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MPOAOIoOz

O mapwv topocg (Paros V) amoteAel Tov MEUMTO 0TNV OELPA TOUO Mpaktikwy AteBvwv Zuve-
Splwv Tou Ivotitoutou Apyatoloyiag Mapou kat KukAadwv (IAMK), adlepwuévwy otnv apxat-
oloyia tng MNapou kal twv KukAadwv, mou mpayuatonolouvtal otnv Mapoikia tng Mapou ot
TOKTA XPOVIKA Stactripata. O TOUOC e Tov el8LIKOTEPO TiTAo H Mdpoc ava Toug Alwveg - Ao Thv
Mpoiotopikn Emoyn otov 160 Awwva w.X., TEPIAAUBAVEL TIG ETILOTNUOVLIKEG AVAKOWWOELG KATA
TNV dLdpkela tou E’ AleBvoug Tuvedpiou Apxatohoyiag Mapou kot KUKAASwWY TTou payaTomnoL-
nOnke oe cuvepyaoia pe tov Arpo Mapou kot tov MoAttioTtikod ZUAoyo ‘Apyiloxog’ Mapou, otnv
Mapotikia tng Napou amo 21-24 louviou 2019.

To E’ Zuvédplo akoloUBnoe ta técoepa mponyoupeva 2uvedpla tou IAMK mou mpaypatonot-
nOnkav otnv Mapotkia tng Napou to 1997, 2005, 2010, kot 2015 avtiotowa. Ta MPOKTKA Kol
TwV Tecodpwv Zuvedpiwv €xouv ekdoBel amd to IAMK. O 1og Touog pe tov Titho MNapia Aidoc.
MNaptava Natoueia, Mdpuopo kat Epyaotnptoa FAURTTIKAG TNG Madpou, Pe TNV ETUEAELD TWV An-
UATEN ZKAAGpvTL kat Ntopag KatowvormouAou, ekd60nke to 2000 (2n k6. 2010), o 206G e Tov
Titho O Apyidoyog kat n Ermoxn tou (Paros Il), pe tnv empélela twv Ntopag Katowvormoulou,
lwavvn Metpomoulou kat 2téANag Katoapou to 2008, o 306 pe Tov Titho O Jkormag kot o Koouog
tou (Paros lll), pe Tnv empéleta Twv Ntopag KatowvomouAou kat Andrew Stewart 1o 2013, koL o
406 e tov titho H lMapoc kat ot Arotkieg tng (Paros V), pe tnv empélela tng Ntopag Katowvo-
TmoUAou ekd66nke to 2018.

O mapwv topog (Paros V), pe tnv emuélela tng Ntopag KatowvorouAou, mep\apuBavel ou-
VOALKG 38 €MLOTNUOVIKA ApBpa TTIOU KATOVELOVTAL OE TEcoEpa LEPN. To MEpog |, pe titho Mapio
AiBo¢ kat Maptot FAUnTeS, mep\appavel 13 epyacieg mou avadépovral oTnv xprnon kat dtadoaon
¢ Maplag AtBou, otoug Maptloug YAUTTEC Kal Ta £pya Touc. To MEpog Il, pe TitAo H Mdpoc kot
0 Apxaiog Koouog, mepléxet 14 apBpa yia tnv puboloyia, Lotopia kot apxatoloyia tng Napou,
Kol eupuTEPA yla TNV B€on NG otov apyaio koopo. To Mépog lll, pe titho Bulavtivn kot Meta-
Bulavtviy lMapog Tepléxel 5 apBpa yla TNV Lotopla Kat apxatoloyia tng NApou o AUTES TIG
Tieplodoug kat to Mépog IV, e titho Quoiko kat Oaddoato lNeptBaidov, 6 epyacieg yia to maat-
omepBAAAoV Kal TI OKTEG TNG Mdpou kal Twv KuKAASwV.

To Mépog |, EeKva e LA CUVOALKN ETILOKOTINGN TNG XPnong kot Stadoong Tou mopLlovou
HaPUAPOU EVTOC Kat eKTOG Mdpou kat TG cupPBoAng Twv Mapiwv KaAATEXVWY 0TNV avamtuén
Kot €€EALEN TNG YAUTTTIKAG, Kuplwg katd tnv Yotepoapxaikn kot KAaowkn mepiodo (Koupaylog).
Tn véa texvotporia Tou maboug otnv eAANVLKr) YAUTITIKN TTou BprKe TNV uméptatn Ekdpach Tng
OTO £py0 TOU ZKOTIA KoL TOV PpOAO Ttou Stadpapdticayv otnv SLapdpdwor) TN Ta EpyacTtrpLo
YAUTTTIKN G TG Mdpou tov 60 Kal 50 awwva T.X., e€etalel To akoAouBo apBpo péoa amo tnv na-
poUCLAOoN KOWOTOUWY £PYWV YAUTITIKNG aro tnv MNapo (Katsonopoulou). Mia GAAN mtuxn TG
KOAALTEXVLKN G SnULoupyiag Tou ZKoma, Ue avadopd oTnv mapadoon Kol Tov apXaiopo, LEAETA N
€MOUEVN Epyacio og cuvapTnon HE To SLadopeTIKA BEpaTA TTOU OVESELEE e TO £pYO TOU O YAU-
ntng (Calcani). Me Bdon ta anoteAéopota MPoodatng LEAETNG EAEUBEPWV KOL OPXLITEKTOVLKWY
YAurttwy tng KAaokng meplddou otnv ABnvaikn Ayopd, oto akolouBo apBpo efetaletal n cup-
BoAn twv Mapiwv yAurtwyv Ayopdkpttou kal Aokpou otnv petafocon amno tnv Oeldlakr) texvo-
TPOTia 0TO «TTAOUGLO» OTUA TWV TEAEUTALWY SEKAETIWY TOU 50U alwva Tt.X. (Stewart). ZnpavTtikn
erutUpBLa oTAAN Tou VoTepou 50U alwva TLX. anod to apyalo vekpotadeio tng MNapou, otnv
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ornola amelkoviletal LatloPopog avdpag kal yuvaika pe Bpédog, avaAvetal kal dnpoacteveTal
yla tpwtn $popd edw amd tnv avaokadea (ZadelpomoUlou). TV KATAAUTIKY) cUBOAR Tou ToL-
ntr Eunvou tng Napou otnv KaBLEPWON Tou (60UC TOU KPPACTIKOU ETILYPAUUATOG TTEPLYPADAC
£pywv TEXVNG, avadépetal to akoloubo apBpo (Corso). Ot emopeveg 4 peléteg adopolv ot
£€pyal YAUTTTIKAG oo APLO APMOPO Kal otnv dpdon Maplwv yAumtwv otnv Italia, Eekvwvtag
LLE TNV POV GCLAoN YAUTITWY OO APLOVO LAPOPO TOU 50U Kat 40U alwva TLX. Tou HETadEp-
Bnkav otnv Pwun (Cirucci), ouvexilovtag e tnv dlepelivnon Tng XpHong maplavol HopUapou
Ko TV oUUBoAN Maplwv YAUTITWY 0TNV APXLTEKTOVIKH KoL YAUTITLKT) 0TNV AUTLKN) ZIKEALO KOTA TV
npwiun KAaowkn epiodo (Marconi), Tnv enidpacn mapLavwy EpYacTnPLwY OTNV APXLITEKTOVIKN
Kot YAUTTTLKY) Tou AKpayavta Katd tnv Yotepoapyaikn kot mpwiin KAaowkn nepiodo (Adornato)
KOLL TNV OVAAUGT TOU Oy AALOTOG OO TIOPLOVO HAPHOPO0, YVWOTOU WE «KOoUpoU» Tou Reggio otnv
KaAaBpla mou niBavov avamaplotd AtoAAwva (Castrizio). Tnv xprion Tou mapLlavou Kot ToU Vo-
€LOKOU HOpAPOU OTNV QPXLTEKTOVIKI KATA TNV apXalotnta, Kot olaltepa oTig oTeyeC, e€eTAlEL
n akoAouBn epyacia (Ohnesorg). To Mépog | ohokAnpwvetal pe Vo apbpa mou adopolv oTo
TAPLO LAPHOPO KOL TNV EEQYWYN TOU OE TIOAELG KAl LEPA TOU EAANVIKOU KOOMOU Katd Thv SLap-
KELOL TOU 60U aLwva Tt.X. yLa TNV KATaokeun yAurttwy (Loy), Kot tnv xprion Tou yla tnv dnuioupyia
YAUTTTWV UPNANG TTOLOTNTOG KOl VN ELOKWV KTIPLwV o€ OAO ToV apxaio EAANVIKO KOO0 KATA TV
Apyxaikn kat ipwiun Khaowkn nieptodo (Phillips).

To Mépog Il Tou Topou apyilel pe Tnv Slepelivnon g MPOEAEUONC KAL TOU TIOALTLOTIKOU UTIO-
BaBpou tou puBou tou HpakAn otnv Mapo (Coppola) kat pLa mpdtach ePUNVELOS OUVLYMATIKNAG
napdotaong Xipawpag o apxaiko apdopéa amno v avaokadr) Tou apxaiov vekpotadpeiou tng
Mapou (Petropoulos). AkoAouBel n nuocieuon VEWV OToLKEIWY Ao TNV avaokadr] TPLWV KTL-
otwv Badapwtwy tadwv otig Koukouvaplég tng Mapou (Spanos). H emoduevn epyaocia Siepeu-
VA TNV pakpoxpovn oxéon avaueoa otoug ABnvaioug kat toug Maploug amod tov 100 £wg tov
30 awwva 1.X. HECA QO TNV LOTOPLKN, ETLyPAdLK) KAl apXaloAoyikh paptupia (Tandy), evw ta
XPOVOAOYLKA OpLa KoL N Elkovoypadia tng vouLopatokortiog tng Napou petafy tou 60u alwva
TLX. Kol TwV EAANVIOTIKWY XpOvwv amoteAolV To Béua tou akdAouBou apbpou (Castrizio). Ta
OPXOKA KOO LOTA GNUOVTIKOU TopLavVoU £pYAOTNPLlOU TTOPOUGLATOVTaL OTNV EMOMEVN MEAETN
Kat e€etalovtal o poAOG Kal N Epunvela Toug otnv kaBnuepwvn wr tTwv avBpwnwyv (Toauri-
pn). OL 8o enodueveg epyaocieg avadépovtal oto apxaio vekpotadeio tng Napolkidc, eEeTa-
Tovtag agevog ta tadika EOa HEoa amd TNV MEAETN TWV EMUTUMBIWY ONUATWY TOU VEKPOTA-
delov otnv Bon Bitl (MpuavéAng) kat adetépou gupruata omd TadEG Kot TapKa pvnueia
otnv B€on Aylog MavteAenwy Tou TBavVOV amoTeAel ETEKTAON TNG apxalog VEKPOTIOANG TTPOG
Boppav (Alexandridou kat Daifa). Ztig Aatpeieg tng Napou Kat TNV onuacia Twv avadnuatwyv
oTa Llepd elval apLlEPWUEVEG OL ETIOUEVEG TPELG EPYACLES, LECA ATIO TNV Ttapousiaon Kal LEAETN
adLEpPWHATWY OTO LEPO Tou ATTOAAWVA 0TO AEOTIOTIKO O€ OUYKPLON Kal Ke To AnAtov tng Mapou
(Kourayos kat Angliker), ta adlepwpata ota lepd Tou AokAnmioU kat tng EtkelBuiag otnv Mapo
(Piette) koL TEAOG TLG EVOULLATOAOYIKEG TTIPOOHOPEC OTO LEPO TNG AAOU WG apLEPWHATLKI TIPA-
KTLKI), OTIWG TIPOKUTITEL Ao T eMypadLkd apxeio tng AnAou (Tsourinaki). To Mépog Il kKAeivel pe
Tpla apBpa mou adopouv oTNV MPWLIUOTEPN amolkia tng Mdapou, to Maplov otnv MNpomovtida,
KOlL ETILKEVTPWVOVTOL OTNV Ttapouasiaon ayaApdtwy amno dtaonpoug EAANVEG YAUTITEG 0TNV KAQ-
okr) OAn tou Maplou pe Baon tnv dprholoyikr] paptupia (Keles kat M. Deniz Yilmaz), tnv nept-
ypoadr Kol epUnVeia eVO¢ TPOohATOU EUPAATOC YAUTITIKAG TNG EMOXNAG TwV Avtwvivwy, aida
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pe avayAudn popodn tng Beag Yyeiag amod ta pwpaikd Aoutpd tng toAng (A. Yilmaz kat Tugrul),
Ko TEAOC otV mapouciacn mbavou epyactnpiou kat epnopioag mopdupag oto pwuaikod Maplov
(Celikbas).

To Mépoc lIl apxilel pe emaveEETaon TG LOTOPLKNG HopTupiag yia tnv Napo kot tnv Stepevvn-
an Tou pOAOU TtoU Urtopel va SLadpapdTIoE To Vol KATA TOUG PWLHOUE MECALWVIKOUG QLWVEG
(Roussos), kaBwg kat tnv dtepelivnon TG SLOKNTLKNG Katdotaong oto Atyaio katd tn Méon Bu-
Tavtvi mepiodo kal tng B€ong tng MNapou péoa o autv (MaAatpdg). XTo emouevo apbpo ena-
VeEETALETAL N Xprion TOu Auxvitn Katd tnv Mecalwvikr iepiodo pe BAcn oToLKEla amod YPATTES
TINYEG Kol VEQ Ttopadelyata Xpriong Tou opLovVoU JOpUAPOU EKTOC TWV cUVOPWV TNG Bulavtl-
V¢ autokpatopiag (MAAANG). Adnuoaoieutn Bulavtivh odppayida tou téAoug tou 11ou-apyEg
Tou 120u awwva amd tv culoyn Tou Kpatikol Mouaoeiou Epputdl tng Ay. MetpoUmoAng sivat
TO AVTIKElEVO TNG epyaciog mou akohouBel (Stavrakos). To Mépog Il kKAeivel pe Tnv tapouciacn
€VOG Xelpoypadou tou 170u alwva amo tnv Anpoota lotopikr BiBALoBnkn Xiou ‘Kopanc’ kat tnv
avadopad tou otig KukAadeg kat tnv Napo (Mepouong kat Mouotavtaun).

To teleutaio Mépog IV Eekva e TNV EMLOKOTINGN Tou ToAalomnepLBAAAovTtog tng Mapou Kot
Twv KUKAGSWV KaTd Toug mPoiloTtoplkoUg Xpovoug, e Baon ta SeSopuéva Twv UEXPL ONUEPA ap-
xouomepBaAAOVTIKWY £peLVWV Kal HeAeTWV (KapaAn). Tig BaAdooleg eUMOPLIKEC 060UC SLape-
oou Twv KukAadwv petau 800-600 1.X., o€ oX€on KUPLWCE UE Ta vnold tng Mapou kat tng Nagou
e€etalel n emopevn epyaocia (Forsyth). Ta téooepa emdpeva apbpa avadEPoVTal 0TI AKTEC TNG
Mapou, Eekvwvtog Pe Tov KabopLopd £€L Bahaooiwv eMMESWV KaL TWV OXETIKWY LETAROAWVY TNG
otadung tng 6dAacoag katd ta teAsutaia 6.300 xpovia (Mouptlag kot KoAditn) kot Tnv xpo-
voAoynon autwv Twv enumédwy pe Bacn apxatoloykoug Seikteg amo to téAog tng NeoAlBikng
TePLOSOU €wG Kal ta veotepa xpovia (KoAaitn kat Mouptldg). AkohouBel n mapouaciacn tTwv
QTTOTEAECUATWY TNG MAPAKTLAG EPEUVAG 0TV MNAPO Ao To MPOYpPAUUO Geoswim e OKOTO TNV
oUA\oyN GUCLKWY, XNHLKWV Kal oltkoAdoykwv dedopévwy (Furlani et al.) kat TéAog n mapoucioon
TWV EMUTTWOEWVY TNG avOdou NG oTABuUNg TG BAAaooag Kal TG CUVENAYOUEVNG Baldoolag
€TIKAUONG OTOV KOATTO TNG MapOoLKLAG yLa TIG emoOpeveg dekaetieg (Kolaiti et al.).

Euxaplotw Bepud to AnpoTiko ZupBouAto kat tov Afpapyxo MNapou Mapko KwBalo yla tnv
unootnpLEn Tou Tuvedpiou, ta LEAN tou IAMNK kot tou MoAttiotikol ZuAAOyou ‘Apyiloxog’ Mapou
yla Tnv apéplotn BonBetd toug. TEAOG, eUXOPLOTIEG ameuBuvovTal oTov apyatohdyo Kwvotavti-
vo PoUooo yla tnv cUUPBOAN Tou otV eMUEAELD TwV ApBpwV Ttou TiepthapBavovtal oto MEpog
Il Tou TOpov yia v Bulavtvi kat MetaBulavtivr) Mapo.

Ntépa KatowvormouAou

Mpoedpoc Ivatitoutou Apyaiodoyiac
Mapou kat KukAadwv
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PREFACE

The present volume (Paros V) is the fifth in a series of Proceedings of International Confer-
ences dedicated to the history and archaeology of Paros and the Cyclades, organized by the
Institute for Archaeology of Paros and the Cyclades (IAPC) and conducted at Paroikia on Paros
at periodic intervals. This volume, entitled Paros through the Ages - From Prehistoric Times
to the 16th Century AD, contains scholarly papers presented during the Fifth International
Congress of Archaeology on Paros and the Cyclades, held in Paroikia of Paros from 21-24 June
2019, in collaboration with the Municipality of Paros and the Cultural Association ‘Archilochos’
of Paros.

The congress followed four previous ones on the Archaeology of Paros and the Cyclades,
held in Paroikia in 1997, 2005, 2010, and 2015 respectively. The Proceedings of all four con-
gresses have been published by the IAPC. The first, entitled Paria Lithos. Parian Quarries, Mar-
ble and Workshops of Sculpture, edited by Demetrius Schilardi and Dora Katsonopoulou, was
published in 2000 and reprinted in 2010; the second, entitled Archilochos and his Age (Paros Il),
edited by Dora Katsonopoulou, John Petropoulos and Stella Katsarou, was published in 2008;
the third, entitled Skopas of Paros and his World (Paros ll1), edited by Dora Katsonopoulou and
Andrew Stewart, was published in 2013, and the fourth entitled Paros and its Colonies (Paros
IV), edited by Dora Katsonopoulou, was published in 2018.

The present volume (Paros V), edited by Dora Katsonopoulou, includes a total of thirty eight
scholarly papers, divided into four parts. Part | entitled Paria Lithos and Parian Sculptors, in-
cludes 13 studies on the use and diffusion of Paria Lithos and on works of Parian sculptors.
Part Il entitled Paros and the Ancient World contains 14 articles on the mythology, history and
archaeology of Paros, as well as the island’s place in the ancient world. Part Ill entitled Byzantine
and Post-Byzantine Paros, contains 5 articles on the history and archaeology of Paros during
these periods and Part IV entitled Natural and Marine Environment, includes 6 papers on the
ancient environment and the coasts of Paros and the Cyclades.

Part | begins with an overview about the use of Parian marble in Paros and its diffusion out-
side the island as well as the contribution of Parian sculptors in the development and evolution
of sculpture, especially during the Late Archaic and Classical periods (Koupdytog). The new style
of pathos in Greek sculpture, dynamically expressed by Skopas of Paros, and the role played by
the sculpture workshops of Paros of the 6th and 5th centuries BC, is discussed in the following
article via the examination of innovative works from Paros (Katsonopoulou). Another aspect
of Skopas’ artistic creation, with reference to tradition and archaism, is presented in the next
work in connection with the different themes undertaken by the sculptor (Calcani). Based on
the results of a recent study of Classical sculptures in the Athenian Agora, the following paper
examines the contributions of the Parian sculptors Agorakritos and Lokros in the turn from the
style of Pheidias to the “rich” style of the last decades of the 5th century BC (Stewart). A signifi-
cant new grave relief of the late 5th century BC from the ancient cemetery of Paros, depicting
a man and a woman with an infant, is analyzed and published for the first time by the excava-
tor (Zadelpomnovlou). The following article refers to the catalytic contribution of the elegiac
poet Evenos of Paros in the establishment of the ekphrastic epigram describing works of art
(Corso). The next 4 studies relate to sculpture works of Parian marble and the activity of Parian

14 PAROSV



sculptors in Italy, starting with the presentation of Parian marble sculptures of the 5th and 4th
centuries BC transferred to the city of Rome (Cirucci), continuing with the investigation of the
use of Parian marble and the contribution of Parian sculptors in the architecture and sculpture
of Western Sicily during the Early Classical period (Marconi), the influence of Parian workshops
on the architecture and sculpture of Akragas during the Late Archaic and Early Classical peri-
ods (Adornato) and the analysis of the Parian marble statue known as the “kouros” of Reggio
in Calabria, probably representing Apollo (Castrizio). The following work examines the use of
Parian and Naxian marble in antiquity in architecture, and especially on roofs (Ohnesorg). Part
| concludes with two articles on Parian marble and its export to cities and sanctuaries of the
Greek world for the construction of sculptures during the 6th century BC (Loy), and its use for
the creation of high quality sculptures and monumental buildings throughout the ancient Greek
world during the Archaic and Early Classical periods (Phillips).

Part Il begins with the investigation of the origins and of the cultural background of the
myth of Herakles in Paros (Coppola) and a new interpretation of an enigmatic representation
of Chimaira on an archaic amphora from the excavation of the ancient cemetery of Paros (Pet-
ropoulos). The publication of new data from the excavation of three built chambered tombs in
Koukounaries of Paros follows (Spanos). The next work explores the long-standing relationship
between the Athenians and the Parians from the 10th to the 3rd centuries BC through the his-
torical, epigraphic and archaeological evidence (Tandy), while the chronological limits and the
iconography of the coinage of Paros between the 6th century BC and the Hellenistic times are
discussed in the following article (Castrizio). The jewels depicted on pottery of an important
Archaic Parian workshop and the interpretation of their role in daily life of people are presented
and discussed in the next study (Toaumnipn). The following two works concern the ancient cem-
etery of Paros at Vitzi of Paroikia. Its burial customs are examined on the basis of the study of its
tombstones (MpwuavéAng) and more burials and burial monuments found at the location of Ag-
ios Panteleimon are interpreted as a probable extension of the cemetery to the North (Alexan-
dridou and Daifa). The next three works are devoted to the cults of Paros and the importance of
votive offerings in the sanctuaries. First, the results of the study of dedications to the sanctuary
of Apollo in Despotiko are presented in comparison with the Delion of Paros (Kourayos and An-
gliker), then the dedications to the sanctuaries of Asklepios and Eilytheia on Paros are discussed
(Piette) and finally the costume offerings in the sanctuary of Delos as a dedication practice are
analysed based on the epigraphic archives of Delos (Tsourinaki). Part Il concludes with three
articles on the earliest colony of Paros, Parion in the Propontis, focusing on the presentation of
statues by famous Greek sculptors in the Classical city of Parion according to literary evidence
(Keles and M. Deniz Yilmaz), the description and interpretation of a recent sculptural find from
the Antonine period, an arch with a relief of the goddess Hygeia from the Roman baths of the
city (A. Yilmaz and Tugrul), and finally the discovery of a possible murex workshop in the city of
Roman Parion (Celikbas).

Part Ill begins with a review of the historical evidence for Paros and the investigation of the
role that the island may have played during the Early Medieval times (Roussos), as well as the
investigation of the administration in the Aegean during the Middle Byzantine period and Paros’
role (MaAatpac). The next article examines the use of the lychnites marble during the Medi-
eval period based on written sources and new examples of the use of Parian marble outside
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the borders of the Byzantine Empire (MAaAAng). An unpublished Byzantine seal of the end of the
11th-beginning of the 12th century from the collection of the State Hermitage Museum of St.
Petersburg is the subject of the following work (Stavrakos). Part Il concludes with the presenta-
tion of a 17th century manuscript in the Public Historical Library of Chios ‘Korais’ and its refer-
ence to the Cyclades and the island of Paros (Mepouong and Mouaotavtdun).

The last Part IV begins with an overview of the ancient environment of Paros and the Cy-
clades in prehistoric times based on the data of archaeological research and studies to date
(KapaAn). The sea trade routes through the Cyclades between 800-600 BC in relation to the
islands of Paros and Naxos is the subject of the following work (Forsyth). The next four articles
concern the coasts of Paros, beginning with the definition of six sea levels and the relative
changes in sea level over the last 6300 years (Mouptlac and KoAditn) and the dating of these
levels based on archaeological indicators from the end of the Neolithic period until recent years
(KoAaitn and Mouptlag). In the next article the results of the coastal research in Paros by the
Geoswim program aiming at the collection of physical, chemical and ecological data, are pre-
sented (Furlani et al.), and finally the effects of sea level rise and the resulting impact of marine
flooding in the Gulf of Paroikia for the next decades are discussed (Kolaiti et al.).

I warmly thank the Municipal Council and the Mayor of Paros Mr. Markos Kovaios for the
support of the Conference, the Board of Directors of the Institute for Archaeology of Paros
and the Cyclades and the members of the Cultural Association ‘Archilochos’ of Paros for their
invaluable assistance. Finally, thanks are due to the archaeologist Konstantinos Roussos for his
contribution to the editing of the articles included in Part Ill of the volume on Byzantine and
post-Byzantine Paros.

Dora Katsonopoulou

President, The Institute for Archaeology
of Paros and the Cyclades
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Dedications in the Sanctuaries of Asklepios
and Eileithyia in Paros

Elie Piette

University of Liége

Among the practices that enabled the ancient Greeks to come into contact with their gods
is the dedication of votive offerings.! Worshippers used to make votive offerings in sanctuaries
either in the hope of receiving a gift from the gods or to express gratitude to them after receiv-
ing such a gift. Although the analysis of the physical votive objects themselves is significant for
learning more about cultic practices in specific sanctuaries,? the interpretation of these offerings
as well as the identification of their author and divine recipient generally remains complicated.
As such, offerings with inscriptions which record the dedication turn out to be a valuable source
of information by explicitly providing the identities of the dedicators and the deities and, some-
times, by specifying the nature and the context of the dedication.

On the island of Paros, dedicatory evidence is found primarily in two main sanctuaries: the
Asklepieion on terraces southeast of Paroikia and the shrine of Eileithyia, the goddess in charge
of childbirth, on Kounados Hill. The first part of this paper aims to discern common practices in
each sanctuary by paying particular attention to the terminology and the support chosen by the
dedicator(s). The second compares the evidence relative to both sanctuaries in order to identify
Parian peculiarities in the evidence and to point out the reasons why worshippers went to one
or the other.?

DEDICATORY PRACTICES IN THE ASKLEPIEION

Asklepios was worshipped in an extra-urban sanctuary located on terraces southwest of
modern Paroikia from the 4th century BC at least;* the sanctuary was still widely frequented
during the 3rd century AD. Among the epigraphical evidence, twenty-eight inscriptions record
dedications to the god, mostly with his daughter Hygieia (Table 1).> Most of them date from
Roman times and were inscribed on three kinds of support: statue bases, marble plaques with
anatomical reliefs and tabulae ansatae on marble blocks. For each group, we will consider the
terminology employed by the dedicator(s) before examining any variances.

The first group includes two statue bases, both belonging to the Imperial period. The first,
now lost, was dedicated by a man for the city of the Parians: Tov cwtfjpa AckAnmiov | KAauv.
Aynoihoxoc | tht MNapiwv moAet. (1)
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According to Cyriac of Ancona who recorded the monument, the base carried a colossal
statue of Asklepios.® Following an oracle prescription, the Parians themselves dedicated another
statue (2), smaller than the one seen by Cyriac. The deity is in both cases called Asklepios Soter,
referenced in the accusative. This cult-title underlines the perception of Asklepios as a saving
god, whom citizens honored with a statue, either after a specific event or more generally due to
his long-term protection of the city.”

The second group (3-7) records dedications made by worshippers from Roman times and is
comprised of five marble plaques: Abwvia Zwaoiun | AokAnmu@ | e0xnv. (4)

These plaques depict feet and hands (or arms), to which four uninscribed reliefs with one or
two hands can be added (Fig. 1).2 This votive practice recurs in sanctuaries of healing gods through-
out the Greek world: worshippers offer a representation of the injured part of the body and can
also specify on the object their name, that of the deity addressed and any additional information.®

The terminology employed in this small group is variable: the dedicator, a man or a woman,
can choose to specify the votive aspect (euxnv, exaplotrplov) of the dedication, or not. Askle-
pios appears alone (4) or with Hygieia (3, 5), in one case as Hypa[taios] (3), and perhaps also as
Theos (6). The only constant characteristic of these offerings is thus the parts of the body repre-
sented, which are always hands (or arms) and feet. It thus appears that Parians with complaints
or injuries to their hands or feet used to dedicate anatomical reliefs to the god as a vow or a
thanksgiving offering. Yet, it is far from certain that these finds form a representative selection:
just as in other sanctuaries of Asklepios, replicas of other diseased parts of the body were likely
also dedicated to Asklepios by the Parians.*®

Let us now consider the third group, which is the largest (8-39). M. Melfi describes the sup-
port of these inscriptions as large wall blocks containing tabulae ansatae: these dedications
were inscribed in embossed frames of analogous dimensions on the white marble walls of the
temple (Fig. 2):** Zwkpdtng Avtyovou kat | Nikn AAe€avépou UTEP To0 | uioD OeotéAoug
AokAnmudL | kol Yyeial (12).

The main formulaic difference between these inscriptions and those of the previous groups
is the regular addition of a third actor: while dedications usually show a bidirectional relation
between the dedicator(s) and the god(s) following a gift/counter-gift dynamic, in the tabulae
ansatae the divine benevolence is explicitly oriented towards a beneficiary distinct from the au-
thor of the dedication, generally a son.*? This third-party is introduced by the preposition Umép,
“on behalf of”, “for the sake of”, “in the interest of” or, more vaguely “for”.2* The general pattern
of these dedications is the following: parents, in some cases the father alone, make an offering
for their son to Asklepios and Hygieia together, without mention of a vow.

Eight lost dedications probably belong to this group (8-11, 14, 19-21). Cyriac of Ancona de-
scribes these as “bases”, but this identification of the support is dubious for several reasons.
First of all, the traveler’s identification of other bases was wrong.'* Second, in other manuscripts,
some inscriptions (9-10) are surrounded by embossed frames like the tabulae ansatae. Finally,
their formulation is highly similar: Ktiowv Aptotop®dvtog kal Opu |vig{a} KAeoddpavtog Umép
o0 | ulol KAeobdapavtog AokAnmudt kat | Yyetat (8). Consequently, we can assume that these
lost stones belong to the third group of dedications on marble blocks.®

This group therefore attests to a widespread practice of inscribing dedications for a son,
especially in Imperial times. Beside this general pattern, some variations imply different familiar
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Figure 1. Archaeological Museum of Paros. Re-  Figure 2. Dedications 29-30 on tabulae ansatae. Photo:
lief depicting two hands. Photo: E. Piette. E. Piette.

situations: in 20, the patronyms and the word Bpentog show that the boy was probably adopt-
ed;* in 17, the tpodpog for whom a couple makes a thanksgiving (e0xapiotiiplov) offering
could be the young brother of the woman or a grandson of the couple.'” The terminology, albeit
codified, could thus be adjusted to peculiar familial schemes.

A singular dedication, however, seems to cumulate variances from the general pattern: [A]
nuAltplog Aat(i] | po<u> Omép tol me[6 | {Jou Anuuvd AokAn | [ Yratew?® | [e0]xAv (22). The
beneficiary is described as a child (ne[8]iJou), the recipient deity is Asklepios Hypateos without
Hygieia and the dedicator specifies that it is a vow. Moreover, the support, described as an
oblong stone, is uncertain. Although many reasons could explain this peculiar dedication, the
significant concentration of deviations suggests a conscious act, an intended attempt to stand
out and deviate from common practice.

Among these dedications on tabulae ansatae, four 3rd-century-AD dedications present an
unusual and less codified formulation referring to the offering of hair (25, 29-31), sometimes cut
for the first time (25, 30):*° Trjv mpwtotuntov tpixa | tv £dnBinv keipacg €Bnke Stpa | tovei{t}kog
AokAnruadou Ac | KAnmu® Yyeia te §®dpov autog umep | To0 LoD Ztpatoveikou xapw (30, Fig. 2).

According to O. Rubensohn and M. Melfi, dedications with hair-cutting reflect the perfor-
mance of a “rite of passage” occurring in the Asklepieion; this offering would be made in an
exclusively male environment during public festivals such as the Apatouria, according to the
presence of magistrates in the dedications.?® This would suggest that tabulae ansatae could ac-
cordingly be divided into two categories: private dedications with a simple typology (8-24) and
public hair-cutting offerings (25-37).
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However, the analysis of the corpus does not corroborate this distinction. The practice of
hair-cutting is not restricted to the male sphere, since a woman dedicates the hair of her son
in company of her father (31), while the dedicator in 29 is likely a woman.?* Second, the fact
that this offering could happen at different times of life (mawdikrv/maiblov and édnpinv) does
not necessarily fit the pattern of an initiation rite providing access to adulthood.? Finally, the
interpretation that the inscriptions had an exclusively “public” character results from a confu-
sion between dedications mentioning hair-cutting (25, 29-31) and those recording magistrates
(26-29, 31-33, 35-37): both categories only partially overlap.

Therefore, hair-cutting offerings in the Parian Asklepieion are restricted neither to a so-called
“public” sphere, nor to the male part of the community. On the contrary, hair-cutting rituals
seem to have been primarily family events, taking place in various contexts and at different
times (childhood, adolescence) without being necessarily connected to the acquisition of citi-
zenship.? In Paros, parents made a hair offering at different stages of the child’s growth “with a
wish for good” (uetd Uxfig €’ ayab®, 31) or as a gift (6Wpov) in gratitude (xaptv, 30), involving
officials or not. Rather than a codified ritual strictly controlled by the city, the variable terminol-
ogy of these hair offerings suggests that there was a large number of circumstances in which this
ritual was performed.

The situation during the 3rd century AD is thus far more complex than a division between
“public” and “private”, whose validity for studying Greek polytheism is disputed.?* Alongside
usual dedications of parents for a son, this type of support recorded the performance of a ritual
(hair offering) closely connected to the familial and maturation spheres. In addition, tabulae
ansatae were used by officials without involving a third-party beneficiary:* apyovtoc AdBovritou
| Tob Zuvdodpou, veorolol | Abp. AlUpou tol EAeuBe | pou, Aapunadapyog Alp. | Newkndopog
Newndopou | AokAnmu® kal Yyeia (30).

Formerly restricted to parents concerned about the health of their child, the codified prac-
tice of inscribing dedications on tabulae ansatae thus expanded during the 3rd century AD,
being used in other circumstances and thereby acquiring at the same time more variety in for-
mulation.

In short, inscribed offerings in the Asklepieion display various grades of codification, depend-
ing on the type of support used and the time period. The two bases do not feature formulaic
peculiarities, except in the cultic-epithet (Soter) given to the deity. The terminology in the ana-
tomical reliefs is variable and depends on the circumstances. The only recurrent feature is the
representation of feet and hands, but the finds do not necessarily form a representative selec-
tion. On the contrary, the quite large number of dedications for sons inserted in tabulae ansatae
seem to attest to a widespread and highly codified practice on Paros. Variations from the general
pattern appear then during the 3rd century AD when the support began to be used in other
contexts.

DEDICATIONS IN THE SANCTUARY OF EILEITHYIA

Eileithyia, a goddess closely linked to childbirth and children, was worshipped on the south-
west slope of Kounados Hill. Excavations in this open-air sanctuary, active at least from the 6th
century BC, have brought to light votive offerings, including terracotta busts and statuettes of
women.? The corpus of inscriptions is smaller than in the Asklepieion, but is better distributed
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between Hellenistic and Roman times (Table 2).7 If we put aside the few uncertain stones, dedi-
catory inscriptions are principally found on marble plaques or statuette bases. As done above
with the dedications to Asklepios, each group here is analyzed separately by paying attention to
the connections between formulation and support.

The first group consists of five dedications (39-43) made by women, inscribed on marble
plaques in the Imperial period: Abpodeloia Avtl| pavou EilelBuia | evxnv (41).

Three plaques (39-40, 42) were hung on a wall using nails, as suggested by the presence of
two holes, and two of them (39-40) also feature the representation of breasts.?® The formula-
tion always follows the same pattern: the name of the woman making the dedication (with or
without a patronym), the deity in the dative, and then the word g0ynv.?

The terminology on marble bases (45-51) generally differs from that on plaques, through the
absence of euynv and the integration of a third-party beneficiary introduced by Umép, as also
found in the Asklepieion: ApmdAn Epac[ip]@dvrog | Umep Deldlou EAeuBint (45).

Unlike dedications to Asklepios and Hygieia for a son, the identity of the beneficiary is gener-
ally not specified by acommon noun, except in 47 (maibiwv) and perhaps in 49 ([6pg]ntod?). This
formulaic difference between both sanctuaries could imply that the identity of the beneficiary
was obvious, due to the prerogatives of Eileithyia — the implicit suggestion would be a newborn
child — and/or the presence of the statuette, now lost, which provided information on the age of
the beneficiary. Yet, the male gender of the beneficiary can be deduced from the name recorded
in 45-46, probably also in 48-49.%° The dedicator, however, is generally a woman (45, probably
47-48, 49, 51, two women in 46), in one case with her husband (50), in another perhaps with
her children (49). The general pattern of this small group, attested from the 4th century BC to
the 3rd century AD, appears to be the following: a dedication by a woman to Eileithyia for a boy,
probably the son of the female dedicator.

Among the dedications on bases, two distinctive inscriptions deserve further analysis. One is a
bluish marble base which, as mentioned, records the presence of a man in the sanctuary, next to his
wife: [diog TovALog [MvnowAeibou UOG Eriavag kat] | EAtkwviag ol paliol Tov Bpemtov Endvak[ta]
| Ag€ikparoug, kaB’ UoBeaiav && Mailou | louliou MvnaotkAeibou ulol Emavaktog, | TAeBuin (50).

The couple, Gaius Julius Epianax and Helikonias, dedicate their adoptive son (Bpemtov, kab’
UoBeaiav), who appears to be their nephew. D. Leitao interpreted this dedication as the legitimiza-
tion of an adoption: though explicitly describing themselves as adoptive parents (paltol), the couple
consciously dedicate their new son to the goddess of childbirth, like “natural” parents. Through this
variant dedicatory practice, they become the birth parents of the boy and “naturalize” him.3!

Another dedication is exceptional both for its terminology and choice of support:*? Bhaubia
AAe€avépou | umep Eautiig EilelBuin | Zwlovon, Emowlovon | evxnv (51, Fig. 3).

Blauthia offers a female statue with a triple deviation from the usual formula: she calls the god-
dess Eileithyia Zwlovon, Emiowlouon, specifies that her gesture is a vow (gUxnv), as we find in the
bipartite dedications on plaques, and apparently defines herself as the beneficiary of the dedication
(Umép €autiic). One possibility, considering the date (3rd century AD), would be to suppose that the
dedicatory practice has changed.®* However, as in the case of the adoptive parents, we can also con-
sider the matter differently, namely as an intentional distancing from the usual practice.

In a simple bipartite dedication, the dedicator makes an offering to the deity in the hope of a
benefit in return (or as a thanksgiving), following a gift/counter-gift dynamic. Consequently, they
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Figure 3. Athens, Epigraphical Museum (EM 5291). Dedication
51 on marble base. Photo: Berlin-Brandenburgische Akademie
der Wissenschaften.

implicitly consider themselves as the beneficiary. On the other hand, the preposition Umép al-
lows one to integrate a third actor, to whom divine benevolence is explicitly directed. In the case
of Blauthia, however, the situation is quite different, since the dedicator and the beneficiary are
the same person.3 The formula Umép €avuthic would therefore appear to be semantically super-
fluous. Why did Blauthia choose this peculiar formulation? Taking into account the local use of
supports in the sanctuary, as well as the related terminology, could give us a clue.

As we have seen, two distinct customs are epigraphically attested in the Parian sanctuary of
Eileithyia: if the woman wishes to ensure an uncomplicated pregnancy and labor, she mentions
her name, identifies the goddess and describes it as a vow (e0xfjv) on a marble plaque; if her
objective is to thank the goddess after the birth of a child or to explicitly attract the benevolence
of the goddess to him/her, she offers to the goddess a small statue, specifying on the base her
name as well as those of the goddess and the child in question. Even if the term g0xnv is am-
biguous and can describe the action of thanksgiving, we can suggest that Blauthia made this
offering in the expectation of a future successful birth. Like women dedicating marble plaques,
Blauthia was thus seeking Eileithyia’s protection. However, the dedication of a marble statuette
in the Parian sanctuary of Eileithyia requires an additional piece of information: the name of the
beneficiary introduced by the preposition UTEp. Since the expected beneficiary was not born
yet, Blauthia made this offering Umép €autiig, “for herself”. This unique combination between
the support (the marble statue generally offered after labor) and the situation (a vow before
childbirth) led to an unusual and, at first glance, superfluous expression.

Blauthia’s act seems to show both a consciousness of dedicatory habits and a desire to stand
out from this general pattern.3® An argument in favor of this interpretation is the goddess’ de-
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nomination. By calling Eileithyia ZwloUon, Emtowlolon, while no epithet is attested for her in
Paros, Blauthia personalized her request and provided additional information about her wish:
that Eileithyia keep her safe during the forthcoming labor and even after. Moreover, the use of
participles is uncommon and their combination is unique. By using an unusual formulation to
describe Eileithyia’s intervention, Blauthia enhanced the uniqueness of her offering.3® Hence,
Blauthia’s outstanding dedication shows a conscious choice of support and terminology in a
specific context in order to distinguish herself from the other dedicants.

Even considering the random nature of the discoveries, the analysis of both corpora reveals a
strong connection between terminology and support as well as a codification of practices in both
sanctuaries. The variances attest to worshippers’ creativity, who took into account the norms in
these sanctuaries to strengthen their own communication with the gods and sometimes to make
their actions stand out from the crowd. Beside those formulaic observations, dedications to Askle-
pios and to Eileithyia present similarities regarding the identity of the dedicators and beneficiaries
as well as their wishes. For what reasons did worshippers go to the southwest terraces or to the
slope of Kounados Hill? Let us now consider the two divine profiles concerned.

ASKLEPIOS OR EILEITHYIA?

The dedicatory corpora to Asklepios and to Eileithyia are quite similar: both deities received
anatomical reliefs and a large number of them concern children, primarily sons. This Parian singu-
larity has led to the description of the two deities as kourotrophoi: deities whose almost exclusive
function is to accompany children into adulthood.?” To this kourotrophic function was added an in-
terpretation of Asklepios and Eileithyia as similar healing gods.*® Nevertheless, how would a Parian
family choose between the cults, if their functions were so alike? A first way of seeking explanation
for this would be to examine whether there is a gender opposition between a male cult to Askle-
pios and a female cult to Eileithyia.>®* However, the epigraphical evidence in Paros explicitly denies
this distinction: Eileithyia’s worshippers were almost exclusively women, but a large number of
female dedicators, with or without their husband, also went to the Asklepieion; the dedications
to both gods primarily concerned sons, usually not daughters. Moreover, time and space cannot
explain away the apparent overlap between these two deities, since these cults coexisted and
were both located outside the walls of the city. The choice of a specific god should rather originate
from its divine profile, which requires that we question this shared description of Asklepios and
Eileithyia as “healing and kourotrophic deities”.

Both archaeological and epigraphical sources firmly attest to the healing aspect of the Parian
Asklepios: the sanctuary had water facilities and likely hosted incubation practices, while ana-
tomical reliefs refer to injuries and diseases. The god’s designation as Soter also takes place in
this field: the aim of the Parians was to seek protection against diseases or to thank the god for
a specific intervention on behalf of the community as a whole. As a result, one cannot consider
that the god was exclusively a kourotrophic deity.

On the contrary, the healing function of Eileithyia is only deduced from the presence of ana-
tomical reliefs in her sanctuary. If such offerings readily refer to the idea of injury or disease in
sanctuaries of healing deities,* they can also take on a more symbolic meaning; the dedicator
does not represent a diseased member, but a part of the body linked to the benefit that he
wishes to obtain: at Daphni in Attica, for instance, reliefs depicting female genitals were offered
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in the sanctuary of Aphrodite and Peitho as goddesses in charge of sexuality.*! The use of this
kind of votive offering is thus not restricted to the healing sphere. In the case of Eileithyia, in
charge of labor, breasts are a particularly suitable image for nursing, which implies and requires
the survival of both the mother and the child. The choice of the represented part of the body
clarifies thus the desire of the dedicator. Rather than a healing goddess, then, Eileithyia was
worshipped in order to ensure a successful birth and the viability of the child, according to her
well-known prerogatives.*?

Both deities are thus distinguished by their core competence, Asklepios as a healing god,
Eileithyia as the goddess in charge of childbirth. Hence, they cannot be described as equivalent
“kourotrophic deities”. Besides, the notion has become almost a “catch-all term”, so broad that
it ends up being irrelevant to a detailed analysis of divine figures.*® Since placing them inside
that vast category is not sufficiently helpful, it is necessary to reconsider this special concern of
Asklepios and Eileithyia for children in Paros.

In the Asklepieion, offering a dedication for a son became widespread in the Imperial pe-
riod. Do these dedications belong to a different field than the offered anatomical reliefs? While
Hygieia, literally “Health”, is rarely included in dedications on plaques, where the healing con-
text is evident, parents do not omit her when they request care for their son. Their concern is
clearly connected to health, the common purview of Asklepios. More than a kourotrophic god,
Asklepios remains the healing god to whom parents ask that he look after their children.* The
particularity of his cult in Paros is quantitative rather than qualitative: the god of medicine, al-
beit worshipped by the whole city, cares especially for young people’s health. The kourotrophic
aspect should be considered as a “specialization” within Asklepios’ cluster of powers.

The interpretation of Eileithyia as a kourotrophic goddess comes from the marble statue bases
mentioning a boy. Unfortunately, the lack of precision about the beneficiaries of these dedications
and the disappearance of the statuettes prevent us from knowing the age of these boys. These
dedications could have been made either as a thanksgiving offering on behalf of a newborn or
in order to attract divine benevolence to a child. The latter interpretation is more suitable in the
case of at least one dedication (47), made “for children” (Umép nawdiwv). Eileithyia’s care for chil-
dren is readily intelligible: women who became mothers and benefited from the benevolence of
the goddess could keep relying on her for the protection of their newborn children. Rather than
a “specialization” as in the case of Asklepios, the kourotrophic aspect is here an “extension” of
Eileithyia’s competences after successful childbirth. To support this idea of extended prerogatives
directly connected to childbirth in the Parian cult of Eileithyia, let us consider again the epithets
used by Blauthia (51) to describe the goddess: Eileithyia saves, preserves (ZwloUon) during the
labor and she keeps protecting (Emiowlolon) even after the birth. This unique juxtaposition of the
simple verb and its derivative underscores the nuance expressed by the prefix émt-, which insists
on the continuity of the goddess’ action.* Eileithyia’s care for children can be seen in a continuum,
a durative process finding its origin in the protection during pregnancy.*®

Considering Asklepios and Eileithyia as kourotrophic deities is not unfounded. Because of the
vagueness of the label, however, it prevents us from defining more precisely the specificities of
these divine figures. The Parians needed the help of these gods for various reasons, notably but
not exclusively for the protection of children, which led them to turn to the Asklepieion or to the
sanctuary of Eileithyia, as the case required.
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CONCLUSION

Among the rich cults of Paros, this paper has focused on dedicatory practices in the sanctuar-
ies of Asklepios and Eileithyia. A study of the corpus of these inscribed offerings shows a regular
terminology, at least for some kinds of offerings, and makes it possible to highlight meaningful
variations in the practices of the worshippers inside a specific sanctuary, such as in the choice
of support and the text’s formulation. Dedicatory practices should always be considered in rela-
tion to the community wherein they take place. The intention behind the act is often difficult to
discern, for instance in the case of hair offerings to Asklepios and Hygieia. Yet, we can learn from
these dedications more about the cultic peculiarities of the island, among which are the speciali-
zation of Asklepios in the protection of a specific group, children, and the manifest extension of
Eileithyia’s prerogatives after childbirth.

The analysis of a dedicatory corpus is also a way of discerning what the Greeks expected from
their gods and how a pantheon works. Far from being some chaotic aggregate of interchange-
able deities, a local pantheon can be seen as a network composed of interacting divine figures,
in which each god possesses a complex and often versatile set of powers. As a result, each local
pantheon is unique and articulated according to the specific needs of the community. Yet, even
though their fields of competence might be close and can sometimes overlap, gods nevertheless
remain discrete. Thus, each in their own way, and in a manner exceptionally developed on Paros,
Asklepios and Eileithyia answered to the concerns of men and women about their children. That
is why studying Greek polytheism provides us with information not only about supra-human
figures, but also about human beings and the problems and uncertainties with which they were
confronted. The dedicatory practices to Asklepios and Eileithyia on Paros remind us of the im-
portance, for the family and the entire city, of birth and childhood.
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Table 1. Dedicatory inscriptions to Asklepios and Hygieia.
N. Reference Support Date Author Benef. An?z‘:i:lflml Additional data
39 IGXIIS, 193 ‘White marble plaque Imperial period Q / Breasts oV
40 | IGXIIS, 198 White marble plaque 1* BC- 1% AD Q / Breasts oV
41 IG XI5, 190 White marble plaque 1* BC- 1% AD Q / X oV
42 IGXIIS, 192 ‘White marble plaque Imperial period Q / X oV
43 IGXIIS, 194 ‘White marble plaque Imperial period Q / X oV
44 | IGXIIS5, 197 Unknown 1" BC- 1* AD Q / X edypriv
45 IGXIIS, 187 Oblong white marble base 3 BC Q 3 X X
46 IGXIS, 189 Oblong white marble base 3% BC +Q 3 X X
47 | IGXIS, 195 White marble base 1" BC- 1* AD Q2 nondiov X X
48 | IGXIIS, 196 White marble base 4" -39 BC Q2 32 X ?
49 IGXIIS, 191 Oblong white marble base 1* BC Q xai té [tékva adtiic] | Ope]ntod? X ?
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51 | IGXIIS, 1022 Marble base 3 AD Q ontig X Sotoson, Emootoven
52 | IGXIIS, 1023 Stele 2** AD Q &8ergTig X edypriv

Table 2. Dedicatory inscriptions to Eileithyia.
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NOTES

. The only comprehensive survey of Greek offerings remains Rouse 1902. Since this outdated study sev-

eral works focused on aspects of votive practices have appeared, among which Prétre 2009.

. See Prétre 2018, 345-51 for an interpretation of the abundant material found in the Artemision of

Thasos, a Parian colony.

. Other deities received dedications on the island, among which Artemis (/G XII 5, 211; 215-18; 229; 478;

Suppl. 202, 205), Demeter (/G XII 5, 226-28; SEG 33, 684) and Aphrodite (/G XI1 5, 219 (?); 220-24; SEG
26, 980; 48, 1137). However, the generally uncertain provenance and the low quantity of the docu-
ments prevent a comparison of their formulary with a corpus like that of the dedications to Asklepios
and Eileithyia.

. A fragmentary volute (/G XII Suppl. 204) attests to the presence of Asklepios on the site in the 4th cen-

tury BC. See Melfi 2002, 327-36; reproduced in Melfi 2007, 433-55 for an analysis of the archaeological
evidence and the successive phases of the sanctuary, which probably superseded a former sanctuary
of Apollo.

. Some inscriptions have been set aside given their fragmentary state or their unknown origin (/G XII 5,

149-53; 177-82; 209; 261; 428). Parians also made offerings to Asklepios in Epidauros (/G IV? 1, 264, 4th
century BC). Apart from dedications, several decrees were displayed in the sanctuary (/G XII 5, 113-14;
117-19; 123-24). A decree from the 2nd century BC forbids lighting a fire in order to protect the sanctu-
ary and the offerings it contains (/G Xl 5, 126).

. Cyriac’s text in folio 42a-b is reproduced by Berranger-Auserve 1992, 349-50 and Rubensohn 1900,

350-54. On this statue, which could reach eight meters high, see Berranger-Auserve 1992, 35. A head
belonging to a statue and dated around the middle of the 4th century was found in the Ekatontapyliani
church (Katsonopoulou 2019, 45-53).

. This cultic epithet is attested for many deities, including Asklepios in numerous places. See BDEG, s.v.

"Soter". A fragmentary inscription found near the castle of Paroikia refers to theoi soteres (/G XII 5, 237,
late 3rd century BC).

. See Forsén 1996, 100-102 for the three uninscribed reliefs with one hand. A relief with two hands (fig.

1) isin room 3 of the Archaeological Museum of Paroikia. Since these four reliefs as well as dedications
6-7 do not mention Asklepios, their provenance remains uncertain. See Forsén and Sironen 1991, 180.

. Van Straten 1981, 105-51; Forsén 1996.
10.
11.

Van Straten 1981, 149-50.

Melfi 2002, 333, 350, 356-57. However, their identification as wall blocks is sometimes unclear (16, 22,
34-38).

The dedicatory act can also be considered as drawing a “votive triangle” between the dedicator, the
deity, and the “groupe témoin” (de Polignac 2009). This orientation underlines the significance of the
community in the formulation and the perception of the offering.

Jim 2014, 631. This use of the Unép preposition in dedications only appears in the Asklepieion and in
the sanctuary of Eileithyia. Forsén 1996, 102 restores a third-party beneficiary in the fragmentary dedi-
cation 7, whose provenance is uncertain.

IG XII 5, 464, described by Cyriac as ad magnam statuarum basim epigrammata, belongs to a Doric
architrave (SEG 28, 706).

Rubensohn 1900, 353. Melfi 2002, 357 includes a ninth lost inscription (16) transcribed by Covel and
Lucas near Constantinople. Unfortunately, no information is given about its support.

On the word Bpemntdg, see Ricl 2009. The patronyms in 14 also suggest an adoption (Berranger-Auserve
2000, 146).
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

Dedications in the Sanctuaries of Paros

Berranger-Auserve 2000, 180; Bielman Sanchez 2004, 200. On the three dedicators of 23, see Mana-
Somouloc 2013, 23 and BE 2014, 523 n. 378.

The form Ynatéw corresponds to ‘Yra[taiw] in 3, as does mediouv to mawdiouv. This late cultic epithet is
attested in Epidauros for Apollo (/G IV?, 451, 3rd century AD) and in Thera for the theoi megaloi epekooi
Asklepioi (IG X1l 3, 1330, 2nd century AD). Its meaning remains unclear: it could be related to an unknown
sanctuary of Apollo and Asklepios at the hot springs of Hypata in Thessaly (Rubensohn 1902, 237; BDEG
s.v. “upateos”) or be considered as a development of Hypatos (RE 9:241, s.v. “Hypataios”), attested for
Asklepios in Epidauros (/G IV?, 479, Imperial period). In Paros, a boundary stone of Hypatos found on the
top of Kounados hill forbids access to the uninitiated and to women (/G XII 5, 183, 5th century BC).
Thiersch’s restitution (ma[bwknv tpixa]) in 24 was rightly put aside in the /G edition. A dedication to
Asklepios and Hygieia for a son in the accusative with a hair offering has been found in Thouria (SEG
61, 309, Hellenistic period).

Rubensohn 1902, 227-29; Melfi 2002, 349-53. Parians certainly celebrated the Apatouria (SEG 33, 679,
line 52, 175-150 BC), but the main god of this festival in Paros and Thasos is Zeus (Salviat 1958, 220).
On the genre of Epaphroditon in 29, see Leitao (2003, 115) and LGPN, s.v. “Enadpoditov”; “Emadpodi-
ToG”. Leitao (2003, 115) suggests several explanations for the presence of the mother in 31.

Melfi 2002, 352 considers these expressions as equal, but Leitao 2003, 115 rightly underscores the dif-
ference between them.

Leitao 2003, 115. For a wide-ranging study of the meanings of hair in the Greek world, see Brulé 2015.
On the relevance of such concepts as “state”, “public” and “private” cult and of the opposition between
“private” and “public” spheres, see Aleshire 1994 and the papers edited by Schmitt-Pantel and de
Polignac 1998; Dasen and Piérart 2005.

Yet, the reason for their presence remains unclear: the mention of the archon probably dated the in-
scription, while the napoios and the lampadarchos likely refer to a specific ritual involving a torchlight
procession. A fragmentary decree from the 4th century BC (/G XII 5, 119, line 3-4) perhaps attests to
sacrifices to Asklepios organized by the city. See also supra p. 341 the two statues of Asklepios Soter.
The documentation has been collected by Pingiatoglou 1981, 52-53, 120-34. Among the twenty-five
terracotta statuettes, twenty-one depict females, three represent a boy, and the last is a Silenus.
Some fragments have been set aside (/G XII 5, 188; 200-209). Apart from dedications, an inscription (/G
XII 5, 186, late 2nd century BC) perhaps attests to a restoration, but the attribution to the sanctuary of
Eileithyia is uncertain (Berranger-Auserve 1992, 84; 2000, 178).

Forsén 1996, 98-100 n. 31.3-6 adds four uninscribed reliefs depicting breasts found in the sanctu-
ary, as well as a representation of the lower part of a female torso, whose provenance is unknown. A
representation of breasts, found in the region of Phloga, is dedicated to the Nymphs (/G XII 5, 246, 1st
century AD). This kind of offering was thus widespread on Paros, which preserves the largest number
of anatomical dedications on marble reliefs after Attica (Forsén, Sironen 1991, 180).

44, whose support is unknown, could belong to this group given the identical formulation (except the
presence of a matronym).

Therefore, Leitao 2007, 256 considers that these lost statuettes depicted children and mostly sons. In
the peculiar dedication 51, the lower part of the statuette indicates a female representation. In 47, the
gender of the mawdia is unknown.

Leitao 2007, 262-72. Pirenne-Delforge and Pironti (2013, 85) insist on the symbolic and social aspect of
this “birth”. The presence of a threptos in 49, dedicated by a woman and possibly her children, remains
uncertain.

On the removal of this stone currently in the Epigraphic Museum of Athens, see IG II/III> 4, 1152. We
would like to thank Klaus Hallof for sending us this picture.
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A century earlier, another woman decides to dedicate a stele to Eileithyia as a vow for her sister (52).
This dedication for a third-party beneficiary differs thus through the support and the identity of the
beneficiary.

Jim 2014, 619. Dedicators usually use the reflexive pronoun after the preposition Umép to add them-
selves to the group of beneficiaries, especially in offerings for the wellbeing of the family. This formu-
lation is attested from Classical times in many cities, especially in Delos (/D 2368). Mentions of Umép
£autfic without any other beneficiary are attested in dedications from Asia Minor (SEG 33, 1007; 35,
1177; 35, 1179; 49, 1805; 57, 1334), perhaps also from Delos (/D 2278).

Prétre 2009, 10. See supra p. 343, the case of dedication 22 to Asklepios.

Chaniotis 2009, 62. Sozouse is uncommon in comparison to the recurrent adjective Soter/Soteira (Jim
2015, 70-71) and Episozouse is a unicum.

RE 18:1848; Pingiatoglou 1981, 89-90; Melfi 2002, 353. On the wide category of kourotrophos, which
embraces the whole process of formation of human beings from fertilization to adulthood, see Pi-
renne-Delforge 2004.

RE 18:1848; Pingiatoglou 1981, 58-59.

Geagan 1994, 167.

Representations of breasts appear in healing contexts, for example in sanctuaries of Asklepios, but they
are usually mixed up with dedications representing other limbs or parts of the body. See Van Straten
1981, 109 (Athens), 123 (Corinth), 129 (Kos).

Forsén 1996, 78-82. In the same way, eyes on reliefs in Eleusis express the result of a mysteric experi-
ence rather than a cure (Bérard 2008, 92-93).

Forsén 1996, 135; Leitao 2007, 257. In the same way, the breasts relief dedicated to the nymphs (supra
n. 27) should refer to their role alongside maidens and women rather than considered as evidence of a
healing function.

Pirenne-Delforge and Pironti 2013, 72.

Similarly, babies and children are introduced to Asklepios in Attica. See Geagan 1994; Lawton 2007.
LSJ, s.v. “én”; LSJ, addenda, s.v. “émiowlw”: “continue to save”.

The dedication of Gaius Julius Epianax and Helikonias (50, see supra n. 30) could confirm that the cult of
the Parian Eileithyia was birth-oriented rather than properly kourotrophic: the choice of the adoptive
parents to address Eileithyia in order to “naturalize” the boy and to legalize the adoption makes sense
only if the goddess is conceived of as the deity in charge of childbirth. This dedication also attests to
an extension of Eileithyia’s prerogatives in connection with childbirth: in this case, Eileithyia’s functions
extend to the ideas of legitimation and integration and bring her closer to the figure of her mother Hera
(Pirenne-Delforge and Pironti 2013, 85).
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ABSTRACT

DEDICATIONS IN THE SANCTUARIES OF ASKLEPIOS
AND EILEITHYIA IN PAROS

One of the practices that enabled the ancient Greeks to come into contact with their gods is
the dedication of votive offerings. On Paros, the epigraphical evidence is primarily comprised of
two groups: dedications to Asklepios southeast of Paroikia and those to Eileithyia on Kounados
Hill. The analysis of both epigraphical corpora reveals a strong connection between terminology
and support as well as a codification of practices in both sanctuaries. Variations to this general pat-
tern seem to be deliberate, though the motivations of the dedicators remain mostly hypothetical.

Besides this codified aspect, however, the cults of Asklepios and Eileithyia should not be
viewed as interchangeable; rather, as parallel yet distinct. Though they are sometimes grouped
together under labels such as “healing” or “kourotrophic”, differences in dedicatory practices
reveal that the two cults were discrete options available to the worshippers. The Parians needed
the help of these gods for various reasons, notably but not exclusively for the protection of chil-
dren, which led them to turn to a sanctuary or the other, as the case required. Such epigraphical
evidence thus enables us to better understand how the Parian pantheon works.

[NEPIAHYH

A®IEPQOMATA XTA IEPA TOY AXKAHIIIOY
KAI THX EIAEIOYIAX XTHN IIAPO

Mia artd TILC PAKTLKEG TToU eMETPEY Y 0TOUG apyxaioug EAAnveg va épBouv o€ emadn 1e Toug
Beol¢ toug elval n adlépwaon avabnudtwy. Itnv Mapo, n enypadikn paptupla anoteleital
Kuplwg amod 6Vo opades: avadruata otov AcKANTLO votloavatoAlkd tng MNapotkiog Kot otnv
E\eiBula otov Addo Kouvadog. H avaluon twv SUo emiypadikwv cUAAOYWY QTOKOAUTITEL ULa
Loxupn oxeon petafl tng opoAoyiog KoL TOU OVTIKELMEVOU, KABWC Kol Ula Kwdkomoinon twv
TIPOKTIKWY 0Ta dUO Llepd. OLmapaAlayEG € aUTO TO YEVIKO TTPOTUTIO palveTal va elval ek TpoBE-
OEWC, OV KOL 0L AOyOL yLa Toug omtoioug oL avaBéteg mpoodepay TETOLO AvabAUOTA TTOPAUEVOUY
YEVIKA UTTOBETIKOL.

EKTOG amo autAv TNV KwSLKOTOLNUEVN TITUXK], WOTOOO, oL Aatpeieg Tou AoKANTLOU Kat TNG
E\eBuiag dev npémel va Bewpouvtal wg eVAAAEUES, MaAoV wG MapdAAnAeg aAAd kat Sia-
KPLTEG. AV Kol QUTECG OL BEOTNTEG LEPLKEG POPEG OLOSOTIOLOUVTAL WG «BEPATIEUTES 1} KKOUPO-
TPOdOLY, oL SLAPOPES OTLG TIPAKTIKEG aPLEPWONG AMOKAAUTITOUV OTL oL §U0 AaTpeleg ntav dia-
KPLTEG emAoyEG SLaBEoipeg otoug riotols. Ot Naplot xpetdlovtay tn Bondeta amd toug Beoug
vl SladopeTikou g Adyouc, Kuplwg aAAd OXL ATTOKAELOTIKA LA TNV TIPOCTACLA TWV TIALSLWVY TOUG,
YEYOVOC Ttou Toug 08nynoe va otpadoUV oTo €va ) 0To AANO LEPO, avaAoya UE TNV TEpimTwon.
‘Etol, Tétola emypadikn poptupla, Hag EMITPENEL VA KOTAVONOOUUE KAAUTEPQ TNV Aeltoupyla
Tou mavBOgou twv Mapiwv.
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