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THE HIGHEST GOD
WITH PARTICULAR REFERENCE TO NORTH-PONTUS’

In 1890 Latyshev republished the known inscriptions from Panticapaeum,
Gorgippia, and Tanais in the second volume of North Pontic inscriptions.
The work of this excellent epigraphist caught the eye of Emil Schiirer, for
whom these unusual texts held a special appeal. As he wrote in his impor-
tant article of 1897,' “Die Formel cefopevor 8edv Vyiotov erinnert jeden
Theologen sofort an die ceBopevor 8edv der Apostelgeschichte”. The emi-
nent scholar of Judaism compiled a list of all the attestations he knew for the
Highest God, explored the implications of Latyshev’s inscriptions in the
light of Jewish and Christian use of the designation, and concluded that
there was a strong Jewish influence on the three Pontic communities. His
article remains the foundation of much that has been written on these texts
down to the present time. Arthur Darby Nock’s important paper on Zeus
Hypsistos once again surveyed the whole topic, including the Bosporan
texts, with attention to local divergences in cult.? A difficult manumission
text, discovered at Kerch (Panticapaeum) in 1928 and published in 1935,
took its place among the Bosporan items already known and stimulated the
interest of Benjamin Nadel and others with fruitful results.> This text and
other new discoveries were collaboratively re-edited, along with the Laty-
shev material, in the corpus for the Bosporan Kingdom published in Mos-
cow in 1965 under the title of Corpus Inscriptionum Regni Bosporani (CIRB).
With the aid of this convenient work several scholars, notably 1. A. Levin-
skaya and Yu. Ustinova, have intensively studied the texts concerning the
Highest God in recent decades,* and the posthumous publication of work

* This paper is offered to Alexander Gavrilov with admiration and affection.

' E.Schiirer, “Die Juden im bosporanischen Reiche und die Genossenschaften der oe-
Bopevol Beov Vyiotov ebendaselbst™, SB Preuss. Akad. Wiss 1897: 1, 200-225. The
quotation is from p. 209.

* A.D.Nock, with C. Roberts and T. C. Skeat, “The Gild of Zeus Hypsistos”, Harv. Theol.
Rev. 29 (1936) 39-88.

¥ CIRB 71 (Kerch), found 1928, published 1935. Cf.: B. Nadel, “O6 3konomMuueckoM
CMbICTIC OTOBOPKH WP EIG TAV TPOCEVY TV Bwnelag te kal mpookoptepniceng Gocrop-
ckux MaHyMmHccuit” (“The economical sense of the conditional xwpig eig Thv npocevy NV
Boneiog 1€ Kol Tpockaptepioewg in Bosporan manumissions™), ¥DI 1948: 1, 203 -206
and S. Lurye apud Nadel, BZIH 27 (Warsaw 1958) 12.

4 I A.Lcvinskaya, “K Borpocy o ¢ppakHiiCKOM MPOHCXOXKAEHHH KynbTa Bedg Dyiotog”
(*“On the issue of the Thracian origin of the cult of 8e0g Vy1ot0og”™), Antichnaya Balkanistika
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from the pen of Mikhail Rostovtzev in 1989 and 1990 has revealed unex-
pected observations of his on the basis of Latyshev’s material.’ In 1999 two
major discussions of the Highest God in the northern Pontus appeared al-
most simultaneously: Yu. Ustinova’s book on the kingdom’s supreme gods,
with a detailed treatment of the Highest God, and Stephen Mitchell’s long
article on Theos Hypsistos, elaborating a bold hypothesis that he first pro-
posed in Chiron the year before.®

Although Ustinova and Mitchell make polite reference to one another in
their works, it is obvious that their views are totally incompatible. For Usti-
nova, ‘“Various gods were worshipped as ‘the most high’ in several areas”,
and she declares emphatically that expressions such as cefopgvor 0e6v or
BeocePnc “did not have a special technical sense, and did not necessarily
imply pagan adherents of Judaism”.” In a dramatic contrast, Mitchell writes
consistently of a single unified cult, which he calls “the cult of Theos
Hypsistos”, not only in the Pontic territories but throughout the Graeco-
Roman world. He categorically asserts that 8eocepng “was a specific, ‘tech-
nical’ term used to describe themselves by the worshippers of Theos Hyp-
sistos™.® Accordingly, he proposes that the modest number of epigraphic
texts that mention 6eocePelc (conventionally called “god-fearers”) be en-
larged enormously by adding all the texts that mention the Highest God.
Mitchell’s arguments are as weak as his collection of attestations is thor-
ough, and before the issues settle down in his favor we must look again at
this material. Some problems seem to have escaped the attention of all those
who have studied these texts from Schiirer onwards. Hence the engagement
with Mitchell’s argument need not be wholly negative.

(Moscow 1984) 25-26; eadem, “Kyner ©EOX YWIZTOZ Ha bocnope. K Bonpocy o Bius-
nuu kynsra Cabasus” (“The cult of ©EOX YWIZTOZ in the Bosporan Kingdom and the
issue of the influence of the Sabazios-cult”), Antichnaya Balkanistika (Moscow 1987) 67—
73; eadem, nuzpaguuecxkue namamuuxu kyrema Theos Hypsistos kak ucmovnux no s3mHo-
Kyiemyprot ucmopuu bocnopa e I-1V ¢s. n. 3. (Epigraphical evidence for the cult of Theos
Hypsistos as a source for the ethno-cultural history of the Bosporus in -1V AD). Diss.
(Leningrad 1988); Yu. Ustinova, “The thiasoi of Theos Hypsistos in Tanais”, Hist. Rel. 31
(1991) 150-80.

5 M. Rostovtzeff, ¥DI 1989: 3, 199203, with German translation and commentary in:
H. Heinen, M. Rostowzew: Skythien und der Bosporus 1. Wiederentdeckte Kapitel und Ver-
wandltes, Historia Einzelschr. 83 (1993).

® Yu. Ustinova, The Supreme Gods of the Bosporan Kingdom (Leiden 1999); S. Mitchell,
“The Cult of Theos Hypsistos between Pagans, Jews, and Christians”, in: P. Athanassiadi and
M.Frede (ed.), Pagan Monotheism in Late Antiquity (Oxford 1999) 81—148. Cf.: idem,
“Wer waren die Gottesfiirchtigen?”, Chiron 28 (1998) 54 —64.

’ Ustinova, op. cit. (n. 6) 228 and 238.

8 Mitchell, in: Pagan Monotheism (n. 6) 119.
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Without his knowledge Mitchell has, in fact, reproduced the hypothesis
of Levinskaya from 1984, although he has documented it far more fully.
Levinskaya had written in terms that Mitchell would immediately recog-
nize, “The cult of Theos Hypsistos, which was spread in Egypt, Greece,
Asia Minor, Thrace, and the Northern Black Sea littoral, is to be considered
as a single cult, having however local peculiarities. The cult of Theos Hyp-
sistos was generally linked with Judaism” (p. 27).° Schiirer had asserted
long ago the general connection with Judaism, but the rest of Levinskaya’s
interpretation in 1984 proved indefensible. Ustinova rightly branded it as
“untenable” and insisted, “a single cult has never existed” (p. 228). Now
Mitchell, in ignorance of Levinskaya but with knowledge of Ustinova’s ear-
lier work, to which he expressly takes exception, has chosen to resuscitate
and amplify the doctrine of a single cult of Theos Hypsistos. His article,
which is in English and easily accessible in a volume published by the Ox-
ford University Press, will not suffer the neglect of work in Russian (Ros-
sica non leguntur), and his collection of testimonia will be consulted profit-
ably by anyone working on this topic. Even Ustinova herself thanks Mitchell
for showing her the text of his article in advance of publication. She de-
scribes it as “his yet unpublished fundamental study on Theos Hypsistos™,"
but she must have been well aware that she could not accept most of what he
had written in it.

The Highest God was a trope of classical Greek poetry and appears
notably in Aeschylus, Pindar, and Sophocles, in passages that require no
commentary in this context. But the use of the expression 8e0¢ VyioT0G by
the translators of the Septuagint to render the Old Testament’s elyon for the
God of the Jews effectively delimited its subsequent use in literature. After
that the term was largely confined to Jews and Christians. The availability
of the electronic version of the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae allows us to
make this point with a certainty that was not possible for Schiirer. He knew
from his reading that among pagan writers Pausanias had mentioned the
Highest God three times as a name for old Greek cults in Greece (in Corinth,
Olympia, and Thebes)," but he did not know that this god is never once
mentioned in Strabo, Dio Chrysostom, Plutarch, Chariton, Aristides, Achil-

 Quoted with disapproval by Ustinova, op. cit. (n. 6) 228 (“utterly untenable™). Ustinova
had not seen I. Levinskaya’s handbook, The Book of Acts in Its Diaspora Setting (Grand
Rapids, Michigan 1996), with a detailed and often polemical summary of evidence on God-
Fearers and the Highest God from p. 51 to p. 126. A Russian translation of this book (H.
JlesuHckas, Jesnus anocmonos Ha gone espetickoti duacnopet) appeared in St. Petersburg
in 2000, but I have not seen it.

1% Ustinova, op. cit. (n. 6) p.x.

" Schiirer, op. cit. (n. 1) 209.
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les Tatius, Artemidorus, Lucian, Maximus of Tyre, Athenaeus, Galen, Plotinus,
Himerius, Libanius, and Proclus. He appears only as the God of the Old
Testament and only in such writers as Philo and the Fathers. Julian the
Apostate mentions him once in a text that confirms this finding. It is Julian’s
statement of intent to rebuild the Jewish temple, which he describes as the
temple of 8e0¢ Vy1670¢.12

Epigraphic attestations are another matter altogether. There are a little
less than two hundred, by Mitchell’s count, and they are scattered, as
Levinskaya observed, all over the Graeco-Roman world, but naturally
with the greatest number in the eastern Mediterranean lands. The adjec-
tive Dy1o70¢ is sometimes attached to the name of a god and sometimes
not. It is found most often with Zeus or an equivalent divinity such as
Baalshamin in Palmyra. In a well known group of texts from Seleuceia on
the Calycadnus the god is sometimes called simply the Highest God and
sometimes Zeus Hypsistos, but this is no warrant for assuming that the
two appellations are interchangeable at other places.”* Helios and Sarapis,
for example, also turn up as the Highest God. As Arthur Darby Nock and
Louis Robert emphasized throughout their careers, it is imperative to look at
local cults, since a familiar name such as Zeus or an anonymous deity such
as the Highest God can have very different associations and character.' The
more than fifty dedications to Zeus Hypsistos on the Pnyx in Athens docu-
ment healings through the representation of the ailing parts.'> Such divine
activity is not only uncharacteristic of Zeus elsewhere but inconceivable in
any kind of Jewish context.

As the sanctuary in Athens shows, 8e0¢ Dy1670¢ by no means always
designated the God of the Jews or implied Jewish influence. Instances of
anthropomorphism are particularly telling, and of these none is more strik-
ing than an altar at Pisidian Termessus with a dedication to the Highest
God.'® The inscription specifies that the foot of the god was placed upon the
altar, and the extant remains show that the divine foot, perhaps two feet,
stood there in bronze. This is clearly a pagan dedication. It is so much at
variance with Jewish or Christian theology that it alone would suffice to
invalidate any assumption that all dedications to the Highest God represent

12 Julian, Epist. 134 (Bidez, ed. Budé) 197.

¥ Cf.: G.W.Bowersock, “The New Inscription from Résun in Jordan”, Syria 76 (1999)
223-225, with 223, n. 3.

14 Nock, op. cit. (n. 2) and, for example, L. Robert, Nouvelles Inscriptions de Sardes (Paris
1964).

'S B.Forsén, “The Sanctuary of Zeus Hypsistos and the Assembly Place on the Pnyx”,
Hesp. 62 (1993) 507-521 (Zeus Hypsistos — Athens).

" TAM 3. 1. 32 (Termessus foot).
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a single cult. Mitchell’s desire to unite all the attestations to the Highest
God is most clearly exposed in his comments on a dedication at Sibidounda
in Asia Minor, which he relates to another text addressed to a deity of the
same name at nearby Andeda.'” As J. and L. Robert recognized,'® in correct-
ing an erroneous interpretation of B. Lifshitz, the Sibidounda inscription,
addressed to the Highest God and mentioning a holy katag@uyn, echoes the
Septuagint's rendering for divine refuge in Exodus and above all the
Psalms. It was therefore written by Jews or persons under Jewish influence.
Here the God is the Jewish God. By contrast, the inscription at Andeda,
which is geographically close to Sibidounda, was erected by a priest of Mén
Ouranios to Theos Hypsistos. It is therefore unmistakably pagan. But since
the god is called by the same name in the two texts, Mitchell asks incredu-
lously, “Can we seriously suggest that they represented different modes of
belief and religious thinking to their worshippers? Was the Theos Hypsistos
of the Sibidounda text conceptually and culturally alien from his namesake
at Andeda? The proposition is hard to believe”."” Yet the proposition must
be believed. The texts speak eloquently of their wholly different, albeit
adjacent cultures. What would be truly hard to believe is that Jews and
Judaizers would share in the same cult as a priest of Mén Ouranios.

Like Schiirer, Mitchell was impressed by the occurrence of the phrase
oeBopevor Beov Vyiotov on the Tanais inscriptions, since it reminded him
of similar phrases (though without Yyiotov) in the Acts of the Apostles.®
The phrases there, often discussed, seemed to imply a community of a sym-
pathizers with Judaism — gentiles who revered the Jewish God. The great
stele from the synagogue at Aphrodisias, discovered in the late 1970s, has
now taught us that at least in that city the Jews were supported by non-
Jewish contributors who were called 6eooePetc. Hence the New Testament
God-fearers seemed to be identical to the Aphrodisian 8eocefeic.?’ But
again we must consider local conditions. It is true that in the synagogue at
Sardis inscriptions naming certain donors as 6eocefeig imply something
similar to what we can see at Aphrodisias,? but there is no justification for
generalizing the use of the term throughout the Graeco-Roman world. Most

'7 Sibidounda: G. E. Bean, “Notes and Inscriptions from Pisidia. Part I, 45 10 (1960) 70,
no. 122. Andeda: ibid., 65, no. 115.

™ Bull. ép. (1965) 412.

" Mitchell, in: Pagan Monotheism (n. 6) 113.

* FeBopevor/ goPodpevor in Aets: e g. 13.17, 26, 43; 16. 14; 17.17; 18. 7. For the
Tanais texts see below.

3 J M. Reynolds and R. Tannebaum, Jews and God-Fearers at Aphrodisias (Cambridge
1987).

22 See now J. Kroll, Harv. Theol. Rev. 94 (2001): 1, nos. 8, 9, 22, 57, 59, 66.
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literary texts of the imperial period consistently use the word simply to
mean ‘pious’ or ‘revering God’ without any additional confessional bag-
gage. At least one passage in Josephus reflects the more narrow interpreta-
tion, as seen in Acts, Aphrodisias, and Sardis,” but the vast majority of
writers do not. Philo does not, and Eusebius uses both noun and adjective
explicitly for Jews themselves.? The attachment of the term to Jews is like-
wise found on the famous inscription on a theater seat at Miletus, announc-
ing the place for the Jews who are also theosebioi: Tom0¢ 1@V Elovdaimv
T®v Kai BeooePr<®>v.” As Robert insisted, there is no justification what-
ever for postulating that the order of the words is mistaken and that we
should read xoi t@v, so as to create two distinct groups.?® We shall see that
comparable violence has also been done to a Bosporan inscription. Mitchell
was obliged to subscribe to the rewriting of both texts in both cases in order
to make his argument.

The case for interpreting all cults of the Highest God as revealing com-
munities of BeocePelc must naturally stand or fall on whether or not the
extant records ever show a correlation of the two terms. In all the testi-
mony - literary, epigraphic, papyrological, and numismatic — there is only
one text that makes the necessary equation. That appears in the work of
Cyril of Alexandria, who reports a cult of the Highest God in Palestine and
Phoenicia.?” According to Cyril, the worshippers called themselves 8go-
oePelc. We should note that this group, from late antiquity, is identified
with a specific part of the Near East. It is a regional group, not a universal
one, and the implication of Cyril’s observation could hardly be that other
worshippers of the Highest God also called themselves by that term. Quite
the contrary. In any case, Cyril is all there is.

Mitchell attempts to summon other witnesses in his support, but none
provides the equivalence he requires. He brings in Epiphanius, who, with-
out using the term BeocePeic, describes a heresy of regional character.?®
The Christian heretics, like the pagan antecedents to whom Epiphanius al-
ludes, conspicuously took up Jewish observances, and they were known as
Messalians or Euphemites. The name Messalian ought to arouse curiosity,
since it is a Semitic word for people who pray, as in the Syriac msalydné.
The Greek equivalent in Epiphanius, edgnuitay, is like evyiron found in

2 Jos., Ant, Jud. 20. 195 (Poppaea interceding on behalf of the Jews).

2 Eus., Praep. Evan. 6. 11.23: miv xa®’ ‘EBpaiovg 8eocéBeiav; 7. 8. 35: 10v BeoceBi
xal aindhc ‘EBpaiov.

3 Inscr. Milet, Teil 2 (1998) no. 940 111 f.

¥ Robert, op. cit. (n. 14) 41.

2 Cyril Alex, PG 68. 281-282.

* Epiphanius, Panar. 7. 80.
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other texts about this same heresy.”® The Greek does no more than render
the Semitic word. This is a Near Eastern cult associated with one Symeon of
Mesopotamia, best known for a treatise on asceticism. Epiphanius, like
Cyril, is describing a regional phenomenon of Judaizers. The well known
Cappadocian texts, adduced by Mitchell, from Gregory of Nazianzus and
Gregory of Nyssa on Hypsistarii and Hypsistiani respectively show that the
cults they describe used the name Hypsistos and that non-Jews had adopted
Jewish observances.*® But nowhere in these texts are these worshippers de-
scribed as 8eocePelg in any sense, technical or otherwise, nor are they said
to describe themselves in these terms. They represent yet another regional
adaptation of Jewish observances. There is not the slightest reason to con-
nect them with an empire-wide cult of anything.

The Bosporan inscriptions must therefore be taken on their own terms.
They reveal local cults from as early as the first part of the first century AD,
in other words when Christianity was in its infancy but Judaism was not. It
has been universally acknowledged that the texts from Anapa (Gorgippia)
display a conjunction of Jewish elements that presuppose either a Jewish
community or a community deeply influenced by Judaism. It is not the
dedication to the Highest God that imposes this conclusion but the words
navtokpdatmp and eDA0YNTOC in conjunction with it. In fact rovtokpdtmp
is wholly absent from the Gospels and appears only once in the New Testa-
ment outside the Apocalypse, where it is frequent.’! But Ustinova is on the
right track in asserting that we cannot make any inferences at all from the
evidence for the Jews at Gorgippia in assessing the situation either in
Tanais, far to the north at the extremity of the inhabited world, or in Kerch
(Panticapaeum), opposite Gorgippia.*

The epigraphy of Tanais has long demonstrated that this remote and
superficially hellenized city at the mouth of the Don on the Sea of Azov had
many cult organizations, often called cbvodor or 8iacor, dedicated to the
worship.of Theos Hypsistos. Unlike the Gorgippia inscriptions, the Tanais
texts provide no compelling evidence of Jewish influence in either language
or observance. The cOvodot refer to themselves by the phrase 1| GUvodog
N nepl Be0v VyioTov, but at least one organization used a different formu-
lation, naming associated or adopted brethren (&deAi@ot) who worshipped

2 ghyiton (ebyfton), evenuiton, Symeon of Mesopotamia — Askétikon (cf. PG 86. 45—
52, 94.728-737).

¥ Greg. Naz., PG 35. 992 (Oyiotidpror). Greg. Nyss. 2. 327 Jaeger (VyroTitvol).

3 CIRB 1123, 1125, 1126; SEG 32. 790 (Anapa / Gorgippia): 0e® LY10T® TAVIOKPA -
topt evAoynt®. Cf. Il Cor., 6. 18 and Apoc., 1. 8,4. 8, 11. 17, 15. 3, 16. 7 and 14, 19. 6 and
15, 21.22.

32 Ustinova, op. cit. (n. 6) 229-30 and 239.
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(cePopevor) the Highest God.** This was the phrase that had captivated
Schiirer. Two points should be emphasized in relation to the use of ce-
Bouevor or gpopovpevor in Acts. The first is that the Highest God is never
named at all in the relevant passages. The second point is that the language
of the brethren inscriptions at Tanais obviously gives nothing more than a
variant of the language that appears on the covodou inscriptions. Both sim-
ply designate in different terms the object of veneration. ZeBopevor carries
no more baggage than what the word actually means.

The epigraphy of Kerch (Panticapaeum) has its own distinctive anoma-
lies. Here we are dealing with another local cult of Theos Hypsistos in the
North Pontic territories. The Kerch cult emerges from manumission docu-
ments,* which, as in Gorgippia, provide good reason to postulate the pres-
ence of a community of Jews or a highly Judaized community. At Kerch a
npooevyn is explicitly mentioned. On the other hand, since an oath is re-
quired in the names of Zeus, Helios, and Earth, we must assume either that
all citizens, Jewish or not, were subject to it, or that we are dealing with
Judaized pagans. A slave receives his freedom on condition that he maintain
his devotion to the Jewish community of the synagogue. The language, at-
tested in three inscriptions, is unique to Kerch. The slave must display eig
v mpooevy v Bwneila and npookoptépnorg.’® Such a formulation has
turned up nowhere else, but even more remarkable is its inclusion of the
word Bwreia, universally recognized by commentators as meaning rever-
ence, veneration, or, as Schiirer rendered it, EArfurcht. No one appears to
have noticed, as far as I can tell, that the word carries this meaning nowhere
else in the entire literary and epigraphic record from the ancient world. [t
always means ‘flattery’. In a remote place, such as the city of Panticapaeum,
one can hardly expect good classical or imperial Greek. But a completely
new meaning for a traditional classical word, often used by the patristic
writers in its normal sense, should have elicited some curiosity.

In medieval and modern Greek 8wmeio means a caress, a slight gesture
of the hand to imply devotion or affection. In today’s Greek the sense of
‘flattery’ survives only in a metaphorical or figurative use of the word. In
one late letter on papyrus the verb 8wnedm appears to have the sense of ‘to
care for’ or ‘to look after’ someone. This might lend support to the view that
what we have in the Kerch documents is a reflection of a transition in the

3 CIRB 1278, 1279, 1280, 1282 (Tanais): f oOvodog 1 mepi B8edv Vyotov. CIRB 1281,
1283, 1285, 1286 (Tanais): elorountol (or ionointol) ddergol oefopevorl Beov Lyratoy.

3 CIRB 70, 71, and 73. Cf. no. 985 (Taman).

3 E.g., CIRB 70 (Kerch), Il. 13-15, xopig ig fnlv npocevlynv Boneiag 1€ xol npo-
oxafptephoen(s].
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popular language, whereby Bwmneia indicated genuine devotion, care, or
concern rather than something feigned as in flattery.’® The sense of ‘caress’
would be the outcome of this process of transition. The freedmen at Pan-
ticapaeum were obviously not required to caress the mpocevy 1, but they
were asked to show their devotion to it.

Nadel remarked, as early as 1948, that the document from Kerch pub-
lished in 1935 contained an altered version of the stipulation imposed on the
new freedman.’” He noticed that Bwneio was missing although npooxop-
1épnoig remained in a verbal form. Yet, in an anacolouthon that is by no
means atypical of the Bosporan inscriptions, the sense of 8wneio was con-
veyed at the end of the stipulation through the words 8eov céBwv (in agree-
ment with the subject of the dmwg clause). Nadel’s interpretation was ac-
cepted by the editors of the CIRB, but in the 1960s B. Lifshitz and H. Bellen
independently decided that the two words, for which the reading is not in
doubt, should be combined into one by eliminating the letter nu. Bellen com-
plained that Nadel’s view was impugned by the bad Greek he was obliged to
accept in the text.*® So a new epigraphic occurrence of 8eocefeic was born.
But correct classical Greek cannot be expected of the Bosporan communities,
and, as Ustinova observed, the editors of the CIRB offered an appendix listing
dozens of grammatical mistakes and inconsistencies.’® The replacement of
Bonelo with 8eov céfwv not only confirms the rare meaning of Bwmneior. It
maintains the structure of the local legal formula for new freedmen. The in-
scription should be read as Nadel and the CIRB give it:

______ KA

KOY &gpinyt émi tfic mpocev-
xfic EAniafv éplofvltiic Bpentov]
OmWG EGTLV ANAPEVOXANTOG

KOl QVERIANRTTOC GO TAVTIOG
KATpoVvOpov ywpig Tol npoc-
KOPTEPETY Tfi TPOCEVX T £mL-
TPOTEVOVONG THG CUVALY®-

YHig 1®v Tovdaimv kol Bedv
ofPwv.

The disparate cultures of the Bosporan cities can serve as a micro-
cosm of the even more disparate cultures of the entire Greek East. Theos
Hypsistos, in his anonymous guise and in his various named incarnations,

% PSI6.525, 16 (Boredn).

3 CIRB 71: cf. B.Nadel, op. cit. (n. 3).

3* For Bellen and Lifshitz, see Bull. ép. (1969) 52 and 405.

3 Ustinova, op. cit. (n. 6) 231, n. 49. See CIRB, pp. 797—-831, and p. 80 on no. 71, 11. 9-10.
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such as Zeus, Helios, or Sarapis, was not one god. Hellenophone Jews and
Christians knew that their God was Hypsistos, but they can have been in
no doubt that many of the cults dedicated to a deity of that name had
nothing to do with them. The affectation of Jewish practices by pagans
and later by Christians is an interesting and significant development in
local communities across Palestine, Asia Minor, and the Bosporan King-
dom. But these neither represented a concerted international movement
nor were they part of those wholly pagan cults that boasted a god of the
same name. 1f the God-fearers of Acts and the 8eocefeic of Aphrodisias
and Sardis were all gentile sympathizers with Judaism (as they probably
were), that does not necessarily mean that they resembled the Hypsistarii
or Hypsistiani in the practices they took over from the Jews. Ancient reli-
gion always allowed for local diversity, and never more than in the kalei-
doscope of cults of the Highest God.

G. W.Bowersock

Institute for Advanced Study
Princeton

Hauunas ¢ XIX B. BHUMaHHe yueHBIX [IPUBIIEKAET IPyIIa CEBEPHOMPHYEPHOMOP-
ckux Haanuce U3 [Nantukanes, loprunnuu u TaHauca, coaepkaMx yIIOMHHaHHE
Bora Bricouaiimero. [InutensHoe BpeMs ObIIO HEACHO, SIBIAKOTCA JIM 3TH KYJIBTHI
YHCTO MECTHBIMH HIIM MPEACTABSIOT CoBOH UacTh peTUrHo3Horo kowvil. He 6si10
OTBETA M Ha BONPOC O BIHUAHUM Ha HUX MyAau3Ma WM XpucTHaHcTBa. B 1897 r
3. Hlropep nogpobHo uccnenopan 6ocnopckHe CBUAETENLCTBA KynbTa bora Beico-
vaiwero. [lyonukanus B 1928 r. ManyMuccuu u3 ITaHTHKanesa oXHBHIIA JHCKYC-
CHIO O IPYTHX MaHYMHCCHSX M3 3TOrO PETHOHA B KOHTEKCTE MPEAINONAraeMoro Ha-
NHYMS TaM HynefcKMX WM XpUcTHaHCKMX obmunH. HenaBHo nossunace cmenas
runotesa C. MuTtyenna, NpITaoMAsCs OXBaTHTh OYEHb LIMPOKHH MaTepHa, B TOM
YHCIiE U YIOMAHYTHIH Kpyr BonpocoB. Ee aBrop monaraer, 4to Bce, KTo 6bI HH I0-
uyurtan bora Beicouaiiiiero Ha TeppuTopud PUMCKOH UMIIEPHH, HAEHTHYHBI TEM,
KTO M3BECTEH Kak “‘Gosamuecs bora”. OnHako 0. YcTHHOBA, OIHOBpPEMEHHO Omy6-
JIMKOBABIUAS BAXXHOE HCCIIEOBAaHHE O BEPXOBHBIX HoxecTBax bocnopckoro uaper-
Ba, OTCTaWBaeT NPAMO MPOTHBOIMOIOXHYIO TOYKY 3PEHHS.

PaccMmoTpenne noBogoB Mutyena B none3y 1oro, uto bor Bricowaiuni 6s1n
6OXECTBOM €JUHON TPyIIbl MOYHTATENEH, TPUBOANT K BBIBOLY O IOJHOH Heco-
CTOATENLHOCTH ero runoresbl. CBuaeTensCTBa 00 3TOM 60TE, B3STHIE B X XPOHO-
JIOTHYECKON W TEPPHUTOPHANILHOH MONHOTE, pa3HoOOpa3Hbl M HEOMHO3HAYHBI, TAK
4TO B KaXXIOM OTAEILHOM CIly4ae HeT HEOOXOAMMOCTH AENaTh BBIBOA, YTO MEPEX
HaMH HyJau3M MM XPUCTHAHCTBO. EAWHCTBEHHBIM KJIHOUOM K HCTOJIKOBAHHIO 3TO-
r0 MaTepHana aBNsIeTCs MECTHBIH KOHTEKCT, U CEBEPHOMPHUEPHOMOPCKHE HAAMUCH
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3neck ocobeHHo noyurtensHel. Hagnucu I B. H.3. w3 [oprunnuu cBHAETENBCTBY-
10T, MO BCEH BUAMMOCTH, O CYILIECTBOBAHHH TaM B TOM HJIH HHOM BHJE HyAeHCKoi
OOILHMHBI, OIHAKO 3TO 0OCTOATENBECTBO HHKAK HE MOMOTAET B HHTEPNpETAHH Hax-
nuced u3 Tanauca unu [lanTukanes. Her HHKakuX MpH3HAKOB HAJIHYHSA HY/IEEB
cpeny noyutareieit bora Bercovaiituero B TaHauce, B TO BpeMs Kak B TaHTHKareii-
CKMX MaHYMHCCHSX NIPAMO YIOMHHaeTcs Tpooevyn. To 06CTOATENBCTBO, YTO CIIO-
BO BwTEl HMEET B 3THUX HAAMHCAX HECBOHCTBEHHOE eMY 3HaUeHHe ‘MOYTeHHe , a B
OlHOW M3 HaANHcell BMECTO 3TOTO C/OBa yrmoTpebnsaeTcs nepHdpasa, ToBOPUT B
none3y Toro ucronkosanus CIRB 71, koropoe npexnoxui Hanane U npHHAIH u3-
nareny xopnyca. Paznoo6pazusie KynsThl bora Beicoyaiiiero, 3acBHAETENECTBO-
BaHHBIE Y Pa3HBIX HAPOJOB, HEe OOHAPYXHBAIOT eAHHCTBA. OTCYTCTBYET CBA3L MEX-
[y HAMH M 3aCBH/ETENILCTBOBAHHBIMU B IV B. H.3. auncucmuapusmu Wi suncu-
cmuanamu. KynbTe mpHyepHOMOpCKOH MepuepHH 0TIHYAIOTCA He MEHBIIHM pa3-
HooOpa3ueM, YeM B LIEHTPE HAXOAMBLIETOCH TOJ BIHAHHEM TPEYECKOi KyIbTyp!
pEerHoHa, TAE pacnpoCTpaHHUBIIEECS HCMONB30BAHHE IPEYECKOr0 A3bIKA MOITIO TaK
e JIETKO Pa3beAHHATH HAPOMBI, KaK ¥ OObEAHHATE.





