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Plutarch, in his early writing about superstition – De superstitione – ΠΕΡΙ 
ΔΕΙΣΙΔΑΙΜΟΝΙΑΣ – describes δεισιδαιμονία, i.e. superstition as excessive 
fear of the divine which humiliates the individual and places him out of the 
ritual community of the polis. According to Plutarch, the δεισιδαίμων 
considers disease, discomfort, or difficulty in his life as divine retribution. 
His religious mentality is akin to the one found on the Phrygian-Lydian 
confession inscriptions. These texts originate from the first and second 
century AD, and reflect an age of anxiety. The emotional religious 
mentality of this age is described in works by Plutarch and Lucian through 
their portraits of holy men, jugglers, and pseudo-philosophers, and also 
through the confession texts which represent a compelling mixture of 
Greek and oriental religious acts and customs. 

Lucian, the satirist of the second century AD and the author of brilliant 
pseudo-philosopher portraits, writes about the machinations of Alexander 
of Abonoteichos as follows:  

They (viz. Alexander and his associates) readily discerned that human life 
is swayed by two great tyrants, hope and fear, and that a man who could 
use both of these to advantage would speedily enrich himself. For they 
perceived that both to one who fears and to one who hopes, foreknowledge 
is very essential and very keenly coveted, and that long ago not only 
Delphi, but Delos and Clarus and Branchidae, had become rich and famous 
because, thanks to the tyrants just mentioned, hope and fear, men 
continually visited their sanctuaries and sought to learn the future in 
advance, and to that end sacrificed hecatombs and dedicated ingots of 
gold.1 

We see two concepts of ancient Greek religion side by side: fear (φόβος) 
and hope (ἐλπίς). Where there is fear, there is hope and vice versa. The 

                                                           
 

1 Luc. Alexander or The False Prophet 8. (transl. by HARMON 1961). Cf. 
CHANIOTIS (2012: 205). 
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correlation and mutuality of fear and hope plays a prominent role in one of 
the earliest works by Plutarch, the De superstitione (ΠΕΡΙ 
ΔΕΙΣΙΔΑΙΜΟΝΙΑΣ). According to Plutarch, the ignorance regarding the 
gods divides into two streams: atheism and superstition. On the one hand, 
atheism arises from a rational, stubborn mentality and denies the existence 
of a divine authority. On the other hand, superstition, i.e. δεισιδαιμονία, is 
defined as a menial disposition towards the gods (164, 165 a–b). The 
superstitious man—the δεισιδαίμων—dreads the divine sphere, because he 
conceives of the gods as erratic, feracious, and mischievous beings (167 
d). Furthermore, he cannot enjoy himself on their feasts, as he stands in 
permanent dread of the smallest mistake during any religious ceremonies 
(169 d). In several cases, he applies to magicians (sorcerers) who taunt 
him with their purgative ceremonies and jugglery (168 c–e). He therefore 
hopes these methods are more efficient than medicine, leaving little 
wonder why he expels the doctor out of his house (168 c).2 

Fear, hope, self-accusation, penance, and religious mentality—the 
latter of which exceeds the traditional frames of the polis-religion—play a 
prominent role in a special corpus of Greek inscriptions from Asia Minor, 
namely in the Phrygian-Lydian confession-inscriptions. These inscriptions 
are special due to their temporal and spatial position. The inscriptions can 
be dated between the first and the third century AD, and come from the 
rural sanctuaries of Phrygia and Lydia without exception—mostly from 
the Katakekaumene—and from the regions of Philadelphia, Saittai, 
Kollyda, and Sardis. Their style of language is apparently inelegant, a fact 
which may be attributed to the social status of the people who erected the 
steles.3 The structure of the texts is relatively uniform: transgression, 
punishment, confession, expiation.4 The dedicators committed ritual 
transgressions in most of the cases including perjury, consuming unclean 
animals, theft from sanctuaries, contempt of the divine power, violation of 
the ritual prescriptions, and neglect of their cultic duties. These 
transgressions provoke divine anger which manifests itself as disease, 
death, or loss of wealth in most of the cases.  

In order to demonstrate the similarity of the texts, we briefly cite two 
inscriptions from the corpus:  

                                                           
 

2 The δεισιδαίμων rejects the rational forms of problem solving, as can be read in 
Theophrast, as well (Characters 16). Plutarch mentions wisdom as a characteristic 
that dissolves the δεισιδαιμονία. See: Plut. Cleomenes 39. 
3 CHANIOTIS (1995: 324); GORDON (2004: 177–182). 
4 SCHNABEL (2003: 160–161). 
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To Zeus Peizenos. Diogenes had made a vow for the ox, but he did not 
fulfil it; for that reason his daughter Tatiane was punished in her eyes. But 
now they propitiated and made the dedication.5 

By looking at this document, the following unfolds: Diogenes had vowed 
that he would sacrifice an ox, but he failed to do so. Because of his failure, 
the god punished his daughter, after which he erected a stele containing 
the sin, the punishment, and the act of the expiation, i.e. the confession. 

Another inscription gives an account of the case of a certain 
Theodoros, who commits sexual transgression in sanctuaries three times. 
This document is perhaps the most suggestive (and most entertaining) of 
the corpus, thanks in large part to the dialogue-form of the inscription. 
This text is a ritual conversation between the sinner, the recidivous 
Theodoros, and the popular oriental god, Men/Mes: 

Theod.: For I have been brought by the gods to my senses, by Zeus and the 
Great Mes Artemidorou. 

Mes: I have punished Theodoros on his eyes for his offences. 
Theod.: I had sexual intercourse with Trophime, the slave of Haplokomas, 

the 
wife of Eutychis, in the praetorium. 

He (i.e. Mes) takes the first sin away with a sheep, a partridge, a mole. 
(…) 

Theod.: I asked for Zeus’s assistance. 
Mes: See! I have blinded him for his sins. But, since he has appeased the 
gods and has erected the stele, he has taken his sins away. Asked by the 

council [I respond that] I am kindly disposed, if [or when] he sets up 
my stele, on the day I have ordered. You may open the prison. I set the 

convict free after one year and ten months.6 

                                                           
 

5 TAM 5,1,509 (transl. CHANIOTIS 1995: 325): Διεὶ Πειζηνῷ Διογένη[ς] εὐξάμενος 
ὑπὲρ τοῦ βοὸς κὲ μὴ ἀποδοὺς ἐκολάσθη αὐτοῦ ἡ θυγάτηρ Τατιανὴ ἰς τοὺς 
ὀφθαλμούς· νῦν οὖν εἱλασάμενοι ἀνέθηκαν. 
6 SEG 38,1237 = BIWK 5 = HERMANN–MALAY (2007: 75–76, no.51; transl. by 
CHANIOTIS 2009: 132–133): κατὰ τὸ ἐφρενωθεὶς ὑπὸ τῶν θεῶν ὑπὸ τοῦ Διὸς κὲ 
τοῦ Μηνὸς μεγάλου Ἀρτεμιδώρου·ἐκολασόμην τὰ ὄματα τὸν Θεόδωρον κατὰ τὰς 
ἁμαρτίας, ἃς ἐπύησεν·συνεγενόμην τῇ πεδίσχῃ τοῦ Ἁπλοκόμα,τῇ Τροφίμῃ, τῇ 
γυναικὶ τῇ Εὐτύχηδος εἰς τὸ πλετώριν· ἀπαίρι τὴν πρώτην ἁμαρτίαν προβάτῳ, 
πέρδεικι, ἀσφάλακι· δευτέρα ἁμαρτία· (…) ἔσχα παράκλητον τὸν Δείαν· <εἴδαι, 
κατὰ τὰ πυήματα πεπηρώκιν, νῦν δὲ εἱλαζομένου αὐτοῦ τοὺς θεοὺς κὲ 
στηλογραφοῦντος ἀνερύσετον τὰς ἁμαρτίας>· ἠρωτημαίνος ὑπὸ τῆς συνκλήτου· 
εἵλεος εἶμαι ἀναστανομένης τῆς στήλλην μου, ᾗ ἡμέρᾳ ὥρισα ἀνύξαις τὴν 
φυλακήν, ἐξαφίω τὸν κατάδικον διὰ ἐνιαυτοῦ κὲ μηνῶν ιʹ περιπατούντων. 
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Theodoros recounts his vices and the purgatory acts (how the god has 
taken his sins away), and claims that he asked Zeus to plead for him before 
the court (σύγκλητον) of other gods.7 The above examples illustrate how 
sin, punishment, confession, and expiation are related on these 
inscriptions. The elements of the texts, viz. the name of the god, type of 
vice and punishment, and method of the expiation recur from time to time. 
Furthermore, we come across the warning not to despise the divine power 
and the representation of the diseased member in many cases.8 The 
language of these inscriptions is formal—a relatively uniform terminology 
(κολάζω, εὐλογέω, ὁμολογέω) is found on almost every inscription. 

The correlation of disease and divine retribution is not a thought of 
recent origin, but a concept which goes back at least to Homer, to the 
pestilence in Book I of the Iliad. Nevertheless, the religious mentality is a 
different matter, because in Iliad, or in archaic/classic religion, there is no 
trace of self-reproach or self-humiliation. When we look at the Greek 
inscription material, we may find a similar mentality in Asclepius-
sanctuaries (Athens, Lebena, Epidaurus), where the diseased individual 
dedicates the inscription to the god. On a small number of steles in this 
corpus, we read about the incredulity of the persons, the disdain for the 
divine power, and the affection which is the result of the vice, just as on 
the propitiatory inscriptions.9 

These texts represent a religious mentality that Plutarch would have 
defined as δεισιδαιμονία.10 According to Plutarch, the superstitious man 
sits down and blames the god, feels self-pity, laments, and tears his 
clothing if the slightest difficulty or grief befalls on him (168 d). 
Additionally: 

in the estimation of the superstitious man, every indisposition of his body, 
loss of property, deaths of children, or mishaps and failures in public life 
are classed as “afflictions of God” or “attacks of an evil spirit”.11 

                                                           
 

7 The jural aspect of this inscription was given much attendance by the scholars. 
Cf. PETZL (1994: 7–11); RICL (1995: 67–73). 
8 VAN STRATEN (1981: 101–102). 
9 CHANIOTIS (1995: 326) The relevant inscriptions are LIDONNICI (1995, no. A3, 
A7, A9, B2, B16, C4); VAN STRATEN (1976: 3–4); KUDLIEN (1978: 5–6). 
10 PETTAZZONI (1954: 60–62); VERSNEL (2009: 34–35). 
11 De sup. 168 e: τῷ δὲ δεισιδαίμονι καὶ σώματος ἀρρωστία πᾶσα καὶ χρημάτων 
ἀποβολὴ καὶ τέκνων θάνατοι καὶ περὶ πολιτικὰς πράξεις δυσημερίαι καὶ 
ἀποτεύξεις πληγαὶ θεοῦ καὶ προσβολαὶ δαίμονος λέγονται. (transl. by BABBITT 
1928) 
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The δεισιδαίμων moans as follows: “leave me to pay my penalty, impious 
wretch that I am, accursed, and hateful to the gods and all the heavenly 
host.” The individuals who erected these steles have a sense of guilt and 
feel self-pity, because they had committed a vice which violated the divine 
order. The superstitious man rejects the doctors (philosophers) who are 
about to help him, and instead of their cure, relies on the wise-women and 
their magical practices.12 A similar frame of mind appears on the 
propitiatory inscriptions. A certain Prepusa applies for a ritual cure instead 
of sumptuous doctors who cannot guarantee that her child will heal.13 

This religious mentality is so strange to the traditional Greek religion 
that we shall see the effects of the oriental cults on the steles at hand. In 
oriental religion we find the kind of religious mentality which reflects the 
ruler-subject relation, and in which the confession and fanatic self-
reproach used to be conventional. This mentality is tangibly described by 
Juvenal or Ovid when they mention the cults of Magna Mater or Isis.14 

Apart from oriental cults, there is no other area where the belief in the 
almighty gods and their efficient impact on the life of people and on the 
convalescence of the diseased is so intense. Therefore, it is not astonishing 
that the divine power is referred to by the words τύραννος and ὑπηρεσία 
on these inscriptions, and with other formulas which allude to the self-
humiliation of the individual.15 Additionally, these gods are so powerful 

                                                           
 

12 ἀλλ’ ὠθεῖται μὲν ἔξω νοσοῦντος ὁ ἰατρός (…).; viz. 168 d–e: ἂν δ’ ἄριστα 
πράττῃ καὶ συνῇ πράως δεισιδαιμονίᾳ, περιθειούμενος οἴκοι κάθηται καὶ 
περιματτόμενος, αἱ δὲ γρᾶες “καθάπερ παττάλῳ,” φησὶν ὁ Βίων, “ὅ τι ἂν τύχωσιν 
αὐτῷ περιάπτουσι φέρουσαι καὶ περιαρτῶσι.”  
13 SEG 39,1276 = BIWK 62: Μηνὶ Ἀξιοττηνῷ καὶ τῇ δυνάμι αὐτοῦ· ἐπὶ {ἐπεὶ} 
Πρέπουσα ἀπελευθέρα τῆς εἱερείας εὔξετο ὑπὲρ υἱοῦ Φιλήμονος, εἰ ἔσται 
ὁλόκληρος καὶ ἰατροῖς μὴ ποσδαπανήσι, στηλλογραφῆσαι, καὶ γενομένης τῆς 
εὐχῆς οὐκ ἀπέδωκεν, νῦν ὁ θεὸς ἀπῄτησε τὴν εὐχὴν καὶ ἐκόλασε τὸν πατέρα 
Φιλήμονα· καὶ ἀποδίδι τὴν εὐχὴν ὑπὲρ τοῦ υἱοῦ καὶ ἀπὸ νῦν εὐλογῖ. Cf.: 
CHANIOTIS (1995: 331).  
14 Juv. 6,511–526; Ovid. Pont. 1,1,51–54: „Vidi ego linigerae numen uiolasse 
fatentem Isidis Isiacos ante sedere focos. Alter ob huic similem priuatus lumine 
culpam clamabat media se meruisse uia.” Cf. Apuleius Met. 8,28; Ael. De nat. 
anim. 11,17; Ovid. Met. 11,129–143. 
15 On the inscriptions of Asia Minor and of Attica we find the divine name Men 
Tyrannos. See TAM 5,1,536; on confession inscriptions see TAM 5,1,255 = BIWK 53; 
as attribute of Zeus TAM 5,1,537. The cult of Men Tyrannos was widespread not 
only in this area, because the same attribute can be found in Sunion (IG II² 1365–
1366 = Ditt. Syll.³ 1042 = LGS 42), in Ostia (IG XIV 913), in Rom (CIL VI 499 = 
ILS 4146), and in Thasos (IG XII 8,587). Cf. STEINLEITNER (1913: 77–80); BÖMER 
(1961: 195–207); PLEKET (1981: 177). For τύραννος, as attribute of Greek gods 
see: Apollon, Ares, Eros, Hades, Poseidon, Zeus. Cf. BÖMER (1961: 209–214). For 
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that they rule verbatim the people and the land and can make impossible 
things possible, because they dispose of δύναμις, which allows it. In this 
regard, the menial mentality of these inscriptions is even more 
conspicuous: the sinner feels himself as subject to the deity.16 

This point of view plays a role in the description of the δεισιδαίμων by 
Plutarch, as well. He considers the divine power as a tyranny from which 
he tries to escape, but finds no asylum.17 The parallelism between these 
oriental inscriptions and Plutarch is even more compelling when we 
consider that Plutarch regards the religiousness of other, non-Greek (for 
example oriental) people as δεισιδαιμονία.18 At the end of his work, 
Plutarch describes the ecstatic, self-humiliating ceremonies of the 
superstitious people, which invoke a rabid oriental cult containing 
emotional words and gestures, frenzied running, and the beating of drums, 
all acts of dirty sanctifications and barbarous penance.19 

The superstitious man proposes that his wretched condition and his 
confession come to other people’s knowledge, he loses face publicly, and 
his self-reproachment raises indignation. His behaviour resembles that of 
Peregrinus, another juggler of the second century AD, whom Lucian 
displays as follows: 

Thereafter he went away a third time, to Egypt, to visit Agathobulus, 
where he took that wonderful course of training in asceticism, shaving one 

                                                                                                                         
 

ὑπηρεσία see: TAM 5,1,460 = BIWK 57: ἐπὶ Τροφίμη Ἀρτεμιδώρου 
Κικιννᾶδος κληθεῖσα ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ ἰς ὑπηρεσίας χάριν μὴ βουληθοῦσα 
{βουληθεῖσα} ταχέος {ταχέως} προσελθεῖν ἐκολάσετο αὐτὴν καὶ μανῆναι 
ἐποίησεν· 
16 The relevant inscriptions: TAM 5,1,525 = BIWK 79: Μέγας Μίς Ἀρτεμιδώρου 
Ἀξιοττα κατέχων καὶ ἡ δύναμις αὐτοῦ (the same formula can be found in BIWK 
55); TAM 5,1,526 = BIWK 55: Μηνὶ Ἀρτεμιδώρου Ἀξιοττα κατέχοντι; TAM 5,1,460 
= BIWK 57: Μῆνα Ἀρτεμιδώρου Ἀξιοττηνὸν Κορεσα κατέχοντα.; RAMSAY (1897: 
153, nr. 53) = BIWK 122: Ἀφιᾶς Θεοδότου εὐχαριστῷ Μητρὶ Λητῷ ὅτι ἐξ 
ἀδυνάτων δυνατὰ πυεῖ {ποιεῖ}. Cf. BÖMER (1961: 199–200). For δύναμις see: 
HERMANN–MALAY (2007: nr. 71); SEG 35,1158 = BIWK 38; SEG 37,1001 = BIWK 
59; SEG 38,1238; SEG 39,1275; TAM 5,1,231 = BIWK 35 etc. 
17 De sup. 166 c–d: ὁ δὲ τὴν τῶν θεῶν ἀρχὴν ὡς τυραννίδα φοβούμενος 
σκυθρωπὴν καὶ ἀπαραίτητον ποῦ μεταστῇ ποῦ φύγῃ, ποίαν γῆν ἄθεον εὕρῃ, ποίαν 
θάλατταν; εἰς τί καταδὺς τοῦ κόσμου μέρος καὶ ἀποκρύψας σεαυτόν, ὦ ταλαίπωρε, 
πιστεύσεις ὅτι τὸν θεὸν ἀποπέφευγας; Cf. HOMMEL 1983. 
18 Jews – 169 c; Syriacs – 170 d; Scythians, Gauls – 171 b. 
19 De sup. 171 b: τῆς δεισιδαιμονίας ἔργα καὶ πάθη καταγέλαστα, καὶ ῥήματα καὶ 
κινήματα καὶ γοητεῖαι καὶ μαγεῖαι καὶ περιδρομαὶ καὶ τυμπανισμοὶ καὶ ἀκάθαρτοι 
μὲν καθαρμοὶ ῥυπαραὶ δ’ ἁγνεῖαι, βάρβαροι δὲ καὶ παράνομοι πρὸς ἱεροῖς 
κολασμοὶ καὶ προπηλακισμοί. 



Superstition and Propitiation 

327 

half of his head, daubing his face with mud, and demonstrating what they 
call “indifference” by erecting his yard amid a thronging mob of 
bystanders (…).20 

His attitude is akin to that of the δεισιδαίμων who sits outside his house, 
rolls naked in the mud, and confesses his transgressions, behaviour which 
arouses the pity of bystanders (168 c). The aim to call attention to the 
wretched situation plays a dominant role in these texts, as well. These 
steles are admonitory examples for other people who can see them at the 
entrance of the sanctuary: παρανγέλλει πᾶσιν ἀνθρώποις, ὅτι οὐ δεῖ 
καταφρονεῖν το[ῦ θε]οῦ. – “The stele announces to everyone not to neglect 
the god.”21 Or in another case: παρανγέλλω μηθένα ἱερὸν ἄθυτον 
αἰγοτόμιον ἔσθειν ἐπεὶ παθῖτε τὰς ἐμὰς κολάσεις. – “I announce, that 
nobody should eat unsacrificed goat meat, because you will suffer my 
punishment.”22 This last example can be compared with the Plutarchean 
δεισιδαιμονία from another point of view. According to him, the 
superstitious man is in permanent fear that he shall eat or drink something 
illicit, something which is not permitted by the δαιμονίον, and will thus 
cause ritual impurity (168 c) and arouse the anger of the deity. This 
manifests itself as disease, death, or as other afflictions. 

Another group of the Greek inscriptions, namely the lex sacrae, 
formulize religious taboos and ritual prescriptions to be performed before 
the sanctuary is entered, while this confession text (BIWK 123) reports the 
violation of a ritual instruction.23 A few examples can be found for such 
ritual transgressions in this corpus: a certain Meidias loses his ability to 
speak by committing a similar vice, i.e. for the violation of an eating 
taboo.24 The neglect of the ritual prescription, which provokes the divine 

                                                           
 

20 LUC. The Passing of Peregrinus 17. 
21 TAM 5,1,179a = BIWK 9. 
22 RAMSAY 1897, 150 nr. 43 = STEINLEITNER (1911: nr. 32) = BIWK 123: [— — —] 
καθαρμ̣οῖς κὲ θ̣υσίαις ε[̣ἱλασάμην τὸν Κ]ύριον ἵνα μυ {μοι} τὸ ἐμὸν σῶ[μα σώ]σ̣ι 
κὲ ἀποκαθέστ[η]σε [τῷ ἐμ]ῷ̣ σώματι διὸ παρανγέλλω μηθένα ἱερὸν ἄθυτον 
αἰγοτόμιον ἔσθειν ἐπεὶ παθῖτε τὰς ἐμὰς {ἐμὰς} κολάσεις. Cf. CHANIOTIS (2009: 
142). 
23 PARKER (1983: 357–366). A lex sacra from Smyrna announces the same 
attribute in relation to meat: SEG 14,752 = LSAM 84: “µηδ᾿ ἀθύτοις θυσίαις ἱερῶν 
ἐτὶ χῖρας ἰάλ[λειν].” Cf. HERMANN–POLATKAN (1969: 61); GORDON (2004: 194). 
24 HERMANN–POLATKAN (1969: nr. 15) = BIWK 1: Μείδων Μενάνδρου κρατῆρα 
ἐπόει ἐπὶ τοῦ Διὸς τοῦ Τρωσου καὶ οἱ διάκονοι ἄθυτα ἐφάγοσαν καὶ ἀπεμάκκωσεν 
αὐτὸν ἐπὶ μῆνας τρεῖς καὶ παρεστάθη αὐτῷ εἰς τοὺς ὕπνους, ἵνα στήλην στήσας 
ἐπιγράψῃ ἃ πέποσχεν καὶ ἤρξατο τότε λαλεῖν. 
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anger and causes retribution, is the δεισιδαιμονία: this religious mentality 
originates from excess and humiliates the individual. 

The confession inscriptions are examples of the religiosity of the 
Phrygian-Lydian rural popularity, enabling the analysis of this religious 
mentality which is independent of the religiosity of the political – 
intellectual elite of the urban centre. According to Plutarch, this religious 
mentality, self-reproach, and permanent sense of guilt is δεισιδαιμονία, 
which humiliates the individual and places the person out of the ritual 
community (166 a). The behaviour of the superstitious man is deviant, 
odd, socially not admissible, and the δεισιδαίμων locks himself out of the 
community, because his behaviour is the very opposite of the extant ritual, 
cultic prescriptions (τὰ πατριά).25 It is no wonder that Plutarch sets the 
positive religiousness between atheism and superstition, considering the 
εὐσέβεια as moderate piety without excesses (171 f). 

But this concept is not valid for the dedicators of theses steles, because 
they represent a socially acceptable religious mentality which has nothing 
to do with excess, mockery, or disdain. It seems that it was quite 
widespread in this area, insofar as it is shown by these confession texts. 
These rural religious communities practice self-reproach, confession of the 
transgressions as an established custom in order to restore the relationship 
between god and men. These individuals committed vice in reality, unlike 
the δεισιδαίμων, who believes that he transgressed, but realistically did 
nothing with which he could have provoked divine anger. 

Lucian presents a suggestive example of this ecstatic, superstitious 
religious mentality in his Alexander, where he describes the pathological 
religiousness of a certain Rutillianus. This Roman magistrate humiliates 
and prostrates himself in front of the gods and stones, considers everything 
as divine omen and portent, thus revealing his religious mind as full of 
excess. No wonder that he trusts himself to Alexander, the most successful 
juggler of his age.26 

During the writing of the δεισιδαίμων-portrait, this well-known 
religious mentality may have been before Plutarch’s eyes—his 
superstitious man shows a similar attitude as the dedicator of the 
confession stele (or Rutillianus). The fear of the divine retribution vexes 

                                                           
 

25 ZAIDMAN–PANTEL (1992: 13–14); RÜPKE (2011: 10). Cf. πάτριον ἀξίωμα τῆς 
εὐσεβείας by Plut. (De sup. 166 b). 
26 Luc. Alexander 30: Ῥουτιλιανός, ἀνὴρ τὰ μὲν ἄλλα καλὸς καὶ ἀγαθὸς καὶ ἐν 
πολλαῖς τάξεσι Ῥωμαϊκαῖς ἐξητασμένος, τὰ δὲ περὶ τοὺς θεοὺς πάνυ νοσῶν καὶ 
ἀλλόκοτα περὶ αὐτῶν πεπιστευκώς, εἰ μόνον ἀληλιμμένον που λίθον ἢ 
ἐστεφανωμένον θεάσαιτο, προσπίπτων εὐθὺς καὶ προσκυνῶν καὶ ἐπὶ πολὺ 
παρεστὼς καὶ εὐχόμενος καὶ τἀγαθὰ παρ’ αὐτοῦ αἰτῶν. 
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not only the δεισιδαίμων, but also the person who feels compelled to 
appease the god under the watchful eyes of the community. We find both 
fellows in the same milieu in which everything is appointed, governed, 
and overseen by the gods and by the crowd of the daimons, and by the 
ritual instructions concerning their cult (cf. 167 a). Under such 
circumstances, it is no wonder that due to their religious neurosis and the 
racking dismay of the divine, both persons react in an excessive way. One 
of them sits in sackcloth and ashes on the street, loses face publicly, 
escapes from the gods, practises permanent purgatory rites, observes 
narrowly to the sacrifice prescriptions, and prays to the gods with 
quivering hands. The other emphasizes his own vice and guilt, and the 
power of the divine. They both attest to a close relationship of fear and 
hope regarding the gods, as mentioned in the introduction. 

Despite the distinctions which exist between these two religious 
historical corpora, we can establish one common thing regarding the 
Plutarchean δεισιδαίμων and the dedicator of the confession stele: that 
both originate from the first and second century AD, from an age of 
anxiety which was not devoid of the amalgamation of the oriental, Greek, 
and also Christian cults, emotional religiousness and the jugglery of the 
„holy men” of this period.27 
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