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INTRODUCTION

HEKATE!!l is arguably the most mysterious and formidable of all the Goddess-
es'?l of the ancient world. Although she is often thought of today as the arche-
typal triple lunar deity, a glance at her history reveals a Goddess who is much
more complex, and one with a broader and dchcr rangce of symbolism.

There is now a consensus amongst scholars!3/ that Hekate’s origins arc to be
found not in Greece but in Asia Minor, and more particularly in Caria (in mod-
ern south-west Turkey), where the town of Lagina was home to her most im-
portant cult center. It has also won general acceptance that she was not origi-
nally a moon Goddess,!*l and that her triple nature derived, as Farnell was thc
first to point out (pp 25-7 below), not from the moon, but from her role as God-
dess of the crossroads, which in ancient Greece was a meeting of three ways.

Hekate's three ancient phases

Hckatc’s ancient cult shows, appropriatcly enough, three main stages. In the
first she shows her origins as an eastern Great Goddess,!3! with, so it seems,
solar rather than lunar attributes, ! and with the uncanny featurcs of her sec-
ond phase less in evidence—but this rather than indicating that thcy were ab-
sent, may be due to them having becn suppressed in our extant sources; much
as Artcmis’ darker side often was.!”) Our chicf witncss for this first period is
Hesiod’s Theogony where a hymn to the Goddess allots her a position of ho-
nour in every domain.

In her second phase, from Hellenistic times onwards, she has the features
which have ever since defined her character in popular thought. Here she is
preeminently Goddess of ghosts, magic and the moon. The texts which define
this image of her most vividly are the hymns to her in the Greek Magical Pa-
pyri, one of which is translated on pp 75-7 below.!8!

In her third phase, Hekate shows her most remarkable developments.!®! Be-
cause of the enormous influence of the Chaldean Oracles on Pagan circles in
late antiquity, their image of Hekate came to be an important feature in late
Pagan religion. In this phase her lunar attributes were marginalised and, al-
though she indubitably remained a terrifying deity, the emphasis shiftcd to her
role as Goddess of the Cosmic life-force, and soul-nourishing Virtues. The
Chaldean image of Hekate, with its stress on her Great Goddess aspects, rc-
calls her original nature and seems to reflect eastern traditions which pre-
served these early features.

The materials on Hekate’s Chaldean phase hold a particular interest because,
on the one hand they belong to a religious current which commanded the
highest respect in late Paganism, and on the other they present our only real
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chance to peer inside an ancient esoteric mystery-type cult.!'%

At this point, it is natural to ask about the overall image of Hekate that
emerges out of her different stages. Certainly, it is truc that in both her Greco-
Roman and Chaldcan phases she is a divinity of protection and destruction, of
“fecundity and death” as A. Billault has well expressed it.!'!! And one would
expect that the same applies to her earliest phase.

Explaining Hekate’s negative charactcristics has not been a problem for
many scholars, since they could be casily classified undcr the convenient but
unhclpful headings of ‘superstition’ and ‘irrationalism.’” More rccently, howcv-
er, there are signs that some scholars have beccome chary of such easy solu-
tions,!'2l and a recent study of Hekatel!3! has bcen at pains to point out she is
not essentially a demonic deity but one of liminality, concerncd with guiding
the worshipper through inherently dangerous and uncertain arcas of ‘no-man’s
lands’ beyond the certain and the known, like birth and death and, in the phys-
ical realm, crossroads and doorways.

The Contents of this Volume

The present volume consists of reprints of thc morc important and useful ma-
terials in English on Hekate, as well as an original investigation of her most
important role in late antiquity, that of chicf Goddess in the Chaldean Oracles
and rclated material. The book is completed by a scries of plates displaying her
various images. Let us take a look in more detail at the various contributions.

We start with Magical Hekate by J.E. Lowe which has been reprinted from
his Magic in Greek and Latin Literature (Oxford 1929); ch. IV Deities Invoked
by Magicians (i) Hekate. Lowe’s contribution does a good job of summarising
Hekate’s image amongst magicians, though readers looking for further details
may want to follow up the references to Hekate in the Greek Magical Papyri,
and t)hrough the index of A.M. Tupet’s La magie dans la poésie Latine (Paris
1976).

Lowe’s piece is followed by Hekate’s Cult and Hekate in Art which have
been drawn from L.R. Farnell’s The Cults of the Greek States (Oxford 1896),
vol. II: chap. xvi Hekate, and chap. xix Hekate: Representations in Art. Far-
nell’s study of Greek religion was a milestonc in scholarship, and his scctions
on Hckate are the best of earlier studies of this Goddcess in English.

We next have K.F. Smith’s Hekate’s Suppers which is reprinted form Smith’s
article of the same title in volume II of James Hastings’ (ed.) monumental and
still valuable Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics (Edinburgh 1937). Hekate’s
Suppers deals with thc monthly offerings placcd at the crossroads to placate
Hekate and her host. For a recent discussion of this topic, seec now S.I.
Johnston’s article “Crossroads” in Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik
volumc 88 (Bonn 1991) pp 217-224.

Smith’s article on Hekate’s Suppers naturally leads us into our next scction
which I have titled Hekate’s Horde. Part | is on Hekate and the Hekatic Spec-
tres: Gorgyra, Gorgo, Mormolyke, Mormo, Baubo, Gello, Empousa, etc. Part 2
covers The Hosts of Hekate. Both of thesc picces come from the English trans-
lation of Erwin Rohde’s famous study of the soul in ancient Greek religion:
Psyche: The Cult of Souls and Belief in Immortality among the Greeks
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(London 1925) pp 590-595.

Our next section is a selection of four of the most important ancient hymns
to Hekate which I have newly translated for this volume. The first of these
hymns was written by Proclus (5th C. AD) who was onc of the last important
Pagan philosophers and religious leaders. The second comes from the Orphic
Hymns (first-third C. AD?) which are one of our very few remaining pieces of
(non-magical) Pagan liturgical literature. The third of our hymns comes from a
fragment of play by the 5th C. BC Greek dramatist Sophocles. The last hymn is
from the Greek Magical Papyri. It is pre-fourth C. AD, and demonstratcs the
potent imagery of Hekate in these texts, as well as giving interesting compara-
tive material to the symbolism of her last Chaldean phase.

Of these hymns, I think I am correct in saying that there have been no previ-
ously published translations of the hymns by Proclus and Sophocles.!'*! Read-
ers will probably want to compare our selection with another important hymn
to Hekate by Hesiod, which is translated in Lowe on pages 13-14 (text: Farnell
p. 48).

Wc now come to the main part of the book, Chaldean Hekate, which is dc-
voted to an exploration of the symbolism of Hekate in her third and last an-
cient phase, as we have already discussed above.

The book is completed with a series of plates, most of which have been
drawn from L. Petersen “Die dreigestaltige Hekate,” parts 1 & 2 in
Archdologisch-epigraphische Mittheilungen aus Oesterreich-Ungarn, vols IV
(1880) & V (1881). Plates 10 & 11 have bcen especially drawn for this volume
by Laura Knobloch.

It remains to say a word about the scries Studies in Ancient Pagan and
Christian Religion & Philosophy of which this is volume 1. I hope to present
here a series of important reprints and new material in this field. These will
focus particularly on the religious side of later Paganism and its links with
carly Christianity, as this seems to bc an area which is still poorly covered and
understood.

It has become customary at this point in one’s introduction, preface or what-
cver to introduce a more human and gentler note, in order to waylay the (prob-
ably justified) suspicion produced by the rest of the work that the author is a
humourless old pedant. This is a custom that I gladly accept, and accordingly I
would like to thank my dear wife Laura for her sustaining love and affection,
and without whom the world would be a much sadder and greyer place. Also a
minor, but not insignificant, vote of thanks to Basil thc cat who warmed my
lap with her furry meditations during the long hours of work at the computer.

STEPHEN RONAN

Hastings Scptember 1992
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NOTES

|1] Pronounced approximatcly He-ka-tay. The spelling Hekate or Hecate depends on
whether we follow the original Greek (with the former), or stay with the conven-
tional Latinism.

|2] A word of apology might be in order herec for my departure from the usual conven-
tion in capitalising words like ‘Goddess,’ ‘Gods’ and ‘Pagans.’ It has been common
practice amongst many writers to capitalise the word ‘God’ if it refers to a being
resembling the Judaeo-Christian Supremec Being, but to talk of ‘gods’ when dealing
with other deities. The convention seems to me to rcflect an intrusive and unhelp-
ful attitude about the relative values of diffcrent deities which is incompatible
with the need which surely exists to be (or at least to make some attempt at being)
impartial in historical investigations: cither everybody’s God descrves a capital, or
nobody’s does. And as 1 have preferred to assume that cverybody’s deity is worthy
of a modicum of respect, 1 have chosen the former course. The rather biascd na-
turc of the convention is clear when we reflect that while ‘God’ may or may not
receive a capital ‘G,’ ‘goddess’ never will.

The word ‘pagan’ reflects a similar situation and is objectionablc for the same
reasons; for it is hard to think of rationale for giving it small ‘p.” The names of rcli-
gions are regularly capitalised cven when they are not derived from the names of
their founders, c.g. ‘Islam.’ There would be more substance in the argument that
‘paganism’ does not represent a cohcerent religious position, but is a gencral term
for the disparate religions of the ancient world. There is clearly some validity in
this view, at lcast pre-later Ncoplatonism, although W. Burkert has stressed the
oppousite perspective (Ancient Mystery Cults [Cambridge, Mass. 1987] pp 3-4), that
“...in the pre-Christian epoch the various forms of worship...are never exclusive;
they appear as varying forms, trends, or options within the one disparate yet con-
tinuous conglomerate of ancient religion.” Whatever perspective we might choosc
to stress, it remains the fact that ‘paganism’ is usually trcated as a coherent entity
which can be contrasted with Christianity, it thercfore secems hard to justify con-
tinuing to spell it with a small ‘p.’

|3] W. Burkert Greek Religion (Oxford 1985) p 171; T. Kraus Hekate (Heidelberg 1960)
pp 20, 24, et passim. S.1 Johnston Hekate Soteria p 21 n 2.

|4] Johnston p 31 n 8; Kraus p 87. For abbreviations in the cditorial matter in this vol-
umc, sce pp 138-9 below.

|5] She shows links with the earlier Hurrian Great Goddess Hepat (or Hepa) according
to Kraus p 55. See further below, pp 120, 126.

|6] Sec p. 116.
(7] See p. 120.
[8] Other notable examples are PGM IV. 11 1399-1434; 2241-2358; 2523-2567.
[9] For details of this stage, see the essay on Chaldean Hekate, pp 79-150 below.
[10]  See below pp 133-4.

[11]  A. Billault “Hécate romanesque” in Mort et fécondité dans les mythologies
cd. F. Jouan (Paris 1986) pp 109-116: pp 109-110; 116. The mcaning of this symbol-
ism is discussed in our Chaldean Hekate, pp 132-3 bclow.

[12]  Farnell’s rcmarks on pp 28 & 35 are still typical of many dismissive attitudcs
today. Terms like ‘supcrstition’ and ‘irrationalism’ arc not very helpful, for they
introduce intrusive and unnecessary judgments (like the capitalising conventions

»
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discussed above) and tell us littlc about the phenomena they arc describing—be-
sides perhaps the fact that other pcoples’ religious belicfs and practices always
look much sillier than onc’s own. But things are changing: such publications as J.
Neusner et al. (eds) Religion, Science and Magic (Ncw York 1989), and C.A. Fara-
onc & D. Obbink (cds) Magika Hiera (Ncw York 1991), arc an indication of the
way the wind is blowing among classicists. The contributors to both thesc vol-
umcs are inclined to not only question catcgorics likc ‘supcrstition’ and ‘irratio-
nalism,’ but also cosy traditional assumptions about thc diffcrences between
magic and religion.

[13] Johnston Hekate Soteira pp 23-28 et passim. Cf Johnston “Crossroads”

assim. Johnston’s contribution and Hekate’s nature arc discusscd on pp 134-6
clow.

[14]  Lowe's translation on p. 12 below is really too garbled to count.
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J.E. LOWE

MAGICAL HEKATE

HEecATE is the goddess worshipped above all other
deities by all who praétise magical arts. She is generally
represented in literature as a kind of trinity, being iden-
tified with Luna in heaven, with Diana on earth, and
with Proserpina in hell, though these three goddesses
retain their own individual persons and charaeristics.
Hecate’s parentage varies in different authors. Accord-
ing to Bacchylides she is the child of Night; according
to Muszus and Apollodorus her mother was Asteria
and her father Jove; Pherecydes says her father was
Aristzus,son of Peon; Lycophron makes her the daugh-
ter of Perses; and Hesiod! says: “Pheebe bare Asteria,
whom Perses led to his house to be called his wife, and
she bore Hecate, whom Zeus honoured above all.”” In
the Orphic Hymns, however, we find that Ceres is called
the mother of Hecate.

The name Hecate also is vatiously derived and intet-
preted. Some would conne& it with the Greek ékas,
“far off” (Latin procal),’ &atos, “far-darting,” being an
epithet of Apollo. In this case the name is given to the
goddess because of the awful and mysterious attributes

! Hesiod., Tlné s 411 544.
* Cf. “procul, O procul cste, profani” (Virg. /En., vi. 258).
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which she possessed. Others derive the name from
écatov, a hundred, either because she was wont to be
appeased with hecatombs,' or because she was sup-
posed to possess the power of compelling the ghosts
of those who were left unburied to wander for a
hundred years.

From her triune divinity she is called variously Trifor-
mis,? Tergemina,® Triceps,* Trimorphis,® while Apol-
lodorus says that the mullet fish (#74g/a, so called because
it breeds three times a year), was sacrificed to Hecate
on account of the association of the threefold idea.
Another name by which the goddess was known in the
underworld was Brimo.® The word means something
terrible, tremendous and appalling, and was used of
Hecate to suggest the dread inspired by her appearance,
with her attendant speétres and ghosts. Sophocles, in
a lo&t play, the Rhigotomi, introduces a chorus which
says: “O sun, thou lord of light, and thou, sacred fire
of Hecate,” invoked beside beaten paths. Her radiant
darts fly in multitudes through Olympus, she appears
on earth in sacred spaces where three roads meet, her
head crowned with oak, and many coils of serpents on
her shoulders.”

Hesiod tells us that Zeus honoured Hecate above all

! Sactrifices of 100 oxen.
* Ovid, Mes., vii. 94; Hor., Od., iii. 22, 4. ® Virg., /En., iv. §11.
¢ Ovid, Mez., vii. 194. § Chariclid., ‘AAve., i.
* Lyc., 1176: 1lépoews 8¢ wapfévos Bpipdr Tpluopgos. Cf. Prop., il. 2,
12; Stat., Silv,, ii. 3, 38. :
? Referring to the goddess in her chara&er of Luna, the Moon. Her
worship was also associated with that of Bendis, the Thracian Moon
Goddess. %‘Kyd, Spanish Tragedy:

“And yonder pale-faced Hecate there, the moon

Doth give consent to that is done in darkness.” .
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and gave her a share of the earth and the unharvested
sea, while she was honoured also in the $tarry heavens
by the deathless gods. “For to this day,” says Hesiod,!
““‘whenever anyone of men on carth offers rich sacrifices
and prays for favour according to custom, he calls upon
Hecate. Great honour comes full easily to him whose
prayers the goddess reccives favourably, and she be-
Stows wealth upon him; for the power surely is with
her. For she has authority over all those who were
born of Earth and Ocean and received an office. The
son of Cronos did her no wrong, nor took anything
away of all that was her portion among the former Titan
gods; but she holds, as the division was at the first from
the beginning, privilege both in earth and in heaven
and in sea. Also because she is an only child, the god-
dess receives not less honour, but much more §till, for
Zeus honours her. Whom she will she greatly aids and
advances; she sits by worshipful kings in judgment,
and in the assembly whom she wills is distinguished
among the people. And when men arm themselves for
battle, then the goddess is at hand to give viétory and
great glory to whomso she will. Good is she also when
men contend at games, for there, too, the goddess is
with them and profits them. And she is good to stand
by horsemen, whom she will: and to those whose busi-
ness is in the grey sea, and who pray to Hecate and the
loud-crashing Earth Shaker, easily the glorious goddess
gives great catch, and easily takes it away as soon as
seen, if so she will. She is good in the byre with Hermes
to increase the stock. The droves of kine and wide

! Hes., Theog., 416 sqq. (translated by H. G. Evelyn-White, Locb Classi-
cal Library).
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herds of goats and flocks of fleecy sheep, if she will, she
increases from a few, or makes many to be less. So,
then, albeit her mother’s only child, she is honoured
amongst all the deathless gods. And the son of Cronos
made her a nurse of the young,* who after her saw with
their eyes the light of all-seeing Dawn.”
Arnobius tells us? that Hecate was the mother of Saturn,
Ops and Janus by Ceelus, though in the ordinary genea-
logies we find this place assigned to Terra, and we find
that the same attributes are indifferently associated
with Earth, Ceres, Hecate and Proserpine in different
writers. All, however, conne& her with Darkness, and
she is popularly described as a dread and mighty god-
dess ruling over the souls of the dead.® She would in-
strut mortals in the art of magic,* or send forth demons
and spirits by night from the underworld, who dwelt
in tombs or near the blood of murdered persons, or at
the cross-roads (whence her name Trivia®), and taught
sorcery and witchcraft.® When she appeared on earth,
! Oijke 8¢ pv Kpovldns xovporpbpov (Hes., Theog., 450), and ¢f. Homerie
Epigrams, X1I:

KkADOE pev edxouévou, Kouvporpbee, dos 6é yuvatxa

Tijvde véwy puév dvalvecfar ¢peAbéryra kal edvajy.

%6’ émirepméafw moliokporadoat yépova,

Oy &pn puév drhupl.uvrar, Ouuds 8¢ pevowgq.
? Arn,, ii. 71 and iii. 29.
2 Cf Vlrg Zn., vi. 247 s4q., iv. 609; Theoc., I4., ii. 12, 13.

xovpn Tis peydpowow éverpéper’ Alnrao

iy ‘Exdry . weplaA\a fed daé Texvioacfac

¢dpy.ax' 80’ fmepbs Te pver xal vixvrov ()pr.—.-
5 Apul,, 1 1. (Apoll. Rhod., iii. 528-530).
¢ Shc wou d also send a kind of hobgoblin or /amia, called variously

"Epmovaa, "Ovéoxehs, 'Ovoxddy (the donkey-footed), to terrify travellers.

It could assume all kinds of shapes, and loved human flesh. Cf. Aris-
toph., Eccles., 1056; Ran., 293.
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she was accompanied by Stygian hounds, whose whin-
ing announced her approach; torches gleamed around
her, and her hair was decorated with oaken boughs and
serpents.! Inappearance she is described as either three-
headed or three-bodied,? being partly horse, partly dog,
and partly lion or boar. At Athens she had a temple
on the Acropolis, close to-the Temple of Niké, called
Emumupyidia.® Statuettes to her were numerous in the
city, being set up outside houses or at the cross-roads,
where people consulted them as oracles. At every new
moon, dishes of food were prepared by rich citizens and
set out for her bynight at the cross-roads, the food being
eaten by beggars, but reported to be devoured by the
goddess herself.* The chief sacrifices offered to her were
dogs,® black ewe-lambs, and honey.® Beforestarting on
a journey travellers prayed before her shrine.” *

' Apoll. Rhod., iii. 1217 s4q.; ¢f. Theoc., Id., ii. 36, and Tibull,, i. 2, 52.
* Cf. Ovid, Faft,, i. 141.

® The Stratonicensians held a yearly festival, called the Hecatesia, in
honour of Hecate,

¢ Aristoph., Plut., 596; Plat., Sympos., vii. 6.

* Pausanias (iii. 14, 9) says that the Spartan youths sacrificed a dog to
Enyalius, and that no other Greeks used this animal as a sacrificial
vi€tim except the Colophonians, who offered it to Hecate.

¢ Apoll. Rhod., iii. 1032.

T Ariftoph., Lys., 64: 1) yodv Oeavyévous / is deip’ loboa Bodxdreior fipeTo.
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L.R. FARNELL

HEKATE'’S CULT

A GREAT obscurity hangs about the name, the origin, and
the character of this goddess. The name at least seems to be
Greek, and to be an epithet that may signify-the  far-off one,
or the ‘far-darting one,’ if we consider it as a shortened form
of éxammBolos; but no explanation that has been offered is
very certain or significant®.

As to her origin, she is usually accepted as a Hellenic
divinity, and the question has scarcely been discussed by
modern writers. If this view is correct®, she was one whose
worship must have been obscured in the earliest period among
the leading Greek tribes, and have revived later. For there
is no mention of her in the //iad and Odyssey, nor in any
fragment of the ‘ Homeric’ epic; although, had the epic poets
of the eighth or seventh century known of her as she was
known to the later Greek, she would probably have been
noticed in such a passage, for instance, as Odysseus’ descent to
Hades. Again, neither early nor late did any real mythology

& The derivation from ésarnBdAos, an
epithet of the archer-god Apollo, is not
satisfactory — for Hekate was never
imagined to carry bow or spear; there
is only one statue of a very late period
showing a quiver on her shoulders.
Another theory is that, as ¥xaros was an
adjective sometimes attached to Apollo,
80 dxdT might have been the feminine
form of it and applied to Artemis, and
subsequently, becoming personal, might
have been detached from her and re-
garded asthe name of a separate goddess;

but dxdrn is never found applied to
Artemis as a common adjective.

b This is the view tacitly taken by
Steuding in Roscher’s Lexicon (s. v.
Hekate), by Petersen in his articles in
the Archacologisch-epigraphische Mit-
theslungen aus Wien, 4 and 5, by
Schoemann in his Opuscula Academica
—de Hekate Hesiodea, 3. pp. 315-249,
and by Koppen, Die dresgestaltete He-
kate. Preller and Welcker appear to
believe in the foreign origin of the
cult.
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grow up about her: we find nothing but a few stories of
little value or credit, invented sometimes to explain some of
her obscure titles, such as "Ayyedos; and only once does she
play some part in a dramatic myth, namely, in the Giganto-
machy as described by Apollodorus, as the legends of the
later period bring all the deities into the action and Hekate
is named among them, though she is not found in the early
accounts of the battle. In fact, the importance and reality
that she came to have in Greek religion may for the most
part have come to her through her association with Demeter
and Artemis.

Not only has she little legend, but there is no fixed and
accepted genealogy for her : she was regarded by Hesiod and
others as the daughter of the Titan Perses and Asterie?, by
Musaeus as the daughter of Asterie and Zeus?, by Bacchylides
as sprung from Night3, by Euripides as the daughter of Leto?;
and in a Thessalian legend she was said to be the daughter of
Admetus and a Pheraean woman ; also .she was believed to be
close of kin to Aeétes and Circe of Colchis. In the Hesiodic
fragment she is emphatically called povwoyenis, having neither
brother nor sister®; and no clan or tribe claimed descent from
her. Neither her temple nor her images were associated with
a prehistoric period or legend, and the magic practices per-
formed in the name of Hekate, and the sorcery that made her
a form of terror, seem to us more savage or mediaeval than
Hellenic. There was, indeed, a certain part of true Greek
ritual that was tainted with magic, but no such atmosphere
of evil and debased superstition gathered around any figure
of the Hellenic religion as around Hekate.

These various facts suggest that this personage was not
Greek at all, but borrowed from a neighbouring people ; and
it may be that her cult invaded Greece, starting from the
same land and following the same track as that of Dionysos.

» Mouvoyers,inthetwo places whereit
occurs in that passage, would make better

mean though no one knows w ho was her
father. Thissense of the word is found in

sense if understood as sprung from one
parent only—pouvoyevi)s ik untpds lovoa
(7heog. 448); Zeus honours her especi-
ally, though upowoyerfs, which might

the later Orphic literature, being applied
to Athene, as sprung from Zeus alone, in
Hymn 33. 1; but in early Greek the
word could hardly bear this meaning.
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At first sight such a theory may seem to be contradicted
by the evidence that we have of the very wide prevalence of
the worship of Hekate throughout the Greek world ; we find
it in the central northern and southern islands of the Aegean,
on the coast and in the interior of Asia Minor, in Italy and
Sicily ; but this of course proves nothing, as the same is true
of the late worships of Mithras and Isis, which, like the
worship of Hekate, spread far beyond the limits of the ancient
classical world®. What is more important is that she was
less frequently found in the more secluded parts of Greece,
scarcely, for instance, at all in Arcadia, where we have only
a doubtful allusion to her worship in a passage quoted by
Porphyry from Theopompus !*°, and that she had nothing to
do with the primitive cults of those divinities with whom she
afterwards became associated. Thus she does not appear in
the Arcadian worship of Despoina® and Demeter Erinys; nor
had she place in Eleusinian legend, nor in the ancient
Brauronian cult of Artemis.

The earliest literary record, and the Thessalian and
Aeginetan worships, give some support to the theory sug-
gested above, that we must trace back this goddess to some
land beyond the boundaries of Greece, lying probably to the
north®. The earliest references to her in literature are—(a) The
juotation in Pausanias from the xardAoyos yvvawkdv attributed
to Hesiod, showing that the poet connected Hekate with
Artemis and Iphigenia*: we may regard this as an early
Boeotian version which tries to adapt a Greek myth to a new
cult, and to discover the new goddess, who came from the
North and who, perhaps through Medea, had some connexions
with the Euxine, in the local Artemis Iphigenia of Aulis and
Tauris. (6) The well-known passage in Hesiod’s 7/eggony,
which can scarcely be the composition of the author of the
xardAoyos yvvaikdv, and is probably an earlier account, the
earliest in Greek literature, of Hekate!; for it connects

& Vide Geographical Register of baseless.
Hekate-Cults, p. 5§ ¢ This view has been already taken

% The supposition of Képpen (Dse by Voss in his Mythologische Bricfe, 3.
dresgestaltete Hekate, Vienna, 1823,p. 6) 190, 194, 212,
that Despoina was Hekate is perfectly
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her with no figure of Greek religion at all, except Zeus; she
has no ties at present with Artemis or any other divinity.
These lines may be regarded as an interpolation in the
poem, which makes no other mention of Hekate, and which
devotes to no other divinity such an emphatic record of
function and rank. But they are a valuable fragment of
Boeotian poetry®: the lines show something of the zeal of
the propagandist who wishes to obtain recognition for a new
cult, and are of the first importance as evidence of the original
character that Hekate possessed. The poet regards. her as
Titan-born and belonging to the older world, which may be
a way of saying that she had no recognized place at that time
in the Hellenic Pantheon: Zeus maintains her in her rights
and gives her a share in Olympus and the ‘earth and the
unvintaged sea’; she gives men aid in war, and sits by kings
in their judgement-seat; she brings honour to the horse-
men and to the athlete in the contest; she gives the hunter
or the fisher his prey, and works with Hermes to increase the
herds of bullocks, goats, and sheep in the stall: lastly, she is
xovporpdos, the foster-mother of children.

Many of these ideas reappear in later cults, but the poet
claims more than the Greek communities that received the
worship of Hekate were ever willing to accord to her, and he
probably omits certain darker traits of her original character,
such as her association with the lower world, with magic,
and with the cross-ways. We may notice that he nowhere
hints at any connexion between her and the moon.

The poem then seems to suggest that the cult was a new
importation into Boeotia; and we should then naturally think
of it as coming from the North. Of this there is certain other
evidence. It has been noticed above " that thereis a close con-
nexion between the Thessalian Artemis Pheraea and Hekate,
and the most striking illustration of this is the Thessalian

* The Boeotian style is seen in the its tone is not unlike that of the later
use of the picturesque epithet for the Orphic hymn, and its main idea, namely
personal noun. Schoemann, in histrea-  that Hekate is of omnipresent power, is
tise de Hekale Hesiodea, may berightin  that which is tedionsly applied fo all
rejecting the theory that the fragment the divinities of later Orphism.
has an O:phic or mystic origin, althongh b P. 474,
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story that Hekate was the daughter of Pheraea, and as
a newly-born infant was thrown out into the cross-roads, but
rescued and brought up by shepherds®. The Artemis of
Iolchos, with whom the legend couples the name of Medea, is
a goddess of magical incantations and of the arts of poisoning.
In the narrative of Diodorus Siculus®, Medea tells Pelias that
her tutelary goddess has come to him from Colchis ‘riding
upon serpents’; and she names her Artemis, though this
mode of travelling is suitable only for Hekate, of whom
Medea is the priestess and perhaps the ‘double’®. And the
evil reputation for witchcraft which attached to the whole
land of Thessaly can be best explained by supposing that the
worship of Hekate, bringing its original taint with it, struck
deep roots upon this soil. It is true that the superstitious
terrors that were connected with the name of this divinity
and with the practices of her votaries seem to have been felt
more in the later ages; but supposing they were not there in
the beginning, we cannot easily ‘explain how they grew up;
for they could not have naturally come from the association
of this worship with that of Artemis or Persephone.

A locality which was particularly noted for the honour paid
to Hekate was Aegina’: her mysteries were in vogue in that
island at least as early as the fifth century, and are often
mentioned by later writers, the institution of them being
attributed to the Thracian Orpheus. This name, and the
prehistoric connexion between the heroic family of the
land, the Aeacidae, and Phthia, seem to suggest once more
that the worship travelled down from the North. Again, we
find it in the islands of the Thracian Sea, and in Samothrace
amalgamated with the mystic rites of the Cabiri’. And
if Thrace had been its original home we should expect
it to have crocssed the Hellespont as naturally as it travelled
southwards into Greece ; and in fact we find it in the Troad,
in Paphlagonia, Galatia, Lydia, Caria, Lycia, Pamphylia. Or
we may of course say that it passed over to the east side of

* 4. 51, for a strategic purpose, was keeping up

® The Thessalian {épeca 7ijs *Evodlas, the tradition of Medea; Polyaen. Strat.
who poisoned the flesh of a mad bull 8. 43.



page 22 Farnell HEKATE'’S CULT

the Aegean directly from Grecce, at some time when the
affinity between Artemis and Hekate had become so recog-
nized that any centre of the cult of Artemis was likely to
attract the worship of the kindred goddess. We may thus
explain its existence at Ephesus® to account for which
a curious story was invented telling how Artemis was in-
hospitably received there by the wife of Ephesus, and how
by way of punishment the goddess changed her into a dog,
but repenting at last restored her to her human form: the
woman then went and hanged herself for shame, but was
raised to life again and appeared in the costume of Artemis
and received the name of Hekate. We see why the dog
comes into the story, and we should understand the matter of
the hanging if Hekate were worshipped under the title of
dmayxopérn), as Artemis was. All that we know is that there
was a statue, possibly more than one, of Hekate behind or
near the temple of the great Ephesian goddess.

In certain parts of Caria the worship appears to have struck
deep root. The original name of the city of Idrias was
Hekatesia, and the worship of Hekate Aaywiris was main-
tained there. The name was popularly derived from the hare
that fled to the site of the town, but in reality referred to the
neighbouring city of Lagina, the chief centre, at least in late
times, of Hekate-worship in Asia Minor. The cult of this latter
city *associated the goddess so intimately with the Carian Zeus
Panamerios, that we may suppose that she there took the
place of the great goddess of Asia Minor and was probably
regarded as his spouse. We hear of the annual festival ‘of
the key,” the xheidos moumij, alluding to the mysteries of the
lower world; the divinities were partly served by eunuchs,
and choirs of boys were trained under the supervision of the
state to sing a traditional hymn of praise. The part played
by the eunuch in the ritual reminds us of the Cybele cult,
and some ancient mythographers appear to have associated
the Corybantes with the service of Hekate!%1%, and we have
seen that the orgiastic mysteries of Samothrace were devoted
to hér as well as to the Cabiri".

& Vide Geographical Register, s. v. Lagina, p.56.
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There seems, then, some ground for the belief expressed
in Strabo® that Hekate belongs to that circle of Phrygian-
Thracian cults of which the chief figure is an earth-goddess,
and the orgiastic ritual a marked characteristic. And we
find that Hekate comes to be related to Cybele, and
plainly identified with the Cretan Britomartis, whose name
itself was explained in reference to an ancient prophecy
concerning the birth of Hekate?: in Aegina itself the worship
and mysteries of Hekate may not have been altogether
distinct from that of the Cretan goddess who came to the
island at an early period.

The theory that Thrace was her native country becomes
the stronger as we find the undoubtedly -Thracian goddess
‘Bendis with many points of likeness to Hekate. The epithet
AlAoyyos that belonged to the former is explained by Hesychius
as describing the goddess who, like Hekate, had power in more
than one sphere of nature; and the torch seems to have been
the special symbol of both. The Thracian goddess—what-
.ever was her real name—whom the Greeks called Artemis
Basileia or BovoBaros® was connected with herds and the
fruits of the soil, and Hekate also was -concerned with these,
as we find in the Hesiodic description and in later Greek
legend and ritual. A strong reason for believing that
Hekate was an intruder in the Hellenic world is that the
hound was her familiar and sacrificial animal, and that this
sacred character belonged to him scarcely anywhere else in

genuinely Greek religion or ritual 4,

s P. 473

% Artemis 'k,

© Ib, 8s, 19,

4 Plutarch tells us that generally in
Greek religion the hound was regarded
as unclean, and yet that he was used in
rites of purification in Boeotia; he is
probably referring to the rites of Hekate,
as Boeotia was an ancient home of her
worship'®. A sacred character attached
to this animal elso in the worship of
Asclepios at Epidauros; but Asclepios
does not belong to the ancient Greek

‘Thrace.

For Artemis he was

religion, and himself also came from the
north of Greece, and possibly from
By Dbecoming the son of
Apollo he is adopted into Greek re-
ligion. The goddess of child-birth to
whom, according to Socrates, ‘the Ar-
gives offered a dog, &§id T paordvyy
Tijs Aoxeias, was called ElAidvewa, but
may be regarded as ‘Exdrn ElAei6uial?,
The Spartan ephebi sacrificed a young
hound to the war-god; whether this
was a foreign element in the cult of
Ares or not may be doubted.
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a purely secular beast, useful for the hunt ; she never assumes
his shape and he is never offered to her. But we have evidence
that he was regularly sacrificed to Hekate '%, and the goddess
herself is clearly supposed to take his form in that Ephesian
legend mentioned above ; and in the ghostly stories such as
those that amused Lucian, he probably often figured as her
‘manifestation’ or her ‘sending’ The dog was also the
animal used for purification in the rites of Hekate!2. It is
true that we have no direct proof of the sacred character
of the dog in the religion of Thrace; but in certain legends
the metamosphosed Hecuba, ‘the dog with fiery eyes,’ was
supposed to join the following of Hekate and to roam howling
through the Thracian forests® ; and the statue of Hekate
Lampadephorus at Byzantium was supposed to commemorate
the good service of the dogs who aroused the citizens when
Philip of Macedon attacked them by night®.

Accepting this theory of the origin of the cult, we should
say that Hekate was the Greek term corresponding to some
Thracian title of this goddess, and that it obtained vogue first
in Thessaly, Boeotia, and Aegina at a much earlier period than
that at which the name of Bendis was received in Greece.
From Aegina or Boeotia it may have passed to Athens, per-
haps not earlier than the middle of the sixth century . She
appears in the Homeric hymn to Demeter which is often
attributed to the age of the Peisistratidae!®*. According to
one account, which however is questionable, it was to Hekate
that the Athenians offered sacrifice after Marathon at Agrae®,
and it may be that her worship, like that of Pan, was for the
first time publicly instituted in Attica after this great event,
although we have proof of its earlier private recognition in
a terracotta of the sixth century B.C.4 A fifth-century
inscription from Eleusis possibly contains a trace of the name
of Hekate in conjunction with Hermes and the Graces, with
whom she was associated on the Acropolis of Athens, at least

* Cf. Artemis ', who was the goddess worshipped at

b Geograph. Reg. s. v. Byzantium. Agrae and to whom the Athenians

© Artemis ®f. The name of Hekate vowed sacrifice before Marathon.

has been substituted by the pseudo- d Hekate-Monuments, p. 37
Plutarch for that of Artemis *Avyporépa,
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in the later period!s. The statue by Alcamenes that stood
by the temple of Nike Apteros at the top of the Propylaea
was called Hckate ’'Emumvpyidia, or Artemis Hekate, or
Artemis ’Emumvpydla, and a later Attic inscription com-
bines her with Hermes, and another mentions her torch-
bearer in company with the priest of the Graces!%15. We
know also that some time before the Peloponnesian war her
images were common in Athens, placed before the doors as
charms to avert evil?® and she had become especially
a woman’s goddess and identified with Artemis?.

We have now to explain why it was that she was identified
with this particular Greek goddess, or at least more closely
related to her than to any other. The usual reason given is
very simple: namely, that both were merely different names
for the moon-goddess. But this view—which is not often
challenged—rests on a misconception of the original nature
of Artemis, and a very questionable interpretation of the
original character of Hekate. For the two goddesses had been
connected as early as Hesiod, as the passage quoted by
Pausanias from the kardAoyos yvvaikdv proves*; but-at this
period, as has been shown, we can find no lunar element in the
character of Artemis; on the contrary, there are reasons for
thinking that this view of her came later into vogue through
her association with Hekate, and therefore should not be
regarded as the ground of that association. On the other
hand, the belief that Hekate herself was pre-eminently and
originally a moon-goddess approves itself only to those who do
not pay sufficient attention to the Hesiodic fragment, and who
apply the logical deductive method of Roscher to primitive
forms of religion®. The theory for which reasons have been
given above, that Hekate is one of many forms of a Thracian-
Phrygian divinity, brings with it the belief that she would
derive most of her functions from the earth rather than the
moon. Her torches and her interest in child-birth are thus
quite as well explained, and her care for the crops and the
herds, the hunter and the fisher, much better. The hound may

® Vide Steuding on Hekate in Ros- view as Preller, Welcker, and Petersen
cher’s Lexicon, who takes the same (Arch. Epigr. Mitt. 4).
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have become her familiar, not because it was regarded as the
animal ‘who bays the moon,” but because it was the natural
follower of the goddess who haunts the wilds, and because
in many legends the dog has an ‘uncanny’ and infernal
character. We may thus best understand her affinity with
Artemis, which was recognized in an early period; for the
latter goddess drew meost of her nature from the earth and
from the life of the wilds, and most of the description in thé
Hesiodic passage would apply to Artemis as well. And apart
from any deep essential affinity, her torches and her hounds
and her wild nature would be enough to persuade the Greeks
that Hekate was a sort of ‘double’ of the Hellenic goddess.

Nevertheless it is also true that from the fifth century
onwards we have clear proof that the imagination of poets
and artists, and perhaps also the view of those who offered
sacrifice to Hekate, did connect her in some way with the
moon3; and in this there is something of genuine and
popular belief that cannot be ignored, and which is of more
value than the philosophic theory that begins as early as
the sixth century to resolve deities into elements—Hera, for
instance, into the air.

In the Homeric hymn to Demeter, Hekate is said to have
been hiding in a cave when she witnessed the rape of
Proserpine, and to have come to meet the bereaved mother
with torches in her hands. Possibly the poet is thinking of
her as a moon-goddess, but it is an illusion to suppose that
only a moon-goddess could hide in a cave and could witness
things: the infernal divinities might also be thought to be
witnesses and to lurk underground. It is in the Attic drama
that she first emerges plainly in her lunar character, and at
the same time is so closely combined with Artemis that she is
called the daughter of Leto. Euripides addresses her as
¢ Hekate, child of Leto?®’; and when Aeschylus, in the frag-
ment already quoted, speaks of the dorepwmdv dupa Anrgas
Kdpns, which the context shows to be the moon, he is perhaps
thinking of Artemis Hekate, to whom he refers by name in
the Supplices®k, The sun and the moon are clearly com-
bined as Helios and Hekate in the fragment of Sophocles’
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‘Pilordpoi13*;and this view must have become popular, for
sometimes the vase-painting of the fourth century plainly
characterized Hekate as the moon-goddess®. There were
also certain ritual-practices consecrated to Hekate when
the moon was new or full; the ‘suppers of Hekate’ were
offered by rich people, and little round cakes set with candles
were placed in the cross-roads, and sacred both to her and to
Artemis!?®; but we cannot take this as certain evidence, nor
conclude at once that a divinity was recognized as lunar
because the phases of the moon marked the time when
oblation was to be made; just as we must not offthand
regard a deity to whom prayers or sacrifice were addressed at
sunrise as a personification of the dawn. ‘The banquets of
Hekate’ seem to have been offerings made, not to the lunar
goddess, but rather to the mistress of spirits, in order to avert
evil phantoms from the house. None of the household would
touch the food 1¥%°, It was offered on the thirtieth day, which
was sacred to the dead.

However, we find a genuine lunar element in Hekate recog-
nized in popular belief and in the later public monuments:
and some of the later scholiasts and expounders of mythology,
who were in no better position to judge than we are, seem to
have regarded this element as the essential and original one
in her nature. It very probably was original, in the sense that
she had it before she became a Greek divinity ; for it is diffi-
cult to see, on the theory of her foreign origin, how she could
have acquired this character in Greece, where the moon-
goddess received such slight recognition. But we need not
say that it ever constituted the whole of her nature, unless we
are bound to follow the method prevalent in the German inter-
pretation of myths and to trace the manifold character and
functions of a divinity deductively back to a single concept or
idea. On the other theory, which might be called the theory
of local ‘contagion’ or assimilation, an earth-goddess could
‘catch,’ inherit, or usurp’certain qualities or features of a
moon-goddess, or vice versa. And the Hesiodic fragment

* The question as to the meaning of the triple-shaped Hekate of Alcamenes
will be discussed later.
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and other evidence allow us to believe that Hekate came
down into Greece as an earth-goddess with the usual interest
that such a divinity always had in vegetation and nutrition, in
wild and human life, but possessing also a certain attraction
for the moon, and trailing with her a very pernicious cloud of
superstition and sorcery. That her lunar aspect became
afterwards so prominent may be owing to the religious
economy of the Greeks, who had earth-goddesses in plenty,
and whose Selene, a retiring and faded divinity, may have
seemed to want new support.

But the Greeks themselves were much perplexed about her,
and knew that she was other than Selene and Artemis; in
fact, the complexity of the Hesiodic portrait corresponds in
some measure to the later belief and cult. She became
associated, for instance, almost as closely with Demeter and
Persephone as with Artemis, and this by right of her original
character as a divinity who had power on the surface of the
earth and underground. The Hekate of Sophocles’ ¢ root-
gatherers’ seems to have drawn her attributes and nature
from the moon, the earth, and the lower world ; for the moon-
light was her spear, and her brows were bound with oak-leaves
and serpents. Euripides, who spoke of her as the daughter of
Leto, called her also the elvodla Quydrnp Arjuntpos, the queen of
the phantom-world ; and on black-figured vases she appears in
company with Persephone, Demeter, and Hermes. It accords
with the wider character of her presented in the Hesiodic
poem, that, like Demeter and Ge, she was Kovporpdgpos 3k, and
an ancient inscription from Selinus possibly contains the
prayer made to her by a mother for her child. The Gauls
found her in Galatia, and learned to pray to her for themselves
and their crops®. In a late Greek inscription from Cilicia she
is regarded as one with Artemis E¥n)ota, Selene, and Gaia 2,
and in a late oracle quoted by Eusebius!* Hekate, who
demands a statue, declares that her shape is that of Demeter,
‘the fair goddess of fruits” We find her also allied with
the lesser powers that had some. connexion with the earth,

& Vide Geographical Register, 5. v. Galatia.
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vegetation and the life of the woods; we find her with Pan*
and the Corybantes and Cybele, deities who, like Hekate,
inspired madness !® ; with Priapus at Tralles!’; in Athens
with Hermes and the Charites, who must have been regarded
in this association as divinities of increase and growth. Also
the maritime character of the goddess claimed for. her in the
Theogony was not altogether forgotten 2'; and as we have
such early testimony for it, we may regard it as original, and
not derived from Artemis E¥wAota, nor arising necessarily
from any view about the earth or the moon, but possibly only
from the seafaring habits of her worshippers®. Her ghostly
character also, which becomes very prominent in later times,
but was probably always recognized, must- have kept her
chthonian nature clearly before men’s minds ; for sorcery and
magic belong more naturally to the lower world, at least from
the Greek point of view, than to the Moon, who seems to have
been considered a fairly harmless divinity in Greece, being
occasionally a passive victim of sorcery when a Thessalian
witch laid her foaming and sick on the grass, but not being
herself a great sorceress. And so the mocking Lucian, when
Mithrobarzanes is preparing to go down into hell, makes him
dig a pit and invoke the powers from below, the Furies and
the Poenae, ‘ nightly Hekate and praiseworthy Persephone °.’
And the magician in his Philopseudes brings up Hekate from
below in the form of a woman, half a furlong high, snake-
footed and with snakes in her hair and on her shoulders, with
atorch in her left hand and a sword in her right; while Selene
comes down from the sky in the shapes of a woman, an
ox, and a dog ; we may suppose the latter form to have been
assumed out of compliment to the other goddess.

In fact Hekate appealed to the later imagination more as an
infernal power than as.a lunar; she borrows her whip and
cord from the Furies, and her serpents made her an image of
fear likethe Gorgon. But though such a character was likely

s Hekateisclassed with Panamongthe  and, according to a legend preserved by
6col twiyuor by Artemidorus; Omesrocr. the scholiast on Apoll. Rhod. 4. 816,
2. 34 she was the mother of Scylla.

® The mullet was sacred to Hekate; ° Nekyomant. 9.
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to be impressive in the ages of decay and debased religion, it
probably influenced secret practice more than the public cult®,
and it never, as Welcker wrongly supposes® altogcther
obscured the early Hesiodic conception of a Hekate powerful
on earth and sea and beneficent to men in certain parts of life.

Many details of this conception have been already shown to
have survived to a late period ; and Plutarch, Porphyry, and
the later Orphic literature express the same thought in formal
or philosophic terms: she had for them something of the
same cosmic power, though her importance is evidently slight,
as she had for the early Boeotian poet .

But the high moral functions that the latter claims for her
were never given her in Greek religion : she never ‘sat in the
judgement-seat of kings,” and her mysteries are not known to
have had any moral or spiritual significance at all. Her
association with Zeus Meilichios at Athens, of which we have
some slight evidence®, does not prove that any of the moral
ideas which were infused into that worship attached them-
selves to her; the casual conjunction of the two divinities
arose merely from the chthonian character of both. In the
inscription that dedicates the late Capitoline statue she is
called Mewondynpos 2, and this, which is the one moral epithet

& There are only two titles by which
Hekate was probably known in public
cult as a goddess of mystery and fear?—
dpparros at Tarentum (Hesych. s 2.),
an epithet of the ‘unspeakable one,’ and
dvraia, of which the meaning is disputed.
The passage in Hesychius (s. v. dvrala),
which is made clearby Lobeck’s emenda-
tion of 3aiuéwe for Salpova (Aglaoph.
P- 131), interprets the word as ¢hostile,’
being applied to Hekate as sending
visions of ill, and so the author of the
Etymologicurn Magnum explains the
word dvrios asalrios BAdBys; but Hesy-
chius states that Aeschylus in the Semele
used the word as Ixéoios, and this agrees
with the interpretation given by the
scholiast on the /l/iad, 2a. 113, and with
its use in Apoll. Rhod. 1. 1141, and in
the Orphic iAymn, 40. 1, where it is an

epithct of Demeter. But the former inter-
pretation is more prohably correct, the
word ¢dvrys having the opposite sense,
‘free of evil’; Plat. Phaedr.244 E. The
epithet IIANAINA attached to a goddess
on fourth-century coins of Terina and
Hipponium hasbeen regarded as a title
of Hekate and interpreted as Iav3elvy,
the ‘all-terrible’ (Rew. Arch. 1848,
p- 159; cf. Millingen, Considérations
sur la Numismatique de Tancienne
Italie, Florence, 1841, p. 72): but the
inscription is perfectly legible and cer-
tain, and cannot be a miswriting for
Mavdelvn; nor does the figure hold
a whip or any other attribute of Hekate.
Probably the name is not Greek and
denotes a local nymph.
b Griech. Gotterl. 1. 567,
° Vide Zeus'**®,
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ever attached to her in cult, does not come to very much:
it may allude to her whip and her cord, or it may designate
the goddess who controls evil spirits. Her chthonian asso-
ciations may have suggested some vague belief in her as
a goddess who punished certain kinds of guilt, and in the
Antigone Creon’s sin against the body of Polyneikes is sup-
posed to have incurred the wrath of Pluto and the 6ed vodla;
but we cannot further illustrate this belief, except with the
slight instance of a late inscription from Phrygia, in which the
disturber of a grave is threatened with the wrath of Hekate %°.

The household purifications, called 3£v8iuia??, performed
in the name of Hekate do not seem to have had any reference
at all to moral stain or evil®. The house was swept and
smoked, and the pollutions were carried away in a potsherd,
apparently to the cross-roads, and then thrown away while
the bearer's back was turned. If these were connected with
the sacrifice of a dog at the cross-roads, of which we hear,
we may regard the dog as a xdfappa, and the purifications
as having some reference to child-birth in the house. Also,
they may have been supposed to purge the household of:
ghosts, who were taken thus to the cross-roads, and com-
mitted to the keeping of the infernal goddess™.

As there is very little morality that we can discover in her
religion, so the occasions on which appeal might be made to
her appear to have been few: it was good to invoke her in
haunted places, because she could send up forms of terror
or benign apparitions®; it was important to have her image
at the cross-ways, probably because they were considered
likely places for ghosts, and before the threshold of the

& The Se:gidalpav of Theophrastus
purifies his house as an lwaywy) Tijs
‘Exdrns B,

b In Plato’s State (Laws 873 b) the
body of the murderer must be thrown
out alterexecution, unbaried,atthe cross-
roads. Why these places were of such
evil character is hard to say; their
gloomy associations were no doubt en-
hanced by the images of Hekate, the
way-goddess that stood there; but it

is possible that these were originally
placed there because of the ill omen
that attached to the cross-ways in the
popular belief of Greece and other
nations.

" © In the Helena of Euripides (569)
Helen exclaims when she sees Menelaos,
& pwopbp’ ‘Exdrn, wéuwe pdouar’ edpevi,
to which Menelaos replies, o0 vwaripay-
Tov mpéwodov "Evollas p’ 4ps.
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house, lest ghosts might enter. But in spite of the Boeotian
poet’s assurances, the warrior in battle and the athlete and
horseman in the race do not appear to have often invoked
the aid of Hekate®.

It is a question how far her association with Artemis
affected the traditional character of either of the two
goddesses. In certain details we may suppose there was
mutual borrowing. The torch in the hands of Artemis is
supposed by Petersen to have come from Hekate or Hekate
Eileithyia®; his argument rests on the fact that Artemis is
not designated or represented as ITupgpdpos, or the torch-bearer,
till a comparatively late period, the latter part of the fifth
century, by which time her connexion with Hekate had been
generally recognized; and the torch had been no doubt an
aboriginal property of the latter goddess.

A certain type of Artemis, the representation of her
speeding along with two torches in her hands, is almost
certainly borrowed, as we find in North Greece a similar type
of Hekate in swift motion with her torches raised and her
wild hounds at her side®°.

Again, the connexion of Hekate with the cross-ways was
no doubt primitive, although it does not appear in the frag-
ment of the 7/eggony, and probably both at the cross-ways
and before the house her image was intended to scare away
evil spirits ; it seems likely, then, that it was only as a double
of Hekate that Artemis was regarded as a mpobvpaia or
dvodlad. But Artemis was in her own right, like Apollo ’Ayweds,
a leader of the path; and there is no reason for supposing
that she borrowed from the other goddess such titles as
‘Hyepdrn®. And on the other hand Hekate, being often repre-
sented hurrying along with torches, may have been considered

8 There were games in her honour at
Stratonicea; Bull. de Corr. Hell. 1881,
236.

b Arch. Epigr. Mitt. 4. p. 142.

° Vide Hekate-Monuments, p. 4.

d Hekate b,

® 37 is an epithet applied to
Artemis (Hekate ® ©), and is of doubtful

sense: if it refers to the cross-ways it
must have come from Hekate; but it is
not known to have been a title of the
latter goddess : it is attached also to
Hermes, not apparently as a deity of
the cross-ways, but as the divinity
whose image stood within the house
and ‘tuned back ' the evil-doer.
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as a leader of the ways in the Lycian worship of Hekate
Ipoxanyéris 234, independently of Artemis.

The place before the gate of the temple, or city, or house
was consecrated to Hekate®; and it is only by confusion
that the ‘Exdreior standing before the door was called an
Artemision 2% ; for Artemis in herself had no natural associa-
tion with such places. It was perhaps only a local accident
that gave the latter goddess the name of [pofuvpala at Eleusis®
where she was worshipped before the great temple of the
mysteries, as for a similar reason Athene was called Ilpovaia
at Thebes and Delphi°.

The titles which she may be supposed to have borrowed
from Hekate are”Ayyelos 2!, KeAxala?®8, and perhaps Edplmma 9,
As regards the title "Ayyelos we have the curious stery nar-
rated by Sophron and mentioned in the chapter on Hera®:
the maiden *Ayyelos, to escape her mother’s wrath, takes refuge
in places that were polluted by child-birth or the presence
of a corpse; she was purified by the Cabiri by the lake of
Acheron, and was afterwards given a position in the lower
world. This quaint legend receives some light from the
gloss in Hesychius, from whom we learn that "Ayyelos was
a title of Artemis in Syracuse ; and we gather from Theocritus
that she and Hekate were sometimes identified theref. Thus
the story may illustrate the character of the latter as
a divinity of the lower world, and her connexion with child-
birth; while the purification of *Ayyeos by the Cabiri may
allude to the Samothracian mysteries, in which, as we have
seen, Hekate has a part.

But why she should be called ¢ the messenger’ is doubtful :
an imaginative Greek might have regarded the moon as
a messenger, but there is nothing in the very eccentric

s It may be that Antigone, in her the gates of hell.
appeal to Hekate, when she sees ‘all b Artemis *,
the plain glittering with brazen arms,’ ° In Aesch. Suppl. 449 wpograrnpias
is thinking of the goddess who guards ‘Aprémdos edvolaigs : the title has no
the gate (Eur. Phoes. 110); her titles local sense.
EAeadoixos, ®vAaxh), IIpémohisTad, refer 4 P. 449.
to the keeper of the gates; in the e P. 184; Schol. Theocr. 2. 132.
Aencid she is mentioned as standing by t 1d. a. 13, 33.
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behaviour of Angelos which suggests the moon at all, and
others prefer to explain the title as denoting the goddess
who reported to Demeter the fate of her daughter. This
is probable enough, as the Demeter-legend was so rife in
Sicily ; perhaps also the application of the title was assisted
by the common representation of the goddess speeding
with a torch in each hand. If this Syracusan legend has
been properly interpreted, we have evidence of a peculiar
local genealogy invented for Hekate; for she is made the
daughter of Zeus and Hera, a parentage which may perhaps
have been suggested by her association with Eileithyia.

The inexplicable epithet KeArala, which was attached to
Artemis in Attica, may have come to-her from Hekate; for
Petersen calls attention to a late statue dedicated by an
inscription to Artemis KeAxala, and showing her triple-
formed* _

On the whole, then, the proved influence of Hekate on the
traditional public cult of Artemis does not appear very impor--
tant ; but it was an innovation which caused the figure of the
Greek goddess to loseits clearness of outline and her character
to become confused and bizarre. And being now more closely
associated with the moon and with unhellenic superstitions,
she became more exposed to the contagion of Oriental cult.

As regards the other question, how much Hekate may have
borrowed of the character and functions of Artemis, little can
be said. Though the later Orphic literature scarcely distin-
guishes between the two divinities in regard to their titles and
powers, the literature, cults, and monuments of the classical
period fail to show that Hekate usurped any considerable part
of the functions or legends or even appeared at all in the guise
of Artemis. She does not seem to have taken to hunting or the
bow b, and she holds aloof from Apollo ; nor was her virginity
insisted upon, nor was she received, as Artemis was, by the
Eleusinian divinities. It is possible that the title Zwrelpn,
which she enjoyed in Phrygia®®, and that of KaAAlorn?84,
which appears to have been attached to her at Athens, were

s Arch.Epigr. Mitth.5.p.23; 4. Taf.s  the quiver (in Rome, Matz-Duhn, Antike
® There is one stalue of Hekate with  Bi/dwerke, p. 617).
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derived from the worship of her sister-goddess. And it is not
impossible that she became interested in child-birth through
her association with Artemis or Eileithyia, with whom at
Argos she probably had some rclations 23k ; for such interest
is not attributed to her in the passage in the 7/eogony, and
is only slightly and occasionally manifested. The first mention
of it occurs in the Supplices of Aeschylus 23k, in a line which
speaks of her as one with Artemis. Yet reasons might be
brought in favour of the belief that Hekate was regarded
from the beginning as a divinity of child-birth, either in
her own original right as an earth-goddess, or because her
torches suggested the torches of Eileithyia and were taken
as a sign that she had the same office, or because her
hound was really regarded by the Greeks as a symbol
of easy delivery. For the Genetyllides, the divine mid-
wives, who, like most alien divinities, won favour with Attic
women, and over whose worship Aristophanes and Lucian
made merry, were sometimes identified® with Hekate23k:
but if it were thought necessary to attach them to some
higher power in the same profession, one would have expected
that they would have been attached to Artemis, unless
Hekate were recognized as of the same character and there-
fore a fitter ‘ proxenos’ for these questionable goddesses,
being herself of foreign extraction. Again, in the Zroades
of Euripides, Cassandra in her fine frenzy invokes the aid of
Hekate for her approaching marriage 8% ; and it is hard to see
why she should here have appealed to this divinity, unless as
a recognized goddess of marriage. And the divine powers
of marriage might easily be considered also powers of birth®.

But neither as a goddess of marriage or birth or agriculture
was Hekate of any real national importance in Greece; her
worship was without morality, and displayed energy only in
sorcery and imposture. It was one of the evil things that
grew up into prominence with the decline of Hellenism.

& They are also confused with Aphro-  before coming to the meeting the wife
dite; vide Aphrodite'*s. of Theogenes has to consult her éwd-

® Like Artemis, Hekate is especially 7eon 1°,
a women’s goddess; in the Lysistrate
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L.R. FARNELL

HEKATE IN ART

THE evidence of the monuments as to the character and
significance of Hekate is almost as full as that of the literature.
But it is only in the later period that they come to express
her manifold and mystic nature. Before the fifth century
there is little doubt that she was usually represented as of
single form like any other divinity, and it was thus that the
Boeotian poet imagined her, as nothing in his verses contains
any allusion to a triple-formed goddess. The earliest known
monument is a small terracotta found in Athens, with a dedi-
cation to Hekate (Pl. XXXVTILI. a), in writing of the style of
the sixth century. The goddess is seated on a throne with
a chaplet bound round her head; she is altogether without
attributes and character, and the only value of this work,
which is evidently of quite a general type and gets a special
reference and name merely from the inscription®, is that it
proves the single shape to be her earlier form, and her recog-
nition at Athens to be earlier than the Persian invasion.

With this single exception, the black-figured and earlier
red-figured vases are the only monuments that show us the
figure of Hekate in the archaic and transitional periods?b;
and on these, as well as on the vases of the later time, her
form is single, and her usual attribute is the double torch.
Also, so far as we can define the significance that she has

8 As Frinkel (Arch. Zest. 188a,
p. 265) points out, it is not distinguish-

be Hekate,as Welcker supposes, Annals,
2, p. 70. No Greek could have put

able in form from the seated Athena
found in Athens.

b The goddess on the Aeginetan
relief in the chariot with Eros cannot

that interpretation upon the figure,
which has no attribute of Hekate, nor
has Hekate any right to be associated
with Eros.
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in these early representations, we must say that there is no
reference to her lunar character, but clear reference to her as
a goddess of the lower world, or of the earth.

Thus on a black-figured vase of Berlin®* we see Hekate with
torches, standing over against Cora, and between them the
chthonian Hermes riding on a goat®; and with the same
form and attributes she is present on a Nolan vase in
a representation of the setting forth of Triptolemos with the
gifts of corn°®. The other persons present are Demeter,
Proserpine, probably Artemis, and Hades, so that Hekate
is here associated with the Eleusinian divinities of vegetation
and the lower world.

But on the evidence of this and one or two other similar
vase-paintings we have no right,in the absence of any literary
evidence, to assume with Steuding?d that the goddess was
ever received into the mystic cult at Eleusis: it is a common
thing for the vase-painters to amplify their groups with
cognate or appropriate figures without any express sanction
of cult or legend.

Other vase-representations in which Hekate appears clearly
designated as a divinity of the lower world are very rare, and
the interpretation which discovers her in these is often very
doubtful. Thus in the various paintings of the carrying off of
Proserpine, a figure that has often been called Hekate ® may
be a torch-bearing Demeter. The only certain instance that

® PL XXXVIIL b (Arch. Zest. 1868,
Taf. 9).

® We find Hekate again with Hermes
and in company with Demeter on a vase
of the ffth century, published in Ger-
hard, Auserles. Vasenb. 1. 317.

¢ Mon. dell' Inst. 1. Tav. 4. But
we cannot always give the name of
Hekate to the goddess with two torches
in vase-representations of this myth:
the name might suit this figure on the
Louvre vase (Overbeck, Xunst-Mythol.
Atlas, 15. 20), but on the vase of the
Duc de Luynes (#6. no. 13) a similar
figure must be called Persephone or
Demeter; in all other cases, except
where an Inscription gives the name of

Hekate, it may as well be Artemis.

4 Roscher, Lexicon, p. 1893.

® Overbeck, Kunst-Mythologie, 3.
PP. 601-608. On a vase (published
Mon. dell’ Inst. 2. Tav. 49) that repre-
sents Heracles capturing Cerberus,
there is a figure which is sometimes
called Hekate thrusting a torch into his
face; but it may be a Fury. And the
statement that Hekate was regarded as
the dyyeros or the Iris of Hell rests on
the interpretation of a figure holding
a torch and standing by Hades on
a vase published in the Bulletino Nap.
vol. 3. Tav. 3: this again is very pro-
bably a Fury.
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may be quoted is a representation of this scene on a yase of
the fourth century, of South Italian style, in the British
Museum. We see a goddess with a circle of rays round her
head and torches in her hand preceding the chariot that bears
Hades and Proserpine. It is impossible that this figure
should be Selene or Demeter or a Fury, or any other than
Hekate, who here appears as a lunar and also as a nether
divinity, possibly also a divinity of marriage, as in the
Troades of Euripides.

This is almost all that we can gather about Hekate from the
vase-paintings of any period ; there is nothing distinctive in
her form or drapery, and even the two torches are no sure
clue to recognize her by. We have accounts of the form of
Hekate in painting which give us certain details that the
vases fail to supply: according to the extract quoted by
Eusebius from Porphyry 128, she was represented with a white
robe and golden sandals on one of her shapes, and bronze
sandals on another; but probably this is a type belonging to
a late period of art.

Among the works of sculpture of the fifth century, the
chief representation of Hekate was Myron’s; unfortunately
all that we are told of this statue is that it showed the
goddess in single form, and that it was wrought for the
Aeginetan worship. If Myron in this work indulged his
ruling passion for dramatic movement, then we might illus-
trate his Hekate by the relief which Dr. Conze discovered in
Thasos (Pl. XXXIX. a) and published, on which the goddess
is seen sweeping along in long chiton holding two torches,
with her wild hounds leaping at her side ®.

From Alcamenes onwards the triple form of Hekate is more
common than the single, although this latter never entirely
dies out. Pausanias in a well-known passage attributes to
Alcamenes himself the invention of this new type; but
all that we have the right to conclude from his words is that
he was the first sculptor of eminence who carved a triple
statue of the goddess. It is probable that the triple form
had been seen in monuments before Alcamenes’ work was

* Conze, Reise auf dens Inseln d. thrakischen Meeres, Taf., 10. 4.
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produced. But the question what this triplicity meant must be
first discussed. Some of the late writers on mythology, such
as Cornutus and Cleomedes ik and some of the modern,
such as Preller and the writer in Roscher’s Lexicon and
Petersen, explain the three figures as symbols of the three
phases of the moon. But very little can be said in favour of
this, and very much against it. In the first place, the statue
of Alcamenes represented Hekate ’Emnvpydla, whom the
Athenian of that period regarded as the warder of the gate
of his Acropolis 1% and as associated in this particular spot
with the Charites 1%, deities of the life that blossoms and yields
fruit. Neither in this place nor before the door of the citizen’s
house did she appear as a lunar goddess.

We may also ask, Why should a divinity who was sometimes
regarded as the moon, but had many other and even more
important connexions, be given three forms to mark the three
phases of the moon, and why should Greek sculpture have
been in this solitary instance guilty of a frigid astronomical
symbolism, while Selene, who was obviously the moon and
nothing else, was never treated in this way? With as much
taste and propriety Helios might have been given twelve
heads.

If this had been actually the intention of Alcamenes, it is
difficult to know how he could make the Athenian public
discover it in his figure; and we too often forget to ask how
the ordinary Greek would naturally regard a monument. It
is fairly certain that unless Alcamenes put a crescent over the
forehead of each of his figures they would not be all clearly
recognized as ‘moon-phases’: he may have done this, or any-
thing else, as we know nothing at all of the details of his
work ; but, as it is only the latest monuments that show the
crescent at all, and these only over one of  the heads, it is not
probable that Alcamenes placed this badge over each. In the
relief found in Aegina (Pl. XXXIX. c) we see that the one
figure holds the torches, the second a pitcher, and the third
a cup; and Petersen supposes that all these things alluded to
the moon, who sheds the gracious dew on the herbs®. The

S Arch. Epigr. Mittheil. aus Oesterreich, 4. p. 167.
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torch would occasionally, though not always, suggest to a Greek
that the person bearing it was Selene. But what evidence
have we that the pitcher and the cup allude to dew, and that
these are the ordinary symbols of the moon-goddess? For
the figure that bore these could only be certainly recognized
as Selene if Selene were par excellence a cup-bearer ; but she
is not. Therefore if Alcamenes’ figures merely carried torch,
cup, and pitcher, his great idea that the triple shape should
symbolize the three phases of the dewy moon would have
been scarcely revealed to the public.

In fact,among the many late monuments that represent the
triple Hekate, there is none of which two of the figures do
not carry some attribute or property that cannot designate
Selene®. We can apply the name with certainty, then, to one
only of such figures".

A second explanation which rests also on ancient authority
is that the triple shape has reference to the Hesiodic idea of
a goddess whose divinity is of many elements; that the He-
kateion is in fact a trinity of Selene, Persephone, and Artemis,
or represents the xdpn ¢wopdpos in shapes and with attributes
that are drawn from the moon, the lower world, and the earth.
Such an explanation may be supported by the analogy of
such figures as the double-headed Zeus, Zeus Tpid¢pbarpos, and
perhaps the two-headed Boreas on the vase representing the
pursuit of Oreithyia ©.

* In the description given by the
scholiast on Theocritus 3. 13, some of
the attributes have evidently no refer-
ence to the moon, for instance the cala-
thus ; cf. 13k,

5 The most curious argument in favour
of the equation of the triple Hekate to
the three periods of the moon is acl-
vanced by Steuding in his article in
Roscher, p. 1890. Alcamenes, he main-
tains, must have been thinking of the
three phases of the moon because he
has grouped "his three figures in so
peculiar a manner that wherever you
stand you see a middle one en face
which equals the full moon, and left and
right profiles which correspond to the

curves of the waxing and waning moon
respectively.  Perhaps it is only an
accident that the wiiter has got the
curves of the waxing and waning moon
wrong, or has put right for left; the
flaw in the argument is that the arrange-
ment is not peculiar, as three figures
cannot be placed back to back in any
other way. Also it is asking a great
deal to ask us to believe that the Greek,
when gazing at his statoes, was in the
habit of comparing the human profiles
with curves of astral Lodics.

9 One of his faces is dark, the other
light; it may be that he is thus charac-
terized as a divinity of the upper and
lower world.
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The objection to this view is' rather that it is insufficient
than incorrect. Artemis, Demeter, Hermes, Aphrodite have
each many natures and different spheres in which they act:
but the idea of representing any one of these as a multiplicity
or trinity of figures never occurred to any Greek artist.
.And though Hekate may have been ordinarily recognized
as a goddess of three worlds, having associations with Selene,
Artemis, and Persephone, a triple shape would scarcely have
been given her for this reason only, had not her figure for
practical purposes already been made triple at the cross-roads.
It is true that we have no certain proof that this had happened
before the time of Alcamenes, but it is the only reasonable
motive for the shape of his statue at the entrance to the
Acropolis. All that we need suppose is that the ‘Exdreta at
the cross-roads or before the houses had already been given
three heads®. This would suggest to Alcamenes to enlarge
upon this type that had been imvented for practical con-
venience only, and to group together three figures around
a column or back to back, as well as to invest each figure
with attributes that alluded to the complex nature of the
divinity, so that the triplicity was no longer merely a con-
venience but an expression of essential character.

After Alcamenes there was no great sculptor to whom
a triple Hekate 1is attributed>. Among the many representa-
tions that have come down to us, then, we might expect
to find some traces of the influence of his work. It is quite
gratuitous to regard such works as the Hekate of the Capito-

* We know there were 'Exdreia before  uncertain), cannot with certainty be re-

the doors in the time of the Pelopon-
nesian war ; and both here and at the
cross-roads there was a motive for
tripling the heads at least, namely that
the countenance might guard egress and
approach from either direction, or make
the path of the traveller lucky which-
ever way he took. But the monuments
fail to prove this, all the three-headed
Hermae of Hekate being late.

b The two statues of Hekate at Argos,
wrought by Naukydes and Polycleitus®*
(whether the older or the younger is

garded as forming a group of three with
the temple-statue of Scopas, so as to
express the triple idea. We do not
know when they were wrought or
whether they stood in the same temple
as the image by Scopas; for Pausanias’
words, 7d dmavriepy, may refer to
statues on the other side of the road,
and do not seem naturally to apply
to a group, especially as they were
of bronze while Scopas’ work was of
marble.
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line ® or the Leyden Museum P as copies; there is nothing in
the style of these that has any far-off association with the age
of Alcamenes. But the claim of the relief found in Aegina,
and now in Konigswart in Bohemia (Pl. XXXIX. c), to
represent something of the spirit of the original work is
certainly greater®. The work appears to be of the fourth
century B.C., and to possess considerable artistic merit; so
far as can be judged from the publications of it, the faces
have a dignity and breadth that recall the older style, the
hair is drawn away from the cheek, and the expression is
austere and solemn. But the archaism in the treatment of the
drapery is not what would be expected from a pupil of Phei-
dias, unless it were retained as a tradition of hieratic sculpture ;
and Petersen may be right in: regarding a lately found frag-
ment of a Hekateion, which he has published. in the Romische
Mittheilungen des deutschen [nstitutesd, as standing nearer
to the work of Alcamenes (Pl. XXXIX.b). Unfortunately
nothing is preserved but the three torsos, set back to back;
from the position of the arms we can conjecture that the
hands held such attributes as pitcher, cup, or torch. What is
most important in the fragment is the treatment of the dra-
pery, which shows the folds and the arrangement common in
works of the Pheidian school, the girdle hidden, and the
upper fold of the chiton drawn dowa so as to form a rich
border across the waist.

Among the later monuments representing the triple Hekate
we find illustration of nearly all the religious ideas that have
been already examined.

Her connexion with the Charites at Athens explains those
works on which, under the Hermae of the triple goddess,
three maidens are represented dancing hand in hand around
the shaft°: the maidens bear the calathus—the emblem of
fruitfulness—on their heads, and themselves have something
of the form of Hekate.

* Published in Roscher, p. 190s. Alcamenes, dydA\para rpla wpogexbueva
b Arch. Zest. 1. Taf. 8. dA\AfjAais, are not altogether clear.
© The grouping of the figures cannot 4 473
make for or against the theory, for Pau- ® Gerhard, Akad. AbAandl.Taf. 32, 4.
sanias’ words describing the work of
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The same idea, her association with the fruitfulness of the
earth, is expressed by the symbol of the apple which one or
more figures of the triple group is often holding in her hand,
as on the monument from Catajo in Vienna®; and by the
fruits that are sometimes carved on the shaft of the Hekate
column. Between the shoulders of the figures on the monu-
ment just mentioned we see a small statue of Pan ; and some
association of her with the Phrygian worship may explain the
Phrygian cap which one of her figures wears in the bronze of
the Capitoline® and another bronze of the British Museum.

The character of Hekate KAeidodyos 24, the guardian of the
gate, is shown by the key which appears in the hands of many
of her figures; and possibly this alludes not only to the gate
of the house and the city, but to the gate of hell, which she
might be supposed to keep: as the keyis known to have been
also the badge of Hades °.

The later coins and gems and works of sculpture afford
ample illustration of her infernal and terrifying aspect ; her
hair is sometimes wreathed with serpents, like the Gorgon's ;
or the snake appears in her hand, a symbol of the same sig-
nificance as the whip and cord which she borrows from the
Furies ; the sword or the dagger which she often holds refers
to the goddess of retribution.

A monument full of archaeological illustration of the bizarre
ideas in this worship is the marble Hekateion of the Brucken-
thal collection at Hermanstadt (Pl. XXXIX.d). The body of
the front form is divided by parallel lines into different fields 9.
On her shoulders are carved in low relief two figures, the one
being Tyche holding a horn, the other perhaps Nemesis; on
her breast is a rising sun: on the second field women with
children, and Hermes with caduceus, and two animals—
probably hounds: on the third the scene may probably be
interpreted as the initiation of a ¢hild; there is the triple
image of Hekate on the left, and on the right a woman is

s Gerhard, 44ad. Abkandl. Taf. 32. a key at Olympia (Paus. s. 20).

1, 2 4 Vide more detailed account in
b Roscher, p. 1906. Harrison and Verrall's MytAs and Monu-
¢ There was a statue of Plouton with  ments of Ancient Athens, p. 381,
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holding a knife over an animal that seems to be a small
.dog *.

In the latest gems we sometimes find her lunar character
very clearly shown, as on a gem published by Miiller®, on
which the moon is seen looking out of a cloud above Hekate.

This representation shows a different treatment of the triple
form : we see three heads and shoulders and six hanpds, but
the lower part of her body is single, and closely resembles
that of the Ephesian Artemis. We have probably here a real
reminiscence of this cognate cult, and as we find bulls’ heads
wrought on the idol of Ephesus, so here on the gem we see
bulls at the feet of Hekate.

This type of the single body with the three heads and
shoulders may have descended from the earlier Hermae of
the street and the cross-ways, and it existed by the side of the
full triple form in late times, though it was probably far less
commonly used for temple-monuments. But where Hekate
was represented in dramatic action, the former type was
more likely to be used, as it could be shown in much more
natural movement than the trinity of three complete figures.
The most memorable instance of the single body with the
six arms and three heads is found on the Pergamene frieze
(Pl. XL.), where she is armed with spear, sword, shield and
torch, and is engaged in conflict with a serpent-footed giant.
It is interesting to see that the form of the goddess in this
last monument of genuinely Greek sculpture is free from the
terrifying traits and the turgid symbolism with which later
literature and art had invested her. The deity of the nether
world is marked by the protruding forehead, the forward fall
of the hair, the earnest and fixed expression, and the solemnity
given by the shadows into which the profiles are cast; and
here, as in the earlier vase-paintings and in the Aeginetan
relief, the forms and the drapery are such as are proper to
the maidenly goddess.

® An initiation to Hekate might be is the inscription MV $TA ; but the
alluded to in a vase-painting published interpretation given of it there seems to
in the Annals del’ Instituto, 1865, Tav. me very doubtful.
d'Agg. F (p. 95), represenling two Y Denkm.d. alt. Kunst, 3. 888.
youths seated before a table, above which
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(Any confusions in Farnell’s abbreviated references—as well
as others in this volume—should be clarified by consulting
the lists in Hammond and Scullard [eds.] The Oxford
Classical Dictionary [Oxford 1970] pp ix-xxii, which should
be supplemented by those in Liddell, Scott, Jones, et al.

A Greek-English Lexicon [Oxford 1968] pp xvi-xlv. —Ed.)

! Hes. Theog. 409:

'Agrepiny ebdvvpov iy more Ilépans
nydyer' é péya 8spa Piqy xexhijodm dxorrev.
7 & Omoxvoapévm ‘Exémy réxe, miy mepl mdvrov
Zevs Kpovidns ripnoe. migev 8¢é ol dyhad 3apa,
poipav éxew yalns Te xal drpvyéroio Bakdoons.
7 3¢ xal dorepdevros dm’ obpavoi &upope Tipis . . .
¢ & é0éhet peydlos mapayiveraw 38 dvimow
& 1’ dyop/i Aaoiot perampéme, v & édéApow.
of & émér’ és méhepov Pbioivopa Owpioowvras
dvépes, ivla Oed mapayiverai, ols k' €0épos,
vixqy mpoppovéws omdoar kal xidus dpéfar
& re dixp Paci\eios map’ aldoloot xafifer
éocO\) & adf, Smér’ Avdpes dyom defAedwow . . .
xal rois of yhavkiw dvoméuderor épydforras,
elxorras 8" ‘Exdry xal épicrimep 'Evvooiyaiy,
pnidios & dyppy xvdvi Beds Smaoe moNAw . . .
éo6N) & év orabuoion ovw ‘Epuj Apid défew . . .
olto Toi Kal povroyewis éx unrpds éoloa
waoe per’ dfavdrowot Teriunrar yepdeoas.
Oiice 3é pw Kpovidns xovporpdopor.

* Schol. Ap. Rhod. 3. 467 é 3¢ Tois "Opehixais Afunrpus yeveakoyeirar®
xal vore 3) ‘Exdmy And réxev ebmarépeav . . . Movoaios 3¢ °Acveplas xal
Auds.  Pepexidns 3¢ "Apioraiov Tob HMaiwros' *AmoNAdwios 8¢ Mepoéws.

* Bacchyl. fr. 40 Bergk ‘Exdra 3g3o¢pépe Nuxrds pelavoxdAmov &iyarep,
Eur. Phoen. 108 Hai Aarois "Exdra.

¢ Paus. 1. 43, 1 olda 3 ‘Hoiodov movjcavra dv karaAdyp yvradr
*Ieyévaiay olx dmofaveiv, yvdpp 8¢ "Apréuidos "Exdrny elvas,
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Hekate of Pherae.

® Schol. Lycophr. 1180 ®epalar* ‘Exdry, éx depaias, ijs AldAév uyarpds, ,
xdx Tob Aws éréxln, xal év Tpiddois éppiln . . . Depaiav 8¢ os év Tais Depais
ripwpérmy., Cf. Artemis ™ ; Schol. Theocr. 2. 36.

® Polyaen. Strat. 8. 42 iépeta rijs "Evodias in Thessaly.

™ In Aegina: Paus. 2. 30, 2 feav 8¢ Alywijrat ripdow ‘Exdry pdiwora
xal TeAeryjy dyovow dva wav &ros ‘Exdrys, ‘Opéa aias Tov Opgra xaravry-
gacfac Ty Tehery Néyovres. Tob mepiBohov 3¢ évrds vads éore fbavov Oé
&pyov Mipavos, duolws & mpdoomdy Te kai vd Nowmrdw gapa. Cf. Liban. imép
'Apior. P. 426 R @idos ‘Exdry xal Hocedaow mhéwy pév és Alywav Umép T
éxelvns opylov. Cf. Lucian, Navig. 15. Schol. Arist. Pax 276 év Zapo-
Opdxn foav Teheral Twes &s éddkouv Teheiocfar wpds dAefidpdppaxd Tiva kudiver
év 8¢ 1) Sapobpdxp Ta Tév KopuBdvrwv fiv puoripia kai ta Tijs ‘Exdrys kai
diaBdnrov v 16 Zipwlov dvrpov &vba Ty ‘Exdrny Spysdfew éAéyero kai Teherds
fyov abrj) Twis kal wbvas Qvov. kat & Ty "ANefdvdpav memounkis pépvprac
“ Zpwlov dvrpov xal kuvoupayois feds Mrdv épupwdv kriopa KupBdvrey Sdov.”

8 At Delos: Bull. de Corr. Hell. 1882, p. 48 (list of treasures in the
temple of Apollo) o worijpior . . . émypadiy Exov. éa’ dpyovros oAV Bov
Tspoxpdrys 'Avriydvov 'Apréuds ‘Exdre,  Cf. 78, 1882, p. 344 "Abnvaydpas
"ABpvaydpov *Abnvaios 'Apréuids "Exdrec,

® At|Ephesus: Eustath. Hom. Od. p. 1714. 41 KaANipaxos olv év
Umopvipacs Tiv "Aprepw émfevabijvai pnow "Epéoe vij Kavarpov, ékBallo-
pomy 3¢ Und rijs yvvakds, 0 pév mpdrov peraBakeiv alriy els xvva, elr’ albis
f\egacay dmoxaracTijgas els dvfpomor xal abriy pév aloywleicar émi ¢
ovpBeBnrdre dndyfacba:, Tiv Bé Oedv mepilbaigav alrf- Tdv olkeiov kdopow
‘Exdrny dvopdoas.  Strabo, 641 fjuiv 8¢ é3elrvuro kail T@v Opdowvds Twa, oUmep
xai 70 ‘Exarowdy éors. Plin. V. H. 36. 32 Menestrati Ephesi Hekate in
templo Dianae post aedem.

10 At Athens: Arist. LZys. 63 5 yoiv Geoyévovs és 8edp’ loica Hodrdreion
fipero. Cf. 700. C. 1. A. 1. 208 "Aprews ‘Exdry (fifth century B.c.).
Paus. 2. 30, 2 "Alkapés 8¢, épol doxeiv, wpdros dydApara ‘Exdmys tpia
émolnge mpooexdueva dANjhois, #iv 'Adnpvaios kakoiogw 'Emimupydiar' Earmxe
3¢ mapa rijs "Anrépov Nikns Tdv vadv.

11 Strabo, 472 ol 3¢ ‘Exdrys mpomdhovs wopi{ovas Tols Koupijras rolss
abrovs Tois KopiBaowv dvras.

Animals associated with Hekate.

" Porph. de Abst. 3. 17 1 3¢ 'Exdm ratipos xbwy Méawa dxovovoa palov
Umaxobes. 18, 4. 16 Tiw &' "Exdrny {mmov, raipor, Néawaw xiva (mpoamydpevaar).
Plut. Quaest. Rom. 52. p. 2% Somep odv ol "EXkpues 1jj 'Exdrp, xal 13
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Teveiry (Mdvp) xiva ‘Popaios Oiovow Umép Tév olroyevdv' ‘Apyeiovs 8¢
Swkpdrns Pnol 1f) Elkovelg xiva Bieww 8id Tiv paovovny tiis Noxeias, 15, 68
16 8¢ kwl mdvres, ds Emos elmeiv, "ENNes ¢xpduvro xal xpdvral ye péxps viv
éuoe apayip mwpds Tols kabappois kal tj; ‘Exdrp oxvhdkia . . . ¢xépovat xal
mepipdrrovos oxvhaxiots Tods dymopot deopévous, mepioxvhaxiopoy T8 Toloiror
yévos Toi kaBappot kahoivres. CL.28. 111 0d piw oddé kabapetew govro wavrdmaow
ol wakawol 16 {Gov' "ONvpniwy pév yap oddevl fedv rabiéparar, Xfoviq 8¢ deimvor
‘Exdry mepmdpevos és tpiddovs . . . év 3¢ Aaxedaipovi T$ Qovikwrdry feaw
"Evvalip, oxvhaxas évrépvovor Bowwrois 3é Snpocig xaBapucs éovi, xuvds
dixorounbévros Tdv pepav diefeNdeiv. Cf. Artemis '*°: Artemis ®epaia
associated with the dog-shaped Hecuba. Paus. 3. 14, 9 xwwis 3¢
oxvAaxas obdévas dovs olda ‘EANjvew vopifovras @vew dri pi) Kolodwwiovs'
GUovot yap xal Kohoppdwiot péhaway 7jj "Evodip axilaxa.

Hekate a lunar goddess.

¥a Hom. Hymn to Demeter, ). 52 fvrerd oi ‘Exdrn aéhas év xeipeaaw
éxovoa. Soph. ‘Plordpos, fT. 490 "Hhie déomora xai mwip lepov tis elvodias
‘Exdrys éyxos 16 & OdAdpmov medoica ¢éper kal yis valove’ lepds Tpiddous
arepavagapém 8pul kal mhexrais dpdv omelpars Spaxdvrov.

b Schol. Arist. Plut. 594 xara 8¢ vovunviay ol mhovoios Imepmov Seimvor
éomépas bomep buoiav 1) 'Exdrp év vais tpiddois. Plut. Quaest. Conviv.
708 F &ore wdoyew rods demvifovras, & mdoyovaw ol T ‘Exdrp kal tois
dmorpomalos éxpépovres t& deimva, py yevopéwous adrovs pndé rovs oixor.
Athenae. p. 645 A 'Apdipdr mhaxois "Apréudi dvaxeipevos, Exec 3¢ év
xokAg xadpeva 3¢dia Piquev év Hroxji i ‘Podig . . . pmuoveles 8’ abrob xal
Aigpos év ‘Exdry . . . ®ihéxopos . . . Pnol és 1a Tijs "Aprémdos lepd Pépeabar,
&1 3¢ xai és Tas Tpiodovus, émel év dxelvy Tf) Hpépg émiaralapBdverar i) oeApry
émi Tais duopais Uwd Tijs Tov HAiov dvarolijs xai & obpavds duipds yiveras,

¢ At Methydrion in Arcadia: Porph. de Aéstin. 2. 16 (quoting from
Theopompus) xara pijva ékacrov rais veopnvlais orepavoivra xal paidpivorra
Tdv ‘Eppiv xal Ty ‘Exdryw,

d Athenae. 325 A kal rais rtpardos 3¢ adrj ra Beimva Pépovor.
Harpocr. s. v. rpiaxds® rois rereXevryxdotw fyero i) rpiaxoory fuépa . . . xal
éXéyero Tpiaxds.

¢ Suidas, s.v. ‘Exdry. ol pév mip “Aprepy, ol 8¢ iy kg,

f Schol. Eur. Med. 396 8rav jj rpidv npepov Sekqwm dvopdferar, Srav 8¢
€¢, "Aprepus, Srav 3¢ dexdmevre, ‘Exdry.  Schol. Arist. Plut. 591 mjv ‘Exdrw
& Tais Tpiddois dripdy 8ud 10 Ty alnpy Ty kal ’Aprémda xal ‘Exdrny
xakeiocbar.  Plut. de Defect. Orac. p. 416 E riy cehqryy . . . xfovias dpoi
xal odpavias rAijpoy ‘Exdrns wpoceimor,
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€ Porphyr. ap Euseb. Praep. Evang. 3. 11, 32 ‘Exdry i) ceAim mikew:
« o« 83 Tpipoppos 7 dbvaus, Tijs pév vovpnwias Pépovaa Tiv Aevxeipova kal
Xpvooodvdalov kal Tds Aapmddas Nppévast 8 dé xdhabos bv émi Tois peredputs
¢dépes Tijs Taov kapmév karepyacias obs dvarpéder kard Ty Tob Pards mapad-
Enow* Tijs 8 al mavoehqrov ) xalkoodvdalos ovpBodov.

b Serv. Virg. Aen. 4. 511 Tergeminamque Hekalen quidam Hekaten
dictam esse tradunt quod eadem et Diana sit et Proserpina . . . Tria
virginis ora Dianae ... Lunae Dianae Proserpinae: et cum super
terras est creditur esse Luna; cum in terris, Diana; cum sub terris,
Proserpina. Quibusdam ideo triplicem placet, quia Luna tres figuras
habet.

1 Cleomedes, Merewp. 2. 5, 111 ol pév odv makawi Tpia elvac mepl miw
oehquy épacav, T pnvoadés, T dixdropov, Td memAnpwpévor. Gev kai Tpurps-
comov Tiv "Aprepw mowiv éfos éariv,

k Cf. Schol. Theocr. 2. 12. Cornutus, p. 208, Osann. oy érépa olca
abrijs ("Aprépdos) f) ‘Erdrn tpipoppos eloijxrar did 18 Tpia oxfuara yevxdrara
droreleiv THy TeAfvmy.

1 Plut. wepl 700 mpogdrr. ris ael. p. 944 C Bdfn raira rijs cehivns éori
xal koddpara® kalovoe &' alréw 70 pév péyiorov ‘Exdmms pvydv, 6mov kai dikas
3ddaow al Yvxal xal AapBdvovos.

m ? Lunar goddess in Caria, Stratonicea: C. I. Gr. 220 lepéa Tod
wav(apapiov Aids) kai ‘Exdrys tijs dgdopipov. Vide Zeus °.

Hekate connected with Demeter, Persephone, and the lower world.

1 Cf. Eur. Jon 1048 Elvodia 8Vyarep Adparpos. Mullach, Frag. Phil.
Graec. 1, Orphic. L xal rére 3j ‘Exdrqv And réxev ebmarépesav. Serv. Virg.
Aen. 4. g11 nonnulli eandem Lucinam Dianam Hekaten appellant ideo,
quia uni deae tres assignant potestates nascendi valendi moriendi, et
quidem nascendi Lucinam deam esse dicunt valendi Dianam moriendi
Hekaten. Schol. Theocr. 2. 12 1 Ajunrps pixBels 6 Zeds rexvoi ‘Exdrny
diadpépovaar loxis kal peyéba, fiv Imd yiv mepdbival ¢pacw Umd Tob marpis
wpds Hepoepdims dvalymaw. Clem. Alex. Profr. 13 P piwms . . . s
Anois, fis 8) xdpw Bpiud mpooayopevbivar Aéyerar. Euseb. Praep. Evang.
5. 13 odvp &' dp’ év alrg popdi) pot wékerar Anpnrepos dyhaoxdpmov, Eiuact
walhedkois mwepl mooai 8¢ ypuoomédos® "Apl 8¢ Tor (bvy Bohixoi Oelovar
dpdxovres (oracle quoted from Porphyry mepi rijs éx Aoyiwr Pidocogh.).

1 C. 1. A. 3. 268 lepéws Xapirwr xal *Apréudos "Emmupyidias mupgdpov.
Jd. 1. 5 (Exar)p (?) ‘Eppj évaywvip Xdpiow alya. [d. 2. 208 ‘Eppoi «ai
*Aprépsdos ‘Exdrs,



page 52 NOTES TO FARNELL

¢ Eur. Hipp. 142:
ob yap &€vfeos, & xovpa,
elr' éx Tavds €16’ "Exdras
i cepviv KopuBdvray
gords # parpds dpelas (cf. ™).
17 Inscription from Tralles: Bull. de Corr. Hell. 1880, p. 337 INpudmov
xai ‘Exaréov adAj (second or third century a.Dp.).

1 Thera: C.I.Gr. 465 b Elocarori8 ‘“Exdmy mohvévupor "Apreuidupos
daopdpoy, fjv Tipdaw oot xdpav karéxovaw Mimpooimmy Bijpas méhews wapeot-
ow &reviev Bifpa ¥ (2 third century B.c.). Cf. Artemis ®.

Y ‘Exdms wijoos: Suidas, s.v. mpd rijs Afdov xeiral Ti vnavdpiov & In’
éviov Yapimy xakeitar kakeigfar 3¢ oirws paciv alriy did T Tois Yapiros
ripdola iy edv* Ydprov 8¢ éors Yaworav mis 18éa.  Cf. Athenae. 645 B,
quoting Semos, mentioning Iris as the divinity on the island.

2 Diod. Sic. 1. 96 elvat 3¢ Aéyovae mAnaiov Tav Témaw Tobrav kal oxorias
‘Exdmns lepdv kal mihas Koxvrod. C. 1. Gr. 3857 K 8s &v mpocoices xeipa
v BapidBovov ‘Exdrns pehalims sepiméaotro Saipooiv: inscription on a tomb,
late period, Phrygia. Cf. Soph. Ant. 1199.

1 Athenae. 325 B "AmoM\d3wpos 8¢ év rois mepl Becv 1 ‘Exdrp Pnoi
Bieafas Tpiyhyy 8 v Tob dvéparos olkedtyra* Tpipopdos ydp 1§ Oeds
Meldvbios 8 év 1 mepl Tav év "ENevaiv pvompiov kal TpiyAnw xai pawila, drs
xai Oaldrrios §) ‘Exdry. ... ABpmoc 8¢ xai tdmos Tis Tpiyha kaheiras, xal
abrdds éotlv dvdbnpa T ‘Exdrp tpiyAavfivy. 810 xal Xapixheldns év ‘ANVoes
¢nal ““ déamow’ ‘Exdra tpuodire Tplpoppe Tpimpdowme rpiyhais knhevpéva”’ Cf.
late inscription from Cilicia: Hell. Journ. 1890, p. 253 eire SeAqvainp,
€’ "Aprepw, eire oé, Saipov Mupddpoy, év Tpiddy Tiv ceBépect ‘Exdryy.

3 Hekate 'Avraia: Hesych. s.v. dvraia® évarria, ixéoeos, omuaives 3é
xal dalpova (leg. dawpdwma), kai iy ‘Exdrqy 3¢ dvralav Aéyovow dmd rob
émmépmew abrd. [1d. s. v. dpparvos’ ) ‘Exdm, mapd Tapavrivas. Schol.
Arist. Ran. 395 "Epmovca . . . ®dvracpa Batpowsddes imd ‘Exdrys
émmepmdpevov xal pavdperoy Tois duarvyoiot . . . Boxei 8¢ xal rais peompBplais
¢davrifecbai, Srav Tois karoiyouévois évayifwoi. &vios 8¢ Tiv alriy Tjj ‘Exdry,
@s "Apioropdims év rois Taypuorais “ xfovia € ‘Exdry omeipas Spewr
Aelifopém.” era émpipes “ri xakeis Tiv “Epmovoay;”  Suidas, s. 2.
‘Exdry’ év pdopacw dxrdmois Ppawopévny rois xarapwudvors, & 3¢ ¢dopara
abrijs dpaxorroxépalor dvbpwmos xai Umeppeyéfas. Theophr. Charact. 16
mepl deigidap. xkal mumvd 8¢ Ty oixiav xabdpas Bewds, 'Exdrys Pdoxwy
émayoyiv yeyovévar, Dio Chrys. 4. p. 168 R &s eldfaoiw Imot 1év mept
rds reNerds xal 7& xaBdpoia pijyw ‘Exdrns Daokdpevoi re kal éfivrn Pdaxorres
wouoay, fmara olpm Qdopara moAd mpd rév xabappdv éfqyovpevos xai
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érdewvivres, d paow émméumav yolovpévpy iy Besv. Harpocr. s. v.
8€vBipia Aldupos . . . év 7§ Umoppar és Tov kard Anuddov T4 év rats Tp16dos
¢noiv ‘Exaraia, Smov T xabipaia pepdy rwes 4 SfvBipa kakeirar.  Ebmohes
Anpois “8v xpiv & Te rais Tpuddois xdv Tols Sfvbupiois mpooTpomatov Tijs
mwolews kdeafac rerpiydra’’  Suidas, s. 2. 6fvfipma T xabdppara’ Tavra yap
dmogpépeabac s ras Tpuédous, Srav ris olxias kabalpwow. Cf. Zeus '8,
‘Exdmy peaoomdvppos C. 1. Gr. 5950.
Common or cognate titles of Artemis and Hekate.

a8 Schol. Theocr. 2. 12 1§ Afunrpe pexeis 8 Zeds rexvoi ‘Exdry . . .

xal »ov "Aprepus xakeiras xai Pulaxy) kal Agdodxos kai Pwaddpos xal Xbovia,

b Hekate Hpomvhaia: Hesych. s. v. wpomida (leg. mpomhaia). Cf.
Arist. Vesp. 804 &amep ‘Exaraiov mavraxob wpd rov updv. Aesch. Frag.
386 8¢omow' "Exdry Bao\elwv mpddpopos peddbpav. C. 1. Gr. 2796, inscrip-
tion third century B.cC., ‘Exdrp mpdmohss, at Aphtodisias in Caria.
Hesych. s. v. ®vAd3a* §) ‘Exdr (? $vhaxd Or @vhdxa, Lob. Aglaoph. p. 545).
Diphilus, Frag. 42, Meineke xepahds &xovres rpeis Gomep 'Aprepicion.
“Aprepus wpobupaia in Eleusis, Artemis®™. Cf. inscription of late period
from Epidaurus: ZEph. Arch. 1884, p. 37 ‘Aprdmros mpobupaias.
C. I. Gr. 2661 "Aprepw ebéAByp @3¢ mapa mpomile (from Halicarnassus).

o Artemis Erpogala, ? ‘the goddess who stands by the hinge of the
door,’ at Erythrae: Athenae. 259 B fv éoprij xal maviryupis dyopéiy Apr«pu‘.h
Sropéa (leg. Zrpogaig). Schol. Pind. OL. 4. 95 Moképwy ydp Pnas . . . wap’
'Epvfpaios 8¢ 10 &os rijs 'Aprépdos 3edécbas. Cf. arpogaios Hermes.

d Hekate Hpokadnyéris: Benndorf, Reisen in Lykien, 68. No. 43
rijs mporabyyéridos Geod ‘Exdrys (Roman period). Cf.7%0o,

e Artemis 'Evodia: Hesych. s. v. 'Evodla 7 "Apreps. In Thessaly:
Bull. de Corr. Hell. 1883, p. 60o. No. 14, inscription from Pherae
(private dedication to 'Evedia): in Euboea 15. 1891, p. 412, private
dedication, ? third century B.c. Artemis ¢gwopdpos évodia:  Robert-
Preller, Griech. Mythol. p. 870. Sext. Emp. wpds puvowois A, § 185
elye iy ) "Aprepis Beds éorw kal 1) évodia Tis 8y €ln Oeds® én’ loms yap éxelvp
xal atm 3edéfaoras elvas fed. Hekate évodia,’*s (Soph. Frag. 490).
Steph. Byz $.v. plodos* alry () ‘Exdrn) ai évodia éxhifn om év tjj o8¢
«péfn mo "Ivdyov.

f Artemis "Ayyedos: Hesych, s. 7. "Ayyehor* Zvpaxoboios tiw “Aprepw
Aéyovas = Hekate "Ayyedos.

8 Artemis Kekxaia = Hekate: Arr. Anab. 4. 19 dnevexfijvas dmico és
‘Abipas xal tijs "Aprépmdos rijs KeAralas vd ¢8os. C. 1. Gr. 1947 "Aprémd
Kehxalg (private dedication) : inscription of late period, probably found
at Athens.
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b Hekate Zwreipn in Phrygia: C.Z. Gr. 3827 Q 'Ayabij rixp Zwreipns
‘Exdrgs . . . Anpogfévn tov éavrdv vldv, rapnfévra tmd Zoreipps ‘Exdrys,
xareiépocav (Roman period). Cf. ‘Exdry émnxée on late gem. C. I1. Gr.
7321 b and vide Artemis ™®a,

i Hekate Kaiorn in Athens: Hesych. 5. 2. KaA\lown* .. . xai i év
16 Kepapeixg 1Bpupévy ‘Exdrn, v &woc “Aprepw Aéyovor. Cf. Artemis ¥,
ad fin.

k Aesch. Supp. 676 "Aprepyty ¥ ‘Exdrav yuvawdv Adxous édopedew.
Roehl, Inscrip. Graec. Antig. 517 [émi véxv]p? 7@ ‘Exdrq (from Selinus).
Hekate Edrohivy: Callim. Frag. 82 D (Schneider). EY Mag. p. 392. 27
Ebxohivn i ‘Exdry Aéyerat mapd KaMpdyg xar’ dyvripaowy, 1) pr) oboa edxolos.
Eur. 7road. 323:

3idov &, d ‘Exdra, ¢pdos,
mapbévav éml Néxrpois, & vépos Exes.
Herodas, 7. 85 rjj ydp elkoorj rob Tavpeavos 7 ‘Exdrn ydpov mosei mijs
*Apraxpris. Hesych. s. . yevervANs® yuvaweia feds memopuévov rob dvéparos
mapa ras yev{aes, éowvia 1jj ‘Exdryy 818 xal radrp xivas mpoerifecart éorl 3¢
£y 1) Beds xal éopry Tav ywawav. Cf. Aphrodite 8. ? Connected
with Eileithyia at Argos: Paus. 2. 22, 7 rob 3¢ lepoi rijs ElAesBvias wépav
éoriv ‘Exdms vads, Sxéma 8¢ 10 dyakpa épyov' roiro pév Afov, Ta 3¢ dravrupt
xa\xa@' ‘Exdrys kal rabra dydhpara, 7o pév IloAvkheros émoinoe, Td 3¢ adehds
HoAuiheirov Navkidns Méfovos. ? Kovporpdos at Samos: Plut. Vita Hom.
30 éyxpipmreras yuvafl Kovporpdpe fuolcais év Tjj Tpiédp. At Athens:
Schol. Arist. Vesp. 800 ‘Exdracww, lepdv 'Exdrys, s tav "Abpvalwy mavrayod
Bpvopévor alriy, bs édopov wdvrav xai Kovporpbpor,
M Orph. Argon. 979-983 :

Tpiogordpnros i8eiv SAodv Tépas olré Sawrdy

taprapémais ‘Exdrn’ Aatod 8¢ ol éoovr’ én’ dpob

inmos yaurijes' kara Befia 8 fev dfpiioa

Avooams oxvhdkawa® péon 8 s dypidpopos

xepolv 8 dudorépais Exev dopa xwmievra.
Orph. Hymn, Hekate, I.:

Eivodinv ‘Exdrny Ao rpiodirw épavwiy,

obpaviny xfoviny Te xal elvakiny xpoxdmemhov,

TvpPBudiny, Yuxais vexbov péra Baxyevovoay

. . . . dyakdopdmy dAddpourw,

ravporrdhov, marrds koopol mhedolyov dvacoa,

fyepdvyy vopdny kouporpior olpeaipoiriv.
Cf. aracle quoted by Porphyry: Euseb. Pracp. Evang. 4. 23.
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GEOGRAPHICAL REGISTER
OF CENTERS
OF HEKATE WORSHIP

(The numbers in superscript in this section refer to the
numbered notes in the previous section. —Ed.)

Aegina, 7; cf. Artemis ',

Aphrodisias, ®b,

Arcadia, ¢,

Argos, .

Athens, 1,13, 18 91 31 3b g i: Hesych. s. 2. Zéa' §) ‘Exdr, map’ "Abnvaloss,

Byzantium : Hesych. Miles. (Mtller, Frag. Hist. Graec. 4.p.149) ‘Erdms
Tépevos xard Tov Tob Immodpopiov rémov : b, p. 151 Napmwadndpdpov “Exdrns
dvaorigavres yahpa. Cf. Codinus, De Origin. Constani. p. 9.

Caria, 1, sub fin.: vide Lagina, Stratonicea.

Cos, ? 2k,

Crete, ? Arlemis W' k,

Cyrene: Arch. Epigr. Miltheil. aus Oesterreich, 4, p. 154 (Petersen):
Hekateion found in the temple of Aphrodite.

Delos,®.  Cf. Athenae. 645 B ‘Exdrps sijoos (near Delos): Harpo-
crat. 5. .
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Eleusis, .

Ephesus, °.

Epidaurus, #b.  Cf. Artemis a,

Euboea, e,

Galatia: C. 1. Gr. 4121 'Eyoworopijrat Umép éavrdv xal rav xapmov Mnrpi
(7pe)xpive peydp edxiv (late period).

Heraclea in Latmos: C. /. Gr. 2897 "Hpaxheidns SwrdBov vewrdpos ‘Exdry
(? third century, B.c.).

Lagina in Caria: Le Bas-Waddington, Asie Mineure, 519,520 (C.1.Gr.
241g), inscription describing the Kiedés mopmy in honour of
Hekate; regulations concerning the ritual of Zeus Panamerios and
Hekate, 1oy k18 éxaorov éviavrdv yewdpevor lepéa tijs ‘Exdrys xaraléyew
év 19 mepimolie Tijs Beob kai @V Uveyyvs maidas . .. kai abrods doovras
Tov quvin Dpvov T Beg . . . Biddvros Tob lepéws kal T[ob puBdov]xov
ebvovyov td vépara t¢ (madovdug). Cf. 76. 542. Steph. Byz. s.v.
‘Exarnoia® oUrws 1) 'I18pids wéhes éxakeiro Kapios' vadw ydp revfavres of
Kapes v Oedv Aaywirw éxdhegav dand Tov uydrros {gov éxei, kai Ta
‘Exatioia TehovvTes obrws wvduacav,

Lycia, 24,

Lydia, on coins of Mastaura: Miiller, Denkm. d. a. Kunst, 2. No. 883.

Miletus: Hesyok. s.v. imoddunreipa’ 'Exdry év Mgre.  Cf. C. 7. Gr.
2852. 37.

Pamphylia, on coins of Aspendus : Head, Hist. Num. p. 583.

Paphlagonia: Miller, Frag. Hist. Graec. 3, p. 15 (Schol. Ap. Rhod. 4.
24'7) Nippis év v éxro mepi ‘Hparheias ‘Exdrns dnoiv iepdy dvas év 1
IagAayovig, Mndeias {8pvaapémms.

Phrygia, %, #h,

Samos, 2k,

Samothrace, 7.

Sicily, ? on the river Elorus, Lyc. Cass. 1174 : at Syracuse, ®f; Selinus,
83k

Stratonicea, 2.

Tarentum, .

Thera, .

Thessaly, ¢; Pherae®, Artemis ',

Tralles, V7.
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K.F. SMITH

HEKATE’S SUPPERS

‘HEKATE'’S SUPPERS'')! (deipna Hekatés or, as they were sometimes called,
Hekataia,* or Hekatésial®}) were the offerings laid at the crossroads cvery
month for Hekate. Their purpose was to placate not only this dread goddess of
the underworld,!! but also, as we learn from Plutarch (Moralia, 709 A), the
apotropaioi, i.e. the ghosts of those who for some reason cannot rest easy in
their graves, and come back to earth in search of vengeance.!s! An army of
these invisible and maleficent beings follows in the wake of its leader and
queen as she roams at large through the midnight world.!é!

In reality, then, these offerings are a specific variation of the primitive cult of
the dead. And to a certain extent this specific variation is due to the well-
known fact that the Hekate with whom w e have to deal is a composite deity.
She was a moon-goddess, and possibly cven a goddess of the roadways,!”] as
well as a goddess of the underworld; and which of the three was her original
function is a matter of dispute. This, howcver, need not concern us here,
inasmuch as the amalgamation had evidently taken placc long beforc the Plu-
tui (594 ff) of Aristophanes, in which occurs the first surviving reference to our
subject.

Hckate’s suppers were naturally deposited at the crossroads. The triple
goddess is so clearly identified with the place where three roads meet that she
is often known as Trioditis ‘Trivia.” The crossroads, too, have always been
haunted by ghosts of the unquiet dead.!8!

As regards the day of the month upon which thesc offerings were made, the
testimony appears at first sight to disagree, and the result has been a certain
amount of confusion in the statements of modern investigators. We are told,
on the one hand, that the date was “at the new moon,”!®l or, as stated more
exactly by the scholiast on Aristophanes (Plutus, 594), kata tén
nouménian... hesperas, which, in this connection, ought to mean “on the eve
of the new moon.” The statement is entirely in accordance with the character
and functions of the goddess. Beyond a doubt, the date of this sacrifice was
determined, at least originally, by the first appearance of the new moon: that
is, by the first appearance of Hekate herself as she comes up again from
Hades " Offerings to the dead were also made on this day.!'!l On the other
hand, we are told that the sacrifices to Hekate and the apotropaioi fall on “the
thirtieth,”'?l i.e. on the last day of the month according to Greek reckoning.

1. (Notes follow at the end of this essay. Most of Smith’s references should, [ hope,
be sufficiently clear to those likely to consult them, but in a few instances I have
expanded them in the interests of clarity.—Ed.)
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This day was also given up to the service of the dead.!'*! Indeed, at Athens the
last thrce days of the month were sacred to the powers of the underworld, and
hence were counted apophrades, (Latin nefasti). Deipna were given to Hekate
and the apotropaioi; libations were offered to the dead, etc.

The discrepancy of dates, however, is only apparcnt. So long as the Greeks
rcckoned time by lunar years, which was the case during the carlicr history of
thesc sacrifices, the eve of the new moon always fcll on the thirticth of the
month as a matter of course. The reformed calendar took no account of the
phascs of the moon. Nevertheless, the old habit of calling the first of the
month nouménia, ‘ncw moon day,’ still persisted for an indcfinite time, and to
an indcfinite extent. Hence, when the scholiast quoted above said “on the cve
of the nouménia” he doubtless had in mind the thirtieth of the month
according to the new calendar. It seems certain then, partly no doubt because
‘three’ and all its multiples are peculiarly sacred to Hekate, that the sacrifice
still clung to the thirtieth, despite the fact that, when the calendar was
reformed, the original reason for selecting that date ceased to exist. It is
possible, of course, that the rite was also performed at the actual appearance of
thc new moon as well as on the traditional thirticth, but this cannot be proved
on the basis of evidence now available.

A rcference in the Hekate of Diphilus and a passage from Philochorus—both
quoted by Athenacus, 645—show that on the eve also of the full moon (the
13th of the month Munychion [cf. C.A. Lobeck, Aglaophamus, Konigsberg,
1829, p. 1062)) Hekate was remembered at the crossroads!'® with a cake
surrounded by lighted torches, and known as an amphiphén. This striking
prototype of our birthday cake was also a regular article of diet.!'! It seems
likely, however, that this observance at the full moon came over to Hckate
from Artemis at a later date.

As is usually the case with offerings to the dead, the regular Hekatés deip-
non on the thirtieth of the month consisted of food. The specific articles, so far
as they are mentioned, were (1) magides,!'®! a kind of loaf or cake, the shape
and ingredients of which are not clear; (2) the mainis,!'7l or sprat; (3) skoro-
da,l'8! or garlic; (4) the trigle,"®) or mullet; (5) psammaéta,!? a sacrificial cake
described by Harpocration as “somewhat like the psaista;” (6) eggs;?*!! (7)
chcese;122l (8) possibly the basunias a kind of cake, for which Semus, in
Athcnaeus, xiv. 545 B, gives the recipe.

Cecrtainly some, perhaps all, of the articles in this ceremonial bill of fare were
thought to possess some peculiar virtue or association commending them to
Hekate and her crew. Ancient and widespread, for example, is the belief that
the cock is the herald of the sun, and that all vagrant ghosts must obey his
summons and return to their place.?? Possibly this is onc of the reasons why
eggs are so regularly associated with the cult of the dead./”#! In most cases,
however, it is likely that the choice of a given article for a given sacrifice is the
cause, not the result, of the properties and associations ascribed to it. The
belief, for instance, that garlic was sovercign against vampires!?*! was probably
the result of, instead of the original reason for, its use in this service. So, too,
the evident fact that the triglé, or mullet, was sacred to Hekate is sufficiently
cxplained by religious conservatism. Various authoritics quoted by Athenaeus
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give reasons for it, but these were evidently second thoughts, and due to later
thcorising.

However that may be, the food thus offered was meant to be prophylac-
tic—to avert the enthumion, the easily roused wrath of Hekate and the ghosts.
Hence, if Roscher is correct, the title of ‘Eucoline’ given her by Callimachus!?6!
really embodies the worshipper’s fervent prayer on these occasions that ‘good
digestion wait on appetite.’

With the regular Hekatés deipnon just described should be included the so-
called katharmata, katharsia, and oxuthumia. All three were connected with
the purificatory and expiatory sacrifices to Hekate that were performed at
regular intervals for the house and household. They were, therefore, left at the
crossroads for Hekate, and, as was usually the case with offerings made to
spirits present and easily angered but invisible, the worshipper retired ametas-
trepti, ‘without looking back."?’] Finally, all three, as Rohde suggests (Psyche,
ii. 79, n. 1), were doubtless more or less confused with each other and with the
Hekatés deipnon at an early date.

In its general sense katharmata means garbage, trash, offscourings of any
kind. In this connection, to judge from a passage in Ammonius (p. 79,
Valckenacr), katharmata (katharmata kai apolumata, as Didymus says in
Harpocration, s. v. oxuthumia) means all those portions of the sacrifices for
the house which were not actually used in the ceremonial. Such, for instance,
would be the aponimma (Athenaeus, ix. 49 E), the waste blood and water
Though merely katharmata they were sacred to Hekate, and were deposited at
the crossroads.

The katharsia, on the other hand, appear to have been whatever was left of
the sacrifices themselves after the ceremonial in and about the house had been
completed. Among thc articles probably belonging to this class are eggs, and
espccially the body of the dog uscd in the sacrifice.?8! Dogs, as is well known,
were peculiarly sacred to Hekate, and played a very important part in these
ceremonial house-cleanings among both the Greeks and the Romans. Before
they were sacrificed, for example, they appear to have been touched by every
member of the family. This process, thce periskulakismos seems to indicate
that on such occasions this oldest of thc domestic animals acted as the phar-
makos, the scapegoat of the entire houschold.

Another important detail in this ritual, as in all similar rituals the world
over, is evidently alluded to by Plutarch (Moralia, 709 A), but it is described
only by the scholiast on Aeschylus, Choeph. 98 (Kirchhoff). This was the
fumigation of the house. After this was done, the censer, which was always of
baked clay, was deposited at the crossroads. In other words, in this particular
ceremony the katharsion, the only thing surviving, was the censer itself, and it
was therefore treated accordmgly

We have called this ceremony ‘fumigation,’ because of the scholiast’s own
words: kathairontes tén oikian ostrakiné thumiatérié, “purifying the house
with a censer of baked clay.” No mention is made of what was actually burned
in the censer—the operation was too familiar to require it. A somewhat
different interpretation of these words, however, has had a considerable
influence upon the modern discussion of the oxuthumia. It has been assumed
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that what was burned in the censer was not the ordinary fumigating materials,
but the actual katharmata or katharsia themselves, as the casc may be; that
this process was itself the oxuthumia; and that, in fact, it was reflected in the
derivation of the word (i.e. thumon, ‘thyme’). If this is truc, the best ancient
authoritics were at fault. The majority of them identify the oxuthumia with
the katharmata or, less often, with the katharsia.*®! So far as we know, none
of these were burned. Irrespective of the aponimma, which could not be
burncd, we know that after the dog was sacrificed his body was taken to the
crossroads. We are also told not only that the eggs used were raw (schol. on
Lucian, Dial. Mort. i. 1, p. 251, Rabe), but also, if we may belicve that Clcmens
Alcxandrinus (Strom. vii. 844) is rcferring to this sacrifice, that they
somctimes proved to be zéogonoumena, able to fulfil the function for which
naturc had originally designed them. Certainly, too, the theory that oxuthu-
mia is connected with thumon scrves to confusc rather than to cxplain. The
idea usually connoted by oxuthumos is a high temper, a disposition casily
rouscd to wrath. The present writer prefers, therefore, to adopt the suggestion
of Rohde (i. 276 n.) that oxuthumion would really be a more emphatic
statement of the idea contained in enthumion—a word which, as we saw
abovc, is quasi-technical in this particular sphere; oxuthumia then, would be
‘ccremonies to avert the wrath’ of Hekate and the ghosts. As such, it would
naturally be a generic term for either katharmata or katharsia, and we see
w?ly thl old lexicographers identified it now with the one, now with the
other.

Any interference with offerings to gods is naturally counted as sacrilegious,
and rendcrs the culprit liable to the punishment for sacrilege. This was espe-
cially dreaded in the case of all offerings to the dead.®!! For example, as we saw
above, the worshipper retired ametastrepti. This was because he was afraid
that the spirits would be angry if he appeared to be looking at them. Hekate
was supposcd to “fasten at the crossroads upon the guilty wretch who had
gonc after her foul supper,”32 and to punish him with madncss,**/ or with
some similar affliction, of all which she was popularly supposed to be the
primary cause. indeed, a curious passage in Petronius, 134, shows that merely
stepping accidentally upon the katharmata (Lat. purgamentum) at the cross-
roads was considered dangerous. The superstitious man, says Thcophrastus
(Char. xvi.), “if he ever observes any one fcasting on the garlic at the cross-
roads, will go away, pour water over his head, and, summoning the priestesses,
bid them carry a squill or a puppy round him for purification.”

In spite, however, of the supposed peril involved, as well as of the fact that
they were proverbially foul and unpalatable,!® Hekate’s suppers were
frequently eaten by someone else. The most common motive, of course, was
poverty. Our first reference to it is found in Aristophanes, Plutus, 594, where
Pcnia claims that wealth always has the best of it. Chremylus counters with
the statement that “Hekate can tell us whether it isn’t better to be poor or
hungry. She says that well-to-do or rich people send her a supper every month;
whereas poor people snatch it away when it has hardly been put down.” A
truly Aristophanic argument! But It was taken literally by the scholiast, and
hence apparently the quite impossible statement, still to be found occasionally



Smith HEKATE’S SUPPERS page 61

m modern commentaries and handbooks, that Hekate’s suppers were “meals
sct out at the crossroads every month by the rich for the bencfit of the poor.”
The Cynic philosophers frequently replenished their wallcts from Hckatc’s
suppers, or pretended to have done so, and reference to the practice was
cvidently a litecrary commonplace especially characteristic of their writings. 3!
We should expect it of a school whose doctrinc of a return to nature led them
to scoff at all conventionalities—religious or otherwise—and to ape the life
and manners of the lowest stratum of society. Sometimes Hekate’s suppers
were taken merely in a spirit of bravado. Such was the case with the gang of
ﬁsthcni?n ‘Apaches’ whom Demosthencs attacks in his speech against Conon
iv. 19).

Nevertheless, Hekate was dceply rooted in the hcarts of the people. Of all
the ancient cults, none has exhibited a greater vitality. A~ late as the 11th
cent. the Church was still trying to break the practice of leaving offerings at
the crossroads.|*! Even now, not all have forgotten that the crossroads are
uncanny, and that dogs can sec things invisible to human eyes. Hekate hersclf
led the famous witch ride of the Middle Ages, while in Germany the Wild
Huntsman, and in Touraine the heroic figure of Foulques Nerra, that great
ancestor of the Plantagenets who still roams through the darkness with his
immaterial host, are a clear indication that Hekate and her goblin crew arc
only disguised, not outworn.

ENDNOTES

(1] Modern discussions of this subject are all very brief, and the only oncs of recal
value to the student are W. H. Roscher, Ausfiirl. Lex. der gr. und rom. mythologie,
vol i. pt. ii., Leipzig, 1886-1890, p. 1888 f.; E. Rohde, Psyche [3rd ed.] Tiibingen,
1903, vol. i. p. 238, n. 2, p. 276 n.,, and vol. ii. p. 79 n. 1, p. 85, n. |; Heckenbach, in
Pauly-Wissowa, vii. (Stuttgart, 1912) 2780 f.; and the notes on Demosthcencs,
Against Conon, 3, in Decmosthencs, Private Orations, ¢d. Sandys and Palcy [4th
cd.), pt. ii., Cambridge, 1910, p. 22. The first modcrn discussion of any
conscquence is by Tiberius Hemsterhusius, on Lucian, Dial. Mort. i. 1. Hemster-
husius cites the earlier authorities (all of no valuc). Others, as a rule, content
themselves with a passing refercnce or ignorc the subject altogcther.

[2] Demosthenes, liv. 39; Bekker, Ancecdota Graeca Berlin, 1814-21, p. 247. 27;
Etymol. Magnum, Lcipzig, 1816, p. 626. 44.

(3] Pollux, i. 37; Stephan. Byzant. s.v.

[4] (Johnston “Crossroads” p 219 n 12 [for abbrcviations in the editorial material see
the Bibliography on pp 138-9 below] has recently argued for another point of view,
namely that cult is directed to Hckate at the crossroads as a protcctor from the
dangers inherent in that place more than being one of the dangcrs herself—Ed.)

[5] These are the biaiothanatoi, aéroi and ataphoi’(cf. Rohde, i. 264 f., and notcs, 275-
277, ii. 362, and note, 411-413, 424-425), whosc enthumion, the quasi-technical
word designating their longing for vengeance, was much dreaded. See Heckenbach,
p. 2776, and references.

|6] See Abt, Apol. des Apuleius v. Madaura und die antike Zauberei, Giesscn, 1908,
p. 128
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|7| See Heckenbach. p. 2775.

|8] (Smith here refers the reader to the still-valuable entry CROSS-ROADS in Hasting’s
Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, the samc work in which this article origi-
nally appeared: see p 6 above.—Ed.)

|9] Porphyrius, de Abstinentia, ii. 16: kata ména hekaston tais nouméniais.

|10]  (But, as we can see elsewhere in this volume [pp 116-8], evidence is lacking
that Hekate was originally a moon-Goddess.—Ed.)
[11]  Rohde, i. 234 n., and references.

[12]  Schol. on Aristophanes Plutus, 594; Athenaeus, vii. 325 A; Harpocration, s.v.
triakas. (Smith’s references to ‘Harpocration’ are to Harpocration of Alexandria
|AD 1/2 2] author of the Lexicon in decem oratores Atticos |ed. W. Dindorf, Oxford
1853]. It i1s not clear if there is any relationship betwcen this writer and the
Harpocration of Alexandria who is a major source for the Hermetic doctrines on
the occult properties of minerals, animals, etc. as dealt with in the Cyranides. On
the latter, see G. Fowden The Egyptian Hermes |[Cambridge 1986|, p. 87.—Ed.)

[13]  Rohde, i. 234, n. 1, and references.

|14]  Roscher, p. 1889; Heckenbach, p. 2780, and literature mentioned.

|15]  Pherecrates, i. 194 K; Eustathius, on the /liad, 1165. 14; Lobeck Aglaophamus,
Konigsberg, p. 1062, SBAW, 1904,

|16]  Sophocles, frag. 668 N. and references; cf a schol. on Aristophanes, Plutus,
594: artous kai alla tina.

|17]  Antiphanes, in Athenaeus, 313 B (2. 39 K), and 358 F; Melanthius, in
Athenaeus, 325 B.

|18]  Theophrastus, Char. xvi. (28, p. 147, 2nd cd. Jebb).

|19]  Plato, Com. (i. 647. 19 K), Apollodorus, Melanthius, Hegesander, Chariclides
(iii. 394 K), and Nausicrates (Frag. Com. Grae. iv. 576, Meineke) in Athenaeus, vii.
325; Antiphanes, in Athenaeus, 358 F; Hippocrates, de Morbo Sac. 2.

[20]  Semus, in Harpocration, s.v. Hekatés nésos.

|21]  Lucian, Tyrannus, vii., Dial. Mort. i. 1, with schol. ad loc, p. 25], Rabe; Clem.
Alcx. Strom. vii. 844; schol. on Aristophanes, Plutus, 596. They appear to have
been raw (cf. Clem. Alex. and schol. on Lucian, loc. cit.)

22|  Schol. on Aristophanes, Plutus, 596.

[23]  O. Gruppe, Gr. Mythol. und Religionsgesch. ii. (Miller’'s Handbuch der klass.
Altertumswissenschaft, v. 2), Munich, 1906, p. 75, n. 5.

(24] ). Marquardt, Privatleben der Rémer (2nd cd.), Leipzig, 1886, pt. 1, p. 366, n. 4,
and references, 380, n. 4, etc.

[25]  Gruppe, p. 889, n. 7, and references; Titinius, in Serenus Sammonicus, 1044,

[26]  Callimachus, ii. 356, Schneider; Roscher, p. 1889; Crusius, in Roscher, vol. i.
pt. i p. 1400, s.v. ‘Eukoline.’

[27]  Rohdg, ii. 79, n. 1; Gruppe, 876, n. 1; P Stengel, Kultusaltertiimer (2nd ed.),
Munich, 1898, p. 111.

|28]  Roscher, 1889; Heckenbach, 2781; Rohde, ii. 79, n. 1.

[29]  Harpocration, Photius, Lex., and Suidas, s.v.; Bckker, Anecdota Graeca, 288.
7, and 287. 24; Pollux, ii. 231; Etymol. Magnum 626. 44.

[30]  The orcheis ek tén choirén used in the expiatory sacrifice prior to a public
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assembly (Demosthenes, liv. 19) are generally included among the katharsia regu-
larly deposited at the crossroads (cf. Sandys’ note on Demosth. ad loc.)

[31]  Sandys quotes Psalms 106, 28; cf. Catullus, liv. 3, Ellis.

[32] Cinesias, in Plutarch, Moralia, 170 B.

]33]  See K. F. Smith’s note on Tibullus, i. 5. 56.

[34]  Pollux, v. 163: t6n en tais triodois katharmatén ekblétoteros.
|35]  Lucian, Tyrannus, vii., Dial. Mort. i. 1, xxii. 3.

[36] Rohde, ii. 84, n. 2, and references.
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E. ROHDE

HEKATE’'S HORDE

Section I

Hekate and the Hekatic Spectres,
Gorgyra, Gorgo, Mormolyke, Mormo,
Baubo, Gello, Empousa, etc.

(Drawn from Appendix VI of Rohde’s Psyche:
See pages 6-7 above. —Ed.)

Hekate herself is addressed as I'opyd xal Moppw xal MdAvn xal
moAduopde : Hymn. ap. Hipp., RH. iv, 35, p. 102, 67 D.-S. Sch. A.R.
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iii, 861, says of Hek. Aéyerat xai pdopara émnéumew (cf. Eur., Hel. 569 ;
D. Chr. iv, p. 73 M. [i, p. 70 Arn.] ; Hsch. dvrala), T7d xadovueva ‘Exdrata
(¢dopara ‘Exaricd, Marin., V. Pyocl. 28) xai moAddxis abry) perafdAdew
70 eldos 86 xai Epmovoav xadeiofa:. Hekate-Empousa also in Ar.
Tagen. fr. 500-1: Sch. Ar., Ran, 293; Hesych. “Eumovoa. Thus
Hekate is the same as Gorgo, Mormo, and Empousa. Baubo also is
one of her names: H. Mag., p. 289 Abel. (Baubo probably identical
with the Bafd mentioned among other x6dvio: in an inscr. from Paros :
'Af@+jvacov, v, 15; cf. the male personal names Bafd, Bafeis. BavBd
can hardly be etymologically connected with BavBdv unpleasantly
familiar in Herond. (though the mistake has been repeated in Roscher,
Myth. Lex. ii, 3025); one does not see how a female daimon could be
named after a male 6AtgBos. The nature of Hekate makes its more
probable that she got her name from Bav the noise of the baying
hound : cf. Bavkvwv, P. Mag. Par. 1911.) Baubo, too, is elsewhere
the name of a gigantic nocturnal spectre: Orph. fr. 216 Ab.; Lob.,
Agl. 823.—Elsewhere these émixAjoes, or forms in which Hekate,
Gorgo, Mormo, etc., appear, are found as the names of separate
infernal spirits. Iopydpa 'Axépovros yuwij Apollod. = fedv ap.
Stob., Ecl. i, 49, p. 419, 15 W.; cf. [Apollod.] 1, 5, 3. Topyd is
probably only the shortened form of this daimon (she is alluded to
as an inhabitant of Hades as early as Od. A 634 ; in the xardBaots
of Herakles [Apollod.] 2, 5, 12; xfovia Iopyw, Eur., Ion, 1053).
Acheron, whose consort she.is, must have been regarded as the lord
of the underworld. We also hear of a mother of the underworld god :
in Aesch., Ag. 1235, Kassandra calls Klytaimnestra 8Jovaav “Aidov
untépa. In this very striking phrase it is impossible to take gdov
in its generalized sense (as Lob. does: A4j.3, p. 292), and the whole
phrase as merely metaphorical = alvousjropa. Why punrépa in
particular ? And, above all, what would be the point of 8Yovaav ?
Klytaimnestra, of course, it goes-without saying, is only metaphorically
called the " raging mother of Hades ', i.e. a true she-devil; but
the thing with which she is compared, from which the metaphor is
taken, musthavebeen areal figureoflegend. In exactly thesameway,
in Byz. Greek, r@v Saipdvwy pijryp is a figurative expression for
a wicked woman : see KaAAlp. xai Xpuvooppdn 2579 ed. Lambros ; cf.
ib., 1306, r@v Nnpnidwv pdppun. In German too *‘ the devils mother *,
or grandmother, or the devil’s wife or bride, are of frequent eccurrence-
in a metaphorical sense: Grimm, p. 1007 ; 1607. But in all these
cases the comparison invariably implies the existence of real legendary-
figures to which the comparison refers; and often enough in mediaval
and modern Greek folk-lore these creatures actually occur. We may
therefore conclude that the fvovea ‘“Aidov pijrnp was a real figure of
Greek legend. ‘* Hades' in this connexion cannot be the god of
the underworld, common in Homer and a regular poetic character else-
where, the brother of Zeus and Poseidon. Inthatcasehis mother would
be Rhea who certainly cannot be identified with the 8vovea *'Aidov:
pdrnp. In local mythology there were numerous other underworld.
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gods any of whom might be loosely called “’A«dns, the word being
used as a general name for such deities. But the ‘‘ raging "’ mother
of the underworld god has the most unmistakable resemblance to
Hekate who flies about by night on the wind (see above, chap. ix,
p. 297 £.; below, App. vii) Yvxais vexvwv péra Paxyedovea (Reiss, Rh.
Muys. 49, 181 n., compares her less well with the * huntsman of Hades "’) .
It seems almost as if the two were identical : local legend could quite
well have made Hekate the mother of the underworld god (just as she
was the daughter of Admetos, or of Eubouleus, i.e. of Hades). If
she is the same as Mopud (cf. the Hymn. ap. Hipp., RH. iv, 35)
then she was also known to folk-lore as the foster-mother of Acheron.
This title is applied to MopuoAvka® Ti84fvny of Acheron in Sophron
fr. 9 Kaibel. But Mopud is simply the abbreviated form of
Moppodvxny as I'opyd is of I'opyvpa, and cf. also Moupud Hsch., and
with metathesis of p, MouBpd id. ( Moppol. is mentioned together
with Adaple, Iopyd, 'E¢idArys, as a legendary creature in Str., p. 19,
and see Ruhnken, Tim. Lex., p. 179 fl.,, MopuoAixeiov.) Moppd
also in plural : domep poppdvas maiddpia (poPobvra:), Xen., HG. 4,
4, 17; Hsch. poppdvas® mAdvyras Salpovas (i.e. ‘' wandering”, as
in Hesiod, and like the Erinyes in the Pythagorean odufolov, and the
dAdotwp, the unquiet and wandering soul whose name is derived
from dAdofac—so Lob., Paralip. 450). Besides this we have ‘Exdras
too in the plural: Luc., Philops. 39 fin. (perhaps only generalizing) ;
Tpioodv ‘Exarav, P. Mag. Payr. 2825 £.; ''Epmovoat (with dAAa eldwAa),
D.P. 725, etc., to say nothing of I'opydves. Mopud as a bogey to
frighten children: Mopu® 8dxve:, Theoc. xv, 40 (cf. [dvd]xAnois
Moppois], a theatrical piece, probably a farce: IGM. Aeg. i, 125g).
'So too is the monster Aduta that kidnaps children: Duris, fr. 35
{2 FHG); D.S. 20, 41 ; Heraclit,, Incred. 34, etc. Some details in
Friedlinder, Darstell. a. d. Sitteng.4, i, 511 f. (as a nickname Aapd:
Sch. Ar., Eq. 62). Mormo herself is called Lamia, Moppuofs ris xal
Aaplas, Sch. Greg. Nz. ap. Ruhnken, Tim. Lex., p. 182a. With
Mormo and Lamia I'eAAd is also identified (Sch. Theoc. xv, 40), a
ghost that kidnaps children mentioned already by Sappho, fr. 44;
Zenob. iii, 3, etc. Kapxd, too, is the same as Aduta (Hesych.). Lamia
is evidently the general name (see above, chap. iv, n. 115), while
Mormo, Gello, Karko, and even Empousa, are particular Lamiai,
who also merge into one another. Just as Mormo and Gello coincide,
:80 also do Gello and Empousa: I'eAd& e€idwdov "Epmovoys, Hsch.
(Empousai, Lamiai, and Mormolykai the same: Philostr., V. 4p.
4, 25, p. 145, 16 K.). Empousa, who appears in continually changing
shapes (Ar., Ran. 289 fi.), is seen by human beings at night (vvxrepwov
¢dopa 3} ""Epmovoa, V. Aeschin. init.; Philostr. V. 4p. 2, 4), but
-even more commonly at midday (like the Hekate of- Lucian):
peanupPplas Srav Tois xaroixouévois évayl{wow, Sch. Ar., Ran. 293.
‘She is, in fact, the daemonium meridianum known to Christian writers
as Diana (Lob., 4gl. 1092 ; Grimm, 1162). For devils appearing at
.midday see Rochholz, Glaube u. Br., i, 67 ff.; Mannhardt, Ans.
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Wald u. Feldc. ii, 135 f. ; Haberland, Ztschr. Vilkerpsych. xiii, 310 f. ;
Drexler in Mpyth. Lex. ii, 2832 ff.; Grimm, 1661. Hckate, in so
far as she appears as an eldwlovin the upper world is identical with Emp.
and with Borbo, Gorgo, Mormo, as well as Gello, Karko, Lamia. (Acc.
to Sch. A.R. iv, 828 Stesichoros, év 7fj ZxUAAy eidovs [ Eidois Bergk
on Stes. fr. 13 quite unconvincingly] 7wds Aapulas 79v ZxiAdav ¢noi
Ouyarépa elva. Here Hek. herself seems to be described as '* a kind of
Lamia”, for she was generally regarded as the mother of Skylla, e.g. by
Akousilaos [73 B, 27 Vors.], in the Hesiodic Eoiat, 172 Rz. [Sch. A.R.],
and even in A.R. himself who in iv, 829, explains the Homeric Krataiis
[u 124] as merely a name of Hekate.)—The vagueness of feature and
confusion of personality is characteristic of these ghostly and delusive
apparitions. In reality the individual names (in some cases
onomatopeeic formations to suggest terror) were originally the titles
ot local ghosts. In the long run they all come to suggest the same
general idea and are therefore confused with each other and are
identified with the best known of them, Hekate. The underworld
and the realm of ghosts is the proper home of these feminine daimones
as a whole and of Hekate too ; most of them, with the possible exception
of Empousa, give way entirely to Hekate in importance and are
relegated. to children’s fairy-tales. In the case of Gorgyra (Gorgo)
and Mormolyke (Mormo) this fact is clearly attested. ILamia and
Gello carry off children and also dwpovs from this life, like other
daimones of the underworld, Keres, Harpies, Erinyes, and Thanatos
himself. The Lamiai rise to the light from their underground lairs—
Aaplas Tivds {oTopodvres (the oldest writers of histories) év JAass xai
vimats éx yijs dviepévas, D.H., Thuc. 6. Empousa appears on.earth
at midday because that was the time when sacrifice was offered to the
dead (Sch. Ar., Ran. 293 ; sacrifice to Heroes at midday: above,
chap. iv, n. 9). She approaches the offerings to the creatures of the
lower world because she herself is one of their number. (In the same
way the chthonic character of the Seiremes—they are closely related
to the Harpies—is shown by the fact that they too appear like Empousa
at midday and oppress sleepers, etc., according to the popular
demonology. See Crusius, Philol. 50, 97 fi.)
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E. ROHDE

HEKATE’S HORDE

Section II

The Hosts of Hekate

(Drawn from Appendix VII of Rohde’s Psyche:
See pages 6-7 above. —Ed.)

The Hosts of HekRate cause fear and sickness at night: eir’
évvmvov ¢dvraopa Poffi xbovias 8° ‘Exdrys xdpov é8éfw, Trag. Incert.
fr. 375 (Porson suggested Aesch.). They form the wvuxridavro
mpdmodos 'Evodias, Eur., Hel. 570. (These mpdmodo: rds Oeoi are
probably also referred to in the defixio CIG. 5773 ; Wiinsch, Tab.
Defix., p. ixb.) They are nothing-else than the restless souls of the
dead wandering in the train of Hekate. Nocturnal terrors are pro-
duced by ‘Exdrys émiBolal xai jpdwv épodor, Hp., Morb. Sacr. (vi,
362 L.). Hence Orph., H. i, 1, calls Hekate yvyxais vexiwv. péra
Baxxebovoav. The souls which thus wander about with Hekate are
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in part those of the dwpo, i.e. of those who have died before the com-
pletion of their ‘ destined * period of life, wpiv poipav ééfxew Piov,
Soph., Ant. 896 ; cf. Phrynich. in 4B. 24, 22, and wpdpotpos dpmay,
Inscr. Cos, 322. Thanatos has "acted unjustly towards them é»
raxvriire Blov madwv veofAicas dwpds, Orph., H. 87, 5-6. The period
of conscious existence on eiarth which they had left incomplete they
must now fulfil as disembodied * souls’: aiunt immatura morte
praeventas (animas) eo usque vagari istic, donec reliquatio compleatur
aetatum quas tum pervixissent si non intempestive obiissent, Tert.,
An. 56. (They haunt the place of their burial: 7pwes druyets, ol év
7 detvi Tdme ouvéxeole, P. Mag. Par. 1408 ; cf. CIG. 5858b.) For
this reason it is often mentioned on gravestones (and elsewhere : Eur.,
Alc. 168 £.) as'something specially to be lamented that the person there
buried had died dwpos: see Epigr. Gr. 12; 16; 193; 220, 1; 221, 2;
313, 2-3: drexvos dwpos, 336, 2; and cf. 372, 32; 184, 3; CIG. 5574
(see also App. iii and chap. xiv, pt. ii, n. 155, dyapot). Gello who
herself waplévos ddpws érelevrnoe then becomes a ¢dvraoua, slays
children and causes rods 7@v ddpwv Bavdrovs, Zenob. iii, 3; Hsch.
T'eAdw. The souls of the dwpot cannot rest but must continually
wander: see Plaut.,, Most. 499. They (dvéuwv eldwdov é&xovres,
H. Hec., 1. 15: Orph., p. 290 Ab.) are the creatures which accompany
Hekate in her nocturnal wanderings. The Hymn. to Hekate, p. 289 Ab.
(cf. P. Mag. Par. 2727 f.) addresses Hek. thus (10 ff.) : 8e6p’ ‘Exdry
7piodiri, muplmvoe, ¢pdopar’ €xovoa (dyovoa Mein.), 5§ 7° €layes Sewvds
pév ddods (dewds 7" édddovs ?) xademds 7' émmopwds, Tiv ‘Exdryv oe
xadd odv dmodlipévoiow ddpots el Tives pdwv Bdvov dyvatol Te (xal
Mein., but this position of ré is a regular Hellenistic usage; occurs
frequently in Orac. Sibyll.) dmaides xrA. Thus the dwpot became the
typical haunting spirits xar’ éfoxsv. Just as in this Hymn. they are
summoned (with Hek.) for unholy purposes of magic, so an dwpos
is sometimes expressly invoked in the defixiones which were placed
in graves (esp. in those of dwpot : see the instructions given in P. Mag.
Par. 332 ff, 2215, 2220 f.; P. Anastasy,’]. 336 ff.; 353): Aéyw 7
ddpe 7§ x[ard TolTov Tdv Témov, etc.] : Roman defivio, I. Sic. ot It. 1047 ;
¢fopillw o€, vexvdaipov dwpe, leaden tablet from Carth.,, BCH. 1888,
p- 299 (Tab. Defix., p. xvi) ; cf. also P. Mag. Par. 342 f.; 1390 ff. ;
mapddore (the victim) ddposs, leaden tablet from Alexandria, Rh. Mus.
9, 37, 1. 22; a lead tablet from Phrygia (BCH. 1893, p. 251) has:
ypddw mdvras rods épol dvrla mowolvras perd rav ddpwyv' 'Emndyalov
Zafivav, etc. In the curses of Epigr. Gr.,, p. 149, the ‘Exdrys
peralvys dalpoves alternate with dwpo: ouudopal ; see also Sterrett,
Amey. Sch. Athens, ii, 168.—Everything that has been said of the
dwpoe applies also to the Biatofdvaros (or Blatot, a term found in the
magical papyri; cf. also Biwbdvarov mvefua, P. Mag. Par. 1950):
they are a special kind of dwpot: they find no rest, see above, chap. v,
n. 147; Tert., An. 56-7; Serv., A. iv, 386, quoting the physici ;
cf. also Heliod., 2, §, p. 42, 20 ff. Bk. A Biaiofdvaros, who has thus
been deprived of his life, has to make special supplication for admission
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into Hades: Epigr. Gr. 625; cf. Verg., 4. iv, 696 ff. Such souls
become dAdoropes, wandering spirits: see above, Append. vi, p. 592 ;
wandering of a Biatofdvaros, Plu., Cim. 1.—Finally the souls of un-
buried persons who have no share in the cult of the souls or home
in the grave are also condemned to wander (cf. Eur.,, Hec. 31-50) :
see above, chap. v, p. 163. The .drados is detained ¢évfdde: Soph.,
Ans. 1070, and wanders about the earth: dAalve, Eur.,, Tro. 1083 ;
cf. Tert.,, An. 56. Hence the souls of these dradoc could be forced to
appear and answer the sorcerer: Heliod., p. 177, 15 ff. Bk.; vrite
conditis Manibus the wanderings of the soul cease : Plin., Ep. 7, 27, 11 ;
Luc., Philops. 31 fin.—The art of the pdvmis and of the xafaprijs (and
of the dwopdxrpia ypads, Plu., Superst. 3, p. 166 A) is supposed to keep
off such nocturnal terrors; it is ‘ purification " precisely because
it drives away such unholy beings. It is also a kind of xa8dpgiov
that is employed when dmopaydadla: (instead of to the dogs: Ath.
409 D) are thrown out év Tois dudddots yivouévors vurrepvois $éPocs
(Harmodios of Leprea ap. Ath. 149 C), i.e. to Hekate and her rout
which also appears as a pack of hounds.
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S. RONAN

HYMNS TO HEKATE

HERE are ncw translations of four of the finest and most interesting of the an-
cient hymns to Hekate, showing the variety of religious sentiment she in-
spircd. I have added the text for the hymns by Proclus and Sophocles since
these are less readily accessible than those of the Orphic Hymns and the
Greek Magical Papyri. Unfortunately, a commentary on these hymns is be-
yond the scope of this book, but some points of relevance to Chaldean Hekate
are raised in the essay about her on pp 79 ff. In composing my versions of these
hymns I have found it useful to compare previous English translations. Thesc
include A.N. Athanassakis The Orphic Hymns (Atlanta 1977), E.N. O'Neil (for
PGM IV 2785-2870) in The Greek Magical Papyri in Translation, ed. H.D. Betz
(Chicago 1986), and T. DuQuesne Caduceus (2nd ed. Thame 1989), as well as
unpublished translations by the same scholar.

Proclus Diadochus (410-485 AD)
Hymn VI: To Hekate and Janus
(Text: E. Vogt Procli hymni Weisbaden 1957)

HAIL, many-named Mother of the Gods, whose children are fair
Hail, mighty Hekate of the Threshold

And hail to you also Forefather Janus, Imperishable Zeus

Hail to you Zeus most high.

Shape the course of my life with luminous Light

And make it laden with good things,

Drive sickness and evil from my limbs.

And when my soul rages about worldly things,

Deliver me purified by your soul-stirring rituals.

Yes, give me your hand I pray

And reveal to me the pathways of divine guidance that I long for,
Then shall I gaze upon that precious Light

Whence I can flee the evil of our dark origin.

Yes, give me your hand I pray,

And when I am weary bring me to the haven of picty with your winds.
Hail, many-named mother of the Gods, whose children are fair
Hail, mighty Hekate of the Threshold

And hail to you also Forefather Janus, Imperishable Zeus,

Hail to you Zeus most high.
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Text:
Humnos koinos Hekatés kai Ianou

Chaire, theén méter, polubnume, kalligenethle:
chair’, Hekaté prothuraie, megasthenes. alla kai autos
chair’, lane propator, Zeu aphthite: chair’, hupate Zeu.
teuchete d’ aigléessan emou biotoio poreién
brithomenén agathoisi, kakas d’ apelaunete nousous
ek rethedn, psuchén de peri chthoni margainousan
helket’ egersinooisi kathéramenén teletési.
nai, litomai, dote cheira, theophradeas te keleuthous
deixate moi chateonti. phaos d’ eritimon athrésé,
kuaneés hothen esti phugein kakotéta genethlés.
nai, litomai, dote cheira, kai humeteroisin aétais
hormon es eusebiés me pelassate kekméota.
chaire, theén méter, poluénume, kalligenethle:
chair’, Hekaté prothuraie, megasthenes. alla kai autos
chair’, lane propator, Zeu aphthite: chair’, hupate Zeu.

NOTES
The pairing of Hekate with Janus (as Demiurge) is very unusual, and is one piece of
evidence which indicates that there was a link between Chaldean traditions and the
Syrian sanctuary on the Janiculum. This is discussed in Chaldean Hekate on pp 126-8
bclow.

The Orphic Hymns (1st-3rd C. AD?)
Hymn 1: To Hekate
(text: W. Quant Orphei hymni Berlin 1962)

I INVOKE YOU, beloved Hekate of the Crossroads and the Three Ways
Saffron-cloaked Goddess of the Heavens, the Underworld and the Sea
Tomb-frequenter, mystery-raving with the souls of the dcad

Daughter of Perses, Lover of the Wilderness who exults among the deer
Nightgoing One, Protectress of dogs, Unconquerablc Queen
Beast-roarer, Dishevelled One of compelling countenance

Tauropolos, Keyholding Mistress of the whole world

Ruler, Nymph, Mountain-wandering Nurturer of youth.

Maiden, I beg you to be present at these sacred rites

Ever with a gladsome heart and ever gracious to the Oxherd.

NOTES
Line 7) tauropolos An epithet of Artemis, variously interpreted to mean worshipped
at Tauris, or drawn by a yoke of bulls, or hunting bulls (LS]), or herder of bulls (Atha-
nassakis tr.)
Linc 10) Oxherd (boukolos) This seems to have been an officer in an Orphic group
(Athanassakis p. 113)
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Sophoclcs (496-406 BC)
Hymn to Helios and Hekate
(fragment from the play the Rhizotomoi)
(Text: A. Nauck, Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta 2 vols. |Leipzig 1889]. Fr
492; cf. T. Kraus Hekate Heidclberg 1960, p. 87.)

O MASTER HELIOS and Sacred Fire

O spear of Hekate of the Crossroads

Which she bears as she travels Olympus

And dwells in the holy triple-ways of the Earth
She who is crowned with oak-lcaves

And the coils of wild snakes.

Text:

Hélie despota kai pur hieron,

tés Einodias Hekatés egchos,

to di’ Oulumpou pélousa pherei,
kai gés naious’ hieras triodous
stephanésamené drui kai plektais
6mon speiraisi drakontén.

NOTES
Reading naiousa ‘dwells’ in line 4 with Nauck, rather than the aniousa ‘rcturns’ of
Wilamowitz (U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff Der Glaube der Hellenen2 vols. |Ber-
lin 1931-2] 1. p 173), though it is not perhaps of vital importance which we read. Far-
nell (pp 26-8) was keen to read this hymn as evidence for a lunar dimcnsion to Hekate
at this time, but it seems very hard to understand how the sun (Helios) would be scen
as the ‘spear’ of the Moon-Goddess, and thus it appears to be better to take this as an-
other piece of evidence of an early solar connection to Hekate which we discuss in
Chaldean Hekate on p. 116 below.

Prayer to Selene for any operation (pre-4th C. AD)
(text: PGM IV 2785-2870)

O THREE-FACED SELENE, come to me beloved mistress
Graciously hear my sacred spells:

Image of Night, Youthful One,

Dawn-born lightbringer to mortals

Who rides upon fierce-eyed bulls.

O Queen, you who drive your chariot

On equal course with Helios,

You dance with the triple forms of the triple Graces
As you revel with the stars.

You are Justice and the thread of the Fates,

Clotho, Lachesis and Atropos,

O Three-headed One you are

Persephone, Megaira and Allecto
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O One of many shapes who arm your hands

With terrible dark-glowing lamps,

Who shakes locks of fcarsome scrpents at your brow,
Whose mouths send forth the roar of bulls,

Whose womb is thick with reptile-scales,

At whose shoulders are rows of venomous serpents,
Bound across your back beneath murderous chains.

O Night-bellower, Lover of solitude, Bull-faced and Bull-headed One
You have the eyes of bulls and the voice of dogs.

Your forms are hidden in the legs of lions.

Your ankle is wolf-shaped, and savage dogs are friendly to you,
Wherefore they call you Hekate, Many-named, Mene,

Cleaving the air like arrow-shooting Artemis.

O Goddess of Four faces, Four names, Four ways,

Artemis, Persephone, Dcer-shooter, Night-shiner,
Thrice-resounding, Triple-voiced, Three-headed, Thrice-named Selcne
O Trident-bearing One of Three-faces, Three-necks, Three ways,
Who holds undying flaming fire in triple baskets.

You frequent the Three-ways and are Mistress of the Three Decads.
Be gracious unto me who is invoking you and hearken favourably.

You cncompass the vast world at night,

You make the Daemones shudder and the Immortals tremble,

O Many-named Goddess who brings glory to men,

Whose children are fair, O Bull-eyed One, Horned One,

Nature, All-mother, who brings forth both Gods and men,

You roam around Olympus and traverse the wide and fathomless Abyss,
You are the Beginning and the End, and you alone arc Mistress of All:
For from you are All things, and in you, Eternal One, do All things end.
You bear at your brow an everlasting diadem,

the unbreakable and irremovable bonds of great Kronos,

And you hold in your hands a golden sccptre

Which is encircled by a formula inscribed by Kronos himself

Who gave it you to bear in order that all things remain steadfast:
‘Overpowerer and Overpowered One,

Conqueror of men and Damnodamia.’

You rule Chaos, Araracharara éphthisikére,

Hail Goddess and attend your epithets.

I offer you this incense Child of Zeus

Arrow-shooter, Heavenly Onc, Goddess of Harbours,
Mountain-roamer, Goddess of Crossroads,

Nocturnal One of the Underworld, Shadowy One of Hades,
Still One who frightens, having a feast among the graves.
You are Night, Darkness and broad Chaos,

For you are Necessity hard to escape
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You are Fate, you are Erinys and the Torture,

You are the Murderess and Justice

You hold Cerberus in chains,

You are steely-blue with serpent-scales,

O serpent-haired and Serpent-girdled One,

Blood-drinker, Death-bringer who breeds corruption,

Feaster on hearts, Flesh-eater who devours those who died before their time,
Grave-resounder, Driver to the Wanderings of Madness,

Come to my sacrifices and fulfill this task for me.

NOTES
This potent magical hymn represents an image of Greco-Roman Hckate with somc
features in common with the Chaldean Goddess. These links are discussed in many
places of our Chaldean Hekate, especially pp 117-8 & n. [29)].






Ronan CHALDEAN HEKATE page 79

S. RONAN

CHALDEAN HEKATE

INTRODUCTORY NOTE

THE PRESENT ESSAY started off about three ycars ago with the simple aim (as I
then fondly imagined) of collecting the fragments concerning Hckate from the
standard collections of the Chaldean Oracles by des Places and Majercik,!'!
and combining these with a few notes. It slowly dawned on me that such an
approach couldn’t possibly suffice as the standard collections only containcd
about half of the relevant material, and reflected methodological confusions
over what was or was not relevant. Nor was this all. For as the matcrial was
collected and explored, it gradually became clear that Chaldean? Hckate and
her Greco-Roman counterpart were less closely rclated than had been previ-
ously assumed. It therefore became imperative to explorc some areas in much
greater depth than had been originally envisaged, particularly thosc bearing on
the origins of the Chaldean Goddess.?

The result was that the essay expanded its allotted space many times over,
and I ended up in the uncomfortable position of having on my hands rathcr
more than the sketch-with-fragments originally imagined, and rather less than
the full-scale investigation needed to do the subject real justice. Of the inade-
quacies of the present work, then, nobody is more aware than the author; but
the situation is somewhat eased by the fact that, unknown to mec until my la-
bours were quite advanced, another book on Chaldean Hekate by S.I. Johnston
became available. This is dealt with (in so far as it impinges on the present in-
vestigation) in a postscript on pp 134-6, as well as in the footnotes. The advan-
tage of Johnston'’s book, from our present point of view, is that it independent-
ly covers the background of Chaldean Hekate, and discusses areas not entcred
in any depth here.

Because of the methodological confusions surrounding Chaldean traditions, I
have had to argue my case in detail for my various departures from previous
interpretations of Chaldean Hekate. I don’t fool myself that the many passages
of closely argued text which follow will be an enjoyable read except for those

1. Due to difficulties with computer software some (generally more substantial)
notcs hla\ie been placed as endnotes on pp 140 ff. Thesc are indicated by number-
ing so: [1).

2. I have used the term ‘Chaldean’ in this essay to refer exclusively to the persons
and doctrines of the Juliani and their circle (see below).

3.  On the capitalisation of ‘Goddess,’ ‘Pagan’ and so forth, sec thc Introduction to
this book p. 5 n. 2
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few perverse souls who, like the present writer, have a taste for such con-
voltions. Others may wish to look at the summary of the Chaldcan Goddess’
fcaturcs on pp 131-2, referring back to the fragments on pp 93 ff; and dipping
into the rest as interest dictatces.

I should like to follow any discussion cngendered by this cssay. Perhaps
scholars with comments to make might wish to send a copy to me care of the
publishers.

THE CHALDEAN ORACLES

The Chaldean Oracles were a collection of Pagan ritual oracles that first began
to circulate in the late 2nd C. AD. Dating from an age rich in the production of
religious texts of all kinds, perhaps their strongest and strangest feature is an
obscure and dark imagery which nevertheless has a compelling and numinous
quality. It was this which no doubt, along with their compatible philosophy,
endeared them to the Neoplatonists, whose treatment of them we discuss fur-
ther below. The Oracles offercd instruction in theological matters and ritual
technique and claimed to teach the ancient wisdom of Chaldea and Assyria
but, like Philo and the Hermetica, native clements have been heavily refracted
through the prism of Middle Platonism—and this view probably provides the
most useful perspective for understanding the Oracles and their related Chald-
ean traditions. Philosophically, these traditions are closest to Numenius!?! (mid
2nd C. AD?), who was the direct precursor of Neoplatonism. Theologically they
were perhaps closer to Gnosticism than the Hermetica, and they were quite
radical in their critique of traditional religion: tcaching that mankind mistak-
cnly worshipped the Sccond Father in mistake for the First (fr. 7),13)and that
ancient and venerable religious practices like divination from entrails and as-
trology were frauds (fr. 107).

It is surprising that this radical religious position receives little attention in
modern discussions of Chaldean doctrines. But this is partly because the Neo-
platonists obscured the contradictions between the Oracles and some ele-
ments of traditional Pagan religion because they used them to underpin their
own thcological system which was committed to harmonising the teachings of
all the Pagan ‘Sacred Nations.’ As S. L. Karren has pointed out,!4 the later Neo-
platonists were not just philosophical mentors, but important religious figures
and leaders of the Pagan community. For them, the Oracles were a religious
scripturc of the highest authority and it is no exaggeration to call them the
Neoplatonists’ ‘Bible.*

They once again enjoyed a high status during the Renaissance where, mis-
takenly attributed to Zoroaster, they formed part of a select group of works
along with the Hermetica, the Orphic Hymns and others which were attribut-
ed to the ‘ancient theologians’ whose number included Zoroaster, Hermes, Or-
pheus, Pythagoras and so on, and whose authority was only a little less than

4. The first to make this famous analogy was probably Franz Cumont: Oriental Re-
ligions in Roman Paganism (English translation: London 1911) p. 279 n 66. Cf
Majercik p. 2 n 8.
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that of Moses himself.5

The tradition inherited by the Neoplatonists attributed the authorship of the
Chaldean Oracles and related Chaldcan writings to two Julians, father and
son, and their circlc!®! Julian the Elder,!8! who was probably a native of the
Roman province of Chaldea or from that general area, seems to have arrived in
Rome during the reign of Trajan (98-117 AD) and his son was active under Mar-
cus Aurelius (161-180 AD) under whose reign the Chaldean Oracles were first
published or circulated. It appears to be the Juliani who coined the designa-
tions ‘theurgy’ and ‘theurgist’ to describe themsclves and their religious activi-
tics which centered around a ritual based mysticism aimed at clevating the
soul. The term ‘theurgy’ (literally ‘divine work’) looks as if it has been coined
to point up a distinction with ‘theology’ or mere theorising about the Gods,!”!
as well as with ‘thaumaturgy’ or low-grade wonderworking.!®!

The picture that emerges when we piecc the evidence together suggests that
Julian the Elder used his son as a boy medium who responded to theological
and ritual questions by speaking for the Gods in trance,® and this is how the
Chaldean Oracles were born.

METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Whether or not the Juliani were responsible for the Chaldean Oracles, what is
beyond doubt is that the Neoplatonists rcceived the Oracles as part of a group
of related Chaldean matcrials associated with thcir circle.” On this we have,
for instance, not only the explicit statement of Marinus that Proclus studied
“the huge number of works of Porphyry and lamblichus on the ORACLES and
related Chaldean writings,”® but also quotations from these “related Chaldcan
writings” themsclves. Just as wc might expect, some of them at least scem to
have been basically commentaries on the Oracles, as we can see from Proclus’
rcference to Julian’s seventh book of On the Zones.? There is good cvidence
that the outlines of the Chaldean system preserved for us by the Byzantine
Neoplatonist Psellus!? also reflect this Chaldean excgetical work. In accor-
dance with the close relationship which existed bctween the Oracles and their
Chaldean transmitters, these oracles arc quotced by the Ncoplatonists as com-
ing from not only “one of the Gods,” but from “the Chaldcans,” “the theur-
gists” and “one of the theurgists,” and so on.!!

5. D.P. Walker The Ancient Theology: Studies in Christian Platonism from the Fif-
teenth to the Eighteenth Century London 1972 pp 49-50, 68-70, 85-7, et passim.

6. But there doesn’t seem to be any compelling reason why we should assume that

Julian the Younger was the only medium used

This point has not been disputed, as far as I'm awarc.

Marinus Vita Procli § 26: ...kai tois Porphuriou kai lamblichou muriois hosois

eis ta logia kai ta sustoicha tén Chaldaién suggrammata...

9. In Tim. 127, 10.

10. On which scec the section on the Chaldean system pp 89 ff below.

11. Sce Lewy pp 5, 443-447. The latter forms of citation rcfer to the theurgists
spcaking on behalf of the Gods in trance.

oo N
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As far as the Neoplatonists were concerned, the overriding theological and
philosophical task was to create a harmony between their various inspired au-
thorities who included Plato, Pythagoras, certain Orphic writings, and of
coursc the Oracles themselves. Accordingly, they had to reconcile the simpler
Middle-Platonic scheme of the Chaldean traditions with their own highly so-
phisticated Neoplatonic ontology. In order to do this they were forced to make
a clear distinction between the Chaldean Oracles, where the Chaldeans had
spoken as mouthpieces for the Gods themselves, and the other exegetical
Chaldcan writings which they did not feel obliged to accept as divinely in-
spired. This cxplains the apparent contradiction to be found, for example, in
Proclus when he can state his credo that Julian the Theurgist is he “whom it is
unlawful to disbelicve,”!? and yet not hesitate to disagree with him when
Julian’s explanations fail to square with Proclus’ own system.!3

Now the relevance of the foregoing in terms of collccting materials on any
aspect of Chaldean lore is that our primary task is to collect all the relevant
Chaldean material, and not just that preserved in quotations from the Chald-
ean Oracles. It made sense for the Neoplatonists to keep the two groups of ma-
terial—the Oracles and the related Chaldean writings—scparate. But we necd
to see the Oracles in their original context, and as much as possible in the
form that they reached the Neoplatonists; and this background can only be
provided when all the relevant Chaldean materials are asscmbled. Now these
considerations apply whether the Chaldean Juliani were responsible for the ac-
tual production of the Oracles, or whether they just assembled materials they
gathered from elsewhere. For in either case they will have shaped and selected
the material to suit their own philosophical perspective. All this leads us to
the conclusion that we should not follow the Neoplatonists in giving greater
weight to any fragment of Chaldean teaching just becausc it appeared in the
Chaldean Oracles. Though, of course, when we want to explorc the use made
of Chaldean teachings by the Neoplatonists a distinction between the two
types of material will be crucial.

With these thoughts in mind we must view the current collections of the
Chaldean Oracles. Modern scholarship on the Oracles began with the ground-
work and collection of Wilhelm Kroll.!4 The next major contribution to re-
search was Hans Lewy’s Chaldean Oracles and Theurgy, which initially ap-
pearcd in 1956.1° Then followed the first systematic collection of the Oracles
by Edouard des Places in the Budé series.!® This has in turn been recently fol-
lowced by Ruth Majercik, who has given us a collection bascd on des Places,
with a careful English translation as well as some additions and an indepen-
dent introduction and commentary.!é

12. In Tim. Ill. 63, 24
13. Eg.In Tim. 1.317-18
14. De oraculis chaldaicis Breslau 1894. Hercafter ‘Kroll’.

15. Oracles chaldaiques: avec un choix de commentaires anciens. Paris 1971. Cited
hereafter as ‘dP.’

16. The Chaldean Oracles: Text, Translation and Commentary. Lciden 1989. Here-
after cited as ‘Majercik,’ ‘Maj.’, or ‘M.’
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All these works have contributed substantially to our understanding of the
Chaldean matters, and without the cssential groundwork of Kroll and Lewy no
research in this arca would be possible. The present essay is intended as a sup-
plement to these works, and T have assumed that anyonc following up the ma-
terial here will have at Icast Lewy and des Places to hand. Neverthceless, there
are scrious mcthodological problems with these works which have not been
generally recognised, and these become particularly acute with the collections
of des Places and Majercik. Apart from missing out a substantial number of
fragments of the Oracles already in Kroll and Lewy,!'? neither des Places or
Majercik seem to be awarc of the methodological problems over the Oracles
and other Chaldean material which we have discussed above. I find des Places’
attitudc in particular very confusing. He includes a scction of ‘vocabulaire
Chaldaique’ (frr 187-210), many fragments of which do not comc from verba-
tim quotations of the Oracles, and this would seem to indicate that he consid-
ered his job to be the collection of all the preserved Chaldean terminology, as
we have already argued is the fundamental need. Des Places’ appendage of vari-
ous writings from Psellus et al. on Chaldecan doctrines!” might be felt to point
in the same direction. But I am unable to discover any mcthod governing the
inclusion or exclusion of thesc terms from these writings in his collection of
the Oracles. For instance there seems no possible rationale for including
‘chain’ (fr. 203) from Psellus’ Hypotyposis § 28 without including the rest of
the terminology from this section, all of which is spccifically attributed to a
Chaldcan source. A glance at the section itself will serve to make our point
clear. It runs as follows: (Hypotyposis § 28) “The summit of each ‘chain’ is
named ‘source,’ those next in line ‘springs,” those which come after ‘canals,’
and those after that ‘streams.’”'8

But problems like this are not the only puzzles. For there are examples where
des Places has put expressions in quotation marks in his French translations of
the commentaires anciens, indicating (prcsumably) that he considers these
terms to be Chaldean terminology, yet they have not becn included in his col-
lection of the fragments. A case in point is the term ‘Girt in scrpent coils’
(speirodrakontozénos) from Michael Italicus’ Letter 17 (dP p. 216, 12-13). This
example is another instance of the seemingly arbitrary selection of one term
amongst other equally valid Chaldean expressions—for the full passage, sec
our fr. xviii. These examples could be multiplied many times over in the com-
mentaires anciens section of des Places where, in truth, very little of the ex-
plicitly Chaldean terminology has been collected.

In faimess it must be said that des Places is not the only commentator on
the Oracles to have made such bewilderingly arbitrary sclections of what to
include or exclude. Both Kroll (p. 13, 22) and Lewy (p. 77 n 42), for example,
identify the term ‘Holy Fire’ (hieros pur) from the same letter of Michael Itali-
cus as Chaldean,!? yet they do not include ‘Primordial’ (prétistos = dP 214, 6)

17. pp 153-224.

18. dP p. 201, 46-48: hekastés de seiras hé akrotés pégé onomazetai, ta de proseché
krénai, ta de meta tauta ochetoi, ta de met’ ekeina rheithra.

19. Letter 17 (ed. dP 214, 16)
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from the same source. Again there does not seem to be any rationale behind
including the one and excluding the other, since the text explicitly attributes
both terms to the Chaldeans.

These are by no means the only question marks to be raised over our collec-
tions of Chaldean materials. Another problem not tackled in any of our collec-
tions is the matter of Pico della Mirandula’s ‘Chaldcan’ text and commentary
on the Chaldean Oracles. Quotations from them appear in his Conclusiones?®
and elsewhere''l About this text Pico wrote to his friend Marsilio Ficino in
1486: “I was forcibly taken off from other things and instigated to the Arabic
and Chaldaic learning by certain books in both those languages, which came
into my hands, not accidentally, but doubtless by the disposal of God, in
favour of my studies. Hear the inscriptions and you will believe it. The Chal-
daic books (if they are books and not rather treasures) are the ORACLES of
Esra, Zoroaster, and Melchior, Magi; in which those things which are faulty
and defective in the Greek, are read perfect and entire. There is also an expo-
sition by the Chaldean Wise-Men upon these ORACLES, short and knotty, but
full of mysteries. There is also a book of the doctrines of the Chaldean theolo-
gy, and upon it a divine and copious discourse of the Persians, Greeks and
Chaldeans.”*' This is a letter which raiscs a great many qucstions. First and
foremost, is Pico telling the truth? It would appear perhaps so, because after Pi-
co’s dcath Ficino found these works, but they werce illegible (presumably that
means to him)* 2l Moreover, in the Fifteen conclusions according to...Zoroast-
er and his Chaldean expositors, conclusion No. 5, there is a version of Chald-
ean Oracles fr. 162 which Pico, apparently following the exposition of one
Osia the Chaldean, understands to refer to original sin.!'3 This makes it look
like Pico’s interpretation is independent of that oracles’ source (in our extant
materials) in Psellus, where the reference is not to original sin, but eschatolog-
ical punishment.22 Other important questions include the problem of whether
there could be a link between these ‘Chaldean’23 texts and the Pagans at
Harrian, whose number probably included one of the last Ncoplatonists, Sim-
plicius."* It would not seem likely that these Oracles of Esra, Zoroaster and
Melchior, Magi could have been a straight Aramaic version of the Chaldean
Oracles because, quite apart from anything else, they seem to have become at-
tributed to the three Magi who visited the baby Jesus, whose names are gencr-
ally given as Gaspar, Mclchior and Balthasar. Is this attribution cvidence of
Christian influence? Or could it be that it shows a Harranian Pagan attempt at
‘one-upping’ Christian tradition by supplying teachings from the vcnerated
Wise Men of the East whose doctrines would antedate the Gospels? The whole
arca is clearly one where more research is needed.

20. B. Kieszkowski (ed.) Conclusiones sive theses DCCCC Geneva 1973. pp 49-50,
77-78.

21. Pico dcilsla Mirandula Opera Basel 1572. Vol. 1. p. 367. Quoted in Dannenfeldt op.
cit. p. 15.

22. Psellus Commentary on the Chaldean Oracles, 1145b, 11-c, 8 (dP pp 182-3).
23. Aramaic(?) according to Dannenfeldt ibid.
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There is one other important methodological point we should raise here.
This is that, wherever problems of interpretation have arisen, modern scholars
have been prone to dismiss as extraneous teachings—or even Chaldean Ora-
cles\'S'—explicitly quoted as Chaldean in our sources. It seems to mc that this
has often been due to a desire to dispose of material which is difficult to ac-
cor?‘modate to prevailing preconceptions, as well as to confused methodolo-
gy.

Against this tendency we might urge the following considerations. We
should start by remembering that our sources had access to a full, or at lcast a
much fuller, collection of Chaldean materials than we do, and the very frag-
mentary state of our knowledge should make us correspondingly wary about
‘correcting’ ancient commentators on Chaldean teachings, sincc it is very pos-
sible that they are drawing on sources no longer extant. Secondly, we perhaps
necd to clarify our ideas about the Ncoplatonists’ use of their authorities. Are
there really any convincing instances where the ancient Ncoplatonists can be
convicted of imputing terminology to the Chaldeans which was not thcirs—as
distinct from wrenching Chaldean concepts to fit their own ontology and giv-
ing misleading equivalences?'®! The latter process is of course a necessity of
the work of harmonising differcnt authoritics—for cxamplec Plato, Aristotlc,
Orpheus and so on—which the Neoplatonists had set themsclves; but the
former process speaks of a cynicism towards their sources which would be, I
believe, hard to substantiate. They are not generally accused of imputing extra-
neous material to Plato or Aristotle; and if not to these, we might observc,
then why to the Oracles? I would argue that the accusation has arisen becausc
of a lack of clarity about the distinction between attributing an interpretation
to a particular source, and attributing actual material. Because the Neopla-
tonists did the former they are often accused (in the context of Chaldean mat-
ters) of doing the latter.25 But perhaps the situation can be more fairly put in
perspective if we compare the Neoplatonic use of their spiritual and philosoph-
ical authorities to the Christian use of the Scriptures. In both cascs we can rca-
sonably make the observation that the intcrpretative process, and the varying
theological and philosophical commitments of the commentators, required
that material regarded as inspired be given meanings very different from those
it bore in its original context. But this license did not generally rcsult in attrib-
uting statements to the Scriptures that were not there.

FRAGMENTS OF CHALDEAN LORE ON HEKATE

In accordance with the above remarks on methodology I have herc attempted
to collect all the major rclevant Chaldean matcrial on Hekate, and not just
that to be found in des Places and Maijercik'’s collections of the Chaldean Ora-
cles.!'1 T have numbered my fragments with Roman numerals to distinguish

24. Lewy is perhaps particularly guilty of this in his failiure to takc scriously Pscl-
lus’ reports of the Chaldean system in his zcal for Aion as Chaldean supreme
God (sec below pp 91-2).

25. Which has lead, as we complained in notc |15] above, to the dismissal of oracles
unambiguously attributed to Chaldcan sources.
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them from dP/M’s collection, whose numbers appear in parentheses?¢ and in
the Concordance on p. 137. I have provided in the footnotes the Greek texts of
fragments of Chaldean material absent from the collections of the Oracles by
dP/M, if they are not otherwise available in Kroll, Lewy or in the commen-
taires anciens section of des Places. I have indexed all the terminology in thesc
fragments which seems to me to be directly drawn from Chaldean sources.
This is marked with bold italics in the English translation, and the main
Greek terms are collected in the Index under their English equivalent. The ter-
minology from the fragments of the Chaldean Oracles included in the collec-
tions of dP/M has not been entered in the Index, since this is easily available
through the indexes of those works. I don’t feel that this is too much of a hard-
ship, becausc my assumption has been throughout, as remarked previously,
that since this essay is intended as a supplement to, and builds on, the works
of Kroll, Lewy, des Places and Majercik, anybody following up the material
here will have these works to hand.

26. Where applicable (but somewhat inconsistently).
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THE CHALDEAN UNIVERSE

The Empyrean Realm
(= Intelligible World)
ruled over by
Had/First Father

Three Aetherial Worlds
(= rcalm of Soul)
ruled over by

Hckate

Three Material Worlds
(= physical realm)
ruled over by
Hadad/Sccond Father

The Empyrean World
Had/First Father

Hckatc

Hadad/Sccond Father

Iynges Three triads of
Synochcis } Ameiliktoi
Teletarchai

Hypcz0Okos

First Aetherial World
Aetherial Iynx
Life-gencrating Rulcrs :
Hekate, Royal Soul, Royal Virtue
Second Aetherial World
Aetherial Synoch
Archangclic Realm
Third Aetherial World
Aetherial Teletarch
Azonaic Hekatae :
Trioditis, KOmas, Ekklesia
First Material World
Material Iynx
Zonaic Realm
(containing the fixed stars

& 7 planetary zoncs)
Second Material World
Material Synoch
The Sublunary Recalm
Third Material World
Material Teletarch
The Underworld :
Typhon/Hadcs, Echidna, Python
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A BRIEF ANALYSIS OF THE CHALDEAN HIERARCHY

In attempting to understand Chaldean Hekate and her relation to the other
spiritual beings in the Chaldean system, we must begin by understanding her
positions (since there are more than one of them) in the structure of that sys-
tem. The following notes are intended to do this and to clarify our chart of the
Chaldean Universe. All we can hope to do here is outline the basic structural
details of the system, as the functions and characters of its different members
would require a full-scale investigation which is beyond our scope here.2”

As is clear from the chart, the Chaldean system is based on a structure of tri-
ads and septenaries. There are seven worlds, which are subdivided into the
Empyrean World, three Aethcrial Worlds and three Material Worlds. Let us
dcal with them in turn:

The Empyrean World

The Empyrean World corresponds to the Platonic Intelligible world, and to
what we would call in morec modern terminology the spiritual world. The chicf
characteristic of this world in Platonism was that it is perceived through the
mental and spiritual faculties, in contrast to the physical world which we
perceive through the senses. The term ‘Empyrean’ (empurios) suggests its fiery,
radiant nature; for this is a quality which nearly always accompanies spiritual
phenomena in the Oracles.

The Empyrean World has seven levels. The first three are occupied by the
Chaldean triad of Great Gods: Had (the First Father or ‘Once Beyond’), Hekate,
and Hadad (the Second Father or ‘Twice Beyond’). After this triad comes anoth-
er, the Ameiliktoi or ‘Implacables’, which is further subdivided into three tri-
ads, the Iynges (literally ‘Wrynecks’), the Synocheis (‘Connectors’), and the
Teletarchai ('Rulers of Initiation’). On the last level we find the Hypez6kés
(the ‘Undergirding Membrane’)."® Thus we can sce that the Empyrcan World
reproduces the structure of the scven Chaldean worlds as a whole: two triads
and a single unit.

The Aetherial Worlds . ‘

Next in the Chaldean hicrarchy come the three Actherial Worlds. As we cx-
plain further on (pp 188-9), in the Oracles the Aether is the realm of Soul and
pneuma. In fact it is a tertium quid betwecn spirit (Empyrean) and matter, a
sort of intermediatc semi-matter. This conception of Acther is strikingly remi-
niscent of ideas about the astral level current in modern occultism. It is Hek-
atc who rules over the Actherial worlds, just as it is Had (the First Father) who
rules over the Empyrean rcalm and Hadad (the Second Father) over the Physi-
cal Worlds (see frag. i). And just as Hekate functions between the poles of the
Fathcrs (frag ii), so the Aetherial world covers the intermediary ground be-
twceen the poles of Spirit and mattcr.

27. This is a job which could not anyway be adcquatcly donc until we have a fuller
collection of Chaldean fragments. The fundamental arguments for the attribu-
tion to the original Chaldcan sources—rather than to the Ncoplatonic commen-
tators—of the scheme outlined here, follows our sketch of the system.
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The Ameiliktoi who, as we have seen previously, are divided into three tri-
ads, each have an Aetheric and Material aspect as well as an Empyrean onc.
The result is that each of the three Aetheric and Material Worlds has its own
Iynx, Synoch or Teletarch. So the first Aetherial World is governed by the
Aetherial Iynx and it contains the Life-generating Rulers and the three primary
aspects of Hekate: Hekate, Royal (or ‘Ruling’) Soul, and Royal Virtue (see frag.
xx). The second Aetherial World is governed by the Aetherial Synoch and is
called the Archangelic Realm. The third of the Aetherial Worlds is governed by
the Aetherial Teletarch and is known as the Azonaic Realm. It contains, be-
sides other divine beings, the three Azonaic Hekatae, who are Trioditis, KOmas
and Ekklesia.

The Material Worlds

We now come to the three Material Worlds which are ruled over by the Second
Father or Demiurge who created the physical universe. The first Material
World is governed by the Material Iynx and is known as the Zonaic Realm. It
contains the seven planetary zones and the sphere of the fixed stars which
were believed in ancient thought to encompass the earth. The second Material
World is governed by the Material Synoch and is the sublunary realm; a region
which encompasses both the area under the moon and the world in which we
live. The third Material World is governed by the Material Teletarch. Its region
is the underworld, which for the Chaldeans was a real and terrifying place,28
rather than a metaphor for worldly concerns as it tended to be for the Neopla-
tonists.2? It contains Typhon/Hades,!'®) Echidna and Python (frr xliv, xliv bis).

Our sources for the Chaldean system

Now we have the basic system sketched out, let us take a moment to look at
the texts which tell us about it. Our main source for the structurc of the
Chaldean universe is a series of essays by the Byzantine Neoplatonist Michael
Psellus (circa 1018-1082 AD),3° who has his information directly or indirectly
from lost writings of Proclus. The main outlines of the original Chaldean sys-
tem can still be discerned in these texts because, despite the adaptations made
by Proclus (and his predecessors) to adapt the Chaldean structure to their own
system, |20l these texts still preserve various features that reflect the Middle-
Platonic background of the Chaldean material and conflict with Neoplatonic
ontology at several points. This is subject which would take us too far afield to
deal with fully, and I hope to deal with the Chaldean system in more detail
elsewhere, but for the moment we can note the following salient points which
serve to broadly confirm our reconstruction:?!

28. Frr xlv (163), 134, 164, etc.
29. Porphyry Sententiae (Leipzig 1975) 29; Psellus (whose source is, as always, Pro-
clus) Commentary 1132b, 1-13, p. 169 dP.

30. The main texts are usefully collected by des Places Oracles Chaldaiques pp 187-
201, 213-19.

31. These points will be clarified by referring back to our chart of the Chaldean Uni-
verse.
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i) Although these texts describe no less than three material and three Acther-
ic worlds (a classification which is not made much use of in Neoplatonism),12!]
they only have one Empyrean (= Intelligible) world, with no separatc realm for
the One. In this last feature they accord with most varieties of Middle Pla-
tonism, but not Neoplatonism, which maintains the thoroughgoing transcen-
dence of the Onc as onc of its most basic fcatures. A single world covering the
wholc Intclligible Realm stands, in fact, in stark contrast to the fully-dcvel-
oped Neoplatonic system of Proclus, where the most careful distinctions and
complex metaphysics are to be found at this level 32

ii) These texts describe a system where the Archangelic realm (= the Second
Aetheric World) occurs higher up the scale than the realm of the ‘Visible Gods’
(i.e. the planets = the Zonaic realm or first Material World). See the chart and
for rcferences sce pp 87, 88-9. In this they conflict with Ncoplatonic ontology
which always placed angels after the Visible Gods.1??! In fact, the Neoplatonists
never felt very comfortable with the term ‘Archangel’ which, much more so
than ‘Angel,’ did not have a place in traditional Greco-Roman religious classi-
fications:2! they can thus hardly be credited with introducing the term into
the Chaldean system.

iii) The most important point to realise in reconstructing thc Chaldean sys-
tem is that the Ameiliktoi or ‘Implacables’ is a term which in the original sys-
tem did not denote a separate group of entities, but was a general term which
covered the Iynges, Synocheis and Teletarchai (which we will abbreviate to
IST'’s). We have already dealt with how and why Proclus and his tradition sepa-
rated the Ameiliktoi and the IST’s in note [20] above. It remains to present the
evidence for their original identity, and we list the main points below:

a) Both the IST's and the Ameiliktoi are described as having manifestations
at thc Empyrean, Acthcric and material lcvels.33

b) As we have already observed, in breaking up the Chaldean system in order
to generate equivalents for their own hierarchy of Platonic entities, Proclus
and his tradition created confusion and incoherence in the former system, as
can be scen by comparing our chart of the Chaldcan Universe with Proclus’
Chaldcan system (Lewy pp 483-5). Fortunatcly for us, Proclus failed to iron out
various inconsistencies which can offer indications of the original relations of
various Chaldean entities. In terms of our present subject, the identity of the
IST’s and the Ameiliktoi, a particularly glaring example occurs in Psellus’ Hy-
potyposis § 13 (p. 199 dP). Here, the Teletarchs are said to have their source in
the Demiurge (= the Second Father). This flatly contradicts Proclus’ own
Chaldean scheme where the Demiurge exists in the Intellectual Realm below
the Teletarchs who are in the Intelligible/Intellectual Realm (see Lewy’s
chart). That the Teletarchs have their source in the Second Father would how-
ever make excellent sense in the original Chaldean system where, as we argue,
the Teletarchs are part of the Ameiliktoi.

32. Sec Lewy's chart of Proclus’ ontology pp 483-85, and compare this with the rela-
tively simple structure of the lower realms in his philosophy. Cf nn (20]-[22]
above.

33. IST's: Psellus Hypotyp. 3, 5 (dP p. 198), Michael Italicus Letter 17 (dP p. 215, 5-
14), ctc. Ameiliktoi: Michael Italicus Letter 17 (dP p. 217, 8-10).
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c) The original identity of the IST’s and the Amciliktoi can also be inferred
from the identity of functions and the terminology used to describe them. For
instance, fr. 79 describes some entities called ‘Supports’ (anocheis). Thesc arc
associated with the Iynges, who are given a supporting (anechein) function by
Proclus (In crat. 33, 14-15). These Supports are described (fr. 79) as ‘unbending’
(akampés), a term which has its closest parallel in the cxtant material to ‘uny-
ielding’ (agnamptos) which in fr. 36 describes the ‘Implacable Fire’ (ameilikton
pur). Furthermore, the ‘guarding’ function (phrourein, phrourétikos) assigned
to these Supports in Psellus’ commentary on this fragment (1132d 6, p. 170 dP)
is variously assigned in other sources to the Synoches (Damascius Dub. et sol.
II 125, 19-20 = incipit fr. 82 Maj.), the Teletarchs (Michael Italicus Letter 17,
dP p. 215, 16), and the Ameiliktoi (Psellus Hypotyp. 10, p. 199 dP). This identi-
ty of function suggests the overall coincidence of these different groupings.

The identity of the Ameiliktoi and the IST’s is further implied by terminolo-
gy identifying the Platonic Ideas both with the Ameiliktoi (Lewy p. 119 n 201:
cf Maj. comm. ad fr. iv [35] p. 155), as well as the Iynges (Johnston pp 103-4).

d) Fragment iv (35) mentions or alludes to all the members of the Empyrean
realm except the Second Father (namely, the First Father, Hekate, the Ameilik-
toi and the Hypez0kos), but makes no mention of the IST’s, once again sug-
gesting that these were subsumed under the Ameiliktoi.

The Chaldean system and modern scholarship

The texts which describe the Chaldean system have not received the attention
they deserve in recent scholarship on Chaldean matters, and this is due to two
causes. Initially, these texts present what looks at first sight to be a hopclessly
confused and artificial hierarchy, which, as we have already remarked, was the
result of Proclus’ (and his tradition’s) attempts to Neoplatonisc thc original
Chaldean structure. The resulting mess is not due to any lack of systematising
skill on Proclus’ part—for Proclus was, above all, a peerless systematiscr as the
Elements of Theology amply demonstrate—but duc to the basically impossible
nature of the task. For the Chaldean material already had its own system,
which was embedded in the Chaldean Oracles themselves.34 Reconciling ‘the
Oracles with Neoplatonic ontology was therefore a much more onerous and
complex task than that required for, say, the Orphic writings, which had little
in the way of an explicit system. As a conscquence, outright contradiction bc-
tween the Oracles and particular features of the Neoplatonic system was casy
to overlook and hard to avoid.

The sccond reason for the lack of scholarly attention may be fairly laid at
Lewy’s door. His book is still the most extensive and influential investigation
of the Chaldean material we possess, and his discussions of these matters arc
often brilliant and illuminating. Unfortunately, as far as understanding thc
original Chaldean system goes, Lewy addcd to rather than relicved the confu-
sion. The reason is that he had his own somewhat eccentric theorics about the
Chaldean system, and he was led to belittlc the importance of the texts we are
discussing in consequence. Good examples are Lewy’s interpretation of the

34. As the extant fragmcnt—sz show, many of the Oracles dcalt with thc naturc and
the interelationships between thc different members of the Chaldean system.
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Chaldean Actheric Realm as that of the fixed stars and planctary zoncs,35 an
interpretation he needed to make in order to bolster his claim for oracles
which viewed the aether in this way but which have not won acceptance as
Chaldcan.24 Again, he was committed to the view that Aion was the Chald-
ean supreme God,?¢ a quest in which these texts offered him no support.

THE FRAGMENTS

PRELIMINARY NOTE: quoted material is placed in italics, with terminology which I feel
to rcflect a Chaldean origin placed in bold italics. This latter material is listed in the
Index on pp 149-50, but only if it comes from fragments not in the collections of
dP/M, as the material in their fragments is easily rccoverable from their indexes. For
the convenience of Greekless readers, terms in the Index have been listed in the En-
glish form in which they appear, with the Greek (lexicon) form following. One of the
hallmarks of the Oracles is for attributes and concepts to be constantly burgeoning
into fully-fledged entities, and this accounts for the extensivc use of capitals in denot-
ing them (cf Majercik p. 4 and Johnston p. 139). Fragments are listed in roman numer-
als, with the numeration of dP/M (if applicable) following in parentheses. The form of
numbering (for example ii bis, xvii a, b, ¢, and so on) often has no particular signifi-
cance, but may represent material moved or added later. All translations not other-
wise credited are my own.

SECTION 1: HEKATE'S POSITION & STATUS

This group of fragments deal with Hekate’s position as the central member of
the Chaldean supreme triad, between the First and Second Fathers. For more
details see the Chaldean Universe pp 87-8 above.

i
(Text: Proclus In Tim. IL 57, 10 {£7)
...those who, basing themselves upon the Theosophy from beyond, divide the
Universe into Empyrean, Aetherial and Material realms.... |and Proclus con-
tinucs: (II. 57, 27 f)]...for of these, one is Life-giving |viz. thc Actherial & Hck-
atc), another Paternal |viz. the Empyrean & the First Father|, and the material
is Demiurgic |viz. the Second Father]....

35. Lcwy pp 61, 144, 152-3 ctc. He is proved wrong by our group of texts describing
thc Chaldcan system which clearly scparate the Actherial and Matcrial worlds,
as wcll as by the considerations and fragments quotcd further on pp 108-9.

36. Lewy ibid. et passim: cf ‘Aion’ in Tardieu’s index. This view has been rightly re-
jected by subsequent scholarship.

37. phaié tis an ton ek tés huperoriou theosophias h6rmémenén kai ta panta diair-
oumendén eis empuriou aitherion hulaion...ekeinén gar to men esti zéogonikon,
to de patrikon, démiourgikon de to hulaion...
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ii
(Text: dP p199; Kroll 74, 20-23 = Psellus Hypotyp. 9)
And he |viz. the Second Father| is called Twice Transcendent, because he is
dyadic...and the other |viz. the First Father| is termed Once Transcendent be-
cause he is unitary; but Hekate is called Transcendent alone.

ii bis
(Text: Damascius Dub. et Sol. II. 152, 22 f 39
For it is by means of Rhea that Zeus, and by Circumlucent Hekate that the
Twice Transcendent is joined to the Once Transcendent and to Kronos.

iii (50)
The center of Hekate is borne along in the midst of the Fathers.

iii bis (38)
These are the Thoughts of the Father, after which is my coiling fire.

iv (35)
For from Him [the First Father| leap forth both the Implacable Thunders, and
the lightning-receiving Wombs of the resplendent gleam of Father-begotten
Hekate, and the undergirding Flower of Fire and the mighty Spirit transcend-
ing the Fiery Poles.

v (4)
For everywhere Power has been assigned the middle place; and among the
Intelligibles, it connects the Father and Mind: For Power is with Him, but
Mind is from Him. (Maj.)

SECTION 2: HEKATE’S REALM & APPEARANCE

This section deals with the major features of Hekate’s imagery: her role as the
source of the Soul, Virtues and Nature as well as her cult iconography. For
more on Hekate’s fearsome appearance and demonic associations, sce

Section 6.

vi
(Text: dP 215, 32-216, 1 = Michacl Italicus Letter 17)
It is as some sort of an lnef/able Power that they [the Chaldcans| hymn
Hekate as Goddess of all the Leaders of Worlds, and they fancifully imagine
that she filled all things with Intellective light.

vii
(Text: dP p199: Kroll 74, 10-11 = Pscllus Hypotyp. 7)
Hekate is completely filled with Intellective Light and Life.

38. kai gar ho Zeus dia tés Rheas, kai ho dis epekeina dia tés amphiphaous Hek-
atés, t6 te hapax epekeina kai t6 Kron6é sunaptetai.
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viii
(Text: dP. 194 |Bassi p123|, 13-15 = Pscllus Ekthesis)
|[the Chaldeans] say that Hekate is the Source of Angels, Demons, souls and
natures.

ix
(Text: dP 218, 4-5 = Psellus Funerary Oration)
...the Snake-girdled, the three-headed, those |fcm.| from the realm of
Angelos...>°

X
(Text: dP p199 [Kroll 74, 13-17] = Psellus Hypotyposis § 8)
Hekate has around Her the Sources of various natures. For because Nature is
suspended from the back of Hekate [fr. 54|, so the Sources around Her girdle
ensure the fulfilment of things; of the Sources placed in Her hips, that on the
right is the Source of Souls, and that on the left of Virtues [frr 51, 52].

xi (51)
The ORACLES also speak... concerning the principle of life by which the Source
of Souls animates the All. They say : Around the hollow of Her right hip a
great stream of the primordially-generated Soul gushes forth in abundance,
totally ensouling light, fire, aether, worlds. (Maj.)

xii (52)
In the left hip of Hekate exists the Source of Virtue, which remains entirely
within and does not give up its virginity. (Maj.)

xii bis
(Text: dP p. 173 = Pscllus Comm. 1136b 1-10)

The Chaldeans define Hekate as being in the middlemost position and
playing the role of centre in relation to all the Powers. To her right they place
the Source of Souls, and to her left the Source of Virtues, and they say that
the Source of Souls is ready to procreate, but that the Source of Virtues re-
mains within the boundaries of its own substance, and is like a virgin and
pure. She takes this steady and unmoved quality from the Implacable powers,
and she is adorned with a virginal girdle.

xiii (54)
From the back of the Goddess is suspended boundless Nature. (Maj.)

39. dP translates tas aggelidas as “the dances of Angelos”, but it seems more likely
that, as this word must be based on a feminine noun aggelis [hapax?), then the
meaning would be “thosc from the realm of Angelos”, or possibly “those from
the Angelic realm”. See Goodwin A Greek Grammar (1894) § 848. 2. Would
these be the Azonaic Hekatae!? (see fr. xx) Or the Demons? (see fr. viii).
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Xiv
(Text: Lewy p. 93 n 111 = Proclus In Tim. 1I 246, 19)
For the Soul has openings on either side *° and is circumfaced.

Xv
(Text: Lewy p. 93 n 111 = Proclus ibid. II 130. 23 f)

She |Hekate] is circumlucent and circumfaced, and She holds the helm of the

All

xvi (55).
For Her hair is piercingly seen by a bristling light.

Xvii a
(Text: dP 216, 31-217, 1 = Michaecl Italicus Letter 17)
...and other of her attributes such as her headdress.

xvii b
(Text: Damascius. Dub. et Sol 1. 242, 14-15%!
The Girdle is analogous to the girdling hips of the Goddess, and the Crown to
the temples and forehead of her divine head.

xvii ¢
(Text: Proclus In Tim. II. 260, 25-28.)*2
...some being produced from the right-hand parts, and others from the left,
whether you call them temples |of the hcad|, or hands, or hips. For according
to all of these, the Theologians have handed down to us her |viz. Hekate's|
productive powers.

xviii
(Text: dP 216, 7-14 = Michael Italicus Letter 17.)
How would it sound if I were to speak of Hekate’s hair, of her temples |of her
forehead|, of her hips and of the Sources around her head and about her
girdles!...I speak indeed of the Fire-filled Source,*’ the She-Serpent, and the
Snake-girdled : others calling her on account of her appearance Girt in ser-
pent coils, and in addition to these epithets, Lion-possessing.

40. Presumably these two openings allude to the two Sources.

41. ho men ge zéstér analogei tais ezGsmenais lagosi tés theou, ho de stephanos tois
krotaphois kai t6 met6pé tés theias kephalés.

42. ..allo men to apo tén dexién tiktomenon, allo de to apo tén aristerén, eite kro-
taphin legois eite cheirén eite lagonén: kata panta gar tauta tas gonimous autés
dunameis hoi theologoi paradeddkasin.

43. Or ‘Fiery fear-filled’ with Lewy p. 91 n 96.
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Xix
(Text: Lewy p. 91 n 96 = Pscllus: vocabula Chaldaica varia)*4
Swordbearing, Three-formed, Three-headed,*> Scourgebearing, Torchbear-
ing.

xix bis
(Text: Kroll p. 30 n 1 = Lydus De mensibus |ed. Wiinsch| Leipzig 1898. pp 41,
20-42, 4)
From whence they |viz. the Chaldean tradition] hand down the mystical doc-
trine concerning the four elements and four-headed Hekate. For the fire-
breathing head of a horse is clearly raised towards the sphere of fire, and the
head of a bull, which snorts like some bellowing spirit [daimonion)|, is raised
towards the sphere of air; and the head of a hydra as being of a sharp and un-
stable nature is raised towards the sphere of water, and that of a dog as hav-
ing a punishing and avenging nature is raised towards the sphere of earth.

SECTION 3: THE VIRTUES

We have seen how the Virtues originate from the left hip of Hekate. Here are
some more specific details about them. It is worth noting how they are
here—and in ancient thought generally—divine attributes and cosmic forces
rather than human moral achievements.

XX
(Text: dP p190 = Psellus Chald. Expositi. 1152b 2-6: Sce also Gautier Psell.
Theologica Vol. 1, 23a, 23-25)
Of the life-generating Rulers, the highest is called Hekate, the middle Royal
Soul and the last one Royal Virtue. They also have Azonaic Hekatae like the
Chaldean Hekate of the Crossroads,*¢ Hekate of the Revel®*” and Hekate of
the Assembly.*®

xx bis
(Text: Damascius. Dub. et Sol. 1. 241, 24-5).
And therefore it is certain that Royal Hekate is said to issue from the Crown,
as Royal Soul and Royal Virtue issue from the partial sources of the Girdle.*®

44, Lewy notes various epithets of Chaldean Hekate (additional to those in fr. xviii
above) which Psellus drew from Proclus. The textual sources can be most conve-
niently found in J. Bidez’s Proclus “Peri tés hieratikés technés” in Mélanges
Franz Cumont (1936), p. 95.

45. cf Psellus Funerary Oration dP 218, 5.

46. trioditis or possibly triekdotis. (dP p. 190 app. crit.)

47. ? kémas

48. We either read ekklésia with Gautier, or possibly ekklusté 'lustrator’(?} with dP.

49. toigaroun kai hé archiké Hekaté apo tou stephanou legetai aporrein, hés hé
archiké psuché kai hé archiké areté apo tén kata ton zdéstéra merikén pégon.
Reading Hekaté for Ruelle’s hekasté with Maric-Clairc Galpérine Damascius:
Des premiers principes Lagrasse 1987 p. 524, as is clearly required: cf previous fr.
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xxi (46)
[1t is necessary]...to propose those virtues which, from creation, purify and
lead back [to God|...Faith, Truth, and Love, that praiseworthy triad. (Maj.)

xxii (48)
For all things says the Oracle exist and are governed by these three [Virtues).
And for this reason the Gods counsel the theurgists to unite themselves with
God through this triad.

xxiii (44)
|The Father| mixed the spark of Soul with two concordant qualities, Mind
and divine Will, to which he added a third, pure Love, as the Binder and
Sublime Rider of all things.

xxiv (42)
[The 1deas] are simultaneously separated and combined by the bond of won-
drous Love, who leapt forth first from Mind, clothing his binding fire in the
fire [of Mind|, that he might mingle the Source Kraters, directing towards
them his flower of fire

xxv (39)
But this greatest and most perfect bond which the Father everywhere throws
around the world...the ORACLES have called bond of Love, heavy with fire:
For after he thought his works, the self-generated Paternal Mind sowed the
bond of Love, heavy with fire, into all things And the Oracle adds the reason
for this: In order that the All might continue to love for an infinite time and
the things woven by the intellective light of the Father might not collapse
Because of this Love, all things are suited to one another: with this Love, the
elements of the world remain on course. (Maj.)

xxvi (43)
Having filled the soul...with a deep Love... according to the oracle. (Maj.)

xxvii (45)
The gods have termed [wanton love]... a stifling of true Love.

xxviii

(Text: Kroll p. 26 = Proclus Commentary on Plato’s Republic 1I. 347, 6-11 [ed.

W. Kroll: Leipzig 1899-1901])
And therefore the ORACLES bid us expand ourselves through the freedom of
our way of life, but not to constrict ourselves by drawing upon ourselves a sti-
fling of true love instead of extending to the whole universe; for those who
are sti)‘lseod narrow the entrances through which we partake of the cosmic
breath.

50. Trans: W. O'Neill Proclus : Alcibiades I (the Hague] 1965 p. 77, with slight mod-
ifications.



page 98 Ronan CHALDEAN HEKATE

xxix (47)
Let fire-bearing Hope nourish you...

SECTION 4: HEKATE AS SOUL & LIFE

The Source of Soul is placed in Hekate's right hip (section 2 above). As the fol-
lowing fragments show ‘soul’ in ancient thought did not so much mean a por-
tion of man which lives on after death, but rather the animating (from Latin
anima ‘soul’) life-force which is manifest in all living things.

xxx (53)
..dfter the Thoughts of the Father I, the Soul, dwell animating the All with
My heat.

xxxi (174)
It is clear, therefore, that she provides movement to herself; consequently, she
is self-moved. To others She provides life; to Herself, far more, say the ORA-
CLES. (Maj.)%!

Xxxii
(Text & translation: Lewy pp 47-8 = Porphyry “Philosophy from Oraclcs,”
apud Eusebius Prep. for the Gospel V. 7, 1.

Amongst the Immortal Gods Hekate has never said to the wise spokesmen of
the Gods anything vain or unfulfilled; but descending out of the domain of
the Father from the Omnipotent Mind, She is always irradiated by Truth,
and about Her stays firm Understanding striding with irrefragable words. .
Now, call me with a binding spell. For thou leadest such a mighty Goddess
as was able to ensoul the highest world of all. [Lewy]|

xxxiii (96)
The Soul, which exists as a Shining Fire by reason of the Power of the Father,
remains immortal. She is the Mistress of Life and holds the Fullnesses of the
many Wombs <of the world>.

xxxiv (56)
Rhea, in truth, is both Source and Channel |[rthoé| of the Blessed Intellectives;
for She, first in Power, receives the birth of all things in Her ineffable Wombs
and pours them forth on the All as it runs its course.

xxxv (32)
That she is an Energiser, that she is Bestower of life-bearing fire, |...] and that
he Fills up the life-generating womb of Hekate, and that it Pours upon the
Connectors the life-giving force of an immensely powerful Fire.!*!

51. Maijcrcik (p. 207) suggests a possible Orphic origin for this versc, following Tar-
dicu (Lewy p. 680). But Hermias’ citation is unambiguous: “phési ta logia” and
the doctrine is Chaldean, as the other fragments in this scction demonstrate, so
therc is no call to suggest an cxtrancous origin.
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XXXV a
(Text: Damascius Dub. et Sol. I 154, 17-19§2
The Great Hekate...emits a Life-generating Whir.

xxxv b
(Text: Damascius Dub. et Sol. II. 156, 15-17f3
[The life-generating Goddess (viz. Hekate)/... possesses the separated and man-
ifest Whirring-forth of the Life-generating Light which constantly irradiates
all things...

SECTION 5: HEKATE AS NATURE & FATE

In agreement with the negative view of the physical world prominent in spiri-
tual circles in late antiquity, Nature and Fate—the force which allots individu-
al physical circumstances—often have an oppressive and imprisoning role.

xxxvi (70)
But the ORACLES plainly state that Nature, advancing through all things, is
suspended from the great Hekate: For untiring Nature rules both worlds and
works, in order that the sky might turn round, pulling down its eternal
course, and that the swift sun might come around the center, just as it is
accustomed to do. (Maj.)

xxxvi bis
(Text: Lewy p. 96 n 126 = Proc. In Tim. IIl. 274, 6-7 |continuation of fr. xxxvi])
...And that the other cycles of time: of the sun, of the moon, of the seasons, of
night and day should be fulfilled.

xxxvii (101)
...Invoke not the actually visible Image of Nature.

xxxviii (102)
Gaze not upon Nature, for Her name is Fatq.

xxxix (103)
Do not add to thy Fate.

52. héte megalé Hekaté...z6ogonon rhoizéma proiési.

53. [hé z6ogonos)...diakekrimenén echei kai ekphane tén te epi panta phoitésan ek-
roizésin tou zéogonou phétos...
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SECTION 6: HEKATE AS MISTRESS OF DEMONS

Hekate’s role as mistress of demons is the feature of Chaldean Hekate that
comes closest to her common portrayal in popular Greco-Roman religion, Sce
the other pieces in this volume, especially those by Farnell, Smith and Rohde.

x1 (91)
Driveress®* of the airy, earthy and watery Dogs.

xli
(Text: Lewy p. 95 n 121 = Proclus Theology of Plato p. 373, 28 f [ed. Portus
1618])
For the Barbarians |viz. the Chaldeans| also call the Goddess who is leader of
this triad®S the Terrible and the Fearful.

xlii
(Text: dP p. 199 = Psellus Hypotyp. 14)
There also is a Zone of Dreams which has as its origin the Source of Soul.5¢

xliii (223)
Drawing some down from the aether by means of the ineffable Iynges, you
made them easily descend to this earth against their will. The others in the
middle, the ones who stand on the midmost winds far from the Divine Fire,
these you send to mortals as ominous dreams—a shameful task for Demons.

xliv
(Text: Damascius On the Phaedo 1, 539 |cd. & trans. L.G. Westerink Amster-
dam 1977))57
Who are the children of Tartarus and Earth!—Typhon causes all violent
motion, of subterranean air currents and waters, and of the other elements;
Echidna is an avenging force, chastising rational and irrational souls, hence
the upper part of her body is as a maiden’s, the lower part is serpentlike;
Python is the guardian deity of all divinatory springs and fumes.
Rather, we should consider him the cause of disorder and obstruction in

this matter; therefore he is slain by Apollo whose adversary he is.

54. ‘Driveress’ (elateira) is an epithet of Artemis. (See L. S. ). s.v. elateira.)

55. From the context of Proclus it looks as if the triad referred to is that of (Royal)
Hekate, Royal Soul and Royal Virtuc in the first of thc Aethcrial Worlds.

56. The cextra archén in dP’s text is an crror.

57. Tines hoi apo Tartarou kai Gés! ho men Tuphén tés pantoias ton hupgeion
pneumatén kai hudatén kai ton allén stoicheion biaiou kinéseds aitios: hé de
Echidna timéros aitia kai kolastiké logikén te kai alogén psuchén, dio ta men
ané parthenos, ta de katoé estin opheddés: he de Puthon phrouros tés mantikés
holés anadoseds.

Ameinon de tés peri tauta ataxias te kai antiphraxeés aition legein: dio kai
Apollén auton anairei enantioumenon.
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xliv bis

(Text: ibid. II, 142.)58
The children of Tartarus and Earth, the consort of Heaven, are Typhon
Echidna and Python, a sort of Chaldean triad in charge of all disordered cre-
ation. Typhon is the paternal and essential cause of disorder, not as such, but
as a substratum provided by him to be organised by the Universal Creator,
Echidna is the potentiality, the feminine and emanative cause of disordered
nature. Python may be regarded as an intelligence of the same character;
ther;zlfore he is said to impede the divinatory exhalations and is defeated by
Apollo.

xlv (163)
Stoop not down into the the dark-glowing world beneath which is spread an
Abyss, forever misshapen and deformed, circumshadowed, foul, phantom-
ridden, uncomprehending, precipitous, twisted, forever winding about its
own maimed depth, forever wedded to an unseen shape, idle, without breath.

SECTION 7: HEKATE & THE IYNX

iynx (plural iynges)is the Greek name for the bird known as the ‘wryneck’ in
English. In Greek a strophalos is usually a spinning top, but the Oracles use
the term to denote an object turned by the torque of its twisted cord(s).

xlvi (206)
Work with the strophalos of Hekate.

xlvi bis

(Text: p. 170 dP = Pscllus’ commentary ad loc. 1133a, 5-1133b, 4: cf Opuscula

38 ed. D.J. O’'Meara: Michael Psellus Philosophica Minora Vol. 1 [Leipzig|

1989 p. 133, 17-134, 2)

The strophalos of Hekate is a golden sphere with lapis lazuli enclosed in its
centre, which is spun by means of a leather thong, and which is covered with
symbols : as it was spun they |viz. the Theurgists] made their invocations.
These spheres were generally called iynges and could be either spherical or
triangular or of some other form. And while they were making their invoca-
tions they emitted inarticulate or animal cries, laughing and whipping the
air. So the Oracle teaches that it is the motion of the strophalos which works
the ritual, on account of its ineffable power. It is called “of Hekate” as conse-
crated to Hekate...

58. Hoti Tartarou kai Gés tés suzugousés Ouran6 ho Tuphén hé Echidna ho
Puthén, oion Chaldaiké tis trias ephoros tés ataktou pasés démiourgias. ho men
gar Tuphén to patrikon esti kai ousi6édes aition ou tés ataxias hés ataxias, all’
hés proupostronnumenés hup' autou té panti démiourgd pros diakosmésin. hé
de Echidna hé dunamis kai to thélu kai proodikon aition tés ataktou puseés. ho
de Puthén eié an nous toioutos: dio kai legetai tois mantikois pneumasin enan-
tiousthai kai katagénizetai hupo tou Apoll6nos.
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SECTION 8: HEKATE'S MANIFESTATIONS

Somc of the most powerful and cvocative poetry of the Oracles concerns the
cpiphanies of Hekate in the lower worlds.

xlvii (219)
After daybreak, airy, boundless, full of stars, I left the great undefiled House
of God and descended to life-nourishing earth at your request, and by the
persuasion of ineffable words with which mortal man delights in gladdening
the hearts of immortals. (Maj.)

xlviii (147)
If you call upon Me often you will perceive everything in lion-form. For then
neither does the curved mass of Heaven appear, nor the stars shine. The light
of the moon is hidden, and the earth is not firmly secured. But all things are
seen by flashes of lightning.

xlviii bis
(Text: dP pp 171-172 = Psellus’ commentary ad loc. 1133b 9-c 8: cf Opuscula
38 ed. D.J. O’Meara: Michael Psellus Philosophica Minora Vol. II |Leipzig|
1989 p. 134, 8-16.)

One of the twelve celestial signs of the zodiac is called the Lion |Leo|, which
is designated the House of the Sun, of which the Source is called lion-possess-
ing by the Chaldeans—surely the reason being the arrangement of the stars in
the form of a lion. If, therefore, in the course of the rites you invoke this
Source by its name, then you'll be able to see nothing else in the heavens be-
sides a lionlike phantasm. For neither does the curved or surrounding mass |of
heaven| appear to you, nor do the stars shine, and even the moon is hidden,
and everything shakes with earthquakes. It is not that the Lion-possessing
Source actually removes the essence of the heavens and the stars, but rather
thath the leading element of their proper existence obscures the contemplation
of them.

xlix (146)
...after this invocation you will see a Fire like unto a child, leaping and
stretching over agitated air; or you may see a Formless Fire, from which a
Voice rushes forth; or a Splendid Light whirring spiralwise around the field.
But you may even see a horse flashing more brightly than light; or a child
mounted on the back of a swift horse—a child of fire, or a child enwrapped
in gold, or again, naked; or even a child shooting a bow and standing on
horseback.

1(148)
But when you see the formless and very holy Fire radiantly leaping up
throughout the depths of the whole world: hear the Voice of Fire.
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SECTION 9: HEKATE IDENTIFIED WITH OTHER GODDESSES

li (72)
And, again, for these reasons, it seems to me that Plato said that which was
later revealed by the Gods. And that which the Gods have termed armed
from head to toe Plato has praised as “adorned in full armour:”
For I, the divine, have arrived, armed from head to toe. (Maj.)

lii (173)
One |of the Gods| says that Aphrodite is ...primordial matter...5%which the
ORACLES call both starry and heavenly. (Maj.)

DISCUSSION OF THE FRAGMENTS

Introductory Note

In the discussion that follows we will be concentrating mainly on elucidating
those fragments which do not appear in the published collections of the
Chaldean Oracles. Hopefully the overall perspectives on Chaldean Hekate pre-
sented here, particularly in the summary on pp 131-2, will help tie all the im-
agery together. For more information on the fragments which do appear in the
published collections of the Oracles (which are those with both Roman and
Arabic numerals, for example xvi [55]), see the relevant places in the works by
Maijercik and Lewy, remembering that the latter in particular is to be used
with care. A few other fragments of relcvance to Hekate in the published col-
lections (for example frr 221 and 224) may also conccivably be from the Chald-
ean Oracles but, on balance, I felt their cases were not strong enough to war-
rant inclusion. Cf also the oracle from Porphyry’s Philosophy from Oracles
quo‘;ed in Lewy pp 52-3 (note [54]), for which a stronger case could perhaps be
made.

SECTION 1: HEKATE'S POSITION AND STATUS

We have already had a brief view of the Chaldcan hierarchy on pp 87-92 above.
The most essential feature to be remembered here is that Hekatc, like the
other inhabitants of .the Empyrcan realm, cxists both as part of .that rcalm and
as a governor of the worlds below it. For the Chaldean Goddess, this means
that she rules the three Aetherial Worlds which act as a bridge between the
purely spiritual Empyrean World and the lower material worlds (fr. i).

Hckate’s central position bectween the First and Second Fathers (frr iii, v) and
her prominence in the divine manifestations of the Chaldcan cult,! which are
reinforced by her dynamic role as divine Power (fr. v, cf vi), suggest that she
tended to take center stage in the Chaldean cult, and that the two Fathers
stood in some danger of being relegated to the wings. For more dctails about
Hekate's relatlons with the two Fathers see Psellus’ Hypotyposis §§ 6-9 (pp

59. Or more hkcly, we should read ‘Father- begotten matter’ patrogenés hulé, sce p.
115 below.
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198-9 dP).
On fr. iii bis, Hekate’s ‘coiling fire,’ see the matecrial on her serpentine asso-
ciations further on, on p. 105.

SECTION 2: HEKATE'S REALM AND APPEARANCE

Hckate is the source of Angels and Demons? (frr viii, ix) prcsumably because
these groups of entities originate in the Aetheric Worlds, over which she rules;
and in fact the second Aetherial World is called the Archangelic Realm. ‘An-
gel’ (angelos) was one of Hekate’s cult titles in Greco-Roman religion (sec Far-
ncll above on pp 33-4). Since angelos means ‘messenger’ in Greek, this would
point us towards Hekate’s association with the Iynges who are ‘ferrymen’ be-
tween the Father and matter (see frr xlvi, xlvi bis, 78 and Proclus In Crat. 33,
14), as well as to her intermediary status between the Fathers and in the
Acthcerial Worlds. Another ‘messenger’ role is apparent in Chaldecan Hckate’s
function as Mistress of Dreams, for which see frr xlii and xliii and their
discussion on pp 108, 110, 112 & 117.

The descriptions of Hekate’s appearance in this section draw a magnificent
picture of her pouring forth the streams of Soul and the Virtues from her hips,
and suspending Nature from her back. Thesc attributes are dealt with in detail
in sections 3, 4 and 5.

Much of the description in these passages relates to Hekate’s standard cult
iconography in Greco-Roman religion, but a few attributes require some eluci-
dation. She is ‘circumlucent’ (fr. xv amphiphaés) on account of her luminosity
(frr vi, vii), and she “holds the helm of the All” (fr. xv) as the guiding force of
Cosmic Soul. The image of Hekate guiding the universe like a ship is doubt-
less due to influence from the cult of Greco-Roman Isis who is often depicted
with a rudder and who is prominently associated with ships, sailing and the
seca.l?”l Her ‘headdress’ (fr. xvii a) and ‘crown’ (frr xvii b, xx bis) could both refer
to the turret crown of Rhea/Atargatis®!/Hekate as described by Cornutus on p.
123 below, but on the other hand the headdress might refer to the Egyptian-
style headpiece as worn by Atargatis in plate 10, or something similar.

This seems as good a point as any to point out that there doesn’t seem any
very compelling reason to assume with Lewy%2 that the Chaldeans viewed
Hekate as conforming to only one iconographical image. The Oracles and an-
cient religion in general were surely less rigid than this.

For the epithet ‘lion-possessing’ in fr. xviii, see fr. xlviii bis and the discus-
sion on pp 113-4.

60. The Neoplatonists used the word demon (daimén) in its usual sense in contem-
porary Paganism, that is of a being in between Gods and men who could be ei-
ther good or evil. Nevertheless, in un-Neoplatonised Chaldean vocabulary, a
daimén always seems to be an evil creaturc: at Icast I have not come across any
instance which could be convincingly interprcted otherwise. This is onc of a
number of features that the Chaldcan matcrial has in common with the back-
ground of carly Christianity.

61. For the identification of Hekate and Atargatis sce pp 119-23 below.

62. p 51 n 162, and elsewhere.
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Chaldean Hekate’s serpentine symbolism

Probably the most dramatic imagery of this scction concerns the scrpent-cn-
wrapped epithets of frr ix and xviii. There is a clear connection here with the
serpentine ‘coiling fire’ of fr. iii bis and the spiralling fire of fr. xlix (sce further
Helicoidal Hekate on p. 130). This striking iconographical feature seems to be
absent in the symbolism of Greco-Roman Hekate.6? Of coursc, Hekate had
been associated with serpent attributes in earlier imagery, on which see Far-
nell pp 29, 45), but these images tended to see her as holding scrpents or hav-
ing serpentine hair,!?8 or occasionally serpent-legged, rather than being cn-
wrapped by serpents as in our Chaldcan sources.??! There is in addition a sug-
gestive link in this serpent-enwrapped motif with the Syrian sanctuary on the
Janiculum which we discuss later on pp 126-8. Lewy (p. 353 f) is surely right in
pointing out that one tributary to Chaldean Hekatc’s serpentinc imagery is to
be found in Plato’s Timaeus 36e where thc world-soul “twists upon itself in
circles” (auté te en hauté strephomené).13%

Fr. xix bis

This interesting fragment deals with the image of Hekate as having four ani-
mal heads, and raises a number of issues which need our attention. To start
with we might observe that this fragment is a good example of the problems
encountered in trying to isolate Chaldean material. For what in this descrip-
tion is due to Lydus’ Chaldean source, and what is due to Lydus’ own interpre-
tation? Initially we should note that the phrase “thcy hand down the mystical
doctrine” (ho mustikos paradidési logos) implies that his source was literary
and not, say, an image he had seen. Since Lydus’ source may not have dircctly
been the Oracles or some other Chaldean text, but a Ncoplatonic interpreta-
tion, I have been fairly conservative in what I have isolated in this fragment as
directly reflecting Chaldean terminology. But it is perfectly possible that much
more of the description is drawn from the Chaldean source. It is difficult to
know exactly what to do in these circumstances, and perhaps what is really
needed is a separate form of emphasis for such uncertain terminology.

That the four-heads of the image are attributed to the four elements, implies
that this image was situated lower down the Chaldean hierarchy than Royal
Hekate and the Azonaic Hekatae®* who are both triadic rather than tetradic. In
the Oracles, four is the number of matter (fr. 104), as the attribution to the
four elements would lead us to expect. Thus the four-headed image must be
situated in the material worlds, although we should be careful here of over-
schematising as it does not follow that every Chaldcan entity was fully inte-
grated into the Chaldean system with a precise position in the hierarchy.

Turning our attention now to the individual heads, we notice that they be-
come more frankly demonic as we progress from the lighter to the heavier cle-
ments in the sequence fire/horse—air/bull—water/hydra—earth/dog. The dog
as earth is always a particularly demonic creature in the Oracles (frr 90, 91).

63. Exccpt where ii-ﬁ;}gzhf—l'casonably be suspected of being duc to Chaldcan influ-
ence. Cf our notc [29] below.
64. Situated in the first and third Aetherial worlds respectively: sec p. 87.
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Hydras or water-serpents are not otherwisc mentioned in the extant fragments
of the Chaldean teachings, but mythologically the Hydra was the offspring of .
Typhon and Echidna,’5 who are two members of the Chaldean underworld
triad in fr. xliv (which we discuss on pp 110-11), so the hydra-head must be de-
monic, though perhaps not as negative as dog-head. As far as I'm aware, bulls
are not mentioned elsewhere in Chaldean sources either, although ‘bull’ epi-
thets frequently occur in relation to Greco-Roman Hekate (for examples, see
our Hymns to Hekate on pp 73-7). Here the bull is attributed to air, and
though the Oracles do mention airy dogs (fr. xl), that is demons, it is not clear
whether our bull-headed spirit is intended to be demonic or not. I have re-
marked elsewhere (n. 60) that Chaldean lore seems to use the term daimén ex-
clusively for demonic entities, and since our fragment uses the term daimo-
nion in describing the bull-head, which may possibly go back to a Chaldean
source, this could be held to imply that the bull-head was considered demonic.
But if so, why not use the less ambiguous term daimén? Here, the evidence
seems to leave us in a situation where it is difficult if not impossible to decide
whether or not the bull-head was intended to be demonic. At any rate, the
bull-head would seem to be less overtly evil than the hydra or the dog. In the
case of the the fire-breathing horse’s head, on the other hand, there appears to
be no reason at all to consider it demonic. For fragment x| which mentions de-
mons of the air, water and earth, pointedly leaves the element of fire out of the
series; and the fact that the horse appears in a positive epiphany of Chaldean
Hekate (fr. xlix), gives us good reason to believe that the horse’s head was not
considered a demonic force.

We now need to explore the relationship between our Chaldean Hekate with
four animal heads, and Hekatc as she appcared in Greco-Roman religion. In
this context, images of Hckate with four animal heads or faces (tetrakephalos,
tetraprosopos) seem relatively rarc,B!! and I know of only two cxamples. The
first of these occurs in the Prayer to Selene, translated on pp 75-7 (PGM IV,
2817), and in the cognate hymn elscwhere in this papyrus (ibid. 2560). Therc is
some doubt as to whether the four-hcaded Hekate mentioned in these cognate
examples has animal or human heads, but since the latter of these hymns ad-
dresses the Goddess as ‘horse-faced’ (line 2549), the balance of probability in-
clines to the animal. The second example is found in Porphyry’s De abstinen-
tia (p. 254, 21 |ed. Nauck, Leipzig 1886]). Here the animal heads are horse, bull,
lioncss and dog. Since Porphyry’s intercst in Chaldean lore is well-known, we
might ask if it is possiblc that he is noting a Chaldean variant of the symbol-
ism in our fr. xix bis, with the hcad of a lioness substituted for that of a hydra.
But the Chaldean context for Hekate’s lion associations scems to be a refer-
ence to her having lions at her feet (like Atargatis), or as a manifcstation lower
down her ‘chain,’8¢ as the term ‘lion-possessing’ (leontouchos) would suggest,
rather than having a lion’s head as in Porphyry’s reference. Furthermore, our
Hckate’s lion associations are connccted with Leo (fr. xlviii) which is astrologi-
cally a fire sign, in contrast to the watery hydra. In fact, a look at the text sug-

65.‘H‘;g'inus Fabulae cli.

66. Sec frr xviii, xlviii bis, and the discussion on pp 113-4; cf our Prayer to Selene
(PGM IV 2812)
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gests that Porphyry’s reference is Mithraic, and there are other reasons which
suggest that both Mithraic Hekate lore and the Prayer to Selene are, directly or
indircctly, under Chaldean influence.” So to sum things up then, the above
discussion leads us to the conclusion that Hekate’s image with four animal
heads was a Chaldean development which served to relate a lower expression
of the Goddess to the four elements.

SECTION 3: THE VIRTUES

The Virtues run from the left hip of Hekate parallel to the Source of Soul from
the right, and it is clear that they similarly play a complementary role to that
of Soul in the universe. For whereas Soul bestows life and vitality on every-
thing that exists, the Virtues govern (frr xxii, xxiii, xxv), sustain (frr xxii, xxv),
purify (fr. xxi) and lead things back to their source in the Divine (frr xxi, xxii).
The Virtues are a triad of Faith, Truth and Lovc®® (frr xxi, xxii), although a
fourth, Hope, is also mentioned (fr. xxix). However, it seems from the context
of this fragment that Hope emanates from the Second Father rather than
Hekate.

SECTION 4: HEKATE AS SOUL AND LIFE

Discussion of Oracle xxxii

This section includes an important oracle (fr. xxxii) which has been omitted
from the collections of the Chaldean Oracles, although a very good casc can
be made in favour of its inclusion. Let us take a closer look at it now.

This oracle is not quoted as coming from the Chaldean Oracles by any of the
Neoplatonists, but was drawn by Lewy (pp 47-8) from Porphyry’s Philosophy
from Oracles. Nevertheless this is not a substantial objcction, since other ora-
cles quoted in that work also show evidence of coming from the Chaldean Or-
acles (see frr xlvii and xliii). Nor is it any objection that this oracle is not in
hexameters, because there are Chaldean Oracles to be found in other me-
tres.132 Lewy (ibid.) gives some evidence for this oracle’s Chaldean origin, but
presents a rather poor case due to his pursuit of an unlikely astral allegory. The
most important point which should be made is that this oraclc dcpicts Hekate
as ensouling the worlds (cf fr. xi) and that it is, as far as I know, only in the
Oracles that she has this function. Additional cvidence for Chaldean prove-
nance is found in the phrase “highest world of all” (panupertaton...kosmon).
Although the idea of seven heavens and other scptenary sequences are familiar
from, for example, Jewish apocalyptic and Gnostic writings,133! a hierarchy of
worlds does not immediately recall many parallels besides the Chaldean mate-
rial. The oracle also associates Hekate with a ‘Paternal Mind’ which is a famil-
iar and distinctive Chaldean concept, found in frr 22, 36, 37, 39 and so on. Fi-
nally, we should point out that Hekate does not herc descend from the moon,
as we mlght expect if thc oraclc reflected Hekate’s Greco-Roman

67. For Mithraic Hekate see pp 128-9, and for the Prayer to Selene scc n. [29].
68. Strikingly reminiscent of the Pauline triad in the New Testament, Faith (pistis),
Hope (elpis) and Love (agapé): I Corinthians 13, 13
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associations.®® Thesc parallels are hardly likely to be fortuitous, and unless we
are willing to posit other (and otherwise unknown) oracle-sources imitating or
influencing this distinctively Chaldean material, we shall have to grant this
oracle a Chaldean origin.

Frr xxxv a and xxxv b

These two fragments are not in the collections of dP and Majercik,’® but their
subject matter and characteristically resonant symbolism would make it diffi-
cult to imagine anything but a Chaldean source for them. As it happens, we
can fix their provenance more precisely, because the passage containing fr.
xxxv a, paraphrases fr. iii (50),”! which makes it likely that frr xxxv a and b re-
flect the continuation of that fragment.

Fragments xxxv a and b usc the term ‘whirring’ (or ‘humming’ rhoizein) to
describe Hekate’s life-generating functions, and the use of this terminology re-
lates this view of her life-giving cnergies to the complex of symbolism sur-
rounding the Iynges and the thcurgical strophalosi®¥ although, as lifc-giving
properties are not otherwise prominent among the Iynges’ features, it appears
to be something of an over-simplification to directly identify the Iynges and
the ‘life-generating whir,’ as Johnston seems inclined to do on p. 108.

The Realm of Soul

Hekate’s role as Cosmic Soul and life, and her rulership of the Aetherial
Worlds (cf fr. i) suggest that the Chaldeans equated, to at least some extent, the
Soul-matter and the Aether as a sort of semi-physical substance which vital-
izes matter. This is borne out by fr. 62 which talks of a rarcficd state of matter
as the “aethers of the elements,” and by a rcference to the tcachings of the Or-
acles in Simplicius’? which states that “the impression of symbols and other
divine spectral forms (phasmata) appear in the Aether.” This doctrine sounds
remarkably close to the concept of an ‘Astral Light’ in modern occultism. That
pneuma ('spirit, breath’) was included alongside Acther and Soul in this group
of associations is suggested by the connection of Soul, pneuma and life in frr
122-3 and xxviii, as well as fr. 104, which sees a move to the physical as a
threat to the pneumal®) Since Hekate was Goddess of drecams (frr xlii, xliii
|223]), it looks as if this Soul/Aether/pneuma stuff was also the substance of
the dream-world. This view would make sense in equating the Aetheric realm
with the dream state which would then lie between the lower physical and
sensory world of waking consciousness, and the higher abstracted mystical
states of awareness represented by the Empyrean realm and perceived with the

69. On Hekate’s relation to the moon in Chaldean tcaching, see pp 116-8 below.

70. But they are noted by Kroll (p. 29) and Lewy (p. 85 n 69). My attention was
drawn to them in Johnston p. 108.

71. Damasc. Dub. et Sol. 11. 154, 17 f: hé te megalé Hekaté KENTRON TE ESTI PEP-
HOREMENON PROS HEKATERON TON PATERON, kai zéogonon rhoizéma...

72. In physica (ed. Dicls: C.A.G. 9-10 [Berlin 1882-1895]) p. 616, 18. This material is
not in dP or Majercik.
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“flower of awareness.””3 Lewy was certainly wrong (p. 61 and clsewhere) to
equate the Chaldean Aether with the realm of the fixed stars.”* He is refuted
by the clear distinction between the Aetheric and physical worlds attested, as
we have seen, in our Chaldean sources, as well as by the explicit statement of
the oracle quoted in Simplicius In physica 614, 275 that “the centers of the
physical world are fixed in the Aetherial world above it.”

SECTION 5: HEKATE AS NATURE AND FATE

Nature (phusis) is the level of cosmic soul engaged in animating and ordering
the physical world. Being in a physical body and being constrained by the
physical world—this is Fate (heimarmené)—are seen as bad for the soul, so this
accounts for the very negative view of physical existence propounded by the
Oracles and other contemporary spiritual philosophies. In fact, Nature often
appears in the Oracles in a very negative light.”¢ The cc}uating of Hekate with
Fate ultimately seems to have been due to the Stoics.*

SECTION 6: HEKATE AS MISTRESS OF DEMONS

The fragments in this section elaborate on the fearsome attributes of Hekate
which we have already come across in section 2.

Fr. xliii

The first thing that claims our attention here is fr. xliii. This oracle is included
in des Places/Majercik’s collections in the fragmenta dubia section because it
is not quoted as being a Chaldean oracle, but comes from Porphyry’s Philoso-
phy from Oracles, like fr. xxxii discussed previously. Lewy (p. 50 n 162) rejcct-
ed this oracle as having a Chaldean origin, but this seems to have bcen due to
the fact that he misunderstood it as referring to Hekate (rather than the de-
mons) as having been put under compulsion. As it happens, we will see that a
close examination of this oracle does in fact suggest a Chaldean origin.

The oracle has a sharp and didactic moralising tone—somebody is being crit-
icised for misusing the iynx—which recalls frr 107, 15, 7, and so on. It is, per-
haps, rather hard to think of Hekate as popularly conccived as a moralising
Goddess, but this trait fits in well with a Chaldean context where Hekate is,
amongst other things, the source of Virtucs. We also notc that thesc demons
are drawn from the aether—Hekate’s realm—but arc “far from the Divine
Fire,” and these descriptions would suit Chaldean cosmology, where the Di-
vine Fire would refer to the Empyrcan realm. Again, the iynx is used to manip-
ulatc the demons and send them as dreams, which seems to suit better the
Chaldean role of the iynx as a messenger (see p. 112) rather than the popular

73. anthos noou, for example fr. 1.
74. Cf also our remarks on the Chaldean systcm on pp 87-92.

75. Missing in dP and Majercik: ei gar ta logia phési ta kentra tou hulaiou en té
huper auton aitheri pepégena.

76. Cf frr 88, 89, 101-3, 106 ctc.
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magical conception of the iynx as a tool for drawing a rcluctant lover.”” And,
finally, we should observe that Hekate is here the mistress of dreams,”® a role
which is not attested for her Greco-Roman counterpart, and is pcrhaps uniquc
to the Chaldean matcrial. These considerations make it likely that this oracle
camc from thc Chaldean Oracles.

Fr. xliv

Another fragment in this section which demands our attention is fr. xliv
which deals with Typhon, Echidna and Python. Westerink’® has suggested that
this triad, which is otherwise unknown as a group, may have been put together
from stray materials by Damascius’ source, Proclus. But, in the first place, it
seems to be straining the meaning of the phrase ...0oion Chaldaiké tis trias...
which he translates as “a sort of Chaldcan triad” to take it as referring to a
Chaldean-type triad put together by somebody else. I shall argue that it has its
origin in Chaldean material, although Damascius’ way of introducing it might
indicate that it was not found in the authoritative Oracles themselves, but in
some other work of the Chaldeans. Damascius actually supplies two different
descriptions of this triad (frr xliv and xliv bis), and the first of these gives a
much less Neoplatonic and schematised description of the triad, and one
which would make the best sense if we see it as being derived from a Chaldean
original. This suspicion is reinforced by the fact that at the end of the first pas-
sage, Damascius suggests a reinterpretation of Python’s role which he incorpo-
rates in his second description in fr. xliv bis.

If, for the moment, we take the first description as representing a Chaldean
original, then the triad of Typhon, Echidna and Python would represent the
lowest reflection of the supreme Chaldean triad of the First Father, Hekate and
the Second Father in the lowest of the Chaldean worlds, namecly, the third ma-
terial world or underworld. In the case of Hekate and Echidna links can clearly
be seen in the serpentine imagery which they both share and the avenging role
attributed to Echidna in fr. xliv and fulfilled in Hekate’s case by her demons.8°
Furthermore we should remember that Typhon and Echidna are mythological-
ly the parents of the Hydra, who is part of Hekate’s four-headed image.?! No
such obvious connections exist in the casc of the othcr members of the two
triads: the First Father and Typhon, and the Sccond Father and Python. But
this should not cause us any problems because there does not appear to have
been any very specific personal imagery (as distinct from doctrine) associated
with the two Fathers, in the extant material at any rate, so parallels in symbol-

77. For example Pindar Pyth. IV, 381; Luc. Dom. 13; Aristoph. Lys. 1110 and etc. Cf
our essay on Hekate’s iynx cited at note 87 below.

78. Cf fr. xlii.

79. Westerink The Greek Commentaries on Plato’s Phaedo: Volume Il Damascius
(Amsterdam) 1977, p. 275.

80. Psellus P. G. 122, 1140c 2, cf fr. xix bis. If, indeed, Echidna is not simply Hekate
in avenging guise.

81. See above, pp 105-7.
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ism arc not to be expected.®2 However there are, on the other hand, some strik-
ing correlations between fr. xliv and other Chaldean descriptions of the under-
world. In fr. xlv (163) the underworld is described as “winding around®? its
maimed depth,” which readily recalls Hekate’s and Echidna’s serpentine na-
ture and helicoidal form.84 This is related to the ‘twisted’ (skolios) quality
which is so characteristic of the Chaldean underworld, and is referred to in fr.
172 as well as our fr. xlv. Again, the “unseen shape...without breath,” from
the same fragment, suggests Python’s choking fumes. And the “subterranean
air-currents” associated with Typhon can be found in the frame material
around fr. 170, which deals with winds bursting up out of the underworld. The
coincidence of details in these descriptions seems good confirmation that fr.
xliv does in fact have a Chaldean background.

Demonic Hekate!

The apparently demonic character of this lower emanation of the Chaldcan su-
preme triad in this material raises the question of whether the Chaldeans fea-
tured a divine ‘Fall’ in their theology, or whether the negative aspects of the di-
vine, in our case Hekate,*”! can be accounted for by the Chaldean theory of
‘chains.”®8 An explanation on the latter basis would have presumably run as
follows: since the Chaldean universe (unlike the Neoplatonic one) included a
separate realm for the underworld which lay below the physical world we live
in (see above p. 89), then the emanations of deities at this level would be actu-
ally inimical to mankind, dragging us down®5 rather than raising us up.*®! Thus
put most simply, it would mean that what is liberating at a higher level may
be oppressive at a lower one. This would not necessarily entail the view that
these lower emanations were evil per se, but that they were evil for man. A
good example can be found in one of Hekate’s Virtues, Eros, who integrates all
at the highest level, but as sexual love “stifles true love” (frr xxi-xxviii).

A Chaldean doctrine of a ‘Fall’ seems to be implied in the following frag-
ments of teaching. While the Chaldeans certainly held that “every God is
good” (fr. 15), they did think that evil demons attempted to lead men astray
(fr. 135), and even prctended to be Gods.®¢ They also belicved that evil dcmons
had fallen from the heavens and “rolled around” (kalindeomai) the earth 140! It
is not clear if this fall affected only the demons; or whether it included more
divine beings or lower levels on the ‘chains’ of these beings; and whether the
fall accounted for the very existence of the underworld. It is not be surprising
that there is no trace of such a fall in Neoplatonic reports of Chaldean
teaching. For the Neoplatonists would have found such material difficult to
accommodate in their static and highly stratified ontology, and they may have
suppressed, rejected or reinterpreted it.

82. Cf note[26].

83. The same verb helittein is used for Hekate’s light spiralling around the ficld in
fr. xlix, and compare this with her ‘coiling fire’ eilumenon pur in fr. iii bis.

84. On the latter see our summary, p. 130 below.

85. Cf.fr. 172

86. antitheoi. Sce lamblichus De mysteriis pp 177-8 (Parthey/dP).
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SECTION 7: HEKATE AND THE IYNX

Frr xlvi & xlvi bis

The Chaldean iynx is dealt with in detail in a recent article by the present
writer®’ the main points of which I shall summarise here. iynx is the Greek
name of a bird known as the ‘wryneck’ in English. In the Chaldean matcrial
the Iynges are a kind of angelic group of Empyrecan beings who govern the first
of the Aetherial and Material worlds (see our chart on p. 87), and the iynx/stro-
phalos is their corresponding ritual instrument. The [ynges are essentially an-
gelic divine messengers, the ‘thoughts of God’ in fact, who act as ‘ferrymen’ (fr.
78: diaporthmioi) between the Father and matter. They mystically spin, like
their physical counterpart the strophalos, as they “leap into” (frr 34, 76) and
“ride the gleaming worlds” (fr. 76). In terms of theurgical and philosophical
concepts the Iynges are equivalent to the Platonic Forms, the sacred names
(onomata), symbols (symbola) and sigils (synthémata). As a ritual instrument
the iynx/strophalos seems to be independent of popular magical tradition
where a iynx was used in erotic magic to draw a reluctant lover.¥! In contrast,
the Chaldean iynx/strophalos invoked and released the Gods and manipulated
the dream Demons (cf fr. xliii [223]), it could also be used as a rainmaker—fer-
rying from heaven to earth in a literal sense—and was the encrgising turbine
which made rituals work, as Psellus tells us in fr. xlvi bis. For being Hekate's
instrument the iynx/strophalos vivifics and empowers ritual just as Hckate
vivifies and empowers the universe; a connection which is emphasised by
Hekate’s ‘life-generating whir’ or hum.88 Another link with Hekate is to be
found in the fact that it was turned by the torque of its twisted cords, an image
which relates it to the helicoidal forms so prominent in Hekatc’s imagery 8?

SECTION 8: HEKATE'S MANIFESTATIONS

Fr. xlvii
Like fr. xliii discussed above, fr. xlvii is from Porphyry’s Philosophy from
Oracles and may not therefore be of Chaldean origin. Ncverthelcss, this oracle
describes Hekate’s descent from the ‘house of God’ rather than the moon, re-
calling fr. xxxii discussed previously on pp 107-8, and suggesting a Chaldean
origin for the same reasons. One also notes that the mention of the earth as
‘life-nourishing’ (z6otrophos) is suggestive of Hekate’s role as Cosmic Soul/Life
which is a distinctively Chaldcan (rather than Greco-Roman) feature. These
considerations imply a Chaldean origin.

Of the rest of the fragments in this passage, all of them have been convinc-
ingly %gsociated with the epiphany of Hekate, rather than any other deity, by
Lewy.

87. "Hekate's Iynx: An Ancient Theurgical Tool” in Alexandrial, Grand Rapids
1991 pp 321-335.

88. Frr xxxv a and b, discussed carlier on p. 108.
89. Sce below p. 130.

90. Fr. xlviii, (+ xlviii bis), Lewy p. 242 n 57; fr. xlix, Lewy pp 241-2;
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Frr xlviii and xlviii bis

We will now discuss frr xlviii and xlviii bis which, besides presenting a power-
ful account of Hekate’s epiphany, associate her with lconinc symbolism. We
have already (fr. xviii) seen Hekate associated with the epithet ‘lion-possess-
ing,’ and this epithet was probably related to representations of her flanked by
lions, as suggested by Lewy p. 94, although Lewy does not seem to be justified
in rejecting the idea that this may have something to do with the cult of
Cybele (p. 94 n 114}—although the main influence here is probably the cult of
the great Syrian Goddess Atargatis, which we discuss further on (pp 119-28).
Lewy ibid. also seems to me to be unjustified in rejecting Psellus’ association
of the epithet ‘lion-possessing’ with the zodiac sign of Leo. He was probably
led to this rejection by his erroneous identification of Chaldcan Hckate with
the moon (see below pp 116-8), which would have clashed in astrological terms
with the solar, fiery nature of Leo (for a lunar deity we would expect Cancer
and Taurus). But we have seen throughout the fragments how Hekate is con-
stantly associated with fiery phenomena (and lions), and considering that she
“filled all things with intellective light” (fr. vi), then association with thc cor-
responding physical light-giver, the sun, is perfectly natural for her; especially
as there is evidence that Hekate originally had solar attributes.!42!

Johnston’s argument concerning fr. xlviii.

Since the above was written Sarah Johnston has argued®! for following, with
Lewy,’2 Lobeck’s emendation of panta leonta “all things in lion-form” to pant’
achluonta “all things growing dark.” I cannot follow her here, and against her
arguments I would urge the following considerations, dealing with her points
in turn:

i) She argues that the meaning of the original is obscure (and therefore un-
likely to have stood in the original text). But obscure or not, the idea of all im-
ages becoming dominated by a single one is not unknown in mystical and al-
tered states of consciousness. I recall a story by Jorge Louis Borges called—if I
remember correctly—The Zahir in which laying eyes on a particular coin or
tiger gradually makes everything conform to the same image. It would not be
too far-fetched to see this motif as having some relation to the unitive states
sO prominent in mysticism.

ii) She feels that fr. 107, which criticises various forms of ancient divination,
implies a Chaldean aversion to astrology in any form. But while this fragment
is cvidence of an opposition to astrology as a divination techniquc, it is clcar
from a report in Proclus®? that the Chaldcans nevertheless did employ astrolog-
ical symbolism in their rituals.

iii) She goes on to argue that there is a lack of other attestations for Chaldean
Hekate’s lion symbolism (she rejects Michacl Italicus fr. xviii and Porphyry De

fr.1, Lewy p. 244.

91. Hekate Soteria pp 112-114. See my Postscript on pp 134-6 bclow.

92. p 242, but Lewy inconsistently assumes the original on p. 94 n 114, where the
validity of leontouchos (accepted by Lewy) is dependent on the original reading.

93. In rem pub. Il 246, 23 f, cf Lcwy p. 39 n 115.
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abst. [cd. Nauck]| p. 254, 21; cf 206, 13). But this is a wcak argumcnt where
Chaldean lore is concerned for, as we are dealing with a patchy collection of
fragments, the list of features attested only once would, as we might expect, be
a very long one! (Cf. our remarks above on p. 85). Even if we were to accept her
rejection of Michacl Italicus and Porphyry,?* we would still have to reckon
with PGM IV 2812 which pictures Hekate with lions and, as we have re-
marked elsewhere, has other close parallels with our Hekate.

iv) Johnston also raises the point (pp 113-4) that Iamblichus’ allusion to this
fragment (De myst. II. 4) docs not mcntion lions, and she fcels that this would
imply a text of the Oracles, earlier than that of Psellus, which made no refer-
ence to lions. But let us look at the passage concerned, which runs in
Johnston’s translation:

“The magnitude of the epiphanies that accompany the gods is manifested in
such a way that, as [the gods| descend, the whole sky, the sun and the moon
are hidden , and the earth no longer is able to stand steady.”

As the passage clearly shows, Iamblichus’ remarks hcre are about the cpipha-
nies of Gods in general, and not the specific characteristics of the manifcsta-
tion of any one particular deity; hence a reference to things appearing in lion-
form is not to be expected.

Several other more general points on this subject may also be worth making.
I have remarked earlier on the dangers of dismissing lore attributed to the
Chaldeans when our knowledge of the total system is so fragmentary. More-
over, in the present instance it is not clear why Psellus should have introduced
a very rare word like leontouchos ‘lion-possessing’ into his exposition if he is
merely making up the interpretation he gives. And one other point, which we
cannot do more than note here. There is the interesting possibility of a link be-
tween Chaldean Hekate’s association with the encosmic manifestation of the
sign of Leo, and the Gnostic Sophia’s association with the encosmic leonine
deity Ialdabaoth.?> This would be another parallel between the two Goddesses
to add to the others we briefly note on p. 131 below.

SECTION 9: HEKATE IDENTIFIED WITH OTHER GODDESSES

We have already seen that Hekate was identified by the Chaldeans with
Rheal®! (fr. xxxiv) and, if our interpretation of fr. xliv is correct, with Echidna.
Fr. li, which recalls Plato’s description of Athena,®¢ has been convincingly as-
sociated with Hekate by Lewy (p. 95 n 118), thus implying that the Chaldeans
identificd the two Goddesses. This identification is further cvidenced by the
usc of that famous cpithet of Athcna, ‘Virgin’ (parthenos) for Hekate in fr. xii.
Lewy (p. 94 n 116-17) thinks that this usage is evidence for an identification
with Kore/Persephone, but, although the Neoplatonists identified Kore and

94. Porphyry’is"l'ion-headcd Hckatc is probably a Mithraic adaptation of a Chaldcan
image, as | have argued elsewherc (pp 106-7). But there seems no justification for
rejecting Psellus or Italicus.

95. On which see, for example, K. Rudolph Gnosis Edinburgh 1983, pp 73 ff, 78 f{.
96. Laws VII 796c¢.
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Artemis with Hekate,®’ it is not clear whether this was due to Chaldean inspi-
ration or whether they were simply harmonising the Chaldean Goddess with
Hekate’s standard associations in Greco-Roman religion. At any rate, there is
no direct evidence for these identifications in the extant Chaldean material.

Fr. lii

We must now turn to fr. lii (173) which makes an interesting identification be-
tween Aphrodite and primordial matter. The first problem we have to address
is whether this fragment is from the Oracles at all, as attributed by Lydus,®® or
whether we follow Olympiodorus®? in seeing an Orphic source.!® Arguments
for an Orphic origin might be reinforced by the fact that Aphrodite does not
seem to be mentioned elsewhere in the extant Chaldean material, but the case
for the Oracles is strengthencd by Proclus who identifics Aphrodite and the
World-Soul (Hekate) in his Hymn to Aphrodite. Majercik, to whom I owe this
reference (pp 206-7), explains this by saying that the Hymn conflates Chaldean
and Orphic imagery. But I have found no evidence for the equating of Aphro-
dite with Hekate in Orphic material and, unless we are willing to belicve that
Proclus undertook such an identification without the support of his customary
spiritual authorities, the Oracles seem the most likely source. Lewy’s case (p.
267 n 25) for the attribution of this fragment lii (173)—as well as fr. 216—to
the Oracles finds further confirmation in the following considerations.

Firstly, the point is not clearly made by Lewy that if Lydus has made an error
in his attributions, then he will have done so on two scparate occasions,!!
whereas Olympiodorus only makes the one reference, and consequently only
one possible mistake.!2 In addition we should observe that Lydus’ references
to the Oracles are far more frequent than Olympiodorus’,|*! and this fact
would imply less familiarity (and interest) in the Oracles on thc latter’s part.

Secondly, returning to fragment lii and Aphrodite’s description as ‘primordial
matter’ (protogenés hulé), it is noteworthy that both matter and Hckate are ‘fa-
ther-begotten’ (patrogenés),'® and that in the manuscripts of Lydus,!%4
patrogenés seems to be as well or better attested than our passage’s
protogenés.*S! The former reading would cement the Chaldean rclationship be-
tween Aphrodite and Hekate, as well as tying the passage in with the famous
myth of Aphrodite’s gencration from the scevered genitals of Ouranos.

In the third place, we should remember that a link between Aphrodite and
Hekate would have been facilitated by the fact that in standard Greek mythol-

97. Scc the references assembled by Lewy p. 95 n 119.

98. De Mens. 11, 11;32, 1 f (Wiinsch). cf ibid. 11, 8; 41, 7 f = fr. 216.

99. In Alc. 15, 7 (Westerink).

100. Lewy (p. 267 n 25) supports Lydus, whereas Tardicu (Lewy p. 680) and Kroll (p.
10) follow Olympiodorus. Scc the discussion in Majercik pp 206-7, 218.

101. Sce nn 98 & 99 above.

102. Ibid.

103. Matter: Psellus Hypotyp. 27 (and cf fr. 34), Hckate: fr. iv (35); and see also fr. xi
(51), where Soul is ‘primordially generated’ (archigenethlos).

104. Lydus De mensibus ed. R. Wiinsch (Leipzig) 1898, p. 32 app. crit.
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ogy Eros was the son of Aphrodite, and that in the Oracles Eros is one of the
Virtues sprung from Hekate (frr x, xii). We do not have to imagine that the
Oracles actually identified Aphrodite and Hekate, but rather that they thought
of Aphrodite as representing, in the form of ‘father-begotten matter,’ an aspect
of Hekate. We have already seen (pp 108-9) that Hekate was governor of the
aetheric worlds, and that the Chaldean notions of aether, Soul and pneuma
overlapped to form a sort of vitalizing, psychic semi-matter. Was this, then,
the ‘father-begotten matter’ identified with Aphrodite?

OTHER ASPECTS OF CHALDEAN HEKATE

Hekate and the moon.

The identification with the moon was a well established and prominent fea-
ture in Hekate’s cult in Greco-Roman religion by the time the Juliani were ac-
tive (2nd C. AD), so it might seem surprising that it is precisely this identifica-
tion which is, as we shall see in a moment, lacking in the Chaldean material.
However, this was not such a departure from tradition as it might appear, for
there is a body of evidence indicating that Hekate had originally a solar rather
than a lunar character. So before we go on to examine Chaldean Hekate's rela-
tion to the moon, let us take a moment to look at this question.

We might start by noting that the Hurrian Great Goddess Hepat, who is
linked with the origins of Hekate by Kraus (p. 55), was identified with the Hit-
tite Goddess of the sun, Arinna.[*l That solar attributes clung to Hekate’s early
Greek cult (cf p. 113) would explain why Hekate appears with a solar blazon
on thc image depicted in plates 1 & 2, as well as the association of Hekate
with Helios in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter lines 24-6, and in the hymn to
her in Sophocles’ Rhizotomi.!*’! In agreement with her early solar attributes is
Hekate’s fiery nature which was constantly referred to in material concerning
her and was most obviously symbolised by her flaming torches. It is notable
that Hekate maintained her fiery character even in the hymns to the moon in
PGM (e.g. IV, lines 2338-9; 2527, 2530, 2559), in spite of the fact that this in-
troduced a clash in elemental attributions as the lunar element was water and
not fire.148l

But the question that arises at this point is that if Hekate was originally solar
rather than lunar, then how and why did she become a lunar Goddess? The an-
swer is probably as follows: Apollo was early on (5th C. BC)*®! identified with
Helios the sun God, which naturally led to his sister Artemis being equated
with Selene the moon Goddess. Hekate’s lunar attributes followed suit, as she
and Artemis were constantly identified.® The equating of Selene with Ar-
temis and Hekate will have been facilitated by the following factors. All three
Goddesses!®!l were represented as young women, and linked with the wilds and
nature (in Selene’s case through her association with Pan). In addition, for Ar-
temis her role as a birth-Goddess will have suggested the lunar menstrual
cycle, and for Hekate her nightgoing character and triple nature will have sug-

gested the moon, the latter being interpreted as waxing, full and waning in a
lunar context.
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Returning to our discussion of Chaldcan Hckate’s relation to the moon, we
first need to be aware, pace Lewy (whose arguments we will deal with in a mo-
ment), that the fragments about Hekate never equate her with the moon, and
those about the moon never mention Hekate, as a careful look at the texts will
show. In fact, the only real link attested in the material is that the moon is
identified as the “actually visible (autopton agalma) image of Nature,” accord-
ing to Proclus,!% which the theurgist is forbidden to invoke in fr. 101. Though
it is true that Nature “is suspended from the back of the Goddess” |(fr. xiii),
nevertheless the moon as the image of Nature remains an identification twice
removed from the Goddess herself. Hekate’s role as Mistress of Dreams (frr xlii
and xliii.) might at first sight scem to allude to a moon Goddess, but she actu-
ally appears to have got this role from her identification with Rhea (fr. xxxiv
and see p. 123 below), who was Goddess of oneiromancy.!® The non-lunar na-
turc of Chaldean Hekate, although it was a departurc from contemporary
Greco-Roman traditions, follows naturally from her location in the Empyrean
World as a member of the supreme Chaldean triad (frr i-v in section 1), and by
her rulership over the Aetherial worlds (fr. i). For both of these realms are, it
should be emphasised, above and separate from the moon which is to be found
amongst the planets in the Zonaic or first material world.!” Her basically non-
lunar character is also apparent in the fact that she does not descend from the
moon in her epiphanies (frr xxxii and xlvii): in fact, in fr. xlviii, the moon and
the stars are blotted out by her descent.

As we have noted, the identification of Hekate and the moon is a basic as-
sumption of Lewy’s treatment of her in his Chaldean Oracles and Theurgy,
but the reader who closely follows his arguments for the lunar nature of
Chaldean Hekate!® will find that they are confused and circular,2 and depend
upon a supposed metonymical use of the names of Chaldean Gods for the plan-
ets (e.g. pp 49-50, 158) in oracles which have not found general support as
being of Chaldean origin.!53 In fact, even if any of the oracles Lewy uses were
to turn out to be Chaldean Oracles, it would still be hard to scc in them any
hint of a lunar Hekatc.®¥ The simple truth scems to be that Lewy assumed a
lunar nature for Chaldean Hekate on the basis of her character in contempo-
rary Greco-Roman religion. There, her lunar nature is the central element
about which cluster her attributes and identifications with other Goddesses. A
clear example of this can be found in PGM IV, 2785-2871,19 which is called
Prayer to Selene (the moon Goddess) and displays the closest links to Chald-
ean Hekate of any text describing Greco-Roman Hekate. Here she is associated
with Nature (2833), lions (2812), as well as being ‘serpent-girdled’

105. In rem. pub. 11, 133, 1-18; In Tim. lll, 69, 15-16. Cf. also Pscllus Comm. p. 175
dP (-1137a, 2-10.)

106. Bouché-Leclercq Histoire de la divination dans I'antiquité 1-1V (Paris) 1880,
Tome I p. 285, Il p. 52.

107. See the chart of the Chaldean Universe on p. 87.

108. Which are best traced through Tardieu’s Index rerum, s.v. “Hekate: mistress of
the moon” in Lewy p. 655.

109. Translated on pp 75-7 above.
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(2864 z6nodrakontos) which latter provides the most striking parallel with her
Chaldcan attributes, and there is even a reference to her womb (2803 nédus'!Y).
But the similarities between this text and the Chaldean material!!! serve to
point up the utterly different focus (i.e. lunar and non-lunar) between the God-
dess here and our Hekate.

THE ORIGINS OF CHALDEAN HEKATE

We can now see that the connections of Chaldean Hekate with the moon are
very peripheral. But this now raises the question of her origins because, were
Chaldean Hekate primarily a development of the Greco-Roman Goddess, it
would be difficult to see how her most central feature, namely her lunar sym-
bolism, could have become so marginalised. Before we investigate other possi-
bilities for the origins of Chaldean Hekate, we should point out Lewy’s excel-
lent work in delineating the Platonic background of Hekate’s role as the
World-Soul.!'2 But, while this symbology was undoubtably an important influ-
ence on our Hekate’s imagery, it does not assist us in finding the origins of the
Chaldean Goddess herself.

As a preliminary to this investigation we need, I feel, to be clear that
Hekate’s Chaldean status as foremost Goddcss in a pantheon is not actually
paralleled in contemporary Greco-Roman religious material.!'3 It is true that
Lewy argues just this (pp 362-4); but a close examination of the two hymns
from PGM which Lewy uses to make his case!!* clearly demonstrate that it is
Selene (the moon), rather than Hekate, who is the central element around
which the syncretic cluster crystallizes and to whom, in fact, both hymns are
dedicated.®® Here we find oursclves back once morc to the contrast between
non-lunar Chaldean Hekate and her lunar Greco-Roman countcrpart.

Lewy also quotes, in the course of making his case, the Orphic Hymns:
Hymn 1 To Hekate as a parallel to the status of Chaldean Hekate,!!> but this
turns out to be another red herring. For not only are the epithets applied to
Hekate here no grander than the epithets used of practically every other deity
in the Hymns, but they are in truth considerably less grand than those applied
to the Mother of the Gods (Hymn 27), Earth (Hymn 26), Nature (Hymn 10),
and so on, as a reading of these hymns will show.

110. Unless nédus here means ‘belly’

111. Which are likely to be duc to the dependency of the magical text on Chaldcan
material, rather than vice-versa. Cf note [29].

112. p 353 ff. As usual, this piece must bc used with care. Scc now Johnston’s exten-
sive cxploration of this topic: pp 13-75, 153-163, et passim.

113. Although, as we note elsewhere (p. 120), Greco-Roman Hcekate did have Great
Goddess origins.

114. PGM 1V. 2523-2567 and 2785-2870: we have already discussed the sccond of
these hymns above.

115. Lewy p. 363 nn 200, 202.
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THE ASSYRIAN CONNECTION

I: Hekate & Atargatis

Since Hekate’s Greco-Roman background does not seem to furnish us with a
satisfactory background for the character and dominant status of Chaldean
Hekate, it is clear that we need to look elsewhere. We shall find a hint of
where to direct our attention in an interesting passage!!¢ from Proclus’ Com-
mentary on the Parmenides which deals with the First and Second Fathers of
the Chaldean trinity. It runs as follows:

“And this precisely is their theological teaching: through the voice of the true
theologians they have handed down to us this hint regarding the First
Principle. They call it by a name of their own, ‘Had,’ which is their word for
‘one’, so it is translated by people who know their language. And they
duplicate it in order to name the Demiurgic Intellect of the world, which they
call ‘Hadad, worthy of all praise.” They do not say that it comes immediately
next to the One, but only that it is comparable to the One by way of
proportion: for as that Intellect is to the Intelligible, so the One is to the
whole invisible world, and for that reason the latter is called simply ‘Had,’
but the other which duplicates it is called ‘Hadad.’” (trans. Klibansky & La-
bowsky pp 59-61).15¢l

This passage furnishes us with important information on the First and Sec-
ond Fathers and here, incidentally, Proclus himsclf gives thec game away that
these two entities actually corresponded to the Onc and the Demiurge in the
original Chaldean system rather than thc first and third members of the Intcl-
lectual Realm, as he preferred to maintain when he was reconciling Chaldean
teachings with his Neoplatonic ontology.!!” The “pceople who know their lan-
guage” are almost certainly Porphyry and/or Iamblichus, both of whom were
of Semitic extraction, for had is Aramaic (or Syriac) for ‘one.’''® That the
Chaldeans saw the Second Father as essentially a doublet of the First goes a
long way towards explaining the confusing overlapping epithets for these two
dcities in the Chaldean Oracles, such as ‘Father’ and ‘Mind.’'1?

Hadad was a Syrian thunderbolt-wielding war, storm and weather God who
was identified with Zeus and who was best known in the Greco-Roman world
as the consort of the great Syrian Goddess Atargatis.!20 Even by itself, this ob-
servation would tend to suggest that Chaldean Hekate might be related to this
Goddess!®’! and, as we shall see, there is plenty of evidence to indicate that this
is indeed the case.

116. Klibansky and Labowsky (eds.) Procli Commentarium in Parmenidem: pars ulti-
ma adhuc inedita, interprete Guillelmo de Moerbeke London 1953, p. 60, 1-9.

117. Sce Lewy pp 483-4 for a chart of (most of) the correspondences. Cf also Kliban-
sky & Labowsky’s note on p. 95.

118. Accordingly I have emended ‘Ad’ and ‘Adad’ to ‘Had’ and ‘Hadad.’ Cf van Berg,
P-L. Répertoire des sources Grecques et Latines sauf le DE DEA SYRIA (CCDS 1.
Les sources littéraires) Leiden 1972. Text 120 p. 96 n 2. (hereafter: van Berg)

119. See Majercik’s index s.v. patér and nous.

120. Sec Oden Studies in Lucian’s DE SYRIA D EA Missoula 1977, pp 47-55.
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That Chaldean Hekate cloaked an oriental Grcat Mother Goddcss was al-
ready suspected by Kroll and GRS Mead, %8 and the latter went so far as to say:
“Hekate seems to have been the best equivalent our Greek mystics could find
in the Hellenic pantheon for the mysterious and awe-inspiring Primal Mother
or Great Mother of Oriental mystagogy.”*® As it happcns, there is good rcason
to believe that even Greco-Roman Hekate developed out of castern Great God-
dess traditions. Her origins are linked with the Hurrian Great Goddess Hepat
by Kraus (p. 55). And the fact that Hekate’s chief and perhaps oldest cult center
at Lagina was “a temple state of the oriental type where there (were) also sa-
cred eunuchs,”® shows an association right from the beginning between Hek-
ate and the eastern Great Goddesses Cybele and Atargatis, in whose cults eu-
nuchs were prominent.l$!! This association is emphasised by the fact that the
Hurrian Hepat (or Hebat) was paired with the weather God Teshup (or Teshub)
who were identified in the 13th C. BC with the Hittite Tarhunnas ‘Weather
God of Hatti’ and Wurusemu ‘Sun Goddess of Arinna,’ which pair again repre-
sent the earlier Hattian deities Taru (a weather God) and Estan (a sun God-
dess).12l This pattern of weather God and consort arc clearly reflected in the
Syrian Hadad and Atargatis who in turn, as we are discussing, lie behind the
Chaldean Hadad and Hekate. The Great Goddess conncction is also underlined
by Greco-Roman Hekate’s frequent identification with Artemis who, though
she was often represented (like Hekate) in a rather weak and sanitised form in
carly sources,!® nevertheless had an ancicnt, dark and bloody side, and as the
‘Mistress of Wild Beasts’ (potnia thérén) can be traced back as far as the Palac-
olithic (Burkert pp 149, 151-152). Accordingly, Artemis was rcadily identified
with eastern Great Goddesses (Burkert p. 149). These Great Goddess origins of
Hekate can still be seen in the hymn to her in Hesiod’s Theogony (411-52)
which allots her a position of honour in every domain, as well as the evidence
showing an early solar dimension to Hekate which rclates her to the Hittite
Wurusemu and Hattian Estan discussed above.64!

However, in thinking that Chaldean Hekate cloaked an eastern Great God-
dess, both Kroll and Mead had in mind the Phrygian Great Mother, Cybele or
Magna Mater, rather than the Syrian Atargatis. Certainly, Cybelc has had a
part—and perhaps quite a substantial part—to play in the development of
Chaldean Hekate; but I suspect that her influence was less dominating and di-
rect than that we will see was exerted by Atargatis and, given the patterns of
relationship we are exploring in this essay, it would be reasonable to scc Cy-
bele’s influence as mediated through the figure of Rhea and through reciprocal
influences between Cybele and the Syrian Goddess herself, which were then
channeled to Chaldean Hekate through the medium of the latter %%

Let us begin our survey of our Hekate’s and Atargatis’ relations by turning to
Lucian’s De Syria Dea parag. 32.'2! There we shall find that he identifies vari-
ous aspects of Atargatis with the following Goddesses: Athena, Aphrodite, Sc-
lene, Rhea, Artemis, Nemesis and the Fatcs. Of these deities, we have alrcady
scen that Athena, AFhroditc, Rhea and Fatc arc identificd or associated with
Chaldean Hekate;!%¢! Nemesis follows from her scourgebearing (fr. xix) and

IZIV.VAftﬁdgegéac:(-éa-s_.)—The Syrian Goddess (De Dea Syria) attributed to Lucian
Missoula 1976, p. 42.
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avenging'?? functions; whercas Selene and Artemis arc standard attributes of
Hekate in Greco-Roman religion (though, as we have discussed previously, in
Chaldean lore Hekate’s lunar attributes are marginalised). The only identifica-
tion which does not get a look in in the extant fragments of Chaldean Hekate's
symbolism is Lucian’s primary one of Hera. But this equation was made on ac-
count of, as Oden (Studies pp 56-8) points out, the identification of her consort
Hadad with Zeus. We should note here that the distinctly secondary position
of Hadad to Atargatis in the Syrian Goddess’ cult!®’l provides an excellent ex-
planation for Hadad’s inferior position to Hekate in the Chaldean hicrarchy.68]

Returning to De Syria Dea parag. 32, we find that like Chaldean Hckate,
Atargatis wears a girdle (kestos);|6% likewise she wears a headdress;'23 and there
is a gem set on her head from whence “a great light shines from this by night,
and the whole temple is illumined by it as if by lamps.”'?* This would explain
the mysterious fr. xvi where Hekate’s hair is “piercingly seen by a bristling
light.” We must go on to note that Atargatis is very frequently depicted with
lions, as her consort Hadad is with bulls, and this once again relates her to
Chaldcan Hekate.l!

In contrast to Atargatis’ lions, bull imagery is very prominent in Hekate’s
Greco-Roman cult, as a glance at the hymns in our Hymns of Hekate section
will confirm (cf p. 106 above). But its only appearance in the symbology of
Chaldean Hekate is in her four-headed image in fr. xix bis. The explanation for
this is probably twofold: on the one hand, the bull is astrologically lunar
(moon exalted in Taurus) and, as we have seen, Chaldean Hekate’s lunar asso-
ciations are peripheral; on the other hand, influence from the Syrian Atargatis
cult will mean that the bull will have suggested Hadad (the Second Father)
rather than Hekate.

Another link between the Syrian Goddess and our Hekate is to be found in
the representations of Atargatis as half woman, half fish,!?% in a ‘mermaid’
form which precisely parallels the half woman, half serpent form of Echidna,
whom we have seen there is good reason to view as a lower manifestation of
Chaldean Hekate.'26 We should also remark on a parallcl of rcligious practice
between Atargatis’ cult centre at Hierapolis and Hckate’s cult as practiscd by
the theurgic Neoplatonists. At Hierapolis the statues of deities “sweat and
move about and give oracles,”'?” which is reminiscent of a report in Eunapius
where a statue of Hekate moves at the behest of Maximus of Ephesus!”!!

Oden believes that Atargatis arose from the combination of at least two, and
perhaps three, major Canaanite Goddesses: ‘Ashtart, ‘Anat and 'Ashcra.mf of
course we have to remember that it is a long way from thesc ancient Goddess-
cs to Chaldean Hekate, so the following comments can be no more than sug-
gestions for possible links. Nevertheless, in this connection it is interesting to
122. See fr. xliv, xix bis, and thc discussion on pp 110-11.

123. Cf Fr. xvii a. And see the discussion of van Berg Text 84 below.
124. Ed. Attridge & Oden p. 44 (trans. p. 45].

125. Oden Syrian Goddess (MR 9) p. 4.

126. frr xliv and xliv bis, and the discussion on pp 110-11.

127. De Syria Dea 10.
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find that ‘Ashtart was represented as “a naked girl, with immature breasts,
astride a galloping stallion...armed either with bow and arrows or with shield
and javelin.”'*® and compare this with our fr. xlix (146): “...or a child mount-
ed on the back of a swift horse...or even a child shooting a bow and standing
on horseback.” Remaining with the subject of ‘Ashtart’s representations as an
armed war Goddess,!?? we might recall fr. li (72): “For I, the Divine, have ar-
rived, armed from head to toe” which we have already associated with Athc-
na.!30 Turning our attention to ‘Anat, wc find that onc of her standard epithcts
was 'virgin’ (Ugaritic batultu),'3! and that Atargatis was called ‘virgin’ (par-
thenos);l"3] and that, like Chaldean Hekate, she combined this quality with
being a mother.I”* While it is true that none of the extant fragments of Chald-
ean material actually use the term ‘mother’ (métér) in relation to Hekate,!”! it
is clear that the numerous fragments describing her life-giving wombs and en-
souling functions must indicate the same function.'3?

Our collection of Hekate fragments has demonstrated how prominent the
image of her as ‘Source’ (pégé) is, and how she is viewed as the origin of Soul,
Virtues, Angels and Demons and so forth;!33 so it is of great interest that the
name of Atargatis’ main cult center in Northern Syria was Bambyce meaning
‘Spring’ or ‘Source’ (known to the Greeks as Hierapolis ‘Sacred City’).[”¢) Oden
goes on to remark that “The Syrian Goddess was looked to as a source of fer-
tility and therefore was almost always worshipped around sources of water”
and that “Atargatis was above all a Goddess of the earth’s and sea’s fertili-
ty.”134 In van Berg’s collection of litcrary sources on the Syrian Goddess, Text
133 (pp 107-110) a Goddess is actually addressed as Source (pégé); but this is a
report with several problems. For on the one hand the Goddess concerned is a
syncretistic combination of the Christian Mary and the Mother of the Gods
(with features of Atargatis), and on the other, the late date of the material here
means we have to reckon with the real possibility of influence deriving from
the Oracles themselves.

Van Berg Text 84

We must not leave van Berg’s collection of sources on Atargatis without exam-
ining Text 84 (pp 53-55). This piece is from Cornutus’ Theologiae Graecae
compendium § 6,77 and is remarkable in that it presents an impressive num-
ber of parallels to Chaldean Hekate in the space of a few lincs. We shall there-
fore present the passage in full:

“Rhea is portrayed in iconography in a manner consonant with the flow [rhu-
sis] which she represents; quite reasonably they also attribute the cause of

128 Albnght Yahweh and the Gods of Canaan, apud Oden ibid. p. 75 n 137.
129. See Oden ibid. p. 76.

130. P. 114 above. Of course, there is no rcason why thesc associations should be mu-
tually exclusive.

131. Oden ibid. pp 81-2

132. E.g. frr vii, viii, xx, Xxxx-xxxv, etc.

133. E.g. frr viii, x-xii bis, xviii, xlii, xlviii, etc.
134. Oden ibid. pp 2-3.
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rain to her. Since for the most part rain occurs with thunder and lightning,
they also presented her as taking pleasure in drums, cymbals, horns, and
torch processions. Initially they gave her the eponym ‘Ida’ which is a moun-
tain which stretches into the high air and can be seen (idein| from afar. Fur-
ther, since showers press down from above and are frequently observed com-
ing on from the mountains, they called her a mountain dweller, and they
brought in lions, the most noble of the beasts in the mountains, to draw her
chariot for her. Or it may have been because storms have a rather wild look.
Further, she wears a turreted crown because originally cities were placed
upon mountains either for the sake of security or because she is the founder of
the first and archetypal city—the world. They also gave her a poppy-head,
symbolising that she was the cause of the production of life. Along these lines
they also surround her breast with certain other symbols to show that the va-
riety of everything that exists has arisen through her.

The Syrian Atargatis is apparently also the same. People honour her by ab-
staining from doves and fish, signifying that the things which particularly
demonstrate the fluidity of substance are air and water. ”'35

We list below the group of close parallels which this text displays between
Rhea/Atargatis (and Cybele) and Chaldean Hekate:

i) The play on ‘Rhea’ and words connected with the concept of flowing is
also present in the Oracles fr. xxxiv (Rhea-rhoé).

ii) Rhea/Atargatis as cause of rain is matched in a theurgic context by Pro-
clus’ .usc of Hekate’s iynx to end a drought in Attica.'3¢

iii) Rhea/Atargatis is here associated with lightning, like Chaldean Hekate
(frr iv [35], xlviii [147]).

iv) Likewise Rhea/Atargatis is associatcd with lions, as is Chaldcan Hckate
(frr xviii, xlviii (147) and xlviii bis. Cf thc discussion on pp 113-4.)

v) The turreted crown mentioned here is probably related to Hekate’s crown
(frr xvii b, xx bis).

vi) Both Cornutus’ text and the Oracles (fr. xxxv [32]) describe their Goddess-
es with the epithet ‘life-generating’ (z60gonos).

vii) To these observations we must add that Chaldean Hekate seems to have
got her role as mistress of dreams from Rhea, as we noted earlier (p. 117).

In sum, this report demonstrates that an important complcx of attributes be-
longing to Chaldcan Hekate were already associatcd with Rhea/Atargatis/Cy-
bele by Cornutus’ time, which is the earlier part of the first C. AD. The passage
well illustrates the kind of background symbolism drawn upon in the image of
Chaldean Hekate.

135. The translation is that of R. S. Hays Lucius Annaeus Cornutus’ “Epidrome” (In-
troduction to the traditions of Greek theology): introduction, translation and
notes. PhD thesis 1983. pp 59-60.

136. Marinus Vita Procli § 28.




page 124 Ronan CHALDEAN HEKATE

I1: The First and Second Fathers

Let us turn our attention away from Hekate and Atargatis for a moment in
order to make some more observations on the other two members of the
Chaldean Triad, the First Father (or Once Transcendent) and the Second Father
{or Twice Transcendent). We have observed previously (p. 119) that the identi-
fication of the Second Father with Hadad was explicitly made in the Chaldean
material. Now Hadad was usually identified with Zeus chiefly on their sharing
the attribute of a thunderbolt,”® so it is of significance that Hekate has ‘Light-
ning-receiving Wombs’ (préstérhodochoi kolpoi, fr. iv) and several other pas-
sages also make mention of these thunderbolts (frr 34, 81, 82). It is not very
clear in these fragments as to whether the thunderbolts issue from the First or
Second Father, but perhaps who they came from ncver was very clear, for the
attributes of these two deities overlapped, as we have already remarked.

If Chaldean Hekate cloaks Atargatis, and The Second Father Hadad, then per-
haps the First Father will ultimately reflect ‘El “the grand patriarchal deity of
Canaanite religion whose divine decrees are a necessary prelude to the under-
taking of any major action.”"37 This description puts us in mind of fr. 22 of the
Oracles where the First Father “nods his assent” to the division into three pro-
posed by (presumably) the Second Father.!”?! Attridge & Oden!? think that ‘El
might be represented by the bearded Apollo in the cult sanctuary at Hierapolis
in § 35 of De Syria Dea. But be this as it may, the most obvious candidate for
the third member of a triad at Hierapolis would be the enigmatic ‘Sign’
(séméion) in § 33 of Lucian’s work. Nevertheless, Oden has argued,!3? against
the general view, that the ‘Sign’ does not represent a third deity forming a triad
with Atargatis and Hadad, but that it rather originates in a symbol for
Atargatis herself. Since a Hierapolitan triad is of some interest for us as a
likely precursor of our Chaldean trinity, it may be worth our while to take a
closer look at the passage in question, which runs in Attridge and Oden’s
translation as follows:

“Between the two statues |i.e. of Atargatis and Hadad| stands another golden
image, not at all like the other statues. It does not have its own particular
character, but it bears the qualities of the other Gods. It is called ‘Sign’ by the
Assyrians themselves, and they have not given it any particular name, nor do
they speak of its origin or form. Some attribute it to Dionysus, others to Deu-
calion, still others to Semiramis. Indeed, on its head stands a golden dove. For
this reason, then, they say that this ‘Sign’ belongs to Semiramis.”

Now, whatever validity there may be to Oden’s arguments about its origins,
it is clear from this passage in De Syria Dea that Lucian considcred that the
mysterious Sign concealed a third deity related to these two, even if he wasn't
sure who it was. And it also secms clear, since he cites three different opinions
for its identity, that other devotecs of the Syrian Goddess also believed it to
represent another deity. It seems certain then that, by Lucian’s time at any
rate, the enigmatic Sign was taken for a third deity forming a triad with Atar-

137; Attridge_ & Oden -op._ cit. p. 4
138. Ibid. Cf Oden Studies p. 125.
139. Studies pp 109 ff
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gatis and Hadad. In looking at the text we are also struck by something else:
the priests of Atargatis do not answer questions about the Sign’s name, origin
or form, and instead they preserve an esoteric silence which results in specula-
tive solutions by the ordinary laity. Clearly the identity of the Sign was privi-
leged information which was not available to the regular worshipper. This rcti-
cence about the Sign is rather reminiscent of contemporary Jewish esotericism
regarding the Supreme Being (YHWH), the pronunciation of whose name was
also a closely-guarded secret and who likewise had no anthropomorphic ico-
nography. We should also remark that in representations the Sign tends to ap-
pear slightly higher than Atargatis and Hadad, thus forming the apex of a trian-
gle of which they are the base.!*0 These two observations—the esotericism re-
garding the Sign, and the fact that it formed the apex of a triangle with the
other two—tend to suggest that the Sign stood for a deity who was considered
the supreme member of the trinity. This trinity would then have run in the se-
quence Sign—Atargatis—Hadad (since, as we have already seen above, Hadad
was Atargatis’ consort and held an inferior position to her in the cult). We now
have a precise parallel for the Chaldean trinity of Had—Hckatc—Hadad and
this implies that the ultimate source for the Chaldean triad is to be found in
the religion of the Syrian Goddess.

Two further facts lend our hypothesis additional support: firstly, the Chald-
ean traditions claimed to teach the wisdom of both the Chaldeans and the As-
syrians,'#! and thus this Hierapolitan (and explicitly ‘Assyrian’) source for the
Chaldean supreme triad would represent an ‘Assyrian’ contribution. Secondly,
and perhaps even more significantly, the ‘Assyrian’ sequence of the triad
would provide us with an excellent answer to the puzzle of why Hekate,
whose Platonic equivalent is Cosmic Soul (sce pp 108 and 135-6), occupics a
position in the Chaldean triad superior to the Second Father or Hadad, who is
the Chaldean Demiurge,'4? thus reversing the normal platonic sequence of De-
miurge followed by Cosmic Soul. Otherwise this reversal is extremely difficult
to account for in a platonically-inspired theological system.

These arguments are of sufficient substance, I feel, to establish that there
was some sort of a link between the triad at Atargatis’ cult centre and the
Chaldean supreme triad.

There is one other piece of evidence which we should mention as it demon-
strates that the etymology of Hadad as ‘One, One’ circulated independently of
Chaldean teachings. This is Macrobius’ Saturnalia (I. 23, 17-20). There, the
‘One, One’ etymology is given and attributed to the ‘Assyrians,’ who are here a
reference to the traditions of Zeus-Hadad at Heliopolis, on whose cult Macro-
bius is discoursing. It is evident from Macrobius’ context that this etymology
cannot be derived from either Chaldean lorc or teachings from Atargatis’ cult
centre at Hierapolis; for although Atargatis is mentioned in Macrobius’ passage
she is placed in a firmly secondary position to Hadad. Is it then possible that

140. Oden Studies p. 160, figs. 1+2.

141. Sec Lewy p. 444 (excursus 1 c). The Atargatis background to Chaldcan Hckate
and the Janiculum link {on which see below) also represent ‘Assyrian’ portions.

142. For references it is probably simplest to consult Majercik p. 6.



page 126 Ronan CHALDEAN HEKATE

the cult at Heliopolis could have bcen the ultimate source for our Hadad ety-
mology? But this seems unlikely, because ‘One, One’ tends to suggest two, and
it is not easy to think of such an etymology arising where Zeus-Hadad was su-
preme God, as he was at Heliopolis. As already noted, the Heliopolitanians
cannot have got it from Chaldean lore, and the best suggestion would scem to
be that it was formulated where Hadad was a secondary deity, the prime con-
tender being Atargatis’ cult centre at Hierapolis.®® Both the Heliopolitan cult
and the Chaldean traditions would then have got it from this source.

Our investigation of the rclations between Atargatis and Chaldean Hekate
has turned up a substantial number of links, but it is clearly an area where
much more work needs to be done, particularly on the influence exerted by
conceptions of Rhea (and Cybele). The role of Rhea in particular seems impor-
tant because of the complex of links which we discussed earlier between her,
Atargatis and Chaldean Hekate. But one question in particular rcmains: why is
it that it was Hekate who became the interpretatio Graeca for Atargatis in the
Chaldean system? Rhea might have seemed the more obvious choice for, as we
remarked previously, she was already identified with Atargatis and had major
attributes of the Chaldean Goddess by Cornutus’ time.

We will move closer to an understanding, I would suggest, if we realise the
extent to which the Chaldean interpretation of Hekate is less a product of syn-
cretism, as suggested by Kroll and Lewy!®!! or just a puzzling departure from
Greco-Roman traditions, than a return to Hekate’s Great Goddess origins. Our
previous discussion has already shown that in making Hekatc the supreme
Goddess of their pantheon, and in marginalising her lunar attributes and devel-
oping her leonine and solar links (sec p. 116), the Chaldcans were producing
imagery that has more in common with Hekate’s early Great Goddess back-
ground than with the syncretistic Greco-Roman Goddess. It remains to recall
our earlier remarks (p. 120} about Hekate’s links with the older Hurrian Hepat
who was paired with the Hurrian weather God Teshup, a grouping which we
noted was reflected in Atargatis and the storm God Hadad who, as we now
know, lie behind Hekate and the Second Father.

Taken together, these considerations suggest that the Chaldeans were draw-
ing on older traditions which preserved Hekate’s Near-Eastern Great Goddess
features, and it would seem to be a reasonable inference that thesc traditions
may well have already identified Hekate with the contemporary Near-Eastern
Great Goddess Atargatis. If we now raise the question as to what sort of a
channel might have served to link these traditions with our Chaldeans, we
might with profit turn our eyes to the Syrian sanctuary on the Janiculum
whose links with our foregoing discussion we shall now proceed to examine.

HEKATE AND THE SANCTUARY ON THE JANICULUM

We have observed earlier that one of Chaldean Hekate’s major iconographical
features was being represented as serpent encoiled,'#? so it is noteworthy that a
statue of Atargatis found at the sanctuary of the Syrian Gods on the Janiculum
in Rome shows her likewise coiled about with a serpent.!82! This motif seems

143._—Fn::-_ix, xviii and the discussion on p. 105 above.
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particularly characteristic of this sanctuary which was associated with more
than one scrpent-coiled deity.'** Since the Juliani (the producers or transmit-
ters of the Oracles) seem to have been based in Rome,'*> we might be prepared
to entertain the idea of some sort of a connection between the Juliani and this
sanctuary. The fact that Proclus’ Hymn to Hekate (sec pp 73-4) is dedicated to
Janus as well is also a pointer in this direction, since the Janiculum, as its
name implies, was early associated with Janus. Proclus’ association of Hekate
and Janus (who is equated with Zeus and therefore with the Demiurge and
Hadad) is surely based on his Chaldean theological authorities, for it is not—as
far as I know—an association found elsewhere.®3 The third member of the
Chaldean supreme triad was viewed as dual in nature according to Chaldean
doctrine (frr ii bis, 8), as we have also seen from the etymology of his name
Hadad as ‘One, One’ above. This dual nature relates him to the two-faced God
Janus. It is therefore not surprising to find that at the Janiculum sanctuary
there was a “small altar bearing a dedication to the Syrian god Hadad.”'4¢
Also found at the site was a relief of Atargatis assimilated to Cybele and
Tyche/Fortuna.'4’

This sanctuary was associated with the worship of the Goddess Furrina who
was identified with the Eumenides and linked with Hekate by Cicero in his De
natura deorum III. 46.18¢ The remains of what was probably a hekateion was
also found in the temple, and around the top of the base wcre thrce female fig-
ures who may well have been the Nymphae Furrinae;'*® who were a triple
nymphic form of the Goddess Furrina. In view of the link between Furrina and
Hekate attested here, one wonders if there could be a connection between the
three Nymphae Furrinae and three Chaldean Azonaic Hekatae of fr. xx (q.v.),
and perhaps the Nymphs in fr. 216 as well:

“Nymphs of the Springs (numphai pégaiai) and all water spirits; hollows of the
earth, air, and beneath the solar rays; male and female lunar riders of all mat-
ter...”

The mention of springs reminds us of Chaldean Hekate’s (and Atargatis’)
prominent associations with the concept of a sourcc (pégé), and so it is no sur-
prise to find that the Janiculum sanctuary was built on a spring.!4®

Adding additional weight to the hypothesis of links between the Chaldeans
and the Janiculum sanctuary is the evidence for the worship of a triad of divin-
ities at the sanctuary, which is particularly interesting in view of thc existence
of a Chaldean supreme triad and the importance of triadic structures generally
in Chaldean material. We shall not tackle this matter in detail as it would take
us too far afield; but it is instructive to read Goodhue’s passage on the Janicu-
lum triad (p. 60 ff) in the light of the material we have been discussing above

144. Cf Toynbee ibid. p. 242 (13)
145. Lewy pp 3-4, 313, 428.

146. Goodhue, N. The Lucus Furrinae and the Syrian Sanctuary on the [aniculum.
Amsterdam 1975 p. 13 & n.24.

147. Goodhue ibid. p. 23.
148. Goodhue p. 37 and elsewhere.
149. Goodhue pp 52, 141.
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on the Chaldean triad; and we might point out that for his Osiris/Hermes/Di-
onysus connection (p. 62 ff) we have Psellus Ekthesis 1152a, 12 (dP p. 189) and
1152b, 7-8 (dP p. 190) giving suggestive correspondences on the Chaldean side.

We have only been able to touch on the interesting issues raised by the Janic-
ulum connection, and it is clearly another instance where more research is
called for.

CHALDEAN HEKATE AND MITHRAS

The fourth century AD Christian polemicist Firmicus Maternus preserves
some interesting information on Hekate and Mithras in his Errors of Pagan Re-
ligions. The passagc runs as follows:!50

“The Persians and all the Magi who dwell in the confines of the Persian land
give their preference to fire and think it ought to be ranked above all the other
elements. So they divide fire into two potencies, relating its nature to the
potency of the two sexes, and attributing the substance of fire to the image of
a man and the image of a woman. The woman they represent with a triform
countenance, and entwine her with snaky monsters. This they do so as not to
disagree in any way with their sponsor, the devil; they want to have their
goddess be sprouting all over with snakes and thus be adorned with the
devil's polluted insignia. |2] The male they worship as a cattle rustler, and his
cult they relate to the potency of fire as his prophet handed down the lore to
us, saying: Musta booklopiés, sundexie patros agauou. [ “Initiate of cattle-
rustling, companion by handclasp of an illustrious father’]. Him they call
Mithra, and his cult they carry on in hidden caves, so that they may be
forever plunged in the gloomy squalor of darkness and thus shun the grace of
light resplendent and serene. O true consecration of a divinity! O repulsive
inventions of a barbaric code! Him whose crimes you acknowledge you think
to be a god. So you who declare it proper for the cult of the Magi to be carried
on by the Persian rite in these cave temples, why do you praise only this
among the Persian customs! If you think it worthy of the Roman name to
serve the cults of the Persians, the laws of the Persians... |[Two folios of the
MS are missing at this point] [3] ...[the goddess| who, armed with a shield and
protected by a cuirass, is consecrated on the pinnacle of the Acropolis. Again
another third is the one which in the wild and secluded forests obtains
dominion over the beasts of the field. The last part of that threefold division
is the one which makes known the pathways of the lusts, the base desires, the
enticements of perverse concupiscence. Therefore they assign one part as the
head'’s, so that it seems in some sort to embrace man's passion. Another they
fix in the heart, so that it seems, like the forests, to embrace the variety of
different thoughts which we conceive by manifold concentration. The third
part is fixed in the liver, whence spring libido and voluptuousness. For it is in
the liver that the fecund genital semen gathers and by its natural stimuli stirs
up concupiscence.”

150. ZicglérTuij—i’;ﬁi_(ﬁ;; _N_latcrnus De errore profanarum religionum Licpzig 1907,
§ 5, 1-4. The translation herc is that of C. A. Forbes Firmicus Maternus: The
Error of Pagan Religions New York 1970, pp 51-53.
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This is an interesting passage which raises the issue of Chaldean Hekate's re-
lation to Mithraism. It is not the only literary reference to a link, sincc Por-
phyry in his On abstinence from animal food makes mention of a four-headed
Hekate (horse, bull, lioness and dog) in a context which, as we remarked previ-
ously, is probably Mithraic.!5! Moreover, images of Hekate have been found in
Mithraic sanctuaries, and there is at least one example of someone as a priest
of both Mithras and Hekate. (85l

This passage has been used by R. Merkelbach!52 to argue that Hekate repre-
sented Cosmic Soul in the Mithraic religion, a vicw which has been challenged
by Robert Turcan, 8] who prefers to sce the Goddess in question as the Persian
deity Anahita. S. I. Johnston, in her Hekate Soteirad®’) (to whom I owc both
these references) has also expressed reservations about Merkelbach’s view, and
mentions the possibility that the image Firmicus Maternus mentions may
have been Mithraic but the exegesis he quotes may not have been.

In commenting on this, we might start by reminding ourselves that Firmicus
Maternus may not be a very reliable source—he is after all writing a particular-
ly nasty piece of religious polemic. It is also all too easily forgotten that we
know next to nothing of Mithraic doctrines, which renders dogmatic state-
ments about their contents particularly risky. Furthermore, it only scems like-
ly (rather than certain) that the triadic symbolism of the Soul—which follows
a substantial lacuna—is related to the triadic Goddess of the first part. On the
other hand there is definite archaeological evidence that Hekate and Mithras
were linked up in some way and, more to the point in our prcsent investiga-
tion, the grouping together of fire symbolism, being cncoiled in serpents, and
an association—if it is valid—with Soul, certainly do suggcest distinctive fea-
turcs of Chaldcan Hckate. Neverthcless, rather than sce these fcatures as hav-
ing been introduced by Firmicus Maternus, as Johnston suggests,'>® might it
not be more likely that these Chaldean elements were introduced by the Mith-
raists themselves? Surely the Neoplatonists were not the only Pagans to be im-
pressed by the powerful imagery of the Chaldean Oracles, and their eastcrn or-
igin would have been an agreeable feature to the Mithraists who believed in
the (what actually scem to be rather imaginary) eastern origins of their own re-
ligion. This suggestion finds support in Porphyry’s mention of a four-hecaded
Hekate which, as we have noted above, seems to be in a Mithraic context and
is likely to be derived from Chaldean sources. The possibility that the influ-
ence worked in the other direction, and that the Chaldeans adopted their sym-
bolism from Mithraism, seems rather remote: the investigations into the ori-
gins of Chaldean Hekate undertaken in this essay have not pointcd in the di-
rection of Mithraism, and there is certainly no trace in Chaldcan teachings of
the pairing of Hekate and Mithras which we would expect if thec Chaldeans
had borrowed from the material outlincd by Firmicus Matcrnus.

151. Nauck (ed.) Porphyry De abstentia Leipzig 1886, Book 1V, p. 254, 21, cf p. 206,
13. This image may be a Mithraic interpretation of a Chaldcan symbol: see
below and pp 106-7 above.

152. R. Merkelbach Mithras Meisenheim am Glan 1984 pp 234-5.

153. Ibid. p. 162 n 29
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HELICOIDAL HEKATE

One fcature which appears repcatedly in Chaldecan Hekate’s symbolism is her
helicoidal imagery. This occurs in her iconography as her serpent-encoiled
form (frr xviii, ix), and again in her underworld counterpart Echidna who is de-
scribed in the twisting imagery of fr. xlv (cf fr. 172). It reappears in her epipha-
nies (fr. xlix, cf iii bis) as her spiralling fire, and once more in the structure of
her strophalos which is turned by its twisted, spiralling cords (fr. xlvi bis). It is
clear from these examples that this helicoidal symbolism is fundamental to
Chaldean Hekate, but equally it seems to be absent from her Greco-Roman
counterpart, except where she might be justly suspected of showing Chaldean
influence, as in the Selene hymns in PGM IV.!54

As we have remarked previously, the Timaeus image of the World-Soul
“twisting upon itself in circles” (Tim. 36e: cf. p. 105 and Lewy p. 353 f) has
clearly had some influence here, but this scems to be a slender basis on which
to account for such a dominant feature. On the other hand we have scen how
much of our Hekate’s symbolism can be seen to derive from that of the great
Syrian Goddess Atargatis, so it is natural to ask if this helicoidal motif is also
related to this source. We know that Atargatis was represented as serpent-en-
coiled (see pl. 10), so there is a clear iconographical connection here. But therc
is additional evidence to be found in the mysterious ‘Sign’ which we discussed
earlier (pp 124-5). There we pointed out that by Lucian’s time (2nd C. AD) this
had become thought of as a separate deity; but Oden makes a strong case for
the origins of this complex ‘Sign’ in symbols for the Syrian Goddess hersclf.155
What concerns us in the present context is the cadeuceus-like central image of
the symbol which Oden relates to the “caduceus of the Punic Goddess Tanit
and the ashera of the Jewish scriptures.”'5¢ He says that: “the origin of the de-
vice has been variously discovered in the caduceus (the staff of Hermes, with
two intertwined snakes) or in a highly stylized palm tree. Either origin well
symbolizes Tanit’s role as a promoter of fertility, a role which she shared with
the Syrian goddess.”'57 What is of particular interest to us here, is that in most
of its forms this image has distinctive helicoidal features—even the palm tree
furm suggests the same with its ascending crisscrossing bands (sce plate 9.)
llere,] we might strongly suspect, is the ultimate origin of Chaldean Hekate’s
spirals.

Since our Hekate is above all a Goddess of the life-force, and given the im-
portance of helicoidal forms in some of the fundamental structures of life as
seen by modern biology, this is a particularly interesting and profound area of
symbolism, and one which deserves a much more extensive discussion than
we have been able to give it here.

154. Discussed above on pp 117-8 & n [29].

155. Oden Studies pp 109-155, cf MR 9, slides 15 and 17. The weakness of Oden’s
case is a failiurc to distinguish betwcen the Sign’s origins and the interpretation
it had come to bear by the 2nd C. AD.

156. Oden ibid.

157. Oden MR %17.
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SUMMARY

We must now leave our investigation into the naturc of Chaldean Hekate and
stand back to take a look at the overall picture which emerges when we draw
the threads of our research together. As we have mentioned, there are some
areas where our investigations have uncovered more questions than they have
resolved: we might think in particular of the precise stages of the dcvelopment
of Chaldean Hekate out of Atargatis, and the role played by other Goddesscs,
Rhea in particular; as well as the exact nature of the links between Chaldean
lore and the Syrian sanctuary on the Janiculum. There again, there are impor-
tant areas we have not entered at all, such as the parallels between Chaldcan
Hckatc and the Gnostic Sophia.!5® But these must wait for another day. Let us
look at what we have already found.

Hekate’s symbolism

Following basically thc sequence of our fragments, we saw that Hckate is a

member of the Chaldean supreme triad, and that shc exists between the First

Father who is the transcendent First Principle and ultimate source of all

things; and the Second Father who is the creator of the physical universe (frr i,

ii, iv, v). She is in essence the dynamic vital principle who is “borne along in

the midst of the Fathers” (fr. iii). As she occupies a median position between

the Fathers, so too she rules over the Aetheric worlds which lie between the
spiritual Empyrean world and the material worlds (fr. i). These are the worlds
of the vitalizing semi-material Cosmic Soul. In terms of states of conscious-
ness, the Aetheric realm is the drcam statc which lics between external scnso-
ry awareness in the physical world of waking consciousness, and the deeply in-
ternal mystical states representcd by the Empyrean realm.!5?

Hekate’s appearance is powerful and terrifying: she is viewed as fully armed
and girded with serpents, and of triple-form and threc headed and radiating
fiery light (frr ix, xvi, xviii, xix, xli, li). At a lower level shc appcars with four
animal heads: horse, bull, hydra and dog (fr. xix bis). She emits a life-generat-
ing whir (frr xxxv a & b), and from her right hip she pours forth thc wellsprings
of Soul which bestows life and vital heat throughout the universe (frr vii, x, xi,
xii bis, xiv, xxx-xxxv). From her left hip issue the virginal Virtues: Faith, Truth
and Love (frr xii, xx-xxix). From her back is suspended Nature and baleful Fate
(frr xiii, xxxvi-xxxix). She also issues human souls along with the Angcls who
guide men upwards and the Demons who drag them down (frr viii, x1, xliii). At
the lowest level, and associated with her role as mistress of demons, she ap-
pears in the half-human/half-snake form of Echidna who, along with Typhon
and Python, forms an underworld triad to match the supernal one of Hekatc
and thc Fathers (frr xliv, xliv bis).

158. This is a particularly rich field to explore as both Goddcsses dominate the realm
between the spiritual world (Empyrean/Plecroma) and the physical world we live
in. Moreover, both have developed out of Platonic Cosmic Soul (sec below, pp
l35-6))and both are associated with lower leonine manifestations (scc above,

p. 114).

159. These mystical states are most explicitly described in fr. 1 dP/M.



page 132 Ronan CHALDEAN HEKATE

Her ritual instrument is the spinning strophalos which is linked to the an-
gelic Iynges who are the messengers of the Father (fr. xlvi, xlvi bis). Her epiph-
anies are associated with fiery light, in which there occur manifestations of
lions and horses and other phenomena which blot out the sky and shake the
earth (frr xlvii-l).

Hekate Greco-Roman and Chaldean

In our essay we have noted many features which indicate that Chaldean Hek-
ate did not evolve directly from her Greco-Roman contemporary, but rather
out of the Great Syrian Goddess Atargatis. The most evident of these differenc-
es between Hekate Greco-Roman and Chaldean are the latter’s activity as Cos-
mic Soul, bestowing life upon the universe, and her companion role as source
of the Virtues. Again, our Hekate does not display the lunar imagery which is
so important a feature in her Greco-Roman namesake, and which has become
the dominant feature in the syncretistic lunar Goddess who is the Hekate of
the magical papyri. Rather, Chaldean Hekate is a fiery empyrean Goddess who
displays symbolism which is more solar than lunar. A less obvious difference,
but nevertheless an important and distinctive one, is the helicoidal imagery
whose nature and origins we discussed above.

In sum, it seems that perhaps Chaldean Hekate has less in common with her
Greco-Roman contemporary and more that hearkens back to the Great God-
dess described by Hesiod in his Theogony (409-52: cf pp 120, 126 above), and
the images of Hekate indicated by the solar deity of the Hymn in Sophocles’
Rhizotomi (p. 116) and the solar blazon on the statue in plates 1 & 2. To what
extent these older traditions lingered on to influence the development of
Chaldean Hekate is an area we have not attempted to enter in this essay.

Hekate saviour and destroyer

But the crucial question which must remain when we look at the symbolism
of Chaldean Hekate as a whole is an essentially theological one of why it is
that she, who is the giver of life and the soul-nourishing Virtues, appears in
terrifying form and emanates the deadly and destructive forces of Fate and the
Demons? To put it more succinctly, how does the force of life manifest as the
force of death? How can the liberator also be the oppressor!? We have alrcady
touched on this problem on p. 111 above, but the striking prominence of this
stark dichotomy in the symbolism of our Hekate suggests that another theo-
logical current, besides that encompassed in the Chaldean theory of ‘chains,’
or doctrine of a ‘Fall,’ is at work here.

In attempting to clarify the contradiction, we should first remember that
Hekate had well-developed beneficent and destructive aspects cven in her
Greco-Roman manifestation. A. Billault!®8) has well charactcriscd her—with-
out reference to her Chaldean phase—as a “divinity of fecundity and death”
and has usefully summarised her beneficial and destructive aspects.®¥ To an
extent, we can easily relate these to her character as a chthonic deity; for it is
the earth which brings forth life, and into which thc dead return and where
they dwell. Here life and death are closely related in a very literal sense. But
the problem of contradiction is more acute for Chaldean Hekate, because she
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is not just a deity with aspects which support and nourish life, but the very
life-force itself—the cause by which anything is alive at all.

It is hard to escape the conclusion that Hekate’s Chaldean symbolism scems
to imply that the force which animates is the same force which destroys; that
which floods us into existence is what sweeps us out of it again. Chaldean
Hekate is, after all, the divine dynamis, the quintessentially active power
which ever urges onward, pausing nowhere. Whether this explanation was ever
explicitly given in Chaldean doctrine is something which will remain uncer-
tain, although since the material does reveal a high degree of sensitivity to
theological and philosophical issues, it could be argued that such refinements
probably were explicitly worked out.

The potency of Chaldean Hekate’'s image

As we draw our survey of Chaldean Hekate to a close, it is time to pause for a
moment and reflect on the power of her image as compared with that of other
Goddesses in late antiquity.

An important point to establish here is that our Hekate is the only Goddess
from the ancient world for whom we possess the esoteric teaching of her reli-
gion. For the Oracles and the theurgic cult were, originally at any rate, esoteric
matters intended for initiates only.I%! Although we have only fragments of the
Oracles and other Chaldean teachings, we do possess enough to sketch out the
features of Hekate’s symbolism as well as that of the other main concerns of
the cult.

The sccond point we need to make is that, arguably, all thosc dcitics of late
antiquity who were the objects of the deepest and strongest religious emotions
were associated with mystery-cults, whose closely-guarded central doctrines
and practices have remained precisely that—a mystery.!%9 Even at the morc
general level, it is a fact which is often forgotten that apart from the materials
in the magical papyri,!®!l the Orphic Hymns, Aristides’ Sacred Tales and a fcw
other fragmentary sources, our knowledge of the Gods of the ancient world is
external and literary, and this means that the central practices, symbolism and
beliefs which defined the essential mcaning of their cults for their worshippers
remain a closed book for us. But in the case of the Oracles, supplemented by
the other fragments of Chaldean teachings, we are able to glimpse a religion of
antiquity from the inside,'®! and furthermore we glimpse here not just a reli-
gion, but the one which came to dominate the spiritual and intellectual tradi-
tions of late Paganism.

The above observations lead us to reflect how little we know of that most
highly regarded of the ancient mysteries—those of Eleusis—and its ‘Two God-
desses,’ namely, Demeter and Persephone. For although we have many hints,
the revelation of their nature which formed the core of the rite will forever
elude us. About the other mystery religions we know, by and large, even less.

160. Burkert, W. Ancient Mystery Cults (Cambridgc, Mass.) 1987 pp 90, 97-98, and
89-114 passim.

161. The Hermetica are not really a valid parallel, because it is dubious to what cx-
tent Hermeticism constituted a religion as distinct from a purely literary esoter-
ic tradition. On Gnosticism see below.
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If we take the example of the religion of Greco-Roman Isis about whose mys-
teries we are probably the best informed, and the only onc where we have a
first-person account of an initiation, we find that here again we are treated to
allusions when the central and crucial experience is approached.!62

The case of Gnosticism would seem to present us with an exception to the
foregoing remarks. Here is a religion where we indubitably do have complete
esoteric documents, thanks to the finds at Nag Hammadi and elsewhere. It is
presumably due to similarities of time and background that there are some
striking resemblances between Chaldean Hekate and the foremost Gnostic
Goddess, Sophia, which we have touched on earlier (p. 131). But, unlike the
Chaldean traditions, Gnosticism represented a welter of varying and some-
times conflicting theological commitments and lines of development which
never had the chance to gell into a consistent and mature whole, as its growth
was forcibly arrested by the rise of the orthodox Church.

If we compare our Chaldean Goddess with the Gnostic Sophia, we might
argue that Hekate’s symbolism, as we have seen it outlined in the Chaldean
material, has a directness, depth and resonance which seems (at least to me) to
be lacking in the Gnostic Sophia. This is perhaps mainly due to two factors.
On the one hand, because the Oracles were given in trance, her image is root-
ed directly in revelatory experience rather than being a literary creation,®?) and
thus it represents dcity as experienced rather than just imagined. For revclato-
ry experience is surely, in onc form or another, the wellsprings of any profound
religious development. On the other hand, we should remember that, Hekate’s
image develops within Platonism and out of Platonic materials, as is shown
most clearly by the structural framework of the Chaldean universe (see p. 87),
and it was this philosophical tradition which had the deepest connections with
religion in late antiquity, and which could supply the most satisfying concep-
tual structure to assist in formulating religious experiences.'6?

POSTSCRIPT
Sarah Johnston’s HEKATE SOTEIRA

The bulk of this essay was written 2-3 years ago but, for reasons which are too
involved to go into here, I was not able to add the finishing touches and pub-
lish the work until 1992. In the earlier part of my work I was unaware of Sarah
Johnston’s Hekate Soteira (1990) and the PhD thesis which preceded it.'$* Ex-
cept where indicated, then, this essay was written without reference to her
work, as of course hers was written without reference to mine. However, some
readers of my essay may wish to know a littlc more about her book and sce my
response to some of the points she raises, so we shall dcal with these below.

162. Apuleius Metamorphoses XI. 23, 6 ff. Cf Burkert op. cit. pp 97-8.

163. Although both Chaldean lore and Gnosticism were the children of Platonism,
the latter was in conflict with that tradition (for instance over the status of the
Demiurge) in a way that the former was not.

164. The development of Hekate’s archaic and classical roles in the Chaldean Ora-
cles and related mystic literature (1987).
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In general, my work and Johnston’s overlap rather less than perhaps might
have been expected. Her book is a well-researched investigation which pre-
sents a wealth of materials on Chaldean Hekate and her background, and fo-
cusses on issues like Hekate’s earlier history and her development out of Pla-
tonic Cosmic Soul, matters which have not been much touched upon here. As
a result, the two works are complimentary and many readers may feel it
worthwhile to consult both. One particularly refreshing feature of Johnston'’s
work on Hekate is her unwillingness to rely on those ever-popular standbys of
‘superstition,’ ‘irrationalism’ and ‘lower forces’ when dealing with this God-
dess.

Johnston overall perspective sees Hekate, surely correctly, as not so much a
demonic deity, but as an essentially liminal Goddess whose presence ensures
passage through areas of transition and uncertainty, such as crossroads and
death. She deals in great detail with the development of Chaldean Hekate out
of Platonic Cosmic Soul which (as I briefly noted earlier on p. 105) was surely a
major influence on her development as it was on the development of the Gnos-
tic Sophia.!%> She also, again correctly, suggests that Chaldean Hekate’s dual
character as divine saviour and demonic destroyer reflects Middle-Platonic
ideas about the dual nature of Cosmic Soul. The higher part, Cosmic Soul
proper, accounting for the beneficent features and the lower Irrational Soul
providing the demonic (pp 136-143, 151). However, she views this ‘lower Hek-
ate’ as not really Hekate at all but as a separate Goddess, Nature (phusis), a
view which I feel raises a number of difficulties. For, though she rightly argues
against Lewy (p. 96) that Nature and Hekate are not to be simply identified in
fr. xiii (54), nevertheless, by the same token, it hardly seems valid to take this
fragment as a warrant for seeing them as two distinct deities. Moreover, fr.
xxxvi (70) which describes Nature maintaining the structural integrity of the
Cosmos—even if it does reflect the Platonic Irrational Soul—does not seem to
display the necessary demonic character which we should expect if all Hek-
ate’s negative characteristics had been detached from that Goddess and fo-
cussed on Nature (although there are, of course, other fragments do see Nature
as demonic: frr xxxvi, xxxvii). Again, it scems to be Hekate, rather than Na-
ture, who is swordbeanng and ‘scourgebearing’ (fr. xix), and who is ‘terrible’
and “fearful’ (fr. xli).193

Taking these factors into consideration, it seems better to view ‘dcmonic
Hekate’ as a multifaceted (albeit lower) portion of Chaldean Hekate, reflected
in Echidna (fr. xliv) as well as Nature and Fate, rathcr than dichotomizing the
Goddess into two separate parts. This view can be supported from fr. xix bis
where the heads of Hydra and the dog seem fairly demonic, but those of the
horse and the bull not so much so, in which case this fragment describes an as-
pect of Hekate which is both demonic and non-demonic. For these reasons I
prefer to explain the contradictory features of our Hekatc along the lines I have
suggested on pp 132-3 above.

One more observation on Johnston’s arguments for splitting Hekate into
Hekate proper and Nature. A split of this kind would mcan that the moon

165. Hek. Sot. PP 13- 75 153-63.
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would ¢nd up as part of Nature, not Hekate,'%¢ and this would seem to run
counter to her argument elsewhere (for example pp 29-38, 149-50) that the me-
diating role of the moon in Greco-Roman religion was a major factor in the de-
velopment of Chaldean Hekate as a mediating dcity. Of course, we could per-
haps still argue that the mediating function influenced Chaldcan Hekate, or
perhaps better, was a factor in the interpretatio Graeca of that Goddess who
was, as we have seen, mainly derived from the Syrian Atargatis. And we need
to make one other point about the mediating function of Greco-Roman Hek-
ate. However large it loomed in the background of the development of Chald-
ean Hekate it cannot, I would argue, account for the Chaldean reversal'é? of
the usual Platonic positions of Cosmic Soul (Hekate) followed by the Demi-
urge (the Second Father). For it would have been quite possible for Hekate to
have maintained her mediating functions by representing the worlds of Soul (=
the Aetheric Realm) mediating between the spiritual world (= the Empyrean)
and matter, whilst nevertheless taking third place in the Empyrean Realm.
This would indeed have worked very neatly in satisfying traditional Platonism
as well as her traditionally triadic character, and would have given us a triad
consisting of, in first place, Had (1 = ‘One’= First Father); in second place,
Hadad (2 = ‘One’, ‘One’= Second Father); and in third place, Hekate (3 = tradi-
tionally triadic). The fact that such an obvious arrangement did not prevail is
surely due, as we have suggested previously on pp 124 ff, to the influence of
the ‘Assyrian’ triad at Hierapolis.

There are some other points of differing opinion which it may be worth not-
ing here. Over Hekate and lions, I have already argued my case on pp 113-4
above. On fr. 6, which describes the undergirding membrane (hypezdkés),
Johnston follows Lewy, des Places and Majercik in identifying this with Hek-
ate (p. 53 f). I feel this is mistaken because it not only conflicts with our re-
ports of the Chaldean system, where HypezOkoOs is the seventh member of the
Empyrean world, but also with this fragment’s source in Simplicius (In de
caelo 11, 1, p. 375 ff ed. Heiberg) where it is identified as Atlas. Johnston be-
lieves that frr 23, 28 (cf 29) and 31 (p. 55 ff), which describe measuring and en-
gendering triads, also refer to Hekate. But again, there seems to be no very
compelling reason to follow her here, and it is probably better to take them as
referring to either demiurgic processes (frr 23, 31) or the Synoches (frr 28, 29).

Readers will note other differences of interpretation, but they do not sub-
stantially affect the main points raised in this essay.

166. Since the moon is attested as the “actually visible image of Nature”: see p. 117
above.

167. As we have noted previously, for the Chaldcans Cosmic Soul came before rather
than after the Demiurge.
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WORKS REFERRED TO BY ABBREVIATION

(The abbreviations are those used in material by the editor only. Some works
where the references are completely standard and unlikely to cause any confu-
sion are not listed here)

Editions of the Chaldean Oracles and related literature
(Kroll) = Kroll, W. De oraculis chaldaicis Breslau 1894,

(Lewy) = Lewy, H. Chaldean Oracles and Theurgy: Nouvelle édition par Mich-
el Tardieu Paris 1978. (Originally published: Cairo 1956)

(dP, des Places) = des Places, E. Oracles chaldaiques: avec un choix de com-
mentaires anciens. Paris 1971.

(M., Maj., Majercik) = Majercik, R. The Chaldean Oracles: Text, Translation
and Commentary. Leiden 1989.

Other works

(Proc In Tim.) = E. Diehl (ed.) In Platonis Timaeum commentaria 3 vols.
Leipzig 1903-6

(Damascius Dub. et Sol.) = C. E Ruelle (ed.) Damascii successoris dubitationes
et solutiones 2 vols Paris 1889-1899

(Proc. In Crat.) = G, Pasquali (ed.) In Platonis Cratylum commentaria Leipzig
1908

(Farnell) = L. R. Farnell The Cult of Hekate & Hekate in Art (pp 17-56 of the
present volume)

(PGM) = K. Preisendanz and A. Henrichs (ed.) Papyri Graecae magicae 2 vols.
2nd ed. Stuttgart 1973-4. [ET with additional material = H.D. Betz (ed.) The
Greek Magical Papyri in Translation Chicago 1986.

(Damascius In Phaedo) = L. G. Westerink (ed.) The Greek commentaries on
Plato’s Phaedo Vol. 2 Amsterdam 1977. (2 versions quoted by version and
paragraph numbers)

(Porphyry Philosophy from Oracles) = G. Wolff (ed.) Porphyrii de philosophia
ex oraculis haurienda Berlin 1856 (usually quoted by the fragment’s source)

(van Berg) = van Berg, P-L. Répertoire des sources Grecques et Latines sauf le
De Dea Syria (CCDS 1. Les sources littéraires) Leiden 1972.
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(Oden Studies) = R. A. Oden Studies in Lucian’s De Syria Dea Missoula 1977

(Attridge & Oden) = Attridge & Oden (eds.) The Syrian Goddess (De Dea Syria)
attributed to Lucian Missoula 1976

(Oden MR 9) = R. A. Oden The Syrian Goddess: Mystery Religions Lecture Se-
ries, 9 (MR 9) Evanston 1980

(Goodhue) = Goodhue, N. The Lucus Furrinae and the Syrian Sanctuary on the
Janiculum. Amsterdam 1975

(Johnston) = S. I. Johnston Hekate Soteira: A Study of Hekate’s Roles in the
Chaldean Oracles and Related Literature Atlanta 1990

(Johnston “Crossroads”) = S.I. Johnston “Crossroads” in Zeitschrift fiir papy-
rologie und epigraphik vol. 88 (Bonn 1991} pp 217-224

(Burkert) = W. Burkert Greek Religion Oxford 1985 [= ET of Griechische Reli-
gion der archaischen und klassischen Epoche (Stuttgart 1977)]
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For these and other abbreviated references, see the section on works referred to
by abbreviation on pp 138-9.

E. des Places discusses Numenius and the Oracles in his Numénius: fragments
(Paris 1973) pp 17-19; and more recently in his review of the philosophical back-
ground of the Oracles in “Les Oracles Chaldaiques” in Aufstieg und Nieder-
gang der Romischen Welt, Berlin 1984. 11. 17. 4 pp 2299-2335. Numenius and
the Oracles are also discussed by Pierre Hadot “Bilan et perspectives” in Lewy
pp 707-709.

Fragment numbers rcfer to the collections of the Oracles by des Places and Ma-
jercik, or—if in Roman numcrals—to the Hckate fragments in this cssay.

S. L. Karren Near Eastern Culture and Hellenistic Paedeia in Damascius’ Life of
Isidore. PhD thesis 1978. The point is particularly well illustrated in the appen-
dix “The Transmission of Secrct Doctrinc in Ncoplatonic Schools” pp 156-158,
in which there are various cxamples where religious and philosophical roles
came to be invested in the same pecrson.

The fact of whether the Juliani were in fact responsible for the Oracles has been
the subject of some reservations by a few, for example Pierre Hadot in his “Bilan
ct perspectives sur les Oracles Chaldaiques” in Lewy pp 703-7. his is an arca
that we cannot enter here (although I hope to discuss this clsewhere), but it
scems to me that the objections of Hadot and others arc ill-founded and reflect
confusion bascd on the scparation by the Neoplatonists of the Oracles and other
Chaldean writings, which is discussed below. My own fecling is that the recon-
struction of the circumstances of the production of the Oracles by Lewy pp 3-6,
223-4, is still sound and I have followed it here. Recent discussions of the Juliani
can be found in Johnston pp 2-4 and Majercik pp 1-2.

The author of the Suda cntry (s. v. Ioulianos No. 434. [cd.] Adler, Leipzig 1928-
35) identifies Julian the Elder as the ‘Chaldean’ and the Younger as the ‘Theur-
gist.’ But the Neoplatonists do not distinguish them thus, and so we find that
they generally talk of the ‘Chaldeans’ and the ‘theurgists’ in the plural. And we
might also note that it is ‘the Chaldean’ (and not the ‘theurgist’) who speaks in
trance in fra ment 194, where the reference must be to the younger Julian. Nor
does Psellus, who was dependent on Proclus, distinguish them in the Suda man-
ner: for example “De aurea catena Homeri” in Sathas, (ed.) Annuaire...des
études Grecques IX (1675) p. 217, 2 ff. The most probable and simple explana-
tion is that the author of the Suda entry has come across the two designations
‘Chaldean’ and ‘theurgist,’ and applied one to the Elder and the other to the
Younger Julian.

So E. R. Dodds (following Bidez) “ Appendix II: Theurgy” in The Greeks and the
Irrational Berkeley 1951, p. 283 n 9.

lamblichus De mysteriis book 111, §§ 29-31. Theurgy should not be confused
with magic, to which Chaldcan tradition contrasted itsclf in the strongest terms:
lamblichus op. cit. 111, 31 (where the contrast is cxplicitly attributed to the
Chaldeans); cf 111, 25, VII, 5.

Cairo 1956. Much preferable in Michel Tardieu’s much enhanced edition:
Chaldean Oracles and Theurgy: Nouvelle édition par Michel Tardieu Paris
1978. Lewy’s work, which was published posthumously, is a dctailed explora-
tion of Chaldean lore which continues to serve as a trcasure-housc for anyone
doing research in this area. However, the book clearly nceded a systematic revi-
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(201

sion which it presumably would have received had Lewy lived. The result is that
although Lewy’s arguments are often convincingly sound, the book has method-
ological problems (Sce E. R. Dodds’ revicw New Light on the “Chaldean Ora-
cles.” reprinted in Tardieu’s edition pp 693-701), as well as sometimes very con-
fused and circular arguments—to the extent that sometimes statements on one
page may be flatly contradicted on the next (for example see below n [54]). Con-
sequently, this is a work which has to be used with great care.

Most of the fragments in Kroll missed by des Places have been listed in Tardi-
eu’s Concordance: pp 681-91 of his edition of Lewy. It is only fair to point out
that Majercik does not claim that her work is a new edition (p. 46). The extent of
the omissions can be partly guessed by a glance at the Concordance on p. 137 of
the present essay: of Sxe 64 fragments yielding Chaldean terminology, only
35—just over half—are in the collections of dP/Majercik.

On the fate of the Oracles generally in the Renaissance, see Karl H. Dannenfeldt
“The Pseudo-Zoroastrian Oracles in the Renaissance” pp 7-26 in M. A. Shaaber
(ed.) Studies in the Renaissance Vol. 4 New York 1957. On Pico’s ‘Chaldean’
text see pp 15-17.

Dannenfeldt ibid. p. 15 n 45. We hear nothing further about these interesting
works. Is it possible that they are still extant?

Kieszkowski op. cit. p. 77: “Ex dicto illo Zoroastris, Ha ha hos, terra deflet
usque as filios, sequendo expositionem Osie Chaldei, expressam habemus veri-
tatem de peccato originali.”

Sec the note in Richard Sorabji’s Introduction in David Konstan Simplicius: On
Aristotle Physics 6. London 1989, p. 4 n 14,

Examples include fragments unambiguously attributed to the Oracles by Proclus
De providentia 35, 21-24 (ed. D. Isaac Proclus: Trois études sur la providence,
tome 1I [Paris 1979]), mostly rejected by Kroll p. 64. Cf fr. 217, rejected by Kroll
(idem) in his Proclus In rem pub. (Leipzig 1899-1901) Il. p. 126.

Which are then spoken of as though the original sourcec was using the same in-
terpretative scheme as the Neoplatonic commentator, thus sctting a trap for the
unwary. The best example is probably Proclus’ Theology of Plato, very littlc of
which is actually Plato’s.

To avoid overburdening an alrcady complex cssay, | have not gencrally argucd
the case for points that seem to me rclativcly uncontroversial (and uncontrovert-
ed), and I have not taken up the case in evcry instance where a differcnt intcrpre-
tation has gained ground purely on the basis of a fiat from some previous scholar
(c.g. Kroll or Lewy) without supporting arguments.

Cf fr. 6. 1 do not follow Lewy (p. 92) and dP/Majercik (commentaries ad loc.) in
interpreting this Undergirding membrane as the World-Soul/Hekate. Cf the rc-
marks on Johnston’s position on p. 136 below.

Typhon, Echidna and Python as the underworld triad are dealt with in our frr
xliv, xliv bis. It would be most natural to take the first of Pscllus’ definitions of
Hades (1152d 5-6 = dP p. 191) to refer to the king of the Underworld, which
would equate him with Typhon.

The chart and explanation as [ have presented it is csscntially an analysis bascd
on the composite picture formed from thesc texts, to which I refer the reader.
Proclus’ main adaptation, which so confuses the picture, can bc summariscd as
follows. It was to divide the Chaldean Onc (= the First Father) between the Nco-
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platonic One and the first clements of both the Intelligible and Intellectual
Realms. He filled the gaps he created in the Chaldean system mainly by trans-
posing the Iynges, Synocheis and Teletarchaifrom their proper position in the
lower portion of the Empyrean Realm to the vacant positions above. Besides fur-
nishing Chaldean equivalents for the cntities of his Platonic schcme, this adap-
tation had the added advantage of dealing with the problem of the Chaldean
First Principle who, typically for a Middle-Platonic system, vacillated between
complete transcendcnce and identification with nous. Sec Majercik pp 5-6. The
nature of the changes made is clear from comparing the chart of the Chaldcan
Universe presented here with the chart of Proclus’ ontology in Lewy (pp 483-85).
Proclus’ attempt, consistent with Neoplatonic metaphysics (see note 29), to do
away with a separate Chaldean underworld means he is forced to interpret the
three Chaldean material worlds as the fixed stars, the planetary zones, and the
sublunary realm (Theology of Plato 1V. 39 = pp 111, 23-112, 2 ed. Saffrey & West-
erink: Paris 1981); cf Psellus Assyrian ekthesis p. 123, 10-11 Bassi, p. 194 dP).
This attempt is clearly contradicted by the Chaldean title of the first material
world as the Zonaic realm—for ‘zones’ (z6nai) is the standard term for the plane-
tary circles: cf Proclus In rem pub. 11. 220, 13 {quoting Chaldean authority). For
the material worlds, see the texts in dP on the Chaldean system passim.

See, for example, lamblichus De mysteriis pp 36, 91, 94, 144 (ed. Parthey/des
Places); Proclus In Tim. lil. pp 165, 3-167, 31 (ed. Diehl); Damascius On the
Phaedo 1. § 477-479, 11. § 94-98 (ed. Westerink). The contradiction is pointed up
in Psellus Hypotyp. 18, which describes the Archangelic realm, and is followed
two worlds further down (or three in Proclus’ system!) by the angels, who make
their appearance after the Visible Gods (Hypotyp. 21, dP p. 200).

For lamblichus and Proclus, see J. M. Dillon Iamblichi Chalcidensis (Leiden
1973), In Tim. fr. 16 (= Proc. In Tim. 1. 152, 28 ff); for Damascius see Dub. et sol.
I1. 200, 12-13. In both these instances the term is criticised as being unplatonic.
Neoplatonic discomfort about the word reflects awarencss that ‘archangel’ is de-
rived from Jewish sources—as was ‘angel’ (in the scnsc of a class of divine be-
ings), although here they may not have rccogniscd the source. On thesc terms
and their history, sce G. Kittel & G. Friedrich (eds.) Theological Dictionary of
the New Testament (Grand Rapids 1964-76 = ET of TWNT [Stuttgart 1933-79])
s.v. aggelos, archaggelos.

For example oracle 21 of thc Theosophia Tubingensis (cd. K. Burcsch, Leipzig
1889), Lewy pp 21-2.

dP (ad loc.) and Lewy (p. 83 n 62) attempt to reconstruct the metre, but I have
preferred to follow the original (Proclus In Tim. 1. 420, 13-16). I have followed
Johnston'’s suggestion (pp 64-5) that Energiser (ergatis) and Bestower (ekdotis)
must refer to Hekate, in which case since there is a change of subject (from her
to him) in line 14, Lewy’s and dP’s reconstructions would not be possible.

See sections 7 and 8 of the fragments, and compare Marinus Vita Procli § 28. It
is notable that we have no description of the manifestation of the Second Father,
particularly as he rules over the material cosmos and might therefore be expect-
ed to appear in his domain. Yet, as far as I’'m aware, none of the extant descrip-
tions of divine manifestations in the Oracles have been convincingly associated
with any deity besides Hekate. Of course, we should not expect there to have
been any manifestations of the First Father: he had “snatched himself away, and
did not enclose his own fire in his mental power” (fr. 3).
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R.E. Witt Isis in the Graeco-Roman World (London 1971) pp 83-4; ].G. Griffiths
The Isis-Book (Leiden 1975) pp 32 ff.

Lewy (p. 90 n 95) thought, on the basis of the latter reference, that Chaldean
Hekate too was snake-hairced. But this seems unlikcly, because none of the epi-
thets for snake-haired, for example drakonto-etheira, -komos, -mallos, -triched,
or similar are applied to our Hekate in the extant material.

Although there are the examples of PGM 1V 2864 z6nodrakontos and ibid. IV
1404 puridrakontozénos, where there is clearly a parallel with drakontozénos of
frr ix and xviii. But these are cxceptions to the gencral rule. I don’t know of any
pre-Chaldean (that is pre-2nd C. AD) cxamples where Greco-Roman Hekate is de-
scribed as scrpent enwrapped, so we have to reckon with the possibility that the
instances in PGM 1V reflect directly or indirectly Chaldean doctrines. The possi-
bility becomes distinctly likely because other featurcs of Chaldcan Hekate also
appear in this hymn: linc 2812 pictures her with lions; 2833 identifies her with
Nature; and in 2803 there is a reference to her womb. This papyrus is 4th C. AD,
although of course the texts themselves might be earlier. Even without the earli-
er dating of the Chaldean material, it would be difficult to argue for influence in
the other direction because, as we argue elsewhere in this essay, there are great
problems in accounting for Chaldean Hekate’s most characteristic features as
having evolved out of her character in Greco-Roman religion.

For the Platonic background of Chaldean Hekate in gcneral, see Lewy pp 353-
366, and cf the references to Johnston pp 134-6 below.

Compared with the relatively common three-faced animal/human image e.g.:
PGM 1IV. 2120-2123 (dog/maiden/cow); 2879-2884 (dog/maiden/goat).

For example fr. 211, quoted by Proclus as from “one of the Gods,” which is one
of his standard formulas for the Chaldean Oracles. Majercik’s argument (p. 217),
on the basis of remarks by Dodds and Festugiére, that any metre other than
hexameter would a priori exclude origin from the Chaldean Oracles, is
incomprehensible to me. After all, no ancient source claimed that the Chaldean
Oracles were only in hexameters, and that the existence of theological oracles in
other metres proves that oracles could be given as such. Moreover, we seem to
enter the realm of absurdity if we start to claim that somcbody as dedicated to
Chaldean lore as Proclus did not know when he was quoting the Oracles (cf our
comments on p. 85).

For Gnostic writings, see B. Layton The Gnostic Scriptures (London) 1987, Index
s.v. 'Heavens, seven,’ for Jewish apocalyptic and ‘intertestamental’ literature, see
J. H. Charlesworth The Old Testament Pseudpigrapha Vol. Il (London) 1985,
Index s.v. ‘Heavens’ and ‘Seven.’

We discuss this material on p. 112, and for a fuller treatment sce my article cited
there (particularly pp 328-9), as well as Johnston p. 108 and her Greek index p.
181 s.v. rhoizeé.

For an introduction to Neoplatonic ideas about the soul and its pncumatic and
aetheric vehicles, see J. F. Finamore Iamblichus and the Theory of the Vehicle of
the Soul (Chico) 1985.

J. von Arnim Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta Il, 930. Quoted in Lewy p. 364 n
236.

Who combines beneficent and destructive aspects even in her Greco-Roman
manifestation. On this and what follows, see pp 132-3 below.
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Most lucidly explained by Proclus Peri tés hieratikés technés (ed. ). Bidez Cata-
logue des manuscrits alchemiques Grecs VI Brussells 1928 pp 148-151). For an
English translation, see Ilamblichus On the Mysteries, ed. S. Ronan (Hastings
1989) pp 146-9.

This view appears to find support in Damascius’ statement, In Phaedonem 1
404, that Nemesis (= Hekate/Echidna see above and pp 120-1) crcated the evil
demons in the lowest regions. It seems reasonable to assume a Chaldcan source
for this view.

If we can trust, as I think we can, Psellus’ report (Commentary on the ‘Chaldean
Oracles’ P. G. 122, 1140c 2-3 [dP p. 177]).

But a very close parallel can be found in the Jynges which hung above the king
of Babylon’s judgment chamber “to remind him of Adrastea, Goddess of Justice,
and to engage him not to exalt himself above humanity. These figures the Magi
themselves say that they arranged; for they have access to the palace, and they
call them the ‘tongues of the Gods.’” Philostratus Life of Apollonius of Tyana
Book I, § 25 (ed. and trans. Conybeare [Loeb] 1912)

See p. 116 below. According to Johnston Hek. Sot. p. 31, her lunar associations
follow those of Artemis and do not appear until the 1st C. AD. But this is con-
trary to the general view which sees her lunar features as originating in the Hel-
lenistic period. See Kraus p. 87; cf Farnell pp 26 ff.

I am not convinced by Lewy’s pronouncement that “Rhea docs not figure in the
Chaldean pantheon” (p. 84 n 65). The identification seems quite obvious howev-
er this fragment is read, and Lewy offers nothing in the way of substantial objec-
tions.

A glance at des Places’ Index des passages cités on p. 243 shows that Olympi-
odorus has only one reference to the Oracles in his Alcibiades commentary (144
pages), none in his Gorgias (268 pages), and the Phaedo references are only
Olympiodorus’ up to p. 83 Norvin: the subsequent commentary belongs to Dam-
ascius—see L. G. Westerink Lectures on the Philebus (Amsterdam) 1959, pp xv-
xx. Compare this with the 16 references to the Oracles in Lydus’ De mensibus
(184 pages).

Since writing this I notice that Pierre Hadot came to thc same conclusion about
reading patrogenés for prétogenés here: “Bilan et perspcctives sur les Oracles
Chaldaiques,” in Lewy pp 703-720; p. 708 n 33.

M. Roaf Cultural Atlas of Mesopotamia and the Ancient Near East (Ncw York
1990) p. 146. Cf O.R. Gurney “The Hittites” in A. Cotterell (ed.) The Encyclope-
dia of Ancient Civilisations (Leicester 1980) pp 111-117, p. 115. Gurncy says
that the Goddess’ Hattian name was Wurusemu and was known as ‘Sun God-
dess of Arinna.’

Translated on p. 75 above, where we noted that it is unlikely to indicate an asso-
ciation between Hekate and the moon.

A. Bouché-Leclercq L’ Astrologie grecque (Paris 1899) pp 91-2.

Burkert p. 149 n 55.

This is the pattern suggested by Johnston p. 31, although Johnston’s dating of
Hekate’s lunar attributes to the firstC. AD (ibid. n 7) sccms suspect: sce above n.
[42]. Hcgatc was carly independently linked with Apollo: Kraus p. 13; Johnston
pP. 21 n 3.

For in Greece the moon was a Goddess and the sun a God, the reverse of the
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most common attributions in the Near East.

See notes [54]-[55] below. Lewy’s treatment of this topic also shows other traps
for the unwary. For instance his unwarranted interpretation of fr. xiii as evi-
dence for a lunar feature in Chaldean Hekate’s iconography (p. 90), is later on ex-
panded to give the impression that the fragment itself “describes the moon
placed over the back of the statue of Hekate” (p. 96 n 123).

Lewy p. 158 n 342 (= Theosophia Tubingensis No. 13; cf Lewy pp 18-20); ibid. n
344 (- Porphyry Philosophy from Oracles, |ed. Wolff| p. 176 ff, cf Lewy pp 52-3).
Lewy’s detection (ibid. n 345, cf Lewy pp 49-50) of planetary allusions in our fr.
xxxii is surely imaginary.

Probably the best case could be made for the oraclc referred to in the last note
from Porphyry’s Philosophy from Oracles (apud Philoponus De opificio mundi
|ed. Reichardt (Leipzig) 1897, IV. 20, p. 201). I give Lewy’s translation pp 52-3
(text: p. 53 n 165): “Hekate when invoked during an unfavourable constellation
of the stars, answered: ‘I do not speak, I shall shut the gates of the long aerial
tube. For upon the most unpropitious vaults of heaven the horned Goddess Ti-
tania approaches, looking at the malignant Ares.” And when some persons
asked whether the Gods themselves were subject to the domination of the
stars, as they were heedful of it, Hekate began again: ‘Free thyself from the
bonds of nature in order that I obey thy bonds! O man, what babblest thou,
stricken with impotencet Desirest thou to learn that which thou art not al-
lowed to ask in this manner! Forego this desire, desist from violence, you who
are few!’” This oracle certainly has the sharp didactic tone found in frr 15, 107
and xliii, but I did not feel sufficiently confident to place it in the collection of
Hekate fragments. By the way, it is a mcasurc of the confusion in Lewy’s work
that on the previous page (51 n 162) he actually denies this oracle a Chaldcan
origin, arguing that it “alludes to astrological notions which did not belong to
the Chaldean doctrine”! In this oracle, it is the “horncd goddess Titania” who is
the moon (see Wolff p. 176 n 6), not Hekate. For the disastrous cffects of nega-
tive astrological configurations of the moon and mars, scc Firmicus Maternus
Mathesis IV. 4; 1IV. 11, VL. 17, 5; and particularly VI. 11, 10 (mars and moon
square) which stresses the danger of attack and possession by demons.

Ibid. IV. 2569; 2785. Although both of these hymns are replcte with Hekate’s ep-
ithets, the first one does not even mention her name. In fact, it is not Hekate
who has “usurped the characteristics of Selene and Aphrodite” (Lewy p. 362),
bu(ti Seszme l:NhO has absorbed the attributes of Hekate, Aphrodite, Cybele, Isis,
and so forth.

...et theologice autem eadem eorum, qui ut vere theologorum fame hanc nobis
de primo tradiderunt intentionem, illud quidem sui ipsorum voce vocantes
Had, quod significat unum secundum ipsos, ut qui illorum linguam sciunt
interpretantur; intellectum autem conditivum mundi duplantes hoc
appellantes, et hunc dicentes esse valde hymnizabilem Hadadon, neque hunc
mox post unum esse dicentes, sed proportionaliter uni ponentes. Quod enim est
ille ad intelligibilia, hoc est iste ad invisibilia; propter quod et hic quidem ipsis
solum Had vocatur, hic autem Hadados duplans le unum.

It may be significant that Macrobius (Saturnalia 1. 23, 17) who refers to this ety-
mology of Hadad as ‘One, One’ goes on to discuss Hadad and Atargatis (ibid. 18-
20; but see our remarks on pp 125-6). Macrobius’ source is Porphyry’s De sole ac-
cording to Pierre Courcelle: see van Berg p. 97.
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Kroll, pp 29-31; GRS Mead “The Chaldean Oracles, Vol. I” in The Complete
Echoes from the Gnosis, London 1987 (originally published 1908), pp 187-9.

op. cit. p. 187.
Burkert Greek Religionp. 171 & n 18.

A.D. Nock “Eunuchs in Ancient Religion” in Essays on Religion and the An-
cient World ed. Z. Stewart |ed.] (Oxford 2nd ed. 1986) p. 7 n 2.

O.R. Gurney “The Hittites” in A. Cotterell (ed.) The Encyclopedia of Ancient
Civilisations (Leicester 1980) pp 111-117: p. 115.

For example Iliad 21. 470-514: cf Burkert pp 149-50—both Artemis and Hekate
tend to be represented as rather girlish and innocent in earlier iconography:
Burkert p. 171, cf N.J. Richardson The Homeric Hymn to Demeter (Oxford 1974)
p. 155.

See further our discussion of Hekate’s early solar links on p. 116.

The other Greco-Roman Goddess who is a prime contender for shaping the
image of Chaldean Hekate is Isis. At first sight it might look like a good case
could be made for the argument that Isis was the prime influence on our Hek-
ate’s image, for most of our Goddess’ symbols could be found scattercd among
the attributes of that accommodating deity. This connection would scem to be
reinforced by the fact that Isis was occasionally actually identified with Hekate.
But on a closer look the argument falls flat, because the factors (identificd by
Griffiths and Zabkar below) which facilitated the equating of Isis with Hek-
atc—lunar symbolism and associations with magic and thc underworld—arc pre-
ciscly those which are far more promincnt in Greco-Roman Hckate than in her
Chaldean sister. For we would expect an emphasis on the areas where Isis and
Chaldean Hekate overlapped, had the former significantly influenced the devel-
opment of the latter. In fact, the only sure sign of influence scems to be fr. xv, as
noted on p. 104 above. On the Isis-Hckate connection, sce J.G. Griffiths The Isis-
Book (Leiden 1975) pp 152-3, and cf L.V. Zabkar Hymns to Isis in Her Temple at
Philae (Hanover 1988) p. 143 n 82.

Athena: fr. li; Aphrodite: fr. lii; Rhea: fr. xxxiv. The Fates (Moirai) follow from
Fate (Heimarmené), fr. xxxviii.

Oden The Syrian Goddess: Mystery Religions Lecture Series, 9 (MR 9) Evanston
1980, pp 2, 6.

On this, see below p. 136.

For Hekate’s girdle (z6stér) sec frr x, xii, xviii.

frr xviii, xlviii, and xlviii bis. There do not seem to bec many instances where
Greco-Roman Hckate is associated with lions and in those that do, for examplc
PGMIV. 2812, it scems due to Chaldean influencc (sec pp 117-8 & note [29]) and
syncretistic processes, rathcr than an integral characteristic of the Greco-Roman
Goddess. So these leonine associations do seem to be a feature more central to

Chaldean Hekate. For lions and bulls with Atargatis and Hadad, see Oden Stud-
ies pp 51-3. See also the following discussion of van Berg Text 84.

Ww. f(f?. Wright (ed.) Eunapius Vitae sophistarum Cambridge, Mass. 1921. p. 434,
11 ff.

Oden Studies pp 58-104.

See also Atargatis as a virgin—in the guise of Hera (Juno) and Aphrodite
(Venus)—in van Berg, Text 115 pp 89-91.
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(74]

(75l

(76]
(771

78]

[79]

80]

(81]

Oden ibid. p. 104. Chaldean Hekate has the Source of Virtue in her left hip
"wl;’icl)x remains entirely within and does not give up its virginity.” (Fr. xii; cf.
xii bis).

There is no convincing reason to think of Theos. 29, quoted by Lewy p. 24 n 59,
which does use the term, as coming from Chaldean sources.

Although the function of genetrix was importa t in the cult of Atargatis, the
symbolism of her as the ‘Great Mother’ was far less prominent in her cult than
in that of Cybele (Magna Mater), where it is the most dominant feature. Al-
though it is possible, and even likely, that Chaldean Hekate was referred to as
‘mother’ in fragments no longer extant, the fact is that the feature cannot have
been particularly prominent: otherwise we would be bound to have references to
it in the extant material. This indicates that Cybele has played a less direct role
than Atargatis in the development of the Chaldean Goddess.

Oden MR 9p. 1.

(Ed.) C. Lang Leipzig 1881. pp 5-6: Tés de Reas kata tén paradedeigmenén rusin
eidopoioumenés eikot6s édé kai tén tén ombrén aitian anatithentes auté, hoti
hés epi to polu meta bront6n kai astrap6n sumbainei ginesthai, kai tautén pare-
iségagon tumpanois kai kumbalois kai kerauliais kai lampadéphoriais chairou-
san. epei d’ an6then hoi ombroi katarattousi, pollachou de kai apo tén orén
eperchomenoi phainontai,(pré6ton men tén Idén ep6nomasan auté, meteéron
oros kai ho makrothen estin idein), oreian autén proségoreusan kai ta gennaio-
tata tén en tois oresi ginomenén z66n, tous leontas, héniochoumenous hup’
autés pareiségagon (tacha de kai epei hoi cheiménes agriépon ti echousi).
purgéton de perikeitai stephanon étoi dia to katarchas epi ton orén tithesthai
tas poleis ochurotétos heneken é epei archégos esti tés prétés kai archetupou
poleés, tou kosmou. kédian d’ anatitheasin auté paristantes hoti aitia tés
z6ogonias auté egeneto. kata touto de kai allous tinas tupous peri to stéthos
autés perititheasin, h6s tés tén ontén poikilias kai pantos chrématos di’ autés
gegonotos. eoike d’ auté kai hé para Surios Atargatis einai, hén kai dia tou peri-
steras kai ichthuos apechesthai tim6si, sémainontes hoti ta malista délounta
tén tés ousias hairesin aér kai hudér.

Oden Studies p. 54. The two identifications are complimentary because the Sec-
ond Father was the Demiurge (generally = Zeus) in the Chaldean system: frr 5,
33, 37.

In Lewy p. 106 n 165, it is the hypostatised Will of the Father which does the as-
senting, but Lewy is not followed (rightly, I think) by des Places and Majercik.
We must not entirely dismiss the possibility that it could have had an origin in
the cult of Zeus-Hadad at Heliopolis, where the repetition could conceivably
have emphasised the Supreme Being’s unity. But its aptness as a designation of
Hadad's secondary position, as we have observed, makes this unlikely. Another
possibility may be worth mentioning: as Macrobius’ source in all this may be
Porphyry (see note [57] above), coulf Prophyry (or even Macrobius) have intro-
duced the ‘one,’ ‘one’ etymology as a piece of Chaldean lore into Heliopolitan
teachings? This seems unlikely since in a Chaldean context, as we have seen, it
designates the Second Father’s inferior status to the Supreme Being. At any rate
the fact that, as we have shown, Chaldean lore has borrowed in other ways (di-
rectly or indirectly) from Atargatis’ cult centre at Hierapolis implies that the
Chaldeans borrowed this piece of doctrine from that source too.

Kroll p. 68; Lewy pp 362-365. Cf Johnston p. 21 n 1.
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(82)

83]

(84)
(85]

86]
87]
(88

89
190]

(91]

(92]

(93]

See the representation in plate 10, and Toynbee, A. (ed.) The Crucible of Christi-
anity London 1969 p. 243 (16).

The Christian writer Arnobius, writing at the beginning of the 4th c. AD, men-
tions a genealogy where Janus is the offspring of Hekate and Sky (Adversus .na-
tiones III. 29. Cf Johnston p. 27). The source of this is not clear—could there be
some link with the Janiculum sanctuary? This genealogy yields a triad of Sky
(Ouranos)—Hekate—Janus, which it is very tempting to relate to our previous
triads of Sign—Atargatis—Hadad and Had—Hekate—Hadad; however we cannot
do more than simply note the parallel here. At any rate, it does not seem likely
that Proclus’ hymn could be directly related to this triad, for he makes no men-
tion of Ouranos.

See the discussion in Goodhue pp 72 ff.

R. E. Witt “Some thoughts on Isis in relation to Mithras” in J. R. Hinnells (ed.)
Mithraic Studies (2 vols) Manchester 1975, pp 479-493: p. 487.

Robert Turcan Mithras Platonicus: Recherches sur I'hellénisation philosophique
de Mithras Leiden 1975 pp90-104

S. 1. Johnston Hekate Soteira: A Study of Hekate's Roles in the Chaldean Ora-
cles and Related Literature Atlanta 1990 p. 162 n 29.

A. Billault “Hécate romanesque” in Mort et fécondité dans les mythologies ed.
F. Jouan (Paris 1986) pp 109-116: pp 109-110; 116

Op. cit. pp 112-113.

As is clear from fr. 132, Proclus In Tim. 271, 24-5; In rem 1. 128, 29. Cf Lewy p.
177 n 2. 1t is also worth observing that in works like Eunapius’ Lives of the So-
phists and Sallustius’ On the Gods and the Universe, which were intended as
exoteric introductions to the personalities and doctrines of latc Paganism, there
is no mention of the Oracles; although their influence is, of course, pervasive.
Although the usefulness of the magical papyri for understanding popular Pagan-
ism is now receiving welcome recognition (see Betz’s introduction to the English
edition of PGM pp xli-liii passim), it is worth bearing in mind that attempting to
form a picture of Paganism from these sources would be like trying to recon-
struct medieval Christianity from the Grimoires.

As is generally accepted, many of the Gnostic texts bear the marks of literary
creativity rather than first-hand mystical experience. And in the case of Isis, her
Greco-Roman cult was the result of tradition and gradual development, where
there is plenty of scope for purely literary factors to operate. This is not to deny,
of course, that Gnostic groups and the Isis religion did not provide their devotees
with profound experiences.

Admittedly this fragment seems to refer to the (Royal) Hekate in the first Aethe-
rial World rather than the Empyrean Goddess, but there is no warrant for seceing
it as referring to Phusis.
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able arkein xxxii. . ............ 98 Fearful phoberos xli........... 100
Aetherial aitheriosi............ 92 filled pléroun vi, vii............ 93
air aérxix bis . ............... 96  firepurxixbis................ 96
air currents pneumata xliv. . . .. 100 fire-breathing puripnous xix bis . . 96
All pan, pantos vi (bis), xv. .. 93, 95 F.nre-fxlled punplét'l:s Xviil . ...... 95
Angelos, those from the realm of, firm empedos xxxii. ........... 98
aggelidesix................... 94  forehead metépon xviib........ 95
Angels aggeloi viii............. 94  four-headed tetrakephalos xix bis
animal kténédés xlvi bis . ... .. 101 R R 96
Assembly (Hekate of the) ekklésia free'dom apolutos xxviii. . ....... 97
(dP reads ekklusté) xx.......... 96 fulfilment telqs Xooiviviiinnnn, 94
avenging timéros xliv. .. ...... 100 fumes anadosis xliv........... 100
Azonaic (Hekatae) az6noi xx. . . . . 96  girdle zostérx, xii bis, xvii b, xviii,
back n6toi X. . ..o, 94 xxbis................. 94, 95, 96
binding spell desmos xxxii. . . . .. 98 Girt in serpent coils speirodrakon-
breath pneuma xxviii. ......... 97 tozOnos xviii. . ................ 95
bull tauros xix bis . ............ 96  Goddess thea vi, xxxii. . . . .. 93, 98
centre kentronxiibis.......... 94  Gods theoi xxxii. .............. 98
circumfaced amphiprosépos xiv, xv golden chruseos xlvibis . ... ... 101
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 95 hair chaitai xviii. ............. 95
circumlucent amphiphaés ii bis, xv hands cheires xviic. . . .. PRy 95
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 93, 95 headdress perikranioi xviia..... 95
constrict apostenoun xxviii (cf Hekatae Hekatai xx............ 96
NATTOW). .o oottt eeeeeeeeenn 97  Hekate Hekaté xix bis, xxxv a
cosmic kosmikos xxviii (cf world) (Ruler) xx, xx bis........... 96, 99
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, Hekate of the Assembly v. Assembly
Crossroads trioditis vel triekdotis xx =~ «.ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 96
......................... 96  Hekate of the Crossroads v.
Crown stephanos xvii b, xx bis . 95, Crossroads. . ................. 96
96 helm oiékesxv................ 95

day hémera xxxvi. ............. 99
Demons daimones viii......... 94
descending katienai xxxii. ...... 98
divinatory springs mantiké xliv. 100
dog kuén xix bis.............. 96
domain of the Father patrothen xxxii

......................... 98
drawing ephelkein xxviii. ....... 97
dream oneiros xlii. .. ......... 100
carth géxixbis............... 96
Echidna Echidna xliv.......... 100
Empyrean empuriosi........... 92
ensoul psuchoun xxxii. ......... 98
ensure sumperainein X. . ....... 94
entrances eisodoi xxviii......... 97
expand platunein xxviii. ........ 97

extending anastasis xxviii. . ... .. 97

highest of all panupertatos xxxii. 98
hips lagones x, xvii b, xvii c, xviii

P 94,95
horse hippos xix bis........... 96
hydra hudraxixbis............ 96
Immortal athanatos xxxii. ...... 98

Implacables Ameiliktoi xii bis . .. 94
inarticulate asémos xlvi bis. ... 101
Incffable arrhétos vi, xlvi bis 93, 101

Intellective noeros vi, vii........ 93
irradiated selagizein xxxii. . .. ... 98
irrefragable arrhéktos xxxii. .. ... 98
iynges iugges xlvi bis......... 101
lapis lazuli sappheiros xlvi bis . . 101
laughing gelan xlvi bis .. ...... 101
Leaders of Worlds kosmagoi vi. .. 93
leadest agein xxxii............. 98
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leather taureios xlvi bis . ...... 101 (passim).............. 94, 95, 102
left laios X. .. ......coviinn.. 94 sphere sphaira xlvibis ........ 101
Life zéévii. .................. 93 spherical sphairikos xlvi bis . ... 101

Life-generating zéogonos i, xx,
xxxva, -light -phés xxxvb. 92, 96, 99

Light phés vi, vii. ............. 93
Lion-possessing leontouchos xviii,

xlviii bis (bis). ............ 95, 102
maiden parthenos xliv, (cf virginal

xiibis). . ..o 100
Material hulaiosi.............. 92
Mind nous xxxii............... 98
moon seléné xxxvi. . ........... 99
motion kinésisxliv........... 100

narrow apostenoun xxviii (cf con-
strict). . ... . i

Nature(s) phusis viii, x (bis). . . ... 94
night nux xxXxvi. . ............. 99
Omnipotent pagkrétos xxxii. . . . . 98
Once Transcendent Hapax epekeina
i, iibis...................... 93
openings on either side amphisto-
MOSXIV. . oo v iiiiiiieeeeeennns 95
Paternal patrikosi............. 92
Power dunamis vi, xii bis, xlvi bis
................... 93, 94, 101
Python Puthén xliv........... 100
Revel(?) kbmasxx............. 96
rightdexios x................. 94
Royal archikos xx (bis), xx bis
(passim). . ................... 96
Rulers archai xx. . ............. 96
Scourgebearing mastigophoros xix
........................ 96
scasons hérai xxxvi............ 99
serpentlike opheddés xliv. . . ... 100
She-Serpent drakaina xviii. . . . .. 95
Snake-girdled drakontozénos xviii,
X e e 94, 95
Soul psuché xx, xx bis (cf Source of
Souls). ..., 96
souls psuchai viii (cf Source of Souls)
......................... 94

Source of Souls pégé psuchén x,

xii bis, xlii, (cf viii)......... 94, 100
Source pégé viii, x (passim),

xii bis (passim), xviii (bis), xlviii bis

spokesmen of the Gods theophétai

XXXk ovvi i 98
spun strephein xlvibis........ 101
striding bainein xxxii.......... 98
subterranean hupogeios xliv. ... 100
sun helios XXXVi. .............. 99
suspended aidreisthaix......... 94

symbols charaktéres xlvi bis ... 101
temples krotaphoi xvii b, xvii ¢, xviii

......................... 95
Terrible deinos xli. ........... 100
thong imas xlvibis........... 101
Three-formed trimorphos xix. ... 96
Three-headed trikarénos xix, ix

.................. 94, 96
Torchbearing dadophoros xix. ... 96
Transcendent epekeina ii. . .. ... 93
triangular trigénos xlvi bis . . . .. 101
Truth alétheia xxxii........... 98
Twice Transcendent Dis epekeina

i, ilibis.........ocuiinn.. 93
Typhon Tuphén xliv.......... 100
Understanding Métis xxxii. . . ... 98
vain mataios xxxii. ............ 98
violent biaios xliv............ 100
virginal parthenikos xii bis, (cf maid-
enxliv)...................... 94
Virtue(s) areté x, xx, xx bis. .. 94, 96
water hudérxix bis ............ 96
waters hudata xliv............ 100
whipping mastizein xlvi bis . . .. 101
Whir rhoizéma xxxva.......... 99
Whirring-forth ekrhoizésis xxxv b

.......................... 99
whole universe holos xxviii. . . . . 97
wise sophoi xxxii.............. 98
words logoi xxxii. ............. 98
world kosmos xxxii (cf cosmic). .. 98
zonc z6mé xlii. ............... 100
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Plate 1

Plate 2

Plate 3

Plate 4
Plate 5
Plate 6
Plate 7
Plate 8

Plate 9

Plate 10

Plate 11

LIST OF PLATES

Hekateion from the Bruckenthal collection at
Hermanstadt (cf Farnell, pl. xxxix d ). Plates 1-8 are
from L. Petersen “Die dreigestaltige Hekate,” parts
1 & 2 in Archdologisch-epigraphische Mittheilungen
aus QOesterreich-Ungarn, vols IV (1880) & V (1881).

Detail of plate 1.

Hekateion. (No further details available: cf Petersen,
vol V pl. iii)

Hekateion from Aegina (cf Farnell, pl. xxxix c).
Hekateion in the Archeological Collection at Prague.
Hekataia in the Kunsthistorisches Museum, Wien.
Marble relief of Hekate in Bucharest.

Ditto.

Some figures relating to the Goddess Tanit, the
caduceus and the palm-tree, showing spiral motifs.
(Following Oden Studies, figs 10, 11 & 12, who has
in turn drawn them from A.M. Bisi Le Stele Puniche,
Rome 1967, figs 52, 51 & 13. [Cf p. 130 above.])

Drawing of a bronze or marble statuette of
Atargatis from the Janiculum in Rome, by Laura
Knobloch. {See The Crucible of Christianity cited
at p. 126, n. [82] above, where it is described as
marble: cf E. Neumann The Great Mother [2nd
ed.] Princeton 1963, pl. 59, who states it is bronze.)

Artist’s impression of Chaldean Hekate by Laura
Knobloch.
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