr:ilgfii I(lssf:na n. 53) “that y
is death,” but I still prefer the other so . -
kno;"; (2‘;‘;;':: ie(;fs);; V. Longo, Aretalogie nel mo'ndo grec'o I; Epigrafi e papttrz (Geng:fl?,
1969), 15866, included five confession texis m hEls 2;)119(;’;1:;;}?{1;6 tzné l;;z}sn :t;ril::; anﬁ
is &0 Svudusis. See the survey in E, Varin R . es and
uthsz‘;)ltspizl:z:;“l’:s:rgptionsf’:’ EA 1 (1983): 83, n. 42, It has invaded late magical ;exlt;:.;;g“mé
kol wopoxahd Ty anv Soivauny (SGD }39& Cf. th:ilr)lr?lygirf E;); ;f\;zr;gsin.lm{; 15. 3
- Seifor Ty Stvauliy gov, which appear 1 ne 13
g?i:;f&?; f: Ea'zpc;rfgs Heovdda Bopara oeio, lThese Bavuora are‘ 1’ndf:ed atizntuia:)l
with what generally are called dperat. In one confess:o,n text \"VG tead kol EVEYP xe Sr-rz) g
éperir (TAM vol. V, pt. 1, no. 264), where dpet) = §uvam9. Fordan ;nhcj;l o
Svprapts as divine power to do miracles, see F. Pre1slgke:, J_)ze Goﬁeskra{t : er. u1923). o
chen Zeit (Leipzig, 1922); 1. Rohr, Der okkulte Kraftbe‘grgﬁ‘ im {Uter.rum (’ §1p§1egr,vant of, tht;
W. Pleket, “Religious History As a History 01f7 é\/IBSI;tahty: The ‘Believer’ As
ity i reek World,” in Versnel 1981, 17833, o
Delt’ljill.u;:llii(s famous 1913 collection and commental_'y F. S. Steinleitner count'ed se\;zrtl:el:::;
examples from Maeonia, four from other parts of Lydia, and twelve from Phglglal—t; ol of
thirty-three inscriptions in all. Since then dozens have been found-—espt;:(n ybzliiShid o
several (for example, the specimens in the museum of Usak) have? not yet_ ecn pu ; edm(’m in
others have been published in very scattered studies. Fo.r ME.).CODIB. there is a r;c;:.en o8
the volume published by P. Herrmann, Tituli Asiae. Mmor":s. vol. 5,pt. 1 % a;;:xtl;lla,mateﬁai
abbreviated throughout this essay as TAM. A new ec'htion with c.:om.rnentar)i ; by HcBudder
is a pressing need. The most important o]del:g :0121??3?2 ar:ﬁ?tilggl)elg?rzlia ge,ﬂe i92.6- MmA
* i itiatory Inscriptions,” B —16): —83; Zing ;
vilon;:l,LZg:anZg;?—E;g T;zre are siscussions of several particul.ar aspectf in Clamir;)'?t (fles llln
26); O. Eger, “Eid und Fluch in den maionischen und phrygischen Sihne- ;15::] rvle eo,f -
Festschrift P. Koschaker, vol. 3 (Weimar, 1939), 28.1—93. Fo.r a fund'am;nta st . 3:, o
religious mentality see 1. Keil, “Die Kulte Lydiens,” in Ana.tohan Stud:e.ls rti;ve.n chati .VOi.
Ramsay (1923); 239-66. On the confession see R. Pettazfzom, Lf:l confessione 1e; 22 1_6,3. L.
IO, pt. 2 (Bologna, 1936). There have been many new discoveries: Herrmann 6;.) 260,ff ..
Robert, Nouvelles inscriptions de Sardes (Paris, 1964), 23-31; Drew-Bear (see- r11.1 w, p] ke'.:,
G. Petzl, “Inschriften aus der Umgebung von ?allit(lta; ,-’I ’ 87;’5) 33 4{}3’118)(:3?:9;2&(3):“ .“N.Duvz 113;
“ ipti Lydia,” Talanta 10/ : | : s |
iﬂiigpix;: Sﬁol\r;[soxmﬂcrymos,” EA 2 (1983); 107-22. There are s‘f:veral recelzt s:lldlés ;1“
specific gods connected with the confession texts: some of them \.Nll’h nf;; 111_15; ;;18). wi'th;,
Lane, Corpus Monumentorum Religionis Dei Menis vols. I_I‘\‘l: (Leld(?n: > ,tesen a
good introduction in vol. T (1976), 17-38; 1. Diakonoff, “Artemidi Anaeétt \a;nc-; " 1:1
BAResch 54 (1979): 139-75; E. Varinlioglu (see n. 76); P. Herrmann and E. Varnliogiu,
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“Theoi Pereudenoi,” EA 3 (1984); 1-17; H. Malay, “The Sanctuary of Meter Phileis near
Philadelphia,” EA 6 (1985): 111-25; K. M. Miller, “Apollo Lairbenos,” Numen 32 (1985):
46-70; P. Herrmann, “Men, Herr von Axiotta,” in Festschrift F. K. Dérner vol. 1 (Leiden,
1978), 415-23; and now H. Malay and G. Petz], “Neue Inschriften aus den Museen Manisa,
Izmir und Bergama,” EA 6 (1985): 60ff.; P. Herrman, “Siihn- und Grabinschriften aus der
Katakekaumene im archiologischen Museum von Izmir,” Anz. Osterr. Ak, Wiss. 122 (1985):
249-61. Since this essay was submitted in 1986, several new and important studies here
appeared that could not be incorporated here.

78. On the 8vwapss see note 76 above. The arijhar are noprupion; see Versnel
(1981) 60ff.

79. There is an exemplary list of sins in a sacral law from Philadelphia concerning a
private sanctuary (second or first century n.c.); SIG, 3d ed., 985; LSAM 20. The religious
climate is very similar to that of the confession arhiat (M. P. Nilsson, GGR [see n. 60], vol.
2, 2d ed. [Munich, 1961], 291) and to that of Christian communities, see 8, C. Barton and G,
H. R. Horsley, “A Hellenistic Cult Group and N. T, Churches,” JAC 24 (1981): 7-41,

80. For émiopréw or mapopwsw see E. Varinlioglu (see n. 77), 78 and 81 and Drew-Boar
(see n. 64), 265fF.

81, TAM, no. 251, where there are references to literature on the term merTiKiov; cf.,
also Strubbe, above, p. 45,

82, 8£ENOY 10 mirrakior (POxy 8.1150 = PGM VIIb). That this is formulary is
demonstrated by a recently published oracle: ZPE 41 (1981): 291.

83. This is my interpretation of {xawomotodera, on which 1 cannot expand here. Cf,
satisfacere in a British tablet on page 85.

84. For the discussion on the meaning of these owfjmrpe cf, Naour (see n. N, 119-20
and Strubbe above, pp. 44-45).

85. On the word mwakidiov, see Chr. Habicht, Aliertiimer von Pergamon, vol, VIII,
pt. 3, Inschriften des Asklepieions, ad no, 72,

86. The correspondence was noticed for the first time by Ziebarth 1899, 122¢f. and has
heen explored by Steinleitner 1913, 100-104; Zingerle 1926, 19f.; Bjorck 1938, 112ff. Cf.
Eger (see n. 77), 288ff.; Pettazzoni (see n. 77), 74-76 and 141, n. 96,

87. Malay (see n. 77). 1 quote from his nos. 2 and 9 respectively.

88. On the formulaic aspects of similar 9x% dedications cf. Robert (see n. 77), 35, n.
4; Naour (see n. 77), 108; Varinliogin isee n, 76}, 79.

89. For a most unequivocal expression of this see, in a recent dedication to Men Axiot-
tenos, mewooxdra . . . Yo Mypds (“suffering . . . through Men™), which has been edited
by G. Manganaro (ZPE 61 [1985]: 199'ff.). The terminology kohaafsis is or dard plus part
of the body is formulaic, For arecent sﬁl"n'vey of pictures of parts of the body in confession texts,
cf. Naour (see n. 77), 109. In general see F. T. van Straten, “Votive Offerings Representing
Parts of the Human Body (the Greek/Worid),” in Versne] 1981, 105-51,

90. It was possible, for instance to give an object to the god and keep the usufruct, cf. A.
Cameron (see n. 26), no. 1, Edessa no. 10. Actually the sacral manumissio is an example of
this principle, so that sivar adrmy s Osol actmally means Shevlépay slvou; see
Cameron, ibid., 149. For comparable examples from the Roman world see P. Veyne, “Titulus
praelatus; offrande, solennisation et publicité dans les ex-voto gréco-romains,” RA (1983),
296f,

91. C. Wachsmuth, “Inschriften von Korkyra,” RAM 18 (1863): 5.

92. TAM, no. 159, where one finds references to the discussion on dryyeros. On dream
commandments in general see F. T. van Straten, “Daikrates’ Dream: A Votive Relief from
Kos and some other kat’ onar Dedications,” BABesch 51 (1976): 1-38.

93, Herrmann 1962, 57 and TAM, no. 510,
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. Herrmann
94. Itis the same inscription from which Petzl ([see n. 77), 257, n. 41) and P. He

. 159) quote another passage. ' o .

(TAAQJS’ .m;‘A;f!, )nz. 328 (éwslnTnoev tepomommua); no;. f3’20 t;l;dt cszglc(;xfftrg‘o‘n:gg: a;d
¢ : ; no. 322 ACOTES TO ispowonua)—‘a rom |

E\T;f ;‘qi:;:gla;t’ Il(“l:)lla3 Ct (E?gkonoff (see n. 77). For the discussion on the meaning of the term
), 3 TH:18f. )

.77, 30, n. 4 and Lane (see u. 77}, . N
- R"b“";; (Sie n(s7ee)n 60), 716: “this word may mean ‘atonements’ Or "SI offermgsmlF(;r
i 96.d r;:ngzd by tl;c goii see Worrle in Chr, Habicht, Altertimer von Pergamon, vol. 8,
loTpa de -
] i ieions, 184ff. e
P %%Dilﬁgﬁ?aiﬂﬁgl{fﬁ; n. 77}, no. 9. 1 think that ﬂ'.la translation “die a?l(()lt;f):;zl
Tulia iii)er;egangen sind” (Varinlioglu) is mistaken and that theﬂ\news of Herr;na;l;lmg o thé
“gingen auf sie los,” should be preferred. In ibid., no. 7 Tols avvsarepxe,u, o o with
cimf)arable meanin’g of “to attack together.” Cf. the new text from Esna (see p.
BTE and wpogEpxoMaL. ! ' ' ] '
e ;ZrbSCiﬂg:i{;)g:; 0. 77, 38: smimrée mpos TWAS opo);qyna:;l.e lgzlgiii,tﬁlrgzzgz)t
e th (@) beo 1 i { “consulting
ing of (ém)epwrda in the function o ng ¢ : he ;
o wf;lil:sﬁ?a;]ht% in E-I W. Pleket (see n. 77), no, 13: ‘I')\vmot Iot:?um: 12)&1) T;Alz—g;a;
fczl;us:crﬂsica. omo Ths ~Awasitidos tis &y Mnpd Tov yhovlpody LT
&?[éﬂjﬂ;%";arm 1899, 122, of. K. Buresch, in Aus Lydien: Epigraphisch-geogmpll:is%h)e
'99. i }ltie ed. O Ri,bbec}; (Leipzig, 1898), 112; Buckler (see'n. n, %79., Eglcr (seelai.Ilt 01;
Rewegchm;e (s.ee n 77), 31. Ziebarth saw in this the prescmat‘lou ofa ]udicms cc.Jnlxé)imer o
isaiwo':‘xwv compa;‘ablc’ to the Cnidian petitions, in which he 1; fcﬂlc_awez:ii1 l;)(/e r;:ltr;m Seinc;
, i te sie
M i e der Meter Artemis Platz, d.h. ma}c -
100).htAPg§2;léoj ]I?.I:;Tkiei agrees: “. . . a cession of Apollomtl)s. 'I"hls was proba]‘;)liyg a:: 1(:;3;
'gesr::ib:;l ona 11.'wvrdcm0v and placed before the godd-ess’ shn‘ne. Herle the i?:se}f o
"nt reted in its absolute sense or at best with, as its hidden ob]ec.:t, the awsuorS im.erprcts
glcfp who with this one exception follows the footsteps of }:‘l.ls.predcce._;sr d:m:h Seinc,;
“i;rc,bllonios iiberantwortete (wapsxcbpna'sv)f deshalb 3:3;‘ g(jg:t;na sde:)t‘l)j;ct e s e
i its verfallen Skollos™ and therefore sees th . ‘ e
Eldl?m(l::rlbe::;cts‘iz Zingerle (1926, 36), who had described the. actl(_)n asa trsaldiiets;m;:aggl ;
Pa;;l:: ins\(avhich the right to claim is transferred to a third party, in this catfc Suc:n wou,l exacy
. on tile bronze tablet from South Italy. The result would then be that the
as
temple property. s,
emi(?g.c (;2: the giscﬁssion on these terms sec Herrr;alm}; 1?36§é Aﬂf 7;2(1; 31;,% :om:mrw i
— . T7)—ip. 283) compares Folyd. 0.06.% b - Tt
'101. Egel’ K(()ifec;l I_’;v) 22(13 61, 4 (iure iurando se exsolvisset) and 1b111192 ;ril;%zfne se
Zifo";i.:::t o‘f;edeém ;mcsc]f from the obligations of an oath™). Cf. Speyer s .
| 102, Sec Versne) 1000, e Sm::ge gb?;sl,);giz 1923), 277f. Cf. on the psychol-
issmann, Licht vom Osten, 4t ed. s s o ot
g)liol-al SA -\j':t)::;i?“Self-sacriﬁce, Compensation, and the Anonygno?:stodsi,n :cr; i[;gt;c;gi e
o . 8. " d
} i 1981), 135-85. C1. & )

s antiguité, Entreticns Hardt 27 (Gengve, , 133 : X ripti :
?:rr::sall:r?sngsl:vfmth centary AD), BE (1960) no. 416: vmep Mitpoy TOY auTel apap
e *» in this sense see TWNT vol. IL, 897.

& and 12. On the use of {nrew 0 . it
ig‘; ];"f:cérigs Sa’lt]:;rslatcair; literary texts: R. Merkelbach, “Fragment ¢ines satirischen

: i ” 73): 89-90. .

: derung zur Beichte,” ZPE 11 (19 . ) . "
RO;I(]JZBS.CAHEO;T:VYV:O;% (see n. 60); C. Wachsmuth {(see n. 91); I. ‘Zlf'mde:},AJ ?elgoyat;sgcg)-
Glosse‘n ”.Rhl"VI 19 (1864): 481-96;R. 8. Conway, “The Duenos Inscription, :

A45--59; Zicbarth 1899, 126; Wimnsch, DTA xiib.
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107. Audollent, DT, p. exvi and 5.

108, Kagarow 1929, 22ff.; Bjorck 1938, 123ff,

109. Zingerie 1926. His theory was severely censured, e.g., by Eger (see n. 77) and L.
Robert (BE [1978}: 471, no. 434), Cf., further, Strubbe ahove, p. 44 with n, 102.

110. For lead tablets in wells cf. Jordan (see n. 19), 207 na. 3—5 and 210, n. 7.

111. It is discussed by Hughes and Quaegebeur (see n. 59).

112. Cf. 1. D. Ray (JEA 61 [1975]: 181-188), who refers to Amm. Marc. 19.12.3
concerning the oracle of Bes at Abydos: chartulae seu membranae, continentes quae peteban-
tur, post data quoque responsa interdum remanebant in fano. Cf. also Lucian Alex. 19. For
more general remarks on these practices see Versnel 1981, 32ff. Sometimes oracular ques-
tions come very near to prayers for justice; a tablet found at Dodona asks, Exhee Aopridos
70 Adicos (H. W. Parke, The Oracles of Zeus [Oxford, 19671, no. 29). Cf. Versne! 1981, 6.

113, The emperor Trajan sent a closed letter to the oracle of Jupiter Heliopolitanus
(Macrob, Sar. 1.23).

114, Cf. Gallazzi (see n. 59), 105-6.

115. Wachsmuth (see n. 91), 569.

116. In Egypt we have clear evidence of oracles with this purpbse,; see B. Kramer, “POxy
12.1567: Orakelfrage,” ZPE 61 (1985): 61—62 for earlier literature.

117. For the discussion see Versnel 1981, 30, n. 118. The complex of guilt feelings,
penalties by the gods, confession, and redemption is attested for Rome, too: R. Reitzenstein,
Die hellenistischen Mysterienreligionen 3d ed. (Leipzig, 1927, repr, Darmstadt 1966), 1371F.;
L. Koenen, “Die Unschuldsbetenerung des Priestereides und die rémische Elegie,” ZPE 2
(1968): 31-38; R. Merkelbach (see n. 105), 81-100; P. Frisch, “Ueber die lydisch-phrygis-
chen Sthneinschriften und die ‘Confessiones’ des Augustinus,” EA 2 (1985): 4145,

118. G. Moracchini-Mazel, Les fouilles de Mariana (Corse), vol. 6, La Nécropole d'I
Ponzi (Bastia, 1974), 18f. (first or second century a.0.); H. Solin, Aretos 15 (1981): 121-22.

119. They are being published by M. W, C. Hassall and R. 8. O. Tomlin, but many tablets

from Uley and Bath are still unpublished. For a short introduction see M. W, C. Hassall,
“Altars, Curses and Other Epigraphic Evidence,” in Temples, Churches, and Religion: Recent
Research in Roman Britain, ed. W. Rodwell (London, 1980), 79--89; and R. Tomlin, “Curses
trom Bath,” Omnibus 10 (1985); 31--32. On the temple and cult of Minerva Sulis at Bath, see
L. A. Richmond and J. M. C. Toynbee, “The Temple of Sulis-Minerva at Bath,” JRS 45
(1955): 97-105; H. J. Croon, “The Cult of Sul-Minerva at Bath,” Antiquity 27 (1953): 79-83;
B. Cunliffe, “The Temple of Sulis Miherva at Bath,” Antiguity 40 (1966): 199-204; P,
Salway, Roman Britain (Oxford, 1981), 686ff.; B, Cunliffe, Roman Bath Discovered (Ox-
ford, 1971), 27ff.; M. J. Green, The Gods of Roman Britain {n.p., 1983), 31, 43, 52; M. I.
T. Lowis, Temples in Roman Britain (Cambridge, 1966), 57-61. On Uley see A. Ellison,
“Natives and Christians on West Hill, ,Uley,” in Temples, etc., ed Rodwell, (London, 1980):
305-20,

120. L. Franz, JOAI 44 (1959): 69ff.; Solin 1968, no. 12.

121. Egger interpreted draucus as “a head of cattle,” but Jordan points out to me in a letter
that this is actually a transliterated Greek term meaning “necklace,” which also appears in the
diminuitive (Spavki(o)v) on the Delian tablet discussed above on p. 66—67.

122, CIL VIL.140; ILS 4730 DT 106; RIB 306. The common interpretation, “among those
who are called Senicianus,” seems wrong to me. The interpretation in my text is closer to Latin
syntactical rales and nomen is generally “the person” in this type of text. R. G. Goodchild
("*The Cusse and the Ring,” Antiguiry 27 {1953]: 106-102) connects this tablet with a golden
ring with the name Senecianus that was found in a fourth-century Christian context.

123. Solin 1968, no. 18. The archaeological context is third-to-fourth-century-an., al-
though the writing seems eartier.
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124. He derived this suggestion from a third, well-known tablet discovcrfi Slnlinﬁggcgl,
which.l cannot treat here in extenso, cf. E. G. Turner, J-RS 53 E }963): ,1’22ft.‘. ‘(! 5 thz nl ami

0. 211, who dates it to ¢. 200 A.n.). In it Jupiter is required to hau-nt, (e';f e s
;lnt;astin;:s of the person who has stolen some denarii from Canus .D1gnus. hen there o qmm;
ut in corpore suo in brevi templorle pariat. Donatur fieo s.sto decimd {J,ar'-s ezuis'l grt s
[so]fuerit (“that in his own person for perhaps lit. “with his own b.ody ]lm e} sen st of
balance the account. The above-named god {ssto = s(upra) s{crip)to] }s giv P
L‘:earl;loney after he [i.c., the thief] will have repaid it.”). Notc'thai exigo cver; mo PR
customary persequor exactly parallels the Greek verbs am.g'nfr.s.:w (”c‘l‘z];:é :zi illlllll(;um” o

: M . b LE N 11 H ntlng,
> e (“reguire an investigation,” “requirc an accoul . .
andag:oglgz: s:ar(xse](‘i‘start an investigation,” “punish”). Note .also that p.armja.nc(li solvo ;Ef::;sr
:tihne meaning of the Greek verb Aet as used in the confession texts, 1.6, redeem, s
. r 3 N H 'b
bus{ 2osff . The editor translates “from the money that the thief had ‘consamed (1:::i.s, ;h:ﬁ\;ez ’
is somlﬁ form of exedere), which is hardly possible. Egger ass?umcs that exesueri
ing like i i Iverit
thing like solverit. Could it not be exso _ i
thelgzn fi(":;; ;es (sege above, p. 76); cf. Bjdrck 1938, no. 235, where I suggest reading oLk
abThp ikavév pov, Méoa. _
127. The editors have recognized this (see p. 37?, n. 24).
it or well (third/fourth century A.D.). - ‘ .

Eg g? ?pzater plate from the hot springs at Bath, (Britannia 16 [1985]: 323, where one

cmll;iondE e;gécrlefci;)- 15. 40, 46, 52, 69, 73, 94, 124, 170, 177; cf. Faraone above
' By » ] » ] 3 »

P jecti iti d by a dative.
intain mei as objective genitive followe ‘y
ig; (s);en:la.mso. Since this text is also disputed, I cite several othel:_ Cl;l}‘i: f:;n}r’x:;llaésla[it
Robert (CRAI [1978]: 2804f.) published a funerary curse from the K::\ir;yulv uo:; e
contains the following wish for the potential graverobber or van (t qstmbbe)- ersion
proposed by H. W, Pleket in SEG 28, no. 1079; 1 owe this roference to :

4 i ert connects the
| Térvots aiport kol favdTols &mobaaova]t]. In his commentary Rob

verb daroSiSwp to the committed crime and interprets, “He will pay for hthls Sc::;; ;Rhs l:g(s)
blood and with many dead.” Threatened punishments of mary of even a t ?1“ caths 00
occur (see L. Robert, ibid., 281, n. 36), but for us it is most sagmﬁcant; at saré‘lg]rse o
'here literally in a Greck curse. Robert points to a related tom sto-ne et
;clfiz‘;fnr:]igf Phrygia (MAMA VIL, 19%; CIG 111, 3984; cf. L. Robert; Hellernca }3 {,;, m—;
97-98), whi’ch reads, 65 dv TOUTQ ;@ y.vﬁ,;}ilafr\: ;f;:;(gfgoiago;& c;;f:;:)f:::, hai':)lge ,[L;nd]
prov (¢ is tombstone, [he , [ar
:i?r:)éy?)fh(;-slz: e\l;': aar;:S n;::ﬂing with what Robert calls at‘t‘lcilj:ca;se d u;: 11;;:1611}3&;);;
iti le,” | i dded asyndetic exclamation “with his ouse, ,
gaglt,{oizzzlg;ia;ieilnt t‘zl:}(:;rg;: t;at thcsc};re the objects with which t]lnc guilty must Pg; 01;1 22;01118.)
053 R. G. Collingwood (JRS 17 [1927]: 216 and Archaeol(ﬁg:ca '{‘8 {1928t2,it * ,m ea.njng
corrccily understands fulit as abstulit and redin:tat as “buy ba.ck and lt;tse(r)pnrle s e e
that the thief or the owner will buy back the objects‘ placed with Ncc:;mes o 3{5 931y 1617)
This isn’t very logical because it concerns stolen objecfts. AL Oxé () . r:’rmr:; T esing . His
improved the text by reading nfi vita] sanguine SUO instead of alist fu,? ‘ o
l:raﬁtslation reads, “Wer sie brachte, mdge si;: f\:rlll:?dexicrt}i;alsz?trﬁzrw:;];ri?:zl;a pub}ic, i
i ”"Hei i one has left his clothe: .
391(111‘3}':1 :3 1‘-‘3; I;I:aﬁgj‘f;n;j ii:;?ﬁried the tablet with the wish to Ncme‘sm that the owner
2nan ;ei tll::: clothing back only by paying with his biood, Without commenting on the precise
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situation, Preisendanz (APF 11 [1935]: 155) judges “wahrscheinlich handelt es sich um
Verfluchung eines Gladiators durch seinen Todfeind, der die Kleider und Schuhe des anderen
der Domna Nemesis schenkt unter Bedingung seines Todes.” Egger (Wien. Jahresh. 35
[1943]: 99ff. = Egger 1963, 281-83) generally agreed with these suggestions, Without the
benefit of the recent discoveries we have discussed—and reading sanguinei sui—he trans-
fated, “Herrin Nemesis! Ich ithergebe dir Mantel und Schuhe, wer sie getragen hat, moge sie
nur dann zurtickerhalten, wenn sein Rotfuchs umkommt” (idem 1963, 281-83). He is fol-
lowed by Solin 1968, no. 20 and RIB 110, no. 323. It had escaped him that H, Volkmann
(ARW 31 [1934]: 64) had at least made a start towards a better solution by understanding
redimere as culpam redimere (“biissen”). Whoever chooses fo translate this verb as “to get
back” (this is not at all its usual meaning) has to conclude that it is a question of sympathetic
magic in which the clothing of a person by consecration to a deity draws the owner along as

well. It is, however, notable that although the burial of clothing, hair, nails, etc. is widely

known in Greek magical texts, allusions to it on magic defixiones are rare. There is one highly

dubious—at any rate abnormal—instance in DT 210, and there is a new tablet published by

Jordan (see n. 19), 251f, in which the hair of the victim is given to the daemon. He mentions

a few other instances. See H. Solin, “Tabelle plumbee di Concordia,” Aquilea Nostra 48

(1977): 146-63, esp. 149 for the translation of #u/iz as “he has taken away.” We need not say
more about the bay (horse), of, Britannia 14 (1983): 352, n. 12.

134, A tablet from Aylesford (Kent) has donatio; cf. Britannia 17 (1986): 428, n, 2.

135. For the term dmoyeypayupmérvor on a gold tablet and a collection of parallels, see D.
R. Jordan, AJA 89 (1985): 164-65, and idem (see n. 19, 241 and 252. On this “officizl”
language of. Hassall (see n. 119), 87.

136. Cf. Deissmann (see n. 103), 259; karadsouovs draricets (PGM IV.2177). CI,
Preisendanz 1972, 6f.; Speyer 1969, 1191, Cf. SGD 170; rovreww pndeils] fedr Aow
TOMoaLTo,

137. E. Courtney suggests idem regestum (heaped back upon), which would yield a similar
interpretation.

138. epotes(?) or, as F. G. Naerebout suggests, eructer(?). After this essay had been sent
off to the publisher, Tomlin informed me that he now prefers to read {reputes, i.e., “reckon
the stolen coins with his blood,” which seems to solve the riddle quite well.

139. We also find ourselves in the “borderland” now and then in the texts of the Latin
tablets. A text from England of the usual juridical type has strong reminiscences of the
traditional defixio, especially in its detailed series of stipulations (Brizannia 15 {19841 339
no. 7). nec illis [plermittas sanitlatem)] nec bibere nec malnld{ulcare nec dormiire] [nec
natlos sanos habefalnt . . . . . .The usual text of a defixio defigo Eudemum. This victim must
die as soon as possible, and yet infra dies nove{m) vasum reponat. Apparently it is & case of
theft, therefore it has the tone of an,'r appeal to justice (R. Egger, “Bine Fluchtafel aus
Carnuntum,” Der rémische Limes in ﬁsterreich 16 [1926] 136-56 = idem 1963, 81-97);
Solin 1968, no. 6). Cf. also R. Maricl:ial, CRAI (1981): 41-51 for a lead tablet from Montfo
(Gallia Narbonensis): Qomods hoc plumby non | paret et decadet, sic deca | dat aetas,

membra, vita | bos, grano, mer eorum qui | mihi dolum malu fecerunt, ete. It is magic, but the
victim is guilty. Cf. CIL vol. XIII, 11340: ut me vindicetis de ququma; see R, Egger, ibid.,
p. 87 and Solin (see n. 133), 149.

140. Cf. Cunliffe (see n. 119), 27££.

141. Cf., on this mentality, Pleket (see n. 76), 152-92,

142, Versnel 1985.

143. On these “handbooks” see Bjorck 1938, 134; Jordan (see n. 19, 211 and 233f. On
handbooks for magic spells and rituals, see Faracne above p. 4,
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144, CIL 11.462 (with a very adventurous conjecture by Mommsen); DT 122; }..Vives,
Inscripciones Latinas de la Espafia Romana (Barcelona, 1971}, no. 736. The terminology

shows influences of legal language. . '

145. It has been published in J. H. Bonneville, 8. Dardaine, and P. LeRoux, Fouilles de
Belo: Les inscriptions {Paris, 1987-88).

146. Thus I explain Isis Muromem of the text.

147. One Latin defixio belonging to the Sethianic texts (DT 142) has ut ommnes
coglnlosclant] exempllum elor{um]. .

148, 1should like to thank Jeannette K. Ringold, who translated this essay fro:'n the Dutch
original. I am also very grateful to David Jordan and Christopher Faraone for their numerous

helpful comments.

4

Incantations and Prayers for Salvation
on Inscribed Greek Amulets

Roy Kotansky

The use of magic for protection and deliverance from diseases must have been
widespread from the earfiest times.! The sufferer had recourse to healing through
prayers and offerings, rites of incubation, and any number of rituals performed by
itinerant holy men who adhered to that heterodox and often arcane aspect of religion
known as “magic.”? Apart from the more empirically minded doctors, a wide vari-
ety of practitioners from herb-gatherers to midwives could be sought for remedies
in the classical period.® As an infection festered or a fever lingered, even the sternest
critics of traditional or “superstitious” remedies turned to the application of amulets.
In his lost Ethics, Theophrastus questions whether a man’s character changes when
the circumstances of his life change, and he reports how the “freethinking” Pericles,
sick with the plague, had been prodded by his womenfolk into wearing an amulet
(Frag. L21 Fortenbaugh); Diogenes Laertius teils a similar deathbed tale about the
philosopher and notorious atheist Bion, who at the end of his life dons amulets and
renounces his former attacks “against religion” (gis 76 feiov, 4.54; cf. 4.56-57).
Both anecdotes, whether historically accurate or not, present a plausible picture of
competing cures and “second opinions” as a disease worsens and seem to set the use
of amulets squarely within the sphere] of traditional beliefs.

* Amulets were in demand for every imaginable situation in life.* Although they
could often serve to introduce desi;’able qualities such as love, wealth, power, or
victory,” amulets were usually used to cure medical complaints (both injuries or
illnesses) and to thwart the daemoric influences often held responsible for disease.
Etymologically speaking, the Gréek terms for amulet (mepiappor and wepi-
amrov) are derived from the verbiwspw'zmsw (“to tie on”) and refer to an object
or material that is “attached to” or “tied on” to a person.® A phylactery (the English
word comes directly from the Greek ¢ulaxmipior, formed from the verb
dvracoer, “to protect”) is a type of amulet used more specifically to protect an
individual or community from some impending calamity or plague.” Amulets could
be organic substances or simple compounds; as we shall see, their application was
often accompanied by spoken prayers or incantations. In later times the large
number of amulets containing written prayers and incantations allows us to docu-
ment the gradual transition from the “unlettered” practice of oral magic to the
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