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Globalization an syncretism
Conditions In the modern WOTF. ave often been compared those in antıquıty. Of
the Ial Yy COMPpar1ısons cited, however, modern PIOCCSSCS of globalization an those of
anclent mperial eXpaNS1IONS have generally been neglected. Ihe notion of »globalization«
as: of COUISC, been used signify nds f transformations In international
structures, relationships, an influences. If; however, 1n of globalization PFO-
655 that e  enges dentity by place, by COomMunıIty, an!: by tradition, then ıt 15 relevant
{O COINDALE contemporary DIOCCSSCS of globalization with those of oikoumenai past and,
especially, with those ofestern antıquı following the CONqUESTS ofAlexander the (Gireat
and with the DAaX Tomand established by Augustus.’

As has been well-discussed, Droysen rst described In 1836 discrete period of
» Hellenistic« political history extending from Alexander Augustus He characterized
this period »westöstliche Völkermischung« that resulted ın egelian » Verschmel-
ZUNg der Religionen un: Kulte«“ century later, Grant pronounced that »the maın
characteristic eature ofall religion« during this period Was »syncretism«.* Ihis VIEeW of
Hellenistic religious syncretism became the basis for the uUSse of this Category in the history
of religions generally and, subsequently, for Its usec In the contemporary social sclences. Ihe
Category Has,; however, achieved AallYy consensual OIL historians of religion,
much less IN scholars from other of study.“ Most often, however, this cCategory

have been employe somehow self-evident explanation for descriptions of
complex historical constructions resulting, usually unintentionally, from cultural contact.?

Luther JARTIN /Panayotis ere IS enTtry for »synNCcretism « opposite elieTts and practices «;
n either the multi-volumePACH | d Hellenization, Empire »a ending OT schools OT thought«

and Globalisation LesSsSONS Encyclopaedia of the SOc/al ScCIeENCES (Stephen Syncretism, In
Irom Antiquity, Thessaloniki 2004, WIN SELIGMAN / H. James BRIX ed.| Encyclopedia
Ichard HINGLEY, Globalizing Ivin OHNSON 1 ed.| New York of Anthropology, 0OUusan Oaks,
Roman Culture. Ity, Diversity 1930-1935) (T the International 2006, vol 5 z  5 2150
and Empire, London 2005. Encyclopedia of the SOCcI/al SCIeNCES b Intentional syncretisms Ale another

Johann GUuStav DROYSEN, ((e- (David A ed.| New York mMatter, usually explainable d d-
schichte des Hellenismus, Hamburg 1968-19706), 0J]4 n TtS :evised second gandistic, ideological, theological and/
1836-1843; 4877-1878; (1  S edition ıllıam DARITY led.] OT politica!l inıtlatıves. The classic
ed., TübingenACITel TIrom Farmington ılls. M 2007 There ample OT intentlonal syncretism from
» Vorwort Zur Zwelten Auflage«, IS aV rIe entry Tor the term n the 'estern IS Manichaelsm
Muüunchen 1980, In vol |, vol 44 / one-volume Encyclopedia o} Anthro- Francıis BURKITT, The eligion of
Claire PREAUX, Le 'ond DOl0gy, 1C| equates syncretism the Manichees, Cambridge Z A
Hellenistique, Parıs 1978, ıth cultural|l change (Davı HUNTER / see also Luther MARTIN /Anıta

Frederick H Hellenistic Phillip HITTEN ‚ ed.| New York 1976, Marıa LEOPOLD, New Approaches
Religions. The Age OT >yncretism, 378) and somewhat longer entry tO the UdYy OT Syncretism, In eier
Indianapolis, 1953, (emphasis In 11OTEe recent five-volume ENCY- AN  rmIN TZ/Randlı
ed). clopedia OT the 5Salrıie titie, IC| AR ed.) New Approaches

describes »syncretism « Aas ‘econcı- 10 the udYy of 'eligion, Berlin 2004,
Jation OT »disparate and sometimes vol 93-107/,
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Although (GiraecCco -Roman cosmopolitanism provide symbiotic mMO for globaliza-
tıon an syncretism, the concept of syncretism Was scarcely mentioned bDy partıcıpants

the pane » Hellenisation, Empire, an Globalisation« organized for the 2003 meeting
of the uropean Assoclation for the udYy ofeligion that took as 1ts eneral theme » Ihe
Globalization an: Localization of Religion«® perhaps the CONSCYUCIICC of »syncretistic
fatigue« born of OVEIUSC of this imprecIise notion. Only five of the nıne contributors

the pane mentioned the term three but In passing.‘ 1le fourth contributor, the
historian of Graeco-Roman religions, Panayotis Pachis, SAVC insightful analysis of
particular historical influences the Egyptilan cult of IS1s Over the COLNTISEe of 1ts develop-
Ment; he retained Droysenean understanding of syncretism resulting from influence
of »the TrTee WdY of thinking« S 1C Wds, of COUTSC, approprliate this particular
historical example. Only ONE contributor, Giulia Gasparro, also historian of (3raeco-
Roman religions, paused in her the pane presentations reflect uDON the
meanıng of the term I 15 ell known fact clearly perceived within Varlous polythe-
iIst1C traditions of the ancıent world«, che that 1t 15 »possible establish INOTE

OT less r1gOorous system of functional )correspondences<« between the Varlı0ous religious
frameworks, according play of yidentifications« P aadam n without however completely
Josing the that each pecific PCETISONASC belongs particular cultural ConNntexit«
Nevertheless, (Gasparro conclude that »syncretism « remaıns »dubious Category« for
history of religions research ?

Syncretism, identifcation an selection

TIhe »syncretistic« »play of identifications« an » COI‘I‘€SPOIId€HC€S « of which (GGasparro
spoke ave frequently been exemplified for (Gsraeco-Roman antıquıty from Book of
Apuleius Metamorphoses. In ft-cited Passapc, which has been evoked as the I0Cus
Classicus of Hellenistic syncretism, ” Apuleius identifes the goddess Isıis with ten other
goddesses an then has Isıs proclaim that »ILLY Namne, divinity 15 adored throughout

ARTIN YACHIS, Hellenisation Syncretism, In Nicholas (ed  d FAIC tudies, Manchester
(as A, HAMMO  /Howard 19 /5, 2497-727/4, Z Mantred CLAUSS,

Gustavo BENAVIDES, Buddhism, (ed  S The Oxford Classıcal Dictionary, Uultores Mithrae Die nhänger-
Manichaelsm, Markets and mpires, Oxford 1029 SCH des Mithras-Kultes,
In IDId, 5A0 D 32, Gary 11 GWYynN GRIFFITHS, ‚Duleius of 1992, 247-2456.
What Constitutes Globalization Tor Madauros. The Isiıs-Book Metamor- Maarten
Religion ? Hallmarks Irom Antiquıity. phoses Book X1) | eiıden 19 /5, 14  D VERMASEREN, COorpus Inscripti-
| ate Antiquity OYPT, n \bid., CQarsten |ISts Itteen EXalrll- IUTT) eT Monumentorum Religionis
101-122° 10/, Einar THOMASSEN, ples OT authorial syncretism during the Mithriacae, The 956.

15 MantTred OLAUSS, The 'omManRespondant, In IDId., 2406-255, 251 Hellenistic Rra though he doesn t
Panayotis PACHIS, Manufacturing nclude Apulelus n nNIS Ist »Certalın Cult of Mithras. Ihe God and HIs

eligion n the Hellenistic Age. Pythagoreans, astrologers, Orphics, Mysteries, Ichard GORDON (trans.),
The ase OT the sıs-Demeter Cult, Physikol, the Varlous compilers OT the London/New York 2001, 158.
In DId., 163-207, 165. Hermetic COTDUS and the sibylline and ARTIN, Minerva (as 139;
U Giulia Tamen! TIhe aldean oracles, the theosophists, era VANDERLIP, The :OUr reei
Globalisation and L ocalisation OT alchemists, Uuk1anos OT amasata, of Isıdorus and the Cult
eligion. FHom Helleniısm Late Aellus Aristides, NumenIious OT Apa- of Isis, Toronto 19 7/2, 28, n.18
Antiquity. Assessing Category n the IMEa, Orphyry, lamblichus, and Sal- PACHIS, Manufacturing
History OT Religions, In bid., 41-83, Iust« (Syncretism, In Ircea FLIADE (as 83) 1/73.
48-49; SC also PACHIS, DId., 166 1ed.], Encyclopedia of eligion, Syncretism
Luther ARTIN, Why Cecroplan NewW York 1987, vol 1, 210522 219). (as 123 Vol. 14, 219
Mınerva ? Hellenistic Religious DANIELS, The Role OT the 19 OL Syncretism
Syncretism AdS >ystem, In umen 30 Roman Army n the Spread and Prac- (as 12), vol 14, 219-7220.
1983) 317145 136-137. tice of Mithraism, In ohn
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all the WOT. 1ın divers INaNNCIS, in variable CUSTOMS, an: by Ial y LLATIL1CS « Met. 11:5)
assertion that the classicist Gwyn Grifhths considered be the »syncretistic ormula
of union«.*

Ihe question about employing this PassSasc the classical exemplar for syncretism 15
whether Apuleius theokrasia instantıates ofhis neo-Platonic philosophy whether
it represents the historical sıtuatiıon ofHellenistic religiosity.““ In considering this question,

mig turn from Apuleius philosophical fiction historical example from the single
MOST widely spread ell densely distribute: religion of the Roman WOT. iın 1C

migel expect find syncretistic formations, namely, the Roman cult of Mithras.
In late third-century Marcus Aurelius eCIMUuS, of the Roman Province

of Numidia modern geria from 283-284,; anı Mithraist,* dedicated altar 1n the
Roman colony of [)ıana Veteranorum (Ain-Zana) with the inscription:

T0ovi optımo MAXIMO, Iunon1 reginae, Minervae sancltae, Sol: Mithrae, Herculi, Martı,
MercurI10, geNLO loci, diis deabusque Oomnibus (CIMRM 140)14

EeCIMUS didn’t specifically identify these sundry deities with ONeE another did Apuleius
with the Graeco-Roman goddesses of his novel. Rather, eCIMUS honored these deities
correlates alongside Mithras. An inscrıption from ome »those deities haring temple«
(tois SYNNAOIS theois) with Mithras that such aSssoclations WeIC unexceptional ın
this cult (CIMRM 473). In fact, the historian Manfred Clauss has enumerated OVeT LWENTY
Graeco-Roman deities whose votives OT statuettes have been OUnN! iın Mithraea }

Ihe example from the Mithraic tradition g1ves historical upport Apuleius fictive
construction anı confiırms observation about syncretic formations that suggested
OVer twenty-five dgO with reference 1E namely, that syncretic formations, ın ad-
dition involving identifications an correspondences, A examples of selection an
rejection. 50, 1ıle ten of the eleven goddesses NnCcIude bDy Apuleius In his novel WeTe

identified with Isis, H; the Syrlan Goddess Atargatis, Was nNOT, despite her eing identi-
Hed with Isis elsewhere iın historical contexts 1® Whereas Apuleius crıterla of selection
wWere those of authorial intent, the selective crıter1a of the Mithraic SrOUDS derive,I
ently, from local practice.

Without explanation for what Pachis has called the »tactıcs ofselection«, ! historical
understandings of syncretism SCECIN, al best, tO be descriptive redundancies rather than
explanation In alıy scientific 1ıle such descriptions INaYy be able accurately tOo track
the historical elements of formation, they do NOT offer AILY explanation for why, gıven the
historical sıtuation, certaın syncretic possibilities WeTiIC realized 1le others wWweIec
In other words, syncretic constructions Call be historically identified and described but
historical descriptions do NOot xplain historical constructions

Syncretism, explanation an!: cognition
In 19857, Carsten olpe defined »SsynNCcretism « »relations between complex wholes«, which

be AaIıy coherence of mental elements an of actıons, representations, objects
elated these elements«, »relations between particular COMpONENTIS « fthese wholes.!®
However, MptSs xplain such relationships al the historical evel; olpe conceded,
Ga only result In classifications ologies AaSsSe sophistic formulate SC
neralizations about the multiplici of historical specificities iın WdYS that ST1L differentiate
between them  19 While much 1ın has been spi developing such historical classifications
and typologies In efforts provide heuristic models for syncretic relations and formations,
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the results of these generalizing efforts often approac. ven exceed the complexity
of the particular historical formations eing described On the other hand, less attention
has been paid what take be central {O Colpes definition of syncretism, namely, the
» mental elements« 1C diverse historical »act1ons, representations, OT objects« AL

elated an! bDyi they IMay be explained.
Since olpe first propose his definition, NECW disciplinary TeCa of the cognıtıve SscCIeNCE

of religion has emerged that mig offer SOTILIEC nsight into those mental elements that aTre
universal human Nature and, because of that universality, mig structure ell
constraın the multiple possibilities ofhistorical realization, including those often regarde

syncretistic.“”
TIhe fundamental premise of this 11CW discipline 15 that the mind 15 NOT passıve »blank-

slate« uUDON 1G cultural influences an: information mig simply be inscribed, MOst
un of syncretism WOU. SCCIMH ASSUIMNC, but that the mental processing of such
influences an: information 15 both constructive ell constrained .“ Such cognıtıve
explanations INAY ell contribute clarifying scientific perspective historical PDIOCCSSCS
of syncretic selection an: representatıion.

3.1 Syncretism, cognıtıve linguistics an ending eory
One of the first cogniıtıve theories be applied the study ofcultural formations 15 derived
from linguistic eory Ihe promıi1se an problems with this approac ave been ell
summarized 1n recent study by historian of religion Edward Slingerland, who illustrates it
from Confucian syncretic constructions by Mencius In fourth-century BCE ına though
Slingerland employs the linguistic cCategory of »conceptual blending« rather than that of
»syncretism«.

Ihe presupposıtion of cogniıtıve linguistics 1S that »linguistic conventions represent
the surface manifestations of deeper, actıve, an largely UNCONSCIOUS conceptual STIUC-
tures« *  3 'This theoretical presupposition Was rst elaborated by George an Mark

Colpe’s artıcie >yncretism Tor ohn TOOBY/Leda 2?  3 FOr example, HUugO NDHAUG,
the Encyclopedia of eligion (as 12) Conceptual Foundations OT Volu- » Ihere IS ebirth and Image OT
Was Dublished In English OUg tionary Psychology, n aVl BUSS Rebirth« Cognitive Poetic nalysis
don’t have dCCces$s the German (ed.), The an  00 of Evolutionary f Conceptual and ntertextual

original, >UPPOSE that » menta! ale- Psychology, Hoboken, 2005, 5-67. ending n the FExegesis the SOoUul
MEeNTS« IS the translation OT »geistige « Fdward SLI 'hat NHC H: O) and the GOospel O;  Ilip
rather than »Kognitive \ E/emente| C ScCIiencCe ers the Humanılıties. NHC I, 3) DISS University OT Bergen,
The cognıtive sciences have, however, Integrating Body and Culture, 200/, SLI SCIENCE
cChallenged the traditional distinction Cambridge 2008, 188-209 (as 3227 188-209
Hhetween the Gelstes- and Naturwis- SLI Science Ibid 181 (emphasis ed).
senschaften DY ProposIng scientific (see N;22), 169 FOr example, DId., 190-191, 195
planations tor the former. Jen Science 201, 205.
Drior TO his inclusion OT »menta!l ele- (see 22), 166-167; George AKOFF/ 31 Ibid., 1/74.
MEeNTS« In NIS definition OT syncretism, Mark OHNSON, Metaphors We l ive 32 Pascal The Naturalness
Oolpe referred LO problems ıth the 5Y, Chicago 1980); LAKOFF/.  NSON, of Religious 2ASs. Cognitive eOry
»Interpretation OT human nature«, Philosophy In the eSsi The MDOAdIE: OT eligion, erkeley 1994; eligion
though he referred TO hnıIs »human Ind and Its Challenge tO 'estern Explained. The Evolutionary Origins OT
Uure« n polıtical and eCONOMIC Thought, New York 1999 Religious Thought, New York 2001,
erms (Syncretism and Secularization 25 SLI  AN SCIENCE DDan SPERBER, Explaining Culture.
Complementary and Antıthetical (see M7 227 176; Gilles ONNIER Naturalistic Approach, Oxford 1996.
Trends n New Rellglous Movements, ark TURNER, The VVay VWe IN SLI ScIienNcCe
In History of Religions 1 11977] Conceptual ending and the Mind’s (as n.22) 2137214 (emphasis ed)
158-176, 173) Hidden Complexities, New York 2002

5  RLAND, Science
(see A 22), I
SLI ScCIeENCE

(see Ni22). 209
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Johnson 1n their analyses of metaphor construction, ın 1E body-based conceptual
schemass, the SOUTCE domain, »conceptual templates for OUT understanding of
abstract OT less clearly structured« Larget domains.“*

Gilles Fauconntier anı ark JIurner have extended »Ccognıtıve metaphor eory gu
that all of human cognition CEVEN iteral an ogical hought involves the creation of
mental SDaCCS and mappıngs between them «> Ihus, »INalıYy eXpress10nNs that, al first glance,
SCCHN involve simple SOUTCE targel domain mapp1ıngs In fact involve the ending of two

LNOIC SPaCCS into Ir blended« 6  Space«.“ In such complex analyses, lended COIN-

structions INAaYy themselves be shown be inputs for urther blends.?/ K WOUL| be possible,
consequently, analyze Apuleius theocrasy, for example, metaphorical constructlion,
whereby discretely represented goddesses, who themselves dIiC metaphorical blends of CE1I -

taın COSMIC attributes »mother of all things, Va SOVEINCSS of all the elements, DE chief
of the OWCIS divine, BT principal of them that we in heaven« become »blended«
into single mental represented by ISIS who, In turn, metaphorically represents
for Apuleius Neo-platonic conceptual of idealistic mon1ısm pu Meft. 5)
something of the SOTtT. Analysis of this metaphorical »blend« WOU. involve, consequently,

tracıng of the historically differing SOUTCE attributes of the lended deities respectively,
creatrıX, orıginator of agriculture, guarantor of human reproduction an propagatıion,
relief from illness, eic pu Met. 3) into the target metaphor of Isis, which, in turn,
assoclates er the metaphorical »Queen of Heaven«, with puleius VIeW of the COSMIC
foundations of an conditions for human ex1istence.
oug the model of conceptual ending derives from and be biased towards
analysis of texts;“® Slingerland Aargucs that, ıIn addition the » selective recruıtment

and combination of schemas into novel conceptual sStructures«, the theory Can provide
» d general MO for how mig represent an: TACE« »novel MoOTtOr rOgrams, techno-
Jogical interfaces, anı social institutions«.*? uUuNaWaIlcC, however, of alıy study that has
attempted extend the MO domains other than the textual. Nevertheless, the key
word In Slingerland's presentation of the eory 15 »> Irace« an while the lended SPaCCS of
anYy historical formation, ike of those ofconceptual eXpress10ons, MaYy ell be tractable, such
trackings, while descriptive of SOUICEC materials that IMaYy ave been employed, approach, as

with the dsSc of historical classifications an ologies, the complexi of the formations
eing described without offering anıy explanatory insight nto the criter1a for selection
and rejection.”” AÄAs Slingerland PDUuts e the problem remalns of » hOwWw the target of gıven
metaphor SCTVES {O constraın possible SOUTCE domains, ell determine what
of those SOUTCE domains become conceptually actıve in the metaphor«.” Ihis 15 precisely
the question that continues confound historical explanations Ven descriptions of
syncretic formations, namely, the problem ofwhat constraıints AaATre present in the CONSTIrUuC-
tiıon of such formations an what criıter1a for selection AaICcC operatıve mM the Varılous
syncretic possibilities ftorded Dy conditions of historical complexity.

Slingerland concludes his discussion Dy referring HIOI fundamental cogniıtıve
explanation for selective ending. » Cultural transm1Sss10n«, he writes with reference
{O the work of Pascal oyer an Dan Sperber,*“ >1S l indeed| selective PrOoCcesSS, where

large an powerfu sulte of innate human cognitıve biases ASSUTEC that certaın mental
representations aTre INOTE likely be entertained an transmitted than others«. This
»large an powerfu sulte of innate human cogniıtıve biases«, when fully mapped, Call

provide greater explanatory basis for the mental elements underlying historical Cr
sentatıons by human agents, past ell present, than that offered bDy simply racıng
intricate constructions.
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Syncretism, epidemiologica. transmıiıssion an stabilization

Ihe cCogniıtıve anthropologist Dan Sperber, nNOotes that OUTr »individual brains aTe each inhab-
ited by arge number of ideas that determine OUT behavior.« Since mental representations
spread contagiously from mind mind, Sperber employs »epidemiological« metaphor
for their transmıssıon an stabilization. 5Some, but not al] representations AL successfully
transmitted, he AarSUCS. Ihose that do AdIC inevitably transformed, as In the children Salne
of » Felephone« (»Stille Post«) » Only those representations 16 aTre minimally
transformed« 11 en! eing publichy shared and »belonging {O culture«. In question
ireCHY elated {O that of syncretic formations, Sperber asks: »what Causes such |public
representations aD PCAL, tO expand, {O split, with ONe another, change OVeCT

tiıme, die?«
Information that 15 MOST successfully transmitted, Sperber Arg UCS, 15 that 1G 15 1InNn-

tuitively attracted volved cognıtıve domains of individual minds whereas information
that 15 domain impoverished 11 be transmitted poorly, if Q all As Sperber PUuts Lt; these
cognıtive »adaptations ancestral environment tend f1x lot ofcultural CONTentT
ın and around ese specialized| cognıtıve domains«,* both within populations ell
dC1I1 055 generations.”® Such evolutionary an cognitıve eTiaults dIC increasingly eing LCC-

ognized Dy literary CrTIitiCcs underlying recurrent themes In literature?” an Dy historians
organızıng the purduring of historical agents.”®
TIhe primary cognıtıve Alra Gcior domain represented by the deities identified aSSOCI1-

ated by both Apuleius and Decimus 15 that of »agCNCY«., »Agents« aTe eadily distinguished
from Inanımate objects already bDy infants: they A self-motivating, intentional objects In
the WOT. that CarLYy with them certaın expectations of actıon and accomplishment. Deities
aTe agents that aTrTe considered {O accomplish the results attributed them by extraordinary

Agents identified with ONeE another, therefore, AdIiIC those considered, whether Dy
authorial intent Dy OC2 practice, share domain relevant quality function. Conse-
quently, the deities identifed Dy Apuleius In his novel dIC empathetic assemblage of

SPERBER, Explaining Luther ARTIN, Hellenistic Fr example, Tour members
(as n.22), Ö3 Religions. An Introduction, OT Septimius Severus’ Praetorian

SPERBER, Explaining Oxford 1987. uar‘ WerTe eployed, al the egin-(as n:32) 13, seeEe Dan BER ARTIN, Miınerva (as n.9), 139 nINg OT the Ir cCentury tO
Lawrence HIRSCHFELD, The Cognitive 41 CLAUSS, Mithras (as A 153 156 Palalopolls, the island OT Andros,
Foundations OT Cultural Stability 42 einhol MERKELBACH under- where they dedicated mithraeum
and Diversity, In Trends INn Cognitive stands Mithraism tO e »Religion 2350 TIhe Taulty Yramımar
SCcCIENCES 2004 40-406. der Loyalität IM romischen OT theılr dedicatory Inscription betraysNicolas CLAIDIERE/Dan SPERBER, Kalserreich« Mithras, In the »semi-literate« character OT tS
The Role OT Attractiıon In Cultura| Is 1954, 53-88) nscribers ( Nicholas REED, The Mith-
Evolution, n 'ournal of Cognition 43 | uther ARTIN, Ihe Very Andros, In Zeitschrift fürand Culture 2007 Q=111 Idea OT Globalization. The ase OT Papyrologie und Epigraphik 18 1975

FOr example, Jonathan Hellenistic Empire, n MARTIN / 2077211; 207)
GOTTSCHALL/DavIid Sloan LSON, PACHIS, Hellenisation (as 1) 47 | uther ARTIN, Reflections
The Iterary Anımal. Evolution and Jesper ORENSEN, ellgion, Evolution, the TalC Tauroctony AdS Cult cene,
the Nature OT Narrative, Evanston, and Immunology OT Cultural SyS- n ohn (ed  s tudies In
D 2005,; William FLESCH, Comeup- tems, n Fvolution and Cognition Mithraism, Manchester/Rome 1994,

Costly Signaling, Altruistic 2004 01-73 AETZZZA:
Punishment, and er Blological ARTIN, Hellenistic Religions Mary BEARD/John NORTH/
Components OT Fiction, Cambridge, (as n.39), 115. Simon ed.) Religions of ome,

2008 Luther ARTIN, Performativity, Vol History, Cambridge 1998, 36
For example, ale GUTHRIE, Discourse and Cognition )Demytho- Robert TURCAN, The OF the

The ature of Paleolri  IC Chicago I0gizing« the oman ult OT Mithras, 'oMan Empire, Antonia NEVILL
2005, Gregory HANLON, Human In ıllı ed.) 2TtT0ric (trans.), Oxford 2000, 103
ature IN Rural F/uscany, An arly and Reality INn arly Christianity,
Modern History, New York ZWU0 /. Waterloo 2005 187-217.
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goddesses who fepresent possibilities for the realization of g00d fortune (agathe tyche) 1n

systemi1Cc antipathy tOo the ı11 fortune that Was considered plague Graeco-Roman exIist-
nce Atargatıs 15 excIiude from this aSSCMDLY because of her assoclatıon but only In

Apuleiuss tale with this COSMIC antipathy. Ihe deities associated with Mithras by Dec-
1ImMUus an Dy others WeIC based their COIMNIMNON relationship {O the SIl  - Apollo, Sol,;
and Helios), their mutual roles as psychopomps Mercury Hermes),* their
aSsoclatıons with the military (Jupiter Dolechenus But, whereas Apuleius numeratıon
of selectively identifed deities NCIUude only goddesses, Decimus’ list NCcCIude: deities of
both genders, necessitatıng the explication ofye another cognıtıve principle. Since deities
dIC agents considered accomplish the results attributed them Dy extraordinary S,

they aTrTe also typically represented powerful Decimus’ assoclatıon of Mithras, an of the
other deities he lists, with Jove, Juno an Minerva the Roman Capitoline T1a aSSOCI-
ates theWof these deities with that of the STate, exploiting, hereby, cogniıtıve bias In

upport of imperial supremacy.““
perber's metaphor of the epidemiological transmıss1ıon of representations suggests

that SOINEC minds mig exhibit either innate and/or acquired immunıty (or
stablization ın the face of) »cultural infections«.* In the 1LE less expected variable
assoclatıon of certaın Graeco-Roman deities with Mithras In the cultural heterogene-
Lty of the Roman Empiıre, the remarkablyal transmı1ıssion of the central Mithraic
LAUFrOCLONY 15 dSC iın point. Ihis rather complex image invariably the Roman
sod » Mithras Innıng fallen bull with his left knee With his face averted his rig
he pulls the animal’s head back bDy 1ts mouth, Chin; horns with his left hand that
1ts throat 1S exposed; with his rig hand, he slays the beast with his knife sword.
eaof grain Sprouts from the tail MC AaDDCAaIs OVer Mithras’s rig shoulder,
often perched his cCI0a. serpent an often CUD aTre ranged eneath the bull, while

dog laps at the aa wound of the bull an SCorplıon 15 attached the ying anımal's
genitals. &K

Such complex composition would SCCI1I be vulnerable, f nNOT outright amenable,
{O syncretic influence. And yet this image Was transmitted throughout the Roman Em-
PITE, 1ts farthest boundaries, with little varlatıon. Ihe faithful transmıssıon of the
tauroctonOus image 15 CEVeN 1LLOIC remarkable when consider that there 15 evidence
from Mithraism for A the idea of AalLYy centralized conceptual control administration
that mig upport ıts standardization; that there 15 evidence for the ex1istence of allıYy
Mithraic arUustıic templates that mig ave provided instructions models for
the tauroctony;* an that NECW Mithraic ce weTe often established by inıtlates, who WECIC,)

nevertheless, often uneducated.*® 0Ug these conclusions COUu. reflect taphonomic
bias In 16 generalized conclusions aTre ase'! solely uUuDOI fortuitously SUFVIVINS data,
Comparatıve studies of ContemporaneOus religious SrOUDS, including the early Christiani-
t1es, SUu: for Mithraic exceptionalism these evidential poilnts. Ihe theoretical question
raised Dy OUTr historical example of Mithraism, then, 1S how this rather complex image
became immunized syncretic influences ıIn the context of E  P that seemed otherwise
receptive multitude of such influences? Interestingly, resistance external influences,
ike their reception, exploit innate cognitive attractors well, reinforced, however,
by robust mnemon1cC salience.

In 1ts Roman COMNTEXL.: the Mithraic tauroctonYy COUu. only have been viewed by NOIN-

initiate members of the public representation O18 sacrifice,* eature of much Roman
ofhicial religion“® that would have provide particularly salient and inferentially rich ımage
for Roman minds. plausible cognıtıve attractor exploited bDy sacrificial rıtes 15 evolved
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of rec1procıty observable VeEeN 19201 OUT COusın primates.“” As expressed in the
seemingly universal ormula of relationship with deity do UL des this ritual mig be
expected actıvate default expectations about CCONOIMY of exchange,”” principle that
15 manifest either actual exchange of LESOUICECS Oparticıpants potential
exchange with invisible partners.”“ Mnemonically enhanced Dy the predictable visceral
reactıon universally evoked by the spilling of00 an ıts associated emotional salience,”*
this principle celebrates, 1ın the INOTEC traditional formulation by the classicist alter Burkert,
» Ihe commensality of IMN 1n the of the sacred«.”*

Ihe Mithraic LaUrOoCLONY has also been identifed Star-map, In 1G each of ıts
compositional elements corresponds well-known constellations: the bull Laurus, the
dog Canıls mM1n0r, the serpent ydra, the Scorplon SCOrpIO, the CUD, when present,

krater, an the wheat emerging from the tail of the bull, the star Sp1ca ouUg COI-

emporary interpretations of this astrological representation differ.? the COSMIC Oorganiza-
tion of the LauroctonYy WOU ave been especially attractıve the visuospatial that
dIC predominant INmales,?® who, of COUISC, exclusively constituted the membership
of the Mithraisms. This attractıon patial Organızatıon of relationships 15 associated
with adaptations that had evolutionary history In such ancestral male pursults
hunting” udging the posıtion of MOVINg targels, for example,”® an: accurately almıng
projectiles at them . Such actıyıtles WeIC of significance for the arge number of Mithraic
inıtlates who wWerTe also members of the military, for1the cult had special attraction,°®
an hrough 16 the cult Was argely spread.®!

Finally, in CONITAS empathizing, IC statistically 15 characteristic of »female
brains«, the methodical erns of astrological configurations WOU have been aAttrac-
t1ve the system1z1ing proclivity of male brains.®®* This system1zation bias ould ave
provide mnemonIic upport for faithful transmıssıon of the Mithraic LaurocCLonNYy by Its
male membership.
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lhe neural implementation of syncretistic selection

Ihe cogniıtıve effort required resist syncret1ic influences faithfully transmıt the
Mithraic tauroCLONYy attests the central ımportance of this singular image for the soclal
dentity of the distributed Mithraic SrOUDS. Consequently, any discussion of selection

historically available ideas, representations practices, of immunıt1zatıon agalnst
such availability, must also nclude explanation for how local ideas and preferences,
while stabilized Dy cognıtıve attractors, dIiC processed an differentiated by volved
neurocogniıtıve functions.®®

One universal cogniıtıve nction, whereby historically antecedent an! culturally COI-

tingent elements of syncretic formations aIc processed 15 imıtatıon. Homo sapıens dIiC

innately imitators, an AT within ınutes of OUT 1Tr ithin the rst OUur of life,
for example, infants instinctively mıiıtate rudimentary manual an facial gestures.®“ Like
MOST animals, it's how learn,;  65 how continue learn adults and how transmıt
what ave learned.®®

Ihe cogniıtıve anthropologist Ihomas Wynn has noted that >> [ alll understandings of the
nature of mind have egun take account of developments In neuroscience«,°  7 an POS-
sible neurological basis for the compulsion mıiıtate an for earned social constraıints

uDON this function 15 the recent discovery of » MIlrror NECEUTONS« (Spiegelneuronen) in the
brains of primates anı 1O confirmed in those of humans ell 1le the significance
of this discovery 15 contested Dy SOM neuroscientists,°® it has been hailed by others the
single MOST important discovery of the decade.®?

Briefly, mirror NECUTONMNS AT specialized kind of MO eUTON ocated primarily in
of the premo an inferior parietal cortexes Ihese NECUTOMNS a(011 only fire when

individual performs particular actıon but also when individual observes that Acı
ven when that individual speaks hears about 1t70 and, they aCcCCount for »automatıc«
arousal and behavioral FeESPONSCS tO these inputs”” Ihe fırings of these NEUTONS dIiIC linked
tOo functions of the limbic SyStem, the neural system that 1S associated with emotions./*
Consequently, these specialized NEUTONS facilitate OUT eelings of empathy,”” an: INaYy COIN-

tribute tOo explanation for human sociality generally.”“ Further, they upport and, INOTE
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importantly, g1ve analytical clarity and explanation for, descriptions Dy cogniıtıve linguists
an conceptual ending theorists of those conceptual schemas that AT derived from the
body an ıts perceptual and MOTOr EXPELIENCES; an! that the SOUTCGE domain for
lended constructions.””

(n the other hand, neither animals 19(0)8 humans SO hrough their lives constantly imıtat-
Ing al] of the observed actıons of other members of their specles. To do WOU. simply be

inefhcient WdY for an y specles {O ave volved ability learn /® Rather, the neural
implementation of imıtatıon, ike PIOCCSSCS of syncretic formations, dIiIC constrained and,
therefore, selective. 'This DIOCECSS of selectivity be controlled al the neural eve by

second type of cell In the miırror CcUTITON System that inhibits modulates the impler
mirror LNEeUTITONS Because of 1ts controlling function, this second Ltype of eCcuri on has been
termed »SupCI miırror neuron«.” uper mirror LICUTLTOINNS dIiIC difterentiated from simple
miırror LECUTONS by their ring rate 1ıle both simple and mirror LICUTONS fire when

individual performs SOINE actıon, up miırror HET OTIS fire al decreased rate when
individual simply observes actıon, they fire altogether.”® Ihe differentia

rate of ring by these Uupß mirror LECUTLONS INaYy be inhibiting the imiıtative compulsion
Occasioned Dy the uninterrupted ring of the simple mirror neurons.

Whereas the simple mirror euron sSystem 15 linked the automatıc functions of the
limbic System , the UD miıirror CUuUTON System 15 ocated In the mesial rontal cCortex
of the brain that aTre associated with such reflective mental functions reason1ng, planning,
Organızatıon, emotional and mpulse control, problem solving, ell with learning
an: memory.“” Thise of the brain 15 the least developed ıIn nfancy but shows dramatic
developmental an experiential change,“ IC nclude encoding of transmitted, stabi-
ized, experienced and earned social preferences. In other words, the UD mirror NEUTONS
nction {tO constraın imiıtatıve behavior ıIn accordance with soclial preferences transmitted
In the cContext of localized practices®“ Was the dSC for the Mithraic ce tO immunı1ze
soclial STOUDS against PrOmI1SCUOUS contamınatıion.

Whereas humans aTre hard-wired, ASs 1t WerTcC, learn through imitation, resulting 1n, for
example, such theocrasic representations those Dy Decimus, dIiIC also hard-wired tOo
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select which aspects of others finally mıtate the basis of locally determined prefer-
an behaviors,® and, consequently which rejeCt with the LLOTIC selective the-

Ocrasla of Apuleius with the faithful transmı1issıon of the Mithraic LauroCctoNY. In other
words, OUT brains function naturally make of OUT envıronments an tOo articulate
and transmıiıt that conceptually Dy efhciently Organızıng that In WdYyS that
en information iInto categorlies deemed relevant, reject that which does HOL both
ocially ell cognitively, whether that selectivity 15 reflexive reflective.®* this
level of neurological implementation, 1t WOULU SCECIN that the specles sapıens simply 15

mi1tatus, that 15 SdY, syncretismus. From this neurological perspective, therefore,
AIly generalized history of religions soclal scientiflc cCategory of »SsynNCcretism « that 1gnores
human cognitıve capacıties for an: CONSTraınts UuDOI cultural constructions WOU SCECI1N

simply be redundant trulsm. As Robert Baird famously argued already In 19/1 with
respect analyses of syncretism al the historical evel; » I10O re PUrpDOSC 1S served Dy appIy-
INg« this term describe PTFOCCS that 15 »both inevitable an: universal«.

Conclusion

Processes of globalization, that 1S, modifications OcCcal,; communıty an traditional
identities resulting from cultural contact an interactıiıon with large(r)-scale socleties,
past and present, INaYy provide OCCaslon for syncretism but they do nNOoTt explain
cretism NOT do they explain descriptions of dentity maılıntenance Dy ocal resistance
such influence ıIn the face of that CONTAGT: Descriptions, from OUT historical example of
identifications of the Roman god Mithras with other »congenlal« Graeco-Roman deities
of their perceived correspondences, explain nothing about the nature of that congeniality
ON the particular deities 1n particular times anı: places OT about unexpected an idio-
syncratic Juxtapos1it1ons, for example, the Amor-Psyche relief prominently displayed ın
the Mithraeum of apua Vetere (CIMRM 186) And 1le the of Mithras Was

contaminated by that ofcontemporaneous Graeco-Roman deities, the particularlyM
transmıssıon of the Mithraic tauroctonoOous image throughout the multi-ethnic an multi-
linguistic CXPANSC of empiıre confound for historical generalizations about
PTOCECSSCS of cultural interaction. Rather the notion of »syncretism« ave been
employed, primarily Dy historians of religion, characterize ordinary cognitıve dynamics
that, nevertheless, STL retaıns normatıve from 1ts earlier theological usage,“
plying, by semantıc suggesti1on, SOTLILC »NON-SYNCrFeELIC« ahistorical alternative, C: revelation.

lIronically, the generalized history of religions CategorYy »SsyNCcretism « have func-
tioned xplain AWAYV the particulars of religio-historical change. Nevertheless, research
at the neurocognitive eve has egun offer explanations for those »mental elements«
that olpe understood as central such historical PTFrOCCSSC and relations. TIhese mental
elements nclude CONSCIOUS ell NON-CONSCIOUS capacities for, ell constraıints
UuDON, PFrOCESSECS of selecting an rejecting cultural an historical possibilities Dy historical
agents, how the practices an mental representations of these agents WeIC generated an
transmitted, an! how they became transformed an re-represented in their transmıissıon
from mind tOo mind anı from We Call summarıze these contributions
tollows:

ANY pecific of events required structure the Lype ofowledge -
sentatıon under consideration must be considered structured by cognitıve processes.”®
Whereas historical descriptions of so-called »SYNCret1sSmMS « aTre monothetic, cognitıve
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explanations AA polythetic, involving al least L[WO PTFOCCSSCS; ending (identification, COI-

respondence) an selection (or rejection). ending anı selection Ar of COULSC, ordinary
cognıtıve PIOCCSSCS whereby sapıens categorize anı hereby make of their NVI-

Ihe psychologist Sarnoff Mednick considers that »the forming of aSSOCI1latıve
elements into DNECW combinations 1C either meet specifie: requırements aTre in SOINC

WaY useful« ne the »nature of creatıve thinking«.” » Categorization«, then, 1S
fundamental cognitive PIOCCS of creatiıve anı selective grouping bDy IC SOINEC »distinct
entities ATIC treated equivalent« but others aiIe NOL. TIhe problem be explained 1S;, with
syncretistic formations, »why ave the categorIıes WE ave anı NOtT others«.?© In other
words, 1t must be explained WhYy SUOLILIC »syncretistic« formations that AT historically an
culturally possible Ufr, others do NOL; SOTLIC of those that do spread epidemiologi-
cally, others do NOL; SOINC of those that spread aTre accepted, others dIiC resisted.

ANY historical change an! stabilization involves both endogenous factors of blending
an selection, such volved cognıtıve attractors an the neurologically implemented
proclivity for imıtatıon, ell earned CXAOSCHOUS factors of selection, 1C nhibit
constraın endogenous default biases. Ihese factors MUST be identified an explained.

It mig OV! heuristically beneficial employ another, LLLOTC neutral cCategory for
those historical constructions that have been described »syncretist1c«, Ulrich Berner
has suggested 1S eview). Such Category must, however, take into ACCOUNT that such
historical constructions AaTe nOot simply cultural STases be described but aTe the products
ofhuman minds. Such products INaYy themselves become Inputs be rejected, be 1INCOT-
orated into held representations, be immunized agalnst. TIhese PTOCCSSCS mMust also
be identified an explained.

Cognitive sclentists dIC seeking CVeET INOTEC precisely INAD PIOCCSCS of endogenous
selection an! the neurocognitive mechanisms whereby CXOBCHNOUS factors become PIOC-
essed. Their contributions OUT understanding of »syncretisms «, the study of religion
enerally, promise restore that study Max Müller’'s prescient, if subsequently neglected,
proposa. establish naturwissenschaftliche foundation for historical ell for COI-

studies of religion.”
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Zusammenfassung
Moderne Prozesse der Globalisierung wurden 1mM westlichen Altertum durch die Imperien
VOIN Griechenland un: Rom VOLWECSSCHOMIMECN. Der Begriff »Synkretismus« wurde zuerst
definiert, die kulturellen, un VOT allem, die religiösen Wechselwirkungen cha-
rakterisieren, die 1E diese Reiche veranla{it wurden. Obwohl diese Wechselwirkungen
weitgehend VO  3 Historikern beschrieben worden sind, iefern historische Beschreibungen
keine Erklärung für die selektiven Prozesse der sich daraus ergebenen Formationen.
Warum 1st S dass ein1ge »synkretistische« Formationen, die historisch un kulturell
möglich sind, auftreten, aber andere nicht? Beiträge aus den Kognitionswissenschaften
hinsichtlich der selektiven Übertragung, Konsolidierung un: Ablehnung der übermittelten
Informationen können sowohl ZUT erklärenden Aufgabe des Historikers beitragen als auch
eın Modell für eine wirklich religionswissenschaftliche Studie der eligion anbieten.

Summary
Modern DIOCCSSECS ofglobalization werTe anticipated In estern antıquı Dy the empiıres of
Gireece anı Roman. Ihe notion of »syncretism« Wäds first defined characterize the eul-
tural, and especi  y the religious, interactions Occasioned Dy these empires. oug these
interactions have been extensively described by historians, historical descriptions do NOoTt
xplain the selective PIOCCSSCS of the resulting formations. Why 15 it that SOTIIC »SyNCcretist1Cc«
formations that aTe historically an: culturally possible but others do not? Contribu-
10NS from the cognıtıve ScCIeENCES concerning the selective transm1ss1on, consolidation, and
rejection of transmitted information Inay contribute {O the historian’s explanatory task
ell providing mo for ruly ‚religionswissenschaftlich« study of religion.
Sumario
LOs modernos de globalizacion han Sido prefigurados la antigüedad Occiden-
tal clasica POI los imper10s de Grecla Ooma. CONCEPTLO de »SiNcretismO« fue definido
para cCaracter1izar las lInteracclones culturales Y sobre todo, religio0sas, provocadas POL SO

imper10s. Aunque dichas interacclones han sS1do ampliamente descritas POT historiadores,
tales descripciones ofrecen nınguna explicacion de los selectivos de las forma-
clones CONSeEqQuentes. ;Por que u11as formaciones »Sincretistas«, JuC histörica-
culturalmente S  — posibles, PCIO C no® Aportes de las clenc1las cCognıtıvas sobre la
selectiva translacion, consolidacion reprobacion de las informaciones transmitidas
pueden contribuir la explicativa del historiador ofrecer tambien modelo para

autentico estudio sobre la religion las clenclas de la religion.


