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Setting the Scene: Myths and Sacrifice

1§81 What did the Greek gods eat and drink? ‘Ambrosia” and ‘nectar’ are
the standard answers that any student of mythology would hurry to
propose.[1] But was that always the case, whether in myth or in belief (as
far as we can ascertain it)? Without in any way denying the intricate
associations of those fabled foods with immortality, the place of animal
portions as edible offerings for the gods deserves to be reassessed, not
least because animal sacrifice was such a pervasive mode of Greek
religious practice.

1§2 Myths relating to sacrificial rituals have been amply studied and far be
it from me to offer but a summary here.[2] The fundamental starting point
is the story presented by Hesiod concerning the dispute at Mekone.[3] For
this feast (not yet a sacrifice proper), Prometheus concealed meaty portions
(odpxreg) and innards (¢ykata) in the hide (9tvog) of the animal, while
bones (0otéa) were wrapped in shining fat to make them more appealing.
Zeus was either deceived or not—a much-debated point—but the outcome
is made clear by Hesiod or Aeschylus, and was widely accepted. The story
provides an aetiology for why humans burned animal bones (again,
ootéa) wrapped in fat as part of the ritual. In Aeschylus’ version, the
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burning (mvowoag) also includes a supplementary element, the long tail
(uakpa 0odvg) of the animal, to which I will return shortly.[4] The
Aeschylean list of Prometheus’ benefactions crucially revolves around
augury: burning the thigh bone and the tail is an “impenetrable
technique”, or rather a technique of difficult signs (dvotékpagrov...
téxvnv), and mention is also made of “fiery signs” now made clear, which
are still to be connected with sacrifice (see below);[5] the immediately
preceding passage also discusses haruspicy, divination through the
interpretation of entrails, whereas in Hesiod’s division of the animal the

entrails are concealed and apparently reserved for humans.

183 Sacrificial rituals have justifiably been said to create “a labyrinth of
variations”,[6] but despite their inherent heterogeneity, many persist, not
without reason, in focusing on this ‘Promethean’ model as an ideal type, or
even in speaking of a Greek “normative animal sacrifice”.[7] Such myths
have also been taken as a vision of paradise lost: they are principally seen
to outline the hierarchical distinctions between divine beings and mortals.
Though they had formerly feasted together, gods now only received the
sublimated fatty smoke (kvioa, created by the action of 80w, Bucia) from
essentially inedible portions of fat and bone, while humans ate meat; gods
were immortal and ate separately and differently, while humans, except
perhaps for a few blessed heroes, could not dine at their table.[8] Only in a
limited number of myths or rituals is it admitted that “the divide” between
gods and humans could be “bridged” or “negotiated” by specific or more
substantial offerings.

1§84 While fully acknowledging this “theological” or cosmological
distinction between gods and mortals, the relevant myths also sketch an
histoire des mentalités, informing us about ritual practice and its rationale.[9]
Preliminarily, there are two key and interrelated points to be made. The
first is that the gods, though fundamentally different, were manifestly
perceived to have an appetite for fat and flesh. It is surely taking matters
too far to claim, as some have done recently,[10] that they had no taste for,
or were in no way thought be nourished by, the offerings made to them.

The inherent paradox is perhaps most clear in the famous scene from the



Homeric Hymn to Hermes, where the god slaughters two cows and divides
them into portions, including the entrails; he roasts and sets all of these
aside.[11] Smelling this potential feast, Hermes desires to swallow his
rightful portion whole, but does not succumb to the temptation; he thus
marks his difference from human meat-eaters, but is still tempted to become
one. We would be hard-pressed to deny that other sources fall on both
sides of a spectrum, at the center of which was the “inconsistency” that the
gods were expected both to eat meat and not to do so0.[12] On the one hand,
Pindar is loath to call any of the gods a glutton, alluding to the tradition
where a distracted Demeter nibbled Pelops’ shoulder at the feast of
Tantalus.[13] On the other, Aristophanes employs the idea of the gods
receiving pleasing smoke from sacrifices to great comic effect: in both the
Birds (1515-1524) and the Plutus (1114-1116), sacrifices are obstructed, with
the result that the gods are starving; in the Plutus, for instance, Hermes
laments the portions he used to devour from sacrifices, the thigh (or totum
pro parte, the fatty bundle containing the thighbone) and the hot entrails.
[14] Though the matter would warrant much further investigation than is
possible in this short paper, it offers some food for thought.[15] As ancient
participants in sacrifices must on occasion or even habitually have done,
we can readily apprehend divine appetites for smoke and meat. In other
words, the Greek gods were not vegetarians, or at least not strict

“ Ambrosians”.

185 A second point, to be developed further here, is that the divine share in
sacrifices was not merely olfactory and that the portions given were not
only “inedible”:[16] blood would be sprinkled on altars or poured at cult-
sites for the recipients of the rituals,[17] portions beyond the bones and the
fat (in fact quite valuable and nutritious in its own right) would be burned
for the god, others roasted on the altar and eaten, and still further, special
portions could (at least temporarily) be reserved for the gods or to some
smaller (but no less significant) degree sampled by them. The practices
were much more complex and varied than the simple “Promethean”
picture indicates.

1§6 A better approach is not to focus only on sacrifice as a mechanism for



the establishment of a hierarchy, but also on its efficacy as a mechanism for
communication between the essentially separate human and divine
spheres.[18] Sacrifices aimed at forming connections of all sorts: they could
be performed to accompany and support the formulation of prayers, to
seek to propitiate divine favour, to follow traditions of gift-giving to the
gods, etc. On a very practical level, I would argue that communication was
achieved through two other interrelated ‘Cs’ of sacrifice: consumption and
commensality. The divine portion was either consumed by absorption, by
fire, or in a form of presentation, while special portions for human
participants were ingested (or put to other uses, especially when inedible
parts of the animal were concerned). But this is not all, since a meal was
shared: certain explicitly divine portions could be entirely or partly
consumed by the priests or other honored individuals; or if the divine
portions were completely consumed in the ritual, then we often find that
these parts were anatomically connected to the special portions consumed
by some human participants. Elaborate modes of commensality between
gods and mortals were thus articulated, forming a complex “grammar” of
sacrifices.[19] What is more, in highlighting the presence of the gods at
sacrifices, particularly by means of their physical manifestations such as
their statues, sacrifices recreated to a lesser degree the mythical past when
gods and mortals had dined together.[20]

1§87 As part of a larger project on the anatomy of the sacrificial animal in
Greece, my paper attempts to substantiate these mythological perspectives
on the concrete level of ritual practice. Aside from literary sources, which
report intriguing permutations of their own, one main body of evidence
consists of normative inscriptions published by Greek communities or
their sanctuaries.[21] These are texts that seldom if ever give a full account
of how to sacrifice; they usually only provide specific rules such as are
appropriate to the cult-site in question or to the privileges of its priestly
personnel. However, the details that the inscriptions occasionally reveal
can illuminate larger trends: how to cut up a back leg of the animal, for
instance, and why this was done. Here, without doing justice to the full
diversity of the evidence, I will focus briefly on two crucial locations of

consumption and commensality: the altar, where blood was poured and



portions burned or roasted for the gods; and the table that could be set up
next to the altar or the divine statue to display other offerings.

The Altar: The Tail and Other Bits

281 Since it has been well and extensively discussed in recent scholarship,
let me only say a few words about one of the principal modes of burning a
portion on the altar. As in the “Promethean” sacrifice, this involved
wrapping bones, usually the thighbones (sometimes singly, sometimes as a
pair) in fat (such as the abdominal fatty fold called the peritoneum,
emtimAoov in Greek). The practice was efficacious in several regards. The
fat created not only a strong, appealing smell, but as has been elegantly
revealed through experiments, also a surprising and impressive surge of
flame 6-9 minutes after being placed on an active fire.[22] This was a
specific form of conspicuous consumption, then, which could be
interpreted as an auspicious sign, following the teaching of Prometheus.
Equally importantly, the hams which were ‘butterflied” and deboned prior
to this burning constituted valuable portions of meat which could be eaten
or taken away. This relationship between thighbones and thighs from
which they were extracted is clearly expressed in one inscription, a
regulation from the Attic deme of Phrearrhioi concerning its Eleusinian
cults:[23] here, if we reasonably suppose that the lacuna to the right of the
text was not too lengthy, we find portions placed on the altar which
include unoot; separately, the inscription stipulates that the portions given
to the priests and priestesses (tegecoovva) include a kwAN.[24] The unol
must be thighbones placed on the altar to be burned, while the kwAn was a
ham that was deboned: the gods and the human participants thus
essentially shared parts of the same limb of the animal.[25]

282 In one sacrifice, we are told that a group of officials would receive both
this sort of limp ham (le gigot mou) as well as “all the things placed over
the fire” (tax ovTépmovoa TAvTar).[26] It is not exactly clear what this
expression entails, but it cannot have referred to calcined femurs wrapped
in fat. One possibility for the things placed “on” or “over” the fire is the
tail (other good candidates include the entrails roasted over the altar; see



below). As the variation in the Prometheus Bound reveals, a “long tail” was
often placed in the fire alongside the thighbones wrapped in fat (paxoov
00hLV mupwoag). Since the work of van Straten, itself going back to
Furtwingler and others, it has been well understood that, in vase-painting,
a common depiction of a curled element on the altar represents the tail.[27]
This is also attractively confirmed by experiments: tails, even broken or set
upside down, even when placed in a small amount of heat, always curl
upwards.[28] Curling the tail was a critical component of performing
“beautiful rites” (tepax kaAa) to please the gods and receive favourable
omens from the sacrifice. In an evocative scene, Trygaios in Aristophanes’
Peace directs his slave in the performance of a sacrifice. While instructing
him to pay attention to the simultaneous roasting of the entrails, and not to
damage the tail (0odvUg, or the sacrum bone at its base) while doing so, he
inquires, “is the tail (kéokog) doing nicely (kaAwg)?”, i.e. is it curling
upwards auspiciously?[29]

283 The use of the verb mveow found in Aeschylus along with the
treatment of the fatty bundle containing the bones could be taken to

imply that the tail would be completely burned; indeed, calcined caudal
vertebrae are regularly found in archaeological deposits.[30] However,
there is also epigraphical evidence that the tail would not always be
burned whole or completely for the gods. Most likely, this portion would
in some cases simply be roasted on the altar-fire. The whole tail (6odvUg, or
perhaps a part thereof) is granted with some frequency to priestly officials.
[31] In a recent reedition of a regulation from lasos, we tellingly find one
00dUg which is afterward to be given to the priest “as it is placed” (wc
eu[ti]Oetan), i.e. as a full and intact portion, just as it has been placed on
the altar fire for the ritual. Here is another paradigm for divine and human
commensality. The tail would be shared between the god on the one hand
—the smoke made from the burning or roasting, and the curling of the
portion, pointing favourably upward to the heavens—and the priests or
other participants on the other—some of the flesh of lower loins and the
marrow of the tail which would not have been completely consumed by
fire, and could be eaten.



284 Many enigmas still remain, due in no small part to the ambiguities of
the available evidence. Portions that were deposited on the altar are often
simply called ta tega. The relatively analogous expression tepa poiga is
occasionally found in inscriptions describing portions for the altar or the
priest, and an effort has been made to identify this phrase with the tail or
its base, the 60dvc.[32] While it is true that both expressions never occur
in the same text, the argument cannot be completely convincing in the
absence of further evidence. If the claim were to prove correct, it would
suggest that the situation was much like the one we saw at Iasos: the tail
would be placed on the altar as a “sacred” or divine portion, roasting and
curling, and then be taken away by the officiant. But it is also possible that
the referent underlying phrases like tepax poipa varied, encompassing in
some ritual declensions portions of the legs, for instance the shoulder
blade removed from the foreleg.[33]

285 Another part of the animal which is found in the lists of the regulation
from Phrearrhioi is the intriguing half-head (uikoaioa). This testifies to a
common practice of butchery: the skull of the animal would be segmented
into two lateral hemispheres, notably for the purpose of extracting its
contents (e.g. the brain) and for serving them, often with related portions,
such as the tongue and the throat, which were removed separately. Again,
this section of the head is commonly found as a priestly perquisite, notably
in Attica but also elsewhere.[34] Should we infer that one half of the head
was wholly burned for the gods or that it was roasted, as we have seen
that the tail might be, and soon after taken by the priestly personnel? We
are sadly lacking an inscription which would tell us what happened to the
head both on the altar and as a perquisite, or to both sides of the head
during a single sacrifice: this would inform us about another potential
level of commensality between god and mortal.

Tables and Statues: The Haptic Perception of
Entrails and Other Displays

3§1 We have already seen that the entrails of the animal—which could
include a wide variety of components, such as the lung, spleen, kidneys,



heart, and even the tongue—would typically be roasted over the altar-fire
while the fatty bundle burned and the tail curled. A standard view is that
these portions would be salted and directly sampled by the participants,
much like modern Greek kokoretsi.[35] But it is also well understood that a
portion of these viscera was typically reserved for the gods.[36] Passages
of Aristophanes’ Birds coupled with epigraphical testimonia from the island
of Chios have effectively demonstrated that entrails were expected to be
placed “in the hands” of the divine statue, if it held out its hand; or “on its
knees”, if it was represented as seated; occasionally, both.[37] Iconographic
representations of this phenomenon have been identified by Keesling in
the korai from the Athenian Akropolis; one even seems to hold a lumpy
object that could be a part of the entrails.[38]

382 A somewhat neglected passage illustrates the potential efficacy of
placing the entrails in this fashion: this is the supplication which
Demaratus is seen to make in Book 6 of Herodotus. Having sacrificed an
ox to Zeus in his house in Sparta, at the household altar of Zeus Herkeios
(“of the fence”), he calls his mother and places the entrails in her hands in
order to entreat her and the god at the same time; the household god
presumably did not have a large enough statue for this purpose, though
Demaratus appears perhaps to seize his altar, while his mother, holding
the entrails, forms another focal point of the entreaty.[39] Oaths normally
involved similar “haptics’, such as grasping the altar or, more directly, the

sacred portions (ieoa) which were placed upon it.[40]

383 All of these rituals, therefore, underscore the importance of physical
contact with meat and with sacred portions in particular. In the case of
placing the entrails in the hands or on the knees, this must surely have
been felt to create a palpable, tangible connection to the gods. It is not
particularly clear what would happen to these portions of entrails after
they had been deposited in this way: in Aristophanes, they are snatched
up by birds, which is comic and perhaps betrays some sense of the reality.
[41] Statues with outstretched, empty hands are said, in the
Assemblywomen, to appear greedy in always wanting more gifts, meaty or
otherwise.[42] On Chios, the portions were clearly intended to be taken



away by the priestly officials as their prerogative: they perhaps had to
remove them rather quickly, as soon as any prayers or invocations
accompanying the sacrifice were completed. Once again, it should be
stressed that, though there was no consumption by fire, the divine figure

and the priest essentially partook of the same special portions.

384 A well-known further declension of this type is that commonly called
Oeo&évia, though the ritual could be known by a variety of related names
(e.g. Eevia, Eevionog).[43] This literally represented a hosting of the deity
or deities for a meal. Here, the statues of the gods would normally be
taken out of their sanctuaries and laid upon couches strewn with
mattresses and cloths, and presented with offerings on a table. While this
may be seen to have recreated a meal with the gods in an even more vivid
manner, it is commonly argued that the purpose of the ritual was merely
to provide supplementary offerings for the gods, which would eventually
be taken away by the priest. The same is said of other offerings which are
set out on tables, called toameCwuata (“table-offerings”), or
napatifépeva (“things set beside” sc. the altar and / or the cult-statue), or
still otherwise. Both categories are taken to represent types of gifts which
were modeled on human feasts.[44]

385 Of the specific offerings or portions of meat presented during a
Oeofévia, we are rather poorly informed. As far as toamelwpata are
concerned, they were extremely varied. A rather stark dichotomy has been
suggested between raw portions offered on the table by the altar and
cooked ones during a Oeo&évia, but this seems untenable.[45] One reason
for this is that entrails often feature as part of the table-offerings and that
we would expect these to be cooked, usually roasted on the fire.[46]
Normally, much of the meat would indeed be placed uncooked on the

table, and such offerings would prominently include the leg, whether hind
or fore.[47]

3§86 Building on the question of table-offerings, one last element of the
divine portion, which is also mentioned in the regulation from the deme of

Phrearrhioi, warrants investigation. At Phrearrhioi, the meats in question



are called paoyxaAiopata.[48] These could refer to any anatomical
extremities which could readily be cut off the body, such as the ears and
the feet. According to two ancient lexica, the term paoxaAioua
specifically designated portions of meat deriving from the forelegs or
shoulders, perhaps from the armpit (uaoxaAn); these were placed on the
thighbones and the fat, to be burned in the altar-fire.[49] In a seminal
paper, Eran Lupu related this practice to that of wpoBetetv, placing little
raw pieces of meat on the fatty bundle in the altar, which occurs in
Homeric sacrifice, but seldom elsewhere by this designation.[50] The
passage describing this operation in most detail concerns the sacrifice
performed by the swineherd Eumaios upon Odysseus’ return to Ithaka.
[51] Having slaughtered a male pig with his attendants, he proceeds to
make preliminary or first-offerings (coxouevog), by selecting a small
portion from all the limbs (tavtwv... pneAéwv) and laying these on the fat
(éc miova dNuov, presumably here a shorthand for the fatty bundle, which
would include the thighbones or perhaps other bones).[52] There are two
important points to be underlined: the morsels are represented as first-
offerings, coming relatively near the beginning (&oxoépevog) of the
sacrificial ritual and being burned for the gods; and in the Homeric
version, they represent a small portion of all the limbs (tavtwv...
ueAéwv), not just from the forelegs or shoulders. In essence, the ritual
process performed by Eumaios distinctly aims to convey through
consumption by fire a measure of all the parts of the animal to the gods; it
also attributes to this ritual action a clear form of precedence. The
swineherd then proceeds to roast the meat and to lay aside a seventh
portion for the Nymphs and Hermes, much as we have seen in the case of
table-offerings.

387 The study of first-fruits or first-offerings is extensive and has recently
formed the subject of an excellent book by Jim.[53] Not only could a first-
offering occur during sacrifice, but, among many other contexts, it was
also a regular occurrence at meals, where a small portion would be
preliminary deposited or perhaps burned for the gods before the feast was
consumed.[54] My contribution will be limited to two remarks, or “first-
fruits” if you will.



388 To begin with, offerings placed on tables can demonstrably be viewed
as including or constituting first-offerings, and this further emphasizes
their importance. An intriguing fragmentary regulation from Attica
presents an element of what was set on the table as a katapxn.[55] A first-
offering, probably fleshy rather than vegetal, must be intended, which was
to be displayed and used in the ritual; the word also has strong
connotations of primacy.[56]

389 Second, the order in which the portions were deposited on the table
needs to be investigated, since it is clear that in some cases these portions
could be partly burned on the altar too. In a celebrated document inscribed
on a lead tablet from Selinous, a procedure is described in unusual detail
but in close relation to the discussion at hand.[57] The regulation outlines
various sacrifices to Zeus and the Tritopatres (divine ancestral figures
literally called “Great-Grandfathers”) taking place every four years. In the
next year, an animal may also be offered, perhaps to Zeus or to these
Tritopatres (side A, lines 18-20):

€070 0¢ Kal Ovpa eda FETog OVeV. o de haxQo T daootx EALQETO

Kal toa[melal-

V : TEOOEUEV Kal QOAEAV Kal TATO TAG TEATECAS : ATIAQY UATA KAl

tootéa kaltal-
KAl - T KQ& pexdepéto, kaAéto [hlovTiva AgL.

Translated literally: “It is also possible to sacrifice an animal on the next
year. Let him take out the civic sacred objects and set forth a table and a
thigh and the first-offerings from the table and the bones burn

completely. Let him not carry away the meat, let him call whomever he

wants.”

3810 A sacrifice to the Tritopatres defined earlier in the same regulation
(lines 13-16) had also involved the setting out of a table (the text reads
only kat toamelav), more clearly accompanied by a couch and offerings
of cakes and meat during a Beo&évia; this was also followed by the



offering of first-fruits (kanag&apevot), small pieces derived from the
cakes and meat, and the complete burning of these and perhaps other
sacred portions (katakadvto, with only an implied object in this case).[58]
The standard interpretation of the later passage, quoted above, is that it
involves the burning of a whole thigh (taking QoAéav as an object of
Katakaat).[59] This is possible. An alternative view would be to consider
that this thigh, as was often the case with the leg (see above), was simply
presented raw on the table (forming another object of tpoB¢uev);[60] the
bones (tootéa) would then probably represent the femurs extracted from
both thighs of the beast, destined for burning on the altar after being
covered in fat. At any rate, it is relatively clear that in two sacrifices
described at Selinous, as distinctive as they may be, portions from the
sacrificial animal and cakes were first displayed on the table; small first-
offerings were made from these (tamno tag toamélag anagyuata), by
being burned with the bones (kai tootéa ka[talkaal), as we have come to
expect. The anagypata at Selinous may have come from various portions
of meat set on the table, including the thigh, not unlike the sampling of
limbs performed by Eumaios.

3§11 The important take-away is that the gods were regularly offered little
morsels of actual meat from the limbs, such as the shoulder, the leg or
other extremities, either directly or after these portions were set and
displayed for them on the table.[61] While the burning and roasting was
already taking place, first-offerings could be added as additional small
portions of raw meat to be completely consumed on the fire and thus by
the gods.[62]

Conclusion

4§81 A final point ties in with the wider argument that the portions of the
sacrificial animal which the gods received are not to be treated as entirely
inedible or negligible. It has been aptly remarked that when an ancient
Greek wanted to sacrifice an animal to a god, he or she simply used a
phrase like OV tepeiov, “I sacrifice (lit. make smoke from) a (whole)
consecrated animal” to god such-and-such.[63] In other words, the deity



was in a certain sense imagined to have received the entirety of the
offering.

482 Yet aside from making a holocaust—the combustion of a whole animal
—or of burning a more substantial portion of meat from the carcass,[64]
the repartition was necessarily more selective. There were no doubt basic
and functional reasons for this, such as the need to put the slain animal to
nutritional and practical use. On a more fundamental level, the question of
why such a repartition was made ought not to remain a “mystery”. The
meat of the matter is simple: the gods in all cases received significant
tokens of a feast. Certain portions could be burned for them on the altar,
releasing pleasing smoke and good omens, while others were roasted,
achieving similar results; the same or related portions would then be
consumed by human participants; others parts could be set aside,
displayed, used in some capacity, or even sampled for the divine offerings;
most of this would eventually be eaten by the worshippers. Distinct or
interconnected modes of consumption and commensality were developed,
all of which conveyed close interactions with the gods. Sharing the
sacrificial animal was thus both the modus operandi and the essential
function of the rituals.
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[4] Aeschylus Prometheus Bound 493-499. On omitted elements of the
Ouoia in the Hesiodic myth of Prometheus, see also Ekroth 2008:95.
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humans, see Osborne 2016.

[10] Ekroth 2008:87: “...offerings, which seem to have been more adapted
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or 93: “To see the transformation of the divine share by burning it as linked
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329) of Hermes’ gestures as a prototype of the ritual of setting offerings on
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[17] See van Straten 1995:104-105, for the use of blood to sprinkle or pour
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(2002:242-276).
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Stavrianopoulou 2006; Parker 2011, chp. 5.

[19] The phrase is a suggestion of Graf (2002:117): “a grammar of sacrifice,



must have existed in the heads of the Greeks...”

[20] For example, the myths concerning Mekone, or those of Tantalus or of
Ixion, all point to this mythical past. For the issue of table fellowship, cf.
esp. the arguments of Nock 1944 against this notion.

[21] For these inscriptions, often called “sacred laws”, see now CGRN, with
further refs.

[22] Morton 2015.

[23] NGSL 3 / CGRN 103 (ca. 300-250 BC), lines 15-18: &mti d¢& ToUG Prpove
[..2..] | unoovg, paoxaAiopata, Nuik<e>alpav ..2.. u] Inoovg,
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ntAe]ugov, toxiov.

[24] This was a standard priestly perquisite in Attica and elsewhere, see
now Carbon 2017. For legs in Attic iconography, see Tsoukala 2009.

[25] See already Durand 1979:157.

[26] Le gigot mou: the phrase is that of Durand (1984:32). The inscription in
question is a decree from Haliartos concerning the Ptoia, NGSL 11 (ca. 235
BC vel paulum post), lines 23-25: d1d0600N d& TU AQXV K1) TUG ToAeualoxvg
k1) T0g] | teBpodovAakecot tax ovmépmovga | mavta kN Tav KwAiav.
The term is distinctive and may have encompassed all of the portions that
were not completely destroyed in the fire on the altar or all those which

were roasted over it.
[27] Van Straten 1995:118-120 and 128-130.

[28] Ekroth 2013a:20 with n29; Morton 2015.

[29] Schol. ad Aristophanes Peace 1053: amto thg 00dv0G: €Tt TOV BwpoD
T OMAQYXVQA OTTTA €V OLYT). AéyeL 00V, ATTO TG 00GpVOG TOV 0BeAloKoV
ATIAYAYE. OLOV TEOOEXE UT) A1) avTnc. TavTn yaQ pavtevovtal. Cf. also



schol. ad 1054: 1] képkog ToLel: 1) OVEA KaAa onpaivel. €60¢ YaQ elxov
TNV 00PUV Kal TNV KEQKOV ETITIOEVAL T TILEL Kal €€ AVTWV ONUELOLS
TIOL KATAVOELV €L eVTIRO0VEKTOG 1) Ovolia.

[30] See van Straten (cf. n27 above) and Ekroth 2009.

[31] In the present state of the evidence, this priestly portion appears to be
particularly prevalent in the general area of lasos, for instance at nearby
Miletos: LSAM 46 /| CGRN 100 (ca. 300275 BC), lines 2 and 6; LSAM 50 /
CGRN 201 (ca. 200 BC but a copy from a text of 447 /6 BC), lines 9 and 35—
38 (boiled). If we include the mpdtunoic as equivalent to the 0odvg, then a
greater prevalence of this priestly portion can be observed in the Ionian
sphere: LSAM 1 / CGRN 120 (Sinope, a Milesian colony; ca. 350-250 BC),
line 8; Parker 2006 / CGRN 37 (Chios, ca. 425-375 BC), line 11.

[32] Dimitrova 2008. Cf. still the essential discussion of Puttkammer
1912:11-12 etc. On the altar: LSAM 24 /| CGRN 76 (Erythrai, ca. 380-360
BC), lines 33-34. Priestly portion, all from Miletos: LSAM 44 / CGRN 39
(ca. 400 BC), lines 6-7; LSAM 48 /| CGRN 138 (275/4 BC), line 17; LSAM
52B (AD 14-50), line 5.

[33] For the term Beopowia found on Kos and evidence for divine
portions deriving from the front limb, such as the shoulder blade, see
Carbon 2017; for forelegs more generally, see Ekroth 2013b. Add also now
the new evidence from the detailed rules for sacrifice EAANVIK@L VOU@L in
the cult of a Semitic goddess at Marmarini near Larisa in Thessaly, Decourt
and Tziaphalias 2015. There (face B, lines 41-43), the foreleg (10 oxéAo[c]
0 &TtO TOoL 0TrBoVg) is to be burned, or perhaps only its bones, such as
the scapula, as the phrase deriving “from the chest” (1o amo tov otBoug)
might imply (this appears to be the same chest or breast which was
presented boiled on the table, see n47 below); a part of the foreleg or its

bones were clearly wrapped in the omentum (émtimtAovv) to catch fire.

[34] Cf. IGT12 1359 / LSCG 29 / CGRN 61 (Athens, ca. 350 BC), line 8;
Amipsias fr. 7 (Kassel-Austin; ap. Athen. 368e). See also the more puzzling
“half-head” “of sausage” (or half the skull “filled with tripe”?), listed as a



table-offering at Aixone, CGRN 57 (ca. 400-375 BC), passim: émi d¢ v
toamelav KwANV, MAeLEOV Lox(o, uikgapav Xoednc. Yet the half-head
is conspicuously absent in the lists of tepecoovva found in the regulation
from Phrearrhioi (n23 above). In the new sale of the priesthood of Meter at
Jasos (Maddoli 2015 / CGRN 196, lines 13-14), the following portions, all
properly belonging to the area of the head, are given: kai g kedbaAng to
ULl ov kat yYAowooav kal éyképatov kat todxnAov. For the left cheek
given to a priestess on Chios, another form of half-head, see Parker 2006 /

CGRN 37 (ca. 425-375 BC), line 11: <y>vaBov ev[w]vuuol[v].
[35] Cf. Ekroth 2008:93.

[36] For some of the entrails being directly burned on the altar-fire in a
sacrifice éAANVIkK@L vouwy, see again Decourt and Tziaphalias 2015. At
lines 40—41, a relatively canonical list of entrails, including the tongue, is
given to the priestess, though the items are to be boiled rather than
roasted; only the left kidney is given, while the right one and the heart are
to be used as burnt offerings (line 43: eig tegax €mi TO TOQ, as the text
should correctly read; see also BE 2016 no. 291-293 for cotrections to this

inscription).

[37] Statues on Chios: see now CGRN 41, lines 12-13, with further refs.; cf.
esp. van Straten 1995:131-133, quoting Aristophanes Birds 975: kat GtaAnv

dovval kat Ay xvwv Xelp’ evimAnoaL.
[38] Keesling 2003:158-161, with further discussion.

[39] Herodotus VI 67-68: noav pev dn yvpvomadiat. ..
KATOKAAVPAUEVOG T)LE €K TOV OET)TEOV £C Tat EWLTOV Olklx, avTika dE
TIAQAOKELAOAUEVOS £0VE T ALl Bovv, OVoAg de TNV UNTEQA EKAAECTE.
ATUKOMEVT) O TN UNTEL €00¢€IS £C TAC XEIQAG Ol TWV OTIAXY X VWV
Katucéteve, AEywv Tolade: @ unteQ, Oewv oe Twv te AAAWV
KATATITOUEVOG ikeTeVw katl ToL Egrelov Alog tovde, podoat pot v
aAnOemv, tic peo ol matnE 000 Ad6yw”. As How and Wells comment
ad loc., katamtopevog implies a concrete gesture of holding, possibly of
the altar of Zeus Herkeios (designated here with the deictic tovde), while



the entrails lie in the hands of the supplicanda, Demaratus’ mother.

[40] On rituals during oaths, see now Sommerstein and Torrance 2014:132-
155. Seizing the altar: e.g. IG I1* 1237 / LSCG 19 (phratry of Demotionidai
in Athens, 396/5 BC), lines 75-76: LaQTLQEV d& TOS LAQTUOAGS KAl
emopvovat Exouévog 1o Bwpo. Sacred portions: e.g. Aeschines I 114
(during antomosia): €émOTAG T KATNYOQIQ ETTL TOL ka0 TNELOL, KAl
AaPwV €IS TNV EXVTOL XELQA TX LEQA, Kol OUOTAG PN Aafetv dwoa unode
AMpecOat ...

[41] Aristophanes Birds 519-520: tv" 6tav B0wv t1g €melt’ avtoig €ig Vv
XEWQ', WG VOHOG €0Tlv, Tax OmMAGYyXVa O0w, TOL ALOG avTOL TEOTEQOL TA
oTIAGYXVa AaPwotv.

[42] Aristophanes Assemblywomen 778-783: 00 YXQ TIATQOLOV TOVUT €0TLV,
aAAa AapPaverv | uag povov det vi) At kat yap ot Oeot | yvwoet d’
ATIO TV XELQWV YE TV ayaAuatwv | otav yop evxwpeoOa didoval
taya0q, | €éotnkev éxtetvovta v xelQ vmtiav | ovx g T dwoovt
AN OTtwg T Adetat.

[43] Jameson 2014:145-176.

[44] Ekroth 2008:104: “it is tempting to suggest that the practice of offering
the gods meat actually was inspired by and developed from the custom of
giving choice portions to the priest or priestess at a thysia. The trapezomata
and theoxenia constituted one further means of honouring the gods by

adopting (and elaborating) a practice prevalent among men”.

[45] Ekroth 2008:101: “At the trapezomata, there is no cooking at all, since
the meat was raw when presented to the god on the table near the altar. A
practical explanation may be that if the meat was to be visible during the
part of the sacrifice which was acted out around the altar, only raw meat
would be available at such an early stage of the ritual. But cooking also
belongs to the human part of the sacrifice and the fact that the meat was

raw may have been of central importance”.

[46] For entrails as part of the trapezomata, accompanied with a triple-



portion of flesh when the sacrifice of an ox is at play, cf. LSAM 24 /| CGRN
76 (Erythrai, ca. 380-360 BC), lines 13-20: [1]v d¢ BoUv BVU1) twt A] |
TOAAwVL T Tt AokA[nTcol Entt v 1od] | meCav mapatiOétw tlwt Oewt
éxatéowl] | Polog toeic oapkag klat omAayxva kat] | Tt iget dv’
opoAovc. Nv [0¢ Tt étépwt ] | géov OV TéAeov, magaTO[étw éxatéowl]

| émti v tedmeCav tola kEé[a kal omAdy] | xva kat Tt ipet OoAdv. For
an unusual case of limbs being boiled whole and deposited overnight on a
table beside the statue of a hero before being distributed, see the
endowment of Kritolaos at Aigiale, IG XI1.7 515 / LSS 61 (end of 2nd c.
BC), lines 77-79: kai toU k00 t&x kéa | [0Ao]ueAn amoléoavteg
TaEATIOETWoaV T ayaApatt kal v nagaBeowv (i.e. a dinner). Other
evidence for cooked portions placed on the table now comes from the cult
at Marmarini near Larisa in Thessaly, cf. Decourt and Tziaphalias 2015;
among the table-offerings (face B, line 35, dbégetv del émi v Toatelav T
erutBéueva...), we find both a boiled breast (or ribcage) and a raw leg
derived “from the sacrificial animal” (face B, lines 39-38: &m0 00 teQOL 1O
otn0og EpOoV Emi v ToaTECAV Katl TO okéAog wuov, taking amo tov
tegov—see LS] s.v. lepdg III.1—with this phrase and not with the preceding
mention of wine, pace edd. pr.).

[47] Leg: cf. e.g. CGRN 98 (Erythrai, ca. 350-300 BC), face A, lines 15-16:

Kal 0 okéAog 10 mafoa tov Pwpov ma] | patiBéuevov kalt —I; IoP 11 251
/ LSAM 13 / CGRN 206 (Pergamon, 2nd ¢ BQ), lines 12-15: Aaufaverv d&
| kal yéoa twv Quopévwy tepelwv v Tt tepwt | mavtwv okéAog de&lov

Kal T déppata kat tdAAa | tpamelwpata mavia ta mapatiOépev]al.
[48] See n above.

[49] Cf. Hesychius s.v. paoxaAiopa: ... kal ta ETUTifépueva ATo TV
WUV KQEa &V Tals Twv Oewv Buolaig; Suda s.v. ... onuatvel e 1) AEELG
Kol Ta TOLG PNEOLG ETUTIOEUEVA ATIO TWV WHWV KQEA €V TALG TWV Oe@V
Ovolalc.

[50] Lupu 2003; see also the commentary at NGSL 3.

[51] On this sacrifice, see Kadletz 1984; on Homeric sacrifice, see also Hitch



2009.

[52] Homer Odyssey xiv 427: 6 d¢ wpoOeteito ovPwtng, | mdvtwv
aQXOpevog peAéwv, g miova dnuov | kat ta pev ev mopt BaAAe... Cp.
e.g. Odyssey iii 456—460 for a summary of the overall process.

[53] On the vocabulary of first-offerings, see Jim 2014:28-58; but note that,
regarding several terms and inscriptions mentioned here, I tend to differ

from her interpretation.
[54] See Jim 2014:117-129 on offerings at meals.

[55] IGI121359 / LSCG 29 / CGRN 61 (Athens, ca. 350 BC): émti toamelav
KataQxn[v]; note also lines 1 and 9 of the same inscription. Jim 2014:43n62,
finds this use “obscure”; for katapxeoBOat in the sense of sacrificial
preliminaries, see Jim 2014:32, where, as she admits, it is not always clear
what is meant by the verb. A possible parallel may be found in an
interesting cult regulation for Meter from Minoa on the island of Amorgos,
dating to the first-century BC. A passage from the inscription (IG XI1.7 237
/ LSCG 103 / CGRN 195, lines 15-21) reads as follows: mapatiBétw] | oav

O¢ kat [émt]i v tod[mteCav tOL pev foog — 5-8 — ka] | YAwooav katl

oapkac tels [Kail ] I 6potwg d¢ kat twv dAAwV [Lepeiwv:
v d¢ mapatiBeuévwv(?)] | e Bewr émi v todmelav €0[tw TO HEV —
8-11 — ué] l pog g tepelag, tax 0¢ Ao twv éna|— —12-15 — —] |
emov O¢.... The first clause requires the tongue of the animal (yAwooav)
and three portions of flesh (capxag toeic), probably from an ox, as well as
others now missing, to be placed on the table. The second describes what
will happen after these have been reserved for the goddess: a portion of
the table-offerings is to belong to the priestess; the remainder (ta d¢
AowTtix...) are to be treated differently. The traces twv émal... might suggest
that the portions on the table were not merely envisaged as being
“reserved” or “set aside” for the goddess, but rather as énaloyuatwv],
first-offerings which were explicitly consecrated to her (i.e. burned on the
altar?). Yet this reading is problematic. We would instead expect t@v
ema... to contain a genitive of possession, qualifying the recipient of “the
remainder” of these portions, much like tng tepelag; the bolder correction



TV én<c>[unviwv] might therefore be proposed (émiunviot recur in the
inscription, cf. lines 9, 11, 25-26, 35 etc, as subsidiary cult officials
responsible for the substance of the decree, the donation to the cult of
Meter by Hegesarete).

[56] The word &oxn can of course denote both a “beginning” and
“sovereignty” (cf. LS] s.v.): it can be seen as appropriate to rites for the
gods which occur first in ritual order or with some form of precedence

during the rites at the altar, as well as in priority for these supreme beings.

[57] See Jameson, Jordan and Kotansky 1993 (cf. also CGRN 13, ca. 500-450
BC).

[58] Face A, lines 14-16: kai todmeCav kat kAtvav kevBaAéto kaBapov
heéua kat oteda | vog EAaiag kal peAlkgata v kawvaic moteQide[o(o)]u

Kal : TAdopaTa kol KQa KAT | xQEAHEVOL KATAKAXVTO.
[59] So Jameson, Jordan and Kotansky 1993; see Scullion 2000.

[60] tpotiBnuL can be used of a todmela just as much as the meal it can
contain, see LS] s.v. See already Carbon 2015 for this proposal.

[61] In the new regulation from Marmarini/Larisa (Decourt and
Tziaphalias 2015; see n33 and n46 above), an dkQokoOALov (i.e.
AaKQOKwWAL0V) de€ov is offered on the altar-fire (face B, lines 41-43); this
may well have belonged to the extremities of the right foreleg, such as the
arm-pit or the foot (alternatively, perhaps to an ear or another such
delicacy).

[62] This is notably clear from the proceedings in Aristophanes’ Peace.
Hierokles the oracle-monger urges Trygaios to proceed with the first-
offerings while the tail is still burning and the roasting is progressing
(1057): &ye vuv amaoxov k&ta d0g tamaoyuata. Avoiding being rushed,
Trygaios responds (1058) that it is better to continue roasting (sc. the
entrails and the rest) on the fire first (and presumably to make first-
offerings later). This passage indicates that first-offerings were not always
offered first in ritual order, though that would often be expected. It further



suggests that the connotation of “primacy” in the terms “first-fruits” or
“first-offerings” was notably related to their quality as divine gifts.

[63] See Jim 2014:56-57, acutely noting that “ideologically the gods were
presented with the whole animal”.

[64] For the neologism “moirocaust” to denote the burning of a more
substantial portion of meat from an animal, see Scullion 2000:165-166. One
instance is the ritual called évateverv discussed by Scullion, involving a
division in nine parts. It seems to me preferable to continue to use the

ancient Greek terms for these sacrificial varieties and declensions.
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