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THE EXPOSURE OF CHILDREN AT ATHENS
AND THE éyxvrpioTpiac

By H. BOLKESTEIN
PRELIMINARY NOTE

The opinion which had already been expressed more than once in
earlier publications (see the literature cited by Bliimner, Privatalter-
tiimer®, p. 77) that, to get rid of undesired children, the Greeks
have used to a large extent the expedient of exposing new-born
infants has been treated more recently and in a fuller way by Glotz
(Dictionnaire des Antiquités, s.v., ““ Expositio’”) and has since found
general acceptance. After a renewed investigation of the whole
problem and the arguments which have been put forward, I have
come to the following conclusion: That no fact can be pointed out,
nor an utterance cited, as regards the fifth and fourth centuries B.c.
which could be used as a proof that the exposure of infants by their
parents was a common thing in Athens; that, on the contrary,
indications are to be found which justify the drawing of the opposite
conclusion. By a coincidence Professor Van Hook has also, as I
found out after the writing of my article, devoted a study to the
same subject, the results of which have been published in Volume LI
of the Transactions of the American Philological Association. His
conclusions are so similar to those of the first, more general, part of
my article, that in concert with the editor, the publishing of that
part in this periodical has been omitted. In the following part a
special question, which has been left aside by Professor Van Hook
in his study, is investigated.

When inquiring into the extent which the phenomenon of the
exposure of infants is said to have had at Athens, one meets with a
generally adduced fact, which, if it proved to be true, would be
capable of silencing all doubt.

It is maintained that the children exposed were generally placed
in a pot, x0rpa, for this purpose; so often did this occur, that the
[CrassicaL ParLoLogy XVII, July, 1922] 222
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function had become an occupation, almost a profession for the
women who discharged it, “in-potters,” éyxvrpiorpiatr. If, indeed, a
regular occupation could develop from the custom of exposure, the
latter must have assumed extraordinary proportions, and if, more-
over, such a coarse, heartless expression for this occupation was usual,
then it is evident that, for an Athenian father and mother, the killing
of their child was a matter of indifference. Zimmern urges mitigat-
ing circumstances: ‘“We have no right to cast stones either at him or
his fellows. They were the victims of social forces, like the thousands
of civilized working mothers who are forced to neglect their babies
today’’; in view of the ever-threatening disaster of overpopulation
and poverty ‘“‘it was more merciful in the long run.”! I doubt
whether, by this comparison and apology, he has brought his readers
to what he calls the historian’s duty, namely ‘“to understand and
sympathize”’; in most cases, presumably, the prevailing feeling
will not be that of sympathy. Generally speaking, however, our
judgment is only of subsidiary importance; and we most certainly
ought not to regard as impossible, or even improbable, what seems to
us hideous and incomprehensible. But what ought to inspire us
with legitimate suspicion as to this supposed custom is, that it does
not agree with, nay, even flatly contradicts what we have learned,
from other sources, to regard as the Athenian view of exposure;
there is accordingly double reason for testing the data of tradition
concerned, with great accuracy, as to their trustworthiness.

They are derived exclusively from ancient interpreters of Aris-
tophanes, and their statements here, as indeed invariably, have been
uncritically accepted by the old lexicographers. In The Wasps the
chorus says, among other things (vss. 286 ff.):

AN’ &yal’ avioTago und’ olrw geavrov

éolie und’ dryavaxree.

Kkal yap avnp waxls fxew TGy wpodorTwy Taml Opdkys
ov Smws éyxUTPLELS.

1 Zimmern, The Greek Commonwealth, p. 325, Leopold Schmidt, Die Ethik der
alten Griechen, 11, 138, mentions, as some excuse, ‘‘das Vertrauen auf die Gutherzigkeit
megarischer Familien, welche nach der Angabe eines Grammatikers (Cramer, Anecdd.
Ozxon., ITI, 193: ékribévrwr vap, pnoi, ’Adnvaiwr Ta yvévy Meyapels dratpobuevor ETpepor)
sich solcher Findlinge gern annahmen.”’
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As to this last word, the scholiast notes:!

GVTL TOU TOPETOUEVOU. UETEVNVOXEV O€ AmO TV é&v Tals XUTpats ékTife-
pévwy Bpeddv. R. amo 7av éxtlhepévav Tadiov év xOTpats. 810 kal SodokNijs
amwokTelvewr xurpifew e\eyer &v Ilpiauw, kal Aloxulos Aaiw kal Pepexpdrs.
80ev kal eyxvrpiaTplas® édlovy Tas diakovouvuevas Ta (Bpédpn. kal viv odv
ws éwl drwhelas ToD kpinoouévov énke iy Nekw. Tap’ doov To EkTiféueva
eis 8pos 7 els épnuov ToTov BaANerar. V.

When, in The Frogs Aeschylus, speaking about Oedipus, says of

the latter

O7€ 81 Tp@TOV Mév abTOV Yevduevov,

Xewudvos vros éféfegav év 60Tpakw,
the scholium explains: 76 ¢ év do7pakw, émel év xiTpaws ékerifecas
Ta wadla. 80 kal xurpifew éNeyov. Finally, the statement is
made, In connection with one of the tales which Mnesilochus nar-
rates in the assembly of women (Thesmoph. 502 ff.):

érépav §’ &yPO’ 7 packer wdivew yurd

déx’ Muépas, &ws érpilaro madiov:

68 dvip mepihpxer’ drutdrt dwoluevos,

70 & eloépepe Ypads év xITpa TO Taibiov,

wa uy Bogm, knpiw Befuouévov.
The scholium here runs: 7. év xitpa 7a mwaidia éferifecav.’ It
need scarcely be said that in this last case the statement, which has
nothing to do with the matter, has been simply dragged in; in the
scholium on the passage from The Frogs, too, it may be observed
that the so-called illustration of the exposure of Oedipus év 6oTpdKw
does not amount to much more than a generalization of a particular
fact, of which not a single further instance is known. (Euripides’
Ion is exposed by his mother in a little basket.) The note on the
verb éyxvrpilew in The Wasps merits a closer scrutiny. In this
scholium, two different things should be clearly distinguished: the
assurance that this word is used for ¢ovebew, amoxreivew ; and the
interpretation of this metaphorical significance. For the first
statement, the writer quotes examples from Sophocles, Aeschylus, and

11 give the scholium as printed by Dindorf.
2 As to the other version, &yxi7peta, see below, p. 236.

3 The interpretation has been adopted by all lexicographers, e.g., Hesychius:
tvxurpitew ékTlfévar Bpépos &v x0Tpa; Moeris: éyxurpiouds B Tob Bpépous Ekbeots
erel &v xVTpats ekerifevTo.
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Pherecrates; by an unlucky chance, however, not one of them has
come down to us, on which account, verification on our part is
impossible; but it is not very likely that the scholiast, seeking to
support his statement in this manner, would have made any serious
mistake; and there is accordingly no serious reason to doubt that
éyxvurpilewr was used in the sense of “to kill.”

The case is otherwise as regards the explanation of this figurative
use; for this he is unable to adduce a single reason—presumably
it rests upon no other basis than the illegitimate generalization
from the case of Oedipus, as related in Aristophanes, suggested by
an incorrect derivation of the word éy-xvrp-i{ew itself. It is nothing
but a conjecture, and a conjecture which, after a little consideration,
must be rejected as most improbable; for, after all, how should a
word which means, literally, the exposure of litle children come to
signify the killing of full-grown persons, as in the case in the passage
of Aristophanes which has given rise to this “interpretation” ?

Happily, we need not confine ourselves to the expression of
strong doubt; the scholiasts refer us, among other things, to the
existence of éyxvrptorpiar, and as to the functions of the latter, a
passage in the pseudo-Platonic Minos, where they are mentioned,
leaves us no room for doubt. Socrates inquires: €l Tols adTols del
vouois xewuefa 7 dANote &\Nots, a question to which the answer need
not be doubtful, according to the “friend,” seeing that in Athens
itself, in the course of time, the change has become evident: &omep
kal fuds avTols olofa mwov kal adrds dkobwy, olows vouois éxpiuefa
mpo ToU Tepl Tovs AmofavovTas, lepeld Te TpoopaTTOVTES TP THS
éxpopas Tob vekpol kal éyxurpioTplas uerameumduevor.! The context
removes all possibility of doubt: éyxvrpiorpiar were women whose
services were formerly made use of at the burial of adults; there
is no question of children or of exposure.

This, too, is what the scholiast says in his note; but, not being
content with this, he adds further illustrations, as is the custom of
scholiasts, without connection or explanation; the whole runs as

! Minos 315C. Two manuscripts (Parisinus A, Vindobonensis F) give the reading
&y xvrioTpias, which has been adopted by Burnet in the text; in my view incorrectly.
As shown above, the scholia on Aristophanes mention the word &yxvrpiorpia in con-

nection with the verb é&yxvrpifew, from which it is, indeed, regularly formed. How
should the form é&yxvrioTpia be capable of an explanation ?
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follows: éyyurpiorplas: Tas xods Tols TeTeheuTnkbow émidepoloas.
é\eyov 8¢ kal 76 PAaYar kataxvuTpicar, ws ‘ApioTopbrns. Néyovtai
8¢ kal boat Tols évayels kabaipovow, aiua émixéovaar Tol iepelov. ért
8¢ kal ail GpnriToiar, kal 81 kal uatal ékTifeloar év xlTpais Ta Bpédn.

Those who have expressed their views as to the functions of the
éyxvrptarpiar have all (except Glotz) rightly taken, as their point of
departure, the Minos passage, the only one affording a firm footing;
meanwhile, as no one has yet made use, for the purposes of exegesis,
of all the data which are available, a new investigation cannot be
condemned beforehand as useless. Let us first examine what
explanations have hitherto been given.

a) Women who carried some kind of vase at the ékpopd.—Briickner
and Pernice express this as their assumption, in their well-known
article on the Dipylon Cemetery in Athens: “Zu den Geschiften,
welche . . . . den zum Leichenbegingnisse angenommenen éyxuv-
tploTpiar zufielen, wird es wohl auch gehort haben, die schweren
Loutrophoren ans Grab zu tragen.””

Perrot and Chipiez reproduced the Minos passage in the words:
“Puis nous mettions en marche des femmes chargées de vases
destinés aux libations et au bain.””?

In his description of the ékpopad, Lecrivain says: “Il y a en téte
une femme, I’ éyxurpioTpia, portant un vase, appelé xirpis, pour
les libations,” for which explanation he refers to a drawing of a vase.?

Collignon, too, cites a painting on the neck of a Nourpoddpos,
where a woman is carrying such a vase: in this connection he says:
“Le vase est porté par I’ éyxvrpiorpia, que suit une pleureuse
faisant les gestes de la lamentation.”

This interpretation, which is chiefly based upon representations
of vases, takes no account, either of the formation of the word, or of its
use in Aristophanes: for how can the occupation of one, bearing a
vase, be called éy-xvrpifeww? And how, from this carrying of a vase,
could the figurative use in the sense of &mokreivew (Aristophanes
scholium) or of A\arrew (Minos scholium) be derived ?

1 Britckner und Pernice, **Ein attischer Friedhof, " Ath. Mt XVIII (1893), 148.
2 Perrot et Chipiez, Histoire de I’ Art, VII, 58.

3 Dict. des Anl., s.v., “‘Funus,” 1I, 1374, and Fig. 3343.

4 Ibid., s.v., ‘‘Loutrophoros,” III, 1319, and Fig. 4560.
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b) Women who perform a ritual purification.—Starting out from
a gloss on Hesychius! and the statement of a scholiast,? according to
which use was made, in ritual purifications, of a xirpa or éorpdkivoy
Ouutarnpov, Lobeck had already expressed a surmise that the
éyxvrploTpiatr might be comparable with the Roman simpuviatrices
or simpulatrices, “hoc est, mulieres divinis rebus deditae, ut Festus
ait.”’® Schoemann-Lipsius connect this conjecture with the well-
known custom of all the inmates of a house purifying themselves,
after a burial, by ablutions,* and surmise that superstitious persons
employed yet other purifications, “wozu man sich auch der Dienste
einer sogenannten éyxvrptoTpia bedienen mochte, d.h. einer weisen
Frau, die sich auf dergleichen Reinigungen verstand, die Reinigungs-
mittel in einem Topfe mitbrachte, und die Verunreinigung in dem-
selben Topfe mit sich hinwegnahm.””®> This interpretation is wholly
accepted by Mau® and Stengel,” while Rohde still further adduces in
its support the fact that a part of the Minos scholium “auf diesen
Sinn fithrt;? that of Miss Harrison is in substantial agreement
therewith.®

It rests chiefly on this—surely very weak—point of similarity,
that éyxurpi{ew is supposed to have been, necessarily, only one
occupation in which a x0rpa was required, and in some purifications,
indeed, this was used. Will there not have been many operations
which were executed with such an everyday object? Rohde incor-
rectly sees a similarity between the purifications which are mentioned
in the Iulis inscription, and those to which the Minos scholium
refers; in the former case, utawouevor are referred to, on account of

! Hesychius, ®apuaky, % xrpa #v érolpafov 1ots kabaipovow Tas wolets.

2Schol. ad Aesch. Choeph. 96: ’Afnvaioc xabaipovres oikiav doTpakive Guuiarnpiw
plyavres &v Tals TpLbbots TO BTTPAKOY. GUETACTPETTL AVeEXWPOUY.

3 Lobeck, Aglaophamus, I, 632.

4 Schol. ad Aristoph. Nubes 836: €fos v uera 76 ékxoutobijvar 70 odua xabépuov

Xxapw amohoveafar Tols oikelovs 70D TefvedTos, confirmed by the burial enactment of
Tulis (Ditt.? 1218).

5 Schoemann-Lipsius, Griech. Alt. 114, 372.

6 Pauly-Wissowa, s.v., ‘‘Bestattung,”” III, 345.
7 Stengel, Die griech. Kultusaltertiimer3, p. 167.
8 Rohde, Psyche, 1, 231, n. 4.

9 Harrison, Prolegomena, p. 38: &é&yxvrpifew, ‘‘to pot,” i.e., to utterly ruin and
destroy, to make away with.
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their relation to a person deceased; while the kafapais of the latter
is of an entirely different character; évayels, indeed, refers to persons
charged with bloodguiltiness. And finally, the point remains
unexplained, how the word by which the cleansing, the atonement
of these persons is indicated, could have assumed the signification
of “to kill.”

¢) Women who, after the burning of the corpse, collect the bones in a
pot.—Boeckh, who once published a commentary on the Minos!
considered he could infer the occupation of the women from their
name: they were “mulieres ossilegium procurantes”; by way of
explication he quotes in reference: “Solon multa, quae olim circa
funera Athenis obtinebant, sustulit, v.c. lessum [Cic. Legg. ii. 23]:
itaque eum etiam ossilegii consuetudinem censeo abolevisse. Quam
conjecturam firmat, quod fuit in xii Tabb. Homini mortuo ne ossa
legito, quo post funus faciat [tbid. 24]; in xii Tabb. inquam, quarum
caput illudo quod versatur in funebribus, de legibus Solonis trans-
latum est [¢bid. 23. 25. 26].” With this view Lobeck associated
himself, at the same time expressing the surmise that, in the Minos
scholium, instead of BAaya:, we should read fayar.? In very recent
times this view has again been taken up by Poulsen, who also quotes,
with approval, both Boeckh’s argument, and Lobeck’s conjecture.?

At this, one can only be amazed; for nowadays we can surely
find, in any handbook, a collection of passages from which it appears
clearly that among the Romans ossilegium was neither prohibited
nor fallen into abeyance, but on the contrary was performed by the
surviving family as a pious duty.! We know the same fact, as
Poulsen himself mentions, with regard to the Homeric Greeks, and
the Athenians of the fourth century, in support of the presumption:
“aber in fritherer Zeit mag es anders gewesen sein”’ there is abso-
lutely no evidence to be adduced; no more than there is for the con-
jecture that éyxvrptorpiar should have been daroNéyor,® except that

1 Boeckh, In Platonis qui vulgo fertur Minoem, 1806, p. 57.

2 Lobeck, Aglaophamus, I, 632.

3 Poulsen, Die Dipylongrdber und die Dipylonvasen, pp. 48 ff.

4 Marquardt, Das Privatleben der Romer, I, 382: Blumner, Rém. Privat-Altertimer,
p. 501.

5 Of the tragedy of this name by Aeschylus (Athen. xv. 667¢) nothing further is
known.
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the derivation of the word appears to admit the possibility of such
a meaning.

d) Women who interred young children in xirpar.—The correct-
ness of the rule given by Pliny: ‘“hominem prius quam genito dente
cremari mos gentium non est’’ is sufficiently demonstrated by the
excavations: young children have been regularly found buried.
In the Dipylon Cemetery, small corpses have been encountered in
tubs and in obliquely placed amphorae.? Kinch gives an elaborate
description of children’s graves in the report of his excavations at
Vroulia, on the island of Rhodes; here the children, up to the age
of six years, have been interred in pots, the smallest, “ceux d’un ou
plusieurs mois, les nouveau—nés et probablement aussi les enfants
nés avant terme,” in x07pat.3 An archaeologist, who happened to be
acquainted with the word éyxvrpifew, must naturally have hit
upon the idea that this was the way of burying children which was
called éyxvrpi{ew ; and indeed, we find this opinion in Orsi’s account
of his excavations at Gela.* There he gives statistics as to the modes
of interment in the archaic necropolis, in the following terms:

a) inumazioni di adulti e fanciulli . . 223
b) éyxvrpwopol di feti, bambini, piu di rado di fanciulli . 233
c) oo"reo)\oyuu. .o P
d) kadoeas di adulti, d1 rado dl fancmlh . (1) §

570

Orsi here uses the term without any explanation; presumably,
therefore, it had already been employed by others. But, whoever
brought it into vogue, the tempting conjecture can only be accepted
by those who take no account of what we know further about the
word; from the Minos passage it is obvious that éyxvrploTpiat
performed their duties at the burial of adults; it is, moreover,
difficult to see how the word, by which the interment of young
children is supposed to be indicated, could have been figuratively
used for the killing of adults.

1 Plin. Hist. Nat. vii. 72.

2 Briickner and Pernice, op. cit., pp. 99, 118.

3 Kinch, Fouilles de Vroulia, Berlin, 1914, pp. 38-49. The burial of children’s
corpses was a custom among numerous ancient peoples, see the vbb. in Bertholet,
Kulturgeschichte Israels, pp. 51 f.

4 Orsi, ‘‘Gela. Scavi del 1900-1903,” Monument{ Antichi, XVII (1906), 242.
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I have reproduced Orsi’s figures as a whole, because they have
served Wilamowitz as a basis for an assumption with extensive
implications: ‘“Auf 337 wirkliche Griaber in einer Nekropole von
Gela, unter denen auch Kindergriber sind, kommen 233 Beisetzungen
von Kinderleichen in einfachen Tépfen; von diesen werden die
meisten absichtlich beseitigt sein.””! The erroneous conception as to
the frequency of exposure, and the mistake of the scholiasts with
regard to the meaning of éyxvapi{ewr must have had powerful after-
effects, to seduce such a remarkably astute scholar to this ill-
considered assumption. For surely every investigator, not under
the spell of tradition, would infer from the occurrence of a great
number of children’s corpses in a cemetery, nothing more than a
high rate of infant mortality in that particular district. This
view of the case is taken by Orsi himself, and by way of illustration
he has published, in a note, some figures as to the infant mortality
in modern Sicily which are little, if at all, more favorable.> In a
subtropical climate, and among a population which, in the nature of
the case, had scarcely any knowledge of hygiene, we can hardly
expect anything else; nevertheless we are appalled to read—indeed,
we can hardly repress a suspicion of exaggeration—the sober state-
ment of a Greek author, that children received no name before the
seventh day; for only then was any confidence felt in their capacity
of survival, most of them dying before that age.?

I return to the éyxvrpioTpiar; we have seen that an explanation
of the term, satisfactory in all respects, has not yet been given.*
To my thinking, this was so far impossible, because in the case of
all investigators, the point of departure was wrongly chosen, it
having been assumed, without more ado, that the word xvrpilew
and its compounds were derived from xi7pa, a pot; and that, accord-
ingly, the action thereby indicated was performed with a pot. There
existed, however, in Greek also a word xiU7pos, from which a verb

1 Staat und Gesellschaft, p. 35.

2 Op. cit., p. 236.

3 [Arist.] Anim. Hist. vii. 588a. 8: 16 wAelora &8 avaipelTar mpd Tis éB66uns. 610
Kkal 70 ovéuara ToTe TifevTaL ws waTebOVTES 0N MANNov T dwTnpia.

4 Once more, in addition, I beg to point out that none of those who, purposely or
incidentally, have occupied themselves with the word, accept the derivation and
explanation of the Aristophanes scholiasts.
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ending in -t{ew might just as well have been derived.! What does
xUTpos mean ?

In the course of his description of Thermopylae, Herodotus says:
éoTi 0¢ &v TR éo6dw wavTy Beppa Novrpd, Ta Xirpous kaléovar ol
émuxwpror.? Pausanias, too, mentioning the same water, speaks of
v koNvuBnlpav ivTwa obvoudfovow ol émixdpior XiUTpous yuvai-
ketous 3 and these xUTpor are also mentioned in a Delphic inscrip-
tion, according to which money was paid to an dpxtrékrwr for their
maintenance; the publisher describes them as follows: ‘“les piscines
ou plutét les baignoires, excavations creusées par le courant,
arrangées & main d’homme, et ol était regue l'eau chaude des
sources.’’*

But the occurrence of openings in the ground of this name, at
Thermopylae artificially laid out as water reservoirs, is not limited
to this district; Theophrastus mentions a spot in Attica called
IleNekavia, TobTo & éoTiv drTa XUTpor Kkalobuevor Bablouara Tis
Aiuvys.®  Hesychius explains the word xvrptvor: 7a kotha t7s vis,
8 v al myyal dviévtar. The same writer mentions, s.v., AMfwyryoal-
al 0w Nbwv ékxvoes kal xurpivor. Xoas 6¢ éx Nbwy Omovbuouvs kal
XvuTpivous, obs kal dubpvyas.® Xirpou or xurptvot, therefore, was the
name given, here and there, to the holes and hollows in the soil
characteristic of the “Karst” regions; EiTpor was also the name of a
place in Cyprus, like Bofuvos of one in Attica’ Is xvrpifew perhaps
derived from xUrpos in this meaning ?

By chance a word has come down to us, besides éyxvrpi{ew in
Aristophanes and éyxvrpiorpiar in the Minos, the only one, so far as
I know, derived from the same verb, which allows us, with a fair
amount of confidence, to answer this question in the affirmative.
In an Attic inscription of the year 364-65 B.c., which comprises the

! My attention was drawn to the word by reading Miss Harrison's chapter on the

Anthesteria. For the derivation of the verbs in -ifew, see Miiller's dissertation,
Zur Geschichte der Verba auf -ifew, Freiburg, 1915.

2 Her. vii. 176. 4 Bull. de Corr. Hell., XXVI (1902), 15.
3 Paus. iv. 35. 9. 5 Theophr. Hist. Pl. iv. 11. 8.

8 The Thesaurus mentions the occurrence of this word in Antig. Car. Mirab
chap. 176 (cavum terrae) and Arrian. peripl. mar. Erythr., p. 167, Bl.

7 Both mentioned by Harpokration. In Thrace these was a place called Chy-
tropolis.
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conditions under which the demos Aexone lets out a piece of land,
appears among other things this stipulation, that the former lessee
may cause the olive trees now standing to be cut down, provided
he shall uiknras karahirely py éarrov 4 [wlaha [o]rialovs & Tols
TepLxVTpiopacy, drws a&v al édar s kdNNoTar kal uéyioTar
yévwrrar.! As to the meaning of the word mepuxiTpioua there can
be, in the given context, no possible doubt; the man must take care
that, after felling, stumps of a certain height remain standing in the
depressions in which the trees had been planted. In the ninth book
of the Geoponika, containing maxims for the culture of olives, these
Bobpou are repeatedly mentioned; cap. vi treats wepl Bopwy TGV eis
dureiar éhawdv. Boeckh, who was the first to publish the inscription
with a detailed commentary, and has illustrated this passage by a
reference to the Geoponika, got as far as rendering the word by
scrobes, but was doubtful as to the explanation: “serobem conjicio
fictilis testae gyro ab Atticis cinctum esse, postquam plantata olea et
terra expletas scrobs esset; ita fiebat ut oleae dicio ab reliquo
separaretur agro censito atque ita ejus wepixvTpioparos spatium
commode perfici possent quae ab arboris curam necessaria essent.”’
This explanation, subsequently adopted by all later editors, starts
merely from the view that the word is derived from x0rpa (which by
the way, as far as I am aware, never means fragment of pottery); of
such a singular encircling of each tree, the use of which is difficult to
see, no example is known; in the case to which the editors of the
Inscr. Jur. refer, mention is made of a low wall round all the fruit
trees together.? After the above-mentioned use of xirpos, the ex-
planation is simple: xvrpifew is to do something with a hole in the
ground, in this case to dig a hole; mepi—round something, in this
case the tree.

Starting from this newly won result, let us again investigate
what operation was indicated by éyxvrpi{ew ; now we know that it
took place at funerals, and had something to do with a hole in the
ground; and, moreover, it was possible to use the expression in the
figurative sense of ‘“‘to make away with,” “to kill.”

1C.1.G. 93 with commentary by Boeckh, 1.G., 112, 1055, Ditt.? 966, Inscr. Jur. Gr.

1. 238.
2 Inscr. Jur. i. 504; Ditt.3 963.
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Excavations have made it clear, that frequently in the vieinity
of a grave, a pit was dug, which served as an altar for sacrifices to
the deceased. Such a sacrificial pit, of Mycenaean times, has been
discovered before the door of the domed tomb of Vafio; the pits of
the Attic barrows of Vurva, Velanideza, and Marathon date from
early Grecian times; Pfuhl found them, to the number of 44, in the
archaic cemetery of Thera, all in direct connection with the graves.!

The custom of making sacrifices in a pit to the dead and to the
Beol x0bvioe is also well known from literature, and maintained itself
throughout ancient times; it will suffice if I give one or two examples
by way of reminders. Circe gives Odysseus the following indication:

Bobpov dpbéar Boov Te Tuyolaov évfa kal évfa.?

In order to receive an oracle from the dead from his deceased wife,
Periander causes all the Corinthian women to take off their garments,
ovugopnoas 8¢ (ra iudria) é dpvyua Mehioay émexduevos katékaie.d
Lucian represents Charon as asking Hermes why people 86fpov Twa
opbéavtes kalovor Te wavtl Td WoNUTEN belmva kal é TA dplyuara
olvov kai peNikpatov, s yobv eikagi, éxxéovaw.* Eusebius has pre-
served for us a fragment of Porphyry, in which are the lines

TV Xfoviwy Siaepe Tpuxy Buolas évapli{wy

veptepiwy kKarafakte, kal els Bo0pov aluar’ lalle.’

Throughout ancient times, therefore, sacrifices were made to the
dead in a pit; if we now associate this custom with the fact that an
ancient word for pit was xUrpos, the presumption naturally arises
that (éy)xvrpifew must have meant: to throw into a pit, viz., a
sacrificial pit, and hence, to sacrifice to the dead. That is to say, by
this word the operation was indicated, for which évavyifew after-
ward remained the usual expression. Further evidence may be
adduced in support of this explanation.

Most accidentally, Athenaeus has preserved, in the middle of
an enumeration of kinds of soap, a few particulars of the ritual, by a

! Pfuhl, ‘‘ Der archaische Friedhof am Stadtberge von Thera,”” Ath. Mitt., XXVIII,
1903; where, on p. 293, the examples known from elsewhere are enumerated.

20d. x. 517. 3 Her. v. 929. 23. 4 Luc. Charon. 21.

5 Euseb. Praep. Ev. iv. 145d. Other examples Apoll. Rhod. Argon. iii. 1031. 1205;
Ovid Metam. vii. 243.
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quotation from Kleidemos’ work mepl évayioudv. The passage runs
as follows:

197 \ ~ AN i 1 3\ ~ H A ~ ~
L&LOJS o¢é KalelTaL Tap Aﬁnvaton ATOVIMMA ETTL TWV ELS TLUMY TOLS VEKPOLS

kal érl 7@y Tols évayels Kabaipdvrwr ds kal Kheldnuos & 78 émvypadouévy
"Efnynrikd. Ipofeis yap wepl évaywoudv ypagper tade: "OpvEar R60uvor
wpds éomépav Tob onuatos. 'Emeira mapd Tov Bofuvor wpds éomépay BAéme,
Uowp kardxee, Neywy Tade “Tulv amovuua ols xpn kal ois Béuts. "Emeta
adfis pbpov karaxee. Iapefero Tadra kal Awpdlfeos phorkwy kal & Tols
Ebmrarpddv marpios Tade yeypaplar mepl s TV ikeTdv kabbpoews. "Em-
er’ amovixduevos abTos kal ol &ANot ol amhayxvelovtes, Vdwp Aafwv k&baipe
amovile 70 ailua 700 kabapouévov kal ueTa TO Gmoviuua Gvakwhoas els
TaUTO Eyxee.!

What deserves attention, for our purpose, in this deseription of
évaywouos is that the same ceremonial is adopted in sacrifices to the
dead and in the purification of blood-guilty persons, just as it is stated
in the Minos scholium also of the éyxuvrpiorpiar, that they ras xoas
Tols TeTeNeuTNKOTW émidépovat and Tols évayels kabaipovoiy.?

For the fact that xvrpiew =to throw into a x07pos, has assumed
the special meaning of to sacrifice in a xUrpos, a striking analogy may
be adduced. Besides x0rpos and Béfpos, there was in use, for the
same object, another word, which we know, among other examples,
from thé well-known definition of Porphyry: rots yap 'Olvuwiois
feots vaols Te kal én kal PBwpovs idploarro, xfoviors Te kal Tpwow
éoxapas, UmroxBoviois 8¢ Bé0pous kal péyapa.>? These uéyapa are men-

tioned in a scholium on Lucian, in which the occasion of the Thesmo-
phoria feast is related:

fyero 6¢ kata Tov uvlwdéoTepov Noyov, 1L dvfohoyotoa Npmalero 1) Kopn
bwo o0 IINobTwros. ToTe kat’ éxelvov Tov TOmov EivBovkels Tis ovBwTys
éveuev Us kal ovykatemdfnoav 1§ xdouart 1hs Kopys. els olv Tiuny Tob
EdBovléws pimrecfar Tods Xolpous els T7a Xxaouato Tis AfunTpos kal THs
Kopns. 7a 0¢ camevra T7av EufAnfévTwv els 74 péyapa KaTavagpépovaLy

avTAjTpLaL kaloluevar yuvaikes kabapeloacal Teldv Hupedv.t

1 Athen. ix. 409 E, quoted by Harrison, Prolegomena, p. 59.

2 As to the agreement with &avyi{ew, reference may also be made to the scholium
Eur. Phoen. 281. ¢éoxapa xvpiws 6 éml 7is vis (B60pos &fa é&vayifover Tols KbTw
EpXouévoLs.

3 Porph. De antro nymph. 6; the similarity between Béfpos and uéyapov also
appears from Paus. ii. 22, compared with ix. 8.

4 Schol. Luc. Dial. Meretr, ii. 1.
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Clemens Alexandrinus, mentioning this custom, does so in the
following terms: Goiler kal 7Td Pepedparrns avfoldyia Sunynowual
oot kal Tov kahabov kal Ty dpmayny THv Umo ‘Adwréws Kkal TO xboua
Tis vis kal Tas Us Tas EdBovhéws Tas ovykaramofeioas Taty featy,
8 W xuriav év Tols Oeouodoplots peyapi{ovres xolpouvs éuBaAhovow ;!
Derived from uéyapov, therefore, there is a verb peyapifew =to throw
into a uéyapov, with the special meaning of “to sacrifice.”? That
éyxvrpi{ew, which according to its derivation generally means “to
throw into a pit,” has acquired the special meaning of “to sacrifice
in a pit” is therefore, besides its intrinsic probability, further
illustrated by an analogous development in the meaning of other
words. There now remains the last difficulty to be explained: how
is the use in a figurative sense for dmokreivew, ¢ovetew to be
accounted for?

It has been shown above, that éyxvrpifeww must have indicated
approximately the same action, for which the term évavyi{ew subse-
quently remained in vogue. Now it is very remarkable—and, in
my opinion, my whole argument is confirmed by the fact—that
&vayifew proves to have had the same figurative meaning. This
word is defined by Hesychius as follows: 76 yoas émipépew 4 Bvew
T0Ts KaToLxouévoLs, i ud Tupds < damavdy >, 7 ¢ovebew (cod. dovels) ;
damravar was rightly supplied by Schmidt from Suidas, and ¢ovevew
restored for ¢ovels by the aid of the Etym. magnum, both of which
also mention the same meaning; Suidas gives évayifwy: govedwy,
KaTaKalyWY.

For the explanation of this figurative meaning, it is now sufficient
to recall the essential difference which was made, in the Greek cultus,
between sacrificing to the Olympic gods, and sacrificing to the
chthonic gods and to the dead. The sacrifices to the former were
meat offerings, of which the worshipers themselves partook, and
of which they jointly consumed (the best part); those to the latter
were fuoiar dyevaror, of which mortals might retain no part, and

1 Clem. Alex. Protrept. ii. 17. 1.

2 A similar development in meaning may be shown in the case of Bufifewwv. What
Diodorus had first indicated by (iv. 23. 4) eis v Kvavqr 76v kaA\\ioTebovTa Tév Talbpwy
kafayifew, he calls elsewhere (v. 4.) Tabpovs Bubifew &v T4 Niuvy.
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which were wholly burnt up (Suidas: éva<yifew: ONokavrelv) or
destroyed.!

This last custom makes it perfectly clear that the words, which
indicated this action, might have acquired the meaning, in a figura-
tive and general sense, of “to destroy,” “to do away with,” i.e.,
precisely that meaning which we required for éyxvrpi{ew, as used by
Aristophanes. The éyxvrpioTptatr who, according to the statement in
the Minos, were usually summoned mpd 700 at funerals, must there-
fore have been women who rendered their services at the bloody
sacrifice to the dead, just as at the bloody sacrifice that was demanded
for the purification of the évavy#s; the appearance of women at such
ritual functions does not surprise us; we know of arr\jpiar, Tepiua-
kTpLat, wepiayviorpial, kafdprpiar. The only question we still have
to answer is this: to what must it be attributed that their employ-
ment disappeared, so that subsequent writers were able to state
little with accuracy as to their actual occupation ?

It is an obvious conjecture that this disappearance is closely
connected with the abolition of the bloody sacrifices themselves.
To whatever this last may be aseribed—change in religious views,
or other grounds—the fact is certain: ‘““Die Blutopfer werden
seltener, an ihre Stelle treten die xoai, die Totenspenden. In Athen
verbot Solon ein Kund als Totenopfer zu schlachten, und #hnliche
Bestimmungen, die zuniichst wohl den Zweck hatten, dem Aufwand
zu steuern, gab es auch an andern Orten.”? That drink offerings
formed the principal part of the évayi{ew, appears from the con-
nection érl 7o priuarta lévar xeouevor kal évayrodvra (Isaeus vi. 51)

évaryitoval kal xéovor (vi. 65). Hence also that éyxvrpioTpiar were

explained as women at Tds xoas 7ols TereNevTnroOTwy émépepor. Hence
also that, as appears from the different versions of the scholium on
Aristoph. Vespae 289, the no longer understood word éyxvrpioTpiat
threatened to be replaced by the more comprehensible éyxiTpia ;> a
derivation from éyxelv might the more easily suggest itself, as éyxv-
7hobv was already known as a term for sacrifice to the dead.!

t Harrison, Prolegomena, pp. 53 ff. Stengel, Die griech. Kultusaltertiimers,
pp. 124 ff.  Asto the dyevaror, Stengel says, p. 134: ** Was schliesslich die Opferhand-
lung selbst angeht, so haben wir schon gesehen, dass in einzelnen Fillen die Tiere
lebendig verbrannt wurden, bei weitem am hiufigsten wurden sie geschlachtet und
dann verbrannt oder auf andere Art vernichtet.”

2Stengel, p. 148. 3Seeabove, p. 224. ¢ Herondas v. 84: &y xvrNoby Tols kauobow.
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With the above I think I have given an explanation of the
functions of the éyxvrpioTpiar, as far as this is to be found by means
of the available data; but which also takes account of every one of
these data. If in this connection anything is certain, it is this:
that their existence and occupation has absolutely nothing to do
with the alleged custom of exposing infants; that the Athenian
fathers and mothers ever allowed their children to be “potted”
by “angel-makers” (viz., practitioners of infanticide) was an absurd
figment of the brains of scholiasts, to which, quite wrongly, belief
has been accorded by modern scholars.

The main result of the foregoing inquiry may be summed up in a
few words:

An unrestricted right, which the Greek father is alleged to have
possessed, of killing or exposing his legitimate children born in
wedlock, and acknowledged by him as such, has never been demon-
strated, either as regards prehistoric or historic times: nor have
facts or expressions been adduced, from which it appears, or must
be inferred, that, in the Athens of the fifth and fourth century B.c.,
the exposure of children by their parents (fathers) was common, or
was considered common; it has even appeared that not a single case
of such action can be mentioned, and that people did not expect it
in their own surroundings, or considered it as an inhuman survival
from primitive times.

To this summary of the result, a few final remarks may be
attached.

In the first place a clarification, which is perhaps not superfluous:
of course we have not the right to conclude or to infer from the
above that exposure by the parents never took place in Attica;
whoever investigates phenomena (and, most certainly, social phe-
nomena) of ancient times, will, in view of the extent and the char-
acter of our tradition, only in very special circumstances be warranted
in using an argumentum e silentio. What we have shown amounts
to no more, but also no less, than this, that the current idea as to the
normality of expositio is totally unfounded, and therefore inaccurate;
there is no single reason to doubt that the Athenians, with regard
to their children, acted and thought in just the same way as other
civilized peoples in ordinary circumstances.
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Once this fact has been ascertained, we may of course disregard all
reflections, intended to serve as an explanation of the phenomenon
of frequent expositio, which after all is found not to have occurred.!

For the same reason, the imaginary throngs of foundlings need
play no further part in the discussion of the population problem of
Athens at its prime. It is extremely probable, in view of the many
and various indications, that the number of children in Athenian
families was small, in sharp contrast, for example, with the conditions
in ancient Latium. This is a very remarkable fact, the explanation
of which is far from easy or simple;? in this place I will only point
out that in this connection the assumption frequently made, that
the Athenians regularly got rid of a certain number of their children
by exposure, must be absolutely eliminated as a contribution to
that explanation.

The inquiry of which the results are presented here, has been
restricted, for the reasons given above, to Attica and the conditions
of that state in the fifth and fourth centuries. No one will be able
to deny that, both in this territory and in the rest of the Greek
world, in the subsequent centuries, exposure was a means, frequently
employed also by the parents, of getting rid of undesired children,
especially when the latter were girls.?

1 In a footnote, however, there is some justification for expressing our astonish-
ment at the uncritical way in which Glotz adduces expressions in Greek authors which
speak of aversion to carrying the burden of children, or anxicty as to the expenses of
education, as so many indications which might explain the alleged frequency of
expositio. For indeed, whoever would take the superfluous trouble, after the manner
of Stobacus, to collect all the quotations which bear witness of the distaste for educat-
ing children (“&r. dobugopor 70 éxew tékva'’) would be able to collect a fair-sized
parcel for any country, even those with the greatest number of children, and those
where there is no trace of exposure, except by despairing unmarried mothers. With
such unmethodical collections, in which the origin of each quotation and the character
of the author is not accurately considered, one may prove everything and nothing.

2 For the data, on the grounds of which the fact is to be concluded, and an attempt
at explanation, I beg to refer to a thesis by one of my pupils, Miss Mulder: Quaestiones
nonnullae ad Atheniensium matrimonia vitamque conjugalem pertinentes (Utrecht,
1920), and especially cap. iii: ‘‘De numero liberorum.”

3 From the beginning of the third century B.c. are the lines by Posidippus, quoted
in Stobacus, 87t kpeiTToves ol dpaeves TGV waildwy® vidv Tpéper was kdv Tévns Tis v
T0X7, Buyarépa 8’ ékribnow kdv § mhobowos. In the year 1 B.c., Hilarion, already become
notorious, gives the following instructions to his wife, who is expecting a child: éaw
TOANG TONNGY (?) Tékps, &4 fv dpaevov, ddes, av fv Bhea, éBake. To other examples
in papyri, references are given by Schubart, Einfiihrung in die Papyruskunde, p. 467.
From the middle of the second century A.p. is the tale of Apuleius (Metam. x. 23):
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In considering this phenomenon and its explanation, we shall
do well not to operate with the vague term “overpopulation” to
which no clearly defined notion corresponds; here, too, we may
assume the connection, statistically shown to exist for other countries
and periods, viz., that between increase in the number of foundlings,
and times of economic depression and poverty.!

UtreEcHT, HOLLAND

maritum habuit cujus pater proficiscens mandavit uxori suae, matri eidem juvenis—
quod enim sarcina praegnationis oneratam eam relinquebat—ut si sexus sequioris
edidisset foetum, protinus quod esset necaretur. at illa per absentiam mariti natam
puellam <perimere> insita matribus pietate praeventa, descivit ab obsequio mariti.

1See J. de Bosch Kemper, Geschiedkundig onderzoek maar de Armoede in ons
Vaderland (‘‘Historical Inquiry as to the Poverty in Our Native Country’’), 1851,
p. 31: ‘“History teaches us that destitution is the chief cause (of the exposure of
children). 1In the first place, it has appeared from statistical returns, that . . . . a
remarkable correspondence exists between years of commercial and industrial stagna-
tion on the one hand, and the increased number of foundlings on the other.”” The
following statement as to the course of the number of foundlings and that of the
population in Amsterdam is instructive:

Population Number of Foundlings
1744 200,000 to 240,000 17
1795 217,024 409
1804 197,000 394
1815 180,179 682 (in 1817: 855)
1825 191,460 196
1830 202,364 151
1840 211,349 63
1849 224,949 14
1916 circa 650,000 5

As will be seen, there is absolutely no connection between the number of inhabitants
and the number of foundlings; that of the latter rises to an alarming degree during
the economic depression caused by, and following, the French supremacy and the
Napoleonic wars; in 1805, of the 471,524 inhabitants of 25 towns of Holland, 154,973
were in receipt of poor relief: i.e., nearly 33 per cent!
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