Myesis, Telete, and Mysteria
Robert M. Simms

HE ELEUSINIAN MYSTERIES of Demeter and Kore com-
I prised two distinct rites collectively termed tehetni: the
Lesser Mysteries in Anthesterion and the Greater in Boe-
dromion. The former served as a preparation—if never quite a
prerequisite!—for the latter. Initiation in the Mysteries likewise
comprised two degrees: pomnoig and énonteia, the former
required for the latter (Plut. Dem. 26). The epopteia is known
to have been a distinct rite conducted in Boedromion at the
Greater Mysterles (Plut Dem. 26), while myesis was generally
understood as ‘initiation’ in general, i.e., the total experience of a
mystes at the Lesser and Greater Mysterles Some scholars,
however, have sought to restrict its meaning.? H. PRINGSHEIM,
the most influential of these,? argued that myesis was a rite
distinct from the telete of the mysteria, constituting a “pre-
initiation” (Einweihung) conducted individually by members of
the two leading priestly gene at Eleusis, the Eumolpidai and
Kerykes, at either Athens or Eleusis, and at any time of year.
This separation of myesis and mysteria has been generally ac-
cepted,* but without, I think, the close scrutiny it warrants.
Prmgshelm (40f) drew his ev1dence from the fifth and fourth
centuries, but appears to have believed that his thesis applied to
the entire history of the cult. Kevin Clinton (supra n.1: 13 n.15),
on the other hand, while concurring with Pringsheim for the

1 K. Clinton, The Sacred Officials of the Eleusinian Mysteries (=TAPS Ns.
64.3 [Philadelphia 1974]) 13 n.13. While the Lesser Mysteries clearly looked
towards the Greater as a purification (£ Ar. Plut. 845; f. Polyaen. Strat. 5.17),
there is no evidence that they were a formal prerequisite; and the vast
disparity between the receipts from the Greater and Lesser Mysteries in 408/7
(4,399 2/3 vs 45 1/6 drachmas: /G I® 386.144ff) indicates that the latter could
be very sparsely attended.

2See P. Roussel, BCH 54 (1930) 53-67, for a conspectus.

3 Archiologische Beitrige zur Geschichte des eleusinischen Kults (Munich
1905: hereafter ‘Pringsheim’) 39ff.

* A. D. Nock, Mnemosyne ser. 4 5 (1952) 179; Nilsson, GGR I* 656; K. Clin-
ton, ArchEph 1971, 91.
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184 MYESIS, TELETE, AND MYSTERIA

two earlier centuries, has recognized that the thesis cannot be
maintained for the years after 300. I shall, accordingly, take
Pringsheim’s thesis with Clinton’s restriction as the current
interpretation to be tested.

Pringsheim’s chief epigraphical evidence is a single inscription,
IG I 6 (before 460) c.40-46:

40 []B[ ]ev 0V [d]pg[avov .....]

] 10¢ dpgavodg mai[dog xal 1]
[u]vc‘cag bexactou 3 . ]
[t]o¢ uvomg 10¢ Eke[vcwt N
[.Jevoc év T€1 adA£L [évTOC 10 h ]-

45 [1]Jepd, 10¢ 8¢ év Boter [.......]
[.] év 16 "EAevowviot. [vac.]

A succession of restored texts, prematurely accepted as valid,
has led to sweeping conclusions. Kirchner’s version, for exam-
ple (IG 1?2 6 €.123-29), decrees a monthly gathering of mystai at
Athens and Eleusis for myesis:

[o] B[Adrtlev 10v [8]po[oviv ped’ é¢)
10¢ dpoavoe bl [...... 1O¢ pu]-

125 Yotac. hexdoto pe[voc (o)vvayev]
[t]o¢c ndotac 10¢ "EAe[voive pvol-
[n]évog év T€L DAL [T€L mpd 10]
[t]epd, T0¢ O¢ év dotel [pvopévol-
¢ év 101 'EAgvowviot

Other versions specify such actions as a monthly enrollment of
mystai by the Eumolpidai,® a sacrifice by the mysta: before (?)
their myesis in the hieron court or Eleusinion, and proteleia
(hiera) by mystai.® These versions differ both in their res-
torations and in their authors’ identification of letters on the
stone; as sources for the nature of myesis, they are useless.”’

5 B. Merritt, Hesperia 15 (1946) 253, c.38-46.
¢ B. Merritt, Hesperia 14 (1945) 77, c.40-46; Sokolowski, LSCGS 3 c.36-42.

7 Crucial to these versions is the restoration pvouévog in lines 126f and 128f
Kirchner. Pringsheim and others have taken this closely with &v 121 adAén
(127) and év 101 'EAcvowior (129), thus locahzmg myesis (on demand) in these
two places, and presumably distinguishing it from the mysteria. The passage
need not, however, be read in this way: pvopévog could be understood with
EAevoivt (126) and év doter (128), rather than with the court and Eleusinion,
while the latter might specify where a related action, not myesis itself, is to
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Our only recourse, in the case of so intractable a document, is a
bare version limited to verifiable readings and defensible restora-
tions, such as that of I> 6 above. Let us see what modest—but
incontestible—conclusions it yields.

First, there were mystai® at Athens and Eleusis (nootag 10¢
’E?»e[uciVL] .. T0g 0¢ év Goter). But this hardly calls for the
invention of new rites or ceremonies. We already know of one
occasion for the presence of mystai at Eleusis: the Greater
Mysteries in Boedromion; and of two occasions for a gathering
at Athens: the Athenian portion of the Greater Mysteries
(15-18 Boedromion) and, more appropriately, the Lesser
Mysteries at Agrai in Anthesterion.? It is also clear that the
mystai at Eleusis had something to do with the hieron court, as
did those at Athens with the city Eleusinion. This, too, is
congruent with the program of the Greater Mysteries,10 while
even the Mysteries at Agrai can certainly have afforded some
role, albeit minor, to the Eleusinion in the city.!! Since this

take place. The structure of the passage, in fact, favors some such specification,
applied to mystai during their myesis (nvopévog); and it will be noted that all
the versions above (except Merritt’s first [supra n.6]) posit an action ancillary
to myesis, affecting the mystai either as object (the gathering of mystai, their
enrollment) or subject (their performance of proteleia). Nor is pvopévog, despite
its privileged status since Kirchhoff, even a necessary restoration of the lacuna:

Sokolowski (supra n.6) suggests Guopevog The point is that the inscription in
its present condition provides no basis for a choice of restoration here.

8 The term pbotng signified either an initiate or—as here—an initiand, pace
LS] s.v.; W. Burkert, Ancient Mystery Cults (Cambridge [Mass.] 1987) 136
n.33.

% Despite the location of Agrai outside the Athenian city wall (£€o tfig
ndhewg, Anecd.Bekk. 334.11; npd g norewg, Steph. Byz. s.v. "Aypa xai
“Aypai), it was nonetheless év doter for the demesmen of Erchia: BCH 87
(1963) 606 A.38f [SEG XXI 541; Sokolowski, LSCG 18). For the dates of the
Mysteries see J. D. Mikalson, The Sacred and Civil Calendar of the Athenian
Year (Princeton 1975) 65 (Greater), 120f (Lesser).

10 For the city Eleusinion in the program of the Greater Mysteries see G.
Mylonas, Eleusis and the Eleusinian Mysteries (Princeton 1961) 246ff with
n.120.

! Duris of Samos (FGrHist 76¥13=Ath. 253D-F) quotes from an ode stating
that Demeter “is commg to perform the sacred mysteries of Kore” (yn pév 1a
oepva g Képng pootipra €pxed’ iva mowor). If “the mysteries of Kore” were
those at Agrai (X Ar. Plut. 845), then one wonders from where Demeter is
coming (travel would of course be unnecessary for the local Demeter of Agrai:
Anecd. Bekk. 334.11 s.v. "Aypan). I suggest that the Demeter to whom the ode
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unfortunately lacunose passage can, as it stands, be reasonably
interpreted to refer to attested rites, it therefore seems prudent
and economical to avoid bu1ld1ng new hypotheses upon its
shaky foundations.
The same considerations apply also to a second passage from
the same inscription, C.26-31:
Képuxog O¢ pv[év .....]
[..] wdotag héxaostov [xal Edpol-
[Axid]oc [x]ata ta[v]td- &[....... ]
[.] mAetog e0BOvecBa[L yihibo]-
30 [ dpafx]uéor-pvév 8¢ b (ol av heP]-
601 Kepoxov xail Ed[poAnidov:]

This passage clearly makes an important point: the Kerykes and
Eumolpidai had the power of practicing myesis. Through
restoration it has also been made to refer to individual myesis, as
in Merritt’s 1945 version (s#pra n.6):

Képvkac 8¢ pv[Ev t0¢ vé]-
[0o]c wootag héxaostov [xai Evpol-
[Arid]ac xotd tavta- é[av 8¢ xor]
a mAEBog, e00OvesOaft xTA.

The reading nA&00g in line 29, however, was corrected to mAeiog
by Merritt in 1946. Further, Clinton has reported that he could
not see a sigma before pvotag in line 27.12 These two alterations
have opened new possibilities for restoration that either do not

refers is Demeter Eleusinia, and that the visitation in question is parallel to
that attested for the beginning of the Greater Mysteries, when the Eleusinian
hiera, having been carried in procession from Eleusis to Athens, were de-
posned in the city Eleusinion and their presence announced to the priestess of
Athena Polias by the paidvvtng totv Beotv (/G II2 1078.13-18). As this official
was evidently the caretaker of the goddesses’ statues at Eleusis (Mylonas
[supra n.10] 235f with n.58), it is likely that some representations or tokens of
Demeter and Kore were among the hiera carried to Athens (c¢f. Farnell, Cults
IIT 165). Since the priesthood of Eleusis officiated at the Lesser as well as the
Greater Mysteries (/G I3 6 s.c.9-14), it is possible that on both occasions
representations or tokens of Demeter Eleusinia were brought from Eleusis
and deposited in the city Eleusinion.

12 Merritt (supra n.5) 251; Clinton (supra n.1) 11, line 27 with note ad loc.
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involve or actually contradict individual myesis.'> The first re-
sults in a reference not to the number of mystai but to the costs
of myesis. Since this face of the stone elsewhere concerns the
fees to be received from mystai by the various Eleusinian sacred
officials, and since lines 20ff begin this specification for the
Eumolpidai and Kcrykcs (E[V]u[oAnid]ag xali Kép[v]kag
AapPavlev mapa] 16 plbotlo b Jekdorto név[te 6Borog), lines 26f
may be restored Képuvxac 8¢ pv[év Tocodlto (=10000V7T0V)]
pootag héxactov, as a recapitulation of the amount to be
received per head (kxaoctov). This recapitulation could also
introduce a prohibition on the gene from exacting more money
than specified: that is, nAeiog in 29 may refer to nAeiog OPerdc,
not pootog. In this case, héxaotov in 27 would no more suggest
individual initiation by a given Eumolpid or Keryx than does the
same word in lines 20ff above 1mpfy individual attention to
mystai, beyond the simple collection of fees. Both uses would
serve an accounting function only, and nothing would be
implied about mdlvjual or group myesis.

A second possibility for restoration in these lines assumes that
they do indeed refer to the number of mystai per Eumolpid or
Keryx, but allows this number to exceed one. The lacuna in 26f
may be replaced by a number: the options are (for com-
pleteness) [xa8’ Mva], [xard &Vo], [xa®’ héxcl, [xat’ oxtd],
[ hévdexa], and [hexatdv] (héxaotov in 27 would then be taken
with Képukag as subject). This possibility, of course, explicitly
contradicts any “prohibition of group myesis.” 14

Two fourth-century Eleusinian epistatai accounts were also
used in Pringsheim’s argument. /G 112 1673 (ca 327/6) contains

13 These possibilities were first raised by M. Jameson ap. N. ]J. Richardson,
The Homeric Hymn to Demeter (Oxford 1974) 21 n.1 (cf. his apparatus to IG
I3 pp.11f).

4 InIG 112 1673 (ca 327/6; see discussion infra) the epistatai 'EAevoivéBev
record their myesis of five public slaves (lines 24f), appending also the total
cost: avniodocape[v FAAIl —]. Clinton ad loc. (supran.4: 91) calls this “a clear
violation” of the prohibition on group myesis. Even if there were such a pro-
hibition, I do not agree: whatever the meaning of pdnoig here (see below), the
mere fact that the men were accounted as a group hardly requires that they
underwent myesis as a group (nor, for that matter, is it even clear that the
expendlture was given as a lump sum: the lacuna could j just as well contain e.g.
[v AIl éxdote or xat’ &vOporov]. But there is, as argued supra, still greater
cause for doubt that these lines violated a prohlbmon on group myesis,
namely, the likelihood that there was in fact no such prohibition.
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an apparent sequence: (24) [t]@v dnpociwv épuviicopev mévte
avopag toLg €v T® 1epd dvoucaﬂaipovrag, (42) év 701g
u\)o['mpt]mg, (44) peta pvotfipla. Pringsheim (40) took this
myesis of five public slaves, their cleansing within the bzeron,
and some building activities in subsequent ?mes as preparations
for the mysteria in line 42—and thus prior to them. But this
apparent priority of myesis to mysteria is illusory, as the
inscription as a whole is out of order: for example, activities for
Metageitnion, the month before that of the Mysteries, are not
listed until line 64, while some ancillary costs of the slaves’
myesis in line 24 are similarly delayed until line 62.

Pringsheim’s second inscription is /G I1? 1672 (ca 329/8). This
account does appear to proceed in order by prytany, and in line
207 under the sixth prytany (3 Gamelion-8 Anthesterion) we
find pdnoig dvoilv 1dv dnpocsimv : AAA. Neither of the two
regular Mysteries fell within this period: the Lesser Mysteries,
however, were observed soon afterward, and Richardson has
pointed out that in line 204 our inscription also lists expenses for
the Choes of the Anthesteria (12 Anthesterion) under the sixth
prytany.!® The explanation, of course, is that this inscription, like
the previous one, is first and foremost an account of expen-
ditures, not events: the actual outlay for the Choes was clearly
made prior to the festival, and the same may well have been true
of the expense for myesis, which can then be associated with the
Mysteries later in Anthesterion.

Thus the epigraphical support for Pringsheim’s thesis is far
from convincing. But what of the literary evidence? A key pas-
sage is Plutarch’s famous account of the initiation of Demetrius
Poliorcetes (Dem. 26) :

t61e &’ obv dvalevyvdov eig tdg "ABqvag (Anpitpiog) Eypayev, dti
BovAeton maporyevouevog evBbg punbivar kai v tedetiiv dnacov
and TtV _uikpdv_ Gypr tdv_énontikdv_moapadafeiv. 10dto §° 0od
Oepitov Mv 00dE yeyovdg mpdtepov, GAAL Td pikpd Tod 'AvOe-
oTNPL@Vog £teAodVTO, T 8¢ peydAo tod Bondpopuidvog: érndntevov
8¢ tovAdylotov AmO TAV pEYOAWV EviavTOv draAcimovieg. avo-
yvocBéviov 8¢ 1dv Ypoppdtov.... ItpatoxkAéovg yvounv eindv-
10G, 'AvBeotnpi@dva tOv Mouvvuyldvo yneoapévoug KoAelv kol
vopilewv, €téhovv Td Anuntple T TPpOg “Aypav: Kol HETA TODTOL

15 Richardson (s#pra n.13) 21 n.2. The Eleusinia are dated with the period
20-26 Anthesterion: Mikalson (supra n.9) 120f.
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naAwv €€ "Avleotnpidvog 0 Mouvvuyidv yevopevog Bondpopiav

£dé€ato TNV Aowrnv TeAeTnv, OQpa KOl THV EROMTELOV TOD

Anpmnrplov mpocemAafovoc.

Pringsheim distinguished punBfjvat in these lines from TV
tedetnv aracav, and took this as proof of a separation of myesis
from telete. Let us look more closely at the passage. Demetrius
demanded myesis “immediately” (£0090¢) on his arrival. But why
should this be necessary if myesis were normally available at any
time? This sentence, in fact, sets up a weak hendiadys: e000¢
gives the time, while v ... noparaPelv gives the degree or
extent, of the myesis desired. Nor is there any subsequent
account of Demetrius being accommodated with a pre-initiation
followed by telete: the Athenians’ only response to Demetrius’
demand for myesis was to reschedule the Mysteries.

Even if there were no contrary evidence, the material above
would lend dubious support at best to the separation of myesis
and mysteria even before 300: but there is evidence, and plenty
of it, against any such separation. Given that pveiv, pdnoig, and
uuotfipia are etymologically cognate, one would expect them to
reflect a single entity ai initio.

Our earliest source is Herodotus 8.65, referring to the mys-
teria: My ... oo‘mv TaOTNV ... é’woum ’Aenvaim ava thvta £tea
0 MT]’tpL xai tfi Képn, xai adtdv 1e 0 PovAdpevog ... poelran.
This is very close to an explicit linking of myesis and mysterza
Early in the fourth century, Andocxc%es (De Myst. 11) quotes
Pythonicus, Alcibiades’ accuser, as offering to prove that a
parody of the Mysterles had taken place by producing a witness
who é&pbdntog @v épel t& pvothpia: one having experlenced
woimotg, then, would know the content of the mysteria. On the
same occasion, [Lys1as] (In Andoc. 51) attacks Andoc1des,
claiming that omog YOp ev&)g otolnv utuouusvog T lepa
énedeixvo 10lg dpvfitolg xai eine T @wvfi & dndppnto. This
looks superficially as though a prellmmary stage of podmoig was
prerequisite for seeing the hiera in the Mysteries: but here the
emphasis is not on the apdnrot, but on the unqualified person
acting as Hlero}i)hant : presumably the dpdntor were not amiss
in viewing the hiera and hearing the aporrbeta, but in viewing
and hearing at the hands of an imposter. This is exactly the point
of Diogenes Laertius’ well-known report of the exchange
between Theodorus and the the Hierophant Euryclides (2.101):
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“Aéye poi,” Egn (0 Beddwpog), “EvpukAeidn, tiveg eloiv ol aoe-
Bodvteg mepl td pvotnpiay” eindviog &’ €xelvov, “oi Tolg apvnTolg
avta Exeépovteg,” “acefelg dpa,” Epn, “xai oV, Tolg apvNTolg
duyodpevoe.”
That is, the mysteria are regularly shown to dudnrot, those who
are being initiated—the important distinction being by whom;
and again, myesis does not precede mysteria. Later in the fourth
century, Plato (Gorg 497 C) makes Socrates say eu&uumv el, ®
KaAAikAerg, Ot1 tad peydAo (pvotipia) pepvnocor mpiv 1o
ouwxpd. Here too 10 pveicBat is identified with ta pvotfpla.
Still more explicit is [Dem.] In Neaeram 21:

Aociag éBouM]Gn npdg 101G AAAOLG dwald)paow o‘{g dcvﬁ)amcev eig
owmv xai ;,umcou (mv ME‘E(X.VEtpaV) Nyoduevog . . Qv €1Q 1nv
£OPTNV KAl TQ HVOTAPLO VREP AVTHG avalmon, npog avThv Y
avOpomnov yépv katabioecOar. 8endn odv 1fig Nikapéing éADelv
elg & puotipua &yovoav thv Metdverpav, iva pondfi, kol adtog
VRECYETO HONOELV.

In these lines the singular and exclusive connection of pin-
ow/pvelv with thv £optiv/ta pvothipila is unmistakable: this,
Metaneira’s first experience of initiation, is no “pre-initiation”
ceremony, but the Mysteries themselves, the £opth.

After the fourth century countless sources use myesis and its
cognates in intimate connection with telete and the annual
mysteria: one example is I Soph. OC 1053 : twvég 8¢ 9ot kai Tov
EVpoAnov eLpelv THV PONGLY THV CLVIEAOVUEVTIV KOT' EVIOVTOV
¢v 'EAevoivi Afuntpt xai Képn. But the identity of myesis and
mysteria is scarcely less clear for the earlier period as well. Thus
I beheve that it is safe to reject the notion of any free-floating
myesis-“pre-initiation” separate from the Eleusinian Mysteries.
On the contrary, myesis formed the very core of these
Mysteries—as the respective names clearly indicate.

One point now remains to be clarified. We observed above
that /G I% 6 c.26-31 does grant to the Eumolpidai and Kerykes
the right to perform myesis. This right is also implied about a
century later (ca 367-348) in a law concernmg the Mysterles :16
gav 8¢ mig pofi[L EJopod[middv fi Knpbxwv odx v e]idag, fi éav
npocdymt 1i¢ ponodue[vov. I have argued above that myesis was
conducted exclusively at the mysteria, and have implied that this

16 Clinton, Hesperia 49 (1980) 263-68, A27 [SEG XXX 61].
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was the province of the Hierophant and other sacred officials of
the festival. What power of myesis, then, belonged to every
member of the Eumolpidai and Kerykes without distinction? To
answer this we need to survey the range of meanings of pveiv.
Although most occurrences of this word have the simple deno-
tation ‘initiate’, we find one noteworthy exception. In the
passage already cited from In Neaeram 21, Lysias wishes to

“initiate” (pvficat) his mistress Metaneira. Now there is no
evidence whatever that the ‘initiator’ was a member of the
Eumolpidai or Kerykes, and in any case his myesis is clearly an
item oF expense (npog 101 GAAOLC AVOADROGLY OLC GVAALOKEVY),
not of ritual. Thus in the fourth century, and probably earlier
still, puetv could have the connotation ‘pay/arrange for, or
contribute to, one’s myesis.’V

This, I think, is the key for understanding pveiv as applied to
the Kerykes and Eumolpidai. Members of these gene were
charged with a highly significant contribution to myesis: that
contribution, I suggest, which has long been associated with the
office of mystagogos.'® Mystagogoi evidently conducted the
indoctrination of mystai early in the Mysteries which would
prepare them for the confusing and perhaps frightening events
to come, then accompanied their charges through mucl% of the
ceremony.!? That these officials were drawn from the Eumol-

17 “Presentation for myesis”: Roussel (supra n.2) 55. The English verb
‘marry”’ illustrates the principle: the cleric or justice of the peace marries man
and woman, but woman ‘marries’ man, and wice versa, and father ‘marries
(off)’ child. Two other possible cases of pveiv as ‘pay or arrange for myesis’
appear in /G II? 1672.207, and 1673.24 (supra 181 and n.14): for the latter, cf.
Clinton (supra n.4). A doubtful instance is Andocides De Myst. 132: adda
yap, @ av8peg, dux i mote ‘IOlg gpol vuvi emueeuevmg . ‘tpla p.ev £t
Emdnudv xal m«nv éx Kbdmpov ovx aoeBew £d6xovv abroig, podv piv 'A..
(tOv) Aehobdv, E11 & dAhovg Eévoug épavtod.... If Andocides was in a fact a
member of Kerykes ([Plut.] Vit. Andoc.; ]. Toepffer, Attische Genealogie
[Berlin 1889] 83ff. contra, F. Blass, Die attische Beredsamkeit 12 [Leipzig 1887]
281 n.2; Wilamowitz, Aristoteles und Athen [Berlin 1893] II 74 n.5; J. K.
Davies, Atbeman Propertzed Families [Oxford 1971] 27), then the myesis he
conducts here is that authorized in G I’ 6, etc., for members of the two gene.
If not, then his myesis will, as above, take "the connotation ‘arrange for
initiation’ (“sponsoring ... for initiation”: Richardson [supra n.13] 21).

18 See O. Kern, RE 16 (1935) 1209.

19 Hesych. s.v. pootaywoydg; Liban. Decl 13.19; Plut. Al 34.6. Livy (31.14.7f)
writes of two uninitiated Acharnanian youths who wandered into the hieron
at Eleusis late in the telete and gave themselves away by their ignorant ques-
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pidai and Kerykes is an old suggestion of Foucart? that warrants
reconsideration. Though it has no explicit attestation,?! the idea
provides a reasonable and economical link between two well-
known Eleusinian institutions, answering such long-standing
questions as “Who were the mystagogoi?”

Moreover, the evidence supposed to support myesis (on de-
mand) can apply, pari passu, to mystagogia. The inscription
quoted above, for example, comprises two acts: leadmg a mystes
to a Eumolpid or Keryx for myesis (E&v mpocaynt T pon-
ocopé[vov]), and then the actual myeszs (Eav 8¢ Tig I.LDT][l] )
Clinton (supra n.16: 279) comments: “A prospective initiate ...
had somehow, in the days before the Mysteries, to find
someone who could give him myesis, and he usually had to pay
for this service.... There were men posing as members of either
of these clans, and others were ready to introduce people to the
imposters.” Exactly the same could reasonably be said with
mystagogia replacing myesis: that is, mystagogoi also must have
been qualified personnel, had somehow to be found by the
mystai before the telete, and must have received pay—creating,

tioning of others (absurde quaedam percunctantes): at least part of the crucial
knowledge of the mystai around them will have been owed to mystagogoi.

20 P, Foucart, Les Grands Mystéres d’ Eleusis (Paris 1900) 281-84; Farnell,
Cults 111 161 n.b ; Kern (supra n.18).

21 The one Attic inscription that mentions mystagogoi: (J. H. Oliver,
Hesperia 10 [1941] 65-72 no. 31 [Sokolowski, LSCGS 15]: first century B.C.)
does name the two gene (line 22) in a section containing frequent references to
mystagogoi (18, 25, 35, 41). The immediate context of the reference is as follows
(lines 17-25 Sokolowski):

------ gxaorn [t1@v  @u]A[@v---]vt[-----
---t] OV uuctaymym[v ]K)»no[ ———————— ol =mépe]-
[8pot 10 Bac]iléng kal ol émtpeAntal tdv pnornplmv [-----
20 [--]c, lenoupysnmoav 8¢ t[o]ig ter[ovpévorg oi-----
[xal ot iepei]g of e 811},10010l navt[e]g [xai--—-xai oi]
[brd t@v] Knpdxov xai Eupolmﬁfi)v [drodeikvipevor--Exovreg)
[tdv dnpooci]ev Tovg ucavoug \cou [---------- £lav]-
[vewwv 8¢ xata] té&wv xail thv nopeiav g[Oxbéopng moie]ifv]
coot[e] atf----]
25 [--ta]v 8¢ ol pvotaywyol pf cvvr[opeldwviar toig [pooraig---—]

The officials who are to “serve the initiates” (20: Oliver restores t[o]i¢ 1éA[ec])
will certamly have included the mystagogoi, and in 21f one could restore  e.g.
--- Xai ol pvotayoyol ol £k t@v] Knpoxev xai EVpoAnidov [tetayuévor].
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therefore, an opportunity for imposters and their accomplices.
Assuming that this was so, the state will surely have issued
regulations for the costs and conduct of mystagogia; and it is
incredible that we have no record of this in IG I? 6 or elsewhere.

Again the economical solution is to recognize the regulation of
mystagogia for the Eumolpidai and Kerykes in I’ 6, under the
term myesis.?2 Moreover, on Clinton’s reasonable assumption
that a typical mystes would seek myesis just before the telete,
we should have to imagine hundreds and thousands of mysta:
looking about before the Mysteries for people to perform two
distinct services—myesis and mystagogia. Both economy and
order, therefore, are served if myesis=mystagogia.

In this connection it is important, though insufficiently
noticed,?? that pvotaywydc and its cognates are relatively late
words. uuoraymyég is attested only twice before the first cen-
tury AD.: first in a fragment attributed to Menander,?* next more
than 200 years later in an Attic decree of the first century B.C.
(supra n.21). Plutarch (Alc 34.6) projects the word back to fifth-
century Athens, but this is very likely an anachronism.?> There

22 The specification of their individual fee for myesis/mystagogia is then to be
found in c.20-23: E[b]u[oArid]ag xali Kép[v]xag AauBav[ev mapd] to plbot[o
b Jexaoro név[te 6Békc‘)g't]li_)'r [&pplévov, Beherd]v Ot Tpeic-].

B See Foucart (su#pra n.20) 93.

24 Fr.714 K.: dravti Saipev avdpi cvuprapictatar evfvg yevopévo,
pvotaywydg 1ov Bilov dyabic.

25 'This is the most famous account of Alcibiades” armed escort of the pompe
of the Greater Mysteries from Athens to Eleusis under the eyes of the Spartans
(cf Xen. Hell. 1.4.20): 1£p£1g 8¢ xai pnc‘tag xali uoctaymyoug avalchov xai
101g SmAoig nepuca)mvag, nyav &v xOOope Kol petd cmmng, Osapa oepvOv xai
Ocompentc v otpatnyiav éxeivnv émideikvipevog, Hnd 1@v un @Bovodviwv
iepogaviiav xal pvotaywyiav nposayopevopévnv. Plutarch’s source for this
story was probably either Ephorus or Theopompus (see 32.2), but the question
is to what extent his use of pvotaywydg and pvorayeyio is a personal
elaboration of his material based upon his familiarity with the Eleusis of his
own day. The text does claim that Alcibiades’ generalship on this occasion was
actually described (npocayopevopévnyv) as mystagogia. But two things should
make us doubt that this is an exact quotation gom a fourth-century source.
First, abstractions, especially those in -ia, are a characteristic feature of
Plutarch’s style. Second, we have an apposite example of how Plutarch uses his
sources: in Dion 54.1, describing the friendship of Dion with the Athenian
Callippus Plutarch * quotes’ (Plato] (Ep. 7. 333e) to the effect that Callippus ovK
anod nm&:tag, aAL’ éx puotaymytmv xal g m:pvcpexoucmg ttapeiag
yvodpipov avtd yevésBar xai cuviOn. [Plato], however, had written of the
brothers Calhppus and Philostratus as ovx éx @ilocogiag yeyovdte @il (1d
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is an explosion of appearances of pootaywyds in the perlod after
ca AD. 100, especially in Christian writers, who apply it meta-
phorically to saints, priests, Christ, etc.2¢

I suggest that the late and meager attestation of pvotoywyds,
uvotayoyla, etc., is significant and that these terms are not at-
tested before ca 300 B.C. because they were not in use at Eleusis,
but were adopted there in Hellenistic times as a replacement for
Woelv, in the sense of what the Eumolpidai and Kerykes did at
the Mysteries. It is also significant that in its later development
uuoravm'yew exhibits two meanings: ‘initiate’ and ‘guide’.?” At
first sight, ‘initiate’ is odd: mystagogoi almost certainly did not
perform any formal initiation, but were limited to instructing
mystai and {eadmg them through the Greater Mysteries. In what
sense, then, did the mystagogo: initiate? Just as I have argued in
respect to the Eumolpidai and Kerykes, the mystagogoi initiated
in the sense of ‘contributing to another’s initiation’; and I suggest
that the later equation pvoroywyelv= poeiv arose from the earlier
use of pveiv to connote this same contribution.

If, then, the two gene had exclusive rights to mystagogia,
would there have been enough of them to service the crowds of
mystai each year? There would, if—as I have tried to show—we
need not assume a 1:1 ratio. One possibility mentioned above,
1:11, would have required 200 gennetai to be on hand for the ca

Alovy), GAL’ éx TG meprtpexovong Etaipiag TavINg Tg T®V TALicTOV QlAwv,
fiv éx 100 Eevilew 1e xai pueiv xai érontedew npaypa'te{)owm. Obviously,
Plutarch’s ‘quotation’ is quite loose, and for his source’s pveiv xai énontedew
he has substituted pvorayoyia (uveiv here, incidentally, appears to have an
intransitive meaning unnoticed by LSJ). With this example in hand, then, it is
hardly necessary to imagine that in Alc. pvorayoyiav, or for that mater
pvotayayovg, derives from Plutarch’s source(s): for another example of
“stylistic elaboration” reflecting “the limitations of Plutarch’s grasp of the finer
nuances of the fifth- and fourth-century source material to which he had such
enviable access,” see D. Whitehead, The Demes of Attica (Princeton 1986)
305-08.

26 QOrigen XVII, p.32 (Migne, P G); Phot. Bibl. 232.2874a; Joh. Chrys
Catechesis ultima ad baptizandos 174, In catenas sancti Petri 36; Joh.
Philoponus De opificio mundi 204; etc.

277 Plutarch (Mor. 795p) uses pvotaywyetv as the exact antonym of pveioBou
o¥twg 6 TeAéwg moAITIKdG Avilp Ta piv mpdta pavBdvev Et molitedeton xal
pvovpevog ta 8’ Eoxara 818doxwv xai pvotayeydv. The initiand is thus a
learner, while the mystagogos/initiator is a teacher. For the meaning ‘guide’
see Strab. 17.1.38, Alciphr. 2.28.2; ¢f. LS] s.v.
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2,200 initiates of the year 408/7.2% Other ratios, of course, are also
possible.??

Thus it appears that myesis and mysteria were always united,
and that the myesis allotted to the Eumolpidai and Kerykes,
ultimately termed mystagogia, was the distinctive and crucial

contribution of these priestly gene to the general myesis of the
festival.

EmMMA WILLARD SCHOOL

STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK, ALBANY
September, 1990

28 Clinton (s#pra n.1) 13 n.13 with /G I* 386.145. These possibilities were
discussed supra as restorations of IG I3 6 c26-31.
29 Since there is no need to suppose that ¢.26-31 contained anything about

number of mystai per mystagogos, we are not restricted to the numbers listed
supra that happen to fit the lacuna in 26f.



