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INTRODUCTION

Why Necromancy?

S Gulliver learned in Glubbdubdrib, the only certain historian of an-
tiquity is the necromancer who calls up the dead and compels them
to disgorge their sccrets. If those who continue to rescarch an-

cient history by conventional methods have avoided the subject of necro-
mangy, it is presumably for fear of cxposing the inferiority of their own
craft.

How does one hcar from, communicatc with, and come to terms with
lost loved onces and other dead people? Questions of this sort weigh heav-
ily upon most of us, even in our largely secular Western societies in which
the culture and representation of death have been marginalized, and even
though we mostly assume that death brings oblivion. Such questions werc
all the more pressing for the peoples of antiquity, for whom death was all
around and cverywhere represented. The most direct and tangible mani-
festation of such communication was necromancy, which, accordingly,
cries out for an investigation. The subject also offers more immediate
attractions. The following pages are populated by the stock-in-trade of
modern horror movics: ghosts, of course, but also demons, witches, ma-
gicians, mummics, and zombies, and occasionally even werewolves and
the antecedents of vampires.

A treatment of Greco-Roman necromancy may in addition be consid-
ercd timely, interesting, and important (the usual cuphemisms for “fash-
ionable™) from a scholarly point of view. The relative scholarly neglect of
the topic hitherto has become cver more curious in the 1990s, as books
in the related fields of death, ghosts, and magic in antiquity proliferatc.’
Hitherto the most uscful contribution to the study of Greco-Roman nec-
romancy at a comprehensive level has been Marcelle Collard’s brief, un-
published, and all but inaccessible 1949 University of Litge thesis, “La
nécromancie dans Pantiquité,” which takes as its task the collation and
reproduction of some of thc more important literary sources for the sub-
ject.? At a more localized level, there are, admittedly, numerous commen-
tarics upon and discussions of individual necromancy cpisodes in the ma-

! Swift 1726: book 3.7-8.

*E.g., for ghosts, Kytzler 1989; Bernstein 1993; Sourvinou-Inwood 1995; Felton 1999;
Johnston 1999; and for magic (and more on ghosts), Faraone and Obbink 1991; Bemand
1991; Faraone 1992 and 1999; Gager 1992; Johnston 1994; Graf 1997a; Clauss and John-
ston 1997; Rabinowitz 1998; and Jordan ct al. 1999.

* Honorable mentions for general treatments go also to Headlam 1902; and Hopfner
1921-24, 2: 546-617, and 1935.
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jor works of ancient litcrature. There have also been many treatments of
the supposed archeological site of the Acheron oracle of the dead in Thes-
protia in northwest Greece by Dakaris and his followers since the late
1950s, but since the site has been misidentified, their contribution to the
understanding of ancicnt necromancy is minimal where not actually delete-
rious. The relatively virgin nature of the topic obliges me to keep my eye
trained as cvenly as possible across all the obviously significant evidence
(accordingly, no apology is made for the multiplication of cxamples), and
to foreground questions of a rclatively basic, albeit by no means uninterest-
ing, nature: Where was necromancy performed (part 1) Who did it (part
11 How did they do it (part IIT)? What was it like to perform necromancy,
how did onc think it worked, and why did one do it (part IV)?

Onc might ask the last of these questions—“Why did onc perform
necromancy?”—at both the broad (and glib) psycho-sociological level
and the smaller, more practical one. As to the former, onc might be temp-
ted to think that the ancients’ interest in communicating with their dead
through necromancy should lead to informative and distinctive conclu-
sions about the naturc of their socicty. But this is not nccessarily true.
Again, the centrality of death to ancient socicty and its universal represen-
tation must bc borne in mind. Dcath, the dead, and eschatology were
subjects of infinite interest and reflection and, consequently, subjects of
many contradictory attitudes. In such a context, it was inevitable that
necromancy or something like it should thrive, and that it should itself in
turn be a topic of much thought and of much contradiction. Accordingly,
necromancy does not help us in the generation of simplistic or reductive
conclusions about the nature of ancient society. We might rather expect
to learn more about our own society from the fact that, perhaps rather
more exceptionally, death and its representation have been pushed to its
margins. In other words, the pressing question at the broad psycho-socio-
logical level is not “Why did the ancients practice necromancy?” but
“Why don't we practice it?” But that is not an issuc for this book.

It is rather easier to address the question at the small, practical level.
At the core of nccromantic practice, it will be argued, was ghost-laying
and ghost-placation, certainly conceptually, and perhaps also historically
(chapter 1). So the impetus for consulting a ghost would often derive
from the fact that onc was being attacked or troubled by it in its restless-
ness. The revelation then sought from it would be the cause and remedy
of this dissatisfaction, which was typically occasioned by want of perfect
burial or want of revenge upon the killer. Often, too, one would call up
a given person’s ghost because that person had had information in life
that one now nceded to access: Where had she buricd the treasure? What
had been the truth of the Trojan War? But tne could also call up ghosts,
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known or not, and consult them on wider issues of no special relevance
to the person from whom they had derived. In such cases, why should
one turn to necromancy at all among the myriad forms of divination
available? Necromancy could be chosen because the divination required
was one that the dead in general were well placed to provide, such as the
timing of the deaths of those still living, or the nature of the afterlife or
the universe: When will I dic? When will the emperor die? How will the
war turn out? How doces the dispensation of justice in the underworld
dictate that onc should best conduct onc’s life?

Beyond this, necromancy could be chosen for questions of any sort
simply because the wisc had the name of offering the most powerful form
of divination available. So why wcre the dead wise, and why, in particular,
could they sec into the future? It may initially scem an intriguing paradox
that onc should have turned to beings so strongly associated with the
past for knowledge of the future. Indeed, some ancient authors them-
selves secm to have been troubled by such an inconcinnity. But it should
be borne in mind that revelation of the future constitutes only a small
part of the arcane material revealed in necromantic consultations. Antig-
uity had no simple or agreed explanation of the wisdom of the dead, and
it is perhaps best considered a first principle. Some sources offer partial
cxplanations or rationalizations. The dead could impart the wisdom of
their own expcriences, particularly of those that had led to their own
dcath. The dead in their graves could witness all that went on around
them. The congress of the dead in the underworld pooled their knowl-
edge and understanding of all things. The roots of the future lay in the
past, so that the pcople of onc’s past were better able to perceive one's
future. The future was itself prepared in the underworld, be it in the
marshaling of souls in preparation for incarnation, or in the spinning of
the Fates. Souls detached from their encumbering bodics had a clearer
perception of all things and processes. Perhaps the ghosts also drew some
power from the fertile carth itsclf. (Sce chaprers 14-15.)

But if the study of necromancy does not of itself lead directly to larger
conclusions about antiquity’s attitudes toward death, it does lead to some
conclusions about its conceptualization of the reladonship between the
surface world of the living and the underworld. For the living and the
dead to be able to communicate, the barriers between them had to be
dissolved. Necromancy could accordingly be conceived of as taking place
in a space located indeterminately between the world above and that be-
low. At the same time, consulters and ghosts had to be brought into a
common state of being in which to communicate with cach other. Hence
the notion that the dead werc partly restored to life, while the living
were brought closer to death, in the course of a consultation—sometimes
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dangerously so. It was hardly surprising, then, that consulters were often
confronted with prophecies of the imminence of their own dcath. (Sce
chapter 16.)

The study of ancient nccromancy does have its disappointments. First,
literary sourcces revel in the descriptions of necromantic rites, which could
be lurid, but arc rather less interested in the substance of the ensuing
prophecics, which often strike the rcader as weak or bland. The prophe-
cies generated by Lucan’s grimly entertaining Erictho are a case in point.
Second, for all that necromancy constituted the most direct and explicit
form of communication betwcen the living and the decad, accounts of
consultations with loved ones often seem lacking in humanity. In the few
cases of ghosts being called up primarily for love, the context is presented
as one of erotic pathology. In myth, Laodameia called up her husband
Protesilaus after slecping with a dummy of him (chapter 11); Alexander
the Great’s rogue treasurer Harpalus called up his courtesan Pythionice
as part of an extravagant, inappropriate, and decadent mourning for her;
and beneath the Corinthian tyrant Periander’s calling up of his wifc
Melissa lurked the fact that he had had sex with her corpse (chapter 5).

Decfinitions: Magic, Necromancy, and katabasss

Many of the recent slew of publications on magic in antiquity rchearse
the old debate about the definition of magic, usually in relation to reli-
gion. The contributions to this debate can be divided into two broad
categorics, which may be termed “ ialist” and “linguistic.” “Essen-
tialists™ attempt to develop a unitary underlying definition of magic in
antiquity from ancient words and practices provisionally assumed to be of
relevance, Often the project extends further stll, to the generation of a
supreme definition of magic with a supposed validity across time and
place and even across societics and languages. In Platonic terms, they
attempt to “discover” the “form” of magic. The construction of such a
definition is ultimatcly an arbitrary process. The use of it as a hermencutic
tool blinds onc to variations in language and practice between ditferent
socicties, and indeed within the same one, and to variations across place
and tme. Here are some of the hypotheses developed by essentialist
scholars writing about magic primarily in a classical context: magic is coer-
cive and manipulative in its attitude toward the gods (Frazer); magic is a
degencrate and derivative form of religion (Barb); magic is amoral, and
magicians do not give thanks to the powers that aid them (Luck); magic
is a form of religious deviance in which goals are sought by means alter-
nate to those normally sanctioned by the dominant religious institution
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(Aunc); magic is unsanctioned rcllg;ous uuwty (Phillips); magic divides
the magician from his cc y, wh ligion integrates him into it
(Graf); magic constructs a dialoguc with rchglous rituals, imitating them
and inverting them by turmns (Thomassen). Versnel insists that an cssen-
tialist definition of some kind for magic is unavoidable, if only for “heuris-
tic” purpases.*

“Linguists” do not concern themselves with the construction of mono-
lithic definitions or concepts of magic for antiquity in particular or across
socicties in general. Rather, they focus upon one or more “magical” terms
employed in their chosen society and chart the variation in their usage
across time and place, or indeed compceting and contrasting usage in the
same time and place. (Admittedly, linguists may well be guided to their
first term by an cssentialist supposition of cquivalence to a modern-lan-
guage term such as the English term “magic.”) They ask not such things
as “What was magic?” but such things as “How, under what circum-
stances, and why was the word magos (provisionally translatable as “mage™)
used?”

My own approach is a basic linguistic one. The conceptual boundarics
of this study are not dictated by any essentialist definitions of “magic,”
or indeed “nccromancy,” nor is it my project to generate any. Rather,
the conceptual boundaries of the study are dictated by ancient vocabulary,
in the first instance the Greek terms neksomanteion (neut. sing.), which
we may provisionally translate as “place of necromancy” or “oracle of the
dead,” and neksnomanteia (fem. sing.), which we may provisionally trans-
late as “nccromancy.” These terms referrcd for the most part to what may
in English be termed “nccromancy proper,” that is to say, communica-
tion with the dead in order to receive prophecy from them.® By “proph-
ecy” here 1 mean the revelation of any hidden information, not merely

* Frazer 1913; Barb 1963 (cf. Deubner 1922); Luck 1962: 4-5 and 1985: 4-5; Aune
1980: 1510-16; Graf 1991b: 188, 195-96; and 1997a: 61-88; Thillips 1986: 2679 and
2711-32, and 1991: 260-62 and 266 (although he probably docs nor see himself as an
essentialist); Versnel 1991a; Hunink 1997, 1: 14 (following the lines of Graf and Phillips);
Faraone 1999: 17-18; and Thomassen 1999.

* Sec my remarks at Flint et al. 1999: 86. 1 do not hold the view attributed to me at
p. xii of rthar volume. For expressions of viewa similar to my own, sce Segal 1981; Betz
1991: 244-47; Faraone 1991b: 17-20; Gager 1992: 24-25 and 39 (with bibliography
there referred to); and Braarvig 1999. I have much sympathy with the project of Graf 1995
and 1997a: 20-60 (despite note 4) to trace the linguistic developments of magos-words
through the course of antiquity. Tupet {1976: xi) rightly bases her investigation into magic
in carlicr Latin literature on her sources’ use of words. If it is relatively easy to find Greek
and Latin words that (provisionally) correspond to “magic,” it is difficult to find words that
remotely correspond to “religion,” which of course denotes a post-Christian concept: see
Bernand 1991: 65-69.

¢ Cf. Collard 1949: 11-14.
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prediction.” But necromancy proper was not always separable from the
wider magical exploitation of ghosts, a significance often given to the
word in English,” and so related aspects of ghost-magic will reccive occa-
sional attention.

Nekuomanteion (neur. sing, ) is already attested in the fifth century B.C°
Nekuomanteia (fem. sing.), nekusa, and other abstract terms translatable
as or related to “necromancy proper” are only attested from the third
century B.C., although they may well have been older, and may have be-
gun lifc as the titles of tales in which prophecies were reccived from the
dead. The specific histories of words in this catcgory have been relegated
to an appendix to this introduction. We find many further words used in
full or partial association with these terms, or with the practices associated
with them. Several such words definc persons, and one of the most im-
portant of these is pswchagggos, “cvocator of souls,” also found first in
the fifth century B.C. (I shall use the terms “cvocate,” “evocation,” and
“cvocator” in their technical nccromantic significances throughour).' A
number of the words found in association with thesc terms or with the
practices to which they refer are words that conventionally occupy center-
stage in discussions of ancient “magic,” such as magos (Gk.), magus
(Lat.), “mage™; goes (Gk.), “sorcerer™; pharmakis (Gk.), “witch™; and
saga (Lat.), “witch.” These words and others all have their own distinc-
tive histories. Linguistic considerations bear upon the structuring of the
first part of the book, which is largely devoted to an understanding of
oracles of the dead (note the opening remarks of chapter 2). They bear
also upon the structuring of the second part, where the terms applied to
practitioners and to the practices associated with them are dealt with ina
largely discrete fashion (scc in particular chapters 7 and 9). In this part I
confine mysclf to investigating the application of these words to prac-
titioners of necromancy; I do not attempt the enormous task of supply-
ing general histories of them. It should also be madc clear that there are
many accounts of ancient necromancy with which none of thesc “magic™
words are associated and which employ no practice exclusively associated
with any of the “magic” words." Accordingly, ancient necromancy thrived

? For pts at more elab definitions of the term, see Bourguignon 1987; Tropper
1989: 13-23; and Schmidt 1995: 111.

® As at Pharr 1932: 279; cf., for a similar usage in French, Annequin 1973: 60.

¥ See chapter 2.

'® For these technical meanings, see OED' s.vv. evocate (2), evocation (3a), evocator {a);
and note also evocatrix.

"' See Lawnon 1934: 80 for the practice of necromancy without magic. Bouché-1.eclercq
1879-82, 1: 333; Headlam 1902: 55; Lowe 1929: 52; and Massoncau 1934: 39 go too
far in asserting that ancient necromancy was impm'liblc without magic.
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both within and outside the ever-shifting sphere of the “magical,” what-
cver thar was.

It is only propecr that such attempts as have becn made to produce
typologics for ancient necromancy should be noticed here, for all that
they are mired in the old cssenfialist tradition. Hopfner’s typology distin-
guished first the “Homeric-Greek™ type, based on “religious” offerings to
the dcad, and represented by the necromancics in the poctry of Homer,
Acschylus, Virgil, Seneca, and Silius ltalicus; second, the “Oriental” type,
represented in its purcst form by the “magical” incantations and corpse-
manipulation of the Greek Magical Papyri from Egypt; and third, the
“Mixed” type, represented by the necromancies of the poets and novelists
Lucan, Statius, Apuleius, Lucian, and Hcliodorus. Such a distinction ad-
mittedly works reasonably well at the broad descriptive level, although it
is not clcar that the elements that Hopfiier sces as characteristic of “Ori-
cntal” necromancy, such as “magical” incantations, were completcly ab-
sent from the necromancies he assigns to the “Greek” type. Collard saw
ancicnt necromancy as gradually detaching itsclf from “religion” and be-
coming more purcly “magical.”"? It is certainly true that the more graphi-
cally and explicitly “magical” examples of necromancy belong to the A.D.
period, but it should be bornc in mind that the “witch™ Circe lurks,
somchow or other, alrcady behind our first necromancy, that of Homer’s
Odysscus, and that our second nccromancy, that of Aeschylus’s Persians,
is probably influenced by idcas about the mages of the Persians.

The focus of the book is necromancy as opposed to descent by the
living into the underworld (katabasis), but some reference to the latrer
remains incvitable.”® Not only did one “descend™ into some oracles of
the dead, but, as we have secn, cven when evocating ghosts a necroman-
cer could be imagined to be dissolving the boundarics between the lower
world and the upper one in such a way that the distinction between the
descent of the consulter and the ascent of the ghosts was cffaced.™ When
in myth Heracles famously descended to carry off Cerberus, he suppos-
edly ged at nck teion sites and perhaps even enhanced their
necromantic power for having dislodged the warden of ghosts. According
to some other mythological accounts, Thescus and Pirithous made their
descents at the Achcron nekuomanteion, as did Orpheus.” Conscquently,
the attempt to draw a hard and fast distinction between necromancy and
katabasis leads to embarrassment: for such a principle, Collard actually

“ Hoptner 1921-24, 2: 546-49; Collard 1949: 143.

" For kasabasis, sce in particular Ganschinietz 1919 (the relationship to 21cy is
discussed at 2373) and Clark 1979.

** Sce chapter 16.

** See chapter 4.
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excluded Virgil's Aencas’s famous and important consultation of the ghosts
in the Aenesd trom his survey of literary accounts of necromancy (an un-
characteristic misjudgment).’®

A Brief History of Necromancy and Its Sources

This study aims to cover necromancy as practiced and imagined in the
pagan Greeck and Roman worlds. Spatially, these could of course extend
far beyond “Greece,” let alonc Rome, and the documentary cvidence left
by the Greek-speaking population of Egypt under the Roman empire is
of particular importancc. The Latin necromantic tradition as we have it
follows on all but seamlessly from the Greek. If the Romans had their
own distinctive form of necromancy before submerging themselves in the
Greek variety, no trace of it remains. As to period, we begin with the
already maturc culture of necromancy as it is found in Homer’s Odlyssey,
which perhaps reached its final form around 700-650 B.c. We end, no-
tionally, with the fall of the Roman empire in AD. 476, but Christian
writers prior to this time, such as Tertullian, Hippolytus, and Augustine,
are only given serious consideration to the extent that they can shed light
on pagan necromantic thought and practice. The Christian spin in their
discussions is usually self-evident and casily controllable. Surprisingly per-
haps, the early Christians did not uniformly dismiss necromancy; Justin
Martyr found in it conveniently graphic proof the soul’s survival of death.
Brief reference will be made to nccromancy in the indigenous socictics of
Mesopotamia and Egypt and among the Jews. No reference is made to
the “spiritualism” that so charmed our Victorian forbears."”

The investigation unashamedly makes use of a wide range of litcrary
and documentary sources, to many of which only glancing references are
made. Some of the more important sources are specifically introduced
and contextualized cither below or in the body of the book as they arc
exploited, but pressure of space forbids the provision of such information
in all cases, which would in any casc be tedious for the expert and incxpert
alike. It is trustcd, nonetheless, that all sources have been handled with a
sensitivity to the contexts, stratcgics, and agendas of their production
sufficient to the role they are called upon to play. A general point that
is worth making, however, is that there is little in any of our fields of
evidencc—arguably even none of it—that, when pressed, can be taken to
document directly any one specific historical performance of necromancy

fs Collard 1949: 43.
7 For an investigation into “spiritualism™ in antfyuiry, sec Dodds 1936; 1 thank Byron
Harries for this reference.
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in anriquity. There is, then, a sense in which this is less a history of necro-
mancy itself in antiquity, than a history of ancicnt ideas, beliefs, and preju-
dices about it.

The body of the study is organized primarily on a thematic and syn-
chronic basis, rather than a diachronic one, for a number of reasons. First,
the most important strand of our cvidence, the Greek and Latin poctic
tradition, was fundamentally very conservative and projected the evoca-
tion of the dead in broadly the same way for over a thousand years. In
essence, the “last” of the classical pocts, Claudian, was still chasing hares
sct running by the “first,” Homer. Second, the cvidence for many in-
stitutions of necromantic practice is thin, fragmentary, and distributed
across large spans of time, so that we are constraincd to take an effectively
synchronic approach for the reconstruction of these institutions. Third,
for all that inappropriate retrojection is undesirable, the general patchi-
ness of evidence lcads us to suspect that the correspondence between the
first attestation of any given nccromantic institution and its first historical
appearance is extraordinarily low. Hence, it is almost impossible to write
a meaningful developmental history of the institutions of necromancy in
antiquity. Nonctheless, 1 offer a bricf but inevitably vaguc onc here by
way of orientation, and, for the final reason, combine it with a review of
some of the major literary sources.

We have no evidence for nccromancy in Greece prior to that provided
or implied by the mythological tale of the wanderings of Odysseus in the
Homeric Odyssey. The basic rites of necromancy in the historical period
closely resembled obscrvances paid to the dead at their tombs. This may,
but need not, indicate that Greck necromantic practice had originared in
such obscrvances (chapter 1). A little tenth-century B.C. evidence from
Lefkandi in Euboca (a broken centaur cffigy) may indicate that the
Greeks were already using ghost-laying techniques at graves similar to
those known in the historical period.'* Although ritcs of nccromancy par-
tially resembling the Greek ones may have been performed in the Near
East at an carlier period, we nccd not assume a direct line of influence
between the two (chapter 9).

Homer’s Odyssey is a traditional, oral poem. It is usually thought to
have reached its final form around 700-650 B.C., burt it had been in gesta-
tion for hundreds of years—and in some respects for thousands of years—
previously. The poem’s nccromancy sequence, Neksia, occupies book 11.
It is night. On Circe’s instructions, Odysscus digs a pit (bothras). He
pours libations around it to all the dead, first of a mixture of milk and
honcy, melikraton, second of swect wine, and third of water, and then he
sprinkles barley on top. He prays to the dead, promising to sacrifice to all

'* Desborough et al. 1970.
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of them on his return home the best sterile heifer of his herd and to burn
treasures on a pyre for them. To the ghost of the prophet Tiresias, with
which he particularly wishes to speak, he promises a separate sacrifice of
his outstanding all-black ram. With his bronze sword, he opens the necks
of (jugulates) a pair of black sheep, male and female, holding their hecads
down toward the underworld while turning his own face in the opposite
direction. He lets their blood flow into the pit. At this point the ghosts
gather. Ody orders his companions Perimedes and Eurylochus to
flay the sheep and burn their bodies in holocaust (i.c., to burn them
whole), and to pray to Hades and Persephone. All the ghosts are eager
to drink the blood, which will give them the power of recognition and
speech, so Odysseus must use his sword to ensure that only those ghosts
with whom he wishes to converse approach it. But before he can sclect
and speak to the ghost of Tiresias, he is confronted, unbidden, by that of
his dead young comrade Elpenor, who asks him to secure his burial. This
account was to remain basic to representations of and thinking about
necromancy throughout antiquity, and this is particularly true of its evo-
cation technology (chapter 11). The account’s influcnce upon the necro-
mancy or necromancy-related scencs of subscquent Greek and Latin epic
poetry, our single most important category of sources for the subject,
was particularly direct and pervasive, and can be scen from Apollonius’s
Argonautica onward.

However, the Homeric Nekusa curiously dissents in some key respects
from the necromantic traditions that evidently preceded and surrounded
it, the traces of which can be seen in its text, and that also continucd to
thrive throughout antiquity. First, it denics that the decad possess any
special wisdom gwa dead. Only Tiresias’s ghost gives Odysseus any arcane
information, yet he was a prophet in life (chapter 16). Second, and con-
comitantly, Odysscus reccives no arcanc information from the ghost that
riscs first and posscsses the ideal characteristics for necromantic exploita-
tion, that of the untimely dead and unburied Elpenor. This ghost is left
to intrude uninvited into the necromancy in which it had apparently been
groomed to star. Third, Odysseus performs his consultation without an
expert necromancer by his side, but traces of dircct guidance from both
male and female experts remain. The witch Circe instructs Odysseus in
the rites he must perform to raise the ghosts, and supplics him with the
sheep he needs to sacrifice; after his consultation, she debriefs him. She
is, then, the first example of a witch including necromancy in her armory,
a type that would come to flourish particularly in Latin poctry (chapter
9). In the course of the consultation itself, the ghost of Tiresias takes up
the role of instructing Ody in the g of the other ghosts.

The Odyssey account is also the earlicét attestation of an oracle of the
dead, or nekuomanteion, namely that of the Acheron in Thesprotia in
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northwest Greece. Oracles of the dead were entrances to the underworld
and were based either in adapted caves or in lakeside precincts. At these,
it seems, onc would consult the dead by performing the rites of evocation
before going to sleep and cncountering the ghost and hearing its proph-
ccy in one’s sleep (“incubation,” chapter 6). We have substantial amounts
of information, literary and archeological, bearing upon four such oracles
(chapter 2). The archaic and early classical periods were probably their
heyday. The Acheron oracle seems to have consisted of a lakeside pre-
cinct. The historian Herodotus may imply that the Acheron oracle still
existed when he published in the 420s B.C. It was probably defunct by
the time Pausanias wrote his guidcbook to Greece, ca. A.p. 150, although
later writers may imply that it was used again (chapter 4; this Pausanias
will sometimes be given the epithet “periegete,” i.c., “guide,” in what
follows, to distinguish him from another important actor in our story,
Pausanias the regent of Sparta). The oracle at Avernus near Cumae in
Campania in southern Italy was also probably a lakeside precinct. It scems
to have been developed by Greek sertlers who relocated Odysscus’s myth-
ical visit to the underworld there, and so to some extent calqued it on
the Acheron oracle. This was perhaps in the scventh or sixth century B.C..
The oracle is first attested, in a mythological projection, by the tragedian
Sophocdles in the fifth century B.C. In the next century, the historian Eph-
orus was already speaking of it as a thing of the remote past (his prime
concern being to justify the absence of a cave at the site). This was the
oracle of the dead that went on to flourish more than any other in Greek
and Latin literature, and it is likely that individuals at any rate continued
to use the lake for necromancy throughout antiquity (chapter 5). The
oracle at Tainaron, at the tip of the Mani peninsula, the Peloponnese’s
southern extremity, was based in a small cave, the remains of which may
still be seen. If one could belicve the tradition that Archilochus’s killer
Corax called up his ghost there, then the oracle would have been in oper-
ation by the middle of the seventh century B.C. A Spartan tradition relat-
ing to the man of Argilios and the regent Pausanias, vanquisher of the
Persians at the battle of Plataca, may at any rate indicate that it was func-
tioning by the carly fifth century B.C. Pausanias the periegete suggests
that it was functioning still in the second century A.p. The oracle at Hera-
cleia Pontica on the south coast of the Black Sea was based in a rather
more elaborate cave, but it cannot have becn operational prior to the
Greek scttlement of Heracleia, ca. 560 B.C. The regent Pausanias suppos-
cdly consulted it in the carly 470s B.c.. The historian Ammianus Marcelli-
nus implies that it was functioning still in his own day, the fourth century
AD. (chapter 3).

‘Throughout antiquity, Greek prosc writers prescrve a series of cvidently
traditional tales about consultations at these oracles. These tales must
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originate in the archaic period or the carly classical one. The earliest at-
tested and most noteworthy of these is the account of the Corinthian
tyrant Periander’s necromancy of his wife Mclissa at the Acheron nekswo-
manteion, ostensibly around 600 B.C., as preserved by Herodots (chap-
ter 4). Also preserved in such sources is the important complex of necro-
mantic traditions that form a “diptych” around the death of the regent
Pausanias, of which much will be made. Compelled to call up the ghost
of Cleonice at Heracleia, to settle it after accidentally killing her, he was
driven by it to his own death. His own ghost then in turn had to be
called up by psychagagos or “cvocators” to be settled (chapters 3 and 7).

The tragedics of Aeschylus (ca. 525-455 B.C.) have an important role
in the history of necromancy. His fragmentary Psuchagogoi affords us our
first attestation of these necromantic professionals (again, projected into
a mythical context). They may well have been around for a long time
before. They seem to have been associated with oracles of the dead, but
also to have acted independent of them, at least for the purpose of ghost-
laying. From the fifth century B.C. also we begin to hear of other profes-
sional necromancers, notably ge#tes, “sorccrers,” whose very name derives
from the mourning wail, goos, and indicates that their wide powers actu-
ally originated in the manipulation of the souls of the dead (chapter 7).
Further, the fragments of the philosopher-mystic Empedocles (ca. 485-
435 B.C.) and bricf bur important notices of Herodotus about Aristeas of
Proconnesus and Zalmoxis (420s B.C.) indicate that the rich traditions
relating to a chain of the Greek “shamans,” which appcar to have thrived
primarily in Pythagorean schools, were alrcady well established in the fifth
century B.C., cven though the bulk of our cvidence for these traditions
derives trom the A.D. period. These “shaman™ figures fitted necromancy
comfortably into their repertoire, which also included the sending of their
own souls on journcys outside their bodies, which they abandoned in a
state of temporary death, retreat into underworld chambers for the acqui-
sition of wisdom; and a more genceral interest in prophecy. The “shaman”
traditions scemingly permit us to build up a more detailed, “internal,”
and sympathetic picture of the world of the necromancer in archaic and
classical Greece (chapter 8).

Acschylus’s Persians of 472 B.C. preserves Greek literature’s sccond ma-
jor extant scenc of necromancy. Here the Persian queen-mother Atossa,
with the help of Persian clders, calls up the ghost of her dead husband
Darius at his tomb. The Greeks and Romans were to make a particular
association between necromancy and the Persian magi. It is disputed
whether the yoking of necromancy with Persians here is to be considered
merely coincidental or the first manifestation of this trend. 1 prefer the
latter. The assumption that such an assbciation is already being made
makes the best sense of Herodotus’s subsequent account of the terrors



INTRODUCTION xxvii

that fell upon the Persian army on the battlefield of Troy (the soldiers
feared that the mages had called up the ghosts of the Trojan War’s war-
riors). At any ratce, the link is indisputably attested by Python’s fragmen-
tary Agen of 326 B.C., which relays the Harpalus episode. The Greeks and
Romans were to come to associate Babylonian Chaldaeans and Egyptians,
too, with nccromancy. This phenomenon is not heavily attested undil the
imperial peried, although the Agen again may imply that necromancy was
already being attributed to the Chaldacans on the eve of the hellenistic
age. Our first attestation of the attribution of necromancy to the Egyp-
tians may come in the carly 30s 8.c., with Virgil’s sorcerer Moeris. All
these peoples alike could be thought to have access to remote, obscure,
and ancient forms of wisdom (chapter 9).

The late classical period provides what is probably our first attestation of
the association with necromancy of the Cumaean Sibyl, the virgin prophet-
css inspired by Apollo. This attestation is in the form of a series of vases by
the Cumacan Painter. This tradition was to enter Latin poctry. Here it is
found first in the work of Nacvius (later third century B.C.), and it went on
to find its most famous expression in Virgil’s necromancy sequence in the
sixth book of the Aeneid, published in 19 B.C. (and less famous cxpression
in Silius Italicus’s late first-century A.D. Punica; chapter 5).

The apparent dearth of major literary treatments of necromancy from
the hellenistic period is partly made good by the Greek satirist Lucian,
who wrote in the second century A.D. Among his works, a major series is
“Menippean,” that is, the works feature cither the figurc of Menippus
himself or at least the underworld themes or Cynic-philosophical outlook
of such works. The most important of these for us is the Menippus or
Nekuomantesa, in which Mcnippus is taken down to the underworld by
the Chaldaean necromancer Mithrobarzanes to learn the secret of lifc
from the ghost of Tiresias.”” These works reflect, to a greater or lesser
extent, the writings of the Cynic Menippus of Gadara, who flourished
around 300-250 B.C.° At the beginning of the twenticth century, Lucian
was regarded by Helm as a hack, shameclessly recycling the works of oth-
ers. Since then he has acquired a reputation rather for originality and
innovation, particularly in the form of the comic dialogue with which he
usually worked.” However, it still has to be concedcd that Lucian’s Men-
ippus bore a fundamental resemblance to Mcnippus’s Neksia, which can

' The others are: Kasaplous, Dialogues of she Dead, Charon, lcaromenippss, Jupiser tra-
Boedus, Jupiter confusatus, Deorum concilinm, Convivium, Gallus, Viarnm anctio, Piscator,
Fugitivi, Bis accusasus, Sasurnalia, and Timon; cf, Hall 1981: 466.

* Most of our knowledge of Menippus’s life and work derives from Diogenes Laertius
6.99-101.

* Helm 1906; McCarthy 1934 and Hall 1981: 64-150 (buth strenuously objecting to
Helm’s linc); and Relihan 1996: 270-80.
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be reconstructed from two ancient notices and from the features Lucian’s
Mensppus shares with another work that is also partly derived from it,
Scncca’s Apocolocyntosis.® Early in the third century B.C.., too, Crantor of
Soli told his consolation tale of Elysius of Terina, which gives us impor-
tant evidence for the operation of oracles of the dead (chapter 6). The
claim that the sccond-century B.C. hellenized Egyptian Bolus of Mendes
wrote on necromancy seems insccure.”

In the late Roman Republic, a citation of the polymath Varro (116-27
B.C.) is our carlicst surc indication that necromancy had become associ-
ated with scrying, in particular with certain varictics of lccanomancy, divi-
nation from bowls, although the late classical “Sibyl” images of the Cu-
maean Painter may hint that such an association had already been made
at an earlier stage. The usual method of divination from bowls was, it
seems, to find pictures or messages in the glistenings of the liquids they
contained, and perhaps also in the cloudings of mixing liquids within
them. A great wealth of recipes for the performance of lecanomancy,
some of them explicitly necromantic, is found in the third- and fourth-
century Greek A.D. (and Demotic) magical papyri from Egypt (on which
more below). It becomes clear from these in particular that the observa-
tion of the bowl was often performed by a boy-medium, probably under
hypnosis. Here lecanomancy is also strongly associated with lychnomancy,
divination by lamps, scemingly from manifestations in the flames, and
lychnomancy, too, can be regarded as sometimes necromantic. Boy-medi-
ums had been involved with soul-manipulation from at least the mid-
fourth century B.C.., the time of Aristotle, as we lcarn from his disciple
Clcarchus. It was probably the use of such boy-mediums for necromantic
purposcs that gave rise to the popular noton in the Roman empire that
necromancers sacrificed boys for their rites (chapter 12).

Nccromancy scenes flourished in the morbid atmosphere of imperial
Latin poetry. There arc indications that it had already had some role in
pre-Augustan work. Nacvius apart, Cicero quotes an anonymous poetic
fragment abour the cvocation of ghosts at Lake Avernus in his Twsculan

* Suda s.v. pbaiar, and Diogencs | acrtius 6.102 (“Mencdemus™ is clearly 2 mistake for
“Mcenippus™). Varro's lost Menippean satire, Peri evagages, “On Drawing Out {Ghosts?),™
may also have been based on it. Sec Hall 1981: 76, 100, and, for reconstruction of the
Neksia, 128-30. Ac pp. 143, 200, and 509, Hall singles out the purifications of Mithrobar-
zanes as innovative Lucianic material on the ground that they parody Mithraism, but it is
unlikely that they do. The second and third books of the $illes (“Lampoons™) of the Skeptic
Timon of Phlius (ca. 320-230 B.c.), in which he descended to the underworld to be con-
fronted with a series of dead philasophers, may similarly have owed a debt to Menippus:
for fragments and discussion, sec Diels 1901: 173-206; sec also Long 1978 and Di Marco
1989.

* Pace Faraone 1999: 11; fragments at DK 68 B*300.
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Yisputations of 44 B.c.,”* and Laberius (ca. 106-43 B.C.) wrote mimes
atiled Necyomantea and Lacus Avernus. But from the Augustan period
n we find major nccromancy sequences cxtant in the work of Horace
Sazsres 1.8, ca. 30 B.C.), Virgil (Aenesd 6, 19 B.C.}, Scneca ( Ocdspus,
cfore A.D. 65), Lucan (Pharsalia 6, ca. A.D. 65), Silius Italicus (Pusica
3, late 80s AD.), Statius ( Thebaid 4, ca. A.D. 91/2, and closcly resem-
ling Sencca’s sequence),” and Valerius Flaccus (Argonaurica 1, ca. AD.
9-95). Horace’s text is a satire, Seneca’s a tragedy, the remainder arc
sics. The sequences subsequent to Lucan’s seldom make for thrilling
:ading, but they incorporate much that is useful in the reconstruction of
ccromantic practices and thinking about them.

It is also with Horace’s Canidia that the great Latin tradition of the
ccromantic witch takes off for us. The topos can be found, sketched in
t least a few lines, in most subscquent Latin poets. It is highly likely that
1¢ figure of the necromantic witch had already thrived in Greek poctry.
iirce apart, Apollonius of Rhodes’ witch Medea had instructed Jason in
1e calling up of Hecate in a heavily necromantic ritual. Perhaps the Cu-
1acan Sibyl contributed somcthing to the development of the Latin vari-
at in the lost litcrature of the Republic (chapter 9). Horace’s satire may
so constitute the first attestation of the use of a voodoo doll in necro-
iancy. The issue is complicated by the fact that his witches combinc a
ecromantic ritc with an erotic onc, in which the voodoo dolls clearly do
1any case belong. Voodoo dolls certainly are used much later in a purcly
ecromantic rite by the old woman of Bessa in Heliodorus’s Acthiopica
‘ourth century A.p.2). The use of dolls for necromancy in a much earlier
criod may be indicated by, among other things, the myth of Protesilaus
nd Laodamcia (chapter 11).

Of these Latin poetic texts, by far the most important is that of Lucan.
ot only does he provide us with antiquity’s most elaboratc and enter-
iining portrayal of necromancy, but he presents us with the single grear-
st innovation in the representation of it. He introduces us to the
:chnique of reanimation necromancy, as performed by his glorious Thes-
ilian witch Erictho upon the corpse of a Pompeian soldier. She pumps
ot blood and numcrous far-flung magical ingredients into the corpse.
‘hen she makes inarticulate crics before invoking a range of underworld
owers. The ghost materializes beside the corpse, but at first refuses to
s-enter it. Erictho lashes the corpse with a snake and begins a second,
1orc threatening address to the underworld powers, and at once the
:animation is completed, and the corpse leaps upright and responds to

* Cicero Twsewlan Disputations 1.16.37.
¥ Licdloff 1884: 19-28; and Collard 1949: 69 and 141.
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the questions put to it. Subsequently we find two other major reanima-
tion sequences in romances, Apuleius’s Mezamorphoses (ca. A.D. 160s)®
and Heliodorus’s Aethiopica. Reanimation technology, as it is portrayed,
builds upon evocation technology, but it is much less conservative in it-
self. One of the key issues for the development of ancicnt necromancy is
the source of this technology, which at first sight appears to spring fully
formed from the head of Erictho. An important text in the background
is the seventh book of Ovid’s cpic Metamorphoses (ca. AD. 8). In an elabo-
rate sequence here, Medea rejuvenates the aged Acson with a technology
that strongly prefigures Erictho’s, and that may in turn draw upon previ-
ous reanimation episodes. It is not casy to sec what institutions of necro-
mancy, it any, in the “real world™ such sequences elaborate. It is argued
here that these sequences most probably constitute claborations of necro-
mantic rituals employing skulls or “talking heads.” Such rituals can per-
haps be taken back to the archaic period with the myth of Orpheus’s
talking head (chapter 13).

Accusations of the performance of necromancy flew about wildly in the
Roman empire. This was no doubt in part because it was cffectvely out-
lawed, alongside practices of “magic” and “divination.” Often, from the
time of Ncro, it was the emperors themselves who were the subjects of
such accusations. These accusations arc for the most part conveniently
understood as “myths,” the function of which was to portray the emper-
ors as excessive, beyond the law, brazen, and cruel. Where individuals
were accused of performing necromancy, we are usually told thar their
object was the prediction, and perhaps thereby the hastening, of the death
of the emperor (chapter 10).

From the third and fourth centuries A.b. there survive a large number
of Greck magical papyri, preserved in the sands of Egypt (along with
some connected and comparable texts written in Demotic). The most
important documents among these are lengthy recipe-bouks or “formu-
laries,” comprising spells of all kinds. Thesc papyri reflect a rich and com-
plex magical culture that combines old Greck material with material from
Egyptian and Ncar Eastern cultures in a distinctive synthesis. It is often
impossible to point with certainty to the cultural origins of institutions
reflected, and impossible, 100, to determine the ages of the institutions
represented.” A number of these papyri deal importantly with necromancy,
the most important of all being the papyrus PGM IV, “the Great Magical
Papyrus in Paris,” which contains a chain of necromantic spells attributed
to one “Pitys.” These spells derive necromantic prophecics from rituals per-

* There is much material of more g:nerzl interest, too, in the same author's Apology.

? For general discussion of the and its context, sce Nock 1929: Gager

1987; Martincz 1991: 6-8; Betz 1982 and 1992: xli-liii; Brashcar 1992 and 1995 (espe-
cially); and Dickic 1999: 190.
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formed on corpscs, although it is argued here that only a skull need have
been used. These papyri are the sole direct “documentary” cvidence for the
practice of necromancy in antiquity (chapters 12 and 13).

It is a remarkable fact thar thgre is almost no epigraphy of direct rele-
vance to necromancy. Oracles of the dead were cvidently not centers of
written display. One can only point to the mention of an evocator (psucha-
#dgos) on a fourth-century B.C. lead question-tablet trom Dodona (chapter
4), and two epitaphs from second- to fourth-century A.D. Asia Minor offer-
ing the services of their corpse’s ghosts for necromancy (chapter 1).

Appendix to the Introduction: Abstract Terms
for “Necromancy” in Greek and Latin

Abstract terms equating to “necromancy” built on the Greck nek- root
(with variant stems neky- and nekr-) appear to have begun life as titles of
literary works in which prophecies were reccived from the dead. Nekusa
is first artested as the title of Menippus’s account of his necromancy, writ-
ten in the carlicr third century B.C. It was presumably taken from a ttle
already acquired by the cleventh book of Homer’s Odysyey, although we
wait until the first century B.C. before Diodorus explicitly refers to this
book under the name by which it is still known.™ The term is used as a
common noun umply equivalent to “necromancy” by the mid-third-cen-
tury A.D. Herodian,” Nek tesa, “divination from the dead,” the
feminine-singular abstract, is found ﬁnt in a Latinized torm, Necyoman-
ria, as the ttle of a mime by the first-century B.c. Laberius.® In this
century also, Cicero uscs the Greck neuter-plural term nekuwomanteia to
mean “rites of dmmmon from the dead” and attributes their practice to
Appius Claudius.” In the next century, the elder Pliny knows the femi-
ninc word, now latinized as Necyomantea, as an alternative title for
Homer’s eleventh book.” In the next century again, back in its Greck

* Diodorus 4.39; cf. Plutarch Moralia 740c; Maximus of Tyre 14.2; and Scholiast Homer
Odysey 24.1. Plutarch at Moralia 17b apphcs rl\c plural term to a range of descriptions of the
undcmudd «f. Theod G exrasio 10 (PG 83, 1061a). Foe Tupet
(1976: 125}, the mcaning of ackwis should be confined to “descent to the dead.”

* Herodian 4.12. In the mecantime, Cicero had used the word three times in 49 B.C. 25
a term of abuse for Caesar's entourage—=hell lct loosc™ Letsery to Asticus 9.10, 11, and
18; sce Clark 1979: 37 for cthe transladion,

" Aulus Gellius 16.7 and 20.6 (at Bonaria 1956: pp. 52-55).

" Cicerv Twusculan Dispuzations 1.37.

¥ Pliny Naswral History 35.132; but the reading is disputed: sce LS s.vv. wecromansea
and necromantia; it is found in its proper Greek form at Hermogenes Progymwammata
2.14.13; Eustathius on Homer Odwrey 11.1; and Scholiast Homer Odyusey 24.1 (on which
see Clark 1979: 53-54).
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form, the word constitutes the alternative title of Lucian’s satire Mensp-
pus.® The Greek term snekyomanteia (built on the r-stem) is only found
as a gloss on nekuomanteia in Hesychius, although the Greeks had devel-
oped the cognate rstem form nekromantis (“necromancer™?) by the time
of Ps.-Lycophron’s Alexandra of ca. 196 B.c™* Nekromanteia may even
have originatcd as a back-formation from Latin usage, since that language
generally preferred to represent the Greek stem to itself as necromant-
rather than as necyomant- >

A Greck ncuter-plural term psuchomantesa, “rites for divination from
souls,” is found Latinized as psychomantia in first-century B.C. Cicero, and
the practice of these rites, too, is attributed to Appius Claudius in a pas-
sage parallel to the one cited abovc whlch nicely guarantces that the term
is synonymous with nckuomanteia.* A femininc abstract psuchomanicia,
“divination from souls,” is found much later in Greek form in the sixth-
century A.D. Aeneas of Gaza.” The feminine abstract psuchagagia, “soul-
evocation,” is found first in the second- or third-century A.D. Philostra-
tus.* The fourth-century A.D. Virgilian commentator Servius indicates
that in his day, a more refined typology had been developed. For him,
the term scsomantia, “divination from shades” (Latinized from Greek sks-
omanteia), was used for the ordinary cvocation of ghosts, with the term
necromantia now reserved for divination by the reanimation of corpses,
as in Lucan.” How far this distinction was maintained beyond Scrvius’s
circle is unclear. It is noteworthy that Latin never appears to have devel-
oped an abstract term for necromancy from its own vocabulary.

2 In the fourth or fifth century A.D., John Chrysostom (In epissulam ad Romanas, PG
60, 627.15) may apply the term more looscly to magical cursing.

¥ | Lycophron)] Alexandra 682; sce uhapt:n 7 and 16.

¥ See LS and OLD s.w. ¥, and mecy

"(,mm On Divination 1.132 and Tumdmu Dispusasions 1.115.

* Acncas of Gaza Theophrastus 54 Colonna.

* Philostratus Heroicns 19.3; of. Suda s.v. psuchagagei, Eustathius on Homer Odyssey
9.65; and Nicephorus Gregoras, in PG 149, 615.

® Servius on Virgil Aeweid 6.149 and 667; Gordon (1987a: 234) approves.
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CHAPTER 1

TOMBS AND BATTLEFIELDS

HE prime sitc for nccromancy and its conceptual home in the

Greeck and Roman worlds was the tomb, which served the living

as the home of the ghost. A ghost was often believed to hover in
the vicinity of its corpse’s placc of burial.' The importance of tombs as
sites for the exercise of control over ghosts is demonstrated by the many
curse tablets (in Greek katad ; in Latin defixiones) and voodoo dolls
(in Greck kolossoi) deposited in them. The tablets were addressed to the
ghosts within, who were required to achieve, by means direct or indirect,
the curse deseribed.?

Our first fully extant literary instance of necromancy at the tomb is
found in Acschylus’s Persians (472 B.C.). Here the queen mother Atossa
and the chorus of Persian clders make the ghost of her husband Darius,
the old king, rise up at his tomb so that she can tell him of the disaster
of the new king, their son Xerxcs. The staging of this, onc of Greck
tragedy’s most striking scenes, may have required the construction of 2
passage undemneath the stage arca or of an artificial barrow above it}
Tragic audicnces were probably already familiar with the ghost of Achilles
similarly rising above his Trojan barrow in his golden armor to demand
the sacrificc of Polyxcna. This commonplace episode of the cydlic epics is

! Greek world: e.g., Plato Phaedo 81b—d and Hippocrates 1.38. Roman world: ¢.g., Apu-
Ieius Apolagy 6; Origen Contra Celium 7.5; 1 ius Isvinae instiruti 2.6; Sallust
philosophus 19; Ammianus 19.12.13-14; Gregory of Nyssa D¢ anima, PG 46, 88b; scc
also Petronius 65 (dinners with the dead on their tombs on the ninth dav after dc:th),
Porphyry On Absinence 2.47; and Macrobius C y on the S
1.13.10. See discussions at Cumont 1949: 38-39 and 81-82; Vrugt-Lentz 1960: 26 27;
Toynbee 1971: 37-39 and 50-51; Jordan 1980: 234; and Garland 1985: 12.

? For curse tablets, see in particular: Winsch 1897 and 1898; Audollent 1904; Besnice
1920; Kagarow 1929; Zicbarth 1934; Solin 1968; Wortmann 1968, Preisendanz 1972;
Jordan 1985a (reporting, at 207, that of the approximately 625 tablets of known prove-
nance in 1985, about 325 came from graves), 1985b, and 1994; Faraone 1989, 1991b,
1993, and 1999; Tomlin 1988; Lopez Jimeno 1991; Gager 1992; Jameson ct al. 1993;
125-29; Graf 1997a: 118-74; Voutiras 1998; Giordano 1999; Johnston 1999: 71-80; and
Ogden 1999. Their use in tombs is described at PGM VII. 4531-52; cf. Libanius 41.7.
Voodoo dolls: Faraone 1991a (nos. 1, 5, 6, 18, 20, 22, and 34 found in graves; f. also p.
205); further bibliography in chaprer 11.

'Acschylus Persians 598-842. Staging: Mende 1913; Hickman 1938: 25 and 81-82;
and Taplin 1977: 116-19. Pollux (Onomasticom 4.127 and 132) speaks of under-stage pas-
sages from which ghosts could rise on “Charon’s ladders.”
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1. A hero rises from his tomb. Red-tigure Attic askos, 500-490 B.C.
Boston, Muscum of Fine Arts, 13.169. Gift of E. P. Warren. Courtesy,
Muscum of Fine Arts, Boston. £ Museum of Fine Arts, Boston.

likely to have enrered tragic tradition at an carly stage. At any rate, it was
subsequently to be found in Sophocles’s lost Polycena and, offstage, in
Euripides” Hecabe. An Attic fifth-century askos lid helps us to imagine the
scene (fig. 1). It portrays a warrior armed with helmet, cuirass, shield,
and spear, rising from his barrow with an alert gesture. T'he warrior could
have been the youthful Achilles himself, had he not been portrayed with
a beard. Later on again, in the first century A.D., Achilles” tomb provided
the Neo Pythagorcan Apollonius of Tyana with an opportunity to inquire
into Homer’s account of the Trojan War. He called up the ghost, not by
the usual method involving the sacrifice of a sheep (as a Pythagorean he
eschewed animal sacrifice), but with an Indian prayer. The ghost grew to
a height of twelve cubits, and affably permitted Apollonius five questions.*

* Epics: Lesches of Mytilene's Lissle lliad, Arctinus of Miletuss Sack of Troy, and Agias
of ‘Iroczen’s Returns, tragments at Davies 1968: 49 71. Tragedies: Sophocles Pohxena
F523 TrGF Furipides Hecabe 33-40, 92-152, and 534-36; s0, too, Sencca Trvades
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Pythagoreans may have been particularly keen on necromancy at the
tomb. Plutarch (first to second century A.D.) tells that Lysis, a member of
a sect based in Thebes, died and was buricd away from home. His fricnds
were concerned that his burial may not have acconied with their customs,
so onc of them, Theanor, visited the tomb. By night he poured libations
and called on the soul of Lysis to comc and prophesy to him, “just as one
must do these things.” As night went on he saw nothing, but he secemed
to hear a voice telling him not to disturb the unaltcrable, since the body
of Lysis had been buricd with duc picty, and his soul, already judged, had
departed for another incarmnation. The readiness of Pythagorean ghosts to
give voice at their tombs is advertised also in Iamblichus’s talc of a shep-
herd who heard the Pythagorean Philolaus singing from his tomb. Philo-
laus’s pupil Eurytus, when told, nonchalantly asked what tunc it was.*

Tomb nccromancy is found also in Roman culture. A summary of the
powers of the sorcerer Moeris in Virgil’s Eclogues (37 B.C.) includes the
ability to call up souls from the bottoms of graves. A complex magical
episode is described through the witnessing eves of a statue of Priapus in
Horace's Satires (ca. 30 B.C.). The scene, in which the witches Canidia
and Sagana appcar to conflate nccromantic cvocation and a spell of erotic
attraction, takes place in the garden of Maecenas on the Esquiline, which
had been built over a disused cemetery. The grand, tall, white tombs
remaincd; the common trenches for the slaves and the poor had been
plowed over, and until recently bleached bones had lain exposed. One
could bring forth voices cven from burnt ashes: in Horace’s Epodes, Cani-
dia explicitly boasts the ability to raise the cremated dead (ca. 30 B.C.),
and, according to Lucan (A.D. 65), urns had groancd spontancously as an
omen of the disastrous civil war between Cacsar and Pompey.® The impe-
rial period offers further examples of tomb necromancy.”

170--89 (also offstage; and cf. 681-85 for the ghost of Hector); cf. Hickman 1938: 42-30,
57, and 88-91. Askos lid: Boston 13.169; cf. Vermeule 1979: 31-33 with fig. 25. Apollon-
ius and Achilles: Phil Lsfe of Apollonins 4.16; f. Fusebius Agsinsg Hicrocles 24.

¥ Plutarch Moralia 585¢c—f; lamblichus Pythagorean Life 148.

* Virgil Eclagues 8.98; Horace Satires 1.8 (of. Cumont 1949: 104 and Tupet 1976: 299-
300) and Epodes 17.79. For the raising of the cremated dead, cf. the deposition of curse
tablets in cremation ums: Ogden 1999: 20, with the tablets cited. Lucan Pharsalia 1.568.

7 A bereaved father in Lucian’s satire On Grief, lamenting aloud, makes due observances
ar his son’s grave (16; second century A.D.). The son’s ghost, obtaining the leave of the
underworld powers, sticks its head up out of the offering trough and admonishes him,
paradoxically, that the dead are senseless and can gain nothing from such gestures. In a
discussion of wonder-workers who display manifestations of the dead, St. lohn Ch:yloslom
refers vaguely to men who bring forth voices, app d by ap
from tombs (De Badyla comsra Iulianum es gensiles 2, fourth to fifth ccntury AD; cf lldcz
and Cumonr 1938, 2:23). A recipe for the acquisition of foreknowledge in the Greek magi-
cal papyri requires its rite to be performed cither in some sort of deep place associated with
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At least some of the dead could welcome consultation in the tomb.
Epitaphs occasionally invite the passerby to consult their dead for proph-
ecy. Ammias, pricstess of a mystery cult at Thyateira in Asia Minor, was
buricd there in the second century A.D. Her funcrary altar offers: “If
anyone wishes to Icarn the truth from me, let him put what he wants in
a prayer at the altar and he will obtain it by means of a vision during
the night or the day.” Ammias’s priesthood may have given her an cx-
ceptional heroic status in death, upon which her powers may have been
consequent. Her cult, if not onc of Artemis, who was known to have had
mysteries at Thyateira, may have been onc of Asclepius, in which casc her
prophecics will have been healing ones.® Athanatos Epitynchanos, a
prophet from Akmonia in Phrygia, died in the carly fourth century A.D.
His epitaph advertises his eagerness to continue prophesying after death
in the following terms: “This gift | have from the immortal . . . Athanatos
Epitynchanos, the one that chatters out cverything.” In another Phrygian
cpitaph, a son appears to describe the parents he burics as “uttering use-
ful things from an oracular crypt.” Finally, an undated epitaph from the
city of Rome invites the passerby, if he doubts the existence of ghosts,
to invoke the dead person with a call, so that he will understand. Evi-
dently the epitaph playcd a joke with a Jocal ccho, but even so it scrves
to show how a nondoubter might have communicated with a tomb’s
occupant.”

As we shall see (cspecially in chapter 15), necromancy was heavily asso-
ciated with the laying of restless ghosts, a process that often entailed,
paradoxically, an initial cvocation. If the ghost’s body was already buried,
albeit unsatisfactorily, then the act of laying would take placc at the site
of this burial. Thus in a fictitious narrative of Ps.-Quintilian, a father hires
a sorcerer to lay the ghost of his dead son, much to the mother’s annoy-
ance. The sorccrer binds his urn and his entire tomb with spells, and the
latter also with stones and chains of iron (a metal supcrior to ghosts). As
we shall sce, evocators or psuchagagos could lay restless ghosts by locating

a river (i.c., a place close to the underworld?) or beside a tomb, and uses substances familiar
from offerings to the dead: honey, wine, milk of a black cow, oil, bread, and eggs { PGY
111.282-409; fourth ventury A.D.). Necromancy accordingly appears to be the means of
divination envisaged.

*TAM no. 1055. The translation is based on the text adopted there by Herrmann, which
improves the text of Robert 1937: 129-33 with the suggestion of Merkelbach 1974: &i*
horamasos for dia emasus. On this text, sec also Lattimore 1962: 100; Flaceliére 1965: 25;
and Porter 1994: 236 n. 21. Datc as at Jones 1985: 44 (tcutatively), and supported to me
in conversation by Marjana Ricl. Heroic status: Robert 1937: 129-33. Artemis: Herrmann,
TAM ad lac. Asclepius: Jones 1985: 44.

® Athanatos Epitynchanos: Cumont 1913: no, 136; cf. Robert 1937: 132-33; and
Mitchell 1995, 2:47. “Uscful things™: Calder 1922: 114 and Lattimore 1962: 100; but
Calder 1936 construcs the text differently. Rome: CIL 6.27365; cf. Lattimore 1962: 92.
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the site at which their body lay with the help of a black sheep, and then
calling the ghost up and asking it the reason for its restlessness.”

w v e e

The rites traditionally used to summon up ghosts were identical to the
normal rites of pious obscrvance made at tombs in the Greek world, with
the possible exception of the utterance of “spells.”™"! This, too, suggests
that tombs constituted the conceptual home of necromancy. Observances
at tombs can be distinguished into scveral types, but the archcological
literature on these types is chaotic for want of an agreed terminology.
Onc scldom finds two archcologists meaning the same thing by “tomb
cult.” As an example of the distincdons that can be made, here are the
recent classifications of Antonaccio: observances at the occasion of the
burial itsclf; observances on regular or irregular visits to a relative’s tomb
thereafter—“tomb attendance” or “tomb visits™ or “cult of the dead™;
offcrings made on a single occasion at or into a Mycencan tomb— “tomb
cult”; and offerings made at a hero’s shrine, with which no actual burial
is associated—“hero cult.” Visits to tombs for necromantic purposes are
ostensibly most akin to the catcgorics of “tomb attendance” and “tomb
cult” here. Literary and archeological evidence combines to show that
despite differences in emphasis and variations in practice across place and
time, all of these four categories of observance employed the ricual cle-
ments traditional in accounts of necromancy: the digging of a pit; libations
of milk, honey, wine, water, and oil, and offerings of grain and flowers;
offerings of blood (known as hrimakouria, literally “blood-sating™), to-
gether with an associated holocaust animal sacrifice; and prayers.

Blood offering was perhaps less common in the two most necromanti-
cally relevant categories, although there were no hard and fast distinc-
tions.” It is often contended that it was only used in tomb attendance
when the dead in question were conceived of as in some way heroized.”

! | Quintilian] Declamationss masores 10.2, 6-8, 16, and 18 (sepsiderum incantatum); cf.
Collison-Morley 1912: 45-48; Collard 1949: 94; Cumont 1949: 104; Morford 1967: 68;
sce Beard 1993: ¢sp. 51-64, for the notion that the declamations of Ps.-Quintilian preseeve
“truc™ Roman myth; sce chapter L1 for iron. Pswchagigei: Suda s.x. [ peri] pswchagigias, sce
chapter 7, and note the case of Epimenides discussed there.

L Cf. Collard 1949: 106; Cumont 1949: 164; Germain 1954: 377-78; Vrugr-Lentz
1960: 34; and Tupet 1976: 124.

% Antonaccio 1995: 6 and 249, with cvidence cited. For the term baimakouria, sec
Pindar Olympians 1.90, with scholiast at line 146, and Plurarch Aristides 21. There are
blood offerings in the apparent “tomb attendances™ at Lucian On Grief' 9 and Charon 22;
«f. alsa Rohde 1925: 37, 116, and 200, again with evidence cited.

Y E.g., Rohde 1925: 116 and 122; Kurtz and Boardman 1971: 215; and Sourvinou-
Tnwood 1995: 83. Offerings to heroes and the ordinary dead: Stengel 1920: 138-49; and
Kurtz and Boardman 1971: 64-67, 75-76, 215, and 298.
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Blood offering is, however, a usual feature of litcrary accounts of necro-
mancy, albcit not a universal one (nonc is made to Aeschylus’s ghost of
Darius, for example). It may be that blood offering is a commonplace in
the literary tradition of necromantic consultations because most of these
consultations arc in any case of ghosts of heroic status. Or it may be
that actual necromancy cither favored the heroized dead as subjects for
consultation or, ipso facto, conferred a hcroized status upon the dead it
chose to cxploit (the status of Ammias is curiously ambiguous). Curse
rablets at any rate somctimes address as heroes the ordinary dead, perhaps
warriors in particular, to whom they arc entrusted. The mid-fifth-century
sacred law from Selinus prescribes on one side the sacrifice of a sheep and
the pouring of its blood into the ground to lay unquiet ghosts. On the
other, it prescribes the sacrifice of a sheep to the Tritopatores for the
purpose of general purification, alongsidc offerings of wine, melikraton
(honey and milk), and barley-cakes, and these offerings are explicitly com-
pared to those made to herocs.™

The easy glide between tomb attendance and evocation is illustrated
by Aeschylus’s Persians and his Chocphoroi. When, in the Persians, Atossa
first arrives with her offerings of honey, water, wine, oil, and flowers for
Darius, we do not realize that she intends anything other than ordinary
attendance at the tomb of a relative, much as Euripides’ Iphigenia con-
templates making uncventful offerings of milk, wine, and honey at the
tomb of her brother Orestes.'” In the Choephoroi (458 R.c.), Electra
brings libations to the tomb of her father Agamemnon and prays to his
ghost. The libations are accompanicd by the wailing (kokuzos) of the
chorus. She addresses Agamcmnon directly, “calling her father,” appeals
to the Earth as the “rccipient of the wave of the dead,” and asks Hermes,
escort of souls and messenger between the upper and lower worlds, to
tell the underworld demons (i.c., nekudaimones, ghosts of the dead) to
listen to her prayers. She begs Agamemnon’s ghost to send her brother
Orestes home, and to send for itsclf someone to exact vengeance from its
killer Clytemnestra, her mother. The request is immediately granted by
the appcarance of Orestes. Together the siblings then plor to kill Cly-
temnestra and her lover Acgisthus, whereupon Orestes calls to the Earth,
“O Earth, scnd up for me my father to watch the bautle!” and Electra
responds, “O Persephone, grant us beautiful might in the future.” Orec-
stes reminds his father of the insults he suffered from Clytemnestra, asks
him whether he is roused yet by the desire for vengeance, and invites him

* Curse tablets: e.g., Audollent 1904: no. 72 (= Gager 1992: no. 74 [fourth 10 third
century B.C., Attica]) and the curse at PGM IV.1390-95; ¢f. Hopfner 1921-24; 1:128-29;
(‘,m!\om 1949: 332; and Bravo 1987: esp. 211_Sclinus: Jameson ct al. 1993: esp: 63-67.

B Aeschylus Persians 607-18; of. Hickman 1938: 18-21; Jouan 1981: 411-21; and
Joh 1999: 29; Furipides Ipbigenia in Tauris 157-65 (before 412 B.C).
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to “send justice,” while Electra asks him whether he is yet holding his
head upright. It does not seem that Electra and Orestes cxpect the ghost
to make a direct physical intervention, but its moral support and super-
natural aid are invoked in the strikmgy vivid and physical terms of evoca-
tion.' Similar appeals arc made in the Electra plays of Sophocles and
Euripides."”

Illustrations of tomb attendance on Attic fifth-century B.C. white-
ground Zeksthos convey its latently necromantic aspect. Here the ghost is
sometimes represented as a little black-winged figure hovering over the
tombstone to greet the visitor and reccive the gifts. A Boston vase por-
trays a woman's ghost as a miniature version of her person sitting in a
proportionate chair atop her tombstonc to face her visitor (fig. 2). This
image reveals the force behind the reliefs of scated ladics so common on
fourth-century Attic tombstones, such as those of Demetria and Pamphile
and of Hegeso. This way of conceptualizing tomb attendance was proba-
bly very old indeed. Already on a Minoan sarcophagus from Hagia
‘T'riada, a dead hero is depicted as appearing before his tomb to receive
offerings."®

We need not necessarily conclude from the similarity between the rites
of nccromancy and those of ordinary observances at the tomb that the
former originated in the latter.” (The scarch for Greek necromancy’s his-
torical “origins” is in any case a wild goose chase; see more on this in
chapter 9.) But we may properly conclude that in the historical period
they were regarded as significantly akin.

The assodation between tombs and necromancy was perhaps some-
times rcad backward. The tale of Harpalus’s cvocation of his dead courte-
san-girlfriend Pythionice around 326 B.C. may have found its origin in
the fact that he constructed for her the most outrageously grand tomb in

" Aeschylus Checphoroi 87, 92, 97, 129, 149, 156, 164 (libations), 150 (wailing),
124-30 (address to Agamemnon, Farth, and Hermes), 13848 (plca for vengeance),
212-13 (Orestes appears), 489-90 (Farth to send up Agamemnon), 495-97 (head up-
right?). Sec Hickman 1938: 31; Rose 1950: 26568 (arguing that the Perians and Choeph-
oroi scenes cxhibit significantly dnﬂ'erent mys of addressing the dead); Garvie 1986 on
Chocphoros 489-96 (also Pe ) B d 1991: 259-67, Hall 1989:90; and
Johnston 1999: 117-18.

v Sophocles Electra 410, 417-25, and 459-60, and Euripides Electra 680.

" Boston 10.220 = ARV* 845.170. For a brief survey and discussion of the problems in

such lekynthoi depictions of tomb visits, see Sourvinou-Inwood 1995: 324-25
(vnt.h fu.nhu bibliography in n. 98); cf. also Vermeule 1979: 31-32 (with illustration of
Boston vase at fig. 24); Bremmer 1983: 94 (with further bibliography) and 108; and Gar-
land 1985: 167. Fourth-century reliefs of women on tombstones: Knigge 1988: 115-17
and 131-34. Hagia Triada: Eitrem 1928 2 and Broad.head 1960: 302.

* However, Goodison (forth 1g) reads ices out of the archeologi-

cal evidence for Minoan tholes tombs; she builds upon Branlgan 1970, 1987, 1993, and
1998, and Hamilakis 1998.

'P B
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2. Tomb attendance for the welcoming ghost of 2 woman.
White-ground Attic /ékwthos, style gf Sabouroff Painter, later fifth
century B.C. Boston, Muscum of Fine Arts 10.220. James Fund. Courtesy,
Muscum of Finc Arts, Boston. @ Muscum of Finc Arts, Boston.
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all Artica, together with another one at Babylon, spending over two hun-
dred calents on the pair. Was it felt that a man who loved his girlfriend
s0 obsessively must have taken bold steps to see her again? Perhaps the
distinctive memorial for Mcliss3, the wifc of Periander, ncar her paternal
city of Epidaurus, an exceptional thing for any woman in the archaic
period, similarly helped to inspire the tale of his evocation of her ghost,
in which the erotic clement is again strong. Did the memorial statucs that
the emperor Hadrian (ruled A.p. 117-38) put up all over the Roman
world to his boy-lover Antinous, so many of which consequently survive,
fucl the tale that he had evocated the boy’s ghost? It is conceivable that
the tales of the evocation of the ghost of the regent Pausanias in Sparta
(set in the late 470s B.C.) took their origin from the two distinctive
bronze statues crected to him in the forecourt of the temple of Athene
Chalkioikos there.”

In literary accounts of necromancies at tombs, the manifestation of the
ghosts follows on scamlessly from the performance of the necromantic
rites. But what “really” happenced after a consulter had performed his rites
at the tomb? How did he experience the ghost? There is no direct evi-
dence, but there is a strong circumstantial casc for belicving that he went
to sleep and drcamed (“incubation”), perhaps on top of the tomb, and
perhaps on the fleece of the sheep that he had just jugulated for the ghost
and immolated for the nether gods. Curiously, the Grecks and Romans
tended to attribute the practice of incubation on the tombs of the ordi-
nary dead to other races or religions, but in so doing at Icast demon-
strated their familiarity with the custom. Itis ascribed to the Libyan Nasa-
mones (first by Herodotus) and Augilae, the Celts, and eventually, in
the fifth century AD., to the Christians and the Jews.” The Pythagorean
Apollonius of Tyana’s consultation of Achilles coincided with him spend-
ing the night on his barrow; Philostratus implies that he slept there (en-
nucheusein). Plutarch’s tale of the Pythagoreans discussed above may im-
ply that Theanor slept at Lysis’s tomb to receive his prophecy; Pythagoras
had himself wittily affirmed that the dead spoke to the living in drcams.
Ammias’s promise in her epitaph to send her consulters visions by day or

> Pythionice: Ath §95a—f, including Theopompus FGH 115 F235; Python TrGF
9 l-l Diodorus 17.108; Plutarch Phocion 22 and Pausanias 1.37.4. Mclissa: Pausanias
2.28.4 (memorial) and Herodotus 5.92; sce chapter 4. Antinous: Dio Cassins 69.11; cf. the
“Antinous™ curse tablet, Suppl. Mag. no. 47; the Antinous starues are caralogued by Meyer
1991, Regent D jas: Thucydides 1.134, [ ias 3.17.7-9; and Aristodemus FGH
104 F8; scc chaprer 7.

" Herodotus 4.172; Pliny Nasural History 5.45; and Solinus 3.4 (Nasamones); Pompon-
ius Mcla De chronographia 1.46 (Augilac); Tertullian Dr ansma 57, including Nicander
F117 Gow and Schofield (Nasamones and Celts); Cyril Adversws Intianum 10.1024b— (in
PG 76; Christians and Jews). Sce Bouché-Lecercq 1879-82, 1:331; Ganschinietz 1919:
2372; and Collard 1949: 101-3.
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night suggests that incubation was at least one of the methods that could
be employed to receive one’s prophcecy from her, whether actually on her
tomb or not.? The cvidence is more decisive in the case of the (indisput-
ably) heroic dead. Strabo tells that the Daunians (Apulians) had a pair of
oracular tombs on Mt. Drion, onc of Calchas and one of Podalirius (the
son of Asclepius), and that one consulted Calchas by sacrificing a black
ram to him and sleeping on its fleece. The scholia to Lycophron’s Alexan-
dra tell that the Daunians used to sleep on sheepskins actually on the
tomb of Podalirius to receive dream-prophecies, so we may concludc that
one probably slept on the tomb, on a black fleece, in both cases. Both
texts add that the healing river Alth , good for h and flocks
alike, flowed from the tomb of Podalirius. Broadly comparable is the orac-
ular chamber raised over the pyre of the Cynic philosopher (and much
clse besides) Pere, gnnus, after he had immolated himself at the A.n. 165
Olympic Games.”

Another obvious place to find bodics, and more particularly necromanti-
cally exploitable ghosts of the dead, was on battlcficlds. The dead soldiers
in such plentiful supply and so readily accessible there were especially
prone to restlessness, as by definition a#roi and biasothanatoi, dead before
their time and dead by violence (see chapter 14). Custom dictated that
the victors should bury their own dead, and, if not the dead of the encmy
as well, that they should then allow the encmy camp the opportunity to
make its own arrangements. But in practice, battles left a large number
of soldiers inadequately buried, so that dead warriors were often also aza-
Pphos, unburied. The restless ghost of one such warrior took possession of
a boy from whom Apollonius of Tyana had to exorcise it. Battlefields
were, accordingly, a suitable place for the deposition of curse tablets for
activation by restless ghosts. The proliferation of the warrior-dead is al-
ready clear from Homer. They domi the hosts oned up by
Odysseus: “Brides, bachelors, and old men who had endured much, deli-
catec maidens with new gricf, and many men who had been wounded with
spears fitted with bronze, men slain in battle with their bloodied weap-
ons.” And when Lucian’s Mcnippus boards Charon’s barge to cross the

¥ Apollonius and Achilles: Philostratus Life of Apollowins 4.16. Theanor and Lysis: Plu-
tarcch Moralia 585¢—£. Pyth on drcams: lamblichus Pythagorean Life 139. Ammias:
TAM no. 1055; sec above.

* Daunians: Strabo C284 and Scholiast [Lycophron] Alevandra 1050; of. Edelstein and
Edelstein 1945: T205-6; sec also Deubner 1900: 27 and 41; Rohde 1925: 133; Eitrem
1928: 4; and Collard 1949: 99. Peregrinus: Lufian Peregrinus 41; cf. 7-8.
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Styx on his journey to the underworld, the boat is full of groaning soldiers
displaying wounds from some war or other.?

Battlefields could be haunted in the most terrifying fashion. That of
Marathon, site of the Athenian-Platacan rout of the Persian expedition of
490 B.C,, is graphically described by Pausanias in the second century A.D.
By night, beside the monument to the victorious general Miltiades, one
could hear the battle replayed, with the sounds of men fighting and of
horses whinnying. The ghosts were angry ones that pursued anyone who
came there mtcnnonall)' burt spared those who happened across them by

ke. P implics that the ghosts derived from the inadequately
buried Persian dead. The Greek dead, he saw, had not only been decently
buried (their funeral mound is still to be scen today), but cven heroized,
given divine honors and associated with the hero-cult of Echetlaos, a mi-
raculous peasant-warrior who manifested himsclf in the batde to kill some
Persians with a plowshare. But he could find no marked grave or any
mound for the Persians, and surmised that they had been roughly thrown
into a pit, despite the Athenians’ claims to have buricd them with due
obsequies. The mheologual investigation of the site confirms that Pau-
sanias got it exactly right.”

The battlcficld of Troy, upon which Achilles’s tomb was located, is of
particular interest. When Xerxes® army was on its way to Greece and en-
camped there (480 B.C.), the mages accompanying his army poured liba-
tions to the heroes, as Herodotus tells. As a result, panic fell upon the
army during the night. Herodotus is, as often, understated, but evidently
the Greeks in the army imagined that the mages had contrived, by acci-
dent or design, to summon up the ghosts of the Trojan War warriors (sec
further chapter 9). In the sccond century A.D., Philostratus reports that
the ghosts could still be seen by night on the Trojan plain in their battle
dress, nodding plumes and all. The figures now gave spontaneous necro-
mantic prophecies that were keenly observed by the locals: to predict
drought, they appeared covered in dust; to predict rain, they sweated; to
predict plague, they appeared with their armor bloodied; if they bore
nonc of these characteristics, they predicted good fortune. The ghosts

* Dead alnndoned on battleficlds: Pritchetr 1985: 235—41; . also Garland 1985: 89—
93. Apollonius: Pt Life of Apollomius 3.28. Curse tablets on battleficlds: c.g., Au-
dol]zm 1904: nos. 22-27, and Jordan 1985a: 193 and 1994 (the Amathous cache). Homer:
Oryssey 11.38-41; a literal mind miglt ascribe the multitudinous nature of the dead warriors
heee to the Trojan War, only recently ended. Lucian: Memippus 10.

% pausanias 1.32.3-4. For the burial of the Athenian dead at Plataea, cf. also Thucydides
2.34.5 and IG* 2.1006 lines 69-70. Heroic starus of Marathon dead: Bremmer 1983: 105,
Archeology: Pritchett 1985: 236. The Persians also had a miraculous warrior of their own
in the battle: Herodotus 6.117.
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also acted as individuals. Protesilaus, ever keen, it would seem, to return
from the underworld, was not too proud to befricnd a local vine-dresser,
passing the time of day with him as he worked, intimidating legal oppo-
nents for him, and chasing away farm pests. The ever-irritable Ajax
shouted and rartled his arms in his tomb when abusively accused by local
shephcerds of blighting their flocks, frightening them away; and he shooed
draughts-players away from his shrine for reminding him of Palamedes.
But Hector went so far as to drown a boy who had abused him.**

Lacan’s Erictho begins her reanimation necromancy on the battlefield.
The Thessalian witch is first discovered by her clicnt Sextus Pompey mak-
ing a special spell to prevent the impending civil-war batde from straying
out of her local area, so that she will be able to avail herself of copious
necromantic supplics (an ironic inversion of the more familiar varicty of
spell for warding off war?). When called upon to perform a necromancy
for Sextus, shc wanders over a corpse-strewn battlefield (which, according
to the sequence of the action, should not yet exist) and selects a suitable
soldier-corpse for reanimation. She then drags it off by the neck to her
cave for the rite, perhaps to be construed as still within the battlefield
arca. Statius alludes to Lucan’s scenc in a bizarre simile: Ide, a Theban
mother crawling over a battlefield in scarch of her two dead sons, is com-
pared to a Thessalian witch turning over corpses on a battleficld in order
to sclect one to reanimate. Heliodorus’s great reanimation-necromancy
scene is also in the tradition of Lucan’s. His old woman of Bessa reani-
mates the corpse of her son on the battlefield on the spot where he fell,
in the midst of the other decad. The corpse then prophesics her own im-
mediate death, and this is accomplished indirectly by another of the bat-
tleficld dead, upon whose angled spear the old woman accidentally im-
pales herself.”

The “Martian plain” near Thebcs, battlefield of the Spartoi, the “sown
men,” afforded full rein to the wit of Latin poets. The dead Spartoi were
ideal figures to rise from the plain as ghosts because, as autochthonous
men in the first place, they had riscn from it at birth, growing from sceds
of snake-tecth. The fact that they had died instantly in the bitterest form
of conflict, civil war, perhaps added to their restlessness. For Statius, the
soil of the plain was particularly rich for having been drenched in blood,

* Herodotus 7.43; cf. Bickerman and Tadmor 1978: 250; pace How and Wells 1912:
ad loc. Philostratus Heroiews pp.150~54 Kayser; for Hector, sec also Maximus of Tyre Dis-
sertasions 15.7, cf. Collison-Morley 1912: 25-27. Protesilaus: see further chapter 11.

¥ Erictho: Lucan Pharsmlia 6.576-87, 619-23, and 637-41. Collard (1949: 84) be-
lieves the location is iy al to the effecti of Erictho’s rite. Spells to ward off war:
c.g., [Callisthenes] Alexander Romance 1-3 Kroll; and Libanius 41.24. Statius Thebeid
3.140-46. Helodorus Aethiopica 6.14-13.
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and so tempted farmers. But even in the middle of the day (another hour
favored by ghosts, curiously, despite its polarity with midnight) the carth
breathed out the huge uproars of the dead rehearsing their battle, and
the terrified farmers were put to flight. This is the site Statius’s Tircsias
chooses for his necromancy of Laius. When the blood is poured out for
the ghosts there, the Spartoi rise up, still fighting among themselves and
more keen to drink each other’s blood than that of the sacrifice. Scneca
had already associated the Spartoi with Tircsias’s necromancy of Laius in
his Oedipus, cven though the evocation in this play did not take place on
the barttleficld itsclf. He, too, had perceived the parallclism between the
autochthonous and the necromantic rising of the Spartol from the carth.?®

The barttleficld could also be a place for necromancies of spontancous
rcanimation. Phlegon of Tralles, writing in the sccond century A.D, re-
counts a tale with a dramatic date of 191 B.C. that perhaps originated
soon afterward. As the Romans were collecting the spoils from the battle-
field after the defeat of Antiochus the Great at Thermopylae, the Syrian
cavalry commander Bouplagos stood up from among the dead (again in
the middle of the day). Despite having been wounded twelve times, he
walked into the Roman camp and uttered prophecies to the effect that
the Romans should stop despoiling the dead, or the gods would pumsh
them for lt He dropped dead again diatcly upon completing his
prophecy.” (Plato’s myth of Er, similar in some respects, is discussed in
chapters 15 and 16.)

A related phenomenon is the spontancous appearance of ghost armies
as omens of disaster (not, therefore, necessarily on actual barteficlds of
the past). Lucan speaks of ghosts joining battle on the eve of the civil war
between Caesar and Pompey. There are cries and the crashing of arms in
dark forests in the depth of the night, and military trumpets, too. The
ghosts of the generals responsible for Rome’s last civil war also put in
appearances. Sulla’s ghost rises up in the middle of the Campus Martius
(the plain of the war-god) and sings prophecies of doom, while his antag-

® Statius: Thebaid 4.435-42 (batdeficld) and 556~60 (cvocation of Spartai). His de-
scription of the undenworld entrance at Tainaron ( Thebaid 2. sl -54) is couched in compara-
ble terms: farmers hear the hing and groaning of punish the fields seethe with
black uproar; the orders and tortures meted out by the Eumenides are often hicard up until
the middle of the day; and the barking of Cerberus drives farmers from their ficlds. For
midday as a ghostly hour, see Callois 1937, especially the evidence collated ar no. 115 {pp.
160-73); the key teats arc Scholiast Aristophanes Frogs 293; Philostrarus Hervicus p. 140
Kayser; Phlegon of Tralles Mirabitia 3 (mentioned below); Proclus On Plase’s Republic at
vol. 2 p. 119 Kroll (Tcubner); and Lucian Philopsesdes 22. Cf. also Drexler 1884-1937;
and Felton 1999: 6. Sencca Oedipus 586-88.

* Phlegon of ‘Tralles Msrabitia 3; cf. Hansen 1996: 102--3 for date—a picce of Greek
resistance literature.
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onist Marius breaks open his tomb and sticks his hcad out, frightening
away the local farmers, ever the first victims of battlefield ghosts.*®

‘The attendance offerings made to the dead on a battlefield in the nor-
mal course of observance corresponded closcly to the traditional rites of
necromantic evocation, as in the casc of tomb attendance. This emerges
with particular clarity from Plutarch’s description of the annual offerings
made to the dead of the battle of Plataea, which were still made at the
end of the first century A.n., when he wrote. An elaborate procession
went from the city to the battleficld. Offerings were made of wine, milk,
olive oil, and sacred-spring water, as well as myrtle leaves, garlands, and
myrrh. A black bull was sacrificed, and the dead were explicitly invited to
drink its blood (no doubt about the blood offering here, but these glori-
ous dead warriors should presumably be considercd heroized). Prayers
were made to chthonic Zcus and chthonic Hermes. Offerings of some
sort were already being made to the dead of the battle by the citizens of
Plataca in 427 B.C, at which point thcy were already hallowed by
tradition.”

" Lucan Pharsalia 1.569-83; other cxamples at Pliny Natwral History 2.148 (Cimbri,
Armeria and Tuder) and Tacitus Hissorier 5.13 (Titus’s sicge of Jerusalem); of. Winkler
1980: 159 and 164 for “spectral armics” in general.

™ Plutarch: Aristides 21. Heroization of dead of Plataca: Bremmer 1983: 105. 427 R.C.:
Thucydides 3.58.4-5; ¢f. Herod 9.85 and Pausanias 9.2.4 for the battleficld tombs.
See Stengel 1920: 148; Collard 1949: 23; Burkert 1983a: 56-38; and Garland 1985: 113.




CHAPTER 2

ORACLES OF THE DEAD

HE Greceks used several terms for oracles of the dead. Nekuoman-
teion, “prophecy-place of the dead,” is found first, in the fifth
century B.C. Psuchagdgion, “drawing-place of ghosts,” was used in
a derived sense in the fourth century B.C. The end of the same century
witnessed pmbamanm«m, “prophecy-place of ghosts.” Plutarch gives us
pswch “ g-place of ghosts,” ca. A.D. 100. The fifth-cen-
tury A. D lencogmpher Hcsschlus glosses the old Laconian term n:km)r-
($)om, “sccing-placc of the dcad,” with the rvariant rukmma»mon
These words were synonymous and were used mtcxhangcably of the
same oracles.” Latin’s dependence upon the Greek terminology suggests
that the Greeks introduced the Romans to oracles of this kind.
Whenever these terms are applied to a specific oracle, it is always to
one of the “big four™: Acheron in Thesprotia, Avernus in Campania, Hera-
cleia Pontica on the south coast of the Black Sea, or Tainaron at the tip
of the Mani peninsula. Indeed, no ancient usage of these terms absolutely

! Nek Herod 5.92 (published in 4205} and Suphocles F748 TrGF/Tear-
son {published between 468 and 406). Pwchagdmen: Theophrastus On Fire 24; Etymolygi-
cum Magmum s.v. preserves the original meaning; the source teem pswhbggdgos, “evocator,”
had been used in the fifth century by Acschylus (Pswebagegoi). Psuchomanteion: used by
Crantor of Soli in his tale of Elysius, as shown by comparison of Plutarch Meralis 109bd
(pswchomanteion), Cicero Tusculan Dis ions 1.115 (paveh ! citing (‘ranmr).
and Greek Anshology app. 6 no. 235 (“onde from a pruch ion”). Prw
references below; the rerm ls common after Pluun-h pur Béle 1932: 2046. Nchwr(l)au
Hesychius s.v.; mekn is perhaps infl d by Latin usage, which preferred the
lu:m stem in m Greek bom.vwmg; {f. Collard 1949: 11-12).

! Ach at Herod 5.92 and I ias 9.30. h at
Hesychius s.v. nbm:p&r, Photius Lexicon s.v. sbeos Molostikes; both of thcs: at Rustachius on
Humct Odyssey 10. :M nolc also Scholiast Homer Odyssey hypothesis p. 5 Dindorf, limse

ien at Plutarch Cimon 6, pswchopompeson at Plutarch
Mmlu 555: {the same Cleonice story) and Ammianus Marcellinus 22.8.16-17 (with ob-
servations below). Tainaron: meknomanseion and wekudr(ijon implied by Hesychius s.v.
nekudr(5)om; psuchapompeion at Plutarch Moralia 560ct. Avernus: nekuomanteson at Sopho-
cles F748 TrGF/Peanon; Strabo C244; Diod 4.22; B lagv M s.v. Aorsos
and Eustathius on Homer Odysey 10.514; peschomanteion, if t the tale ofEIysnus {above
note) can be located there. Nitzsch (1826—40 152 on Olynty 10) and Bouché-Leclercq
(1879-82, I: 334 and 3: 363) pred a diffe som was to be a place
of prophecy, psuchopompeion a place for laying ghosts; Collard (1949: 13-14) rightly dis-
misscs the notion. In any case, one often sought prophecics from ghosts specifically to lay
them.
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requires us to believe that they applied to any other oracle.® Any study of
the neksomanteion phenomenon must accordingly be founded primarily
upon the cases of the four, and the following three chapters are accord-
ingly devoted to discrete studies of them. Of these, the Heracleia and
Tainaron neckuomanteia were based in natural caves modified by tooling
or walling (chapter 3), whereas the Achcron and Avernus nekswomanteia
were probably based in mere precincts beside lakes (chapters 4 and 5).
These two configurations are perhaps reflected in the derived usages of
pswchagogion: an air vent in a mine, and a system for drawing water from
underground and distributing it over infertile ground.

Two difficulties complicate the investigation of Achcron and Avernus.
The first is that from the classical period if not before, the two sites were
confounded with cach other in Greek and Latin mythological literature.
The second is the misapprchension that nckuomanteia were always based
in caves, natural or man-made. This misapprchension is nothing ncw.
Some of our carliest cvidence for Avernus already speaks of a (long-lost)
cave at the site, and the Sibyl’s association with it may have been encour-
aged by the supposition that she had a cave of her own (at Cumac). In
the fifth century A.n., Theodoret could summarily remark that neksoman-
teia in general were “darkest caves.” In the modem age, the fallacy has
led archeologists to locate the two nekuomanteia wrongly in local man-
made cavcs, and to develop erroneous reconstructions of their use based
upon readings of Pausanias’s account of the consultation procedure for
the oracle of Trophonius and Lucian’s account of the necromancy of
Menippus. In both cases, these reconstructions send the consulters on
minutely choreographed ritual progressions through dark tunnels. Thesc
culminatc in encounters with ghosts in the form of puppets manipulated
by priests who scuttle through further conccaled passageways. A precur-
sor of the fun-fair ghost-train or the Disneyland haunted house is envis-
aged.® The truth is less cxciting: consulters slept overnight at the nekso-

? Pace LS] s.x. neckuomantzion, nekuomanteia at PGM VII285 is the feminine singular
abstract, “nccromancy,” not the plural of nckuomanteion, “oracles of the dead”; admittedly,

if the term used here was indeed the plural of sck: fom, it would ingly refer to
others beyond the “big tour.”
* Theophrastus On Fire 24 and E; lagi M; s.v.; ¢f. Ganschini 1919:

2377. As applied to the mine, the term cnuld also bc construed as “drawing-place of
breath,” and, as applicd to the water system, “drawing-place of life.”

* Theadoret Graccarum affecsionum curatio 10.3.11; this fallacy is still perpetuated even
by Baatz 1999: 153,

* Pausanias 9.39 and Ludan Memipps. For the artempt to clucidate Acheron and Aver-
nus with the Traphonius oracle, see Thomson 1914: 26, 29, 92-93, and 111-12; Papachat-
i3 1963-74 on Pausanias 9.39; Paget 1967b: 149-52; Clark 1968: 72; Van Straten 1982:
220; and Dakaris 1993.



ORACLBS OF THR DEAD 19

3. The “crypt” of Dakaris’s Achcron neksomanteion. € Hellenic
Republic Ministry of Culture Archacological Receipts Fund.

manteia and encountered the ghosts in their dreams, just as they did on
tombs.

Following a suggestion of Frazer, Sotirios Dakaris identitied the Ach-
eron nek: jon with a hellenistic complex beneath the monastery of
S$t. John Prodromos at Mesopotamo. This had been burned down in the
Roman devastation of Epirus in 167 B.C. Dakaris’s cxcavations of the site
and his interpretations of it formed the subject of many publications be-
tween 1958 and 1993.7 The site’s most striking feature is an claborate,
subterrancan, vaulted “crypt” (fig. 3)—the “underworld” itself, suppos-
edly. Above the underworld (why not in it?), in a square structure with

7 Dakaris: his publications are listed in the bibli hy; 1993 izes his last
thoughts; Frazer 1931: 386-87; cf. Janssens 1961 337—88
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-4

Dakaris's *hail of
necromancy’;
below, the aypt

‘labyrinth’ keep & storehouse

4. Site plan of Dakaris’s Achcron neksomanteion, after Dakaris 1993:
15, 1963a: 53, and 1990a: 74-75.

walls over three meters thick, consulters encountered models of ghosts or
underworld powers (fig. 4). These were swung out at them in a cauldron
by pricsts who opcrated an claborate cranc from sccret passageways within
the hollow upper courses of the walls. T'he machine’s ratchets, cast-iron
counterweights, and six statuettes of Persephone were discovered in the
structurc. The consulters’ expericnce of the ghosts was cnhanced by the
consumption of supposedly hallucinogenic lupines and beans, the carbon-
ized remains of which were found in jars in the corner storerooms. The
consulters had progressed to the theater through the significantly right-
winding corridors around it, making sacrifices and submitting to purifica-
tions along the way, and finally passing through a brief underworld-evok-
ing labyrinth.® But this cannot stand. The nekuomanteion hypothesis docs

* Right winding corridors: Van Straten 1982: 215-30 argues that the rightward winding
of the corridors salutes the notion that a fork in the path to the underworld sends one to
happy Elysium on the right and gricvous Tartarus on the Ieft (c.g., Plato Republic 614c¢;
Virgil Aeneid 6.540-43; Zuntz 1971: Orphic leaf no. A4; ¢f' Paget 1967b: 71-72, 160-61,
and 164; and Hardic 1969: 26-27); he turther argues that pilcs of stones found in the
comidors were apotropaic “hills of Hermes,” as described by Cornurtus i e nasura deorum
16,168, p. 72 in Osann’s 1844 edition; cf. Nilsson 1967-74, 1: 503). Labyrinths: Clark
1979: 125-50, for their association with the underworld. For more an hallucinogenic
beans, of. chapter 6



ORACLES OF THE DEAD 21

not account for the copious quantities of other foodstufts also found car-
bonized in the storerooms, or the vast amounts of crockery and agricul-
tural and domestic tools found on the site. In 1979, Baatz proved beyond
doubt that the ratchets belonged rather to dart-firing torsion catapults
and derived from ten separatc wrapons. Twenty-seven iron darts for them
to fire have also been identified from the site. It becomes clear that the
squarc building, with its three-meter thick wall, was a defensive keep. The
labyrinth that gave admission to it protected its entrance against assault,
perhaps against Roman battering-rams in particular. The “crypt” was a
mere cellar or cistern. The site is an claborate cxamplc of the hellenistic
building-type known as a “tower-farm” (Turmgehdft).’ The story of its
last days is casily written: as Roman troops approached, its farming occu-
pants withdrew into the keep with their tools and as much produce as
they could garner, and, making sure their cistern (if it was such) was full,
prepared to withstand a sicge. But their catapult defenses were unable to
prevent the Romans from burning their fort down. Only the Perscphone
statucttes, two of which wear her distinctive polas headdress, give pause
for thought, but she was in any casc the local goddess, and I do not deny
that the rcal neksomanteion was somewhere closc. However, Dakaris’s
interpretation of the site has continued to be influential, and Papachatzis
even reinterpreted the archcologxcal evidence for the Tainaron neksoman-
teion cave on the basis of it."

Similarly, in 1962, R. F. Pagct tentatively discovered his Avernus n:ku-
omanteson a mile distant from the lake itself in a 350-meter complex of
tufa tunncls in the hillside of Baiac. This came to be known as the “Great
Antrum.” Consulters progressed, Paget suggested, through the tunnels,

? Baatz 1979, 1982, and 1999; and Wiscman 1998. Baatz’s negative arguments, against
the identification of the sitc as a neksomanseion (1999: 153), are less compelling: tl\e lack
of cult statue, sacred sculprure, alcars, offerings, and inscripti At no wek site
do we find any of these things. Baatz prefers “cellar” to “cistern™ for the want of derectable
hydraulic cement. Hasclberger (1978 and 1980) describes the phenomenon of hellenistic
tower-farms. Dakaris (1993: 22) accepted that the ratchets derived from catapults, but then
argued that they were resord for his crane. Wiseman reports the grohistorical findings of”
the Nikopolis Project that in antiquity the Acheron’s bay {Ammoudia) may have reached
almost t the foot of the Prodromos hill, and that the river itscl' may not have run quire
30 closcly beneath ir; for the project, see also Wiseman ct al. 1991, 1992, and 1993.

" Dakaris is followed by Vanderpool 1959: 282 and 1961: Daux 1959, 1961, and 1962;
Webster 1966: 9; Hammond 1967: 63-66 and 667-68; Cabanes 1976: 509; Papachatzis
1963-74 {on Pausanias 9.30.6) and 1976 (for reinterpretation of Tainaron); Clark 1979:
60; Vermeule 1979: 200-201, Van Straten 1982: 215-30; Dalgre 1983; T'souvara-Souli
1983; Burkert 1985: 114-15; Garland 1985: 3; Mouselimis 1987; Muller 1987: 909-13;
Sourvinou-lnwood 1995: 75-76, 104, 306, 308, and 314; Arnowt 1996: 244; Donnadicu
and Vilatee 1996: 87; Hall 1996: 152; and Ekschmitt 1998. Potter 1994: 236 n. 21 hesi-
tates about the identification. Professors Jan Bremmer and Ronald Stroud both dismiss it
{personal conversation).
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which were supposedly constructed by the sixth-century B.C tyrant Aristo-
demus of Cumac. They turned significantly right at a fork, crossed cis-
terns of secthing sulphurous spring-water—the Styx—in a boat, then
doubled back into a square chamber in which they were confronted by
images of ghosts projected by priests with lamps from wooden cut-outs.
A number of scholars have taken the identification more scriously than
Paget did himself.'’ But this cannot stand either. The literary evidence for
the supposed neksomanteion cave locatcs it within the crater of Avernus.'
In the spa town of Baiae, the Roman-period tunncls connccting the zepi-
darium of a bathhousc (/e Piccole Terme) at their entrance with hot-spring
cisterns at their deepest point scrved the needs of bathers, not nccroman-
cers. However, it may be conceded that bathhouses were often haunted
in their own right, the ghosts being dclivered into them by the under-
ground waters on which they drew, and curse tablets exploited the fact."®

Nekuomanteia beyond the “big four” are hard to identify with cer-
tainty. This is not surprising given that even the four were unglamorous
and low in profile. No ancient account of a consultation of a nckuoman-
teion retains the appearance of historicity after scrutiny. Not even the
most miserable picce of epigraphy can be associated with a nekuoman-
teion. Even in the cases of the four, only Tainaron can be said with cer-
tainty to have been intcgrated into a state-sponsored sanctuary (that of
Poscidon, controlled by Sparta); there is no indication that the Heracleia
necksomanteion was statc-sponsored, even it the state had in a sense drawn
its name from the oracle. The notion that the four shrines were in some
sense “official” is therefore difficult to support. Who was to say whether
any given cave or lakeside was or was not a neksomanteson?'

Candidates for further nckuomanteia fall into three categories: sites at

n Pager 1967a-¢; his account of the discovery, 1967b, remains thrilling and evocative.
For the projection technique, cf. Plato Repubiic 514-15. Paget’s casc is taken seriously by
Hardie 1969 and 1977 (arguing, however, for incubation); McKay 1972: 141-59; Clark
1979: 70; and Frederiksen 1984: 77.

i Marcus Aurelius Ad M. Cacsarem 1.4 (pp. 6-8 van den Hout), in describing himself,
whilc at Baiae, as “spending time in this ancient labyrinth of Odysscus,” appeams to have
found a witty way of referring to his palace, which was decorated with a statue group of
Qdysscus and Polyphemus, while saluting the tradition that Ody P d his necro-
mancy at nearby Avernus: Ameling 1986a.

* Tunnels as belonging to baths: Burkert 1972: 155 and 1985: 393 n. 33; Castagnoli
1977: 77-78; Giuliani 1976; Amalfitano ct al. 1990: 218-23; Niclsen 1990, 1: 21; and
Yegtl 1992: 101-2. Haunted bathhouses: Plutarch Cimon 1 (Chacronea); Solin 1968:
31 = Gager 1992: no. 82 (Carthage, second or third ventury AD.); Jordan 1985a: no. 151
= Suppl. Mag. no. 42 {Hermoupolis, third or fourth century Ap.), with notes; PGM
VIL467-77; cf. Bonner 1932b; Mitchell 1993, 2: 142—43; and Felton 1999: 37.

™ Pace Hopfner 1921-24, 1: 552 and 587; and Eitrem 1928: 5; and ¢f. Bouché-Leclercq
1879-82, 1: 333, and Potter 1994: 70.
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which literary sources may indircctly imply the existence of a nekuoman-
tedon, oracles of named dead heroes, and known underworld cntrances.
In the first category, a good casc can be made only for Phigalia. Plutarch
sends the regent Pausanias to the Heracleia neksomanteson to call up the
ghost of Cleonice. Pausanias-periegetes’ version of the same tale sends
him rather to “the pswchagagos (cvocators) at Phigalia in Arcadia.” The
parallelism may suggest that the Phigalian pswchagigoi were based at a
neckuomanteion. Psuchagogion was indecd a synonym for nekuomanteion,
and psuchagogos are said to have presided over the Avernus sckuoman-
teson. The actual site of a Phigalian neksomanteion can only be speculated
upon." Byzantine scholarship offers threc further candidates for nekso-
mantesa, all unlikely. First, a commentator on Euripides’ Aleestis, con-
fused by the tragedian’s use of the term pswechagigos where he expected
goes, “wizard,” lamcly appeals to the Thessalian context of the play and
suggests that it was a Thessalian term for go#s. He goes on to mention
Plutarch’s tale of psuchagagos being brought in to lay the ghost of Pausa-
nias in his Homerskas Meletai. This has tricked some modem scholars
into the belicf that Plutarch had explicitly derived these psuchagagos from
Thessaly, and into one of two efroncous cmendations of his unproblem-
atic asscrtion clscwhere that they came from Italy ('Itai\im; ©eooahiog).
There is no acceptable ¢ e for Thessali hagagos, and no consc-
quent need to look for a Thessalian home for them.'® Sccond Aeschylus’s
Psuchagogoi was cerrainly sct at a lakeside nekuomanscion. The four-
teenth-century Aristophanes commentator Triclinius tells us that the lake
in question was Stymphalus in Arcadia. FHlowever, this is probably a knock-

¥ Tales of the regent Pausanias: Plutarch Moralia 555¢ and Cimon 6; Pausanias 3.17.9.
Avernus pswehagiges: Maximus of Tyre 8.2. Site of Phigalian neksomanicion: Pausanias
would have told us if it was in the cave of Black Demeter on Mt. Elaion (8.42.1-10; cf.
Bruit 1986; and Borgeaud 1988:57-58), or in the sanctuary of Demeter the Fury at Thel-
pousa (8.25.4-11; cf. Johnston 1999: 258--65); Levi (1971: 61) locates it at 3 deep hole
into which the river Neda disappears. l"ausamu s Phigalia visit may have been contextual-

ized with his helotic intrigues in ja: Thucydides 1.132. One of two
erroncous emendations of Plutarch Moralis 560e~f tmufnrms ex Iralias into ex I'bmlm
("ltad{cg, gryokiog) to have the same Phigalian pswsh ght in to kay D 's

own ghost in due course: Mittelhaus at Meyer 1938 2084 For the other erroncous emen-
dation, see the following main text. Was Cleander a pswehagdgos He was the Phigalian
prophet (mantis) who wrongly advised the former “slaves™ of the Argive Servile Interreg-
num, now based at Tityns, to artack their “masters,” at some point shortly before 480:
Herodotus 6.83.

' Psuchagtgoi from Thessaly: Scholiase Euripides Alcestis 1128, including Plutarch Hom-

erikai Meletai F1 B dakis. Plutarch’s g ‘.‘ dpoi from Ialy: Moralia 560c~f, needlessly
emended by Burkert (1962: 48-49 and 1992: 42) and Faraonc (1991a:186 and 0. 78).
Bowic 1993: 119 implies the belicf that these pswehagggoi were brought in from Thrace!

For the other erroncous cmendation, sce the note above.
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on error caused by misconstruing a reference to Hermes as “Cyllenian,”
as he is termed when he escorts the souls of the dead suitors down to the
undcrworld at the end of the Odysey. Mt. Cyllenc was beside Stympha-

¥ Third, the poorly phrased text of a Byzantine compiler may, on one
n:adlng, imply that, in addition to the Avernus nekuomanteson in Cam-
pania, there was another one in Tyrsemia in the sense of “Etruria,” to
which Sophocles had referred. However, comparison of parallel Byzantine
notes makes it clear that all references in question are to Avernus alone,
which is in T¥»semia in the sense of “Italy.” And this lake was indeed later
described as “Tyrrhenian” by Virgil. Furthermore, Clement of Alexan-
dria’s “necromancies ( nekuomantesas) of the Tyrrhenians” probably refers
to Avernus similarly.” Modem scholarship produces a fourth candidate.
Will makes the arbitrary suggestion that Herodotus’s tale of Periander
and Melissa, which includes a procession for Hera, had been transferred
to the Achcron neksomanteion from an otherwisc unattested Corinthian
nekuomanteion in Hera's sanctuaries at Perachora."”

The sccond category is made up of oracles of dead herocs, such as
those of Trophonius at Lebadeia, Amphiaraus at Oropus, and Faunus at
Tibur (2). The ancients associated these closely with nekuwomanseia, often
mcentioning them in the same breath, and this similarity is valuable for
the reconstruction of the use of nckuomanicia, particularly in the matters
of incubation and the use of fleeces. But, significantly, hcro-oraclcs arc
never alluded to under the term neksomanteion or its synonyms, despite
copious literary and epigraphic evidence in the cases of Trophonius and

" Aﬂdlylus Prushagogos at lakeside mek jom: F273a. Stymphalus: Triclinius on
Frogy 1266, followed by Dover 1993: ad loc., Radt ax Aeschylus Prwchagogoi

F273 ’l)(:F. and Lloyd-fones 1981: 22. “Cyllenian” error: Fritzsch 1845 on Anistophanes
Frogs 1266; and Rusten 1982: 34-35. For Cyllenian Hermes, sec Homer Qdyssey 24.1 and
Pausanias 8.17. However, at Phencos on the far side of the mountain from the lake, there
was a hole through which Hades had taken down Persephone: Conon Na 7 15, at
Photius Bibliotheca 3 pp. 8-39 Henry; of. Rohde 1925: 186 n. 23. Did Heracles’ killing of
the Stymphalian birds (Pherecydes FGH 3 F72, etc.) make the lake “birdless™

" Compare Bekker Anecdota gracca 414.3 = Sophocles F748 TrGF/Pearson with Esymo-
logicum Magnum s.v. Aornes and Bustathius on Homer Odyssey 10.514; sec Radt and Pear-
son on Sophocles ad loc.; Erbse 1950: a 127; and Clark 1979: 65-68. Sophocles takes a
broad view of the temitory designated by Tyrsemia at F598 DGF/Peanon ‘J’Lrsll Gmgm
2.164. Clement of Alexandria Protrepsicus 11P, recveled at Eusebius Praep
2.3.4-5. At Strabo C762 Persian necromancers (mekwomaniseis) are listed as paralicl to but
{weakly) diffcrentiated from E h p gers (boraskopos). Phillips (1953: 61—
65) argues on the basis of Scholiast [Lycophron] Al dra 799-805 that there was a hero-
oracle of the dead Odysscus at Perge in Etruria.

' Will 1953 and 1955: 83 and 242, followed by Donnadicu and Vilatte 1996: 55 and
86-90 and rejected by Germain 1954: 372 and Salmon 1972: 165-66. See Johnston 1997
for Hera at Perachora.
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Amphiaraus.” This suggests that therc remaincd a conceptual difference
between the two phenomena. The obvious hypothesis is that at nekuxo-
manteia, onc consulted any ghost of one’s choosing, whereas at hero-
oracles one consulted the hero himsclf. However, it may be that in both
types a privileged dead being presided over lesser ghosts. There are indi-
cations that Tettix and Melissa had special roles at the Tainaron and Ach-
cron ncksomantesa, and that the hero Faunus presided over ghosts in his
oracle. So, if we have correctly identified the significant distinction, it was
perhaps onc of ecmphasis rather than of quality.

The third category, known underworld entrances, provides potentially
the most prolific source of further nekuomanteia. These entrances could
manifcst themselves as caves, sometimes mephitic ones, or as “birdless™
lakes. Perhaps every small town had one of its own. To the caves attached
myths of the descent of Persephone or the ascent of Cerberus, the latter
of which is associated with the Hcracleia and Tainaron neksomanteia.
Both of these myths attached to Hermione, which had an elaborate com-
plex of chthonic sanctuaries sacred to Demeter and Clymenus (Hades).
These incorporated a chasm leading to the underworld and an “Acheru-
sian” lake. Access to the underworld was so direct this way that the local
dead were dispensed from paying the ferryman. In Sicily, Hades had
driven his chariot up through a cavern below the Henna plateau, snatched
Persephonc as she picked flowers on it, and taken her down again at
the pool of Cyane near Syracuse.” Mephitic sanctuarics were known as

* Ancient sources associating seksomanseis with hero-oracles: Plutarch Moralia 109;

Maxunux of Tyre 8.2; Theod Graecarum affecri ruratio 10.3.11; Ludian retrieves

ippus from his nec y through Trophonius's hole; of. Luck 1985: 210, Scholar-
ship's tendency to refer to Tmphoruus 's oracle as 2 mckmomanseion is regretable: e.g.,
Eitrem 1928: 5 and Johnston 1999: 29; and cf. Cumont 1949: 86.

* Hermione: Pausanias 2.35.4-10 (site; cf. Wyatt 1975); Strabo C373 (ferryman; cf.
Orplric Azgonaxtica 1136-38 on the mythical Hermioncia) J; Apollodorus Bsbliothecs 1.5.1;
and Callimachus Hecale F99-100 Hollis (Perscphone) and Euripides Heraclss 615 (Cerb-
crus). Sicily: Diodorus 5.1—4; Ciccro Verrines 2.4.107-13; Ovid Metamorpboses 5 285-429;
and Solinus 5.14. Hades also snatched Perscphone down cavemns at the following places.
Lerna: Pausanias 2.46.7. Phencos: Conon Narrarienes 15 at Photius Bibliotheca 3 pp. 8-39
Henry. Erincos ncar Fleusis: Pausanias 1.38.5 and Orpbic Hymns 18.12-15 Quandt (cf.
Bocrsma 1970: no. 62 and Garland 1985: 53-54). Crete: Bacchylides F46 Sncll-Mih).
Cyzicus: Propertius 3.22.1-4 and Prigpea 75.11-12, Sicyon (?): Callimachus F99 (cf.
Rohde 1925: 186-87; Grithin 1982: 4; and Hollis 1990: ad loc.). Colonus: Sophaocles Ords-
pus at Colonus 1590-94, with scholia, and Phanodemus FGH 325 F27 {also the site of
Thescus's descent). In addition to Heracleia and Tainaron, Cerberus was brought up at the
following places. Mt. Laphystios near Coroneia: Pausanias 9.34.5 (Cerberus; of. Schachter
1981-94, 3: 75). Troczen: Pausanias 2.31.2 {Semcle, 100). Pylos: Pausanias 6.25.2-3
(where Hades’s hatred of Heradles is presumably a response to the theft of Cerberus; of.
Clark 1979: 81 and 87). Sce the lists of such places at Bouché-leclercq 1879-82, 3: 366,
Ganschinictz 1919: 2383-87 (some sites given separate entries under variant names); Hop-
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plowtdnia, and their vaporous caves themselves as charonia, places of
Plouton or Charon. The term ploutonion again perhaps implies an associa-
tion with the rape of Persephone, Ploutdn being another of Hades®
names. The Macander valley was particularly rich in such mephitic caves.
A cave at Hicrapolis in Phrygia, probably known alrcady to Alcman in the
seventh century RB.C,, still belches vapors from waters within. The natural
cave was enhanced by tooling and walling, and a forecourt was built for
it. The harmless fumes supposedly killed all but cunuch-pricsts (gals) and
mystery-initiates. As an initiate, Damascius ventured into the cave in the
sixth century A D., and subsequently dreamed that he was the galius Attis,
that he had been ordered by the mother of the gods to celebrate the
Hilaria, and that he had been delivered from Hades. The mephitically
inspired drcam prophctically mapped the promise of deliverance from the
terrors of death given to galli and initiatcs onto Damascius’s return from
the underworld hole. Further down the valley, in Caria, was Acharaca.
Here, above the ploutdnion sanctuary of Hades and Persephone, was a
mephitic cave, charanion, now lost, which killed the healthy (human or
animal) but curcd the sick. These would incubate in it under fast. But
more usually the pricsts of the sanctuary, similarly immunized from the
gases by initiation, would incubate on their behalf and derive cure-proph-
ccies from gods in their dreams.”

In addition to the famous “birdless” (gorm0s) lakes of Avernus and the
Thesprotian Acherusia, we hear of a number of others, including onc in
remote Tartessos in Spain.” The notion and name of birdlessness could
also be applied to charania. In the Macander valley again, the charonson
at Carian Thymbria was known as Aommos. * Babylon is of particular inter-

fher 1921-24, 2: 552-53 and 1935; Collard 1949: 92; Germain 1954: 373; and Clark
1979: 89.

* The terms plowromion and charomion: LS] s.vv. The distinction may be observable in
Strabo’s discussion of Acharaca (sce below), but it is less so in his references to Hierapolis
(C579 and 629). Charonia anc Imcd by Antigonus of Carystus 123. B«.mche chlexq
(1879-82, 3: 333) believes p ioned as nek: ia. Hi : D
at Photius Bibliotheca 344b-345: Henry; for the nature of the site, sec Strabo C629-30
and Dio Cassius 68.27; cf. Brice 1978; Bean 1971: 235-38, with plate 73, and 1975: 391,
The Kerbesior bothunas of Alcman F126 PMG (Strabo C580) is to be identified with Antigo-
nus of Carystus’s Kimbros, a charomion and bothumos in Phrygia; cf. Rohde 1925: 186.
An.hanca Su-abo (‘549—30 cf Rean 1971: 219-20, with plate 63.

¥, h Frags 475. Oth $: i /5 dans: Her-
aclides of Pontus F128a-b Wehrh There was also a “bortomless” lake at Argos Hippobo-
ton: Hesychius s.v. abwsos. Lake Titarcsios in Thessaly was connected with the rivers of
Hades: Lucan 6.375-77. Sce chapter 3 for Ampsanctus.

u Thymbria: Strabo C636. Hierapolis, too, killed birds (references above); there was yer
another charomson on the Macander at Myous in Caria, according to Antigonus of Carystus
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est herc. The ancients could not decide whether its aornos was a lake or
a cave. For Python, mages otfcred to perform a necromancy for Harpalus
beside a “birdless” lake; but Trajan supposcdly looked into a “birdless”
mephitic hole there. Lucian’s Chaldacan Babylonian, Mithrobarzancs,
performed a necromancy for Menippus in dark woods bcsndc a marshy
lake, but uscd his magic to open up a holc in the ground there.” Perhaps
the notion that there was some kind of aornas at Babylon was derived
from an attempt to find a basc for the mages and the Chaldacans that
the ancients loved to associate with necromancy. The notion that Greek
psuchagigos were based at neksomanteia would have provided the tem-
plate (see chapters 7 and 9). Worthy of mention here also is Nonacris in
Arcadia. Here the Styx, no less, issucd in the form of a tiny strcam from
the side of Mt. Chelmos and fell 200 meters down a sheer rock-face into
a small pool, which was ringed by a stonc wall. The falls are now known
as Mavroneri (“Black Water™). The place would seem to have been ldcal
for the performance of necromancy, though we hear nothing of it there.”
In literary necromancies, the action is sometimes given a setting that is
not presented as an cstablished neksomanteion, but that nonctheless ex-
hibits or is made to exhibit the topographical features associated with
them, namely caves, marshes, or lakes and (after Acheron and particularly
Avernus) dark woods. Thus Lucan’s Erictho performs her necromancy in
Thessaly in a cave hidden by a lightless canopy of trees that is cavelike in
itsclf. Seneca’s Tiresias performs his necromancy in Thebes beside
marshes in dark woods, and uses magic to open up fissures of his own
(compare again Lucian’s Mithrobarzanes). His wood is dark underneath,
even when there is daylight above. Ovid’s Circe goces a stage further and
sprinkles magic potions to create the requisite dark woods as well as a
fissure, when she evocates ghosts to help her turn Picus’s companions
into animals. The battlefield on which Statius’s Tircsias performs his nec-

123 and Strabo C579. The hole at Potniai near Thebes, where, by one account, Amphiaraus
had descended, was birdless and 30 also probably mephitic: Pausanias 9.8.3. Statius Thebaid
2.32-57 has the Tainaron cave killing birds, although it does not appear to have been
mephitic,

# Lake: Python TrGE 91 F1, Agen, with Snell 1967: 99-117. Hole: Dio Cassius 68.27;
of. huucuusé 740-68. Mithrob Lucian Memippus 9.

* Descriptions at Herod: 6.74 (where Cl ing an oath by

the river; of. How and Wells 1912: ad loc.) and [‘:msanm 8.17. 6 (wnh [’apxchams 1963-
74: ad loc., including illustration). Hermes of Nonacris appears adjacent 1o, albeit not in
direct association with, the “ ~ Tiresias at [ Lycophron] Ak dra 680-82, The
water was supposedly a quick poison, killing Alexander among others, but the only vessel
in which it could be conwmined was a mule hoof (or hom); sce Plutarch Alevander 77.2,
Vitruvius 8.3.16; Aclian Nasure of Amimals 10.40; and the other sources cited at Meyer
1936.
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romancy is beside 3 wood s0 thick that there is only a “ghost™ of light
bencath its canopy.”

It need not have been the case that one could evocate ghosts by the
traditional method just anywhere. But in addition to graves, battleficlds,
and neksomantesa (however loosely defined or artificially manufactured),
one could exploit a ghost’s affinity with the house in which it had lived
(illustrated in Phlegon’s talc of Philinnion) to evocate it there. Ludan’s
Hyperborcan mage calls up the ghost of Glaucias in the courtyard of his
son’s house, which had presumably been Glaudias’s own. The action of
Mcnander’s fragmentary Phasma also turned on the belief that a ghost
was being called up inside a house. Reanimation necromancy was a differ-
ent matter. This could, it scems, be performed anywhere one took a
corpsc or a picce of one, since in this casc rites were grounded in the
corpse itself. Apuleius’s Zatchlas rcanimates Thelyphron in the middle of
a public market. There could hardly have been a place less naturally suited
to necromancy than this.”

¥ For the general characteristics of such sites, of. Liedloff 1884: 17-19; and Headlam
1902 :54. Lucan Pharsalia 6.639-53. Sencca Oedipus 53047 and 583. Ovid Meramorpho-
sy 14.403-11; the woods created are so dark that they wm the surrounding woods pale
from terror and by contrast. Statius: Thebaid 4.419-72.

* Phlegon of I'rallcs Marvels 1; Lucian Ph ilopseudes 14. For M der’s Phasma, sec
Donatus on Terence Sumuch 9.3 (there were other Phasma comedies by the fourth to third-
century 8.C. Philemon, F87 K-A, and the third-century 8.c. Theognetus, F1 K-A). Iris a
special case when a ghost haunts a house in which it has been murdered and buried without
dnc mcs, usi in Plautus Mostellaria 451-331; Pliny Letters 7.27; and Lucian Philopsesdes 31.

phoses 2.27-30. Broadhead (1960: 304) believes necromancy could in-
deed be performed anywhere.




CHAPTER 3

THE HERACLEIA PONTICA AND
TAINARON NEKUOMANTEIA

nekuomantein is reviewed. Consideration is given to their histories,

locations, and configurations, and to the traditions attached to them.
The cases of the Heracleia Pontica and Tainaron oracles, discussed in this
chapter, are relatively simple. They were based in caves, and the literary
cvidence for them, although limited, leads us fairly dircctly to the sites in
question. More plentiful literary cvidence bears upon the lake oracles of
Acheron and Avernus, but the layers of mythology, ancient and modern,
in which these sites are wrapped makes their cases more complex, and a
separate chapter is devoted to cach.

IN these next three chapters, the evidence for each of the “big four”

When the Mcgarians established a colony in the territory of the Maryan-
dyni on the south coast of the Black Sea, ca. 560 B.C., they found that
Heracles had dragged Cerberus up from the underworld through a
nearby passage to it. Accordingly, they named their city for him, Her-
acleia. Terrified by unaccustomed daylight, the dog had vomited upon an
innocent plant, and so produced the poisonous aconite for which the area
became renowned. His eviction had left the passage an easy ascent for
ghosts, and a neksomanteion was already established in the cave by 479-
477, when the Spartan regent Pausanias visited it.' Homer and the Thes-

'Fuundaﬁon and naming of the city: Xenophon Amabasis 6.2.2; Apollonius Rhodi
2.727-48; Diod 14.13; and Pomponius Mela 1.103; d Hoepfner 1966:
28—29 (Heracles on the ciry’ s -:nms) and Bumzln 1976: 16 (foundation datc). The Heracles

myth: in addition to Xi Py 788-92, with scholia; Bustachius ad
foc. (uldudlngAmmFGHlaéWé) Nicander Aleiph s 14; Pomponius Mela 1.103;
Ovid Metamorphoses 7. 406 19; Pliny Naswral Hmryl? 4; Dlodorul 14.31.3; Strabo C543;
Theoph Historia Ph 9.16.4-7 (an i i lausible—description

ofrhcphntspommuse&‘ocm],ctc Dan:oszuﬂnmsvmt the mytbohgzedmv.urcofm
tale frustrates artempts to give it 2 precise date; Pausanias-periegrtes (3.17) locates the ante-
cedent killing of Cleonice during Pausanias’s original period of command in Byzantium, bur
Plutarch after his dismissal from it; see Blamire 1989 and Carena et al. 1990 on Plutarch
Cimon 6. Was it believed that the indigenous Maryandyni had previously operated an oracke
of the dead in the cave? Scholiast Dionysius Pericgetes 791 refers to the cave as “the descent
of the Maryandyni™; cf. Burstein 1976: 6-11 for this people.
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protian mekuomanteion provided some names: the cave became “Acheru-
sian” (specus Acherusia), as did the chersonnesc on which it was situated.
The river that flowed bencath the cave became an Acheron, among other
things, and a nearby lake Ackerousias.’ The peoples that had invaded the
arca in the cighth century conveniently called themselves by a name the
Greeks could recast as “Cimmerians,” the name their mythology had
given to the neighbors of the underworld.” ‘The fourth-century A.D. Am-
mianus implics that the nekuomanteion still existed in his own day.*

The tale of Pausanias the regent and Cleonice is our sole attestation—if
it can be called that—of a consultation of this oracle. Pausanias, van-
quisher of the Persian invasion force at Plataea, became tyrannical while
taking the batte to the cnemy from the allied base at Byzantium:

It is told that Pausanias sent for a virgin of Byzantium, Clconice by name, a
girl of distinguished parents, in order to subject her to sexual disgrace. Her
parents sent the girl out to him, under compulsion and in fear. She asked
the men before the bedroom to remove the light, and she approached the
bed in silence through the darkness. Pausanias was already aslecp. But she
stumbled into the lamp-stand and accidentally overturned it. He was dis-
turbed by the noise and drew the dagger at his side, thinking that an enemy
was coming against him. He steuck the girl and dropped her to the ground.
She dicd from the blow, and would not permit Pausanias to be at peace, but
during the night she would visit him as a ghost in his sleep, and declare this
hexameter in anger: “Go to justice; hubris is 2 very bad thing for men.”
The allies took this outrage particularly badly, and, with Cimon, forced
him out of the city. Chased out of Byzantium, and hounded to distraction
by the ghost, as it is said, he fled to the nekuomanteion at Heracleia. He
called up (anakaloumenos) the ghost of Cleonice and tried to beg off
her anger. She came before his vision and said that he would quickly be

¥ Cave: Pliny Naturad History 6.4; of. Pomponius Mela l l()% and Ammunus \hmzlhmu
22.8.16-17. Chersonnesc: Xenophon Anabasis 6.2.2;
2.727-48; and Diodorus 14.31.3. River: Apollonius Rh dius A ica 272748 (Soo0-
nautes); Ammianus Marcellinus 22.8.16—17 {Arcadius). |.ake: Etymologicum Magnum s.v.
Acherousias.

* Cimmerians ar Heracleia: Heraclides of Pontus F129 Wehrli; Domitius Callistratus of
Heracleia FGH 433 F2; and Arrian FGH 156 F76. The peoples were the Gimmirai and
their land Gamir in Assyrian; in Hebrew their land was Gomer {Genesis 10.2-3, ctc). See
Burstein 1976: 6-8 and chbock ctal. 1988-92: vol. 2 at Homer Odxwey 11.14-19. Heu-

beck (1963) argucd for Ki: i being a spcaking name ing “misty” (cf. Hesychius
s.v. kammeros). In view of the importance of Cerberus at chclcn, it may have been here
that it was first suggested that Homer's refe: to0 “Ci ians” be ded to “Cerber-

ians” (Cerberians appear already at Sophocles F1060 TrGE/Pearson and Aristophancs Frogs
187). Among arrempts to historicize Homer’s Cimmerians, Bury 1906 locates them in
Britain.

* Ammianus Marcellinus 22.8.16-17.
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delivered from his troubles when be was in Sparta, making a riddle about,
as it scems, the death that was awaiting him. Anyway, many tcll this tale.
—Plutarch Cimon 6°

Heraclcia was, plausibly, a short sail along the Black Sea coast from By-
zantium.® We learn little of the actual consultation procedure from Plutar-
ch’s narratives. We hear nothing of attendant priests or psuchagagos, or of
any presiding deities.” Plutarch’s sccond version of the tale in his Moralia
mentions propitiations and libations. There is no real indication of how
the ghost was experienced. Dream-visions of the ghost brought Pausanias
to the nekswomanteson in the first place; according to Aristodemus, Cleo-
nicc whipped Pausanias in these like a Fury. Did Pausanias then seek a
more constructive interaction with the ghost by the same method, that
is, by incubation? Plutarch implies that consulters called the ghosts up to
them, but Pomponius Mela may imply rather that the consulters de-
scended to the ghosts: “The Acherusian cave that goes all the way down
to the ghosts.” By what technical term was the oracle known? Plutarch
applies the term neksomanteion to it in the Cimon, but uses pswchopom-
peion in the parallel Moralia version. We should almost certainly restore
this same term to the corrupt manuscripts of Ammianus (i.c., Yoyomop.-
neiov for the nonsensical voyomdvnov and vugomdvniov). But some
have preferred to restore a term othenwise unattested in Greek, muchopon-
tion (puyondvniov), which would have to mean “nook of the sea.” The
“sea” clement is difficult to contextualize, but Apollonius Rhodius refers
to the cave itsclf preciscly as a “nook™ (mschos), and Quintus Smymaeus
applies the derivative muchasoi to the niches within it.*

Plutarch’s tale does not appear to be a historical one, but a traditional
one attached, in this instance, to Pausanias and Heracleia.’” The tale re-

¥ CI. Plurarch Moralin 555c¢; P ias 3.17; and Aristod FGH 104 F8. Clconice’s
“Go™ is steiche in the Cimon, baine in the Moralia.

* Indeed, the Moralia passage probably said that Pausanias sailed therc: plessas is 2 more
narural reading than pempsss (which has Pausanias sending to the oracle by proxy, as Peri-
ander did to the Acheron oracle at Herodotus 5.92) or emblepsas (which has Pausanias
“peering into™ the oracle).

” No evidence for dant pricsts: pace Hoeptner 1972: 46. Presiding deitics: a nice
little marble relief of triple-bodied Hecate of the middle imperial period, 32.5 o high by
20.5 cm wide, was discovered at Heracleia itself (Brichsen 1972, with plates 4-5), but
worship of Hecate was in any case widespread by this point (cf. Kraus 1960: 153-65, and,
for Erythrac, Graf 1988: 257-59).

* Pomponius Mela 1.103. Ammianus Marcellinus 22.8.16-17; cf. Rohde 1881: 556 and
Collard 1949: 90. Muchopontion is read by Gelenius, Gardthausen, and Rolfe (Locb); Apol-
lonius Rhodius 2.737, cf. 742; Quintus Smymacus Posthomerica 6.477.

? Plutarch may have derived the tale from the third-century B.c. Nymphis of Heracleia,
whom he cites elicwhere (Moralia 248d = FGH 432 F7) and who is known 1o have spoken
of Pausanias’s hubris (F9); cf. Blamire 1989 and Carena ct al. 1990 on Cimoan 6. The source
for Aristodemus’s parallel account may have been the fourth-century 8.c. Ephorus; cf. Ja-
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sembles Thucydides’ story of this same Pausanias’s interview with the man
of Argilos at Tainaron (sce below). It also resembles the traditions relat-
ing to Periander and Mclissa at the Acheron nekwomanteion, clements of
which predate the lifetime of Pausanias (chapter 5). Pausanias-pericgetes
locates the regent’s consultation of Cleonice rather in Phigalia, as we have
already seen (chapter 2)." Cleonice and Coronides, her father (according
to Aristodemus), scem to have speaking names. The former, “Glorious
victory,” salutes Pausanias’s achievement at Plataca, and the latter,
“Crow-son,” may salute the girl’s ghostly nature, since discmbodicd souls
could be perceived as crows.” The traditional tale may have been hung
upon the peg of Pausanias’s historical suit for the hand of a Persian girl,
be it that of the daughter of Megabates, or cven that of the daughter of
Xerxes himself.”

The literary sources locate the cave for us well: we learn that it is in the
wooded valley of the river below the highest point of the chersonnese,
now called Baba Burnu, and not far from the port of Akone. Of the
greatest help is the third-century A.p. (?) Quintus Smyrnacus’s description
of the cave’s internal configuration, in which it is identified with a cave
of the nymphs:"*

... Lassus, whom godlike Pronoe bore beside the streams of the river Nym-
phacus, ncar a broad cave, a marvelous cave. It is said that it is a sacred cave
of all the nymphs who live over the long hills of the Paphlagonians and
Heracleia of the grape-clusters. The cave resembles the work of the gods,
since it is made immense to sec and from stone, and cold, crystal-like water
passes through it. All around in niches stone craters on the rough rocks look
as if they have been made by the hands of strong men. Around them, too,
are Pans and lovely nymphs and looms and distaffs and the products of all
the crafts of men. Men who enter within the sacred recess wonder at these
things. In it there arc twin paths, of descent and ascent. Onc is oriented
toward the sounding gusts of the North Wind, and the other is tuned to-

coby 1923-58 on FGH 104 F4-10. The tale also rescmbles Apulcius’s famous account of
Cupid and Psyche in his Mesamorphoses, esp. 5.22-23; here Psyche brings out a lamp to
discover the identity of her secret lover, and makes him start by accidentally dripping hot
oil from it on him.

™ The unspecific Aristodemus (fourth century AD.) favors the Heracleia location, since
the propitiation takes place before Pausanias leaves Byzantum.

" Herodotus 9.64: “Pausanias won the fairest victory of all those of whom we know.”
Crow-souls: Pliny Natwra! History 7.174 (Anisteas); cf. below on Corax at Tainaron and
< 14 for soul-birds.

" Herod 5.32 (Megabates); Thucydides 1.128; Diod 11.44; Justin 2.15.14; and
Suda s.v. Pawsanias {Xerxes).

" Further sources for the location of the site: Xenophon Awabasis 6.2.2; Apoll
Rhodius Az ica 2.727-48; Ammi; Marcellinus 22.8.16-17. For caves of nymphs,
sce Péchour ct al. 1981-84.
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S. Site plan of the Heracleia Pontica nek: ion, after Hoepfner 1972: plan 5.

ward the wet South Wind. By the latter route mortals come down into this
wide cave of the goddesses. But the other is the path of the blessed gods,
and men do not tread it casily, since a broad chasm has been made that goes
down as far as the pit of high-minded Hades. But it is right for the blessed
gods to see these things.

—Quintus Smyrnaeus Posthomerica 6.469-91"

This passage enabled Hoepfier to identify the cave beyond reasonable
doubt, although it emerges that Quintus Smyrnaeus’s derails are a little
kaleidoscoped.” It is the middle one of three on the south side of the
Achcron valley (fig. 5). The only aspect of any source in significant con-
flict with this identification is Xenophon’s claim that the cave was more
than two stades (1,200 Greck feet) deep, but none of the caves cven
approaches this depth.

The cave is entcred by a passageway only onc meter wide, initially open
and flanked by ashlar walls, and so rescmbling a dromos. A large stonc
lintel straddles it as it enters the hillside. Thence one descends a twisting

* Ovid's brief description of the cave at Meumapbmr 7.406-19 is not incompartible
with this, but merely bled from ! pace Hocpfner 1972: 45—46.
* Hocpfher 1966: 2, 21, with plan 1, and 1972: 41-46, with plan 4 and plate la-b.
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stairway. One penetrates the roughly rectangular central chamber, 45 me-
ters wide by 20 decp, on its north side. Two polished stone pillars support
the roof. The eastern face is 7 meters high, and its walls are vertical and
worked; on the western side the ceiling falls so low that onc must crouch
to proceed. Most of the chamber is flooded by a pool of crystal water,
over a meter deep (the Acherossias?). Small niches shaped like gothic
arches arc tooled into the three high walls. On the south side there is also
a plastered alcove. Architectural fragments indicate that there may once
have been structures within the chamber. A barely passable tunnel leads
from the northwest cnd of the cave to a small, low, unworked chamber,
in which there are some human bones. No dating is offered for any of
the tooled featurcs, though Hocpfner scems satisfied that there is nothing
pre-Greek here; Quintus Smymacus provides a terminus ante. Hoepfner
conjectures that the alcove housed a cult of Heracles, and that the archi-
tectural fragments may have dcn\'cd from a temple or dormitory. The
cave was reused in Byzantine times.'

Hcracles also dragged Cerberus up through the underworld passage at
Tainaron, now Cape Matapan, the isolated tip of the Mani peninsula, and
the dog may have poisoned this area, too. It was known as a general place
of descent for the dead, and it was one of the holes through which Or-
pheus and Theseus (together with Pirithous) were said to have visited the
underworld.”

Literary descriptions of the nekuomanteion cave make it fairly casy to
identify: Pomponius Mela explicitly compares it in both myth and appear-
ance to Heracleia. It was closc to the tip of the promontory, closc to
the temple of Poscidon in its grove, and in a bay."® Pausanias-pericgetes

'* Hoepfner 1972: 43-46, with fig. 2 (vertical cross-section), plan 5 (ground plan), plate
2a-¢ (photographs of cave entrance and interior).

" Cerberus: Sophocles Heracles as Tainaron F224-34 Pearson and Epi Tainardi (Sa-
proi) F19a—c TrGE, Euripides Heracles 23; Strabo C363; Pausanias 3. 25 (m:ludmg Heca-
tacus FGH | F27); Apollodorus Bibliotbeca 2.15.12; Scholiast Di P 791;
see Lloyd-Jones 1967: 218. Poison: Nicander Alexspharmaka 41 (with Mcln:ch 1843: ad
loc., p. 64: poisonous aconite also at Tainaron?); of. Hecatacus—Cerberus was really a poi-
sonous snake. Dead: Aristophanes Frogs 187 (Charon’s ferry stop); Seneca Herowles furens
662-96; Statius Thebaid 2.32-57; Pausanias 3.25. Orpheus: Virgil Georgics 4.467; Ovid
Metamorphases 10.13; Senoca Herewles furens 587 and Herewdes Oetaeus 1061-62; Orphric
Argonantica 41; cf. Bouché-Leclercq 1879-82, 3: 367. Thescus: Apollonius Rhodius
Argomausica | 101-2, with scholiast; Hyginus Faéuda 79; ctc.

** Pomponius Mela: 2.51. Promontory: Menander F785 Korte-Thierfelder; cf. Tzetzes
on [Lycophron] Alexsndra 90; Scholiast Pindar Fythiam 4.76d; Scholiast Aristophanes
Acharnians 509. Temple: Strabo C363. Bay: Statius Thebaid 2.32-57. Seneca’s description
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associates it with the Achillcan and Psamathous (“Sandy”) harbors; Posei-
don’s statue stood before it; it was a “temple made like a cave” (“cave
made like a temple” would have been more logical). Pausanias was disap-
pointed with what he saw: no path extended underground from the cave,
and it was hard to be persuaded that the gods had some underground
house (oskesis) there into which they gathered souls."” The humble temple
of Poscidon, latterly a Christian chapel, stands prominently on the eastern
side of the cape, its identity confirmed by finds of scventy bronzes of the
god’s bulls and horses. Two lonic capitals now in the apse indicate that
the surviving structure was dsstyle-in-antis and of hellenistic date. Fifty
meters below the temple, above the beach of Sternis Ray, are the remains
of a small cave, 15 meters deep and 10-12 meters wide, its roof now
collapsed. A two-meter-thick ashlar wall, built on rock-cut foundations
and fitted with a doorway, closed the entrance. Before this entrance stood
a rectangular precinct kerb; on the adjacent western side of this were
cuttings for the ercction of stelai and statues (fig. 6).*' The fit between
this sitc and the literary descriptions is tight. Some have understandably
thought that the nekuomanteion was located rather in the sca-cave now
known as “the Cave of Hadcs,” higher up the peninsula on the western
side.” It has impressive halls, stalactites, and stalagmites, but the ancient
descriptions cannot license this identification. It is a puzzle that this spec-
tacular place should have been passed over and the underworld found
instcad in the unpromising nook in Sternis Bay. Presumably the nekuo-
smanteion originated as an adjunct to the adjacent Poscidon temple, which
custom dictated be placed on the promontory tip. Tainaron is the only

of thick foreses, a high crag, and an immensc cave, Herewles furens 662-96, is assembled
from commonplaces.

* Pausanias 3.25. Tt is possible that Pausanias has conflated the Poscidon temple and the
nekunomanteion here; of. Zichen 1929: 1503. Cooper (1988: 69-70) thinks he is speaking
ondy of the Poscidon temple and finds its cavelike quality in its supposed barrel-vaulting.
Schumacher (1993: 72-74) reads Pausanias to imply that the Poscidon temple was the
nckuomanteion,

 The best site descriprion is that of Cummer 1978; sce also the plans, photographs, and
di jons at Moschou 1975a; Papacharzis 1976; Ginther 1988; Musti ¢t al. 1982-, on
Pausanias 3.25; Miiller 1987: 858.-61; and Schumacher 1993: 72-74. For the bronzcs, see
Frazer 1898 on Pausanias 3.25 and Bolte 1932: 2038. lmcnmom from ﬂm temple, IG

VI1.1224-26 and 1258, make no ion of any ek ingly, when the
temple was christianized, it was dedicated co the “Bodyless Saints™ (AmAmm,nc the
angels Michacl and Gabriel). Did this choice of dedication salute the disemt d ghosts of

the former ackuomanteion? Papachatzis takes the precinet before the cave to have been a
complete structure (following the old view of Bursian 1853-55; and cf, Musti et al. 1982-)
and to have itself ituted the mek iom: his project is 0 map the use of the site
onto Dakaris’s (wrung) interpretation of his Ach k ’

* E.g., Covper 1988: 69-70. For a description, sce Fermor 1958: 129-32. For the
Diros caves in general, sec Vermeule 1979: 51-53.
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precinct keeb ()

6. Site plan of the Tainaron ek fon, aftcr Papachatzis 1976:
plate 35, and Cummer 1978: 36-37.

onc of the “big four” mekuomanteia with which no lake or pool is
associated.

Archeology provides no dates for the nekuwomanteion. The literary
sources take Corax there soon after the death of Archilochus, ca. 650
B.C., but the tale is hardly historical (sce below). In the second century
A.D. Pausanias implied that it was still functioning. Pomponius Mela calls
the ncksomanteion a “cave of Neptune,” that is, “of Poseidon,” confirm-
ing the god’s direct patronage of the oracle. Myth c?lained that he had
been given Tainaron by the more oracular Apollo,” whose continuing
goodwill toward it is seen in the tale of Corax. Poseidon’s priests may

3 Pausanias (3.25) knew, however, of a nearby spring that displayed (prophetic?) images
of ships and harbors (appropriately to Poscidon), until it was ruined when 2 woman washed
dirty clothes in it.

% Pomponius Mela 2.51; Strabo C373-74; Pausanias 2.33; and Swda s.v. anmeslen; cf.
Bolie 1932: 2042; Ginouvés 1962: 342; and Schumacher 1993: 74.
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have managed the oracle, but we know nothing of them.™ It is curious
thar when the ghost of the regent Pausanias nceded laying, the Spartans
called in psuchagogoi all the way from Italy, rather than wrning to the
local expertise of Tainaron (scc chapter 7 for further discussion of this
point).” How were ghosts cxperienced there? Vague indications may sup-
port incubation. First, Hesychius tells us that nekudr(i)on was a Laconian
word for nekromanteion. The term literally means “sccing-place of the
dcad” (boras). We would expect the Spartans’ term to have applied to
their own Tainaron in the first instance, which suggests that ghosts were
seen there, at least in some shape or form. Second, Statius has Hermes
bring the ghost of Laius out of the Tainaron cave to deliver a prophecy
to Eteocles in his sleep, albeit at Thebes.?®

As with Heracleia, tradition preserves one unhistorical tale of a consul-
tation of the necksuomanteion:

The gods do not forget excellent men cven after their death. At any rate,
Pythian Apollo took pity on Archilochus, a noble poct in other regards, if
one were to take away his obscenc and abusive language and rub it out as if’
it were 2 blemish. This was even though he was dead, and thag, too, in war,
where, 1 suppose, Enyalios is even-handed. And when the man who had
killed him came, Calondas by name, nick d Corax, asking the god about
the things he wanted to inquire about, the Pythia did not admit him as
polluted, but uttered those famous words. Rut he countered with the for-
tunes of war, and said that he had been in an ambivalent situation in which
he had cither to do what he did or have it done to him. He claimed that he
should not be hated by the god, if he lived in accordance with his own fate,
and he cursed the fact that he had not died rather than killed. The god took
pity on this situation, and bade him go to Tainaron, where Tettix (“Cicada™)
was buried, and to propitiate the soul of the son of Telesicles and render
him friendly with libations. He followed these instructions, and freed himself
from the wrath of the god.
—Suda s.v. Archilockos = Aclian F83 Domingo-Forasté (Teubner)
= Archilochus T170 Tarditi”’

Corax comcs to the neksomanteion to beg off the anger of the person he
had killed, just as Pausanias did at Heracleia.”®

* Late Spartan inscriptions, JG V.210 and 211, record a prophet (mansis) of Posedion
of Tainaron, but he cannot have run the nekuomanteion because he was based in the city;
Nilsson 1967-74, 1: 170.

* Plutarch Moralia 560c-1.

* Hesychius s.v. mekndr(ijom; cf. 1S] s.v.; Plutarch Moralia S60c—f applies the word
prwchopempeion to Tainaron. Statius Thebsid 2.32-57.

¥ Cf. Plutarch Morslia 560c~f (= Archilochus T141 Tarditi) and Nwma 4; and Galen
Prosveprici 9.1,

* Cf. Papachatzis 1976: 107.
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The dead Tettix perhaps had a mediating role at the oracle. Plutarch’s
version of the tale refers to the oracle as “the house (oskésis) of Tettix™;
Pausanias similarly refers to it as “an underground house (oskzsis) of the
gods into which souls are gathered.” Hesychius says that “the seat of
Tettix” was a soubriquet for Tainaron and explains that Tettix the Cretan
had colonized the promontory. Perhaps he introduced consulters of the
oracle to the other ghosts, as did Homer’s Tircsias at the Acheron and
Virgil’s Anchises and Silius’s dcad Cumaean Sibyl at Avernus.” Tettix was
a cicada not merely because the creatures were prolific on Mani, but be-
cause of their rich symbolism, as encapsulated by this Anacreontic poem:

You are the honored sweet prophet of summer for mortals, The Muscs love
vou, and Apollo himself loves you, and gave you shrill song. Old age does
not wear you down, wise one, earth-bon one, lover of song. You cannot
suffer, your flesh is bloodless, you are almost like the gods.

—Anacreontea 34. 10-18

The cicada’s affinity with necromancy is clear. It sang as a prophet. Just
like a ghost, it derived from the earth, it was ancient and bloodless, and
it was wise. The Grecks paradoxically attributed the qualitics of both
blackness and pallor to cicadas, just as they did to ghosts. But at the same
time the cicada was immortal, and so resembled oracular heroes such as
Trophonius and Amphiaraus, who were at once dead and alive. In myth
Eos (Dawn) fell in love with Tithonus and secured him immortality from
Zeus, but forgot to ask also for cternal youth. Like the Cumaean Sibyl,
he shriveled until he became immobile, or even a mere disembodied sing-
ing voice, whercupon the goddess transformed him into a cicada and
hung him up in a basket.®

Corax’s consultation of the ghost of Archilochus merges into a consul-
tation of the proprictorial Tettix himself, for Archilochus had identified
himself as a cicada in his poctry. He and cicadas alike were sacred and

* Pausanias 3.25; Hesychius s.v. Tetsigos bedranom; Homer Odymey 11.90-151; Virgil
Aeneid 6.679-901; and Silius Ttalicus Punica 13.488-894.

* Cicada symbolism: Bodson 1975: 16-20; Davies and Kathirithamby 1986: 113-33;
Brillante 1987 and 1991: 11243 (with a valuable discussion of the cicada’s ability to medi-
ate with worlds both above and below at 138-40); and King 1989. Cicadas on Mani:
Fermor 1958: 41; Hesychius s.v. figansdr, a type of Laconian cicada. Tithonus: Homseric
Hymn to Apbrodise 218-38; Scholiast Homer Iliad 11.1. Tithonus shrivels: Athenacus
$48¢; Eustathius on Homer Odysey 5.121 and Hiad 23 791 and Tzetzes on [Lycophron |
Alexandra 18. Like ghosts, cicadas exhibit the parad lities of black and pallor:
Hesiod Skield 393-94; Aristotle History of . A!mub 5:6b10, Mcleager Palatine Anthology
7.196.4 = Hellenistic Epigrams 4069 Gow and Page (“Ethiop™); Pliny Natwrs! History
11.93; Martial 1.115.4-5; and Hesychius s.v. kllos, cf. Winkler 1980: 160-65 and below
for ghosts. In China, too, cicadas are taken as bolic of' i liey and jon. In
the Han period and after, delightful jade cicada-amulets were placed in the mouths of
corpses to prevent their decomposition (Teague at Sheridan 2000: 58).
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dear to the Muses. Plutarch’s version of the Corax tale makes the poet’s
sacredncss to the Muscs the causc of the Pythia’s rejection of him. Acsop
told that the Muses created cicadas out of pity from men who shriveled
to death for neglecting food and drink in thcir devotion to song. The
battle between Corax and Archilochus had, accordingly, been a battle
between the crow and the cicada, and again we draw near the world of
Aesop.” Corax’s defense of the equality of battle is persuasive in the con-
text of a contest between men, but it becomes specious in the context of
a contest between a bird and an insect.

Perhaps the rationalized traces of the tradition of another consultation
at the Tainaron mekxomanteion can be detected in the accounts of the
final fall of the regent Pausanias after his Persian treachery:

132.... A man of Argilos (anér Argitios), who was to take Pausanias’s last
letter to Artabazus, and who had formerly been his boy-lover and was in-
tensely loyal to him, became an informer. For he had taken fear when he
had considered that none of the messengers before him had ever come back.
He made a copy of the scal, in casc he should be wrong or in casc Pausanias
should ask to alter the text, and opened the letter. In it, in accordance with
the sort of thing he suspected, he found it written that he should be killed.

133. When he had shown them the letter, the ephors were more per-
suaded, but they still wanted to hear Pausanias himself admit something.
They contrived a plot. The man went to Tainaron as a suppliant (bikesos)
and built a hut/tent divided in two by a partition (skendsamenon diplen dia-
phragmari kalyben). He ¢ led some of the ephors inside. Pausanias came
to him and asked him the reason for his supplication (kiketesas), and they
heard everything clearly. The man accused Pausanias of writing his death
warrant, and went through cverything clsc in scquence. He said that al-
though he had never betrayed Pausanias in the services he had performed
him by going to the king, he had been given the same reward as the majority
of his servants—death. Pausanias admitted these things and tried to per-
suade him not to be angry (ouk contos orgizesthas) about the current situa-
ton. He gave him a pledge of security should he get up from the altar and
urged him to go on his way as quickly as possible and not hinder his project.

134. The cphors heard this in accurate detail and went off. Now that they
knew for surc, they planned his arrest in the city.

—Thucydides 1.132-34%

* Archilochus as cicada: 223 West; other pocts, such as Callimachus Aesia F1 line 29,
ook up the imagery. Aesop no. 470 Perry. Both cicadas and crows are favorite characters
in Acsop’s fables: cicadas, usually about to be caten, in Acsop nos. 236, 241, 373, 387,
397, and 470 Perty; crows in nos. 123, 125, 128, 162, 190, 245, 323, 324, and 398 Perry.
For the hologized nature of Archilochus’s biography, sce Leikowitz 1981: 25-31.

3 Versions of the tale also at Diodorus 11.45; Nepos P ias 4-5; and Aristod,
FGH 104 F8.2. Westlake (1977) supp that Thucydides had a written source for the
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Pausanias is then chased into the temple of Athene Chalkioikos and
starved to death there. This tale’s many logical gaps® can be accounted
for if we suppose it to be a rationalization of a story that was essentially
a doublet of that of Cleonice and the Heracleia nekuomanteion. Pausanias
would have come to the Tainaron ncksemanteion to beg off the anger of
the ghost of 2 man he had killed. I offer six considerations.

1. The man-of-Argilos tale leads into the coordinated tale of the after-
math of Pausanias's death, with which it forms a diptych. From this sccond
tale Thucydides has manifestly and indisputably subtracted the ghost of Pau-
sanias, which is still to be found in other accounts of it {sce chapter 7).%

2. It performs the same function as the Cleonice tale, in that it directly
causes the death of P jas. P; icgetes tells that (like the man
of Argilos) Cleonice compelled the regcm to reveal his medism. We are not
told explicitly how she achicved this. Perhaps she did it by harassing him
until he became distracted, or perhaps we arc to imagine an cavesdropping
exercise as in the man-of-Argilos tale.*

3. It shares with the Cleonice tale a central vigr in which P
makes a special j to an enclosed chamber to beg oft the anger of a
(prospective) lover for his own preservation.

4. It also corresponds in theme with the Corax tale sct at the Tainaron
nekuomanscion itself, in which Corax journeys to the oracle to beg off the
anger of the ghost of Archilochus after killing him.

S. Nepos and Aristodemus make the term Argilios not the man’s ethnic
(Argilos was a small town in Thrace) but his name, and some ancient schol-
ars thought that Thucydides’s text should be read the same way. If Argilios
is a speaking name, it must mean “of the carth™ argilos is carth or clay,
whercas an argilla is a hole in the ground and is a term applied by Ephorus
to the holes inhabited by the Ci ians who once supposcdl
the Avernus nekuomanseion.® “Of the earth™ suits a ghost and collcaguc of
the Cicada well.

tale, cither Charon of Lampsacus (FGH 262) or Stesimbrotus of Thasos (FGH 107, of.
Carawan 1989); sce also Hornblower 1991-, 1: 211,

* Catalogued by Gomme 1945: ad loc.; Rhodes 1970: 388-89 and 392; Cawkwell
1971: 50-52; Podlecki 1976: 296-98; and Westlake 1977: 95 with n. 4; cf. also Horn-
blower 1991, 1: 219.

* The Themistocles/P: i also ins a rationalized version of the Tele-
phus myth ac 1.136-37; cf. Gomme 1945: ad loc.; and Homblower 1987: 15.

”PauﬂmasSl? lnthc(:!comunamuvcs,thcngemanmswndem:umdc
the price of her placation. He d (FGH 104 F8) alone tells both the tale
of Cleonice and that of the man of Argilos in sequence. The first tale, that of Cleonice, has
therefore to be resolved before the second can be told, and she is accordingly represented
s satisfied with Pausanias’s offerings.

** Argilios as proper name: Scholia Thucydides ad loc. Argilies as proper name in Nepos
and Aristodemus: Jacoby 1923-58 on Aristodemus FGH 104 F8, but translators and com-
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6. Thucydides® partitioned hut or tent is particularly curious. In Nepos's
version, Argilios sits on the altar before the temple of Poscidon while the
ephors make and descend into (4 derunt) an undergy d hole {locum

.. sud terra) to cavesdrop. This is surcly a refraction of the nekxomanteion
itself, which nestles below the temple (not that one could actually hear a
conversation beside the temple from it)."

The original story may, by way of example, have taken the following
form. The boyfriend “Argilios™ loyally takes Pausanias’s letter as bidden
and is accordingly killed by Artabazus. This killing and the cynical be-
trayal of trust and love give risc to an angry and vengeful ghost, which
harasses Pausanias and, like Cleonice’s ghost, deceptively promiscs him
peace when he returns home. Like Corax, Pausanias is commanded to
make propitiation at the Tainaron neksomanteion. Mcanwhile, the ghost
also appears to the cphors to denounce Pausanias, perhaps as a traitor, but
almost certainly as its murderer. The ghost is mistrusted, as can initially be
the case whcn ghosts reveal their murderers, and so more tangible proof
is rcquu'cd Accordmgly, the ghost summons the ephors to the Tainaron

P ias duly arrives there and asks the ghost the reason
it has been attacking him. The ghost appropriatcly explains that Pausanias
was reprehensibly responsible for its death. In attempting to propitiate it,
Pausanias begs it not to be angry, and promises not security but placatory
offerings. In the course of this exchange, Pausanias admits his responsibil-
ity for the death and consequently his own treachery.

Thucydides’ necromantic tale, therefore, appears to sharc its underlying
schema with the tale of Corax and Archilochus, that of Pausanias and
Cleonice, and in some ways that of Periander and Melissa (chapter 4).
Hence, all of thesc accounts should be regarded in the first instance as
manifestations of a traditional folktale (to avoid the word “myth,” so
compromised in a Greek context). The tales remain historically valuable
insofar as they attest the cxistence of the neckuomanteia to which they
attach themselves, but they can hardly be taken to report actual episodes
in the lives (or deaths) of their protagonists. But, though we losc a scries
of “historical” cpisodes from the lives these men, we gain an insight into
a typical way of thinking about the function and practice of nccromancy
in archaic and classical Greece.

One detail in Thucydides’s tale does ring true: the temple of Poscidon

mentators remain under the spell of Thucydides. ArgitZs: Epborus FGH 70 F134a at Strabo
C244; of. Maximus of Tyre 8.2; see chapter 5.

¥ Diodorus and Aristodemus have a skemZ. Nepos’s hole refracts nekuomsnscion: of.
Giinther 1988: 60.

* Cf. Apuleius Metamorpboses 2.29-30, where the accusation by the ghost of Thelyphron
that he was murdercd by his widow is dishelicved until he adduces as tangible proof the
mutilation of the living Thelyphron.
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at Tainaron was indeed a place to which living suppliants would turn.
Thucydides himself tells of suppliant hclots flecing there (the Spartans
raised them up and then put them to death), and Polybius and Plutarch
refer to it as an asylum sanctuary in the third century B.C.” Now, as we
shall scc in chapter 7, where traditions relating to Pausanias arc given
further discussion, living suppliants and attacking ghosts shared the same
designation in ancient Greek: hskesios, a term closely cognate with Thu-
cydides’s hikeres and hiketeia. This may have been because an attacking
ghost “supplicated” the living to confer peace upon it, be it via the pun-
ishment of its killer or via the bestowal of duc burial. In this casc, the
collocation of nekuomanteion and asylum-sanctuary at Tainaron will not
have been the product of mere coincidence, but of a desire to offer suppli-
cation to the living and the dead alike. And if this is so, then the laying
of restless ghosts would seem to have been the prime function of this
nekuomanteson at any rate. Did the man of Argilos originally go to Tain-
aron as an attacking-ghost hskesios rather than as a living-suppliant bsketes?
And when Pausanias originally asked him the reason for his kiketeia, was
he asking him not the reason for his living supplication, but why, as a
ghost, he was harrying him?

* Thucydides 1.128 and 135. Polybius 9.34 and Plutarch Agis 16. See Schumacher
1993: 72.



CHAPTER 4

THE ACHERON NEKUOMANTEION

HE Acheron in Thesprotia was the site of a number of mythical

descents: Orpheus descended there, as did Theseus (with Piri-

thous) and Heracles (perhaps twice: once for Theseus and once
for Cerberus). No authority tells that Hades himself had taken Perse-
phonc down at the Acheron, but it is likely that he had done so, since
they were the patron gods of the arca.' The actual nekuomanteion on the
Acheron is directly attested by four authors: Herodotus and Pausanias,
both of whom usc the term neksomanteion; an Odyssey scholiast, who
refers to the /imne Nekuopompos (“Lake Sending-the-dead”); and Lucius
Ampelius, who speaks of a “descent to the dead below for the purpose of
raking up prophecies.” The lexicographers were undoubtedly referring to
the same thing when they spoke of a psuchopompeion (“place of soul-
sending”) among the Molossians, the ncighboring tribe to the Thes-
protians in Epirus.’

The Homeric Odyssey’s ducription of Odysseus's journcy to consult
the ghosts of Tiresias and others is strongly grounded in the geography
of Thesprotia, as Pausanias saw. *'['he obvious and seemingly unavoidable
explanation of this is that the neksomanteion, like the Dodona oracle,
was already cstablished there when the Nekwsa cpisode found the form in

' Orpheus: Pausanias 9.30.6 and 10.30.6 (dcscribing Polygnotus's Neknia fresco). Thes-
cus (with Pirithous) and Heracles to retrieve Theseus: Pausanias l 17.4-5 (d' Frazer 1898:
ad loc.) and Plutarch Thesems 31 and 35; these are lized; of. Merkelbach
1950; Dakaris 1958a: 102, 1972a: 142, and 1976a: 310; Janssens 1961: 387; Brommer
1982: 97-103. Coins of ncarby Elea, struck ca. 370-30 B.c,, portray Perscphone, Hades’s
bonnet, and Cerberus; Dakaris 1993: 31. Did Heracles also bring Cerberus up ar the Ach-
eron? Aristarchus and Crates wished to emend Homer's adjacent “Cimmerians” to “Cerber-
ians™ (Scholiast and Fustathius on Homer Odysey 11.14), and Strabo €338, referring to
Homer Odysey 1.259-62 and 2.328, tells that Odysseus found poisons at Thesprotian
Ephyra; cf. Dakaris 1960¢: 121-22 and Bernand 1991: 208. Bouché-Leclereq 1879-82, 3:
365, erroneously claims that Hyginus Fabulac 87-88 also brought Thyestes to the mekso-
manseion; cf. Collard 1949: 88.

} Herodotus 5.92; Pausanias 9.30.6; Scholiast Homcz Olw;r; hv-pmhcu! p- 5 Dindorf;
and Ampelius Liber falis 83. Molossi. s.v. Pho-
tius Lexicom s.v. theoi Molortikor; and Eustathius on Homer Ol)uwv 1.393 and 10. 514; f.
Collard 1949: 86.

? Homer Odyssry 10.488-11.640; Pausanias 1.17.4-5; Janssens 1961: 386; Hammond
1967: 370 with n. 1; and Dakaris 1960c: 131, 1963a: 54, 1973: 142, and 1993: 8-9 agree
with Pausanias.
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which we know it. After crossing Occan, Odysscus beached his ship adja-
cent to the home of the Cimmerians beforc walking through the grove
of Persephonc, which consisted of black poplars and willows, to the place
of consultation at the confluence of the Acheron and Cocytus rivers.* The
mythical Cimmerians appear in this instance to have been mapped onto
the Cheimerians who occupied Cape Cheimerion on the north side of
the bay (now Ammoudia) into which the Acheron debouches. This cape
offers a natural harbor.’ The third-century B.C. Proteas Zeugmatites in-
deed argued that Homer’s “Cimmerians™ was a corruption of “Cheimeri-
ans.™ The Acheron valley, along which onc would have walked to reach
its conﬂucncc with the Cocytus, is clothed in poplars and willows cven
today (ﬁg 7).7 Tt appears that the mythical underworld Achcron and Co-
cytus rivers that were to manifest themselves at various other points on
the world’s surface as well took their names from these Thesprotian rivers
rather than vice versa, and this was presumably a result of the impact of
Homer. There is no indication that the Thespmnan rivers had any other
names in antiquity.® In Odysseus’s lying version of his oracular journey,
he still takes himself to Thesprotia, this time to the adjacent oracle of
Zcus at Dodona. When Hermes escorts the souls of the dead suitors to
the underworld, he takes them there from Ithaca past the “white rock”
of Leucas, which lies directly between Ithaca and the Acheron mouth.
Tradition told also that when Odysscus fulfilled Tiresias’s instructions for
placating Poscidon by introducing the art of sailing to an inland people,
he did this in Epirus.” The Greeks’ own subsequent transference of the
site of Odysseus’s consultation to Avernus, which scems to have been

¢ Homer Odysey 10.508-16 and 11.13-22; sce map of Acheron valley at Dakaris 1993: 7.
* Thucydides 1.46.4; of. Huxey 1958; Dakaris 1958b: 109, 1993: 8; Hammond 1967:
478 and Clark 1979 207

° Proteas Z at Esymols s.v. Kii ions, cf. Huxley 1958; Da-
karis 1960c: 121, 1961b: 116, |9631 54, 1972 32,1973: 142 and 1993: 9; and Clark
1979: 60-61. For the notion that Homer thought he was referring to the historical Cimme-

rians here, sce Bury 1906. Aristarchus and (.mes both preferred Lhc ever-popular emenda-
tion “Cerberians™ (see chapter 3).

" Dakaris 1993: 8-9.

® Thus Clark 1979: 59 and Sourvinou:Inwood 1995: 76; psce Rohde 1925: 52 n. 73.
Though Kakstor is casily read as an appropriate speaking name, “Wailing,” the same is not
true of Acheron. Folk ctymologies derived it from schos, “gricf,” and, desperatcly, a-chairdm,
“joyless™: Scholiast Homer Odyssey 10,514 and Servius on Viegil Aeneid 6.107. West 1997b:
156 now compares it with the Hebrew abardm, “western” (souls of the dead departing
westward to the darkness).

* Dodonan lies: Homer Odysey 14.316-33 and 19.287-99; cf. Phillips 1953: 64--66;
Huxley 1958: 248; and Clark 1979: 49 and 58. Leucas: Homer Odyssey 24.11; ¢f. Janssens
1961: 389 and Sourvinou-lnwood 1995: 104. The rock at the confluence of Homer's Ach-
cron and Cocytus may be a refraction of Leucas: Heubeck ct al. 1988-92:vol 2, on Homer
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7. The vale of Acheron. @ Hellenic Republic Ministry of Culture
Archacological Receipts Fund.

common from at lcast the ime of Sophocles, was therefore a considerable
fear.”

Behind its conflucnce with the Cocytus, the Acheron broadened out
into a marshy lake, known as the “Acherusian” lake, and later on, trom
at least the time of the clder Pliny, actually as Aomos/Avernus, under
the influence of its by then more famous Italian counterpart.” The lake
was drained in the carlier twentieth cenrury. In its literary representations
in conncction with the underworld, the Acheron is accordingly repre-

Odyssey 10.515. Thesprotians taught to sail: Scholiast [Lycophron| Afexandra 80 and Ste-
phanus of Byzandum s.v. Boumeima; <f. Phillips 1953: 65 and Huxley 1958: 248. Thes-
protia Jeatured much in the archaic epics, notably the Telegowia/Thespross, sce Davies 1988:
pp. 70-73.

'* As recognized by Bouché-leclercq 1879~82, 3: 367, and Collard 1949: 91. Claudian
In Rufinum 1.123-25 managed the even greater fear of transferming the consultation to
Gaul!

! For which see Thucydides 1.46.4; Plaro Phaeds 112¢-113a {in a mythical register);
Strabo C324; Livy 8.24 (stagna inferna); Pliny Narsral History 4.1 (Aomos); Pausanias
1.17.5 and 9.30. 6 {Aornos); Hyginus 88 (lacus Avernus); Ampelius Liber memorialis 8.3,
Sece Dakaris 1958b: 109 and 1993: 8-9 and 27; Hammond 1967: 478; and, for a vicw of
the plain in which the marsh stood, Miller 1987: 890,
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sented as both river and lake, and sometimes as something ambivalent
between the two, as scems to be the case already in the Odyssey.”

The Odyssey indicates that the nekuomanteson was located somewhere
close to the Acheron-Cocytus confluence. Circe guides Odysscus:

Go yourself to the dank House of Hades. There the Pyriphlegethon and the
Cocytus, which is an off-flow of the Styx, flow into the Acheron, and there
is 2 rock and the conflucnce of two loud-thundering rivers. Draw near to
there and, as 1 bid you, dig a trench.

—Homer Odyssey 10.512-17

The north-south-flowing Cocytus runs into the cast-west-flowing Ach-
eron at Likoresi near the ancient town known first as Ephyra and then as
Cichyrus, and the modern village of Mesopotamo.'® By way of confirma-
tion, Pausanias’s rationalized account of the attempt of Theseus and Piri-
thous to steal Persephonc from the underworld makes Hades into a King
Thesprotus (¢eponym of the Thesprotians), who duly imprisons them at
Cichyrus." As we see, the Odyssey associates a third river with this conflu-
encc, the Pyriphlegethon, “Flaming with fire,” of which there is no sign.
Perhaps, in view of its name, and like the Styx from which the Cocytus is
said to flow, Pyriphlegethon only cxisted at the mythological level.”®
None of the literary descriptions of the nekuomanteson explicitly men-
tions a cave. The closest we come to one are Homer’s reference to the
rock at the confluence and the third- or fourth-century A.D. Ampclius’s

" Heubeck et al. 1988-92:vol. 2 on Homer Odysey 10.513-15; Dover 1993 on Aris-
tophanes Frogs 470-73; and Sourvinou-lnwood 1995: 307; pace Rohde 1925: 52 n. 67
and Dakanis 1993: 8.

' For Ephyra/Cichyrus, see Thucydides 1.46.4 and Strabo C324 and 338; Hammond
(1945: 28-30 and 1967: 477-78) insecurely derives the information of the name change
from Hecatacus (flormst ca. 500 B.C.), which would thus constitute a serminss amte. For
Dakaris (1958b: 109 and 1976a: 310), Cichyrus had been the prehellenic name to which
the town reverted.

* Pausanias 1.17.4-3; in Plutarch’s version, Thesens 31 and 35, the rationalized Hades
b King Aid of the neighboring Molossians; cf. Clark 1979: 62-63. However,
Huxley 1958: 247 locates the u:&-mnmm much further up the Acheron than the Cocy-
tus debouch, where the river boils over rocks and throws up a mysterious mist at the bottom
of a perpendicular-sided gorge (see photograph at Hammond 1967: plare X.a).

* However, Hammond (1967: 66-67 and 478; cf. Dakaris 1960b: 2045, with plate
172) found the Pyriphlegcthon in the local tradition of a n
stream that used to flow into the Acheron from the south, opposue rhe Cocvnn debouch.
Heubeck et al. (1988-92:vol. 2 at Homer Odwey 10.513-15) fancifully hypothesize that
Homer’s rack at the conflucnce is 3 waterfall. Plato ( Phacdo 112-113b) imagines a complex
underworld system for the rivers of Ocean, Styx, Cocytus, Acheron, and Pyriphlcgerhon.
For the name Pyriphlegethon, <f. Homer lliad 23.197, where pyri pblegeshoiato is applied
to buming corpses; cf. Rohde 1925: 35; Dimock 1989: 135; and, differenty, Vermeule
1979: §2-33.
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abstract reference to a “descent to the dead.”® But the gencral implica-
tion of the sources, including these two, is rather that the nekuomanteion
focused upon, and indced consisted of, the Acheron, river or lake, itself.
This point is so important, while the contrary assumption is so prevalent,
that I make no apology for belaboring it. The unforced reading of the
Odyssey text implics that Odysseus performed his rite beside, and perhaps
facing, the river(s) or lakc. The Odyssey scholiast tells, as we have seen,
that Odysscus came to “the lake called ‘Sending-the-dead’ ( Nekuopow-
p0s)." Herodotus speaks of Periander sending messengers “to (epi) the
Acheron,” “to (¢ps) the neksomanteion,” in what may be read as a headi-
adys. Pausanias similarly says, “Orpheus came to Aornos [i.c., the Acheru-
sian lake] in Thesprotia on Eurydice’s account. For, they say, there had
been a nek: teson there ( hi) of old.” Plato’s highly mytholo-
gized Acherusian lake is portrayed as itsclf the repository of dead souls.
Ampelius’s “descent to the dead™ is said to be at Argos in Epirus, which
was near Ephyra. He associates it with a temple of Zeus-Typhon and a
lake across which Medea built a double bridge, supported by piers. This
is cvidendy the 1,000-foot bridge across the Acherusian lake described
by Pliny. It is curious that the witch Medea should be portrayed as an
engineer: all would be explained if the lake and perhaps the bridge itself
werc considered to have had necromantic functions."”

A number of sources portray nccromancies being made actually at lake-
sides, and some can be tied to the Acheron. A lake takes the focal role in
the fragments of Aeschylus’s account of Odysscus’s necromancy, Psucha-
g0g0s. The “evocators” of the title announce themselves with the words,
“We, the race that <lives> round the lake, do honor to Hermes as our

'* Homer's phrase is pressed hard by Dakaris (n.d.: 6 and 1993: 6); comsra, Powell 1977:
22. Ampelius Liber memorialis 83.

" Herodotus 5.92; Pausanias 9.30.6; Scholiast Homer Odssey hypothesis p. § Dindorf
{cf. John Malalas p. 121); Plato Phacdo 113a; Pliny Naswral History 4.1 (Medca is not
mentioned here). Hammond (1967: 66 and 236) guesses that the bridge was hellenistic
and spanned from Pounda to Kastrion. A “Medea” is also credited with the construction of
a tunnel under the Euphrates at Babylon at Philostrarus Lifz of Apollonius 1.25. A paralicl
from ancient Japanese culture may be particularly suggestive here. T quote from Sheridan
(2000: 36), inserting bricf obscrvations of my own in square brackets: “At the northern tip
of Japan’s main island of Honshu, the in [sc. € ] and its iated lake and
river have been a locus of mystical power since pre-Buddhist times. Souls are belicved to go
to this mountain, crossing a red bridge over a stretch of water (Sanzunokawa, the Buddhist
River Styx [but cf. also, more particularly here, the Acheron|), before finding themsclves in
their heavenly or hellish destination. Parents leave offerings on the shore of lake Usoriyama
[cf. the Acherusian lake] for their dead children [cf. #9rvs], to help them escape from where
their souls arc stranded, to reach the “other shore’; and cach July blind female mediums |cf.
Medea and, of course, Tiresias] congregate here to contact the dead on behalf of their
relatives.”




48 CHAPTER 4

ancestor.”"® Like Circe in the Odysey, they instruct Odysseus in necro-
mantic rites:

Come now, gucst-fricnd, be stood on the grassy sacred enclosure of the
fearful lake. Slash the gullct of the neck, and let the blood of this sacrificial
victim flow into the murky depths of the reeds, as a drink for the lifeless.
Call upon primeval earth and chthonic Hermes, escort of the dead, and ask
chthonic Zeus to send up the swarm of night-wanderers from the mouths
of the river, from which this melancholy off-flow water, unfit for washing
hands, is sent up by Stygian springs.
—Aeschylus Psuchagagoi ¥273a TrGF”

The blood of the sacrificial sheep is poured not into a pit in the ground,
as in the Odyssey, but directly into the lake itself. The rites take place in a
special precinct marked off on the lakeshore. The ghosts were evidendy
held to rise up out of the lake itself. Similarly, the Argives used to sum-
mon up Dionysus from the bottomless lake of Alcyonia at Lerna, into
which Perseus had thrown him dead, by throwing a lamb into it for the
“Gatekecper,” namely Hades.™ The Odysszy seems to imply that souls
were channeled upward from the Styx into the Cocytus, which in turn
deposited them in the Acheron. Significantly, curse tablets that required
ghosts to carry out acts of binding were often deposited for them in
“underground” bodies of water.™

The gencral parallelism with Homer prima facie suggests that the set-
ting of Aeschylus’s consultation was similarly the Acheron. The parallel is
reinforced by the use of the distinctive term “off-flow™ (aporrbox). An-
other fragment’s reference to “a stagnant stream of water” also suits the
Acheron’s particular ambivalence between lake and river.?? But since
Fritzsch assumed in 1845 that the Pswchagogos was set at Avernus simply
because of the reference to the “lake” in F273, this notion has thrived,

'® Acschylus Prwehagogei F273 TrGF.

'® Kramer in Kramer ct al. 1980: 14-23 provides an ! y upon this
papyrus fragment; see also the discussion at Henrichs 1991: 187-92.

 Plurarch Moralia 364f (rite); Pausanias 2.37.5; Scholiast Homer Iliad 14.319; Augus-
tine Cisy of God 18.13; Cyril Adpersus Iutianum 1.10 p. 341 (myth of Perscus and Diony-
sus); cf. Ganschinictz 1919: 2384, Vrugt-Lentz 1960: 44; and Clark 1979: 105. For Hades
as gatekeeper, cf. Homer Odysey 11.277. Note also the sanctuary of Dionysus en limnais
(“in the lakes™) in Atrica, which may have had underworld associations: sec Hooker 1960:
116 (on Aristophanes’ Fregy).

 See, ¢.g., Witnsch 1897: no. 55 = Gager 1992: no. 64; Audolient 1904: nos. 109-10 =
Gager 1992: no. 16; Fox 1912; Année épigraphique 1975: no. 497; Jordan 1980a: 232-33
and n. 23; Jordan 1985a: nos, 22-38 and pp. 79-80 = Gager 1992: no. 117; and Jordan
1985b: 207~9 and 231; cf. Tomlin 1988 (Bath cache).

2 Acschylus Prsschagogoi F276 TyGF.
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largely uncritically, in the scholarly tradition.** However, the deities men-
tioned in the fragments make the case for the Acheron strong. Both
Hermes and Hades in the aspect of a chthonic Zeus are attested for the
Acheron nekuomanteion, but ncither is attested for Avernus. A tantalizing
fragment of the Thesprotians of the comic playwright Alexis is addressed
to Hermes: “Hermes, you who escort the dead forth (nekron propompe),
you to whose lot Philippides has fallen, and cyc of black-robed night.

. ™ In the Odysey the association of Hermes with the neksomanteion
goes unmentioned in the necromancy scene, but it is latent in the “Sec-
ond Nekusa,” in which Hermes cscorts the souls of the dead suitors from
Ithaca past Leucas in the direction of the Acheron.” Chthonic Zeus’s
connection with the Achcron neksomanteion is supplicd by Ampelius, as
we have seen.®®

A red-figure Attic pelike of ca. 440 B.C. by the Lycaon Painter depicts
Qdysscus sitting poised with his sword as the ghost of Elpenor rises from
the ground on the other side of a trench into which blood drains from
jugulated shecp (fig. 8).”" The vasc yokes the Odyssey’s description of the

* Fritzsch 1845 on Aristophanes Frogs 1266; Wilamowitz 1914: 246 n. 1; Hardie 1977:
284; Rusten 1982: 3435 (astoundingly denying that there was a lake at the Acheron weku-
omanteion), Ameling 1986a; Parke and McGing 1988: 95 n. 5; Dunbar 1995 on Aristo-
phanes Birds 1553-55. Two weak arguments can be made in favor of the Avemus setting.
First, a onc-word fragment from the play, ¥277 1¥GF, which nced have nothing to do
with the necromancy, consists of “Dacira,” a name applied to Persephone at Avernus by
(Lycophron] Alexandra 710 (cf. 698); f. Phillips 1953: 56 and 59; and Clark 1979: 64
(for the argument). But Dacira was far from confined to A she appeared, for example,
also at Eleusis: Pausanias 1.38.7; Clement of Alexandria Profrepeicss 3.45; Fustathius on
Homer Hind 6.648, LSCG no. 20 B11-12 (the sacrificial calendar of the Marathonian
Tetrapolis); and IG I°.250 lines 15-16 (Elcusinion and Paiania); cf. Nilsson 1935: 82-83
and Larson 1995a: 70, 167, and 177. Second, Avernus did enter tragedy as the home of a
neknomanteion, in Sophocics at any rate: F748 TrGE/Pearson. Triclinius’s claim that the
play was sct at Lake Stymphalus was dismissed in chapter 2.

» Alexis Thesprosians 93 K-A; the context of the fragment in Athenacus shows that Phil-
ippides is mocked for scrawniness; cf. Collard 1949: 40 and Amort 1996: ad loc.

* Hermes in Sccond Nekwis: Homer Odyssey 24.1-14. In the First Nekwia, however,
Heracles tells Odysseus that he had been escorted down to the underworld to collect Cer-
berus by Hermes, together with Athene, 11.626. For Hermes as escort of souls (pswebopum-
pos, psuchaglgos, nekropompos), scc Fitrem 1909: esp. 41-54; Harrisun 1922: 43—46; Lowe
1929: 65; Raingeard 1934-35; Kerenyi 1976; Vermeule 1979: 25-26 and 207; Rurkert
1985: 157-58; Garland 1985: 154-55; and Sourvinou-lawood 1995: 307. Note the neat
encapsulation of Hermes® ability to bring back the souls he rakes down at Petronius Sasyr-
scom 140. Does the intaglio reproduced ar LIMC Hermes no. 645 (Berlin, Staatliche Mu-
scum FG439, third century B.C) show Hermes bringing up a soul for necromancy? He
holds his caduceus over a ralking head, which is apparently emerging from the ground.

* Ampelius Liber memorialis 8.3.

¥ Boston, Muscum of Fine Arts, 34-79 = LIMC Odysscus 149; sce Caskey 1934a,
1934b, and 1934c; Caskey and Beazley 1954: 88-89; Touchefeu-Meynier 1968: 135-36
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8. The ghost of Elpenor, Odysseus, and Hermes. Red-fgure Attic pelike,
[.ycaon Painter, ca. 440 r.c. Boston, Muscum of Fine Arts, 34-79.
William Amory Gardner Fund. Courtesy, Muscum ot Fine Arts, Boston.
Drawing by [.. D. Caskey. € Museum of Fine Arts, Boston.

necromancy rite and its topography with the circumstances of the Psucha-
49g0i. Elpenor rests his hand on a large rock that rises out of picture,
surely that of the Odywers confluence. But behind Odysscus stands the
Psuchagogor’s Hermes. ‘T'he lake- or riverside sctting of the scene is clear:

and plate 21.1: Brommer 1983: 81-82; Ruitron and Cohen 1992: 98. The “background™
details of rack, reeds, and pit were painted wich a vellow white pigmenr rhar has now al
moast entirely flaked ofl] lcaving only a marte finish that is unphutographable; one must refer
to Caskey's drawing. The widespread notion that this image is based upon the corre-
sponding section of Polygnotus’s famous Nekesa in the Cnidian Zesche at Delphi (ca. 450
B¢ ) is misconceived. Pausanias 10.29 clearly stares that in this pamung Odysseus was
kneeling, not sitting on a rock {did Polygnorus misi at
Homer Odyyey 10.521 and [1.292}. For the Polygnotus th‘m‘ sce Robert 1892 with
Odysseus’s posture correctl: Touchefeu-Meynier 1968: 133-34; Felten 1975 46-64;
Bronuncr 1983: 81-82; Kebric 1983; Stansbury- O*Donnell 1990 {wrongly calquing Odys-
scus’s posture on che Elpenor vase); Buitron and Cohen 1992: 98; and Colien and Buitron-
Oliver 1995: plare 14. Elpenor also appears on the name-vase of the Nekwia painter, an
Artic red-figure calyx crater, ca. 450 r ¢ | in the Metropolitan Muscumn of Ant, New York,
reproduced at Richter and Hall 1936, 1: no. 135 and 2: plate 137. The claim of Weizmann
(1941: 175-76) to have found a representanion of Elpenor on a “Tabula Odysseaca™ seems
speculative.
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behind the ghost of Elpenor rises a fine collection of marsh-recds.” Even
if the Psuchagogos is aftcr all to be located at Avernus, the transference of
Odysseus’s consultation there from the Achcron in the first place presup-
poscs a basic similarity in configuration between the sites.

In the Frogs, Aristophancs makes brief mention of three underworld
rivers: “The black-hearted rock of the Styx and the crag (skopelos) of the
Acheron, dripping with blood, and the dogs that run around the Cocytus.

.” The “crag of the Acheron” is most easily read as denoting a rocky
outcrop over the Acheron on which or from which blood offcrings are
made into it. In the Birds, Aristophanes gives us Socrates performing
necromancy explicitly beside a lake that is in turn beside the Skispodes,
“Shadefect,” a comic reflex of the Cimmerians. This passage, a parody of
the Pswchagogoi, is valuable as a further testimony to the practice of lake-
side necromancy in general, a]t.hm;gh it cannot be positively associated
with the Acheron in its own right.” Another valuable testimony for the
practice in general is provided by the fragment of Python’s satyr-play
Agen of ca, 326 B.C. In this, mages evidently offered to call up the ghost
of Pythionice for Harpalus at a lakeside: we hear of a “reed” (kalamos)
and of something “birdless.™®

When was the nckuomanteion active! The Odyssey constitutes a termi-
nus ante for its cstablishment.” It is usually held that the Odysey as a
whole reached its final form around 650 B.c.. at the latest.”? Herodotus’s
tale of Melissa is located within the reign of Periander, around 627-587
B.C.., although the tale is not historical. Herodotus perhaps implics that
the nekuomanteion remained a going concern at his time of publication,
probably in the 420s B.C. Pausanias implicd that the nekuomanteion was
long gone when he wrote, about 150 A.n. However, Clement of Alexan-
dria, writing around A.D. 190, may have again seen it as a going concern,

*The plants might in theory rcp rather the asphodels of the und 1d plain
behind Elpenor, but they in no way resemble the modern asphodels of Greece, for which
see Murr 1890: 24043 and Baumann 1982: 63 and 68.

® Aristophanes Frogs 470-72; Aristophanes Birds 1553-64 (sce chapter 7).

* Python Agem, TrGF 91 F1. The word defined by “birdless™ is <orrupl in the manu-
xcript, which has (e)getop({a), and there is no agr a to
“mouth” {Erbsc); ochuroma, “foruress™ (Gulick); pbarmdma, “plavdorm” (?) (Fiorillo); hel-
oma, “marsh™ (Mcincke); phuteyma, “plant™ (Lumb).

* Since it is unclear whether the ‘Thesprotians originally spoke Greek, Hammond (1967:
433) raises the possibility that another language was once spoken at the onacle.

% Lobeck 1829: 316 curiously argued that the Odwey’s supposed silence about the meks-
omanteion meant that it predated it. Nekwomanteion docs not fit into a hexameter. We can
divine nothing of the prehistory of the ek ion from the p of a few M
burials on the hill of the Prod: Y, pace H ‘1967 314, 362, 369-70,
400, and 414. For denils, sec Dakaris n.d.: 19 1963b, 1972: 69, 1975: 130-51 1977a:
68-69 (with illustration), 1977b: 14041, and 1993: 27 and 31; and Donnadicu and Vi-
latte 1996: 86.
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as may Lucius Ampelius, writing in the third or fourth century AD*
Dakaris found a dump of Persephone terracottas and Corinthian pottery
from the seventh to the fifth century B.C. on the hillside 100 meters be-
neath the Prodromos monastery and its hellenistic predecessor building.
It is possible that this dump derived from a ncarby neksomanteion that
flourished in the classical period.*

Hadecs and Persephone were apparcntly the initial presiding deities. In
the Odyssey, the sitc of the sckuomanteson can be referred to succincty as
“the housc of Hades,” but it is Persephone’s prerogative in particular to
assemble and scatter the shades, and to send up Gorgon heads for con-
sulters who tarried too long. The Perscphone statuettes from the Pro-
dromos monastery site and its hill attest her importance in the immediate
area. Persephonc was, appropriately, a goddcss defined by her own su-
preme ability to return from the underworld. Plutarch’s rationalized ver-
sion of Theseus’s attempted abduction of Perscphonc is located at the
court of King Aidoncus, that is, Hadcs, king of the Molossians. The same
variant of Hades’ name may be reflected in the name of a local Christan
saint, Aidonati.® As we have scen, Hades also came to be conceived of
therc in the aspect of chthonic Zeus (cventually Zeus-Typhon in particu-
lar). Hermes perhaps becamc involved with the oracle between the com-
position of the first and second Odysey Nekwias.* Alexis’s Thesprotians
indicates he had some role at the oracle, perhaps even the major role, by
the fourth century B.C., and Aeschylus’s Psuchagogos and the Elpenor vase
indicate that this was true already in the fifth, if they have been interpre-
ted correctly. The gods of the nekuomanteson c\'cntually became known
as “Molossian gods,” even though it was in Thesprotia.

We can say little about the staff of the nckwomanteion. Acschylus’s
eponymous Psuchagogoi may reflect the oracle’s attendants. A late fifth-
century B.C. lead inquiry tablet of Zeus and Dione at Dodona intriguingly

M Herodorus 5.92 (cf. Salmon 1984: 186-230 for reign of Periander); Pausanias 9.30.6
(cf. Collard 1949: 88 and Papachatzis 1963-74: ad loc.); Clement of Alexandria Protvepti-
exs 10P (see below); Ampelius Liber memorialis 8.3.

* Daux 1959: 669; Dakaris n.d.: 19, 1960a, and 1993: 27-29; Hammond 1967: 65,
427, 436, 478, 489, and 721; van Straten 1982: 218; and Tsouvara-Souli 1983,

* Persephone marshals the shades: Homer Odxvey 10.491, 512, 534, 564; 11.47, 69,
213, 226, 386, and 635; for what it is worth, Persephone appears more frequently than
Hades on curse tablets (Gager 1992: §). Rerum of fertility goddesses from the underworld:
see =spunl.l) Bérard 1974. Aidoneus: Plutarch Thesews 31 and 35 qucphone-l(ort is d.|f

ated into a wife Phersephone and a daughter Kore. Aid
of Hagios Donatios: Jansscns 1961: 388.

* Book 24 is often regarded a5 a later “continuation” of the Odywwey: Heubeck et al.
1988-92, 3: 356-58; Sourvinou-Inwood 1995: 14; and Johnston 1999: 14; cf. also bibli-
og-aphy above for Hermes pruchopom pos.

7 Photius Lexscon s.v. theoi Mdu’uba;, and Eustathius on Homer Odysey 10.514; cf.
Plutarch Thesess 31 and 35; and Hesychius s.v. throcpss.

PP yac P!
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asks, “They shouldn’t use Dorios the pswchagigos, should they?” Did
Dorios work in the nearby nekuomanteion? But the tablet may, for all we
know, have been written by somconce from far away, and may have re-
ferred to difficulties back home.®

Homer’s account of the rites performed by Odysseus may reflect the
rites performed at the nekuomanteion.® Perhaps one had the choice of
pouring the blood directly into the lake or into a pit beside it, the latter
custom possibly infl ed by the techniques of tombside offcrings.
There are vaguc indications that ghosts were expericnced through incuba-
tion, presumably within the lakeside precinct or in an associated temple
(or on Medea’s bridge?). Homer’s ghost of Anticleia three times cvades
Odysscus’s embrace “like a shadow or a dream.” Herodotus merely says
of the ghost of Melissa that she “appeared™ (epiphaneisa). In Lucian’s
parody of this tale, admittedly not set at the nekwomanteion, we are led
to think, at one level, that Eucrates experienced the ghost of his wife
Demainete in a drcam (scc below). Ampelius says that consulters saw
visions of Zcus-Typhon himsclf* The Mclissa talc also suggests that one
could consult the neksomanteion by proxy and that one could call up the
same ghost at it twice."

Clement of Alexandria almost certainly believed that lecanomancy,
bowl divination, was used as a means of experiencing ghosts at the Ach-
eron. He dismissecs commonplaces of pagan divination:

So do not busy yourself with sanctuaries without gods or the mouths (sto-
mata) of pits full of the marvelous (feraresa) or the Thesprotian basin (lebés)
or the tripod of Cirrha or the bronze of Dodona. . . .

—Clement of Alexandria Prorepicus 10D

» Evangelidis 1935: no. 23 = Christidis et al. 1999: no. 5; cf. van Straten 1982: 215 and
218; and Johnston 1999: 62, 81, and 109. For the Dodona tablets in general, soe Parke
1967b: 18 (listing publications thitherto) and 259-73 (publication of sclect tablens); the
full corpus of 1,400 tablets d by E lidis will scon be published by Christidis. |
thank Professor Robert Parker for first bringing the Dorios tablet to my attention.

® Homer Odyssey 10.516-37 and 11.23-50; cf. Collard 1949: 172. Janssens (1961: 383
and 390-91) speculates that the custom of hurling onesclf from the Leucadian rock (Prol-
emy Chennos Bibliotheca 6, cix.} began as a rite of advance purification for those en route
to the nekuomanteion. He points to Servius on Virgil Eclggwes 8.59, “Those people were

d 10 throw th Ives from the L dian rock who cither wanted to find their
parents or wanted to be loved by those whom they loved.” For the purificatory qualities of
the sea, cf. Polyacnus Straregemars 3.11 (“To the sea, Mystai,” of the Eleusinian initiates)
and Furipides Iphigenia in Tauris 1193 (“The sea washes away all the evils of men™).

* Homer Odxey 11.207; Herodotus 5.92; Lucian Philopsendes 27 (sce chapter 11); Am-
pelius Liber memorsalis 8.3 (who has a temple of Zeus-Typhon at or even as the neksoman-
seiom; if this ever existed, it could have provided shelter for incubation).

*" Thus violating the principle of Servius on Virgil Geergics 4.502; but sec chapter 11.

C Y d by Euscbius Pr . welica 2.3.1 and p b d by Theod

P

L r L4
Grascarum affecrionum curatio 10,3,
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Further types of pagan divination follow. The “mouths of pits full of the
marvelous™ looks like a reference to Trophonius’s hole at Lebadcia. At
Delphi, near lost Cirrha, the Pythia prophesied from her tripod. Dodona
prophesicd not only from its oak tree but also from lots shaken from
bronze vessels or from the sounding of bronze vessels.” In the midst of
these references, the “Thesprotian basin™ ought to refer similarly to an
cstablished site of divination and to the object characteristic of its mode
of divination. Since Thesprotian Dodona is ruled out, the “Thesprotian
basin” can only refer to the nekwomanteion.” Tzetzes twice claims that
Odysscus’s descent to Hadcs in the Odyssey was an allegory of an original
consultation in which he interrogated the soul of Tiresias though lecano-
mancy. He also interprets Philostratus’s claim that Homer called up the
ghost of Odysscus in Ithaca by pswchagogsa as indicating that he used
Iccanomancy, and says that the origin of lecanomancy was the consulta-
tion of blood, human or animal, in a pit.* However, in all probability the
Christian tradition is misled by the partial association between necro-
mancy and lecanomancy that developed in the imperial period. It is found
in the Greek magical papyri, and is first firmly attested by Varro.*

The onc extant account of a supposedly historical consultation at the
Acheron is Herodotus’s tale of the Corinthian tyrant Periander’s evoca-
tion of the ghost of his wife Melissa:

On onc day he stripped all the women of Corinth on account of his wife
Melissa. For he sent gers to her, to Thesprotia, to the Acheron River,
to the nek on the question of the deposit of a guest-friend (xei-
nikés). Mclissa appeared and said that she would neither indicate nor declare
where the deposit lay,” for she was cold and naked. The clothes that had
been buried with her were of no usc to her because they had not been
bumed. As witness to the truth of these assertions stood the fact that Peri-
ander had thrown his loaves into a cold oven. The token was proof: he had
had sex with Mclissa’s corpse. When thesc utterances were reported back to
Periander, he at once issued an edict that all the women of Corinth should

* Trophonius: of. Butterworth 1919: ad loc. Dudona: Callisthencs FGH 124 F22a-b,
etc.; of. Bouché-Leclercq 1879-82, 2: 304~7; and cspecially Parke 1967b: 84-93.

“ Van Straten 1982: 224-26.

“* Nekuia as lecanomancy: Tzctzes Exeg. in lliadem p. 110, 5; and on | Lycophron] Alex-
andra 813; cf. Hopfner 1921-24, 2: 388; and Delatte 1932: 186. Odysscus's ghost and
lecanomancy: Tzctzes Exeg. in iadem p. 148, 7, on the basis of Philostratus Heroicus
29.5-6. Locanomancy originates in blood pit: Tzetzes Eveq. in lliadem p. 110, 5; of. Gan-
schinictz 1925: 1888.

“ See chapter 12. In the magical papyri, nec y is also exploited for the .
of gods.
** For the theme of withheld speech in iation with Periander, «f. also the Lycophron

episode, 3.50-53 (specch withheld both by Lycophron and by Periander himself).
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go out to the Heraion. So they came out as to a festival in their finest adom-
ments, but he posted his bodyguards in ambush and stripped them all alike,
frec and slave, piled their clothing up into a trench, and burned it with a
prayer to Melissa. After doing this he scnt to Melissa a second time, and she
told him where she®® had put the guest-friend’s deposit.

—Herodotus 5.92

Elscwhere we learn background details. Periander had killed his wife him-
self unintentionally in a fit of temper by kicking her or throwing a foot-
stool at her while she was pregnant. He had then burned his concubines
for driving him to it with their slander. Her rivals had presumably alleged
infidelity and allowed Periander’s obsessive and jealous desire for his wife
to do the rest. Periander’s necrophilia testifics at once to this obsession
and also to his rcpentance for the killing. Mclissa’s father Procles subse-
quently asked Periander’s son by Mclissa, Lycophron, whether he knew
who had killed his mother. The question sct father and son at variance,
with the result that Periander’s dynasty was undone.”

At one level, the tale has perhaps been constructed to make a point
about the extent of Periander’s (historical) empire. He controlled a range
of territories adjacent to the Achcron through the subordinate members
of his family: Corcyra, perhaps under Lycophron, Leucas under Pylades,
and several colonics along the coast of Epirus, Ambracia under Gorgus
and another Periander, Anactorium under Echiades, Apollonia under
Gylax, and Epidamnus under Phalius.* The range of Periander’s power
is better expressed if he is madc to deal with the oracle from Corinth
through messengers rather than to visit it in person. Periander may or
may not have dircctly controlled the actual territory in which the oracle
was situated, but it is noteworthy that the diagnostic pottery from the
scventh- to fifth-century dump on the Prodromos monastery hill is
Corinthian.*

*The 1ext is more naturally interpreted with “she” than “he” at this point: scc Stern
1989: 16. The tolkrale parallely discussed below invite the same conclusion.

® Herodorus 3. 50-53 (killing of Melissa, undoing of dynasty; see Sourvinou-Inwood
1988 on this text); Pythaenctus of Acgina FGH 299 F3; Nicuolaus of Damascus FGH 90
F58 (Periander’s erotic attachment 1o Melissa); and Diogenes Lacrtius 1.94 (concubines),
96 (women stripped specifically of their gold), and 100 (unintentional killing).

* Herod 3.53; Nicolaus of D FGH 90 F57.7; Serabo €325 and 452; Ste-
phanus of Byzantium s.w. Apollonia, Guiakeia, Plutarch Moralia 552¢; Thucydides 1.24;
Appian Civil War 2.39; Euscbius 2.88-89 Schone; and Syncellus 213b. Cf. Salmon 1984:
209-17, with further sources; and, for the Epirote colonics, Hammond 1967: 425-28 and
442. Blakesley (1854 on Herodotus 5.92) made the interesting suggestion that the tale had
originally starred the lesser Periander of Ambracia (Plutarch Morelia 768f and Arnstote
Poliries 1304a and 1311a), since Ambraca was 50 close 1o the nekuomanteion.

% Significance of messenger: cf. Clark 1979: 71-72. Pottery: Dakaris 1960a; and Ham-
mond 1967: 65, 427, 436, 478, 489, and 721.
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The tale is rich in its mythological and folktale elements.? Mclissa has
a speaking name that consists of the word “bee™ (melissa/ melitra).”® Like
cicadas, bees had a number of associations significant for necromancy:
they werc held to emerge from the carcasses of dead humans or animals;
they were thought to live in caves; they had prophetic powers of their
own, and had notably revealed the quasi-necromantic oracle of Tropho-
nius. Swarms of ghosts were even visualized as swarms of bees in necro-
mantic contexts.” Anothcr Corinthian Melissa, an old woman to whom
Persephone’s mother Demeter had entrusted her rites, was destroyed, like
Periander’s wife, by the envy of her peers, who tore her apart. Demeter
accordingly caused bees to be born from her body, in a sort of ghostly
resurrection.® Melissa was also a common title for priestesses of Demeter
and Persephone.™ Did Periander’s Melissa the bee have a comparable role
at the Acheron to that of Tettix the cicada at Tainaron? Stern goces so far
as to arguc that Melissa is actually a demythologized version of the patron
goddess Perscphone. In the Mesopotamian myth that parallels the Greek
myth of Hades’ abduction of Perscphone, the fertility goddess Inanna/
Ishtar descends to the underworld shedding a picce of clothing at each of
the underworld gates before temporarily dying there. Stern sees Mclissa as
in origin an Inanna-like Perscphone who must have her clothing restored
if she is to be warmed up to produce the fruits of the carth (therc is,
however, no indication that Inanna cver recovered her clothing).” At any

% For a treatment of some aspects of the tale not covered here, sce Ogden 1997: 92-93
(a stmcmnl analysis); cf. also duBois 1988: 112- 13 and Toraux 1993: 7-8. Note the
links b Dionysius II's ituting and ing of the Locrian
women at a festival of Aphrodite to ﬁnd their money (Iumn 21.3), the supposedly Babylo-
nian custom of prostituting women at the temple of Aphrodite’s counterpare Mylnm (cf
Melirta; Herodotus 1.199; Stem 1989), and the th dp of the Corinthi
Aphmdm temple (Strabo C378).

s Laertius 1.94 says her original name was Lysida. Bee motifs appear clsewhere
in Perander’s family. His father Cypsclus was 5o called for having been hidden from assas-
sins as a baby in a ceramic bechive (kypeel?): Herodotus 5.92; Roux 1963.

* Carcasses: Heradotus 5.114 (human head) and Virgil Georgics 4.317-558 (Bugonia).
Caves: Homer Ifiad 2.87 and 12.156. Prophetic powers: Aristotle Hispory of Ammlr
627b10; cf. Larson 1995b: 354—57. Trophonius: P: ias 9.40 and Scholiast Ari
Clouds 506. Swarms: Sophocles F879 TrGF/Pearson; Acschylus Prwchagaogoi F2733 TrGPR,
and Virgil Aeseid 6.706. Bees, too, like cicadas, were beloved of the Muses: Varro De re
rustica 3.16: cf. Cook 1895: passim; Bodson 1975: 20-43; and Davies and Kathirithamby
1986: 51, 6468, and 72.

* Servius on Virgil Aeneid 1.430.

* Blakesley 1854 on Herodotus 5.92; Weniger 1884-1937a and 1884-1937b; Cook
1895: 5 and 14-17; Will 1955: 242; Davies and Kathirithamby 1986: 70; Loraux 1993:
28-30; and Larson 1995b: 352-54.

¢ Stern 1989. For the Mesopotamian myth, see Clark 1979: 15-19. Weber (1930: 21-
27; of. Dale 1954: x) similarly argued that the tale of the return of Alcestis was also in origin
one of a retuming fertility goddess.
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rate, it seems that Melissa may be have been more than an ordinary ghost
at the nekuomanteion.

The Melissa tale closely resemblces that of Pausanias and Cleonice: in
both cases the men kill the women they love accidentally in an instinctive
cmotional rcaction; in both cases they call up her ghost at a snekuoman-
teion. Pausanias’s goal had been to placate Cleonice. Although Herodotus
does not present this as Periander’s initial goal in calling up Melissa, the
act of placation she then requests in the burning of the clothes constitures
the focus of his narrative.”® There is no indication that Melissa’s ghost
had been actively vengeful like Cleonice’s, unless we see its hand in her
father Procles’ disastrous question to Lycophron about her killing. The
act of placation may also have included the setting up of a (single) “re-
placement” statuc of her. Diogenes Lacrtius tells that Periander stripped
the Corinthian women of their gold in order to make a statue from it for
Olympia in fulfillment of a vow.”

Herodotus may indicate thar the tradition upon which he drew for the
Meclissa tale included a hexameter account in the heavily dactylic phrase
that translates as “ . . . into a trench and burncd it with a prayer to Me-
lissa.”® ‘T'he story-type can perhaps be traced back almost to the time of
Periander himself. Strabo makes elliptical reference to a tale that he tenta-
tively ascribes to Stesichorus {florwst ca. 600-550 8.C.). In this, an un-
named tyrant of Corinth was betrothed to Rhadine, but she was loved by
her cousin. The tyrant killed them both and dispatched their bodics from
Corinth in a chariot, but then repented and had their bodies brought
back for burial*' Again, sexual jealousy led to a hasty killing, to be fol-
lowed by regret and a rectification of burial.

Another tradition relating to the young Periander aligns itself with the
Cleonice tradition in a different way. Parthenius tells how Periander’s
own mother Cratcia (*Power”) fell in love with him and deccived him
into having sex with her regularly in a darkened room. Keen to discover
the identity of his sccret lover, Periander hid a lamp in the room and
brought it out when his lover arrived. In horror at the discovery, he leapt
at his mother to kill her, but was restrained from so doing by a demonic
apparition (dgimonion phasma). As a result, he went mad and began to
kill his citizens, while his mother committed suicide.”? As in the Clconice

 Macan 1895: ad loc. The placatory function of the clothes-burning is more explicit at
Diogenes Lacrtius 1.100 (and in the parody of Lucian Phslopsesdes 27); the burning of the
concubines at Diogenes Lacrtius 1.94 is in some respects a doubler.

* Diogenes Lacrtius 1.96; Ephorus FGH 70 F178; sce chapter 7 (and cf. chapter 11)
for “replacement™ statues.

® Stemn 1989: 15-16, finding the original in cydic epic; How and Wells {1912: ad loc.)
find it in the work of the Athenian diviner Lampon.

 Stesichorus F278 Campbell = Strabo C347,

 Parthenius Eronic pathemasa 17. The tale is alluded to by Plutarch { Moralia 146) and
Diogenes Laertius (1.96), who cites Aristippus’s first book, On Anciens Luxury. That tyrants
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tale, we have the clements of illicit scx, a lamp instigating the action, the
malc partner passionately lashing out with a sword, the (cventual) death
of the woman partner, a §host or something akin thereto, and the ensu-
ing madness of the man.

‘Two comparative Jewish traditions also enhance our understanding of
the Melissa tale. First, the Talmud tclls how ZeZraj gave an innkeeper
money to keep safe for him, but returned to find her dead. He went to
her grave to ask her where it was. Her ghost told him that it was under
the door-hingc and asked him to bring her offerings.*

Second, Josephus tells of Herod the Great’s obscssive love for his wife
Mariamme 1. But his mother and sistcr (rival womenfolk) hated her for
her haughtiness and slandcred her before Herod with the allegation that
they knew would most afflict him: adultery. In a fit of anger, he had her
killed, togcther with her supposcd lover, and then immediately repented
it. In a distracted statc hc would speak to her as if still alive. The Hebrew
traditions preserve another intriguing detail: Herod had Mariamme’s
corpsc preserved in honey for scven years while he had sex with it.* In

should have sex with their mothers was a productive theme. Oedipus Tyrammas (etc. ) aside,
the Athenian tyrant Hippias dreamed of sex with his mother (6.107). Another Corinthian,
Diocles, was so disgusted by his mother’s incestuous passion for him that he abandoned the
city {Arnistotle Poligics 1274a). Cf. Loraux 1993: 22.

* In the Pausanias 3.17 version of the Cleonice tale, she accidentally knocks over a burn-
ing lamp as she approaches Pausanias’s bed; in the Plutarch Moralia 555¢ version, she asks
the servants to remave the Iamp out of modesty, and she therefore blindly bumps into the
1 d. Does {on which sce below) lurk here? The tale of
l"emnd:r and his mother, lamp and all, also bles, in addition to Apulcius’s tale of
Cupid and Psyche (Metamorphoses, esp. 5.22-23), Ovid’s tale of Myrrha ( Zmyrna) and
Cinyras (Metamorphoses 10.298-502, esp. 472-75; f. Apollodorus Bibliotheca 3.14.4;
Hyginus 58; and Liberalis 34), in which a daughter seduces her father. In this tale, too, 2
sword is hastily drawn. There are also indirece similarities with the tales of Philinnion
(Phlegon of I'ralles Mirabilia 1) and Laodamcia (sce chapter 11); cf. Hansen 1980: 76.

™ Talmud Rerachot 18b. Cf. two Christian examples: Augustine (De cura gerunds pro
morsuss 13) tells how a man dics after paying off a debt. The opportunist creditor attempts
to dun his son for the moncy a second time. The father’s ghost appears to the son to locate
the receipt for him. See Russell 1981. Apophthegmars Samcni Macarii at PG 34.244-45
tells how a husband dies after receiving moncy from a guest-friend and hiding it for him.
‘When his widow cannot produce the moncy, she is threatened with slavery. Macarius con-
soles her and prays to the dead man at his grave and interrogates him. He is told the moncey
is under the leg of the bed, and there it is indeed found. See Ganschinietz 1929, A similar
motf appears to underlic Virgil Aemeid 1.353-59, where the ghast of Sychacus discloses
hidden treasure to his widow Dido.

* Joscphus Jewish War 1.436-44 and Jewish Antiguisies 15.202-52; at 241 Joscphus
may make a conscious joke when he tells thar Hernd threw parties “to distract himself” (eis
pouchagigian) from calling upon Mariamme discordantly; Talmud Bab., Bada Ratra 3b and
Kiddouschin 70b; Sifra on Dewseronomy 22.22; cf. Reinach 1907 (dcliberating, inconclu-
sively, whether we arce dealing with a folktale held in common berween two cultures or a
Greck tale that penctrated Jewish tradition) and Nenci 1994 on Herodotus 5.92. For the
more historical Mariamme, see Schalit 1969: 566-88 and Kokkinos 1998: 211-14.
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the light of this, the conjunction of Periander’s necrophilia and Melissa’s
bee-name strongly suggests that he was believed to have treated her
corpse in exactly the same way. The Greeks used honey as a general pre-
servative, and in particular made usc of it when they wished to embalm
their dead. “There are several Spartan examples of this: the body of King
Agesipolis was returned to Sparta preserved in honey; that of Agesilaus
was returned in wax only for the want of honcy; Clcomenes’ prescrvation
of the head of Archonides in honey is discussed in chapter 13. Other
Greck traditions preserve a link between honey, resurrection, and nccro-
mancy. Thus the Cretan king Minos’s son Glaucus disappeared and died
by falling into a pot of honey. Polyidus (“the much seeing”), commis-
sioned by the king to find him, was led to the jar by a dream. Minos then
ordered Polyidus to restore the boy to life, and, when he could not, had
him immured with him in his tomb. A snake then brought and demon-
strated a magic herb, which Polyidus used to resurrect Glaucus. The
honey was evidently integral to the resurrection, for the summary proverb
said, “Glaucus drank honey and rosc again.””

A third tradition, from Roman culture, can be aligned here, too. Nero
supposedly kicked his wife Poppaea Sabina to death in a fit of temper
during her pregnancy in A.D. 65, before having her body stuffed and
embalmed. He, too, was said to have had sex with his mother, Agrip-
pina.® (Nero's associations with necromancy arc discussed in chapter 10.)

We can identify a parody of the Mclissa tale. In Lucian’s Philopseudes
(sccond century A.D.), Eucrates consoles himself for his wife Demaincte’s
death by reading Plato’s Phaedo on his couch. Her ghost appears by his
side and complains that one of her favorite slippers has not been burned
with her, because it has lain hidden under a chest. Eucrates tangibly em-
braces his wifc, but then she disappears when a Maltese lapdog barks
underneath the couch. The slipper (like the deposit) is found where she
said it was and burned. Here the themes of the recovery of the lost item

* Honey embalming at Sparta: Xenophon Heflenica 5.3.9 (Agesipolis);, Diodorus 15.93;
Plutarch Agesilans 50; and Nepos Mmlmu 8.7 (Agesilaus). Sce ako Lucnnux 3.889 (for
:llc pnnc:pk), TAM 49 (Bocthus of Tarsus in fi v B.C. Teh ); | Calisth |

3.34 (Al der the Great). Cf. Robert-Tormow 1893; Pritchett 1985:

241; and Richer 1994: 71.

¥ Hyginus Fabula 136 (myth) and Apostolius 5.48 CPG (proverb); cf. Cook 1898: 11;
Furtwingler 1900, 3: 253; Willetes 1959; Clark 1979: 25-26; Davies and Kathirithamby
1986: 68-69; and Palagia 1988, with the sources cited there. The myth is portrayed on
scveral third-century B.C. Etruscan gems. See Burkert 1972: 163-64; and M. L. West 1983:
149 fot Poly-dus as a shaman. Asclepius was also credited with the resurrcction of Glaucus:
see at Fdclstein and Edelstein 1945: T70-72, 75, and 81, Scc further chapter
13 on Cleamenes and the head of Archonides.

“ Tacitus Anmals 16.6; Suctonius Nevo 35; and Dio Cassius 62.28; of. Pliny Naswral
History 12.83; sec Cumont 1949: 47; Volpilhac 1978: 286, Ameling 1986b; Holzrattner
1995: 128-132; and chapter 10.
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and the rectification of inadequate burial arc rolled into one. The tribute
to Herodotus becomes explicit in the Maltese (Melsrason) designation of
the dog (cf. Melissa/Melirta). The tale is delightfully ambivalent: a true
visit from an unscttled ghost, suddenly called back to the underworld by
Cerberus, “the dog . . . underncath,” and warden of souls? Or does Eu-
crates merely sleep (relaxed on the couch, boring book) and drcam (on
the book’s themc), suddenly to be awakened by the bark of a real dog?®

* Lucian: Philopseudes 27; ¢f. Felton 1999: 78,



CHAPTER 5

THE AVERNUS NEKUOMANTEION

HE nckuomanteson at Lake Avernus near Cumae in Campania

receives the most artention in ancient literature, yet remains the

most clusive. The carlicst extant reference to it is a fragmentary
one of Sophocles (floruit 468—406 B.C.), who referred to it as “a nekso-
manteson in/on a Tyrsenian [i.c., Italian] lake,” and who probably dc-
scribed it as birdless.! Strabo and Diodorus also apply the term nekwo-
manteion to Avernus, and Servius perhaps implics a similar designation in
referring to necromantia in connection with the lake. The same implica-
tion would follow if Laberius's mimes Lacus Avernus and Necyomantsa
are to be identified (Labcrius’s floywsz was the carlier first century B.C.).
If Crantor of Soli took his fictional Elysius of Terina, a city in southern
Ttaly, to the Avernus oracle, then it may also have been known as a psucho-
manteson (scc chapter 6). Maximus of Tyre refers less specifically to a
mantcion antron, an oracular cave, at the lake.?

From at least the late sixth century B.C., a tradition began to flourish
that located Odysseus’s wanderings along the west coast of Italy. The
colony of Circeii, mentioned in the Carthaginian treaty of 508 B.C., was
reputcdly founded in the reign of Tarquinius Superbus (ca. 543-510
B.C.). It occupied a promontory, halfway between Rome and Cumae, that
was considered to have once been Circe’s island. Odysscus’s cup was later
displayed there. Ar about the time of Circeii’s foundation, a few lines were

' Sophocles ¥748 TrGE/Pearson = Bekker Anecdata gracca 414.3; cf. Esymalogicum mag-
num s.v. Aormos and Fustachius on Homer Odysey 10.514. Avernus was both a lake (limn2)
and a harbor (fimen), which results in some confusion in these Byzantine notes, so, too, in
Hesychius and Zonaras s.v. Aomos; cf. Clark 1979: 65~67. The possibility that these
sources may attest an additional wekuomanseion in Etruria was dismissed in chaprer 2. Radt
(TrGF ad loc.} raises the possibility that the Sophacles in question was not the tragedian
but Sophocles Grammaticus.

2 Srrabo C244; Diodorus 4.22; Servius on Virgil Aeweid 6.107. Laberius: fragments at
Bonaria 1956: 47 and 52-65. Crantor's Elysius: Cicero Tusculan Disputasions 1.115; Plu-
tarch Moralia 109¢c~d; and Gresk Anrhology appendix 6 no. 235; of. Rohde 1925: 186 n.
23; and Luck 1985: 209; sce chapter 6. We cannot be sure from Eustathius’s gloss of the
term nekuomanteion as applied 1o Avernus with the term pruchopompion (Eustathius on
Homer Odysey 10.514) that this latter term was also applied to Avernus in antiquity. Max-
imus of Tyre 8.2.
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being interpolated into Hesiod’s Theggony to make Agrius and Latinus,
Odysscus’s sons by Circe, rulers among the Tyrrhenians.*

The underworld entrance to which Odysseus had sailed from Circe’s
island was casily found. The configuration of the Acheron neksomanteion
requircd that it be a lake. Avernus, beside Cumae, the very point at which
Greek colonists had first penctrated the Italian mainland, ca. 760 B.C,
was an idcal candidate (fig. 9). It was a flooded volcanic crater. Its steep
rim was covered in thick, dark trees. Its environs, the Phlegracan (“fiery™)
ficlds, offercd further volcanocs, fumaroles, mephitic gases, and hot springs
galore. The surrounding soft tufa rock abounded in caves, natural and
man-made.’ Even the lake’s name secmed appropriate: the Italic form
Avernus, ironically signifying “place of birds” by etymology (cf. Latin
av-is, “bird™; -ernus, productive suffix), was taken into Greek as Aornos
and thus casily read as signifying “birdless” (cf. a-privative; ornis, “bird”).
The lake, it was cxplained, emitted gases of its own, and these were fatal
to birds (similar stories attached also to another Campanian lake, Amp-
sanctus). And, like the birds, even Icaves falling from its surrounding trees
avoided the lake. Appropriatcly, the “Achcrusian lake™ itself was also
manifest in the area: the name is variously said to have been applied cither
to Gulf Lucrinus or to the nearby Lake Fusaro, or even to Avernus itself.
Indeed, Avernus was so obviously an cntrance to the underworld that it
may itsclf have been the chief inspiration of the project to map Odysseus’s
wanderings onto the west of Iealy.’

* Odysscus on west of lealy: Phillips 1953 (important); and of. Martin 1984: 18-25,
Circeii: Livy 1.56 (cf. Ogilvie 1965: ad loc.); Polybius 3.22 (treaty; f. Walbank 1957: ad
loc.); and Strabo €232 (cup); f. Hardic 1969: 15 and 33 and 1977: 283; and Castagnoli
1977: 73-75. Hesiod: Theggony 1015-18; West (1966: ad loc.) dates the lines to ca. 550-
500. Another important early reference to Odysscus in the west of Italy is Hellanicus (ca.
480-395 B.C.) FGH 4 F84. Scc Hardic 1977: 283 for a weak argument that Odysseus had
been sent to the west of [taly by Stesichorus (florsir ca. 600-550).

* The modern Avernus and adjacent fumaroles are superbly illustrated at Monti 1980:
4-15 and 26-27. Servius on Virgil Aeneid 6.197 explains (fantastically) that Avernus is only
illumined by the sun at midday, when it is directly overhead, so steep is its rim; the Orphic
Argonastica 1120—42 extends the principle to the entire Phlegracan ficlds area, confining
it beneath steep mountains.

* Etymology of Avernus: for the productive suffix—ermas in lralic place-names, cf. Faler-
nus, Liternum, Privernum, Salernum, Tifernum, ctc.; cf. Austin 1977 on Virgil Aeweid
6.239 and Castagnoli 1977: 47. Avernus as birdless: Heraclides of Pontus F128ab Wehrdi;
Timacus FGH 566 FS7 (= Antigonus Historiac mirabiles 152 | 168}, denying the tradition);
Lucretius 6.740—46 (denying the tradition); Strabo C244; Virgil Aeneid 6.237-42 (includ-
ing prubable inrerpolation) with Servius ad loc.; Silius Italicus Pumica 12.120-29; [Aris-
mﬂz] Mirabilium umlumm 95, B38a5; and Scholiast [Lycophron| Alexandra 704.

Cicero On Di ions 1.36; Pliny Natwra! History 2.208 (also for the goddess
Mcphms), and Servius on Aeneid 7.563; cf. Ganschinietz 1919: 2383 and 2386-87. Aver-
nus’s leaves: Bekker Anecdora gracca 414.3; Esymologicum magmum s.v. Aornos; Eustathius
on Homer Odxyey 10.514. The local “Acherusian lake™: Strabo C243 and 245.
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9. Lake Avernus. RAF air photograph, British Schoal at Rome archive
23 S 64 = 3031. € British School at Rome.

The Sophocles nekuomanteion fragment may be the carliest trace of the
rransferal of Odysseus’s necromancy to Avernus, if it derived from his
Odyssens Acanthoplex. Odysscus’s interview with Tiresias, in which the
prophet told him that he would be killed by his own son, had probably
taken place before the action of the play. Odysscus suspected Telemachus,
bur was killed with a spear tipped with the barb of a roach {*death from
the sea™) by Telegonus, his son by Circe. Even so, Thesprotia continued
to figure heavily in this play: its fragments refer no less than four times to
Dodona.® The first author certainly to have located Odysseus’s necro-

® Suphocles F453—61 TrGF/Pearson. Cf. the role of Dodona in Odysseus's lying version
of his joumey of divination ar Homer Odyssey 14.316-33 and 19.287-99. [However, Hol
zinger 1895 gave the nekuomanteion fragment rather to the Exrvalus. Those who believe
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mancy at Avernus is Ephorus (ca. 405-330 8.C.); many followed thereaf-
ter” Heracles probably brought up Cerberus at Avernus, too. This may
have been true for Sophocles if his reference to “Cerberians” was made
in the Odysseus Acanthoplex, and the notion may have been entertained
by Ephorus, if he did indeed refer to the oracle as “Cerberian™ as well as
a “Cimmerian,” presumably participating in the familiar debate between
the two terms.” Aencas was taken to Avernus in Odysseus’s footsteps first
by Naevius, so far as we can tell, and most famously by Virgil”

There was a healthy tradition that the nekuomanzeion had in the remote
past consisted of or included an underworld cave within the crater of the
lake. The Augustan Strabo gives us a rich, extended account of the lake
and its necromantic associations, a significant part of which derives from
Ephorus:

[C244] . . . Before me people used to tell the myth that the Homeric Nek-
uia episode took place in Avernus (en £9i Aornds). And they tell us that there
was a neksomanteion there and that Odysscus came to it. The gulf of Aver-
nus is deep close to shore and has a good entrance. It has the size and nature
of a harbor, but it cannot be used as a harbor because in front of it lies Gulf
Lucrinus, which is large and shallow. Avcrnus is shut in by stecp beetling
banks that overhang it from all sides except for the entrance. Now they have
been worked hard and cultivated, but formerly they were covered over with
a wild wood of black and impenctrable trees. These made the gulf into a
home for shades, because of supenstition. The locals used to tell another
myth that birds that flew over the gulf fell into the water, because they were
destroyed by gases that came off it, as in plowtonia. They took this place for
a ploutonion, and they believed that the Cimmerians lived there. Those who
had sacrificed in advance and intended to propitiate the underworld powers
sailed into it.' There were priests to guide one through the process, who

Aeschylus’s Pswehagegos was set at Avernus (sce chapter 4) may wish to make this the fint
trace of the tradition of Odysscus at Avernus (this play, incidentally, had a diffcrent version
of Odysseus’s death: see below). Bérand 1930: 134 (<f. 1927) argued that Odysscus’s con-
sultation had been set at Avernus from the first;, consra, Clark 1979: 64 and 68.

7 Ephorus FGH 70 Fl34a-b; [Lycophron| Alexandra 681-707; |Scymnus| Perigesis
236-44; Strabo C243-46; Pliny Naswral History 3.6] (based on the reference to Cimmeri-
ans); Silius Italicus Puwnses 12.113-37; Maximus of Tyre 8.2; Dio Cassius 48.50.4; Scrvius
on Virgil Aeweid 6.107; and Festus p. 43 M.

4 Sophacles F1060 TrGF/Pcarson; cf. Phillips 1953: 56 n. 29; and Clark 1979: 65.
Ephorus FGH 70 Fl34b = [Scymnus] Pericgesis 236—43 (pp. 205-6); cf. Muller 1882: ad
loc. Lucian { Dialogues of the Dead 12) has Heracles subjecting Avernus. For Heracles® other
works in the area, sce | Lycophron | Alexandrs 681-707; Diodorus 4.22; and Strabo C245
(guoted below).

¥ Nacvius Panic War F12 Strzlecki, and Virgil Aeneid 6.237-42.

' Thus, mcaningfully, the Greek text as it stands in the manuscripts, with prothusameno,
aorist, and hilasomenoi, future. Editors like to emend to #il % “and had propitiated
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managed the place under contract (ergolabekoton). There is a source there
of drinkable water by the sca, but all kept back from this, considering it to
be the water of the Styx. And the oracle is situated somewhere there (ensan-
tha)." And they took the hot springs nearby, and the Acherusian lake, to be
evidence of Pyriphlegethon.

Ephorus, assigning the place to the Cimmerians, says that they live in
underground houses, which they call argil/ai (clay-houscs), and that they
visit each other through tunncls, and that they receive strangers visiting the
oracle, which is situated a long way under the carth, He says that they live
on the profits of the mines and the consulters of the oracle, and the king
who decreed contributions to them. He says that there is an ancestral cus-
tom for those who live around the oracle, that they should never sec the
sun, but that they should come out of their holes at night. It was for this
reason, he says, that the poct said of them that “nor ever docs the shining
sun look on them.” [C245] He says, huwever, that these people were later
destroyed by a king, when a divination did not succeed for him, but that
the oracle still remains, removed to another place.

These are the things people before me have said, but now that the wood-
land around Avernus has been cut down by Agrippa, and the land has been
built up, and an underground tunnel has been cut from Avernus to Cumae,
all those things have been shown to be mere myths. Cocceius, who made
this tunnel and also the one to Naples from Dicacarchia near Baiac, perhaps
followed the tale [ have just told about the Cimmerians, possibly because he
considered it traditional to the area that its roads should be through tunncls.
Gulf Lucrinus broadens out until Baiae. It is divided from the open sea by
an carthwork eight stades long and of the breadth of a wagon road. They
say that Heracles built this, when he was driving the cattle of Geryvon. But
it would allow waves over the top in storms, so that it was not casy to walk
along, and so Agrippa built it up further. It allows only light boats to enter.
It is useless for mooring, but it provides a plentful catch of oysters. And
some say that this is actually the Acherusian lake, but Artemidorus says that
Avernus itself is the Acherusian lake."” They say that Baiae is named after
Baios, onc of the companions of Odysscus, and 50, too, Miscnum. Next
come the headlands around Dicacarchia and the city itself. It was formerly a
port-town of Cumae, situated on a bank, but during Hanaibal’s campaign
the Romans colonized it and renamed it Puteoli after the wells (Latin putes).
But others say that they named it after the stench (Latin pueeo) from the

,” after Enstarhius. But as we sec from the cases of Pausanias and Cleonice, propitiation
of the dead was a key function of necromancy; see chapter 15.

' In context, “there™ must mcan “in Lake Avernus.” Paget (1967a: 102) read the term
closcly with the i diatel! fe to the drinkable Styx by the sea, and thus
licensed his identification of the Bajac tunnels as the meksomenteion.

" Artemidorus of Ephesus, florust ca. 104-101 B.c.
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waters that occupy the whole arca as far as Baiae and Cumae, because it is
full of sulphur and fire and hot waters. Some say that the territory of Cumae
was called Phlegra because of this and that it is the thunderbolt-inflicted
wounds of the fallen giants that send up such projections of fire and water.
. .. [€246] There lics immediatcly above the city the forum of Hephacstus,
a plain shut in by very fiery banks, which have somewhat stinking vents
everywhere. The plain is full of swept sulphur.
—Strabo C244-46, including Ephorus FGH 70 F134a'

The linked fragment of Ephorus preserved by Ps.-Scymnus, who wrote
ca. 90 B.C., speaks of a “Cerberian underground oracle™ at Avernus."
The claim that the cave-oracle had been moved from Avernus after its
destruction probably served primarily to cxplain why there was no sign of
it in the crater. It is possible that Ephorus neither said nor knew to where
the oracle had been moved.'®

Diodorus, writing a little before Strabo, tells that Avernus was of an
unbelievable depth, and similarly says that there had been a nekuoman-
teion there that had been destroyed long ago. Diodorus does not explic-
itly mention a cave, but the fact of the nekuomanteion’s destruction and
the parallelism with Strabo imply that this is what he had in mind."* The
most famous description of the cave is that of Virgil, referring back to the
mythical age of Acncas:

There was a deep cave, huge with vast gape, rugged, safe becausc of the
black lake and the darkaess of the groves. Over this lake no flying creatures
could stretch their wings without paying the price. Such an exhalation, pour-
ing itself out, carried itsclf above the vault of the sky trom the black jaws
[whence the Greeks called the place “Aornos” by name]."”

—Virgil Aencid 6.237-42

Virgil then tells that after performing the necromantic rites, the Sibyl
threw herself into the “open(ed) cave™ (antro. . . aperto). This may sug-

'# Strabo asserts the identification of these Campanian places with Odysseus’s underworld
consultation also at C26. Same of this material is recycled by Servius on Virgil Aemeid
3.442, 6.107, and Georgics 2.162, and much of it by Eustathius on Homer Odysrey
10.514-15 and 11.14. Cf. Hardic 1977: 281. “The poct” is Homer: Odyssey 11.15-16.

" Ephorus FGH 70 F134b apud [Scymnus] Pericgesis 236—43, GGM pp. 205-6.

¥ Cf. Hardie 1969: 15 and 33; and Clark 1979: 70. It seems unlikely that he believed
that it was transferred to the “Sibyl’s cave™ beside the Cumaean acropolis, as Collard (1949:
93) and Parke and McGing (1988: 92) belicve, since this is unlikely to have been created
by the ime Ephorus wrote, and even then it appcars to have been defensive rather than
oracular in origin: sec below.

" Diodorus 4.22.

" “I'he last line is usually considered an interpalation to make Virgil’s folk-etymological
explanation of the Greek name of the lake crassly explicic.
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gest that the rites had magically opened up a finite cave all the way to
the underworld. Silius Italicus’s Scipio finds the Sibyl waiting to perform
necromancy for him deep inside a “Stygian cave” fronted by a “Tartarean
mouth” that “belches out the bitter marsh of Cocytus.” The ostensible
historical sctting of this episode is 212 B.c:., but we can hardly conclude
from this that a cave existed in Avernus at this time: the cpisode is a mere
dutiful reworking of Virgilian epic material. As we have seen, Maximus of
Tyre (florust sccond century A.D.) also speaks of a “cave oracle™ (manteion
antron) in Avernus, but for him, too, the existence of this was long in
the past.”®

The notion that there had been a cave-ncksomanseion at Avernus may
be implied also by the beautiful Esquiline frescoes (now in the Vatican
Library) thar tell the story of the Odyssey. These were painted ca. 40 B.CC,,
on the model of an carlicr set, ca. 150 B.c."® If the artist had any actual
location for Odysscus’s necromancy in mind as he painted, it was presum-
ably Avernus. The “continuous narrative” takes us from Odysscus’s ship
moored offshore through a natural rock archway. As we come through
the arch, we meet a marshy lake. Here Odysseus speaks with the ghost of
Tircsias. The close relationship between the lake and the sea, no doubt
imposed in any casc by the need to compress the visual “narrative,” none-
theless vagucly evokes the view across Avernus and the sea beyond it from
its north rim, looking out toward Miscnum. The rock arch surely repre-
sents a cave cnrrance, the rest of the cave having been cut away to allow
us to sec inside.

It is hardly surprising that there is (still) now no sign of any cave suit-
able for a neckummanteion within the crater of Avernus. By contrast, the
Agrippan works in Avernus mentioned by Strabo, the tunnel of Cocceius
from the lakc to Cumac, and a tunnel on the south side of the lake now
known crroneously as the Groma della Sibslla are plain to scc.” It has
been suggested that Virgil’s description of the sekwomanteion cave was
inspired by these works, but this scems unlikely given that the tradition
of the cave within Avernus had thrived for at least four hundred years
before them. The myth that there had been a cave was perhaps inspired

" Viegil Aeneid 6.262 (cf. Clark 1979: 187 and Smiley 1948: 101-2); Silius ltalicus
Punica 13.421-29 (cf. also 894}; Maximus of Tyre 8.2.

h hefeu-Meynier 1968: 233; B 1983: 82; Polline 1986: 185-90; Ling 1991:
109-10; and Buitron and Cohen 1992: 99.

® Tunnel of Cocceius: Castagnoli 1977: 69-70; De Caro and Greco 1981: 76 -78; Pa-
gano ct al. 1982: 295-96; and Amalfitano c1 al. 1990: 177-78 {and 166-67 for a conve-
nicnt plan of archeological sites round the rim of Avernus). Grosta della Sibatla: Phillips
1953: 62-63; Maiun 1963: 155-57; Pagano ct al. 1982: 296-319; and Amalfitano ct al.
1990: 174-75.
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by the presence of caves at some other nekuomantesa, such as Heracleia
and Tainaron.”

Even for the sources that speak of a (former) cave in Avernus, the
significance of the connection of the lake itself with the underworld re-
mains strong. It is likely that the ghosts were held to emerge from the
lake alongsidc its supposed mephitic vapors. (This will be readily accepred
by those who in any casc locate Aeschylus’s Pswchagogoi at Avernus.) As
in the case of the Acheron, the point is worth harping on because of the
prevalence of the contrary assumption. Cicero quotes an unknown Latin
poem in describing Avernus: “From where souls are called up in dark
shade from the open mouth of deecp Acheron with pourcd/false/salt
blood, ghosts of the dead.” Propertius gives a short list of icons of true
prophecy: hieroscopy, augury, and “the dead shadc (umbra) that comes
forth from magic watcrs.” The key term here is contrived to be ambiva-
lent between necromantic lecanomancy and lakeside necromancy. Noth-
ing tics the reference explicitly to Avernus, but this lake was clearly the
default site for necromancy for one working in the Latin poctical tradi-
tion. Apuleius makes use of an informative simile. The witch Pampbhile,
who has necromantic powers among others, practices lychnomancy with a
lamp her husband ironically calls a “Sibyl.” The narrator Lucius describes
himself as casting his cyes onto her face in terror just as if he were looking
into Lake Avernus. In the late antique Orphic Argonautica, the souls of
the newly dead travel in the opposite direction, down to the underworld,
through the lake.” Curiously, Silius Italicus implies that ghosts rosc up
not from the waters of Avernus but, quite appropriately from a Thesp-
rotian point of view, from the waters of the ncarby “Acherusian lake™
(i.c., presumably, Gulf Lucrinus or Lake Fusaro):

Neighboring [Avernus] is a marsh, which is said to provide passage to the
waters of Acheron. It opens up vawning abysses full of water and dreadful
gaping holes in the carth, and sometimes it upsets the ghosts with unex-
pected daylight.

—Silius Italicus Pusica 12.126-29

Avernus is the only nckuomanteson among the “big four™ with which
no record of an ostensibly historical consultation can be associated. The
closest we come is Livy’s remark that Hannibal prctended that he was
going to sacrifice at Lake Avernus (per speciem sacrificands) as a blind for
a surprisc attack on Putcoli in 214 B.C. Given the notional location of

 Eitrem 1945; 92 and Clark 1979: 187 and 204. Virgil's description inspired by Agnp-
pa's works: Pagano ct al. 1982: 323. Collard (1949: 93-94) insists that the cave was once
a reality.

2 Cicero Tusculan Disputasions 1.37 (sec chapter 11 for the disputed reading); Proper-
tius 4.1.103-9 (cf. Tuper 1976: 24-25 for the ambivalence); Apuleius Mezamorpbuoses 2.11;
Orphic Argonautica 1120-42.
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the sacrifice, it is possible that its purported function was necromantic.
Underworld-related cult practice at Avernus may be tangibly attested for
late antiquity. A Capuan inscription of A.0. 387 listing the city’s feasts
and festivals, the Feriale Capuanum, prescribes for 27 July a profectio
ad inferias Averni, apparently a “procession to the underworld places
of Avernus,” although the reading of infersas, “undcrworld places,” is
insccure.®

Our sourccs for the identity of the patron deity at Avernus agree that
she was female but are otherwise vague and contradictory, perhaps indi-
cating that there was no continuous cult there: Ps.-Lycophron and Dio-
dorus offer Persephone, Virgil Hecate-'I'rivia. Dio Cassius (third century
A.D.) tells that a statuc of a female deity, who may or may not have been
Calypso, overlooked the lake, and that she sweated during Agrippa’s al-
terations.* An unconvincing casc has been made for Hera. A bronze disc,
apparently an oracular sors or “lot” for cleromancy, and probably from
Cumac, is inscribed with Greek script of the mid-seventh century or carly
sixth century .. It reads, depending on decipherment and intepretation,
cither “Hera docs not allow a supplementary consultation of the oracle”
(Guarducci, Jeffrey) or “Hera docs not allow consultation of the oracle
in the morning/Spring” (Renchan). Renchan insists that if Hera was
oracular at Cumac, then she was probably chthonic there, and therefore
presided over the nckuomanteion. Burt there is simply no logical or even
contextual basis for moving from Hera’s oracular nature to her chthonic
naturc. Parke and McGing rather relate Lht lot to the Sibyl herself (but
not in her neksomanteion-related aspects).”

Avernus is, however, the only neksomanteion to which our sources ex-
plicitly appoint a resident staff. We hear mention of three roughly compa-
rable groups in association with the supposcd cave. First, Ephorus’s Cim-
merians reccived strangers who visited the oracle and lived in part from
the fees paid to them by consulters, this income being supplemented by
their mines and the contributions of the local king {of Cumae?). Since
they were then destroyed along with the oracle by onc of these local kings
for a falsc responsc, they were presumed to have cffective control of it.
Second, Strabo, apparently drawing on a source other than Ephorus, tells
that priests would guide people through the consultation process, and
that they managed the place under contract. Was this awarded by the

¥ Livy 24.12.4 (cf. Clark 1979: 69). Feriale Capuanum: Hardie 1969: 31-32.

| Lycopliron] Alexandrs 698 and 710; Diodorus 4.22; Virgil Armeid 6.118, 247. and
564; and Dio Cassius 48.50.4 (. Handic 1969: 32); Silius Italicus Puwice 12.120-29
speaks more vaguelv of Stygian powers,

* Hepe olx éa1 épt pavievéca: Schwyzer 1923: no. 789 and Jefircy 1990: 238. See
Guarducci 194648 and 1964: 136—-38; Renchan 1974; Castagnoli 1977: 75-76; Pagano
ctal. 1982: 273; Puglicsc Carratelli 1986: 17; and Parke and McGing 1988: 80-94.
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king? Third, Maximus of ‘l'yre says the mantic cave was attended by evo-
cators, psuchagigos, so called because of their work. When the Spartans
brought in psuchagagoi from Italy to lay the ghost of Pausanias, did they
come from Avcrnus:®™®

Although Virgil’s famous association of thc Cumaean Sibyl with the
neckuomanseion may initially appear contrived, the association of some
kind of Sibyl with the nekusomanteson was an old one. Already in the late
third century B.c. Nacvius had taken Acneas to visit a “Cimmerian™ Sibyl.
The cpithet connects her with the oracle. Varro’s differentiation between
the Cumacan Sibyl and the Cimmerian onc was doubtless a mere ped-
antry. Propertius refers to a “trembling Sibyl of Avernus.” In the wake of
Virgil, Silius Italicus has a pair of Sibyls, onc dead and one alive, guide
Scipio through his consultation at Avernus.”

A serics of thirty vases painted by the “Cumacan Painter™ (florust ca.
350-320 B.c..) probably depict a Sibyl-like woman in the performance of
necromancy, as Kerrigan has shown.™ A woman scated on a rock or a
chair with a phislz (bowl) and various other accessorics faces various
standing figures. These have whitened faces, are wrapped tightly in himar-
son-shrouds, and may reflect a burial posture in the unnatural crook of
their legs. They often have a #hyrsus tucked into their shrouds, expressing
a Dionysiac affiliation. Between woman and standing figure there is often
an altar, somctimes garlanded, and a fillet hangs on the wall behind. The
obvious conclusion is that the standing figurcs are ghosts, that the subject
of the scenes is necromancy, and that they reflect local traditions or prac-
tices. Though the ghosts vary in form, the scated female figures conscrva-
tively resemble cach other and are broadly comparable to the Delphic
Pythia on the Aegeus vase: they are surely Sibyls. Sometimes the woman
holds a branch: some antecedent of the golden bough of Virgil’s Sibyl?
Pcrhaps we are to imaginc that the woman sces the ghost represented as
standing opposite her lecanomantically in the liquid of the phiale from
which she libates the offering to it.”” On onc vase the ghost stands dircctly

¥ Maximus of Tyre: 8.2. Pchagogoi for Pausanias: Plutarch Moralia 560c-f, cf.
Bouché-Ledercq 1879-82, 3: 366; and Collard 1949: 91-92.

¥ Nacvius: Punic War F12 Strzlecki (Teubner); cf. Corssen 1913; Waszink 1948: 54—
58; Castagnoli 1977: 76 -77; Clark 1979: 207; Parke and McGing 1988: 72-74 (and pas-
sim for Sibyls in gencral). Varro: as quoted at Lactantius Instiswssones divinae 1.6.7; pace
Corssen 1913; Waszink 1948: 55; and Clark 1979: 205-7 and 211. The Cimmenian Sibyl
was also ioned by Piso (Lactantius Imssisstr divinae 1.6.9, source of the Varro
tragment also) and [Aurelius Victor] Origo gentis romanae 10. Propertius: 4.1.49; cf. Eitrem
1945: 108. Silius Italicus: Pumica 13.400-895.

™ E.g., Portland Art Museum inv, 26,282 and 26.288; Cleveland Museum of Art inv.

67.234; and Musée d’art et d’histoire, Geneva inv. 11588 lm-rmr fig. 10); Kcmgm 1980

® Cf. Delanc 1932: 185-86 for the Acgeus vase, although there is no
evidence for the Pythia’s use of lecanomancy. Like the Pythia, Virgil’s Sibyl is ecstatic: Ae
neid 6.77-82. See chapter 11 for the golden bough.
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behind a mirror the woman holds up to gaze into (fig. 10). Are we 10
think that the ghost is seen catoptromantically in the mirror? For Kerri-
gan, the rock-scats indicate an outdoor sctting, and we may suggest a
precinct beside Avernus. But it may equally well, admittedly, indicate a
cave sctting.

A further link between the Cumacan Sibyl and the nckuomanieion is
suggested by the similarity of her myth to that of Tithonus, the cicada,
in view of that insect’s role at the Tainaron nekuomanteion. The Sibyl
likewisc had immortality, but not crernal youth, from a god, Apollo this
time. She, too, withered to almost nothing, or indecd to a merc {pro-
phetic) voice, and so was kept in a small container. Petronius has a strik-
ing image of her shrivelled in a bottle (empulla). When asked by boys,
“What do you want, Sibyl?” she responds, “I want to dic.” The bottle is
perhaps to be identified with a stonc hydria-jar in which the third-century
8.C. Hyperochus of Cumac said that the Sibyl Demo’s bones were dis-
played.® A Sibyl shrivelled between lifc and death would have been an
appropriate creature to preside over Avernus.

In 1932 Maiuri discovered a 150-yard-long man-made cave in the hill
linked to the Cumacan acropolis, about a mile from Avernus, and idend-
fied it as the “cave of the Sibyl.” The identification has been accepted by
many, on the basis of the site’s prima facie correspondences with the
descriptions of the Sibyl’s cave by Virgil and the third-century AD. Ps.-
Justin, Its position matches well enough Virgil's description of the Sibyls
cave as hewn into the side of the Cumacan acropolis, and its (one time)
nine openings to the air through the cliff face on its west side may well
have inspircd the “hundred mouths™ of Virgil’s cave. Its cisterns perhaps
gave risc to the Sibyl’s baths described by Ps.-Justin, and its inner cham-
ber matches well cnough that in which he tells us the Sibyl prophesicd.
But it is now thought that the cave was originally defensive in purpose.
The main gallery is dated by its trapczoidal section to the later fourth
century B.C. The cisterns were perhaps only used as such from Roman
times, and the inner chamber, which is cruciform, may only date, as cur-
rently configured, from the late imperial period. It seems unlikely that a
Sibyl ever prophesicd from here, but it remains likely that ancient anti-
quarians believed that she had done so0.**

% Sibyl in a containcr: Petronius Sagyricon 48.8; Ovid Mesamorphoses 14.101-53; and
perhaps hinted at av Virgil Azmeid 6.42-44; of. Eitrem 1945: 114-19; and King 1989:
73-77. Sibyi's bones in jar: Hyperochus of Cumae FGH 576 F2 (at Pausanias 10.12.4); cf.
[Justin] Cohortatio ad Graecos 37 p. 35¢ ( phakas); scc Bonner 1937 and Larcon 1993a: 127.

" Virgil Aeneid 6.42—44 and 77--82; and Ds.-Justin Cohorratio ad Graecas 37-38, cf.
also [Lycophran] Alexandra 1279; and Ds.-Acistote Miradsdé frationes 95, 838a5.
The case for the identification: Maiuri 1963: 125-34; Austin 1977: 48-58; Castagnoli
1977: 49--51; Clark 1977; Frederiksen 1984: 75-76 and 161 (cautious); De Caro and
Greco 1981: 83-85; Gigante 1986: 69-78; Parke and McGing 1988: 80-94 {with weak
arguments for dating the cave to the age of Aristudemus, the late sixth century 8.C.), The
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How was one supposed to consult and expericnce the ghosts at Aver-
nus? Strabo implies that consul lly arrived at the Avernus nekuo-
manteion by sailing into the lake directly from the sca, after making pre-
paratory purificatory sacrifices. Virgil’s Acneas, however, approached it on
foot.™ Maximus of Tyre gives us the following ostensibly realistic account
of procedure there, after a discussion of the oracle of Trophonius:

And there was I supposc in Italy, in the region of Magna Graecia at the
so-called Lake Aornos, a cave oracle, and cvocator-men { pswchagagos) were
autendants of the cave, being so termed because of their work. The man who
needed to do so came there, prayed, cut up his sacrificial victims, poured
libations, and called up the soul (pswchz) of whomever he wanted among his
ancestors and fricnds. And the ghost (eidolon) confronted him, obscure to
sce and disputable, but endowed with the power of utterance and prophecy.
And when the consulter had conversed with it on the matters about which
he asked, he would depart. Homer, 100, seems to have known this oracle,
since he attributed to Odysscus a journey to it, and to have removed the
place poctically from our sca.
—Maximus of Tyre 8.2

The final sentence, however, may imply that Maximus is merely extrapo-
lating his account from the Odyssey narrative.” The “nccromancy™ pots
of the Cumaean Painter all show the scated female consulter libating to
the ghost from a phialé, onto an altar if there is one, and othcrwise onto
the ground. Sometimes cggs, appropriate offerings to the dead, sit on the
altar, and sometimes the woman holds a platter of food.

The Aeneid may hint that incubation was (supposedly) the means by
which ghosts were cxpericnced. As Acncas descends through the Aver-
nian cave to the undenworld, he passes the brothers Slecp and Death who
live in its vestibule.* The lines that describe his exit from the underworld
are more informative:

There are double Gates of Sleep. Of these, the one is said to be of hom. By
this route an easy exit is giw:n to truc shades. The other shines with white,
lished ivory, but (th h this one) the ghosts send false dreams to the
upper world. There Anchnses accompanics his son, together with the Sibyl,
with thesc words, and sends them out through the ivory gate. He makes his
way quickly back to his ships and companions.
—Virgil Aencid 6.893-99

case against: Amalfitano ct al. 1990: 289-94 (denying even that Virgil and [Justin| had this
cave in mind).
2 Vilg;l Acneid 6.236-42.
ptions of initial consultaci dure at [Lycophron | Alexandra 681-708
and Vlrp] Aeneid 6.236-63 are more ewdch) liverary.
™ Virgil Aemeid 6.28-29.
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10. A female necromancer with a phiale and a mirror, and a male
ghost in a winding-sheet. Red-figure Cumacan bail amphora, Cumacan
Painter, ¢ . Geneva, Musée d'art et d’histoire 11588,
& Musée drart et d'histoire, Geneva.
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The Gates of Sleep surcly constitute the way out of the underworld
becausc consulters of the neksomanteson reccived the ghosts, or their
false-dream counterparts, in their sleep, as they emerged from the under-
world. Philostratus similarly associates a Gate of Dreams with the incuba-
tion-oracle of Amphiaraus: “There is a Gate of Dreams, for those consult-
ing the oracle there must sleep. Onciros (Dream) himself is there . . . he
has a horn in his hand to indicate that he brings up true dreams.” Why
Aeneas should be brought out of the false-dream gate is a puzzle: docs
Virgil joke that his account of Aencas’s necromancy has been a lie? Incu-
bation would be confirmed for Avernus if we could be surc that Crantor’s
tale of Elysius, to which wc turn in the next chapter, was set there.®

Denial of the ghosts is a repeated feature of the Avernus tradition: there
used to be a necromantic cave here, but now it is gone; there used to be
ghosts here, but now they have been swept away. Should such denial be
regarded as “mytheme™? Did the ancients attempt to palliate the inherent
tetrors of the place by repeatedly consigning its ghosts to history?

* Amphi Phil Imagines 16 Amphi Significance of Virgil’s ivory gate:
Norden 1916: ad loc.; Highbarger 1940; Austin 1977: ad loc.; Tarrant 1982; Gotofl 1985;
and (PHara 1990: 170-72. Crantor’s Elysius: Plutarch Moralia 109b—d; f. Cicero Tuscs-
lan Disputations 1115,




CHAPTER 6

INCUBATION AND DREAMING

have seen that such cvidence as there is for the mecans by

which ghosts were experienced at tombs or in neksomantesa

points to incubation. The onc ancient account to describe

openly the means of expericncing a ghost in an oracle of the dead, here

a psuchomanteion, is Plutarch’s version of the parable of Elysius (“Ely-
sian”) of Terina, a city in southern Italy:

They tell the following sort of wale about the Italian Euthynous. He was the
son of Elysius of Terina, who was first among people there in virtue, wealth,
and reputation. He died suddenly from an uncertain cause. The thought
that would have occurred to anyonce clse in the same circumstances occurred
to Llysius: perhaps he had been killed by poisons. For he had been his only
son, and he had a large estate and much moncy. He was at a loss as to how
to test this possibility, so he arrived at some pswchomanteion. He made the
customary preliminary sacrifices, went to sleep, and saw the following vision.
His own father scemed to stand by his side. Secing him, he told him about
his misfortune concerning his son, and he besought him and asked him to
help in discovering the cause of his son’s death. His father replied, “This is
the reason 1 have come. Take from this onc here what he brings you, and
from this you will know everything you are grieving about.” The one he
pointed out was a young man who was following him, and he resembled
Elysius's son in age and gencration. He asked the boy who he was. He
replied, “1 am the ghost (dz2imon) of your son.” And thus he oftered him a
small written tablet. He unrolled it and saw thesc three lines written on it
Indeed the minds of men wander in folly, Euthynous lies in his destined
death. Tt was not good for him himself to live, nor was it good for his parents.
—Plutarch Moralia 109b—d ( Consolation to Apollowi

In other words, destiny had done Flysius a favor: had the boy lived, he
would have gonc to the bad.! Cicero tells the same story more briefly,
omitting the detail of sleep, but using the term psychomansium and as-
cribing the tale to the Consolation of Crantor of Soli (florust ca. 300
B.C.). It seems that the tale had become a commonplace of consolation
litcrature, which concerned itsclf with untimely death in particular.? If the

* Plutarch appropriately associates the tale with that of Cleobis and Biton, Moradia 108d.
* Cicero Tuscwlan Dispueations 1.115; the prophecy is found also at Greek Astholagy
appendix 6 (oracula), no. 235 Cougny, under the title “oracle from a psuchomanteion.”™
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oracle of the dead consulted was supposed to correspond to any known
one, then the Italian Avernus is the most obvious candidate. But insofar
as it is a parable, the tale is valuable for indicating the mcans by which
onc r;light generally expect to expericnce a ghost in any oracle of the
dead.

The same conclusion can be drawn from the words of Euripides’ Oedi-
pus (ca. 411-408 5.c..), in which he apparently compares himself both to
a ghost emerging from a nckwomanteion and to a dream:

Why, girl, did you bring (exagages) me, a white, obscure ghost (esdolon)

made of air, or a dead person (sekun), or a winged dream, from below out

of dark chambers, in which I lay bedridden, into the light, with stafflike

support (baksreumass) for my blind step, by your pitiful crying?

—Euripides Phocnician Women 1539-45*

It is not surprising that ghosts should have been sought in drcams, since
they often visited the living spontancously in this way. This was, for exam-
ple, how Patroclus appeared to Achilles in the {fiad, how Diapontius ap-
peared to Philolaches in Plautus’s Mostellaria, and how his dead son vis-
ited Epicrates in first-century A.n. Nakrason in Asia Minor.® Literary texts
associate spontancous visits by ghosts in dreams with the practice of nec-
romancy in several ways. When, during the course of his actual necro-
mancy, Odysscus tries to embrace the ghost of his mother Anticleia, it
slips away like a drcam. Acschylus’s Atossa calls up the ghost of Darius
after being visited by it in a dream. When Lucan’s Pompey is visited by
the ghost of Julia in a dream, he sees it risc out of a hole in the ground,
as if he is performing an evocation. Plutarch’s Pausanias calls up the ghost
of Cleonice after being terrorized by it in dreams.” An analyst of modern

Consolation literature: see Vrugt-Lentz 1960: 40-42; cf. also Bouché-Leclercq 1879-82,
3: 368; and Rose 1950: 274-75.

ACf, Bouché-Leclercq 1879-82, 1: 330-31 and 338; Frazer 1898 on Pausanias 3.17;
Collison-Morley 1912: 37; Hopfner 1921-24, 2: 562; Collard 1949: 95; and Cumont
1949: 97. For a concise review of the evidence for incubation in Greece, see Deubner 1900:
1-48.

* Cf. Brillance 1987: 49-50 and 1991: 112.

* Homer Iliad 23.65-91 (Patroclus); Plautus Massellaria 490-92 (Di pontius); Her-
mann and Polatkan 1969 (Epicrates), Some further ples: Aeschytus £ ides 94-139
(("Iymnncstra appan to Iwr own Erinyes); ‘Theopompus FGH 115 F350 (Cillus to Pelops);
Cicero S is {Scipio Afri to his son, Acmilianus; the episode is signifi-
cantly modeled on l’la(o 's myth of Er, who retumed from the dead); Propertius 4.7, esp.
87-92 (Cynthia to Propertius); Virgil Aencid 2.268-97, 771-95, and 5.719-45 (Hector,
Creusa, and Anchises to Aencas); [Virgil] Culex 202-9 (gnat to shepherd); Sencca Troadss
438-60 {Hector to Andromache); [Sencca] Octavia 115-24 (Brittanicus to Octavia) and
714-55 (Agrippina to Poppaca); Statius Thebaid 2.1-127 (Laius to Eteocles); Apulcius
Meramorpboses 9.31 (the miller to his daughter).

* Homer Odsssey 11.207 {cf. Pacock 1965: 38 and 52; Vermeule 1979: 213 n. 3; Brem-
mer 1983: 78; and Brillante 1991: 20 and 29-34). Acschylus Persians 197-98 and 221 (cf.
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expericnces of ghosts has intcrestingly concluded that they are typically
perceived by pco;;lc on the verge of sleep, whether cntering into it or
emerging from it.

In general the association between sleep, death, dreams, and night was
tight. Homer’s Hermes escorts the souls of the dead suitors to the under-
world by taking them past the “peoplc of Dreams,” and he guides them
there with the golden rod with which he also lulls the living to slecp or
wakes them. Hesiod tells that “Night gave birth to hatcful Doom and
black Fate and Death, and she gave birth to Sleep and to the uibe of
Dreams.” She lives in dark Hades with Sleep and Dcath, holding the
former in her arms. This scene was represented on the archaic “Chest of
Cypselus™ seen by Pausanias at Olympia: Sleep and Death arc boys; white
Sleep sleeps in his mother’s arms, while Death is black; both of them have
their fect turned backwards. Homer has the pair of Sleep and Dcath
carrying off Sarpedon when he is killed in battle. Archaic vasc illustrations
of this scene can portray the brothers as a pair of beautiful bearded,
winged warriors, with Sarpcdon’s departing soul as 2 miniaturc version of
his body, also winged, and floating above it (fig. 11).°

Plutarch offers the hypothesis in his Roman Questions that the ritually
pure are bidden to abstain trom the bean (lathuros) and chickpea (erebin-
thos) because of their use in funcral feasts (persdeipna) and in necromancy.
Pliny sccms, prima ficie, to be talking about the same sort of thing when
he explains that beans contain souls of the dead, an idca he ascribes to
Pythagoras, and are for that reason uscd in offerings to the dead. This in
turn looks like a reference 1o the Roman Lemursa. At this festival, ghosts
{lemures) roamed abroad and looked to stcal away the living from their
homes, as we learn from Ovid. In the middle of the night, the father of
the houschold would redeem the souls of his family members from the
ghosts by throwing beans over his shoulder at them without looking back,
whilc proclaiming “Go out, ancestral ghosts™ nine times. The ghosts
took the beans as substitutes for the souls of the living. So is Plutarch’s
reference to necromancy misleading? Not nccessarily. It could be that

Devereux 1976: 2-23). Lucan Pharsalia 3.8-35 (Julia). Plutarch Cimon 6 {(and cf. Aristo-
demus FGH 104 F8).

7 Tyrrell 1953; cf. Felton 1999: 19-21.

* Homer Odyssey 24.1-4 and 11. Hesiod Theggony 211-12 and 748-57; of. Virgil Arneid
6.278. Chest of Cypselus: Pausanias 5.18.1; se¢ Highbarger 1940: 6; Vermeule 1979: 145-
53; Mainoldi 1987: 18-22; Brillantc 1991: 38; and Faraone 1992: 133-34 (apotropaic
hobbling?).

*Homer fliad 16.434; cf. 14.231. The iconography of Sleep and Death carrying
Sarpedon off is catal d and di d in detail by Mainoldi 1987; see especially Paris,
Louvre F388 (fig. 11 = LIMC Sarpedon no. 7; . no. 6); and Merropolitan Museum of Art
1972: 11.10 (LIMC Sarpedon no. 4). See also Shapiro 1993: 132-65; and Sourvinou-
Inwood 1995: 326-27.
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11. Sleep and Death with the corpse and ghost ot Sarpedon. Black-tigure
Attic neck amphora, early itth century 5. Paris, Musée du Louvre F38S.
@ Musee du Louvre, Deparument des Antiguites Greeques, Ltrusques
ct Romaines. Photo by M.and P Chozeville
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such satisfactory offerings were also made to the dead in truly necroman-
tic contexts, perhaps specifically to spare the soul of the consulter. But
there is another possibility. Beans contain a substance called levodopa or
I.-dopa that can induce on the one hand insomnia, but on the other hand
also nightmares and waking hallucinations. The ancicnts were aware that
the consumption of beans could produce such effects. Pliny’s discussion
says that beans fog up the senses and cause dreams; Plutarch clsewherc
explains that they are harmful to dreams (as is the head of the octopus),
so that those who seck prophecy through dreams are bidden to avoid
them. The oracle of Amphiaraus at Oropus was consulted by incubation.
His consulters werc debarred from eating beans becausce they were held
to fog up the perceptual abilities of the heart. Amphiaraus himsclf had
supposedly abstained from beans for the sakc. of prophecy through
dreams. It seems, therefore, that beans were held to induce dreams, sleep-
ing or waking, of a distinctive kind, or to pervert sleeping dreams in a
particular way, and that such bean-induced or -influenced dreams were
regarded as false or corrupt by Amphiaraus. But their role as drcam-
inducing or -influencing may have been regarded more positively in a
properly necromantic context. Indeed, perhaps it was thought that one
could cxperience the soul of a dead person in a dream specifically by
ingesting it in a bean."

Slecp is used as a means of cxperiencing summoned ghosts also in the
Greek magical papyri. One of the Pitys spells achieves a necromancy by
laying out a dead body (or, more probably, just a skull) on an ass’s hide
inscribed with magical figures. The recipe states that the dead man will
stand beside onc in the night, which seems ro indicate that he will appear
to one in a dream. Another papyrus preserves in fragmentary form a hymn
to Hermes in which he is praised as an cscort of souls and also a rouser
thereof, and mention is made of his mantic skill. Hermes is asked to
prophesy through drcams. The notion is probably therefore that he will
scnd ghosts in dreams. Justin Martyr (sccond century A.D.) seems to have
regarded necromancy and the sending of prophcetic drcams in general as
akin. As proofs of the continued cxistence of the soul after death, he cites

' Plutarch Moralia 286d--¢ (Roman Questrons 93: necromancy), 15b and 734f (dreams).
Pliny Nasural History 18.118. Pythagoreans and beans: Pliny Naswral History 18.118; Di-
ogenes Lacrtius 8.19, 24, 33-36 (including Aristotle F195 Rose), 39-40; lamblichus Iy
thagorean Life 60, 109, 191-93; Lucan Oneiras 4, 18, Bion prasis 6; and Hippolytus Refu-
sarions 1.3. Lemuria: Ovid Fasti 5.419-92; cf. Lowe 1929: 18-19; Vrugt-Lentz 1960:
§6-59; Phillips 1992; and Felton 1999: 104. Beans and Amphiaraus: Aristophanes Ampisi-
arsi F23 K-A and Groponica 2.34.4 p. 179 Niclas and 2.35.8 p. 182; cf. Deubner 1900:
15-16. For the properties of levodopa and much on the P\qmgorcm bean-embargo, see
Grmek 1989: 221. Dakaris 1993: 19-21 hariol an hallucinogenic role for
beans in his Acheron sekuomanicion. See chapter 11 for some similar thinking about the
properties of the mullein plant, and chapter 12 for more on ingesting souls.
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necromancy, boy-medium divination (hai adiaphthoron paidon cpop-
teuseis), invocations of the souls of the dead, dream-senders (oreiropom-
poi) among the magi, and demon-assistants (paredros).'

Ghosts play only a minor role in Artemidorus of Daldis’s major sccond-
century A.D. manual for the interpretation of dreams (oneiromancy). He
does accept that some dreams are caused by apparitions (phantasmata),
which doubtless include ghosts, but dreams of this type do not belong to
the predictive, allegorical category to which his book is devoted, and
which emanate rather from the dreamer’s own soul or from the gods.
Even so, the significancc attributed to the appearance of the dead in inter-
pretable dreams sometimes appeals to popular notions of necromancy.
First, the dead always speak the truth in drcams because they have noth-
ing to fear. By contrast, when necromancers themselves appear in dreams,
they never tell the truth, belonging as they do to a group of cheating
diviners that lic in ordcr to profit by inspiring fear. This group includes,
among others, Pythagoreans, cheese-prophets, sieve-prophets, and leca-
nomancers, but not, of course, drcam-intcrpreters. Sccond, to dream of
cxchanging a gift with a corpse, of kissing onc, of skeeping on a grave, or
of a man dying twice can portend death, and death, as we shall see, is
often the subject of necromantic prophccy. But not every appearance by
the dead in drcams appeals to necromantic culture: to dream of weeping
over a corpse predicts successful business, and to dream of the dead re-
turning to lifc predicts turmoil and losses. The dead go unmcnnoncd in
the extant fragments of other ancient dream-interpretation manuals.'

Incubation was the method used also to reccive prophecics in hero-ora-
cles such as those of Trophonius, Amphiaraus, and Faunus, which, as we
have seen, were regarded by the ancients as strongly akin to but nonethe-
less distinct from nckuomantesa. These oracles accordingly offer possible
models for the practice of incubation at nckuomantcia, and may also af-
ford insights into other aspects of their use.

Trophonius was alrcady being referred to in the carliest Greek poetry.
The first arguably historical reference to his oracle at Lebadeia in Boeotia,

' Pitys recipe: PGM IV. 2006-2125. Hermes recipe: PGM XVIb, as reconstructed by
Preisendanz and Henrichs 1973-74 and O'Neill (in Betz 1992) ad loc. Justin Martyr: Apo-
logies 1.18.

" Artcmid Oneirocrisiens 1.2, 3.2, 4.2, 27, 69, and 63 (cf. Price
1990: esp. 371 and 377) Dead speak the truch: 2.69 (cf. Rose 1950: 275-76 and Festu-
gi¢re 1975: ad loc.). Dead portend death: 1.5, 1.81, 2.2, 2.63, 4.82, and cf. 1.60 (sce
chapter 18). Dead portend things other than death: 2.60 and 62. Other dream-interpreta-
tion manuals: collected by Del Corno 1969. See also Van Lieshout 1980.
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which became known as a katabasion, or “place of descent,” comes in
Herodotus™s account of Crocesus’s consultation, supposcdly ca. 560. (The
tale of its consultation by Aristomenes of Messene during the second
Messcnian War in the mid-scventh century B.C. is presumably a myth.)
Thereafter it is the subject of frequent testimonia until the third century
A.D. From this century also date some crude remains, on Mt. Hagios
Ilias, that broadly resemble the structure Pausanias (as quoted below) had
described in the preceding century. They consist of a circular well some
four meters deep and two in diameter. From its bottom, a small hole
cxtends out in a southwest direction. When discovered, this was blocked
by a large stone. The original oracle had perhaps been destroyed by one
of the earthquakes to which the area is subject, and may, like the Her-
aclciauand Tainaron nek; tein, have consisted of a worked nawural
cave.”

Pausanias gives us an elaborate account of the procedure for consulting
Trophonius. The consulter was first purificd over a number of days by
sacrifices, feasting, and ritual baths. As was common in necromancy, the
acwual consultation took place by night, and began with the sacrifice of a
ram (color unspecificd) in a pit. Further rituals, involving boys termed
Heymai (“Hermeses”), presumably after the escort of the dead, followed.
Then,

... [The consulter| goes toward the oracle clothed in a linen tunic chat is
girt up with ribbons, and with high boots (krépides) of a local type on his
feet. The oracle is above the sacred grove on the mountain. A platform
(krépts) of white stone has been built around it. The circumference of the
platform is akin to that of a very small threshing-floor. It is not quite two
cubits in height. On the platform stand posts and chains thae link them
together, all made of bronze, and doors have been made through these.
Inside the round platform is a hole in the ground, not a natural one, but
onc constructed with skill and the most cxacting architectural balance. The
plan of this construction is akin to that of a potter’s kiln [i.c., conical,

Y Earliest references to ‘Trophonivs: Homeric Hymn 1o Apolle 295-97 and Hesiod F245
Merkelbach and West (a new discovery, only in the 1990 edition, on p. 190a). Karabasion:
Scholiast Aristophanes Closds 508 and Suds s.v. Trophonson. . . . Croesus: Herodortus 1.46—
48, Aristomencs: Pausanias 4.16 and 9.39. Third:century A.D. references: Tertullian De an-
ima 46.11 and inscriptions recording “Zeus Trophonius™ at Roesch 1982: 182--83 and IG
VI11.4326. On the Trophonius oracle, see Frazer 18398 on Pausanias 9.39; Dossin 1921;
Radke 1939; Brelich 1958: 52-59; Papachatzis 1963-74 on Pausanias 9.39 (with diagram
of oracle, but the inner hole is surely drawn too big), Schachrer 1967 and 1981-94; 3:
66-89 (with exhaustive sources but eccentric interpretation}, Clark 1968; Waszink 1968
{for the Hercyna valley, with photographs); Vallas and Pharaklas 1969 (for the third-century
AD. site, with photographs); Hani 1975 (on Plutarch’s story of Timarchus); Roesch 1976,
Levin 1989: 163742, Bonnechere and Bonnechere 1989 (a sound summary); and Bonne-
chére 1990.
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domed, or straight-sided?|. The diamcter of'its width would provide roughly

four cubits. As to the depth of the construction, one would not gucss this

to comce to morc than cight cubits. They have not made a way down (kaza-

basis) to the bottom. Whenever a man goes to Trophonius, they bring a

narrow portable ladder for him. When one has gone down, onc finds an

opening berween the construction and the bottom. It scemed to be two
hand-spans wide and one hand-span high. The man going down lays himself
down on the floor with the barley-cakes mixed with honcy, and thrusts his
fect into the opening and pushes forward in his cagerness to get his knees
inside it. Then the rest of his body is immediately dragged along and follows
quickly after his knecs, just as if the greatest and swiftest of rivers were about
to engulf one caught in its current. Thereafter there is no one or same way
in which those who have cntered the inner shrine (aduzon) are instructed
about the future, but sometimes a man hears, and sometimes another man
sces [sc. as well/instead?]. The way back for those who have gone down is
through the same mouth, with their feet running before them.
—Pausanias 9.39"
The consulter then returned to the surface, where the priests sat him on
the throne of Memory and made him relate his expericnces. The consulter
no longer had the ability to laugh, and this gave rise to a proverb applica-
ble to the morose, “He has consulted the oracle of Trophonius.”"

As in the case of the neksomantesa, it has been supposed that Tropho-
nius was experienced by his consulters through trick effects manipulated
by his priests. Among such speculations are machines lurking within the
inner hole, hidden priests waiting inside it to pull the consulter through
and perform a sound and light show for him or to bump him on the head,
and hallucinogenic drugs." But again, as in the casc of nekuomanseia, the
cvidence points morc mundancly to incubation.

" Also important for the cxpericnce of consultation are Plutarch Moralia 590-92 (con-

ltation by Ti hus) and Phil Lifz of Apolionins 8.19 (his descent in defiance of
the frlcs(s)

Cf. Athenacus 614b (including Semos FGH 396 F10, an entertaining story made all
the more real by the cpigraphy cited ac Schachter 1981-94, 3: 81). The proverb is reported
by all the major paroemographers, among others: Apustolius 6.82; Diogenianus 1.8; Greg-
ory of Cyprus 2.24; Makarios 3.63; Plutarch Proverds 1.51; Zenobius 3.61; Nonnus PG
36.1069; Cosmas at Gregory of Nazianz Carming, PG 38.512-13; Suda s.v. Trophomion . . . ;
and Schaliast Aristophanes Closds 506-8.

' Machines: Burkert 1972: 154. Pricsty show: Wagenvoort at Waszink 1968: 30 and
Schachter 1981-94, 3: 83. Drugs and bumps on the head: Clark 1968: 64 and 73. The
prophecy received by Plutarch’s Timarchus in the oracle, in which his soul was taken on a
tour of the universe like that of Plato’s Er, was initiated and concluded by bangs on the
head as he lay in the inner chamber (Moralia 590b and 592¢; Mato Repwblic 614-21). But
these bangs were purely internal in nature, and were caused by the departure of Timarchus's
soul trom his body and its re-cntry into it.
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Pausanias’s reference to seeing and /or hearing tells us little of the me-
chanics of experiencing the ghost in itself, and indeed the combination
of these two terms of perception appears to have been a traditional way
of speaking about experiences of ghosts or of the underworld.” The only
source to address the means by which Trophonius was experienced explic-
itly, Tertullian, tells us that it was through dreaming. Dicacarchus proba-
bly said the same: the fragments of his Descent to Trophonius assert that
drcaming and ecstasy are the only valid modes of divination. And incuba-
tion best cxplains the repeated claim that the consulter of Trophonius
was himself the medium of the prophecy. Heraclides of Pontus told that
Trophonius appeared in 2 dream to some Boeotians who fled to his sanc-
tuary after being captured by Thracians. He told them that Dionysus
would help them, so they got drunk, attacked the Thracians sucessfully,
and founded a temple to Dionysus the Deliverer in gradtude. Although
this tale does not apparently envisage a formal consultation, it hints that
‘Trophonius normally communicated through dreams. One of the mythi-
cal versions of Trophonius’s death may also support incubation. Accord-
ing to Pindar, Apollo promiscd the master-architects ‘I'rophonius and
Agamedcs their pay for building his temple at Delphi on the seventh day,
and bade them feast in the meantime. This they did, but on the seventh
night they fell aslecp and dicd, thus receiving the ultimate prize of Cleobis
and Biton. This scven-day feasting may be re-cnacted in the several days”
feasting of consulters in the housc of Agathos Daiman and Agathe Tyche
prior to descent. In this case, the incubatory sleep and communication
with the dead Trophonius may likewise have correspondced to Trophoni-
us’s own final sleep and death.'® Dreams were doubtless made vivid by
the outlandish and terrible nature of the expericnce, which may have
stayed the laughter of his consulters but made Trophonius himself a fa-
vorite subject for the comic pocts.”

" There is a further reference to “things scen™ at Pausanias 9.39.8. Maximus of Tyre
(8.2) telis that the consulter “hears some things and secs others.™ For the “seeing and/or
hearing”™ combination, <f. the fex sacra of Selinus at Jameson ct al. 1993: side B; [ucan
Menippus 2; and Proclus Commentary on Plate’s Republic 16.113-16 (on 614b4-7). Cf.
Deubner 1900: 10; and Felon 1999: 17 and 71-72.

"™ Tertullian De amims 46.11. Dicacarchus F13-22 Wehrli. Consulter as medium of
prophecy: Maximus of Tyre 8.2; Philostratus Lifr of Apollonins 8.19; and cf. Strabo C414.
Heraclides of Pontus F155 Wehrli. Myths of ‘I'rophonius’s death: Pindar F5-6 Tunyn; cf.
also Homer Hymn to Apollo 295 -97 and | Plato] Axvochms 367¢. Consulters® feasting: Pau-
sanias 9.39.

¥ Aristophanes Closds 5068 and Mcnander F397-400 K-T. Comedics entited Tropko-
nins are recorded for Crarinus (flormis ca. 450-21), F233-45 K-A (and perhaps, too, F358
and 507); Cephisodorus (florsit ca. 400 B.C.), F3--6 K-A; and Alexis (florsif ca. 300 5.C.),
F238-40 K-A.
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The mysterious sucking of the consulter into the inner hole remains to
be cxplained. Some sources spcak not of a sucking river bur a sucking
wind. Perhaps underworld rivers or blasts of mantic gas, as supposcedly at
Delphi, are envisaged.” The obvious explanation is that one was in fact
pulled through the hole by the weight of the special boots. ‘The platform
of the oracle corresponded in name with these boots (kr2pss), and its
internal shape was itself apparently bootlike.

Like his fellow incubation-prophct Asclepius,” Trophonius appcared
to his consulters in both plain human form (albeit sometimes with the
sizc and beauty of Olympian Zcus) and in the form of a snake, the Suda
telling us that a snake did the prophesying.”? In the latter casc it may have
been held that Trophonius was identified with the snakes of the reddish-
brown pareias varicty said to live in his hole (this was also the variety
sacred to Asclepius). The honey-barley cakes taken down were variously
said to be for these snakes or for Trophonius himsclf.”* Snakes, signifi-
cantly chthonic creatures, were often kept for prophecy and fed on honey
cakes in the ancient world.”

As a hero, Trophonius had once been a living man, but was now both
divine and, paradoxically, dead. In his divine aspect he was partly idend-
fied with (presumably chthonic) Zeus, and possibly, too, with chthonic
Hermes. His deadness is emphatically advertised in an admittedly jocular

 River: cf. also Aristophanes Clowds 506-8 and Maximus of Tyre 8.2. Winds: Scholiast
Aristophancs Clowds 506-8; and Scholiast Aristides 3 (p. 65.30 Dindort) and [Aristotlc]On
the Casmas 395b, Sce Fontenrose 1978: 199 and 202 for mantic winds.

' For Asclepius, see Weinrcich 1909: 80-136; Fdelstein and Edelstein 1945; Grégoire
et al. 1949; Kerenyi 1959; and Aleshire 1989 (for the Athenian shrine). His famous healing
oracles offer fewer pond with nck ia than those of Trophonius, Amphiar-
aus, and Faunus, but note the following points: he had a cave at Cyphanta (Pausanias
3.24.5 = Edclstein and Edelstein 1945: T755); he was at once dead (T105-15), divine
(T232-336), and a snake {T421 lines 732-47, T423 no. 39, T448, T630, T688-706;
Greégoire ct al, believe he was originally a mole); a healer in lifc, he was killed by Zeus for
reanimating the dead (166-93).

* Human: Origen Consra Celsum 7.35. Zeus-like: Plutarch Sulla 17. Suda s.v. Tropho-
nion . . ., it appears from Pausanias 9.39 that Trophonius’s cult statue (the work of Praxi-
teles) embodied him as 2 man with a snake twisting round his staff, like statues of Asclepius.
It does not appear that Trophonius specialized in healing-prophecy, as Asclepius and Am-
phiaraus did {but note that the honey-barlcy cake taken down to him was called a hygieis,
“health™: Pollux Onomassikon 6.76).

Y Pareias: Cratinus F241 K-A (cf. Pausanias 2.28.1 and Aelian History of Animals 8.12
for Asclepius). Cakes for the snakes: Aristophanes Clowds S06-8, with scholia; Philostratus
Lsfe of Apollonins 8.19; Maximus of Tyre 8.2; Lucian Dialogues of the Dead 10; Hesychius
3.v. magides. Cakes for Trophonius: Pollux Ox icon 6.76.

*E.g., Herod 8.41 (the Ericthonius-snake on the Athenian acropolis); and Herodas
491 (Cos). For the prophet Melampus’s association with snakes, scc Apollodorus Biblio-
sbeca 1.9.11, and for Tiresias’s, sce the sources collected by Brisson 1976: 135-42.,
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exchange in Lucian’s Dialogues of the Dead* And his death was integral
to the myths attached to the site, such as that of Pindar. According to
another of these, Trophonius, master-architect again, constructed the de-
scent chamber for his oracle, retreated into it, and prophesicd until he
died of hunger, whereupon a dasmonson (his ghost?) inhabiting the place
continued to give out prophecies. According to another, he fled into
his hole and died after being chased for the robbery of the treasury that
he had constructed with Agamedes for Hyricus or Augeias.” Trophonius
was perhaps “half-dead™: this is what Strepsiades, in Aristophanes’s Clowds,
fears he will become, like Chaerephon, if he enters Socrates’ school,
which he compares to Trophonius’s hole.”” We shall return to Trophonius
when we come to consider the oracle of Orpheus’s head (chapter 13).
The healing oracle of Amphiaraus, which from ca. 420 B.C. was located
at Oropus on the Bocotian-Attic border, is often mentioned by ancient
sources in the same breath as that of Trophonius.” Already a prophet
when above ground, he, too, now straddled the divide between life and
dcath in a curious way, for he had cntered the underworld directly when
the carth had swallowed his chariot, and so he had bypassed the phase of
dying. Like Trophonius, too, he had risen up as a god, at the site of his
sacred spring. We cannot be sure that Amphiaraus manifested himsclf as
a snake, but he could send these creatures to cnact his cures. Before the
420s, the oracle had been located at the undentified Knépsa ncar Thebes,
a place-name possibly signifying “place of snakes.” Amphiaraus could also
send Hygicia, the personification of health herself, to do his job for him,
or cven the image of one his priests.” Although, like Asclepius, he special-
ized in prophecics of cure, he did not confine himsclf to this subject: he

“Tmphoni\ls as divine: of. Pausanias 1.34. Idendified with Zeus: IG VII.3090 (chird
century B.C.) and other inscriptions from the site; Strabo C414 (cf. Photus Lexicon s.v.
Lebadcia, derived therefrom); Livy 45.27.8; Obsequens Frodigia 50; and Plutarch Swéis 17.
Identified with Hermes: Cicero De nasura deorum 3.56; cf. the Hermai. Trophonius as
dcad anun Dubguex of the Dead 10,

P descent chamber: Scholi Thnmu Triclinius and Anomyma
recensiora on Aristophanes Clowds 506-8; cf. P ias’s ad jon of the k. Tro-
phonius’s flight after robbery: P: ias 9.37; Scholiast Aristoph Closds 506a; and frag-

ments of the epic Tzlegonin at Davies 1988: 73-74.

N Am(uphan:s Clowds 503-8.

iation with Trophonius: ¢.g., I ias 1.34; Aristides 38.21; Cicero De masnrs

deorum 3.49; and Origen Consra Celswms 3.34 and 7.35. For Amphiaraus, sce in particular
Coulton 1968; Petrakos 1968 and 1974; cf. also Schacheer 1981-94, 1: 19-26 (listing
literary sources) and Rocesch 1984. The Oropus site was founded on virgin soil in the 420s;
inscriptions extended into the third century AD.

™ Amphiaraus bypasses dcath: the point made by Euripides Suppliants 925 -27; a graphic
account of the episode ac Statius Thebasd 7.794-823 (cf. Vessey 1973: 258-69). Sacred
spring: Pausanias 1.34. Snakes enact curcs: Aristophanes Amphiarsus F28 K-A (cf. F33)
and LIMC Amphiaraos no. 63 (a superb relicf dedicated in thanks for cure by Archinos).
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prophesied (erroncously) to Croesus about his soup in the mid-sixth cen-

tury (his first attested prophecy), to a representative of Mardonius about

the course of the 480 B.C. Persian invasion, and to Euxenippus about the

right to occupy adjacent land. Amphiaraus, too, attracted a number of

comedics, although he was hardly as daunting to consult as Trophonius.™
Pausanias again explains the consultation procedurc:

1 think Amphiaraus was most concerned with the interpretation of dreams.
This is clear to me because he was considered a god for having cstablished
prophccy through dreams. Those who come to consult Amphiaraus custom-
arily purify themselves first. Purification consists of sacrificing to the god,
and they sacrifice to him and to all the gods that have their names on his
altar. When these things have been done in advance, they sacrifice a ram,
spread out the fleece, and go to slecp waiting for the revelation in a dream.
—Pausanias 1.34

Philostratus tells that consulters abstained from food for a day and wine
for three days before consultation. We lcarn from him also that there was
a phrontistérion, a “place of reflection,” within the sanctuary. This was a
“sacred and godlike fissurc™ and was associated with a “Gate of Dreams.”
The fissure scemingly corresponds with Trophonius’s hole, and it was
presumably here that Amphiaraus had entered the earth. (Did Socrates’s
“phyontisterion of wise souls™ in Aristophancs’s Clouds salute Amphiaraus
as much as Trophonius?"') However, most incubations took place not in
the hole itself but in a purpose-built koimezterion, “slecping-house,” in
the form of a stoa. In 350 B.C. a vast ncw stoa, the remains of which can
still be seen, replaced its morc modest predecessor.™

Knopia: Strabo C414; for speculation about the location of this site, sce Keram -
los1917; Farnell 1921: 58-62; Petrakos 1968: 66—67; Schachter 1981-94, 1: 22-23; Sy-
menoglou 1985: 108 and 136; Bonnechére and Bonnechére 1989: 54; and Bouncchére
1990: 53-54. Hygicia appears: Petrakos 1968: no. 46. Pricst appears: Plutarch Arisrides 19
and Moralia 412a-b.

® Cures: inscriptions lisced at Schachter 1981-94, 1: 23; and cf. Petrakos 1968: 96-99;
Pausanias 1.34 lists the healing deitics named on his altar, Aphrodite Panacea, Taso, Hygicia,
Athcne Paion. Croesus: Herodotus 1.46, 49, 52, and 92. Mardonius: Herodotus 8.134,
and Plutarch Aristides 19 and Moralia 412ab. ippus: Hyperides 3.14-17. C di
see the fragments of plays entitled Amphiarassin Kassel and Ausun 1983- under Aristopha-
nes, Apollodorus of Carystus, Carcinus, Cleophon, and Philippides.

% Phil Life of Apollonius 2.37 (absu ) and Imagines 16 Amphi (phron-
fistrion); Anistophanes Clowds 94 (cf. 506-~8).

¥ Koimzserion: Petrakos 1968: 177-78 no. 39 Sokolowski 1969: no. 69 lines 25-48
(2 law from cthe sancruary, ca. 400 B.C., with i ion on the sleep tor
men and women). The two stoas: Papachatzis 1963-74 on Pausanias 1. 34 Coulton 1968:
180-83; Petrakos 1968: 77-84 and 93-94, with plates 6-9; Rocsch 1984: 183-84. Plu-
tarch Aristides 19 may imply that incubation could be properly p d anywhere within
the sanctuary’s enclosure (s%as). For incubation at the sanctuary, sce further Hyperides
Exxenippus 14 and 16.
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12. The ghost of Tiresias and Odysscus, with Eurylochus and Perimedes.
Red-tigure Apulian &raser, Dolon Mainter, ca. 440-390 g.C. Paris,
Bibliotheque narionale, Cabinet des médailles, 422. @ Bibliotheque
nationale de France, Paris.

Amphiaraus’s consulrers performed their incubations upon the flecces
of the rams they had sacrificed to him.” As we have seen, one similarly
consulted the dead herocs Podalirius and Calcbas in Apulia by lying upon
their tombs on the fleeces of sacrificial victims. Fleeces may well have
been used in this way in sckwomanteia, too. An Apulian-style &ratér from
Lucania by the Dolon Painter, around 440-390 B.c., depicts Odysseus
consulting the ghost of Tiresias (fig. 12; cf. figs. 13 and 14). As with rthe
Elpenor vase, Odysscus sits on a rock with his sword drawn, while the
hoary, blind head of the dead Tiresias rises up before him from the basc
of the frame (it is impossible to tell therefore whether he rises from the
earth, from a pir, or from water). Odysseus’s feet appear to rest firmly on

¥ A sacred law lrom the site { Petrakos 1968: 177-78 no 39 = Sokolowski 1969: na. 69
lines 25-481 implics that these fleeces were subsequently displayed in the temple, in mbute
to Amphiaraus’s power.
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13. Odysscus and the ghost of Tiresias. Relief from the Villa Albani,
second or first century B.C. Paris, Musée du Louvre Ma574. © Musée
du Louvre, Départment des Antiquités Greeques, Etrusques ct Romaines.
Photo by Christian Larricu.

the fleece of the ram he has slain, with one foot on cither side of its
head.® An Etruscan gemstone portrays him standing with sword poised
and resting one foot on the head of his victim.** The attention Homer
gives to the fleccing of the ram prior to its holocaust in his two de-

* Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Cabiner des Médailles no. 422, superbly illustrated in
color at Brisson 1976: frontispicce {cf. plate iv}; cf. also Harrison 1922: 74-75; Touchefeu-
Meynier 1968: 136 and plate 21.); Brommer 1983: 82; Buitron and Cohen 1992: 98,
Apulian influence may admitredly allow that the imagery reflects practice on hero-tombs in
that arca as much as wekuomantzion practice.

* Touchcfeu-Meynier 1968: 142 no. 242. Odysscus’s pose resembles that of the impres-
sive second-or-first-century B.C. relief trom the Villa Albani, Louvre Ma 574 (fig. 13), where
he faces the ghost of Tiresias (without flecce); cf. Brisson 1976: plate v. Odysseus consults
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14. Odysseus, Hlermes, and the ghost of Tiresias. Etruscan mirror, late fifth

Musei Vaticani.

century RC. Vatican, Gregorian Etruscan Muscum 12.687.

Tiresias also on a late fifth-century B.c krruscan mirror, Vatican, Gregorian Etruscan Mu

scun 12,687 (fig. [4; Tlermes brings a vourhful, beardless, possibly elfeminate Tiresias,
cither blind or dead or both, to Odysseus, seared wich his swordi; of. “T'oucheleu-Mevnier
1968: 139-40: Brsson 1976: plate vi; and Buitron and Cohen 1992: 98; sce further chap-
ter 8.
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scnptlons of Odysseus’s consultation accordingly appcars morc than
formulaic.*

The Argo myth, too, conjoins flecce and evocation of ghost. The carli-
est account of it is Pindar’s. Here the Argo’s voyage is motivated by the
appearance of the ghost of Phrixus, who had died at Colchis, in a dream
to Pelias at Tolcus. Phrixus asks him to bring home his soul (i.c., lay his
ghost) and fetch the golden fleece. Pelias entrusts the tasks to Jason:

Alrcady the aged part of life attends my years, but your flower of youth is
recently at its peak. You will be able to remove the anger of the chthonic
powers. Phrixus gives the order to go to the chambers of Aictes and bring
back his soul, and to bring the decp woolly fleece of the ram, by which he
was saved from the sea and from the godl issiles of his stepmother. A
wonderful dream comes to me and says these things.

—DPindar Pythian 4.156-63

Pindar is unique in this detail too, in ordering Jason to call back/call up
(anakalesthai) the soul from Aia along with the flecce. Others merely say
that he was sent to bring the flecce. Homer shows that they called back/
called up the souls of those who had died in foreign lands.

—Scholiast a, ad loc.”

Pausanias’s account of Amphiaraus indicates that the purpose of the ram
sacrifice, as with the other sacrifices, was purificatory. Other purifying
flecces are known, of which the “flecce of Zeus” ( Dios kddion) is the most
important. Hesychius reports that this was a sacred fleece from a victim
sacrificed to Zeus, according to Polemon, but according to others a great
and perfect fleece, and that it purified those who stood on it with their
left foot. The Swde compatibly tells that it was the sacred flecce of a
sacrifice specifically to Meilichian or Cresian Zeus and that the organizers
of the Skérophorsa festival and the torch-bearcr at Eleusis strewed such
fleeces under the feet of the polluted to purify them.*

Amphiaraus was followed into his trade by his son Amphilochus, who
gave out incubation oracles at Mallos in Cilicia at two obols a time. He
had a rival in Mopsus, son of Tiresias’s daughter Manto, who also gave
out incubation oracles in Cilicia.”

™ Homer (Myssey 10.533 and 11.46.

* Cf. also Scholiast ¢; the reference is to Homer Odyssey 9.64 (see chaprer 7); cf. John
ston 1999: 21 and 155.

u Hesychius and Swds s.v. Dias kodion; cf. Pley 1911: 10-13; Harrison 1922: 23-24;
Clark 1968: 71; and Johnston 1999: 133-36.

Amphilochus: Lucian Dialogues of the Dead 10, Philopseudes 38, Alexander 19, and
Amlvb of she Gods 12; Aclius Aristides 38.21 Keil (Amphilochus did the same in Acar-
nania); cf. Rohde 1925: 104 n. 5. Mopsus and Manto: Strabo €642, Mopsus in Cilicia:
Plucarch Maralia 434d. Celsus made a string of Trophonius, Amphilochus, Mopsus, and
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Virgil describes the oracle of Faunus:

But the king |Latinus|, upsct by the portents, went to the oracle of Faunus,
his prophesying father, and consulted the woods bencath the lofty Albunca.
This, the most vast of forests, resounds with a sacred spring and, dark as she
is, breathes out a crucl mephitic gas. From here the Itaha.n rnbcs and the
whale of the Oenotrian land seck resp in ambi When
the priest{css) had brought offerings here and had hm on the strewn flecces
of slaughtered sheep under the silent night, s/he would see many images/
ghosts (simwlacra) flitting about in wondrous ways and hear diverse voices
and cnjoy converse with the gods and speak to Acheron in lowest Avernus.
Here, tou, then, father Latinus in person, sccking responses, duly slaugh-
tered a hundred wool-bearing sheep and lay down on their strewn flecces,
propping up his back. A voice was suddenly given out from the decp wood:
“Do not seck 10 make 2 Latin marriage-alliance for your daughter, my son,
and put no trust in the marriage-bed you have prepared. Sons-in-law will
come from abroad, to carry our name to the stars with their blood. Descen-
dants from their stock will see everything that the sun sees on cach side of
the Ocean as it repeats its runs, turned and ruled beneath their feet.”
—Virgil Aenseid 7.81-101

“Albunca” is hcre made the name of the wood, and the location of the
consultation may appear to be closc to Lavinium. However, Albunca was
normally the name of a Sibyl who prophesied from a grotto bencath a
waterfall of the Anio at ‘Tibur, and we are perhaps to imagine the consul-
tation as taking place there, despite no mention by Virgil of a cave, river,
or waterfall. In this case, his “priest(ess)” will denote this Sibyl. Despite
the presence of a priest(ess), Latinus performs the incubation in person.
Numa also performed his incubation at the oracle in person, as Ovid tells.
In this account, after claborate purification ceremonies, Numa sacrifices
two sheep, one to Faunus and one, appropriately, to Sleep. As Numa
then sleeps on the fleeces, Faunus arrives and stands upon them with his
hooves, on the well-omened right side, to deliver his prophecy about
deliverance from pestilence.*

As described by Virgil, the oracle of Faunus appears to be an amalgam-
ation of a nckuomanteion and a hero-oracle. The former is indicated by
the dark woodland setting and mephitic gases, by the many images/

Zalmoxis: Origen Comsre Celswm 3.3¢ and 7.35. Sec also Terwllian (De anima 46.11),
who lists some more obscure dream-oracles, those of Sarpedon in the ‘T'road, Hermi in
Macedonia, and PPasiphac at Thalamae in Laconia (cf. Plutarch Agis9; Cicero On Divination
1.96; and Pausanias 3.26.1); cf. Waszink 1947; ad loc.

Y Albunea: Horace Odes 1.7.12 (with Nisbet and Hubbard 1970: ad loc.}; Tactantius
1.6.12 {citing Varro); and Tibullus 2.5.69-70; of. also Dionysius of Halicarnassus 5.16.2-3.
Numa: Ovid Fasti 4.629-76.
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ghosts that can be seen flitting about at it, by the speaking of the consult-
crs to Acheron in Avernus, and also, perhaps, by the cave and the Sibyl."'
The latter is indicated by the fact that Faunus presides. The nighttime
consulration, the sacrifice of sheep, and the performance of incubation on
the fleeces of sheep, belong to both oracle types. Was Faunus’s oracle a
neksomanteion presided over and mediated by one privileged dead man,
as Tainaron perhaps was by Tettix and Achcron perhaps was by Melissa?
Faunus may have other nccromantic connections: he was the son of Circe
and, according to Plutarch, helped to teach Numa magic when captured
by him.” But it remains possiblc that Virgil just fictively blends a hotch-
potch of oracular motifs. The voice that comes from the wood is also
reminiscent of trec-oracles, as at Dodona, and this might be considered
appropriate to a woodland power such as Faunus.

Each of these three hero-oracles may have some light to shed on nekuo-
manteia. The more plentiful evidence for the Trophonius oracle may help
us to recreate the experience of performing necromancy. The cvidence
for the Amphiaraus oracle may enhance our understanding of the role of
the fleeces in necromantic incubations. And the evidence for the Faunus
oracle may support the supposition that individual ghosts could play a
presiding role at nekuomanteia.

 Cf. Deubner 1900: 8-19 and Collard 1949: 99.
“ Circe: Nonnus Dionysiaca 12.328; cf. Phillips 1953: 55. Numa: Plutarch Numa
15.3-6.
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CHAPTER 7

EVOCATORS, SORCERERS, AND VENTRILOQUISTS

N part 11, we turn our attention to the professionals of ancient necro-

mancy, and to those specifically associated with its practice. In the

carlier evidence, specialists are usually Greek and male. It is these
men who form the subject of this chapter. The discussion is organized,
once again, primarily in accordance with ancient terminology. The key
terms here arc pswchagagos, “evocator™; goes, “sorceree™; and a scries of
words denoting ventriloquism. The attitude toward those to whom such
terms were applicd was usually disdainful, and this becomes particularly
clear in the remarks of Plato and Aristophancs. But we perhaps find a
more sympathetic and “internal™ representation of necromantic special-
ists, or a varicty of them, in the portraits of the miracle-working Greck
“shamans” of the Pythagorean traditdon (chapter 8). There was also a
developing tendency to associate a specialization in necromancy with
aliens— Persians, Babylonians, and Egyptians—and with women or wit-
ches. ‘The heyday of this tendency was the imperial period, but ancient
literature’s first great necromancy sequence, that of the Odyssey, alrcady
provides us with our first witch in Circe, and the second great necro-
mancy sequence, that of Acschylus’s Persians, already provides us with
our first Persian necromancers. The identification of alicns and women
wirh necromancy may, if it has any particular significance, constitute an
act of “cultural distancing” and therefore support other indications thar
necromancy was perceived as a little bizarre (chapter 9). Finally, in part
[1, attention is turned to the city of Romc, and the notions of necro-
mancy that thrived there. The practice of necromancy was particularly
associated with the emperors themselves, probably because it could eco-
nomically convey a series of appropriate, negative, imperial stereotypes,
including harassed anxicty and extraordinary cruelty (chapter 10).

We are told little of resident specialists at the oracles of the dead, as the
review of thesc sites in part I has shown. By contrast, the cvidence for the
duties and privileges of priests at the oracles of Trophonius and Amphiar-
aus is copious.' The Greeks cmployed two terms for necromantic special-

! Trophonius: ¢.g., Plutarch Moralia 431c-d (his brother Lamprias); Pansanias 9.39—40
{pricsts minutely managing cvery stage of the consultation); Philostratus Life of Apotlonius
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ists cognate with their terminology for oracles of the dead: psuchagigos
(“soul-charmer,” “cvocator”; cf. psuchagdgion) was reasonably common.
Nekuomantis (“prophet of the dead”; cf. nekuomanseion) is first found in
the Augustan Strabo. Ps.-Lycophron had used the variant form nekro-
mantis around 196 B.c.., metrs gratsa, but curiously in a contexr indicat-
ing a primary meaning “dead-man prophct.” A Latinized equivalent ne-
cromantius is found only in the scventh-century A.n. Isidore of Seville. A
third term, psuchomantis, which prima facie promises a signification such
as “prophet of souls™ (cf. psuchomanteion), is uscd by our only authority
for it in a context indicating rather that it denoted one who divined the
future through the wisdom of his own living soul.?

Psuchagogoi werc probably based at nckuomanteia but traveled out
from there to lay ghosts when necessary. I repeat in summary the evidence
considered above. Psuchagagoes arc cxplicitly located ar Avernus by Max-
imus of Tyrc, where they appear to have played a role similar to that of
Ephorus’s race of Cimmerians, and it may wcll have been from here that
Plutarch’s psuchagogoi came “from ltaly” to lay the ghost of the regent
P ias. The parallclism between the accounts of this same Pausanias’s
consultation of the ghost of Cleonice, which Plutarch (twice) sets at the
Heracleia nckuomanteion and which Pausanias-periegetes sets among the
psuchagogoi of Phigalia, may suggest that the Phigalian psuchagogoi had a
nekuomanteion of their own. Psuchagogos first appear in Greek literature
in Aeschylus’s fragmentary play of that name. The psuchagagos of the title,
who seem to have been a race, again akin to the Cimmerians, rather than
a defined group of experts (“We, the race [genas] that dwells around the
lake . . .”), arc based at a lake neksmomanteion, which is probably to be
identificd as the Acheron one. It is possible that the consulter of the
Thesprotian oracle of Zcus at Dodona who asked whether the psuchagogos
Dorios should be employed had in mind a person based at that same,
local, Achcron neksomanteion.

8.19 (priests pting to obstruct Apollonius’s descent); and the inscriptions at IG VI
3426, Roesch 1982: 182-83; and Vatin 1971 = Schachrer 1981-94, 3: 84-88. Amphiar-
aus: Plutarch Avistides 19 and Moralia 412a-b; and the inscriptions collected by Petrakos
1968 (of which the important sacred law, no. 39 |pp. 177- 78] = Sukolowski 1969: no.
69). Strabo C459-50 goes into some detail on the priests of Acharaca.

! Psuchagogos: it is curious that there is no RE anticlc on this subject; there arc a few
useful words at Bravo 1987: 207 and Jouan 1981: 417-20; see now, more generally, John-
ston 1999: 82-123. Nekwomantis. Strabo C762; Prolemy Mathematicus Terrabiblos 181,
Artemidorus Oneirocriticus 2.69; and Suda s.v. nekuomantis (“interrogator of a dead per-
son™). Nekromantis. [ Lycophron] Alexandra 682 (further discussion in chapter 16). Neero-
mantins. 1sidore of Seville Frymologiac 8.9.11. Psuch is: Hesychius s.v, thumomantis
[sic].

" Pruchagogos, ctc., at Avernus: Maximus of Tyre 8.2; Ephorus FGH 70 F]34a = Smabo
C244; Plutarch Moralia 560c-f. Consultations by Pausanias: Plutarch Moralia 555¢ and
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Aristophancs’s bricf parody of Aeschylus’s Psuchagogos in the Birds of
414 B.C. provides a comic cameo of a pswchagigos at work:

Beside the Shade-feet (Skispodes) there is a lake (unfit for washing in:
alowtas) where the (unwashed) Socrates draws up souls (psuchageges).! There
came Pisander asking to see the courage/ghost (pswche) that had deserted
him while he was still alive. He had a camel-heifer 1o sacrifice. He cut its
throat, just like Odysscus, and then went off. And then there came up for
him from below, for the spilt blood® of the camel, Chacrephon the bat.
—Aristophanes Birds 1553-64

Socrates as pswchagdgos shepherds Pisander through his consulration as
Acschylus’s psuchagggoi had shepherded Odysseus through his. Aristoph-
anes’ conceit has its origin in Socrates’ interest in the manipulation of
souls, familiar from Plato’s dialogucs. The joke about Pisander depends
upon the equivocation in pswche (cf. “spirit™): the notorious coward
comes in scarch of “courage,” but runs off, in appropriately cowardly
fashion, before the appearance of the “ghost,” and perhaps, too, at the
sight of blood. Another joke derives from the syntactical ambivalence of
alowtos, which can be taken both with the lake and with Socrates. The
lake is “unfit for washing in,” just as Aeschylus’s lake was unfit for wash-
ing hands in, and Socratcs is “unwashed,” a condition for which he had
alrcady been mocked in Aristophanes® Clouds of 423 and for which he is
mocked clsewhere in the Birds, too. ‘The “Shade-feet”™ were a bizarre
mythical race of beings who had four feet, cach bigger than their body,
which they raised one at a time to shicld themselves from the sun. They
serve here as a comic substitution for the Cimmerians in their cternal
darkness. Their name gratifyingly salutes both the ghostly context (skin
being one of Homer’s terms for “ghost™) and the fact that Socrates
avoided the sun and went about unshod. Aristophancs had similarly al-
ready cstablished the conceit in the Cloxds that Socrates and his associates
were deathly pale both from such sun avoidance and from their death-
obsessed life. Chacrcphon, Socrates’ partner in the school of the Clouds,
was the most corpse- or ghostlike of all. In the Wasps of 424 he is “yel-
low-faced,” in the Clowds “half-dcad™ (bemithnes) and, alongside Socra-

Cimon 6; and Pausanias 3.17.9. Acschylus Pswchagogos especially F273 and 273a TrGF,
both quoted in full above; another play in the same tilogy, Ostelogos, “Bone-Gatherers™
(F179~80 TrGF), also dealt with the manipulation of the dead; in this play the relatives of
the suitors slain by Odysscus come to collect their remains. Dorios: Evangelidis 1935: no.
23 = Christidis et al. 1999: no. 5; he is attached to Acheron by van Straten 1982: 215; also,
Eustathius on Homer Odysrzy 10.495 uses the abstract term psuchagogia in connection with
Odyncuu'.i necromancy at the Acheron.
* The reference is noted by Ssda’s general definition of £ i

* Reading cither Zima (“slaughtcring™) with $ in 1987 on lmc l563 , with his

note ad loc., or itma (“decp pool [nf blood]”) with Dunbar 1995 on lincs 1563—64.
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tes, “pale and unshod.” Here in the Birds he is a bat, the creaturc to
which Homer compares the souls of the dead suitors, and in a fragment
of the Horai, probably written around the same time as the Birds, he is a
“child of the night.” Aristophanes’ rival Eupolis similarly described him
as “boxwood.” It is, then, cntirely appropriate that Socrates should here
call up his partner as if a ghost. In their unshod, unwashed, ascetic, soul-
obscssed statcs, Socrates and Chacrephon are portrayed as Pythagoreans,
and perhaps this had some basis in life: notc the involvement of the Py-
thagoreans Simmias and Cebes in Plato’s Phacdo.®

Psuchagagoi were often concerned also with the laying of ghosts.
Hermes himself, whosc job it was to deposit the ghosts of the dead safely
in the underworld, could take psuchagagos as an cpithet (alongside those
of psuchopompos and nekropompos). In a summary definition of psuchaga-
g0, a Euripides scholiast asserts that they “summon up and drive out
ghosts.” Paradoxically, it was often necessary to call up a ghost to lay it.
As we shall sec in chapter 15, one could often be attacked by a ghost in
a form in which it could not communicate meaningfully with one. One
would then have to call it up with nccromantic rites in a form with which
one could communicate and learn from it the causc of its disquict and
the appropriate remedy: From what killer must vengcance be exacted?
What satisfaction could a known killer give? Where did the ghost’s re-
mains lic without due burial? What had been found wanting in an at-

® Sacratic interest in soul-manipulation: se¢ Plato Apology esp. 29d-30b, and in general
Gorgias, Meno, Phaedo, Phaedrus, and Republic. Pruche joke: cf. Sommerstein 1987 on line
loél and Dunbar 1995 on lines 1556—58 the argument of Cavaignac 1959 that the person
d was S and the abandoning pswebe quently the ghost of Chaerephon
fails, because Chaerephon was still alive o return with Thrasyboulos in 403 (Plato Apelogy
20c) and because Pisander's role is thus left unexplained. Socrates mocked as unwashed:
Aristophanes Clowds 145, 699, and 836-37 and Birds 1282; of. Scholiast, Sommerstein
1987, and Dunbar 1995 on Aristophanes Birds 1553-55. “Shade-feet”: Scholiast Aristoph-
anes Birds 1551a. Other references to them in ancient Lirerature (they did nor originate
with Aristophanes) are listed at Sommerstein 1987 and Dunbar 1995: ad loc. Homeric skis:
¢.g., Homer Odysey 10.495 and 11.207; cf. Dunbar 1995 on Aristophanes Birds 1553-55.
Sacrates avoids sun: Aristophanes Clouds 119-20, 198-99, 1112, and 1171b. Socrates un-
shod: Aristophanes Clowds 103 and 362: Plato Sympasium 220b; and Xenophon Memora-
bilia 1.62; cf. Sommerstein 1987 on linc 1653. Chacrephon and Soc : Ch h
shares the pbronristérion with Socrates, apparcndy as an equal partner, at Clowds 104, 144-
68, 503, 830~31, and 1465; at 501—4 he is a former pupil. Perhaps he should be identified
as “Pupil B” in the final lines of the play; he may have had a more promineat role in the
carlier version; see Dover 1968: xcv and on line 1497. Plato Apology 21a also attests his
close ation with § Chaerephon asks the Delphic oracle whether any man is
wiser than S Ch hon’s pallor: Aristoph Wasps 1413, Clonds 103-4 and 504,
Birds 1294-99 (with Dunbar 1995: ad loc.) and Horsi F584 K-A; Eupolis Poless F253
K-A, perhaps produced in 422. Pythagoreans in Pbaedo: cf. Cavaignac 1959; Dover 1968:
axxix—xliii; and A. M. Bowie 1993: 112-24. I owe the insight that Aristophancs’ Socrates
is above all strongly Pythagorean to Mr. E. 1. Bowie.
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tempted duc burial? Many of the necromantic episodes of which we hear

seck, appropriately, revelations of this sort.”
A thrilling description of the way pswchagagos went about their business

of ghost-laying is preserved for us by the Swda:
On cvocation: They accomplish certain acts of sorcery with regard to the
dead. For the people that invite them in want them to drive away the ghosts
from a place. They come to the place where those to be subjected to evoca-
tion arc dead. However, they do not immediately find the exact place, but
track it down in the following fashion. They bring along with them a black
sheep, taking hold of it cither by one of its horns or by its front feet, and
they lead it around standing on its other feet. It follows the dragging very
readily. But whenever it comes to the place where the man or woman in
question lies buricd, there the sheep casts itself down." When this happens,
they remove the sheep and burn it completely[?]” and then, together with
certain claborate sacrifices and spells, they mark off and watk around the
place and they listen to the ghosts as they speak and ask the reasons for their
anger. A inus the emp of the R evocated concerning his father
Commodus.”

—Swuda s.v. | peri] psuchagogias
The procedure’s primary function appcars to have been the locaton of a
corpse that is alrcady in the ground but in an unmarked spot and in
want of due burial. The text does not add the anticipated detail that the
psuchagagoi would procced to dig up the remains and accord them due
burial. This may be due to its clliptical nature, or perhaps the burial could
be made right in whatever place it had initially occurred, or perhaps the
remains were imperceptibly teleported to their new home. Such practices
would have spared psuchagagoi the public embarrassment of the failure to
find bones at the bottom of their hole. But in popular traditions, the
counterparts of psuchagegei could casily find the relevant bones for re-
burial. In a traditional Greck tale, of which the younger Pliny and Lucian
preserve variants, a philosopher spends the night in a haunted house.
When the ghost duly appears and attempts to scare him to death, he
retains his composure. Eventually the ghost meckly leads him to the place

" Hermes: ¢.g., Hewclmu sy pmrbqqgnand Ludian Diglogses of the Gods 7 4; see chap-
ter 4 for Hermes p liast: on Aleeseis 1127-28. Necromancy for
divination and nummmq l'ot ghost laying: Ganschinierz 1929 is h ic in his dif-
ferentiation between the two; sec below,

* Pace Collard 1949: 122-23, it is nor stated that the sheep is led around in a cathartic
circle,
*1 conjecture -cutum\)oavnr,, the normal term | for the holocaust-sacrifice expected at

this poin, for the manuscripts* | teg, “hide it letely,” Prwcha-
Jdgu are associated with sheep sacrifice in Anchvlus ] phv of that name (F273a 1' rGF) and,
licitly, at Phil Life of Apollomins 4.16 and Heroicss pp. 194-95 Kayser.

W See chapter 10 for this puzzlmg tinal sentence.
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within the housc where its body lies without due rites, and disappears
into the ground there. The philosopher marks the spot, and the next day
the ground is openced to reveal the mistreated bones of 2 man murdered
in the housc. Due burial follows, and the house is exorcized. The philoso-
pher of Lucian’s version, Arignotus, is, significantly, a Pythagorcan." Al-
ternatively, the Suda’s procedurc might have been used to locate the
marked and adcquate grave of an unrecognized ghost restless for some
other reason, so that one could identify the ghost and thereby reconstruct
the causes of its distress.

The usc of the sacrificc of the black sheep gratitvingly corresponds with
the traditions of litcrary necromancy. Porphyry adds the confirmatory in-
formation that psuchagago libated the honey-and-milk mixture melskra-
ton to the dead.” The activities of the psychagogoi as described by the
Suda also rescmble the technique supposcdly employed by Epimenides
to purify Athens after the murder of the Cylonians, as we shall sce in the
next chapter.

After the Spartans had starved the regent Pausanias to death while a
suppliant in the templc of Athene Chalkioikos, his ghost haunted the
placc and drove people away from it. Eventually the Spartans received an
oracle bidding them to propitiate the ghost, and so scnt for psuchagogos
from Italy. ‘They came, made a sacrifice (a black sheep, no doubt), and
drew the ghost away from the temple. These brief details we owe to
Plutarch. A ps.-Themistoclcan letter (ﬁnt century A.D.) also attests t.hc
ghost story with a passing reference to an “avenging spirit” (pal
or “avenging ghost™ (alit2rios) of Pausanias. It was probably the goddess
herself that sent upon the city the pestilence to which Aristodemus refers,
angry both for her mistreated suppliant and for her own ensuing depriva-
tion of cult. It was no doubt the pestilence that had scnt the Spartans in
search of oracular solutions."

The rationalizing Thucydides cdits the ghost, and with it the psuchago-
goi, out of his account of these events. A logical gap is lcft in his narrative,
as the Spartans’ oracular consultation is left unmotivated, and the oracle
itself can in consequence only speak vagucly of the city being under a

' Pliny Letters 7.27 and Lucian Philopseudes 31 (the summary conflates details); cf. Plau-
tus Musseliaria 474-515 (based on Philemon’s Phanma) for an example of the sort of mur
der that could give rise 10 such a haunting. On thesc texts, see Felton 1999; cf. Wendland
1911; Nardi 1960; and Romer 1987.

* Porphyry Care of the Nymphs 28.

" Plutarch Homerikai Mclcsai 1 Bernadakis (at Scholiast Euripides Aleestis 1127-28;
the fragment is mosr easily found at F. H. Sandbach’s Loeb edition of Plutarch, vol. 15
p. 241 F126) and Moralia 560c-f. [Themistocles] 4.14 Hercher/Doenges. Aristodemus
FGH 104 F8.
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state of religious pollution (agos)."* Even so, Thucydides’ account and
others written in a similar vein preserve details that flesh out our under-
standing of the psuchagdgos’s activitics. First, Pausanias’s ghost was rest-
less not only for the circumstances of his killing, but also for the fact that
his body had been cast out without burial. The tradition that he had been
put in the ground without rites somewhere near the temple prevailed.
Thucydides takes this linc, but salutes and implicitly denies a more spec-
tacular countertradition that his body was thrown down the Cacadas cre-
vasse on Taygetus, where criminals were put, by including it as an abor-
tive plan.' In either casc, the skills of the psuchagagoi as described by the
Suda would have been valuable in locating Pausanias’s body for its re-
burial and for the laying of the ghost. The traditdon that the body was
put down the Cacadas, from which it would in fact have been physically
irretrievable, was probably the older onc.'® The notion that ghosts pri-
marily haunted the place in which their remains lay will then have trans-
ferred the site of the body's initial disposal to ncar the temple itself. How-
cver, a ghost did have the ability to haunt at once both the place in which
its body lay and the place of its death. Thus, during the period of his
provisional and inadequate burial in the Lamian gardens, Caligula con-
trived to haunt both the gardens and the building in which he had been
cut down."”

Sccond, Thucydides reveals that the oracle that advised the Spartans
was nonc other than the Delphic oracle itsclf. This august institution, it
appears, could lend its authority to the work of psuchagagoi, just as it did
to the Tainaron neksomanteion. But then, it often scems to have given
advice on ghost-laying." We do not know whether the august Zcus of

“* Thucydides 1.134. For the obviow “gap™ in Thucydides’ tale, sce Burkert 1962: 49
and Faraone 1991a: 186-87 n. 79. Thucydides hides behind the inadequate fig-leaf of a
(cm ral connection, “later un™ (byteron).

' Pausanias put in the ground near the temple: Thucydides 1.134; Diodorus 11.45; and Ne-
pos 4.5. Put down the Cacadas: Sadas.v. Pausanias; Nepos imitates Thucydides on the abortive
plan. Plutarch Moralin 308b = Chrysermus of Corinth FGH 287 F4 and Asistodemus FGH 104
F8 emphasize deprivation of due bunal. For a similar notion that Thucydides here implicitly ar-
gues against other traditions, sce Rhodes 1970: 389, p-a(.awkw:ll 1971: 50.

'*The nature of Cacadas is well conveyed by P pericgetes’ tale of Ari
of Messene, 4.18; cf. Strabo C367 (kaseros: crevasses opened up by earthquakes); Dio Chry-
sostom 80.9 and Scholiast Thucydides 1.134 misunderstand the place.

7 Suctonius Caligula 39; f. Cumont 1949: 84-85 and 319; and Felton 1999: 10.

™ Delphic advice on Pausanias: so, too, explicitly, Diodorus 11.45; Ncpos 4.5; Pausanias
3.17; and, implicitly again, [Themistocles| 4.14 Hercher/Doenges. Tainaron: Plutarch
Moralia 560¢—f {= Archilochus T141 Tarditi) and Swda s.v. Archslochas. Delphi’s advice on
ghost-laying: SEG 9 no. 72 (Cyrencan ghost-laying laws: see below); Aeschylus Choepboros
568 (ghost of Agamemnon); Pindar Pyirian 4.160-64 (ghost of Phnxus); Justin 20.2
{ghosts of youths of Siris: sec below).
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Dodona similarly lent his authority to the work of the psuchagigos Dorios,
as he was invited to do.

Third, Thucydides tells that the pollution was ended by the reburial of
Pausanias in the forccourt ot thc temple and the dedication there of two
bronze statues in his place.”” The dedication of double “replaccment”
figures (kolossos) was a very old ghost-laying technique. When the men of
Croton and Mctapontum stormed Siris in the mid-sixth century, they
slaughtered Athene’s priest and the fifty youths embracing her statuc in
her temple, according to a myth preserved by Justin. Like Pausanias, the
youths were suppliants of Athene. As a result, the cities were afflicted by
pestilence and civil strife. Croton learned from Delphi (the great oracle
again coming to the rescue) that they should placate Athene and the
ghosts of the dead, and they set about doing this by making an claborate
life-size statue for cach of the youths killed, and another one of Athene,
too. The material uscd is unspecified. Learning of this, the men of Meta-
pontum, wishing to seize the peace of the ghosts and the goddess for
themsclves, tricd to get in first by swiftly making miniature stone effigics
for the young men and instituting an offering of cakes for the goddess.
But both cities were delivered, Croton for its magnificence, Mctapontum
for its expedition. This tale functions as an aetiology for the custom of
placating ghosts each with the dedication of doublc cffigics. It may be
significant that these two ghost-laying citics became Pythagorean strong-
holds.” The resulting different-sized replacement pairs resemble the pair
of “menhirs” found in a Mycenean cenotaph chamber-tomb at Midea.
These arc flat, oblong stones with headlike protruberances at the top, onc
around four feet tall, the other two, and their the function was cvidently
to replace a (single) missing body.” A seventh-century B.C. grave from

* Thucydides does not explicitly assert that the statues represented Pausanias, but Pau-
sanias-penicgetes (3.17), who saw :h:rn hnns:lf docs Aristodemus FGH 104 F8 and Suda
s.v. Paysgnias (as against Thucydides, D and [Themistocles) 4.14 Her-
cher/Doenges) reduce the number of efligics lo one, doubtless for failure to understand
the significance of the double dedication. No trace of these statues was found in the excava-
tion of the temple [Dickins 1906-7). See Waodward 1923-25: 263-66 for a tentative
argument that the stone “l.conidas™ sratue found there was a third effigy of the regent,
This starue, now the glory of the Sparta Museum, was alrcady buricd when PPausanias-
periegetes visited the site.

* Justin 20.2. Pythagoreans in Croton and Mctapontum: Herodotus 4.14 (Aristeas);
Aristotle F191 Rosc; and Iamblichus Pysbagerean 14fz 134, etc.

* Sce Persson 1931: 108-17 and plate xxix; Picard 1933; Burkert 1962: 47; Andronikos
1968: 104-5: Vermeule 1979: 214; and Faraonc 1991a: 183--84. An carly legend about
Alcmene, who came from Midea, has Zeus send Hermes (the psschopompos) 1o replace her
dead bady with a stone, which the Heraclidai then set up in 2 wood {cf. below on the
Cyrenean sacred law), making the place a heroon for her (Pherccydes FHG 2.82 = Antonius
Liberalis 33; cf. Plutarch Romsfus 28). The Midean menhir-pair makes (he cl:um of Gchoh-
ast Thucydides 1.134 that two stelai werc set up for P: ias p al

{3
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Thera (Schiff's grave) similarly contained no bones but two rough-carved
stonc statucttes, both of these about cight inches high. In the fourth-
century redaction of ancient purification rules supposedly given to Cyrenc
by Delphi (once again), onc is to lay an attacking ghost (kikesios) by pro-
claiming its name for three days, if one knows it. If one does not, one is
to lay it by addressing it as “O person, whether a man or a woman,”
making male and female dolls from carth or wood, entcrtaining them to
a mcal, and depositing them in unworked woodland.™ These provisions
in turn have much in common with those of the sacred law from Sclinus,
which instruct a killer pursucd by an angry ghost (elasteros; cf. alastor) to
rid himself of it by inviting the ghost to an outdoor meal and addressing
it there. The use of double cfligics in the placation of ghosts remains
constant, bur its rationalization seems to differ. In the Cyrenean law, the
dolls’ duality is rationalized in terms of the need to cover both genders for
an unknown ghost. These measures arc remarkably similar to Akkadian
provisions for banishing discases brought upon the living by ghosts with
the use of a male and female pair of clay figurines. There was no such
need in the case of the youths of Siris or in the cases of cenotaphs for
known individuals. Perhaps in these cases the large-and-small pairs were
rationalized rather as standing for body and soul. We think in particular
of archaic vase illustrations of Sarpedon’s ghost quitting his body in the
form of a parallel but miniature version of the body itsclf (scc fig. 11).
Indeed, Richer has proposcd precisely such an interpretation for the Pau-
sanias pair. No doubt the archaic notion that a wronged person should
be compensated to twice the value of his loss was also significant. We find
the usc of a single bronze replacement-cffigy in the tale of the ghost of
Actacon, which devastated the country around Orchomenos by throwing
rocks. Delphi (yet again) commandced the Orchomenians to cover such
remains of Actacon as they could find with carth, make a bronze image
of the ghost, and then rivet it with iron to rock, presumably to stop it
wandcring around. We also find the use of single replacement effigics in
another Spartan context: the Spartans buried efligies (e¢iddla) of their
kings who died far away, Herodotus reports. Pausanias-pericgeres bricfly

though the information may derive merely from a conflation of Thucydides' own refe
to (plural) stzlas and to the two statues.
¥ Hiller von Gaertringen 1903: csp. 304-6 and figs. 492-93; Kunz and Boardman
1971: 178-79 and 257-59, with fig. 34; and Faraonc 1991a: 184. A further cenotaph
cligy is known from fifth-cenrury B.c Western Lacri, a pot-burial with the remains replaced
with a female bust; ¢f. Kurtz and Boardman 1971: 259 fig. 56; and Faraone 1991a: 184.
# SEG 9 no. 72 lines 111-21. See Parker 1983: 332-51; Faraone 1991a: 180-87 (with
further bibliography on the law at 181 n. 55) and 1993: 82-83 (for a briefer summary of
the same material); Burkert 1992: 68-73; and Johnston 1999: 58-39; cf. also Faraonc
1993 on Meiggs and Lewis no. 5 for morc on kolassei at Cyrenc.
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mentions that another pair of statues stood adjacent to those of the rc-
gent, representing Slecp and Death: might these have saluted the pswcha-
43807's use of incubation to lay his ghost?™

The use by the Cyrencan law of the curious term hskesios, which nor-
mally means “suppliant,” to denote “attacking ghost” sheds light on Pau-
sanias-pericgetes’ brief reference to the aftermath of the death of Pausan-
ias the regent. He tells that in fulfillment of Delphi’s behest, the Spartans
made the two bronze cffigies of Pausanias and honored the demon Epi-
dotes, “saying that he averted the anger of (the) hskesios over Pausanias.”
It is normally d that the hikessos (only found here in a Spartan
context) placated in this narrative is Zeus Hikesios, Zcus of Suppliants
and of Avenging Ghosts, and thercfore that he serves as a functional alter-
native in the story to Athene Chalkioikos.” But the assumption is proba-
bly wrong. Why should Zeus stcp in to avenge a wrong done to Athenc?
Also, the averter of the anger of (the) hikesios, Epidotes, is himsclf Zcus
(or an aspect thereof). In other words, he is the Spa.rtan cquivalent of the
Zeus Phyxios, whom P ias-peri tells us I ias the regent
had himself just supplicated for punﬁcauon over the death of Cleonice
(alongside his trip to the pswchagagoes of Phigalia). It is improbable that
Zeus should have averted his own anger. Rather, it scems that, just as in
the Cyrenean law, the term hikesios here describes the attacking ghost
itself, that is, the ghost of Pausanias the regent. Almost certainly the term

* Selinus: Jamesun ct al. 1993: 54-56 and 76. Akkadian provisions: BAM 323: 79-88/
BIDp. 210: 1-13; cf. Bortéro 1992: 283-85 and Scurlack 1995: esp. 94-95, 99, and 107.
Sarpedon: sec chaprer 6; for the notion that grave- kouros, often used in pairs, were originally

lized as “repl " for the dead person, see Stewart 1997: 65. Pausanias pair
as budv and soul: Ru:her 1994: 83-84. Double compensation: ¢.g., Hesiod Works 710-11
and Theognis 1089. Actacon: Pausanias 9.38; cf. Fontenruse 1968: 83-85 and 1978: 130-
31; Schachter 1981-94, 1: 8 and Faraone 1991a: 187-88; «f. also Quintilian’s talc of bind-
ing a ghost into its grave with iron, Declamationes maiores 10, sepulerssm incansaswm. Effi-
gics of Spartan kings: Herodotus 6.38; cf. Schifer 1957; Burkert 1962: 47; Pritchete 1985:
242; Faraone 1991a: 184; and, importantly, Richer 1994. What relationship, if any, did
these have to the Dioscuri effigies that traditionally accompanied the Sparran kings into
battle {Herodotus 5.75)? Sleep and Dcath: Pausanias 3.18; cf. Richer 1994: 85-88 and
chapter 6 for incubation.

* Use of the term bikesios in the Cyrenean law: see Stukey 1937; Burkert 1992: 68-70;
Faraone 1991a: 181-82 nn. 60-61 and 1992: 91 n. 60; and Jameson ct al. 1993: 119;
pace Parker 1983: 344-51. Pausanias 3.17.

* Thus Hitzig 1896-1910 and Levi 1971: ad loc. But Wide (1893: 14-17 and 272)
rightly detached Aikesios from Zeus. Some cditors are less sure that bikasior is Zeus, but still
make him a god: Meyer 1954; Papachatzis 1963-74; Rocha-Percira 1973; and Musti ¢t al.
1982-. Zeus Hikesios as god of suppli .., Acschylus Supplianss 616. Zeus Hikesios
is identificd with Zeus Alastoros by Pherecydes FGH 3 F175; fnr Zeus Alastor, scc Hesy-
chius s.v. slasror and the other lexicographical references collected at Jameson et al. 1993:
118-19. Cook (1914-40, 2: 1101) believes that Zcus Hikesios originally protected suppli-
anrs specifically from the attacks of avenging ghosts.
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is a common noun, not a proper one, and is therefore wrongly printed
capitalized in texts.”” Boldly attacking ghosts may at first seem to have
little in common with self-abasing living suppliants, but thcy do noncthe-
Iess in their own way make petition—for the bestowal of peace (cf. chap-
ter 4). It is noteworthy that the theme of living supplication is itself also
integral to the tale of Pausanias’s dcath: he supplicated Zeus Phyxios over
the ghost of Cleonice, and he supplicated Athene to protect him from
the Spartans.

Plutarch does not indicate how many psuchagigoi made up the Italian
tcam that came to lay Pausanias’s ghost, but the fact that more than one
was required suggests they had much work to do. As we have scen, there
were other pswchagogos based closer to Sparta. There were some at Phi-
galia to whom Pausanias had himself tumed, albeit unsuccesstully, for the
laying of Cleconice’s ghost, and there may well have been others at Spar-
ta’s own Tainaron mckuomanteion. The distance the Italian pswchagggos
traveled was doubtess an index of the exceptional nature of their powers
and arcane skill. As travcling consultants, these pswchagigos fit the pattern
identified by Burkert of eastern Mediterranean “itinerant diviners and ma-
gicians” summoned from afar for great tasks of purification. Sparta had
similarly summoncd Thaletas from Gortyn, around 670 B.C., to deliver its
inhabitants from a plaguc, and Athens had summoned Epimenides from
Cnossos after the sacrilegious murder of the Cylonians, around 630 ¥

Plato suggests that psuchagigos could also, and perhaps usually did, use
their powers for ill. In a complex serics of tirades linked by common
vocabulary and attitudes, he portrays them as part of a wider phenome-
non of shabby hucksters and charlatans.” These hirc themseclves out
cheaply and call up the dead not to lay them, as they pretend, but to
exploit them to carry out the work of destructive binding magic against
the living. In the Laws, Plato applies the vocabulary of psuchagagia to the
group:

But Ict us address those who take up the wild belief that the gods do not
care or are placable, and who, in contempt for men, charm the souls ( pswcha -
Adgousi) of many of the living, by alleging that they charm the souls { psscha-
gogein) of the dead. They undertake to persuade the gods, through the prac-
tices of sorcery (goereuontes), with sacrifices (shusiais) and prayers (ewchais)

¥ Epidotes: Hescyhius s.v. Bpidasas, Zeus Phyxios: Pausanias 3.17. So, pace Burkert
1992: 72, we do have an ple of hikesios ing “haunting spirit” outside the Cyre-
nean law,

 Significance of distance: cf. Germain 1954: 373. Itinerant diviners: Burkert 1983b:
118 and 1992: 42 {where one must correct “Phigalia”™ to “Italy™). Thaletas: Pratinas TrGF
4 F9 = Plutarch Moralia 1146b. Epimenides: FGH 475 cspecially T4b; sec chaprer 8.

P For the iation b Aodtes and charlatanry, sce Burkert 1962: 50-353; cf. Gor-
don 1999: 210-19.
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and spells (epoidais), and try to destroy root and branch individuals and
entire houses for the sake of money.
—Plato Laws 909a-b
He goes on to prescribe the punishment of lifelong banishmcnt to the in-
land prison for such practitioners, a i only justifiable, surely, by
the underlying belicf that their powcrs could indeed be efficacious. Other
terms are applied to what is evidently the same group in the Republic:

Beggar-pricsts (agurtas) and prophets (smanteis) go to the doors of the rich
and persuade them that they have the power, acquired from the gods by
sacrifices (#hywiass) and spells (epaidass), to cure with pleasures and festivals
any wrong done by the man himsclf or his ancestors, and that they will harm
an cnemy, a just man or an unjust man alike, for a small fee, if a man wishes
it, since they persuade the gods, as they sa)' to scrve them, by certain charms
(epagigais) and bindings (katadesmois) ™

—Plato Republic 364b~c

Plato’s text gocs on to associate the group also with Orphic initiators,
who claim to purify individuals and cities and to dcliver the living and
the dead from the terrors of the afterlife through the rites prescribed by
their books.” Elsewhere in the Laws, Plato advocates execution for the
makers of binding spells (katadesesi, kasadess), who, for example, set up
voodoo dolls at (ombs To these people he here apphcs the tcrms mantis,

“prophet,” again, and also teratoskopos, “portent-inspector.”” The usc of
the term mantis seemingly indicates, in the context of binding spells, the
group’s association with nccromantic prophecy.

It would not have been out of character for Plato to conflate for his
own purposes categories of soul technicians normally considered distinct,
but broadly similar strings of associations can be found in other authors.
‘Thus Heraclitus groups together “mages (smagos), bacchants, macnads,
initiates (mustas), and night-wanderers (nukzspolos).” Sophocles® Oedipus
in anger abuses Tircsias as a mage (magos), beggar-priest (agxrees), and
prophet (mantis). Hippocrates speaks in his On the Sacred Discase of
“mages (magos) and purificrs (kathartas) and agurtai and charatans (ala-
zomes),” who purify possessed people by incantations and sacrifice, and
finally bury the refuse in the soil or the sea or “carry it to mountains,
where nobody will touch or step on it.” Later on, Libanius (fourth cen-
tury A.D.) draws a portrait of a mage (magos) who calls himsclf a comrade
of the gods, overthrows houses for moncy, rolls around (kalindosmenos)
graves, and inflicts death from them upon those that have donc no

It was from a reading of this text that Frazer derived his influcntial notion that the
compulsion of supernatural powers was fundamental to magic: see Graf 1995: 35 and 40.

* Plato Republic 364 d—c; scc chapter 8 for the problem of Orphism.

¥ Plato Laws 933a—.
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wrong, troubling the dead (nekros) and denying peace to the ghosts (psw-
chai). Celsus was able to fit Jesus into the group, too, identifying his
“miracles with the acts of sorcerers (gozees), since they promisc rather
amazing things, and with the things that the discples of the Egyptians
bring about, who sell their august learnings for a few obols in the middle
of the market and cxpel demons from men and blow away discases and
call up the souls of heroes. . .. ” The term agurtés was primarily used of
mendicant priests of Cybcle, but it was held equivalent to “sorcerer”
(go#s) by Plutarch, and to “mage” (magos) by Zosimus.*

The perception that pswchagagos were typically shabby hucksters may
lurk behind Aristophancs’ assignment of the role to his ne plus sltva of
shabby hucksters, Socrates, and behind the quick and indignant denial of
Heracles that he is one in Euripidcs’ Alcestis. When Admetus takes Alces-
tis, retrieved from the underworld, to be a mere ghost, Heracles, her
restorer, protests, “I am not a psuchagogos!” An association between pos-
chagdnoi and binding-cursc sorcery is perhaps implied also by a bricf frag-
ment of Euripides, “A very great evocating (psuchagigos) cvil-cye-er
(baskanas).” The notion of baskania, “the cvil eye,” was in general associ-
ated with competitive envy, which, as Faraone has shown, was the emo-
tion that characteristically underpinned the usc of the curse tablets.™
There were perhaps ways in which necromancy proper could stray into
cursing, almost despite itsclf (sce the final chapter). Like Plato’s Orphics,
the pswehagogoi brought in by the Spartans after Pausanias’s death had
purified their city; expulsions of ghosts and purifications of pestilences
were associatcd also among the activities of Epimenides (see chapter 8).

An important feature of the Laws passage quoted above is its wordplay,
Plato playing on original and derived meanings of the psuchagog- stem.
Undoubtedly “evocate (the dead)” was the original meaning of psuchago-
#¢b, literally “lead the soul along,” and related terms, but its semantic
field was extended and banalized to cover “mislead (the living),” i.c.,

* Heraclitus: DK 12 B 14 = Clement of Alexandria Prosrepticss 22.2; cf. Bickerman and
Tadmor 1978: 250 and Graf 1995: 31-32. Sophocles: Ocedipas Trannus 388-90; cf. Head-
lam 1902: 60; Bickerman and Tadmor 1978: 258; and Graf 1993: 31-32. Hippocrates: On
the Sacred Disease, 6.362f. Literé; cf. Burkert 1983b: 116 and Gordon 1987b: 62. Libanius
41.7; kalindoumcnos scems 10 imply both “roaming” and “circling,™ as, no doubt, for puri-
fication (sce chapter 11). Celsus: Origen Conrra Celrum 1.68. Cybele mendicants: Anti-
phanes F157 K-A and Demosthenes 19.249 and 281; cf. Burkert 1987: 35. Plutarch: Mor-
alin 1651, Zosimus: 1.1].

™ Euripides Alcestis 1127-28; despite this protestation, see Clark 1979: 79-92 and
125-31 for Heracles' necromantic aspects. Baskanos: Euripides F933 Nauck. Competitive
emy: Faraone 1991b. For the cvil eye in ancient Greece, cf. fahn 1855; Elsworthy 1895;
Schmidt 1913; Geffcken 1930; Kouing 1954; Morcan 1976; Tupet 1976: 178-81, 1986:
2606-10; Dundes 1981; Dunbabin and Dickie 1983; Yatromanolakis 1988; Dickic 1990,
1991, 1995; Bernand 1991: 85-105; Limberis 1991; Schiesier 1994; Vernsel 1999.
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“fool,” “charm (the living),” i.c., “entertain,” “lead the spirit (of the
living),” i.c., “encourage,” and even “kidnap (thc living).” “Fool™ and
“entertain” are the meanings it carrics in the vast majority of its extant
usages throughout the history of ancient Greek. The samc equivocation
doubtless underpins Aristophanes’ application of psuchagdgei to Socrates.
The great fourth-century Athcnian courtesan Phryne also exploited the
equivocation according to Athenacus, but in a different way. She joked
that wreaths were hung on doors “becausc they charm souls (pswehago-
gousi) [sc. of both the living and the dead].” We often find the psuchagag-
terms uscd in their banalized senses in contexts that yet salute their necro-
mantic origin. Thus, Diodorus tclls that Orpheus used psuchagagia to
persuade Perscphone to let him bring Eurydice’s soul out of the
underworld.®

In general, it is unclear to what extent such strings of associations were
the product of appropriate perception or malicious and competitive mis-
representation. Under the last option it should at least be borne in mind
that, while Socrates and Plato abusively represented soul technicians and
those who would offer enlightenment and a better condition after death
as mages, sorcerers, and beggars, they themselves contrived paradoxical
arguments, were would-be manipulators of souls, offered cnlightenment
and a better condition after death, and lived off the charity of their clients.
And although Hippocrates abusively represented as mages those who of-
fered dictary prescriptions for the cure of epilepsy in his trcatisc On the
Sacred Discase, he himself procceded to offer dietary prescriptions for the
cure of epilepsy in the same tract. Evidently there was a tendency to cast
the allegation of magic and sorcery at one’s closc professional rivals. Per-
haps the projection of Socratcs himsclf as a pswchagdgos and sorcerer in
turn, if not a fair assessment of him, given his intcrests, derived from
corresponding or retaliatory propagandist activity on the part of the rivals
he abused.

A morc positive attitude toward a layer of ghosts is cxpressed in a myth
attached to Euthymus of Locri. The city of Temesa was terrorized by a
“ghost in a wolfskin,” which had formerly been Odysseus’s comrade Po-
lites, who was stoned to death by the townspcople for raping a girl.
The ghost was terrifving and dark, and subsequendy known, depending

* Psuchagiy- wordplay: Gral 1995: 33. Mcanings of psuchagageo: see LS] s.v.; cf. Collard
1949: 13 and de Romilly 1975: 15. The various meanings of the word arc reviewed by
Aphthonius (fourth to fifth century An.) at Progymnasmara 5. He preserves a fragment of
Sophocles { Epi Tasnarni F224 for Radt [ TrGF|, Kerberos F327a for Pearson), alf’ hoi tha-
nontes psuchagigownsas monoi. This appears to have become a proverb, exploiting the equiv-
ocation in pswchagageo: “Only the the dead can be evocated,” or “Only the dead are
amused /fooled”? Socrates psuchagages: as noted by Collard 1949: 12 and de Romilly 1975:
94 n. 47. Phryne: Athenaeus 585¢. Orpheus: Diodorus 4.35.4.
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upon how we interpret the manuscripts, as Lykas, “Wolfy,” or Alibas,
“Corpse.” Each year it had to be dissuaded from random acts of terror
by the gift of the city’s most beautiful virgin. Euthymus fell in love with
the latest victim, who promised to marry him if he saved her. This he did
by lying in ambush for the ghost as it came to collect her and chasing it
into the sca. We arc reminded of Heracles’ restoration of Alcests to life
by the wrestling of Thanatos, “Dcath,” into submission as he came to
collect her for himsclf.*

We know of further, more precautionary ghost-laying techniques, which
may or may not have been employved by psuchagigoi. In the Odyssey,
Qdysseus transported the ghosts of comrades he was unable to bury into
their cenotaphs by calling their names three times. Aeneas did the same
for Deiphobus in the Aencid. It was customary, too, to crect a cenotaph
on the beach for those who died at sea and again to call their names three
times (cf. the three days of the Cyrenean law).” Another means of laying
a ghost, or rather a preventative technique against its arousal, particularly
usetul to those murdering kin, was maschalismos, “arm-pitting.” This was
most famously done by Clytemnestra to the corpse of Agamemnon.” The
lexicographical sources that discuss the term are, as often, contradictory,
buc it sccms clear that the process comprised cutting off hands, fect,
noscs, cars, and gemta.ls and stnng'mg these under the armpits from a
band around the corpse’s neck.” Why was this cffective? For Kittredge,
it was because ghosts reflect the state of their corpses, as in the case of
Virgil’s Deiphobus, and as in the thinking that stakes and dccapitates
vampires, so that the “disabling™ of the body entails that also of the
ghost. For Bouché-Leclercq, however, the case of Deiphobus argucd that
the mutilated ghost is not crippled per se, but is just rendered too
ashamed to show itself. In Apollonius of Rhodes’ Argonautica, Jason
performs maschalismos on the body of Medea’s brother Apsyrtus, whom

* Pausanias 6.6.7-11; Euripides Alcestis 1141; cf. Collison-Morley 1912: 61; Rohde
1925: 135; and Phillips 1953: 57 (Polites a variant of Elpenor?).

¥ Homer Odysser9.64-65, with scholia and Eustathius ad loc., and Pindar Pythian 4.159
with scholiast (281a-¢ Drach ) for other taphs in the Odysey, see 1.289-92 and
4.548. Virgil Aeneid 6.505-6. See Rohde 1923: 42; Collard 1949: 124; Burkert 1962: 47;
‘Toynbee 1971: 54; Faraone 1991a: 183-84; and Johnston 1999: 153. Beaches: Eustathius
on Homer Odyssey 9.62; of. Burkert 1962: 47.

™ Acschylus Choepboroi 43943 and Sophocles Electva 445, with schalia. Also, Achilles
performs halismos on ‘Troilus ar Sophocles F623 Radt. This takes place in the sancruary
of Apullo Thymbraios, where snakes had torn apart Laocoon and his sons: see Bremmer
1997 87-88.

ch\uhmq. Photius, and Sxda s.v. hali Suda s.v. balisthe;, Ei /7
U magmum 5N. apargmata; and the scholia cited above and to Apullomus Rhodius
4.477-80, all deriving from Aristoph of By ium F142 Slater. Sec Kittredge 1885:

Harrison 1922: 70; Rohdc 1925: 582-86; Garland 1985: 94; Vermcule 1979: 49 and n.
16; Parker 1984; Bremmer 1997: 84-87; and Johnston 1999: 156-59.
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he has killed. He then sucks his blood and spits it out three times, with
the cxpress purpose of propitiating the ghost.*

The texts cited above give strong reason to regard psuchagagos as closely
related to or associated with gogtes, “sorcerers.” Socrates, whom Aristoph-
anes portrayed as a psuchagogos, is portrayed by Plato’s Mcno as a go#s.
The association is particularly explicit in some later sources. As we have
scen, a scholiast to Euripides® Alcestis contends that psuchagagos is the
Thessalian term for goétes; though wrong in point of fact, the contention
scrves to demonstrate the proximity of these words’ meanings. So, too,
Phrynichus Arabius (sccond century A.n.) tells that the ancients applicd
the term psuchagdgos to those who charmed the souls of the dead with
certain acts of sorcery (go2teiais). Proclus (fifth century A.D.) associates
psuchagogia and goéteia in their metaphorical usages. Synesius (fourth to
fifth century A.D.) was attacked by ghosts sent through his dreams by
psuchopompoi (“ghost-scnding”) goeses.”" The Suda’s definition of goes re-
calls Plato’s amalgam: “flatterer, meddler, wandering, decciver.”

The ctymology of the term go#s indicates that psuchagagia originally
constituted the heart of the concept: it is a derivative of goos, “mourning-
song,” and goad, “sing a song of mourning.” The goos was the improvised
mourning-song of the dead man’s relatives, predominantly the women,
and stood in contrast to the thrénos, the formal mourning-song of profis-
sionals. It was perhaps usual for the former to be sung in antiphony to
the larter. "The original Indo- European root was *gow-, which, as Burkert
notes, was onomatopocic for grief. The derivation continued to be per-
ccived throughout antiquity and beyond, which may indicate that psscha-
Aagia or kindred activities continued to be central to the concepr of the
gos. Thus Cosmas (sixth century A.n.) said, “Goétesa is the calling-upon
of cvil demons that hang around tombs. . . . Go#tesa got its name from
the gooi and thrénai of thosc around tombs.” The Swda was to say that
“goetein is said of the bringing up of a dead person (anagein nekron) by
the invocation of his namc (epsklesis), whence it derives its name, from

* Kiteredge 1885: 163-64. Bouché-1cclercq 1879-82, 1: 336; cf. Apulcius Metamor-
phoses 2.30, where the living Thelyphron is so ashamed of his ilations that he will not
return home. Apollonius Rhodius Ay ica 4.477-80; cf. Rohde 1925: §86; Garland
1985: 94; and Bremmer 1997: 84-86.

*' Plato Meno 80b (cf. Bowic 1993: 112-24 and Graf 1995: 33). Scholiast Euripides
Alcestis 1127-28. Phrynichus Arabius at Bekker Anecdota gracca p. 73 lines10-14. Proclus
In rempublicoms 203.3. Syncsius De i its 14.2 (cf. Nicephoros Gregoras ad loc., PG
149, 615; Collard 1949: 110).
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the lamentations (goom) and threnodies of people around the grave.” Tt is
uncertain at what point the term go2s began to be assimilated to the term
magos\?

Goos and goes are several times associated with the raising of the dead
in Grecek literaturc. In Acschylus’s Persians, the ghost of Darius obscrves
of the Persian ¢lders that they summon him “in pitiful fashion, making
high shricks with psychagogic lamentations {psuchagagois goois).” It was
these lamentations that persuaded him to come. It is possible that the
summoning-song as a whole constituted the gooi: othenwise the term will
have referred to the nonverbal noises interspersed through it.** The ghost
of Achilles likewisc appears to have risen to goos at his tomb in Sophocles’
Polyxena. Gorgias speaks mctaphorically of the (living) soul bcing
charmed by gotesia. Plato similarly speaks of a goes excrcising power over
the living soul of another, and of sophists “bewitching”™ (gogtewein) the
young by showing them “ghosts” (esdala). Apollonius of Tvana, who had
raiscd the ghost of Achilles, was debarred from Trophonius's oracle by its
priests on the ground that he was a go#s.*

For Vermcule, the role of the gos grew out of that of the chief
mourmncr, the exarchos gooso, whose job it was temporarily to resurrect the
dead and exchange messages with them. She draws attention to a scventh-
century Awic funcrary plaque on which the goos is sung around a bicr as
a soul-bird sits in attendance. For Burkert, the original role of the goes
was shamanic: he made an ccstatic journey to conduct the soul of a dead
man to the underworld with magical lamenration and music, and the
psychagogic Hermes was his divine projection.®

“ Reiner 1938: passim; Burkert 1962: 45; Chantraine 1968-80 s.v. thremos; Alexiou
1974: 12-13; Vermeule 1979: 15; Garland 1985: 29-30 and 142; Bernand 1991: 47; and
Rabinowitz 1998: 137. Etvmology: Headlam 1902: 37, Frisk 1960-72; and Chantraine
1968-80 s.v. goad, cf. Burkert 1962: 43—44; Graf 1995: 32 (but his claim that the word
goes does not have a good Greek pedigree is curious); and Johnston 1999: 100-123, with
important observations on the links between godies and mystery-initiation. Cosmas: PG 38,
491. Suda: s.v. gotseia; Burkert (1962: 38) regards the chrec-way distinction made here by
Suda berween goetcia, mageia, and phaymakeia as a late antique development; of. abso Gral'
1995: 34; sce Plutarch Moralia 415a for an indirect association between mages and the rites
of grief. Assimilation of gods and mages. Graf 1995.

¥ Aeschylus Persians 687 (psuchagogois govis, of. Euripides Blzcsva 36, where it is stipu-
Jated that Agamemnon will nor be called back with goei. Vrugt-lentz 1960: 36}, 697
(go0is), 651, 656, 663, 671 (2¢ and 05), and 672 {double asas).

“ Sophacles: Polyxena F523 TrGE. Gorgias: Helen 10. Plato: Meno 80ab (of. Burken
1962: 42-43) and Sophist 234¢ (cf. also Kushydemus 288b-c; Menexenns 235a; and espe-
dally Politicus 291¢; sce Burkert 1962: 42 and De Romilly 1973: 31-32 and 97 n. 16}.
Apollonius: Phil Life of Apollonius 8.19 (cf. 4.16).

* Vermeule 1979: 17-19, including fig. 13, and 200. The plaque is Muscum of Fine
Arts, Boston, 27.146. Burkert 1962: 44-45.
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It scems that goos and goezeia encompassed the same partly contradic-
tory qualities as psuchagagia: they both laid and roused the dead.* A
curious recurrent feature of ancient Greek funeral culture is the placing
of legal restriction on the cxpression of gricf. Limitations were placed
upon the number of mourners one might have, the length of tme for
which mourning might be undertaken, the degree of squalor of the
mourners’ dress, the degree to which the mourncrs might lacerate them-
sclves, the splendor of sacrifices, and the splendor of the grave gifts that
might accompany the dead man. These restrictions fell more heavily upon
women, who were primarily responsible for the business of mouming. It
is fashionable to explain such restrictions in terms of “social™ or “politi-
cal” (i.c., anti-aristocratic) or “gender control.” Whatever merits such
explanations may have, the fundamental justification for the limitation of
the expression of grief is clear: if there is too much of it, one might bring
the dead back. The only thing to be drcaded more than the loss of a
loved one is that loved one's return (one thinks of W. W. Jacobs’s mag-
nificent 1902 short story The Monkey’s Paw).

o v e .

A rather different variety of professional associated with necromancy was
the “ventriloquist.” Allusive references to “Eurycles” by Aristophanes,
Plato, and Plutarch cntail that he was originally some sort of power that
took up residence in the stomachs of one or more individuals, took partial
posscssion of their voices, and uttcred prophecies in muttering fashion.
By Plutarch’s time, the name had become a generic term for the hosts
themselves of such powers, and he supplies as equivalent terms for such
hosts engastyimuthos, litcrally “in-the-stomach-speaker,” and “Python.”
The latter had superseded “Eurycles” in contemporary parlance. The Ar-
istophanes scholia add that the term “Eurycleidai,” literally “sons/de-
scendants of Eurycles,” could also be applicd to the hosts. It was such a
phenomenon that the English term “ventriloquist” originally denoted.
Eurycles probably had a reputation for tenacity toward his hosts and for
accuracy in prophecy. It is not certain that the power or powers associated

% Cf. Graf 1995: 35 for this paradox in the case of the goes; cf. Holst-Warhaft 1992:
144-49.

Y The principal cases are: Solon’s laws in Attica, Plutarch Soloss 21 (594 B.C2); Attica
ateer Solon, Cicero Laws 2.64 (date uncertain); the lawgiver Charondas’s rules for Catana,
Srobacus 44.40 (sixth century B.C.); inscribed laws from Julis on Ceos, LSCG no. 97 (filth
century B C.); funerary rules of the Labyad phratry at Delphi, LSCG 2 no. 74 (ca. 400
B.C.); Plato’s ideal rules for burial, 7aws 873c—d (fourth century B ¢ ); inscribed laws from
Gambreion, LSCG no. 16 (third cencury B.C.). See De Martino 1958: 195-222; Kurtz and
Boardman 1971: 142-61; Alexiou 1974: 14-17; Garland 1989 (a useful survey of the
evidence); Holst-Warhaft 1992; Ogden 1996: 369-70; and Loraux 1998: 9-28.
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with the name Eurycles were ghosts as such. However, the term used by
Plato and reflected by Plutarch to describe the nature of their muttering
speech, bupophthengomai, may suggest a voice from the underworld: Jo-
sephus applics it to the lost Niger’s cries to his companions from an un-
derground cave as they search for his body for burial.*

The association between the engastrimuthos and the necromancer was
strong in the hellenistic period. First, the carly hellenistic Septuagint sev-
cral fimes uscs engastrimuthos to translate the Hebrew term 66, which
indeed seems to have denoted a prophet who similarly contained an alien
eatity within him, sincc its literal meaning is “botde.” O is the term
appliced to the most famous necromancer of them all, the witch of En-
dor, who called up thc soul of Samuel for Saul, and the Septuagint duly
transl it as eng hos, even though the mu'ramc of her necro-
mancy makes it clear that she was not 2 ventriloquist.”” Second, the novel-
ist Iamblichus (florwsz A.D. 165-80) associates mgummmbm with nekso-
manteini in a list of curious forms of magic.™ It is possible that already
in the fourth century B.C., Philochorus was making the same association.
A scholiast to Plato says he mentioned female engastrimuthos, which is
intcresting in itself, but the Swda goes turther:

In the third book of his On the Prophetic Art { Pers mantikes) Philochorus

also mentions women engastrimuthoi. These women called up the souls of

the dead. Saul used one, who called up the soul of the prophet Samuel,
—Suda s.v. engastrimuthos, incorporating Philochorus FGH 328 F78

However, the clucidation that “these women called up the souls of the
dcad” probably does not derive from Philochorus but constitutes an ex-

* Aristophancs Wasps 1018-22, wuh -chnlu. Plato Sapbm 252¢, with scholia; Plutarch
Moralia 414c; and Suda s.v. sngass t of yms, sce also fambli-
chus the novclist at Photius Bibliothecs 75b; H<sydnus s V. Pwhan Scholiast W to Plato
Sophriss 252¢; and Suda s.v. engastrimuthos. Sce Pearson 1917 on Sophocles F§9 TYGF/
l’earsnn For the term engastrimuthbos, sec Tropper 1989: 170-85. MacDowell (1971) and

in (1983, on Aristoph ad loc.) are misled by the modern usage of the term
“ventriloquist.” An ancient phmomcnon more cqnl\‘alcm to the modemn usage of “ventrilo-
qQuist” is found in Al der of Abx hos's rems viced snake-puppet, Glycon (Lu-
cian Alexander 26-27), and Hippolytus’s speaking skull ( Refwtations 4.41), for which sec
chapter 13. Tenacity and veracity of Eurycles: Aristides 1.30 Dindorf. Niger: Josephus Jew-
ish War 3.27.

* 1 Samuel 28:3 and 7-9 (En-dor); the term is also used ar Leviticus 19:31, 20:6, 20:
27; D 18:11; 1 Chronicles 10:13; 2 Chronicles 33:6; Isaiah 8:19 and 19:3.
Hellenized Jewish and Christian writers continue to apply the term to the witch of En-dor:
¢.g., Josephus Jewish Antiguities 6.239-30 and 327-50; Athanasius De sensentia Dionysii
p. 51 Opitz; and Gregory of Nazianz Agasnst Julian 1.54 p. 577. Cf. Hopfuer 1921-24,
2: 592-94; Tropper 1989: 189-200; Schmidt 1995: 125; and Rabinowitz 1998: 125-30.

* lamblichus at Photius Bsbliotheca 75D; a similar association is made by Clement of
Alexandria Protrepsicus 11 P and Theodoret Graccarum affectionum curatio 10.3.3.
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trapolation from the subsequent application of the term to the witch of
En-dor.*

Sophocles uscd the term szermomantis, “one who prophesies in the
chest,” but we know not in what context; Photius may md.\catc tha( it
was his coinage.” Later sources supply gasty s, , en-
gastrites, and enteromantis as synonyms to enga.rtrlmuﬂm: Here agm.n an
ambivalence developed similar to that i in the case of Euryclcs, wn.h Hesy-
chius telling us that the terms eng thos and applied
not to the hosts but to the prophetic demon within.*

Helpful ghosts that possessed willing hosts and would-be prophets
were all well and good, but thosc of lcss constructive attitude that pos-
sessed the unwilling had to be exorcised from their human hosts, just as
others had to be exorcised from the places they haunted. Greco-Roman
sources bearing on the exorcism of people all derive from the A.D. period
and often display Jewish influence. They indicate that exorcism was not
in itsclf the subject of specialization, but was an clement in the repertoire
of general magicians and miracle-workers. Apollonius of Tyana was re-
sponsible for one clear case of ghost-exorcism from a person. A playboy
heckled him as he lectured, laughing at things that were not funny and
appearing drunk without drinking. Apollonius looked at the possessing
ghost (eiddlon) within the man, whereupon it cricd out in fear and anger,
as if being branded and racked. Apollonius angrily ordered the ghost out
and required it to give proof of its departure. The ghost promiscd to
throw down a statuc as proof and duly did this. The delivered young
man forsook the dissolute life and took up philosophical austerity. In the
Philopseudes, Lucian constructs a portrait of a “Syrian from Palacstine”
who cxorciscs demons from people for a huge fee. ‘These demons send
people into fits in the light of the moon, and make them roll their cyes
and foam at the mouth. As they lie therc, the Syrian compels the possess-
ing demon to tcll from where and how it came into the body. It answers
in its native language, whether this is Greek or another tongue. The Syr-
ian then adjures the demon to lcave and, if this does not work, utters
threats. When the demon leaves, it is black and smoky. These qualities of
appearance, typical of ghosts, may suggest that the possessing powers arc
ghosts in this case, too. When St. Theodore freed a victim of a possessing

* Schaliast W to Plato Sophiss 252c. See facoby 1923-58: note 1 to commentary on
Philochorus F78; burt Collard (1949: 125) accepts the link to necromancy.

¥ Sophocles Aichmalosides F59 Pearson/ TrGF; Suda s.v. engastrimuthos; Scholiast Plato
Sophiss 252-. lemu Izmrr 64 p. 368 and of. Hesychius s.v. ensternomantiais (glossed as

a misreading of the Sophocican lragment,

* Alciphron bmrm 19 Bcnncr/}obcs. Scholiast Plato Sophist 252c¢; Scholiast Aristoph-
ancs Wasps L019b; and Suda s.v. engastrimushos, Hesychius s.v. Pushon; cf. Hopfoer 1921-
24, 2: 463, with further references.
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demon, a black woman was scen departing through a window; so she,
too, was perhaps a ghost. The exordising technique of making the demon
confess its name was old and widespread: in a Sumerian/Akkadian tablet,
a possessing demon is twice asked, “Who are you?” and Jesus famously
compelled the demons of Gerasa to own the name “Legion” as he ex-
pelled them. Lactantius also refers to the custom of making demons con-
fess their names in the course of their expulsion. However, when exorcists
took it upon themselves to exorcise helpful prophetic demons, it could
give rise to understandable outrage. Such was the reaction at Philippi of
the owners of the slave-girl posscssed by an oracular demon exorcised by
Paul; they had him flung into prison and flogged.™

‘T'his, then, is the evidence for necromantic or necromantically related
professionals of a variety originating in, or held to have originated in,
the Greek world. In chapter 9 we go on to review further evidence for
necromantic or necromantically related professional men of varieties orig-
inating in, or held to have originated in, other parts of the world. The
two scts of charactcrizations are not entirely distinct. But first, in chapter
8, the evidence for the tradition of the (mostly) Greek shamans is consid-
ered, for its ability to provide what may be a more sympathetic and inter-
nal impression of the way in which some Greek necromantic professionals
may have conceptualized their art.

* Sce Justin Manyr Apologies 1.18 for the notion that the living might be passessed by
the ghosts of the dead. Apollonius: Phil Life of Apollonins 4.20; cf. Thraede 1969:
55. For the proof rechnique, <f. the exorcism of a decmon by the Jewish exorcist Eleazar
before Vespasian, in which the departing dasmon is made to throw over a bowl of water:
Josephus Jewish Antiguities 8.44—49; cf. Dodds 1973: 206. Lucian: Philopreudes 16; «f.
Thraede 1969: 50--51. Theodore: Lifz of St. Theodore of Sykcom, PG 86.19-20; Mitchell
1993, 2: 139-50 has much un Christian exorcism in Anatolia. Sumerian/Akkadian blet:
BM 36703; cf. Finkel 1983-84: 2-3. Gerasa: Mark 5.1-7. Lactantius Dsvine Inssitusions
2.16. Philippi: Acts 16.16-24. For possession in general, see Oesterreich 1930: esp. 147-72
for classical anriquity.




CHAPTER 8

SHAMANS, PYTHAGOREANS, AND ORPHICS

E can flesh out the meager evidence for psuchagggoi and necro-

mantic goétes, which is by and large disdainful, with matcrial

from the Pythagorean and Orphic traditions of the Greek “sha-
mans.” These men included necromancy among a range of allied miracu-
lous powers. The “shaman” tradition is sympathetic toward and ostensi-
bly morc “intcrnal” to its subjects, and so can perhaps give us an idea of
how at least some ancient necromancers perceived themselves. The bulk
of our evidence for the shaman tradition derives from the A.D. period,
but such cvidence for it as we do have from the classical period (notably
Herodotus and the fragments of Empedocles) guarantees that its main
features, including its necromantic elements, were already in place by
then. Finally, in this chapter, Orphism’s affinitics with necromancy
prompt us to consider the partial parallelism between initiation into mys-
terics and necromantic consultation, for living consulter and consulted
ghost alike.

From the archaic period, the process began of stringing together a series
of essentially mythical wise men into a canon. These figures concerned
themselves with the manipulation of the soul in various ways. The princi-
pal members of the canon (with their supposed florwirs) are: Orpheus
(mythical era), Trophonius (mythical cra), Aristcas of Proconessus (carly
seventh century B.C.), Hermotimus of Clazomenae (seventh century
B.C.?), Epimenides of Cnossus or Phaestus (ca. 600 B.C.), Pythagoras of
Samos (530s-520s B.c.), Abaris the Hyperborean (sixth century B.C.2),
Zalmoxis of the Thracian Getac (sixth century B.C.?), and Empedocles of
Acragas (ca. 485—435 8.¢.).! Modern scholarship carrics the associations

! Strings of these at: Plato Gb ides 158b--¢; Apollonius Historiae msrabiles 1-6; Pliny
Nasural Higory 7.174; Apulcius Apolagy 27; Masimus of Tyre 10.1; Diogenes Lacrtius
8.4-5; Porphyry Lift of P 29; Lamblichus Pyiba Life 135 and 138; Proclus

Commentary on Plato’s qubhc 2.113; Justin Martyr Apologm 1.18; (.Icmcm o!‘ Alcmdm
Stromateis 1133, 2; Origen Conera Celsum 3.34 and 7.35; Euscbit

10.11.27; Tertullian Dr anima 44; and Gregory of Nazlam 4. 59 Olhct ﬁgum zsocmed
in these lists are: Amphiloch Mopsus"’ , Poly peds (a

of Empedocles and Hy imus), Pl Amphion, and Phe ydes of Syrus. Bouché-
Leclercq (1879-82, 1: 334) saw the importance of such figures for necromancy.
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further and terms the figures “shamans,” after the Tungus medicine-men
of that name, and sometimes cven finds a historical link between the two
phenomena, via the figures of Abaris and Aristeas, with their Hyperbo-
rean associations. The Tungus shaman detaches his soul from his body in
an ecstatic trance. His soul then speaks with the gods in their own lan-
guage, and curcs the sick by retrieving their souls from the land of the
dcad or by defeating death-bringing demons in battle. The shaman at-
tracts animals to the hunt with his music, and by defeating with his soul
the gods that preside over them. The term is at lcast superficially appro-
priatc, and I retain it for convenicnce.? For the ancients, the key linking
factor between the figures was an association with Pythagoras, be it as his
teacher or as his pupil (e.g., Epimenides and Abaris, said to have been
both, and Empedocles and Zalmoxis, his pupils), as a “Pythagorcan™
(e.g., Aristcas and cven Trophonius), or as the man himself in a different
incarnation (e.g., Hermotimus).!

Late sources at any ratc assert that Pythagoras himself practiced necro-
mancy. Augustine reports that Pythagoras had lcarned the craft from the
Persians. Pythagoras’s practice was probably already known when Cicero
was able to derive from Vatinius’s vaunted Pythagoreanism credence for
the audacious allegation that he cut up boys for necromancy. Iamblichus
rcports that when a man asked Pythagoras what it meant that he had
dreamed that was spcaking with his dead father, Pythagoras told him it
meant nothing, for he had simply been spcaking with him. The Christian
Justin Martyr listed as proofs that the soul survived death Pythagoras,
Empedocles, Socrates, Plato, necromancy, divination by child-sacrifice,
dream-senders of the magi, familiar spirits (paredyoi), the possession of
demoniacs by ghosts of the dead, and Homer’s Nekwia. Eustathius speaks

* For discussion of the shaman hyputhesis, sce Meuli 1935 (protas bewretes of the shaman
hypothesis); Dadds 1936 and 1951: 135-78 (the populizer of it}; Bolton 1962 (cspecially
for Aristeas); Burkert 1962: 36--38, 1972: 147-62, and 1979: 78-98; Eliadc 1964: 387-93
and 1972; Philip 1966: 159-61; Clatk 1979: 34, Bremmer 1983: 25—46; West 1983: §;
and Graf 1987: 83-84. Rohdc 1925: 209-303 had laid the foundations. Zhmud (1992:
165-66 and 1997: 107~13) oppases the hypothesis.

¥ For Pythagoras and Pythagoreanism, sec: Lévy 1926; Philip 1966; Burkert 1969, 1972,
and 1982; van der Waerden 1979: 44--63; and Zhnud 1997. Epimenides: Porphyry Lify of
Pythagoras 29, Tamblichus Prebugorean Life 104, 135, and and 22122 (1cacher); Apuleius
Florida 15 p. 15 Hildebrand; and Diogenes Laertius 8.3 (pupil). Abaris: Suda s.v. Abaris,
and lamblichus Pvthagorean Life 90-93, 140, 147, and 215-21. Empedacles: Tamblichus
Pythagorean Lift 6, 104, 267, with scholiast; Diogenes Lacrtius 8.54; Suda s.v. Empredokiés,
Simplicius on Aristotle Phwics, Commentaria in Aristorelem gracca 25.19-21. Zalmoxis:
Herodotus 4.95-96; Strabo (C297--98; Porphyry Lifz of Pythagoras 14; Diogenes Lacrtius

8.2; Hippolytus R, sons 1.2.17; Iamblichi Pmbngnnan Lift 104 and 173; and Hesy-
chius and Swda s.v. Zalmoxys. Aristeas: Claudi De ntatss animae 2.7. Tropho-
nius: Phil Life of Apollonins 8.19. Hermori Diogenes Laertius 8.4-5 and Lucian

Oncesras 4-17.
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of Pythagoras’s and Zalmoxis’s “necromantic pswehagagiai.™ We have al-
ready noted a number of necromantic activities by Pythagoreans, such as
the cvocation by Aristophanes’ Pythagorean-style Socrates, the consulta-
tion by Theanor of Lysis at his tomb, and the house exorcism by Arigno-
tus (see chapters 1 and 7).

Among the other shamans, Empedocles in particular appcars to have
been an exponent of necromancy. In a tantalizing fragment, he tells his
disciples that they will “bring from Hades the strength of a dead man.”
He is also credited with the permanent reanimation of a woman who had
been dead thirty days.* Epimenides was responsible for a famous ghost-
laying at Athens, which, on inspection, has much in common with the
traditions about the laying of the ghosts of both the youths of Siris and
(especially) the regent Pausanias, and gives him very much the appcarance
of a psuchagigos. The supporters of the would-be tyrant Cylon were
butchered by the Alemaconids undcr Megacles. They were killed as they
left the acropolis while maintaining a supplication of Athenc by clinging
to threads attached to her statuc. Athcns, like Pausanias’s Sparta, was
attacked by ghosts and afflicted with pestilence. The expert Epimenides
was brought in to purify the city from a distant home, likc Pausanias’s
psuchagagoi, in this case Crete. Diogenes Lacrtius’s account of his method
of purification is similar to the ghost-laying technique ascribed to psweha-
4050i by the Suda: a number of black and whitc sheep were freed to roam
from the Areopagus. The spot at which cach sheep lay down was marked,
it was sacrificed there to “the relevant god,” and a nameless altar was
erected. These spots were probably where cach of the supporters had
supposcdly been killed, and the “relevant gods™ accordingly were their
ghosts or avenging demons acting on their behalf. Diogenes Lacrtius also
knows a variant tradition in which he purified the city by the sacrifice of
two young men, Cratinus and Ctesibius—an exweme cxample, per-
haps, of placation through the dedication of a pair of “figures.” His foun-
dadon of a templc to the Scmnai Theai, associated with the Eumenides,
the Erinyes, and the vengeful spirits of the dead, was no doubt also part
of the same process.” Several of thc shamans are credited with the

* Augustine Cizy of God 7.35 and 8.25 (cf. Lobeck 1829: 316 and 900). Cicero In Vaii-
ninm 18. Tamblichus Pythagorcan Life 139. Justin Martyr Apolggies 1.18. Eustathius on
Homer Odyssey 9.65.

¥ Empedocles F111 and 112 and Diogencs Lacrtius 8.59-62 and 67; cf. Hopfner 1921-
24, 2: 589; Bolton 1962: 154; Burkert 1972; 153-54; Bremmer 1983: 49; and Johnston
1999: 104-8. For Empedocles, sce above all Kingsley 1995: esp. 217-317, discussing at
Iength the underworld imagery in the traditions about him.

*The fullest account of the episode is that of Plutarch Selon 12; Diogencs Lacrtius 1.110
and 112 for Epimenides’ purifications; see also Herodotus 5.71; Thucydides 1.126-27;
Plato Laws 642d; [Aristotle] Ash. Pol. 1, and Suda s.v. Epimenidss. For Semnai Theai, see
Henrichs 1991: esp. 162-80, 1994: csp. 25—46 and 54-58; and | ardinois 1992: 315-22.
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expulsion of pestilence more generally: Pythagoras himsclf, Abaris, and
Empedocles.”

Necromancy lies at the intersection of threc major themes in the tradi-
tions about the shamans: their ability to detach and transport their own
souls (since in traditional evocation one transports the souls of the dead);
their exploitation of underground chambers of wisdom; and their ability
to prophesy, in particular about decath and the dead. It is well known that
reincarnation (or metempsychosis) was the central tenet of Pythagorcan
doctrine and underpinned the scct’s vegetarianism. Among the shamans,
Hermotimus was himsclf an earlicr incarnation of Pythagoras (as we have
seen), Epimenides was a reincarnation of Aeacus, brother of Minos, and
Empedocles had been, among other things, a fish. Zalmoxis taught the
doctrine.! Furthermore, the shamans had the ability to send their souls
flying out of their bodics, which they left in a temporary state of death,
on voyagcs of discovery. Epimenides could send his soul roaming out of
his body whenever he wished. This was how Aristcas, a goés according to
Strabo, visited the remote lands of the Hyperboreans, the Arimaspians
with their gold-guarding griffins, the one-eyed Issedones, and, appropri-
ately, the Cimmerians, before returning to his body to publish his discov-
eries in his pocm Arimaspeia. His soul flew out of his mouth in the form
of a crow. Abaris was thought to fly around the world on a golden arrow.
When Pythagoras was reincarnated as a cockerel, according to Lucian, he
bad a magic feather that would take him wherever he wished unseen,
even through locked doors. These last three flying souls all used feathers
in their diffcrent ways. Hermotimus’s soul-flights are explicitly said to
have given him the ability to prophesy. His final dcath came when his
enemies disingenuously burncd his “corpse” during one of his trips.” The
shamans had two further related abilities, The first was bilocation: Aristeas
appeared at once at Pn.xonessus and on the road to Cyzicus; Pythagoras
at Metapontum and Croton.' The sccond was the ability to suspend their

7 Pythagoras: Lamblichus Prbagorean Life 135-36. Abaris: lamblichus Pythagorcan Life
91-92, 140, and 217; and Apollonins Historias mirvabiles 4. Empedacles: F111 DK; Dioge-
nes Lacrtius 8.59-60; Plutarch Moralia 515c and 1126b; Philostratus Life of Apollonins
8.7: and Suda s.v. Empedokles.

* Epimenides: Diogenes Laertius 1.114. Empeducies: F117 DK, cte. Zalmoxis: Herodo-
s 4 9: Tamblichus Prtbagorean Life 173, cic.

ides: Suda s.v. Epil sdes. Aristcas: Herodotus 4.13-16; Scrabo €21 and 589;

Pliny ‘\nnmxl History 7.10 and 174; Maximus of Tyre 10.2; Pausanias 1.24.6 and 5.7.9;
and Swda s.v. Arissear, see further the sources collected at Bolton 1962: 207--14. Abaris:
Herodorus 4.36 (rationalized); Porphyry Life of Pythwgoras 29; and lamblichus Pythagorean
Life 91 and 136. Pythagoras: Lucian Oncires 28. Hermotimus: Pling Natural History 7.174;
Plutarch Moralia 592¢-d; Apollenius Historiae mirabsles 3 (prophecy); and Ternllian e
anima 44.

1 Aristeas: Herodotus 4.14. Pythagoras: Aristatle F191 Rose; and Jamblichus Prisagor
ean Life 134,
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lives for protracted periods. Pythagoras disappeared into the underworld
for 207 years before reappearing. Aristeas disappeared at Proconessus, to
reappear 240 vears later at Metapontum. As a boy Epimcnides slept in
the Idacan cave for fifty-scven years, but then lived to the age of 154,
157, or 299, retaining his youth all the while." Sophocles remarked that
the wise won special honor by being regarded as dead for a time and then
returning, and Democritus’s book On the Things in Hades contained a
discussion of such men."”

Scveral of the shamans arc said to have retreated into underground
chambers, natural or man-made, to acquire wisdom. Pythagoras is said to
have withdrawn into a number of them, and thesc visits perhaps ac-
counted for his 207 yecars in the underworld, during which time he wit-
nessed the tortures of unfaithful husbands alongside those of Homer and
Hesiod, for misrcprescnting the gods. In Italy he retreated into a chamber
he had constructed himsclf. When he emerged he was skeletal, and
claimed to have died and been to Hadcs; as a result, he was regarded as
divinc. The tradition that his mother passed notes to him in the hole
perhaps constitutes a rationalizadon of the notion that the Great Mother,
Demeter, gave him instruction in the underworld, as Burkert thinks. In
this casc, the chamber should be compared with underground chambers
of Demeter, known as megara, into which offerings were lowered for her.
In Egypt Pythagoras descended into a number of inner sanctuarics (ad-
uta) to inspect the leaned books of Isis and Horus. In Crete he withdrew
into the Idacan cave, where Epimenides also had cxpericnced the fifty-
scven-year dream that made him wise.* Edifying periods of deathlike re-
treat into such chambers are recorded also for Trophonius, as we have
seen, as well as for Zalmoxis, Aristcas, and Empcdotimus. We may gucss
that Empedocles did the same: he spoke of entering the underworld in
the form of a roofed cave and of seeing hellish abstractions there, includ-

"' Pythagoras: Diogencs Lacrtius 8.41. Aristeas: Herodotus 4.13 and 15. Epimenides:
Xenophanes DK 21 B20; Diogenes Lacrtius 1.109 and 111-12; Pliny Naswral Hisory
7.175; Pausanias 1.14.4; and Apollonius Hisorae mérabiles 1.

12 Sophocles Kisctra 62-64; Democrirus DK 68 B1.

" General about Pyth ‘s d chambers: Porphyry Life of Py-
thagoras 34 and Hippolytus Rtﬁmtmu 1.12.18. lta.l) Diogenes Lacrtius 8.41 (cf. 8.14,
<iting Hermippus); Tertullian De anima 28; and Scholiast Sophocles Electra 62. Demeter’s
megara: Mcnander F870 Korte; Pausanias 1. 27 3 and 9.8.1; Plul:nch Moralia 378¢; Scholi-
ast Lucian p. 275.23 Rabe; Aclius Dionysit ias Atticus s.v. megaros;
Hesychius s.v. Megara. Egypt: Clement of Alexznr.lna Smmuml 66 (also telling the same
of Thales); Lucian Oneiros 18; and Diogenes Lacrtius 8.3. Crete: Diogenes Lacrtius 8.3;
and Porphyry Life of Pythagoras 17. Epimenides” dream: F1 DK. See Lévy 1926: 36—41;
Eliade 1964: 389; Burkert 1969: 25-26, 1972: 112 and 155-59; van der Wacerden 1979:
44-63; Bremmer 1994: 102-3; Graf 1994: 161 and 1997a: 91-92; and Zhmud 1997:
114-15.
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ing Dcaths. In healing the sick, hc was said to have retrieved them from
the inner chambers (#dwuza) of Persephone. Much (bur by no means all)
of the cvidence for this sort of practice is lare.'*

The Greeks came to associate underground chambers of wisdom with
the Egyptians above all. Lucian’s Egyptian sorcerer Pancrates, he of the
famous apprentice, had spent twenty-three years in underground cham-
bers (aduta) being instructed in magic by Isis (although his name, “All-
ruler,” perhaps salutes the influence of morc chthonic powers). This expe-
ricnce resembles that of Pythagoras in Egypt. It also resembles the
perhaps Greek-influcnced Demotic tale of the discovery by the Egyptian
sorcercr Prince Khamwas of a book of magic written by Thoth in the
tomb of Naneferkaptah. Thessalus of Tralles was similarly instructed in
the powers of medicinal herbs by Asclepius after being sealed into an
Egyptian chamber by a pricst; he was offered the chance also ro meet a
dead man there. Finally, one of the Greek magical papyri gives instruc-
tions for the acquisition of wisdom to conquer death by retrcating into
an underground megaron of the Dactyls,"

The shamans derived the ability to prophesy from their soul-flights and
from their descents into their chambers of wisdom. Pythagoras taught
that the purified soul, onc that could be detached from the body, could
hold special converse with the gods and the dead through dreams and
waking visions. In consequence, the dying were particularly adept at
prophecy, because their souls were already separating themsclves from
their bodics and so acquiring percipience, but yet retained sufficient con-
trol over the bodics to make them speak (see further chaprer 16). Death
and the dcad were in turn often the subjcct of Pythagoras’s prophecics.
He also knew that earthquakes were the manifestations of gatherings of
the dead, and so was able to ?redicv. their occurrence after drinking un-
derground water from a well." Epimcnides® prophecies included the pre-

" Trophonius: see chapter 6. Zalmoxis: Herodotus 4.95; Strabo C297-98; Diodorus
1.94; Suda s.v. Zalmoxis. Aristeas and Empedoatimus: Gregory of Nazianz 4.59 (adwuta;
‘I'rophonius is included). Empedoctes F118 and F120 DK; and Diogences |acrtius 8.67.
The notion that vne may radically improve oneself by confining oneself for long periods in
an underground chamber is found also in Plutarch’s Demosthenes: Demaosthenes made him-
self into a great orator by confining himself for months on end in an underground practice
toom {hatageion meleserion, 7.6).

* Pancrates: Lucian Philopseudes 34 w:ﬂ\ Voutiras 1999: 80-81 for the significance of
the name. Kh Setne 1, at Li 1973-80, 3: 125-38. ‘Thessalus: see his De
virrusibus berbarum p. 53 Friedrich. Dactyls: PGM LXX. 4-25; cf. Betz 1980: 292-93 and
1992: ad loc.; and Graf 1997a: 91.

" The purified soul: Tamblichus Pytbggorean Life 70, 106, 139 {dreams of the dead),
and 228. The abilities of the dying: Diod 18.1; cf. Kali kis 1953-54. Pythagoras
predices deaths: Tamblichus Pythagorean Life 142. Earthquakes: Pliny Naswra! Hisory
2.19); ¢f. Ciccro O Divination 1.112 and Maximus of Tyre 13.5 for a similar claim for
Pherecydes, another “teacher” of Pythagoras.
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diction that Mounychia would bring doom upon Athens. It is likely that
after death, Epimcnides went on to prophesy through the medium of
his own corpse. His skin was found to be tattooed with letters and was
accordingly preserved. That these letters made up oracles is suggested by
the scemingly parallel tradition that the Spartan king Cleomenes dug up
the skin of the hero Anthes in order to tattoo it with oracles. Pythagoras
and Zalmoxis in particular were also tattooed."” As prophcts, the shamans
were close to Apollo. Aristeas was possessed by him (phosbolampros), and
the crow, the form in which Aristeas’s soul appeared, was sacred to him
as a prophetic bird. The Hypcrborean race was devoted to him, and Ab-
aris was his priest. Abaris himself perceived a manifestation of Hyperbo-
rcan Apollo in Pythagoras, whosc namec indeed significs “Apollo-
speaker,” while others, including Epimenides, saw Pythagoras as a son of
this god." At the intersection of these three shaman phenomena—
metempsychosis, underworld sojourns, and prophccy—lics necromancy,
which can thus be seen to belong quite appropriately to the shamans.

In the AD. period, two distinguished Neo-Pythagoreans revived the
work of the shamans. Apollonius of 'I'yana’s life was roughly coterminous
with the first century A.p. Our principal source for it is the ironic biogra-
phy of Philostratus. Apollonius was capablc of bilocation. We have alrcady
referred to some of his numerous necromantic adventures. He called up
the ghost of Achilles at his tomb on the Trojan plain, “not by pswcha-
#0g¢a,” but with an Indian praycr. After complaining about the Thessali-
ans’ neglect of his cult, Achilles allowed Apollonius to put five Homeric
questions to him. Apollonius was also accused of morc antisocial forms
of necromancy, namely the sacrifice of a boy. It was alleged that he had
attempted to divine the future from the boy’s entrails to help Nerva usurp
Domitian, but the latter was not persuaded of his guilt (sce chapter 12
for the association between hieroscopy and necromancy). At Rome Ap-
pollonius reanimated a bride who had died on the eve of her marriage,
in an act Philostratus comparcs to Heracles’ retrieval of Alcestis. He gave
her his reward money for dowry. He exorcised a possessing ghost from a
young man in his audience. He descended into Trophonius’s hole, de-
spite the objections of its priests, who considered him a goés, and spent

' Mounychia: Diogenes Laertius 1.114 and Plutarch Sofow 12; of. Plato Laws 642d; more
gencerally, see Epimenides F1-19 DK, “oracles.™ Skin of Epimcenides: Suda s.v. Eps:
cf. Svenbro 1993: 137-44. Skin of Anthes: Steph of B ium s.v. Ansh Zal-
moxis: Porphyry Life of Pythagoras 15. Pythagoras: Scholiast Tucian p- 124 Rabe (a variant
of the notion that he had a golden thigh).

*® Aristeas: Herodotus 4.13 and 15. Crow sacred to Apollo: Aclian History of Animals
1.48; and Horace Odn 3.27.11. Abaris: lamblichus Pyshagorean Life 91-92 and 140; cf.
Diod 2.47 for Hyperb Pyth : Artistotle F181 Rose; Diogenes Lacrtius
8.11; and lamblichus Pytbagorean bfe 30 91-92, 140, and 177.
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longer in it than any other man. He returned with a book of Pythagorean
tenets given to him by Trophonius in answer to his question as to which
was the most pure and perfect philosophy.' Alexander of Abonoutcichos
(floruit mid-sccond century A.D.), for whom our principal source is Lu-
cian's character-assassinating Alexander or False Prophet, was pupil to a
pupil of Apollonius. A rcincarnation of Pythagoras, cven down to his
golden thigh, he specialized in the promulgation of the prophecies ut-
tered by his snake, Glycon, in which the god Asclepius was manifest. For
Lucian, this was an claboratc puppct. In a passing reference we are told
that Alexander also raised the dead.”

Onc of the major conundrums of the religious history of archaic Greece
is the relationship between Pythagoreanism and “Orphism,” by which
term I mean the songs and mysterics ascribed to Orphcus and the initia-
tors and initiates into these mysteries. The Greeks linked Orpheus and
Pythagoras by having the latter initiated into the mysteries of the former
by Aglaophamus at Leibethra. In recent scholarship, the prevailing belicf
is that Pythagoreanism was an organized and doctrinal movement that
grew out of the unorganized and nondoctrinal Orphism. Outside the
Pythagorean movement, Orphism is strongly associated with Bacchism
and Dionysus.” Orpheus is now regularly classed as a “shaman,” both for
his similarities to the other Greck “shamans” and for sharing with the
‘Tungus shamans the ability to attract animals through music.?

" Philostratus Life of Apelonius 4.10, 5.30, 8.25-26 (bilocation), 4.16 {Achilles), 4.20
{exorcism), 4.45 (bride), 7.11, 8.7 (boy-sacrificc), 8.19 (Trophonius). Apollonius was also
denied admission ta the underworld mysteries of Eleusis by the hierophant, again on the
ground that he was a goes: Phil Life of Apollomius 4.18; cf. Euscbius Agains Philas-
sratus’s Life of Apoltonsus 26. For Apollonius in general, sec Annequin 1973: 116-22; Ber-
nard 1977; Bowic 1978; Dziclska 1986; and Anderson 1986 and 1994. The first-century

B.C. Asclepiades of Bithynia had similarty i d a corpse on its way to the pyre: Pliny
Natural History 26.15.
* ucian Al der 4 (school of Apollonius), 15-16 {Glycon), 40 (thigh; for Pythago-

ras, sec Aristotle F191 Rose, etc.), and 24 (raising the dead). For Alexander in general, sce
Cumont 1922; Nock 1928; Caster 1938; and Anncquin 1973: 101-6.

? Leibethra: lamblichus Pythagorean Life 146 and 151, For Orphism, scc Lobeck 1829;
Robert 1917; Kem 1920 and 1922; Deonna 1925; Eisler 1925; Nock 1927; Linforth 1941;
Bowra 1952; Guthric 1952; Dronke 1962; Schuchhardt 1964; Icc 1965, Bohme 1970;
Deticnne 1971, Schmide 1972, 1975, and 1991; Graf 1974, 1987, 1991a, and 1993;
Burkert 1975, 1976, and 1982; Athanassakis 1977; Alderink 1981; Robbins 1982; M. L.
West 1983; Borgeaud 1991; Bremmer 1991; Zhmud 1992; Masarrachia 1993; Kingsley
1995: 11248, 256-77, and 289-316; Parker 1995; Johnston and McNiven 1996 (with
interesting new cvidence for the role of Dionysus in Orphism); and Laks and Most 1997,

# Thus Meuli 1975: 697 (ceprinted from 1940); Dodds 1951: 147-359; Eliade 1964:
391; Boshme 1970: 192-254; M. 1.. West 1983: 3-7 and 143-75; Graf 1987 (“warrior-
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The myth of Orpheus’s descent into the underworld to retrieve his wifc
Eurydice may mark him out as a paradigmatic nccromancer. As we have
scen, Orpheus was said to have made his descent at two neksomanteion
sites, Acheron and Tainaron. In the famous narratives of Virgil and Ovid,
the retricval fails when Orphceus turns to look upon Eurydice before she
has emerged, but in older versions it was apparently successful. Plato con-
tends that Orpheus brought the ghost of Eurydice out of the underworld
(as opposed to the rcal woman), and that he used his song to charm it.
He and Isocrates even imply that Eurvdice was only one of many Orphcus
brought out.” A scholium to the Aeneid cxplicitly represents Eurydice’s
retrieval as an evocation (epocare). It reports that the technique Orpheus
used was, again, the singing of songs or spclls (carmina) to the accompa-
niment of his lyre. It also tells, after Varro, that Orpheus wrote a poem
on the evocation of the soul called Lyre. The poem appcars to have corre-
lated the scven strings of the lyre with seven heavenly spheres through
which souls rose by stages after death as they purified themselves. A classi-
cal Attic relief may represent Orpheus’s discovery of the sccrets of the
afterlife in his lifting of Eurydice’s veil. According to Hecataeus of Ab-
dera, Orpheus introduced Hermes psuchopompos, the escort of souls, into
Greece from Egypt, supposcdly the source of all his afterlife lore. After
his dcath, Orphcus’s disembodied head itself gave out necromantic
prophecies from a hole on Lesbos. Eliade sees this, too, as a distinctively
shamanic notion, and draws comparison with the practices of Yukagir
shamans. And Orpheus’s ghost could be evocated with the sacrifice of a
cock and some special formulas, according to the fifth-century A.D. Ac-
neas of Gaza.

Orpheus was a beggar-priest who made his living trom music, proph-
ccy, and orgiastic initiation. His work was continued in the historical pe-
riod by Orpheotelestas, “Orphic initators,” who took poems or books

shamanism”); Bremmer 1983: 46 and 1991; Nagy 1990: 209; and Fiore 1993. Orpheus’s
animal- attracting music: Simonides F367 Page, ctc.

# Orpheus as paradigmatic necromancer: ¢f. Bouché-leclercg 1879-82, 1: 332; and
Nock 1927, Retrieval fails: Virgil Geongics 4.453-525; [Virgil] Culex 286-93; Conon Nar-
rationes 45.2 (contemporary with Virgil); and Ovid Mesamsorpboses, esp. 10.1-63. Retrieval
succeeds: Euripides Alcestis 357-62 and 962~71; Isocrates 11.8; Plato Prosagoras 315a
(song) and Symperism 179d (ghost). Discussions of Orpheus’s original success: Guthrie
1952: 31; Bowra 1952; Dronke 1962: 200-205: Schuchhardr 1964, Clark 1979: 99 and
108-24; Robbins 1982: 15~16; Graf 1987: 102 n. §; Bernand 1991: 221; and Heath 1994
(this last arguing against there ever having been a successful version of the tale).

* Lyre: the scholium is published at Savage 1925: 2356 and discussed by Nock 1927
(important) and M. L. West 1983: 30-32. Relict: Lee 1965: 406 and Clark 1979: 116-18.
Hecatacus of Abdera: FGH 264 F25, at Diodorus 1.96. Orpheus’s head: Philostratus Here-
icws p. 172 Kayser; Eliade 1964: 391; sce chapter 13 for further discussion. Acneas of Gaza:
Theophrastss pp. 18-19 Colonna,
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attributed to Orpheus as their sacred texts. The characteristic beggarliness
of these is well conveyed in Plutarch’s anecdote: the Spartan king Leo-
tychidas (ruled 491-469 RB.C.) jokingly asked thc Orpheorelesses Philip,
who promised riches in the afterlife, why he did not kill himself at once.®
These men may have practiced necromancy. As we have scen, Plato asso-
ciates them directly with prophets, the beggar-pricsts known as agurtas,
and the manufacturers of binding spells, and indirectly with psuchagagoi
and purifiers of cities. They claimed, he says, to be able to deliver one
from the bad things in the afterlife through their rites, and to be able to
do this for the dead, too. The exact nature of this last claim is obscure.
It could mcan that they could bestow initiation retrospectively on those
who had already died, as Olympiodorus thought, or it may mean that
they could lay restlcss ghosts, or, indced, it may mean both.

The performance of necromancy in many ways resembles initiation into
mysteries. Necromantic consultations and mystery initiations could both
be preceded by prolonged rites of purification; Lucian’s Menippus has to
undergo protracted rites in Babylon prior to his necromancy, as did those
preparing to consult Trophonius.” Mystery initiations often took place
in dark cnclosed chambers, such as the famous Tclesterion, “*House of
Initiation,” used for the mysteries of Demeter and Persephone at Eleusis,
which ultimately derived their authority from Orpheus.’ Orpheus himself
had been initiated by the 1dacan Dactyls, doubtless in the underground
megaron of theirs in which the Greek magical papyrus promises initiation
for its readers. His decapitated head would in turn, as we saw, make reve:
lations from its own hole in Lesbos.” The initiatory aspect of the retreats
of the other shamans into their underground chambers of wisdom be-
comes clear. We saw that Pythagoras may, significantly, have met with
Demeter in one of his chambers. Initiates and necromancers alike received
advancc access to privileged knowledge about the afterlife. Like necro-
mancers, initiates into the Bacchic mysterics were confronted with ghosts

* Orpheus as beggar-priest: Strabo C333 FI8. Orpheotelesses: Plurarch Moralia 224c—f,
the term is also found at Theophrastus Characeers 16.11-12; cf. also Derveni Papyrus col.
xx lines 3-4, “onc who makes a craft of the sacred.™

* Plato Republic 364b-c¢; sec chapter 7; Olympicdorus on Plato Phacde p. 87, 15 Novin;
discussion ar Linforth 1941: 80-81; Burkert 1987: 24; and Johnston 1999: 54.

¥ Lucian Menippus 7; see chaprer 6 for ‘Trophonius. For a gencral comparison {and con-
trast) of mystery initiation and magic inititiation, see Graf 1994.

* Orpheus’s authority at Eleusis (via Musaeus and Eumolpus): Plato Repudlic 363c—c:
Demosthenes 25.11; Clement of Alexandria Prosrepricus 2.20-21; Parian Marble FGH
239, at 264/3 B.C., etc. For the Eleusinian mysteries in general, see Foucart 1914; Magnien
1929 Nilsson 1933; Graf 1974; Mylonas 1961; Kerenyi 1967; Burkert 1987; and Clinton
1992 and 1993.

® Orpheus and Dacryts: Diodorus 5.64: PGM 1.XX; cf. Berz 1980: 292-93. CI. also
Boyancé 1961, for initiations in caves of Dionysus.
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and terrors, according to Origen. In the Eleusinian mysteries also, initi-
ates were confronted with underworld horrors, including the monster
Empusa, and again perhaps ghosrs"" As with mysterics, revelations made
in necromancy were often a matter for secrecy. When Lucian’s Menippus
returns from his undcerworld consultation of Tircsias, he at first refuses to
tell his friend what he leamned there for fear of impiety, but he relents
when the friend reassures him that he has been initiated into the (presum-
ably Elcusinian) mystcries. Immediately before opening up the under-
world, Virgil's Sibyl dismisses the profane from the grove of Avernus. The
poct himsclf then takes a moment to apostrophize underworld powers to
permit him to reveal their secrets to his readers as we follow her inside.
Ovid’s Mcdea likewise dismisses the profanc before her rejuvenation-re-
animation of Acson. Heliodorus’s old woman of Bessa is abused by her
reanimated son for revealing the mysteries (myst2ria) of necromancy to
cavesdroppers, in particular an innocent girl, and she is then driven to her
death, apparently for this reason.” Plutarch’s observation that mystery
initiadon constituted a symbolic death and rebirth for the initatc has
become a platitude of modern scholarship. When Eurynous of Nicesipolis
died for fifteen days and came back to life, he reported that he had seen
and hcard amazing things undcr the carth, but that he had been ordered
to keep them all secret (see chapters 15 and 16 for further Er-like experi-
ences). Similarly, performers of necromancy could be regarded as tempo-
rarily dying in the process. When Odysscus returns to Circe after his con-
sultation, he is greeted as “of double death.” The necromantic specialist
who guidcs a novice through a consultation can accordingly rescmble an
initiator into mysterics or “hicrophant™: Clark sees Virgil’s Sibyl as taking
on this role.

Perhaps the paraphcrnalia of mysteries also intrudes into necromancy.
The notoriously obscure golden bough that Virgil’s Sibyl carries into the
underworld may salute the myrtle bough carried in procession by the
Eleusinian initiates. The thyrsi staffs in the necromancy scenes of the Cu-
maean Painter may be symbols of Orphic-Dionysiac initiation.” Heracles’
initiation at Elcusis is portraycd on the Lovatclli um and on the Torre
Nova sarcophagus. As he is initiated, he sits, veiled, with his feet resting

® Origen Comtra Celswm 4.10. Empusa, ctc.: 1domencus of Lampsacus FGH 338 F2;
Lucian Casaplus 22; and Plutarch F178 Sandbach; sce Brown 1991; Dover 1993 on Aris-
tophancs Frogs 143; and Johnston 1999: 130-39.

* Lucian Memippus 2; Virgil Aencid 6.258-59 and 26467, Ovid Mesamorpboases 7.255-
56, Heliodorus Actiiopica 6.15.

2 Plutarch’s observation: F178 Sandbach. Eurynous: N: hius, as quoted by Proclus
Ins rempublicam 16.113-16 (on 614b4-7). Homer Odyssey 12.21-22; sce chapter 16. Sibyl
as hicrophant: Clark 1979: 208 and 216-17. Golden bough: sce chapter 11. Thyrsi: Kerri-
gan 1980: 21-24 and 28.
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on the head of a flecce spread beneath him. The role of the fleece in the
mysterics was explained by the fact that Demeter had sat, veiled, on a
stool covered by a flecce as she underwent her own archetypal initiation.
But Heracles’ pose strongly recalls that of Odysscus as he calls up the
ghost of Tiresias on the Apulian-style crater in Paris (fig. 12), and may
indicate that the configuration of that image is influcnced as much by the
themes of initation as by the themes of incubation.®

In necromancy, the evocared ghosts also could be compared to initi-
ates. The Orphic pocm Lyre, as we saw, scems to have drawn a parallel
between the evocation of the ghost of Eurydice and the salvation of the
initiate from the horrors of the underworld. These horrors are symbolized
by Cerberus on an Orphic pot from Tarentum, ca. 350-300 s.c, on
which a young man is conducted to the boundary of Hades, symbolized
by a herm-statue, but Orpheus stands by, restrains Cerberus, and offers
him his lyre.* We have scen that Orpbeotelestai may have been able to
initiatc the dead. Initiation in life had perhaps enabled after death the
prophecies of the mystery-priestess Ammias, who died at Thyateira in the
second century A.D., and of the chattering ghost-prophet Athanatos Epi-
tynchanos, who dicd in Akmonia in the fourth century. He proclaimed
that he had been initiated by the pricstess Spatale.®

¥ Lovatelli urn, Museo Nazionale delle Terme, Rome. Torre Nova sarcophagus, Palazzo
Borghcse, Rome. Demeter's fleece: Homeric bymn to Demeter 195-98. Sce Norden 1916:
4344, Eisler 1925: 205 -6; Mylonas 1961: 205-13; and Foley 1994: 45, 68, and ad loc.

3 Calyx crater, British Mwcurn F270; M. L. West 1983: 2§, 30-32, and plate 3; for
Orpheus on South [talian vascs in general, see also Schmidt 1975; Burkert 1976: 3; and
Cavaretta 1993. Lucian's Mcnippus, posing as Orpheus, soothes Cerberus with his hyre:
Menippus 10.

¥ Orpbeotelestai initiate dead: Plato Republic 364b-c; of. chapter 7. Ammias and Atha-
natos: scc chaprer 1.



CHAPTER 9

ALIENS AND WITCHES

LTHOUGH the evidence reviewed so far in this part has indicated
that necromantic professionals in antiquity were normally Greek
in cthnicity and male, high literature often preferred to represent

them as alien (notably as Persian, Babylonian, or Egyptian), or as femalc
(notably as witchcs), or indeed as both. The heyday of such representa-
tions was the imperial period, but their roots went back to the archaic
period. If this phenomenon is of any significance, 2 modern sodologist of
antiquity might point to “cultural distancing.” the projection of attributes
regarded as either undesirable or, more generally, bizarre onto other races
or onto the other sex.' If this is to be the general explanation of such
representations, it would confirm that necromancy was generally regarded
as at least somewhat strange.

Imaginary alien necromancers were supplicd in particular by the Near
East and by Egypt. Persian mages or Chaldacans of Babylon are often
linked with Egyptians when commonplaces of necromancy are rehearsed.
Lucan contrasts the magical abilities of his necromantic witch Erictho
with those of “Persian Babylon™ and “secret Memphis.” Tertullian as-
cribes the development of necromantic theory (in regard to aoroi and
biasothanatoi) to the great Persian mage Ostancs and the Egyptians Ty-
phon, Berenice 11 (originally of Cyrene), and Nectanebo. In the pseudo-
Democritean Physica et mystica, the foundation text of alchemy, perhaps
written in the early first century A.p., the pupils of Persian Ostanes sum-
mon up his ghost in Egyptian Memphis; we shall have more to say about
this. Aeneas of Gaza refers to Chaldacans, Egyptians, and Greeks as able
to cvocate the souls of the long dead. The Greeks in question will be
Pythagoreans, since Posidonius indirectly associates them with both the
Persian mages and the Chaldacans. Indeed, Pythagoras reputedly ac-
quired his own wisdom in both Egypt (like Orpheus) and Babylon, being

* For this notion, the locus classicus in English is, for aliens, Hall 1989, and for women,
Zeitlin 1996 {re-editing carlier work). For the notion in a magical context, sce Gordon
1987b: 73-80 for aliens and 80-84 for women. In chapter 1 I noted the Greco-Roman
tendency 1o ascribe tomb incubation to other races or other religious groups (Argilae, Celrs,
Jews, Christians). For gender and go#tein, sce also Johnston 1999: 112-15.
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taught in the latter place by Zaratas/Zoroaster and mages.? The associa-
don made between the Chaldaeans, originally a sacerdotal cast within
Babylon, and the magges, according to Herodotus in origin a pricstly clan
of the Medes that came to serve the Persians as wizards, is due to the fact
that Babylon was part of the Persian empire when the Greeks first began
to concern themsclves with oricnral necromancers.’

We begin with Persians. Our first substantial literary necromancy after
Homer is that of Aeschylus’s Persians of 472.* Here the ghost of King
Darius is called up by his widow Atossa and the chorus of Persian clders
in the entirely Greek fashion perhaps tried and tested upon the ghost of
Achilles in earlicr dramas. But how significant, cven so, is the association
between Persians and necromancy at this stage? An old textual and inter-
pretative crux bears upon the issue. As the elders of the chorus summon
the ghost of Darius, all manuscripts have them asking him whether he
hears their “foreign, clear (barbara saphenz), manifold, continual, ill-
sounding (dysthroa) uttcrances (bagmara).” The term “forcign”™ is used
clsewhere in the play by Persians as if from a Greek perspective to mean
simply “Persian,” and Persian words should indeed be clear to Persians.
But why should clear Persian words be ill-sounding? The supposition that
the words are ill-sounding because grief is inherently ill-sounding is inad-
equate. It is accordingly tempting to read the key phrase with Headlam
as “forcign, obscurc” (éarbar’ asaphéné) and understand it to refer to the

* Erictho: Lucan Pharimlia 6.449; cf. 425-34 for Sextus's knowledge of the secrets of
the crucl magi; scc Germain 1954: 371. Terllian I anima 55 and 57; <f. Bidez and
Cumont 1938, I: 184 and 2: 287-88. [ Demoacritus] Physica ¢t myitica 2: p. 42, 21 Ber-
thelot (at Bidez and Cumont 1938, 2: 317-18; the ather vestigial references to the nale
collected by Bidez and Cumont show that Memphis was the setting). Aencas of Gaza:
Theophrastus pp. 18-19 Colonna; of. Hopfner 1921-24, 2: 595; and Collard 1949: 116
and 122. Pusidonius F133 Theiler; of. Strabo C762. Pythagoras: Herodotus 2.81 and 123;
Aristoxenus F13 Wehrli; Isocrates Busiris 28, Strabo C638; Pliny Nastsral History 30.1.9;
Lucian Bion prasis 3; Diogenes Lacrtius 8.2-3; Poephyry Life of Pysbagoras 6-7; Lamblichus
Pyibagorean Life 12-13, 18-19, 151, 154, and 158; and anpolvrux Refutations 1.2; cf.
Phillip 1966: 189-91. Compatibly, Clement of Al d 5.103 casr Z
himself in the role of Plato’s very Pythagorean Er in order to explain his initial enlighten-
ment; cf. Ganschinietz 1919: 2414. Orpheus {and Pythagoras} as deriving his wisdom from
Egypt: Hecataeus of Abdera FGH 264 F25 at Diodorus 1.96; see chapter 8.

? Median origin of the mages: see Bickerman and Tadmor 1978: 250 and 259-60; and
Bemand 1991: 44—47. Herodotus (1.101) alone claims Median origin for chem, buc he
may only be making a further inference from his false etymological derivation of the name
“Medes” from magical Medea, as at 7.62. Chaldacans: Massoncau 1934: 49-50; and Ber-
nand 1991: 48-54.

* Acschylus Persians 598-680. For discussion of this cpisode, sce Headlam 1902; Eitrem
1928; Lawson 1934; Bidez 1937; Hickman 1938: 19-24; Rosc 1950; Scazzoso 1952;
Broadhead 1960: 302-9 and ad loc.; Alexanderson 1967; Haldane 1972; Taplin 1977:
114-19; Bickerman and Tadmor 1978, Jouan 1981; Belloni 1982 and 1988: ad loc.; and
Hall 1989: 89-90 and 1996: ad loc.
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non-Greek semi-meaningless words found in Greek magical spells and
now conventionally referred to as voces magicae. The nearest we come to
such things in the text as we have it arc the crics of “2¢,” “05,” and “asas,”
although Aristophanes tells that in performance the chorus shouted out
“lauos” (cf. 1ao?). Aeschylus may well be having his cake and eating it
too. The two readings would have sounded identical to the cars of the
audience (accentuation is unaffected). Has he deliberately merged in the
phrase the forcignness of normal Persian speech to Greek cars and the
foreignness of the voces magicac that a (Greek) necromancer employed to
call up the dead? The glide between the two would have been facilitated
if Aeschylus and his audience considered the poces magicae a Greek necro-
mancer used to include or to be equivalent to Persian words. In this case,
the association between necromancy and Persia would alrcady be a very
significant one. Headlam believed that the chorus was supposed to repre-
scnt magi, comparing its description of the sea as “stainless” with the
Armenian mage Tiridates’ refusal to travel by sca for fear of dcfiling it.’

The association between Persian mages and necromancy seems more
certain in Herodotus (420s B.C.). He tells that at Troy, en routc to invade
Greece, Xerxes had the mages make libations to the heroes of the Trojan
War. “After they had done this, panic fell upon the encamped army dur-
ing the night.” Herodotus says no morc, cxercising his familiar reticence
in matters of the supernatural. But the clear implication of the passage is
that the mages had called up the Trojan War ghosts (which, as we have
seen, were always ready to appear), or at any rate that the army believed
that they had done so. It is incumbent upon those who would deny that
the notion of magjan necromancy underpins this account to cxplain oth-
crwise the nature of the panic that fell upon the army. Herodotus proba-
bly wants us to think that the mysterious dream-apparition he uses to
drive Xerxes to the invasion of Greece against his better judgment is the
ghost of Darius, or at any rate a false dream pretending to be it, perhaps
in tribute to the Persians.’

It was mages from among the “barbarians,” that is, the Persians, who
persuaded Python’s Harpalus that they could call up for him the ghost of
Pythionice at Babylon, at somc point before 326. The Augustan Strabo
told that the Persians had their “mages and necromancers (neksoman-

* Barbara .. . bagmats: Acschylus Persians 633-37. Ee, etc.: 651, 656, 663, and 671~
72. Aristophanes: Frogs 1028-29; of. Dover 1993: ad loc. Headlam 1902: 55-56, followed
by Lowe 1929: 55; Bidcz 1937; Scazzoso 1952; Hopfner 1935: 2220-22; Cumont 1949:
99-100; and Johnston 1999: 117-18; contra, Lawson 1934: 81; Vrugt-Lentz 1960: 35;
and cf. Hall 1989: 87-88. “Stainless sca™ Acschylus Persians 580. ‘Tiridates: Pliny Naswra/
Hissory 30.17.

* Mages ar Tray: Herodotus 7.43; Bickerman and Tadmor 1978: 250; and Johnston
1999: 110; see chapter 1 for the Trojan-plain ghosts. Darius: Herodotus 7.12-18.
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tess).” In Chariton’s Callirhoe, written around the turn of the cras, the
heroine asks whether the appearance of Chacreas at a trial was the mani-
festation of a ghost called up by the Persian Mithridates in the role of
mage. When Nero needed to call up the ghost of his mother, he tumed
to the skills of magi, although the chief of these, Tiridates, was in fact
Armenian. By the elder Pliny’s day, Ostanes, who had accompanied Xer-
xes in his invasion of Greece, had become a master mage to whom trea-
tiscs on magic were attributed. In these, he claimed to be able to divine
by water, globes, air, lamps, bowls, and axes, and to be able to converse
with ghosts and people in the underworld. Pliny attributed other necro-
mantic techniques to the mages more generally, such as the eating of the
still-palpitating heart cut from a mole for divination, and the use of the
symochstis, or “holding stone,” for retaining ghosts once called up from
the underworld. The fact that his pupils were able to evocartc his ghost in
the ps.-Democritean Physica et mystica, perhaps written shortly before
Pliny’s work, also indicates that he was conceived of as a master nccro-
mancer himsclf. Plutarch knew that the Persian disciples of Zoroaster
mixed a plant omdmi with wolf-blood to lay ghosts. Amobius (forwsit ca.
300 A.p.) told that the Persian rna7ges claimed to be able to bring back
feelings and spirits into cold limbs.

The Persian mages were sometimes held to combine necromancy with
lecanomancy, as by Pliny. Posidonius (second century B.C.) associated to-
gether among the Persians the magi, necromancers, and so-called lecano-
mancers and hydromancers. Augustine, building on Varro, explains that
Persian hydromancy becomes necromancy when blood is used in place of
water. It is possible that the emperor Didius Julianus (ruled A.p. 193)
was believed to have used mages for lecanomantic necromancy (scc fur-
ther chapter 12).

In the AD. period, the term magos/magss can be found applied to
necromancers without significantly Persian associations. We have met the
Armcnian Tiridates. Simon Magus, who madc a boy out of thin air and
then sacrificed him for necromancy, was a Samaritan. His adherents
promiscd that they could stir up the souls of prophets from the lower

7 Pythionice: Python TrGF 91 I, ar Achcnacus 595¢-f. Snell (1967: 99-117) argues
for the dating of the satyr-play to 326 and for Babylon as the setting, because this was the
site of Pythionice’s tomb (Theopompus FGH 115 F253). Strabo C762. Chariton Cakirisor
3.9.4: cf. 5.7.10. Nero’s mages: Suctonius Neve 34 and Mliny Natwral Hissory 30.14-18;
«f. Cumont 1949: 99-100. Pliny: Nassral History 30.14 (Ostanes; cf. Bidez and Cumont
1938, 1: 167-212 and 2: 267-356), 30.19 (palpitating heart), 37.192 (symochitis). Physica
5 mysrica: see note 2. Plutarch: Moralia 369¢-f, cf. Cumont 1949: 99. Amobius: Against
the Pagans 1.52; . Bidcz and Cumont 1938, 1: 141.

* Pusidonius: F133 Theiler; his words were repeated by Strabo C762. Augustine City of
Gud 7.35; of. Comont 1949: 99 and chapter 12. Didius Julianus: sec chapter 10.
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world.” An anonymous, undated, anapacstic Latin poem preserved in a
scventh-century A.D. manuscript, Against & Lying Mage, ascribes necro-
mancy, albeit no other Persian traits, to its subject:

When you don’t have your day’s bread, you ignorantly sate your magical
skills! When your stomach is cmpty, you long to go staggering through the
shades and tombs. Nor do the ghosts respond to your spells while, driven
by hunger, you throw all Tartarus into chaos with your incantation in the
belief that there is something that Pluto could give to the poor above. Why
don’t you devour the dead limbs, 1 ask, so as to be in worse need, mage for
always and forever?
—Anthologia Latina no. 294 Shacklcton-Bailey'

Libanius ends his spcech Agasnst the Lying Mage with the ironic point
that the mage should not be worricd by the state’s decision to sacrifice
his son: “You will have your son even after his sacrifice. He will hear you
when you call, he will appear, he will converse with you, he will spend
the nights with you, and indced he will do your bidding more cagerly
than other ghosts. So you have no need to be upsct when you yourself
are profiting personally along with the city.”"!

We turn to necromantic Chaldacan Babylonians. Lucian shows us two
of them. In the Philopseudes a Chaldacan Babylonian restores to lifc the
slave Midas, who has been bitten on the foot by a snake, before blowing
up all the snakes that lived on the farm. The necromancy of Lucian’s Mes-
ippms takes place at Babylon under the guidance and supervision of Mithro-
barzancs, a Chaldaean Babvlonian who is also identificd with Persian mages
and the disciples of Zoroaster, and who wears a Median robe for his necro-
mantic rites. His hair is gray and his beard long and august. It is possible
that alrcady in 326 B.C. Python had similarly idendficd his mages with Chal-
dacans, since it was at Babylon that they offered to call up the ghost of
Pythionice. In his novel Babyloniaca, lamblichus (second century A.n.) had
an aged Chaldacan astrologer reanimate the corpse of a young woman car-
ried out to a funcral, in the fashion of Apollonius. In the course of the novel
the author cxpatiated on magicians and necromancers and the Babylonian
ventriloquist Sacchouras, the cquivalent of the Greek Eurycles.

¥ Clement of Rome Recognitions 2.13-15 (boy) and Tertullian I)e ansma 37 {adherents).
Sce Johnston 1999: 137-39 for the broad use of the term magus.

' = Anthologia Lating no. 299 Ricse and Puw p- 392 {ed. nuhmu) «of. Hopfuer 1921-
24, 2: 589-90. The text of the last is d: Rachrens’s version ! “Whar
T think worse—you’ll be in want forever, if you Addm your requests to dead bodies!”

! Libanius 41.51.

" Lucian Philopsewdes 11-13 and Menippus 6-11 (cf. Bidez and Cumont 1938, 2: B30).
Python T¥GF 91 F1. lamblichus Badyloniaca at Photius 75a~b (cf. Tropper 1989: 56-57
and 178-80). There is a passing refc to nea ic Chald: Babylonians also at
Theod: G affecti curario 10 (PG 83 p. 1061).
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The origins of Greek necromancy, as with Greek magical practices in
general, are quite unclear, but it remains theoretically possible that Meso-
potamia exercised some indirect influence on Greek necromantic culture
during the Mycenaean age or the carlicr archaic period, the period of
Burkert’s “oricntalizing revolution.” During this time, as he sees it, itiner-
ant oriental religious craftsmen were a major conduit of oriental idcas
into the Greek world, and purveyors of what he calls “black magic” were
influcntial among these. But we cannot know what Greek necromancy
looked like prior to any supposed Mesopc i cs, and we may
in any case presume that there was, at some level, a very andent east
Mediterrancan necromantic koiné. Hence, no necromantic practice osten-
sibly shared berween Greece and Mcesopotamia can be said with certainty
to have been borrowed by the former from the latter. We should at any
rate be clear that the Greco-Roman traditions about Chaldacan necro-
mancers cannot be used as cvidence that Greek necromancy originated in
Babylon. The Greeks association of Babylonians with nccromancy clcarly
grew out of, and clearly was seccondary to, their association of the Persians
with it. Yet Homer (mid-scventh century at the very latest) shows the
Grecks’ necromantic culture to have been well established long before
they had thought to associatc it cven with the Persians.”?

There is a considerable amount of evidence for necromantic practices
in ancient Mesopotamia in Akkadian sources.™ In the Epic of Gilgamesh,
the underworld god Ncrgal opens a hole in the earth through which the
ghost of Enkidu emerges like a breath and holds a conversation with
Gilgamesh. In 672 B.C. the Assyrian king Esarhaddon called up the ghost
of his wifc Esharra-khamat, to ask her whether their son, the crown
prince, was a fit successor; she said yes. A term for a professional necro-
mancer is recorded, /4 gidim-ma, “he who makes the ghosts of the dead

sc.” A number of necromancy “manuals” survive under the title “Incan-
tation to See a Ghost in Order to Make a Decision.” The usual method
was to smear an ointment, ruc (?) crushed in water and cedar oil, over
the face of the consulter, or on a figurine or skull that “housed” the
ghost. The month of Abu, in which ghosts in any casc returned, was an

'* Burkert 1983b and 1992: 65-73. East Mediterrancan koine: of. Tupet 1986: 2591,
For the notion that the Persian empire was significant in the transmission of magical idcas
into Greece, sec Graf 1997a: 172.

* For y in ancient Mesog ia, sec cspecially Finkel 1983-84 and Tropper
1989: 47-109; scc also Mcier 1937; Reiner 1938; Castellino 1953; Bayliss 1973; Tsuki-
moto 1985; Bottéro 1992: 268-86; Schmidt 1995: 117-18 and 121-26; Scurlock 1988
and 1995; and Johnston 1999: 87-90. For Mespotamian magic more generally, sce Conte-
nau 1940; Reincr 1966 and 1987; Abusch 1987, Bottéro 1987--90; Caplice 1970; and Graf'
1997a: 287 (for further recent bibliography). For necromancy at Ugarit, sce Dicterich and
Lorecz 1990; and, for the Hittites, Goetze and Sturtevant 1938; and Tropper 1989:
110-17.
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appropriate time for the rite. Thesc instructions do not much resemble
old Greek nccromancy, but the similarities between Akkadian ghost-lay-
ing rites and thosc of archaic Greece are admittedly rather more striking,
as we have seen.'”

The Old Testament’s famous tale of the witch of En-dor’s necromancy
of the ghost of Samuel for Saul is now thought to reflect Assyrian prac-
tices." The witch’s “Canaanite” designation identifies her merely as some
sort of non-Israclitc inhabitant of Isracl. Schmidt interprets the confusing
phraseology of the story to indicate that the witch first calls up gods
proper (elokism), and then has them in turn produce the required ghost
of Samuel (the alternative is to construc the “gods™ and the ghost of
Samucl as one and the same). In Akkadian sources, offerings are similarly
made to Shamash and other gods for their help in raising ghosts. The
tale’s composition is usually dated to the mid-sccond millennium B.C.,
but Schmidt down-dates it to the mid-first millennium. If he is right,
Grecek influence cannot be absolutely excluded cither: by this ime Homer
already had Persephone presiding over the sending up of ghosts for
Odysscus.

We tumn to the Egyptians. The morc cxplicit cxtant associations of
Egyptians (or Egyptian Greeks) with necromancy derive from the impe-
rial period. Virgil’s Moeris (39 B.C.), who often called up souls from the
bottoms of graves, is not given an explicit place of origin. As the name-
sake, however, of one of Herodotus’s pharaohs, he is implied to be Egyp-
tian.”” For all that the necromantic abilities of Lucan’s Erictho (ca. AD.
65) are contrasted with those of “secret Memphis,” the magical ingredi-
cnts she feeds into her cauldron of reanimating blood are designed to
evoke, perhaps parodically, Herodotus’s descriptions of the marvels of the
outlying parts of Egypt: Arabian flying serpents, the skins of Libyan

¥ Gilgamest: 12.3.1.28; of. Ganschinietz 1919: 2389-91; Hopfner 1921-24, 2: 5392;
Collard 1949: 6; Germain 1954: 375-76; Vrugt-Lentz 1960: 2; Clark 1979: 34; Tropper
1986 and 1989: 62-69; Burkert 1992: 65; and West 1997b: 151-52 and 344-45. Esarhad-
don: Finkel 1983-84: 1-3; Tropper 1989: 76-83; and Schmidt 1995: 117. L# gidim-ma:
Lu IT iii 27%; Lu Excerpr 1 183; OB Lu A 357, C, 4; Hg. B IV 149; OB La C, 6; Lu
Excerpt 11 19; of. Tropper 1989: 58-62 and Scurlock 1995: 106. Incantation manuals:
BAM 215:59//SpTU 2 no. 20 r. 22--26; cf. Tropper 1989: 83-103 and Scurlock 1995:
106-7. Akkadian ghost-laying: sce chapter 7.

' 1 Samuel 28.3-25. For discussion of the cpisode sce Klostermann 1912; Caquot 1968;
Ebach and Rilterswésrden 1977; Bumns 1978; Smelik 1979; Finkel 1983-84: 15; Grotanclli
1987; Tropper 1989: 161-350 (csp. 205-27, with further bibliography at 362-71);
Schmidt 1995; and West 1997b: 550-52 {with a close comparison to Aeschylus’s necro-
mancy of Darius). The ghost of Samuel prophesics after death also at (the apocryphal)
Bcclesiasticus 46.23,

 Virgil Eclogue 8.93-99; Herodotus 2.13 and 101. His herbs are Pontic, as a nod to
Medea (and to Heracleia?) and to the arcane natare of his supplies.
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horned snakes, and the ashes of the phoenix. Volpilhac went so far as to
arguc that her rite reflected in part a recipe similar to those found in the
Greck magical papyri from Egypt and in part an Egyptian mummitication
process. There is much in@cnuit_v in her detailed points of comparison,
bur she has persuaded few.'®

Two sources in particular make much of the association of necromancy
with Egypt and its priests. The Ps.-Clesmentine (third century A.D.2) offer
a simple example. They tell that as a young man, Clement of Rome was
desperate to know whether the soul was immortal. He resolved to go to
Egypt to find a priest to call up a dead man before him so that he could
be sure. A philosopher friend dissuaded him from this impious course of
action. But of particular interest and importance for its wider affinities is
the tale told by Thessalus of Tralles in the preface to his book on the
medicinal powers of plants, which he dedicated to Nero (ruled AD.
54-68 ). He cxplains that as a keen young student, he had been frustrated
by his failures to make the medicinal recipes of Nechepso work, despite
following them faithfully, and that he eventually turned to a priest of
Diospolis {‘Thebes) to find the key to them. This priest inspired the con-
fidence of Thessalus by the gravity of his morality and the greatness of
his age. He could produce visions (ghosts?) in a bowl of water. He ar-
ranged for Thessalus to consult a power. First hc was made to fast for
three days, while the pricst prepared a special chamber. He then asked
Thessalus whether he wanted to converse with the soul of a dead man
(pssechii nekrou tinos) or a god. Thessalus chose the god Asclepius. The
priest accordingly summoned Asclepius with secret words and scaled
Thessalus into the chamber, commanding him to look at the throne be-
forc him, on which the god duly materialized. Given that Thessalus is
only asked to choose berween ghost and god at an advanced stage in the
proceedings, we may assume that the technique for calling up the ghost
would have been identical. Clement of Alexandria (second-third century
A.D.) doubtlcss had a similar chamber in mind in his passing reference to
“aduta of the Egyptians™ in association with nckuomanteia of the Etrus-
cans. Of particular intcrest for the Thessalus narrative is an almost com-
plementary fragment of a Greek novel in which a person expecting a man-
ifestation of Asclepius is confronted rather by a ghost. But in any casc,
gods were not always what they seemed in such a context: Eunapius (later
fourth century A.D.) tells of the ghost of a gladiator conjured up before

* Lucan Pharsalia 6.677-80; cf. Herodotus 2.73-75. Volpilhac 1978: esp. 278-80 and
285-86; cf. also Collard 1949: 60 and 132; Baldini-Moscadi 1976; and Brashear 1992: 46.
Neither Tupet (1988: 424) nor Gordon (1987, untairly describing Volpilhac’s article as

hl ar 235) arc ded
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the ph:losophcr lamblichus by an Egyptian magician; it claimed to be
Apollo.”

The clements of Thessalus’s tale strongly recall those of the fragment of
the perhaps slightly carlier ps.-Democritcan Physica et mystica mentioned
above. The great Persian mage Ostanes had begun to teach Democritus
and his other keen pupils, including his own son, a second Ostanes, about
the natures of substances, but he had dicd before he could teach them
how to transmute them. So they called up his ghost in Memphis, where-
upon it indicated to them that his secret books were hidden inside a
temple. Uhnable to find them, they continued with their own attempts at
transmutation, but, to their frustration, kept failing in it. Eventually a
pillar in the temple split open to reveal the books. Democritus and his
companions saw that they had been following the correct procedures, but
that they had failed to appreciate the ideas that were key to the art, ideas
cncapsulated in a phrase written everywhere in the books: “Nature de-
lights in nature; naturc conquers nature; nature dominates nature.” Both
tales alike play with Egypt, inner chambers, magic books, eager pupils
who follow correct technical procedures but fail to appreciate underlying
principles, the revelation of these principles, and the evocation of ghosts.
According to a related wradition, referred ro by Pliny, Democritus also
took the books of the Phoenician mage Dardanus from that man’s
tomb.”

The elements of both these tales in turn strongly recall those of the
splendid Demotic Egyptian talc of Prince Khamwas or Setne, known from
a Prolemaic-period papyrus. It is difficult to judge the cxtent to which this
tale is itsclf influenced by Greek culture; perhaps heavily. At the behest of
a priest, Nancferkaprah stcals the magical book of Thoth, who obtains
from Pre (Ra) permission to destroy him, together with his family. Thoth
accordingly drowns first his son Merib, then his sister-wife Ahwere, and
finally Naneferkaptah himself in the Nile. Prior to his own death, Nanef-
erkaptah uses a spell to call up the ghosts, or to raisc up the bodics, of
his wife and son from the bottom of the river, and then uses a further
spell to make them reveal to him what had passed between Thoth and
Pre. Then he burics them in Coptos. After his own drowning, Nancfer-

¥ [Clement of Rome] Recognisions 1.5; cf. Cumont 1949: 87 and 100. Thessalus of
Tralles D virsutibus herbarum pp. 43-53 Fricdrich; cf. Merkelbach and Totti 1990-92, 3:
84-85; and Bernand 1991: 269; cf. alsa the instruction of the Egyptian sorcerer at Ludan
Philopseudes 34; ghosts and demons appear in underground Egyptian chambers also at Vet-
uus Va!cus 67.5, 112 34, and 113.17 Kroll. Clement of Alexandria Prosrepticsss 111 P <t

ngelica 2.3.4-5 and Theod Graecarum affectionum curatio 10

(PG 83 p l061) Novel: P.Owy. 416; cf. Stephens and Winkler 1995: 409-15. Eunapius:
Lives of Philasophers 473.

* [Demacritus] Physica et mystica 2 p. 42, 21 Berthelot (at Bidez and Cumont 1938, 2:
317-18). Pliny Nasural History 30.9.
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kaptah is buried in Memphis togcther with his precious book. Setne penc-
trates his tomb to stcal the book for himself, despite the opposition of
the manifested ghost of Ahwere and the awakened mummy of Nanefer-
kaptah. But the pair torture Sctne from afar with hallucinations until he
returns the book and brings back the bodies of Ahwere herself and Merib
from Coptos, where a chief of police has built a house over their resting
place, to join Naneferkaptah in his tomb. In this tale, too, we have Egypt
of course, priestly advice, a magical book, two young men keen to acquire
technical expertise, penetration into an inner chamber, necromancy, and
ghosts aplenty, and the revelation of hidden information.”

In Apulcius’s Metamorphoses, of the second century A.D., the Egyptian
Zatchlas is called upon to reanimate the dead Thelyphron so that he may
indicate his murderer. He is introduced as “an outstanding Egyptian
prophet,” and is said to resemble a typical Egyptian priest of Isis in ap-
pearance: shaven head, long linen shift, and palm-leaf sandals. Despite his
expertise, he is still a young man. He must be persuaded to his task not
only by the promise of a high fec, but by exhortations in the names of a
series of Egyptian commonplaces. He achieves the rcanimation and
prophecy simply by placing one herb on the mouth of the corpse and
another on its chest, by making appeal to the rising sun, and by threcaten-
ing the corpse with torture by the Erinyes. The appceal to the sun-god
and the laying of herbs on mouth and breast have been compared to
the Egyptian mouth-opening ccremony.” Heliodorus’s account of the
reanimation of her dead son by an old woman of Bessa in Egypt is one
of the most striking necromancy cpisodes from ancient literature. Her
necromantic practices are described as impious but nonctheless common
among the women of Egypt.** We shall discuss this episode shortly. There
are scveral further examples of Egyptian necromancy in the Greco-Roman
literary tradition.”

* Sctme 1 = P.Cairo 30646, rranslated at Lichthcim 1973-80, 3: 127-38. Scc S. West
1983: 57; and (for Greek influence) Schmidt 1995: 116. For more on initiations and books
in Egyprian adwsa, sce [Cypran| Confosions 12; Jerome Life of Hilarion the Hermir 12;
Amobius Against she Genniles 1.43; and Dio Cassius 75.13.2; cf. Graf 1997a: 90.

# Apuleius Metamorpboses 2.28-30; cf. Hopfner 1921-24, 2: 579-81; and Collard
1949: 72; see Otto 1960 tor Egyptian mouth-opening rituals.

** Heliodorus Arthiopica 6.13-15; cf. Bernand 1991: 282. Note also the general imputa-
tion of the central fearure of her rite, circling around dead badies, to the vulgar and carthly
of Egypt’s two wisdoms at 3.16.

*[n the reign of Tiberius, Apion, an Alexandrian rhetorician, came to Rome and spoke
of necromancy, but Pliny regarded him as an impostor (Pliny Natwrs! History 30.18). In
the Confessions atuributed to Cyprian (carlier third century AD.) the subject claims to have
“heard the voice of the dead in tombs” in Egypt (| Cyprian] Confessions 2 p. 1107, cf.
Hopfoer 1921-24, 2: §96). Macrianus, the chicf of the Egyptian magicians, corrupted the
emperor Valerian (ruled 253-60) into sacrificing children and babies for necromancy (Eu-
scbius Feclesiastical History 7.10; see chapier 10). Athanasius, bishop of Al dria under
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When Lucian’s Arignotus, the Greek Pythagorean, sct out to lay the
ghost in the haunted housc of Eubatides in Corinth, he fortified himself
during his nighttime ordeal in the house by reading “Egyptian™ books by
lamplight. When the ghost appeared, he drove it back into its grave with
spells from the books. The compilers and users of the formularics or
handbooks among the Greek magical papyri from third- and fourth-cen-
tury A.D. Greco-Roman Egypt were magicians with wide-ranging inter-
ests, of which necromancy was of course one. Among their myriad influ-
cnces, they believed themselves, rightly or wrongly, to be drawing upon
ancient Egyptian wisdom. The largest of the handbooks, PGM IV, “the
Great Magical Papyrus in Paris,” contains recipes for necromancy and
much else besides, including initiations, phylacteries against demons, leca-
nomancies, erotic binding, anger-restraining, astrology, the production
of trances, cxorcism, the promotdon of business, and the inducing of
dreams.®

There is much of the necromantic that can be pointed to in native
Egyptan culture, but whether it had any impact on earlicr Greek necro-
mancy is doubtful. The Demotic tale of Setne we have already mentioned,
but we noted that it may itself owe much to Greek culture. Isaiah’s
prophecy of the doom of Egypt raiscs the possibility that the Egypdans
might resort to idols and oracle-mongers, ghosts and spirits. Egyptian
“letters to the dead™ have more in common with the Greek exploitation
of ghosts for binding curses than for divination, although cven this associ-
ation is weak,”

Babylon and Persia cffectively constituted the castern extreme of the
world for the Greeks, and Egypt similarly the southern. By chance, we
also havc prescrved two stray references to necromancers from the other
extremes of the compass. From the far north of the carth came Lucian’s
Hyperborean necromancer, who called up the ghost of Glaucias’s father
in his housc, perhaps a salute to the shaman tradition of Abaris. The
necromancer-witch turned by Virgil’s Dido was a “Massylian™ bascd in
remote Ethiopia, but she was also, curiously, warden of the temple of the
Hesperides in the far west.” These stray references do indicate that there
was a tendency for the ancient imagination to locate necromantic special-
ists among the peoples on the margins of the known world. The origin
of this tendency may have been the feeling that, like the Cimmerians,

Julian (ruled A.p 361-63), supposcdly cut up boys and girls to inspect their entrails (Socra-
tes Ecclesiastical Hissory 3.13).

® Lucian Philopsewdes 30-31. See chapter 13 for nccromancy in PGM V.

* Iuaiah: Isaiah 19:3. For native Egyptian nccromancy, sce Demarée 1983; Tropper
1989: 27-46; Ritner 1993: 180-83; Schmidr 1995: 115-16; and Johnston 1999: 90-94.

7 Lucian Philopsendes 13-14; for Hyperborcans, sce Mellor 1968, Virgil Aemeid
4.478-93.
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nccromantic specialists should most appropriately live adjacently to the
underworld. It was believed that one could reach the underworld by trav-
eling to the edge of the (flat) carth, as Homer's Odysseus did.” But it
may be that the notion of “cultural distancing” explains the phenomenon
more efficiently, if only becausc it also accounts for the ancients® parallel
tendency to project necromancy onto women.

The association of necromancy with female specialists in the Greco-Latin
tradition begins alrcady with the Odyssey, in which Circe presides in a
significant way over Odysseus’s consultation. But it was thc Romans
above all who took the litcrary female necromancer to their hearts, and
Latin poctry affords many instances of them. In almost all cases, necro-
mantic expertise is portrayed as one among a range of diverse supcrnatural
powers cxcrcised by the women, who should be conceptualized first and
foremost as witches, with necromancy as one of their commonplace pow-
ers. The literary tradition produccs no simple examples of nonspecialist
women turning to necromancy. Aeschylus’s Atossa is not particularly
characterized as a specialist, but she is quecn of a magical race. Valerius
Flaccus’s Alcimede, mother of Jason, has recourse to a Thessalian woman
specialist to call up the ghost of Cretheus, to reassure herself about the
fate of her son. Though this might imply that Alcimede was herself at
best an amatcur necromancer, her name suggests that she is nonetheless
no stranger to witcheraft herself, since the -med-/-med- clement is distinc-
tive of witch names.”

Homer’s Circe is the first great multitalented “witch” of Greek litcra-
ture. She can tame animals with drugs; turn men into animals with po-
tions, a wand, and perhaps spells; rum animals into men with ointment;
pass through space unscen; and send magic winds.* She also appears to
command some sort of erotic binding magic against which Odysseus
must protect himsclf:*' It is Circe who is the guiding expert behind Odys-

2 Homer Odyssey 11.13-19.

* Atowsa: Aeschylus Persiams 598-842; cf. Lawson 1934: 80. Alcimede: Valerius Flaccus
Argonaunica 1.730-51; sce Halm-Iisseranr 1993: 35 for the name (f. Mcdea and
Perimedc).

* Circe’s general powers: Homer Odysey 10.212-15, 23743, 316-20, 392-96, 569~
74, and 11.7. For Odysseus and Circe in general, sce Pactz 1970; and Marinares 1995. For
the notion that Circe is “Persian,” daughter ol Persc or Perseis, sce Headlam 1902: 55 and
Lowe 1929: 87.

" Homer Odymer 10,301 and 341, Those ensmared by witches do not return home:
compare in the Odyssey Odysscus’s fate at the hands of Calypso (1.13--15) and the fawe of
those cnsnared by the songs of the Sirens (12.41-46). In Apuleius’s Meramorphoses, the
witch Mcroe was able to enslave Socrates and keep him from home by making him sleep
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scus’s nccromancy. She tells Odysseus he must consult Tiresias by necro-
mancy, gives him detailed instructions as to how to perform the rite, and
provides him with the sheep he must sacrifice in the course of it. The text
of the Odyssey as we have it entails that Circe’s involvement in the necro-
mancy goes further. First, Odysscus’s ostensible purpose in making the
consultation, as laid down by Circe, is to take directions for the journey
home from Tiresias. But Tiresias gives no directions beyond implying that
he may touch on Thrinacia, in the course of his warning not to eat the
cattle of the Sun. When Qdysscus returns to Circe, dircctly after the con-
sultation, she already knows what Tiresias has said about Thrinacia, appar-
ently without a word from Odysscus, and not only repeats the warning
but cven supplies proper route directions. This implies some sort of pres-
ence for Circe during the consultation. It is as if Circe had gone to the
consultation herself (she could, after all, pass through space unseen), or
cven as if Odysseus had, at one level, never actually left Circe’s island
during it.” Second, as Odysscus and his men set off for the consultation,
the youth Elpenor falls off Circe’s roof and dics, remaining unburied be-
fore the housc. His ghost accordingly confronts Odysscus first as he per-
forms the necromancy and begs for burial, which Odysseus duly accom-
plishes on his retumn to the island. The poem as we have it seems
undecided as to whether Odysseus is aware of the death before he sails.
But Circe must be well aware of it, so why, given that she is now in a
kind and generous mode, docs she not bury him? Since the untimely
dead, the unburied dead, and the request for burial are so integral to
other necromancy scenes in Greek literature, it is probable that at some
stage in the archcology of this oral poem, Elpenor or an equivalent figure,
as opposed to Tiresias, was the prime agent of prophecy in Odysscus’s
consultation. The first implication of this is that Circe left Elpenor unbur-
ied in order that Odysscus could accomplish his consultation, and the
second is that Circe mysteriously contrived his death in the first place.”
For all that the Nekwia contains some of the oldest poctry in the Odys-

with her once (1.7}, and the witches of Lariasa rendered Thelyphron too ash d to return
home by mutilating him {2.30).

* Homer Odysrey 10.488-540 (Circe’s necromantic instructions), 10.538-40 (Odys-
seus’s purpose), 11.105-13 (Thrinacia}, and 12.37-141 {Circe’s directions); the scholiasts
at 12.492 and Eustachius ar 12,491 werc woubled by this. For ancient scholarship on the
Nekwia problems, see Petzl 1969; and Heubeck ct al.1988-92, 2: 82-83. Cf. the observa-
tions of Bouché-Leclercq 1879-82, 3: 332-33; Headlam 1902: 35; Lowe 1929: 52; Law-
son 1934: 80; Collard 1949: 24; and Lloyd-Jones 1967: 224. Marinatos 1995 intcrestingly
argues thar Circe should be scen as (among other things) a “goddess of death” and a liminal
figure berween the realms of life and death.

 Odysseus’s silence about Elpenor as he describes his departure from Circe’s island at
10.551-60 implies ignorance of his loss (what were his bench companions doing?). But ar
11.53-54 kascleipomen, if read strongly, could imply deliberate abandonment of the body.
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sey, it gives the appearance of having been inserted into the middle of a
scparately existing Circe cpisode. It starts at Circe’s island and ends there,
and it fulfills its ostensible narrative function of providing Odysscus with
the information he nceds to continuc his journcy less well than Circe
herself does on his return. But the tempting inference that the Nekwia
cpisode originated in a form independent of a Circe figurc is probably
fallacious. In the Akkadian Gilgamesh, a figure comresponding closely to
Circe, Siduri, directs Gilgamesh to a forest across waters of death to find
the dead Utnapishtim.*

We hear more of the necromantic Circe in later literature. Apollonius’s
Circe purifies Jason and Medea with a sacrifice after the murder of Apsyr-
tus and so helps in the laying of his ghost. She hersclf has experienced it
in the form of a vision in which her palace walls dripped with blood. In
Ovid’s Metamorphoses, she calls up ghosts as a prcliminary to turning Pi-
cus’s companions into animals. A scholiast to Ps.-Lycophron tells that
after Odysseus was killed by Telegonus, he was raised up again by Circe
(anestese). Tiresias’s daughter Manto, his aide in necromantic rites, is said
by Statius to resemble Circe and Medea, “but without the crimes.™

Medea, the multitalented Colchian, Circe’s aunt or sister, was the most
popular witch in Greck and Latin literature, but no claborate necromancy
scene survives for her. Apollonius implies in passing that she would wan-
der in search of the dead. Ovid briefly attributes necromancy to her in a
breathless resumé of her abilitics (she can split the carth open and bring
the dead from their tombs), and Valerius Flaccus tells that she raised
ghosts with “Haemonian incantations.” Seneca’s Medea summons up the
crowd of the silent dead to attend the wedding of Jason and Creusa (=
Glauce) and to help her poisoned wedding dress do its work. Statius
makes a sccond implicit attribution of necromancy to her when his Tires-
ias compares himself favorably to a Colchian woman calling up ghosts

CF. Clark 1979: 161. West 1997b: 164-65 notes that in the Sumcerian version of Gilgamesh
(12.4-6), those who have fallen from roofs constitute a special caregory of dead in the
underworld.

" Homer Odywey 11.1-5 (start) and 12.)-7 {end). For views on the compasitional ar-
cheology of the Nekuia cpisade, sce, c.g., Rohde 1881 and 1925: 32--33; Schwarts 1924:
137-49; Van der Valk 1935; Mcrkelbach 1969: 185-91, 209-30; Kirk 1962: 236-40;
Bona 1966: 535-38; Clark 1979: 39-45 and 98; Vermeule 1979: 28; Bremmer 1983: 81
Burkert 1985: 196; Garland 1985: 150; Heubeck ct al. 1988-92, 2: §-11, 75-77, and
90-91; Bemstein 1993: 23 and Sourvinou-Inwood 1995: 70~76. Umapishtim: Gslgamesh
tablet 10; of. Clark 1979: 25-26 and 208; and West 1997b: 405-12. [ usc Gilgamesh as
an wple of an castern Medi folkrale type. T do not suggest that the epic was a
direct ancestor of the Odysey.

* Apollonius Rhodius Argomausics 4.659-717. Ovid Metamorphous 14.403-15; cf.
Headlam 1902: 58; Lowe 1929: 96; and Rabinowitz 1998: 105-6. Scholiast [ Lycophron]
Alexandra 805. Statius Thebaid 4.50-51.
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with Scythian drugs. We have scen that Medea was associated with the
building of the bridge across the Achcrusian lake beside the Acheron nek-
somanteion, which may imply that she performed necromancy there.®

Some more detailed descriptions of Mcdcea at work show her involved
in activities strongly akin to necromancy. In Apollonius’s Argonautica,
she instructs Jason in the activation of the drug of invincibility she has
given him. The requirced rites strongly resemble the traditional ones of
evocation, but no ghosts manifest themselves, and it seems that the func-
tion of the rites is simply to acquire the help of Hecate. Jason waits until
the exact middlc of the night, gocs apart from others, washes in a river,
puts on dark clothes, digs a round trench (bothros), piles faggots into it,
slaughters a female sheep over it and makes a holocaust of it, propitiates
Hecate, and pours libations over the sacrifice. Hecate duly appears in
terrifying form with her attributes of snakes, dogs, and torches.” As we
shall sec in chapter 13, there is much that cchocs reanimation nccromancy
in the tradition of Medea’s various rej ions, as in the cases of Aeson,
Pelias (dcliberately perverted), Jason, the nurses of Dionysus, and a dem-
onstration ram. The rejuvenations are accomplished cither by hacking up
the subject and boiling his limbs with magical ingredients in a cauldron,
or by jugulating the subject, draining all the blood out of him, and then
refilling his veins with a blood infused with magical ingredients.” Accord-
ing to one account, the rejuvenated ram with which Medea tricked the
l’cli%dc.s into murdering their father was itsclf a ghost she had conjured
up.”

A popular topos of Latin poetry was the thumbnail sketch of a witch
in a few lines. The splitting open of the carth, the evocation of ghosts,
and the gruesome, maniacal plundering of tombs and pyres for body parts
for magical purposcs arc commonplaces of these sketches. Other com-
monplaces include drawing down the moon or stars for crotic purposes,

% Apollonius of Rhodes Arg ica 4.51. Ovid Mo rpboses 7.206; cf. Halm-Tisser-
ant 1993: 28, Valerius Flaccus Argonansica 6.439-50. Sencca Medea 740-49, of. 771842
iprayer to Hecate). Statius Thebaid 4.504-6. Acherusian bridge: Ampelius Liber ialis

8.3; <. Hammond 1967: 366 u. 4; and see chaprer 4. bpcull.\uon that Mcdea once super-
vised a necromancy in the lost Arge dition is wecakly founded: Huxey 1969: 67
and 72; cf. Clark 1979: 61 For Medea in genenal, sce Lowe 1929: 67-87;, Morcau 1994;
and C.Iam and Johnston 1997.

jus Rhodius A ica 3.1024-45 and 1194 -1224; f. Rabinowitz 1998:
111, The Orphric Amﬂnumu reworks Apollonius’s sequence. Here Medea, alongside Or-
pheus, calls up Hecate and other decad underwordd powers using, among other things,
barleymeal voadon dolls and sacrifices of black puppies.

* Ovid Metamorphoses 7.159-349 is the most clab , other going
back to the seventh and sixth centuries B.C., arc catalogued at Halm-Tisserant 1993: 243-
47, with important discussion at 26-36 Cf. Bouché-leclercq 1879-82, 1: 332 and chapter
13 for the kinship of such rej hniques with Y.

* Diodorus 4.51-52.
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dissolving mountains, turning back rivers, controlling the weather, spirit-
ing away crops (excasatio cultorum), compelling love with “horse-mad-
ness” (hippomanes) or a wryneck-wheel (issnx), often for themselves, and
breaking cxisting loves. Such sketches are found in the work of Tibullus,
Virgil, Ovid, and Claudian.** A favorite sub-type is the drunken bawd-
witch, an old hag who uses her magic 1o make men fall in love with her
girls and hand over vast sums for access to them. We find these, too,
associated with necromancy in a passing way in the poetry of Tibullus
and Ovid again, and also that of Propertius.” Within the Greco-Roman
lands, Thessaly, the land into which Medea married, was the partcular
home of witches. Striking examples of necromantic Thessalians are to
be found in the cases of Lucan’s Erictho and Apulcius’s various witches
(discussed below). In addition, Statius and Valerius Flaccus furnish minor
examples of the phenomenon.®

* Tibullus knows 2 witch who can split the ground, entice ghosts from graves, and call
down bones from the warm pyre, holding ghosts with a magical screech and dismissing
them by flicking milk at them (1.2.45-48; cf. Tuper 1976: 338-40). It is implicd that
Virgl's Amaryllis (if that is her name) has the ability to conjure up ghosts from the bottom
of tombs with Pontic herbs, but she admittedly learned the skill from the male Moeris
( Eclggues 8.98). Virgil's Dido has a Massylian witch, whu makes the dead move by night
and the carth bellow under one's feet { Azneid 6.478-91). A hypothetical witch construcred
by Ovid takes the form of an ald woman who breaks open the ground with a disrcputable
spell and orders ghosts forth from the tomb ( Remedia amoris 249-60). In Claudian’s In
Raufinum of An. 395-97 the Fury Mcgacra disguises herself as a male wizard but then
boasts of a range of magical abilities familiar from earlier thumbnail sketches of witches;
among these is the claim, “1 have often propitiated the ghosts and Hecate with my rites at
night and I have dragged hack buried corpses to live by my incanmations” (/s Rufinum
1.154-56; cf. Levy 1971; ad loc.). For necromancy as a competitive ropos in Latin poetry,
sec Liedioff 1884 and Collard 1949: 49. For drawing down the moon, see Hill 1973; Tupet
1976: 92-103; and Bicknell 1984. For the witches of Latin poctry in gencral, see Luck
1962, Caro Baroja 1964: 17-40; and Tuper 1976.

“In his curse against onc such Tibullus prays that ghosts should ever it around her
complaining of their lates (1.5.49-56). Ovid’s Dipsas (“Thirsty™) calls forth remore ances-
tors from tombs and splits open the carth (Amseress 1.8.17-18). Propertius’s Acanchis, two,
may be involved with necromancy: the raising of ghosts to achicve a curse (against crops?)
may lic behind the obscure phrase, “If she were 1o move Colline herbs to the trench, things
that stand would be dissolved in running water” (4.5.11-12, as incerpreted by Goold 1990:
ad loc.; but Tupet (1976: 361-64) has a different interpretation that descrves scrious con-
sideration; for Acanthis’s bawd-wirch qualities, sec lines 2, 9-10, 13-18, 75-76).

* When Statius’s ghost of 1.aius is led out of the underworld by Hermes, another ghast
supposcs that he has been ordered to move from his secrer tomb by a Thessalian priestess
(Thebaid 2.19-25). The same poet'’s Tiresias indignantly claims thar he has better title to
be heeded by the underworld powers as he attempts to call up ghosts than docs a crazed
Thessalian woman ( Thebaid 4.504). When Jason’s mother Alcimede is worricd about her
son in Valerius Flaccus’s Azgonastica, she rurns to an old Thessalian woman, who organizes
sacrifices to underworld Zeus and the Stygian ghosts, pours blood into a trench, makes
incantations, and has the ghost of Alcimede’s father-in-law Cretheus lay her fears to rest
(Argonantica 1.730-51 and 780; . Eitrem 1941: 72-74). For the general phenomenon
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We turn now to some of Latin’s more elaborate literary portraits of
witches in necromancy. Horace builds up a portrait of the hag Canidia in
a scrics of poems from about 30 B.C. In the Epodes she claims the ability
to raise even the cremated dead. In the Sasires she is joined by a similar
collcague, Sagana, and the two are described as “Furics.” Here Canidia
is pallid, she is dressed in black, her feet are bare, and her hair is in disar-
ray. The two dig their trench in the former cemetery on the Esquiline
with their nails and tear apart the sacrificial lamb with their bare hands.
Sagana holds a shrill and mournful conversation with the ghosts called
up. They are frightened off by the fart from a watching statue of Priapus.
As they run, Canidia leaves behind her false teeth and Sagana an unfash-
ionable tall wig. ‘Their purposc in summoning the ghosts had been, in
part at lcast, to achieve some crotic binding magic. Erotic magic is again
their concern elsewhere in the Epodes, where, with two further friends,
they starve a boy to death inside a housc to make a love potion from his
longing-imbucd marrow and liver. Here we learn also that Canidia’s hair
is entwined with vipers and that she chews her uncut nails. Sagana lus-
tratcs the house with water from Lake Avernus.®

The most claborate portrait of a witch setting abour necromancy in
Greco-Roman literature is the 400-linc trcatment of Erictho, who reani-
matcs a corpse for Sextus Pompey in Lucan’s Pharsalia of about A.D. 65.%
Her entry is preceded by two elaborate introductions, the first on the
wider phenomenon of Thessalian witches. The witches exercise the range
of powers familiar from the thumbnail-sketch tradition, among which
their ability to split open the carth is jocularly expressed: “Struck by a
voice, the weight of such a great mass [planct carth] draws back and
affords a vicw through to revolving Olympus.” The sccond introduction
focuses on Erictho herself, and in particular on her obsession with and

of the Thessalian witch, sec Lucan Pbarmlia 6.413-506 and Pliny Natwral History 30.1;
cf. Bowersock 1965: 278-79 and Hill 1973. The name of Thessaly may originally have
mcant “land of magicians™: Grégoire 1949,

* Horace Epodes § (starved boy; cf. Tupet 1976: 309-29), 17.79 (cremated dead), and
Satires 1.8 (Esquiline; sce the important discussion of Tupet 1976: 298-309). For a de-
tailed study of Horace's three Canidia poems sec Ingallina 1974 (esp. 97-101 for necro-
mancy); se¢ also Della Corte et al. 1991-94: ad loc. Porphyrion’s claim at Horace Epodes
3.8 and 5.43 that “Canidia” represented a real Neapolitan witch Gratidia is believed by
Manning (1970).

* Lucan Pharsalia 6.413-830. For discussion of this episade, see Fahz 1904; Bruce
1913; Rose 1913; Bourgery 1928; Eitrem 1941: 70-72; Dick 1963; Morford 1967: §9-74;
Ahl 1969 and 1976: 130-49; Schotes 1969: 50-99; Paratore 1974 and 1992: 55-66;
Fauth 1975; Baldini-Moscadi 1976; Martindale 1977 and 1980; Volpilhac 1978; Marastoni
1979; Gordon 1987a (Erictho inspired by the lamiat); Johnson 1987: 19-33; O'Higgins
1988 Tupet 1988 (an anti~book 6 to that of the Aemesd?); Verberne 1988; Braund 1989;
Longo 1989; Masters 1992: 179-215 (good for the combination of comedy and hotror in
the scene); Viansino 1995: ad loc.; and Korenjak 1996.
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magical exploitation of the dead, whom she resembles. She is old and
wasted, she has a Stygian pallor and disheveled hair (which she binds up
with vipers as she gets down to the work of the reanimation), and even
her tread brings death to plants. She manipulates ghosts with ease: she
spcaks with the “silent” dead and sends messages down to the ghosts in
the underworld through the mouths of corpscs. In a humorous inversion
of ghost-laying practice, she drives ghosts away from their tombs so as to
live in the tombs hersclf, only emerging at night, again as if a ghost her-
self** A paradox harnesses her magical assassinations with her exploitation
of cadaverous matcrial for necromancy or cursing:

She buries in tombs the living souls that still direct the body’s limbs. Death

approaches them against her (Death’s) will, when the fates still owe them

years, With inverted procession she brings the funcral back from the tomb,

and the corpses cscape death.

—Lucan Pharsalia 6.529-32

Her techniques for collecting body parts are expounded in detail. The
bones of the untimely dead are snatched from hot pyres, cycballs are
clawed out of coffined corpses, and fetuses are ripped from wombs. When
the muscle of a hanging corpsc defies her attempts to detach it, she bites
it and hangs her weight from it. She inveigles hersclf into funcrals and
gnaws off facial parts while prcrending to kiss the corpse. She weaves
spells to bind the raging Roman civil war to Thessaly in order to procurc
a massive fund of body parts for her work, and she particularly anticipates
the opportunity to lay hands on the more exalted generals. But when
Erictho enters the action, the personality she exhibits is ar odds with the
monster we have been led to expect. She displays a touching pride that
her fame has preceded her, she is pleased to respond to Sextus's request
for help, and throughout the ensuing selection of the bauleficld corpse
and reanimation of it, she is presented as an affable, courteous, reassuring,
and competent professional **

Statius (late first century A.D.) twice alludes to the Erictho scene. In
the Thebaid, he compares Theban Ide, crawling and wailing over the bod-
ies on a battlcficld in scarch of her dead twins, to a Thessalian witch. He
explains that it is the traditional Thessalian obscenity to rcanimate (reno-
vare) a person by incantation. Such a witch turns over the host of the
dead on their battlefield by night and tries out the ghosts (manes) to scc
to which body-tomb (&sstum) she should give orders for the gods (curi-
ously the gods above), while the sad assemblies of souls (ansmae) com-
plain and the father of black Avernus is indignant. In the Silvae, Statius

 Lucan Pharialia 6. 483-84, 50721, 654-56 and 568.

“ Lucan Pharsalia 6.533-87 (garncring of body parts: cf. Antholagia Latina no. 294
Shackicton-Bailey, quoted above), 6.604 (fame and pride; cf. 569), 6.657-66 (affable pro
fessional; cf. Ahl 1976: 132). Sec chapter 13 for the reanimation.
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consoles Lucan’s widow Polla Argentaria by suggesting that Lucan’s
ghost may respond to her calling by returning to the surface for a day
(like Protcsilaus).”

Apuleius’s Metamorphoses (ca. A.D. 160s) introduces us to several Thes-
salian witchecs whosec powers include nccromantic oncs, alongside the
usual gamut of powers from the thumbnail-sketch tradition, in particular
the ability to transform themselves and others into all sorts of animals.
The terrible old hag Mcroc, an innkecper at Hypata ncar Larissa, can
raise ghosts and open up the underworld. She achieves binding curses
with the ghosts called up. By making tomb offerings in a ditch, she pre-
vails upon them to seal up an cntire town in its houses. [n a thrilling
narrative, Apuleius tells how, together with her colleague Panthia, she
hunts down her crrant lover Socrates and magically bursts the door to his
hotel room from its hinge during the night as he sleeps. She jugulates
him, collects his blood in a leather bottle, pulls his heart out through the
wound, inserts a sponge into it, leaving no sign of harm, and then recites
a spell, “O sponge, born in the sea, be sure not to pass over a river.” The
witches cmpty their bladders over Socrates’ terrificd companion Aristo-
menes before departing and magically restoring the door to its hinge.
Aristomenes’s belief that Socrates has been killed seems mistaken when
hc awakes, but later on, when Socrates Icans over a river to drink from it,
the sponge leaps out again and he is dead once and for all. It emerges that
he was after all killed in the night, but has been temporarily rcanimated to
allow the witches time to dissociate themselves from the crime. The witch
Pamphile, also of Thessalian Hypata, is said to be a mistress of every
tomb-related incantation and to be obeyed by ghosts. Her workshop con-
tains many body parts, alongside crucifixion nails with flesh still clinging
to them and inscribed metal tablets, all presumably for necromantic or
cursing purposcs. And at Thessalian Larissa, the local witches, “Harpics,”
who have the ability to shape-shift into birds, dogs, mice, flies, and wea-
sels, and who wish to gather body parts for their magic, attempt during
the night to raise the corpse of Thelyphron from outside the locked room
in which it is kept, and make it march over to a chink in the wall through
which they can slice off its nosc and cars before replacing them with wax
prostheses. Later on in Lucius’s adventures, the miller’s wife prevails upon
a greedy old crone known to be skilled in binding curses and witchcraft
to send the miscrable ghost of a woman to kill her husband. He is found
hanged, presumably after having been terrified into suicide by the ghost.
As a result of this dcath, the miller’s ghost acquires prophetic powers and

“ 1de: Statius Thebaid 3.140—46; cf. 4.503—4 for another passing reference 10 Thessal-
ian-wirch necromancy; see Hopfner 1921-24, 2: 568. Polla: Statius Silvae 2.7.120-23:
Marastoni (1979) concludes from this that Polla had been the model for Erictho!
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appears before his daughter to tell her what has happened. The localiza-
tion of this cpisode is vaguc, but Lucius appcars to be still in Thessaly at
this point.**

Heliodorus perhaps wrote his Greck novel Acthiopica as late as the
fourth century A.n. His old woman of Bessa in Egypt initially appcars 1o
be merely a harmless grieving mother looking for the body of her son on
a battleficld, like Statius’s Ide, but once she has found the body she sets
about reanimating it to ask after its brother’s fate. Heliodorus at first
implies that there is nothing abnormal about the practice of necromancy
in itsclf by Egyptian women, but by the end of the cpisode the vitupera-
tion of the woman by the corpse makes it clear that her actions are highly
unsanctioned. The corpsc’s revelation that she has been spicd upon dur-
ing her rite turns her into a murderous frenzy. She seems to fear that she
has become a victim of the evil eye.*

‘T'he assaciation of the Sibyls with necromancy is confined to the tradi-
tions relating to Avernus discussed above. Virgil’s Sibyl Deiphobe, daugh-
ter of Glaucus, is to some cxtent assimilated to a witch. Thus, she is “to
be shuddered at” (horrendae), she is aged, and she is a priestess of He-
cate/Trivia. Also, she plays the structural role in the Aemeid taken by
Circe in the Odyssey, that of guiding the hero through the process of
consultation. But there is nothing “unauthorized,” destructive, wicked,
or deceitful about her, and she also occupies the venerable role of priest-
ess of Apollo. Silius Italicus’s living Sibyl Autonoe (late first century AD.),
who advises Scipio Africanus in his necromancy, is not heavily character-
ized, but she resembles a witch also insofar as her dircctions to him for
the rite conservatively follow those of Circe to Odysseus, and her own
participation in it conservatively follows that of Virgil’s Deiphobe. Au-
tonoe stands in awe of the far greater powers of the dead Sibyl that pre-
ceded her, who again is basically uncharacterized, but is presumably to
be identified with Virgil’s Dciphobe. Once the dead Sibyl’s ghost appears,
Autonoe relinquishes control of the consultation to her, and it is the dead
woman who, just like Homer’s Tiresias and Virgil’s Anchises before her,
takes on the role of expertly pncsenung the undcrworld, its organization,
and its inhabitants to the consul

Some of these women necromancers are strongly characterized as
wicked, but this is by no means true of all of them. The tendency toward
such a characterization is explicable by fact that most of the evidence for

“ Apulcius Metamorphoses 1.7-19 (Meroe and Panthia), 2.5, 3.15-18 (Pamphilc),
2.21-30 (Thelyphron), and 9.29-31 (miller; this episode rakes place within Thessaly in
view of 10.18; T thank John Morgan for advice on rhis point).

¥ Heliodorus Astiopics 6.12-15.

* Virgil Acncid 6, esp. lines 10-13, 35-36, 268, and 564; cf. Eitrem 1945: 90-91 and
102-8. Silius Italicus Punéica 13.401-34 and 488-894.



146 CHAPTBR 9

consoles Lucan's widow Polla Argentaria by suggesting that Lucan’s
ghost may respond to her calling by returning to the surface for a day
(like Protesilaus).’

Apulcius’s Metamorphoses (ca. A.p. 160s) introduces us to several Thes-
salian witches whose powers include necromantic ones, alongside the
usual gamut of powers from the thumbnail-sketch tradition, in particular
the ability to transform themselves and others into all sorts of animals.
The terrible old hag Meroc, an innkceper at Hypata near Larissa, can
raisc ghosts and open up the underworld. She achicves binding curses
with the ghosts called up. By making tomb offerings in a ditch, she pre-
vails upon them to seal up an cntirc town in its houses. In a thrilling
narrative, Apulcius tclls how, together with her colleague Panthia, she
hunts down her errant lover Socrates and magically bursts the door to his
hotel room from its hinge during the night as he slecps. She jugulates
him, collects his blood in a leather bottle, pulls his heart out through the
wound, inserts a sponge into it, leaving no sign ot harm, and then recites
a spell, “O sponge, born in the sea, be sure not to pass over a river.” The
witches empty their bladders over Socrates’ terrified companion Aristo-
menes before departing and magically restoring the door to its hinge.
Aristomencs’s belicf that Socrates has been killed scems mistaken when
he awakes, but later on, when Socrates leans over a river to drink from it,
the sponge leaps out again and he is dead once and for all. It emerges that
he was after all killed in the night, but has been temporarily reanimated to
allow the witches time to dissociate themsclves from the crime. The witch
Pamphile, also of Thessalian Hypata, is said to be a mistress of cvery
tomb-related incantation and to be obeyed by ghosts. Her workshop con-
rains many body parts, alongside crucifixion nails with flesh still clinging
to them and inscribed metal tablets, all presumably for necromantic or
cursing purposes. And at Thessalian Larissa, the local witches, “Harpies,”
who have the ability to shape-shift into birds, dogs, mice, flies, and wea-
sels, and who wish to gather body parts for their magic, attempt during
the night to raise the corpse of Thelyphron from outside the locked room
in which it is kept, and make it march over to a chink in the wall through
which they can slice off its nosc and ears before replacing them with wax
prosthescs. Later on in Lucius’s adventures, the miller’s wife prevails upon
a greedy old crone known to be skilled in binding curses and witchcraft
to send the miserable ghost of 2 woman to kill her husband. He is found
hanged, presumably after having been terrificd into suicide by the ghost.
As a result of this death, the miller’s ghost acquires prophetic powers and

¥ Ide: Statius Thebatd 3.140-46; cf. 4.503-4 for another passing reference to Thessal-
ian-witch necromancy; see Hopfner 1921-24, 2: 568. Polla: Statius Sifpae 2.7.120-23;
Marastoni {1979} concludes from this thar Polla had been the model for Erictho!



ALIENS AND WITCHES 147

appears before his daughter to tell her what has happened. The localiza-
tion of this episode is vague, but Lucius appears to be still in Thessaly at
this point.**

Hcliodorus perhaps wrote his Greek novel Acthsopsca as late as the
fourth century A.p. His old woman of Bessa in Egypt initially appears to
be merely a harmless grieving mother looking, for the body of her son on
a batdcficld, likc Statius’s Ide, but once she has found the body she sets
about reanimating it to ask after its brother’s fate. Heliodorus at first
implies that there is nothing abnormal abour the practice of necromancy
in itsclf by Egyptian women, but by the end of the episode the vitupera-
tion of the woman by the corpse makes it clear that her actions are highly
unsanctioned. The corpsc’s revelation that she has been spied upon dur-
ing her rite turns her into a murderous frenzy. She seems to fear that she
has become a victim of the evil cye.”

The association of the Sibyls with necromancy is confined to the tradi-
tions relating to Avernus discusscd above. Virgil’s Sibyl Dciphobe, daugh-
ter of Glaucus, is to some extent assimilated to a witch. Thus, she is “to
be shuddered at™ (borrendac), she is aged, and she is a priestess of He-
cate/Trivia. Also, she plays the structural role in the Aeneid taken by
Circe in the Odyssey, that of guiding the hero through the process of
consultation. But there is nothing “unauthorized,” destructive, wicked,
or deccitful about her, and she also occupies the venerable role of priest-
ess of Apoallo. Silius Italicus’s living Sibyl Autonoe (late first century A D.),
who advises Scipio Africanus in his nccromancy, is not heavily character-
ized, but she resembles a witch also insofar as her directions to him for
the rite conservatively follow those of Circe to Odysseus, and her own
participation in it conservativcly follows that of Virgil’s Deiphobe. Au-
tonoe stands in awe of the far greater powers of the dead Sibyl that pre-
ceded her, who again is basically uncharacterized, but is presumably to
be identified with Virgil’s Deiphobe. Once the dead Sibyl’s ghost appears,
Autonoe relinquishes control of the consultation to her, and it is the dead
woman who, just like Homer’s Tiresias and Virgil’s Anchiscs before her,
takes on the rolc of expertly presenting the underworld, its organization,
and its inhabitants to the consulter.”

Some of these women nccromancers are strongly characrerized as
wicked, but this is by no means true of all of them. The tendency toward
such a characterization is explicable by fact that most of the cvidence for

* Apuleius Metamorphoses 1.7-19 (Meroe and Panthia), 2.5, 3.15-18 {Pamphile),
2.21-30 (Thelyphron), and 9.29-31 {miller; this cpisode takes place within Thessaly in
view of 10.18; [ thank John Morgan for advice on this point).

* Heliodorus Aethiopica 6.12-15.

% Virgil Aemoid 6, esp. lines 10-13, 35-36, 268, and 564; <f. Eitrem 1945: 90-91 and
102-8. Silius Italicus Pemira 13.401-34 and 488-894.
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women necromancers derives from the Latin literary wicked-witch tradi-
tion. This tradition, of which necromancy proper forms a relatively small
part, has its own dynamics. The necgative attitudes focused upon witch-
craft were not out of place in Roman society, which was in general far
more anxious about magic and divination than Greek society cver had
been, as we shall see in the next chapter.



CHAPTER 10

NECROMANCY AMONG THE ROMANS

HE Romans generally took a dimmer view of the practitioners of

nccromancy than the Grecks did. Alrcady in the late Republic,

one could abuse onc’s cnemics by attributing necromantic prac-
tices to them, and the deviance of necromancy was built up by association
with human sacrifice. In the imperial period, if not before, the practice of
necromancy would have fallen foul of general laws against magic and
divination and (in the cases of alleged human sacrifices) murder. Under
the empire, the practice was associated above all with the emperors them-
sclves and with their supposed enemies, who allegedly used it to divine
the occasions of their deaths. The attribution of necromancy o the em-
perors helped to portray them as distracted, desperate, and excessive in a
number of ways. The emperors’ fear of the performance of necromancy
to divine the occasions of their deaths may have been caused not just by
the fear of the implicit hostile intent and of its revolutionary resonances,
but also by the fear that such an act of prediction might in itself hasten
their demise.

Among Republican Romans, necromancy is explicitly associated with Vat-
inius, Nigidius Figulus, Appius Claudius Pulcher, and Sextus Pompey. Cic-
ero accuscs Vatinius of the practice in a superb picce of invective in 56 B.C.:

You, who are accustomed to call yourself a Pythagorean and to conccal be-
hind the name of a most learned man your monstrous and barbarian cus-
toms, what crookedncss of mind possessed you, what frenzy so grear, thae,
although vou have undertaken unheard of criminal rites, although you are
accustomed to call up the spirits of the dead, although you are accustomed
to make sacrifices to the ghosts of the dead with the entrails of boys. . . .
—Cicero Agains Vatinius 14

1f this rhetoric is rooted in any reality, that reality is likely to have been
Vatinius’s espousal of Pythagorcanism.! If any necromancer did sacrificc

! Tupet (1976: 206-8 and 1986: 2664 and 2671 -72) urges that the allegations are truc;
«of. Garosi 1976: 55-38 and 68. For Neo-Pythagoreanism a1 Rome and its magical asocia-
tions, scc Furtwiangler 1900, 3: 257-63; Nock 1927 and 1929: 187-8K; Dadds 1973: 207;
and Rawson 1985: 30 and 94.
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boys, it will have been to create a ghost for necromantic exploitation,
but the more usual association of boys with necromancy was probably as
mediums for it (see chapter 12).

The scholiast to the Against Vatinius misidentifies the “learned man”
behind whose name Vatinius hides as the Pythagorean Nigidius Figulus
(dicd 45 B.C.), but the misidentification serves to indicate thar Nigidius
Figulus was independently associated with necromancy. He is at any rate
said to have put a boy-medium under a spell so that he could find the
fatc of somc stolen moncy, part of which had been buried and part of
which had been spent. The boy may have communicated with ghosts
like that of Melissa, which located lost trcasure for Periander. The extant
fragments of Nigidius’s writings display interest in a range of divination
techniques: augury, hieroscopy, oneiromancy, brontoscopy (divination by
thunder), and astrology. The widespread notion that Nigidius was re-
sponsible for introducing necromancy to Rome appears unfounded and
implausible given that the Romans had long been familiar with the necro-
mantic traditions of Cumae.?

In 45-44 B.C. Cicero twice claimed briefly and disparagingly that “ritcs
of necromancy” were practiced by Appius Claudius Pulcher, the consul
of 54 B.c. and subsequently governor of Achaea. At the same time, he
slyly compared Appius’s emergence at gladiatorial shows to the emer-
gence of the ghost of Deiphilus in Pacuvius’s Ifiona by using a distinctive
quotation from the ghost’s speech in that play. The allegation of necro-
mancy, it untruc, was lent credibility by Appius’s demonstrated devotion
to divination, the undcrworld, and the combination of the two. Augur in
63 B.C., he wrote a book on the office; in 50 B.C. he restored the small
propylaca at Elcusis and was rewarded by the Athenians with a statue;
and his benefactions toward Amphiaraus were similarly rewarded with a
statue by the Oropians. Appius must have had a namce for nccromancy
already in 56 B.C., when Cicero abused his brather and sister Clodius and
Clodia in his speech in defense of Caclius. The jury will have assumed
that the “empty terrors of the night” that had driven Clodius incestuously
into Clodia’s bed had been summoned up by Appius. In another dig at
Appius, Cicero rhetorically raised their austere ancestor Appius Claudius
Caccus trom the dead (exsizar) to abusce the dissolute Clodia.® Cicero

* Scholiast Cicero Agasmst Vatiniss 14 = Nigidius Figulus T x Swoboda; cf. Furtwingler
1900, 3: 260-61; Morford 1967: 63; Garosi 1976: 55-56; Tupet 1976: 205 and 1986:
2670-72; Volpilhac 1978: 275; and Dickic 1999: 168-72 (the last of whom, however,
does think that Cicero is naming Nigidius as Vatinius's mentor). Nigidius uses boy to tind
moncy: Apulcius Apolggy 42. Nigidius's fragments: collected in Swoboda 1964; he pro-
nounces astrological prophecy at Lucan Pharsalin 1.638-72. Nigidius did nor introduce
necromancy to Rome: pace Kroll 1936; Cumont 1949: 98; and Viansino 1995: 499.

* Appius’s necromancy: Cicero Tusculan Disp sons 1,37 (mek: ia, n. pl., Greek,
44 v.c.)and On Dipinasion 1.132 {prvch a, n. pl., Larin, 45-44 .c.); cf. Tupet 1976:
206 and 1986: 2671. Appius as Deiphilus: Cicero Tusculan Dispusarions 1.44; Pacuvius at
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morc than once justified this sort of tope: “It is permitted to orators and
philosophers that the mute should speak and the dead be evocated from
the lower world.” When the trupe acquired a technical term, it was cidalo-
posia, “ghost-making.” (Another entertaining use of such imagery in the
courtroom deserves mention. In 55 B.c.. Pompey the Great joked that
Helvius Mancia of Formiae, the lowborn and very aged accuser of Libo
before the censors, had been “sent up from those below.” Helvius appro-
priated the notion and remarked upon how many ghosts of tinc Romans
he had scen down there lamenting the fact that Pompey had butchered
them.*) Lucan was 1o portray the divination-obsessed Appius forcing the
Pythia Phemonoce to rcopen the defunct Delphic oracle and prophesy
abourt his fatc in the civil war, thus causing her death. Critics contend
that the episode mirrors Erictho’s necromancy scene in a significant way.*

Necromantic stories clustered around the figure of Sextus Pompey, son
of Pompey the Great. He is the instigator of the reanimation necromancy
by Lucan’s Erictho. It was to him that the corpse of Gabienus gave a
spontancous necromancy during the Sicilian war (38-36 8.C..). By tradi-
tion, the ghost of his father visited him in a dream and told him to flcc
or to come to him the night before he died in Sicily in 36 B.C. (In fact,
though, he dicd in Asia.) Might not Scxtus be, or be associated with, the
“impious chief priest of an unspcakable religion™ that shamefully calls up
the ghost of Pompcy the Great in the Latin epigram attributed to Sencca?
The description “impious™ (smpéus) appears to be an ostentatious contra-
diction of Scxtus’s assumed surname of “Pious” (Piws). The projection
of Scxtus Pompey as a keen necromancer was perhaps a consequence of
Agrippa’s eradication of the ghosts from Avernus when he converted it
into a military harbor in 37 B.c:; this was in the coursc of and in pursu-
ance of the war against Sextus. Libo Drusus, who was to be accused of
calling up ghosts under Tiberius (sce below), was the grand-nephew of
Sextus.®

Warmington 193540, 2: 239; cf. Hickman 1938: 81. Augurship baok: Cicero Ad famili-
ares 3.4.1, 3.9.3, and 3.11.4; of. Manzcr 1899: 2853. Eleusis: CIT 1.619 = CIL 3.547
(inscription); IG IT* 4109 (statuc basc); and Cicero Ad Atticsm 6.1.26 and 6.6.2; cf.
Muinzer 1899: 2853, Amphiaraus: Petrakos 1968: 154 na. 9. Clodius’s incest: Cicero Pro
Caclio 36. Caccus: Cicero Pro Caclio 34.

* Civero on the trope: Twp;u 45; cf. Dr oratore 1.245 and Oratey 85; cf. Ganschinictz
1919: 2417. Eidolopois. Prog 9 isecond century A.p.) and Aph-
thonius Frogymnasmata ll { t’uunh w l.m.h century A 1 ). Helvius Mancia: Valerius Maximus
6.2.8.

S Lucan Pharslia 5.111-236; sce Ahl 1976: 130 and Masters 1992: 181-95; cf. alsa
Morford 1967: 65-66. Phemonoce’s commespondence with Virgil's frenzied Sibyl becomes
explicit at 183; <f. Virgil Aemeid 6.77-97.

® Erictho: Lucan Pharalia 6.419-830. Gabienus: Pliny Neswral Hisory 7.178-79.
Dream: Lucan Pharsalia 6.813 with scholiast ad loc., for which sce Masrers 1992: 203 and
Viansino 1995: ad loc. Sextus’s actual death in Asia: Dio Cassius 49.18. Senecan epigram:
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In the imperial period, necromancy was particularly associated with the
emperors themselves. The attribution of necromancy to them was a con-
venient way of expressing their distracted insanity, their attachment to
bizarre un-Roman customs, their abusc of wealth and power, their anxiety
about their own position, their homicidal cruelty and ensuing guilt, and
their desire to compete with gods.

Nero (ruled A.D. 54-68) is the emperor to whom the most elaborate
traditions of necromancy attach. After killing his mother Agrippina at
Baiac in A.D. 59, he felt himself pursued by her ghost and by Furies, who
chased him with whips and torches, as we learn from Suetonius. He
turned to Persian mages to conjure up the ghost so that he could beg its
forgiveness. Before the killing, Nero had never dreamed, but afterward
he was plagued by doom-laden dreams that included the doors of a mau-
solcum opening of their own accord and bidding him enter. His aware-
ness of his impious condition after the killing deterred Nero from partici-
pation in the Eleusinian mysterics; perhaps he feared mecting Agrippina
again in the underworld descent that inidation entailed. Tacitus and Dio
tell of the terrible effect upon Nero, in the aftermath of the killing, of the
sight of the Baiae coast and of the sounds of trumpct blasts from ncarby
hills and the wails from Agrippina’s (inadequate) place of burial. He could
not escape them even by changing house, and so he ran off to Naples.
But what else could one who had committed murder beside Avernus, of
all places, expect? Indeed, Nero’s first attempt to murder his mother with
a collapsible boat had even taken place on Gulf Lucrinus, just before
Avernus, and, according to some, the Acherusian lake.”

Scveral details of Nero’s “biography” uncannily recall the Corinthian
Periander’s. Just as Periander had kicked Mclissa to death in pregnancy,
so Ncro kicked to death his wife Poppaca in pregnancy in A.D. 65. Nero
had her body stuffed and embalmed: an unusual way for Romans to dis-
pose of their dead, but precisely the nccrophilia-driven fate we recon-
structed for Mclissa, with the help of the tale of Mariamme. We saw also
that the tradition that Periander had sex with his mother was closcly
bound up with the tradition rclating to Mclissa. There were rumors simi-

Anthologia Laring no. 406 Ricse = PLM 4 p. 60 Bachrens (Sencca no. 16); Herrmann
(1946: 305-7) and Grenade (1950: 28-33) both belicve Magmus to refer to the evocaror,
but it surely refers 1o the ghost, not least in view of the fact that the poem’s lemma is “On
rites to evocate the ghosts of the Magni™: cf, Collard 1949: §1-52; Herrmann argues that
the was Cn, Pompcius Magnus, the in-law of Claudius executed in A.D. 47,
and thar his impious religion was Christianity. Agrippa: Strabo C245. Libo Drusus: Tacitus
Annals 2.28; cf. Syme 1986: 256-57.

7 Suetonius Nerv 34 and 46; Tacitus Anmals 14.5 and 9-10 (cf. Kostermann 1963-68:
ad loc.); and Dio Cassius 61.14; cf. Statius Silvas 2.7.119. The ghost of Agrippina appcars
also at [Seneca| Orravia 593-645. See chapter 5 for Gulf Lucrinus.
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larly of attempted incest between Nero and Agrippina. If Agrippina was
held to be the more ardent, Nero even so kept a mistress who was the
spitting image of her. After her killing, Nero fondled his mother’s limbs
and discussed their beauty, in necrophiliac fashion. Agrippina had signifi-
cantly invited her assassins to strike her in the womb that had borne Nero,
just as Melissa and Poppaea dicd by blows to the womb. Nero encoun-
tered some Corinthian ghosts of his own when he started work on the
Corinth canal.®

For Pliny, Nero was obscsscd with magic in general, and longed to
issue commands to the gods themselves. No rites, however alien or wild,
were less gentle than his thoughts. Despite devoting the world’s greatest
power and wecalth ro the pursuit of necromancy, he achieved nothing
with it, and so eventually abandoned it. The ironic obscrvation is added
that Nero’s cruelty, by contrast, did succeed in filling Rome with ghosts.
Pliny namcs the Armenian mage Tiridates as his chief instructor in necro-
mancy. He came to Rome in AD. 66 long after Agrippina’s death, but
shortly after Poppaca’s. Pliny scoffs at the excuses Tiridates gave Nero for
failure, namely the want of a perfectly black sheep and the want of human
sacrifice. Some critics believe Nero to have been the maodel for his poet
Lucan’s necromantic Sextus Pompey. Is it significant that Thessalus dedi-
cated his book with its quasi-necromantic introduction to Nero?”

The practice of necromancy was attributed to several subsequent em-
perors, pagan and Christian. In the carlier empire it was practiced by
Otho (ruled A.p. 69) and Hadrian (ruled A.D. 117-38). Otho killed Galba
and had himself declared emperor. During the following night he was
terrified by Galba’s ghost and made to scream aloud. Afecr this he did all
he could to propitiate it, which will certainly have included some form of
necromancy. Though some belicved that Hadrian’s favorite, Antinous,
dicd by drowning in the Nile, others held that he had been sacrificed
(Hieroungethess) by Hadrian, who was intcrested in all sorts of divinatons
and sorceries, so that he could practice necromancy, “for a willing soul
was required.” Hadrian made an artificial underworld at his Tiburtine
villa: a psuchomanteson in which to converse with the ghost of Antinous?
Antinous’s restless ghost may have continued to lend itself to magical

* Killing of Poppaca: Pliny Narwral History 12.83; Tacitus Anmals 16.6; Suctonius Nero
35; and Dio Cassius 62.28; cf. Amcling 1986b and Ho). 1995: 128-32 and chaprer
4, for the Periander parallel; of. Cumont 1949: 47; and Volpilhac 1978: 286, for the em-
balming. Incest with Agrippina: Tacitus Anwal 14.2-3 and 8: and Dio Cassius 61.11 and
13. Corinth canal: Dio Cassius 67.16.

¥ Pliny: Natsral History 30.14-18; cf. Cumont 1933, 1949: 102; Massoneau 1934:
124-25; Garosi 1976: 24~25; and Gordon 1987b: 76-77. Nero as Lucan’s model: Bout-
gery 1928: 304; Cumonr 1949: 102; Morford 1967: 70; Fauth 1975: 332; Baldini-Moscadi
1976: 141-42; Valpilhac 1978: 286; Gordon 1987a: 241; and Masters 1992: 179 and 211,
‘Thessalus's dedication: so Volpilhac 1978: 285.
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exploitation. One of the most important ancicnt curse texts to survive, a
text from the third or fourth century A.D. that accompanied the Louvre
voodoo doll from the namesake city of Antinoopolis, is addressed to Anti-
nous, the local restless ghost.™

The cnd of the second century AD. and the beginning of the third
were particularly rich in imperial nccromancy, with Commodus (ruled
AD. 180~92), Didius Julianus (ruled 193), Caracalla (ruled A.D. 198-
217), and Elagabalus (ruled A.D. 218-22) all allegedly practicing it. The
Suda appends to its note on psuchagogos the puzzling claim that “Antoni-
nus the emperor of the Romans called up the ghost of his father Commo-
dus.” But nonc of the Antoninus emperors was son of Commodus. The
neat solution is Bernhardy’s, which posits that the names of the protago-
nists have becn transposed: the emperor Commodus called up the ghost
of his father Marcus Aurelius, who was indeed an Antoninus. If so, per-
haps Commodus’s purpose was to lay a vengeful ghost, for he had had
his father poisoned. Collard’s solution is rather that “the emperor Antoni-

us” was Caracalla (formally M. Aurclius Severus Antoninus), and that
he called up Commodus not as but as well as his father. Dio tells that
Caracalla was pursucd with a sword by the ghosts of his father Septimius
Severus and his brother Geta, the latter of whom he had killed. T'o be
trec of them he called up many ghosts, including that of his father, who
came accompanied by the unsummoncd ghost of Geta, and that of Com-
modus, which was the only ghost that would speak to him. Necromancy
hastencd Caracalla’s own demise, too. Concerned that he was being, fed
false prophecies by his prophets, he wrote to Maternianus, whom he had
left in charge in Rome, and told him to consult the best diviners and to
call up the dead (nekusai chresamenos), in order to sce how he would die,
and whether anyone was plotting to overthrow him. Maternianus, cither
for personal reasons or because the ghosts had spoken accurately, named
Macrinus as plotting to scizc the cmpire. But by a quirk of fate Macrinus
intercepted the letter, and so assassinated the emperor in order to escape
dcath himsclf. Didius Julianus killed many boys for magical rites “as if he
would be able actually to divert part of the future, if he knew it in ad-
vance,” according to Dio. This may again be a malicious reading of his
use of boy-mediums. Spartianus tclls that he performed catoptromancy
by bandaging a boy’s eyes and then (presumably after unbandaging them)

'* (ho: Suetonius OUrbo 7. Hadrian’s ic sacrificc ol Anti : Dio Cassius
69.11. Tiburtine pruch ions; thus CGanschinietz 1919: 2379, on the basis of Spanianus.
(SHA) Hadrian 26.5. Anti curse text: published at Suppl. Mag. no. 47 (= Gager 1992:

no. 28 and Jordan 1985a: no. 152}, it closcly resembles PGM TV.296—408; the doll is
Taraone 1991a: no. 27; it is not certain that the tablet’s Antinous is to be regarded as the
famous one.
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having him look into a mirror. Elagabalus is similarly said to have interro-
gated the cntrails of beautiful boys."

Among the later emperors, Valerian (ruled 253-60) and Maxentius
(ruled 306-12) arc said to have turned to necromancy. Eusebius tells
that the Christian Valerian was corrupted by Macrianus, the chicf of the
Egyptian magicians. He persuaded Valerian to perform magical rites.
These involved the cutting of poor boys' throats, the sacrificing of the
children of poor men, and the investigation of the entrails of newborn
babies to obtain prosperity. If this was not actually necromancy, it was
close. Euscbius similarly tells that Maxentius turned to witchcraft, sum-
moned up demons, opened the wombs of pregnant women, and in-
spected the entrails of ncwborn babics. Constantius IT (ruled 337-61) is
not dircctly attributed with the performance of nccromancy, but he is
said to have been attacked in his drcams by the shricking ghosts of those
he had killed.”

Ironically, the Rome of the emperors witnessed antiquity’s most hostile
legal environment for nccromancy. Already in the days of the Republic,
the Roman state had been anxious about forcign cults, with which it
associated the divinations and other activitics of the mages and the Chal-
daeans. It had scen such cults as hotbeds of revolutionary activity. This
was well illustrated in the notorious Bacchanalian affair of 186 &.c. With
the arrival of the empire, the statc cffectively came to be embodied in
the person of the cmperor, and the revolutionary threat supposcdly rep-
resented by foreign cults, mages, and Chaldacans now accordingly be-
came focused upon him.”? The point is well made in a speech Dio puts
into Agrippa’s mouth after his expulsion in 33 B.C. of “astrologers and
sorcerers™:

Y Suda: s.v. [pers] psuchagogias, Bernhardy 1843: ad loc.; and Collard 1949: 113; cf.
also Massoncau 1934: 128. Commodus poisons his father: Dio Cassius 72.33. Cancalla,
Gera, and Commodus: Dio Cassius 77.15. Caracalla, Maternianus, and Macrinus: Heradian
4.12-14 and Dio Cassius 79.4-7; <f. Hoptner 192124, 2: 590-91. Didius Julianus: Dio
Cassius 73.16; Spartianus (SHA) Didins Jutianss 7, cf. Delatte 1932: 139-41. Elagabalus:
Lampridius (SHA) Blegabains 8; Bevan 1926 identifies him as the Swda’s “Antoninus.”

7 Euscbius Eeclesiastical History 7.10 (Valerian), 8.14, and Life of Constantine 1.36
(Maxentius). C: ius 1T: Ammianus 14.11.17.

" The Bacchanalian affair: see the s.c. de Bacchanalibus= ILS & and Livy 39.8-14. Cf.
Comelius Hispalus's expulsion of the Chaldacans and Jews in 139 &.c. (Valerius Maximus
1.3.3), and Ps.-Paulus’s commentary on the Sullan Lex Cornelia of 81 B.C., with its insis-
tence on the burning of mages (Semsemtiae 5.23.14-19). For Roman legislation against
magic, scc in particular Pharr 1932: 277-95; Massoncau 1934: 136-261; Barb 1963; and
Gordon 1999: 243-66; cf. also Segal 1981: 357; Annequin 1973: 150 has a useful table.
For vicws on the function of sorcery accusation in general in the late empire, see Brown
1970.
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You should hate and punish those who introduce foreign elements into our
religion, not just for the sake of the gods (for if a man despiscs the gods, he
could hardly have respect for anyone clse), but because men of this sort, by
importing new powers (daimonia), persuade many people to take up forcign
customs, and from this arc born conspiracies and gatherings and secret clubs,
which are the last thing a monarchy needs. Do not, then, permit people to
be atheists or sorcerers (goétes).
—Dio Cassius 52.36.1-2 (cf. 49.43.5)

This anxicty was repeatedly realized in the specific fear that pcople were
divining the point of the empcror’s death. The divination of death was
the sort of prediction to which necromancy above all lent itself. So far as
an emperor was concerned, the intent or aspirations behind inquiries into
his death could only be malicious. But it may also have been feared that
making such inquirics of ghosts could in itself, paradoxically, hasten the
point of his death. Such inquirics may have been tantamount to cursing
their subject, given that in the simplest form of binding curse, onc mercly
handed over the name of one’s chosen victim to a ghost (sce chapters 15
and 16). In another respect, the accusation of the practice of necromancy
was a convenient one to bring against those whom emperors wished to
destroy, since the traditional secrecy of its practice dispensed with the
tedious need for evidence and witnesses.

Thus in the carlicr empire, Augustus (ruled 27 B.C.-A.D. 14) banned
the use of magic and divination to predict death. Tiberius (ruled AD.
14-37) madc it a capital offense to consult a prophet about the dcath of
the emperor. Libo Drusus was accused of plotting revolution against Ti-
berius and driven to suicide. He had supposedly progressed from Chal-
dacan oracles and onciromancy to persuading one Iunius to call up (k-
cere) ghosts with incantations. He had also written mysterious symbols
against the names of the imperial family and of senators, which were per-
haps construcd as magical instructions to ghosts to kill them. In the wake
of the Drusus affair, the senate cxpelled from Italy astrologers (mathe-
matici) and magcs, cxccuting two of the latter. Nero exiled Furius Scri-
bonianus for consulting Chaldacans and looking into the datc of his death
in A.D. 52. Apollonius of Tyana was supposedly accused, as we have seen,
of sacrificing boys to divine the future and so help Nerva succeed Domi-
tian (ruled AD. 81-96). Septimius Scverus (ruled 193-221) executed
people for having asked Chaldacans or soothsayers how long he was to
live. An edict of 199 by the prefect of Egypt prescribed capital punish-
ment for divination, magical or othcrwise.™

'* Augustan legislation: Dio Cassius 56.23 and 25; cf. 49.43 and 52.36. Tiberian legisla-
tion: Paulus S¢ iae 5.21.3; cf. S ius Tiberins 63.1. Libo Drusus affair: Tacitus Asn-
nals 2.27-32, esp. 28; cf. Bourgery 1928: 300; Barb 1963: 103-6; Potrer 1994: 16 and
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In the later empire, nccromancy was cffectively outlawed also under
the terms of the law De maleficis et mathemaricss et cetevis similibus of
Constantius II, made in A.D. 357. The rcports of the law preserved in the
Theodosian Code and the Code of Justinian reveal that it banned all forms
of divination, explicitly including those of the Chaldacans and “magi-
cians.” It also banned nighttime sacrifices and incantations to daemonces,
and it cursed thosc who summoned up the ghosts of the dcad or dis-
wurbed them with the purpose of destroying their cnemics. Ammianus
Marcellinus tells that the law prescribed death for those suspected of hav-
ing gonc past graves by night to procure poisons or cxploit cadaverous
material or ghosts, and treated them as if they had consulted Claros, Do-
dona, or Delphi about the death of the emperor. The oracular compari-
son scems to imply that such men were suspected of using the dead for
necromancy as well as for cursing. Ammianus presents the motivation
behind chis law as the emperor’s personal fear of losing his position. Li-
banius was accused by one of his pupils of cutting off the heads of two
girls for magical purposcs, onc of which was to use against the emperors
Constantius 11 and Gallus Caesar (ruled AD. 351-54). In AD. 371 an
avenging spirit (#/astor) exploited the cruclty of Valens (ruled A.p. 364-
78), as we lcarn from Socrates Ecclesiasticus. It persuaded some interfer-
ing people to make a necromancy (#ckxomanteia) to discover the name
of the next emperor. The demon revealed the first four letters of the
name as Th, E, O, and D, and said that it was a compound form. On
learning this Valens set aside his Christian precepts to destroy as many
candidates as he could—Theodoroi, Theodotoi, Theodosioi, Theodou-
loi, and cven a Theodosiolos. Because of the gencral fear, many changed
their birth-names. But it was an indication of Valens’s arbitrariness that
he refused to punish Pollentianus in any way. This man had been con-
victed on his own admission of having cut a fetus out of a living woman
in order to call up ghosts of the dcad and ask them about a change of
emperors.'

By contrast, no known Greek law had cxplicitly banned necromancy.
It could probably only approach illegality in the Greek world insofar as it
became assimilated with the rousing of the dcad for harmful binding
curses. In his “ideal” Laws, which may sometimes reflect laws of some

69; Graf 1997a: 54. Scribonianus: l'acitus Anmals 12.52. Apollonius: Thilostratus Life of
Apollonius 7.11 and 8.7. Scptimius Severus: Spartianus (SHA) Severus 15. Egyptian cdicc:
P. Yale inv. 299, published by Parassoglou 1976.

" De maleficis. Theodasian code 9.16.4 and Code of Justinian 9.18.6; cf. Pharr 1932: 283
and Graf 1999. Ammianus Marcellinus: 19.12.14-15. Libanius: 1.98. Valens and the alas-
sor. Socrates Ecclesiastical History 4.19; Ammianus Marcellinus 29.1 has a slightly different
version of events; cf. Barb 1963: 111-14. Valens and Pollentianus: Ammianus Marcellinus
29.2.17.
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Greck states, Plato banncd harmful binding curscs, and fixed the penalty
for making them at death for prophets and diviners (mantis, teratoskopos).
This implies, as we have seen in chapter 7, a strong continuum between
rousing the dcad for prophecy and rousing them for cursing, and a corre-
spondence between the groups of personnel that might seek to do these
things. Necromancy proper, if not donc for harm, ought to have been
safc under the letter of such a law, but proving that one had been raising
the dead for harmless as opposed to harmful purposes may have been
difficult in practicc. We know of two actual Greek laws against harmful
magic. An inscribed law from Teos, the Dirac Tesorum, from some point
after 479 B.C., proclaims death for those who practicc harmful magic
(pharmaka déletéria) against the l'cians. It is unclear whether the law
envisaged the trial and execution of suspects, or merely itsclf placed a
preemptive curse of death upon offenders. A first-century R.C. sacred law
from a private cult in Philadelphia in Lydia also banned the use of harmful
drugs and charms; it scems that love potions, abortifacicnts, and contra-
ceptives are primarily envisaged. It has recently been suggested that harm-
ful magic may have been prosecutable in classical Athens under an all-
purpose “public prosecution for damage” (#ike blabes). In the later fourth
century B.C., the Athenians exccuted the Lemnian priestess-prophet
Theoris. According to some, this was for impiety (asebeia), prophecy
aside, the supposed witch’s arts were said to includc incantations and
drugs or spells (pharmaka), while her son was reckoned to have the evil
eve. The attribution to her of prophecy raises the remote but theoretical
possibility that necromancy may have been prosecutable as a form of im-
picty, perhaps cven with capital effect. However, others told that she had
been executed for inducing slaves to deccive their masters.'

‘The responsc of the carly Church to necromancy was not as uniformly
hostile as one might have supposed. Justin Martyr (second century A.D.)
appealed to the truth of necromancy as proof of the immortality of the
soul. Clement of Rome supposedly went so far as to devise a plan to go
to Egypt and have an Egyptian hierophant or prophet call up the ghost
of a decad man so that it could be proven to him, as we saw in the last
chapter. St. Macarius of Egypt (fourth century A.1.) was happy to perform
necromancy in order to spare an honest woman from slavery."” But then
did not the Old Testament underwrite the successful performance of nec-

'* Plato: Laws 933c—c; cf. Johnston 1999: 122. Dirae Teiorum: Mciggs and Lewis 1969:
no, 30 = Dittenberger 1915-24; no. 27, cf. Pharr 1932: 275-76. Philadelphia: Ditten-
berger 1915-24: no. 985 lines 15-26. Dike blebes: Gordon 1999: 250. Theoris: Demosthe-
nes 25.79-80; Philochorus FGH 328 F60; and Plutarch Demasthenes 14.

¥ Justin Martyr 1.18. [Clement of Rome| Rmynmml S, Epnm ul:m‘ awciore 51-
meone metaphrassa 5.4, and Episome dz gestis Peeri p 54;

Macarii, PG 34, 244-45 (sce chapter 4).

P
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romancy by the witch of En-dor? And Elijah’s reanimation of a boy at
Zarcphath? Had not Jesus raised Lazarus and the daughter of Jairus from
the dead, and then himself, too? Tertullian’s attempt to differentiate the
raising of Lazarus from necromancy is uncomfortable. The Mertyrium
Pionii reports that Jews attributed Jesus with nccromancy, and no doubt
many Christians agreed with them. So recourse to necromancy need not
in itself have cntailed that the Emperor Valens and Bishop Athanasius of
Alcxandria abandoned their Christian beliefs. Bur for other Christians,
such as Basil of Cacsarca, nccromancy was understandably a vice."” Some
hostile Christians could concede that supernatural powers were indeed ar
work in necromancy, but they objected thar these powers were not
ghosts, but deccitful demons passing themselves off as such.'” The prob-
lematic witch of En-dor understandably became the focus of theological
debate. For some, the witch had indeed called up the ghost of Samuel;
for others, the ghost of Samuel or a demon in his shape had appcarcd
only by an extraordinary dispensation of God; for still others, a deceitful
demon had appeared without dispensation; others again did not know
what to think.”’

" En-dor: 1 Samucl 28.3-25. Elijah: 1 Kings 17. Lazarus: John 11.1-44; Tertullian De
anims 57. Daughter of Jairus: luke 8.49-56. Martyrium Pionii 13.8.2 (fourth century
AD.). Athanasius: sce chapter 9. Basil of Caesarca Orationes/Exorcimmi, PG 31, 1684.43.

" Augustine City of God 7.35; Lactantius Ingtitusiones divinae 2.17; Nicephorus Grego-
ras Scholia to Symerins p. 615; Acncas of Gaza Theophrastas p. 54 Colonna {citing Pythagoras
of Rhodes); cf. Hopiner 1921-24, 2: 588 and Collard 1949: 116-17.

*Jerome On Mutshew 6.31, On Bzekiel 13.17, and On Isaiahs 7.11; Justin Martyr Dia-
logus cum Tryphone Judaco 105, PG 6. 721; Origen In librum Regum homilia 2.493 -94
and Commeentary on Jobn 20.42.393 and 28.17.148; A ine De diversis ¢ 1onibus ad
Simplicianum 2.3 and De cusa pro morsuss gerendn 13; John Chrysostom Commensary on
Mawhm 6.3, PG 57, 66; Theodoret Quasstiones in I Reyum 28, PG 80.590; Ps.-Justin

et responses ad Orthodoxos 52, PG 6, 1296-97; Terrullian ¢ ansma 57.8-9,
Pmrzrhms of Antioch D engassrimytho vonsva Origenem 3, (-r:gon of Nyssa e pvtbmt.u,
ad Theodovsinm episcopum cpsivuia; Sulpicins Severus Qs z t de vaniss ar-
gusmensis 112; Gregory of Nazianz ( onsra Inlmomm 1.54. Fora full:r discussion of these
views and more, see Klostermann 1912 {urnuting the texts of Origen, Eustathius of Antioch
and Gregory of Nyssas, Hopfner 1921 -24, 2: 594; Waszink 1947: 582-83; and Smclik
1979: esp. 164-65.
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CHAPTER 11

TRADITIONAL RITES OF EVOCATION

Three broad categories of technology may be distinguished for ana-

lytical purposes, but they overlap heavily. First, thc most commonly
described and basic form of technology was that of simple evocation, as
found first in the Odyssey (this chapter). Second, we learn particularly from
the Greek magical papyri of nccromantic varieties of scrying, via lecano-
mancy and lychnomancy; these techniques typically employed boy-medi-
ums, and the notion that children could be sacrificed in necromancy may
partly derive from such a custom (chapter 12). Finally, the single most
important innovation in the necromantic tradition was the introduction
of reanimation. Literary rcanimation scquences build on cvocation se-
quences; if they had any counterpart in the “real” world, it was probably
the performance of necromancy through the manipulation of body parts
(chapter 13).

IN part I1I, we turn our attention to the rechnology of necromancy.

The bulk of our evidence for the basic rites of cvocation in antiquity
derives from a relatively conscrvative tradition of necromancy scenes in
high litcrature, but there is no reason to doubt that the more sober details
among these literary accounts reflect the normal circumstances, clements,
and structures of rites actually employed. The rites of evocation used by
Odysseus in the Odyssey, which were laid out in the introduction, re-
mained basic to representations of necromancy throughout antiquity.
There is nothing manifestly “magical” about these rites in themselves, for
all that Apuleius could refer to the “magical pit” of Odysseus.’ In this
chapter we shall consider the mcaning of the various features of the Odys-
sey rites, the development of these features in the literary necromantic
tradition, and further features of the tradition that were more or less di-
rectly integrated into those of the Odyssey. Such documentary evidence as
there is will be incorporated into the discussion along the way.

It is here that we meet one of the greatest conundrums of the history
of necromancy. As we have seen, it is probable that evocated ghosts were

* Homer Odysry 10.516-37 and 11.24-50; for the cult of the dead in Homeric archeol-
ogy see Andronikos 1968; Apulcius Apology 31.
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usually experienced through sleep in incubation (chapter 6). But the liter-
ary accounts of cvocation do not send their consulters to sleep in mid-
ritc. Rather, the ghosts are portrayed as rising before their waking cyes to
converse with them directdy. It may well have been believed that this
could happen on occasion in evocations. However, the pocts needed no
cxcuse for representing consultations so: portrayed in this way, the ghosts
make a more immediate, more dramatic, and in a sense a more “tangiblc”
impact. But for us, the problem remains that there is no casy or obvious
way to integrate the act of incubation into the claborate set of rites of
evocation so repeatedly and conscrvatively laid out for us in the litcrary
tradition. 1 advertise this difficulty, but have no definitive solution to of-
fer. My best guess is that onc usually began the incubation after first
constructing pit and fire, pouring libations, sacrificing the sheep, and ut-
tering prayers and spells. We recall that Elysius of ‘I'erina “made the cus-
tomary preliminary sacrificcs, went to sleep, and saw the following vision.

.. The techniques for managing the presence of the ghosts once they
had manifested themselves must have cither been performed before and/
or after the incubation, as appropriate, or performed notionally by the
consulter in his drecam.

The main significance of the basic rites of evocation lies in the fact that
their system as a wholc (pit, libations of melskraton, winc and water, bar-
ley offering, blood offering, holocaust, and praycrs) is identical to that of
normal offerings to the dcad at tombs, as we have seen (chapter 1). Some
have argucd that this normal offering-system was transformed into a
“nccromantic” one by the additional utterance of some sort of magical
“incantation” (¢poide). However, there is no evidence for any such incan-
tation in the Odyssey as distinct from the prayers to ghosts and undenworld
gods. Indeed, the evident lack of such a magical incantation in the Odyssey
cventually led to the composition of one and its interpolation into the
text. The interpolation, perhaps composed by Aristodemus of Nysa in
the first century B.C., is preserved in a fragment of Julius Africanus’s
Kestoi, “Magical Embroidcrics.” Others have argued that the normal of-
fering-system was transformed by being rclocated to an underworld en-
trance. But this renders the phcnomenon of necromancy at the tomb
inexplicable.”

? Plutarch Moratia 109b~d.

! Magical i jon needed for y: Headlam 1902: 56-57; cf. Dodds 1973:
207-8 for the notion that “magic™ was integral to ancient necromancy, which leads him to
Tude that was not iced in oracles of the dead! Julius Africanus: Kessoi

18 = PGM XXIII; cf. Vieillefond 19‘70: 30-39 and 279-81; and Thee 1984; Eustathius (on
Homer Odyssey 10.535) also felt an incantation was missing. Underworld entrance nceded
for necromancy: Hopfiner 1921-24, 2: 333; of. Collard 1949: 23.



TRADITIONAL RITES OF BVOCATION 165

Advance Purification. “The first evidence for rites of purification in ad-
vance of the rites of consultaton derives from the imperial period. Purifi-
cation could be applicd to the person cvocating, to the site of evocation,
or, in the case of reanimation, to the body to be reanimated. Examples
of the latter two phenomena are afforded by Statius’s Tircsias, who puri-
fies his sitc with sheep entrails, sulphur, freshly gathered herbs, and incan-
tations, and by Ovid’s Medea, who purifies Aeson with sulphur prior to
his rejuvenation-reanimation. We find purification of both person and
placc prior to Thessalus’s consultation with Asclepius, which could in-
stead have been a necromancy. He kept himself pure for three days (by
fasting? ) and was then scaled into a purc room for the consultation. More
can be said of personal purification. Lucian’s Menippus is purified for
twenty-nine days before his consultation. On cach of these days, Mithro-
barzancs bathes him before dawn in the Euphrates. The magician makes
complex invocations of demons and spits into Menippus’s face thrce
dmes. They return home without looking at anyone. They cat only nuts
and drink only milk, melikraton, and the water of the Choaspes. They
sleep outdoors on grass. The night of consultation itsclf brings further
purifications. Mithrobarzanes bathes Menippus in a different river, the
Tigris, walks around him to protect him from ghosts (phasmase), and
takes him home walking backward. The personal purifications that pre-
ceded a descent to ‘T'rophonius, from whose hole Menippus emerges after
his consultaton, were similar. The consulter lived for several days in the
housc of Good Fortunce and Good Demon. He used no hot water, and
bathed only in the river Hercyna. He made many sacrifices to a range of
gods, feeding off the meat, and the cntrails were scrutinized by a sooth-
saycr. Again, the night of consultation brought further purifications. A
ram was sacrificed in a pit while Agamedes was invoked, and its entrails
were then inspected for a definitive omen. If the sacrifice was successful,
the consulter was anointed with olive oil and washed in the Hercyna by
Hermai-boys. He then drank water [rom the springs of Lethe and Mne-
mosyne, Forgetfulness and Memory. Before consulting Amphiaraus, one
also purified onesclf by sacrificing a sheep to him and the other gods with
whom he shared his altar.*

Virgil’s Acneas also undertakes a purification in preparation for his nec-
romancy, but in a paradoxical way. He cleanses the fieet of the defilement
of the dcath of Miscnus by burying him. An unburied Misenus ought to
have facilitated rather than hindered necromancy. We must assume that

! Statius Thebaid 4.416-18; Ovid Mesamorphoses 7.261; Thessalus of IrallesDrnnw
bwbnbammppSland:.‘iSii““‘Lunm“ sppus 7. Trophonius: I
9.39.4 and Swda s.v. Troph .. Amphi P ias 1.43.1-3.
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Virgil rodc roughshod over the configuration and significance of truc pre-
necromancy purification practice in order to express the extreme piety of
his hero.’

Time of Consultation. Nccromantic consultations normally took place
in the night, the time of ghosts. Incubation, the usual means of experi-
encing ghosts at tombs or in nekwomantesia, most naturally took place by
night. The fragment of the necromantic prayer from Alexis’s Thesprotians
appeals to the eye of dark-robed night, alongside Hermes. Virgil’s Aencas
sacrifices his black-fleeced ram to the Night as mother of the Furies before
his consultation.® Idcally the procedure begins at midnight and cndures
until dawn, when the ghosts must flec back to their graves or to the
underworld, as did the ghosts of Virgil's Anchises (in Aeneid book §),
Sratius’s Laius, Phlegon’s Philinnion, and Philostratus’s Achilles.” In the
Odyssey, night is daringly transferred from the dimension of time to that
of spacc. Odysscus travels to the dark land of Night to perform his rites,
and once finished returns to the land of Dawn. Lucan’s Sextus turns to
Erictho in the precise middle of the night, when it is noon on the far side
of the carth, and their consultation ends at dawn. Silius’s Scipio begins
his consultation when the portion of the night spent is equal to that to
come. Lucian’s Hyperborean mage also calls up the ghost of Glaucias’s
father at midnight. The Greek magical papyri schedule a human-skull
necromancy and an ass-skull necromancy for midnight. But in Egypt,
nccromantic rites could also begin at sunset. This is when another hu-
man-skull necromancy in the Greck magical papyri begins, and this is also
when Heliodorus’s witch begins her rite, only to complete it at dawn.
Acncas’s claborate rites take all night to perform, and he is only able to
start mecting ghosts just before dawn. He can get away with such a delay
because he is undcrtaking katabasis rather than calling the ghosts up.
However, Apulcius’s Zatchlas appears to squeeze in his quick necromancy
of Thelyphron during the last minutes of the night, because the divine
power he cxploits is that of the sun, and so he must address his prayer to
it as it rises. This limitation of time can put pressure on the consulter.
Silius’s dead Sibyl is constantly aware of how much time is availablc for
Scipio’s consultation and how many ghosts havc to be packed into it. The
one clear case of a necromancy being performed during the day is that of

* Virgil Aemeid 6.150.

¢ Alexis Thesprozoi F93 K-A; Virgil Aeneid 6.249-51; cf. Headlam 1902: 52.

? Virgil Aeweid 5.721-23; Statius Thebaid 2.60 and 120-21; Phlegon of Tralles Marvels
1; and Philostratus Life of Apollonius 4.16 (ghost flees ar cack-crow); the principle is enunci-
ated by Propertius’s ghost of Cynthia, 4.7.87-92.
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Acschylus’s Peysians, but here the timing of the rite is constrained by the
rule that the action of a tragedy should take place within a single day.®

The darkness necromancy required could also be found in the place
cxploited for it and in the person of the necromancer. As we have scen,
locations such as caves and thick woods could be chosen for necromancy
because of their inherent darkness even during daylight (chapter 2). Eric-
tho magically redoubles the darkness of the nighr, and additionally envel-
ops herself in a personal mist. Statius’s blind Tiresias lives in a permanent
night; when he perceives the ghosts, the slow clouds accordingly part,
and the black air lcaps from his face”

For all the importance of darkness, necromancy was ideally performed
when the moon was full. Tucian’s Hyperborean mage calls up the ghost
of Glaudias's father at the midnight of a full moon. Advance purifications
begin for Lucian’s Mcnippus on the night of a full moon, and the actual
consultation takes place on the full moon of the next lunar month. Helio-
dorus’s witch uses the second night of the full moon. Ovid’s Medea simi-
larly rejuvenated Acson at the midnight of a full moon.' This timing did
not coincide with that usual in the case of general offerings to the dead,
which normally took place after the twentieth day of a calendar month."
According to horoscopes in the Greck magical papyri, Libra was favorable
for necromancy. Among Byzantine magical texts, the treatise of Salomon
recommends Pisces; a Bonn treatise rccommends a Friday, and an astro-
logical treatisc the ninth hour of Saturday."

One might think that festivals at which ghosts returned to visit the
living constituted particularly suirable occasions for nccromancy, al-
though nothing in our evidence explicitly supports this supposition. The
chief festivals in question would be, at Athens, the Anthesteria and Gene-
sia, and at Rome, the Parentalia, the Lemuria, and the thrice-yearly

* Homer Odwscr 11.19 and 12.3; Lucan Pharsalia 6.569-71 and 828; Silius [ralicus
Punica 13.406 (midnight), 752-66, 807 -8, and 830 -52 (awareness of time); Lucian Phs-
lopsendes 14.413 and 419-20; PGM IV 1953 (sunset), [V.1969, and XIa.5 imidnight); He
liodorus 6.12 and 14; Virgil Aeneid 6.255: Apulcius Metamorphoses 2.28; Acschylus Persans
398-680 {cI. Lawson 1934: 82 and Hickman 1938: 22).

°® Lucan Pharsalia 6.632—48 icf. Marrindale 1977: 380-R1); Srarius Thebatd 4.584-83,

" Lucian Philopsendes 14 and Menippus 7; Heliodorus 6.14; and Ovid Meramarphases
7.184.

' And the thirticth da) was sacred 1o Heeate. See Plutarch Morafin 272¢; Scholiast Aris
wphanes Clouds 408; Etymologicum s.v. apophrades; Lonaras 240 Leutsch; and
Bekker Anecdota graeca 308.5 (Hecate): sce Headlam 1902: 53 with further references.

" Horoscopes: PGM 111.275-8] and VI[.284-99. Byzantine texts: Delare 1927, 1:
403, lines 1-5 (Salomon), p. 589 line 31-p. 590 line 28 (Cod. Bononienses Univers. 3632);
and Olivien et al. 1898-1936 {Catal. codd. astrol. gracc), 8.2: 149 line 12. Cf. Collard
1949: 140.
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opening of the mundus, the underworld hole from which ghosts could
emerge.”

Pit and Fire. Nccromantic rites were normally organized around two
focal points: a pit (bothros) for blood and libations, and a fire for the
burning of the holocaust sacrificc. This is the case already in the Odyssey,
and it becomes particularly clear in Heliodorus’s necromancy, where the
witch is said to leap back and forth between the two (presumably in a
circle, as we shall sce). The general rule was that offerings that went into
or around the pit were for the ghosts, whereas thosc that went into the
fire were for the underworld gods. But sometimes all the rites could be
focused upon a single site, the pit serving also as a hearth for the fire. In
such cases, the pit can be seen as an appropriatcly inverted altar for nether
powers.' It was not necessary to use a sword to dig the pit, as Homer’s
Odysseus did; desperate and bestal witches, like Horace’s Canidia and
Sagana, could use their nails. Odysscus’s pit was a “cubit in both dircc-
tions,” probably round as opposed to square.' He poured the blood into
the pit and the libations around it, but in other narratives blood and
libations could both go cither into the pit or around it." Since offerings
traveled down to the ghosts through the pit, the ghosts themselves could
sometimes travel upward through it. Horace at any rate scems to imply

* Ansbesteria: sce Hammison 1922: 32-76; Deubner 1932: 93-123; Rose 1948; Burkert
1983a: 213-47; Bremmer 1983: 108-22; Hamilton 1992: 50-53; and Johnston 1999:
63-71; Heubeck ct al. (1988-92: vol. 2 on Homer Odyssey 10.516-40) compare Odys-
seus’s necromantic rites most closely with the rites of the Anthesteria. Genesia: see Jacoby
1944; Kunz and Boardman 1971: 147-48; and Johnston 1999: 43—46. Parensalia and
Lemnria: see Lowe 1929: 18 and 66; Cumont 1949: 396-98; Vrugt-Lentz 1960: 56-59;
Deonna and Renard 1961: 125~ 26 Heurgon 1961; Toynbee 1971: 63-64; and Bernstein
1993: 101-2. Mundus. scc in particular Magdchin 1976, cf. also Cumont 1949: 59 and
82; Vrugt-Lentz 1960: 55; Burktn 1972: 155, Puhvel 1976; Castagnoli 1986; Bernstein
1993: 100; Byme 1997; and Fchon 1999: 12-14.

" Heliodorus 6.14. General rule: however, in Euripides F912 Nauck as it is preserved,
all offerings scem to go the gods. Single site: Statius Thebwid 4.451-52; Sencca Ocdipus
$50-66; and cf. Apollonius Rhodius Asy ica 3.1034 and 1207-8 and Orphic Argon-
astica 569-75; Periander burns the clothes for Melissa in a pit at Herodotus 5.92; sec
Nitzsch 1826-40, 3: 160; Stengel 1920: 16; Headlam 1902: §3; Lawson 1934: 79; and
Collard 1949: 18.

'S Nails: Horace Sasires 1.8.26-27; so, too, Heliodorus Acthiopica 6.14, where the witch
only acquires her sword after digging the pit. A sword is explicitly used also ar Silius Italicus
Punica 13.406 and 427. Cubit: Homer Odysey 10.517 and 11.25; round pits are found on
the Elpenor vase (fig. 8; see chapter 4) and at Apollonius Rhodi ica 3.1032 (cf.
1207); see Robert 1939: 321. Eitrem (1928: 2) and Tuper (1976: ]25) think the pits were
initially square. Eustathius (on Homer Odhrey 10.517) was already debating the shape in
Homer.

*Into: Statius Thebaid 4.451-52; cf. Heliodorus Actbiopica 6.14 (libations only).
Around: Lucian Menippus 9-10.
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that Canidia and Sagana called their ghosts forth out of their pit, while
Lucian has a ghost stick his head up through a tombside offering-pit.”
When literary necromancies magically split the earth open to release or
reveal ghosts, the pit is prcsumably the cpicenter of the fissurc.'* Ninc
pits are dug for the necromancy of Statius’s Thebaid, probably because of
the Latin poet’s wish to “top” the necromancy scenes of his predecessors.
The Latin pocts gencerally aggrandized the role of underworld gods in
necromantic rites, and accordingly increased the size and number of fires
employed for them. Virgil’s Aeneas makes a pyre-altar for Hades and
burns bull holocausts on it. Sencca’s Tiresias burns black sheep and oxen.
Statius’s Tiresias has separate pyre-altars built for Hecate, the Furies,
Hades, and Perscphone.”

Lébations. The libations used in nccromancy and general offerings to
the dead alike were full ones (choas) as opposed to token ones (spondas).
Their principal significance lay in their soothing and life-giving qualitics.
All the liquids used were distinctively propitiating and soothing, as Aes-
chylus says, or bewitching and thercby able to summon the dead, as
Euripides says. Water quenches thirst and bathes. Milk soothcs babics.
Honey sweetens. Winc is also sweet and ameliorates with inebriation. To
Homer’s liquids, Aeschylus adds olive oil, which is also soothing,”
These products, together with grain, were representative of the range
of normal rustic foods of the living, and so also symbolized fertility in
general.” A tantalizing fragment of Euripides preserves a prayer to Hades

V' Horace Satires 1.8.28; Lucian On Grief 16; but Eitrem (1928: 4) does not believe
ghosts came up this way. Cleidemus of Athens FGH 323 F14 (ca. 350 B.C.) explains that
offering-wrenches are dug on the west side of tombs.

'* Thus Scneca Oedipus 574~81; Statius Thebaid 4.520 (cf. 477); Lucian Memippus 10;
and perhaps Acschylus Persai 685 (cb i pedon), with Headlam 1902: 57-59, Orher
important instances of the earth splitting open to release ghosts: Lucan Pharmlia 3.8-11,
6.483-84; and Lucian Philopseudes 24.

** Statius Thebwid 4.451-52 (nine pits; cf. Collard 1949: 67) and 4.473-87 (pyrc-altan);
Virgil Aemesd 6.252-33; Seneca Ordipus 557-58.

* Chosi: Eustathius on Homer Odywey 10.518; cf. Stengel 1920: 102-3; Rudhardt
1958: 240—48; Casabona 1966: 231-97; Heanrichs 1984: 259; Garland 1985: 114 and
169; and Jameson et al. 1993: 70-73. Acschylus Persaz 609-10 (preumencis, melikteria).
Euripides fpbigemia in Tasris 159-66 (thellaeria) and Hecabe 535 (choas kicttrious ago-
Aous); of. Orplic Argonawsica 569-75; sce Eitrem 1928: 7 and Garland 1985: 118. Water:
Collard 1949: 30. Milk and honey: Eustathius on Homer Odwsey 10.519 and Nicephoros
Gregoras, scholia to Synesius De inomnids, PG 149 p. 615; scc Sophocles F879 TYGF/
Pcarson for ghosts as bees, sce also Davies and Kathirithamby 1986: 64—65. Winc: Niceph-
oros Gregoras, scholia to Synesius D smommiss, PG 149 p. 615. Oil: Aeschylus Persians
615-17; cf. Virgil Aeneid 6.254.

* But for Graf (1980) the liquids represented the opposite of the habitual food of the
living: he considers melikraton, swect (i.c., unmixed: of. Acschylus Persians 614) wine, wa-
ter, and oil all to be symbolically antithetical to the normal drink of the living, wine mixed
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for beginning a necromancy. The speaker offers a libation, a grain offering
(pelanos), and also a “fircless sacrifice of pankarpeia, full, poured forth.”
Pankarpeia liverally means “all-fruits,” and the term specifically denoted
a cake or potage made with honey and fruits of all sorts. Gifts symbolic
of fertility, it scems, imparted life temporarily to the ghosts. It is notewor-
thy that the olive is evergreen. Since melskyaton was given to the new-
born, it was suitable also for the reborn,; it further resembled the food of
the immortals, nectar and ambrosia. The renunciation of these valuable
products by the living may also have constituted an enactment of their
grief, and so had a summoning cffect. But, paradoxically, the sterility of
death could also be saluted in the offerings. Those given to Aeschylus’s
ghost of Darius are “virgin”: water from a virgin spring, wine from a wild
vine, and milk from a metaphorically virgin (i.c., unyoked) cow. Already
in Homer such thinking leads to the sacrifice of a sterile hcifer.”

Additional significance may have attached to individual clements of the
libations. ‘The sprinkling of the water, among the other liquids, in a circle
around the pit resembles a purificatory lustration. And water was itself
regarded as chthonic. Red wine resembled blood, perhaps particularly
spilt blood when libated. The wine libation was sometimes distinguished
in its treatment from the others: Sencca’s Tiresias pours it alone with the
left hand; Statius’s Tircsias makes it the first of the libations and pours it
nine times. White milk relieved ghostly darkness. Antiseptic honcy was a
preserving agent, and ghosts could be conceprualized as the bees that
produced it. Heliodorus's witch gives extra significance to her grain ofter-
ing by making it into a cake shaped likc a voodoo doll.?*

with water, and thereby marked out as proper for the dead; this explanation does not ac-
count well for their conjunction with grain offerings.

¥ Euripides F912 Nauck; cf. Collard 1949: 38 and, for sacrificial cakes in general, Stengel
1920: 98-102. Symbolic fertility: Collard 1949: 34. Melikrason: Scholiast Aristophanes
Thesmophoriasssae 506; and Porphyry Cave of the Nymphs 28, cf. Collard 1949: 33 and
Tupet 1976: 125 and 340. Renunciation: Burkert 1983a: 54-55. Sterility: Acschylus Per-
sians 607-15; Homer Odysey 10.522 and 11.30, with, importantly, scholiast ad locc.; for
the sterility of death, see Euripides Supplianss 545; c&. Rohde 1925: 38 and n. 75; Eirrem
1928: 8; Vermeule 1979: 54-55, and Garland 1985: 72.

¥ Circular lustrations: Robert 1939: 321 and Tupet 1976: 125-26; a further example of
pouring libations in a circle around the pit is found in Orpheus's rite to call up Hecate et
al. at Orpbic Argonausica 950-87. Water as chthonic: Ninck 1921: 1-46 passim; f. also
Eitrem 1915: 76-132. Red winc as bloodlike: Collard 1949: 33; Tupet 1976: 125; and
Faraone 1993:74. Tircsias: Sencca Ocdipus 566-67; Statius Thebaid 4.449-54. White milk:
Nicephoros Gregoras, scholia 1o Synesius De insommiis, PG 149 p. 615. Donnadieu and
Vilatte (1996: esp. 81-86) arguc that the libations and sacrifice significantly manipulate a
range of colors (red blood, black sheep, white grain, beige melibraton, clear water, dark
winc) that arc emblematic of the morral rransition from life to death and of the wider
natural cycle; 1 am not persuaded. Honey: cf. Tupet 1976; sce chapter 4. Heliodorus Asthio-
pica 6.14.
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Other solid (non-mcat) foods, too, could be given to the dead. Eggs,
also particularly symbolic of fertility, were commonly given. The woman-
necromancer of the Cumaean Painter (see fig. 10) is sometimes portrayed
as offering cggs to her ghosts on a mini- -altar.

Sacrifice and Blood. Animal sacrifice was not essential to the perfor-
mance of the basic rites. None is made in the cvocation of Darius in
Acschylus’s Persians, nor is there any mention of sacrifice in the Euripi-
dcan necromantic fragment, which appcars to summarize all the offerings
being made, and the pankarpeia here is actually described as fireless.
However, some think sacrifice was omitted from tragic necromancies only
because of the difficulty of enacting sacrificc onstage. When Apollonius
of Tyana called up the ghost of Achilles using an Indian spell, he cs-
chewed animal sacrifice, since generally opposed to it as a (vegetarian)
Pythagorean. Interestingly Philostratus’s phrascology implics that sheep
sacrificc constituted the core rite of normal evocation (oxde armion has-
mati psuchagigésas). No victim is dircctly slain in the course of their rites
either by Lucan’s Erictho or by Heliodorus’s old woman of Bessa, al-
though both make use of blood.”

The usual sacrificial animal for necromantic rites was a single black
sheep or a pair of them. Both of the sheep sacrificed by Odysscus were
probably black. Homer’s artfully balanced phrase “male sheep and black
ewe” should not be taken to preclude the ram’s blackncess. The same goes
for his description of the promised further sacrifices, “stenle heifer and
all-black ram.” ‘Their blackness salutes the darkness of the underworld,
and perhaps, too, the darkness of the ghosts themselves. Even their sacri-
ficial blood is “dark-clouded” (kelainephes).™ In the spirit of one-upping
poctic predecessors that imbucs the Latin tradition, Roman poets
brought numbers of black cattle also into the necromantic rite itself. Vir-
gil’s Acncas sacrifices four black heifers, a barren heifer, a black sheep,
and an unspecified number of bulls, all on the spot. Scncca and Statius
have Tiresias sacrifice an unspecified number of sheep and cartle, all

M Eggs for the dead: Garland 1985: 113 and 158. Cumacan Painter: e.g., Campanian
red-figured neck amphora, Portland Art Muscum, inv. 26.282; of. Kerrigan 1980: 24. Fggs
could themselves be used for divination: Delatte 1932: 178 (citing a Byzantine method
using an egg from a black chicken) and Luck 1999: 156.

% Acschylus Pessians 598-680; Euripides F912 Nauck. No sacrifice on tragic stage: of.
Eitrem 1928: 6 and Collard 1949: 35 and 38. Philostratus Lifz of Apollonius of Thana 4.11
and 16 Lucan Pharsalia 6. 667-69 Hclmdnnu Asthiopica 6.14-15.

T of Homeric p : cf. Rohde 1923: 36 and n.7]; Eitrem 1928:
2; and Germain 1954. Duk.ncsi of und.erwurld Eustathius on Homer Odxsey 10.535; f.
Headlam 1902: 54, Hopfner 1921-24, 2: 551; and Eitrem 1945: 100-101. Darkness of
ghosts: see chapeer 14. Dark blood: Homer Odywiey 11.36.
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black.” More humble creatures could be sacrificed for necromancy, too.
The Orphic Argonautica’s Orpheus sacrifices three black puppics in a sim-
ilar rite to call up Hecate (black puppies were this goddess’s traditional
offering). Aeneas of Gaza tells thar the Chaldacans, Egyptians, and Greeks
could call up the souls of Homer, Orpheus, Phoroneus, or Cecrops by
sketching magical Characters and sacrificing cockerels.”®

As Qdysseus’s sheep are jugulated, their heads are forced down toward
the underworld (in Olympian sacrifice, a victim'’s head would be held
upward toward heaven), while Odysseus holds his gaze back toward the
river of Ocean. Clearly at the moment of sacrifice the gaze creates a devo-
tional bond with its object, so that Qdysseus must look back to the land
of the living if he wishes to return to it.” These themes are refracted in
Menippus’s pre-necromancy purifications. He avoids looking at the living
after his daily bath in the Euphrates and walks home backward after his
final bath in the Tigris. Perhaps he avoids cyc contact with the living for
the complementary rcason, namely to detach himself from devotion to
them and so facilitate his descent. But Odysseus looks away for the sake
of the ghosts, too, since they apparenty do not like to be looked upon,
particularly when they first emerge from the underworld. When Orphcus
looked upon the ghost of Eurydice as she emerged from the undenvorld,
she famously flew irretrievably right back into it. And the same thing
happened to the ghost of Philinnion, when she was spied upon by her
parents. Consequently, it was often the practice to avert one’s gaze in
formal encounters with ghosts, as in the ghost-laying rites of Selinus and
in the Roman Lemuria, or in formal encounters with related underworld
entities, such as Hecate.” According to Pliny, the mages held that ghosts

7 Virgil Aensid 6.245-53; Seneca Ocdipus 556; and Statius Thebasd 4.443-50: a black
bull also at Valerius Flaccus Argonantica 1.774-80; cf. the important discussion at Eitrem
1945: 97-101.

2 Orphic Argonausics 950-87. Acncas of Gaza Theaphrastus pp. 18-19 Colonna; Hopf-
ner 1921-24, 2: 563 and 587.

* Scholiast Apollonius Rhodius Arg ica 1.587; cf. Dimock 1989: 136. Howcever, a
ca. 300 B.c. Erruscan sarcophagus in the Museo dell’Opera, Orivicto, represents Odysseus
(ifit is he) holding the head of the sheep upward for jugulation. He has his two companions
with him, one of whom kneels: Touchefen-Meynier 1968: 140 and plate 22.2. The river in
question cannot be the Achcron, as Dakaris (1993: 9) thinks, for this is in front of the pit.

* Lucian Mewippus 7. Walking backward after the perfe of rites is in the
Greek magical papyri: PGM 1.1-42, TV.26-51, 2441-621 (at 2493), and XXXVI.264-74.
Orpheus and Eurydice: see chapter 8; cf. Clark 1979: 122-23 and Johnston 1999: 47.
Philinnion: Phlegon of Tralles Marvels 1. But the aversion of the gaze could also have other
magical significances: Medea averted her gaze while curting plants for magic in Sophacles®
Root-Cutters ( Rbigotomos, F543 TrGF).

 Selinus: in the Lex sacra from Sclinus it appears to be stipulated that one must turn
oneself back after offcring a meal to a vengeful ghost (Jameson et al. 1993: B line 5; of.
commentary at p. 43, with important further references). Lemuria: when the father of the
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would not allow themselves to be looked upon at all by those with freck-
les, and would not obey them. Statius provides us with an exception prov-
ing the rule: his Tiresias explicitly asks the reluctant ghost of Laius to
meet his gaze—but he, of course, is blind. The manuscripts of Sencca’s
Oedipus have Tiresias’s cattle dragged backward (rero) to their slaughter.
Perhaps the notion that animals should proceed to their sacrifice willingly
when given to Olympian gods is symbolically inverted. One did not have
to use a sword to jugulate: Horace’s witches tear open the throat of their
single black lamb with their teeth.”

In the Odyssey and Silius Italicus’s Pumica, the different parts of the
sacrificial animal are clearly destined for different recipicnts. The blood
goes into the pit for the ghosts, whereas the flayed carcass is burned in
holocaust for the underworld gods (sacrifices to underworld gods are
madc in holocaust; thosc to the Olympians are eaten).* The Odyssey Icans
toward the idea thatr the drinking of the blood partly restores to the
ghosts their lost corporeality, and so restores to them the physical mecha-
nism with which to speak and also that with which to perceive and think;
but the idea is imperfectly carried through.* The manuscripts of Cicero’s
Tusculan Disputations have ghosts being called up at Avernus with “salt™
(sals0) blood in a quoted poctic fragment. This is perhaps a corruption of
“false™ (falso). If so, the implication must have been that animal blood
was substituted for human.* Human blood is used in Heliodorus’s necro-
mancy, in which the old woman of Bessa draws the sword across her

houschold placated ghosts during the Roman Lemuria by casting beans before them, he
averted his gaze (Ovid Fasty 5.435-39). Hecate: in the quasi-necromantic rites with which
Apollonius of Rhodes® Jason activates the ointment of invincibility given him by Medea, he
must retreat from his pit as Hecare rises and not look back, or ¢lse vitiate the magic (Argo-
nautica 1036-41).

¥ Freckles: Pliny Naswral History 30.1.16. Blind gaze: Statius Thebaid 4.619-20. Cattle
dragged backward: Seneca Ordipus 567, the editors need not therefore emend. Tecth: Hor-
ace Savirey 1.8.28-29.

M Homer Odwvey 11,3546 and Silius Italicus Pusica 13.405-33. For holocausts and
underworld gods, sce Stengel 1886; Rohde 1923: 116; and Winkler 1980: 166. Firrem
(1928: 3) regards the jugulared carcass mercly as unimportant taboo material, which is why
Odysseus relinquishes it to his panions to bum; cf. also Robert 1939: 160 and Tupet
1976: 126. The scholiast and Eustathius on Homer Odyssey 11.23 upset themselves need-
lessly that Homer usces the word bicreia of the victim, which they think should be reserved
for sacrifices for the gods.

* Homer Odywey 11.14749; <f. Eitrem 1928: 6; Cumont 1949: 32 {blood as the seat
of life itself ); and Vermeule 1979:57 (the dead characterized by thirst) and 213.

% Cicero Tuscmlan Dispusasions 1.37. Hickman 1938: 85 ascribes the fragmeat to Acci-
us's Troades. Falso is read by many older editors, including Emesti, Fusw, “pourcd,™ was
suggested by Bentley. Hopfner 1921-24, 2: 563 (followed by Clark 1979: 69) is happy
with salw, comparing Eanius Cresphontes FS9 Jocelyn, salsum sangusnem; for the purifica-
tory usc ol salt, cf. Parker 1983: 226-27,
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own arm. Seneca’s Medea had similarly let blood from her arm flow over
Hecatc’s altar when invoking her aid in the manufacture of the poison
wedding dress for Glauce/Creusa. Blood could have applications in other
necromantic rites, too. Some spells in the Greek magical papyri require
its usc for writing as part of a magical rite, and it could also be uscd as
the liquid in lecanomantic necromancy.*

In the necromancy of Acschylus’s Psuckagogoi, the blood went directly
into the lake, and this may have been a common procedure at lake nekso-
manteia. In this case, the lake presumably took on the functions of the
pit. Sometimes the blood went, curiously, in the fire, and was thercfore
given to the gods. Seneca and Status reserve the blood from their victims®
throats in vessels, and then have it poured over the holocausts as they
burn. Since Statius still wants blood in pits for the ghosts, too, he pro-
duces quantties from an unspecitied source prior to the jugulation of the
victims, alongside some purificatory sheeps® entrails. Perhaps Scneca and
Statius respond in part here to Virgil. Although the rites performed by
Acneas prior to his necromancy arc presented as within the usual tradition
of necromantic rites, the fact that Aencas accomplished his nccromancy
by dcescent rather than by the raising of ghosts entailed some recasting of
them. Thus Aeneas’s libations of winc and oil are transferred from the
ghosts to the gods; prayers are addressed to gods only, not to ghosts;
and, most awkwardly of all, the victims’ blood cannot be sent into the
earth, and so is collected up in bowls, for no explicit end. Later on, Hclio-
dorus’s witch also flicks the blood from her arm into the fire.”

When a sheep was sacrificed to Agamedes in a pit at the oracle of Tro-
phonius, or to Amphiaraus and a sclection of gods at that prophct’s ora-
cle, the purpose was explicitly purificatory. The sacrifice of the sheep in
necromancy proper may also have been purificatory. The Odyssey doces not
say what became of the sheep’s flecce after it was removed from the car-
cass, but, as we have also seen, there arc indications that if one’s necro-
mantic rites produced a fleece, one would perform incubation on it in
order to experience the ghosts. And fleeces could be purificatory in them-
selves. This is the role they appear to have played in the Eleusinian mys-
teries (sec chapter 8).%

* Hcliodorus Arshiopica 6.14. Sencca Medew 805-11. Blood-writing: PGM [V.1928-
2005 and 2006~2125, and Xia.1-40. Lecanomancy: sce chaprers 9 and 12.

¥ Acschylus Psucbagogoi F273a; see chapter 4. Scncca Ordipus 563-65. Statius Thebnid
4.542-24 and 464-72. Collecting blood from jugulation: cf. Rohde’s intepretation, 1925:
194, after Scholiast [Plato] Mimes 313¢, of the obscure term enchutrissrias as denoting
women who caught sacrificial blood in bowds and used it for purification; sce also Bolkestein
1922; and Garland 1985: 144. Virgil Aeneid 6.244-54; but Norden (1916: ad loc.) and
Eitrem {1945: 99) think the blood was then poured from the bowls into an unmentioned
pit. Heliodorus Aeshiopica 6.14; Collard 1949: 82.

¥ Cf. Fitrem 1928: 3-4 and chapters 6 and 8.
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Usterances.  Significant utterances in necromantic rites can be classitied
into a number of overlapping categories: nonverbal uttcrances (discussed
in chapter 14); prayers to/incantations over the dead; prayers to/incanta-
tions over underworld gods; vows to the dead; threats against the dead;
threats against the gods. Prayers must usually be made both to the dead
themselves to rise and 1o the underworld gods to let them go. The order
of prayers in Aeschylus’s Persians scems logical: here appeal to the ghosts
follows scamlessly from appeal to their masters. The two are closely asso-
ciated by Seneca’s Tiresias. Homer gencrally makes a terminological dis-
tinction between prayers to the dead and those to the gods, the former
being /litai, the latter enchas. In the Odyssey, the prayers to Hades and
Persephone, who control the ascent of the dead, seem curiously delayed
within Homer’s ordering of the rite. The dead have alrcady riscn by the
time they are made by Odysscus’s companions. Eustathius was worried,
and proposcd that the initial prayers to the ghosts must alrcady have con-
rained prayers to Hades and Perscphonc. Since Virgil’s Aeneas does not
bring ghosts up, but rather gocs down to them himself, he prays only to
the underworld gods, as we have seen. Lucan’s Erictho dircctly addresses
the underworld powers alone in reanimating her corpse. Although Helio-
dorus's witch is not explicitly said to pray to any gods, she does utter
incantations into the car of the corpse she reanimatcs, and these may in
part have been addressed to the gods below as well as to the reanimating
ghost, since Erictho had rhe ability to send messages down to the under-
world through the mouth of a corpse.”

As time went on, the range of underworld deities that might be in-
cluded in necromantic prayers continued to widen. Homer has just Hades
and Perscphone. Aeschylus has Earth, Hermes, and Hades (the address
to them is in the form of a “cletic,” i.c., summoning, hymn). Chariton
has “the rulers of heaven and the underworld,” Lucan’s Erictho names
the Furies, Styx, Poinai, Chaos, Hadcs, Elysium, Persephone, Hecate,
lanitor (“Doorkecper™; i.c., Acacus?), the Fates, and Charon. Statius’s
Tircsias namces Tartarus, Death, Hades, Poinai, Perscphone, Charon, Hec-
ate, Tisiphone (the Fury), and Cerberus. Lucian’s Mithrobarzanes in-
vokes demons, Poinai, the Furies, Hecate, Persephone, and many reces
magicae® There could be no dcitics less chthonic than the Sun and the

? Acschylus Persians 627-80; of. Eitrem 1928: 3 and 6; for another tragic prayer to the
gods to send up ghosts, see Euripides F912 Nauck. Seneca Qedipus 559-63 and 567-68.
Homeric terminology: Eitrem 1928: 2. Eustachius on Homer Odysry 11.34. Lucan Phar-
salia 6.563-68 (through mouth of corpse) and 695-749 (address to underworld powers;
of. Graf 1997a: 190-98 for this as a “perverted™ version of a normal praycr). Heliodorus
Actlriopisca 6.14.

“ Homer Odysscy 11,4647, Aeschylus Persians 627-56; Chariton Callsrboe §.7.10; Lu-
can Pharsalia 6.693-718; Statius Thebaid 4.473-87; Lucian Mensppus 9. For Aeschylus’s
use of the cletic-hymn form, sec Eitrem 1928: 9-10: Collard 1949: 35; Rose 1950: 263~
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Moon, but in the world of the Greco-Egyptian magical papyri, they
were principal powers, and here the Sun at least can call up souls (scc
below). The Sun is accordingly the only dcity to which Apuleius’s Egyp-
tian priest Zatchlas appeals for his reanimation, and the Moon is the only
deity to which Heliodorus’s witch appeals, voces magscae aside. Another
magical papyrus provides a simple prayer to Thoth/Hermes to bring up
the dead.”

Odysseus’s vows of further sacrifices to the dead on his return home
arc not made simply because he does not have the requisite victims at
hand; Circe could have given them to him along with the sheep. The
function of the vows is rather to create an incentive for the dead both to
cooperate with him once they have drunk the blood and to release him
back to the land of the living afterward. Similarly, Lucan’s Erictho prom-
iscs the ghost of her corpse that she will free it of all possibility of further
magical cxploitation if it coopcrates with her, and she is as good as her
word. And Statius’s Tiresias likewisc promiscs that he will give the ghost
of Laius peace in holy ground and send him in a boat across Lethe (here,
apparently, a river). In the same way, curse tablets can promise to free
from restlessness the ghosts they exploit if only they do their bidding, as
in the Antinous cursc that accompanied the Louvre voodoo doll. Once
again, the affinities between cursing and ghost-laying are clear.”

A common feature of imperial-period necromancy is the “sccond
spell.” The necromancer begins with a polite and deferential request to
the ghost to rise or to the underworld powers to send up the ghost.
When this fails, he resorts to a second spell that is compulsive and terrible
to them, with the result that the nccromancy is usually achieved as soon
as the sccond spell is initiated or even just threatencd; the threat can be
seen, therefore, as a sort of sccond spell in its own right. When Scneca’s
Tiresias makes a second address to the dead, it is with a voice more in-
tense and frantic, and the earth opens immediately after it. Lucan’s Eric-
tho gives us our most dramatic example. After the failure of her first

64; Citti 1962; Taplin 1977: 115; Belloni 1988: 208; and Hall 1989: 89; cf. also Moritz
1979: 190-92; and Volpilhac 1978: 272. For a useful tabulation of most of the deitics
addressed in licerary necromancics, sce Lowe 1929: 55. For Iecate in general, see Hecken-
bach 1912; Kraus 1960; Nouveau-Piobb 1961; Johnston 1990: esp. 21- 38, and 1999: esp.
72-74 and 203-49; and Rabinowitz 1998.

* Sun and Moon in the papyri: see, e.g., PGM X11.270-350. Apulcius Mesamorphuses
2.29. Heliodorus Aethiopica 6.14. Thoth/Hermes: PGM XVIlb.

“ Reason for Odysscus’s vows: pece Eitrem 1928: 2. Lucan Pharsalia 6.762-64 and
822-27. Statius Thebaid 4.622-24. Cune tablets: Jordan 1985a: no. 152 = Gager 1992:
no. 28 = Suppl. Mag. no. 47, from third- or fourth-century AD. Antinoopolis; sce chaprer
10 for this tabler and the Louvre doll; <f. also Jordan 1985a: 173 = Gager 1992: no. 48,
trom third- to fist-century B.C. Olbia (an excelleat grave gift is promised for cooperation).
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spell, she threatens the ghost of her corpse with being driven with whips
through the underworld by the Furies. The underworld powcrs are
threatened in a number of ways. She will address the Furies by their true
names (thus exercising complete power over them), strand them in day-
light, and deprive them of contact with the dead. She will reveal Hecate
to the gods above without her makeup (comedy). She will reveal the
sceret food that keeps Persephone beneath the carth and how she became
defiled with the result thar her mother Demeter refused to call her back
(this looks like a threat to reveal the Eleusinian mysterics). She will expose
the underworld rulers to sunlight. Finally, she threatens that she will in-
voke against them Demogorgon, the underworld god to underworld
gods. Before she has even finished her description of Demogorgon, the
ghost has reanimated the corpsc at her feet. In a very similar way, Statius’s
Tiresias is forced to issue abusive threats to utter a sccond spell thar will
reveal the name of Hecate and to invoke Demogorgon. Again, the under-
world opens up as soon as Demogorgon is mentioned. The corpse of
Thelyphron at first refuses to answer the questions pur to it by Apuleius’s
Zatchlas, begging instead to be relcased. So Zatchlas addresses the corpse
again in an angrier tone and threatens it with torture by the Furics. Helio-
dorus graphically illustrates the superior power of the second spell: his
witch’s first spell is sufficient only to stand the corpse on its feet and make
it nod in a vague and unhelptul way; the second spell stands it up again
and forces it to speak clearly. Lucian's Syrian magjcian uscs a similar tech-
nique for exorcism: he first adjurcs the possessing ghost or demon to
depart, and if that docs not succeed, he drives it out with threats. In the
Greek magical papyri, one of Pitys’s crotic-attraction spells offers both
carrot and stick to its ghost, like Erictho: the ghost is to be threatened
with punishment if it does not bring the beloved, but is to be promised
sacrifice if it does.®

One could exercise power over ghosts, too, by addressing them by their
true names. This may be why the ghost of Darius is summoned under
the name Darian. Aeschylus perhaps regarded this form as closer to the
Persian original

Sometimes a considerable effort was needed to make onesclf heard by

** Sencca Ordipus 567-68. Lucan Pharsalia 6.730—49; cf. Nock 1929: 186-87 and \ul
pilhac (1978: 281-83), who finds Egyptian preced for Demogorgon, scc Ag!
lnptr fucanum at 6.746; and Fauth 1987: 57-61. Statius Thebaid 4.500-518. Apuleius
boses 2.29. Heliod Avibiopica 6.14. Lucian Philopsendes 16. PGM 1V.2006—
2125. For a possible carlier cxample of the compulsion of the divine in a necromantic
context, se¢ Plato Republic 364b-c¢, in conjunction with Laws 909a.
“ Eitren 1928: 11 and Moritz 1979: 191. But it was actually more remote from Daraya-

rasns.
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the dead buried in the carth, This could mean shouting hard to get
through.** A common way of drawing the attention of the dead was to
bang on the ground. For example, in Euripides’ Trojen Women, Hecabe
calls upon the dead by beating on the carth with both her hands, and
Philostratus tells that Herodes Atticus threw himself to the ground and
beat it, crying out to his dcad daughter, asking her what he should bury
with her. In a similar way, the Ifiads Althaca bangs on the ground and
calls to Hades and Persephone, and an Erinys responds to her.** Some
take a linc in the necromancy scene of Acschylus’s Persians to indicate
that the chorus is drumming on the ground to call up the ghost of Darius,
but others take it to indicate that earth is rather being magically split
open by its incantation so as to release the ghost.”

Circular Movements. Sometimes one could move in a circle around the
focal point of the necromancy, whatever this was to be. Heliodorus twice
speaks of Egyptian necromancers circling around dead bodies. When he
tells us that his old woman of Bessa leaped repeatedly between the pit
and the fire, between which she had laid out her son’s corpse, we are
presumably to imagine that she did so in a circle. Libanius’s lying mage
is said to “roll around” (kelind. ) graves, pr bly established
oncs. Ps.-Quintilian’s sorcerer binds a restless ghost into its tomb by “sur-
rounding” it (circumdantur) with a harmful spell. After the Suda’s psu-
chagogos have located the spot in which the corpse of a restless ghost lies,
they mark it off and walk around it, conversing with the ghosts and asking
them the reasons for their disquict. An obscure clause of the sacred law
from Sclinus (ca. 460 B.C.) prescribing mechanisms for ridding oneself of
an attacking ghost (sce chapter 8) scems to suggest that one should move
in a circle after offering the ghost a meal and sacrificing a piglet to Zeus.**

Y Shouting hard: Aeschylus Choephoroi 315-19; of. Haldane 1972: 43; and Hall 1996:
153.

* Euripides Trojan Women 1302 -6. Philostratus Lives of the Sophists 2.1.10. Homer liad
9.568-72. Cf. also Homeric Hymn 10 Apollo 332 and 340; Sophocles Bpygonoi F186 TrGF/
Pearson; Valerius Flaccus Argonawsica 7.311; and Plutarch Moralia 774b. Sce Headlam
1902: 53 and Rohde 1925: 108 n. 10, with further examples.

Y Aeschylus Persians 683. Drumming: Lawson 1934: 79, 83-84 and 86 (bur the emen-
dation proposed at 89 is extreme and arbitrary), Taplin 1977: 118; Broadhead 1960:
275-77 and 309; and Jouan 1981: 406-7. Splitting of earth: Headlam 1902: 57-59; and
Belloni 1988: 222-24.

“ Heliodorus 3.16 and 6.14 (both with & Aovpan). Libanius 41.7. [Quintilian] Decla-
mationes maiores 10.7. Suda s.v. [ peri] psuchagsgias. Sclinus: Jameson et al. 1993: col. B.
For drcular movements in ghostly or ghostlike contexts, sec also Plato Phaedo 81c-d (im-
pure souls wheel around their tombs); P ius Sasyricon 61 (a If urinates around
his clothing); Plutarch Numa 14.4 (a Pythagorcan custom) and Moralia 267b = Roman
Questions 14, citing Varro (Roman men turn around at grave; f. Rose 1924: ad loc.);
Orphic Argonansica 887-1021 (Pandora and Hecate, summoned up by Orpheus in a quasi-
necromantic rite, wheel around his pic).
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This accords with the use of circular libations around the pit, discussed
above. As with these libations, the purpose of circular movements was
clearly to purify the area marked off by them. The circle can concomi-
tanty be thought of as constituting some sort of protective barrier be-
tween the living and the ghosts, as appears from the complementary pro-
cess in Lucian’s Mensppus. Here it is not a matter of an individual ghost
being summoned into the rcalm of the living, but of an individual living
person descending into the realm of the dead. As part of the purifications
Mithrobarzanes performs for Menippus prior to his necromantic descent,
he walks around him in order to protect him from the ghosts. The Greeks
often carried sacrificed victims around areas or individuals to be purified,
and indeed, human scapegoats and adulterous people were led (still alive)
around cntire citics to purify them.®

Management of the Ghosts. Contradictory ideas were entertained about
the attitude of ghosts toward their cvocation. They could be conceived
of as desperatcly cager or as bitterly reluctant. Both responses caused dif-
ficulties, and technologies were developed to cope with them. We con-
sider the positive responsc first. The dcad could covet life in any form.
Homer’s ghost of Achilles famously expresses a preference for living as a
slave in abject poverty to being king of the dead. When another ghost
saw Statius’s Laius bcing escorted out of the underworld by Hermes and
conjectured that he was being called up by a Thessalian witch, he congrat-
ulated him on his temporary good fortunc.*® The outcome, dircet or indi-
rect, of necromancy was often the laying of a restless ghost, and the ghost
in question for that reason ought to have been at least at some level
sympathetic to the project. Those who cvocated rheir loved oncs presum-
ably did not believe they were thereby subjecting them to undue suffer-
ing, be it men evocating wives (Orpheus and Eurydice [?]; Periander and
Mclissa), girlfriends (Harpalus and Pythionice), or boyfriends (Hadrian
and Antinous), wives evocating husbands (Laodice and Protesilaus;
Atossa and Darius), fathers evocating sons (Elysius and Euthynous), or
sons cvocating fathers (Ostanes the younger and Ostanes the elder; Glau-
cias and Alexicles). And those who offered themselves for necromancy
after death did not presumably expect to suffer unduly by the perfor-
mance of this service (chapter 1). The basic offerings made to the dead
in necromancy were those of normal observances at tombs, and these
were certainly welcome to them.

Hence, when one made the necromantic offerings, one faced the dan-

® Lucian Menippus 7. Animals: c.g., L.SCG no. 156 A lines 14-15; cf. Jameson et al.
1993: 43. Scapegoats and the adulterous: Ogden 1997: 15-23.

¥ Contradictory attitudes of ghosts: cf. Collison-Morley 1912: 41, Homer Odyey
1.488-91. Statius Thebaid 2.19-25.



180 CHAPTER 11

ger of being overwhelmed by a pressing host of ghosts, all eager to par-
take. Odysscus is confronted by unmarricd girls and boys, old men and
wounded warriors, who press around the pit of blood from all sides with
an unnatural cry, and tum him palc with fear. One must therefore have
the ability to repel unwanted ghosts from the blood and sclect those with
whom one wishes to speak. Odysseus uses his sword (probably bronze
rather than iron) to permit only Tiresias and his other chosen ghosts
access to the blood. Ghosts were insubstantial, and onc might have
thought that a sword blow would have passed harmlessly through them,
just as Odysscus’s embrace passcd through the ghost of his mother. How-
ever, Silius Italicus’s living Sibyl tells Scipio that if any ghosts approach
his blood before the desired one of the dead Sibyl, he should hack it to
picces with his sword. Servius explains that Acncas used his sword to
sacrifice the black sheep to Night and barren heifer to Persephone so as
to consccrate it against the ghosts he would mcer, and he duly plunges
into the underworld brandishing it. The sword secems to function as a
protective let for the consulter. Reading backwards, we assume that
the sword with which Odysscus guarded his pit was the bronze object
with which he jugulated his sheep, despite the scholiast’s claim that his
sword was madc of iron. Both bronzc and iron were superior to supernat-
ural forces. Ps.-Lycophron describes Odysscus’s sword as “the terror of
those of the underworld.” The very clink of bronze or iron frightened
ghosts.*? Perhaps this is why Erictho cuts up her corpses with a lodestone
knife. Heliodorus’s witch waves a sword around in the air while leaping
back and forth between pit and fire. The purpose of this in context is
unclear; we are not explicitly told that unwanted ghosts are hovering near.
Metal could be used to confine ghosts, too: Ps.-Quintilian’s mage binds
a restless ghost into its grave with stones and iron, and the bronze statuc
of the ghost of Actacon was pinned to a rock with iron. In Statius’s Theb-
asd, Tiresias’s daughter Manto uses a spell to drive back the pressing
barge-load of ghosts Charon has punted back across the Styx for them,

¥ Homer Odywey 11.42 (ghosts press around), 11.48-50, 206-22, and 231 (sword,
etc.); cf. Sourvinou-Inwood 1995: 83. Silius ltalicus Pumica 13.443—44. Virgil Aeweid
6.249-51] and 260, with Servius ad locc.; cf. Eitrem 1928: 2; Collard 1949: 22; and Tuper
1976: 37. Odysscus’s sword bronze or iron?: Homer Odywsey 11.45, with scholiast at 11.48;
| Lycophron | Alexandre 686; even witches, such as Circe, feared the sword when it was
brandished against them—Homer Odysey 10.323-24 (cf. Eustathius on Homer Odyssey
11.48) and Pcuronius Sasyricon 63.

*2 Theacricus Idylls 2.35-36, with Gow 1950: ad loc.; Plutarch Moralia 944b; Lucian
Philopscudes 15-16; Alexander of Aphrodisias Proble 246 and Scholiast Homer Odys-
sey 11.48. See Rohde 1925: 37; Tupct 1976: 37, Martinez 1991: 2 n. 6; Kingsley 1995:
240; and Felton 1999: 5. But Pliny’s housc-haunting ghost rattles its chains to frighten the
living (Lersers 7.27.8-10). Since Homer’s ghostly warriors still wear their armor, ghostly
bronzc is apparcently not a problem.
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so that Tiresias can calmly select those with whom he wishes to speak,
notably Laius.*

Homer’s Odysscus implics that he did nothing in particular to bring
his session to a formal end, and that he just scuttled off when the fear
that Persephone might send up a gorgon’s head got the better of him.
Perhaps for Homer it was Persephone’s job alone to scatter the ghosts.
In imperial times, one could dismiss the ghosts by flicking milk at them.
‘When Statius’s Tircsias has finished with his ghosts, Manto sprinkles them
with milk and bids them leave the grove, Tibullus similarly has a witch
flicking ghosts with milk in order to make them retreat. Perhaps the un-
derlying notion is that if the milk is scattered in droplcts cvery member
of the host can get a bit and retreat with honor.™ A lecanomantic necro-
mancy recipe in the Greck magical papyri includes a spell for dismissing
the ghost when one has finished. Usually there is no need to employ
special technology to ¢nd a reanimation session: after giving its prophcecy,
the corpse dics again, spontancously and instantly. But Lucan under-
stands it differently: a body has the ability to dic once and once only, so
a reanimated corpse will live forever, unless further special spells and
drugs are employed to engineer a second death.*®

We turn to the ncgative response. This scems to have been under-
pinned by the notion that necromancy could disturb ghosts who are al-
ready at peace or already strongly devoted to the underworld. Apuleius’s
reanimated Thelyphron begs Zatchlas to leave him to his rest. The ghost
of Heliodorus’s corpse is so angry at being disturbed by its mother that
it utters a prophecy of her death. Servius derives Orems, the Latin name
for the underworld, from the Greek borkas, “oath,” and cxplains that the
dead had to take an oath not to help the living. The ps.-Democritean
Ostanes explained, when evocated, that a demon would not permit him
to reveal the secrets of alchemy, although he was able to say where his
books, in which the secrets were written, could be found. In some cir-
cumstances, as we have scen, the dead could not abide to be looked on
by the living. It could also be thought that the ghosts were licensed only
for a strictly limited period of relcase by their underworld masters. Acs-
chylus’s ghost of Darius tells his evocator Atossa to be quick so that he

% Frictho: Lucan Phwrvalia 6.551-52; Volpilhac 1978: 277. Heliodorus Actiriopica
6.14-15. | Quindlian | Declamasionss maiores 10. Acracaon: sec chapter 7; sev also below
for the iron ring of Lucian’s Eucrates thar protected him against Hecate. Statius Thebasd
4.478-79, 549-50, and 610-24.

* Odysscus: Homer Oduyssey 11.633-37; cf. 385 for Perscphone. Statius 1hebaid 4.544~
46, Tibullus 1.2.45-48; Tupet 1976: 339-40.

* PGM IV.154-285. §, death: Heliod Acthiopica 6.15; cf. Pliny Narural
Hiszory 7.173-79 (G;bl:nus). and Phicgon of Tralles Marvels 3 (I!ouphgm) Lucan Dhar-
salia 6.822--24.
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can be blameless on the matter of time. Protesilaus’s ghost was granted a
license for only onc day, or cven just threc hours, with Laodamcia. Ghosts
consequently had a tendency to slip away as soon as they could, leaving
their interlocutor frustrated and with questions still unanswered. This is
what the ghost of Anchises docs to Acneas (in Aeneid book 5) and that
of Lucian’s Demainete to Eucrates. Ghosts were particularly reluctant to
re-enter their corpses for reanimation necromancics; Lucan cxplains that
the process of reintegration is akin to a second dying.

Hence complementary technologies were developed to retain ghosts
once cvocated, although we hear less of them. The same witch of Tibullus
that flicked ghosts with milk also has the power to hold (zenet) ghosts
with magical speech. Pliny makes a bricf but intriguing reference to a
“holding stone™ (synochitis) used by magicians to hold onto ghosts once
they have been summoned up (see chapter 12). Servius contends that the
same ghost could not be cvocated twice, but this is probably just an ad
hoc hypothesis to explain why Orpheus could not retrieve Eurydice from
the underworld a second time. Perhaps the claim is disproved by Erictho’s
promisc to hcr corpse’s ghost to free it of the possibility of being ex-
ploited again.”

As was madc clear at the beginning of this chapter, the practices dis-
cussed in this scction are those most difficult to integrate with the general
practice of experiencing ghosts through incubation. Either these rites
were performed in onc’s sleep (that is to say, onc merely dreamed their
performance), or they were performed in a rather abstract way before or
after the act of incubation, as appropriate. Docs Heliodorus’s witch hold
the key after all? Did one wave one’s sword around frantically at the thin
air to ward off unwanted but unseen ghosts before snuggling down to
slecp? Or did onc wave onc’s wand to attract a desired ghost (scc next
section)? And did one then flick milk about to dismiss the tarrying ghosts
after waking from one's slumbers?

Wands. There is no direct evidence for the use of wands in nccromancy,
but the circumstantial case for their usc is strong. In the Odyssey, Hermes,
the divine escort of souls, calls the souls of the dead suitors out of their

A M rphases 2.29. Heliod 6.15. Cf. also the disturbed peace of the
ghost at Lucian On Grief 16. Servius on Virgil Georgies 1.227; cf. Bouché Leclercq 1879-
82, 1: 335, | Democritus| Physica et mystica 2 p. 42, 21 Berthelot (at Bidez and Cumont
1938, 2: 317-18). Acschylus Persians 692; of. Eitrem 1928: 12. Protesilaus and Laodamcia:
Scholiast Aristides vol. 3 pp. 671-72 Dindort} and Hyginus Faéwia 103. Anchises and
Acncas: Virgil Aewesd 6.539. Eucrates and Demai Lucian Philopseudes 27. L.ucan Phar-
salta 6.758-59.

¥ Pliny Nasural History 37.192; see chapter 12. Servius on Virgil Georgics 4.502; cf.
Hopfner 1921-24, 2: 579 and Collard 1949: 123 for the disproof. Lucan Pharsalia
6.730-49.
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bodies and takes them to the underworld with his golden wand (r4s64os),
the wand with which he can also charm men to slecp and wake them up.
He brandishes this distinctively shaped wand—caduceus—as he atends
Odysseus’s necromancy of Elpenor on the Elpenor vasc (fig. 8). Burkert
sces Hermes in his soul-charming role as a projection of a shaman figure.
We should perhaps compare the golden arrow on which Abaris’s soul
flew. Clearchus reported that Aristotle was convinced of the immorraliry
of the soul when he witnessed a man striking a sleeping boy with a “soul-
charming wand™ (pswchoulkos rhabdos), drawing the soul out of him and
directing it with the wand. The boy’s body was beaten, but was insensible
to pain. The man then struck the body again with the wand, upon which
the soul returned into it and reported what had happened.™

Homecr makes no mention of any rod in direct connection with Odys-
scus’s consultation, although the brandished sword may perhaps be at-
tributed with a similar function. Circe, who, as we have scen, may have
significantly presided over Odysscus’s necromancy in a mysterious way,
has a wand (rbabdos) with which she turns men into animals, and to
which Odysseus’s sword is counterpart. But the closest thing to a wand
in Homer’s necromancy scene itsclf is Tiresias's staff, which, like Hermes®
wand, was golden. It is possible that at some point in the tradition Tire-
sias had becn with Odysscus on his side of the pit, in the role of living,
specialist-necromancer guide to the hero (as the Sibyl was to Aeneas,
Erictho to Sextus Pompey, and Mithrobarzancs to Mcnippus).*

When Euripides’ blind Oedipus describes his emergence into the light
through the metaphor of the evocation of a ghost, he refers to his daugh-
ter Antigonc’s support in a slightdy awkward phrase as “with staff (bak-
trewmasi) for a blind step.” The contrived nature of this particular image
would be well explained if it was usual for nccromancers to usc staffs in
conducting ghosts out of the underworld.*

Sometimes the female necromancers of the Cumaean Painter’s necro-
mancy seties hold branches as they contront their cvocated ghosts.”’ The
branch probably functioned in part as a necromantic wand. As we have
seen, the women of these scenes are probably related to the Cumacan
Sibyl {chapter 9). This suggests a similar function for the mistleroe-like

* Hermes: Homer Odyssey 24.1-4;, of. Homeric Hymn to Hermes 4.14, where Hermes is
“leader of dreams.” For Pindar (¥ympian 11.33), Hades himself also conducts the dead
with a wand (rkabdos); of. Harrison 1922: 44 -45. Elpenor: see chapter 4 and fig. 8. Burkert
1962: 46. Abanis: Porphyry Life of Pythagoras 29; and Lamblichus Pythagorzan Life 91 and
136. Clearchus F7 Wehrli; ¢f. Bolton 1962: 148; and Bremmcer 1983: 50.

* Homer Odyoey 10.238, 293, 319-21 (Circe’s wand), and 11.91 {lircsias’s staff).
Tiresias as living nccromancer: sce chaprer 16,

“ Euripides Phoemician Women 153945, some discussion at Mastronarde 1994: ad loc.

* Kerrigan 1980: 25.
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golden bough that Virgil’s Acncas plucks in the forest of Avernus and
that the Sibyl carries through the underworld, as he carries his sword. She
uscs it as a passport to make Charon take them on his ferry, and finally
deposits it at Persephone’s threshold. The bough’s origin and significance
arc the subject of notorious scholarly controversy, ancient and modern.
It is plausibly seen as a reflex of Hermes’ golden wand by Heyne and
Clark. But there have been many other views. Macrobius’s Cormnutus
thought Virgil just made it up. Scrvius derived it from the cult of the
nearby crater of Nemi, but said that others derived it from the bough
carried by initiates in the mysteries. Frazer famously took up the former
view and Norden the latter.” When Acncas first plucks i, at any rate, the
bough is covered in golden leaves. Were they significant in themselves?
They appear at least superficially similar to the Orphic gold lamellae bur-
ied with the initiated dead, which provided them with instructions as to
how to negotiate their way through the underworld. Negotiation of a
path through the underworld is preciscly the task that lics ahcad of Ac-
neas, and Aencas accordingly takes the right-hand path at the underworld
fork, just as the Orphic lamellae urge. It may not be significant that these
lamellac are now commonly referred to by scholars as “lcaves,” but the
fact that the Orphic lamellac discovered at Pelinna were cut into the shape
of ivy leaves surely is significant.*’ Seneca speaks vaguely of his Tiresias
waving a branch in his nccromancy of Laius (the wood is unspecified);
this may be merely derivative of Virgil, or it may draw upon a wider wand
tradition.**

Dolls. In this section and the next we consider two accoutrements of
nccromantic rites with 2 more minor role in the necromantic tradition,
dolls and rings. Dolls had a distinctive use in laying ghosts (attested as
far back as the Mycencan period) and in making ghosts cnact binding

* Virgil Aeneid 6.183-211, 406-10, and 636. Bough reflcx of Hermes's wand: Heyne
1873-92, 2: 1015; and Clark 1979: 21718 (also rightly stressing that it is carried by the
Sibyl), and 195-224 more generally for a review of the golden-bough debate. Bough in-
vented: Macrobius Setwsmalia 5.19.2. Servius on Virgil Aeweid 6.136. Bough of Nemi:
Frazer 1913. Bough of initiates: Norden 1916 on Virgil Aeneid 6.138 and 142-43. Further
views at Eitrem 1943: 103-4; Brooks 1953; Préaux 1960; Kresic 1968; and Austin 1977
on lines 138-39.

* For the Orphic gold lamellac, sce Guthric 1952: 171-91; Zuntz 1971: 277-93 (sdll
the best general publication of the texts, but the analysis is defunct); Foti and Pugliese
Caratelli 1974; M. L. West 1975 and 1983: 22-26; Burkert 1976 (very uscful); Segal 1990;
Graf 19912 and 1993; Giangrande 1993; and Kingsley 1995: 256-77 and 289-316. The
golden bough was scen as Orphic by Six 1894; cf. Clark 1979: 192-93. The right fork:
Virgil Aemeas 6.540-43 and Zuntz 1971: Orphic leaf no. A4. Pelinna ivy leaves: Johnston
and McNiven: 1996: 30.

™ Sencca Oedipus 555.



TRADITIONAL RITES OF BVOCATION 185

spells on the living (attested as far back as the archaic period). In the
former case, they “represented”™ the ghost, in the latter the living victim,
and in both cases their function was to curtail the activities of their refer-
ents. It is a puzzlc how the transference of reference came about. Perhaps
at first the names of the meddlesome living were incorporated into actual
ghost-laying rites, with the ghost being asked to take a living soul (in
part) with it when it went to rest. As the cursing technique developed,
the doll’s indirect reference to the living person who was being included
in the laying will have become more significant than its original direct
reference to the ghost.*

The only simple example of the use of a doll in necromancy is found
in Heliodorus’s cpisodc. Here the witch makes a doll from a wheat cake,
gives it a crown of bay and fennel, and throws it in the pit. Horace’s
Canidia and Sagana use a pair of dolls in conjunction with their necro-
mantic ritc, too: a large (black?) wool one subjects a small wax one, which
is then burned. But the configuraton of the doll pair and the melting of
the wax one derive from erotic magic, and it is clear that Horace has

Ided a necr ic session together with an crotic binding-curse ses-
sion. Whether Horace believed that dolls were used in pure necromancy
as well is not clear.* In the Orphic Argonautica, Orpheus calls up a range
of underworld powers with the help of Medea, among them Hecate (in
the parallel sequence of Apollonius’s Argonastica, Jason’s calling up of
Hecate, tollowing Medca’s instructions, is highly nccromantic). Orpheus
tells us that he fashioned plural dolls of barleymeal (ouloplasmata) as part
of this process, threw them onto the pyre in his pit, and slaughtcred three
all-black puppics as a sacrifice to the dead. The term ouloplasmata, found
only here, could, from an etymological point of view, as well be derived
from owlos, “wool,” as from owlos, “barley.” It is likely that Acmilianus
accuscd Apulcius of using a doll for necromancy. He claimed that Apu-
leius possessed a statuette of a squalid and terrifying figure, which he
described variously as a skeleton, emaciated, disembosweled, a ghost, and

% For Greek and Roman “voodoo” dolls, see in general: Trumpt 1958; Wortmann 1968;
Faraone 1989, 1991a (espedially), 1992, and 1993; Gager 1992; Dickie 1996; and Ogden
1999: 71-79. For carly ghost-taying dolls, scc chapter 7, and Desborough et al. 1970 for
another Mycencan cxample. For cursing dolls as representing their living victims, see ‘Tupet
1976: 232-66 (bust of Aeneas, etc.); Faraone 1991a: 190 and nos. 5, 15-16, and 22; and
Graf 1997a: 138—40 (important but wrong). It cannot be denied that dolls refer to their
curse victims in the case of erotic pair. The hobbling of the cunsing dolls is superficially
akin to the maschalismos done to corpses to restrain their ghosts.

% Heliodorus Actiriopica 6.14. Horace Sasires 1.8; cf. Tupet 1976: 307. For Canidia and
Sagana’s interest in crotic magic, scc also Horace Epode 5. For crotic doll-pairs, scc Faraone
1991a: nos. 12, 18, 20, 25, 28, and 29. A wax-and-wool doll-pair is found also at Ovid
Amores 3.7, For the melting of wax dolls in eratic magic, see Theocritus Jéwls 2.28 and
Virgil Bclogue 8.80; cf. Faraone 1989.
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a daimonion; that Apuleius had had it manufactured from a precious wood,
in secret, for maleficent magic; and that he hailed it as “king” (bassless).
Apuleius’s defense does not appear strong: it was really a statuette of
Hermes (i.e., the escort of souls), and made of ebony (i.c., black wood). He
finishes his discussion of the doll with some ironic remarks. First, he jokes
that anyone who thinks that the doll represents a ghost (/arva) is himself
“evocating ghosts™ (Zarvans, a rare term). Second, he delivers a mock curse
against Acmilianus, in which he requires Hermes to confront him with
ghosts of all sorts from the underworld (#mbrae, lemures, manes, larvae),
all the apparitions of the night, and all the terrors of tombs and horrors of
graves. These remarks presumably reflect the function Aemilianus had im-
puted to the doll. A fragmentary Greek magical papyrus uscs a similar doll,
a hollow laurcl-wood statuctte of Apollo, for what appears to be necro-
mancy: the spell is for forcknowledge, and it is to be performed at cither a
deep river or a tomb.*”

We may find hints of the use of some sort of doll for necromancy already
in two similar morbid, erotic dramas of Euripides. Much in the cxtant ac-
counts of the myth of Protcsilaus and Laodamcia probably derives from Eu-
ripides’s lost Protesilaws. After spending only one night with his bride, Pro-
tesilaus became the first Greek to die at Troy. The ncther gods took pity on
the bride’s desperate love and sent the ghost of Protesilaus back up to her
for three hours (or a single day). Before this (or after, according to some)
Laodameia had had a life-size efligy of Protesilaus made, which she had kept
in her bedroom and slept with. The effigy was variously said to be made of
wax (Ovid), wood (Tzetzes), or bronze (Hyginus). Tzctzes says the tale of
the efligy was invented out of the fact that Laodameia saw Protesilaus’s
ghost (eidolon) in her sleep during the night. Hyginus tells that her father
Acastus, thinking the effigy unhealthy, had it burncd on a funcral pyrc. This
is cvocative of the practice of giving funcrals to cffigies to lay ghosts. It is
odd that a bronze cffigy should be burned. Perhaps Hyginus’s “brazen,”
acreum, should be emended to “waxen,” ceresm, to bring him into line
with Ovid (and notc that Horace’s wax doll is burned). Is it significant that
Laodameia is Thessalian?*® Euripides probably had Protesilaus, and perhaps

" Orphic Argomansica 950-87 (cf. Apollonius of Rhodes Arg ica 3.1008-1224).
Faraone (1999: 52 u. 53) argucs, however, that wool was representative of female flesh.
Apulcius Apology 61-64; cf. Abt 1908: 296-306 and Hunink 1997: ad loc. (esp. for the
reading and interpretation of arvans). Apollo doll: PGM TI1.282-409; since Apuleius's doll
was constructed from separate pieces of cbony wood, it, too, may have had a compartment
to receive magical inscrtions.

* Sources for Protesilaus: Homer Hiad 2.695-702, with Eustathius ad loc.; Propertius
1.17.9-10; Ovid Hervides 13, esp. 151-66; Lucian Dialogues of the 1ead 28; Pausanias
4.2.7 (citing Cypris F18 Davies); Apollodorus Epitome 3.29.30; Scrvius on Virgil Aeneid
6.447; Hyginus 103-4; Scholiast Aristides vol. 3 pp. 671-72 Dindorf (important for Eurip-
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even his own play of that name, in mind when he wrote the Aleestis. Ad-
metus, king of Thessalian Pherae, pines for his dead wife. He declares that
he will have his craftsmen make an image of her that he will lay out in his
bed and embrace (the craftsmen are tektomes, carpenters, which suggests
that the medium will be wood). He invites her ghost to visit him in his
dreams by night; he wishes he could sing like Orpheus so that he could de-
scend into Hades and enchant Hades and Persephone to release her back to
him. It seems, accordingly, that the doll is to be used to stimulate encoun-
ters with the ghost.®

Presumably the function of dolls in necromancy was, as in ghost-laying,
to supply a substitute house for the evocated ghost. They appear to have
cxercised a similar role in Mesopotamian necromancy. But if so, why was a
doll necded in Heliodorus®s reanimation, where the corpsc itsclf provides
the house? Hopfner suggests that the ghost was drawn first into the doll and
thence into the body, but there is no indication of this in the text. Wax in
particular might seem an appropriate matcrial from which to make a substi-
tute body, since the “corpsc” parts caten away by Apuleius’s Thessalian wit-
ches were replaced by wax prostheses. Collard sees the function of Helio-
dorus’s doll quite differently: as a substitute for human sacrifice.”

Some ancicnts belicved that healing statues were animated by the ghosts
of the people they represented. In the 170s, Athenagoras claimed to refute
the idea by pointing out that at Alcxandria Troas, the gilt healing statue of
Neryllinus, a man of his time, had enjoyed its powers evea before its sub-
ject’s death. Lucian describes domestic statucs of Hippocrates and the ugly
Corinthian general Pellichus (this one also gilt). These could cure discases
or send them upon others, and the statues would get off their pedestals to
wander about the housc by night.”

Rings. A number of recipes for the manufacture of rings that may be con-
sidered necromantic in function survive. The Greek magical papyri contain
onc for a ring that will give its wearer the power to control the minds of
others, open doors, inflict suffering and illness, exorcise demons, call up the

ides); ‘Tzetzes Chiliads 2.736-759-84. We leam little of interest from the extant fragments
of Euripides’s play, F647-57 Nauck. Protesilaus e\cmkd power bc\ond the yzw alw at
Herodotus 9.120. Cf. P ias 1.34 for a general p of I’ WA
and Trophonius.

* Euripides Aleessis 348-68; of. Dale 1954: ad loc.; Brillante 1991: 110-11; and Heath
1994: 172-78.

* Mesopotamia: Scurlock 1995: 106. Heliod Actiriopica 6.14. Hopfner 1921-24,
2: 585. Apulcius Apology 61-64. Collard 1949: 81-82.

" Neryllinus: Athenagoras Legasio pro Chriss. 26.3-5, with Jones 1985. Lucian Philo-
poeudes 18-21; cf. Weinreich 1909: 137-46.

P
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souls of the dead, cause dreams, and give prophecies. The key to the ring’s
power is its stonc. A heliotrope, a stonc of green chalcedony with flecks of
red jasper, is to be engraved with an image of Helios, the Sun, represented
as an ouroboros (a snake in a circle, swallowing its talc), with a scarab in the
center from which rays emanate. Helios’s name is to be inscribed in hiero-
glyphs on the reverse. The ring is to be consecrated with incantations, in-
cluding many voces magicae, at dawn over fourtcen days before the Sun.
Onc is then to cut open a live rooster and insert the gem into its guts, with-
out breaking its entrails, and leave it there for a day. The ring is to be acti-
vated by the name OUPHOR and a kistoriola (a paradigmatic tale). An-
other papyrus recipe gives instructions for the manufacture of a scarab ring
of Hermes that will allow its wearer to know the minds of both the living
and the dcad. The first book of Cyranides, compiled in the fourth century
A.D., gives a recipe for the manufacture of a Nemesis ring, which should also
be considered necromantic. An image of Nemesis with her cubit-rule,
wand, and wheel of Fortunc is to be engraved upon a stone that has been
sacralized upon the goddess’s altar. Behind the stone is to be enclosed a
dove’s wing-tip and a portion of the plant mullcin, pblomos, which is also
known as neksa or nckudsa, the “death plant™ in divinatory context (sec
chapter 12). The ring is said to reveal to its wearcr—presumably in sleep—
the number of years in his lifc and the manncr and place of his death, types
of prophecy peculiarly appropriate to necromancy (cf. chapters 15 and 16).
The ring can also exorcise posscssing demons, and it is said to be able to
avert demonic manifestations and children’s nightmares. Accordingly, it
may function in a fashion broadly parallel to that attributed to bean con-
sumption, insofar as it intcrfcres with drecaming in general, but promotes
necromantic dreaming in particular (for beans, see chapter 6; for more on
the mullein, chapter 12). Lucian’s Eucrates has a ring that controls under-
world powers by virtuc of being made of iron, specifically crucifixion nails.
It was given to him by an Arab. Confronted by a monstrous Hecate with
dogs the size of Indian elephants as hc walked in the woods, Eucrates
turncd the ring’s scal to the inside of his hand, and Hecate stamped a hole
open in the ground and jumped back down it, revealing in the process the
ghosts below.™

Dress. We know little of the dress worn by consulters of nekuomanteia.
Those who descended to Trophonius wore a full-length white linen shift,

™ Helios: PGM X11.270-350. Hermes: PGM V.213-303. Crranides 1.13.16-29 Kai-
makis; for this text, cf. Kaimakis 1976 and Waegeman 1987: esp. 103-9. Lucian Philo-
pscudes 17 and 22-24; Plato’s invisibility-conferring ring ol Gyges is activated in the same
way at Republic 359d-60b. [Augustinc] Hom. de sacrileg. 22 (seventh century AD.) tells
that the sacrilegious wear iron rings or armlets or keep iron in their house to frighten
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heavy boots, and, perhaps optionally, a red military cloak, although Apol-
lonius of Tyana successtully went down in just his rough philosopher’s
cloak. The boots were specific to the Trophonius oracle. In the necro-
mancy scenes of the Cumacan Painter, the woman necromancer’s head is
hooded. In illustrations of thc Odyssey episode, Odysseus is usually (all
but) heroically naked.” In literary necromancies, if the necromancer’s
dress was to be significant, it reflected either funercal dress or dress in
some way appropriate to the undenworld. Seneca’s Tiresias explicitly dons
funcrcal dress and a wreath of death-bringing yew in the course of his
rite, and Acschylus 's Atossa leaves her fancy clothes behind and brings a
wreath of flowers.” The most obviously appropriate dress for the under-
world itsclf was black, since it was dark in all things. Nccromantic Night
herself was black-robed. Horace’s Canidia wore black for her necro-
mancy. Apollonius’s Jason also wore black when he called up Hecate in
his quasi-necromancy in accordance with Medca’s instructions, as did Or-
pheus in the parallel sequence in the Orphic Argonantica. Witches also
tended to avoid bindings as they performed their rites (binders should
not be bound), and this included the necromantic ones. Thus Canidia’s
hair and fect were unbound (i.c., she was unshod), although she did have
a belt on her dress. When 0v1d’ Medea performed a rejuvenation-reani-
mation on Aeson, she was unbound in hair, dress, and feet.”

It is probable that the multicolored dress Lucan’s Erictho dons for her
necromancy has a protective function, like fillets twisted from threads of
three ditfcrent colors; perhaps it should also be compared with the mult-
colored fillets tied around tombstones on Attic whitc-ground Zekuthoi.
Erictho also binds her hair with snakes to take on the appearance of Hee-
atc or a Fury, and such a headdress perhaps similarly functioned as a
protective phylactery for her. Lucian’s Menippus protccts himsclf by

demons away. But the ghost of Philinnion accepted an iron ring from her lover (Phlegon
of Tralles Marrels 1),

** Trophonius: P! ias 9.39.4; Phil Life of Apollonius 8.19; Lucian Dialogues
of the Dead 11); Maximus of Tyre 8.2 (red cloak); and Sxda s.v. Tropbomios . . . ; sec chapter
6. Cumacan Painter: Kerrigan 1980: 24.-25. Odysey illustrations: Elpenor vase (fig. 8);
Tiresias vase (fig. 12); Villa Albani relicf (Lig. 13).

™ Seneca Ordipus 352 and 535, Acschylus Persians 608 and 618. Cf. Fitrem 1928: 7
and Garland 1985: 116.

* Necromantic Nighr: Alexis F93 K-A/Amott. Horace Sasires 1.8.2-5; Apollonius
Rhodius Argonausica 3.1026-62; Orphic Argomautica 950-87;, Ovid Metumorphoses
7.179-85. For Medea p ing rites unb | in other , ¢k esp. Sophocies Rbigo-
somos FS43 TrGF (completely naked) and Ovid Heroides 6.83-94. Cf. the rable of witches
and their attributes at Annequin 1973: 166-67.

" Lucan Pharsalia 6.654-356. For protective multicolored fillets, sce P jus S
131 .4; of. also Virgil Eclogues 8.74-75, with Servius ad lac.; see Bourgery 1928: 309 Col-
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adopting the attributes of mortals who have successfully penctrared and
rcturned safely from the underworld: the cap of Odysscus (illustrated on
the Elpenor vase, fig. 8), the lion skin of Heracles, and the lyre of Or-
phcus.? ,Howcver, his guide Mithrobarzancs wears the Median dress of the
mage.”

lard 1949: 56 and 78; Volpilhac 1978: 276-78; and Rabinowirz 1998: 139-40 (“shamanic
death-garb”). Tombstone fillers: Kurtz 1975: plate 19.2, erc.; sce Garland 1985: 116 and
170-71. Snake phylactery; Hopfoer 1921- 24, 2: 579.

7 Lucian Menippus 8, and cf. 1; for the ability of Orpheus’s lyre to protect one from
underworld horrors, see chapter 8.



CHAPTER 12

FROM BOWL DIVINATION TO BOY-SACRIFICE

nccromantic technologics unified by their association with children,

particularly boys. The Greck (and Demotic) magical papyri contain
many recipes for scrying via lecanomancy (bowl divination) and lychno-
mancy (lamp divination). Sometimes the prophesying powcr behind bowl
and lamp divination was a ghost or ghosts, although gods and demons,
too, could be consulted by this method. ‘The act of observation for divina-
tions of this variety was often carried out by a boy-medium. Boys were,
it scems, felt more able to pesceive messages from these various kinds of
power because their souls were less corrupt. Necromancy is also some-
times associated, in ditferent ways, with human sacrifice, and often here
the human concerned is a boy. It could well be that the noton that
necromancy could involve human sacrifice developed in part out of the
practice of the exploiration of boys for bow] and lamp necromancy.

IN this chapter, consideration is given to a range of perhaps peripheral

In lecanomancy, one took divination from shapes or images in glitterings
or cloudings or possibly distorted reflections in liquid in the bowl. The
reading of tea-leaves is a very rough latter-day equivalent. Augustine twclls
that pagans usually rcgarded these images as manifestations of ghosts,
but he himsclf knew them to be manifestations of demons (dasmones)
pretending to be ghosts pretending to be gods. The notion that ghosts
could manifest themsclves in liquid sits casily with the practice of lake
necromancy, and indeed, it may have been believed that lecanomancy
was practiced at the lakeside neksomantesa of Acheron and Avernus (sce
chapters 4 and 5). Propertius perhaps dcliberately identifies lake consulta-
tion and bowl consultation in his mysterious reference to “a dead ghost
that comes forth from magic waters.” A level of identification between
lecanomancy and necromancy is implicd, too, by a variation between the
Greek and Latin manuscripts of ‘Thessalus of Tralles. In the Greek ver-
sion, the Egyptian priest tells Thessalus thar he will see for himself the
powecr of the vessel (Jekang). The Latin “translates™ this as a promisc that
he will see the power of necromancy (secromantia) in the crypt (which
also anticipares his encounter with Asclepius in a crypt more directly).
Tzetzes, presumably reflecting much older views, was to hold that lecano-
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mancy originated in the pouring of blood, human or animal, into a necro-
mantic pit.!

Varro, whose views are included in Augustine’s discussion, held that
hydromancy, that is, lecanomancy with water, was powcred by demons,
but that it became “necromancy” when blood was used instead, where-
upon it was powered by ghosts.? Onc of the spells in the Greek magical
papyri, introduced as “lecanomancy for direct vision together with necro-
mancy (nckuagdgé),” similarly finds different sorts of power acting
through different types of liquid in a bronzc vessel. Whereas rainwater,
which cmanates from heaven, summons the gods of heaven, spring water,
from the depths of the carth, summons ghosts. One holds the vessel be-
tween onc’s knees, pours green olive oil onto the surface, and bends over
it, uttering the spell prescribed. The god or ghost communicates to onc
whatever one wishes, probably through glittering, to which the polished
surface of the vessel could contribute, but also perhaps through the
shapes formed by the oil. A further spell dismisses the god or ghost. A
Demotic magical papyrus gives a number of recipes for lecanomancy. A
spell of particular intcrest permits one to consult a god, spirit, drowned
man, or dead man. The liquid employed is oasis oil, and the bowl must
be new (and so shiny?). The act of observation is to be carried out by a
boy-medium, who must not have had sex with a woman.® Varro told that
the course of the Mithridatic War had been predicted in 160 lines of verse
at Tralles by a boy-medium who gazed at a reflection of a statuette of
Hermes in bowl of water. Did Hermes escort ghosts into the water?*

As we have seen, Pliny makes mention of a “holding stone” (symochitss)
used by magicians to hold onto ghosts they have evocated. He associates
it with the ananc(b)itss, “compulsion stone,” which has the power of
procuring the appearance of divinitics in hydromancy. Much later, Isidore
of Seville (seventh century A.D.) tells that the anancitis was said to be uscd
in necromancy (necromantia) to cvocate images of demons (daemonum
imagines). Damigeron (originally first century A.n.#) spcaks of a lapss dia-
dochos, a stone that resembles a beryl. This is used in hydromancy and

' Augustine City of God 7.35; cf. Isidore of Seville Esymologiae 8.19.13. Propertius
4.1.106, with the important discussion of Tupet 1976: 24-25. Thessalus of Tralles De
virtutibus herbarum pp. 51-52 Fricdrich; Ritner {1993: 219) seems to think that Thessalus
went on to converse with Asclepius in the sealed chamber by lecanomancy, bur this is not
obviously true. Tzetzes Exeg. in Iliadem p. 11, 5; cl. 148, 7. For lecanomancy in general,
soc Bohm 1916; Ganschinictz 1925; and Hopfner 1921-24, 2: 387-458; cf. also Graf
1999: 284-89.

¥ Varro is credited with this view also at Isidore of Seville Etymologiae 8.9.11.

3 PGM TV. 154-285. PDM xiv. 1-92; cf. also 85155 (with vegerable oil and a ghost)
and 1110-29 (with the “shadow™ of a god); I rely here on the translation of Johnson in
Betz 1992,

* Vamo as cited by Apuleius Apology 42; cf. Ganschinictz 1925: 1883.
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allows one to call up spirits (#mébrae), with the exception, however, in
this case, of ghosts, because the stone is resistant to the dead. It scems,
then, that necromantic stones functioned in the context of lecanomancy.
It was common to put shiny metal or gemstones into vessels of liquid
to cnhance the flashing for divination. This phcnomenon perhaps partly
explains Erictho’s insertion of stones into her reanimating blood-brew.*

The Christian apologist Hippolytus exposes, he would have us believe,
a pagan lecanomantic confidence trick. A bowl with a glass bottom is
placed over a hole in a platform. The mage’s assistants, duly costumed,
take on the roles of gods and demons, including, no doubt, ghosts, and
display themselves through the bottom of the bow!] from undemneath the
platform. As with his comparable exposé of a supposed pagan confidence
trick with a talking skull (see next chapter), Hippolytus’s claims mesh
poorly with pagan cvidence for lecanomancy and may owe more to his
own hostile ingenuity than to observation of practice. It would be gratify-
ing if we could at least accept trom him the implication that when a pagan
peered into a bowl for lecanomancy, he expected to sce, however it was
constructed, an upturned face looking back at him.*

The Greeks and Romans attributed lecanomancy, including, probably,
its necromantic variant, to the Persians. Posidonius (second century B.C.)
and Strabo told that the Persians had mages, necromancers (neksoman-
tess), lecanomancers, and hydromancers, scemingly associating the terms
to a ccrtain cxtent. For Varro, the Persians invented hydromancy, and
presumably “necromancy,” too, and instructed Pythagoras and Numa,
king of Rome, in it. This was supposedly the origin of the myth that
Numa married the water-nymph Egeria. Pliny told that the mages con-
versed with gods in bowls, lamps, and other media. This was all part of
the hellenistic lore of Ostanes.”

In lychnomancy, one took divination from images or shapes in the
flame of the lamp. It depended upon the manifestations of gods or
ghosts, just as lecanomancy did.® The clearest example of ghost-powered
lychnomancy is found in a recipe in a Dcmotic magical papyrus that actu-
ally combines leccanomancy and lychnomancy. The “vessel enquiry of

® Pliny Naswre! History 37.192 (cf. chapter 11). Isidore of Scville Bovmelagiae 16.14.
Damigeron De lapidibus 5. Gemstones in liquid: Bshm 1916: 84; Hopfner 1921-24, 2:
397-99 and 587; Delatte 1932: 140-42; and Collard 1949: 122. Erictho: Lucan Phersslia
6.676; the argument of Volpilhac 1978: 279 that Erictho's “moon liquid™ (6.669) is to be
identificd with the synockisis scems far-ferched.

° Hippolvtus Refusations 4.35; Bouché-Leclercq 1879-82, 1: 339,

7 Posidonius F133 Theiler. Strabo C762. Pliny Naswral History 28.104 (including
Varro); Hopfiner 1921-24, 2: 388-89. Ostanes lore: Bidez and Cumont 1938, 1: 168-207,
csp. 184, and 2: 267, 287; f. Ganschinictz 1925: 1879-80.

' For lychnomancy in general, scc Hopfner 1921-24, 2: 345-82; for shadows, sce PDM
xiv. 150-231.
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Khonsu” first requires the lion-god Mihos to bring the souls of the dcad
from the underworld to the mouth of the vessel containing water and oil
to speak to the consulter. The obscrvation is again carried out by a pure
boy, who sits bending over the vessel while the consulter stands over him
with his hands on his head. If the consulter is to carry out the observation
himsclf, he must put a magical ointment in his eyes, evidently to disrupt
normal vision. But a further imprecation, addressed to the dcad in general
and the drowned in particular, asks thcm to appear at the mouth of a
lamp. Doubstless the flickering lamp enhanced the visual effects in the
bowl. The Cyranides may also attest lecanomantic-lychnomantic necro-
mancy. It specifics that nekua and nekudsa were names applied to the
plant mullcin (phlomas) when used in necromantic lecanomancy, but it
also tells that the plant could be uscd to make a lamp-wick (cf. chapter
11 for mullein). Another recipe in the same Demotic papyrus permits a
boy-medium to see the Great God sitting in the flame of a lamp, but also
asks the underworld to open up, which suggests that ghosts might be
scen in it as well.”

Greek-language lychnomancy recipes borrow necromantic procedures.
In one, the lamp is set on the (discmbodicd?) head of a wolf. Chthonic
demons arc summoned, and Hades is invoked. Therc are libations of
wine, honey, milk, and rainwater, and offcrings of flat and round cakes.
A demon, probably a nckudaimon, appears, and can prophesy and send
dreams and diseases. One dismisses him by extinguishing the flame. An-
other recipe derives a prophecy from Apollo with a boy-medium. It is to
be performed at night. Significant parts of a black ram are to be sacrificed
to the god if he does not appear. If he still declines to appear, one is to
wrap up a papyrus figure of Akcphalos, “the Headless god,” in material
from the clothes of a man killed by violence and throw it into the furnace
of a bathhouse (bathhouses were traditionally hauntcd, as they were fed
from underground watcr). In a variant recipe, one is to cast the clothing
of the man killed by violence into the flame itself. Yet another recipe
petitions a lamp for a dream oracle from RBes, assimilated both to the
Headless god and to a corpse in a coffin executed by beheading."

* PDM xiv.239-95 (Mihas; cf. also 395-427, 528- 53 750-51, 805-50, and 1078-89)
and PDM xiv.489-515 (Great God). 1 v, and b di {buc
not, explicitly, necromancy) are also combined in thc (.-mck recipe at P(,V V.1-583. Cyra-
nides 1.13.1 Kaimakis; ¢f. Ganschinictz 1925: 1884; Collard 1949: 122. For visions in
the flame, see also PGM IV. 930-1114 and PDM xiv. 11749 and 516-27. At Apulcius
Mesamorpboses 2.11, the witch Pamphile predicts rain by looking into the flame of a lamp
{cf. 3.21).

" Wolf's head: PGM [.262-347; for dream-sending lamps, sec also PGM 1V.3172-3208,
VI11.250-89, XXITh.32-35; PDM 1xi.63-78; and PDM suppl. 28—40; of. Eirem 1991:
176-77 and 180-81. Akephalos: PGM II. 1-64; for haunted bathhouscs, see chapter 5.
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The practice of necromantic lychnomancy in earlier Greck culturc may
be hinted at by the presence of lamps in ghost stories. Pliny’s Atheno-
dorus waited for the ghost to appear during his haunted-house vigil by
reading with a lamp. When the ghost materialized, he followed ir, taking
the lamp with him. Periander discovered that his secret lover was his
mother by uncovering a lamp in the bedroom,; as he leapt to kill her, an
apparition appecared and stayed his hand. A lamp, whether burning or
snuffed, plays a pivotal role in the Cleonice tale, too, albeit prior to her
death and transition to ghostly status."

Catoptromancy was divination from images in the glittering or dis-
torted reflections of mirrors. It is first attested in Greek culture by Aris-
tophanes, whose Lamachus, on seeing Dicaeopolis reflected in his pol-
ished and oiled bronze shield, “sccs” an old man who will be charged
with cowardice. Much later, the allegation that Apuleius had performed
catoptromancy constituted, as it would appear, a plank in his enemies’
case that he was a magician. Literary evidence perhaps associates it with
necromancy in three contexts. First, Pausanias tells that at Patras, a mirror
was lowered on a string into a spring sacred to Demcter in such a way that
its plane lightly kissed the surface of the water. When it was withdrawn, it
gave out the image of a sick person as either dead or alive, and so pre-
dicted death or recovery. It is the possible contact with ghosts in under-
ground water, rather than images of the living as dead, that associates
this custom with necromancy. Pausanias compares the oracle of Thryxcan
Apollo at Cynaeae in Lycia, where once looks into spring to sec everything
onc wishes.'? Second, the emperor Didius Julianus was said both to have
killed boys for divination and to have had mages perform catoptromancy
for him with a boy-medium. They first blindfolded the boy but then
madc him look into a mirror, presumably after removing the blindfold.
Mcanwhile, they spoke incantations down into his head.” Third, it is
possible that some sort of nccromantic catoptromancy underlies the ob-
scurc talc of Pythagoras’s “mirror-game,” in which he wrote leteers in
blood on a mirror, which was then used—somchow—to reflect them

Clothing in Hame: PGM 11.64-184; cf. Merkelbach and Totti 1990-; 1: 35-64. Bes: PGM
VI1.22249; cf. PGM CLIL

" Pliny Lesters 7.27 (Athenod ); Parthenius Erotica Poth 17 {Periander; cf,
chapter §); Plutarch Cimon 6 and Pausanias 3.17.7-9 (Cleonicc). For the association he-
tween ghosts and lamps, see Felton [999: [4, 55, 70, and 85.

2 Aristophanes Acharmians 1124-28. Pausanias 7.21.5. Apuleius Apology 13-16 (with
Abt 1908 and Hunink 1997: ad loc.). For catoptromancy, sce Hopfoer 1921-24, 2:
387-38 and 455; Dclatce 1932: 133-38 and, more generally, McCarty 1989.

" Dio Cassius 74.16 (killing of boys); Spartianus Didiss Jalianus (SHA) 7 (catoptro-
mancy); Bouché-Leclerq 1879-82, 1: 340; Hopfner 1921-24, 2: 456; and Delatte 1932:
139-41.
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onto a full moon, from which they were read by an assistant.' As we have
scen, it is possible that one of the Cumacan Painter’s necromancy scenes
represents the woman-necromancer looking at a ghost in a mirror (fig.
10; sce chapter 5).

Boy-mediums who had not been with a woman were often used in these
varictics of necromantic scrying. It scems that they were typically hypno-
tized as the magician spoke incantations down into their heads, while
they focused on glittering patterns in liquids, flames, or mirrors and cxpe-
rienced soothing smells. Onc lychnomancy recipe explicitly speaks of put-
ting the boy-medium into a trance. The associaton of “uncorrupted”
boys with nccromancy in a morc general way is also made by Justin Mar-
uyT: “Necromancy and the divinations you practice through uncorrupted
(adiaphthoron) children, the invoking of departed human souls, thosc
who arc called among the mages drcam-senders and familiars—Ict thesc
things persuade you that after death souls remain conscious.™'

Apuleius has a Pythagorean /Platonizing explanation for the phenome-
non of boy-mediums. Such boys had a pure (simplex) soul, that is, one
that was not excessively bound to the things of the body (such as sex)
and that could be withdrawn even further from the body through the
(dcathlike) state of sleep, thus increasing its perceptual abilities. No doubt
a similar rationalization underlies Clearchus’s tale of the drawing out of
a boy’s soul before Plato’s pupil Aristotle. This is perhaps why Plato’s
own Socrates had used a boy to demonstrate the ability of the soul to
perceive things beyond the physical experience of its body in the Meno.
The Pythagorean Nigidius Figulus found stolen money by subjecting
boys to incantations, presumably sending their souls off to look for it, or
to ask ghosts about it. Such projected souls were akin to ghosts, and
80 cvidently able to communicate with them directly. Such a nodon of
parallelism between the soul of the boy-medium and that of the ghost
consulted is found in a recipe among the Greek magical papyri in which
the practitioner is instructed to lay the boy-medium on the ground and
speak an incantation addressed to the inhabitants of the underworld
(among others), whercupon a dark-colored (melanchroun) boy (that is,
probably, a ghost) will appear to him."

' Scholiast Aristophanes Clauds 752 and Suda s.v. Thessale gyne; Delarte 1932: 149,

' Ror the role of smells, sec Apuleius Apolagy 42. For boy-mediums in general, see Abt
1908: 160-65; Hopfner 1926; and Lowe 1929: 36-39. Explicit trance: PGM VI1.540-78
(kataspastbenas). Justin Martyr Apolagies 1.18; cf. Cumont 1949: 106.

' Apuleius Apology 42 (also for Nigidius); Clearchus F7 Wehrli; Plato Memo passim.
Dark-colored boy: PGM VI1.348-58.
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Boy-mediums needed to be uncorrupted in other ways, too. Some of
the recipes in the Greek magical papyri stipulate that they should not
have been used as mediums before.” Apuleius was accused of the perfor-
mance of some sort of divination with a boy-medium. The boy had sup-
posedly collapsed as part of the process and had not known who he was
when he came round. Apulcius’s defense assumes that such boys also had
to be uncorrupted in the sense of having a beautiful and perfect body and
of being healthy, bright, and articulatc. The boy in question, Thallus,
could never have been uscd for such a purpose, for he was a sore-ridden
and gaping-nostrilled wretch, who had in fact collapsed in an cpilepric fit.
The need for “pure” boys for mediumship convenicntly coincided with
the pederastic tastes of antiquity. Such is the implication of the require-
ments that the boys be beautiful and perfect in body and that they should
not have slept with a woman (this requirement having implications both
for the youth of the boy and for his want of heterosexual socialization).
Such is the implication also of the physical contact between magician and
boy during these rites. Indced, Apulcius’s prosecutors had used his love
pocems about boys as evidence of his magical activities." The evidence for
girl-mediums in a necromantic context, ventriloquists apart, is slight. But
in Statius’s necromancy of Laius, blind Tiresias’s virgin daughter Manto
very much acts as a medium for her father, describing to him the ghosts
he has called up, which she can see but he cannot.”

It was also believed that onc could perform necromancy through the
hicroscopic sacrifice of boys (as opposed to holocaustic sacrifice of animals
in traditional evocations).” Cicero accused Vatinius of evocating ghosts
and of sacrificing the entrails of boys to the dead. We are not told the
ages of the people Nero killed for divination under the guidance of Tiri-
dates and other mages, but they may well have been boys, too. Simon
Magus turned air into water, water into blood, and blood into flesh to

" E.g., PGM VII. 540-78 and 664-85.

" Apulcius Apology 9-13 (pederastic poems) and 42-46 (Thallus); cf. Hunink 1997; ad
loc.; and especially Abr 1908: 160-5. But we learn from, ¢.g., Lucian Philoprendes 16 that
the curing of cpileptics was part of the ancient magivian’s stock-in-trade. Sophronius, bishop
of Tella in the fifth century A.D., stripped his boy-medium naked for his lecanomancy, ac-
cording to the Syriac records discussed at Luck 1999: 155. For pederasty, see, inter alia,
Dover 1978 and Buffitre 1980, That the Greek and Demotic magical papyri tend to think
of boys as opposed 1o girls when they speak of mediums as paides (which could in theory
denote child of gender) is indi d by the fact that it is olten additionally
stipulated that the child exploited should not have slept with a woman {c.g., PDY xiv.
1-92). Apuleius licenses the use of boys' souls for mediumship with an appeal to Placo’s
notions of the souls of boys (cf. his Meno); the abilitics of girls’ souls were of little interest
to that philosopher.

" Statius Thebaid 4.519-79.

¥ For hicroscopy and holocausts, see Van Straten 1995: 156-58. For a general treatment
of human sacrifice in Greece (if there was any at all), see Hughes 1991.




198 CHAPTER 12

create a pure boy whom he could kill for necromancy (necromantia). He
explained that he did not fear vengeance from the ghost because the dead
knew the punishments one could receive for wrongdoing in the afterlife
and were anxious not to acquire more for themselves. Apollonius of Ty-
ana was accuscd before Domitian of attempting to divine the future from
the entrails of boys with a view to aiding Nerva’s succession. He had
supposedly cut open a free and beautiful Arcadian boy by night, despitc
his cntreatics, caten some of his entrails, dipped his hands in his blood,
and asked the gods to reveal the truth. In denying the charge, Apollonius
scoffs that perhaps he did it in a drcam, which may refer ironically to a
belief that one could experience prophecy in dreams after boy-sacrifice.
According to some, Hadrian’s boy-lover, the bcautiful youth Antinous,
volunteered to dic in human sacrifice so that the emperor could perform
necromancy, because, as Dio explains, there was need of a willing ghost
(hekesion pswches). In both of these last cascs, the pedcrastic overtones
should again be noted. Juvenal, writing under Trajan, speaks of an Arme-
nian or Commagenian soothsayer (haruspex) who examines the entrails
of a boy when those of a chicken or a puppy arc unclear, Elagabalus
supposcdly investigated the entrails of beautiful boys as well. St. John
Chrysostom and Gregory of Nazianz also associated necromancy with the
sacrifice of boys, and the latter with girls, too.”! Sometimes cven vounger
children were preferred. Lucan’s great necromancer Erictho ripped fe-
tuses from wombs to lay on altars to attract the powers of crucl ghosts,
made offerings to the underworld gods of the heads and entrails of ba-
bies, opened human breasts, and consumed human entrails. The emperor
Maxentius supposedly ripped open a pregnant woman, investigated the
bowels of newborn infants, and evocated demons with magical arts. Un-
der Julian (ruled A.p. 361-363), it was alleged, the pagans began sacrific-
ing pure children, both male and female, inspecting their entrails and
rasting their flesh. Athanasius, the bishop of Alexandria, was accused of
participating in this. Under the emperor Valens, the tribune Pollentianus
cut a fetus from the womb of a living woman to consult the ghosts about
a change of emperor. Euscbius also knew of a necromancer who some-
times took fetuses from wombs and at other times examined the cntrails

" Ciccro Against Vacinins 14, Ncro: Pliny Naswral History 30.16. Simon Magus: [Clem-
ent] Recognitions 2.13 and 15; ‘Tupet 1986: 2664, Apollonius: Philostratus Life of Apollon-
sar 711 and 8.5-7, esp. 8.7.12-15. Antinous: IYio Cassius 69.11; Bidez and Cumont 1938,
2: 317-19 hypathesize that the rather more clderly great mage Ostanes may have been
supposed to have commitred suicide (| Democritus| Pysice ¢t mystica 2 p.42, 21 Berthelot)
$0 as to make his ghost available for necromancy. Juvenal 6.548-52. Elagabalus: Lampridius
(SHA) Blagabalus 8; of. Anncquin 1973: 60-61. St. fohn Chrysostom De Babyla contra
Inlianum s gentiles 79 4. Gregory of Nazianz Cowtra Iuli imp PG 33,
624.27,
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of the newborn. Sorcerers that ripped fetuses from wombs were perhaps
an imaginative development of humble abortionists.”

A school of thought belicved hicroscopy in turn to function through a
sort of necromancy, the departing soul of the sacrificed creature respond-
ing to the question posed by leaving a visible sign in its entrails. Within
the school it could be debated whether human or animal souls and en-
trails were more revelatory or truthful. When Porphyry advocated vege-
tarianism, he argued that human entrails, as deriving from the higher
animal, werc better for prophecy. When Apollonius defended himself of
the charge of cutting up the boy for divination, he argued rather that
animal entrails were better. Human souls’ fear of their impending death
led them to churn up their entrails, while their anger at it swamped the
prophetic parts of the liver with bile. For this same reason, cxcessively
spirited animals, such as cocks, pigs, and bulls, should also be avoided for
hicroscopy. A related school held that one could take the mantic souls of
sacrificed creatures into one’s own body by consuming kcy cntrails. An
anonymous Egyptian pricst thought one could acquire prophecy thus by
cating the hearts of crows, moles, or hawks. Pliny tells that the mages
similarly placed the highest confidence in the cntrails of the mole. The
heart of the mole, caten fresh and still beating, gave one the ability to see
how immediate business would turn out. The mole is particularly power-
ful, he explains, because it is pcrmancntly blind, buried in darkness, and
rescmbiles the interred. A similar set of notions underpins the manufac-
ture of a love potion by Horace's Canidia, Sagana, and collcagucs. As we
have scen, they snarch a boy and bury him up to his neck in their house
so that they can starve him to death while wafiing delicious food before
him, just out of reach. The ycarning of his soul as he dics suffuses his
liver and marrow, which can then form the basis of a love potion that will
transmit the yearning, in an erotic register, to the consumer of'it.™ Given
that Erictho devours entrails, it is curious that Lucan should say that
she is completely ignorant of them, but the purpose of the contention is
doubtless to construct an antithesis between the picty of divination by

** Erictho: Lucan Pharsafia 6.557-60 and 706-11. M jus: Fusebius Ecclesiastical
History 8.14 and Life of Constansine 1.36. Julian and Ath ius: Socrates Ecclesiastical
History 3.13. Pollentianus: -\mmianus Marcellinus 29.2.17; Bourgery 1928: 307; and Mas-
soneau 1934: 216. Eusebius’s cer: Ecclesiastical Hissory 8.14. l-or fetus sacrifice,
see Cumont 1949: 107 and Tupc( 1986: 2664. For magical aborrions, cf. Auberr 1989.

* Porphyry Absti 2.51. Phil Life of Apollonsws 8.7.15. Egyptian priest: rext
at Bidez and Cumont 1938, 1: 186; cf. Festugiére 1936. Pliny Narsral History 30.19.

“ Horace Epodes 5. In the late fifth century A.D. law students in Beirut planned to disem
bowel an Ethiopian slave-boy in the circus at midnight so that his master, John Faulon of
Thebes in Egypt, could obtain the favors of 2 woman who was resisting him: Zacharius
Scholasticus Life of Severus of Antioch, PO 2 pp. 57-59 (in Syriac; I depend upon the French
translation); of. Cumont 1945: 137 and 1949: 108; and Bernand 1991: 150.
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normazls animal sacrificc and the terrible necromantic divinations of the
witch.

The more general idea that a boy could be killed to provide a soul for
nccromancy may alrcady be present in the mysterious circumstances of
the death of Elpenor at Circe’s house in advance of Odysseus’s necroman-
tic discussion with him. Elpenor was the youngest member of Odysseus’s
crew, and he is still beardless on the Elpenor vasc (fig. 8). From this dcath
and from the Aznesd’s reflexes of it, the deaths of Palinurus and Miscnus,
Servius extrapolates the principle that “the evocation of ghosts (scioman-
tia) could not take place without the killing (occisione) of a person.”

When Cicero says that Vatinius sacrificed the entrails of boys to a
ghost/ghosts (manes), and Ammianus says that Pollentianus tore out a
fetus to consult ghosts (mansbus), they perhaps think not that the sacri-
ficed person will provide the communicating ghost, but that his sacrifice
constitutes an offcring to other ghosts, who will then do the communi-
cating. The sacrifice thus fulfills a similar role to the jugulation of Polyx-
ena on the tomb of Achilles in Euripides’ Hecabe. We have seen that in
traditional evocations, sheep’s blood may sometimes have been construed
as a substitute for human blood.”

The notion that boys were sacrificed in necromancy may be set in the
context of the wider belief that witches and sorcerers snatched children
for their works. Canidia and Sagana we have scen. St. Peter reputedly
killed and carved up a boy in order to secure the success of Christianity.
A famous Latin cpitaph (ca. A.n. 20s) laments the death of four-year-
old Iucundus, the slave-boy of Livilla, after being snatched by witches.
Petronius’s witches usc an elaborate decoy routince to snatch the (alrcady
dead) body of a boy from well-guarded house. The ghosts of dead chil-
dren and babies were ideal for all sorts of magical exploitation as “dead
before their time”™ (@oroi), and if they could be “killed by violence” (#4as-
othanatos), too, so much the better. But probably the main starting-point
for the notion that there was such a thing as necromantic boy-sacrifice
was the more mundanc cxploitation of “purc” boys as nccromantic
mediums.®

* Lucan Pharsalia 6.524-26.

* Elpenor: sce fig. 8 and chaprer 9; Crane 1988: 95-96 and Baldick 1994: 119 sec
Elpenor as a disguised sacrifice preliminary to the I of the dead. Servius on Virgil
Aencid 6.107; Tupet 1986: 2664. Palinurus: Virgil Aeneid 5.833-71 and 6.337-83. Mis-
cnus 6.149-82.

¥ Euripides Hecabe 518-81; Eitrem 1928: 7. Sheep's blood as substitute: see chapter 11.

# &t Peter: Augustine City of God 18.53. I i 63. Epitaph: CIL 4.3
19747; Tupet 1986: 2664. It is not apparent whether there was a mag,na.l xom:x: to the
sacrifice of the boy at Lollianus Phoinikika fragment Bl verso; cf. Winkler 1980: 166—67
and 173-74,
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That the purposeful killing (of adults) may have preceded some necro-
mantic reanimations is hinted at by some quasi-nccromantic cpisodes. In
Ovid's Metamorphoses, Medea kills Aeson, jugulating him and draining
out all his blood, in preparation for his magical rejuvenation-reanimation.
Apulcius’s Meroe kills Socrates, even pulling out his heart, before tempo-
rarily reanimating him with a sponge and an incantation.”

* Ovid Mesamorphoses 7.285-93. Apuleius Metamorpbosss 1.13.17.



CHAPTER 13

REANIMATION AND TALKING HEADS

mantic tradition is corpse reanimation. The technology for this,

as represented to us, seems to have built upon evocation technol-
ogy, but was in itsclf more variable and less conservative. Even so, some
themes recur in the representations of it, notably the standing-up of the
corpse. Corpse reanimation makes its first appcarance, alrcady in a fully
and gloriously developed form, in the hands of Lucan’s Erictho. The an-
tecedents, literary and cultural; of this important and influential sequence
arc difficult to fathom. It is suggested that if the sequence is to be re-
garded as an imaginative representation of any practiced necromantic
rites, then we should look primarily to the tradition of skull divination.
The Greck magical papyri preserve a particularly interesting series of reci-
pes for this from late antiquity, but the phenomenon may be attested for
archaic and classical Greece, by, for example, the myth of Orphcus’s head.

! I \HE single most striking innovation in the Greco-Roman nccro-

Subsequent to Lucan’s description of Erictho, we find two more clabo-
rate sequences of necromantic reanimation in the novels of Apuleius and
Hcliodorus: Zatchlas reanimates Thelyphron, and the old woman of Bes-
sa reanimates her son. There are also more brief references to the phe-
nomenon. In a simile clearly derivative of Lucan’s episode, Stadus com-
pares Idc as she scarches for her dead sons on a battleficld to a Thessalian
witch planning necromancy. Claudian’s Megaera, posing as a sorcerer,
claims to have dragged corpses back to life with incantations. Statius’s
fifth- or sixth-century A.n. commentator Lactantius Placidus thought that
Virgil's Moeris called up ghosts from the bottoms of tombs actually in
order to reanimatc corpscs. Finally, Isidorc of Scville spcaks of necroman-
tis who resuscitate the dead for prophecy by their prayers.' Some other
reanimation sequences, although not involving prophecy, are important
for the clucidation of the technology uscd in the mantic variety. In Apu-
leius’s Mezamorphoses again, Socrates is reanimated by the Thessalian

' Lucan Pharsmlia 6.654-827. Apuleius Mo rphoses 2.28-29. Heliodorus Aesbiopica

6.14-15. Statius 3.140-46. Claudian In Rufinum 1.154—56. Lactantius on Statius Thebasd
3.141, with reference to Virgil Eclogues 8.95-99. Isidore of Seville Frymologiae 8911,
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Mcroe, and the living Thelyphron is “reanimated” by unnamed Thessa-
lian witches. In Lucian’s Philopseudes, a Hyperborean mage is said to have
the power to reanimate even moldy corpscs, whercas a Chaldacan restores
the slave Midas to lifc after he has been bitten by a snake. Important, too,
and preceding Lucan, is the sequence of the rejuvenation-rcanimation of
Aeson in Ovid’s Metamorphoses.

The Erictho and Bessa sequences in particular build upon evocation
technology. Erictho’s prayers/incantations belong within the cvocation
tradition, and she doces in fact evocate the ghost before compelling it back
into the corpse, apparently through the wound in its breast. In addition
to incantation, the old woman of Bessa uscs pit and fire, libations, meal,
blood, and sword. But blood-sacrifice is not found in either of these se-
quences or the Zatchlas one. The prime function of blood-sacrifice in
evocation, the provision of blood to restore temporary substance to the
ghost, was redundant when the ghost’s own corpse remained available.

Whereas evocation technology in gencral was highly conscrvative, the
additional rcanimation technology was not. Erictho, who has the ability
to reanimate cntire armies at once, reanimates her chosen corpse by pump-
ing hot blood and diverse magical ingredicnts into it, and by lashing it
with a snake.? Zatchlas reanimates Thelyphron simply by laying sprigs of
herbs on his mouth, to permit speech, and his chest, to restart the breath-
ing. The old woman of Bessa positions her corpse between the pit and
the firc, lcaps between the two, uses a voodoo doll, and speaks into the
car of the corpse. Non-mantic rcanimations cmploy vet other methods.
Apulcius’s Socratcs is rcanimated with an enchanted sponge. Lucian’s Mi-
das is reanimated when the Chaldaean ties a fragment of a virgin’s tomb-
stone to his snake-bitten toe.

Despite these variations, the three principal sequences of necromancy-
reanimation—those of Lucan, Apuleius, and Heliodorus—do cxhibit
some common characteristics. First, all three have an Egyptian context,
and two of them also have a Thessalian one. Heliodorus's is performed
by an Egyptian woman in Egypt; Apuleius’s is performed by an Egyptian
priest in Thessaly; and somc of the ingredients of the potion of Lucan’s
Thessalian Erictho are distinctively Egyptian (chapter 9). The Greek mag-
ical papyri from Egypt providc a significant degrec of context, if not for
rcanimation, then at lcast for the physical manipulation of corpses and
body parts to achieve evocation. The most important group of recipes for
this also has a Thessalian conncction, for the recipes are attributed to the

* Apulcius Meramorphoses 1.12-17 and 2.30. Lucian Philopseudes 11 {Chaldacan) and 13
(Hyperborean); cf. also Photius’s summary (74b) of lamblichus’s Babyloniaca, for another
Chald: imation. Ovid M phoses 7.179-349.

? Masters (1992: 192) sees the forcing of blood into a corpse as a symbolic inversion of
human sacrifice.
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wisdom of the Thessalian king Pitys (scc below). But it was also held that
the Ncar East, too, knew how to reanimate, if not for the purpose of
prophecy. Apart from Lucian’s Chaldacan, Arnobius tells that the mages,
the difciplcs of Zoroaster, could restore sense and spirit to once-cold
limbs.

Second, the corpses of the three main scquences are relatively recent
and remain unburied, Lucan’s and Heliodorus’s both lying where they
have fallen on battleficlds. Lucan’s Erictho exploits this recentness in ar-
guing for the temporary restoration of its soul from the underworld pow-
crs: the soul has not yet reached the depths of the underworld, but still
hovers on the threshold, and will still only have to enter it once.*

Third, all three sequences make some use of magical herbs. Erictho
puts them in her potion. Hcliodorus’s Egyptian old woman uses a sprig
of bay to flick her blood into the fire, and uses bay and fenncl to crown
her voodoo doll. Apuleius’s Zatchlas lays them upon Thelyphron’s body.
Herbs arc also vital to Ovid’s Medea’s rejuvenation magic: Aeson is made
to lie on a bed of herbs, others are pumped into him, and it is specifically
by omitting them from her potion that she is able to leave Pelias merely
dead. A Greco-Egyptian, Apion Grammaticus, is said by Pliny to have
called up the ghost of Homer (evocation admittedly, not reanimation)
with the herb eynocephalia, “dog-head,” which the Egyptians called osirs-
#is, “Osiris-herb”; the god Osiris had been raiscd from the dead.® Zat-
chlas’s rcanimation has strong old Greek and Greco-Egyptian resonances.
Some told that the dead boy Glaucus was reanimated by Polyidus after
he had been taught by an Asclepian snake to lay a particular magical herb
on top of his body. Others told that it was Asclepius who had reanimated
Glaucus in this way, and that he had uscd the same method to reanimate
Hippolytus, Androgeon, and Iphicles, too.” For Hopfner, both the Zat-
chlas episode and the Asclepian myths reflect the Egyptian mouth-open-
ing ceremony. One of the Pitys recipes in the Greck magical papyri makes
a corpse—or probably just a skull - speak by the insertion into its mouth
of a flax leaf inscribed with voces magscae (see below). A related recipe
derives an oracle from an iron lamella inscribed with three Homeric ver-
scs. Onc is to inscribe one’s question, together with voces magicae, on a
bay leaf in ink made from myrrh and from the blood of a man dead by

* Arnobius Against the Pagans 1.52.

* Lucan Pharsalia 6.712-16.

¢ Ovid Metamorpbases 7.254. Pliny Natwral History 30.18.

7 Polyidus: Apollodorus Bibliosheca 3.3.1; Aclian Naswre of Amimals 5.2; Hyginus Fabula
136, etc. Asclepius: Propertius 2.1.87-62; Virgil Amad 7.765-73; Ovid Fasti 6.749-52
and Metamorphoses 15.531--36; and E ius Merapbrasis Then, Nicandri 685-88.
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violence. The leaf is then placcd under the lamclla.* The usc of human
blood for nccromantic ink is intriguing.

Fourth, the corpse must be “raised” upright onto its fect from its pronc
position before it can spcak. The gesture graphically symbolizes the return
to life, as in the case of the reanimation of Midas by Lucian’s Chaldaean
{@nestése). Such a feat is particularly impressive because rigor mortis de-
prives the corpse of the normal control of its limbs. Hence Erictho’s
corpsc magically bounds to its feet without moving its limbs, in a fashion
similar to the famous sequence of F. W. Murnau’s classic cxpressionist
movie of 1922, Nosferats, in which the Dracula figure, Count Orlok,
riscs from his coffin onboard ship.” When the first reanimation attempt
of Heliodorus’s witch falters, the uprighted corpsc’s stitfiness causcs it to
fall flat onto its facc. Before uprighting it again, the witch rolls it onto its
back, which suggests that this corpse depends upon the same method as
Lucan’s to rise. When Apulcius’s Thessalian witches attempr to raisc the
dcad Thelyphron by calling his name, his limbs respond so sluggishly as
he struggles to rise that the living Thelyphron responds first. When Zat-
chlas subsequenty rcanimates the dead Thelyphron from his bier, he is
morc immediatcly successful (aswrgir), although it is possible that the
corpse raises only his torso rather than his entirc body. Onc of the Ditys
recipes in the Greck magical papyri is for an crotic attraction spell. It
similarly requires one to lay out a corpse (or, perhaps, just a skull) on an
ass’s skin inscribed with a magical figure and voces magicae, in order to
make the ghost of the dead man “stand” beside one as an assistant (paras-
tathénai) in the night."’

The evidence for nccromantic reanimation and for reanimation in gen-
cral is highly litcrary. What were its literary antecedents, and what necro-
mantic practices in the “real world” inspired it} Consideration nceds to
be given to the tradition of non-mantic rcanimation that stretched back
into Greck myth; to the importantly related tradition of magical rejuvena-
tion; to the tradition of spontaneous necromancics of corpscs; and finally,
to the practice of deriving prophcecics from disembodied heads or skulls.
The tradition of the reanimation of the dead reached far back into Greek
myth, as we have seen, with the skill attributed to such individuals as
Asclepius and Polyidus. Much later, a recipe book among the Greek mag-
ical papyri calling itself the Eighth Book of Moses contains a brief spell for

* Hoplner 1921-24, 2: 579-81. Flax leaf: PGM [V.2140-44. Bay leaf: PGM TV.2145-
2240,

*Lucan Pharsalia 6.754-57; but the corpse is at least able to walk by the end of its
prophecy, 825.

 PGM 1V.2006-2125.
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the reanimation of a corpse that may be uscd by thosc initiated in accor-
dance with the book’s rites: “Arousal of a dead body: 1 adjure you, spirit
traveling in air, cnter this body, inspirc, energize, and arouse it by the
power of the eternal god, and let it walk around over this placc, for I am
the onc who acts with the power of Thauth [i.c., Thoth], the holy god.
Say the name.”™ The spell has no explicit purposc other than making the
corpse walk around. Collard guesses that the ultimatc goal would none-
theless be prophecy. The spell is very concrete in terminology, and does
appear to envisage physical reanimation of a corpse, but perhaps even so,
as with the talking-head recipes discussed below, one was just to see the
dcad man walking in a drcam. A recipe that began with the phrase “If yvou
want to call upon ghosts . . .” is lost from the end of the same papyrus."

The tradition of Medea’s magical rejuvenations of Aeson, a demonstra-
tion ram, Pelias (deliberately perverted), Jason, and the nurscs of Diony-
sus also stretched far back into Greek myth. The carliest source, a frag-
ment of the seventh-century B.C. cpic Nostoi, says that she eradicated
Aeson’s old age by cooking drugs in a golden cauldron. In the sixth
century, Simonides was telling that she hacked up Jason and cooked him
in her cauldron, presumably along with the magical herbs she had gath-
ered, and this was to be the method usually attributed to her thereafier,
The fullest account of Medea’s reanimations is found in Ovid’s Meramor-
phoses* Here the demonstration ram and Pelias are hacked up and
cooked in the cauldron as usual, but the method she uses for Acson
strongly anticipates Erictho's reanimation.” She jugulates Aeson (inevita-
bly killing him), drains the old blood out of him, and cooks ncw blood
with magical ingredients in a cauldron. These techniques are accompa-
nicd by many rites familiar from evocation. Her prayers address Hades,
Persephone, Hecate, Earth, and Night, and she claims to be able to split
the ecarth open and bring the dead from their tombs. Black sheep are
jugulated, and their blood is poured into trenches. Into these, honey and
warm milk are also poured. The centerpicce of both sequences is the
pumping of hot liquids into the corpse through its wounds. Medea
pumps the blood from a cauldron in which a protracted and bizarre range

' Moscs: PGM X111.278-82. “If you want to call up ghosts™ PGM XII1.1077.

 Nastoi ¥6 Davies. Simonides F548 PMG/Campbell. Ovid Meramorpboses 7.179-349;
of. Bdmer 1976: ad loc., for a general commentary. For Medea’s rejuvenations, see the
literary and iconagraphic sources collected at Halm-Tisscrant 1993: 235-37 and 24347,
with plates, and ar Moreau 1994: esp. 45—49; <f. Graf 1997b: 33-34: Sourvinou-Inwood
1997: 262-66, and LIMC lason nos. §9-62, Peliades 4-21, and Pelias 24. Kurtz and
Boardman {1971: 282-83) arguc that the ram-skeleton found above a silver bucket in 2
Thessalian tumulus at Pilaf Tepe symbolized rebirth.

# Cf, Fahz 1904: 162-63; Bourgery 1928: 306 and 309; Morford 1967: 67 and 71;
Vessey 1973: 242; Tupet 1988: 424-25; and Rabinowitz 1998: 97.
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of magical ingredients is mixed." Erictho also pumps seething blood into
her corpse, presumably also from a cauldron. It may be that her pro-
tracted and bizarre range of magical ingredients is also mixed into the
blood, or it may be that the blood is pumped in first simply to wash out
the putrcfaction, with the magical ingredicnts being pumped in subse-
quently, mixed in moon-liquid. The two lists of magical ingredicnts are
broadly similar: Medea’s contains Thessalian roots, seeds, flowers, black
juices, pebbles, sands, hoarfrost, wings, flesh of screech-owl, guts of were-
wolf, skin of water-snake, liver of long-lived stag, eggs, head of nine-
generations-old crow, and many other nameless things. Erictho’s contains
moon-liquid, foam of rabid dogs, guts of lynx, hump of hyena, marrow
of snake-fed stag, echenais (a ship-stopping sea-monster), eyves of dragon,
cagle-incubated stoncs,” Arabian flying scrpents, Red Sca pearl-guarding
vipers, skin of horned snake, ashes of phoenix, spat-on leaves, and herbs
and poisons. Whereas the items of technology used in standard evocation
all have at lcast onc direct and transparent significance for the process,
these reanimation and rejuvenation ingredients do not appear to do so.
The basics of the technique Ovid’s Mcdca uscs to rcanimate Acson may
have derived from an carlicr account. ‘The Nostos fragment does not as
it stands say that Aeson was himsell cooked in the cauldron of magical
ingredients. But it is also possible that Ovid drew the basics of the tech-
nique from a lost narrative of reanimation necromancy.

We turn to the tradition of prophecics uttered spontancously by
corpses. Phlegon of Tralles relates a wale set at Thermopylae in 191 B.C.
in the course of the war against Antiochus. The dead Syrian commander
Bouplagos rose at midday from the battleficld, despite twelve wounds, to
walk into the Roman camp and prophesy disaster for Rome, collapsing
“dead™ again as soon as he had delivered his prophecy. The tale, along
with the accompanying onc of Publius, was probably developed soon
after its historical sctting, since it belongs to the resistance literature that
opposed the Roman intervention into Greece and since its prophecy is
historically falsc."® In the morc immediate background of Lucan’s reani-
mation scquence is a tradition attaching to Erictho’s own consulter, Scx-
tus Pompey. During the Sicilian War (38-36 R.C.), he had raken the Cae-
sarian Gabicnus prisoner, cut his throat, and abandoned the body on the
beach. It lay there all day groaning, begging for Pompcy or onc of his
personal staff, and claiming to have returned from the lower world with
news for him. Pompey’s friends came and were told by Gabienus that the
underworld gods favored his causc and that he would win. As proof that

" Cf. also Sencca’s Medea 670-843, in which she calls upon underworld powers while
cooking herbs in a cauldron; ¢f. Anncquin 1973: 88-89 and Paratore 1974: 173-79.

" Barb 1950 cxplains the origin of this notion.

" Phicgon of ''ralles Marvels 3; cf. Hansen 1996: ad loc.
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what he said was true, he would die on complction of the prophecy. This
duly happened, but the prophecy was again false, which may indicate that
the tale arose in the course of the war. Some scholars regard this episode
as the chief model for Lucan’s necromancy sequence.”

Mandc decapitated heads (“ccphalomancy™) went a long way back into
old Greek tradition.® The most striking cxamplc is the oracle of Or-
pheus’s head. When the Thracian women tore Orpheus apart, they cast
his discmbodicd head into the sea. It came ashore at the island of Lesbos,
where, Philostratus explains, it “took up residence in a cleft (rhggma) in
Lesbos and gave out oracles from a hollow in the earth (en koiles res ges).”
The oracle was evidently configured as a small hole within a larger one.
It is beautifully illustrated on an Attic red-figure hydria of the 440s, now
in Basel (fig. 15). The central scene is surrounded by Muscs, of which
the innermost holds Orpheus’s lyre. Orphcus’s head nestles in a nook
between two rocks on the ground. A consulter leans over and reachcs
down toward the hcad with his right hand. With his left, he still holds
two ropes that hang down from above the frame; he has evidently used
them to climb down a vertical shaft.”” The configuration closely resembles
that of the oracle of Trophonius, in which onc consulted him in a small
hole at the foot of a vertical shaft down which one descended with lad-
ders. That oracle, too, is associated with a decapitated hcad. The Tele-
gonia told that the master-builders Trophonius and his brother Agamedes
used to rob the treasury they constructed for Augeias through a secret
cntrance they had built into it. Eventually Agamedes was caught in a
trap set by Augeias. Trophonius, unable to frec him, and knowing that
Agamcdecs’ discovery would reveal his own guilt, decapitated him and ran

" Pliny Natwral History 7.178-79. Grenade 1950: 3840 and 52; Ahl 1969: 34142
and 1976: 133-37; Martindale 1980: 367-68; Tupet 1988: 420-21; Masters 1992: 196
and 203; Gordon 1987a: 232; and Viansino 1995: 501.

! Cf. Deonna 1925 and Nagy 1990; for ic skulls in Mesop ia, sec Scur-
lock 1995: 106; for pussibly necromantic skulls in the Minoan world see Goodison forth-
coming, building on Branigan 1970: 113-20 and 1998: 23-26; for comparative material
from a range of culturcs, sce Deonna 1925: 48-69 and bibliography at Bremmer 1983:
4647,

" Philostratus Heroicus 306 [p. 172 Kaiser |, of. Life of Apoliomins 4.14. Hydria: Bascl,
Antikenmuseum, BD 481 = LIMC Orpheus no. 68 (Mousa/Mousai no. 100); see abave
all Schmidt 1972 for reproductions and di ion. For other rep ions of the prophe-
sying head of Orpheus, sce Furtwingler 1900, 3: 245-56 and plates 22.1-9, 12-15 and
30.45-48, Cook 1914-40, 3: 102 and plate I8; and LIMC Orpheus no. 70 = Apolio no.
99 (dictating oracles to Musacus). Cf. also Robert 1917; Linforth 1941: 123-33; Eliadc
1964: 391 (comparing the practices of Yukagir shamans); Graf 1987: 92-94 (misinterpret-
ing the ropes as spears); Docrig 1991: 62; Nagy 1990: 208-14; and Small 1994.
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15. The oracle of Orpheus’s head. Red-tigure Atdc bydria, 4405 B.C
Bascl, Antikenmuscum Basel und Sammlung, Ludwig, BS 481.
© Anokenmuscum Bascl und Sammlung Ludwig. Photo by Claire Niggli.

off with the head. Augeias was able to hunt him down through the trail of
blood left by the head, but Trophonius crawled into his hole at Lebadeia
(presumably srill with the head) and died there. The tale is better known
in the Egyptianized version Herodotus attaches to the treasury of the
pharaoh Rhampsinitus.’ Some versions of Orpheus’s myth perhaps re-
duced him beyond a head ro a mere disembodicd prophetic voice, as in
the cases of Sibyl and Tithonus.”

There were many other mantic heads. Cleomenes T of Sparta, before
coming to the throne, swore that he would include his friend Archonides
in all his affairs if he came to power. When he did so, he cut off Archo-
nides” head and kepr it in a jar of honey. Betore he embarked upon any
enterprise, he would lean over the jar and “discuss™ it with the head.”

? For fragments of the Trlegonia, see Davies 1988: 73-74. Rhampsimrus: Herodors
2.121. Pausanias 9.37 has a related tale of Trophonius's and Agamedes’ robbery of the
treasury of Hyricus; ol Frazer 1898: ad loc., with twenty cight parallel folkrales from a wide
range ol cultures. Sce also Rrelich 1958: 53; Clark 1968: 71; and Schacheer 198194, 3
69, 74-75, and 84

* kunpides Aleesets 96671,

* Aclian Vara hisgoria 12.8. For Devereux 1995: 111-13, the tale concerns rather
Cleomenes 1T {why? ). For much Indo-Furopean comparanve matenal, see Nagy 1990, the
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When, during the Ionian revolt, the Amathusians hung up the head of
the decapitated Onesilus over their gates, a swarm of bees entered it and
filled it with honey, and this was interpreted as an omen. An oracle told
them to take the head down and bury it, and to make an annual sacrifice
to Onesilus as a hero.® Aristotle tells that when a priest of Zeus Hoplos-
mios in Arcadia had been decapitated by person unknown, the head had
repeatedly sung, “Cercidas killed man upon man.” A local man of the
name was accordmgh arrested and tricd.** The detection of a murderer
always was a prime occasion for necromancy. Phlegon recounts two helle-
nistic tales of prophetic heads. The first he derives from a letter written
to a King Antigonus. Polycritus the Aetolarch died after impregnating his
wifc. The child was born hermaphroditc. The dead father appcared
dressed in black, tore the baby apart, and atc it, except for the head,
which uttered prophecies of doom for the Aetolians. The second tale is
coordinated with that of Bouplagos, sct in 191 B.C. (scc above). In this,
the Roman general Publius was consumed by a huge red wolf, which
again left his head behind, and this uttered prophccics. At Rome in
around 510 B.C. the discovery in the carth of the head (capu#) of Aulus/
Olus Vibenna gave name to the Capitoline and prophesied the future
greatness of Rome. Apulcius scoffs at the idea that the sca-skull (mari-
num calvarium) should be exploited for necromancy, and in so doing
indicates that it was a common belief that normal human skulls should
be so used.®

The skulls of children, untimely dead, were no doubt popular for ceph-
alomancy. We have seen Phlegon’s hermaphroditic baby. Libanius was
accused of curting the heads off two little girls, one of which was for use
against the emperors Caesar Gallus and Constantius II, perhaps for curs-
ing, or perhaps for the common and perhaps related activity of divining
the end of their reigns. The babics® heads sacrificed by Erictho may also
have been designed to speak.’®

The Christian apologist Hippolytus would have us belicve thar he un-
masks a confidence trick perpetrated by pagan necromancers: a translu-
cent skull, ringed with incense-burners, gives voice to prophecics (albeit
without opening its mouth), before melting away into nothingness. The

Teelandic tale of Odin and Mimir scems quite close (Snomi, Feimskningla 1.12-13). For
honey, embalming, and necromancy, sce chapter 4.

# Herudotus 3.114. Sce Virgil Grorgics 4.281-320 and 548-38 for Orpheus’s associa-
tion with honey in doxgonia; of. Deticnne 1971.

* Aristotle Parts of Ansmals 673a: of. Linforth 1941: 13436, citing the Grimms® folk-
rales nos. 28 and 47 as parallel.

* Phlegon of Tralles Marvels 2 and 3; cf. Hansen 1996: ad loc. Aulus Vibenna: Varro
Dx lingua lasina 5.41; Livy 1,55 and 34.9: and Arnobius 6.7. Apulcius Apology 34; cf. Abt
1908: 215-18; and Hunink 1997: ad loc.

* Libanius 1.98. Erictho: Lucan Pharsalia 6.710-11.
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skull, it tums out, is artificial, folded out of an ox’s caul, and held together
with wax and gum. The heat from the burners slowly melts the wax to
make the skull dissolve. The voice is supplied by an assistant in a con-
cealed room, who talks down a speaking-tube made from a cranc’s wind-
pipe and fed into the skull. As with Hippolytus’s comparable supposed
exposé of a pagan lccanomantic confidence trick (see last chapter), his
claims mesh rather poorly with our pagan evidence for skull nccromancy,
and so may be largcly mendacious. It is a pity, then, that we cannot with
confidence embrace such a thrilling and vivid vignette within the realm
of pagan necromantic practices. However, the technique allegedly used
to give the skull a voice corresponds to that which the pagan (but none-
theless hostile) Lucian claims was used by Alexander of Abonoutcichos
to give a voice to his prophetic snake-puppet Glycon.”

The Greck magical papyri contain a numbcr of recipes for skull necro-
mancies. Of particular importance is a series of five spells in the Great
Paris papyrus supposedly copied from a letter from the Thessalian king
Pitys to the Persian mage Ostancs. The papyrus copy is believed to have
been made in the fourth century A.p., while its contents are thoughr ro
derive from the second century AD.™ Pitys appears to be a refraction
of the Egyptian prophet Bitys or Bitos, who discovered, Khamwas-like,
eschatological hieroglyphics written by Thoth-Hermes (i.c., “Hermetic”
texts) in a sanctuary at Sais and translated them on a tablet for the pha-
rach Ammon.?” All five spells have their points of intcrest. In the first
recipe the practitioner is instructed to go out, face east at sunsct, and
invoke the Sun over the “skull-cup” (skyphos) of 2 man who died by vio-
lence. He is to burn amara and uncut frankincense and go home. He can
make any inquiry he wishes of the skull by inscribing his query on its
forchead together with a series of poces magicae in ink made from snake-
blood and soot from a goldsmith’s forge. He must write the same inquiry
with myrrh on thirteen ivy leaves and wear them as a wreath. Helios, the
sun-god, will then send the skull’s ghost as an assistant to the practitioner
at mign.ight (i.€., in his sleep), and it will tell him everything he wants to
hear.

¥ Hippolytus Refurations 4.41 (formerly wrongly ascribed to Origen): cf. Hopfocr
1921-24, 2: 616-17. Alexander: Lucian Alexander 15 and 26.

™ PGM IV; see Brashear 1995: 3419 for dating and 3516-27 for further emendations
and discussions.

* lamblichus Om the Mysteries 8.5 and 10.7 (Bitys}; Zosimus Os Appararws and Furnaces
fr. gr. 230-35 Jackson (Bitos); cf. Preiscndanz 1950 and Fowden 1986: 150-53. Graf
1997a: 198 also relates Pitys to the Bithus of Dyrrachium cited by Pliny ( Neswral Hissory
28.82) for behavior of mirroms. Porter (1994: 69) sees the attribution of the recipes to him
as an attempt to make “low-grade™ necromancy respectabic.

* PGM TV.1928-2005. Hopfner 1921-24, 2: 416-23 reads the siyphos in these recipes
as an actual cup, and thercfore classifies them as | !
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In the second Pitys spell, an ostensible inquiry from Ostanes about
skull cups prompts Pitys to supply him with a recipe to raisc a ghost by
laying (part of) a dcad man out on the hide of a (Scthian) ass inscribed
with voces magicae in ink made from ass’s blood. Although the German
translation of Preisendanz and the English translation of O’Neill stipulate
that the whole body is to be used, the Greek is vague, and it is probably
envisaged that again only a skull cup will be employed. This is the impli-
cation of the opening scntence, the recipe is located between two skull-
cup recipes, and the top of the head is again the only part of the body to
which magical ingredients are applied.”’ (Cf. the Byzantinc recipc using
skull and cat-skin discussed below.)

The third recipe in the series, not explicitly attributed to King Pitys,
serves to restrain skulls that arc akaesallelos, which probably means that
they are unsuitable for necromancy because they are prophesying falscly
or incoherently. The symbolism of the technology is sclf-cxplanatory. ‘The
mouth of the skull is to be scaled with dirt from the temple doors of
QOsiris or a grave-mound. Iron (superior to ghosts) from a leg fetter (par-
ticularly binding, therefore) is then to be made into a ring that is to be
cngraved with a headless lion wearing the crown of Isis on his neck and
trampling a skeleton, with the right foot crushing the skull (a clear
enough message). In the midst is to be a cat with its paw on a gorgon’s
head. It is not clear what is to be done with the ring: must it be buried
with the skull? We can only assume that such unsuitable skulls must, once
activated, have continued to interrupt one’s sleep unbidden with useless
or misleading information.”

The fourth recipe, attributcd again to Pitys, makes a dead person speak
by the insertion of a flax leaf inscribed with voces magicae into his mouth.
Even though the recipe is entitled “Pitys the Thessalian’s enquiry of a
corpse (sk2nos),” it again nced only cnvisage the utilization of a skull.®

A fifth spell, not explicitly attributed to Pitys, gives multiple magical
uses for an iron lamella inscribed with three Homcric verscs. Metal lamel-
lac arc the usual means of instructing the dead to carry out binding
curses. If one attaches this lamella to an executed criminal and utters the
same verses into his ear, he will tell onc cverything one wishes. If the
lamella is inserted into his wound, one will gain the favor of superiors.
This part of the recipe could again be performed with just a skull. But it
clsewhere cnvisages the use of a full body when it encourages the magi-

% PGM IV.2006-2125. O'Neill: in Betz 1992.

& PGM IV.2125-39.

¥ PGM IV 2140-44, again, pace the translations of Preisendanz and Grese (the latter in
Betz 1992); of. Hopfner 1921-24, 2: 595-96; Collard 1949: 132; and Eitrem 1991: 177,
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cian to artach the lamella alternatively to 2 man on the point of death,
again to learn whatever he wishes.™

Another of the magical papyri scemingly prescribes an animal-based
necromancy. A dream is to be sent by inscribing a papyrus with myrrh
and inserting it into the mouth of a black cat killed by violence. Again,
the skull alone may have sufficed for this.®

A Demotic recipe for the necromantic discovery of a thief exploits the
skull of a drowned man, and flax again. The head is to be buricd and flax
grown over it. The flax is then gathered, and the head is recovered,
washed in milk, wrapped up, and deposited. Onc can tell if any given
man is a thicf by taking a small amount of the flax, saying a spell to it,
uttering the name of the suspect twice, and knotting the flax. If the guilety
suspect is named, he will speak as the knot is tied.*®

Byzantine necromancy recipes bearing a strong resemblance to this De-
motic one prove that its technology entered, if it did not originate in, the
Greck tradition. One recipe is for the summoning of the ghost of a dead
man so that he may be interrogated about whatever one wishes, probably
in a dream. It requires one to place the head of a dead man, preferably
onc killed by violence, in running water for three days and threc nights
to clean it, then to wrap it in new linen, take it to a crossroads, and write
on its forehead.” The remainder of the recipe is lost, but some of its
further provisions can be reconstructed from a very similar onc for sum-
moning demons. The names of the demons, Bouak, Sariak, and Lucifer,
are to be written on the forchead of a skull similarly prepared. ‘This is to
be placed on the skin of a black cat in a circle drawn with the rib of a
dead man at the crossroads, apparently during the night. An imprecation
is madc to the demons to appear and speak the truth. The head is then
to be left there until the cock crows, when it is to be retrieved and kept
in secret. When one wishes to consult it, onc must fast for threc days
without bread or water (a sort of advance purification), and then put
questions to it by night.™ Another recipe brings a familiar ghost to speak
to one on the fifth day of every weck. A skull is to be washed in a thick
soup of savory and mercury (the plant). Characters are to be inscribed on

* PGM TV 2145-2240.

* PGM X11.107-21; cf. Eitrem 1991: 180. The “Old scrving woman of Apollonius of
Tyana"” recipe at PGM XIa.1-40 also uscs the skull of an ass, but the old woman conjured
up is presumably not the ass's ghost. See Deonna 1925: §1-82 for the medieval develop-
ment of cephalomancy with asses’ skulls,

* PDM 1xi.79-94.

 Text ar Delatte 1927: §7.

3 Codex Parisinns Gr. 2419, at Delatte 1927: 450; of. the astrological text ar Olivieri et
al. 18981936, 3: 53; Hopther 1921-24, 2: 613-15; and Collard 1949: 135-37, For
Byzantine magic in general, sec Maguire 1995.
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its front and back, and five dcmonic namcs on its top, in the form of a
cross. On the fifth day, onc is to place the skull on the roof of the house,
or at a crossroads, and leave it there for the night. On the following day,
onc is to dress in a long clean tunic and put on a cat-skin belt, take the
skull to the crossroads (again), sit down there with laurel branches, and
invoke the five demons inscribed to appear in the namc of Christ and
give truthful responses.”

Some of the Greek matenial here is prefigured, perhaps only by coinci-
dence, in Mesopotamian magic. A Nco-Babylonian Akkadian tablct con-
tains an incantation to the sun-god Sama3 to bring up a ghost from the
darkness and make it enter a skull. The necromancer is then to say, “I
call [upon you], o skull of skulls: may he who is within the skull answer

" A magical ritual follows in which an oil preparation made from ani-
mal parts is uscd to anoint cither the ghost or the skull or something clse,
which may be a voodoo doll. A further incantation allows the necroman-
cer to see the ghost. This is accompanied by the application of an oint-
ment to his cyes.®

Skulls were no doubt particularly favored for corpse-based necromancy
because they were more conveniently obtained and more easily manipu-
lated than an entire corpse or skeleton, and because, as always, they were
symbolic of the dead person, and indeed of death as a whole. Some have
considcred that the skull was the scat of the soul for magical purposcs.
But the literary sequences of whole-corpse reanimation for prophecy sug-
gest that even in these cases, the severing of the neck may, paradoxically,
have been significant. Perhaps the corpse’s mechanical inability to speak
guaranteed the ghostly cause of the speech it did indeed produce. The
spontaneous necromancy of Gabicnus’s corpse was delivered after he had
had his throat cut almost to the point of full decapitation. Lucan’s Erictho
searches on the battlefield for a corpse with its lungs intact and warm and
fresh cnough to speak with full voice, cschewing the ghostly squcak of a
corpse dricd out by the sun.* This might seem to imply that the corpse’s
voice-producing mechanism needs to remain fully functional. But such a
notion is then undermined by the fact that Erictho drags the chosen
corpse from the battlefield to her cave by a hook in a noose round its
neck, probably after also slitting its throat.*? And perhaps the tradition of
the spontancous necromancy delivered in Sicily by the ghost of the great

7 Codex Romemiensis Unsyers. 3632 at Delatte 1927, 1: 589-90; Collard 1949: 13940,

“ BM 36703 obv. ii; cf. Finkel 1983-84: esp. 9-10 for the translacion.

4 Skull as magical seat of soul: Hopfner 1921-24, 1: 195 and 2: 616; Collard 1949: 38.
Gabienus: Pliny Naswral History7.178 - 79; Deonna (1925: 47) rightly includes this episode
in the mantic tradition. Lucan Pharsalia 6.619-31.

* Lucan Pharsmiia 6.637-39. The cutting of the throat d ds upon the i

of tratecto gusture: sec discussion at Grenade 1950: 39; Ahl 1976: 137; \olp-lhau. 1978:
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Pompcy to his son Sextus on the eve of his death owed something to the
fact that he had been decapitated.” Again, Apuleius’s Meroe cuts Socra-
tes’ throat prior to his reanimation, and Ovid’s Medca cuts Acson’s throat
prior to his rejuvenation. The corollary is that the culture of (detached)
skull necromancy and magical skull-manipulation in general constituted a
significant precedent for literary reanimation sequences.

Other body parts may also have been exploitable for necromancy. We
have considered, for example, the possibility of necromantic skins (chap-
ter 8). The collection of body parts for magical purposes is a common-
place of literary witch descriptions. Among the many garnered pants in
the workshop of Apuleius’s Pamphile are “murilated skulls twisted out of
the mouths of wild beasts,” Cadaverous material that had been worried
by a wolf or wild dog, and had, ideally, actually been snatched from its
jaws, was particularly cflective, and indeed a term, kunobrotos, was devel-
oped to define such material. Lucan’s Erictho, too, among her many
techniques for garnering body parts, snatches bones from the mouths of
starving wolves, and when she comes to the battefield to select her corpse
for the featured reanimation, she drives off the wolves and vultures before
her. Horace’s Canidia uses “bones snatched from the mouth of an emaci-
ated bitch,” and Tibullus’s cursc against a bawd-witch requires her to
starve to such an extent that she should seck after the bones left by wolves
no fonger for magic, but to eat. The head of Phlegon’s Publius prophe-
sied 1o his army after the rest of him had been caten by a huge red wolf.*
The power bestowed by the wolf or dog on such material is obvious.
Consumption by a wild animal was the symbolic antithesis of due burial.
Already in Homer, those denied burial are cast out for dogs and birds.*
The person thus devoured is accordingly ataphos par excellence. Dogs
perhaps conferred the blessing of Cerberus and Hecate on the parts they
snatched, whereas wolves enjoyed a kinship with ghosts, sorcerers, and
witches through the werewolf. As to ghosts, Petronius's werewolf under-
went transformation in a cemetery, whercas Alibas or Lykas, the demon
chased into the sea by Euthymus of Locri, was a ghost in a wolfskin.
As to sorcerers and witches, the Neuri were sorcerers to Herodotus for

284; Gordon 1987a: 232; Tupet 1988: 423, and Masters 1992: 197, The need for a warm
corpse s also undermined by the fact that the corpse chosen is in any case cold, 750-62,
and full of putrcfaction, 668.

* Lucan Pharsatia 6.813, with scholiast ad loc., fur which see Viansino 1995: ad lac.
and Masters 1992: 203. Decapitation of PPompey: Valerius Maximus 5.1.10; Pliny Natwral
History 5.68; Plutarch Pompey 80, ctc.

* Witches collecting body parts: cf. Tupet 1986: 2657-68. Apulcius Metamorphoses 3.17.
Lucan Pharalia 6.526-68, esp. 550-53, and 6.627-28. Horace Bpodes 5.23; Tibullus
1.5.53-54 (cf. Propertius 4.5.4.). Phlegon Marvels 3. Cf. Cumont 1949: 316 (kynobréos).

“E.2., Homer [fiad 23.182; of, Scgal 1971 and Pritchett 1985: 238-39,
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transforming themselves into wolves oncc a year. Virgil’s Moeris, who
called up ghosts from tombs, could turn himself into a wolf, as could
Propertius’s bawd-witch Acanthis. Ovid’s Medea even uscd the cntrails
of a werewolf in the potion with which she rcjuvenated Acson*® The
danger of snarching parts from a starving wolf's mouth will also have
conferred power upon them.

The casc remains far from clear, but the manipulation of body parts for
necromantic prophecy, and the manipulation of skulls in particular, scems
to offer the best “real-world” counterpart to the imaginative scenes of
necromantic corpse-reanimation in the narratives of Lucan, Apuleius, and
Heliodorus.

** Petronius Sasyricen 61—62 (the tale is paired with ane of witches). Euthymus: Pausan-
ia8 6.6.7-11. Heradorus 4.105. Virgil Eclogues 8.96-97. Propertius 4.5.14. Ovid Metamor-
phoses 7.270-71. For werewohves, sec Smith 1894; Cook 1914-40, 1: 63-99; Schuster
1930; Eckels 1937; Villeneuve 1963; Tupet 1976: 7378, 1986: 2647-52; Gernet 1981
125-39; Burkert 1983a: 84-90 and 1983a: 83-134; Mainoldi 1984; Jost 1985: 258~67;
Buxton 1987; and Hughes 1991.
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CHAPTER 14

GHOSTS IN NECROMANCY

of necromancy and the rationale behind it. What sorts of ghost might

one expect to meet in necromancy? What might they look like? What
might they sound like? Such questons are considercd in this chaprer.
We then go on to ask the sixty-four-thousand-dollar question of ancient
necromancy, namely, “Why were the dead actually wise?” Ancient writers
hint at a range of partial cxplanations, but none is decisive, and in
the end the wisdom of the dead is best taken as a first principle (chapter
15). Finally, a range of cvidence is drawn togcther to suggest that necro-
mancers were often conceived of as meeting the dead with whom they
conversed in a shared state or space halfway between life and death
(chapter 16).

IN part IV, attention is turned to the experience of the performance

Greek and Latin cach employed a wide range of terms to denote “ghost.”
The Greek terms, for all their diverse derivations, do not appear to have
distinguished significant categories within the world of ghosts: sksa, liter-
ally “shade”; pauche, “soul”; phasma, “manifestation”™; eidolon, “image™;
nekros and nekus, “dead person™; and pemphix, “cloud.”™ The Romans
did feel that at least some of their various terms distinguished different
categories of ghost, but there was little agrcement as to how these catego-
rics brokc down: umbra, “shade™; anima, “breeze, soul™; larva, and the
plural forms manes, lares, and lemures. For Apuleius, Dei Manes and le-
muyes were gencral terms for ghosts, and other terms denoted subscts
of them. Lares familiares were the ancestral houschold ghosts that looked
after their living descendants kindly. Larvae wetre ghosts of those pun-
ished for misdeeds in lifc and compelled to wander as exiles; they were
dangerous to the bad among the living but could only be harmless terrors
to the good. We lcarn clsewhcre that larpae were hideous of face, or were
skeletons, and that they tortured the other dead in the undenvorld.

! The last is rare, but found at | Lycophron) Akxendra 1106. See Lateiner 1997 for the
cquivalence between these teems. For the representations of the soul in Homer, sce now
Clarke 1999.
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The terms /ares and larva were probably cognatc. Some authors held
that the term Jemures also denoted bad ghosts, and this is certainly the
implication of the rites of the Lemuria. The general term Manes derived
from the adjective manus, “good,” although its significance may have
been propitiatory.

The appearance of ghosts in nccromantic contexts can be broken down
into matters of substance, form, color, and size. Necromantic ghosts
could be anything from insubstantial vis--vis the living, to superhumanly
substantial. Homer’s ghosts arc amen#na, “flecting,” “shadowy,” “weak.™
When Odysscus moves to embrace the ghost of his mother, his arms slip
through her. She explains that her funcral pyre has caten away all the
former substance of her body. Nor, concomitantly, can the insubstantial
arms of Agamemnon’s ghost in turn embrace Odysseus. Such insubstan-
tialness is comically conveyed by Virgil: Charon hustles the massed ghosts
out of his barge to make way for the living Aceneas, who, by contrast,
weighs the boat down and causcs it to Icak.! Ghosts were consequently
represented in terms of all the obvious metaphors of insubstantialness:
shadows, breaths of air, smoke, and dreams. This last is particularly im-
portant in vicw of the probability that ghosts were usually encountered
as dreams in necromancy. It was partly as a consequence of their insub-
stantial nature that ghosts were often portraycd as trembling fearfully.®
But ghosts could also be tangible. Lucian’s ghost of Demainete could
embrace her husband. The ghost that kills Apuleius’s miller can lay her
hand upon him. Phlegon of Tralles’ ghost of Philinnion could cat, drink,
and even have sex, and his ghost of Polycritus could even pull his her-
maphroditic baby apart and devour it. But in these last two cascs we may
be dealing with spontancously reanimated corpses, or “revenants.™

? Apulcius De deo Socraris 15; cf. Massoncau 1934: 39-46. Characteristics of larvac
Horace Satires |.5.64; Petronius Satyricon 34; Pliny Nassral History 1 Procf. 31; and Sen-
oca Apocolocynsosis 9, Vrugr-lentz. 1960: 59-60. Lares and larva cognate: Vrugt-Lentz
1960: 60. Characteristics of lemsires. Horace Epistles 2.2.209, with Porphyrio ad loc.; Per-
sius 5.185, with scholiast ad loc.; and Augustine Gity of God 9.11; scc Jobbé-Duval 1924;
Vrugt-Lentz 1960: 56—60; Winklcr 1980: 159 and 162; and Felton 1999: 23-25. Lemuria:
Ovid Fasei 5.419-92; cf. chapter L1, Manmes: LS s.v. Manes and manss of. Vruge-Lentz
1964): 54-55.

* Homer Odysey 19.521, etc.; of. Virgil Aencid 2.793-94; and Seneca Troades 460.

* Homer Odyssey 11.206-22 and 392--94; of. Silius Italicus Pusice 13.648-49. Virgil
Azneid 6.411-16.

* Shadows: ¢.g., Homer Odysry 11.208, ctc, (cf. Scholiast to 10.495, and Vermeule
1979: 213 n. 13); Aristoph Birds 1553 (Skiapades); and Lucian Memippus 11; in Latin,
wmbra is the usual term for ghost. Breaths: e.g., Virgil Aemeid 6.684-85 and 705; and
Eustathius on Homer Odysey 11.41. Smoke: c.g., Homer liad 23.100; Ludan On Grief
9 and Philopseudes 16. Dreams: e.g., Homer Odysey 11.207 and 222. Trembling: Viegil
Aeneid 6.489, 544; Seneca Oedipus 609; and Statius Thebaid 2.7.

“ Lucian Philopsendes 27; of., too, the ghost at [Quintilian] Declamasiones maiores 9.7.
Apuleius Meramorphoses 9.30. Phlcgon of Tralles Marvels | and 2, with Hansen 1996: ad
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Ghosts in necromantic contexts were usually conceived of as human in
form, as is obviously the case in the Odysey. Sometimes they seem to be
conceived of as in life, as when they carry as attributes objects with which
they were particularly associated when alive; thus, Homer’s Orion holds
his hunting club. Often they reflect the state of their bodies at death.
Homer’s battle-dead come up still wounded and wearing their arms. The
idea is developed by Virgil, most notably in the case of the murilated
Deiphobus, and by Statius, whose ghost of Laius can vomit forth blood
from the wound in his throat. In this respect, the ghost’s appearance
often forms a visual counterpart to the story of its death, which it is always
50 keen to narrate. A ghost can also reflect the state of its corpse in cut-
rent condition. When the ghost of Cynthia appears to Propertius, she is
half-charred from the pyre. This is presumably why ghosts could be por-
trayed as emaciated, squalid, and ragged. The ghost exorcised from the
house of Eucrates by Arignotus was squalid, long-haired, and blacker than
the dark, and reflected a rotten corpse. The ghost sent to murder Apule-
ius’s miller was squalid and the color of boxwood.” Perhaps the beggarly
appearance of thesc ghosts also reflects their supplication for due burial
(cf. chapters 4 and 7). The ghosts of Lucian’s Menippus lic around in the
underworld as piles of bones, with the embalmed Egyptians alonc retain-
ing some of their carthly appearance. Moral lessons are clear: ugly Ther-
sites is indistinguishable from beautiful Nircus, beggar Irus from King
Alcinous. The dead demagogue that proposes a decree against the rich is
appropriately called “Skully, son of Skeleron.™

The most common alternative to conceiving of ghosts as humanoid
was to conccive of them as tiny winged creatures. On classical Attic white-
ground leksuthos, such as those portraying visits to the tomb, or portraying
Charon’s barge, they are miniscule black figures hovering on wings,
somewhat akin to dragonflics (fig. 16). Ghosts are often black-winged in
poetry.” Metaphors for ghosts in this aspect were afforded by bats, birds,

loce.; for the Philinnion narrative, ¢f., importantly, Proclus On Plase’s Republic 2: 116 Kroll;
and sce further Hansen 1980 and 1989; and Felton 1999: 25-29.

" Orion: Homer Odysrey 11.575. Battle-dead: Homer Odyssey 11.3841; cf. Bremmer
1994: 100-101 and Felton 1999: 18-19 for the problem of ghostly clothing. Deiphobus:
Virgil Aeneid 6.494-534; of. 445-50, for wounded women. There is a mucilated ghost also
at the novel fragment P.Oxy. 416 line 17; of. Stephens and Winkler 1995: 409-15. Statius
Thebaid 2.123-24; «f. also 4.590-94. Cynthia: Propertius 4.7.1-8. Arignatus: Tucian Phi-
lopsendes 31: the ghost in DPliny’s vemsion of the same tale (7.27) is similarly squalid and
long-haired, but its color goes unspecified. Miller: Apuleius Me rphuses 9.30.

* Lucian Menippus 15-16 and 20; of. Dialogwes of the Dead 5 and Philopseudes 32. See
Lattimore 1962: 175 for a similar conceit in an epitaph, this ime employing Hylas and
Thersites.

¥ Lzkushoi: see, c.g., LIMC Charon 1 nos. 1-3; Vermeule 1979: 9-10, 30, and 65 {lor
an important Mycenacan antecedent), and 75-76. Poetry: ¢.g., Sappho 58d and Furipides
Hecabe 71 and 704-5.
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16. Charon with batlike ghost. Attic white ground /fekuthns, ca. 460—430 B.C.
Oxford, Ashmolean Muscum G238, @ Ashinolean Museum, Oxtord.
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and bees. The bat was particularly appropriate for being a creature of
ragged appearance, black and nocturnal (nukzerss literally means “nighe
crcaturc”). Homer compares the ghosts of the suitors, as they are es-
corted to the underworld by Hermes, ro agitated bats twittering in a cave.
Chaerephon, portrayed as a ghost by Aristophanes, was given the epithets
“the bat” and “child of the night.”"" Homer and Virgil compare ghosts
to agitated flocks of birds. Sophocles speaks of the soul leaving the body
as a “fair-winged bird.” As we have seen, when Aristeas of Proconessus’s
soul temporarily detached itsclf from his body and flew out of his mouth,
it was in the form of a crow. The soul-bird, hovering over or perching
on the body of a dead man, is common in archaic and classical art.”
Tibullus associates screech owls with the ghosts that arc to hover around
his bawd-witch. Silius seems to construct a bridge between necromancy
and oconomancy or augury (bird divination) by locating in Hades a yew,
fed by the Cocytus, as a home to birds of ill omen, the corpse-devouring
vulture, the owl (bubo), and the blood-spattered screech owl (strix),
alongside the batlike Harpics. It is curious, given all this, that lakes at
which ghosts were evocated should have been considered “birdless” (aor-
nof; chapters 2 and 5).” The notion that the dead could resemble bees is
probably found first in Aeschylus’s Psuchagogoi, where the ghosts Odys-
seus is to summon up are described as a swarm (besmas) of night-wander-
ers (nuktipolos). It is certainly present in a Sophoclean fragment: “The
swarm (sménos) of the dead buzzes and comes up.” Virgil uscs bees in a
similc for souls, and Porphyry reports that the ancients called souls wait-
ing to be reborn “bees.™® As we have scen, the conceptualization of the
ghost as a bee may underlie the tale of Periander and Mclissa (chapter 4).
A scholiast to the Odysey bids us imagine the ghosts that come up for
blood as carrion-flies, although this does not really square with Homer’s
cxplicit rep ion of the gh at that point. An important corollary

* Suitors: Hoiner Odyssey 24.5--9; Th 1914: 8. Chacrephon as bat: Aristoph
Birds 1296 and 1553-64; cf. Dunbar 1995: ad loce. Chaercphon as child of mght Aris-
tophanes Horaé F584 K-A.

" Homer Odyssey 11.605-6; and Virgil Aeneid 6.310-12. Sophocles Oedipus syransmus
175. Pliny Narural History 7.174; cf. Herodarus 4.15. Soul-birds: Weicker 1902; Vermeule
1979: 18-19 and 213 n. 13; Bremmer 1983: 35-36 and 63-66; Davies and Kathirithamby
1986: 64-65; and West 1997b: 162--63; cf., more generally, Haavio 1958,

" Tibullus 1.5.51-52. Silius ltalicus Pwmica 13.595-600. The bubo prophesied Dido’s
death: Virgil Aencid 4.462. Canidia’s crotic magic employed the feather of a grix smeared
with road-blood: Horace Epodes 5.19-20; of. Lowe 1929: 44. For oconomancy, see Dillon
1996.

Y Acschylus Prwchagogoi F273a TrGF, cf. Rusten 1982: 35. Sophocles F879 Pearson/
TrGF, ¢f. Bremmer 1994: 101. Virgil Aemeid 6.706-7; cf. Norden 1916: ad Joc. Porphyry
On the Cave of the Nymphs 18.
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of such representations was that the hosts of the dead were held to swarm
in vast and dizzying numbers, and this idca is often directly expressed.
Virgil compares the ghosts flooding toward Charon’s barge to the leaves
of fall. Seneca contrives to combine the imagery of birds, bees, leaves,
and breezes in his description of swarming souls." Ghosts could also
change their form. Statius’s ghost of Laius can disguisc itself as Tiresias.
The ghost cxorcised by Arignotus from the house of Eubatides transforms
itself into a dog, a bull, and a lion."

As to color, it was doubtless the peculiar grayness that corpses can
display that led to the seemingly paradoxical representation of ghosts as
both exceptionally black (like Death himself) and exceptionally white. On
the black side, we have the little winged ghosts of the Attic /2kuthos.
Homer's ghost of Heracles resembled the night. Exorcised ghosts were
often perccived as black. Thus Alibas or Lykas, the ghost of Polites chased
into the sca by Euthymus of Locri, was “terribly black,” and the ghost
exorcised from an cpileptic boy by Lucian’s Syrian from Palaestine was
said to be black and smoky. As for an cxample in a necromantic context,
we have seen that a recipe from the Greek magical papyri conjurcs up a
dark-colored boy before a boy-medium, and that this is almost certainly
a ghost. Ghosts could dress in black, too, as did Phlegon’s ghost of Poly-
critus, and the wags that tricd to frighten Democritus by pretending to
be ghosts.”® On the white side, Euripides® Ocdipus compares himself to
an “obscure white ghost madc of air.” Homer's black ghost of Heracles
surprisingly cxplains that ghosts are pallid because deprived of the sun.
Their pallor can also be appropriatcly rationalized in terms of their blood-
lessness or their fearfulness. When the Erinyes appeared to Orestes at Ace
in Arcadia (where they were called Maniai), they were black. They made
him eat one of his fingers, whercupon they became white.!”

As to size, necromantic ghosts could be as small as the tiny winged
black crcatures on the /2ksthos or as large as the twelve-foot Achilles con-

" Flies: Schaliast Homer Odyssey 11.37. For a remote possibility that Hermotimus's sepa-
rated soul could be ptualized as a fly, sce B 1983: 66. Dizzying numbers: c.g.,
Homer Odyssey 10,526, 11.34, and 632, etc. (ethnea); and Silius Italicus Pumica 13.759-61.
Leaves: Virgil Aeneid 6.309-10; f. Homer lliad 6.146. Scneca Oedipus 398-607.

* Statius Thebnid 2.94-95. Lucian Philopsewdes 31.

** Blackness of death: Homer Hiad 3.360, etc. Heracles: Homer Odysey 11.606. Alibas:
Pausnias 6.6.11. Syrian: Lucian Philopsewdes 16. Dark-colored boy: PGM V1I.348-58. Poly-
critus: Phlegon Marvels 2. D critus: Lucian Philopseudes 32. See Winkler 1980: 160~65
for a derailed exegesis of the blacks and whi of ghosts; of. Donnadicu and Vilatte
1996: 60-61 and 65; Johnston 1999: 6 and 52; and Felton 1999: 14-18.

" Oedipus: Euripidcs Phornicsae 1539-45. Heracles: Homer Odyssey 11.619. Bloodless
ness: Statius Thebwid 2.98, 123-24, 4.510, and 519; and Scholiast Homer Odyssey 24.11.
Feartulness: Statius Thebaid 4.506; of. Apulcius Metamorphoses 1.19. Erinyes: Pausanias
8.34.2-3; cf. Jameson ct al. 1993: 53 and 80.
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jured up by Apollonius of Tyana." But most nccromantic ghosts appear
to have been of life-size; this, for example, is the implication of Odysseus’s
attempt to embrace the ghost of his mother.

Only in the case of one necromantic text does the possibility arise that
death might produce from the body both a soul and a ghost that are
separate and distinct from each other. Lucan’s Erictho persuades the
ghost (#mbra) to matcrialize beside the corpse she is attempting to reani-
mate, but it refuses to re-enter it. Incensed, she whips the corpse with a
snakc and barks down through the chasm she has opened to order the
Furics to drive his soul (anima) through the emptiness of Ercbus. If Lu-
can does indeed intend these terms to be read as referring to distinct
phcnomena, he may be alluding archly to the Platonic notion that the
soul (pswche) in turn had a little soul, a demon of its own (daiman). It is
possible that Statius also and concomitantly works with such a tripartite
distinction in the Thessalian witch simile that he develops for Idc in remi-
niscence of Lucan’s Erictho scene. Lactantius’s commentary on the pas-
sage scems to read it this way at any rate, although the animac that com-
plain in the underworld need not have belonged to the same people as
the manes directly exploited for the necromancy.”

"The dead exploited for ancicnt magic, in particular for the cnactment
of binding curses, could have been dear to their exploiter in life or un-
known to him,” but they typically belonged to one of the categories of
the restless laid out in an important discussion by Tertullian: those rhat
had died before their time (adroé, predominantly thought of as babies,
although including men and women who dicd before marriage); those
that had becen killed by violence (b as]othanatos), including suicides and
the battle-dead; and those that remained unburied (aaphoi or atelesto).”

** Philostratus Life of Apollonius 4.16.

*® Lucan Pharsalia 6.720 and 732; cf. Duff 1928: ad loc. Plato: e.g., Republic 620de
(Er); and Plutarch Morsisa 5392c-d (Hermotimus). Statius Thebaid 3.140-46.

" Curse cxploiting ghost of curscr’s brother: Jordan 1985a: no. 129 = Gager 1992: no.
79 (third century Ap, Rome). Curse cxploiting ghost of curser’s son: Libanius 41.51
(cf. Bonner 1932a: 41-42). Curse exploiting unknown ghost: Jordan 1985a: no. 173 =
Bravo 1987: 189 (cf. 194-96; third century B.c., Olbia), “Just as surely as we do not know
you....”

* Tertullian De amima 56, with Waszink 1947: ad loc. For the categories of dead ex-
ploited in magic, sec Audollent 1904: exii-cxv; Wide 1909; Norden 1916: 10-20; Rohde
1925: 393-93: Eitrem 1933; Massoncau 1934: 39-46; Preiscndanz 1935: 2243-59; Bidez
and Cumont 1938, 1: 180-86; Delcourt 1939; Waszink 1954; Cumont 1945 and 1949:
306-18; Nock 1950; Vrugt-Lentz 1960 {important); Schitrb-Vierncisel 1964; Annequin
1973: 59-60; Tupet 1976: 82-91; Bremmer 1983: 101-8; Garland 1985: 77-88; Bravo
1987: 196; Jordan 1988: 273.-75; Bernand 1991: 131-55; Faraone 1991b: 22; Gager
1992: 19; Johnston 1999: csp. 127--249 (good on the ghosts of childless virgins); and
Ogden 1999: 15-23. The pollution that arises trom the unburied i3 described at length at
Sophocles Ansigone 998-1032; cf. Parker 1983: 43-48.
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The literary tradition liked to schematize the places in or out of the un-
derworld given to these categories and their subtypes. For Homer, the
unburicd could not cross the underworld river to join the other ghosts.
For Plato, the aselestos were left “buried” in the mud of Hades. For Virgil,
all the restless remained liminal. The unburicd are confined to the living-
side bank of Acheron for a hundred ycars before they may cross (a hun-
dred years symbolically rcpresenting a full human lifc). On the dead-side
bank, but still outside the underworld proper, are those that died before
their time, divided into two main groups according to whether or not
they died by violence. Those that did not arc characterized as wailing
babics. The group that died by violence is then further subdivided into
four: those unjustly cxecuted, general suicides, love suicides, and the bat-
tle-dcad. Silius sent his restless categorics into the underworld through
different gates: the first for battle-dead, the fifth for thosc dying at sca
(and so unable to receive burial), the eighth for #roi babics and unmar-
ricd virgins. Lucian’s restless dead come in slightly differcnt divisions:
adroi babies, battic-dcad, love suicides, murder victims, exccuted crimi-
nals, and, among others, those who dicd at sca.??

How significant were these categories of dead for necromancy in partic-
ular? Often the prime criterion in selecting a ghost for necromancy was
the relevance of the individual ghost to the matter in hand. Hence, the
ghost exploited was often a dear one.® This is why Lucian’s Glaucias calls
up the ghost of his father, who, for all we are told, died naturally after a
full term.™ But it was helpful if the relevant ghost did also belong to one
of the key categorics, as in the case of Periander’s wife Melissa (chapter
4). Often the occasion of the necromancy would in any case be the rest-
lessness of a ghost—known or unknown—in one of these categories, and
the purposc of the consultation would be to learn how it could be given
peace.” In the next chapter we shall sce that such restlessness may have
been the usual motor of ghosts® prophetic abilitics. When necromancy
was cmployed for divination on wider issues and no one ghost was of
particular relevance, ghosts in the restless categories were probably turned
to by default. Thus Lucan's Erictho chooscs the ghost of an unburicd,
battle-dead soldier.® The manufacture of a ghost for necromancy, as in

3 Homer Iliad 23.69-92. Plato Phacdo 69¢; cf. Audollent 1904: no. 68b = Gager 1992:
no. 22 = Jameson et al. 1993: 130 (fourth century B.C., Attica). Virgil Aencid 6.315-534.
Silius Italicus Pumica 13.532-62. Lucian Kataplons 6-7.

Y $ce chapter 11 for a list of dear ones called up in necromancy. In the Near East,
necromancy may typically have cxploited the ghost of a member of the family: Tropper
1989: 104 and West 1997b: 550.

¥ Lucian Philopsendes 14.

2 E.g., Swda s.v. [pers] psuchagagias.

* Lucan Pharsalis 6.637.



GHOSTS IN NECROMANCY 227

somc varictics of boy-sacrifice, inevitably produced a ghost in a restless
category (chapter 12).

Apollonius of Tyana called up the ghost of the long-dead Achilles, ap-
parently without undue difficulty. Lucan’s Erictho, however, implies that
it was much easier to recall a recent ghost when she asks the underworld
powers not for the return of a ghost buried deep in Tartarus, but of onc
still on the threshold of the chasm of Orcus.”

A further category that may have bheen particularly valued for necro-
mancy was that of the exalted ghost. Aeschylus’s ghost of Darius boasts
that his royal status gives him some influence in persuading the infernal
powers to give him temporary leave. Erictho again particularly relishes
the prospect of gcm'n& her hands on the bones of Roman commanders
from their batlefield.

Accounts of necromancics usually give no indication that the dcad
spoke in anything other than a normal voice, but ghosts are otherwise
often found squeaking. The verb used by Homer to denotc the sound of
the ghosts of Penclope’s suitors and that of Patroclus is #s2d, which was,
appropriately, the proper term for the squeaking of bats. Eustathius com-
parcs the sound to the crying of a baby. Elsewhere in Greek it is applied
to the twittering of birds, the creaking of wheels, and tinnitus, and it
appears to have denoted a thin, high-pitched, continuous, plaintive, and
mournful sound.” The noise made by the ghosts that flit around the
ghost of Homer’s Heracles (klangé) is similarly compared to that made
by frightened birds. When the ghosts press around his Odysscus before
he abandons his consultation, the noise they produce cumulatively is de-
scribed as an “awful cry™ (2ches thespesiés). Homer’s notions remained
central to the tradition. The ghosts called up by Horace’s Canidia and
Sagana speak in a voice that is “sad and shrill.” Virgil's ghosts can only
speak in thin voices. The ghosts of Lucian’s Menippss also squeak (#r422),
and the voice in which his ghost of Tiresias prophesies is a weak onc
(leptophamos). The complaining aspect of the ghostly squeak can be explic-
itly noticed, as in the case of the ghosts that are to flutter around Tibul-
lus's bawd-witch. The sounds that cmerge from Statius’s underworld mix
a high-pitched noise (strsdor) with a wailing (gemitus). Lucian’s dead wail
(eimage) in Charon’s ferry. Occasionally ghosts are attributed with a much

* Philostratus Life of Apollowsms 4.16; cf. Collison-Morley 1912: 35-36; and Collard
1949: 104. Lucan Pharsalia 6.712-16.

* Darius: Acschylus Persians 691-93; <f. Jouan 1981: 420. Erictho: Lucan Pharsalia
6.583--87.

™ Homer Odyoey 24.5-9, with Eustathius ad loc.; and fkad 23.101; cf. also Herodotus
3.110 for trizs of bats. Range of meanings of trize: 1.5] s.v. For discussion of the language
of the dead, sce Preisendanz 1935: 2263; Cumont 1949: 105; Wagenvoort 1966; Bremumer
1983: 8S.
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lower-pitched, grumbling, muttering, or droning noise. Heliodorus’s rcani-
mated corpse gives voice at this other end of the vocal range: it “mutters
in a deep and ill-sounding undertonc (bypotrizd) as if out of some reccss or
ravinclike cavern.” The root of the word is, significantly, #riz- again. The
cavern imagery is, of course, highly appropriate to necromancy.”

Lucan observes that cven though Erictho is stll alive, she can alrcady
hear the speech of the silent. Although “the silent™ is a commonplace
way of referring to the dead, Lucan apparently uses the term significantdy
in context, and so may imply that Erictho possesses a special ability to
hear or to decipher the speech of the dead that the ordinary living do
not. Erictho explains that she will rcanimate a fresh corpse so that “the
mouth of a recently dead and still-warm corpse may sound with full voice
and we won’t have a deathly ghost, whosc limbs are all dried up in the
sunlight, squeaking somcthing unintelligible to our ears” (cf. chapter 13).
Hecre two simpler distinctions appear to have been overlaid: that between
the strong voice of a living person and the traditional squeak of a ghost,
and that between the strong voice of a fresh voice-box and the weak voice
of a dricd-up one.”

Two further minor points may be made about the manner of ghosts’
speech. First, it cmerges from the exorcism scene of Lucian’s Syrian from
Palacstine that demons, presumably including neksdaimones, ghosts of
the dead, speak in the language of their country of origin, although they
can understand any living language. Second, ghosts could prophesy in
meter, as Cleonice did to Pausanias in hcxameter.™

When the living spoke to the dead, it could help if they adopted their
sound patterns. Hence they could communicate with them by squeaking,
by wailing, and by muttering or droning. ‘The summoning wailing of
Hoztes was discusscd above (chapter 7). As for the squeaking sound, Acs-
chylus’s Darius remarks that he has been summoncd by people “shrieking
shrilly (orthiazontes) with psychagogic wailings (gooss).” Horace’s Canidia
and Sagana begin their necromantic-cum-erotic rite by shricking (s/xlan-
tem). Ovid’s Circe calls Hecate prior to calling up ghosts with long
shrieking ( #/ulatibus), and Tibullus’s friendly witch can hold ghosts with
a magical screech (sevidore).”

* Homer Odyssey 11.605-6 (Heracles) and 11.633 (Odysscus). Horace Sazires 1.8.41.
Virgil Aeneid 6.492-95. Lucian Menigpus 10 (oimdg®), 11 (2ris0), and 21 (leprophonon).
‘Tibullus 1.5.51-52. Statius Thebaid 2.51. Heliodorus Aethiopica 6.15.

* Lucan Pharsalia 6.513-15 and 621-23.

* Lucian Philopsewdes 16; such a notion is contradicted by Broadhead (1960) on Acschy-
lus Persians 633-37. Cleonice: Plutarch Cimen 6.

™ Acschylus Persians 687; Horace Sasires 1.8.25; Ovid Metamorphases 14.405; Tibullus

1.3.47. The notion that the dead can be evacated by winlasws is found also at [Quintilian]
Declamasiones masores 10.7.
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Necromancers also mutter or drone for apparently purificatory pur-
poses at the start of their consultations. Statius’s Tiresias accompanics the
purifications with which he begins the necromancy of Laius with a long
muttering ( murmure). Lucian’s Mithrobarzanes also drones in an under-
tonc (hupotonthorusas) to accompany Mcnippus’s final purifications be-
fore his necromancy.” The complex and horrible animalian noisc with
which Lucan’s Erictho begins her reanimation combines elements of both
muttering ( murmura) and screcching (strsdent), alongside the sounds of
creatures with familiar significance for necromancy: dogs, wolves, owls,
screech owls, and snakes. Also, she can send a message down to the un-
derworld by prizing open the mouth of a corpse with her tecth, biting
its tongue, and muttering (murmura) into its mouth.* Ps.-Quintilian’s
mage uscs a muttering (horrido murmure) to torturc gods above and
ghosts. Lucan explains, too, that Thessalian witches in general use an
unspeakable muttering (infandum murmur) to summon gods, this being
more powerful than any summoning sound used by the Persians or Egyp-
tians. The similarity between the ways in which ghosts and their consult-
crs speak is brought home by Scncca. His Tircsias and ghost of Laius
both speak “with frenzied mouth™ (ore rabido).*

Ghosts in necromancy sometimes communicate rather by visual means.
Agamcmnon’s ghost appears in a spontancous necromantic drcam to Cly-
temnestra and predicts her death at the hands of Orestes by planting his
scepter beside the hearth, from which a branch grows to overshadow
Mycenae. When Elysius of Terina consults the ghost of his son ar a nekuo-
manteion, the ghost hands him his prophecy inscribed on a tablet {chap-
ter 6). Before the ghost of Laius is brought forward to speak in Stadus’s
necromancy, other ghosts of Thebes appear silently before Manto and
Tiresias in various configurations that are themselves predictive of the
horrors ahead, a kind of dumb-show. The spontancously appcaring Tro-
jan War ghosts of Philostratus’s Heroicus predicted drought if manifesting
themselves covered in dust, rain if covered in sweat, and plague if covered
in blood. In Lucan’s Pharsalia, the spontancous appearance of the ghost
of Julia to Pompey is in itself heavily meaningful, utterances aside: Julia
was the symbol of the bond between Cacsar and Pompey, and her death
in itself was representative of the bond’s dissolution, and therefore of

M Sratius Thebasd 4.418; Lucian Menippus 7.

* Lucan Pharsalis 6.565-68 (mouth of corpse) and 685-94 {animalian nois¢). Erictho
barks also at 728--29, when issuing her threat of a second spell; Nock (1929: 185) and
Volpilhac (1978: 273) compare the noise to the vowel series of PGM; other norions ar
Masters 1992: 191,

* [Quintilian] Declamasiones maiores 10.7. Lucan Pharsalin 6.445-51. Seneca Oedipus
561-68 and 626.
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civil war.” We may suspcct that in practiced necromancies, image-bascd
prophecies were more important than they were in literary ones. After
incubation, it was surely casicr to bring to mind a flccting image than an
utterance from onc’s dream, and scrying nccromancy was presumably
heavily image-based.

* Statius Thebaid 4.553-602. Philostratus Hevviews 2, esp. pp. 150-54 Kayser. Lucan
Pharsalia 3.30-34.



CHAPTER 15

THE WISDOM OF THE DEAD

the wisdom of the dead. Why should one turn to the dead at all

for knowlcdge? Whart were their sources and kinds of knowledge?
It is particularly puzzling that the dead should have been sought out for
prediction. Were not their affinitics with the past rather than the furure?
As we shall sce, much of the wisdom attributed to them can be derived,
directly or indirecdy, from the notions of ghostly restlessness reviewed in
the last chapter. Further partial cxplanations were also provided in antig-
uity, with varving degrees of explicitness: the Pythagorean-Platonic expla-
nation looked to the enhanced perspicacity of the soul detached from its
body; cxplanadons could be found, too, in the power of the carth in
which the ghosts resided; other explanations again were specific to indi-
vidual ghosts and denied wisdom to the dead in general, so cffectively
undermining the concept of necromancy as a divinatory category. But
none of these explanations is completely satisfactory in itself, and the pro-
liferation of such partial explanations suggests that they are post-hoc ra-
tionalizations and thar the wisdom of the dead is best taken as a first
principle: the dead were wise because they always had been and becausce
necromancy did, after all, “work.”

’ I \HE ccntral issuc of ancient necromancy is that of the source of

One could turn to necromancy as obviously the most appropriate form
of divination for certain sorts of query: when, for cxample, one needed
to get information from a specific ghost, perhaps to lay it, or when one
wished to learn about one’s death, or about death in general. But one
could also tumn to nccromancy, whatever the nature of one’s enquiry,
simply because it had the name of being the most powerful form of divi-
nation. Lucan’s Sextus Pompcy knew that the ghosts were more reliable
than the heavenly gods, whose prophecies were embodied by Apollo’s
Delphi and Zeus’s Dodona, and than lightning divination and astrologi-
cal divination. Statius’s Tiresias compares the power of necromancy favor-
ably with augury, hicroscopy, Delphi, and astrology. Philostratus explains
that ghosts called up beside the blood and the pit could not lic. Hence
the ghost of Odysscus was forced to tell Homer cven abour his disgraceful
treatment of Palamedes, and so had to exact from him a promise that he
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would make no mention of the matter in his poems.' Despite the theoret-
ical power of neccromancy, the necromantic prophecics of the litcrary tra-
dition are often rather weak, authors concerning themselves more with
the description of the rites themselves. The slightness of the prophecy
exacted by Lucan’s Erictho from her corpse after all her hard work is
noteworthy in this respect.

But nccromancics were not always truthful. Ephorus reported that a
king (of Cumac?) destroyed the Cimmerian neksomanteion at Avernus
when an oracle did not succeed for him. The emergence of Virgil’s Ae-
neas from that samc neksomanteson through the Gate of False Drcams
may, as we saw, be the pocet’s indication that the preceding narrative of
Acncas’s consultation is untrue (chapter 5). Some of those who, in Apu-
leius's Metamorphoses, witnessed the reanimated Thelyphron’s accusation
that he had been murdered by his wife declared that the corpse was lying;
it was not lying, in fact, but the possibility could at any rate be cnter-
tained. Two literary examples of false necromancies resemble cach other.
The first is the hellenistic tale of the prophecy given by Publius’s head,
probably composed not long after its dramaric date of 191 B.c.. It prophe-
sied that the Romans would be driven out of Greece, which they never
werc. But Hansen is surely right that the tale derives from the propaganda
of the Grecek resistance to Roman domination, so that its composers de-
signed the prophecy to be read as very much true. The second is the
prophecy of Gabienus’s corpse to Scxtus Pompey that he would be victo-
rious in the Sicilian War. This story probably owes its origin to pro-Pom-
peian propaganda, so that this prophecy, too, was designed by its com-
poscrs to be true. But the fact that these nwo stories could continue to
be recounted long after the prophecies they contained were proved false
perhaps gives further support to the notion that falsc nccromancices could
be tolerated. When Sratius’s Laius visits Eteocles in a dream, the ghost is
a true one, but it fears that if it appears as itself, it will be dismissed as a
“falsc apparition of the night.” So it disguises itsclf as an (incvitably false)
apparition of the still-living Tiresias, in order to increase its credibility,
before finally tearing off its disguise even so.” The belicf that falsc drcams
could masquerade as ghosts perhaps operated on different levels. On the
one hand, it could undermine the credibility of true ghosts; on the other,

! Lucan Pharsalia 6.425-34; cf. Bouché-Leclercq 1879-82, 1: 337; and Mastens 1992:
186. Statius Thebasd 4.409-14. Philostratus Heroicss pp. 194-95 Kayser.

¥ Cf. Ahl 1976: 131, 138, and 146; Volpilhac 1978: 287; and Masters 1992: 196 and
199-201.

* Avernus: Strabo €245, including Ephorus FGH 70 Fl1 34a. Thelyphron: Apuleius Meta-
morphases 2.29. Publius: Phlegon of Tralles Marvels 3, with Hansen 1996: ad loc. Gabienus:
Pliny Naswral History 7.178-79. Statius Thebaid 2.94-124.



THE WISDOM OF THE DEAD 233

it could preserve faith in the fundamental integrity of necromancy by
providing a mcans of discounting prophecies that turned out to be falsc.

So why were ghosts wise? Much of the wisdom attributed to ghosts in
necromancy, even predictions, can be derived, directly or indirectly, from
the fact that the focal reason for performing necromancy was the settling
of an unquict ghost. If the ghost’s known murderer had not made due
recompense for the killing, this could be demanded, from him or from
othcers. If it had been the victim of an undctected murderer, it could
reveal his identity. If it was dissatisficd with the circumstances of its burial,
or the honors paid to it after death, the source of dissatistaction could be
cxplained. In such cases, it is pointless to ask how the ghost knew the
facts it was asked to reveal: the ghost was itself the product of those facts.

Ghosts of murder victims often went directly to their murderers in their
attempts to reach peace, terrorizing them and driving them mad.* A re-
curring two-stage scheme is found. First, the ghost attacks and harrics its
murderer in a form that is terrifying and in which it cannot be communi-
cated with; this may be becausc in this form the ghost will simply brook
no communication, or because its victims, when contronted with such a
manifestation, are distraught beyond the ability to comprehend. Second,
the murderer is thus driven to perform rites to call the ghost up in a form
with which he can indeed communicate, and so lcarn from it what he
must do to give it peace. Thus, after killing Cleonice, Pausanias is driven
by her ghost to call it up at the Heracleia neksomanteson (or Phigalia) in
an attempt to propitiate it. After killing Pausanias, in turn, the Spartans
arc similarly forced by the terror inflicted by his ghost upon them to call
it up using psuchagogos (Delphi advised). And after killing his mother
Agrippina, Ncro is similarly driven by her ghost to call it up and propitate
it using mages. A similar pattern again may underlic Herodotus's tale of
Periander and the ghost of Mclissa. It may also be apparent in the fifth-
century B.C. sacred law from Sclinus. This law, which provides directions
for the purification of murderers under attack from vengeful ghosts, stipu-
lates that the ghost “may be addressed™ after the performance of some
initial rites, as if this will not have been possible hitherto. This two-stage
process is curious. If the ghosts were going to the trouble of manifesting
themselves before their murderers, why did they not tell them what satis-
faction they required right away in a single appcarance? Felton draws at-

* Plato Laws 865; Xcnophon Cyropaedia 8.7.18-19; and Valerius Flaccus Argonauiica
3.389-90. At Livy 3.58, the ghost of Verginia is said to have gone from housc to house
taking direct revenge upon those responsible for her death. Ghosts can even pursue the
ghosts of their murderers, as that of Claudius pursues that of Agrippina at [Sencca] Ocravia
614—47. Cf. Bevan 1926: 61; Hickman 1938: 119-21: and Johnston 1999: 28, 55-56,
141-48.
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tention to a folk tradition that may explain the phenomenon, namcly that
ghosts cannot speak unless spoken to.* In their harrying aspect, ghosts
acted like Erinyes/Furies. Rohde’s theory that the Erinyes were them-
selves in origin the vengeful souls of the murdered dead, disbelieved by
many, may or may not now reccive support from the Derveni Papyrus®
In tragedy, we find ghosts driving on Erinves /Furies to harass their mur-
derers (Aeschylus’s Clytemnestra), Erinyes driving on ghosts to do their
haunting (Seneca’s Tantalus), and ghosts prescnting themselves as
Erinyes (Octavia’s Agrippina).”

Ghosts were understandably kcen to cffect revenge also by revealing
the identitics of their murderers to third parties. In Sencca’s necromancy,
the ghost of Laius denounces his son Oedipus as his murderer and asserts
that he will set a Fury upon him. The uncle of Apuleius’s dead Thely-
phron has Zatchlas rcanimate his corpse so that he can declare thar he
was poisoned by his wife and her lover. Crantor’s Elysius of Terina called
up the ghost of his son to ask him whether he had been poisoned, al-
though it turned out that he had not been (chapter 6). Such killers were
also revealed in spontancous necromancics. The ghost of Cynthia told
Propertius in a drcam that she had been poisoned by her slaves. Virgil’s
ghost of Sychacus appears to his wifc Dido in a dream to tell her of his
murder by Pygmalion. Apuleius’s ghost of ‘Tlcpolemos appears to his wife
Charite to tell her that he was killed by her suitor Thrasyllus, and the
ghost of Apuleius’s miller appears to his daughter, noose around his neck,
to tell her that he was killed by her stepmother. The decapitated head of
Aristotle’s Arcadian pricst of Zcus Hoplosmios repeatedly sang “Cerci-
das,” the name of his killer. Cicero and Aclian recount variants of a Me-
garian tale in which an Arcadian visitor to the city, Chrysippus, is killed
by his innkeeper for his money. His ghost appears in a dream cither to
an Arcadian friend in the city or to a citizen of the place, explains what
has happened, and relates that his body has been concealed in a dung-
cart. The man is able to stop the cart at the citygate, and the murderer is
revealed. The Ciccronian version includes the intriguing detail that the

* Cleonice: Plutarch Moralia 555¢ and Cimon 6; Pausanias 3.17.7-9; and Aristodemus
FGH 104 F8.1 Pausanias: see chapter 7. Agrippina: Suctonius Nero 34, ctw.; sec chapter
10. Melissa: Herodotus 5.92 (cf. chapter 4). Selinus: Jameson et al. 1993: Side B, Cf. also
Corax’s propitiation of Archilochus at Tainaron, again on the advice of Delphi (Plutarch
Moralia 560c and Numa 4: and Aclian F83 Domingo-Forasté). In a more minor way, the
manifestation of Agamemnon's ghast induced Clytemncstra to take offerings to his tomb
(Sophocles Electra 410, 417-23, and 459-60). Folk tradition: Felton 1999: 7.

¢ Derveni Papyrus col. 2; Rohde 1925: 179; Henrichs 1984: 257 and 261-66; and Jame-
son et al, 1993: 81 and 116-20; pace Garland 1985: 94 and Johnston 1999: 273-79; sec
Brown 1984 more gencrally on the Erinyes.

’A:.u:hylus Eumenides 94-177; Seneca Thyestes 1-121; |Sencca] Oczavia 619-20; cf.
Hickman 1938: 32-38, 95, 116, and 121; and Devercux 1976: 152-57.
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ghost had alrcady appcared to the man in advance of the murder to wamn
him that it was plotted. (A similar proleptic appcarance by the ghosts of
those about to be killed is found in the Odysey: Theoclymenus sces Odys-
scus’s hall full of the suitor’s ghosts before his slaughter of them has
begun. The logic and mechanics of such proleptic appcarances are ditli-
cult to fathom.")

Ghosts were cver cager to describe their deaths plaintively even to peo-
ple who had little or no opportunity to avenge them. This is understand-
able enough: a person’s ghost is in a sense an embodiment of his death.
Polydorus’s ghost told the audicnce of Euripides’ Hecabe how he had
been killed and dumped unburied on the shore by Polymestor. When
Plautus’s ghost of Diapontius supposedly appeared to Philolaches in his
sleep, it told him how he had been murdcered by the previous owner of
the house. In the Aeneid, the ghost of Palinurus tells Aencas how he was
killed by savages, and Deiphobus’s tells him how he was tricked, muti-
lated, and killed by Helen and Menclaus. The ghosts that are to flit
around the head of Tibullus’s bawd-witch will be “complaining about
their deaths.” Indccd, ghosts were so obscssed with their deaths that
they even discussed them among themselves. When Homer’s Hermes
takes down the ghosts of the suitors, they come across Agamemnon and
Achilles discussing their deaths with cach other, and procced to tell the
pair of the circumstances of their own deaths in turn. Even decaths without
human agent are discussed: the mother of Silius’s Scipio told him how
she died in childbirth. An intriguing fragment from a Greck novel de-
scribes how a person expecting a manifestation of Asclepius is instead
confronted with a ghost, who begins to narrate the circumstances of his
death as the papyrus breaks off. The papyrus recipe for conjuring up the
ghost of a dcad man by laying out his body (or probably just his skull)
on an ass’s skin explains that on its manifestation, the ghost will tcll one
whether or not it has any power, and then how it died.”

The progression from a ghost’s revelation of the circumstances of its
killing to its revelation of other events it participated in or witnessed dur-
ing life was casy. It seems probable that Herodotus’s Periander asked

! Seneca Oedipus 643—45. Apuleins phoses 2,.27-30 (Thelyphron), 8.8 (Tlepo-
lemas), and 9.31 (miller). Crantor of Soli ar Plucarch Moralia 109b—d. Propertius 4.7.35-
46. Virgil Acneid 1.353--59. Aristotle Parts of Amimals 673a. Megarian tale: Cicero On
Divination 1.57; and Aclian F82 Domingo Forasté; cf. Felton 1999: 20-21 and 29-34
(for “crisis apparitions™). Thevclymenus: Homer Odywey 20.351-57; cf. Johnaton 1999:
32.

¥ Euripides Hecabe 1-27. Plautus Mossellaria 497-504. Virgil Aemeid 6.347-62 and
511-29. Tibullus 1.5.51.

' Homer Odysey 24.24-97 and 122-90. Silius Italicus Puwica 13.654-57. Novel frag:
ment: P.Oxy. 416; cf. Stephens and Winkler 1995: 409~ 15, Papyrus recipe: PGM TV.2006—
125.
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Mclissa where, in life, she herself had buried the guest-friend’s deposit.
Silius’s Pomponia revealed to her son Scipio that he was sired on her by
Jupiter in the form of a snake. Apion called up Homer to ask him about
his fatherland and parents. As we have scen, Homer had himself called
up Odysscus to ask him about the events of the I'rojan War in which he
had pal;tlicipau:d, and Apollonius of Tyana called up Achilles for the same
reason.

Ghosts were also well aware of the circumstances in which their corpse
lay, as is indicated by the other significant, and overlapping, cause of
restlessness for ghosts: deprivation of burial, inadequatc burial, or insuf-
ficient tomb-artendance subsequent to burial. Manifestations of ghosts to
demand burial were many. Elpenor appears unbidden to Odysscus at his
necromancy in order to ask for burial, and warns that if he does not
receive it, he may become a cause of wrath for the gods against Odysseus.
The form of burial he requests bears a remarkable similarity to Tircsias’s
instructions for the placation of Poscidon: in both cases, an oar is to be
planted in the ground.” Many further ples of ghosts ifesting
themselves to ask for due burial could be given, among which are those of
Polydorus, Cillus, Deiphilus, Palinurus, and cven, in the pscudo-Virgilian
Culex, that of a gnar."” So anxious could ghosts be about their due burial
that they could even manifest themsclves when it was already assured.
Thus the ghost of Homer’s Patroclus appears spontancously to Achilles
in a dream to give him directions for the funeral that is already incvitablc.
Silius’s Appius Claudius actually complains that his friends are misguid-
edly making excessively elaborate preparations for his funeral, including
the embalming of his body, and so prolonging unnccessarily his agony in
his unburied state.*

This obsession with the circ es of burial and attendance ensured
thar ghosts took a keen interest in and had a good awarencss of what

! Herodotus 5.92, with Ganschinietz 1929 and Stern 1989; pace Johnston 1999: viii.
Silius Tralicus Pumica 13.615-49. Apion: Pliny Narural History 30.18. Philostrarus Hernicus
29 (Homer) and Lifz of Apollonius 4.16 (Apollonius).

" Elpenor's instructions: Homer Odyssey 11.61-79; of. Hopfner 192124, 2: 550. Tire
sias’s instructions: Homer Odysey 11.77 and 129; for the folkrale context of the technique
for placating Poscidon, sce Hansen 1977 and 1990; Dimock 1989: 145; Nagy 1990: 214;
Baldick 1994 and Sourvinou-Tnwoad 1995: | 1§.

" Potydorus: Euripides Hecabe 47-54. Cillus: Theopompus FGH 118 F350. Deiphilus:
Pacuvius Hiona at Warmington 193540, 2: 328—41. Palinurus: Virgil Aemcid 6.365-66.
Gnat: | Vingil| Cudex 210-383. Cf. Felton 1999: 8-12. Cunning Sisyphus cxploited the
inevitable restlessness of those denied due burial, by ordering his wife to deny it to his own
body, so that he could return to the realm of the living after death (Alcacus F38; Theognis
711-12; Pherecydes FGH 3 F119; and Eustathius on Homer Odyssey 11.592; cf. Johaston
1999: 9).

" Homer Hiad 23.69-92. Silius ltalicus Punica 13.457-63,



THE WISDOM OF THE DEAD 237

went on around their tomb or the place in which their body lay, even if
they had received some sort of due burial. Plato implies that it was com-
monly belicved that ghosts actually hovered around their tombs. Proper-
tius's duly buried Cornelia knew that her husband Paullus cricd at her
tomb. The same poet’s Cynthia appeared to him spontancously in a
dream to complain about the shabbiness of her funcral and the unkempt
state of her grave, and to demand the erection of an cpitaph, which she
dictated; she was aware that he had not cried at her tomb. When Achilles
was called up by Apollonius of Tyana, hc grumbled that he was in the
early stages of dissatisfaction with the neglect of his tomb by the Thessali-
ans. He asked Apollonius to pass the message on before he had to start
causing trouble: they should give him tithes of seasonal fruits, and scck
his peace with a suppliant branch. He was also able to tell him that he
had been buried as Homer told, and that Polyxcna had been slaughtered
on his tomb. At Nakrason in Asia Minor, Epicrates was visited by the
ghosrt of his son in a drcam, to be told to found a garden of remembrance
for him. It is curious that Siliuss Scipio has to tcll the ghost of Paulus
that Hannibal had built him a tomb at Cannae."* A ghost without any
kind of duc burial could cxcrcise a particularly vigorous and active pres-
ence in the vicinity of its body. In the parallel philosopher-stays-the-
night-in-a-haunted-house stories of Pliny and Lucian, the ghost terrifies
visitors to the house in which its body lies undl the philosopher stands
his ground against it, whercupon it meckly reveals the place in which its
body lics (here again, a ghost manifests itsclf first in a terrifying and then
in a more communicative aspect).'

Ghosts were accordingly well aware of anything their corpse was able
to witness directly. Herodotus’s Mclissa revealed that Periander had had
sex with her corpse. Apuleius’s dead Thelyphron revealed that witches
had stolen the living Thelyphron’s nose and ears as he lay beside his
corpse.”” In these two cascs, this informarion is given to prove that the
dead person speaks the truth, although it functions better as proof that
the prophesying voice genuincly belongs to the ghost of the corpse in
question.

It is sometimes indicated, beyond this, that ghosts have an awareness
of events of the present and of the past since their death over a wider
area. A conservative example is the evocation by Lucian’s Glaucias of the
ghost of his father, Alexicles, just scven months after his death, as he plans

'* Propertius 4.7.23-34, 79--86 {Cynthia), and 4.11.1 (Comelia). Plato Phacdo 81b-d.
Achilles: Phil Lift of Apoliomius 4.16. Nak H and Polatkan 1969; for
gardens of remembrance, scc Toynbee 1971: 94-100. Paulus: Silius Italicus Punics
13.696-716.

* Pliny Lesters 7.27; and Lucian Philopsesdes 31.

¥ Herodotus 5.92; Bernstein 1993: 98. Apuleius Mezamorphases 2.29-30.
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an unsuitable love-affair. He fears the ghost’s disapproval and, presum-
ably, consequent trouble-making, and so chooses to propitate it in ad-
vance. The Achilles called up by Apollonius knew why, subsequent to his
death, Homer had omitted Palamedcs from the Hiad, although this did
not directly affect him. Valerius Flaccus’s ghost of Cretheus can sec Jason
speeding over the sca at a remote distance (Colchis, from Thessaly). Heli-
odorus’s reanimated corpse can sec the sons of Kalasiris currently squar-
ing up to cach other in battle in a remote place.®

The literary sources arc somctimes awkwardly inconsistent with them-
selves as to how much wider knowledge of the present or of the past
intervening since their death ghosts can have. The main impetus for re-
stricting their knowledge was probably dramatic cffect. Thus Homer's
ghost of Odysseus's mother, Anticleia, knows what is currcntly happening
in Ithaca, but, paradoxically, not that Odysseus has not yet returned
there. And Achilles’ threats against those who wrong his father Peleus
cvince knowledge of his situation, even though he asks Qdysscus about
him in ostensible ignorance. Acschylus’s ghost of Darius is first sum-
moned up to be told such news of the current disaster as Atossa knows,
and he is clearly initially in ignorance of it, as well as of the fate of his
son. But then he can scc the cvents by the faraway Asopus in Boeotia as
they unfold.”

Homer indicates that one way available to ghosts of keeping up with
the intervening past was to keep track of those who subsequently died
and came down to join them, and to interrogate them. Thus Homer’s
Agamemnon knows that his son is still alive because he has not yet found
him in the underworld. The underworld grapevinc is shown in operation
when Hermes takes down the ghosts of the suitors slain by QOdysscus and
they immediately relate everything that happened to them to the ghosts
of the Trojan War. Lucan’s reanimated corpse gauges the cxtent of the
civil war among mortals from the fact that it has spread even to the
dead.

Matters of the future are addressed in surprisingly few ancient accounts
of necromancy, and in few of these again is the future predicted in a
straightforward and uncompromised fashion. The most prosaic, matter-
of-fact, specific, and detailed example of future-revelation is that of Silius
Italicus’s dead Sibyl to Scipio Africanus: he will command young, win a

" Lucian Pblomlt: 14. m..ucs Philostratus Lifz of Apallomius 4.16. Valerius Flaccus
A ica 1.741. Heliod jopica 6.15.

™ Homer OJM 11.155-62, 181-96 (Anticleia), and 492-504 (Achilles). Aeschylus
Persians 700-738 and 805-6; cf. Hickman 1938: 29-30.

® Homer Odyssey 11.457-61 (Agamemnon) and 24.98-204 (suitors). Lucan Pharsalia
6.776-805.
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battle on the Ebro, avenge his father, take New Carthage, become consul,
drive the Carthaginians back into Africa, defeat Hannibal, and be unjustly
exiled. But the ghost spcaking here was a prophet in lifc. Reasonably
direct revelations of the future are also found in Virgil’s sequence, where
Anchises tells Aeneas of the wars he will have to face, and how he is to
address cach of the difficultics he will mect. Lucan’s Sextus is told that
his father will be defeated and that he will receive a prophecy from him
in turn, and Statius’s Eteocles is told by Laius that Thebes will be victori-
ous in war, but that ncither he nor Polynices will retain control of the
city. Valenus Flaccus’s Cretheus predicts the misery Jason will bring to
Colchis and the rape of Medca. The element of future-revelation in Heli-
adorus’s sequence is vigorous, inasmuch as the corpse not only answers
the future-related questions put to it by its mother, but, unbidden, goes
on to make revelations about the futures of the cavesdropping Charicleia
and Kalasiris.”!

At the earlier end of the tradition, Homer and Aeschylus, and later
Sencca, are uncomfortable with the notion thar ghosts should be able to
reveal the future in necromantic consultations, and so introduce their
ghosts’ future-revelations by a series of indirect methods. Only the final
utterance of Homer’s Tiresias, about the manncr of Qdysscus’s death,
constitutes an uncompromised revelation of the future. But this revela-
tion is “buffcred” by his previous utterances, which, though in effect re-
vealing details of Odysseus’s future journey home, are presented as wise
advice and instructions, couched in “if-then™ terms: Odysseus may reach
home, #f he stops his comrades cating the cattle of the Sun, crc. This is
all in spite of the fact that Tiresias had been a prophet in life.?? Aeschylus’s
Darius directly reveals that the Persian army in Greece will be massacred
at Plataca. But this is similarly “buffered”: Darius has first begun by giving
strategic advice against a land campaign of the sort currently being under-
taken, and has observed that oracles known to him in life can now be
scen to be coming truc. Although Sencca’s ghost of Laius asscrts that
certain things will happen, for example, “I, your unavenged father, will
pursuc you . . .,” these arc explicable mercly as avowals of the ghost’s
own intentions.**

¥ Silius Italicus Pumica 13.507-15; of. 874-93 on Hannibal’s future carcer. Virgil Ae-
neid 6.886-92. Lucan Pharsalis 6.803-15. Statius 1hebaid 4.637—44. Valerius Flaccus
Argonautica 1.744-45. Helindorus Aethiopica 6.15.

# Homer Odywsey 11.101-33 (“if-then”) and 134-37 (death). Tater sequences barrow
the “if-then™ formula: e.g., quul Acneid 6.770 and 828-29; Pmptmus 4.11.79 and 85
(sp ), and Heliod Acthiopica 6.15. The fu 1 of the ghost
uf Agamemnon at 451-52 are conjecture rather than formal prediction.

M Aeschylus Persians 73941, 790-803, and 816-17; f. Eitrem 1928: 14; Hickman
1938: 28-29; and, importantly, Alexanderson 1967. Scncca Ordipss 642-58.
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In a sense, the ability of Darius’s ghost to reveal the future is derived
from its knowledge of its own person’s past, in this case the oracles he
heard in life. The notion that the ghosts can reveal the future because
they witnessed the futurce’s roots in their own lifetime seems to be found
also in Euripides’ necromantic prayer fragment:

Send to the light the souls of those below for those who wish to lcamn in

advance (promathein) from where the struggles began to grow (eblaston),

what was/is the root of evils, which of the blcssed gods we must propitiate
with sacrifice to find a cessation from toils. Euripides F912 Nauck

Revelation of the perpetrator of a ghost’s murder can have direct implica-
tions for present and future, as in the case of Seneca’s Laius's indication
that Oedipus was his killer.™*

A ghost can come close to revealing the future through knowledge of
its own past in a different way. It can give pertinent advice based upon
its own experiences—often, indeed, the experiences that led to its own
death, the most cffective of tutors, and the thing that ghosts are in any
case most cager to discuss. The advice of Homer’s Agamemnon to Odys-
seus, to approach his home in stealth, derives from his own murder by
his wife Clytemnestra when he returned openly. In Silius’s necromancy,
Scipio®s father explicitly advises him not ro adopt the hasty tactics against
Hannibal that have just led to his own demise. Alexander’s carly experi-
ence of death Icads him to give more genceral advice, which sits a licle
contradictorily with that of Scipio’s father: Scipio should accomplish as
much as he can quickly before death overtakes him. It might be thought
that the dead in general, as being super-old, were well endowed with the
wisdom of age, but we seldom find such a notion in a necromantic con-
text, perhaps because the dead typically exploited for magical purposes,
the untimely dead, were characterized rather by extreme youth. An excep-
tion is perhaps found in Aeschylus’s Persians, where the wise counsels of
the relatively elderly ghost of Darius arc contrasted with the vouthful
rashness of Xerxes.”

Such future-revelations as are made often address an issue singularly
appropriate to ghosts, namely death, especially that of the consulter him-
self. Thus, the one uncompromised future-revelaion made by Homer’s
Tiresias relates to Odysscus’s death; and Lucan’s corpse predicts the death
of Pompey and indirectly hints at that of the consulter Sextus.* There

* Seneca Oedipus 633-41.

* Homer Odyssey 11.405-56. Silius Italicus Punica 13.372~5 (Alexander) and 669-71
(father). Aeschylus Persians 782-86.

* Homer Odyseey 11.134-37, on which see Schwarrz 1924: 140-43 and Hansen 1977:
44; a similar prophecy is the only one extant from Acschylus’s Pswchagogos, F275 TrGF.
Lucan Pharsalia 6.803-20; cf. Morford 1967: 72; Ahl 1969: 345 and 1976: 147, Fauth
1975: 342; Volpilhac 1978: 287-88; and Masters 1992: 202--3.
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arc many farther cxamples of this phenomenon, and tragedy is particu-
larly rich in them.” Sometimes, and importantly, such prophccics can be
self-fulkilling. The vigorous prophecy of Heliodorus’s corpse of its moth-
er’s imminent doom (alongside that of its brother) is remarkable in this
respect. In revealing that her rite has been watched, the corpsc sends her
chasing over the battleficld in an attempt to kill Charicleia and Kalasiris,
thus causing her to impale herself accidentally on a spear. Self-fulfilling
also was the necromancy delivered to Caracalla when he inquired into the
circumstances of his own dcath. He was told that he would be usurped
by Macrinus. When Macrinus by chance intercepted Maternianus’s letter
carrying these prophecies to the empcror, he was forced to kill him in
order to preserve his own life. Relevant here, too, is the prophecy of
Valerius Flaccus’s ghost of Cretheus: he predicts that Pelias will soon kill
Aecson and Alcimedc and bids them commit suicide first, which they do.
All this may imply that nccromancy was particularly used for the grim
task of discovering one’s own dcath, but it may also be that the litcrary
sources upon which we depend enjoy placing thematically appropriate
prophecies in the mouths of the dead. Lucan’s Erictho is not only able
to reveal destined deaths through necromancy, but, within limited scope,
she can also alter them: she can advance or postpone the scheduled date
of death for those who are dispensable within Destiny’s grand schemes.™
These considerations draw the practice of necromancy closc to that of the

¥ Among tragic ples, the revelations of Aeschylus's ghost of Darius principally ad-
dress Persian deaths (Permans 816-20; of. above note for Pwebagonos). When Sophocies’
ghost of Ag; appears to Cl in a drcam, he prophesics cvents cntailing

her death { Electra 417 -27). The one futurc-revelation of’ Euripides’ Polydorus is the im-
pending death of his sister Polyxena { Hecabe 40-46; of. Hickman 1938: 55-36 and 72—
74—tor Ennius’s Heewba). Scneca’s ghost of Hector predicts the death of Astyanax { Troades
452-55), and his ghost of Thyestes thar of Agamemnon {Agamemnon 44-48); his ghost
of Laius wills on the doom of his awn house (Ocdspus 645-46; cf. Hickman 1938: 106
11). The Octavia’s ghost of Agrippina predicts the death of Nero (|Sencca| Octavis 620-
30).

Among nontragic ples, the sp ¢ cy made by the ghost of Patroclus
to Achilles prophesics his death under the walls of Troy (Homer Miad 23.80-81). Cleo-
nice’s revelation to Pausanias is about his death, although he docs not realize it { Plutarch
Moratia 535¢ and Cimon 6). The ghost of Tiberius Gracchus appeared in a dream to his
lmxln:r Gaius to warn him of his imminent death (Valerius Manmus 1.7.6). Cynthia" s one

lation in her sp C v to Prop dd: his i
death (Propertius 4.7.93). Lucan's ghost of Julia also gives a spontancous prophecy of Pom-
pey's death (Lucan Pharalis 3.30-34). Statius’s Laius reveals impending death all around
(Thebmid 4.637-44). The ghost of Nero visited his biographer Fannius to predicr chat he
would dic after the completion of the third book of his work (Pliny Leszers 5.5). The ghost
of Samuel, called up by the witch of En-dor, also prophesied the death of Saul (1 Samuel
28.3-25 and Josephus Jewish Antiguities 6.335-36).

* Heliodorus 6.15. Caracalla: Herodian 4.12-14 and Dio Cassius 79.4-7. Valerius Flac-
cus Argonausica 1.747-51 and 812-24. Lucan Pharsalia 6.605-18, and of. 529-31.
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exploitation of ghosts for cursing, a connection we shall investigate fur-
ther in the next chapter.

The dead can also impart cschatological information about the nature
of life, death, and the universe, information not really grounded in past,
present, or tuture. This wisdom, akin perhaps to that imparted to initiates,
they acquire simply by experiencing the afterlife. Alrcady in Homer the
ghosts explain the workings of the underworld to Odysscus: Tiresias tells
him how to make other ghosts recognize him by letting them drink the
blood; Anticleia explains to him the insubstantial nature of the ghosts.
Crantor’s Elysius of Terina learns from the ghosts of his father and his
son that Fatc’s decision as to when onc should die is best. The ps.-Demo-
critean Ostanes indirectly reveals the secrets of alchemy. Propertius’s Cyn-
thia rells him of the two houses of the underworld. Virgil's Anchises
teaches Aeneas about reincarmation. Lucian’s Menippus performs his nec-
romancy specifically to discover the meaning of life: Tiresias tells him the
simple life is best, that he should ignore philosophers, live for the day,
and laugh a lot. During his temporary death, Plato’s Er the Armenian
gocs on a tour of the universe in which he learns the principles of the
judgment of the dead and of reincarnation and hcars the music of the
spheres. Cicero’s Scipio and Plutarch’s Timarchus have similar tours of
the universe under similar circumstances.”

[n many of the cascs discusscd, ghosts or corpscs offer information and
conversation beyond answering any questions specifically put to them.
This should not be possible according to a principle uniquely enunciated
by Lucan, who says that in Erictho’s reanimation, voice and tongue were
given to the corpse solely so that it could reply. This restriction appears
to operatc at the level of uttcrance rather than intendon, for her corpse
asks Erictho to let him dic again “with silent face.”™

There is a broad correspondence between the themes discovered in
ancicnt cpitaphs by Lattimorc in his masterly study of them and the sub-
jects that the literary sources show ghosts discussing in necromantic con-
texts. A vast wealth of epitaphs survive from Greco-Roman antiquity,
around a hundred thousand in latin and rtens of thousands in Greek.
They could be written from three basic perspectives: an impersonal voice
could describe the dead man in the third person; the composer and /or

* Initiate comparison: cf. Clark 1979: 94 and 168. Homer Odywey 11.146—49 and 216-
24. Flyvius: Cicero Tuscdan Disputations 1.115; and Plutarch Moralia 109a~d and Cimon
6. Ostanes: [ Democritus] Physica e mystica 2, p. 42, 21 Berthelot (at Bidez and Cumont
1938, 2: 317-18). Propertius 4.7.55-70. Virgil Aeneid 6.724-51. Lucian Menippus 3-5
and 21; Lucian draws many lessons for life from the underworld—see On Grief 16-20,
Dialognes of the Dead 1, Anabiowntes, and Kataplows. Plato Republic 614b-21d. Cicero
Sommnium Scipionis (Republic 6.9-29). Timarchus: Plutarch Moralia 590-92.

" Lucan Pharsalia 6.761-62 and 821.
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the passerby could address the dead man, using first person or sccond
person as appropriate; the dead man could address the passerby, using
first person or second person as appropriate. This third catcgory resem-
bles necromancy in that the dead, often explicitly in their post-death con-
dition, speak to the living, and thar, too, at their tomb. The second and
third catcgorics are mixed to form a dialogue in the following cxample:
“I am undying, not a mortal woman.” “I wonder at you. But who arc
you?” “Isidora.” But even in “pure” examples of the third category, dia-
logues are implicit, because the composer of the words given to the dead
person to speak attempts to say somcthing to the dead person’s soul
through them, and to provoke a sympathetic attitude toward, if not actu-
ally a greeting to, the dead person in the passerby who reads it: “Even
though I am dead I love my husband.” The themes found in epitaphs
include description of the manner of the dead person’s death (in batde
or childbirth, by murder, discasc, drowning, etc.), the prematurc deaths
of children and of girls before marriage being particularly remarked upon;
wishes, instructions, and curscs with a view to the protection and maintc-
nance of the tomb or the paying of honors to the dead person; lamenta-
tion for loss of sunlight and one’s incffectual nature after death; consola-
tion for both the dead and the living; cxcgesis of the underworld and the
afterlife (including its denial); and even prophecies of doom, insofar as it
is 2 commonplace of cpitaphs to admonish the passerby that the fatc of
the dead man upon whose tomb he looks will one day be his.” As we
have seen, cpitaphs occasionally invite the passerby to consult the dead
person in necromancy (chapter 1),

We have seen that all types of necromantic revelation can in theory ulti-
mately be derived from ancicnt ideas about ghosts, their motivations, and
their circumstances. But additional explanations or contextualizations of
necromancy’s prophctic mechanism were offered. Indeed, it scems, too
many explanations for the wisdom of the dead jostled with each other.
‘Their overall number tends to undermine their individual significance and
leave the impression that the wisdom of the dead was a first principlc
subject to a variety of rationalizations.

The Pythagorcan-Platonic tradition held that a soul detached from the

M Law 1962: 14 ( bers), 21-26 (cxegesis of afterlife), 49 (Isidora), 58 (love
my husband), 107-41 (mai of tomb), 142-58 and 184-203 {manncr of death),
159-64 and 172-77 (incffectualness), 215-65 (consolation and memento mori). Cf. also
Strubbe 1991 for tomb-protection curses, and for epitaphs in general, Kurtz and Boardman
1971: 259-66.
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body, whether temporarily or permanently, and so purified of fogging
corporeal clements, enjoyed a special perspicacity. This notion underpins
Plato’s myth of Er in the Republic and his theory of forms, as enunciated,
for cxample, in the Phacdo: “Knowledge cannot be obtained in any cir-
cumstances, except by the dead.” Thc ps.-Clementine Recognitions
explicitly explain the working of necromancy by the fact that when sepa-
rated from the body, the soul immediately perceives the future. A scholi-
ast to the Odyssey explains the ghost of Anticleia’s knowledge of current
events in Ithaca in the light of these ideas: “For, they say, after the disso-
lution of their bonding with the body, souls somchow retain a perception
and knowledge of things here, a knowledge that is less corporeal and
purcr than that of people who are composed from both body and soul.”
The soul was also believed to detach itself somewhat from the body dur-
ing sleep, and thus incrcasc its perspicacity then, too. Xenophon cx-
plained that in sleep, which is akin to death, a man’s soul is most revcaled
in its divine aspect, and can look toward the future, for it is not tied down
so much by the flesh. Cicero, too, asserts that sleep, being like death,
allows the soul to be more perspicacious. The notion may already be
present in Aeschylus’s observation that “the slecping mind (phrén) is
lightened with cyes.” lamblichus the philosopher explains the prophctic
power of dreams from the fact that during sleep, the soul is no longer
distracted by the management of the body, and so is free to contemplate
realitics, from which it can extrapolate the future because it cncompasscs
within itself an understanding of all processcs. Also, the more a soul sepa-
rates itself from the body, the more it becomes one with its original
source, an omniscient intcllectual or divine principle. In the scparation of
sleep, the soul can also attend to the sickness of its body, and this explains
how incubation drcams in temples of Asclepius operate.™

One development of this sort of thinking was the more concrete notion
that the future was prepared in the underworld, and that ghosts could
obscrve these preparations. Virgil’s Anchises, after alluding to the theory
of forms, exhibits to Aeneas the souls of great Romans waiting in the
underworld for incarnation above. For Lucan, ghosts can derive knowl-
cdge of the future from watching the Fates (Parcae) spin men’s lives in
the underworld. His ghost of Julia has scen the Fates growing weary for
breaking so many threads, the Furies brandishing their torches, Charon

¥ Plato Republic 614b-21d (Er) and Phacdo 62-68 {forms; quoration: 66¢); cf. Festu-
gicre 1944-435, 2: 441; and Bolton 1962: 14647,

¥ [Clemeat] Recognitions 2.13. Scholiast Homer Odysey 11.174. Xenophon Crropacdia
8.7.21. Cicero On Divination 1.63-65. Aeschylus Eumenides 104; cf. Rohde 1925: 7 and
Bremmer 1983: 51. lamblichus On the Mysteries of Egypr 3.3; this builds in pant on the
notions found ar Hippocrates De rictus rasione 4.86; cf. also Plotinus Enncads 4.3.27.
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marshaling cxtra boats, and Tartarus opening wide in preparation for the
war between Caesar and Pompey.*

It was also possible to derive the prophetic abilitics of ghosts from the
carth in which they lived. The prophctic powers attributable to the earth
in antiquity are most famously observable in the traditions rclating to
Delphi, which Knight could actually regard as a neksomanteion.” Delphic
myth held that the oracle had once been presided over by Earth herself
and her daughter Themis, and the place’s famous Python was a chthonic
snake.” Under Apollo, the Pythian priestess drank water from an under-
ground spring before prophesying. Some ancicnts belicved that the
prophecics she uttered from her tripod were caused by emanations from
a chasm or cave in the carth beneath the temple; the view is found first
in Cicero.” Fruitless excavations of the carth beneath the temple over the
course of the twenticth century have established the general belief among
scholars that if the carth emitted emanations there, these did not exist in
the physical dimension as mephitic gases. But a new geological survey
concludes that the carth did indced emit mephitic gases into the temple ™
A few necromantic affinitics can be found for Delphi in the tradition.
Euripides told that when Apollo wrested control of Delphi from Earth’s
daughter Themis, Earth, in an indignant attempt to spoil his prophetic
trade, gave birth to “manifestations/ghosts of dreams” (phanzaonata
o<neiron>), which visited men in their slecp by night and told them of
the past and future. But Zeus pitied Apollo and put a stop to these vi-
sions. Karth was also worshiped alongside Zeus at Dodona, and Justin
Martyr associates Delphi and Dodona (alongside the oracle of Amphilo-

™ Virgil Aencid 6.752-892 (cf. 730-34, theory of forms). Lucan Pharvalia 3.12-19
(Julia) and 6.777-78 (Fates). OF Plato’s Fates, Lachesis spun the past, Clotho the present,
and Atropas {(“Unavertable™) the futurc, Repudlic 617¢.

* Knight 1970: 67-69.

¥ Acschylus Promsesheus Bound 209-10 and Eumenides 1-8; Euripides Orestes 164;
Surabo C422; Diodorus 16.26; Plutarch Moralia 402d; Pausanias 10.5.5-6; Apollodorus
Bibliotheca 1.4.1.3; Menander Rhetor p. 441 Spengel; Aclian Varis bissoria 3.1. Cf. Aman-
dry 1950: 201-14: Fontenrose 1959: csp. 47--49 and 394-97; Clark 1968: 74; Price 1985:
139-42; and, imp 1y, Sourvi 1 d 1987,

¥ Cicero On Divination 1.19.38, 1.36.79, 1.50.115, and 2.57.117; Diodorus 16.26;
Strabo C419; Valerius Maximus 1.8.10; Lucan Pharsalia 5.132 and 163; Pliny Narwral
History 2.208; | Longinus| 13.2; Plutarch Moralia 402b, 432¢-38d; Pausanias 10.5.7; Dio
Cassius 62.14.2; [Aristotle] Om she Casmos 395b (first or second century AD.); Jamblichus
On the Mysteries 3.11; Justin 24.6.9; St. John Chry In cpistulam 1 ad Corinthi
bomilia 29.1 (PG 6], p. 242); Origen Conera Celswm 3.25 and 7.3; Scholiast Aristophanes
Wealths 39.

* old surveys: see Amandry 1950: 214-30; and Fontenrose 1978: 196-203. New sur
vey: Hale 1997, I thank Professor Deborah Boedeker for drawing this to my attention.
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chus) closely with necromancy. Night also had prophesied at Delphi be-
fore Apollo.”

Apollo shared other oracles with Earth. At his oracle at Claros in Asia
Minor, his priest prophesied after drinking mantic water from a secret
spring in an artificial labyrinthinc cave in the basement of the temple (the
construction was in place from at least the fourth century B.C.). Onc’s life
was shortened by drinking the water. The oracle predicted the death of
Germanicus.® In Sparra, the altar of Apollo was associated with a sanctu-
ary of the carth, Gasepton. Earth had an oracle of her own at Gaios in
Achaea. The oracle was bascd in a cave and presided over by a chaste
pricstess, who descended into it for prophecy after drinking bull’s blood
(regarded as poisonous). Earth was belicved once to have had an oracle
of her own at Olympia, too."!

What was the source of the earth’s prophetic power? For Dempsey, it
was precisely its association with the prophetic dead: if he is right, then
the carth can hardly be looked to, circularly, for an explanation of the
power of necromancy. However, the earth’s prophctic power was more
probably a corollary of its other great power, that of fertility, which itself
was a power that looked to the future and constituted the single greatest
cause of future-related anxiety for any ancient community. It was, after
all, Perscphone, daughter of the fertility goddess Demeter, who presided
over the ghostly prophecies at the Acheron. The Roman hole, the mun-
dus, from which ghosts emerged annually, was also the hole into which a
descent was made, three times a year, to divine the future of the harvest.
For Rohde and others, the inherent prophctic power of the carth itself
explained the prophetic abilitics of the heroes buried within it, such as
those of Trophonius, Amphiaraus, and Asclepius. Trophonius’s name it-
self signifies fertility (repho, svophos, ctc.). Amphiaraus scems to promise

P Eanth’s children: Euripides Iphigenia in Tauris 1259-82; the supplement is not con-
wroversial; cf. Delcourt 1955: 70-85. Farth at Dodona: Pausanias 10.12. Justin Martyr Apo-
fognies 1.18. Night at Delphi: Scholiast Pindar Pyrbiass argument and Plutarch Moralia 566¢.

“ Strabo C642; Pliny Nasural History 2.232 (shortened life); Tacitus Ammals 2.54 (Ger-
manicus); and Iamblichus Ow the Mysteries 3.11. Sec Robert 1954: 14-16; Roberr and
Robert 1992: 286-87; Parke 1985: 112-70 (csp. 137-39) and 245—46; Parke and McGing
1988: 84-85; and Faraonc 1992: 61-64. Sce Ninck 1921: 47-99, for the prophetic nature
of water.

* Gasepton: Pausanias 3.12.8. Gaios: Pliny Natwral History 28.147 and Pausanias 7.25
( ding to whom the drinking of the bull’s blood was rather a test of chastity); cf. Gan-
schinictz 1919: 2373; Parke and Wormell 1956, 1: 18; Parke and McGing 1988: 90 and
93; and Larson 1995: 125-27. Themistocles supposedly itted suicide by drinking
bull’s blood (Plutarch Themistocles 31, etc.; cf. L don 1978: 194-200); for bull’s blood
in a necromantic context, sce Valerius Flaccus Argomastica 1.730-38 and 816-26, with
chapter 16. Olympia: Pausanias 5.14.10.




THE WISDOM OF THE DEAD 247

both helptul prophecies and fertility when he proclaims, in Aeschylus’s
Seven agasnst Thebes, “1 shall enrich this land.” The interesting sugges-
tion has recenty been made that the Minoans had placated their dead
(probably the prime purpose of historical Greek nccromancy) in order to
dissuade them from interfering with the carth’s fertility.*

Some explanations of mechanisms of necromantic divination paradoxi-
cally serve to deny inherent prophctic abilitics to ghosts. This is already
the case in the Odyssey, where Tiresias’s ghost is the only one with the
ability to prophesy, and this is because he was a prophet in life. The lucid
prophecics given to Silius’s Scipio arc similarly supplicd by the ghost of
the Sibyl, also a prophet in life.* Another fundamentally antinecromantic
belicf is found in that strand of the Homeric poems which holds the dead
to be witless. Tiresias had a privileged lot in that in death he retained his
wits and consciousness, whereas the other ghosts just flitted about.** This
witlessness is best illustrated in the case of Odysscus’s mother Anticlcia.
She cannot recognize him when she first comes forward, but she then
comes to recognize him immediately after her wits are temporarily re-
stored by the drinking of the blood. However, the notion is imperfectly
carried through even in the immediate context. Even if Elpenor rerained
such wits as he had for the special reason that he remains unburied, Ajax
sulkily refuscs to drink the blood because he already recognizes Odys-
seus.* Nor do the ghosts of the second Nekwia have difficulty recogniz-
ing each other, cven though there is no blood in sight. Sourvinou-In-
wood considers the notion that the dead are witless to be alien to the
archaic period and to be a remnant of Mycenean eschatology.”’ But per-

“ Dempsey 1918: 5-6. Mundus: Magdelain 1976: 109. Rohde 1925: 23; cf. also Brelich
1958: 47; Bonnechére and Bonnechére 1989: 293; and Bonnechére 1990: 53-55; and
Motte 1973: 243-44; pace Schachter 1981-94, 3: 72. Walton (1894: 35) once laid out
the case for Asclepius having becn an “carth spirit™ in origin. Acschylus Sevew againss Thebes
587.

* Goodison (forthcoming), building upon Branigan 1993 and 1998.

“ Homer Odyssey 11.100-137; cf. Bouché-Leclercq 1879-82, 1: 334, Collard 1949: 23;
and Johnston 1999: 16. Silius Italicus Pynics 13.497-515.

* Homer Odyssey 10.493-95; f. Iliad 23.104. For discussion of the Homeric soul, see
Bickel 1925; Bohme 1929; Rasche 1930; Darcus 1979; Bremmer 1983 and 1994; Jahn
1987; further bibliography at Heubeck ct al. 1988-92, 2:90. Homer’s Tiresias was parodied
by Matron in the figure of Cleonicus, to whom Perscphone gave the right to chatter after
death: sce Fustathius on Odywey 10.485, and Swppl. Hell. F540.

“ Homer Odyssey 10.553 (Elpenor’s witlessness in life), 11.51-83 (Elpenor in death; cf.
Powell 1977: 22), 11.141-54 (Anticleia; of. Agamemnon at 11.390), and 11.541-67
(Ajax). There is no mention of the drinking of blood in the cases of Achilles or Heracles
cither (467-73 and 601-17), but this could be attributed to clliptical treatment.

* Sccond Nekuia: Homer Odawsey 24.15-23, etc. Sourvinou-Inwood 1995: 76-94; of.
Rohde 1925: 38; Vermeule 1979: 9; Bremmer 1983: 84: and Johnston 1999: 8, cic.
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haps ghosts could after all be at once knowledgeable and witless. Binding
curses can paradoxically require the ghosts they exploit to be simulranc-
ously vigorous to achicve the binding mechanistically and incffectual to
achieve it sympathetically, as in the case of a curse addressed to the ghost
Pasianax (= “Ruler of all”?) from second- or first-century B.C. Mcgara:
“Whencver you, o Pasianax, rcad these words—but neither will you ever,
o Pasianax, read these words, nor will Neophanes ever bring a case against
Agasibolus. But just as you, o Pasianax, lic here incffectually, so may Neo-
phanes also become ineffectual and nothing.™® Also arguably antinecro-
mantic in implication is the fact that Lucan’s Erictho must cast a spcll on
her rcanimated corpse to give it the knowledge to answer the questions
put to it.*

The tradition of Lethe, “Forgetting,” is a phenomenon that, like the
selective witlessness of Homer's ghosts, sits awkwardly with a belief in the
possibility of necromancy. Lethe was either a plain of the underworld
over which souls passed or a spring from which they drank, so casting off
all memory of mortal life. Thus it is suggested in Lucian’s Kataplous that
the ryrant Megapenthes be punished in the underworld by being, excep-
tionally, forbidden to drink from Lethe, so that he may be tortured by
the recollection of his lost earthly luxuries. And in his Dialogues of the
Dead, Diogenes encourages Alexander to overcome his gricf at the fraud-
ulence of Aristotle’s philosophy by drinking from Lethe.” It was appar-
ently the goal of the Orphic gold leaves to prevent their bearcrs, again
exceptionally, from drinking from Lethe in the underworld, and to en-
courage them to drink rather from Mnemosyne, “Memory,” so that they
could be fully aware of the cycle of rcincamation in which they were
involved and so work it to their advantage. But if the dead could not
remember their past mortal lives, how could they make the revelations,
so basic to necromancy, of the things they had cxperienced in life? Or
how could ghosts recognize their loved ones so as to give them spontane-
ous prophecies? It could be that many of the ghosts exploited in necro-
mancy had for some rcason not drunk yet from ILethe. The untimely
dead, the dead by violence, and the unburied, the categories of ghost
much favored for magical exploitation in gencral, would presumably not
vet have drunk from it. But for Lucan at least, Lethe did constitute a

* Audollcot 1904: no. 43 = Gager 1992: no. 43; cf. Bravo 1987: 199-200; Jordan
1999: 118; and, for a new edition of the text and for the interpretation of the name, Vout-
iras 1998: 64-66 and 1999.

* Lucan Pharsalia 6.775-76.

¥ For Lethe as a plain, sce Aristophanes Frogs 196; Plato Republic 621a, ctc.; cf. Clark
1979: 179-80. Megapenthes: Lucian Kataplous 28. For Silius [talicus, however, it was only
the happy ghosts of the Elysian ficlds that were allowed ro drink from lethe: Pumica
13.552-35. Diogenes: Lucian Dialogues of the Dead 13.
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problem to be negotiated: when his ghost of Julia gives spontancous nec-
romancy to Pompey, she explains that her love for him is so strong that
it has survived the drinking of Lethe. Others simply rode roughshod over
the difficulty: Apulcius’s Thelyphron complains about being reanimated
after he has already drunk from Lethe, but nonctheless proceeds to reveal
cxperiences from his life and his death pre-Lethe. When the ghost of
Cynthia gives a spontancous necromancy to Propertius, he notes that .-
the had worn away her lips. Even so, she gocs on to reveal a full recall of
their life together and even accuses Propertius of having forgotten it: an
artful paradox, no doubt. When Statius refers to nccromancy under the
sobriquet of “the rites of Lethe,” he may also be offering us a deliberate
paradox; if the term “Lethe” merely serves as a metonymy for “the under-
world,” it is incptly chosen.™

The issues discussed in this chapter were treated by Augustine at the
end of antiquity. His words deserve quoting at length as a ncat rearticula-
tion from a Christian perspective of pagan thinking on the wisdom of the
dcad:

How the dead know what goes on bere. One must, similarly, concede that the
dcad do not in fact know what goes on here, at least, not as it unfolds, bur
that they do learn of it subscquently from the people who come to them
from here by dying. Nor indeed do the peaple that are allowed to remember
things from here tell them everything, but just those things they are permit-
ted to, and the things the people they are informing ought to hear. The
dead can also lcarn what He to whom all things are subject judges that cach
individual one of them ought to hear, from the Angels that attend what
goes on here. For if there were not Angels that could visit the realms of
both the living and the dead, the Lord Jesus would not have said, “But it
came to pass that that poor man dicd and was carried off by Angels into the
bosom of Abraham [Luke 16.22|." Accordingly, the agents that ook away
the person God wanted from here to there had the ability to be here at one
point and there at another. The spirits of the dead can also learm some of
the things that go on here by the revelation of the Holy Spirit—the things
they nced to know, and those that need to know them, and not just things
that have happened in the past or are happening in the present, but cven
things that will happen in the future. Similarly the Prophets alone, and not
all men, used to know things whilst they were alive here, and not even they
knew everything, but just the things that the providence of God judged
should be revealed to them. Divine scripture also testifies that some of the

*! Orphic leaves: Bemand 1991: 381-96, and cf. chapters 8 and 11. Lucan Phrsalia
3.28-29. Apulcius Metamorpbases 2.29. Propertius 4.7, csp. 10 and 15-20. Statius Thebaid
4.14.
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dead arc sent among the living, just as, going the other way, Paul was
snatched up into paradisc from the realm of the living [2 Corinthians 12.2].
For the dead prophet Samuel predicted the future to King Saul whilst he yet
lived [1 Kings 28.7.9].

—Augustine De cura pro mortuis gerenda 15 (PL 40.602)"

* This fascinating work discusses much of intcrest for andent thinking about ghosts,
including manifestations of the dead secking burial (10), ncar-dcath experiences (14), the
witch of En-dor {the discussion in 15 continues), and the intcrvention of martyrs in the
realm of the living (16).



CHAPTER 16

BETWEEN LIFE AND DEATH

HEN necromancy takes place, the living and the dead, individ-

uals from different rcalms and of different conditions, meet and

communicate. This confrontation is often accordingly con-
ceived of as taking place equidistantly between life and death, whether
these arc viewed as spatial rcalms or as conditions.

In spatial terms, surface world and “underworld” merge in necro-
mancy, with the result that one can speak with cqual validity of the living
descending into the underworld and the dead rising up out of it to meet
the living. Evidently, the meeting takes place in some sort of no-man’s
land between the two realms. This ambivalence is already present in and
can be doubly illustrated from the Odyssey. First, Achilles and Circe refer
to Odysseus as going down to Hades in performing his necromancy, but
the ghosts arc said to risc up to mect him.? Sccond, the mecting takes
place in a space between two boundary rivers. Odysseus has crossed
Ocean, and the dead, in somc way, are apparcntly crossing Acheron, be
it horizontally or vertically, to meet him.® ‘The ambivalent space in which
necromancy takes place is knowingly characterized by Lucan:

For although the Thessalian witch docs violence to fates, it is doubtful
whether she looks upon Stygian shades because she has drawn them to her
or because she has descended to them.

—Lucan Pharsalia 6.651-53

Similarly, the ancients could be vague as to whether the consultation of
a ghost in a nekuomanteson constituted an act of descent for the consulter

' Clark (1979) is blind to this sort of consideration. For him, Homer has “conflated” a
nckuomantzia (fem. sing., here in the sense of “evocation”) with a karabasis (descent) in
Odyssey 11 (54, 62, and 74—75 bulldmg on Lobeck 1829: 316); Pausanias has confused
karabasis with a nck ion in sending Orpheus down at the Acheron
(121), and wekuomanteia (n. pl., oracles of the dead) were for cvocation as opposed w
descent (61).

! Homer Odywey 11.37 {ghosts rise to Odysseus), 11.475, and 12.21 (Odysseus goes
down to Hades, cf. 10.491 and 11.635). Indeed, at 11.568-600, where Odysseus views
the traditional grotesques of the underword, he gives the implicit but strong impression
that he is wandering around within Hades, cven though by 627 it appears again that he has
not moved at all; of. Clark 1979: 76-77 and, importantly, Sourvinou- Inwood 1995: 85.

* Odysscus crosses Occan: Homer Odywvey 11.13-22; ¢f. Dimock 1989: 133-36. Dead
cross Acheron: Eitrem 1928: 3 and Bemstein 1993: 25-26. Cf. the river beyond which the
buried dead live at lliad 23.73.
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or an act of ascent for the ghosts. In the casc of the Heracleia nekuoman-
teion, Plutarch says that Pausanias called Cleonice up (anakalosmenos)
there. But Pomponius Mela tells that the cave went down all the way to
the ghosts. The ghost of Mclissa manifested itsclf (epiphancisa) at the
Acheron nekuomanteion, but Orpheus supposedly performed his famous
descent therc.!

Indeed, the underworld is often best viewed as having what we might
nowadays call a “dimensional” rather than a “physical” relationship with
the surfacc world. The prima facie supposition that the underworld is
laid out beneath the surface world and enjoys a parallel and static relation-
ship with it in its various parts, as if they were two storics of a housc, is
often shown to be untenable. Distance traveled in the underworld does
not map onto distance traveled on the surface. Thus Lucian’s Menippus
descends into the underworld from Babylon, and after a trip through the
underworld on foot lasting only a day, conveniently emerges from it into
Greece through Trophonius’s oracle at Lebadeia. Nor was a given place
in the underworld always correspondingly bencath a given place in the
surface world. Philostratus explains that those who descended into Tro-
phonius’s hole were sent up again by it onto the surface at diffcrent
points, somc ncarby, others far away. Although most emerged at least
within the borders of Boeotia, some emerged beyond Locri and Phocis.
Apollonius of Tyana emerged with his companions at Aulis. There is no
indication that place of and delay in emergence depended upon how well
consulters were able to find their way through a mazc of subtcrrancan
tunnels of many cxits, It is implicd rather that the intelligent hole had an
unstable relationship with the surface. It was a mark of Apollonius’s own
wisdom that he had correctly predicted the place of his emergence, and
this was surcly not simply duc to good map-reading. He spent the longest
time of any consulter down the hole, seven days, a mark of Trophonius’s
favor toward him. That it was the intelligent hole itsclf, or the intelligent
Trophonius presiding over it, that “sent” consulters to the surface in dif-
ferent places is indicated by the fact that the hole had the power to suck
people into it automatically. Plutarch tells of the competition between
the bad Strato and the good Callisthenes for the hand of Aristocleia at the
site of the oracle, which left the girl herself dead. Callisthenes immediately
disappcarcd, and we arc probably to assume that he had been magically
sucked into Trophonius’s hole to be with his bride in the underworld.
Pausanias tells of a wicked bodyguard of Demetrius, who went down into
the hole to steal treasure, and whose dead body consequently “appeared”
on the surface in another place.’

* Plutarch Cimon 6. Pomponius Mela 1.113. Melissa: Herodotus 5.92. Orpheus: Pausa-
nias 9.30.6.
' Lucian Memippus 9 and 22, Apollonius: Phil Life of Apollonsus 8.19. Plutarch

Movralia 771¢-772¢. Pausanias 9.39.
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Furthermore, a passage leading out of the underworld could open onto
the surface at many different points simultaneously. How else could Her-
acles have dragged up Cerberus at Heracleia, Tainaron, Acheron, Hicra-
polis, and perhaps also Avernus? When the scholiast to Dionysius Perie-
getes tells us that Heracles went down at Tainaron to fetch Cerberus and
brought him up at Heracleia, it is not obvious that Heracles purposcfully
used a different exit.® And similarly, but perhaps with less violence to
logic, the underworld waters of the Acheron and the Acherusian lake
could manifest themselves on the surface at many different points simulea-
neously: in Thesprotia, of course, but also at Heracleia, at Avernus, and
perhaps at any of the aornos lakes. That underworld features were capable
of such bilocation, indecd multilocation, should not surprise us: after all,
this was within the abilities of those devorces of the underworld, the
Greek “shamans.” It is not good cnough to justify Heracles’ multiple
exits by appealing to the claims of competing local traditions. Though
this may or may not have been a contriburtory factor in the initial prolifer-
ation of such exits, it does not begin to explain how Pausanias, for exam-
ple, can be aware of so many of them, record them all scparatcly, and yet
not perceive or advertise any unacceptable contradiction benween the
claims made for them.

The Heraclcia and Tainaron nekxomanteia, Trophonius’s cave, and the
crypts of the “shamans” were finite holes. How did the ancients persuade
themselves that onc could access the underworld through them? Pausa-
nias for onc was disconcerted by the fact that no road led underground
from the Tainaron cave.” “Physical” explanations could perhaps be found:
the waters that flooded the Heracleia cave could have been imagined to
be infinitely deep, or to derive from infinitcly deep springs. The narrows
of other caves through which a man could neither fit nor see may likewisc
have afforded passage to slight ghosts from enormous depths. But it
should already be apparent that such cxplanatons were unnecessary.
These holcs did not ead to the underworld: they were the underworld,
and they were all simultaneously the same underworld.

For the living to be able to communicate with the dead, they had to cater
into a common condition with them. Nccromancers perhaps made an
effort to mirror in their own appearance the figure of the ghost they called
up opposite themselves. We have scen that they appcear to have favored
black dress, and that blackness was the most typical color of ghosts. And
we have scen that they addressed the ghosts in the mixture of high-

® Scholiast Dionysius Pericgetes 791.
? Pausanias 3.25,
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pitched squeaking and low droning that characterized the ghosts’ own
language (chapters 11 and 14). Perhaps it was from the figure itself of
the nccromancer that ancicnts derived their most “vivid™ experience of
ghosts.

But the construction of a common condition with the ghosts went
further than this. The living had to dic a little, and the dead had to come
to life a little. Odysseus restores a little life to the ghosts he consults by
giving them blood to drink. But he himsclf correspondingly loses a little
of his own life. Circe tells him, on his rcturn, that he has dicd and will
therefore die twice.” Odysseus tells us that a “pale fear” had seized him
as the ghosts came up to drink the sheep’s blood. In other words, Odys-
seus’s own blood drained from his flesh. It is almost as if his blood level,
and lifc level, are brought into a sort of hydraulic equilibrium with that
of the ghosts, so that communication can take place.” Homer is also con-
scious of a sort of symmetry across the trench between necromancer and
ghost. Odysscus summarizes his conversation with Elpenor: “So we sat
exchanging sad words with cach other, I on the one side holding my
sword out over the blood, while from the other side the ghost of my
companion said much.” In Joscphus’s account of the witch of En-dor,
Saul falls on the ground “like a corpse” after his encounter with the ghost
of Samuel.”

Similar ideas about blood in nccromancy underpin some Latin texts.
When Plautus’s Theopropides is terrified by an approaching ghost, he
cxclaims, “I don’t have a drop of blood: the dead are summoning mc to
Achcron alive.” Horace’s Canidia and Sagana are pallid as they call up
ghosts on the Esquiline. Seneca’s Creon describes his experience of the
necromancy performed by Tiresias by telling that “my blood stopped fro-
zen in my veins and congealed” and “our spirits (animus) abandoned
us,” and in mere reaction to this narrative, Oedipus remarks that “an icy
trembling has invaded my bones and limbs.” Statius works with a con-
trasting model of blood-action, yet one that again serves to bring ghost
and consulter into a harmonious state. When his ghost of Laius drinks
the blood, his checks are given color, which in itself fits well enough into
the “hydraulic” tradition. But the necromancer Tiresias mirrors him: his
white hair trembles and riscs, blood rushes into his face, and he no longer
needs the support of his staff or his daughter. Tiresias himself is portrayed

* Homer Odysey 11.146-49, etc. (bload) and 12.21-22 (died). Heubeck et al.
(1988-92 at 10.496-99) regard Odysseus's reaction to the news that he must visit Hades
as akin to the reaction to a death; of. also Bernstein 1993: 26.

Y Homer Odysey 11.43; of. 633. Consulters emerged from their consultations with
Trophonius palc {dchras) and sullen: Scholiast (Amonymna recensiora) Aristophanes Clowds
508b.

* Homer Odyssey 11.81-83. Josephus Jewish Antiguisies 6.337.
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as originally ghostlike and as acquiring blood, and with it a vigor of life.
Valerius Flaccus works with yet another model. His Acson and Alcimede
perform a necromancy of Crethcus with the blood of an unspecified ani-
mal. The ghost of Cretheus advises them to commit suicide, which they
then do by in turn drinking blood themsclves—the blood of a bull poi-
soned for them by a Fury. Here blood gives life to the ghost while bring-
ing death to the consulter."

A “ghostly” pair facc cach other also in Aristophanes’ parodic necro-
mancy in the Birds, in which Socrates as pswchagagos calls up Chaerephon
“the bat.”" The success of the joke in bringing Chacrcphon up as a ghost
before Socrates depends not only on the notion that he was ghostlike,
but also on the notion that he was of a kind with Socrates (chapters 7
and 8). We arc to imaginc a scenc in which both “Pythagorcan” men,
half-dead, pale, dirty (and therefore dark?), unkempt and unshod, in
short, ghostly, faced each other. Pythagorcans and ghosts arc identificd
also, perhaps, in Lucian’s Philopsesdes. The Pythagorean Arignotus con-
fronts and lays the ghost that has been haunting the house of Eubatides.
Arignotus and the ghost arc both described as long-haired (koméres, ex-
actly the same term used in both cases). The ghost is also said to be
squalid (aschméros) and blacker than the dark, the typical Pythagorean
attributes. It scems that Lucian invites us to perceive a similarity between
Arignotus and the ghost he lays.”* As we saw, Cicero jokingly alluded to
Appius Claudius’s necromantic practices by comparing the man himsclf
to a ghost (chapter 10).

The ghosts may sometimes have been reflections of their necromancers
in a more literal way. As we have scen, in onc of the Cumacan Painter’s
necromancy scenes, catoptromancy seems to be portrayed (fig. 10). The
ghost stands opposite the woman and bchind the mirror into which she
gazcs, as if the painter wishes to indicate that the ghost is the image scen
in the mirror, an image that must, of course, have been based on, or at
any rate superimposed on, the necromancer’s own. A curious “reflection™
is contrived on the Apulian Tircsias vase (fig. 12). Here the head of Tire-
sias, upturned, upward-facing, and elongated with its hoary beard, mir-
rors the head of the jugulated sheep beside which it rises. If this is not
merely a coincidence, and not merely a symmetry contrived for its own
acsthetic sakc, it may hint that the image of the ghosts face could be

" Plautus Mostellaria 508-9. Horace Satires 1.8.25-26. Seneca Oedipus 585, 595, and
659. Statius Thebaid 4.579-87 (Tiresias) and 625 (Laius). Valerius Flaccus Argomsurica
1.730-38 and 816-26.

" Aristophancs Birds 1553-64.

Y Lucian Philopseudes 29. Felton (1999: 71) notes that Pliny's description of the ghost
in his parallel tale at Lerters 7,27 is reminiscent of his description of the philosopher Euphra-
tes at 1.10.
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found in the reflection of the sheep’s head as it was hung over the pit to
allow the blood from its severed neck to drain into it. When the ghost of
Chacrcphon appcars to Socrates in his lakeside necromancy, are we to
think that Socrates merely sees his own reflection in the water? In the
brict and obscure papyrus recipe for a divination from a boy-medium, a
dark-colored boy is to materialize before him: blackness suggests a ghost,
and the ghost is perhaps a boy because untimely dead, but even so, the
manifestation mirrors the medium."™

The usual mode of experiencing ghosts in practical nccromancics was
probably through sleeping and dreaming. As we have seen, for the an-
cicnts slecp was a state strongly akin to death, and it was held that during
sleep, the soul separated itself a little from the body in a kind of temporary
dcath. In this way, too, the necromancer drew near the condition of the
dead in consulting them (chapters 6 and 15).

But contact with ghosts was in any case “deadening” in itself. This
notion underpinncd the practice of cntrusting binding-curscs to them.”
There was always a danger in meeting ghosts that they would take one
down to the underworld with them for good, even if they had no cause
for vengeance against onc. Apulcius’s miller was killed by an ostensibly
harmless ghost, and Phlegon’s Machates was driven to suicide shortly
after making a girlfriend of the ghost of Philinnion. In Plautus’s Mostella-
ria, "Theopropidcs is terrificd that by knocking on the door of his haunted
house he has disturbed a ghost that will summon him down to the Ach-
cron “alive.” It emergcs, indircctly, that it will do this by calling his namec.
This would perhaps constitute a complementary reversal of the technique
for summoning ghosts. The living brought ghosts into cenotaphs by call-
ing their name three times (chapter 7), and Apulcius’s Thessalian witches
attempted to raise the corpse of Thelyphron by calling his name. The
ghost could probably drag one down also by beckoning with a finger.
This is the implication of the misdirection in Pliny’s tale of Athcnodorus’s
house-exorcism, where the ghost turns out only to want to show the
philosopher where its body lies.’ As for actual accounts of necromancy,
Lucan’s reanimated corpse urges Sextus and his men “hasten to death.”
The host of the dead in Valerius Flaccus’s Argonautsca summon (cset)
Acson and Alcimede to their suicide after their consultation of the ghost

" Cumacan Painter: Kerrigan 1980: 25. Apulian vase: sce fig. 12; for the upturned face.
see chapter 12. Dark-colored bay: PGM V11.348-58.
" Jameson et al. 1993: 129; cf. Parker 1983: 198. PGM [V. 449-56, an crotic curse,
bcgms b) b:wng off the anger of the dead man exploited from the person of the curser.
phoses 2.30 (Thelyphron)} and 9.29-30 (miller). Phlegon of Tralles
Marvels 1. Plautus Mosreliaria 451~ 531; cf. Collart 1970: ad loc. Pliny Letters 7.27. Finkel
(1983-84) notcs that dcath normally follows from personal contact with a ghost in Akkad-

ian sources.
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of Cretheus. The ghost of Cleonice effectively kills Pausanias by sending
him to Sparta (chapter 3). Hcliodorus’s rcanimated corpse cffectively
drives its consulting mother to her death on the spot by its revelations,
as we have seen. Homer's Odysseus visualizes the threar of death implicit
in his contact with the ghosts in terms of a gorgon-head that Persephone
might send up among them.” We have seen that it was common for
ghosts to give their consulters a prophecy of the imminence of their death
(chaprer 15). It scems to have been felt that the performance of necro-
mancy could in cffect, and somewhat paradoxically, shorten one’s own
life; the case of Caracalla and Macrinus is particularly apposite. For these
reasons, performers of necromancy were regarded as bold or desperate,
and it was normal to make one's consultation in a state of terror."

The threcat of dcath thar cmanated from contact with ghosts perhaps
even extended to the living about whom one made one’s inquiry. Again,
it is worth remembering that deadening binding-curses against on¢’s cnc-
mies could be achicved simply by entrusting their names to ghosts. Did
one therefore risk cursing or killing anyone whose name was mentioned
to a ghost in nccromancy, whatever onc’s attitude toward them? This
could providc onc explanation as to why the Roman emperors were par-
ticularly anxious that others should not use necromancy to ask about their
death. They may have considered such inguiries as tantamount to cursing.
The cmperors’ vast wealth and unnumbered legions were powerless to
defend them against this sort of attack. One is reminded of the casc of
the great and good of the town council of Tuder, brought low by a
curse tablet deposited in a tomb by a humble slave."” Such considerations
perhaps put further flesh on the bonces of Plato’s assimilation of necro-
mantic professionals to binding-curse professionals (chapter 7).

The literary tradition identifies necromancers with the dead they con-
sulted in another interesting way. The same figurcs arc often shown both
consulting and being consulted in necromancy. In the Odyssey, Tiresias is
consulted as a ghost, as perhaps happened at his obscure oracle at Orcho-
menos; in Scncca and Statius, he is a necromancer consulting ghosts.™

¥ Lucan Pharsalia 807. Valerius Flaccus Argonantica 1.750-51. Heliodorus Acthiopica
6.15. Homer Odwsey 11.633-35.

* Caracalla: Herodian 4.12-14 and Dio Cassius 79.4-7. Boldness of necromancers:
Homer Odywsey 12.21 (schetdios); John Chry In Mase PG 57,403 .45. Despair:
c.g.. the cases of Pausanias (chaprer 3) and Nero (chapter 10). Terror: Homer Odyriey11.633 -
35; Aeschylus Persians 696; Statius Thebaid 4.489-90; and of. Trophonius (chapter 6).

¥ CIL 11.2.4639. For the notion that an cntire city can be brought low by magical
activity, p bly of a sole individual, cf. Meiggs and Lewis 1969: no. 30 (Teos); Graf
1992 (voodoo dolls at Sardis); and SEG 14.615 {curse against the gates of Rome),

* Homer Odysrey 10.488-95 and 11.90-15]; Sencca Oedipus 530-660; and Statius
Thebaid 4.406-645. Orchomenos oracle: Plutarch Moralia 434c; for Stengel {1920: 77),
this was indeed 2 “Totenorakel” (oracle of the dead); cf. Collard 1949: 100; for other
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The details of Tiresias’s portrayal in thc Odyssey already approximate his
role there to that of a living professional necromancer guiding a client
Odysscus through his necromancy and suggest that a tradition in which
he did just that already existed. First, Tiresias is in any case a prophet.”’
Second, Tiresias is sct apart from the other shades by his retention of wit,
as if he were alive. Third, it was usual, in subsequent literature at any rate,
for the amateur consulter to have his professional guide by his side as he
performed the necromancy. Thus Mithrobarzanes guided Menippus, the
Sibyl guided Aeneas, and Erictho guided Scxtus Pompey.” Although
Qdysscus has been given professional advice by Circe, she is not (physi-
cally at any rare) by his side as he consults, but Tiresias is, in part, and
like Circe, he advises Odysseus on how to manage the ghosts with his
sword before the blood. Fourth, his golden staff may resemble a psycha-
gogic wand.* Tiresias's staff takes on a magic role also in the myth in
which he strikes copulating snakes with it and is transformed first into a
woman and then back again into a man. It may be significant that we
find sorcerers blasting snakes in association with the raising of the dead
in two other cascs: Polyidus’s raising of Glaucus and Lucian’s Chaldacan’s
raising of Midas. One expected to sce snakes, the chthonic creatures par
excellence, when one entered the underworld. Another carly trace of the
necromancer-Tiresias tradition is perhaps to be found in Sophocles® Oeds-
pws, where the king abuses Tircsias as a prophct, mage, and beggar-priest
(mantis, magos, agyrezs).?

Tiresias’s necromantic role is again tellingly ambivalent in a difficult
passage of Ps.-Lycophron’s Al dra. C dra prophcsies that Odys-
seus will go to the underworld and seek out the nekromantis Tiresias. The
Suda defincs the w-variant of this word, seksomantis, as “interrogator of

sacred Bocotian sites associated with Tiresias, Thebes, Tilphossa, and Haliara, see Pausanias
7.3,9.16, 18, and 33, and Diodorus 4.67; cf. also Spyropoulos 1973: 381-85; Schachrer
1981-94, 3: 37-39; and Bonnechére 1990: 59.

* Tradition of a living Tiresias: Clark 1979: 46 and 56, building on Rohde 1925: 35.
Hardic (1969: 15 and 1977: 280) belicves thar Homer has contaminated a necrumantic
sequence with a visit to Tiresias as a living prophet; for litcrary sources for Tircsias, sce
Ugolini 1995. Tiresias a prophet in life: Homer Odysey 10.492-95.

® Heracles was perhaps guided similarly through the underworld by Hermes in a lost
epic account thought to be reflected at Apollodorus Bibliothecs 2.5.12; cf. Norden 1916:
4344 and 154; and Lloyd-Jones 1967: 225-26.

* Homer Odysry 11.91 (staff; see chapter 11; for the prominence of Tiresias’s staff in
his iconography, sce Brisson 1976: 132-34), and 95-96, and 146—49; cf. 10.535-40 (nec-
romantic advice; of. Lloyd-Jones 1967: 224-25).

¥ Ovid Metamorphoses 3.316-39 and other sources collected at Brisson 1976: 13542,
Polyidus: Apollodorus Bibliotheca 3.3.1, etc. Lucian Philopsexdes 11; we find snake-blasting
assaciated with a ghostly manifestation also in the ps.-Virgilian Culex, 186-383. Snakes in
the underworld: Aristophanes Frogs 278-79; ¢f. Lloyd-Jones 1967: 219. Sophocles Ovdspus
Tyrennus 297 and 388-90; cf. chaprer 7.
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the dead,” that is, “necromancer.” This is indeed the meaning nekroman-
tis would most naturally carry of itself, and the lexicon and Ciani accord-
ingly define it so here. So it scems that Tiresias is attributed with the
performance of necromancy in his former life, But in context it is very
difficult to exclude the connotation “dcad man who prophesics,” particu-
larly since we are shortly afterward told that Odysscus will in turn give
prophecies as a mantin . . . nekron, “dead-man prophet.” Statius, too,
gives us Tiresias on both sides of the nccromantic divide in his Thebasd.
Prior to the living Tiresias’s evocation of Laius, this same ghost, in a
fashion we have noted to be somewhat contrived, had taken on Tircsias’s
identity in order to deliver a spontancous necromancy to Ercocles.”

In the lines of Ps.-Lycophron just referred to, Odysseus similarly passes
from being a living consulter of the dead to being a consulted corpse.
Thesc allusive verses, when disentangled with the help of the scholiast,
reveal that Qdysseus prophesied as a dead man both in Trampya, appro-
priately in Epirus, and among the Eurytians in Actolia. They may also
indicate that the Trampyan Odysseus prophesied Polyperchon’s murder
of Alexander the Great’s son Heracles.” It is not known whether Odys-
seus also prophesicd from his hcroon in Sparta.”

Homer himself, because he was able to narrate Odysseus’s journey to
the underworld, came to be regarded as an authority on nccromancy.
Julius Africanus was even to credit him with knowledge of Greco-Egyp-
tian-style necromantic spells, whereas Apuleius regarded him as a master
of all forms of magic, nccromancy included.®® As we have seen, in the
Greck magical papyri, Homer’s verses could be used to bring about nec-
romancy when written on an iron lamella and attached to a dead body or
skull. Such cxpertise provided the key to his detailed knowledge of the
Trojan War: he had called up the ghost of Odysseus in Ithaca by psucha-
g0gsa, and the ghost had recounted all to him, on condition that he keep

* [Lycophron] Alexandra 682 (mekromantis) and 799 (mancis . .. ). Suda s.v. nckuo-
mansis. LS) and Ciani 1975 s.v. nekromansis cf. Collard 1949: 11-12. Statius Thebaid
2.95-127.

[ Lycophron | Alexandra 799-804, with scholiast, including Nicander Astolika F8 Gow
and Scholfield. Nilsson (1967-74, 1: 170) classifics the Eurytian oracle as a Totenorakel.
Cf. Schwartz 1924: 140—43. In addition to the ghosts he consults in the Odysey, there may
have been a tradition that Odysseus wenr to the underworld to consult the ghost of his
father Laertes: Hyginus Fabwlac 281, MS F, propeer pasrem, bur Rosc’s emendation to

patviam is plausible.
" Plutarch Moralia 302cd; of. Holzinger 1895 on | Lycophron| A dra 799.

# Julius Africanus Kestoi 18 = PGM XXIII; Apuleius Apology 31. The Homer oracle
among the Greek magical papyri, PGM VII. 1-148, docs not appear to be significantly
necromantic: Odyssey 11 is represented by six lines (16: 358, 48: 366, 56: 80, 110: 224,
133: 43, 187: 278) out of the 216 drawn from all twenry-four books of Homer. Homeric
verses are exploited for a wide variety of functions in the PGM handbook:
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silent about his treatment of Palamedes. So it was quite appropriate that
Homer’s ghost should be consulted in turn. Pythagoras descended to
Hades and conversed with him (and Hesiod, too). Apion of Alexandria
told Pliny that he had called up Homer’s ghost with the herb cynoce-
phalia, “dog-hcad,” or aséritis, “Osiris-herb” (cf. chapter 13), to ask him
about his parents and his fatherland. Silius Italicus has him called up be-
fore Scipio. In the fifth century A.D. Aeneas of Gaza was still speaking of
Egyptians and Chaldacans calling up Homer’s ghost with cockerels. For
the Middle Ages, it was of course rather Virgil’s Aenesd that constituted
the authoritative text for necromancy, and so it was he who then be-
came the archetypal nccromancer-figure and carned his place as under-
world guide in Dante’s Inferno.”

Somc further cxamples of the phenomenon may be mentioned morc
briefly. After Orpheus attempted to call up the ghost of Eurydice, he not
only gave oracles as a dead man through his decapitated head, but he
could also be called up as a ghost himsclf: Acncas of Gaza’s Egyptians
and Chaldaeans called him up alongside the ghost of Homer (chapters 8
and 13). The great Persian mage and master necromancer Ostanes was
himself supposedly evocated by Democritus (chapter 9). Between the
epics of Virgil and Silius Italicus, the Cumaean Sibyl is shown to make a
similar transition to Tiresias’s: the Sibyl that is Aencas’s necromantic
guide, Deiphobe, becomes the dead Sibyl of exceptional prophetic pow-
ers consulted by Silius’s Scipio. As we saw, the tradition of the Sibyi’s
dricd-up longevity perhaps indicates that she was regarded as having a
special mediating role at the Avernus nekuomanteson. The regent Pausa-
nias is portrayed as an evocator becoming evocated in the “diptych” of
traditions relating to his death. He was driven to call up the restless ghost
of Cleonice at Heracleia or Phigalia, and perhaps, too, that of the man of
Argilos at Tainaron, and was brought to his dcath by them. His own
restless ghost was then in tumn cvocated by imported psuchagagoi. Nero,
who was so devoted to necromancy in life, made a spontaneous prophecy
after his death to his biographer Fannius.®

People or animals that are in the process of dying bridge the gap between

* Lamella: PGM IV. 2145-2240. Homer calls up Odysseus: Philostratus Heroicus pp.
194-95 Kayser and Tzctzes Exeg. in Iliadem p.148, 7. Pyvthagoras: Hicronymus of Rhodes
F42 Wehrli; cf. Burkert 1972: 155. Apion: Pliny Nasura! Hissory 30.18; Bouché-Leclerq
1879-82, 1: 336, and Collard 1949: 111. Silius Ttalicus Punica 13.778-97. Acneas of Gaza
Theophbrastus pp. 18-19 Colonna. Virgil in the Middle Ages: cf., more generally, Spargo
1934: esp. 62; cf. Tupet 1976: 281.

? Virgil Aencid 6 passim, name at 35. Silius Italicus Pumica 13.383-895. Cleonice: Plu
tarch Moralia 555¢, and Cimon 6; P: ias 3.17; and Aristod FGH 104 F8. Argilos:
‘Thucydides 1.128-34; Diodorus 11.45; Nepos 4.4-5; Aristodemus FGH 104 F8; sce chap-
ter 3. Pausanias- pssehagdgos: Plutarch Moralia 560¢—f and Scholiast Euripides Akessis 1128.
Nero: Pliny letters §.5; cf. chapter 10 and Felton 1999: 74.
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life and death in themselves, and so this condition is valued for necromantic
purposes. As the corpsc being cxploited by Lucan’s Erictho is reanimated
for nccromancy, it paradoxically passes backward into this state of “dying.”
The sacrificial victim can also significantly bridge the gap between life and
death. The blood that is given to the ghosts in Silius’s necromancy flows
from the necks of sheep that are still breathing. When, as occasionally, en-
trails are laid on altars in necromancy, they explicitly bridge the gap: “The
living animal trembles in the deadly fire”; “[ Manto] makes offerings of the
half-dead tissues and the still-breathing entrails.™

The notion that a dying man had prophctic abilitics was alrcady well
established in Homer, where the dying Patroclus prophesies death to his
killer Hector at the hands of Achilles, and the dying Hector in turn
prophesies death to Achilles at the hands of Paris.* Plaro, doubtless under
the influence of Pythagoras, used the idea to explain the beauty of the
song of the dyving swan. Xenophon’s dying Socrates cxplicitly refers to
the Homeric phenomenon and himself prophesies the moral decline of
the son of Anytus. Diodorus, with allusion to Homer and also to Pythag-
orean beliefs, reports that Alexander foresaw the wars of his successors on
his dcathbed and that Antipater foresaw the atrocities of Olympias on
his. Posidonius told of a Rhodian who, on the point of death, correctly
prophesied the order of dcath of six contcmporarics. We have alrcady
considercd the distinctive case of the prophedies of the dying Gabienus
to Sextus Pompey (chapter 13). The iron lamella inscribed with three
Homeric verses could also be attached to someone on the point of death,
so that one could learn whatever one asked. ™

A subcategory of the dyving man’s prophccy was the prophecy of those
who dicd bricfly before returning to life in what we would wday call
“near-death experiences.” Such people were known as dewseropormos,
“those who dic twice,” or husteropotmos, “thosc whosc dcath is post-
poned.™ Plato tells how the Phrygian Er was killed in battle and lay dead
for twelve days before returning to life. In the meantime, his detached
soul was given a tour of the cosmos and watched the judgment of souls,
whereupon he retumed to life with exceptional wisdom.™ Many experi-

* Lucan Pharsadin 6.758-59. Silius ltalicus Punica 13.404-7. Enrails: Scacca Ovdipws
558 and Statius Thebasd 4.466-67; cf. Lucan Pharsalia 6.554-56; sce chaprer 13.

* Homer llisd 16.851-39 and 22.356-60; cf, Janko 1992: 420 and Bremmer 1994:
99. For rthis notion more genenally, see Kalitsounakis 1953-54; and Donnadicu and Vilatte
1996.

* Plato Phaedo 84¢, with Olympiodorus ad loc., p. 214 Westerinck; so, too, Aristotle
History of Ansmals 615b and Aclian Varia bistorie 1.14; of. Vidal-Naquet 1993, Xenophon
Apology 29-30; f. Tlato Apolggy 38¢, with Mos1 1993. Diodorus 18.1 and 19.11. Posidon-
ius: Cicero On Divisarion 1.30. Lamclla: PGM 1V. 2145-2240.

* Dewteropotmei, ctc.: for the terms, see Plutarch Moratia 2652 and Hesychius syv.; of.
Garland 1985: 100-101. Plato Republic 614b-21a.
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ences of this sort are recounted.® Often the dewteropormoi were able to
bring back prophccies of the type so common in necromancy, those of
death. We have mentioned the prophecies of Posidonius’s Rhodian. Aris-
totle told the tale of a Greek king whose soul was caught between life
and death for several days, while he experienced souls and forms. On his
recovery, he correctly predicted the life-spans of his friends. Varro told
how his relative Corfidius died and came to life again. He brought back
a message from his brother, who had died, permancntly, shorty after
him, with instructions for his burial, the request that he take care of his
daughter, and guidance as to where to find his buried gold. In Lucian’s
Philopsesudes, Hermes by mistake escorts the fever-afflicted Cleodemus
down to Hades instead of his neighbor, Demylus the smith. Hades sends
him back, and Cleodemus is accordingly able to predict upon his revival
the imminent death of Demylus.*

Somctimes a dying man’s final, future-related utterances could cross
the line from prophecy to a curse, which his embittered ghost would
enact. Such is the case with some of the prophecies of Sophocles’s dying
Ocdipus, Virgil’s dying Dido, and the boy starved to death by Horace’s
Canidia and friends.” This phenomenon again underscores the potential
danger for those whose deaths ghosts are asked to predict.

A dying man could also, perhaps with greater logic, be used to send a
message in the opposite direction, from the living to underworld gods.
Thus, Herodotus tells, the Getae sent messages to Zalmoxis by hurling a
messenger onto the points of spears, and then uttering the message to
him as he died impaled. As we have seen, Lucan’s Erictho sends messages
down to the underworld by speaking into the mouths of corpses.™

The notion of the cxistence of an intermediate status between life and
death manifested itself in many forms and appears to have been central
to the understanding of the mechanisms of necromancy in antiquity.

* Proclus Commentary on Plato’s Republic 16.113-16 (on 614b4-7) compares the out-
of-body exp of the sh Aristeas, Hi d (i.e., Hi i ), and Epimen-
ides. He cites Clearchus F8 Wehrli for the tale of Cleonymus and Lysias (cf. Augustine Csty
of God 22.28, citing Cornelius Labeo) and Naumachios for the tales of Eurynous of Nico-
polis and Rufus of Philippi. Sce also Plutarch Morelia 563b—568a for the tale of Aridaios/
Thespesios of Soli, and cf., more generally, §90b-592¢ (Timarchus), and Cicero Sommism
Scipionis. Cf. Bidez and Cumont 1938, 1: 19; and Rolton 1962, 1: 149.

* Aristotle, Arabic frag lated at Ross 1952: 23 (F11). Varro: at Pliny Naswral
History 7.176~-77. Lucian Philopscudes 25.

¥ Sophocles Oedipws ar Colonus 605-28, 1348-96, and 1517-55. Virgil Aeneid 4.607-
29; cf. Eitrem 1933; Betz 1992: 76; and Kraggerud 1999. Horace Epodes 5.87-122. But
docs the boy actually dic? See Watson 1993,

* Herodorus 4.94. Lucan Phrsalia 6.563-68.




CONCLUSION: ATTITUDES
TOWARD NECROMANCY

conflicting attitudes in antiquity, it is all but impossiblc to charac-

terize a unitary ancient “attitude” toward necromancy. Perhaps the
most common notion, however, was that one had to be somewhat bold,
desperate, or strange to turn to it. Why so? Presumably becausc of the
inherent fearfulness of the practice, and the possibilities that one might
return from a consultation with one’s life shortened or, worse stll, not
return at all (chapter 16). Thus, when Odysseus and his men returned
from their consultaton, Circe told them that they were schetlioi, a word
meaning something between “unflinching in the face of horror” and
“headstrong,” for having gone to Hades and dying twice, this for all that
she herself had told them to go. At the other end of the tradition, necro-
mancy remaincd a thing of boldness (zofmad) for the fourth-century An.
St. John Chrysostom. The Spartan regent Pausanias was driven to distrac-
tion by the ghost of Cleonice and so impelled to call it up, and Nero was
impelled to call up the ghost of his mother by its harassment. It has been
supposed that a distinct lack of Stoic self-control induced Lucan’s panicky
Sextus Pompey to turn to necromancy.! Somctimes the despair was
crotic: this was what led Laodameia to call up Protesilaus. A similar con-
sideration may lie beneath the tales of Periander and Melissa, and Harpa-
lus and Pythionice.?

It was no doubt the fact that necromancy was regarded as something
rather strange that secured a high profile for it in Attic comedy. The
psuchagogia scene in Aristophanes™s Birds and the katabasis that forms
the subject of his Frogs apart, we can presume that necromancy featured
centrally in the Thesprotians of Alexis. It was possibly used also in Crati-
nus’s Chirons to bring Solon into the age of Pericles, and in Eupolis’s
Demoi to bring Solon, Miltiades, Aristides, and DPericles back from the
dead.® We have seen that many comedies were named for Trophonius

SINCB death, ghosts, and magic in general were subject to so many

' Homer Odyuey 12.21. St. John Chrysostom In Masthueum at PG 57 p. 403. Cleonice:
Plutarch Cimon 6 and Moratia 555¢; I" ias 3.17; and Aristod: FGH 104 F'8. Ncro:
Suctonius Nero 34, 46. Sextus: Martindale 1977: 375; ¢f,, morc generally, Schotes 1969:
50—-99.

* Protesilaus: sce chapter 11. Melissa: Herodotus §.92; see chapter 4. Pythionice: Python
4,::-. TrGF 91 F); sec chapter 4. Cf. also, perhaps, Chariton Callinboe 5.7.10.

? Psychagogia scene: Aristophancs Birds 1563-64. Alexis Thesprorians F93 K-A/Amott.
Cratinus Chirons F246-68 K-A and Eupolis Demer F99-146 K-A; of. Collard 1949: 40—41.
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(chapter 6). So, too, necromancy lent itself well to the satirical writings
of Menippus, Timon of Phlius, Laberius, and Lucian (cf. introduction).

Necromancy’s strangeness also made it an appropriate attribute for Ro-
man cmperors, as we have scen. It constituted a convenient way of ex-
pressing their exceptional status, their distracted insanity, their anxicty
about their own position, their attachment to bizarre un-Roman customs,
their preparedness to abusc their wealth and power, their homicidal
cruelty and ensuing guilt, and their desire to compete with the gods
(chapter 10).

The strangeness of nccromancy affected in different ways the represen-
tation of its professionals. They could be portrayed as a curious race living
an unconventional and miscrable life, as in the casc of the Cimmerians.
They could be scen as shabby, contemptible, and beggarly, as we scc
psuchagogos portrayed in the writings of Aristophanes and Plato (chapter
7). They could be scen as men endowed with arcanc insight and miracu-
lous powers, as in the representations of the “shamans™ (chapter 8). Or
they could be scen as sorcerers endowed with the wisdom of remote and
ancient lands, as in the case of Persians, Babylonians, and Egyptians. Thar
remoteness is a key notion here may be indicated by the fact that we find
necromancers also trom the far west, namely the Hesperides, and the far
north, namely the land of the Hyperborcans. It may once have been be-
lieved that such remote peoples were in closer contact with the under-
world for living nearcr to the cdge of the flat carth. Or nccromancers
could be seen as women, as in the witch tradition (chapter 9).

Antiquity’s moral evaluation of necromancy is particularly difficult to
pin down. If we must generalize, then perhaps we should extrapolate a
rule from Statius, to the effect that necromancy was as good or as bad as
the person practicing it. In persuading the underworld powers to respond
to his request for necromancy, his Tiresias contends that he is a more
deserving recipient of such enlightenment as an august prophet-priest
than a Thessalian witch would be. Tircsias’s assistant-daughter Manto is
explicitly said to resemble Medea and Circe in power, but to be without
their criminality.’ It seems that necromancy was correspondingly wicked
when practiced by someonc wicked, cven though the person might prac-
tice it in effectively the same way as a benign necromancer. Let us take
reanimation, for instance. Apulcius’s Zatchlas is introduced as an outland-
ish but nonetheless respectable, if not august, figure in his reanimation of
Thelyphron.* But Lucan’s Thessalian Erictho is built up in her introduc-
tion as the ultimate example of a wicked necromancer, cven though there
is little that is truly harmful (to innocents) about the reanimation she

! Statius Thebaid 4.504-6 and 550-51.
* Apuleius Mesamorphuses 2.28.
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achieves, and the dead man himself actually compl the transaction in
profit, sccuring duc and irrevenible burial.® Similarly, Heliodorus’s old
woman of Bessa is reproached by her corpse for transgressing the laws of
human narure by rcanimating it.”

It may be that female necromancers were more often portrayed as
wicked than male ones, but no categorical pattern emerges here. On the
male side, we have the harmicss Tircsias and Mithrobarzanes, the miracle-
working shamans, the benign Neo-Pythagorean Apollonius of Tyana, the
uncensured users of the papyrus recipes, and the all-too-pious Acncas.
Yer Euripides, Aristophanes, and Plato held psuchagdgoi in contempt, the
Romans accused Vatinius and others of practicing necromancy through
the cruclty of child sacrifice, Lucian attributed necromancy to the suppos-
cdly malevolent Neo-Pythagorean Alexander of Abonouteichos, and Li-
banius’s lying mage included necromancy in his repertoire. On the female
side, despite Erictho and the wicked-witch tradition of Latin literature,
Circe is in “good” mode whea she directs Odysseus to the Acheron, the
necromantic Sibyls are indisputably forces for good, and Statius’s Manto
is, as we have scen, explicitly said to be without criminality. If female
necromancers are more often wicked in our evidence, this may be because
Latin poctry’s conscrvative topos of the wicked witch forms such a large
part of it.*

The dead themselves, too, held ambivalent attitudes toward being sub-
ject to nccromancy (chaprer 11): did it constitute a gricvous disturbance
of their rest, or a precious opportunity to return bricfly to longed-for life?
Ghosts already restless were often afforded the opportunity to achicve the
rest they sought by necromancy (chapter 15). The living, of course, also
exercised such ambivalent views on the dead’s behalf, but thosc who cvo-
cated the ghosts of their dear ones presumably did not fear that they were
thereby subjecting them to significant suffering.

The existence of nekwomantesa in the Greek world presumably does
indicate a gencral level of acceprance of the practice of necromancy, at
least in this particular context. But we must be cautious. We have seen
that only in the casc of the Tainaron oraclc is there any indication of a
nekuomanteion being under the authority of a temple or a state. The

® Lucan Pharsalia 6.762-70 and 820-30; indecd, Statius evidently has Erictho in mind
in making the above remarks, as the Ide similarly at Thebaid 3.140-46 indicates.

7 Heliodorus Aethiopica 6.15.

* Tircsias: Homer Odswey L1; Sencea Oedipas, Statius Thebasd 4. Mithrobarzanes: Jucian

Menippss. Shamans: chapter 8. Apollonius: Phil Life of Apollomiss, cf. chapter 8.
Papyri: chapters 12 and 13. Aeneas: Virgil Aemeid 6. Euripides, Aristophanes, and Plato:
chapter 7. Vatinus: Cicero In Vatinism 14, Al der: Ludan Ak der, sce chapwer 8.

Erictho: Lucan Phassalia 6. Circe: Homer Odysry 10, Lving mage: Libanius 41. Sibyls:
Virgil Aeneid 6 and Silius talicus Pumica 13,
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notion that the “big four” nekwomanteia were in some sense “official”
scems misguided, and the complete lack of epigraphy associated with the
sites is telling. And when a seksomanteson consisted of litde more than a
lakeside, it is difficult to see what measures a disapproving state could
have taken to shut it down (chapter 2). Although we hear little about
the patron gods of the various nekuomanteia (Heracles [?] at Heracleia;
Poscidon [?] and Hermes [?] at Tainaron; Perscphone, Hades, Hermes,
and Zeus-Typhon [?] at Achcron; Persephone [?] and/or Hecate |?] at
Avernus), the patronage of deities was not subject to any form of copy-
right and did not in itself confer any particular status on the shrines (chap-
ters 3-5). More validating perhaps was the scal of approval that the
august Delphi gave to the nekmomanteia by referring consulters to
them—according to tradition, at any rate. It was Delphi, supposedly, that
referred Corax to Tainaron for the laying of Archilochus’s ghost (chapter
3) and that referred the Spartans to the pswchagagos, perhaps specifically
those of Avernus, for the laying of the ghost of the regent Pausanias
(chapter 7). Indeed, Delphi often gave advice on the laying of ghosts; we
have scen that it told Croton and Metapontum how to achieve peace
from the ghosts of the slaughtered youths of Siris, and that the ghost-
banning procedures of Cyrene derive their authority from it.” Similarly,
the august Zcus of Dodona was asked whether he would underwrite the
work of Dorios the psuchagagos.'® Onc wonders whether the tradition of
denial associated with the Avernus nekuwomanteson, from Ephorus’s insis-
tence that the oracle had been destroyed long ago to Strabo’s observation
that Agrippa had chased the ghosts away, represented attempts to contain
the inherent terror of the place (chapter 5).

When pagan authors do condemn necromancy outright, it is less often
on the basis that it is an affront to the dead or an attack upon the living
than on the basis that the practice itself (or, at any rate, its supposed
practitioners) is a fraud. ‘This was the view, for example, of Plato, Cicero,
and Artemidorus. Plato associates necromancers with the practitioners of
malicious binding-curscs, and there may also lurk in Plato’s words on
such men a disdain for fasausoi, men who depended for their living on
the patronage of others. Of course, both Plato and Artemidorus were in
their own ways pedaling trades in more or less direct competition with
necromancers, and their objections may have seccmed to many of their
contemporarics to manifest the narcissism of small differences.” Thucyd-

¥ Justin 20.2; and Jameson ct al. 1993. See further discussion of Delphi’s interest in
ghost-laying in chapter 7.

' Evangelidis 1935: no. 23 = Christidis et al. 1999: no. 5; chaprer 7.

" Plato Laws 909b, 933a-¢, and Republic 364b—c (see chaprer 7); Cicero Tusculan Dis-
putations 1.16.37; and Artemidorus Omesrocritics 2.69 (see chapter 6); cf. Collard 1949:
116.
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ides’ climination of two necromantic tales from his excursus on the regent
Pausanias perhaps attests a rationalizing disdain (chapters 3 and 7).

The Grecks in general probably felt that onc could not do much scrious
or lasting harm by the practice of necromancy proper other than to one-
self. In certain modes and contexts, the ghosts may find the process unde-
sirable and uncomfortablc, but there was a limit to the damage onc could
do to those already dead. It does not seem to have been held, for exam-
ple, that an irresponsible or incompetent nccromancer could strand a
once-peaccful ghost in a permanent state of restlessness after evocation.
But then, the practice of necromancy was centered on the project of
bringing permanent peace to ghosts alrcady restless. Hence, necromancy
proper does not appear to have been outlawed in any Greek state. But
magic perceived as harmful, notably binding-curses, probably was gener-
ally outlawed. So the grearest danger facing onc performing nccromancy
proper (perhaps particularly at graves as opposed to nckwomantesa) was
the possibility that he might be suspected of calling up ghosts to carry
out binding-curses rather than to provide prophecy (chapter 10), or be
suspected of asking questions of a sort that might, whatever his intention,
bring a ghostly curse upon others (chapter 16). And as we have scen,
PMlato is an example of someone ready to clide the distinction between
necromancy and binding-cursing, justly or not (chapter 7).

The Romans in gencral scem to have found necromancy proper, and
indeed its entire context, more threatening. Already in the Jate Republic
we find an association being made between necromancy and human sacri-
fice, particularly of boys. The contexts of this association are, however,
usually abusive, and it should probably not be taken to attest the practice
of human sacrifice in necromancy; rather, it should be viewed as an at-
tempt to build up its ostensible deviance. Although we cannot find a
Roman law that explicitly and directly outlaws necromancy as such, its
practice would incvitably have fallen foul of laws against magic in gencral,
divination in general, and the predicton of the death of others, especially
that of the emperor (and, of course, against murder if human sacrifice
was actually used). Qur supposedly historical references to the practice of
necromancy in the Roman empire, other than those attributed to the
cmperors themsclves, usually concern artempts to predict the death of the
emperor. Why should it have been a particular crime to divine the time
of the emperors’ death? Was it not fixed by Fatc anyway? A number of
responscs arc possible. ‘The more megalomaniac emperors may have
wished themselves superior to Fate. It may have been felt that the desire
1o make such a divination reflected hostile atdtude or intent. It may have
been felt, on the assumption that such divinations were basically fraudu-
lent, that they could be used as mechanisms 10 encourage rivals to strike
against them. Or the emperors, too, may have feared that the act of nee-
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romantic divination itself could indced defy Fate and shorten the life of
the person about whom the inquiry was made, in a fashion akin to curs-
ing. It is a curiosity that there arc indications that some of the nekwoman-
tein were still openly operating in the imperial period, but the evidence
for this is not compelling.
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Abaris, 116-19, 138, 183. Sec abso Hyper-
boreans

abortion, 199

Acanthis, 143, 216

Acastus, 186

Acharaca, 26

Acheron, Acherusia, xxiv-xxv, 17-18, 24,
26-27, 30, 32-33, 43-60, 62, 68, 91-
92,96, 124, 152, 191, 251-53, 265-66

Acherousias, 30, 34

Achilles, 3-4, 111, 122, 171, 179, 200,
224, 227, 235-38, 241, 251, 261

aconite, 29

Actacon, 103, 180

Admetus, 107. See also Alcestis

Acacus, 119, 178

Acgisthus, 8

Aemilianus, 185-86

Acncas (hero), Aencid, xxii, 66-7, 72, 74,
109, 166, 169, 171, 175, 180, 182-84,
220, 239, 242, 258, 260, 265. Ser also
Virgil

Acneas of Gaza, 260

Acschylus 244, 247; Choephorvi of, 8; Per-
sians of, xxi, xxvi, 3, 7-8, 95, 111, 129-
30, 139, 167, 169-71, 174-75, 177-
79, 181, 189, 227-28, 238-40;
Pruchagegoi of, xxvi, 23, 47-51, 68, 97,
223

Acson, 126, 142, 165, 201, 2034,
206-7, 215-16, 241, 255-56

Acsop, 39

Agamedes, 83, 85, 165, 174, 209. Ses also
Trophonius

Agamemnon, 8, 109, 235, 238, 240

Agesipolis, 59

Aglaophamus, 123

Agrippa, 67, 69, 151, 155

Agrippina, 59, 153, 233-34. Ser sl Nero

Agrius, 62

aguriai, 106-7, 125, 258

Ahwere, 136-37

Aidoneus, 52

Aictes, 90

Ajax, 14, 247

Akephalos, 194

Akkadians, 103, 115, 133-34, 141, 214.
See alse Babylon; Gllgamesh; Mesopo-
tamia

Akmonia, 6, 127

Albunca, 91

Alcestis, 107-8, 110, 122, 187

alchemy, 242

Alcimede, 139, 143, 241, 255-56

Alcman, 26

Alcyonia, 48

Alexander of Abonouteichos, 113, 123,
211,265

Alexander the Great, xviii, 240, 248, 259,
261

Alexis, 49, 52, 166, 263

Alibas, 109, 215, 224

Althaea, 178

Amarytlis, 143

Ammias, 6-7, 11, 127

Ampclius, 4647, 52

Amphiaraus, 24-25, 38, 74, 79-80, 85—
92,95, 150, 174, 246-47

Amphilochus, 90, 245-46

Ampsancrus, 62

amulets, 180

Anacreontea, 38

Anchises, 38, 147, 166, 182, 239, 242,
244

Anthes, 122

Anthestenia, 167

Anticleia, 53, 76, 238, 242, 244, 247

Antinoopolis, 154

Antinous, 11, 153-54, 176, 179, 198

Antipater, 261

Antoninus, 99

Antrum, the Great, 21

sornoi, 2627, 45, 47. See also Avernus

soroi, 12, 200, 225-26, 243. Ses alse
Elpenor

Apion Grammaticus 204, 236, 260

Apollo, 36, 83, 121, 147, 186, 194-95,
231, 245-46. See also Delphi; Pythia;
Sibyls
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Apollonius of Rhodes, xxiv, xxix, 31, 109,
See alio Medea

Apollonius of Tyana, 4, 11-12, 111, 114,
121-23, 156, 171, 189, 197-99, 225,
227, 236-37, 252, 265

Appius Claudius Pulcher, xxxi, xxxii, 149-
51, 236, 255

Apsyrtus, 109

Apuleius, xxi, xxx, 185-86, 195-97, 200,
202-5, 210, 215-16, 219-21, 234,
256, 259. See also Pamphile (witch);
Thelyphrons; Zatchlas

Arabs, 188

Archilochus, xxv, 36-41, 266

Archonides, 209

argillai, 65

Argilos, man of, xxv, 32, 39-42, 260

Argo, 90

Arignotus, 100, 138, 221, 224, 255

Aristeas, xxvi, 116-20

Aristocleia, 252

Aristodemus, 22

Aristomencs, 81, 146

Aristophancs, 51, 85, 95, 97-98, 107-8,
223, 255, 263-65

Aristotle, xxviii, 183, 196, 248

Armcaians, 130-31, 153

Arabazus, 41

Artemidorus of Daldis, 80

Artemis, 6

Asclepius, 6, 84-85, 121, 135, 165, 191,
204-5, 235, 244, 246

Assyrians, 133

ataphoi, 12, 215, 225-26. See also Blpenor

atelestos, See soros

Athanasius, 159, 198

Athanatos Epitynchanos, 6, 127

Athenagoras, 187

Athene, 11, 40, 100, 102, 104

Athenodorus, 256

Atossa. See Acschylus, Persians of

Atris, 26

attitudes toward necromancy, 263-68

Augeias, 85, 208-9

Augilac, 11

augury, 150, 223

Augustine, xxii, 131, 192, 249-30

Augustus, 156

Aulus Vibenna, 210

Autonoe, 147

Avernus, xxv, xxviii, xxix, 17-18, 21-22,

INDEX

24, 27, 44-45, 48, 61-74, 76, 91, 96,
126, 14445, 147, 152, 173, 184, 191,
232, 253, 260, 266

Baatz, 21

Babylon/Babylonians, 11, 26-27, 95, 125,
128-33, 138, 214, 252, 264. Sec also
Akkadians; Chaldacans, Mcnippus

bacchants /bacchanals 106, 123, 155

Baiac, 21-22, 65-66, 153

banawsos, 266

barley. See grain

Basil, St., 159

bathhouses, 22, 194

bats, 97-98, 221-23

batdeficlds, 12-16

bawd-witches, 143, 215, 223, 227

beans, 20, 77-79

becs, 56, 170, 223-24. See also honey;
Melissa

beggar-pricsts. See agwriai

Bes, 194

Bessa, xxix, 14, 126, 137, 147, 167-68,
170-71, 173-76, 178, 180-82, 185,
187, 2024, 228, 238-39, 241, 257,
265

bisiothanarsi, 12, 200, 225-26

birdlessness 2, 51, 62, 223. See also
Aornoi, Avernus

birds, 221-4; soul-birds, 223

Bitys, 211, See also Pitys

blackness, 166, 171-72, 188-90, 194,
196, 206, 213, 224, 253, 255. Ses also
dress; night

blood, 7-8, 48, 97, 164, 170, 197,
203-4, 207, 246, 255. See also sacrifice;

sheep

Bouplagos, 15, 164, 171-74, 207, 210

bowls. See lecanomancy

boys 183; as mediums, xxviii, 80, 154-55,
191-96, 256; sacrifice of, 117, 155,
196-201, 227, 262, 267

bronze, 53, 180, 186, 192

Burkert, 111, 183

caduccus, 183. Sec also wands
Cacadas, 101

Cacsar, §, 15, 229, 245
Calchas, 12, 87

Caligula, 101

Callisthenes, 252
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Calondas. Ser Corax

Canidia, xxix, 5, 144, 168-69, 189, 199~
200, 215, 227-28, 254, 262

Capua, 69

Caracalla, 154, 257

Carthage, 61

Cassandra, 258

catapults, 21

catoptromancy, 71, 154, 195-96, 2565

cats, 212-14

cattle, 171-74. See also sacrifice

Cecrups, 172

Celts, 11

centaur, xxiij

Cerberians 30 n., 64

Cerberus xi, 25, 29-30, 34, 43, 60, 64,
127, 215, 253

Cercidas, 210, 234

Chacrephon, 85, 97-98, 223, 255-56

Chaldaeans, xxvii, 128-33, 155-57, 172,

203-5, 258, 260. See also Babylon/Baby-

lonians

characeers, 172

Charicleia, 239, 241

Charon, 26, 180, 227, 244

charomis 26

Cheimerion, 44

Choaspes, 165

Christianity, 158-59

Chrysippus, 234

cicadas, 71. See also Tettix

Cicero, xxxi, 68, 117, 149-51, 234, 242,
244, 255, 266

Cichyrus, 46

Cillus, 236

Cimmerians, 30, 40, 43—44, 6465, 69,
96, 97, 119, 138, 232, 264

Circe, xxi, xxiv, xxix, 27, 46, 61-63, 95,
126, 13941, 147, 176, 183, 200, 228,
251, 254, 258, 263-65

Circeii, 61

drcles, 170, 178-79

Claros, 157, 246

Claudian, xxiii, 143

Cleander, 23 n

Clearchus, xxviii, 183, 196

Clement of Alexandria, 24, 51, 53

Clement of Rome, 135, 158

Cleodemus, 262

Cleomenes, 59, 122, 209

Cleonice, xxvi, 23, 29-32, 57-58, 76, 96,

104-5, 195, 228, 233, 252, 257, 260,
263. Sec alo Pausanias (regent)

Clodia, Clodius, 150-51

Clymenus, 25

Clytemnestra, 8, 109, 234, 24041

Cocccius, 63, 67

Cocytus, 44-46, 48, 67, 223

Collard, xv, xxi, 154, 206

Commodus, 99, 154

Constantius [1, 155, 157, 210

Coptos, 136-37

Corax, xxv, 36-41, 266

Corfidius, 262

Corinth, 24, 52, 55, 153. Ser also Melissa;
Periander

Comclia, 236

Coronides, 32

Crantor of Soli. See Elysius of Terina

Crareia, 57

Cratinus, 118, 263

Creon, 254

Cretheus, 139, 143, 238-39, 241, 255,

Croesus, 81

Croton, 102, 119, 266

Ctesibius, 118

Cumae, xxv, 22, 62, 66-67, 69, 150, 232.
See alee Cumacan Painter; Sibyls

Cumacan Painter, xxvii, xxviit, 70-71, 73,
126, 171, 183, 189, 196, 255

cune tablets/cursing, 3, 106, 156, 225

Cyane, 25

Cybele, 107

Cyllenc, 24

Cylon, 118

Cymicism, xxvii, 12. See also Menippus

Cynthia, 221, 234, 237, 241-42, 249

Cypsclus, 77

Cyranides, 188, 194

Cyrene, 1034, 109, 266

Dactyls, 121, 125

Dacira, 49 n

Dakaris, xvi, 19, 21, 52

Damascius, 26

Dante, 260

Dardanus, 136

Darius. See Acschylus, Pervians of

Daunians, 12

death, pamim; space between life and
death, 251-62. See also sleep
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Deiphilus, 150, 236

Deiphobe, 147, 260

Deiphobus, 109, 221, 23§

Delphi, 54, 1014, 157, 231, 233, 245~
46, 266. Ses also Apollo; Pythia

Demainete, 53, 59, 182, 220

Demeter, 25, 56, 120, 125, 127,177, 246

Demetria, 9

Demetrius Poliorcetes, 252

Demo, 71

Democritus, 120, 128, 131, 136, 181,
224,260

Demogorgon, 177

Demylus, 262

Derveni papyrus, 234

destiny, 241

Aeuteropotmos, 261 -62

Diapontius, 76, 235

Didius Julianus, 131, 154, 195

Dido, 138, 234, 262

Diodorus, 66

Diogenes, 248

Dione, 52

Dionysus, 48, 70, 83, 126, 206. Ser akso
bacchants/bacchanals

Dipsas, 143

Dodona, xxxi, 43-44, 52-54, 63, 92, 96,
102, 157, 231, 245

dolls, voodoo, xxix, 3, 102-3, 106, 154,
170, 176, 184-87, 203, 214

Dolon Painter, 87

Dommitian, 122, 156, 197

Dorios, 33, 96, 102, 266

Dracula, 203

dreaming, 72-92, 232; dream of Scipio,
242. See also incubation; slecp

dress, 112, 188-90

canh, 8, 175, 206, 24546

echenais, 207

Echetlaos, 13

Egeria, 193

eges, 72,171

Egypt, Egyptians, xxvii, xxx, 95, 107, 121,
128, 134-39, 147, 155-56, 158, 166,
172, 191, 203-4, 209, 211, 221, 229,
260, 264. Sec also Bessa; Zatchlas

cidolopoiia, 151

Elagabalus, 15455, 198

Eleazar, 118

Electra, 8-9

Eleusis, 53, 90, 125-26, 152, 174, 177

Elijah, 158

Elpenor, xxiv, 49-52, 87, 140, 183, 200,
236, 247, 254

Elysium, 175

Elvsius of Terina, xxviii, 61, 75, 164, 179,
234,242

Empedocles, xxvi, 116-18, 120

Empedotimus, 120

emperors, Roman, xxx, 149-57, 197-99,
257, 267. See also Nero

En-dor, witch of, 113~ 14, 134, 158-59,
241,254

engastrimuthoi. See ventriloquists

Enkidu, 133

Eos, 38

Ephorus, 64-66, 69, 96

Ephyra, 4647

Epicrates, 76, 327

Epidotes, 104

Epimenides, 100, 105, 107

cpitaphs, 24243

Er, 15, 126, 242, 244, 261

Erictho, xviii, xxix, xxx, 14, 27, 134, 144-
43, 151, 167,171, 175-77, 180, 182~
83, 189, 193, 198-99, 202-7, 214-15,
225-29, 232, 24142, 248, 258, 261-
62, 264. See alo Lucan; Pompey
(Sextus)

FErinyes. Sez Furies

Fsarhaddon, 133

Esquiline, 5, 67

Eteocles, 37, 232, 239, 259

Ethiopians, 138

Etruria, 24, 135

Fumenides. Ses Furies

Euphrares, 172

Eupolis, 98, 263

Euripides, 4, 8-9, 76, 98, 107, 110, 169,
178, 186, 200, 224, 235, 240, 245

Eurycles, 112-14, 132. See also ventrilo-
quists

Eurydice, 47, 124, 127, 179, 260

Eunynous of Nicesipolis, 126

Eurytians, 259

Eunvtus, 5

Euthymus, 108-9, 215, 224

Euthynous. Ser Elysius of Terina

Euxenippus, 86

evocation, 163-90 and pasim

evocators. See psuchagigoi
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excansatio cultorum, 143
cxorcism, 114-15
cye, cvil, 107, 147

Fannius, 260

Fates, 244

Faunus, 24, 80, 91-92

Felton, 233

fertility, 246

fire, 168—69, 180, 203. Sec also sacrifice

fleeces, 86-92

flowers, 7

Frazer, 19

Purics, 31, 118, 137, 144, 153, 169, 175,
177-78, 189, 224-25, 234, 255

Furius Scribonianus, 156

Fusaro, 62, 68

Gabicnus, 151, 207, 214-15, 232, 261

Gaios, 246

Galba, 153

Galli, 26

Gallus Caesar, 157, 210

Gasepton, 246

Genesia, 167

Gerasa, 115

Germanicus, 246

Geta, 154

Getae, 262

ghosts, passim; laying of, 98-100, 185;
management of, 179-82; in nccro-
mancy, 219-30; terminology for, 219

Gilgamesh, 133, 141

girl-mediums, 197. See ale Manto

Glauce, 141, 174

Glaucias, 28, 167, 179, 226, 237

Glaucus, 59, 204, 258

Glycon, 113, 123, 211. See also Alexander
of Abonouteichos

gnats, 236

Jottss, See sorcerers

goas xxvi, 110-11

Gorgias, 111

Gorgon, 52, 181, 212

grain, xxiii, 8, 84, 170-71, 185, 203

Hades, xxiv, 25-26, 35, 46, 43-49, 52—
53, 118, 169, 175, 178, 187, 194, 206,
223, 226, 251, 260, 262-63, 266

Hadrian, 11, 153-54, 179, 198

Hagia Triada, 9

hasmakouria, 7

hallucinogens, 20, 77-79, 82

Hannibal, 68, 237-38

Harpalus. See Pythionice

Harpies, 223

heads, talking, xxx, xxxi, 166, 202, 204-5,
208-16. See also reanimation

Hecabe, 4, 178, 200, 235

Hecatacus of Abdera, 124

Hecate, 69, 142, 147, 169, 172, 174-75,
177, 185, 188-89, 206, 215, 228, 266

Hector, 14, 261

Hegeso, 9

heifers, 171, 180

Hcliodorus, xxi, xxi-xxx, 14, 126, 137,
147, 167-68, 170-71, 173-76, 178,
180-82, 185, 187, 2024, 228, 238-
39, 241, 257, 265

Helvius Manda, 151

Henna, 25

Hera, 24, 69

Heracleia Pontica, xxv, 17-18, 22, 25,
29-34, 37, 68, 81, 96, 232, 252-53,
260, 266

Heracles (hero), xxii, 29, 34, 66, 107-8,
122, 127, 190, 224, 227, 253, 266

Heracles (son of Alexander), 259

Heraclitus, 106

Hermai, 81, 165

Hermaphrodites, 210

Hermes, 8, 15, 24, 37, 44, 47, 49, 52, 76,
79, 84,102 n., 111, 124, 143, 166,
175-76, 179, 182-84, 186, 188, 192,
211, 223, 235, 262, 266; hills of, 20

Hermione, 25

Hermotimus, 116-19

Herod, 58-59

Herodes Atticus, 178

Herodorus, xxv, xxvi, 47, $4-55, 60, 129~
30, 233, 262. Sec alio Mclissa; Periander

heroes, 7-8, 15

Hesiod, 62

Hesperides, 138, 264

Hierapolis, 26, 253

bikesici, 42, 103-4

Hippocates, 106, 108

Hippolytus, xxii, 193, 210-11

Inppomantss, 143

historiolas, 188

Hoepfner, 33-34

holocausts, xxiv, 164, 168, 174, 197. See
also sacrifice
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Homer, xxi, xxiii, 29-30, 76-77, 117,
133,172,179, 204, 212, 215, 223,
236, 238, 259-61. See also Odysseus/
Odysiey

honey, axiii, 7-8, §9, 169-70, 206. See
also bees; melikrason

Hopfner, xxi, 204

Horace, xxix, 173. See also Canidia

Horus, 120

P i. See de P i
hydromancy, 131, 192. See aiso lecano-
mancy
Hygicia, 85

Hyperboreans, 28, 119, 138, 166-67,
203, 264. Ser also Abaris
HyTicus, 85

1da, Idacan cave 120, 125

Ide, 14, 145, 147, 202, 225

Tnanna-Ishrar, 56

incantations. See utterances

incubation, xxv, 11, 75-92, 164

Indians 4, 122

initiation, 106, 125-27. Ses also mysterics;
orpheotelestas

iron, 180, 188, 212

Isaiah, 138

Isidora, 243

Isis, 120, 137, 212

Iucundus, 200

Iunius, 136

innx, 143

Jacobs, 112

Jason, xxix, 90, 109, 14142, 185, 206,
238-39

Jesus, 107, 115, 159

John Chrysostom, St., 5, 263

Josephus, 58, 254

Julia, 76, 229, 241, 244, 249

Julius Africanus, 164

Justin Martyr, 79, 158

Kalasiris, 238-39, 241

kasabasis, xxi-xxii, 166, 231, 263
Kerrigan, 70

Khamwas (Setne), 121, 136-37, 138, 211
Khonsu, 194

Knopia, 85

koimzstrion, 86

kolossos. See dolls, voodoo

Laberius, xaix, 61, 264

Laius, 15, 37, 166, 173, 176, 179-80,
197, 221, 224, 229, 232, 234, 23941,
234, 259

Lamachus, 193

Lamellac, 184, 205, 212-13, 261

lamps, 22, 57-58, 195. Ser sl tychno-
mancy

Laodamcia, xviil, xxix, 179, 182, 186, 263

law, 155-58, 267

Lazarus, 139

Lebadeia. See Trophonius

lecanomancy, xxviii, $3-54, 70, 131, 138,
181, 191-94

Lefkandi, xxiii

legion, 118

Leibethra, 123

lekushoi, 9, 189, 221, 224

Lemnos, 158

Lemuria, 77, 167, 172-73, 220

Leonidas, 102

Lema, 48

Lesbos, 124-25, 208

Lethe, 165, 176, 248-49

Leucas, 44, 53

levodopa, 79

Libanius, 106, 132, 157, 178, 210, 265

libations, xxiii, 7, 164, 168-71, 203

Libo Drusus, 151, 156

Libra, 167

Livilla, 200

Lucan, xxi, xxix, 15, 76, 146, 151, 180,
229, 238, 244, 248, 251, 256. Se sl
Erictho; Pompey (Sextus)

Lucian, xxi, 53, 84, 99, 119, 121, 123,
132, 138, 166, 182, 187-88, 203, 211,
220, 224, 226, 228, 237, 248, 255,
258, 262. Sce slso Arignotus; Meaippus

Lucrinus, 62, 68, 152

lupines, 20

Lycaon Painter 49

lvchnomancy, xxviii, 131, 191-96

Lycophron, 55

Lykas, 109, 215, 224

Lyre, 124,127

Lysis, 5

Macarius, St., 58 n., 158
Machates, 256
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Macrianus, 158

Macrinus, 154, 241, 257

Macander, 26

Macecenas, 5

mages/magi, xx, 13, 27, 80, 106-7, 111,
117,153, 190, 193, 197, 258, 260. Sez
also Persians

magic, definition of, xviii-xix

magos. See mages/magi

Mallos, 90

Mantw, 90, 141, 180-81, 197, 229, 261,
264-65

Manathon, 13

Marcus Aurelius, 154

Mardonius, 86

Mariamme, 58-59, 152

Marius, 15

Maryandyni, 29

maschalismos, 109

Maternianus, 154, 241

Maxendus, 155, 198

Maximus of Tyre, 61, 67, 70, 72, 96

Medea, xxix, 47, 53, 109, 126, 129, 141-
43, 165, 167, 185, 189, 201, 206-7,
215-16, 264

Medes, 129, 132, 190

Megabates, 32

Megacra, 143, 202

Megapenthes, 248

Megana, 29

melikratom, xxiii, 8, 100, 164-65, 170

Melissa (pricstess), 56, 153

Melissa (wife of Periander), xviii, xxvi, 11,
24-25, 32, 41, 47, 51, 53-60, 92, 150,
152-53, 179, 223, 226, 233, 235-36,
252, 263

memory, 82, 165, 248

Memphis, 128, 134, 136

Menander, 28

Meanhirs, 102

Menippus, xxvii-xxviii, 1o, 12, 18, 27,
125-26, 132, 165, 167, 175, 179, 183,
189-90, 221, 227, 229, 242, 252, 258,
264-65

Merib, 136-37

Meroe, 146, 200, 215

Metapontum, 102, 119-20, 266

Mesopotamia, xxii, 46, 56, 133-34, 187,
213, See also Akkadians; Babylon; Chal-
dacans

Mesopotamo, 19

psychosis. See
Midas, 203, 205, 238
Midea, 102
Mihos, 194

milk, xxii, 7-8, 15, 165, 169, 181-82,
206. See also melikrason

miller, 14647, 234

Minoans, 247

Minos, 59, 119

mirrors. Ses catopromancy

Misenum, 67

Miscnus, 165, 200

mistletoe, 183

Mithridates, 131

Mithrobarzanes. See Menippus

Moeris, xxvii, 5, 202, 216

moles, 131, 199

Molossians, 52

Moon, 176, 207

Moses, 205

mullein, 188, 194

mummification, 135

mundus, 168, 246

Mumau, 205

Muses, 208-9

Myceneans, 247

mysteries, 125-27, 152

Nacvius, xxvii-xxviii, 70

Nakrason, 76, 237

Naneferkaptah, 121, 136-37

Nasamones, 11

Nechepso, 135

necromancy, pasim; definition of, xix-xxi;
terminology of, xxxi-xxxii, 17

necrophilia, 55, 59

Nectancbo, 128

nekn(di)a. See mullein

nekwia, Sce Odysscus/ Odwsey

nekuemanteia (oracles of the dead), xix-xx,
17-92 and passim. See also Acheron;
Avernus; Heracleia Pontica; Tainaron

nekuomansis, 96

Nemesis, 188

Nemi, 184

Neo-Pythagareans. See Alexander of Abo-
nouteichos; Apollonius of ‘Tyana,

Nergal, 133

Nero, xxx, 59, 131, 135, 152-53, 156,
197, 233, 241, 260, 263

Nerva, 122, 156, 197
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Neryllinus, 187

Neuri, 215

night, 77, 180, 189, 206, 246
Nigidius Figulus, 149-50, 196
Nireus, 221

Nonacris, 27

Numa, 91-92, 193

Ocean, 44

Odysseus/ Odyssey, xxi-i, xxiv, o, 12, 24,

43-53, 61-62, 64-65, 67, 72, 76, 87—
90, 95, 97, 108-9, 126-27, 134, 139-
41, 147, 163, 166, 168-69, 171-73,
175-76, 180-81, 183, 189-90, 200,
220-21, 224-27, 231, 235-36, 238
41, 244, 247, 251, 254, 267-59, 263,
265. See also Homer

Ocdipus, 76, 183, 224, 234, 240, 254,
258, 262

oil, 7,15, 169, 192

Olympia, 246

Olympias, 261

Onesilus, 210

INDEX

papyri, magical, xxi, xxviii, xxx, 54, 79,
138, 16667, 174, 176-77, 180, 187,
191, 205-6, 211-13, 259. See also Pitys

Parentalia, 167

Parthenius, §7

Pasianax, 248

Patras, 195

Patroclus, 227, 236, 261

Paullus, 237

Paulus, 237

Pausanias (periegete), xxv, 13, 32, 34-35,
38, 4647, 51, 81, 96, 195, 252-53

Pausanias (regent), xxv-xxvi, 11, 23, 29~
32, 37, 70, 100-7, 118, 260, 266-67.
See alse Cleonice

pederasty, 197-99

pelanas, 170

Peleus, 238

Pcliades, Pelias, 90, 142, 204, 206, 241

Pelinna, 184

Pellichus, 187

Perachora, 24

Pengnnun, 12

oracles of the dead. See nek
Orchomenos, 103, 257

Orcus, 181, 227

Oresres, 8-9, 224

Oropus. See Amphiaraus

orpheotelestai, 106, 124-27

Orpheus, xxi, xxx, 34, 47, 85, 108, 116,

123-25, 128, 172, 179, 182, 185, 187,

189-90, 202, 208-9, 252, 260
Orphics/Orphism, 106-7, 123-27, 184,
248

Osiris, 204, 212, 260

Ostanes, 128, 131, 136, 179, 181, 193,
211-12, 242

Orho, 153

ouroboros, 188

Ovid, xxx, 27, 124, 141, 143, 165, 167,
200, 203, 215-16, 228

Pacuvius, 150

Paget, 21-22

Palamdes, 14, 231, 238, 260
Palinurus, 200, 235-36
Pamphile (tombstone), 9
Pamphile (witch), 68, 146, 215
Pancrates, 121

pankarpeia, 170-71

Panthia, 146

der, xviii, xxvi, 11, 24-25, 32, 41,

47, 51, 53-60, 92, 1:0 152-53, 179,
195, 223, 226, 233, 235-36, 252, 263

Persephone, xxiv, 8, 20-21, 25, 46, 52,
36, 69, 108, 121, 125, 169, 175, 177-
78, 180-81, 184, 187, 206, 246, 257,
266

Perseus, 48

Persians, xxvi, 13, 95, 129-32, 138, 153,
193, 229, 264. See aloo Aeschylus;
Ostancs

Peter, St., 200

pharmakides. See witches

Phemonoe, 151

Phigalia, 23, 32, 96, 104-5, 233, 260

Philadclphia, 158

Philinnion, 28, 172, 220, 256

Philip (erpbeotelesss), 125

Philippides, 49

Philochorus, 113

Philolaus, §

Phlegon of Tralles, 15, 207, 210, 215,
220, 224, 256. See alsw Philinnion

polomas. See mullein

Phoenicians, 136

Phoroneus, 172

Phrixus, 90

phrontistzrion 86
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Phryne, 108

Picus, 27

Pisander, 97

Pirithous, xxi, 34, 43, 46

pits, xxiii, 7, 163, 168-69, 180, 185, 203

Ditys, xxx, 79, 204-5, 211-12

Plataea, 15, 32

Plato, 15, 47, 95, 105-8, 110, 113,117,
157-58, 196, 225-26, 231, 237, 242
44, 257, 261, 264-67

Plautus, 76, 254, 256

Pliny the Elder, 79, 153, 193, 199

Pliny the Younger, 99, 237, 256

plowtonia, 26, 64

Plutarch, 31, 38, 42, 52, 76-77, 96, 113,
126, 242, 252

Podalirius, 12, 87

Polites, 108, 224

Polla Argentaria, 146

Pollentianus, 157, 198, 200

Palybius, 42

Polycritus, 210, 220, 224

Polydorus, 235~-36

Polygnotus, 50 n

Polyidus, 59, 2045, 258

Polyperchon, 259

Polyxena, 3-4, 200, 237

Pompey, the Great, 5, 15, 76, 151, 215,
229, 240-41, 245, 249

Pompey, Sextus, xxix, 144—45, 149, 151,
153, 166, 183, 207, 21415, 231-32,
23940, 256, 258, 261, 263. Se¢ also
Erictho

Pomponia, 236

Poppaca Sabina, 59, 152-53

Porphyry, 199

Poscidon, 22, 34-36, 41, 44, 236, 266

Posidonius, 261-62

prayers. See utterances

Priapus, 144

Propertius, 68, 70, 143, 221, 234, 237,
242, 249

Protesifaus, xviii, xxix, 14, 146, 179, 182,
186, 263

s, XX, od, 6, 17-18, 23, 27,

30, 37, 53-54, 70, 72, 95-112, 117,
122, 125, 154, 178, 232, 255, 259-60,
263-66. Ses alsw

Publius, 207, 210, 215, 232

puppies, 172

purification, 8, 106, 165-66, 174, 233

Putcoli, 68

Pygmalion, 234

Pyriphlegethon, 46

Pythagoras, 11, 116-23, 193, 195, 26)

Pythagoreans, xxvi, 3, 80, 95, 98, 100,
102, 116-23, 128, 149-50, 171, 196,
231, 243, 255, 261, 265. Sec also Alexan-
der of Abonouteichos; Apollonius of Ty-
ana; Arignotus; Pyl

Pythia, 37, 54, 70, 151. Ses also Delphi

Pythionice, wiii, 9, 27, 51, 130, 132,179,
263

Python (dramatist). Sec Pythivnice

Python (snake) 245

Python ( iloquist). See il

Quintilian, 6, 178, 180, 229
Quintus Smyrnacus, 31-33

reanimation, xxx, 118, 180, 202-16. Sec
Al heads, talking

reincamation, 119, 123

revenants, 220

Rhadine, 57

Rhampsinitus, 209

Rhodians, 261-62

rings, 187-88

Rohde, 234, 246

Romans, xxii, 149-59

Sacchouras, 132

sacrifice, 15, 86-92, 106, 144, 261,
human, 210. See sl blood; boys;
fleeces; sheep

Sagana. Ser Canidia

Salomon, 167

Samaritans, 131

Samuel, 113, 134, 159, 254

Sarpedon, 77-78, 103

Saul, 113, 134, 254

scapegaats, 179

SchifPs grave, 103

Scipio Aemilianus, 242

Scipio Africanus, 67, 147, 166, 180, 235-
38, 240, 242, 247, 260

Selinus, 8, 103, 172, 178, 233

Semnai Theai, 119

Sencca, xui, xxviii, xxix, 27, 141, 169-70,
173-76, 184, 189, 229, 234, 239, 254,
257

Septimius Severus, 154, 156
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Servius, xxxxii, 200

Sctne. See Khamwas (Setne)

Shadcfeet, 51, 97

shamans, xxvi, 95, 116-23, 253, 264

Shamash, 134, 214

sheep, xxiv, 8, 48, 86-92, 100, 144, 171~
74, 180, 194, 255. See alo sacrifice

Sibyls, xxvii, xxix, 18, 38, 66-71, 73, 91-
92, 126, 147, 166, 180, 183, 209, 238,
238 260 265

Siduri, 141

Silius Italicus, xxi, xxvii, xxviii, xxix, 67~
68, 70, 147, 166, 173, 223, 226, 235-
36, 238, 240, 247, 26061

Simon Magus, 131, 197-98

Siris, 102-3, 118, 266

Skispodes. See Shadefeet.

skulls. Sce heads, talking

sleep 182; and death, 72, 76, 104, 244,
256, gates of, 72-74. Ses also dreaming;
incubation

snakes, xxix, 14, 59, 84-85, 132, 134,
189, 207, 229, 236, 258. See also
Python (snake)

Socrates (Apuleian character), 146, 200,
202-3,215

Socrates (philosopher), 51, 85, 97-98,
107-8, 110, 117-18, 196, 255-56, 261

Sophocles, 4, 9, 24, 61-62, 64, 223, 258

sorcerers (goetes), xx, xxvi, 23, 95, 105,
110-12, 122, 155-56, 228

Sourvinou-Inwood, 247

Sulla, 15

sun, 176, 188, 211

supplication, 42, 104

swans, 261

sword, xxiv, 87-88, 180, 184, 203
Sychaeus, 234

symochinis, 131, 182, 192

Syracuse, 25

Syrians, 15, 114, 177, 224, 228

Tainaron, xxv, 17-18, 21-22, 29, 32, 34-
42, 56, 68, 71, 81, 92, 101, 105, 124,
260, 26566

Talmud, 58

Tantalus, 234

Tarquinius Superbus, 61

Tarvessos, 26

Telegonus, 63, 141

Telemachus, 63

Telesterion, 125

Temesa, 108

Teos, 158

Tertullian, xxii, 83, 159, 225-26

Tettix, 25, 37-38, 56, 92

Thaletas, 105

Thallus, 197

‘Theanor. See Lysis

Thebes, 27, 37

Thelyphrons, 28, 137, 166, 177, 181,
202-5, 232, 234, 237, 256, 264

Themis, 245

Theoclymenus, 235

Theodore, St., 114

Sparta/Spartans, 42, 59, 103 llB 246, Theodoret, 18
259. See also Cl (re- Theopropides, 254, 256
gent); Tainaron Theors, 158

Spartoi, 14-15 Thera, 102

Spatale, 127 Thersites, 221

Statius, xxi, xxix, 14-15, 27, 37, 141, 143,

145-46, 165-77, 179-80, 202, 221,
224, 225, 229, 231-32, 239, 241 n,,
249, 254, 257, 259, 265. Sce also Ide

Sternis, 35

Stesichorus, 57

Strabo, 66-67

Strepsiades, 85

Stymphalus, 23

Styx, 13, 22, 27, 48, 51, 67, 145, 175,
180

Suda, 99-100, 118

Thescus, xxi, 34, 43, 46, 52

Thesprotia, 49. See also Acheron; Alexis;
Dodona

Thesprotus, 46

Thessalians/Thessaly,14, 23, 139, 14247,
165, 179, 186-87, 202-7, 229, 238,
251, 256, 264. See also Erictho; Meroc;
Pamphile; Pitys

Thessalus of Tralles, 121, 135, 153, 191

Thoth, 136, 176, 206, 211

Thracians, 83

threats, 176-77
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Thucydides, 32, 39-42, 100-2, 266-67

Thyateira, 6

Thymbria, 26

Tiberius, 151, 156

Tiberius Gracchus, 241 n

Tibullus, 143, 182, 227-28

Tibur, 24, 91

Tigris, 165, 172

Timarchus, 242

‘Timon of Phlius, xxviii n., 264

Tiresias, xniv, xxvii, 15, 27, 38, 44, 54, 62,
67, 87-90, 106, 126-27, 14041, 143,
147, 165, 167, 169-76, 180-81, 183-
84, 189, 197, 224, 227, 229, 231-32,
236, 239-40, 242, 247, 254-55, 257
59, 264-65

Tiridates, 130-31, 153, 197

Tithonus, 72, 209

Tlepolemos, 234

tombs, 3-16, 186; tomb cult, 7

tower-farm, 21

Trajan, 27, 198

Trampya, 259

Triclinius, 23

Tritopatores, 8

Trophonius, 18, 24, 38, 54, 72, 80-86,
92,95, 116, 120, 122-23, 128, 165,
174, 189, 208-9, 246, 252-53, 263-64

Troy, plain of, xxvii, 3~4, 13, 130, 229,
238

Tuder, 257

Tungus, 117, 123

urterances, 6, 164, 175-78, 227-29, 254

Valens, 157, 159, 198
Valerian, 155

Valerins Flaccus, xxix, 139, 141, 143, 239,
241, 255-56
Varro, xxviii, §4, 70, 124, 131, 192-93,
262
Vatinius, 117, 149-30, 197, 200, 265
ventriloquists, 112-15, 197. Ser el Eu-
cles

Virgil, xx, xxix, 24, 38, 71, 91-92, 124,
126, 143, 147, 174, 221, 223-24, 226~
27, 234-35, 260, 262. See also Aencas;
Mocns

virginity, 170.

voces magicae, 130, 175, 204, 211-12

voodoo. See dolls

wands, 182-84, 258

water, axiii, 7, 15, 16465, 169-70, 191~
92, 194, 197

wax, 186-7

wine, 7-8, 1§, 164, 169-70

witches, xx. Sez alse Canidia; Ciroe; Medea;
Thessalians/Thessaly

wolves, 210, 215-16, 229

wool, 185

Xenophon, 244, 261
Yukagir, 124

Zalmoxis, xxvi, 116-20, 262

Zarcphath, 159

Zarchlas, 28, 137, 166, 176-77, 181,
202-5,234, 264

Zcéraj, 58

Zeus, 15, 47, 49, 52--3, 84, 90, 96, 101,
104-5, 178, 210, 231, 245, 266

Zoroaseer, 129, 131-32, 204
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