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ABSTRACT

The aim of the work was to examine the nature of the reception of scholarship by modern day reconstructionists of ancient Greek religion. The methods employed used the idea of discourse decoding positions (DDPs) from reception theory to classify examples of reconstructionists’ use of ancient historical scholarship. The dissident, oppositional DDP was further elaborated using ideas from previous analysis of ‘alternative archaeology’. The particular topics covered were the methodology of the reconstructionists, festivals and sacrifices, household religion, and the goddess Artemis. It was found that, despite attempting to appear to have an orthodox, hegemonic reception of scholarship, reconstructionists often exhibited traits of oppositional reception. It was also found that some reconstructionists used reception of scholarship as a means to establish demarcation between their group and other neo-pagans, especially Wiccans. 
INTRODUCTION
The modern movement attempting to reconstruct the religion of ancient Greece is known as 'Hellenismos', or 'Hellenism', or 'Hellenic paganism', or 'Hellenic polytheism', or 'Hellenic Religion'. The reconstructionist authors themselves define it as follows.

Alexander
 defined Hellenismos as a “Polytheistic Reconstructionist religion” and regarded it as “...a modern religion, which draws inspiration and guidance from the past to rebuild and revive the lost religion of ancient Greece.”

Winter
 defined Hellenismos as “the revival of the religion of ancient Greece”.

The LABRYS Polytheistic Community is a group set up in Greece with the aims to “preserve and promote a practical approach to the Hellenic Polytheistic Tradition...” and the “reinstatement of Hellenic Ancestral worship”
. They define Hellenic Religion to refer to 'the natural, indigenous, polytheistic religious expression of the Hellenic nation from its appearance on the stage of history until now.'

As will be seen in more detail below, Hellenismos is distinguished from more eclectic neo-paganisms, such as Wicca, but are closely related. Hutton
 suggested Wicca and neopaganism were “modern developments responding to modern needs, but drawing selectively and creatively on ideas and images from the ancient past”. Hutton
 regarded Wicca itself as an inheritor of ancient Graeco-Roman mysteries and magical practises, and having parallels with Neo-platonism. 

It is suggested by the ancient Greek reconstructionists that Asatru, “a religion attempting to revive the ancient Nordic religion, was the first publicly visible and viable [reconstructionist] religion”
. Asatru had its roots in German Romanticism and the nativist völkisch religions of the late nineteenth- and early twentieth-centuries which aimed at creating a religion for the Germanic people independent of foreign, particularly Jewish, roots
. It looked to pre-Christian Germanic and Nordic mythology for inspiration. These völkisch religions became associated with nationalist, and even racist and Nazi, movements in Germany, and thus lost support following the fall of the Nazi regime
. The association with German nationalism and Nazism meant that the reputation of völkisch religions plummeted in the post-war period. This dubious reputation thus presented a problem when revived interest in ancient pagan religion was sparked by neo-pagan movements like Wicca
. The strategy that the new practitioners of reconstructed Nordic/Germanic pagan religion adopted in the 1990s, to distance themselves from the völkisch past, was to stress their use of ancient sources, such as particularly the Norse Edda, and mainstream scholarly theory, to reconstruct an authentic religion, and to distance themselves from overtly political agendas
. Thus the reception of historical scholarship by Asatru had particular aims in mind, namely to establish a clean reputation independent of the völkisch past, and associate themselves with the prestige of acknowledged scholarship
. Hellenic polytheism has had its own issues with association with indigenous/ethnicist political movements. LABRYS
 acknowledged that in Greece, Hellenic polytheism extends beyond the purely religious to include the socio-political, and that some Greeks regard Hellenic religion as “still the religion of the indigenous Greek people and that any detachment from its culture and environment will probably lead to new directions that bear little resemblance to what the name implies”, although LABRYS
 themselves stress that Hellenic polytheism is not exclusive to just Greeks. However, history shows reconstructionist paganisms of whatever type can exhibit tendencies to exclusiveness and demanding internal homogeneity within the group
, and this, and its influence on the reception of scholarship by Hellenismos, will be considered further in this work. 

Study of the reception of ancient sources and academic scholarship by Asatru has suggested it has certain characteristics
. Asatruers tend to be selective in their choice of ancient sources, such as the aforementioned reliance on the Edda, often for non-scholarly reasons, such as political sensitivity
.  Asatruers also often assume an applicability of sources as diverse in space and time as Icelandic sagas and Germanic folklore
. There is a tendency amongst Asatruers to uncritically believe in a continuity in customs and folklore from the distant past, and even that the practice of the Nordic pagan religion continued uninterrupted in out-of-the-way places, like Iceland
. There are varying degrees of reliance on secondary academic sources versus folkloric sources between different Asatruers
. While some Asatruers show uncritical, almost naïve, trust in academic works and ignore scholarly controversies, others justify their own dissident interpretations of the evidence, against the scholarly consensus, by raising doubts about hidden agendas of scholars
. The reception of scholarship extends to the methods as well as the content of scholarship, with some Asatruers advocating a more intuitive, rather than scholarly rationalist, approach to analysing source information
. There is also the suggestion that a larger whole can be reconstructed from only fragmentary evidence for the ancient religion, thus requiring significant extrapolation and innovation
. Scandinavian Asatruers are often critical of North American Asatruers for being too heavily influenced by eclectic Wicca
. This work will examine whether reception of scholarship on ancient Greek religion by Hellenic reconstructionists shares any of the aforementioned characteristics of that of Asatruers.

This thesis is structured as follows. It first describes background theory relevant to this study. It then discusses the methodology that will be used and the basis on which it was constructed. The third section is a literature review that shows how the methodology has been, or can be, applied to previous works important in Neopaganism. There is then a series of Chapters containing a close analysis of reconstructionist texts on the topics of the Methodology of Reconstructionists, Festivals and Sacrifices, Household Religion and the goddess Artemis.

BACKGROUND

Justification of reconstructionist religions
Religions require strategies to justify and legitimise their authority. Based on earlier ideas of Weber, Lewis
 proposed a 'tripartite schema' to classify legitimisation strategies. The first of these was referred to as charismatic appeals. This included the qualities and abilities of group leaders, and appeals to direct revelation given to individuals. The second broad classification was referred to as the rational approach, which included direct appeals to reason/rationality, and appeals to the authority of science, and to which the author will also add (positivistic) history. The third class of strategies is based on appeals to tradition. This class includes appeals to the authority of ancient texts, appeals to the authority of traditional religious figures, and appeals to ancient wisdom or a 'primordial religiosity' that pre-dates current religions. Weber had suggested established religions tend to base their own justification strategies mainly on appeals to tradition
. Particular strategies can incorporate elements from different classes. Lewis
 gave the example of a channeller claiming receipt of revelations from the Buddha, which includes both the charismatic appeal to direct revelation and a tradtional appeal to the established authority figure of Buddha. Further, Lewis
 suggested that the use of the earliest forms of biblical archaeology as a legitimisation strategy for established religion tended to be based upon a mixture of tradition and rational approaches. This is because archaeological finds were used to supposedly confirm the truth of scriptural accounts. 
Legitimisation strategies are particularly necessary for new religious movements, and can be different in character to those of established religions. While new religions also appeal to tradition, like established religions, they are more likely to also use other types of strategy, especially appeals to reason. Archaeology, as the science particularly related to the human past, has the requisite authority especially employed to both construct and legitimise new religious forms
. Lewis
 thus suggested that appeals to science (or history scholarship) can actually be of the charismatic type rather than the reason type, since they make use of the charisma attached to the authority of science or scholarship, rather than the content of that science or scholarship. This is because science and scholarship possess a certain prestige in wider society, such they might even be considered the ultimate arbiters of 'Truth'
. This suggests that the particular use made of science and scholarship needs to be considered in detail.
While legitimisation strategies may be classified as appeals to rationality these may be very different from appeals to science or scholarship. For example, Lewis
 suggested that the justification of ancient astronaut ideas provided by von Däniken
 makes logical sense, but only after the core premise of ancient space alien visitors, which is at odds with mainstream scientific and historical scholarship, is accepted. Hence, identification and understanding of legitimisation strategies of the rational type requires further consideration of the actual relationship with, and use made, of academic scholarship. As will be seen below, reception theory provides a framework with which to assess the relationship with mainstream scholarship.

Tradition theory
Tradition is an important concept for reconstructionists. Tradition is commonly considered to be “a body of knowledge, customs or beliefs received from the past, with an emphasis on continuity and authority in the reception of it”
. The historian Hobsbawm
 also suggested 'the object and characteristic of all traditions' is invariance, whereby fixed and formalised practices are imposed by repetition, with references to a real or invented past.

However, other conceptualisations of 'tradition' also exist. For example, Hobsbawm
  also defined his concept of 'invented tradition' as:


a set of practices, normally governed by overtly or tacitly accepted rules and 
of a ritual or symbolic nature, which seek to inculcate certain values and 
norms of behaviour by repetition, which automatically implies continuity 
with the past. In fact, where possible, they normally attempt to establish 
continuity with a suitable historic past.

Hobsbawm
 considered what made traditions 'invented' was that they are “responses to novel situations, which take the form of reference to old situations, or which establish their own past by quasi-obligatory repetition”. 

The folklorists Handler and Linnekin
 defined tradition as “an interpretative process that embodies both continuity and discontinuity”, and “a process of thought- an ongoing interpretation of the past”. They claimed that since cultures are always changing, tradition is simply a value given to something that is new. 

Ideas supposedly taken from the past, known as 'traditions' can thus exhibit varying degrees of creativity and novelty versus inheritance and continuity
. Folklorists tend to be more concerned with creation and evolution, and modern uses, of tradition, while historians are more concerned with the truth value of claims made about the past, such as the proving the old provenance of traditions
. However, since Hobsbawm
 suggested tradition can be subject to creative reinterpretation, it can thus also serve as a legitimisation strategy even for new religious forms. This work will consider whether the concept of tradition when used by reconstructionists is more in line with that of historians or folklorists. As will be seen below the common and historians' concept of tradition is in line with a particular type of reception of scholarship.

Groupishness
Many authors on the topic of religious groups from biological and psychological perspectives have emphasised the importance of the psychological phenomenon of 'groupishness' to religions
. In particular, groupishness represents the key driver in religious groups to attempt to distinguish members of the in-group from the out-group by various customs and practises. Hence, a key issue for reconstructionists is negotiating the boundaries between themselves and other neopagan groups. It is proposed that the reception of scholarship by reconstructionists is part of this process.

METHODOLOGY
The aim of this work is to assess the nature of the reception of ancient historical scholarship by modern Hellenic reconstructionist authors (henceforth referred to as 'reconstructionists'). In this work 'ancient historical scholarship' refers to both the methods and products of academic study of ancient history. The method used will involve detailed analysis of the texts of reconstructionists to obtain evidence for which of the three 'discourse decoding positions' (DDPs), as proposed by Hall
, various reconstructionists adopt. These three DDPs provide a higher level framework for classifying the reception of scholarship, and slightly modified definitions such that they are more directly applicable in this work are given as follows.

1) The 'hegemonic interpretation' involves the use of identical methods as academic historians and the acceptance and use of the paradigms and findings of academic history unchanged or unadapted.

2) The 'negotiated interpretation' involves a mixture of the use of hegemonic interpretation and own interpretation. The negotiated interpretation acknowledges the legitimacy of hegemonic definitions to create paradigms, but uses own interpretation at a more specific and restricted individual situational/topic level.

3) The 'oppositional interpretation' involves interpreting sources and historical discourses in a globally contrary way to the hegemonic interpretation, using a completely alternative framework of reference. 

The ternary Hall
 model is similar to the ternary typology of interpretations of ancient history proposed by Legrand and Boese
, and the ternary classification of engagement with archaeology proposed by Lewis
. Legrand and Boese
 classified interpretations of ancient history under the three headings of: 'orthodox, neo-orthodox, and radical'. These three headings correspond roughly with the three Hall DPPs defined above. Lewis
 also proposed three headings of 'full immersion', 'half-full/half-empty', and 'shallow' that also correspond roughly to Hall's three DPPs
. However, Lewis sub-divided the middle heading into two, with 'half-full' corresponding to making 'mainstream' archaeological evidence central (but not exhaustive) to its discourses, whereas 'half-empty' constructs discourses primarily on a different basis, but with some recourse to mainstream archaeology. This sub-division hints at a potential for a sliding/grey-scale of reception of mainstream scholarship. Indeed, Davidsen
 suggests there is a continuum in scholarship of contemporary paganism itself between a critical-naturalist pole, similar to mainstream historical scholarship, and a religionist-supernaturalist pole.

Further lower level models of the reception of scholarship are also given in the literature, that, as will be seen below, can be aligned to each of these DDPs and provide more detailed specifications of the characteristics that can be expected of discourses falling into each DDP.

The emphasis on continuity and authority in the common conception of tradition means it is line with the hegemonic reception of mainstream scholarship. The philosophy of history potentially examines and describes the characteristics of mainstream historical scholarship. Mainstream historical scholarship is largely described as positivist
. As will be seen below, characterisations of oppositional reception of scholarship is consistent with this description of hegemonic scholarship. The underlying basic premise of all types of relativism can be dismissed as self-refuting, since, according to the assertion that all accounts are of equal merit, this assertion itself must then have the same merit as the claim that (positivist) justified belief provides a superior account, thereby creating an internal contradiction. Scholarship is a social process such that, while individual, or groups of, historians can exhibit bias, this does not prevent the resultant, collective efforts of many historians being corrective of that bias over the longer term, and from eventually achieving true, justified beliefs that can be called objective knowledge. This suggests that reconstructionists may exhibit a hegemonic reception of scholarship while not always being aligned simply to one current scholarly view.  

Paul
 has suggested that the practises of mainstream historical scholarship are also characterised by a particular set of 'epistemic values', namely detachment, (intellectual) honesty, carefulness/diligence, precision, accuracy and balance. Paul
 also suggested that professional scholarship embodied these particular values, and they were acquired by the socialisation processes taking place during training of historians. Students gain their values, and, thence, working habits, from the expectations and examples of their scholarly peers and teachers. He also suggested that a necessary constituent part of what scholars need to obtain knowledge, as justified belief, involves the display of these values
. However, Paul
 acknowledged that scholarly values are situated to particular times and places, and, thence, newcomers could influence the development of the core set of scholarly values. Religions are particularly concerned with values and morality, and, thus, religious history has been a domain where there have been clashes of epistemic values. For example, Paul
 highlighted the quarrels between the pious approach of traditional biblical and koranic scholars, and the more sceptical approach of historical-critical scholars, concerning which was most truth-conducive in the study of scriptures. Hence, it will be necessary to consider the context that reconstructionists are operating within before considering their reception of scholarship. The extent to which reconstructionists advocate the values of mainstream historical scholarship may demonstrate their interpretation of that scholarship. 

Studies of 'alternative archaeology' provide potential descriptions of the particular characteristics of oppositional reception of mainstream scholarship. 'Alternative archaeology' is a term often used to refer to “the practices, products and views of the ancient world that exist beyond the margins of the professional, scholarly and intellectual mainstreams”
. Further, alternative archaeologists (and historians) are said to “pose hypotheses and narratives of the human past that deviate from the mainstream consensuses in a variety of ways”
.  Authors of 'alternative archaeology' typically claim 'outsider' status since “they disregard widely accepted conventions and practices”, and even claim a conspiracy by mainstream scholars to “hide the truth”
. It is thus clear that alternative archaeologists interpret sources and historical discourses in a  globally contrary way to the hegemonic interpretation, and thus meet the above criteria for the oppositional interpretation according to the Hall classification. Various authors


 have, between them, presented a list of the common characteristics of alternative archaeologies/histories that, thus, can potentially be used to classify discourses as oppositional.

Alternative archaeology/history is characterised by:

(i) high prevalence of logical fallacies and cognitive biases, such as either-or fallacies, confirmation bias, and proof by assertion

;

(ii) a disregard of the possibility of mere coincidence, rather than real links, in establishing typologies, and a tendency to make even very loose connections between evidence

;

(iii) using obscure and/or outdated methods and theories despite these having been superceded or discredited


;

(iv) filling in gaps in evidence with mere speculation
 ;

(v) a preference for over-simplified and/or spectacular explanations, rather than complex and mundane explanations

;

(vi) discussing evidence or providing quotes out of proper context
.

Where these characteristics are found to repeatedly arise in reconstructionist texts, these can, thence, be classified as oppositional. 

Another approach that can be classified as oppositional is the postmodernist approach, although Holtorf
 has attempted to justify it using the philosophy of Feyerabend.  For example, Hutton
 criticised the approach of Kelly
 as “selecting portions of published works, of different ages and contexts, and mixing them together according to his own taste”. Adler
 claimed Kelly was reconstructing a system from “fragments, hints, innuendos, a riddle, a puzzle”. Hence, the author Aiden Kelly is considered to have actively constructed, rather than discovered and narrated, a history of the development, and content, of American modern paganism
. This oppositional approach is characterised by a very personalised mixing of sources and theories without regard to similitude, consistency, and coherence. 

LITERATURE REVIEW

Methodology and Reception of Scholarship
The analysis and classification of texts according to the above schemes will be partly exemplified in the following literature review section which describes critiques made of the works of authors such as Murray, Kelly, Frew, alternative archaeologists/historians, and scholars of contemporary paganism. 

Margaret Murray is a key figure in understanding the development, attitudes and methods of the reconstructionists. This is, in part, because of the influence that Murray's work has had on the development of Wicca. Murray's work is also one of the main reasons folklore studies are held in low regard by historians
. Murray was originally a respected Egyptologist at University College London
. She started her work on witchcraft during World War I, while her academic department was virtually closed. Her first article on witchcraft appeared in the journal Folklore in 1917, and her book The Witch-Cult in Western Europe appeared in 1921. Murray's main thesis was that witchcraft was a pagan fertility cult that had survived as an underground religion from pre-Christian times. 

Murray's thesis and methods in her witchcraft studies were criticised by professional historians from the very beginning. The historian W.R. Halliday
 wrote a scathing review of her 1921 book for Folklore in 1922. Halliday
 suggested that the two classical references used by Murray had 'no evidential value', and thus her main sources were reports from witchcraft trials from the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Halliday
 suggested that Murray's assertion of a pre-historic two-faced god in Italy was 'based on a misapprehension', and Murray had used 'dubious etymology' to connect Janus and Diana. Halliday
 accused Murray of quoting out of context from her sources, and providing insufficient evidence to back up her assertions. For example, Halliday
 suggested that the sixteenth century reports on withcraft do not contain any evidence of the cult organisation claimed by Murray. Halliday
 said that Murray rationalised the evidence arbitrarily, such that sometimes the sources are taken at face-value, while in others they are interpreted. The interpretations used also depended upon a previous supposition of the correctness of the main Murray thesis. For example, Murray assumes that when a witness claimed to have met the Devil in animal form, what they really meant was a man dressed up in an animal costume, irrespective of the fact that this should have been clearly distinguishable to the witness
. Further, Halliday
 highlighted that additional sources not used by Murray suggest other contemporary practitioners of the occult believed their analogous supernatural encounters were explicitly as reported. Hence, Murray
 was shown to have made several of the methodological errors common to alternative histories listed above. 

Given the early professional criticism of Murray's work it might be considered odd that her work had such impact. Simpson
 proposed that this was because Murray was commissioned in 1929 to write the entry for 'Witchcraft' in the Encyclopedia Britannica in which she took the opportunity to present her own theory as the generally accepted one.  This entry was reprinted in all editions of the encyclopedia until 1969, and thus influenced writers such as Aldous Huxley and Robert Graves, and popular culture more generally
. Further, Simpson
 argued that Murray's thesis broke the previously existing deadlock between religious and secular arguments about witchcraft, where the former claimed witches really were magically-aided agents of Satan, while the latter considered witches the completely innocent victims of religious hysteria. Murray thus provided a new paradigm for research on witchcraft that presented an exit from the stalemate. However, Hutton
 attributed the survival of Murray's thesis to the general lack of other scholarship in the area during the mid-twentieth century, such that Murray's thesis remained unchallenged. Since this period of a dearth of studies, Hutton
 claimed that the Murray thesis has subsequently been discredited once again by the recently renewed scholarly effort on witch-trials. 

Indeed, over time Murray's methods continued to receive further criticism. A series of critics
 suggested that Murray had 'massaged the figures' from a set of arbitrarily chosen sources to propose that covens consisted of thirteen members
. Simpson
 highlighted a range of methodological errors in Murray's approach. Murray showed extreme selectivity in her use of sources
. For example, while in her 1921 book Murray merely replaces words from sources that could be interpreted contrary to her thesis with an ellipsis (thereby at least acknowledging their presence), in her 1933 book, The God of the Witches, Murray omitted even the ellipsis, thereby actively ignoring the words that contradict her thesis. Simpson
 suggested that Murray sometimes used the same passage from the sources to try to argue two entirely contradictory assertions. Further, Simpson
 showed that Murray advanced her witchcraft as a fertility cult thesis by turning the evidence upside-down.  For example, Murray suggested that the confession of a witch of using a charm, consisting of a toad yoked to a miniature plough released on someone's land, to make the earth sterile was actually originally a fertility rite that had been misunderstood by the recorders, or even the witch herself. Hence, Murray created an entirely new figure of the witch as “benevolent purveyor of fertility”
. As will be seen below, Murray set a precedent here that has been followed by some reconstructionists
. A feature of Murray's approach, which would subsequently be shared by alternative archaeologists like von Däniken, was to construct arguments based on material objects taken from wildly different cultures and assert tenuous links in such a 'dogmatic tone' that untrained readers readily accept them
. Further, there is also evidence of Murray adopting an oppositional reception of wider scholarship. The etymology of the word 'witches' sabbath' espoused by Murray ran completely contrary to that given in the Oxford English Dictionary, but she provided no evidence for own interpretation
. Despite the vast amount of evidence, contained in the sources describing witch-trials used by Murray, for the use of 'operative magic' by witches, this was simply dismissed by her
. In contrast, Hutton
 proposed that Wicca could, indeed, be envisaged as the result of an historical evolution of practises starting from the Hellenistic Period onwards, but those practises were ritual magic, rather than a fertility cult. Many other writers, such as Parrinder, Cohn, and Thomas have also explicitly criticised the Murray thesis
.

However, the Murray thesis has also had its modern defenders, particularly Donald H. Frew
. Hutton
 had highlighted three key differences between modern Wicca and ancient pagan religion. These are that Wicca has a distinctive duotheism (Goddess and Horned God), the regular use of summoning and invocation of these deities by a body of worshippers, and the common use of ritual nudity. In contrast, Frew
 claimed that there was evidence from Antiquity for the past existence of each of these features of Wicca. Hutton
 responded by suggesting this evidence was selective, being chosen from only very few scholarly authorities (such as Ruth Majercik), and only from niche mystery cults and neo-Platonic writings, rather than wider practises, and was, thus, not relevant to the broad cult survival Murray had claimed. In particular, Hutton
 suggested that Wicca has drawn mostly from the 'late antique avant-garde' in religion, such as Roman-Egyptian magical papyri, that was generally unknown to most ancient pagans, rather than the mainstream. Frew
 also contested the aforementioned claim by Hutton that Wicca was, essentially, a survival, and evolution, of ritual magic practises, rather than a fertility cult, by invoking the work of the American classicist Ramsay MacMullen which proposed that the separation of religion from magic was a distinctive feature of only the Judaeo-Christian tradition. However, Hutton
 accused Frew
 of ignoring ancient sources, such as curse tablets, Plato, Heraclitus and Philostratus, that showed that even the ancients made a distinction between religion and magic. In this case, Frew
 is exhibiting a negotiated reception of mainstream historical scholarship in that he is making use of it on a particular topic but rejecting it elsewhere. Further, Hutton
 accused Frew
 of ignoring the aforementioned most recent scholarship  on witch-trials except for the one historian, Carlo Ginzberg, who appeared to support the Murray thesis, when Frew claimed Murray's thesis cannot yet be ruled out. Hutton
 also highlighted that Frew
 frequently omitted proper references to the sources he used such that someone else could follow these up. 

Hutton
 suggested that the founder of the American Wiccan liturgy, Aidan Kelly, was consciously developing Wicca in reaction to the established Christianity. Hence, Kelly sought ancient pagan antecedents for his creations, in addition to modern literary sources, in order to re-connect with more ancient traditions. Hutton
 characterised Kelly's methods as “crafting together of information taken from books”, and could be described as postmodernist. Kelly's eclectic choice from different ages and contexts suggests a negotiated to oppositional reception of scholarship, which will be discussed in more detail below. 

While the reception of historical scholarship by Frew might be classified as negotiated, that of wider pagan studies might be considered oppositional. Davidsen
  suggested pagan studies can be characterised by “essentialism, exclusivism, loyalism, and supernaturalism”, and these “are made to pass for cutting-edge scholarship”. Davidsen
 accused workers in pagan studies of attempting to portray neo-paganism as being like the constructed, idealised conceptualisation of what they call 'real' paganism. This then allows these workers to selectively ignore many aspects of modern neo-paganism, especially those shared by other religious groups. Davidsen
 asserted that workers in pagan studies have tended to overwhelmingly be practitioners, and this has led to a preponderance of only insider perspectives on neopaganism, and is the reason for the aforementioned characteristics of pagan studies. Davidsen
 also suggested pagan studies is characterised by a strong 'field identity' whereby it has developed its own set of specialised conferences and journals. This leads to a disconnect from other related fields of scholarship such that oppositional approaches to broader scholarship can develop, since attempts at consilience with the rest of scholarship is not required. These features are thus conducive to the development of an oppositional reception of wider scholarship. Coco and Woodward
 suggested the attempts to construct a 'real' paganism had also reached the wider population as part of attempts to construct a pagan identity separate from popular culture depictions of paganism and witchcraft. 

A further writer who, like Murray, made claims of an ancient religion with survivals to the modern era was the UCLA archaeologist Marija Gimbutas. Gimbutas
 proposed that prior to ~5000 BCE a so-called Old European culture, and a generic-goddess-based religion, emerged organically and persisted until invasions by war-like, nomadic pastoralists called the ‘Kurgan Culture’. However, the Goddess myth and its symbols are said to live on in various forms up to even modern times

. For example, Abrahamsen
 highlighted that worship of pagan goddesses survived in Philippi until the fifth-century BCE, and that symbols in Byzantine religious buildings resonate with those highlighted by Gimbutas in ancient art, and suggest “the continuation and survival of ancient goddess memory and practice”
. Barnett
  described Gimbutas’ ideas as a “challenge to orthodox interpretations.” However, others have suggested that Gimbutas’ Great Goddess is not actually a religion of the Neolithic, but of the late twentieth-century. Thornton
 suggested that Gimbutas’ Goddess civilization was derived from the Western myth of a Golden Age. 

Gimbutas methods have been extensively criticised. Several authors suggest Gimbutas frequently relied on proof by assertion

, an approach common in alternative history. In addition, Gimbutas is said to use faulty, often circular logic
. For example, Gimbutas asserted that  “the various shapes, gestures, and attributes portrayed on…[female figurines]…lend themselves to a classification of types representing various aspects and functions of the Goddess…”
. However, Thornton
 highlighted that the ‘aspects and functions’ had already been deduced from the ‘shapes, gestures and attributes’, and thus one cannot then use these as evidence that represent ‘aspects and functions.’ Gimbutas tended to treat meaning as unproblematic, and her own interpretations as self-evident

. Evans
 highlighted that Gimbutas interpreted ancient figures and symbols as representing particular religious concepts and deities, but this is difficult to defend without a strong cultural and historical connection maintained since the Neolithic-Chalcolithic. According to many authors Gimbutas ignored diversity when it suited her case, and selectively chose evidence from scattered sources that best matched her theory

. For example, bilaterally-symmetrical designs on Upper Paleolithic figures from France and from Minoan tholoi that had nothing in common except were compared to supposedly demonstrate the persistence of “the power of two” Barnett
. This selective approach is similar to that of von Däniken. Gimbutas’ interpretations are over-simplified, and attribute every nuance of style and decoration to religious or mythological motives, ignoring potential social or decorative purposes. For example, Barnett
 dismissed Gimbutas’ argument that basic decorative motifs, such as the spiral, chevron or zigzag, denote deities as over-simplistic. A preference for over-simplistic explanations is a characteristic of alternative history identified above. Gimbutas is said to over-generalize about an extra-ordinary variety of cultures from numerous environments and periods of time, from the Upper Paleolithic to the Neolithic
. Gimbutas often ignored equally plausible, rival alternative hypotheses. For example, Gimbutas claimed that the horns of the bull were not symbols of male virility but linked to female fertility because they resemble fallopian tubes, but these are very hard to identify during dissections and any link to reproduction would not have been obvious to anyone unversed in modern biology. In her books, Gimbutas is said to mix already discredited ideas, such as links between megalithic art and lunar cycles, and ‘fanciful ideas’, with carefully established archaeological deductions

. Again, as mentioned above, this approach is common in alternative history. Thornton
 suggested that Gimbutas’ Great Goddess theory created as many problems with interpretation of the evidence as it claimed to solve. Besides artworks, another major source drawn on by Gimbutas was folklore
. The use of folklore in studying ancient religions will be discussed in more detail below. The foregoing discussion suggests that many of the approaches and methods of Gimbutas share many of the features commonly identified in alternative history, despite her holding a university academic position for much of her career.

Gimbutas admitted that she did not just rely upon empirical evidence. In an interview with The Whole Earth Review in 1989 Gimbutas claimed her ideas were supported by intuition, as well as by science
. Thornton
 has criticised this former approach as Gimbutas provided no clear and rigorous method to implement her ‘alternative means of apprehending truth’, and not explaining how this new method relates to empirical science. Indeed, Gimbutas said that she “…[questioned] whether it will be possible to develop new frameworks of interpretation for the artistic and spiritual dimensions of ancient cultures that can be entirely satisfying to strictly empiricist and anti-spiritual scientists…”
. Supporters of Gimbutas admit that she did not reach many of her conclusions in the same way as would be done for scientific hypotheses
. They also admit that the interpretations of the evidence by Gimbutas are ‘subtle’
, but which is probably really a euphemism for vague/ambiguous. 

Opponents of the critics of Gimbutas have tended to make relativist/post-modern responses. The supporters of Gimbutas claim that her opponents are too situated in their own world-view to accept her alternative viewpoint, and need to change to their own world-view to appreciate and accept Gimbutas’ ideas

. However, these authors seem to neglect the possibility that their relativist stance allows for there to be yet another, third, world-view, different to that of both their current opponents and the supporters of Gimbutas, that might offer yet another interpretation of the evidence that is equally valid to theirs. 

The work of Gimbutas is often used by the so-called “Mother Goddess Movement” as scholarly validation of their beliefs
. Jencson
 proposed that the primary deity of modern Wicca is the Goddess. Originally Gerald Gardner took the ideas of Charles Leland about Diana as creator and perpetuator of the world, and combined them with Murray’s ideas about the Horned God
. The goddess Diana holds a special place in neo-pagan religion. Some neo-pagan groups, such as the Circle of the Redwood Moon, identify as ‘feminist witches’
. These groups are often called “Dianics” after the Roman goddess Diana. Women in these groups tend to accept uncritically the belief in pre-historic “Goddess Cultures”, such as those proposed by Gimbutas mentioned above
. Neopagan authors such as Carol Christ and Christine Downing have attempted to find historical verification of a link between contemporary Goddess religion and ancient textual evidence
. Weaver
 suggested that the scholarly consensus was that there is a lack of clear historical evidence for ‘primary matriarchies’ or for a religion devoted to a ‘Great Goddess’. 
Groupishness
There has been some disagreement concerning the level of groupishness amongst new religious groups, including neo-pagans, in the literature. Urban
 suggested that ‘new religious movements…tend to have clear boundaries between insiders and outsiders…’ but added that ‘…in contrast to new religious movements, neopagans tend to be more fluid and flexible in their communal organization, so that an individual might be…involved in a Wiccan circle as well as a Druid group…’ 
METHODOLOGY OF HELLENIC RECONSTRUCTIONISTS
Reception of historical methods
Reconstructionists make explicit claims concerning the nature of their methods. Alexander
 claimed “reconstructionist religions use a specific methodology to reconstruct and restore an ancient pre-Christian cultural religion using the best available archaeological evidence and, where evidence is lacking, will make inferences by comparing and contrasting other religions that are both ancient and modern. These religious movements will have a heavy reliance on academic research, including a heavy use of primary and secondary source materials about the original religion and culture”. Alexander
 described his sources as “the sum total of surviving works from ancient Greece and the existing archaeological record.” He further added “from this information we draw from to create a rational analysis and the arguments to explain, test, critique, and defend any of our theological opinions”
. Similar views concerning the methods of reconstructionism were expressed by Winter in her claim that: “[she is] in part a scholar, and therefore will delve into the history of ancient Greek religion, its rituals and beliefs.”
 Winter emphasised the importance of scholarship when she said her reconstructed religion had “strong roots in the ancient customs and mindset.”
 However, Winter was also conscious of the limitations of her available sources since she recognised that “...most of the information available to us about ancient Greek religion comes from the limited time and place of Classical Athens.”
 In the light of the limitations in the evidence available, Winter
 proposed supplementing it with analogy from modern extant polytheisms around the world. Mainstream scholars
 also make reference to ritual in Hinduism, for example.

Winter
 demonstrated her methods in action in her consideration of the reasons why the ancient Greeks watered their wine. In the list of potential reasons Winter
 mentioned the possibility that the wine was drugged with belladonna. Winter highlighted that this hypothesis is 'not realistic' since it is “without any direct mention [of it] in the extant texts.”

When discussing the potential sources on ancient Greek religion, Winter
 highlighted that they could be biased due to misinterpretation or misrepresentation. Winter
 warned against secondary sources that were older than fifty years, those written with “pet theories to uphold (Harrison, Frazer)”, and by poets rather than scholars, but suggested that they do not need to be ignored outright. 

However, while reconstructionists advocate rigorous, hegemonic methodologies, they do not always live up to them. Despite clearly advocating a hegemonic approach, and alluding to the idea of debate within mainstream scholarship, Alexander
 generally fails to make explicit reference to the opposing arguments in such debates, and shows over-reliance on single sources. For example, there is a substantial literature on the uses and meaning of myth to ancient Greeks but Alexander
 only makes reference to one source, namely Veyne
. Given the assertion of a method making 'heavy use' of secondary sources this neglect seems inconsistent. However, Alexander
 did attempt to construct his own argument on the nature of myth by selectively quoting from three ancient sources, namely Aristotle, Plotinus and Sallustius. Again, given an assertion of a method relying upon the 'sum total of surviving works' the selection of just three without even (given the lack of space in a short work) acknowledgement of the existence of others suggests some selectivity. While Winter
 stressed the importance of citing sources, on several occasions she failed to actually do that, such as when she claimed a Dionysian group met on the ninth of the month in ancient times
.

Some reconstructionists show a concern for consilience of reconstructionist thought with wider scholarship, especially science. For example, Alexander
 claimed that:


...within Hellenisimos...generally, it is accepted that spiritual knowledge must 
be tested against and not conflict with scientific or historical fact. It is 
common practice for those within Hellenisimos to use “the scientific method” 
to test theories against facts in the physical universe. Our...concepts that 
overtly and blatantly conflict with science are rejected.

Further, Alexander
 is keen to make a clear distinction between Universal Personal Gnosis (UPG) and mainstream scholarship. UPG is spiritual knowledge gained through personal experience and the term originated within the Norse reconstructionist Asatru movement
. While Alexander accepted that UPG was a part of reconstructionist religions for some people, he stated that “there is...a clear separation between...UPG...and historically honest information”, and that “UPG...is not and must not ever be confused with historical or scientific fact.”
  Further, Alexander said  “[while] UPG [is an] essential aspect of spirituality, but should not be confused with historical or scientific fact.”
 Alexander explicitly recognised the relativist quality of UPG in stating “the [UPG] knowledge can be extremely valid to you or a specific group while not being applicable to others.”

The aforementioned description of the methods of reconstructionists provided by Alexander clearly suggests a hegemonic reception of scholarship. However, reconstructionsts are also explicitly aware of the tension that exists between supposedly basing a religion upon ancient beliefs and practices, while modifying some of those to make the religion amenable to the modern world and still trying to claim the reconstructed religion is 'authentic'
. In the preface of his book, Alexander gives the disclaimer that “...his book is...not an academic source or narrative concerning the ancient Greek religion”
. However, at this early stage, he is keen to emphasise that Hellenisimos is not just an academic exercise or re-enactment, but a growing religion. Winter highlighted a quote from Drew Campbell where he said “we believe it is both possible and desirable to practice ancient religions- albeit in a modified form- in the modern world.”
 In particular, Winter
 drew attention to the caveat of the  'modified form', and suggested that the confusion and debate amongst neo-pagans arises from how far these modifications can go and still authenticity can be retained. It is suggested that it is this tension that gives rise to the hypersensitivity of reconstructionists to in-group norms in this area, as will be discussed in more detail below. 

Alexander explicitly stated that “in Hellenisimos there is an emphasis on citing the sources of one's knowledge”. He also claimed reconstructionists “attempt to be intellectually honest and authentic”
. He then listed his main ancient sources as Sallustius' On the Gods and Cosmos, and Pythagorus, Plato, Aristotle, Epicurus, Plotinus, Porphyry, Iamblichus, and Procus. 

Despite an assertion about not providing narratives and about citing sources, Alexander does provide a narrative history of the Roman Emperor Julian's reign and actions
, and the subsequent events surrounding the establishment of Christianity as the state religion of the Roman Empire
. Further, while making some contentious claims, such as that “[pagan] priests and philosophers began to be murdered”
, he does not provide any references. Further, Alexander made the historical claim that “the ancient polytheistic religion of Greece begins with the Minoans”
 without providing any citation, or consideration of other sources of Greek religion such as borrowings from Hittite myths
. Of course the short nature of the book means some simplification is in order. 

Many reconstructionists are conscious of the previous tendency within neo-paganism to postmodern approaches that mix together ideas from many ages and contexts. Alexander attempted to resolve the tension between hegemonic reception of scholarship and the tendency to eclecticism within neopaganism by appealing to the scholarly concept of 'syncretism'
. He asserted without scholarly reference that “the ancient Greek religion never languished and constantly developed”
, and suggested thus that “we must be syncretic in our methods”
 Hence, Alexander
 adopted a strategy to resolve this issue which involved a hegemonic reception of scholarship, albeit without direct appeal to the relevant literature. 

Alexander's text The Gods of Reason
 is an attempt to provide a theology for Hellenismos. There is a significant academic debate on the nature of theology within ancient Greek religion with a substantial literature
 with which Alexander fails to engage. Alexander did allude to the old-fashioned suggestion
 that the ancient Greek religion had no theology (and thus was pure orthopraxy) but sourced the claim as arising from co-religionists: “there are those, within our religion, who will make the claim that Hellenisimos has no theology”
. Alexander
 advocated and adopted a modern. philosophical approach to constructing theology, based upon employing ancient texts as sources of ideas.

Justification
Certain reconstructionists attempt to justify Hellenisimos by claiming to use scientific methods and concepts. Rather than just limiting this invocation of science to just the discipline of archaeology, as might be expected, they also go wider and include physics.

Reconstructionists make several appeals to the charisma of science. In the context of mention of the Greek concept of the 'Cosmos', Alexander suggested that: “for the ancients this was the known visible world, [but] for many within modern Hellenisimos this includes not only the known Universe but also the Multiverse, as theorized by Quantum Physics”
. Given that the concept of a Multiverse is controversial in Physics, not least because of the difficulty in providing the sort of scientific evidence for it that Alexander claimed was essential to the reconstructionist method, this seems like an appeal to the charisma of an exotic scientific hypothesis. In the midst of a discussion on the nature of 'divine truth', in which reference is made to ideas from Plato's  Cratylus, Alexander invoked the charisma of famous scientists by adding: “even Newton's Law of Gravity, which many will unquestionably accept as true, has turned out to be inherently false, as Einstein discovered.”
 This claim is a severe oversimplification and misrepresentation of the nature of scientific theory change, since Newton's Law is, and was not claimed to be otherwise than, phenomenological, and is a low speed and low mass limit of Einstein's Relativistic equations, and, thus not strictly false per se. The mention of Newton and Einstein thus does not add anything substantive to the discussion of the ancient ideas on the nature of truth, except to invoke the names of scientists likely to be known even to a wider public readership. These examples suggest an attempt at merely the appearance of a hegemonic reception of scholarship, rather than an actuality. 

Reconstructionists exhibit some of the key faults of alternative history and pseudoscience.   Alexander
  tried to claim that ancient Greek philosophers had pre-developed aspects of the Big Bang theory of cosmology. In particular Alexander
 tried to make links between the concept of the First Cause developed by Plato and the Big Bang Theory. Alexander first claimed that the Big Bang theory suggests: 


...from [the] void of nothingness [that existed before the Universe] appeared, 
by its own accord, a single thing, described by some scientists as a self-
created, self-sustaining “particle.” This one thing was the first in a state of 
being, and from itself emanated all that exists in a state of being all matter, all 
energy, and all life. It is our Source.

Alexander then went on to claim that: “amazingly, the ancient Greeks philosophized about this thing thousands of years prior to the creation of the Big Bang theory.”
 In order to try to back up this claim Alexander quoted Plato, where he described the First Cause as “the self-motion being the origin of all motions”
, and Sallustius:


It is proper to the first cause to be one – for unity proceeds multitude- and to 
surpass all things in power and goodness. Consequently all things must 
partake of it.
 

In this approach, Alexander is using a common tactic in alternative history and pseudoscience. He is using similarities of imagery, with what is really just poetic language, to suggest equivalence of concepts. The object in the Big Bang theory that Alexander described as a 'particle' is in fact a mathematical singularity, where all the known laws of physics break down and modern theory is, in fact, unable to say anything about what actually happened. Hence, popularizers of cosmology tend to adopt poetic language for their speculations at this point. This language lacks the precision and clarity of proper scientific discourse, and thus can readily be suggested to match other vague poetic imagery. Further, Alexander
 failed to make reference to modern scholarship on ancient philosophy to demonstrate that the ancients were indeed talking about what he says they were describing. 

Alexander
 also made an attempt to suggest that the theology of Sallustius concerning the classification of the hierarchy of deities had parallels in modern physics. Sallustius
 suggested the gods are divided into the two spheres of the world (mundane or cosmic) and above the world (supramundane or hypercosmic). Alexander additionally highlighted that Sallustius
 further divided the mundane gods into “...those that make the world be, those that animate it, others that harmonize it and those that keep it.” Alexander then asserted that “we can then see how these four actions of the Gods then correspond to the four fundamental forces (or interactions) of nature...”
 The only justification for this assertion appears to be the coincidence of the number of types of mundane gods, and fundamental forces. Further, Alexander
 made no mention of any modern scholarship on Sallustius. In particular, one might have expected some consideration of potential alternative explanations, such as contemporary cultural influences, that emphasised the symbology of four, that may have influenced Sallustius in making the four-fold classification scheme he did. Later in his text Alexander
 (2007:68) first presented another quotation from Plotinus including: 


...creations are representations of the divine Intellection and of the Divine 
Intellect, molded [sic] upon the archetype, of which all are emanations and 
images, the nearer more true, the very latest preserving some faint likeness of 
the Source.

Alexander then claimed: “again, Hellenismos finds itself in agreement with the scientific world...Theoretical Physics also prescribes that [the] four forces are unified into a single force. M-theory provides that everything that exists consists of a single incorporeal material called Strings.”
 Alexander here seemed to be suggesting that the vividly poetic quote from Plotinus was consistent with the concepts of science. He also makes use of highly technical scientific jargon such as 'M-theory' and 'Strings', though the latter term may have penetrated into popular culture via television series, such as 'The Big Bang Theory'.

In addition, in some cases, Alexander
 is less explicit in making his links between ancient sources and modern science but is still using a similar overall strategy. Without giving an explicit textual reference to the relevant ancient source at that point, Alexander suggested “Plotinus taught being is in a state of multiples and is a distribution of the original Unity. Each stage of emanation is then divided into greater numbers.”
 Alexander then proposed: “The distribution of the original Unity can be described similarly to the light emanated from the Sun.”
 He subsequently presented a poetic description of the inverse square law decline of light intensity from a point source, where he attempted to draw parallels with the aforementioned quote from Plotinus. Alexander
 made no explicit claim for Plotinus fore-shadowing the physics, and might be considered to just making an analogy, but in the context of the aforementioned preceding examples, he clearly attempted to make associations in the mind of the reader. 

Alexander
 also seemed to explicitly express support for pseudoscience and associate it with mainstream science. Alexander
 stated that “it is for dealing with the ordering of things, prescribed by fate, which the sciences, mathematics and even Astrology have been developed...”
These examples may suggest  attempts to associate reconstructed religion with the charisma of science. The neglect of the proper mainstream methods and interpretations suggests an oppositional reception of scholarship. This is because the foregoing examples suggest incidences wherein Alexander exhibited many of the characteristics of alternative history. Alexander showed a disregard for the possibility of mere coincidence, such as due to the use of poetic language, rather than demonstrating real links between ancient philosophy and modern cosmology, such as quotes from modern scientists demonstrating they were inspired by ancient ideas. He also showed some tendency to a preference for spectacular explanations (such as that ancient philosophy pre-figured modern cosmology), rather than complex and mundane explanations (such as the difficulty of interpreting vague, poetic language), and discussed evidence and provided quotes out of the proper context of the full scholarly debate on the intended meaning or cultural origins of ideas within ancient philosophy. Hence, Alexander
 showed some of the same fallacies characteristic of alternative histories concerning 'ancient wisdom' often associated with Atlantis
.

Groupishness
Reconstructionists openly acknowledge conscious distinctions made between the in-group and out-groups. Alexander
 explicitly acknowledged that “there seems to be a level of tension between some Reconstructionists and Neopagan groups (such as Wicca and Modern Druidry).” Alexander
 used the definition of terminology and labels to establish distinction between reconstructionists and other neo-pagan groups. Alexander
 explicitly stated that:

Hellenismos and Hellenism is not simply the worship of the ancient Greek 
Gods, “using” their names for the Goddess and God of Neopagan religions.
Alexander
 further added that:

Hellenismos is not a Wicca based religion “using” the Greek Gods or Greek 
terminology...It is not an eclectic blending of religious practices. Hellenism 
and Hellenismos synonymously mean any religion that is a modern 
reconstruction of the ancient Greek religion.
Winter
 also showed that eclecticism is a way that the Hellenist in-group distinguishes itself from out-groups when she reported that: “some [practitioners of Hellenismos] feel that we are so different from neo-pagans (those that do not confine themselves primarily to one tradition, or practice an entirely modern form of paganism) that there is no reason to communicate at all.”

Some reconstructionists have emphasised the distinction between the concepts of 'hard' and 'soft' polytheism. It is suggested that “most reconstructionist religions will...be identifiable as 'hard polytheists', believing the Gods to be individual and distinct spiritual beings”, whereas “in soft polytheism, the Gods are not individual and distinct beings, but they are aspects, interpretations, or manifestations of a single deity”
. Alexander
 attributed the latter to “the Wiccan concept all Goddesses are one Goddess, all Gods are one God, and the Goddess and the God are each aspects of a single ultimate being”. Hence, Alexander uses this terminology to distinguish reconstructionists from Wicca. 

Alexander
 distinguished in-group members by their use of particular sources, since he suggested:


to be a practitioner of Hellenismos or Hellenism, one must be practicing a 
religion based on the history, culture , traditions, thought, and ethics of 
ancient Greece.

The concept of 'tradition' mentioned here is important in the ways that reconstructionists distinguish themselves from other groups. For example, Winter
 said that “I...believe that keeping at least some of the ancient traditions is important, and it is what makes us Hellenic pagans as opposed to anything else.”

Reconstructionists distinguish themselves from other neo-pagan groups by their expressed attitudes to postmodernist/relativist approaches. Alexander
 associated out-groups with postmodernist approaches, since he claimed: “we do not eclectically blend religious beliefs together with claims of the practice still being Hellenism.” He further added: “[Hellenismos] is not a spirituality based on what 'feels right' but what is reasoned to be right based on the history, culture, traditions, thought, and ethics of Ancient Greece.” Further, Winter
 said “...for those of us interested in continuing the religions of the past, it is important to know the facts about those religions, not just our own ideas.” However, reconstructionists are not always consistent in their practices, since Winter
 admitted she used temporary shrines for festivals because “it just felt right.”

Alexander
 used the pejorative term 'fakelore' to distinguish 'Hellenist groups' from 'some Neopagans'. Alexander
 asserted that:


very often, we find that historical claims are a point of contention between 
Hellenist groups and some Neopagans. Most Hellenists label the fabrication 
or rewriting of history as 'fakelore'...Fakelore is identified as the manufacture 
of lore, legends, or myths, or it can also be adaptation or intentional 
mistranslation of original texts to meet a specific spiritual conviction...Many 
Hellenists will broaden this definition to include any unproven or fictitious 
historical assertions created to misrepresent an ancient culture, religious 
practice, or ancient belief. 

In a footnote to this quote Alexander
 gives “ancient global Goddess monotheism” as an example of fakelore. Winter
 also highlighted “the controversy over the so-called 'Snake Goddesses' of Crete” that she said were “...often cited as proof of a matriarchal culture in ancient Crete, and certainly have become the basis for some modern religious practice.” Hence, both these attitudes seem to be attempts to distinguish Hellenists from Goddess-worship Wicca. Alexander is implicitly criticising the ideas and approaches of Marija Gimbutas, and those neo-pagans inspired by her work.
Alexander
 attempted to make the prohibition of fakelore part of the norms of the Hellenist group by suggesting “it is not an accepted or appropriate practice”. Further, Alexander
 asserted that “...outright historical forgeries and fakelore, in the name of Hellenismos, must be denounced.” As mentioned above, Paul
 proposed that the group of mainstream historical scholars is characterised by a particular set of 'epistemic values'. In this case, Alexander is instituting the norms of the group based upon the values implicit in an hegemonic reception of historical scholarship. Assertions by Winter
 also suggested she held the view that reconstructionists have to hold a particular set of epistemic values such that they “...must always be flexible and open-minded....[, and also] must be willing to change our practices if given a good reason to do so.” Winter
 further suggested that “for the sake of clarity and honesty, Hellenic Reconstructionists are encouraged to cite sources if they are claiming something to be ancient in origin.” These expressed attitudes are in line with the proposal of Teehan
 that religious groups use behavioural norms and moral values to delineate in-group from out-group members. 

It might be suggested that Alexander
 is explicit as to the reasons for his groupishness behaviours since he claims that groups “found lacking an authentic theology for modern Hellenismos and are based on Wicca, modern Witchcraft, or some magickal system” are “a threat to the legitimacy of modern Hellenismos...” Alexander
 also suggested that these out-groups are a threat “to the spiritual development of the individuals that they pull into them.” Alexander
 claimed that “despite claims that some of these organizations are involved in the community and are doing good works, Hellenic ethics would dictate that they are devoid of virtue if the fundamental principles on which these groups are based, are of deceit and egoism. These practices are both ultimately impious and hubris, despite any good that may or may not come from them.”

Reconstructionists are sensitive to the penetration of Hellenismos by unauthentic influences and historically unsupported practices, especially those originating from Wicca. For example, Winter
 advocated the dropping of the common banishing ritual based upon the Greek phrase “hekas, hekas, este bebeloi”. Winter suggested the ritual was popularised by Drew Campbell in his 2000 book on ancient Greek reconstructionism. However, she stated that “[she did] not feel it is really appropriate for a Hellenic ritual, as it seems to be trying to fill the place of a circle-casting or warding from neo-pagan ritual, which has nothing to do with the ancient Greek religious mindset (speaking here of only sacrificial-type rituals, rather than magical ones).”

Reconstructionists have reported that they come under criticism from out-groups for their practices and values. Winter
 claimed that the citing of sources by Hellenists “is often interpreted by those outside of the Recon movement as snobbery...” Alexander
 claimed that 'Polytheistic Reconstructionism' is criticised for “a perceived rigidity caused by commitments to scholarly study, to making accurate claims when discussing the history of their religion, and often aggressively challenging blatantly false historical statements about ancient culture.” However, Alexander gives no examples of, or references to, such criticisms. Although, as will be seen below, the likely proponents of these critiques are more eclectic neo-pagan groups, such as Wicca.

The above examples suggest that some reconstructionists are using a particular reception of scholarship as a moral filter to distinguish their in-group from out-groups. The use of morality as a means to distinguish in-groups from out-groups is consistent with the proposals of Teehan
 for a characteristic groupishness behaviour of religious groups.

While acknowledging similarities in methodology and outlook with fellow reconstructionist groups, some Hellenic reconstructionists are also keen to highlight distinctions. In her discussion of the parallels between the Greek and Roman pantheons, Winter
 was keen to highlight distinctions even with ancient Roman reconstructionists. She described Religio Romana (the revival of ancient Roman polytheism) as “its own independent religion with its own beliefs and rituals” and added that “while some people practice both Religio and Hellenismos, most tend to stick with one or the other, recognising the differences more than the similarities.” This attitude may explain why, while both Alexander
 and LABRYS
 use the late Roman source Sallustius, Winter does not. Hence, the particular choice of historical sources may be another way in which the in-group is delineated. 

FESTIVALS AND SACRIFICES
Festivals
Festivals were a major part of ancient Greek religion and this importance has been transmitted to modern reconstructionism. Since festivals were, and are, a part of the everyday life of ordinary people, then folklore has been a key source on festivals in various areas of study. This chapter is thus the obvious place to make a consideration of the relationship between folklore and mainstream historical scholarship. Jacobs
 suggested that one of the primary objectives of folklore was to understand how a particular tradition originated, developed and was disseminated. 

Hutton
 made a study of the development of festivals in neo-paganism. Hutton
 proposed that modern neopagan festivals fitted perfectly to the description given by Hobsbawn
 as “the use of ancient materials to construct invented traditions of a novel type for quite novel purposes”. Hutton
 highlighted that, while Murray claimed the most important festivals in witchcraft were the four quarter days, the sources used by Murray herself, and a larger body of primary evidence, suggest that people accused of witchcraft did not specify any particular calendar dates as regular festivals, though the quarter days were mentioned. Hutton
 noted that only in one trial record, amongst thousands of others from across Europe, does the accused say she and her comrades met on quarter days. Hutton
 suggested this was typical of the approach of Murray, who often made general assertions based upon highly selective use of evidence. 

However, while Gerald Gardner unquestioningly accepted Murray's thesis, he was more sceptical of reconstructed druidism, since he was aware of the discrediting of Iolo Morganwg, and considered the rites of the druid order to which he belonged in 1951 as invented
. Hence, while the main druidic festivals were in midsummer, Gardner incorporated Murray's quarter days as the festivals of Wicca in his Ye Bok of ye Art Magical. Hutton
 suggested that the celebration of the solar festivals in Wicca was new in 1953, and possibly associated with Doreen Valiente, who had previously been a member of the druids, joining Garner's group. Hutton
 suggested Gardner resisted the adoption of solar festivals into Wicca, but was overcome by the wider membership. This shows Gardner adopting a negotiated reception of scholarship, since he accepted the sceptical attitude of mainstream scholarship to the reconstructed druidism.

Hutton
 proposed that the development of the ceremonies and liturgy for American Wicca was down to one man, namely Aidan Kelly. Further, Hutton
 highlighted that Kelly acknowledged that his sources were all literary, particularly including Gardner and also the poet Robert Graves. Kelly also read ancient mythologies and medieval literature, often mediated through Victorian and Edwardian commentaries
. Kelly based the name he adopted for the spring festival on the work of the pioneer German folklorist Jacob Grimm
. However, Hutton
 also suggested the name Kelly adopted for midsummer may have been influenced by Tolkien. The starting point for the ceremony for Kelly's autumn festival was the myth of the return of Persephone to the Underworld. However, the name of the autumn festival was derived from the work of the welsh scholar W.J. Gruffydd published in 1912
. Therefore, Hutton
 suggested that Kelly did rely upon ideas that had been the product of academic scholarship, and the relation between these ideas and his creation of rituals went beyond “the simple reception of scholarly arguments by members of a reading public”. Hence, Hutton suggested that Kelly's reception of scholarship was not simply hegemonic. Indeed, Kelly's use of literary sources, rather than historical scholarship, tends to a more oppositional reception of the latter. The reception of scholarship on festivals adopted by Hellenic reconstructionists can be compared to other (neo-)pagans. 

Komos: celebrating festivals in contemporary Hellenic polytheism by S.K.I. Winter
 is a reconstructionist text devoted entirely to festivals. Winter
 made explicit use of well-known scholarly secondary sources that ranged widely in date, such as Brandt and Iddeng
, Burkert
, Mikalson
, Nilsson
, Parke
,  Parker
, and Simon
, but does not provide citations for all assertions, just some. This may reflect a desire to appear to have a scholarly basis for what is written, but not adopt the full academic style in what is a popular market text. Further, Winter
 also quoted from other reconstructionist authors, such as Thista Minai, in the same manner (as chapter opening paragraphs) as she does well-known mainstream scholars, suggesting the author considers them to have an equality in status. 
Reconstructionist authors highlight the limitations of the ancient sources on festivals and the scholarly debate this necessarily generates, and use this uncertainty as justification for innovation. Winter
 started with a stated view in accordance with mainstream scholars
 that “...the vast majority of our information comes from Athens in the Classical period, whereas the festivals of other cities and rural areas, and of other times, have largely been lost”
. However, Winter
 then asserted the existence of a scholarly controversy whereby:

...on the whole, the details [concerning festivals] are spotty, and are debated 
endlessly by scholars for even the most well-known festivals...
which she uses as the justification for the approach that:

...the ancient festivals can only ever be a rough guide not a blueprint.
The methods presented by reconstructionist authors for constructing festivals suggest a negotiated reception of the scholarship and its methods. Winter
 constructed a general model of the basic features of an ancient festival, but did not explicitly refer to the individual sources for all of the various aspects, and suggested that the common themes arising from the model can be used to construct the basis of new festivals
. The model construction approach itself reflects influence of hegemonic theorising practises. Even while innovating, concern about maintaining some authenticity is still expressed and the approach proposed, whereby “...understanding the ancient mindset will help...craft festivals that are still, in a way, part of the tradition...”
, suggested a negotiated reception of scholarship.
Winter
 explicitly acknowledged the tension between tradition and innovation in reconstructionism when she highlighted her perception of the reluctance of some Hellenic polytheists to celebrate festivals. She attributed this reluctance, not to ignorance, but to confusion concerning how to implement ancient festivals in the modern world, and as a solitary practitioner, as opposed to a city cult. 
Reconstructionists can express a sophisticated appreciation of the concept of tradition. Winter
 (2015:18) is conscious “...that continuing a tradition from ancient times carries its own meaning.” The idea expressed by Winter
 that the ancient Greek festivals are only the starting point for developing something more attuned to modern requirements seems a very sophisticated attitude that is in line with tradition theorists like Handler and Linnekin
.

Winter
 and LABRYS
 both uncritically asserted the idea, as also advocated by Megas
 and Lawson
, that ancient festival traditions can be preserved within modern customs in rural Greece, even in those with an apparent, overtly Christian character. They went further to make the strong claim that a hybrid folk religion, that long ago incorporated ancient pagan elements with Christian practises, has survived to modern Greece
. However, Winter demonstrated that she was well-aware that determining whether the provenance of customs can be traced continuously back to antiquity, as advocated by Hutton 
 and Gregory
, is the requisite method to achieve proper historical rigour since she clearly advocated it by quoting from Nilsson
 that such evidence is available for the custom of offering a sort of porridge to the dead, known in ancient sources as panspermia. Nevertheless Winter
 readily relays customs mentioned by Megas and Lawson that have considerably less support for ancient origins. The approach taken by reconstructionists thus suggests a desire to provide some sort of (apparent) demonstration of authenticity, but with oppositional tendencies shown by the willingness to accept evidence of widely differing quality when that is convenient and, thence, to understate its deficiencies. 

Sacrifices
Lewis
 suggested that the various religious movements attempting to reconstruct religions from the past will always tend to fall into his half-empty/half-full (or negotiated) category. As a demonstration of this assertion, Lewis proposed that while, if historical evidence was found that ancient druids wore white robes and carried golden sickles, this would be readily adopted by modern reconstructionist druids, but if conclusive evidence was found that ancient druids actually conducted human sacrifices this account of the past would be ignored by modern druids. Hence, Lewis claimed modern reconstructionists necessarily take a 'pick'n'mix' approach to the actual accounts of the past. Given animal sacrifice is a potentially contentious issue for reconstructionists this will reveal how well their behaviour matches the predictions of Lewis
.
Sacrifice is defined by Alexander
 as “...offerings made of consumable items, most times burned”. He advocated use of sacrifices by quoting Sallustius
 in suggesting “...prayers without sacrifices are only words...” However, while including suggestions to consult secondary sources of the likes of Burkert, Mikalson and Nilsson, who do include the details of what animal sacrifice actually involved, Alexander
 limited his description of it to just “...a communal meal of consecrated food, shared between men and Gods.” While this idea is included within the overall ancient conception (as in the Prometheus myth in Hesiod), it avoided any explicit mention of the issue of killing an animal as an act of worship. 
In contrast, Winter
 repeatedly and overtly confronted this issue head-on. Winter
 both described animal sacrifice as “a very controversial topic”, and highlighted that it was “the most common and widespread form of ancient Greek ritual”, and even that it was “...a necessary offering to the gods”
. She also acknowledged the views of others that animal sacrifice is 'outdated' and that it “...will reflect badly on [Hellenismos] as a group”, but maintained that “...it is an entirely valid form of worship” and did not regard it as “antiquated or unjust to perform this ritual”
. Winter
 did offer alternatives for those whose sensibilities or logistical practicalities prevented the inclusion of animal sacrifice in their practises, even to the extent of limiting offerings to vegetation, and justified this by mention of the Orphics as vegetarians, though no explicit evidence was cited.
It has been seen that some modern reconstructionists (eg Winter) may fully acknowledge the evidence of past attitudes and practises, and choose not to implement them, rather than being subjectively selective about, or ignoring, the available evidence (like Alexander). Therefore, one can conclude that the aforementioned assertion by Lewis
 that reconstructionists must necessarily adopt his so-called 'pick'n'mix' approach to the past is wrong. Modern reconstructionists may not completely faithfully reproduce past practises, while still adopting a hegemonic, rather than negotiated or oppositional, reception of scholarship on the past religion. 
HOUSEHOLD RELIGION
Reconstructionist religion is a 'grass-roots' movement since it, generally, has no links with, or official support from, the current political authorities in the countries in which it has arisen, beyond general provision for religious tolerance. Reconstructionist religion is thus currently, necessarily based around individuals, families, and informal communities, rather than being a politically-sponsored, organised religion like the established Church of England, which is part of the English state. However, a key concept in the study of ancient Graeco-Roman religion is the idea of polis religion. The idea of the polis religion is that in Antiquity political authorities such as the Greek city-states and the Roman Empire supported and protected ancient cult practises in much the same way the English state did/does for the Church of England. This leads to the idea that ancient cult might be distinguished between public, civic practises, and private, domestic practises, in the same way modern religious practises are. This, in turn, raises the question over whether models of modern religious practises are being anachronistically applied to ancient practises

. 

The type of social structure that existed within ancient cult is potentially important for the reception of scholarship on polis and domestic religion by reconstructionists with different aims. For example, those with higher socio-political ambitions for advancing the civic standing of reconstructionist religion within the state, such as some modern Greek Hellenists
, might take particular interest in the scholarship on polis religion as justification for the social role of the reconstructed religion they advocate. In contrast, those attempting to grow reconstructionism from the 'grass-roots'
 might suggest that, despite the abundant evidence for the importance of the civic form of cult (i.e. city temples and public statues of the gods, civic festivals etc.) in Antiquity, an authentic religion can still be practised purely domestically, which is the only option for modern reconstructionists. Indeed, LABRYS
 produced a text entitled Hellenic Polytheism-Household Worship, within which they asserted that:


It is a common misconception that the primary form of Hellenic religion was 
the main festivals of the city and mystery cults with household worship being 
either non-existent or limited.

In backing up the claim of a misconception, LABRYS
 did acknowledge that the balance of evidence is potentially against them:


Such a mistake is justified if we consider how rare it is for texts and 
archaeological findings...to provide us with evidence for household worship 
in comparison to the wealth of material available for communal worship.

Winter
 suggested there is an “important distinction...between polis religion...and domestic religion” and also, similarly, highlighted that “unfortunately, we do not have nearly as much information on these [domestic] rituals.”

The lack of evidence for household religion mentioned by LABRYS and Winter is also stated by many mainstream scholars
. However, Farone
 disputed 'the traditional analysis of Greek religion into opposed categories of “public” and “private”, or “civic” and “individual”', suggesting Winter was out of step with contemporary scholarly views, and reflecting the older scholarly opinions mentioned by LABRYS
. 

Further, LABRYS
 claimed that the current scholarly view is very different, and that:


...the state and other communal forms of worship are an extension of 
Household Worship on a societal, civic and collective level within a city or 
larger community.

The only argument advanced in favour of this assertion was a note that:


“...many mystery cults...were founded and remained under the auspices of 
particular families.”

Boedeker
 proposed that some domestic gods, such as Zeus Herkeios or Hestia, could be 'appropriated' by the city, but also states that “some domestic rites, in turn, might mirror civic practices on a small scale”. The former is partly in line with the claim by LABRYS
 (2014:24). Further, while Boedeker
 suggested “a few families...were able to maintain control over sanctuaries their ancestors founded”, these would have competed with analogous cults, such as the Eleusinian Mysteries, managed by the polis.
However, the views of mainstream scholars are sometimes completely opposite to the above assertion of LABRYS
. In particular, Sourvinou-Inwood
, and others, have argued that there really was no private religion at all in ancient Greece, as even when animals were sacrificed in the courtyard of a private house the act “was perceived as part of the polis cult and...interdependent with the whole system of the polis religion.” Although, this view has been disputed by other scholars, such as Farone
, LABRYS
 was, at least, misrepresenting the scholarly consensus. Further, Farone
 did not then suggest that state and communal worship were simply 'an extension' of Household Worship, but, actually, that there were “some important qualitative differences between household and civic cult”, such as the role of women and use of 'magical ritual' in the former. If there is a scholarly consensus, it is that the relationship between polis and domestic religion it was more complex and transactional than proposed by LABRYS
.

The similarity of the claims made for scholarship by LABRYS
 to the types of claims made by some mainstream scholars (such as Baedeker) appears to suggest that the former are, at least, implicitly aware of some of the scholarly claims made about ancient domestic religion. However, LABRYS make no explicit, direct reference to particular scholarly works at all. This means that they are not then limited to advocating just the specific claim as made by the referenced scholar. This vagueness seems to have been exploited as freedom to, first, misrepresent the scholarly consensus, and, second, go beyond what is actually claimed in the scholarly literature. This extrapolation seems to be in such a direction as to suit the aims of the LABRYS organisation to grow grass-roots reconstructionism. The approach to scholarship seems purposefully vague, and thus oppositional. 

ARTEMIS
The texts discussed in this chapter are Artemis: Virgin Goddess of the Sun and Moon by Sorita D'Este
, and Artemis by Joy F. Reichard
. D'Este
 stated that the book is “the result of research and work that [she] started in 2000”, which drew on “over a millenia of classical sources.” Given the methodology of going back to primary classical sources, and the lack of eclecticism, this book was classified as reconstructionist.
In most popular works on Graeco-Roman civilisation the Greek goddess Artemis is simply equated with the Roman goddess Diana. Given the aforementioned prominence of Artemis-Diana in neo-pagan groups, the goddess is the frequent subject of neo-pagan texts. Gimbutas traced her proposed Great Goddess of the Upper Paleolithic through Minoan religion to Hekate and Artemis of the Classical era
 
. Reichard
 actively advocated the theory of Gimbutas relating Artemis to the Great Goddess.
A key claim of D'Este
 evident from the book title is that Artemis “had solar qualities as well as the lunar qualities for which she is best known.” D'Este
 further asserted:

 ...looking at the myths and titles of Artemis we also find many references 
and a great deal of symbolism which provide us with a clear argument that 
she was also a goddessof the sun...
Although, D'Este
 does immediately add the caveat:

...or which at the very least are ambigious [sic] to the point that it is difficult 
to distinguish one over the other.
The basis for this claim will be examined in detail, as it seems out of line with mainstream modern scholarship. Mainstream authors, such as Baring and Cashford
  and Vernant
, do not mention any connection between Artemis and the sun. Indeed, Budin
 does not even have the terms 'sun' or 'solar' listed in the index. In the ancient world, Artemis was syncretised with a range of other goddesses. For example, Kampen
 reported that Artemis was syncretised with Atargatis, and the roles of the latter are extensive including the Goddess of Vegetation, Grain Goddess, Dolphin Goddess, Fortune Goddess, and Goddess of the Zodiac, but not including any solar aspect. Hence, this solar claim by D'Este
, thus, seems a good example for examining the reception of mainstream scholarship. 
The first example of evidence for the solar claim given by D'Este
 is that:

[in Callimachus' Hymn 3 to Artemis,] Artemis speaks to her father 
Zeus and asks him to “give me to be Phaesphoria [Bringer of Light]”. 
D'Este asserted this could be a reference to either the sun or moon.
D'Este
 (2005:98) further proposed that:

a quote from the Dionysiaca (48.302) could suggest a lunar or solar radiance 
from her face, describing her as “diffusing radiance from her face”, and she 
was also known as the “fair-faced Bringer of Light”.

As D'Este
, herself, acknowledged, these references are ambiguous and could clearly refer to simply the lunar aspect of the goddess. Indeed, Baring and Cashford
 suggested that when Artemis is said to give off ‘a “brilliant blaze” of light’ she is the goddess who ‘roves at night’, and thus is associated with the moon. 
D'Este
 proposed that:
The reference by Athenaios
 that amphiphontes [cakes] were offered at temples of Artemis and at crossroads when the sky was lit by both the sun and moon from either side suggests a joining of both sun and moon in the celebration of Artemis.
However, all that may be implied is that a day was made auspicious for sacrifices by the combined presence of the rising sun and setting moon in the same sky, not that Artemis was thereby necessarily associated with the sun. D'Este is making a selective inference, and ignoring other possibilities.
It is claimed that:

A further argument for Artemis as a goddess of the sun can be made through 
the numerous references found between Artemis and the colour and the metal 
gold, which has long been associated with the sun. In fact, gold has been 
perceived as the metal of the sun since at least 3000 BCE in ancient Egypt, 
whose religious and social structures strongly influenced those of ancient 
Greece. Many of her titles and associations also make reference to gold.

D'Este
 listed many references to Artemis having golden possessions. These included “a golden chariot, pulled by four golden hinds”
 (which D'Este
 suggested “recalls the golden chariot of the sun god Helios”), 'golden reins'
, 'golden arrows' (through the title Khryselakatos, occurring in the Iliad
, Homeric Hymn 27 to Artemis, and Homeric Hymn 5 to Aphrodite, which, according to D'Este
, means “delighting in arrows with shafts of gold”), 'golden throne' 
, 'golden sword'
, and 'golden snood'
. However, in mainstream scholarship, gold is not seen as particularly special to Artemis. Indeed, in their study of Callimachus’ Hymn to Artemis, Bing and Uhrmeister
 highlighted that “the sudden appearance of gold is…a sign of epiphany [and] of a god’s unbounded power…”, and, thence, arises in other sources referring to other gods, such as in the Homeric Hymn 3 to Delian Apollo. For example, Hera is said to be ‘gold-throned’
. Hence, D'Este is again being selective in presenting evidence, and ignoring counter evidence.
D'Este
 claimed that:

Apart from Callimachus, all of these sources are from the 9th -5th century 
BCE, i.e. the earlier period where there is less evidence for lunar attributions. 
Conversely as the lunar associations come into evidence, there is an absence 
of the titles which may suggest a solar association. This may indicate a 
change in the qualities of association and the way the goddess was perceived.
D'Este
 suggested Artemis possessed the title Aithopia on a statue found on the island of Lesbos, which she claimed meant 'burning faced one', and thus “seems to directly describe the solar radiance.” Further, D'Este
 added that: “a reference in Callimachus
 also refers to the 'unquenchable light of fire'. What else could this refer to but the sun, the unquenchable fire in the sky?”
D'Este
 cited depictions on vases and coins associating Artemis with the lion and leopard, which she claimed “have long been considered to be solar creatures.” D'Este
 claimed that the 'solar lion' was associated with Artemis from a very early period and only later became associated with Apollo, whom she says only becomes a solar deity, around the fourth century BCE. Conversely. Reichard
 highlighted that both the Neolithic Mother Goddess statue discovered at Catal Hoyuk (dated to 5-6000 BCE) and the Classical era, so-called ‘Beautiful Artemis’ statue from Ephesos are both apparently flanked by two lions, and thus proposed that this suggests the two goddesses are linked in accordance with Gimbutas’ theory. However, in contrast, Baring and Cashford
 have suggested that the “lion-like image of Artemis…expresses…fear of abandon to the forces of nature…especially in childbirth…” and just association with the savagery of nature. 

It is noted that D’Este makes no mention of the actual potential (but tenuous) links between Artemis and the sun that do exist in mainstream scholarship. Macurdy
 suggested that solar epithets are given to the children of the sun, Helios, and that Selene is addressed as daughter of Helios in some ancient sources. Kerenyi
 suggested that “it was not a priori impossible to regard the sun as a maternal divinity”, and mentioned that there was a female name for the sun in Greek, namely ‘Helia’, who was regarded as one of the daughters of the sun. Hence, it seems D’Este has ignored, or at least missed, mainstream evidence in support of her thesis. 
D'Este
 highlighted that Artemis and Apollo shared many aspects, such as the title 'Phoebe (Light)', and that Apollo had a silver bow, though mentioned no source for this claim. D'Este
 subsequently inferred that “Artemis and Apollo share many qualities in their attributions, and are extremely close. So it may well be more accurate to consider the twin gods of Artemis and Apollo as being both solar, and also both lunar.” This proposal may particularly suggest why D’Este has adopted such an oppositional conclusion to modern, mainstream scholarship on Artemis, while simultaneously attempting to present an apparently hegemonic approach to its methods. In Gardnerian Wicca, the Horned God is typically identified with the sun
  and so D’Este is unlikely to be influenced by this original version of Wicca. Further, Gimbutas associated the sun with males, and the Indo-Aryan culture had a patriarchal sun-god
. However, the conflation of the attributes of Apollo and Artemis has many of the features of later Goddess monotheism, which combined the Horned God with the Goddess of Gardner. This may suggest D’Este ignored, rather than missed, references to a female solar deity by Macurdy and Kerenyi, since this solar female was the daughter, and thence subordinate to, rather than the more equal twin sister of, the sun. According to Winter
, a survey of reconstructionists suggested that Kerenyi is one of their favourite authors, so a reconstructionist simply missing this work is possible but seems odd. Further, the sensitivity of some reconstructionist authors to suggestions of a subordinate status for Artemis is evident from the statement by Reichard
 that Artemis was ‘demoted’ when she entered the Greek pantheon by being incorporated as (merely) daughter of Zeus and sister of Apollo. Hence, while trying to appear to adhere to key scholarly methods, D’Este exhibited a selectivity in presentation of evidence common in alternative histories, and thus may be oppositional in her reception of scholarly methods, as well as its conclusions. 
Given the open support of Goddess monotheism from Reichard, there remains the question why D’Este has adopted the approach she has. Griffin
 has proposed that “…myths…lose their vitality when they fail to reinforce the link between the self and the experienced world…’ such that ‘…a new mythos is created that speaks to the devitalized or faded myth.’ Hence, D’Este could be creating a new myth for Artemis that is more in line with her desired worldview. However, the key difference, between ancient Goddess monotheism and the proposals of D’Este, is that the former has already been dismissed by mainstream scholarship. Hence, D’Este may have been attempting to construct some support, apparently using a hegemonic-style approach, for her new, but similar, thesis as an alternative. 
CONCLUSIONS
It has been seen that reconstructionists employ use of scholarship as a way to distinguish themselves from out-groups, especially Wiccans. A particular, supposedly hegemonic reception of historical and scientific scholarship is used as a form of morality to distinguish reconstructionists from other neo-pagan groups. This is line with the particular form of groupishness behaviour exhibited by religious groups suggested by Teehan. As Paul suggested, part of hegemonic reception is the adoption of a particular set of values, and Teehan suggested that it is values by which religious in-groups distinguish themselves from out-groups.

The reception of the methods of historical scholarship by ancient Greek reconstructionists shows several similarities to that by Asatruers. Hellenic reconstructionists tend to be selective in choice of ancient sources used and often use sources straddling across time and space. Some Hellenic reconstructionists seem just as willing to accept some continuity of ancient Greek religious practises across time, as Asatruers are about Nordic practises in Iceland. Hellenic reconstructionists seem just as keen to extrapolate from limited evidence as do Astruers. Finally, Hellenic reconstructionists seem as keen as Astruers to define Wiccans as an out-group. Hence, both Astruers and Hellenic reconstructionists show similar behaviours to those observed in alternative archaeology/history.

Hellenic reconstructionists seem ready to make appeals to the charisma of science and scholarship, rather than actually use their methods and findings. The use of tradition by reconstructionists is more like folklorists than historians as there is a lack of insistence by reconstructionists on the need for provenance of traditional practises back to ancient times. 

The reception of mainstream scholarship by reconstructionists is most frequently negotiated, and tends to the oppositional. It sometimes attempts to appear hegemonic when doing psycho-social work to construct differences with out-groups.
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